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Modes of narrating modernity
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its existence were largely absent in the allegedly modern societies during the
nineteenth century, and for a still fairly large numblr of people during the first half
of the twentieth century.T

Some recent research, though, has re-emphasized the idea of the modern rupture,
and a critical look at this research may help to clarify the issue. Michel Foucault
sees the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries as a period in which new
discursive formations emerged in the humanities, namely the tripartite set of
discourses of biology, political economy and linguistics. From a perspective of the
history of concepts, Reinhart Koselleck r peaks of a major turn in the developmentof key philosophical and political icleas. Partly foliowing Koselleck, Jiirgen
Habermas identifies the emergence of a self-reflective philosophy of modernity
and the opening of the time horizon. The beginning of a sociat iime of history
marks the possibility of a view of history u, u proie"t. Inversely, worf Lepenies
identifies the end of natural history. These unatys"s would indeed locate the
beginning of modernity at the turn to the nineteenth century.8

I generally concur with this perspective, but one of its features needs to be
e works are contributions to a history
similarly clear ruptures occurred in

ctices throughout society.e ln such terms,
e revolutions were much less revolutionary,

that is, pronounced ruptures during a short time-span, than the discourses about
the revolutions. In as much as the studies by Foucauli, Koselleck and others areabout practices, all minorities in a given societywho were direc hese discourses, riamety about(proto-) intellec

If these findi nderstand the difficult relation between
the judgement and the analysis of modernity, which haunts our thinking, insociohistorical terms. It is the relation of affiniiy, but non-identity between ideas
and institutions of modernity that is at the root of r
the history of modernity.il The normativ
may then possibly be more or less neatly
even with all its internal tensions. Howe
similarly neat and pure institutions.

Far from t
and suprahistorical-notion of modernity, ihir rn".ely ac
and historically, that some break in the discourses on
occurred more than two centuries ago. This discursive
establishment of the modern ideas as new imaginary significations for bothindividuals and society and, as such, it instituted new tinos of social and political
issues and conflicts.r2
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TWO PORTRAITS OF MODERNITY
The discourse of modernity is based most firmly on the idea of freedom and

and rei nterpret o b s eiiiE]e s-o ci al
tion. By way of an introduction, I
n that emerged in this process, the

Irberty and the undermining of liberty. Thus,two very common' but incompatible, portraits of modernity will appear. These aretwo opposed narratives, one of which may be called the discourse of liberation, theother the discourse of disciplinization. This sketch does not aspire to intellectualhistoriography, rather it is rneant to generate the issues that a sociology of modernitywill have to pay attention to.
The discourse of liberation stood at the very origins of modern times.13 Itgoes back to the quest for autonomy for scientific pursuits during the so-calledscientific revolution, to the demand for self-deLrmination in the politicalrevolutions-the model cases of which were the American and French ones-and to the liberation of economic activities from the supervision and regulationof an absolutist state.
In each of these cases tieedom was seen as a basic-.unarienable,, ,self-_

evident'-human right. But it was also argued for with the collective outcome ofliberations in mind, namely the enhancement of the striving for truth, the buildingof a polity to whose rules everybody had contributed and in which, thus, violencewas no longer a legitimate means of action, and the increase of ,the wealth ofnations" In both ways-the establishment of individual rights and the collectivejustification for the use of these rights-the discourse of liberation was and is ofmajor importance as a means of self-interpretation of and for ,modern, 
societies.Throughout the past two centuries, however, the adequacy of this discourse hasnot remained unquestioned' It had not only an intelleciual genealogy, but also aparticular social location. It was pursued onry by some groups, and it was sociailyconditioned' An early critique focused on the contrast ietween the discourse andthe practices of the social groups that were su

A particularly strong version of such a ,cri 
launched byKarl Marx. He held that the allegedly universal

economy merely masked the interests of the illfl:l'ffildiscarding them completely, however, he tried to separate their real insights intothe workings of the economy from their ideological elements. Thus, he indeedsubscribed to a notion of the need for liberating th"e productive forces; it was ratherthe social context.in which such a project was to^be carried out that had to berevolutionized so that all humankind could benef,rt from this liberation.
ne concurs with Marx,s particular analysis,
ties displayed, to almost any observer, striking
ist rhetoric and the strong boundaries between
bility of liberties. The opportunities of
one,s views and interests within political
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institutions, of participating in the academic search for truth, were limited to avery small part of the population and the barriers erected were often formal (like
rmidable. In fact, the idea of containing
, of creating boundaries against the
to any understanding of modernity, as

Still, from a twentieth-century perspective, it may appear as if the power of theidea of liberty ultimately or"."u-" these boundaries. Not only were formal rulesof exclusion lifted, but social mobility also increased. Related to such socialtransformations, the discourse of liberation itself changed its form. The functionality
of social arrangements in 'modern' society *as itser]'egarded as liberating humanbeings' The higher performance of economy, politics and science would set theindividual free from many of the concerns of 'traditional, societies. It wasrecognized that the new arrangements also put new strains on the individuals whowould have to con-rply with multiple role eipectations according to their status indifferent spheres of society. But in many of the analyses put forward during the1950s and 1960s, for instance, the gains in terms of liberty were seen as far superiorto the losses.

The most sophisticated, and far from uncritical, version of such a discourse isput forward by Jtirgen Habermas. white praising the performance of moderninstitutions and accepting their historical inevitauility, he fully recognizes theirliberty-constraining effects. He reconciles this ambiguous finding with the attemptto safeguard the 'project of modernity, by counterpJring those institutions againsta 'life-world' in which authentic, unmediated comm-unication is possible andfrom which renewals of an emphatic understandirg or modernity may alwaysreemerge.la

th ws of a functionally ordered society, be

th lost their persuasive power. From within
s saw a gradual dissolution of the order;moreover, empirical findings on pluralization and Jirint.g.ution of both institutionalarrangements and social life-styles were reported, which were difficult toaccommodate in mere terms of functionality. In this current phase, the emphasison order is relaxed, and the discourse of liberation takes the form of a praise ofindividualization.

Ultimately, then, mod
individuality. rn an early ph ;::liil'.1['ffi;i:
a second era, differentiation role_wise, but not really

owever, modernity,s achievements allow
ariety of individual life_styles and life_
the population of Western societies.
odificaticlns notwithstanding, shows acontinuity through more than two centuries of modernity, it is plausible to assumethat it reflects important features of these societies. However, it has never beenwithout a critical counterpart, the discourse of disciplinization.
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limit--o another m
The idea of the state as container of modernity, as an instrument to restrictpractices and to discipline individuals, drew o, u, existing social institution. Asecond' and historically later, variant of the theory of disciplinization postulatedthe unintended self-limitation of modernity as the outcome of modern practices.Far from fulfilling the bourgeois-humanist promise of human self-real izationthrough autonomy, so the argument goes, modern practices, once started, wourd

ff'fl:T,HlT,?:i:iiJn 
both idea ind reality so thauhe very notion of realizing

Elements of such a discourse can be found in Marx's writings about alienationand fetishization as a result of the exposure of human beings to the market.Analogously, weber argues that the achievements of the workings of bureaucraticand marketrationalities transform the 'life destiny' of human beings and rob humanlife of some of its important qualities. Modern scientific practi-ces, 
"r"n 

ir,n.ywere begun in its name, would turn out to be unable to maintain the quest for truth.And according to Nietzsche, the moral-religious project of a christianity that wasfocused on the individual undermined its own foundations and .un."ll"d unypossibility of morality from social life. The argumentative figure of
' 
n e e ds r o b e e xp r o re d i n,r,,T:1":11:Hi"Xi ;::,',1': i [: jl.i,,t;"n "'n

such portraits were drawn from the experience of a modernity that had begunto unfold its full powers, powers that were seen as residing in the multitude ofmorally, economically, politically and intellectually freed individuals. While thesocietal effects of the interactions of these individuals were the problem at theheart of these anaryses, the dynamic itself was seen as being unleashed by thefieeing of the individuals
The experience of twentieth-century modernity tended to alter the portrait ofdisciplinization again, with weber already marking a different tone. However, afull new narrative of modernity, focusing on the su{e.tion and disciplinization ofindividuals, only came- into being with fascism, thl Second world war a,d themassive material transformations of the modern society scape between the 1930s

and the 1960s' Theodorw.Adorno, Max Horkheim.. und Herbert Marcuse as well
as Michel Foucault identified a disciplining alliance of instrumental reason and
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will to power in the organized, administered societies of that time. Under the

coalition of knowledge and the question of resistance or compliance
hardly to pose itself any longer.

With plurality and difference apparently reemerging during the past two decades,

images of instrumentality and one-dimensionality have lost their appeal. Still, the

discourse of disciplinization has not given way to a new and unquestioned hegemony

of the discourse of liberation. At least one strand of the postmodernist debate

interprets pluralization not as a condition of the self-realization of the individual
but as the expression of a fragmentation of selftrood, and sees the subject finally
completely vanishing, disappearing even from the utopian point from which claims

for societal alternatives could be made. Such kinds of arguments point to the

possibility of a historical transformation of the self and to the conditions for, and

understanding of, self-realization.
These two portraits of modernity were always in co-existence and, as I have

tried to indicate, they even underwent analogous transformations over time. They

were not always as completely separate as I described them. The most sensitive

observers of modernity, such as Marx and Weber, contributed to both images.

However, the gallery of modernity is full of pictures that emphasize either one or

the other side. What we may conclude from this is, first, that the authors have

indeed caught some relevant and crucial aspects of modern times. It is unlikely
that they have all failed to see clearly. Apparently liberty and discipline are key

features of modernity. The real task though seems to be to paint, so to speak, both

sides of modernity simultaneously, to conclude on an irreducibly double nature of

into one which maintains the ambiguity.

AMBIGUITIES OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT

We shall reconsider the Enlightenment and, with it, the modern project, as being

haunted by a fundamental ambiguity. There is a number of ways of formulating

this ambiguity. One side is fairly clear-there is the idea of self-rule, the rejection

of any external, superior being or principle that could impose maxims for action.

This is the very foundation of liberty as autonomy. By its very nature, it is without

limits and boundaries. A radically modem conception allows no actor or instance

to provide criteria or rules for setting boundaries to self-determination'

On the other side, most social philosophies in the realm of modernity do not

rely exclusively on such a conception. The discourses of modernity reject the

imposition of a substantive notion of good and right, as ordained by a God, but

many of them accept the idea of the recognition of worldly values and rules, existing

before and beyond the individual, to be discovered, known and followed by human

beings. There are varieties of such conceptions, which I will not discuss in detail

here.16 Just three different basic ideas shall be mentioned, which can be found in

various combinations. First, there is the idea of human nature as an anthropological

frame for liberty. It may not only involve the co al, unalienable rights

pbrspectives
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of the individuar, but also views on natural sociar orders, such as, for instance, the
[:fm,:. *:::ti:::q1;.;;.,t",'9, rhe ramly by the man as hearr or ,h.househord. second, there is th" i;;;i;';';";:l:{rJJi:: #l;Jr:?: ,",il1:individual and, mayb", ,rpru_hu_an hat, while it could be specified indifferent ways' would ut lnvoteJ as a reference-point to which the strivings offree individuars would read. Third, the idea or tn.'n..0 ro considereyond the right to individuar autonomy, *r, a corectivist ncould not be unequivocally derived from indiviiuairiilr. The idea of the commongood relates to the question of the foundation 

"rlrr. o"rrty on liberar principles. Itentails a distinction' in Isaiah Berlinls famous ;;,;;;egative and positive riberty,liberty from constraints and liberty to achieve substantive goars, together withothers, in community,rT In di ,.r, *uyr, alr of these concepts (re_)introducedsome 'other' criterion that could potentially be in conflict with the vorition ofindividual, living human U.ingr. '
Two questions are importaniin this context. First, (a) how is the potential conflictbetween the two basic criteria oi modernity t uror.aland second, (b) how is the'other side' to the criterio, or inoiridual autonomy exactry determined?r8(a) The potential confrict u"tt ..n two criteriu, if th.y were independent ofeach other, was well recognized rr,,. lgrt intriguing solution to rhe probrem ofthe modern double-sidediess *ur irr" identifica-ti#"i the two sides. Free andknowledgeable subjects would 

"ri". towards the rreason, and of common well-hoi-^ -,^.,^ ---,1", 
-'- ' re, of

shaken_ti";ili1ffi i,I!i;".115;IHfl:i',1,,"r:H,'Jltl;lffixJn:ffi
economics' that an economic order with a murtituae oiino.p.raent actors wourd

Away",,0n",o,Tr'ffi ff :?:i::mi;i'J;il,..;.;:;.;";,.,,",,
into account was to argue that the ino'iviouats *.r. rro,']r r... and knowredgeabreas they were supposed to be. Education and./or exclusion were to be the means ofdealing with the probrems rh"v;;;;;. 

ry.h ",i;;;;;ruoror", rhat some knowbetter than others wtrat is ,uru.ut,'r.uro1u1r.* good. it .y may lead others towards
:lilffi*::H|ii'at stage i'."".r,"a, it is o-nry ir,.y #r.," have ruu membership

Put in these terms' we may distinguish two co-existing, though conflicting strands

modernityrhe."::Td{*Ti:iUT,t"r..,"rT,i:T:,,;.,:l*,,Xi:ffiT*
those who are classifiedls unfit rol -oa"rnity. Tie self_guiding strand, wh,e
IJffi ,'J,',1:'fr,.|.,: :i'; H:T i1 #'"'-v, 

nlgr ec ts th e q ues ti o;, oi *'r, u,,r,.
approached.'zr I;is ro this issue rhat , r"* ,XT. 

n"* they can be identified and
(b) The idea of autonomy seems fairly unproblematic as long as we take it torefer to a single individual. ruroo.rniiy, rhen, is about ttre possiu,ity (opportunityand capabirity) of an individuut ,,,11J.r's self-rearization. Now, hardry anybody



10 Principles of modernity

is ready to argue-though a few are-that it could make sense to speak ofindividual self-realization without any reference to a substantire goai and to
social relations to other human beings. If asked about their understanding of agood life, most people would either give answers that refer to others directly orindicate objectives that need to be socially conceived. References to social
substance and to collectivity, that is, to the fact that some values may be upheld
only by collective arrangement, enter into the modem condition. it.y do so
obviously empirically, and it can also be argued that they are inevitable in terms
of principles of justification. From the point onwards that individual autonomy
and liberty were thought of, their various complements co-existed with them.Both substance and collectivity set boundaries to the practice of individual
autonomy' The ideas of individual autonomy and liberty neither could nor didexist intellectually or socially unbound. Controversies are rather about how
substance and collectivity are determined. To advance the argument, I shall
introduce a very crude distinction at this point.zz

Early modernists ilrgue that there are some cultural ascriptions that precede any
practice of individual autonomy, both in terms of substance and of collectivity.
Human beings, for instance, are born into a cultural-linguistic formation which
gives form and sets boundaries to individual strivings. However an individual may
defrne herself, she will draw on these forms and will relate to the community
inside the boundaries as well as contribute to the historical path of this collective.
of course, this is the reasoning that stands behind the idea of the nation-state as the
modern polity, and I shall discuss its relevance to the history of modernity later
(see Chapter 3).

Classical modernists tend to turn from those substantive foundations to more
Jrocedurql ones.23 They put forward the idea of various separate
conceptualizations of basic spheres of society, as realms of economics, ptlitics,
science and culture. The construction of these spheres and their relations to each
other as a new kind of naturally interlocking order is largely the result of attempts
to link individual autonomy to social outcomes. The pJwer of the revolutions ofmodernity-the scientific, industrial and bourgeois tnes-resided not least in
the establishment of such new sets of assumptions about the conditions for the
beneficial cohabitation of human beings. tn att of these conceptualizations, the
complement to the idea of individual autonomy is one of rationality, actually of
specific rationalities in each realm. Then the argument is developei that human
beings as rational agents will follow these rationalities, if they aie free to do so.If everyone does so, then the interaction of all human beings will both advance
their individual objectives and be of benefit to all. Thus, a means of reconciliation
of the duality of individual autonomy and its 'other' has been provided.2a Farfrom actually identifying and describing real social practices, these
conceptualizations remained largely fictitious. Rather than reality, they described
the 'project of modernity'. Knowing well rhat they were a fiction, the modernizes,
optimistic assumption was that they would realizethemselves once the appropriate
social conditions were created.
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Late modernists dwell on this fictitious character of the conceptual order ofhigh modernism. They ar6
too many assumptions and rcedural rationalities makes

forpolitits. In their view, er neral analysis, or as a basis

Roity's terms2r-is con I community, to use Richard
foundationalism i"'pnil"r"pilicat terms, bur I wan, ,i'::,ltt.l* 

such anri-
implications (on sociorogic"r i-pri".,ions see chapter r):o'" 

to some political
Politicaily, anti-founJationalism op"n, the way for a critical analysis of themodernist ideorogy. At the same rime, iiis a strong ;;.;;i", of the idea of individualautonomy, since, in a contingent world, every iioi"ijr"r decides for herself whoshe wants to be and to which"cott.ciiu" she wants to belong. In terms of politicaltheory, it is a call for a radicai iii".utir-, based on what we may ca, anindividualistic poriticar ontorogy. 

Iill"g, we may accept as a hisroricar facr rhar

in rhe ,ir";";;;";r;:'",,IrtrIrrly' rn the tusion of liberalism and nationalism

still' the organization of allocative and authoritative practices relied heavilyon the idea of an autonomous individrar, .apubi" 
"ig"rr-directed action, as thebasic unit of sociar organizatior-u, is most evident in the rures of raw andpolitical participation' Lu* is the institution po, ,*rrttence thatcreates, in theview of the relevant others, autonomous individuals responsible for their actions.If this is the case' then a sort of imbatance is inscribed in the modern ambiguity,a shift towards individual autonomy. In rights-based liberarism, howeverincomplete, the individuar is tr," orty category that need not, often in fact, cannot,be debated''n",::^or]lduar is simply there,-*r,..ru, what human narure is orhow the collectrve go

Substantive aspects of
consensus. And, to make t
enter into communicatio
given, but subject to agreement.

.At this stage of the. argument, I only want topoints. First, thi, biu, thatls rrr..ru"a into the mo #:r:ilT.#fi:liJ}lfor a gradual shift to a. hegem"ry 
"r 

individuar autonomy, arigned oniy with adisengaged, instrumental concept o'f ..uror, in the historically dominant conceptionsof modernity. Second, the st itt i, conceptions of modernity_from .earry, 
to'classical' to 'rate', though it is notlinr*and far rrori., rn"quivocar_may be afirst indicator of historical processes of de-substantiv#ion una decorectiv izationof the foundations of modernity.'i Io" n points ur. nor-.-onclusions of any sort, butelements of a guiding hypothesi, fo. u histclrical socio

. , Sr.^n a sociology tfren needs to search for the boutaken for granted in social practices and do in fact li 
actually

self-rule, and for the kinds oiu.tiriiils which are achnilyconsidered 
", 

*,tl:o[t
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realm of possible self-realization. While there is obviously a great range of waysin which individual human beings make use of the available rules and resourcesfor self-realization, there are also distinct historical forms of the construction ofsocial identities' such questions cannot be posed in purely individualistic terms
since the nature ofthe boundaries depends on ho* present and relevant others seethem' while they. are not fixed by any supra-human will, neither can they be created
or destroyed by individual will. one needs to transform the issue of contingency
into a question for a historical sociology-as an issue of actual, rather than principled
contingency.

FROM THE PHILOSOPHY TO A HISTORICAL SOCIOLOGY OFMODERNITY

The ambiguity of modernity takes on varied forms at different times and indifferent places' Some authors have observed that the double nature of modernity
may be due to the specificities of its intellectual genealogy, at least in continental
Europe' while the main substantive argument was one of commitment to self-rule, it pointed historically towards u ."thinking of the prevailing religious notionof the heteronomy of the human condition as belng oetermineo uy coi. To presentits argument, Enlightenment thought thus had to link up to ihe p.edominant
rhetoric form and was phrased as a isecularized religion' with Reason taking theplace of God and History the place of Provide nce37I"n tension with the substance

I an emphasis on openness, liberation, plurality
rm emphasized the advent of a new order that

anything erse. 
anded conformity and discipline rather than

The issue of how to supersede an old order was posed with regar d to socialpractices as llectual _oj", of reasoniig. Again, theconditions o
entailed a b 

dernity, at least in (continental) Europe,

openonein r,:r- ;J,Jil[i;1';:T]::1,#:T;tffi
society' Pronounced differences in the sociopolitical backgrounds against whichthe modern project was proposed and deveroped distinguish the Europeanexperience markedly from the North An erican one. one of the specificities ofthe French Revolution was that there was a centralized state, endowed with theidea of sovereignty and a bureaucracy to practice it. It seemed quite natural merelyto reinterpret this state, then seize it and put it to diff-erent uses, if one wanted totransform society' In the absence of such well-established institutions, the situationof the American revolutionaries at the time of their struggle for independence

was quite different.
while the main argument of this book is focused on European developments, Ishall also repeatedly refer to the North American part of the history of modernity.Apart from helping to unders tand 'Ameriro, ,*"rpiionarisnt, this comparison offersopportunities for a more profound understanding of the dynamics oi modernity.
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In Europe, the social movements that advanced the ,project 
of modernity, werewell aware of the fact that the liberations they ,".." .i.iuirg for could not be obtainedwithout conflicting with organized adversaries, noi ,t 

" 
least of which were theabsolutist state and the aristicratic and religious erites of the rate feudal period.zswhile they deemed themselves certain of primoting u p.og..ss that was inevitabrein the long run' they also saw a need to impose it ugTinrt still-powerful opponenrs.Among these adversaries were those who faced thI threat of losing power, wealthand status' The case against them could easily be argued in terms of modernprinciples. However, there were arso those who wourd ultimatery gain, but whoapparently did not yet have insight into.the oaruntug", to them. wn1" they couldand shourd o" 

"o.u:u.r:d, 
the (temporary) imposition-of the reasonabre was seen asnecessary to avoid risks to liberation. In this respect, the view of some bou.g"oi,revolutionaries on a society, the majority of which *"r-"g"i"rt them, shows anarogiesto that of Communist revolutionarils inthe .*ry soui.i'urion and in East Europeansocieties after the Second World War.ze

In the Soviet Union, t oblem of ,socialism 
in onecountry'. This formulatior 

estion of setting boundariesand imposing (a superior) 
r derailment of the modernproject or the emergenc dernity, Soviet socialismemphasizes certain features of modernity, though obviously at the expense of others.Just as American exceptionalism can be rega"rded as the epitome of one kind ofmodernity, so should socialism be seen as the epitome of another kind. Themodernity of soviet-socialism, then, is a second issue for discussion by which Ishall compare the west European experience to others, with a view to more firmlygrasping the modern ambiguity.

with the help of this spatia-l comparison itiseasier to understand why it is sofallacious when major parts of the present debates counterpose a notion of'postmodernity' to one of modernity. The current distinction of modernity andpostmodernity throws light (or casts shadows) on the modern double-sidedness,on the two sides of the modern ambiguity itself. Sociuiprr.no-ena that are labelledpostmodern point 
P 9'" relatively extreme sociar instantiation of modernity,whereas socialism finds itself close to the other extreme. Both social formations,however, move within the same sociohistoricat space, the one created by, ascastoriadis would say, the double imaginary signification of modernity.The spatial comparison demonstrates that theie are varieties of ,actually 

existingmodernities'-with the societies of the united States, w"rt"* Europe and the sovietUnion as three major twentieth-century types. It does not yet arow anything to besaid about an inherent movement of modernity. on its own, the spatial comparisonmay' at worst' achieve nothing more than a somewhat more sociologically informedrestatement of the dichotomy of liberation and disciplinization. To aJsess ihe validityof the hypothesis of de-substantivization and de-collectivization and, eventually, todemonstrate how such. processes may come about, the spatial comparison of socialformations along the lines o 'their expr"ssion of the -od.- ambiguity needs to becomplemented by a historical compirison.
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The historical construction of these social formations, as well as theirtransformations and-partly-demise, may be used to investigate the dynamics
inherent to the overall modem project. De-substantivization and de-collectivization
of modernity, if they occur, are not self-propelled trends but historical processes,
of which there are also partial reversals, .r"ut.a by interacting human beings. Forfurther analysis, the crucial issues are how, when and what kinds of shifts between
the foundational imaginary significations occur. A11 this amounts to a for a historical
analysis of the transformations of modernity. Such an analysis will begin with themodem rupture, that is, with the emergence of the master discourse of ,classical,
modernity.

Historically, this fiction generated its own problems-problems that we canderive from the master discourse and can use for identifying the analytical issuesfor a sociology of. modernity. As pointed out above, modern reasonings on theconstitution of society suffer from the aporia of having to link the normative ideaof liberty, as a procedurally unlimitable right and obli"gation to self-rule and self-
realization, to a notion of collective good, be it merely ii terms of a minimal livableorder or be it in terms of substantive objectives of humankind, such as wealth,
democracy or truth. Even if one held the idea, as probably some seventeenth- andeighteenth-century thinkers did, that a social contract and its rules of implementation
could be signed once and for all' the philosophical problematic was troubling
enough.

To complicate things, though, each of the reasonings laid foundations for ahistorical increase of liberties and, it seemed, greater substantive achievements ifcontrasted with the 'pre-modem' regimes. Compared to the late feudal and absolutistregimes with their ascriptive hierarchies and their detailed regulation of all aspectsof everyday life, these ideas were no doubt liberating in the sense of setting free adynamic of human-made change. In their theorJticar stringency, they evendeveloped a liberating momenturn that has still not exhausted its potential andkeeps providing justifications for claims which are valid and unfulfilled today.This is the incomplete character of the project of modernity that Habermas keepsemphasizing.
Here we can also identify the basic tension that characterizes this notion ofliberty as part of a socially ambiguous double concept. we may consider ,rational

mastery' (Castoriadis) or 'disengaged, instrumental reason, gayro4 as expressionsfor the tendency towards an increase of opportunities, an extension of socialinstitutions into time and space, a growth of enablements. This tendency is itself
set free by the individual right and obligation to 'autonomy'. In social practice,
those liberations tended to alter the kinds of substantive goals human beings wereable to accomplish-by extending the reach of human-made institutions. Then,the question of the collective determination of the substantive objectives of humanstrivings (including the question of how fai these objectives should in fact becollectively determined), which is an essential element tf modernity, became evermore problematic, in at least three respects.

First' the achievable mode of life b".u-. a moving target itself. If scientific
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crrcumstances.
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this ambiguity, since. there is no general principle combining these significations.
The next task, then, is to transfer the concept of a double irnaginary Jignificationinto the language and tradition of social science.

science tends to take the existence of self-regurated
the market, the state or scientific institutions, for
supra-human entities having causal effects on
tutions and their modes of working both have to be

t of 'duality of structure,,
simultaneously enabling
d through human action.

e to spell out exactly who and what kind
is constrained. For this purpose, a

practices shall be introduced (Chapter
to only three kinds of practices: of

cation and symbolic representation. The
ctices and, thereby, extending them over
cial institutions, shall be the key objectof my analysis of modernity.

The historical analysis itself will start with a brief portrait of early post-revolutionary social configurations, that is, societies in the Europe of the first halfof the nineteenth century. In a sense, this era was the heyday of liberal ideology,with the bourgeoisie in the ascendancy to power, as it has often been portrayed.
While such a view is not invalid,I shall empiasize that the applicability of ideas ofautonomy was effectively contained. With a number of institutional devices, notleast the inherited state, boundaries were set to the modern project. This contained
form of the bourgeois utopia, which was far from encompassing all members of asociety, shall be labelled restricted liberal modernity (Chapter 3).

is elites with regard to the feasibility of
d. However, from as early as the French

c o n re s red. Ar s o, th e dy n ami c s o r r i u elil.l:ifl:1i",ff :'11'"*,?:l ffi i, * :Tr,l:world and its impact on social orders, tended to upset those same orders. often, theyear 1848 is conveniently marked 
1s 

the hisiorical point after which majortransformations of the restricted liberal social .onfigr.ution and its self-
understanding commenced. By the turn of the century, so many of the boundaries
were shaken or even broken; so many people had been, often traumatically,
disembedded from their social, cultural and economic contexts that one can speakof a fi'rst crisis of modernity, as a consequence of which societal developments
were set on a different path (see Chapter 4).

one effect of the upsetting of social orders during the nineteenth century was
that far greater parts of rhe popularion of a teritory f,ad 

"om" 
,;;; ii" ."..*, 

"rmodern practices.
institutions. Of co
With hindsight at
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and labour parties can be seen as a major collective action towards the full inclusionof a hitherto barred part of the population into modern practices and institutionsand their achievements' The obvious example is the granting of universal and equalsuffrage; however, I also want to refer to puni.rpurii, in .r.r, modern practices asconsumption of industrial commodities, trr. rrrupirg olsocietat self-understandingsin cultural production or to the extension or ieacnable space by means oftechnologies.

we may speak of this process as an extension of modernity, an increase of thepermeation of society by modernity. The p.o..r, oi .*t.rrion was one of thebreaking of boundaries' As such, it was accompanied, at least among the elites, bystrong feelings about the ack of both ,rurug.ubility and intelligibility of ,modern
society'' This perception is an important bacfgrornd, if not the basis, of the cultural_intellectual crisis of modernity around the turn to th twentieth century. At thattime, however, social
nature of modern inst hat were to change the

entailed a reembeddin These transformations
order-to be achievedby means of an increasing formalization of practices, their conventionalizationand homogenization' As the extension was reached and the social access widened,practices were standardized and new constraints as to the types of permissibleactivities introduced.

These transformations occu rred, mutatis mutandis, in all major kinds of socialpractices' I shall first sketch the practices of allocation, where they included thebuilding of technical-organizational systems that were operated society-wide, aswell as the conventionalization of work statuses and the standardization ofconsumption (chapter 5). The emergence of the mass party and its restriction toelectoral politics channelled the modes of political participation. The extension ofpolicies of social support, later to be known u, th. welfare state, considerablyreduced material uncertainties; at the same time it extended disciplining andhomogenizing practices of domination into the realm of family lives (chapter 6).under the impetus of establishing cognitive mastery over society, new techniques,classifications and concepts *.r" d.r"loped in thssocial scientes, establishing anew mode of representation of society. one of its features is a tendency to reifymajor social institutions (Chapter 7).
Thken together, these sets of social practices have almost been all-inclusivewith regard to members_of a society..However, these practices have been highlyorganized' Ascriptive roles do not exist under mode-'conditions, of course. Butfor a given position in society and a given activity, these practices have prescribeda very limited set of modes of action. I shali propose to describe the socialconfiguration that has been characterized by ,r.n p.u"iices as organized mod.ernity,and the transformations that led to it as a closure of moderni4,. It is the crisis of thisorganized modernity that postmodernist writings refer to when proclaiming the'end of modernity'. It seems indeed uppropr[te to chara cterize some of theinstitutional changes in western societies d-uring the pasttwo decades as a (partial)breakdown of estabrished arrangements and as a re-opening of ,crosed, 

practices.
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If and in as far as these changes amount to a major social transformation, though,
one should see this as a second maior crisis of modernity, rather than the end of
modernity. It includes strong trends towards de-conventionalization and
pluralization of practices, not least the loss of a working understanding of collective
agency that once stood behind society wide organized practices (Chapter g). This
loss of collective agency obviously entails a loss of manageability, the disappearance
of any actor who is legitimate, powerful and knowledgeable enough to steer
interventions into social practices. As such, the disorganization of piactices of
allocation and domination is directly linked to a 'crisis oir.p..r.ntation, of society,
in social science as well as in other intellectual practices. euite a number of the
assumptions of modernist social science do not survive this situation unscathed.
However, the question of the intelligibility of, at least, parts of the social world
remains on the agenda even in an era of 'crisis of representation' and alleged ,end
of social science'. The main objective of sociar,.i.r.", as I see it, namely to
contribute to our own understanding of the social world in which we live, may
seem more ambitious than ever, but it is by no means superseded (Chapter 9).

Quite certainly, these crises do not spell the end of modernity as a social
configuration. They mark a transition to a new historical era of it. Some intellectual
doubts notwithstanding, the double imaginary signification of modernity-
autonomy and rational mastery-seems widely untouched and fully intact. An
optimistic interpreter of present changes may want to term this new phase extended
liberal modernity. Under conditions of the full inclusion of all .n.-t.., of society,
the organizing and disciplining institutions are dismantled and respective practices
relaxed. Difference and plurality, sociality and solidarity could bi the key words
of the future, as some argue. At the same time, the building of social identities has
become a more open and more precarious process, and the erosion of once-reliable
boundaries has rephrased the issue of exclusion and inclusion. The decrease of
certainties may entail opportunities, but also introduces new constraints and anxieties
(Chapter l0).

Thus, I tend to be much more sceptical, in the face of the building of more
widely extended institutions (such as global technical and economic arrangements)
and of the emergeuce of new kinds of boundaries inside such a more intensely
globalized society' These transformations may entail a new process of social
disembedding, of possibly unprecedented dimensions. During tire building of the
social formation of organized modernity, many violent and oppressive attempts at
different kinds of reembedcling were started and often violently interrupted. Similar
processes may occur again; at the very least, the questions of social identity andpolitical community are badly in need of new answers (chapter 1l).


