3. The Tasks of a Critical Theory of Society

My purpose in discussing the thesis of internal colonization in connec-
tion with recent tendencies toward juridification in the Federal Republic
of Germany was, among other things, to show by example how processes
of real abstraction, to which Marx directed his attention, can be analyzed
without our having any equivalent for his theory of value. This brings us
back to the central question of whether, in the present state of the social
sciences, it is necessary and possible to replace the theory of value, at
least insofar as it enables us to connect theoretical statements about li-
feworld and system to each other. As we have seen, Marx conceived the
systemic context of capital self-realization as a fetishistic totality; from
this there followed the methodological requirement that we decipher
anything that might correctly be brought under a systems-theoretical
description simultancously as a process of reification of living labor
This far-reaching claim has to be dropped, however, if we see in the cap-
italist economic system not only a new formation of class relationships
but an advanced level of system differentiation in its own right. Un-
der these premises, the semantic question of how something can be
transiated from one language into the other can be converted into the
empirical question of when the growth of the monetary-bureaucratic
complex affects domains of action that cannot be transferred to system-
integretive mechanisms without pathological side effects. The anal-
ysis of Parsonian media theory led me to the assumption that this
boundary is overstepped when systemic imperatives force their way into
domains of cultural reproduction, social integration, and socialization.
This assumption needs to be tested empirically in connection with “real
abstractions” detected in the core zones of the lifeworld. The seman-
tic problem of connecting systems-theoretic and action-theoretic de-
scriptions requires a solution that does not prejudge substantive ques-
tions.

I introduced the system concept of society by way of a methodologi-
cal objectification of the lifeworld and justified the shift in perspective
connected with this objectification—a shift from the perspective of a
participant to that of an observer—in action-theoretic terms. Like the
theory of value, this justification has the form of a conceptual explica-
tion. It is supposed to explain what it means for the symbolic reproduc-
tion of the lifeworld when communicative action is replaced by media-
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steered interaction, when language, in its function of coordinating
action, is replaced by media such as money and power. Unlike the trans-
formation of concrete into abstract labor, this does not eo ipso give rise
to reifying effects. The conversion to another mechanism of action co-
ordination, and thereby to another principle of sociation, results in reifi-
cation—that is, in a pathological de-formation of the communicative in-
frastructure of the lifeworld-—only when the lifeworld cannot be
withdrawn from the functions in question, when these functions cannot
be painlessly transferred to media-steered systems of action, as those of
material reproduction sometimes can. In this way phenomena of reifica-
tion lose the dubious status of facts that can be inferred from economic
statements about value relations by means of semantic transformations
alone. “Real abstractions” now make up instead an object domain for
empirical inquiry. They become the object of a research program that no
longer has need of value theory or any similar translation tool.

In other respects a theory of capitalist modernization developed by
means of 2 theory of communicative action does follow the Marxian
model. It is critical both of contemporary social sciences and of the
social reality they are supposed to grasp. It is critical of the reality of
developed societies inasmuch as they do not make full use of the learning
potential culturally available to them, but deliver themselves over to an
uncentrolled growth of complexity. As we have seen, this increasing sys-
tem complexity encroaches upon nonrenewable supplies like a quasi-
natural force; not only does it outflank traditional forms of life, it attacks
the communicative infrastructure of largely rationalized lifeworlds. But
the theory is also critical of social-scientific approaches that are inca-
pable of deciphering the paradoxes of societal rationalization because
they make complex social systems their object only from one or 2nother
abstract point of view, without accounting for the historical constitution
of their object domain (in the sense of a reflexive sociology).! Critical
social theory does not relate to established lines of research as a com-
petitor; starting from its concept of the rise of modern societies, it at-
tempts to explain the specific limitations and the relative rights of those
approaches.

If we leave to one side the insufficiently complex approach of behav-
iorism, there are today three main lines of inquiry occupied with the
phenomenon of modern societies. We cannot even say that they are in
competition, for they scarcely have anything to say to one another. Ef-
forts at theory comparison do not issue in reciprocal critique; fruitful
critique that might foster a common undertaking can hardly be devel-
oped across these distances, but at most within one or another camp.?
There is a good reason for this mutual incomprehension: the object do-
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mains of the competing approaches do not come into contact, for they
are the result of one-sided abstractions that unconsciously cut the tics
between system and lifeworld constitutive for modern societies.

Taking as its point of departure the work of Max Weber, and also in
part Marxist historiography, an approach—sometimes referred to as the
history of society [Gesellschaftsgeschichte]—has becn developed that is
comparative in outlook, typological in procedure, and, above all, well
informed about social history. The dynamics of class struggle arc given
greater or lesser weight according to the positions of such different au-
thors as Reinhard Bendix, R. Lepsius, C. Wright Mills, Barrington Moore,
and Hans-Ulrich Wehler; however, the theoretical core is always formed
by assumptions about the structural differentiation of society in function-
ally specified systems of action. Close contact with historical research
prevents the theory of structural differentiation from issuing in a moge
strongly theoretical program, for instance, in some form of systems func-
tionalism. Rather, analysis proceeds in such a way that modernization
processes are referred to the level of institutional differentiation. The
functionalist mode of investigation is not so widely separated from the
structuralist mode that the potential competition between the two con-
ceptual strategies could develop. The modernization of society is, to be
sure, analyzed in its various ramifications, but 2 one-dimensional idea of
the whole process of structural differentiation predominates. It is not
conceived as a second-order differentiation process, as an uncoupling of
system and lifeworld that, when sufficiently advanced, makes it possible
for media-steered subsystems to react back on structurally differentiated

lifeworlds. As a result, the pathologies of modernity do not come into
view as such from this research perspective; it lacks the conceptual tools
to distinguish adequately between (@) the structural differentiation of
the lifeworld, particularly of its societal components, (b) the growing
autonomy of action systems that are differentiated out via steering media,
as well as the internal differentiation of these subsystems, and finally (c¢)
those differentiation processes that simultancously dedifferentiate so-
cially integrated domains of action in the sense of colonizing the life-
world. '
Taking as its point of departurc neoclassical economic theory, on the
one hand, and social-scientific functionalism, on the other, a systems-
theoretical approach has established itself above all in economics and in
the sciences of administration. These system sciences have, so to speak,
grown up in the wake of the two media-steered subsystems. As long as
they were occupied chiefly with the internal complexity of the eco-
nomic and administrative systems, they could rest content with sharply
idealized models. To the extent that they had to bring the restrictions of
the relevant social environments into their analyses, however, there arose
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ili Or:]eztelt for ar;h integrated theory that would also cover the interac
we i i i
ccomomy ¢n the two functionally intermeshed subsystems of state and
It is only with the next step in abstraction, which brought soci
a whole under systems-theoretical concepts, that the system sclifetY o
overdrew their account. The systems theory of society first devel oed
by Parsons and consistently carried farther by Luhmann views theop'ed
:t.nd developm.cnt of modern society solely in the functionalist pers;:;:(?
Cll‘; nofdgr;)zmg system com;‘)lexit‘y: Once systems functionalism is
Sfa of the dross of the sociological tradition, it becomes insensitive
to social pathologies that can be discerned chiefly in the structural fe
tures of socially integrated domains of action. It hoists the vicissitude: 3;7
fsommuni(.:atively structured lifeworlds up to the level of media d n:nz
%cs;‘ by assimilating them, from the observer perspective, to dise uji;ibr' ,
in mt_ersystemic exchange relations, it robs them of th;: si iﬁ::]an li
identity-threatening deformations, which is how they are gen i e
from the participant perspective. Fperienced
l_?ma‘llly, from phenomenology, hermeneutics, and symbolic inter
actionism there has developed an action-theoretical approach. To th :
extffn.t that the different lines of interpretive sociology proceed i.n a enEf
eralizing rlnanner at all, they share an interest in illuminating stmctﬁres
(?f Worl(_iwews and forms of life. The essential part is a theory of everyda
life, which can also be linked up with historical research, as it is inythy
work of E. P Thompson. To the extent that this is done ;nodernizatioe
proctesscs can be presented from the viewpoint of the lif::worlds speciﬁg
:;a;glgzrf;g fIZI:St: and groups; t_he everyday life of the subcultures
. pf'ocesses are disclosed with the tools of anthropolog-
ical rese'arch. Occasionally these studies condense to fragments of hi
tory written from the point of view of its victims. Then modemizati(l)i
appears as the sufferings of those who had to pay for the establishment
of the new mode of production and the new system of states in the coi
of disintegrating traditions and forms of life. Research of this type sh o
ens 0}1.r perception of historical asynchronicities; they provide apstimzfp .
to c_nucal recollection in Benjamin's sense. But it has as little place fus
the mter-na.l systemic dynamics of economic development, of n:iion ar(:;
state building, as it does for the structural logics of rat’ionalized Lifi
Wo.rlds. As a result, the subcultural mirrorings in which the socio atho?
ogu_es of modernity are refracted and reflected retain the sub'ectiI:r d
accidental character of uncomprebended events. ] -
o :Vrh::rcas the Fheory of structural differentiation does not sufficiently
parate systemic and lifeworld aspects, systems theory and actio
theory, each isolates and overgeneralizes one of the two aspect Thn
methodological abstractions have the same result in all three Iz‘.ascss. Th:
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theories of modernity made possible by these approaches remain insen-
sitive to what Marx cailed “real abstractions”; the latter can be gotten at
through an analysis that at once traces the rationalization of lifeworlds
and the growth in complexity of media-steered susbystems, and that
keeps the paradoxical nature of their interference in sight. As we have
seen, it is possible to speak in a nonmetaphorical sense of paradoxical
conditions of life if the structural differentiation of lifeworlds is de-
scribed as rationalization. Social pathologies are not to be measured
against “biological” goal states but in relation to the contradictions in
which communicatively intermeshed interaction can get caught because
deception and self-deception can gain objective power in an everyday
practice reliant on the facticity of validity claims.

By “real abstractions” Marx was referring not only to paradoxes ex-
perienced by those involved as deformations of their lifeworld, but above
all to paradoxes that could be gotten at only through an analysis of reifi-
cation (or of rationalization). It is in this latter sense that we cail “para-
doxical” those situations in which systemic relief mechanisms made pos-
sible by the rationalization of the lifeworld turn around and overburden
the communicative infrastructure of the lifeworld. After attempting to
render a fourth approach to inquiry—the genetic structuralism of de-
velopmental psychology—fruitful for appropriating Weber’s sociology of
religion, Mead’s theory of communication, and Durkheim’s theory of so-
cial integration? I proposed that we read the Weberian rationalization
thesis in that way. The basic conceptual framework I developed by these
means was, naturally, not meant to be an end in itself; rather, it has to
prove itself against the task of explaining those pathologies of modernity
that other approaches pass right by for methodological reasons.

It is just this that critical theory took as its task before it increasingly
distanced itself from social research in the early 1940s. In what follows I
will (A) recall the complex of themes that originally occupied critical
theory, and (B) show how some of these intentions can be taken up
without the philosophy of history to which they were tied. In the pro-
cess, I shali (€) go into onc topic at somewhat greater length: the altered
significance of the critique of positivism in a postpositivist age.

A.—The work of the Institute for Social Research was essentially domi-
nated by six themes until the early 1940s when the circle of collabora-
tors that had gathered in New York began to break up. These rescarch
interests are reflected in the lead theoretical articles that appeared in the
main part of the Zeitschrift fiir Sozialforschung. 'They have to do with
(@) the forms of integration in postliberal socicties, (#) family socializa-
tion and ego development, (c¢) mass media and mass culture, (d) the
social psychology behind the cessation of protest, (¢) the theory of art,
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and () the critique of positivism and science.* This sp
reflects Horkheimer’s conception of an interdisciplin
In this phase the centra] line of inquiry, which I characterized wi
catchphrase “rationalization as reification,” was to be worked (‘)V o t-h ;
Fhe differentiated means of various disciplines.® Before the “(:ritlilt N
instrumental reason” contracted the process of reification into a toqyefof
the philosophy of history again, Horkbheimer and his circle hadprle ((j)r
“real abstractions” the object of cempirical inquiry, From this thcoret?caﬁ
standpoint it is not difficult to see the unity in the multiplicity of them
cnumerated above, ©
(a) To begin with, after the far-reaching changes in liberal capitalism
the concept of reification needed to be specified.” National Socialism
above all, provided an incentive to examine the altered relationship be:
tween the economy and the state, to tackle the question of whether a
new pri_nciplc of social organization had arisen with the transition from
tht.? Weimar Republic to the authoritiarian state, of whether fascism
c.vmced stronger similarities to the capitalist socicties of the West or
given the totalitarian features of its political system, had more in com-,
mon with Stalinism. Pollock and Horkheimer were inclined to the view
that the Nazi regime was like the Soviet regime, in that a state-capitalist
order had been established in which private ownership of the means of
productilon retained only a formal character, while the steering of general
fiCOnOIHlC processes passed from the market to planning bureaucracies;
in the process the management of large concerns seemed to merge with,
Parfy and administrative clites. In this view, corresponding to the author-
ftarmn state we have a totally administered society. The form of societal
Integration is determined by a purposive rational—at least in intention——
exercise of centrally steered, administrative domination,

Neu.mann and Kirchheimer opposed to this theory the thesis that the
authoritarian state represented only the totalitarian husk of a monopol
c‘apitalism that remained intact, in that the market mechanism ﬁljnc)j
tioned the same as before. On this view, even a developed fascism did
not displace the primacy of economic imperatives in relation to the state
The compromises among the elites of cconomy, party, and adminstratior;
came about on the basis of an economic system of private capitalism
Fr(?m this standpoint, the structural analogies between developed capi-
talist societies—whether in the political form of a totalitarian regime or
a mass democracy—stood out clearly. Since the totalitarian state was not
seen as the center of power, socictal integration did not take place exclu-
zsl?ftelz in the forms of technocratically generalized, administrative ration-

1ty

(b and c) The relation between the economic and administrative sys-
tems of action determined how society was integrated, which formsyof

€Ctrum of themes .

ary social sciences....... .
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rationality the life-contexts of individuals were sub}ectcl:d to. Htc;:'rer:n:}
the subsumption of sociated individuals under the dominant ﬁa tern o
social control, the process of reification itself, .hajd tf) be stu 1ed e
where: in the family, which, as the agency of soc1al1z?1t10n, prepan.: cgr?r;
ing generations for the imperatives of the (.)ccupanonal sy:is'terrr;,l a;;t; L in
the political-cultural public sphere, where, 1'71:'1 th(? mE.iSS 1'ne 1::1};‘11 nass cu
ture produced compliance in relation to political msutut‘lor;f.l e theo lzr
of state capitalism could only explain the typge 'of societ in egr . 135;
The analytical social psychology that Fromm,- in th.e tradition o -
Freudianism,° linked with questions from Marxist social theory W?:IS sué)
posed, on the other hand, to explain the proce:sses throulgh whic ;nthl-
vidual consciousness was adjusted to the functional rcqu.lrcz.nents o hag
system, in which a monopolistic economy and an authoritarian state
coijxfsst(i:fli‘e co-workers investigated the structural f:hange of the b0}1r-
geois nuclear family, which had led to a loss of funct}on and a weakening
of the authoritarian position of the father, anc? which hafl at the samz
time mediatized the familial haven and left coming gCl‘lCI‘&UOI:lS mOI-'C and
more in the socializing grip of extrafamilial forces.- They also 1nvcstuclr,)ag:d
the development of 2 culture industry that d_esublnmated cultut;f, robbe :
it of its rational content, and functionalized it for'purp‘oscs of : e mslml?t
ulative control of consciousnsess. Meanwhile, relﬁcaFlon rema.med, acsl‘l
was in Lukacs, a category of the philosophy of consicm_u:?:ness; it was hls-
cerned in the attitudes and modes of behavior of ‘mdlvxdua.ls.. The p i tf}:;
nomena of reified consciousness were to be explained eml-)m(-:al}y, :lvslﬂ
the help of psychoanalytic personality theory. 'I'h.e authontar.lgll, ;f thz
manipulable character with a weak ego appf:ared in forms tpr orhe
times; the corresponding superego formatlo'ns ?verc traf:e_d . as
complicated interplay of social structure an_d mstmctua-l v1c1;s‘;tu es. o
Again there were two lines of interpretation. HoFkhelmer, grno, :
Marcuse held on to Freudian instinct theory and u.woked the dynam csi
of an inner nature that, while it did react to. societal prcss‘urf:, n-evef1
theless remained in its core resistant to the violence of soc:ahzatnon.d
Fromm, on the other hand, took up ideas from €go psycholgﬁsf :.n :
shifted the process of ego development into the medium of soci 1r; f;
action, which permeated and structured the natural substratum ©

stinctual impulses.’2 Another front formed around the question of the -

ideological character of mass culture, with AdOl‘[:lO on" one side an: 113;3
jamin on the other. Whereas Adorno (a{ong with Lowenttk:al a.n ar
cuse) implacably opposed the experiential content .of aut efmot:h ar L
consumerized culture, Benjamin steadfastiy placed his l?opcs m. € S

ular illuminations that were to come from a mass art str}pped of its a;_ra.
(d) Thus in the course of the 1930s the narrower circle of members
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of the institute developed a consistent position in regard to all these
themes. A monolithic picture of 2 totally administered society emerged,;
corresponding to it was a repressive mode of socialization that shut out
inner nature and an omnipresent social control exercised through the
channels of mass communication. Over against this, the positions of Neu-
mani and Kirchheimer, Fromm and Benjamin are not easily reduced to a
common denominator. They share a more differentiated assessment of
the complex and contradictory character both of forms of integration in
postliberal societies and of family socialization and mass culture. These
competing approaches might have provided starting points for an analy-
sis of potentials still resistant to the reification of consciousness. But the
experiences of the German émigrés in the contemporary horizon of the
1930s motivated them rather to investigate the mechanisms that might
explain the suspension of protest potentials. This was also the direction
of their studies of the political consciousness of workers and employees,
and especially of the studies of anti-Semitism begun by the institute in
Germany and continued in America up to the late 1940s.13
(e and f') Processes of the reification of consciousness could be made
the object of a wide-ranging program of empirical research only after the
theory of value had lost its foundational role. With this, of course, also
went the normative content of rational natural law theory that was pre-
served in value theory! As we have scen, its place was then occupied
by the theory of societal rationalization stemming from Lukacs. The nor-
mative content of the concept of reification now had to be gotten from
the rational potential of modern culture. For this reason, in its classical
period critical theory maintained an emphatically affirmative relation to
the art and philosophy of the bourgeois era. The arts—for Lowenthal and
Marcuse, classical German literature above all; for Benjamin and Adorno,
the literary and musical avant-garde—were the preferred object of an
ideology critique aimed at separating the transcendent contents of au-
thentic art—whether utopian or critical—from the affirmative, ideolog-
ically worn-out components of bourgcois ideals. As a result, philosophy
retained central importance as the keeper of those bourgéois ideals.
“Reason,” Marcuse wrote in the essay that complemented Horkheimer's
programmatic demarcation of critical theory from traditional theory, “is
the fundamental category of philosophical thought, the only one by
means of which it has bound itself to human destiny”'* And further on:
“Reason, mind, morality, knowledge, and happiness are not only cate-
gorics of bourgeois philosophy, but concerns of mankind. As such they
must be preserved, if not derived anew, When critical theory examines
the philosophical doctrines in which it was still possible to speak of man,
it deals first with the camouflage and misinterpretation that characterized
the discussion of man in the bourgeois period? 16
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‘This confrontation with the tradition through the critique of ideology
could aim at the truth content of philosophical concepts and problens,
at appropriating their systematic content, only because critique Wfis
guided by theoretical assumptions. At that time critical theory was still
based on the Marxist phitosophy of history, that is, on the conviction that
the forces of production were developing an objcctively cxplosi\f'e ppwer.
Only on this presupposition could critique be restricted to “bnngmg Fo
consciousness potentialities that have emerged within the maturing his-
torical situation itself’'” Without a theory of history there could be no
immanent critique that applied to the manifestations of objective spirit
and distinguished what things and human beings could bc.ﬁqm what
they actually were.'® Critique would be delivered up to the reigning stan-
dards in any given historical epoch. The research program of the 1930s
stood and fell with its historical-philosophical trust in the rational poten-
tial of bourgeois culture—a potential that would be released in social
movements under the pressure of developed forces of production. Iron-
ically, however, the critiques of ideology carried out by Horkheimq-, Ma}r-
cuse, and Adorno confirmed them in the belief that culture was losing its
autonomy in postliberal societies and was being incorporated into the
machinery of the economic-administrative system. The development of
productive forces, and even critical thought itself, was moving more and
more into a perspective of bleak assimilation to their opposites. I.n the
totally administered society only instrumental reason, expanded m:co a
totality, found embodiment; everything that existed was transformed into
a real abstraction. In that case, however, what was taken hold of and de-
formed by these abstractions escaped the grasp of empirical inquiry.

The fragility of the Marxist philosophy of history that implicitly serves
as the foundation of this attempt to develop critical theory in interdisci-
plinary form makes it clear why it had to fail and why Horkheimer and
Adorno scaled down this program to the speculative observations of the
Dialectic of Enlightenment. Historical-materialist assumptions regarding
the dialectical relation between productive forces and productive rela-
tions had been transformed into psendonormative propositions concern-
ing an objective teleology in history. This was the motor force b‘ehir}d
the realization of a reason that had been given ambiguous expression in
bourgeois ideals. Critical theory could secure its normative foundations
only in a philosophy of history. But this foundation was not able to sup-
port an empirical research program.

This was also evident in the lack of a clearly demarcated object do-
main like the communicative practice of the everyday lifeworld in which
rationality structures are embodied and processes of reification can be
traced. The basic concepts of critical theory placed the consciousness of
individuals directly vis-a-vis economic and administrative mechanisms of
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integration, which were only extended inward, intrapsychically. In con-
trast to this, the theory of communicative action can ascertain for itseif
the rational content of anthropologically deep-seated structures by
means of an analysis that, o begin with, proceeds reconstructively, that
is, unhistorically. It describes structures of action and structures of mu-
tual understanding that are found in the intuitive knowledge of compe-
tent members of modern societies. There is no way back from them to a
theory of history that does not distinguish between problems of devel-
opmental logic and problems of developmental dynamics.

In this way I have attempted to free historical materialism from its
philosophical ballast.'* Two abstractions are required for this: (i) ab-
stracting the development of cognitive structures from the historical dy-
namic of events, and (ii) abstracting the evolution of society from the
historical concretion of forms of life. Both help in getting beyond the
confusion of basic categories to which the philosophy of history owes
its existence.

A theory developed in this way can no longer start by examining con-
crete ideals immanent in traditional forms of life. It must orient itself to
the range of learning processes that is opened up at a given time by a
historically attained Ievel of learning, It must refrain from critically eval-
uating and normatively ordering totalities, forms of life and cultures, and
life-contexts and epochs as a whole. And yet it can take up some of the

intentions for which the interdisciplinary research program of earlier
critical theory remains instructive.

B.—Coming at the end of a complicated study of the main features of a
theory of communicative action, this suggestion cannot count even as a
“promissory note” It is less a promisc than a conjecture. So as not to
leave it entirely ungrounded, in what follows I will comment briefly on
the theses mentioned above, and in the same order. With these illustra-
tive remarks I also intend to emphasize the fully open character and the
flexibility of an approach to social theory whose fruitfulness can be con-
firmed only in the ramifications of social and philosophical research. As
to what social theory can accomplish in and of itself—it resembles the
focusing power of a magnifying glass. Only when the social sciences no
longer sparked a single thought would the time for social theory be past.
(@) On the forms of integration in postliberal societies, Occidental
rationalism arose within the framework of bourgeois capitalist societies.
For this reason, following Marx and Weber I have examined the initial
conditions of modernization in connection with societies of this type
and have traced the capitalist path of development. In postliberal soci-
cties there is a fork in this path: modernization pushes forward in one
direction through endogenously produced problems of economic accu-




384 Concluding Reflections

mulation, in the other through problems arising from the state’s eﬁ?rts
at rationalization. Along the developmental path of organized capitalism,
a political order of welfare-state mass democracy toc).k shape. In some
places, however, under the pressure of economic crises, tk?e @odc of
production, threatened by social disintegration, could be maintained for
a time only in the political form of authoritarian or fascist. (_)rclers. Along
the developmental path of burcaucratic socialism a pOlltllCi-ll ordc1: of
dictatorship by state partics took shape. In recent years Stai‘u-fxst dor-nma-
tion by force has given way to more modcrate, post-Stalinist reglmc‘s;
the beginnings of a2 democratic workers’ movement anq of (1.efnocrat1c
decision-making processes within the Party are for the time visible only
in Poland. Both the fascist and the democratic deviations from the two
dominant patterns depend rather strongly, it seems, on.nat.iona.l pe.culiar-
ities, particularly on the political culture of the countries in question. At
any rate, these branchings make historical speciﬁcatior‘ls necessary even
at the most general level of types of societal integration ?md .of corre-
sponding social pathologies. If we permit ourselves tq snnphf}‘f in an
ideal-typical manner and limit ourselves to the two do_mmant va.nant:? of
postliberal societies, and if we start from the assumption that a.lxenatxon
phenomena arise as systemically induced deformations of the hffewprld,
then we can take a few steps toward a comparative analysis of principles
of societal organizations, kinds of crisis tendencies, and forms of social
logy.
patgz (())%1}1" assumption, a considerably rationalized lifeworld is one of the
initial conditions for modernization processes. It must be poss.iblt? to
anchor money and power in the lifeworld as media, that is, to insntutlon:
alize them by means of positive law. If these conditions are met, eco-
nomic and administrative systems can be differentiated out, systems that
have a complementary relation to one another and cnt.cr into inter-
changes with their environments via steering media. At this le'vell of sys-
tern differentiation modern societies arise, first capitalist societies, anfl
later—setting themselves off from those-—bureauncratic-socialist soci-
ctics. A capitalist path of modernization opens up as soon as the. cc.o-
nomic system develops its own intrinsic dynamic of gro?vth and, Wltl-l its
endogenously produced problems, takes the lcad, that zs,.the. evolut1onla-
ary primacy, for society as a whole. The path of modernization runs in
another direction when, on the basis of state ownership of most of the
means of production and an institutionalized one-party rule, the admi1.1-
istrative action system gains a like autonomy in relation to the cconomic
sY‘C)'tl‘f(:)mt.he extent that these organizational principles are established,
there arise interchange relations between the two functionally inte.r-
locked subsystems and the societal components of the lifeworld in
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locked subsystems and the societal components of the lifeworld in
which the media are anchored (see Figure 39, p. 320). The lifeworld,
more or less relicved of tasks of material reproduction, can in turn be-
come more differentiated in its symbolic structures and can set free the
inner logic of development of cultural modernity. At the same time,
the private and public spheres are now set off as the environments
of the system. According to whether the economic system or the state
apparatus attains evolutionary primacy; either private households or po-
litically relevant memberships are the points of entry for crises that are
shifted from the subsystems to the lifeworld. In modernized socicties
disturbances in the material reproduction of the lifeworld take the form
of stubborn systemic disequilibria; the latter either take effect directly as
crises or they call forth pathologies in the lifeworld,

Steering crises were first studied in connection with the business
cycle of market economies. In bureaucratic socialism, crisis tendencics
spring from self-blocking mechanisms in planning administrations, as
they do on the other side from endogenous interruptions of accumula-
tion processes. Like the paradoxes of exchange rationality, the paradoxes
of planning rationality can be explained by the fact that rational action
orientations come into contradiction with themselves through unin-
tended systemic effects. These crisis tendencies are worked through not
only in the subsystem in which they arise, but also in the complementary
action system into which they can be shifted. Just as the capitalist econ-
omy relies on organizational performances of the state, the socialist plan-
ning bureaucracy has to rely on self-steering performances of the econ-
omy. Developed capitalism swings between the contrary policies of “the
market’s self-healing powers” and state interventionism.2° The structural
dilemma is even clearer on the other side, where policy oscillates hope-
lessly between increased central planning and decentralization, between
orienting economic programs toward investment and toward consump-
tion.

These systemic disequilibria become crises only when the perform-
ances of economy and state remain manifestly below an established level
of aspiration and harm the symbolic reproduction of the lifeworld by
calling forth conflicts and reactions of resistance there. It is the societal
components of the lifeworld that are directly affected by this. Before
such conflicts threaten core domains of social integration, they are
pushed to the periphery—before anomic conditions arise there are ap-
pearances of withdrawal of legitimation or motivation (see Figure 22, p.
143). But when steering crises—that is, perceived disturbances of ma-
terial reproduction—are successfully intercepted by having recourse to
lifeworld resources, pathologies arise in the lifeworld. These resources
appear in Figure 21 (p. 142) as contributions to cultural reproduction,
social integration, and socialization. For the continued existence of the
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economy and the state, it is the resources listed in the middle column
as contributing to the maintenance of society that are relevant, for it is
here, in the institutional orders of the lifeworld, that subsystems are an-
chored.

We can represent the replacement of steering crises with lifeworld
pathologies as follows: anomic conditions are avoided, and legitimations
and motivations important for maintaining institutional orders are se-
cured, at the expense of, and through the ruthless exploitation of, other
resources. Culture and personality come under attack for the sake of
warding off crises and stabilizing society (first and third columns versus
middle column in Figure 21). The consequences of this substitution can
be seen in Figure 22: instead of manifestations of anomie {and instead of
the withdrawal of legitimation and motivation in place of anomie), phe-
nomena of alienation and the unsettling of collective identity emerge. I
have traced such phenomena back to a colonization of the lifeworld and
characterized them as a reification of the communicative practice of
everyday life.

However, deformations of the lifeworld take the form of a reification
of communicative relations only in capitalist societies, that is, only where
the private household is the point of incursion for the displacement of
crises into the lifeworld. This is not a question of the overextension of a
single medium but of the monetarization and bureaucratization of the
spheres of action of employees and of consumers, of citizens and of
clients of state bureaucracies. Deformations of the lifeworld take a differ-
ent form in societies in which the points of incursion for the penetration
of crises into the lifeworld are politically relevant memberships. There
t0o, in bureaucratic-socialist societies, domains of action that arc depen-
dent on social integration are switched over to mechanisms of system
integration. But instead of the reification of communicative relations we
find the shamming of communicative relations in bureaucratically desic-
cated, forcibly “humanized” domains of pseudopolitical intercourse in an
overextended and administered public sphere. This pseudopoliticization
is symmetrical to reifying privatization in certain respects. The lifeworltd
is not directly assimilated to the system, that is, to Iegally regulated, for-
mally organized domains of action; rather, systemically self-sufficient or-
ganizations are fictively put back into a simulated horizon of the life-
world. While the system is draped out as the lifeworld, the lifeworld is
absorbed by the system.*!

(b) Family socialization and ego development. The diagnosis of an
uncoupling of system and lifeworld also offers a different perspective for
judging the structural change in family, education, and personality devel-
opment. For a psychoanalysis viewed from a Marxist standpoint, the

theory of the Oedipus complex, interpreted sociologically, was pivotal
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for explaining how the functional imperatives of the economic system
could establish themselves in the superego structures of the dominant
social character. Thus, for example, Lowenthal’s studies of drama and
fiction in the ninetenth century served to show in detail that the con-
straints of the economic system—concentrated in status hierarchies, oc-
cupational roles, and gender stereotypes—penctrated into the in,ner—
most aspects of life history via intrafamilial dependencies and patterns
of socialization.?? The intimacy of highly personalized relations merely
concealed the blind force of economic interdependencies that had be-
come autonomous in relation to the private sphere—a force that was
experienced as “fate”
' Thus the family was viewed as the agency through which systemic
imperatives influenced our instinctual vicissitudes; its communicative in-
ternal structure was not taken seriously. Because the family was always
viewed only from functionalist standpoints and was never given its own
weight from structuralist points of view, the epochal changes in the bour-
geois family could be misunderstood; in particular, the results of the lev-
cling out of paternal authority could be interpreted wrongly. It seemed
as if systemic imperatives now had the chance—by way of a mediatized
family—to take hold directly of intrapsychic events, a process that the
soft medium of mass culture could at most slow down. If, by contrast
we also recognize in the structural transformation of the bourgeois fam-’
?ly the inherent rationalization of the lifeworld; if we see that, in egalitar-
ian patterns of relationship, in individuated forms of intercourse, and in
!iberalizcd child-rearing practices, some of the potential for rationality
ingrained in communicative action is afso released; then the changed
conditions of socialization in the middie-class nuclear family appear in a
different light.
. Empirical indicators suggest the growing autonomy of a nuclear fam-
ily in which socialization processes take place through the medium
f)f largely deinstitutionalized communicative action. Communicative
infrastructures are developing that have freed themselves from latent
entanglements in systemic dependencies. The contrast between the
homme who is educated to freedom and humanity in the intimate sphere
and the citoyen who obeys functional necessities in the sphere of social
labor was always an ideology. But it has now taken on a different mean-
.ing. Familial lifeworlds see the imperatives of the economic and admin-
Istrative systems coming at them from outside, instead of being media-
tized by them from behind. In the families and their environments we
can observe a polarization between communicatively structured and for-
mally organized domains of action; this places socialization processes
under different conditions and exposes them to a different type of dan-
ger. This view is supported by two rough sociopsychological clues: the
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diminishing significance of the Oedipal problematic and the growing sig-
nificance of adolescent criscs.

For some time now, psychoanalytically trained physicians have ob-
served a symptomatic change in the typical mainfestations of illness.
Classical hysterias have almost died out; the number of compulsion neu-
roses is drastically reduced; on the other hand, narcissistic disturbances
are on the increase.?3 Christopher Lasch has taken this symptomatic
change as the occasion for a diagnosis of the times that goes beyond the
clinical domain.2 It confirms the fact that the significant changes in the
present escape sociopsychological explanations that start from the Oed-
ipal problematic, from an internalization of societal repression which is
simply masked by parental authority. The better explanations start from
the premise that the communication structures that have been set free in
the family provide conditions for socialization that are as demanding as
they are vulnerable. The potential for irritability grows, and with it the
probability that instabilities in parental behavior will have a compara-
tively strong effect—a subtle neglect.

The other phenomenon, a sharpening of the adolescence problematic,
also speaks for the socializatory significance of the uncoupling of system
and lifeworld.?> Systemic imperatives do not so much insinuate them-
selves into the family, establish themselves in systematically distorted
communication, and inconspicuously intervene in the formation of the
self as, rather, openly come at the family from outside. As a result, there
is a tendency toward disparities between competences, atgitudes, and
motives, on the one hand, and the functional requirements of adult roles
on the other. The problem of detaching oneself from the family and form-
ing one’s own identity have in any case turned adolescent development
(which is scarcely safeguarded by institutions anymore} into a critical
test for the ability of the coming generation to connect up with the pre-
ceding one. When the conditions of socialization in the family are no
longer functionally in tune with the organizational membership condi-
tions that the growing child will one day have to meet, the problems that
young people have to solve in their adolescence become insoluble for
more and more of them. One indication of this is the social and even
political significance that youth protest and withdrawal cultures have
gained since the end of the 1960s.2

This new problem situation cannot be handled with the old theoreti-
cal means. If we connect the epochal changes in family socialization with
the rationalization of the lifeworld, socializatory interaction becomes the
point of reference for the analysis of ego development, and systematically
distorted communication—the reification of interpersonal relations—
the point of reference for investigating pathogenesis. The theory of com-
municative action provides a framework within which the structural
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model of ego, id, and superego can be recast.?” Instead of an insti
theory that represents the relation of €20 1o inner nature in tem[:StH}Ct
Philosophy of consciousness—on the model of relations betwecns : ba
]ef:t and object—we have a theory of socialization that connects Fruci
with Mead, gives structures of intersubjectivity their due, and re Iaf:o:u
h.ypotheses about instinctual vicissitudes with assumptior;s aboutpideff
- tity formation. This approach can (i) appropriate more recent devel-
opm_ents in psychoanalytic research, particularly the theory of object
relations® and ego psychology® (ii) take up the theory of defense
mechanisms®' in such a way that the interconnections between intra-
psychic communication barriers and communication disturbances at the
n}terpersonal level become comprehensible,3? and (iii) use the assump-
t.l()IlS about mechanisms of conscious and unconscious mastery to estab-
lish a connection between orthogenesis and pathogenesis. The cognitive
and so.ciomoral development studied in the Piagetian tradition3? takes
Plac.e_m accord with structural patterns that provide a reliable foil for
intuitively recorded clinical deviations.
(¢) Mass media and mass culture With its distinction between sys-
.tem and lifeworld, the theory of communicative action brings out the
lfldependent logic of socializatory interaction; the corresponding dis-
tmct.ic.)n between two contrary types of communication media makes us
sensitive to the ambivalent potential of mass communications. The
theory makes us skeptical of the thesis that the essence of the public
spi"nere has been liquidated in postliberal socicties. According to Hork-
heimer and Adorno, the communication flows steered via mass media
take the place of those communication structures that had once made
Possible public discussion and self-understanding by citizens and private
mdi"’idua]s. With the shift from writing to images and sounds, the clec-
tronic media-—first film and radio, later television—present tI’mmselves
as an apparatus that completely permeates and dominates the language
qf everyday communication. On the one hand, it transforms the authen-
tfc content of modern culture into the sterilized and ideologically effec-
uve stereotypes of a mass culture that merely replicates what exists; on
the other hand, it uses up a culture cleansed of all subversive and t;'an-
§cending elements for an encompassing system of social controls, which
is spread over individuals, in part reinforcing their weakened i!nternal
behavioral controls, in part replacing them. The mode of functioning of
the culture industry is said to be a mirror image of the psychic apparatus
v.vhiFh, as long as the internalization of paternal authority was still func-,
meng, had subjected instinctual nature to the control of the superego
in the way that technology had subjected outer nature to its domination
Against this theory we can raise the empirical objections that can a]-
ways be brought against stylizing oversimplifications—that it proceeds
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ahistorically and does not take into consideration the structural change
in the bourgeois public sphere; that it is not complex enough to take
account of the marked national differences—from differences between
private, public-legal, and state-controlled organizational structures of
broadcasting agencies, to differences in programming, viewing practices,
political culture, and so forth. But there is an even more serious objec-
tion, an objection in principle, that can be derived from the dualism of
media discussed above.**

I distinguished two sorts of media that can ease the burden of the
(risky and demanding) coordinating mechanism of reaching understand-
ing: on the one hand, steering media, via which subsystems are differen-
tiated out of the lifeworld; on the other hand, generalized forms of com-
munication, which do not replace reaching agrecment in language but
merely condense it, and thus remain tied to lifeworld contexts. Steering
media uncouple the coordination of action from building consensus in
language altogether and neutralize it in regard to the alternative of com-
ing to an agreement or failing to do so. In the other case we are dealing
with a specialization of linguistic processes of consensus formation that
remains dependent on recourse to the resources of the lifeworld back-
ground. The mass media belong to these generalized forms of commu-
nication. They free communication processes from the provinciality of
spatiotemporally restricted contexts and permit public spheres to
emerge, through establishing the abstract simultaneity of a virtually pres-
ent network of communication contents far removed in space and time
and through keeping messages available for manifold contexts.

These media publics hierarchize and at the same time remove testric-
tions on the horizon of possible communication. The one aspect cannot
be separated from the other—and therein lies their ambivalent potential.
Insofar as mass media one-sidedly channel communication flows in a
centralized network—from the center to the periphery or from above
to below—they considerably strengthen the efficacy of social controls.
But tapping this authoritarian potential is always precarious because
there is a counterweight of emancipatory potential built into communi-
cation structures themselves. Mass media can simultaneously contex-
tualize and concentrate processes of reaching understanding, but it is
only in the first instance that they relieve interaction from yes/no re-
sponses to criticizable validity claims. Abstracted and clustered though
they are, these communications cannot be reliably shielded from the
possibility of opposition by responsible actors.

When communications research is not abridged in an empiricist man-
ner and allows for dimensions of reification in communicative everyday
practice,?® it confirms this ambivalence. Again and again reception re-
search and program analysis have provided illustrations of the theses in
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culture criticism that Adorno, above all, developed with i
statement. In the meantime, the same energy has beer: < o 0¥
out the contradictions resulting from the facts that put e working
- the broadcasting networks are exposed to competing intere;
are not able to smoothly integrate economic, political and 'f;lts; the}r
cal, professional and aesthetic viewpoints;* reeologi
. :;:);n;gilllyé t:.le mi;s media cannot, without generating conflict, avoid
ations that accrue ir j istic mi
and the professional code of tj(c:))utf']r(:atilisg(?;:1 fiele Joumatisic mission
;l;idprotgrams do not only, or even for the most part, reflect the stan.
S O mas‘s culture;*® even when they take the trivial forms of po
ular entertzinment, they may contain critical messages—- o
f:u}ture as popular revenge”;?® popular
-1dcolc_>gic§l messages miss their audience because the intended
mv.i:amng Is turned into its opposite under conditions of bei "
Cew.ed against a certain subcultural background;#® e
;h:i:;-;rtuz; lodg_lc of everyday 'corrllmunicative practice sets up defenses
g € irect manipulative intervention of the mass media;*! and
- the te(.:hmcal development of electronic media does not nece’s il
move .m the direction of centralizing networks, even though S?cil .
pluralism” and “television democracy” are at th,e moment ach
more than anarchist visions,2 ent not much
ﬂle(ﬁf)c{;gﬁrzln?ol: {Vc;lr imv;e.zt I:/Iy thesis concerning the colonization of
w2 pomm Of, o tl1:: Veber’s theory of .sgcieta] rationalization served
I wiﬁl " e, 1.5_ based <.)n a critique of functionalist reason,
: rees with t ¢ critique of instrumental reason only in its inten-
tion and in its ironic use of the word ‘reason, One major difference i
that thv.? theory of communicative action conceives of the lifeworld w2
sphere }n which processes of reification do not appear as mere refl —
a's r‘namfestations of a repressive integration emanating from an oﬁxzs_
!1st1c economy and an authoritarian state. In this respect, the eariicf CPF:'
1(;;1 theory merely xicpeated the errors of Marxist fum,:tionalism 43 ;/}
;:if;:':;;f;s ﬁdtlgyszzzlﬁgo;z rtt;:llevam;e (;ﬁ the uncoupling of syste'm am};
¢ ambivalent potentials of mass medi
and mass culture show the private and i i ght of 2
rationalized lifeworld in whilzh system ig‘;‘::ﬁil::ff;;“;?; liljiiilct: O(fna
:lizr:lttzomnélllrflcanon sitructurf:s. The transposition of communicativg ac-
pon t media chered 1r'1ter.act10ns and the deformation of the structures
o ma;glhatggg é?:tciils:;];z:i:yf are ll)yb::lo means predecided processes
_ cw global concepts. The analysis of life-
world pathologies calls for an (unbiased) i igati . 5.0 3
contradictions. The fact that irE welfarc-sz;t!lv:;ﬁac[!?;;friril:: lc-:lfal:: f;d
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flict has been institutionalized and thereby pacified does not mean that
protest potential has been altogether laid to rest. But the potentials for
protest emerge now along different lines of conflict—ijust where we
would expect them to emerge if the thesis of the colonization of the
lifeworld were correct.

In the past decade or two, conflicts have developed in advanced West-
ern societies that deviate in various ways from the welfare-state pattern
of institutionalized conflict over distribution. They no longer flarc up in
domains of material reproduction; they are no longer channeled through
parties and associations; and they can no longer be allayed by compen-
sations. Rather, these new conflicts arise in domains of cultural reproduc-
tion, social integration, and socialization; they arc carried out in sub-
institutional—or at least extraparliamentary—forms of protest; and the
underlying deficits reflect a reification of communicatively structured do-
mains of action that will not respond to the media of money and poweLr
The issue is not primarily one of compensations that the welfare state
can provide, but of defending and restoring endangered ways of life. In
short, the new conflicts are not ignited by distribution problems but by
questions having to do with the grammar of forms of life.

This new type of conflict is an expression of the “silent revolution™ in
values and attitudes that R. Inglehart has observed in entire popula-
tions.i* Studies by Hildebrandt and Dalton, and by Barnes and Kaasc,
confirm the change in themes from the “old politics” (which turns on
questions of economic and social security, internal and military security )
to a “new politics”4° The new problems have to do with quality of life,
equal rights, individual self-realization, participation, and human rights.
In terms of social statistics, the “old politics” is more strongly supported
by employers, workers, and middle-class tradesmen, whereas the new.
politics finds stronger support in the new middie classes, among the
younger generation, and in groups with more formal education. These

phenomena tally with my thesis regarding internal colonization.

If we take the view that the growth of the economic-administrative
complex sets off processes of erosion in the lifeworld, then we would
expect old conflicts to be overlaid with new ones. A line of contlict forms
between, on the one hand, 2 center composed of strata directly involved
in the production process and interested in maintaining capitalist growth
as the basis of the welfare-state compromise, and, on the other hand, a
periphery composed of a variegated array of groups that are lumped to-
gether. Among the latter ar¢ those groups that are further removed from
the “productivist core of performance” in late capitalist societies,* that
have been more strongly sensitized to the self-destructive consequences

of the growth in complexity or have been more strongly affected by
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them.*” The bond that unites these heterogencous groups is the criti .
of growth. Neither the bourgeois emancipation movements nor (ge
struggles of the organized labor movement can serve as a2 model for th’c
protest.‘ Historical parallels are more likely to be found in the socialls-‘
romantic movements of the early industrial period, which were sup-
ported by craftsmen, plebians, and workers, in the defensive movemenrt)s
of the populist middle class, in the escapist movements { nourished b
bour%eois critiques of civilization) undertaken by reformers, the ‘Warz
dervigel, and the like. '
The current potentials for protest are very difficult to classify, because
SCCE.ICS,. groupings, and topics change very rapidly. To the extent that or-
ganizational nuclei are formed at the level of parties or associations
members are recruited from the same diffuse reservoir®® The folowin, :
catchphrases serve at the moment to identify the various currents in t:hi:g
Federal Republic of Germany: the antinuclear and environmental move-
rr‘lents; the peace movement (including the theme of north-south con-
ﬂlCt)‘; single-issue and local movements; the alternative movement
(wlTlch encompasses the urban “scene;” with its squatters and alternative
projects, as well as the rural communes); the minorities (the elderly,
gays, handicapped, and so forth); the psychoscene, with support grou, s,
and youth sects; religious fundamentalism; the tax-protest movemerl:t
school protest by parents’ associations, resistance to “modernist” rej
forms; and, finally, the women’s movement. Of international significance
are the autonomy movements struggling for regional, linguistic, cultural
and also religious independence. ’ !
In this spectrum I will differentiate emancipatory potentials from po-
tentials for resistance and withdrawal. After the American civil rights
movement-—which has since issued in a particularistic self-affirmation of
black subcultures—oaly the feminist movement stands in the tradition
of bourgeois-socialist liberation movements. The struggle against patriar-
chal oppression and for the redemption of a promise that has long been
anchored in the acknowledged universalistic foundations of morality and
law gives feminism the impetus of an offensive movement, whereas the
ot.hcr movements have a more defensive character. The resistance and
withdrawal movements aim at stemming formally organized domains of
action for the sake of communicatively structured domains, and not at
conquering new territory There is an element of pa.rticularis’m that con-
nects feministn with these movements; the emancipation of women
means not only establishing formal equality and eliminating male privi-
lege, but overturning concrete forms of life marked by male monopolies
Fur_thermore, the historical legacy of the sexual division of labor tc;
which women were subjected in the bourgeois nuclear family has given
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them access to contrasting virtues, to a register of values complementary

to those of the male world and opposed to a one-sidedly rationalized -

everyday practice.
Within resistance movements we can distinguish further between the

defense of traditional and social rank (based on property) and a defense
that already operates on the basis of a rationalized lifeworld and tries out
new ways of cooperating and living together. This critcrion makes it pos-
sible to demarcate the protest of the traditional middle classes against
threats to neighborhoods by large technical projects, the protest of par-
ents against comprehensive schools, the protest against taxes ( patterned
after the movement in support of Proposition 13 in California), and most
of the movements for autonomy, on the one side, from the core of a new
conflict potential, on the other: youth and alternative movements for
which a critique of growth sparked by themes of ecology and peace is
the common focus. It is possible to conceive of these condlicts in terms
of resistance to tendencies toward a colonization of the lifeworld, as 1
hope now to indicate, at least in a cursory way® The objectives, atti-
tudes, and ways of acting prevalent in youth protest groups can be under-
stood, to begin with, as reactions to certain problem situations that are
perceived with great sensitivity

“Green” problems. The intervention of large-scale industry into ¢co-
logical balances, the growing scarcity of nonrenewable natural re-
sources, as well as demographic developments present industrially de-
veloped societies with major problems; but these challenges are abstract
at first and call for technical and economic sohitions, which must in turn
be globally planned and implemented by administrative means. What
sets off the protest is rather the tangible destruction of the urban envi-
ronment; the despoliation of the countryside through housing develop-
ments, industrialization, and pollution; the impairment of health through
the ravages of civilization, pharmaceutical side effects, and the like—that
is, developments that noticeably affect the organic foundations of the
lifeworld and make us drastically aware of standards of livability, of in-
flexible limits to the deprivation of sensual-acsthetic background needs.

Problems of excessive complexity. There are certainly good reasons
to fear military potentials for destruction, nuclear power plants, atomic
waste, genetic engineering, the storage and central utilization of private
data, and the like. These real anxicties are combined, however, with the
terror of a new category of risks that are literally invisible and are com-
prehensible only from the perspective of the system. These risks invade
the lifeworld and at the same time burst its dimensions. The anxietics
function as catalysts for a feeling of being overwhelmed in view of the
possible consequences of processes for which we are morally account-
able—since we do set them in motion technicaily and politically—and
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yet for which we can no longer take moral responsibilit
scale has put them beyond our control. Here resistan
against abstractions that are forced upon the lifeworld although o
beyond the spatial, temporal, and sccial limits of cc;mplexit tl;ey ot
highly differentiated lifeworlds, centered as these are around tge(s) !
Overburdening the communicative infrastructure, Something c:lr}lses'.
expressed rather blatantly in the manifestations of the psychomoven-i1 -
and renewed religious fundamentalism is also a motivating force behfm;
most alternative projects and many citizens’ action groups—the paiz:;lui
manifestations of deprivation in a culturally impoverished and on
sidedly rationalized practice of everyday life. For this reason ascripti:f;
characteristics such as gender, age, skin color, neighborhood ,or focalit
and religious affilitation serve to build up and separate off communitie:,
to establish subculturally protected communities supportive of thc;
search for personal and collective identity. The revaluation of the partic-
ular, the natural, the provincial, of social spaces that are small enough to
!)cle familiar, of decentralized forms of commerce and despecialized activ-
ities, of segmented pubs, simple interactions and dedifferentiated public
spheres—all this is meant to foster the revitaliztion of possibilities for
expression and communication that have been buried alive. Resistance
to reformist interventions that turn into their opposite, because the
means by which they are implemented run counter to the declared aims
of social integration, also belongs in this context.

The new conflicts arise along the seams between system and life-
world. Earlier I described how the interchange between the private and
pul?lic spheres, on the one hand, and the economic and administrative
action systems, on the other, takes place via the media of money and
power, and how it is institutionalized in the roles of employees and con-
sumers, citizens and clients of the state. It is just these roles that are the
targets of protest. Alternative practice is directed against the profit-
dependent instrumentalization of work in one’s vocation, the market-
dependent mobilization of labor power, against the extension of pres-
sures of competition and performance all the way down into clementary
school. It also takes aim at the monetarization of services, relationships
and time, at the consumerist redefinition of private spheres of life anc{
personal life-styles. Furthermore, the relation of clients to public service
agencies is t0 be opened up and reorganized in a participatory mode
3101'1g the lines of self-help organizations. It is above all in the domains of
social policy and heaith policy (e.g., in connection with psychiatric care )
that models of reform point in this direction, Finally, certain forms of
protest negate the definitions of the role of citizen and the routines for
pursuing interests ir a purposive-rational manner—forms ranging from
the undirected explosion of disturbances by youth (“Zurich is burn-

Y—since their -

ce is directed - - -
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ing!”), through calculated or surrealistic violations of rules (after the pat-
tern of the American civil rights movement and student protesis), to
i ation and intimidation.

wo::[cl:tolsé?lrgo (t:() the programmatic conceptions of some theoreticians, 9%
partial disintegration of the social roles of employees and consumers, O

clients and citizens of the state, is supposed to clear the way for coun-
terinstitutions that develop from within the lifeworld in order t.0 .set ll.rn-
its to the inner dynamics of the economic and politica!-admmxstrauv‘c
action systems. These institutions are supposed, on the one hand, t‘o ci-
vert out of the economic system a second, informal sector that is no
longer oriented to profit and, on the other hand, to OFPOSC t'o. the ﬂ}l)arty
system new forms of a “politics in the first per.son, a spoohtxtl:i;- aF is
expressive and at the same time has a democratic bas‘e. . Suc mst1.tu-
tions would reverse just those abstractions and neutralizations by V.Vhlch
in modern societies labor and political will-formation have been tied to
media-steered interaction. ‘The capitalist enterprise and the mass party

(as an “ideology-neutral organization for acquiring power”) generalize -

their points of social entry via labor markets and manufactured public
spheres; they treat their employees and voters as gbstr:act labor p(}wltl:r
and voting subjects; and they keep at a distance—as en\.'11‘01.1men't§ of the
system—those spheres in which personal and .col!ectwe 1ant1t1esdcan
alone take shape. By contrast, the counterinstitutions are intende ' to
dedifferentiate some parts of the formally organized domains of action,
remove them from the clutches of the steering media, _zmd return thfase
“liberated areas” to the action-coordinating mechanism of reaching

understanding,

However unrealistic these ideas may be, they are important for the .
polemical significance of the new resistance and withdrawal movements

reacting to the colonization of the lifeworlcl..This signiﬁc:‘mce 1§dob-
scured, both in the self-understanding of those mvolve(fl an.d in tl?e i ;:o—
logical imputations of their opponents, if the commurflcanffe ratfona fty
of cultural modernity is rashly equated with the funct_lonahst rationality
of self-maintaining economic and administrative-act:on systems—-.-ttzlat_
is, whenever the rationalization of the lifeworld ns.not carefully .dlstm-
guished from the increasing complexity of the social system. This ci)txll-
fusion explains the fronts—which are out f)f place‘and obscure the
real political oppositions—between the antimodernism of the Y(?urgg
Conservatives’! and the neoconservative defense of postmodernity

that robs a modernity at variance with itself of its rational content and

its perspectives on the future.>

¢ —1In this work I have tried to introduce a theory of communicative
action that clarifies the normative foundations of a critical theory of so-
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ciety. The theory of communicative action is meant to provide an after-
native 1o the philosophy of history on which earlier critical theory still
relied, but which is no longer tenable. It is intended as a framework
within which interdisciplinary research on the selective pattern of capi-
talist modernization can be taken up once again. The illustrative obser-
vations () through () were meant to make this claim plausible. The
two additional themes () and (f) are a reminder that the investigation
of what Marx called “real abstraction” has to do with the social-scientific
tasks of a theory of modernity, not the philosophical. Social theory need
no longer ascertain the normative contents of bourgeois culture, of art
and of philosophical thought, in an indirect way, that is, by way of a
critique of ideology. With the concept of a communicative reason in-
grained in the use of language oriented to reaching understanding, it
again expects from philosophy that it take on systematic tasks. The social
sciences can enter into a cooperative refation with a philosophy that has
taken up the task of working on a theory of rationality,

It is no different with modern culture as a whole than it was with the
physics of Newton and his heirs: modern culture is as little in need of a
philosophical grounding as science. As we have seen, in the modern pe-
riod culture gave rise of itself to those structures of rationality that Weber
then discovered and described as value spheres. With modern science,
with positive law and principled secular ethics, with autonomous art and
institutionalized art criticism, three moments of reason crystallized with-
out help from philosophy. Even without the guidance of the critiques of
pure and practical reason, the sons and daughters of modernity learned
how to divide up and develop further the cultural tradition under these
different aspects of rationality—as questions of truth, justice, or taste,
More and more the sciences dropped the elements of worldviews and
do without an interpretation of nature and history as a whole. Cognitive
ethics separates off problems of the good life and concentrates on strictly
deontological, universalizable aspects, so that what remains from the
Good is only the Just. And an art that has become autonomous pushes
toward an ever purer expression of the basic aesthetic experiences of a
subjectivity that is decentered and removed from the spatiotemporal
structures of everyday life. Subjectivity frees itself here from the conven-
tions of daily perception and of purposive activity, from the imperatives
of work and of what is merely useful.

These magnificent “one-sidednesses?” which are the signature of mo-
dernity, need no foundation and no justification in the sense of a tran-
scendental grounding, but they do call for a sell-understanding regarding
the character of this knowledge. Two questions must be answered: €3]
whether a reason that has objectively split up into its moments can still
preserve its unity, and (ii) how expert cultures can be mediated with
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everyday practice. The reflections offered in the first and third chapters
[of Volume 1] are intended as a provisional account of how formal prag-
matics can deal with these questions. With that as a basis, the theory of
science, the theory of law and morality, and aesthetics, in cooperation
with the corresponding historical disciplines, can then reconstruct both
the emergence and the internal history of those modern complexes of
knowledge that have been differentiated out, each under a different
single aspect of validity—truth, normative rightness, or authenticity.

The mediation of the moments of reason is no less a problem than the
separation of the aspects of rationality under which questions of truth,
justice, and taste were differentiated from one another. The only protec-
tion against an empiricist abridgement of the rationality problematic is a
steadfast pursuit of the tortuous routes along which science, morality,
and art communicate with one another. In each of these sphercs, differ-
entiation processes are accompanied by countermovements that, under
the primacy of one dominant aspect of validity, bring back in again the
two aspects that were at first excluded. Thus nonobjectivist approaches
to research within the human sciences bring viewpoints of moral and
aesthetic critique to bear’*—without threatening the primacy of ques-
tions of truth; only in this way is critical social theory made possible.
Within universalistic ethics the discussion of the ethics of responsibility
and the stronger consideration given to hedonistic motives bring the
calculation of consequences and the interpretation of needs into
play’>—and they lie in the domains of the cognitive and the expressive;
in this way materialist ideas can come in without threatening the auton-
omy of the moral.*¢ Finally, post-avant-garde art is characterized by the
coexistence of tendencies toward realism and engagement with those
authentic continuations of classical modern art that distilled out the in-
dependent logic of the aesthetic®; in realist art and Part engagé, mo-
ments of the cognitive and of the moral-practical come into play again in
art itself, and at the level of the wealth of forms that the avant-garde set
free. It seems as if the radically differentaited moments of reason want in
such countermovements to point toward 2 unity-—not a unity that could
be had at the level of worldviews, but one that might be established this
side of expert cultures, in a nonreified communicative everyday practice.

How does this sort of affirmative role for philosophy square with the
reserve that critical theory always maintained in regard to both the es-
tablished scientific enterprise and the systematic pretensions of philoso-
phy? Is not such a theory of rationality open to the same objections that
pragmatism and hermeneutics have brought against every kind of foun-
dationalism?*® Do not investigations that employ the concept of com-

municative reason without blushing bespeak universalistic justificatory
claims that will have to fall to those—only too well grounded—meta-
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philosophical doubts about theories of absolute ori ins and ulti
grounds? Have not both the historicist enlightcnmen%landan ult‘un‘ate
forF:ed philosophy into a self-modesty for which the tasks ofmaltfnahsm
;atmnal'ity n‘lust already appear extravagant? The theory of cgr:miloagczf
;a‘;«:dzii:;ioc?a?rlfgs ::St t}?;:i ::l?:::ntth of uncgnditionality that, with criticizable
- , e conditions of pr
formano.n. As claims they transcend all limitatiogs(gi’e;;:zco:nfiottillsrf nS:JS
the p1.'0vmcial limitations of the given context. Rather than answe ;’ ,
questions here with arguments already set out in the introducto . thCSC
ter [to Volume 1], I shall close by adding two methodological a:ry hente
.that §peak against the suspicion that the theory of communicati gume‘nts
is guilty of foundationalist claims, FeAcon
First we must see how philosophy changes its role when it enters into
coopt?ratlon with the sciences. As the “feeder” [Zubringer} for a th
of rationality, it finds itself in a division of labor with reconstructive eOf_Y
ences; ‘thcse sciences take up the pretheoretical knowledge of cot:nSCl_
tently judging, acting, and speaking subjects, as well as the coll tf) .
knowledge of traditions, in order to get at the most general featuec Vfli
the rrfltionaiity of experience and judgment, action and mutual I‘C; .
sta.ndmg in language. In this context, reconstructions undertake:l;r'?;
philosophical means also retain 2 hypothetical character; precisel tla
cause of their strong universalistic claims, they are open t’o furth r}t df':.
rect tfzsting. This can take place in such a way that the reconstri(,:tlirz)nls-
of umversa{ and necessary presuppositions of communicative action, of
arguméntanve speech, of experience and of objectivating thought, f
moral judgments and of aesthetic critique, enter into empirical theo;io
that are supposed to explain other phenomena—for example, the o tes
genesis (.)f language and of communicative abilities, of moral, jud n:leo-
and socuill competence; the structural transforr;lation of Irelig 10 .
metaphysical worldviews; the development of legal systems or of % e
of social integration generally, o
From the perspective of the history of theory, I have taken up the k
of Mead, Weber, and Durkheim and tried to show how inp thc'wor
pro;}chcs, which are simultaneously empirical and reconstructive tlir o
.cratlons of empirical science and of philosophical conceptual ,anzfl Ol')-
mtcx,'mesh. The best example of this cooperative division of labor isyls’l'S
agets genetic theory of knowledge.>® ’
‘A philosophy that opens its results to indirect testing in this way i
guided by the fallibilistic consciousness that the theory of rationaiialy 1_5
.once wanted to develop on its own can now be sought only in the fe}l?' .
1to.us f:oherencc of different theoretical fragments. Coherence is th 1lC .
crltcr‘lon of considered choice at the level on which mutuail Et:f) :
theories stand to one another in relations of supplementing an}(’i re(:iI;Jg-
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rocally presupposing, for it is only the individual propositions derivable
from theories that are true or false. Once we have dropped foundation-
alist claims, we can no longer expect a hierarchy of sciences; theories—
whether social-scientific or philosophical in origin—have to fit with one
another, unless one puts the other in a problematic light and we have to
see whether it suffices to revise the one or the other.

The test case for a theory of rationality with which the modern under-
standing of the world is to ascertain its own universality would certainly
include throwing light on the opaque figures of mythical thought, clari-
fying the bizarre expressions of alien cultures, and indeed in such a way
that we not only comprehend the learning processes that separate “us”
from “them;” but also become aware of what we have unlearned in the
course of this learning. A theory of society that does not close itself off
a priori to this possibility of unlearning has to be critical also in relation
to the preunderstanding that accrues to it from its own social setting,
that is, it has to be open to self-criticism. Processes of unlearning can be
gotten at through a critique of deformations that are rooted in the selec-
tive exploitation of a potential for rationality and mutuz! understanding
that was once available but is now buried over.

There is also another reason why the theory of society based on the
theory of communicative action cannot stray into foundationatist by-
ways. Insofar as it refers to structures of the lifeworld, it has to explicate
a background knowledge over which no one can dispose at will. The
lifeworld is at first “given” to the theoretician (as it is to the layperson)
as his or her own, and in a paradoxical manner. The mode of preunder-
standing or of intuitive knowledge of the lifeworld from within which
we live together, act and speak with onc another, stands in peculiar con-
trast, as we have seen, to the explicit knowledge of something. The hot-
izontal knowledge that communicative everyday practice tacitly carries
with it is paradigmatic for the certainty with which the lifeworld back-
ground is present; yet it does not satisfy the criterion of knowledge that
stands in internal relation to validity claims and can therefore be criti-

cized. That which stands beyond all doubt seems as if it could never
become problematic; as what is simply unproblematic, a lifeworld can at
most fall apart. It is only under the pressure of approaching problems
that relevant components of such background knowledge are torn out of
their unquestioned familiarity and brought to consciousness as some-
thing in need of being ascertained. It takes an earthquake to make us
aware that we had regarded the ground on which we stand everyday as
unshakable. Even in situations of this sort, only a small segment of our
background knowledge becomes uncertain and is set loose after having
been enclosed in complex traditions, in solidaric relations, in compe-
tences. If the objective occasion arises for us to arrive at some under-

The Tasks of Critical f?aeory. 2401 |

standing about a situation that has become prob | o
: . eMMATi, tes o
knowledge is transformed into explicit knowledge mat;lc ’ backgmund
Ao, only in. & Pleceiiesl
. This has an important methodological implication £Or scicncec rv..
a\.ze t(_’ fio with cultural tradition, social integration, and th, eous that
Ef individuals—an implication that became cl , .
ern‘le.nleutlc philosophy, each in its own way, as they came to ¢
p.ostsﬂ;:hty of Cartesian doubt. Alfred Schutz, who S0 (:(Jnvimc'aubt e
it ) : ; 4 1] -
g} cred t‘he hfe'worlds mode of unquestioned familiarity, never{t%hly o
s:: g’ just this problem: whether 2 lifeworld, in its op;que tak C
ﬁraxtl e‘t r(liess, eludes the phenomenologist’s inquiring gaze or is o ifoz
Tﬁc(: (;talf)es not depend on just choosing to adopt a theoretical attiztunc;:e
g0 m:};f()f thel clI:oackground knowledge constitutive for the construc'
eworld is no more at his disposition th: ,
on of an at that of an i
b e 0 m social
: ifcet‘::(t:rsltd a;mlesls1 aln zb]ectwe challenge arises, in the face of whi’ch the
a 'whole becomes problematic. Thu
_ . s a theory that w:
ascertain the general structures i mscen,
of the lifeworld can
Gental spprot s not adopt a transcen-
; 1t can only hope to be equal to th 1 j of i
Objoct eheacth It car \ € ratio essendi of its
grounds for assuming that the objecti
opject: . nd e objective context
lllff: in which the theoretician finds himself is opening up to him i
ratio cognoscendi, e
o ;1315 Impthcat_ion accords with the point behind Horkheimer's critique
«Thel:? in h!S. programmatic essay “Traditional and Critical Theory”:
e 1 :dmonal. t;fea of theory is abstracted from scientific activity as it.
on within the division of labor at i
’ a particular stage in the lat-
I:ll{' :Sd;:elozlment. jt corresponds to the activity of the scholar which
c¢ alongside all the other activities i
. of a society, but in no im-
:Ezd:z:ly cl.zlar ﬁ::onnecuon with them. In this view of theory, therefore
50Ci; nction of science is not i it e :
made manifest; it ¢
what theory means in human I s in the ojated
an life, but only what it m i i
. : y cans in the isolated
sphere in which, for historical i
, rcasons, it comes into existence”® A
- s - i S
?ggl?;;:.l aiot thlsf, critical social theory is to become conscious of the self.
iality of its calling; it knows that in -
ntial and through th
- kne € very act of
Th(;“;mg it belor‘xgs to the objective context of life that it strives to grasp
ratherotr[{ltexltl of its emergence does not remain external to the theory:
> the theory takes this reflectivel i i ’
he Y up into itself: “In this intell
activity the needs and goals, th i s an
» the experiences and skills, th
acy | , the customs and
theiren;::fs?i;t;:e contemporary form of human existence have all played
inﬂuegce .Of " € s:li;.ne holds true for the context of application: “As the
€ subject matter on the theor icati
: Y, 50 also the application of
the tt.leory to the subject matter is not only an intrascientific pro
a social one as well?62 process but

In his famous methodological introduction to his critique of political

Socialization
Car to pragmatism and 1o
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e type of reflection called for by
cepts. He explained there why the
rest on a secemingly simple ab-

economy of 1857, Marx applied th
Horkheimer to one of his central con
basic assumptions of political economy
straction, which is in fact quite difficult:

It was an immense step forward for Adam Smith to throw out every
limiting specification of wealth-creating activity—not only manufac-
turing, or commertcial, or agricultura.l jabor, but onc as well as the
others, labor in general. With the abstract universality of wealth-
creating activity we now have the universality of the object defined as
wealth, the product as such or again labor as such, but labor as past
objectified labor. How difficult and great this transition was may be
seen from how Adam Smith himself from time to time still falls back
into the Physiocratic system. NOw it might seem tha all that had been
achieved thereby was to discover the abstract expression for the sim-
plest and most ancient relation in which human beings—in whatever
form of society—play the role of producers. This is correct in one
respect. Not in another .. . Indifference toward specific labors corre-
sponds to a form of society in which individuals can with easc transfer
from one labor to another, and where the specific kind is a matter of
ifference. Not only the category ‘labor’,

chance for them, hence of ind

but labor in reality has here become the means of creating wealth in
general, and bas ceased to be organically linked with particular indi-
viduals in any specific form. Such a state of affairs is at its most devel-
oped in the modern form of existence of bourgeois society—in the
United States. Here, then, for the first time, the point of departure of
modern economics, namely the abstraction of the category ‘labor’, ‘la-
bor as such’, labor pure and simple, becomes true in practice.®®

Smith was able to lay the foundations of modern economics only after a
mode of production arose that, like the capitalist mode with its differen-
tiation of an economic system steered via exchange value, forced a trans-
formation of concrete activities into abstract performances, intruded
into the world of work with this real abstraction, and thereby created a
problem for the workers themselves: “Thus the simplest abstraction
which modern economics places at the head of its discussions and which
expresses an immeasurably ancient relation valid in all forms of society,
nevertheless achieves practical truth as an abstraction only as a category
of the most modern society”

A theory of society that claims universality for its basic concepts,
without being allowed simply to bring them to bear upon their object in
a conventional manner, remains caught up in the self-referentiality that
Marx demonstrated in connection with the concept of abstract labor. As
I have argued above, when iabor is rendered abstract and indifferent, we
have a special case of the transference of communicatively structured
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g::;l:s :)hfcagz?n ove.r to media-steered interaction,
cgor. namel lcormatlo{qs o.f the lf‘feworld with the help of an e
<t reg,ard o 2;16 c():rr;mumcatwe action’ What Marx showed to b: ﬂt;er.cat;
e ol 0 e ¢ Zaft:goryiof iabor' holds true for this as welr. “hov:r: ven
their abstractness-—fi%oa?les, ol e Validity—_meide becau:ven
scter of th oo 101 ;pochs, are nevertheless, in the specific CE "
lations, and poseen thn,-t emselvF:s. likewise a product of historical .
tions?% The theory of cir ul validity only for and within these rcll.e-
the development ozsocic;r;ﬁﬁzci:;:; a_CtiOfl 10 the prony s s Sg:
that objectively afford contemporaries iﬁiﬂiﬁ tgc:he Dt o arions
structures of the lifeworld. gecaccess o the general
The i
permitstll::tzgy ré)cfor;cl)iciertyfthat I‘ have here sketched in broad strokes
o xpateion of n e e olJowu.lg: In modern socicties there is such
o e tpt'.;:] of. contmgt.ancy for interaction loosed from
comes practicall i ”a‘ € mn-cr lloglc of communicative action “be-
the fumgital pett ;zt " eh it the demstlt}nionalized forms of intercourse of
mass media. At the sgmirihfewfli: ?Y;?C;I_’UI?HC T tives o ied by the
o . 3 ic imperatives of auto
burezit:rt:tsi ;tz;ﬁ;frs;(t)i é:t:n thafsa :iifi‘;)-ﬂd at;d, through monetarizatr;:))rrln ;‘;15
i : s : 100 Of communicative action -
Coor)(; h(;;ﬁi;]z;cécizm.ams of actin?n—even in areas where the ;gtif:))rl;-
cosiay. It may be tha this provocitie threst e hallse o e
: reat, this challen '
::l:)i zifrfl;x)lz(;l:tcl structures of the lifeworld as a whole in qufsii:)i;a[czfze?
y they have become accessible to us. , )

This interpretation



