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ZoUJe oE [Ia METAOMOVTEPVA KOIVWVIA;

H evalakTika, «Ymapxer oaprc Siaxpion UETA&U [IOVTEQVOU Kal LETA-
povtepvou, Mropoulue va avagepBolue oTo LIOVTEPVO wWC Hia {wvtavn
mapadoon;» - T

‘Otav pwTAUE YIa TN Oxeon PETAEL POVTEQVOUL KAl JETALOVTEQVOU, OE TL AVahEQOUAOTE; TO €pW-
NUa, 6MMWG Kal N oulATNoN, TiBevtal oe &va CNUACIOAOYIKO emimedo, OTou cLNTAUE EVTOG eVOQ
KAEIOTOU Kal oUVOETOL TTAQIGiOL, TO OTToI0 amexel amd TO MEPIBAAOV EVTOC TOU OTToIoL BPIoKETAL.
2UVETTWG, N EPWTNON QTTOKTA vONUA, OTAV OTNV TTPOOTTIABEIA ETTKOVWVIAC avadepdUAoTe OTO B10
TO TMAQOLO EVTOC TOUL OToloL avTn ekdepeTal. Q¢ K TOUTOU, N AMOGCTACN PETAED TIEPIBANOVTOG Kal
mAaiciov, odnyet otn dnuovpyia dlakpicewy -cuvdEeTAl AUECSA PE TNV TAPATAENCN, TNV TIEPYPadN
KAl TIG YVWOTIKEG AETOLPYIEC- KABWCS PECW TNG TAPATAPNONG eMonUaiveTal N pla meupd tng did-
Kplong évavtl NG GAANG. Kat’ auTod tov TpoTo, Kataokeudadetal N Siapopd avaueoa oe €va TIACIoLo
EMKOVWVIOG Kal oTto TePIBANAOY, N OTToIA OTN CLVEXEID AMMOKTA P VEQ Popdr we Siakpion. «H
emavedevpeon NS Sladpopag we SIAKPIoN YiveETal QVTANTTTA WC Pla EMAVEVTAEN TNC HoPdNG peEca
oTn opdn, f NG Slikplong péoa og auTo Tou dlakpivetal» (George Spencer Brown, Laws and
form, 1979).

To yeyovog autd pag odnyel og uia apnxavn oTiydr audiBoiiag, omou dev eival BeBaio av avade-
POUAOCTE OTOV KOOWO OTTWG AUTOG eival, 1 av avapepdUaoTe OTOV KOCHO OTNWE TOV TApATNEOLUE
evTog mhaioiou. H mpaypatikotnTa propet va ival gla aurardarn, al\d n idia n avtandrtn va eival
arnéwn.

Qaivetal Aomody, Twe 6,TL elval TPAYUATIKO YA TOV KOCHO elval TPpayUaTiko Kal yld To €TEPO TNG
Slakplong, GNAadn yia To TTAQIOIO EVTOG TOU OTTOIOL ETTIKOWWVYOULE. To TTAQICIO pmmopel va mapatnpet
Kal va Teplypadel Tov eQUTO TOU KAl WTTopet va aAAACel B€on amd TN pla mapatr)pnon otnv GAAn
Kal va XpnoloTolel peTa&L Toug acLUPBATES TTEPYPadEG TOL €ALTOL TOL. KAt autd Tov TPOTIO, TNV
{bla wpa mou pmopel va meplypddel Tov eAUTO TOU, UTTOPE! Kal va Tov dlakpivel. Mmopel va xpnot-
gororoel k&Be eidoug clVBeTN mieptypadn. Ol TTEQIYPAPEC LOVTEOVA, 1 UETALOVTELVA KOIVwWVIA
Qvrkouv o€ QUTr TNV Katnyopia kat ¢aivetar mw¢ dev Urmopouv va gival pia avamapaotaon,
oUTE Evac XApTNG Twv AEroupyiwv Toue. Eivar amAwe vac 1o0moc yia va opyavivovtal Kal
va avatpemnovtal mpoodokiec kai Taéelg (Niklas Luhmann, Why does society describes itself
as Postmodern?, 1995).

‘Otav o Habermas Aéel mwg n Kovwvia xpeldleTal pia 0pB0A0yIKr) CUAAOYIKI TQUTOTNTA TTOL VA
Slakpivel Tov €aLTO TNC armd Tov €aUTO TNG, €€APTA TNV KOWVwWVIA armd avTd TTOL ATTOPPITTEL WG HN
IKQVOTTOINTIKA KaTAoTaon. «Opwg, av Ol HOVTEPVES KoVwvieg dev €xouv kapia duvatdtnTa va oxn-
paTicouv pla 0pBoAOYIKY TAUTOTNTA, TOTE SEV LTTAPXEL KAVEVA vONUA avadopas YIa JIia KPITIKI TNG
vewTepkdTNTAG>» (JUrgen Habermas, The philosophical discourse of Modernity, 1985). Av kal
Sev eival BEBalo mwe pdvov EToL Pmopel va acknBel KPITIKA O€ LA HOVTEPVA KOWVWVIQ, GaveQWVETAL
N MTPEOBANUATIKA TALTOHTNTA AUTAG TNG SIAKPIONG: N TALTOTNTA TNG SlAPOPAG AVAPECT OTNV KAVOVI-
KOTNTA KAl OTNV QITOKAlVOUCQ KATACTAON.



[ T/Y.T1Do we will live a postmodern society?

Do we live in a postmodern society?

Or alternatively “Is there a clear distinction between modern and
postmodern? Could you address modernity as a living tradition?”
-Y. T

What are we referring to when we ask about the relation between the modern and the
postmodern? That specific question is being addressed on a closed and complex semantic
level which is itself remote from the environment in which it is addressed. Usually, the
question becomes meaningful when, while in the process of communicating, we refer to
the context in which that question is being posed. Hence, the distance between context
and environment leads to the creation of differences —there is a close relation between
remarks, descriptions and several cognitive acts- since observation demands the existence
of distinctions whose differences are being highlighted. In such a way, a difference is being
drawn between a context of communication and the environment, which is also being
modified as a distinction. “The process of this recognition can be seen as a reintroduction of
form inside its own form, or the distinction inside that which is being distinguished” (George
Spencer Brown, Laws and form, 1979).

This fact declares a moment of uncertainty, since it’s not clear if we refer to the world as is,
or if we refer to the world as we observe it inside a specific context. Reality can be seen as
an illusion, but the illusion itself can be real.

In conclusion, whatever is real for the environment is real for the context itself (the other side
of the distinction). The context can observe, describe itself, change positions according to
the observation it wants to use, and retain mutually exclusive descriptions of itself. Hence,
in such a way, it is able to describe itself while also being able to draw distinctions between
its parts, using any complex description. Descriptions such as “modern” and “postmodern
society” belong in this category and they don't seem to be, neither a representation nor a
map of society’s operations. They are just ways to organize and overthrow expectations and
orders. (Niklas Luhmann, Why does society describes itself as Postmodern?, 1995)

When Habermas says that society needs a rational, collective identity according to which
it can distinguish itself from itself, he draws a connection between society and that which
is rejected from it. “But if modern societies have no possibility whatsoever of shaping a
rational identity, then we are without any point of reference for a critique of modernity”
(Jurgen Habermas, The philosophical discourse of Modernity, 1985). Even if it is not clear
that this is the only way of mounting a critique against modern society, what is apparent is
the problematic nature of this distinction, as well as the character of the difference between
normal and pathological.

But, what constitutes the postmodern identity and what is excluded from that distinction?
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Tielval Spwe N JETAPOVTEQVA TAUTOTNTA KA TL ATTOKAEiETAL Amd AuTr) TN SIAKPLoN;

O 06poG UETAUOVTEPVO €xel TOMEG onpacies. To ETAPOVTEPVO WG OPOG HOVTEPVIOUOGS, TO Pe-
TAUOVTEQVO WG ETOTPOGN OTNV TAPASOCN, TO HETAPOVTEQVO Emerra amod To povtepvo (Luc Ferry,
Gavagai Philosophy Journal N. 2, 2016). «MATwg oxeTiCeTal pe pia avaykn vonuaTodotnong
TOU TTAPOVTOG, f TOL MAPEABOVTOG, dNAAdH eival To Tiunua ulag dedopévng umepadBoviag yeyo-
vOTWY, oL Ba prmopoloape va Touue OTL QVTIOTOIKEL OTNV UTTEQVEWTEPIKOTNTA (surmodernité),
kat amodidel TNV BepeAwdn TPOMKOTNTA OTNV LTTEPPRACN. Na TNV LTTEPVEWTEPIKONTA, BA UTTOPOUL-
oape va movpe TwG elval N mAayla oPn evoc XWPOU, OTOV OTTOI0 N ETAVEWTEPIKOTNTA epdavile-
Tl WG N avTloTpodr —To BeTkd evog apvnTikoL» (Marc Augé, Non-Lieux, introduction a une
anthropologie de la surmodernité, 1992). «MnAnwg, (ovpe Og Pla JETAPOVTEQPVA Kolvwvia, TNV
omoia pe 1Mo amodekTd TPOTO Ba PTMTOPOVCAUE VA ATTOKAAECOUUE Kal UOTEQO-LIOVTEPVA. MINWVTAG
o€ TOTKO TTAQIOIO, AVTITEOTEVW TOV OTPATNYIKO KAl EPUNVEUTIKO OPO TNG UITO-VEWTEPIKOTNTAC
(Mwpyoc TQPETONGKNG, YTTO-VeWTEQIKOTNTA Kal epyacia Tou meveoue. H enrpeia e Koiong
OTn OVYXEOVIN EAANVIKI) KOUATOUPAQ, 2014). «ATAOTIOIWVTAG OTA AKPA, 0piCw TO JETAUOVTEQPVO WG
duomoTia amévavtl oTiq Yetd-adnyroelg» (Jean-Francois Lyotard, La Condition postmoderne:
rapport sur le savoir, 1979.). TeAkd 6pwg, UNmwg ivatl amwg pia duoaveéia otn vewTepkdTNTA
(Charles Taylor, The Malaise of Modernity, 1992);

H meptypadr) TNG HETAPOVTEPVAG TAUTOTNTAG daiveTal audieydpevn, KABWS epappodleTal Kat ava-
dépetal otnV Bla. H mepypagn NG LETAUOVTEQVAG Kovwviag eivarl n idla uia petauovtepva
7TEQLYPAM, UIa TIEQLYPADN) N OTTOIA ECWKAEIEL TNV OIKI) TNC AEKTIKN) SpAcTNEIOTNTA. AV AUTO CNUAIVEL
0 OPOG PETAVEWTEPIKOTNTA, TOTE O OPOG OV PTTOPEL va TIEL AUTO TO OTOI0 onuaivel, SOTL AuTo Ba
odnyouoe oTnV amodduNon Tou.

BplokopaoTe MAEOV Og A KATACTAON OTNV Omoid TIPETEL VA EETTEPACOUE TO OPI0 TNG SIAKPIONG
Kal va epAcoupe amd TN Pla TAEUPA OTNV AAAN. 2LVETTIWG, TTPETEL VA avapwTtnBolpe, Tt eival (A
ATAV) N VEWTEPIKOTNTA, ETOL WOTE N PETAVEWTEPIKOTNTA Va eival KATL AN\o; Yrripéaue 1ot Lio-
vrepvol (Bruno Latour, We have never been modern, 1991);

O Martin Jay pag BupiCet Tn ouvelopopd tou Michel Foucault otn culAtnon. «H vewTtepkdTNTA
elval pia otéon mapd €va cOVOAO TTEMOIBNCEWV I TIPAKTIKWY, VA TPOTTOG VA CUOKETICETAL KAQVEIG
ge TN oLyXPOVN IOTOPIKA CLYKLPIA GTTOL LTTAPXEL PIA EPWVIKA NEWOTTIOINCN TOL TTAPOVTOG» (Michel
Foucault, What is enlightenment?, 1984). NMap’ 6Tt Aomov GpaiveTal mwe pia anod TIG £6EX0VTEG GL-
OlOYVWUIES, TNG AITOKOAOUUEVNC PETAUOVTEPVAG ETTIOXNG, TTEQYPADEL TN VEWTEPIKOTNTA, SEV LTTAP-
XEL 0adNG OPIoPOG TNG VEWTEPIKOTNTAG. H meptypadr) autrh odnyel povo otnv TOAD evBAPELVTIKNA
onAwon OTI, «Qv N THPNON TOU MVELUATOC TNG VEWTEPIKOTNTAG EXEL TIMOoTA va pag Sagel, eival
OTL QUTA N OTACN TIPETEL VA Yivel KATAVONTH KATA TPOTIO EPWVIKO, SIVOVTAG UAG, EVAVTIA O OAEQ
TIG MBAVOTNTES, TO BAPPOC VA QVTILETWTICOLUE TA TECTIKA KABAKOVTA TNG NUEPAS» (Martin Jay,
Gavagai Philosophy Journal N. 2, 2016).

‘Eva mBavéd cupmépacpa and OAA Ta Taparmavw UTopel va ival n meplypadr TNG VEWTEQIKOTNTAC
Oev ekKvel oUTe amod TN VEWTEPIKOTNTA, 0UTE AMd TNV HETAVEWTEPIKOTNTA. TO QVTIKEUEVO TNG OL-
{ntnong mepapfavel Tic SIKES Tou Tieplypadeg (padi kat autr), 6mmou TeplypadEG Kal Tapatnen-
OEIC LMTAPKOLY POVOV PECA OE €va TTAQIOIO TNG ETTIKOVWVIAG, TO OTTOI0 LTTAPXEL KAl AVATTAPAYEL TOV
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Multiple meanings may apply to the term postmodern. The postmodern as late modernism,
the postmodern as a return to tradition, the postmodern after the modern (Luc Ferry,
Gavagai Philosophy Journal N. 2, 2016). “Maybe the postmodern is related with “this need
to give a meaning to the present, if not the past, is the price we pay for the overabundance
of events corresponding to a situation we could call supermodern to express its essential
quality: excess. We could say of supermodernity that is the face of a coin whose obverse
represents postmodernity: the positive of a negative” (Marc Augé, Non-Lieux, introduction
a une anthropologie de la surmodernité, 1992). Or perhaps, that “we are living in a
postmodern society, which we might describe more acceptably as /late-modern. On a local
level, | propose the strategic and hermeneutic term sub-modernity (Yorgos Tzirtzilakis, Sub-
Modernity and the Labor of Joy-Making Mourning. The Crisis Effect in Contemporary Greek
Culture, 2014). “Simplifying to the extreme, | define postmodern as incredulity towards
metanarratives” (Jean-Francois Lyotard, La Condition postmoderne: rapport sur le savoir,
1979). Oris it, after all, just a malaise of Modernity (Charles Taylor, The Malaise of Modernity,
1992)?

The description of the postmodern identity appears as quite controversial, since it applies
and refers to itself. A description of the postmodern society is by itself a postmodern
description; a description which encapsulates its own verbal activity. If this is what the term
“postmodernity” means, then the term cannot say describe what it actually means, since
that would lead to its further deconstruction.

Concluding, we find ourselves once again in a situation in which we have to overcome the
limit of this distinction and move from one side to the other. As far as this goes, it is worth
wondering, what is (or was) modernity, in order for postmodernism to be something else”?
Were we ever modern? (Bruno Latour, We have never been modern, 1991);

Martin Jay reminded us, of Michel Foucault’s contribution to this discussion. “Modernity is
an attitude rather than a set of beliefs or practices, “a mode of relating to contemporary
historical reality where there is an ironic heroization of the present.” (Michel Foucault, What
is enlightenment?, 1984). Even though it seems that one of the most prominent figures of the,
so called, postmodern era describes modernity, there is no clear definition of modernity. It
only leads up to the very encouraging brief statement that, “if the abiding spirit of modernity
has anything to teach us, it is that this attitude too must be understood ironically, still giving
us, against all odds, the courage to face the pressing tasks of the day” (Martin Jay, Gavagai
Philosophy Journal N. 2, 2016).

A possible conclusion of all the above could be that the description of modernity does
neither begin from modernity, nor from postmodernity. The subject we are dealing with has
its own descriptions (along with this one), where descriptions and remarks exist only in the
context of communication, which exists and generates itself, constructing identities. Those
constructed identities derive from descriptions, and descriptions derive from distinctions.
Meanwhile, even though it is not possible for any kind of described identity to be acceptable,
the reality of alterity and its effects have to be accepted. “And this may be the reason why
the idea of postmodernity attracts applause” (Niklas Luhmann, /bid, 1995).
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€0UTO TOU, KATAoKELACOVTAG TAUTOTNTEG. Ol KATAOKEVEG TALTOTNTEG TTPOKUTTTOLV Ao TEPYPADES
KAl KOT' €MEKTAON TIC avaioyeg Slakpioelg. QoTooo, TNV Bla wpa mou dev eival ePIKTO va yivouv
AMOOEKTEG OTTOIETSNTIOTE TIEPLYPADPES TAUTOTHTWY, TIPETIEL VA YivEl ATOSEKTHA N TPAYHATIKOTNTA TNG
SIAPOPETIKOTNTAG KAl Ol EMITTWOEIC TNG. Kal QUTOC MPETTEL va gival 0 AOyoc yia Tov orrolo n Ibéa
NG UETAVEWTEPIKOTNTAG (paiveTal oAU eAkuoTikr) (Niklas Luhman, /bid, 1995).

Map’ 6Tt Aomodv N 10€a TNG HETAVEWTEPIKOTNTAG GaiveETAl EAKUCTIKN, TO EPWTNHUA TTapapével. [atin
KOWWwVIa pJag meplypadeTal WG JETAPOVTEQVQ;

l. ©ewplieg ot omoieg €xouv XAoel TO KUPOG TOUG, €XOLV 08Ny oel oTnN cu(f|TNoN AUTAG
NG AMWAELQG.

Il. H kataywyn éxel avtikataotabel amd Tnv loTopia.
lIl. H kowwvia mapdyet OA0 Kat eyaAUTEQN ETIKONVWVIA OXETIKA PE TO TTEPIBAANOV TNG.

IV. Ot 6eltepng TAENG TTEPLYPADEG -TTEPLYPADPES TOL TPOTIOU TTEPLYPAPAG, AUTWV TTOU
eplypAadovTal- amoTeAoLV KOUBIKO onueio plag eedikeuons yopw amd Tnv epunveia
Kelevwy. Mia TETola popdr| emkovwviag SUoKOAeLETAL va TapAyeL 0TABEPESG aAnBo-
TIUEG, YEYOVOG TTIOL 00Nyel oxeddV AOYIKA OTN HETAVEWTEQIKOTNTA.

Mwe Ba ovopdooupe auTr) TNV Kowvwvia; Exel vonua va xpnoOToIoUUE ICTOPIKES SIOKPICELG, OTTWG
TO POVTEPVO KAl TO HETAPOVTEQVO, YIA VA WIANCOULPE YIa TN cLYXPOVN CLVBNKn; MmopoluEe va xpn-
OLUOTIOINOOLKE TETOLEG TTEQLYPADES, N AKOUA PUTTOPEL N KOWWVIA VA XPNOIOTTOINCEL TETOEG TIEPLYPA-
dEQ yla va xapaktnpioel Tov eautd TNG; Av val, ola givat n mnpodopia; Mota eival n dtadpopd mou
Kavel T dladopy;

H dladopd mou kavel Tn Slakplon, aAAA kat T dladopd, PToPEl va eVIOTOTE! QVAPESA OTN GXEoN
pETAED UOVTEPVOU Kal PETAPOVTEPVOL. EbIKOTEPA, eDOOOV avaPepOUAoTE OE UIa TTAQICIOKOATI-
K Bewpla voruaTog, 6mou ol Ewoleq Ba PMOPECOLY VA EEAVTANCOLY TA ECWTEPIKA TOUG OPIQ,
otav Ba Eemepdoouy Ta Opla Tou MAalciov Toug. Ouwg, oe AUTA TNV MEPITTWON, TTEPA amd To KON
UTTAPXOV TTAQIOLO VOrUATOG, BA XPEIAOTEl VA OXNUATIOTEL KAl €va KAVOUPYIO YIA VA TO EVOWUATWOEL
JUVETWG, PTTOPEL pia SIAKPLoN va TTAQICIWOEL TOV €AUTO TNG;

‘Eva mhaioto eivat n Siadopd Tou KOCUOL TwV GAVOPEVWY KAl TWV TTOAYUATWY KaBeauTwy. H oxéon
aAuTNA €XEL AETOUPYIESG, PTTOPEL va KAvEL SIAKPICEIG KAl Gpa va TTAQICIWVEL TIC SIKEG TNG TTAPATNPEN-
oelg. O¢ ek TOUTOL, KATOANYOUHE Ot €va TTApAdo&o, Omou n meplypadr) TOU POVTEPVOU Kal TOL
LETAPOVTEQPVOL DEPEL TTANPODOPIEG OE Pla avadf)Tnon UIAG 1 TTEPIOCOTEPWY OIAKPITWY TAUTOTATWV.
Mpokerral ya pa dladikacia otnv omoia n yvwon oev eival Aveu 6pwv Kal N oLYXPovn Kowvwvia dev
EXEL TAUTOTNTA, TTAPA TNV TALTOTNTA TNG Sladopdas. Tng Sladopdg avapeoa Ge UOVTEPVO KAl Ue-
TAUOVTEPVO, OTTOU TEAKA OTAV ETIKOIVWVOUV —EVTOG TTAQICIOL- APXITEKTOVEG, EIKAOTIKOI, IOTOPIKOL,
AOYOTEXVEG TTOINTEG, TTONTIKOL, GINOCOdOL, AuTd TIou Pével eivat: oTt (ooue kat dev (ouuEe oe Ui
HETAPOVTEQVA KOoVwVIa, OTL UITAPXEL KAl SEV UTTAPXE! GADNC SIAKPIoN AVAPESA OTO HOVTEPVO Kal
TO PETAPOVTEPVO KAl TENOG, OTL TO JOVTEPVO eival kal SevV eivarl pia (wvTavr) Tapadoon.
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Even though the idea of postmodernity seems attractive, the question remains. Why is our
society described as postmodern?

I. Theories that have lost their authority necessitated the conversation about that
loss and, hence, the discovery of its supporters.

Il. Origin has been replaced with history.
lll. Society communicates more and more with its environment.

IV. Second order descriptions -descriptions of the way the things are being descri-
bed- seem to be a certain aspect of an expertise which is interested about
interpreting texts. This form of communication seems to have a difficulty in
keeping truth-values fixed, and postmodernism seems to be the most fitting
explanation about it.

Can we name that kind of society? Concluding, is there a point in using historical distinctions,
such as modern or postmodern, in order to speak about the contemporary order of things?
Is it possible for us to use such descriptions, or, is it possible for society to use such
descriptions? If it does so, what is the point? What is the difference that makes a difference?

The difference that makes the distinction, but also a difference may be found in the relation
between modern and postmodern. Especially, when referring to a conceptual theory of
meaning, where notions may overcome their internal boundaries, towards a new context of
communication. In this case, aside the former context of meaning, the need will arise for a
new context to be formed, in order to incorporate the former one. So, can a distinction be a
framework of itself?

A framework is the difference between the world of phenomena and the world of things as
such. That form has functions that can make distinctions and, hence, create a framework
for its own distinctions. That way we end up on a paradox where the descriptions of the
modern and the postmodern become vessels filled with information in order to search
new identities. The knowledge of this process does not come unconditionally and modern
society has no identity but the identity of difference. The difference between the modern
and the postmodern, under which, in the end, architects, artists, historians, poets, writers,
politicians, philosophers communicate and discuss with each other. The outcome of that
discussion is: that we live and we don't live in a postmodern society, that there is and
there isn’t a clear distinction between the modern and the postmodern, and finally, that the
modern is and isn’t a living tradition.
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Dominant cultural traditions leave residues that continue to exist
even after their demotion to secondary status as attributes of a
period of history. Thus, any given period must be grasped as a
congeries of dominant, emergent and residual cultural conventions
(Raymond Williams). Many theorists of postmodernism, e.g. Fredric
Jameson, regard postmodernism as a late development of cultural
modernism (where modernism and postmodernism are seen as cultural
equivalents of global capitalism). One should distinguish between
the meaning of postmodernism understood as a reaction to and
rebellion against cultural modernism (in literature and the arts)
while others see it as a cultural reflection or extension of new
social, economic and technological developments emerging around
1965-1975 and characterized by postcolonialism, global capitalism,
multi-culturalism, digitation, and so on. One distinction between
modernism and postmodernism that I favor is that which insists on
postmodernism’s definitive abandonment of foundational thinking,
disinterest in origins and ends of cultural development, and

(Deleuzian) ideas of «flat ontologies.»

Hayden White,

Distinguished Professor Emeritus

History of Consciousness Department, Humanities Division
University of California, Santa Cruz
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Les trois significations du “postmoderne”

Le terme apparait pour la premiere fois dans les années soixante,
sous la plume de certains critiques littéraires américains,

pour désigner des ceuvres de fiction qui entendent - le modele

est ici William Burroughs - rompre avec le premier modernisme,

en particulier avec Joyce. C’est en ce sens qu’il est employé

dans 1l’ouvrage d’Ihab Hassan le Démembrement d’Orphée. vers une
littérature postmoderne. Encore faut-il percevoir que cette nouvelle
rupture se veut un approfondissement, non une remise en cause de
1’avant-gardisme : comme le signale le critique britannique Charles
Jencks — celui qui allait véritablement populariser la notion - le
postmoderne désigne encore chez ces théoriciens sophistiqués une
recherche de la nouveauté pour la nouveauté qui confine en vérité

a 1’“ultramodernisme”. Or c’est bien d’une telle préoccupation

qu’il faut, selon Jencks, s’affranchir. Pour lui comme pour les
architectes qu’il regroupe sous la banniere du postmodernisme -
Graves, Venturi, Rossi, Ungers, Bofill, Hollein et quelques autres -,
il s’agit d’en finir avec la tyrannie de 1l’innovation a tout prix, de
s’accorder enfin le droit de renouer avec le passé. On le voit : le
conflit des interprétations est tel gqu’il requiert une élucidation

des différents sens du terme «postmodernex».

1. Le postmoderne comme comble du modernisme

Si 1’on entend par “modernisme”, selon 1’usage anglo-saxon, les
avant-gardes du xxe siécle ou encore ce qu’on nomme ordinairement
« 1l’art moderne”, le postmoderne apparait, selon une premiere

acception, comme une exacerbation du moderne. Pourquoi, dans ces

’ ’

conditions, parler de “post-” plutdt que d’'“ultra-"” modernisme?

I1 faut, pour le comprendre, rappeler que la modernité, pour la
plupart des philosophes contemporains, désigne ce que Heidegger
nommait “1’humanisme” ou la « métaphysique de la subjectivité »,
c’est-a-dire, pour l’essentiel, le rationalisme issu de Descartes,
et notamment, bien sfir, la philosophie des Lumieres et ses retombées
techno-scientifiques. Or, entendue en ce sens, la modernité ne

se confond pas avec le “modernisme” : car ce dernier entend a

bien des égards rompre avec les illusions, en particulier celles

du cogito clair et distinct et de 1’ordre “euclidien”, qui ont

tant pesé sur la “métaphysique de la subjectivité” et, a travers
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elle, sur l’histoire de 1l’art. Des lors, le postmoderne serait a
comprendre comme 1’indice d’une rupture avec les Lumieres, avec
17idée de Progres selon laquelle les découvertes scientifiques et,
plus généralement, la rationalisation du monde représenteraient une
émancipation pour 1’humanité. D’apres cette premiere définition,
Nietzsche, Heidegger ou Freud seraient, parce qu’ils remettent en
cause les “philosophies de la conscience”, des postmodernes, au
méme titre que Malevitch, Picasso ou Kandinsky, Schénberg, Berg ou
Stockhausen. En clair : lorsqu’il s’oppose au projet de la modernité
au sens des Lumieres, le postmoderne rejoint le “moderne” entendu

comme “modernisme” des avant-gardes.

C’est cette signification que 1’on trouve notamment, avec une
référence explicite a 1’“art moderne” et aux “avant-gardes”, dans
les textes que J.-F. Lyotard a consacrés a l’analyse de ce concept.
Comme pour Adorno, la déconstruction de 1l’univers philosophique
propre a l1’Aufklarung s’exprimerait dans les ceuvres contemporaines
les plus radicales, celles qui selon Lyotard méritent d’étre
nommées “postmodernes”, par une volonté de rompre avec le primat
de la rationalité et de la représentation (Heidegger eft dit

de la “présence”). Il s’agirait maintenant de “faire allusion a

1’ imprésentable par des présentations visibles”, de “faire voir
qu’il yv a quelque chose que 1’on peut concevoir et que 1’on ne
peut pas voir ni faire voir”. Le postmoderne s’avére par suite
étre ici une partie du moderne au sens que le terme prend dans
1’expression “art moderne” : il désigne ce refus philosophique de
la représentation dont le rejet de la tonalité et du figuratif est
censé fournir une traduction esthétique - ce pourquoi Lyotard peut
conclure que le postmoderne “fait assurément partie du moderne”

en ceci que “tout ce qui est percu, serait-ce d’hier [..] doit

étre soupconné”. Cette attitude du soupgon trouve a son tour

une expression dans la succession indéfinie des ruptures et des
innovations qui ont scandé 1’histoire des avant-gardes : “A quel
espace s’en prend Cézanne? Celui des impressionnistes. A quel objet
Picasso et Braque? Celui de Cézanne. Avec quel présupposé Duchamp
rompt-il en 19127 Celui qu’il faut faire un tableau, serait-

il cubiste. Et Buren interroge cet autre présupposé qu’il estime
sorti intact de 1l’cuvre de Duchamp : le lieu de la présentation de

1’euvre. Etonnante accélération, les générations se précipitent.”

Cette “accélération” qui fascine Lyotard n’a en vérité rien

d’ étonnant, inscrite qu’elle est dans la logique la mieux connue,
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la plus attestée, d’une dynamique de sociétés démocratiques qui
tendent sans cesse & 1l’innovation et a 1’érosion des traditions. Peu
importe ici. Sur un simple plan sémantique qui seul m’intéresse pour
1’instant -, on remarquera que le moderne et le postmoderne sont
clairement installés par Lyotard au sein d’un méme genre qu’il nomme
1’ “histoire avant-gardiste”, supposée étre le lieu incontestable
d’une subversion de la modernité au sens des Lumieres. La différence
entre les deux moments constitutifs de cette histoire, le moderne

et le postmoderne, est infinitésimale, voire inessentielle : dans

le projet de présenter qu’il y a de 1’imprésentable, de faire voir
qu’il v a de 1’'invisible, on peut en effet insister sur 1’échec

de la tentative (puisque, par définition, elle comporte un aspect
paradoxal) ou au contraire sur la puissance novatrice des facultés
qu’elle met en jeu (le modele de cette analyse se situant dans la
théorie kantienne du sublime). Le moderne recouvre alors plutdt la
“mélancolie”, et le postmoderne, la “novatio”.

Lyotard s’en explique “aux enfants” : “Tu comprendras ce que je

veux dire par la distribution caricaturale de quelques noms sur
17”échiquier de 1’histoire avant-gardiste : du cété mélancolie, les
expressionnistes allemands; du cété novatio, Braque et Picasso. Du
premier cdté Malevitch, et du second Lissitzky; de 1’un Chirico; de
17autre Duchamp.” - Par ou l’on voit que modernes et postmodernes
sont également “antimodernes” en ce qu’ils s’opposent tous deux a
1’héritage “cartésien”, illuministe et rationaliste : ils indiquent
chacun une facon de traduire le désir ou la nécessité de ne pas
naivement s’installer dans la représentation. A la limite, le
postmoderne est plus “moderniste”, plus “déconstructif” encore que
ne l’est 1’“art moderne”. Il en est la quintessence, ce pourquoi le
“post” n’a pas ici une signification chronologique : “Le postmoderne
serait ce qui dans le moderne allegue 1’imprésentable dans la
présentation elle-méme, ce qui se refuse a la consolation des bonnes

’

formes..” et assume ainsi résolument, “joyeusement” le souci de

1’innovation dont les avant-gardes furent, dés 1’origine, porteuses.

On commence sans doute a percevoir quelles ambiguités la notion de
postmodernité est susceptible de nourrir

— Sur un plan strictement terminologique, elle s’entendra en des
sens antinomiques selon que le “moderne” auquel elle renvoie (car
il faut bien qu’elle y renvoie pour en étre le “post”) désigne le
rationalisme des Lumieres ou ses déconstructions avant-gardistes.

- Plus au fond, peut-étre, une autre difficulté, étrangement ignorée

par Lyotard, provient du fait que les Lumieres et leur critique



Luc Ferry

171
radicale dans 1l’avant-garde philosophique ou esthétique sont loin
de s’opposer de facon symétrique. L’émergence du non-figuratif et de
1’atonalité constitue sans nul doute des ruptures dans 1l’histoire de
17art gqu’on peut bien désigner si 1l’on veut comme “postmodernes”.
Une lecture continuiste de cette histoire est certes intenable.
I1 n’en reste pas moins qu’a bien des égards, nous 1’avons vu,
les avant-gardes perpétuent aussi le projet révolutionnaire de
1’innovation (de la table rase), qu’elles s’alimentent volontiers a
des théories scientifiques ou philosophiques et qu’a ce titre elles
s’inscrivent encore de plain-pied dans la modernité illuministe et

rationaliste avec laquelle elles prétendent rompre par ailleurs.

I1 fallait avoir présente a 1l’esprit cette équivocité fondamentale
pour comprendre la seconde signification du postmoderne, la seule, a
vrai dire, qui ait dépassé le petit cercle des professionnels de la

philosophie pour devenir une “unité culturelle de communication”.

2. Le postmoderne comme «revivalisme» : le “retour” a la
tradition contre le modernisme

La tyrannie de 1l’innovation ayant fait long feu, des le milieu

des années soixante-dix, on assiste, en particulier dans le

domaine de 1l’architecture, & un vaste mouvement de réaction contre
1’ultramodernisme des années cinquante, lui-méme héritier du
modernisme des années vingt. Il s’agit, selon le titre d’un pamphlet
de Tom Wolfe, de revenir « From Bauhaus to your House ». L’humour
prend volontiers le pas sur le messianisme des avant-gardes, dont on
sait en quels termes Jencks rédige le faire-part : “L’architecture
moderne est morte & Saint Louis, Missouri, le 15 juillet 1972 a
quinze heures trente-deux (ou a peu pres), quand 1l’ensemble tant
décrié de Pruitt-Igoe, ou plus exactement certains de ses blocs
recurent le coup de gréce final a la dynamite.. Boum, Boum Boum.”
Est-il besoin de préciser que “Pruitt-Igoe”, construit dans le

style HLM-Bauhaus et primé en 1951 par le Congres international
d’architecture moderne, en constituait 1’un des plus imposants
symboles, “avec le mur de Berlin et la tour d’habitation de Ronan

Point en Angleterre, qui s’est effondrée en 1968 » 2

Au second sens du terme, le postmoderne désignerait ainsi le
résultat de la contradiction dialectique qui affecte en son principe

la volonté sans cesse réactivée de produire 1’inédit pour 1’inédit.
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Face au nouvel académisme engendré par une telle contrainte, les
architectes auraient, selon Jencks, “recommencé a utiliser toute
la gamme du répertoire pour essayer de communiquer avec le public
métaphore, ornement, polychromie, convention”, mais aussi droit
de renouer avec des traditions esthétiques éloignées du créateur,
que cette distance se mesure en termes d’espace culturel ou de
temporalité (retour du passé, par exemple de la Grece antique, des
villages du Moyen Age comme dans le “revivalisme”, ou, au contraire,

présence du moderne au sein d’un vieux quartier, comme a Beaubourqg) .

Ainsi entendue, la postmodernité s’est, il est vrai, rapidement
étendue a tous les autres domaines de 1’art : a bien des égards,

la peinture contemporaine retrouve les plaisirs du figuratif, et la
musique savante, si elle reste le plus souvent atonale, a rompu de
facon explicite avec 1’impérialisme sériel des années cinquante.
C’est donc en un sens tout opposé au premier qu’il faut parler ici
de la postmodernité d’une ceuvre. Mais il faut aller plus loin

ce ne sont pas seulement des créations esthétiques isolées qui, a
co6té d’autres, classiques ou modernes, mériteraient d’étre nommées
postmodernes, mais bien 1’époque tout entiere. Car le trait le

plus caractéristique de la culture dans laquelle nous baignons
aujourd’hui est sans doute 1’éclectisme : tout peut, en principe,

y coexister, ou si 1l’on préfere cette autre formulation, dont
1’esprit de tolérance est encore plus conforme a 1’air du temps

rien n’y est a priori frappé d’illégitimité. Tous les styles, toutes
les époques bénéficient du “droit a la différence” - y compris,

comme dans la transavant-garde italienne, les productions avant-
gardistes elles-mémes. Rien n’est exclu, pas plus la collaboration
de Pierre Boulez et de Frank Zappa que la cohabitation du jean et du
smoking. Agrippine, 1l’héroine de Bretecher, peut préparer son bac en

feuilletant un album intitulé «Heidegger au Congo».

3. La postmodernité comme dépassement du modernisme

Si la deuxieme signification de la postmodernité apparait comme une
suite paradoxale, mais logique, de la premiere - 1’autodestruction
dialectique de 1l’avant-gardisme engendrant sa “négation déterminée”
- 11 est permis d’envisager un dépassement du modernisme qui

ne prenne pas la forme hégélienne d’une «Aufhebung». C’est au

fond ce a quoi invitent depuis quelques années les entreprises

philosophiques qui, en Allemagne comme en France, tentent d’élaborer
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a nouveaux frais, apres les déconstructions avant-gardistes de
la rationalité et de la subjectivité, une pensée nouvelle, plus
différenciée et plus nuancée, de la raison et du sujet. En ce
sens, j’ai 1l’impression de pouvoir souscrire au projet postmoderne
tel que le décrit aujourd’hui Albrecht Wellmer, un proche de
Habermas : “Contre le rationalisme dans son ensemble, nous devons
objecter que nous n’avons a attendre ni légitimations dernieres, ni
solutions dernieres. Mais cela ne signifie ni qu’il faille donner
congé a l’universalisme démocratique, ni qu’il faille renoncer au
projet marxien d’une société autonome, ni renoncer a la raison.
Cela signifie plutdét que l’universalisme des Lumieres, et les idées
d’autodétermination individuelle et collective, et la raison et
1’histoire doivent étre repensés. Dans la tentative de faire
cela, je verrais une authentique impulsion “postmoderne” vers un

autodépassement de la raison.”

La vérité est qu’aujourd’hui, seule la deuxieme signification que
nous venons d’évoquer occupe en réalité une place visible dans la
culture contemporaine - a proportion de 1’importance du phénomene
social auquel elle renvoie : il est clair que 1’éclectisme décrit
par Jencks souleve des questions décisives dans la perspective d’une
histoire de 1l’esthétique entendue comme histoire de la culture
moderne, “subjective” ou individualiste. Il nous contraint, en
particulier, a aborder le redoutable probleme, non tant du déclin
lui-méme que de la signification que revét aujourd’hui ce theéme.

On voit mal, en effet, comment notre conscience historique, qui

n’a cessé durant les deux derniers siecles de croitre au point
d’irradier, sous les especes de l’historicisme, tous les aspects

de la culture contemporaine, s’accommoderait de 1’idée selon
laquelle on pourrait désormais faire 1’économie du nouveau. Il est
douteux, dans ces conditions, que nous puissions renoncer de facon
explicite a 1’innovation sans que la menace de la “décadence”,
réelle ou supposée, ne s’exprime de telle sorte qu’elle en vienne a
délégitimer la Stimmung postmoderne, des lors suspecte d’étre, au
mieux vide de sens et d’énergie créatrice, au pire réactionnaire.
Aprés la fin des utopies et des grands récits, assisterions-nous a
celle des grandes cuvres? Telle est 1’interrogation a laquelle nous

ne pouvons aujourd’hui, gqu’on le veuille ou non, nous dérober.

Luc Ferry
Professeur de philosophie
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Modernism’ s Unfinished Business®?

In the English-speaking world, the mention of modernism usually
conjures a couple of things: famous authors (one thinks of names
such as T.S. Eliot, Wyndham Lewis, Gertrude Stein, James Joyce, and
Virginia Woolf); and avant-garde formal experimentation, from what
Eliot in his study of the metaphysical poets calls the amalgamation
of disparate experience to the use of stream of consciousness as

a mode of narration. In the larger, global picture, of course,
modernism has been associated with innovations in photography, art,
film, architecture, sound, and music—all in all with the appearance
of novel techniques in the construction of imaginary, symbolic, and

social time-spaces.

The issue of form remains contentious. Outside the Anglophone
context, discussions of modernist engagements with form cannot

fail to acknowledge the important contributions of the Russian
Formalists, whose notion of defamiliarization was widely adopted in
conceptual and imaginative undertakings throughout the twentieth
century and beyond. The irony in this case is well-known: the
Formalists were intent on de-formation as a way to renew awareness
of the world, their point being that form is deadly when it becomes
a mere automatized habit. The Formalists, who were given this name
by their detractors, were advocates of techniques, devices, and
processes that would help us disengage from fossilized form (that
is, formalism); hence their emphasis on art’s potential to roughen

our perception, to surprise and awaken us.

But even as modernism’s continuing influence in multiple fields and
discourses owes its impetus to de-formation as both a concept and
a practice, it seems imperative to raise a historical question:
why did de-formation, which was, arguably, always present in the
literary and artistic practices of earlier time periods, come to
play such a dominant role in the avant-gardism of more recent,
indeed contemporary times? What factors made the fetishizing of
de-formation—a fetishizing that greatly disturbed the critic

Georg Lukacs—a modernist signature? With this question in mind,
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formal techniques such as montage (film), collage (art), stream

of consciousness and polyphonicity (fiction), estrangement effect
(drama), and their like begin to assume a discernible quality:
these techniques’ emphases on fragmentation and disintegration, it
seems, make them eminently objectifiable, reproducible, and thus

fetishizable—that is to say, portable and exportable.

Part of the problem with modernism’s legacy, then, is that these
portable and exportable formal markers have so traveled around the
world that they have brought about another type of automatism, what
Theodor Adorno, discussing the fetishistic character of modern music

in capitalist society, called regression in listening. For

thinkers who share Adorno’s disdain for modern mass culture, the
project of modernism, even if it is an inevitable failure, has

to be about recovering a reality behind the fetishes. Yet after

more than a century, the modernist avant-garde legacy has become

so deeply enmeshed with the commodifying forces of corporatist
capitalism that the distinction between art and advertising has come
to seem irrelevant. Some theorists have therefore argued that the

contemporary world is a post-art world (David Joselit, After Art).

Another aspect of modernism’s unfinished business pertains to
modernism’s relations with the non-elite and/or non-Euro-American
worlds. Raymond Williams’s essays in The Politics of Modernism
provide important examples of interrogations of the political
implications of the avant-garde’s claims to revolution and social
renewal. Other theorists, from James Clifford (The Predicament

of Culture) to Sally Price (Primitive Art in Civilized Places),
alert us to the cross-cultural dynamics embedded in modernism’s
investment in primitivism. Anne Philips’s Multiculturalism without
Culture may be seen as a more recent response to what Clifford
calls the predicament of culture—of culture as the unavoidable, yet
precarious, arena for creative and discursive undertakings—once we

accept the fact that there have been and will always be cultures (in
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the plural) with vast unevenness in achievements and resources.

From a certain perspective, however, the predicament of culture
and the issues of multiculturalism are postmodern topics. How

do we arrive at them from the origins of high modernism? What
kinds of trajectories—disciplinary, philosophical, artistic, and
practical—lead from the heightened interest in form, however
defined (revolutionary or elitist), to the fraught, unresolved

confrontations among contemporary global cultures?

In the Western academy, one such trajectory may be traced in
modernism’s immense influence on poststructuralist theory, as
represented by the works of Claude Lévi-Strauss, Jacques Lacan,
Michel Foucault, Roland Barthes, and Jacques Derrida. Despite

their disciplinary and critical differences, what these Parisian
intellectuals of the postwar period had in common was a dedication
to anti-humanism. The “ends of Man” as they theorized for the
European human sciences—in a mode of writing referred to as
critique—have left indelible imprints on the work of subsequent
generations on both sides of the Atlantic and around the globe. Can
these thinkers’ dramatizations of “the age of the crisis of man”—to
borrow from Mark Greif’s book title—be seen as a genealogical trait
of modernism itself, and if so, how might this trait be elaborated?
In the spirited announcements of the ends of Man, is there not a

residual metaphysics of Man lurking somewhere?

The modernist fetishization of form may also be seen as a precursor
to the turn toward the posthuman, whereby the ascendancy of
computational technology marks what may be regarded as the crossing
of an ultimate threshold. Form in the older sense—as a crafty

means of crystallizing, transmitting, storing, and redeeming human
experience—is now understood by some theorists to have given way

to computation as the preemptive, determinant logic, one whose
interlocutors are no longer humans with imprecise sensory capacities
but rather networks comprised of mathematical actants (such as

algorithms) .

If the technological innovations of an earlier era were still
centered around human creativity as such (think of the phonograph,
radio, film, television, and so forth and their ties to imperfect,
material human performances), those of post-electronic times

rather subsume human agency to the ubiquitous regime of machinic
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calibrations, whose links to human experience now seem largely
a matter of software programming, social control, and ever more
sophisticated varieties of surveillance. The coolest modernist
fetish today seems to be human experience in the form of generative
data and metadata.

Rey Chow
Anne Firor Scott Professor of Literature in Trinity College of Arts and
Sciences Duke University
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As Lyotard pointed out many times, the postmodern is not a time
period. It is not the period in which we live now. Instead, the
postmodern refers to a mode of thinking, a mode of thinking made
possible by a historical fact: the belief in both small narratives
about the origin of a tribe and large (or grand) narratives about
the future of humanity has faded since the beginning of the 20th
century. The decline of belief in these narratives provides us
with a negative definition of postmodernism. It is not a mode of
thinking based on the standard narrative structure of beginning,
middle, and end. It is neither a teleological way of thinking nor
an archeological way of thinking (taking “teleology” in the literal
sense of a discourse on ends or purposes, and taking “archeology”
in the literal sense of a discourse on origins). These modes of
thinking posit either a transcendent and pre-lapsarian origin or

a transcendent and post-lapsarian end. Being neither teleological
nor archeological, however, postmodern thinking is a thinking of

immanence.

Clearly, the word “immanence” means within. The idea of within
suggests that the move from transcendent origins or ends consists
in moving toward the inside of nature, matter, or history. However
this movement toward the inside is misleading. The genuine sense
can be captured only negatively. The movement to the inside is a
movement that aims at neither body nor mind; neither matter nor
spirit; neither nature nor culture or history; and neither universal
nor particular. Moving to the inside of either side of any of these
oppositions reinstates either an origin or an end or both. The
movement of inside suggested by the word “immanence” in fact lies
in the pursuit of what lies in between all of these traditional
philosophical oppositions. This aim of immanence explains why
Deleuze remains throughout his career interested in Spinoza. It
explains why Deleuze and Guattari invent the concept of agencement
and why Foucault invents the concept of dispositif, and finally why

Derrida invents the concept of différance.

All of these concepts attempt to complicate the relations between

matter and spirit. These concepts attempt to show that matter and
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spirit are inseparable. These concepts attempt to show that neither
matter nor spirit is transcendent to one another. Matter and spirit

are inside of one another, or even “folded” inside of one another.

The development of these concepts implies that the postmodern has

a kind of ambiguous relation to modernism or the Enlightenment. On
the one hand, postmodern thinking rejects the Enlightenment large
narrative of the progress of humanity toward freedom. If freedom

is a spiritual capacity of indeterminate spontaneity, then in
postmodern thinking it must be folded into material necessity or
determinations. On the other hand, postmodern thinking appropriates
the Enlightenment idea of critique. Most fundamentally, postmodern
thinking criticizes all attempts to posit a transcendent origin or
purpose; it criticizes all attempts to establish absolute values; it
criticizes all attempts to erect hierarchies. We can see then that
one consequence of these criticisms is a new concept of equality,
one that is consistent with immanence. This is not an equality based
in one essential and self-same characteristic; it is an equality
based on the unranked and indeed anarchical proliferation of
differences. All the differences of all humans and all beings are
the same. It is only through this sameness, that beings are able to
become. And in this regard, becoming, we see that postmodernism,

like the Enlightenment, values “the indefinite work of freedom.”

Leonard Lawlor,

Sparks Professor of Philosophy

Director of Philosophy Graduate Studies
Penn State University (USA)

179



gavagai / ykaBaykxdai | letters

180
22 February 2016, 0:00 AM

Postmodernism is the ideology of the decline of the West. Before
WWI, the European powers ruled the world. This had great economic
advantages and flattered their self-image. With the two World Wars

and decolonization, the West lost its privileged status.

One intellectual reaction to this decline has been to reject notions
such as truth, objectivity, progress, and in doing so, to make
rational thought impossible. How to adapt to our decline without
falling into the folly of postmodernism is an important and difficult

question.

Jean Bricmont
Professor of Philosophy of Science
Université Catholique de Louvain
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Some reflections on modernity and post-modernity

I think that the distinction between modern and postmodern is quite
clear, and is first of all a different way to approach life. Hegel
was the last modern philosopher, after Hegel the thought starts

a process in the direction of postmodernism. If philosophy stays
locked in his schemes, it’s like a thought who wears a smaller size
dress: you don’t feel comfortable, you can’t easily move. This is
what happened with Hegel’s system: as Kierkegaard said, it’s like if
he has built a beautiful castle with his philosophy, but he forgot
the human being. Every person can see and admire this beautiful
castle but they cannot get in, they stay outside because they don’t
have the key. Or is like a painter who asks to a person to be his
model, but after you realize that he painted a tree, the same tree
that he can see through the window: this painting is perfect, but
was not what he was supposed to paint.

We can say that Kierkegaard starts to destroy that beautiful

castle and concentrates his thoughts on the human being and on his
existence. Nietzsche took this direction in a more drastic way,

the way of nihilism: we can say that this is the starting point of
post-modernity. During this journey the human being has lost many
certainties, our age has completely lost the spirit of modernity and
is not able anymore to believe in a relentless progress. According
to Feyerabend, the method could be a limit and sometimes the only
right rule is to have no rules. The result of philosophy is the
uncovering of a nonsense and of those «bumps that the understanding
has got by running its head up against the limits of language»
(Wittgenstein). The second part of this process, as Jean-Francois
Lyotard said about post-modernity, starts in the end of 1950 and
comes up nowadays. In those years there were many relevant changes
in science, literature and arts: the role of technology becomes
crucial. In XIX century sneaks a dissolution trend, the knowledge
starts to have a price, it becomes like something that can be sold:
this is postmodern life today.
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The passage from modernity to post-modernity is the passage

from a “strong thought” (that strongly believes to know and to
understand everything) to a “weak thought” that, as Gianni Vattimo
says, accepts his fallibility and that there is no way to have an
absolutely certainty and a stable truth. In the last years we can
speak about a new kind of post-modernism. We live in a media society
that reflects, in a different way, the same feelings of alienation
and uncertainties that had the beginning with Kierkegaard. To exist
means to be in the world surrounded by many questions and few
answers: perhaps this is why modern man has slowly forgotten to ask
questions and he preferred gradually disappearing in an inauthentic
life. In the contemporary world, it seems that a perplexity attitude
(which is not the simple doubt) is the natural reaction of today’s

postmodern man.

Michele Sita,
Doctor of Philosophy
Padzmany Péter Catholic University, Budapest
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“Things are what they are when they are no longer what they were.
Genders like genres are melting like seasons. The borders are no
longer effective in underlining distinctions. Between the begetter
and the begotten. Between the ancients and the moderns. Between

the moderns and the postmoderns. Between melodrama and drama. What
remains distinguishable is religion. How thick are the walls between
cultures. I need windows to peek through. But I am not a spy. I live
among the fragments, the torsos, the hands, the body parts of every
culture. I eat their leftovers—and their bones I suck to the core of

my liberty.”

Giannina Braschi
Poet and novelist
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Postmodernism and Postmodernity

There is more than one definition of postmodernism. The one that

had, for me, the most direct significance was that of Lyotard, The
Postmodern Condition (with an introduction by Fredric Jameson)
(1984). I taught a course on Postmodernism in the 1990s and students
liked this book for its range, ideas and sharp precision. They liked
the direct confrontation of Lyotard and Habermas. They entered into
the fun of postmodernism, its experimentalism, and the weight of

the world lifted from their shoulders. All that is over. The book
itself, misrepresented on Wikipedia I note, actually argues that
modern capitalism finds itself bereft of the old grand narrative
legitimations. Science itself has moved on to indeterminacy and
parology. In place of the old legimations, capitalism now resorts

to verification through performance: to that which is seen to work
and will it sell. And thus a new game is created in which a kind of
terrorism is introduced; either the player plays according to the
new rules or is simply excluded - ‘Adapt your aspirations to our

ends - or else’ (p. 64).

It is interesting that ‘postmodernism’ should take off around 1980
and fade away around 2007: exactly coinciding with neoliberal
deregulation and marketisation. Indeed another version of
postmodernisation was outlined (by Crook, S., Pakulski, J and
Waters, M., Postmodernization, 1992). By then postmodernity was seen
to be the neo-liberal project itself and its sociological correlates
(end of traditional parties, fragmentation of class, flexible
production, collapse of culture into styles, etc). Thus cultural
postmodernism, the effervescence of popular culture, playfulness,
kitsch, multiculturalism, was seen to evolve alongside the emergence
of postmodern science (chaos theory, fractal geometry etc) and the
erosion of the state sector (the abandonment of Keynesianism).

All this was seen as liberalisation, and quite different from the
old classic liberalism. What was obvious about this process was

its political dimension, and its ideological commitment to its own
grand narrative of human freedom (against socialism and communism -
usually conflated). The question was posed: was this an explosion of
energy towards a new complex condition (Crook et al.), or was it an

implosion towards homogenisation (Lyotard, Baudrillard), or both?
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I think now, that what both Lyotard and Crook et al, missed was
the rise of a new financial system that both escaped national
controls while at the same time coming to dominate them. Against
the democratic systems of national states big science and big
multinational corporations began to assert a power that has led to
what some now call ‘post-democratic’. Following Lyotard’s thesis
that capitalism has lost its fundamental legitimations in the old
grand narratives, the new neo-liberal ones are actually not very
effective and the system has to resort to its own ‘terrorism’. But
this now goes further; the democratic structures are by-passed in
new ways as they are held in utter contempt by finance and business.
The crisis of 2007-8 put an end to any form of effervescent
postmodern culture, and what is left is better understood in terms

other than postmodernism. Postmodernity as a concept is dead.

Mike Gane
Emeritus Professor of Sociology
Department of Social Sciences Loughborough University



188

gavagai / ykaBaykxdai | letters

16 Moptiou 2016, 12:55 MM

Katavod pla évvola onuaivel elupot og 6éon va oavaxBd OToug LOTOPL-—
KoU¢g Opouc moupaywync tnc. H ouykupla und tnv omola yevvAdOnke o 6poq
KUETAPOVTEPVLOUOC» €xel VA pog mel meplocdTepa am’ S0 O OLOCONTIOTE
—J0K LPOOT LKOC— 0pLlopdc Tou. IoALlToypoaenbnke otLg oulnifoeLlg UG, ©C
yvwotdév, amd 1o BLRAlo-paviepécto nou e€&&dwoe 1o 1979 o Jean-Frangois
Lyotard, H petoapoviépva ouvOAkn. Ttnpllduevoc €v moAAolig otov UoTEeEPO
Wittgenstein, kol ouvoylloviac pla TEORANUAT LKA HTepLloocdTepo 1) ALlyd—
TEEPN KOLVH OTOUGC YAAAOUCG AgyOUEVOUC UHETAOTPOUKTIOUPOALOTEéC (Derrida,
Deleuze, Foucault, k.&.), autdg emidiwie voa peguotomolnoel k&Oe KpL-—
TApLto aAnbetoac 1 afloag, avayovioag OAn In ocooipa 1ng Bewplag oe éva
nedio adL&eopwv —dnAadn: un oUykplolpov Kol un of LOAOYNOLUOV— «KYAWO—
OLKOV mmolyviov». MoAeplrdg oTdXOC TNG UNEP-OXETLKLOTLKAC TOU XELPO-—
voplog ATV Ol AHOKOAOUUEVECQ «UEYHAEC QAENYNOCELC» TNGC VERTEPQLKRKOTNTAC:
6pog otov omolov meplAaufdvovial OxL udvo ol ToPadOCLAKEC KOOUOO—
VILAATE LG OAAA KoLl T OAX TO OXEDLO €TMOVAOCTAT LKAC ovapdppwong Tou
kbéopou. Kabapd ({nua outoU TOU QULVOUEV LKA € LKOVOKAXOTLKOU (oImopu—
Oomo LNT LKOU) eyXELPARATOC €{val n molyvi®ddng ormodoxn Ttng unadpxXoviog,

WG TETOLOU mOU UNAPXEL.

Htov axplBOC n OTLYUN PLOG KOOUOLIOCTOPLKAC OAAXYAC HMOVIEAOU TOU KO-
TLTaALOpoU otav, amnd to péoa mepimou tng dexaetlog tou 70, eyrata-
Aelmovtal ol xeUvoilavoU TUmMoOU pubpLOoT LkEQ mapeuPaoel g 0TV OLKOVO—
nio, &nAdvovioal ol unyxoviopol ovadlavoung Kl EMOVOKAUITE L PLA AOY LKD
AYPLOU ovTaywV LouoU tNng ayopdc — mpoldv Tng YVIy&VTLAC TEXVOAOYLKAC
avaudpewong ING €PYXCLOG TOU €HEQPEPE Il €LOAYRYH TOU OQUTIOUXT LOWOU,
ouvodeuduevn amnd dOULKN avepylo, UDEPOUCOHOEUOCN KAl «OUYH IPOC TO
eunIpPoC» TOU XPENUAT LOT LKOU KepaAalou otnv avalATnon PLag, €LKOVLIKAQ
ev moAlolg, xkepdopoplag. H ouvodeutiky 1deoloyla ToU VEOU HOVIEAOU
ovop&otnke veoelAsAeuBeplonpdg, O6mou n dLEAUCH TNC £VVOLAC «KOLVWOVIo»
o éva Xowdeg mMALYHX avTAaydV L {oueveav ouneepdvitwv epeoaviletol mapdA-
AnAn pe 1n dL&Auon k&be otaBepoU vonuATLKOU KplInplou oe auolBoaliwg
AMOKAE LOT LKA «YyAWCOLK& malyvio» tUmou Wittgenstein/Lyotard (to oue-
pLROVLIKO TOoUg oudAoyo ATV O veompayuxT toudc tou Richard Rorty). H
eupAnuoT LK dlotUnwon Tng Mdpykoapet O&toep There is no alternative
oupPBadidel pe TO PETAUOVIEPVO TVeUPa OXeTLlkomolinong k&Be omeAeubepw-—

oLakoU oxedlouv.

$To aloOnT Lk medio, yLvoTov aloONThH pLlo RKOPUn TV TeAeUutalov po-
VIEPVLOT LKAV TIPWIONOPLAOV, oLl omoleg TpoeodoToUlviav akplBOg oamd to
HeEYAAX OUTOILKY OPAUATO TOU € LKOOTOU LAV KOl OUPPLKVAOVOVTAL PeTd

NV omLofoxdenon TOU E€HOVACTAT LKOU KUPNTOG tng dexaetiag toU ’60.
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H petapopd& 10U OPOU KUETAUOVIEPVO» OTINV alLoONT LKA cpailpa éxel oardun
IPOQOVECT e Evav Yopoakthpa anding: npoonabel vo ddoel KATOLOV UIO—
TLOéueva OeTLkO XAPAKTAPX Og éva OUPRB&V AmmOAUTWG apvnTLkKO — Vo ovo—
YAyeL O «UQEOC» 1 «IIveUuo» TNV KA Lyn OLOUDANOTE OUVEKT LKOU UQOUCQ

) VERTEPLOTLKOU mveluatog. 0,1l emépelvayv k&molol va xopoaxktnpilouv
ne tov 6po autd HTOV KOUPKOUEVEG, OUVOVOUAEUHUXT LKEC KATOAOKEUEQ IIOU
AVTAVAKAOTOOV HOVO £Vvoy KATAVOAKMT LKO ouyKkpenT Lopd. Av o 6pOC¢ «UETOUO-—
VTépvo» umopel va ouoyxetlotel voOuluo pe KATo Lo olodnt Lk otd&on, you-
0T0, €mLAOYL, oqUTH Ba AHTav n eoviaopayoplo Tou eunopeUudTOC.

ZoUue Aolmdv akdua o Evov petauoviépvo kdouo; AV exkAd&Boupe 1o pe-
TouovTépvo WG delxrtn evog Ldlaltepou peluatog LOe®V N PLOC TEXVOTPO—
TLKAC OPXNC TOU €épxetol vo mdpel tn 6€0n TV IEOonyoUpevoyv («Kuovtép-—
Vov»: Aeg KL éxel Ndn pla xkaboplopévn onuoaocia o 6pog), n and&vinon
elval Oxt: 6,1l xoAeltal va onudvel o 6pog elval pdévo dLadlkooieg
TOPUKUAC KL PabLldg mOALTLOPLKAC kplong. Av oplooupe 10 HETQUOVTIEPQ—
vo, 6nwc o Fredric Jameson, ®Q «N HIOALTLOPLKN AOYLKH TOoU UCTEpPOU

KA LTOALOPOU», n omdvinon e€ival voal: (oUpe orkdua TO TAPATETAREVO Yu-—
XopP&yNua TOU KAMLTOALOPOU, mou cival To VYuyxoppdynua £vdg OAOKANPOU
TOALT LOPOU —TOU OUTLKOU, QOTLKOU MOALTLONOU Kol TV UUNAOTEQWOV €IL-—
TeUYPATOV TOU mopeABOVTIOC TOU— KOL KOTOLKOUPE aVAPeECH OTO TEQATH IIOU

mopdyeLl TO O®plLacud Tou.

®dtng Tepldxrng

JUYYPaQEQs
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Do we live in postmodern times?

The short answer is: yes, because we no longer live ‘Between the
Wars’; no, because the rhetoric of peace reconfigures a breathing
space with the theatre of war moved elsewhere, often engaging pre-
modern societies (and mentalities) already convulsing in the throes
of a new birth. Thus any answers, like the question, are premised on

location. Some preliminaries to a longer answer are the following.

Modernity and postmodernity have shared the same creative and
critical space for so long now that one may not be discussed

without the other. While modernity, under the continuing influence

of modernism, is a vast enterprise affecting culture, economy,
politics, society, and even secular institutions and eschatology,
its mode of existence and expression has had a variegated course.
Nowhere has it been invoked to substitute sameness, simultaneity,
subjection to the done thing, or a future bounded by the recency or
currency of practice. The challenge is, and was, to avoid casting or
becoming a cliché of itself. Historicizing it thus might be self-
defeating, for it has not been unitary, or afraid of variance of
substance and style, or amenable to artificial divisions of time in
the figurative stream of human consciousness. Examples in every field
of endeavour or intellectual exercise are too numerous (and probably
unnecessary for this audience to be recounted here); also various,
for any possible account of living movements is one of consistencies
and divergences. The disposition to change is continuous—a dynamics
evolving its own momentum and logic without the pre-lapsarian benefit

of only exogenous factors in certain myths.

Early modernity spoke from confidence in its own centrality, which
later developments (in culture, economy, and politics) have either
modified or made a matter of many tributaries, each noteworthy in its
own right. The laterally added varieties and flavours range from the
bric-a-brac of modern life to the simulacra of folk or pop. There
is a focused concern with the recovery of locality, personality,
and temporality—and as such priority—recouped from the generalized
view of any presumptive theory, and thus it is geographically
distributed. But a polycentric modernity is sometimes mistaken for
postmodernity. All too often, the many intersecting areas between
modernity and postmodernity offer the problematics of naming and

knowing, the gnosis of ambivalence, the superstition of stumbling
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upon the next step in progression, all in the same merry-go-round.

Evidently, like most phenomena of its scale, modernity has embraced
contraries, exercised exceptions, and suffered its moments of
indifference, and has left swaths of its own heartland untouched
by its working. Small wonder then that for strains overlooked

or crevices unfilled or patterns revised—as for vast saturnian
culture tracts fallowed by insular restriction or over-exertion,
postmodernity has credible agency. (A modern/postmodern comparison
may be instructive to understand the 20th and 21st Century
developments in culture—particularly expression in the fine arts
like music, architecture, painting, sculpture, theatre (or cinema),
and writing, as well as in various fields of knowledge, as the

philosophical bases go far back in time.)

Still, except for its staunch subscribers, postmodernity is a trope,
the flip side of modernity wherein experiment, innovation, and
outreach are de rigueur, all variations acting within the space eked
out by the modernist prowess, habit, and ethos. Taking to a rehash
of the same ingredients or recipes, though, may not produce the same
object or effect. Postmodernity actually comes home as we unwrap the
take-away briam dish and try it with friends, who compliment our

choice and thank us for offering them fine vegetable chow mein.

Alamgir Hashmi
Poet
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Modern and Postmodern

1. Modern Western historical consciousness dates from the French
Revolution’s replacement of the old European ritual order by the
bourgeois political and economic marketplace. The Romantic movement
reacted against this desacralization of the life-world by affirming
the universal communicability and consequent compatibility of each
self’s “natural” sentiments. After the failure of 1848 revealed
the naivety of the romantic dream of universal reconciliation in
the “third estate,” post-romantic artists strove to retrieve the
underlying unity of culture by purging their creative intuition
of worldly desire, contaminated by the values of the marketplace

(Mallarmé’s donner un sens plus pur aux mots de la tribu).

2. The class tensions and economic progress of the late 19th
century aroused new hopes of a “final conflict” that would replace
market society with a harmonious “total” system (communism,
fascism). By applying the label modern to the present as if it were
a completed era of the past, twentieth-century modernists sought
to define it sub specie aeternitatis as the inception of Marx’s
“realm of freedom.” Their esthetic of newness signaled their freedom
from the mimetic conventions of the repressive bourgeois order.

The parallel between totalitarian political dictatorship and the
artist’s imposition of his unifying vision in violation of his

audience’s expectations was not generally remarked upon.

3. Postmodernism was born with the realization following WWII
(reinforced by the collapse of the communist bloc in 1989-91) that
market exchange is unavoidable. The term postmodern implies that

’

the “end of history,” which Francis Fukuyama proclaimed in 1989, is
in fact the realization that there will be no “realm of freedom”;
the permanence of the market denies the eschatological dream

rooted in the Judeo-Christian tradition and historicized by the
French Revolution. Thus, in contrast with the modernist utopia of
unlimited creativity, the postmodern artist ironically claims only
to recombine preexisting representations. But to resign ourselves to
the market despite its inevitable imperfections is to accept that
the final social order can never become ideal. With the loss of faith
in historical redemption, high art, which implies that a disciplined

esthetic intuition can conceive a redeemed universe, becomes
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ever less feasible. Only mass entertainment guarantees esthetic
catharsis; the esthetic effect of more exclusive art-forms becomes
inextricably corrupted by wvanity.

4. Some have proposed that we now live in a post-postmodern era.
Raoul Eshelman claims to find in recent artworks a trend he calls
performatism, in which the artist thematically asserts his creative
will in explicit opposition to postmodern disempowerment. Yet it
seems that we still live in the shadow of Fukuyama’s thesis that,
for better or worse, progress toward an “ultimate” social order
ended in 1989. Barring catastrophe, the next cultural era may well
be the post- or transhuman, in which art and technology will be
enhanced and perhaps eventually dominated by artificial intelligence,
and the notion of “high art” will vanish altogether.

Eric Gans
Distinguished Professor Emeritus,
Department of French & Francophone Studies, UCLA



194

gavagai / ykaBaykxdai | letters

25 March 2016, 7:11 AM

Ironic Heroization

Among the plethora of efforts to define modernity, Michel Foucault’s
attempt in his celebrated essay “What is Enlightenment?” is
particularly suggestive. Modernity, he argued, is an attitude
rather than a set of beliefs or practices, “a mode of relating to
contemporary historical reality where there is an ironic heroization
of the present.” Here Baudelaire’s seminal essay on “The Heroism

of Modern Life,” which celebrated the illustrator Constantin Guys’
depiction of the unsettled, turbulent world of the modern city,
becomes a recipe for a more general response to “modernity” in all
of its motley variety. What makes that response a heroization is
the affirmation of our world as inherently superior to what preceded
it. No nostalgia for a lamented past, no pining for a world of lost
traditions or shattered communities, no fantasies of a golden age

”

out of which we are fallen. “I1 faut étre absolument moderne!,” as

the famous injunction of Arthur Rimbaud would have us believe.

What is heroic about that affirmation is that it takes a certain
amount of courage to live in the modern world, a world without

the comforting illusion of settled norms, prescribed practices

or unquestioned authorities. Modernity is a constant flux of
transformations, a maelstrom of destruction and creation, in which
we can rely on no one but ourselves to provide any purpose, order or
stability. It is a world of opportunity and self-fashioning, as well
as risk and danger, a world in which the horizon of past experience,
as Reinhard Koselleck noted, is no longer capable of orienting our
expectations about the future. It thus requires a certain heroism,
as Baudelaire already noted back in the 19th century, to cope with
the shocks and assaults of life in a fast lane going to an unknown

destination, whose speed limit always seems to be accelerating.

And yet, if Foucault is right, the heroization of the present, and
by extension our self-image as heroes courageously responding to
its demands, must be understood ironically. Or rather, the modern
attitude is always already itself ironical about what it heroically
celebrates. As Foucault notes, “for the attitude of modernity,

the high value of the present is indissociable from a desperate
eagerness to imagine it, to imagine it otherwise than it is, and

to transform it not by destroying it but by grasping it in what
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it is.” That is, the present for the modern attitude is always
understood as an ephemeral transition to something potentially—
albeit not necessarily--better, a way-station to a different future
that will dissolve the still lingering residues of a pre-modern
past and disseminate the achievements of modernity at its best.

Thus the rhetoric of “modernization” as a conscious project that
seeks nothing less than the emancipation of our species from what
Kant, answering the question about the meaning of the Enlightenment,

”

called our “self-incurred immaturity,” a condition which we are
still in the process of leaving behind. Rather, in other words, than
complacently heroizing the present as an accomplished end-state,
the modern attitude acknowledges its insufficiency. We are living,
we admit, not in a fully realized modern age, but only in an age

of modernization. Not only, as Bruno Latour provocatively put it,
have we never been modern, but on some level we know it. And to

add yet another twist, we suspect that the uncompleted “project of

’

modernity,” to borrow Habermas’s formulation, may be infinitely open-
ended, and so “modernity” is precisely not a condition or state of
being, but a forward-looking process without closure. And as such,
it is a project that can just as easily fail as succeed, or even
worse, bring with its very “success” an outcome that the future may

well regret.

From this perspective, the attempt in the last two decades of the
20th century to declare the end of modernity and the onset of an
alleged successor epoch, defiantly called ‘post-modernity,” can now
be seen as a non-starter. Although it may no longer be possible

to have the optimism about emancipation or enlightenment that
characterized modernity in its infancy, the ironic attitude towards
that faith, which is often understood to be a symptom of post-
modernity, has already been widespread for a very long time, mocking
the complacent assumption that we were moving in an ever progressive
direction. Self-proclaimed post-modernists thought we were on the
threshold of an epochal transition, but in the 21st century it is
harder to see that a page in history has been decisively turned.

If anything, we are witnessing an intensification and acceleration

of many of the disintegrative trends that made heroism, ironic

or otherwise, an appropriate response to the modern life already
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described by Baudelaire. What is perhaps harder to maintain, I would
concede in conclusion, is the image of a future society better than
the present, a society that might realize all the positive impulses
that, despite everything, motivated the project of modernity.
Instead of these hopes, we often seem beset by apocalyptic fears
that what looms before us is the abyss. But if the abiding spirit

of modernity has anything to teach us, it is that this attitude too
must be understood ironically, still giving us, against all odds,

the courage to face the pressing tasks of the day.

Martin Jay

Ehrman Professor

History Department

University of California, Berkeley
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Modern Versus Postmodern

For anyone concerned with the distinction between the modern and
the postmodern, a fruitful starting point is a reflection on Jean-
Frangois Lyotard’s characterization of “the postmodern condition.”
Lyotard is famous for having distinguished the modern and the
postmodern in terms of their respective commitments: whereas
modernity “produces discourses of legitimation” that require

’

recourse to “some grand narrative,” the turn to the postmodern
manifests a fundamental “incredulity toward metanarratives.” As much
of an oversimplification of the problematic status of modernity as
this is, it serves as the best starting point for reflecting on the
relationship between modernity and postmodernity as well as on the

question whether we yet live in a postmodern society.

Like the ethos of postmodernity, the ethos of modernity embraces
disparate tendencies, and yet in both cases these tendencies share
something in common. But in comparison with the postmodern ethos,
the ethos of modernity has a more stable identity: over time our
culture has brought the modern ethos into focus in terms of the
autonomous individual, a rational being who is capable, and charged
with a variety of tasks pertaining to the ascertaining of truth

and the determination of moral and political right. In virtue of
possessing the capacity for rational reflection, the individual can
establish critical distance from the distorting limitations of time,
place, prejudice, and bodily inclination. The modern ideal is one
according to which rational agents can individually and collectively
uncover the truth about material nature through scientific

endeavors, apply scientific knowledge for the improvement of the
human condition, organize a cooperative society that accommodates
the needs and prerogatives of all its members, and engage in the
kind of reflection that enables us to determine those moral rights
and duties that lie beyond the scope of political organization and
underwrite a robust sense of respect for rational individuals. More
than anything else, the ethos of modernity is characterized by faith
in human rationality and the human ability to formulate and live in

accordance with overarching principles that regulate our conduct.

The postmodern, in contrast, exhibits a twofold “incredulity toward

”

metanarratives,” an incredulity that is at once epistemological and



Gary Steiner

199

political. The precise nature of this incredulity is difficult to
specify, inasmuch as the postmodern ethos is what Richard Bernstein
has characterized as “amorphous, protean, and shifting.” But it can
be said generally that postmodern thinkers exhibit deep suspicion
of all claims to truth that presuppose the ability to escape the
distorting influence of perspective. Postmodern thinkers, in various
ways, maintain that experiential dimensions such as culture, time,
place, embodiment, race, gender, play an irreducibly constitutive
role in our experience, and they conclude from this that anything
like absolute truth or principles that transcend time and place

are simply fictions. The epistemological side of this claim is
founded on the postmodern characterization of reason as simply
another human drive, which Nietzsche considered to reside alongside
a variety of other bodily drives; on this view, there simply is

no escaping our finite perspectives, either through reason or by

any other means. The political side of the postmodern claim is
grounded in the assumption that modern claims to objectivity and
impartiality are simply smokescreens for the reinforcement of power
disparities; as Marx noted in The German Ideology, if we treat two
unequal parties as if they were in fact equal, all we do in effect
is preserve the underlying disparity in power. Postmodern thinkers
are keenly sensitive to the injustices done to women, people of
color, indigenous populations, and, more recently, nonhuman animals,
and these thinkers see the ideals of modernity as nothing more

than tools for reinforcing these mechanisms of degradation and
exploitation.

The question whether we live in a “modern” or a “postmodern” society
does not have a straightforward answer, because it is not as factual
question--even though it outwardly appears to be one. It is a
question that can ultimately be answered only through a reflection on
which of these two approaches does better justice both to the nature
of our encounter with reality and to the task of moral reflection.

In my judgment, the postmodern approach founders entirely in this
respect. As I have argued in my recent work, the signal failing of
postmodernism is its inability to articulate guiding principles

for conduct, whereas the commitments of modernity underwrite the

prospect of what the German philosopher Habermas characterizes as
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rational discursive consensus. By comparison, the embrace of the
postmodern ethos leaves us in precisely that mire of “obscurity and
confusion” that Descartes rightly saw to be the enemy of truth. Even
if we cannot attain the perfect “clarity and distinctness” that was
Descartes’s ideal of truth, the commitments of modernity, despite
the obvious difficulties involved, offer us a considerably more

coherent and viable path toward the true and the good.

Gary Steiner
Presidential Professor of Philosophy
Bucknell University, USA
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28 Maptlou 2016, 9:55 AM

H noapd&dofn eppovil toUu poviépvou

Ag fexlvhown amd 1oV Opo ‘poviépvo’ . Te pla mpdTn avdyveoon, onpoi-
vel ‘pe tov 1pdmo’, pe 1tov TPOIO TV KALPOV, dnAadn oUyxpovo, Oxe-
TLkO mpog 10 gr&otote mopdv, 1, mLo meld, ‘tng podédag’ (mapdTL OTA
YOAALkE unmdpxel GAAog 6poc yvL autd, a la mode, dev malel vo £XOUV
xolvh plla). Ze outh TNV KATeUOUVON avAKel O oplopdg Tou Baudelaire
YLIO TO POVIEPVO ®C TNV &AAN O6Un ToU ALQVLIOU: «TO €QOUEPO, TO QeU-
Yoréo, 1O gvdexduevo, TO AULOU TnC TéXVNG, TNC omolag 1o &AAO AuL-—
ou elval 1o al@VLIo kKol 1O auetdfAnto» (O lwypdeoc Tng oUyxpovng
(wng) . H ratdotoon Oo Atav oxeT LKA amuAl ov o O6poC xpnoiuomoLiLeito
o&via pe R&oOn Tov Xpovikd TOoUu mpoodloplopd, cov Eva €(dog OgLKTL-
kKoU 6pou (indexical) mou oavapépeTxl OTINV €KACTOTE OTLYUN N €moxn.
Ouwg, o 6poC €xel QIMOKTINCEL KXL TILO TAYLOUEVEC XPNOELG. & pLa deU-
Tepn avdyvwoon, Aoladv, To ‘HOVIEPVO' HOPAIEUIELl O ULA OUYKERPLUEVD
€IIOXN), TOV povIepvioud, KATA HPOoCéyylon oTo TEAN Tou 190U kKOl opXéC
tou 200U aldva, KpLThpla tng omolag, petoél GAAwv, cival n aoalpeon
amd TO oVOIIOPAOCTAT LkO mepleXOuevo otnv TéXVn, n £UEOOn O UOPPOAO—
VLIK& oTtolxela kol coapelcg dopég, To altnua yvio amAdinita Kol KoBopd-
INTa. 3¢ pla tpltn avédyveoon, moapdTl n €AANVLKO anddoon OUYKAAUTITE L
TN ouyyévela, n ‘veotepikdétnta’ (modernity) mopoaméunel og Pl €U-—
pUTepn €mOXN IOU, Of YEVLIKEC ypoupécg, éxel pllec otnv Avayévvnon,
OTNV €HLOTNHOV LKL €IovVACTNON TOU 160U aldva KL OTn @LAocO@lo Tou
Kaptéoitou (l70¢). Otov, A.X., O Bruno Latour omogaivetoal 6Tl «dev
unfpfoapue moté povIépvol», evvoel 6Tl dev Tnpnooue moté oTnv mpdén In
pNén avaueoa otov AVOPWIOo KoL Tn @Uon mou umoT(fetal 61l mpeofelel 1

VERTEPLKOTNTA.

EUTtux®C mOU TO PETAPOVTIEPVO deVv a@opd KOL TLC TPELC TOPAIAVE IIEQL—
oTdoe ¢ nopd poévo TIn deUtepn (kot outd elval oxetlrd e€pdboov Eupeoa
emexTelvel TNV €uféretd 1nC €wg petd& tov deUTepo maykO6OULO MOAEUO) .
Av TOmOBETNCOUPE TLC ANAPXEC TOU OToVv amdnxo Twv dU0 maykoouiwv mo-
APV, €LOLKA TOoU deUTepoy, Ta yvwplopota mou ovade LKVUovIol e€lval 1
TepdotT Lo amdie Lo vouatog (Baudrillard), n oueloRATnon tev ocoedv do-—
nov kol tev fexdbapwv oplwv, n amoddunon wg oviidpaon ornv ‘tupovvia
tng doung’ (Derrida). Otoav o Lyotard eiofyaye Tov 600 «UETAUOVIEQ—
va KAT&OTHON» OTO oudvuuo kelpevo (1971), €0woe G KPLIAPLA TO Té-
AOC TV peydAV aenynoewnv Kol TN pLILKO OAAXYT) OTINV €ILKOLVOV i Kol
otov 1pdmo SL&doonc ITNG yvaong mou mpoppvuav ta ‘véa’ Unoloaxkd péoo.

Kot topa; HMopd 1o yeyovdg OtL 1o dU0 nopandve Kplthpla ouveyll{ouv



®ain Znka

va vplotovial, n xoat&otoon e€ivoal moAU mLo oUvBetn @Ote vo umopel va
ng amodobel auneLoTa o0 mPocodLloplopdc ‘petapoviépvo’ . ITn Aeyopevn
ennox)) Tng ‘Uotepng vewnteplkdéTnTtag’, ouvundpxouv 6écelg amd dLapope-—
TLKEG KATEUBUVOELG: I VOOTOAyla yla 1a kKoBopd VONuaTo Kol TLG douéc
TOU HOVIEPVLOUWOU TA&L OTLC omodounT LKECQ OTPATNYLKECQ: I €ILOTPOON OF
LETAQUOLKECG TOmMOOETNCELC (T.X., METOVOPWwILOPOC) KL O KUBOALKOU TU-
mou aenynoeLlc (m.x., moykoouplomolinon) mAdL oInv ‘ovatapaxn’ toutdin-
Tag (Butler) kol o€ TOomLKA LOLOpoTa KAl AOYOUG dLa@opdg (eUAn, o©UAO,
Opnokeupna, €6vOTNTA) *+ 1 OUYKALON KOl N €&EATA®ON TV UNELAKOV PECHOV
aAX& KoL N av&duon pLag e€upUTePng meplBOAAOVT LKAG OUve (dnong XKoL ou-

¢{ntnong.

Exei{vo mou pe evivnwol&lel eival n mopddofn €upovi TOU HOVIEPVOU.
AxoOUn xol mLo npdoputeg mpoomdbeleg £vOC dLAUPOPET LKOU HIPOOdLOopL—
opoU TNg e€mOXNG 1 TNg¢ mapoUoog KoutdoTtoong, otnpilovial oe autd, ONWG
altermodern (Bourriaud), hypermodernity (Virilio), x.&. MATwG TeALKRA
TO poviépvo, k&Be @opd oavovewuévo, eupével AdOyw INC mpO®INng onuociog

TOU;

dain ZAkra
Enixkoupn kabnyhtpta dLAocopioac kol Ocwploac tng Téxvng orto Tuhua Oswplag kol
Iotoplag 1ng Téxvne ITNG AVOTATNG IXOANC KoAdv Texvodv
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Let us to go back to the early 1950s. The Cold War between the self-
proclaimed “free world” and the Communist or Communist-inspired
world has Jjust started and has temporarily become an all too real
contest in Korea. India, Pakistan and the Dutch East Indies have
become independent nations (the Dutch East Indies as Indonesia),

but apart from that the colonial empires are still firmly in place,
even if unrest is spreading. In the Western world - which will from
now on be our focus - the Victorian era has not yet ended. In the
United States segregated education is common practice, with only
sixteen states forbidding segregation (and seventeen states actually
requiring it). Virtually no one in the West is interested in South
African segregation, locally called apartheid. Homosexuality is
widely condemned as unnatural and is in many places (the U.K., the
U.S.) a criminal offence. Lesbianism is equally unnatural but widely
seen as less damaging to the social fabric - with the difference
between homosexuality and lesbianism offering interesting evidence
of a deeply ingrained sexism. Transgender is unknown or, if known,
simply unmentionable. Sexism is ubiquitous. Almost everywhere women
need their husbands’ permission to sign legally binding contracts.
Their nationality is determined by that of their husbands. Pregnancy
is a legitimate ground for dismissal. Women have the right to vote
(although in France only since 1944), but do not really take part

in the legislative process. In the sphere of communications the

word still reigns supreme. True, in the U.S. television is making

inroads, but western culture is overwhelmingly verbal.

We fast-forward some sixty years. The first thing we probably see

is that that verbal culture has become a visual culture in which

for many the word is a supportive act. The second thing we probably
notice is the amazing prominence of those who used to be largely
invisible. In the U.S. a black president is nearing the end of

his second term and his successor may well be a woman. The highly
successful German chancellor is a woman, just as the prime ministers
of Chile and Brazil. The U.K. has had a strong-willed female

prime minister. Homosexuality has been decriminalized and same-

sex marriages are widely accepted. The world has been decolonized
(although not necessarily in an economic sense). Finally, the
western economic model, capitalism, has been embraced by virtually
the whole world and has, moreover, developed in ways that remind one

of the robber capitalism of the later nineteenth century.
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Do those developments make contemporary society in any sense
postmodern? I think they do. The answer lies not in the increased
reach, power, rapacity, and complexity of capitalism, as some
have argued, or in any sort of collusion between capitalism and
knowledge. It lies not in the time-space compression that is the
result of the digital revolution. These are important developments,
but not all that different from what went before. The most
fundamental change of the last sixty years involves a wholesale
reorientation of western culture. In its later stages modernity
set up an array of hierarchies: sexual, racial, social, religious,
aesthetic, and so on. Within these hierarchies, boundaries - such
as the racial “boundary” between black and white - were strictly
patrolled, with for instance interracial marriages only becoming
fully legal all over the U.S. with a 1967 decision of the Supreme

Court.

While late modern society may then be characterized as a period

of differentiation, postmodern society leans far more towards de-
differentiation. Some of this may be seen as a continuation of the
modern project: the belated recognition of the “sameness” of those
whose equal status - and equal rights - had until then been denied.
But we have also have a new, postmodern acceptance of the right to
be different: sexually, socially - with regard to life style, for
instance -, culturally (including religion), aesthetically. This
right builds upon an underlying recognition of sameness but is more
fundamental. What is more, postmodern de-differentiation pervades
the arts, with artists freely incorporating elements from other
artistic disciplines, the world of entertainment, and, inevitably,
that of commerce and advertising. It is, in fact, so pervasive
that we as often as not no longer experience it as such. It takes
a commentator on the wrong side of sixty to be fully aware of its

omnipresence.

Hans Bertens

Professor Distinguished Professor of the Humanities at Utrecht University
Institute for Cultural Ingquiry (ICON)

Department of Languages, Literature and Communication, Academic Director
Netherlands Graduate School for Literary Studies (OSL)
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Ba mpoomaPNow va mpooeyylow autd 1o gpdTinua uéoox omd TNV OXECH TV
dU0 6pwVv HPE TNV APXLIEKTIOVLIKA aeoU To TL axplPBOg oplloupe wg pOVTIEP—
VO 1 peTouovTiépvo oAA&lel, Kol TOAU PAALOTO, ovAUeod OTA O LUPOPET LKA
€I LOTNUOAOY LKA medla. OxlL 6Tl Ootnv meplmtwon TNG CEXLTEKTOVLIKAC Ol
oplopol autol eilval &exdbBopol, GAAX €yd TOUAAXLOTOV VIAOw mLo AveTd

va BLAde yia autd nmou yvepllew xoAUTepo.

Tevik& mLotetoune OTL I HOVIEQVA KOL I HETAHOVIEQVA CPYXLTEKTOVL—

K omA@vovTal ot dU0 dLadoX LKECQ XPOVLIKEQ meplddoug, OTO TPLV KAL TO
HeT&. H poviépva apXLlIEKTOVLIKN avamtucoetal and TLC apxég tou 2000
aLdva €wg 1o péoco tng dexaetioag Tou 1960 KL N PETAPOVIEQPVA GKOAOU-—
6el oamd 10 péco tng dexaetloag tou 1960 éwg koL TLC Bépeg poc. Emopé-
VOC TO VO OVOPWRT LOUXOCTE ONueEPA VI 1O av (oUue O PLa UETAUOVTIEPVA
emmoxn €lvol cov va ovopeT LOPACTE OTLG TméVTE TOo amdyeuud yLlo IO oV
elval axkdépa mpwi .

Katd Tn yvoun pou, akdua KoL ov I IOPAIAVe LOTOPLOYPAP LKY ovAyVvwon
TOU HOVIEPVOU KOL TOU HETAROVTIEPVOU ®G OUO dLAadoXLKOV, XPOVLIKA oplLOo-—
OeTnuévev OTUA £lval owoTh, 1N OXE0N HOVIEPVOU - HETAUOVTIEPVOU umope
va arnodelxfel mOAU mLo mAOUCLO KL TOQAYWRY LKA YId €udc ov Ogwphooupe
TO PHOVTIEPVO KL TO HETAUOVTIEPVO HepLlmAgyuéva péoca o éva oUVOETO KAL
duvaulkd diktuo 6mou xk&molo mpAyuaTa umopel va elvoal mio paxkpld n
TLo BabLd 1 mlo unepdepéva arnd KAmola AANX, aAAX OAa TeAlk& ouvundp-—

XOUV Og £évoav gvialo LoToplkd6-Bewpntlkd XHPO.

AV TO HOVIEPVO, OTNV AEXLTEKRTOVLKLA, ovoyvepliletal omd Tnv OUoLOoyEe-—
V), OIOA KOl QQOLEET LKA YAQOOX TOU KOL TO HETAUOVIEPVO dlakplivetal
and Tnv neplLocdtepo TANBWPLKY KL MOAUNMAOKN & LKA TOU YAMOOXK, KoL T
dUo mpoomaboUv, 010 KATW KAT®, VA OOOOUV QIUVINOELC OTa Oépota mou
Toug BéTel n TPAYyPAT LKOTNTA TNG €HOXNGC TOUQ OVAPEOW OTA OHOlo Kol T
OéuoTa mOU OoUVeEXOHC mPOKUITOUV omd TLg OmoLeg, AVETUPKE (g, QAIOVINCELCQ
£€dwoe n opéocwc mponyoUuevn e€moxn. Ymd oUTHV TNV ONTLKY TO HETAUO—
VIépvo glval n €&EALEN TOU POVIEPVOU, HE TNV €VvoLla INg €IEKTAONG,
NG oVvATTUéng, TNg UnépRoong tou, ula €&éALEN mou mepvdel PBéERaLa

néoa amd moAAamAéC dNULOUPYLKEC pRfelg, aOUVEXELEQ KAL QOURQwvVieg.

ARpLBOC emedf) aUuTéQ ol en&AANAEC LOTOPLKO-0€wPNTILKEC TMEQLOXECQ OUVU—
ndpxouv TomofeTnuéveg KOVIA-KOVI& péoa o€ évoav kKoLvd TOIO, WG €UIEL-—
pleg, mapaddoelq, OVAUVACE LG KAL KATAYPUPEC, umopoUue suelc ofuepa

VO TLGQ OVOKOAOUHPE KOL VX TLC @épvouue oOtnv emnitodvela. MaoopolUue, dn-
Aadn, pe pLkpdtepn N peyaAUtepn npooudbela, Vo gvepyornoloUps autd TO

modald UALKO KL VO TO XpnotiLpomoloUue foavd o€ VEEQ KATHOKEUEC (apXL—
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TEKTOVLIKECQ ) Un) . AUTSO €KOVE I) MOVIEPVA OPXLTEKTOV LKA petaep&loviag
T0 UALKO TNC KAXOLKAQ apyxoatdintag, Tou Meoalwva 11 tng Avayévvnong,
auTd EKOVE KOL I LETAUOVIEQVA EMOXN PETAULOPOOVOVIAC TO UALKO TNGC pw-—

ualkAg e€moxNg, Tou Mmopdk 7 Tou NeoKAXOLKLOPOU.

SUPewva pe qUuTHV TNV amoyn ‘mdvio AUoocTov poviépvol’ kol ‘mdvia Auo-—
oTOV peTapovIépvol’ B, pe GAAo Adyla, TAVIH pnopoUpe vo glpoote 600
HovIépvol N petauoviépvol BéAoune. Inuoocia éxel va dLatneoUus 1nv
LKOVOTNTA POG VO CUVOETOUPRE dNULOUPY LKA TO UALKO TOU mopeABoOVTOCQ
pal i pe 1o UALKSO TOU mopdvTog. MOVO pla TETOLX BT LKA UETOUCLWOLKA
Aettovupyla n omola mpokUntel amd Tnv (dia tnv €AEn TOU IOALTLOMOU,
onwg Ba éheye o YUXaVoAUTNG André Green, glvol LKOVE va Topayel VEX
eIeVvOedUPEVA VT LKE [PEVA TPOPUAKCCOVTAC apevOg TNV ouvUnap&n MTOAAX—
TAQV emMLIEDWVY XPOVLKOTNTAC KL HPOETOLPALOVING a@eTéPOU TNV emdOUeVn

avoLXTH Kol €UmAcoTn OCUVONKI).

Kootag Tolapndog
Enixkoupoc Kabnyning, IxoAn ApxlIiekidvov, EMI
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Tabula and Tablet*

What does the soul have in common with the iPad? This question is
akin to the one with which Eco opened his Kant and the Platypus,
with the conclusion that the answer was: nothing. Instead, in the
case of the soul and the iPad, I would argue that they have a lot
in common, and indeed, in a sense, they are the same thing. I hope
to prove this to those who have the patience to read to the end,
because, given the theme, I have to tackle the issue from afar. In
his Memorabilia, Xenophon describes his master Socrates debating
with a painter on the form of the soul. The conclusion is that we
only see our soul by seeing other people, because the soul, as such,
has no form. It’s like a breath (the Latin word for soul is related
to the Greek anemos, “wind” - the anemometer could perhaps be called
“soul-metre”), something vital like the wing beats of a butterfly
(psyche, in Greek, means both “butterfly” and “soul”). In short, it

is a living thing, it is what it is “animated”.

This “living” element is found in all notions related to the soul

- thought, the mind, the spirit - and runs through the entire
history of our culture, which is so marked by the contrast between
the living and the dead, the spirit and the letter, the soul and

the body. “The letter kills, but the Spirit gives life,” said

Paul, and this assumption recurs in many modern philosophers when
they explain how thought works, representing it as an agitated and
animated homunculus that gives life to the letters transforming them
in spirit. To think is to accompany one’s actions with some inner
turmoil: precisely that of the ghost who comes to life and tells

us “I'm thinking.” The letter is not enough: one needs the spirit.
Suppose one knows a poem by heart and then recites it: does it mean
one is thinking? No, not necessarily, in the sense that one could
very well be thinking of something else, for example, what one will
do in the evening. So, it seems that without an animated homunculus
who watches what he does, there can be no thought: at most, there is
memory, and memory is not yet thought. We do not frown at all when
speaking of the “memory” of a computer, but we would feel a little
embarrassed to speak of the soul or spirit of a computer: therefore
the two figures, the homunculus and memory, cannot be equated. The

first is the spirit, the second, once again, is the letter.
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But are we sure about this? Because, if we are so sure, then how
come one of the ghosts that haunts us the most is Alzheimer’s, that
is, the loss of memory? This loss does not seem to be comparable to
a localized loss, such as the loss of vision or hearing. No: losing
memory is much worse. At the beginning it’s just an inconvenience,
but if it increases it makes it difficult to think, and eventually
everything goes away, even the spirit. Curious, isn’t it? The
letter — memory - disappears and takes the spirit away with it.

”

“Mumble mumble,” one would say in comic books, where thinking is
represented as a somewhat mechanic activity. But recognizing an
essential link between the memory and the spirit, seeing in the
spirit the condition of memory, does not simply amount to speaking
of a human machine, as suggested by La Mettrie. Even the very
Catholic Manzoni, in Cingque Maggio, defines Napoleon’s lifeless body

as “immemore”:”unremindful”.

If this is the case, let’s try and find the condition of possibility
of the homunculus. The thread that leads us from the spirit to the
letter, and from thought to memory, makes us run into another, very
ancient, image of the soul: the one that represents it as a tabula
rasa, that is, as one of those wax tablets that the ancients used

to take notes. As well as being ancient, the tabula is equipped with
an impressive philosophical resume: it was referred to by Plato,
Aristotle, Locke, Leibniz, Freud, up to contemporary scientists,

who speak of “brain engrams,” that is, things written in the brain.
Let us leave aside the question whether the tabula is also a tabula
rasa, that it, a blank sheet, because all knowledge comes from
experience - this is not the point that interests me here. Let’s
rather focus on the case of a pure tabula: there is the mind, and
it’s kind of a writing tablet, where impressions are written. And
without that tabula there is no spirit, there is no thought, there
is no mind. It is a necessary condition: a minimal requirement to be
able to have something like a soul. To think, to have a soul, to own
a spirit - all figures of our inner animation - means, essentially,
to remember, or to resort to the inscriptions that lay on the tabula
we have in our mind. There is no need of a homunculus, or rather,
the homunculus is the tabula: the reworking of the inscriptions that

we carry inside.
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At this point it also becomes interesting enough to understand
why education is so important. Education works on memory and
imitation, and these qualities are related to writing, practice,
and memory. Wittgenstein said that the pupil trying to learn to
write, practicing an activity that appears mimetic and mechanical,
manifests the authentic work of the spirit, and it’s hard to
disagree. Now, let’s put the pieces together: memory, imitation,
repetition... It seems that these elements define a series of
mechanical and extrinsic practices, but ones that ultimately define
the essence of our spiritual being - just like a library is not a
heap of papers, but the gquintessence of the spirit. The counter-
argument is predictable. Whilst it may be that the tabula is a
necessary condition, it is still not a sufficient condition. In other
words, we feel the stirrings of the spirit, and the spirit alone
gives life to the letter. But, once again, are we sure that is the
case? What is soul without memory? Is it truly necessary to think
of a supplement to the soul, or of the soul as a supplement - as
something in addition to the tabula?

A great Italian poet of the twentieth century, Vittorio Sereni,
grasped this issue perfectly. He said that the soul, what we call
the soul, is but a twinge of pain. This pain essentially stems from
the ability to remember: without memory there is no pain, there is
no suffering, there is no subject, there is nothing - ask those who,
as they say, “drink to forget”. This pain, it is true, is not like a
headache, but rather an intercostal stab: in fact, it is over there
that the soul seems to hurt, so much so that many of our ancestors
mistakenly thought that the ‘soul was there, and it is still the
case in songs in which “love” rhymes with “heart.” And yet, even
there the heart, the depth of the soul, it is identified mainly

with memory. So much so that in many languages, knowing something
from memory is said as knowing it “by heart”: apprendre par coeur
in French, to learn by heart in English, hafiza a’n zahri kalb in
Arabic.

In the poem I mentioned above, Intervista a un suicida, Sereni also
said that, after all, what is left of us are inscriptions on the
pages of an archive, and this trace can disappear leaving “nothing
nobody nowhere never”, as the last verse goes. That’s why we have
always been surrounded by archives, ever since a man made a drawing
on the wall of a cave, or carved a notch on a bone. Precisely for
this reason - far from disappearing, as was prophesied in the past
century - writing has boomed and invaded our lives, with computers,
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mobile phones, the most powerful recording and archive equipment
that history has ever known and the resurrection of the old writing
on paper relaunched by post-it notes and Moleskine notebooks.
Precisely for this reason, g.e.d., the soul is like an iPad and,

of course - given that Steve Jobs does not have the monopoly of

the soul (despite his invitations to sell our soul to the devil,
disguised as iTunes ) - it is like all the tabulae that preceded him
and will come after him. That’s what Socrates could have said to the
painter, when discussing the form of the soul. Indeed, that is what
he actually said, not according to Xenophon but to his other pupil
Plato: in Philebus, Protarchus says that the soul is like a book
collecting inscriptions, memories, and images. An animated book - an

e-book, one could say. We might as well call it an iPad.

Maurizio Ferraris

Professor of Philosophy at the University of Turin,

Department of Philosophy and Education University of Turin

Director of the LabOnt (Laboratory for Ontology) and of the Centre for

Theoretical and Applied Ontology (CTAO)

* We would like to thank Sarah De Sanctis for translating the original text

from Italian to English, as well as, for her kindness.
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Spirale postmoderne

La fin d’un monde n’est pas la fin du monde. Mais 1’agonie de la
modernité nous incite a penser ce qui est appelé a lui succéder.
Ce que certains, je suis du nombre, nomment, faute de mieux, la

postmodernité. Mais qu’en est-il donc de cette postmodernité ?

Il est, certes, toujours bien délicat de “touiller” dans les
marmites du futur. On peut, cependant, donner quelques indications,
rassembler quelques indices, et ce afin d’indiquer des grandes
tendances. D’autant, que 1l’on voit revenir, légerement modifié , ce
que 1l’on avait cru dépassé. Pour étre plus précis, il ne s’agit pas
la d’un “éternel retour” du méme, mais, ainsi que 1’indiquait en
son temps le philosophe Nicolas de Cuse, d’une croissance prenant
la forme de la spirale. Pour le dire plus nettement encore, si une
définition, provisoire, de la postmodernité devait étre donnée,

ce pourrait étre : “la synergie de phénoménes archaiques et du
développement technologique”.

C’est ainsi que, pour reprendre les grands themes explicatifs de
la modernité : Etat - nation, institution, systéme idéologique, on
peut constater, pour ce qui concerne la postmodernité, le retour au

local, 1l’importance de la tribu et le bricolage mythologique.

Tout d’abord le local. Premier indice de 1’hétérogénéisation
galopante parcourant nos sociétés. Il est intéressant, a cet égard,
de noter le retour en force, dans les divers discours sociaux,

de termes tels que “pays”, “territoire”, “espace”, toutes choses
renvoyant a un sentiment d’appartenance renforcé, au partage
émotionnel. En bref, au fait que le lieu fait lien. Un lien, donc,
qui n’est pas abstrait, théorique, rationnel. Un lien qui ne s’est
pas constitué a partir d‘un idéal lointain, mais, bien au contraire,
se fonde, organiquement, sur la commune possession de valeurs
enracinées : langue, coutumes, cuisine, postures corporelles. Toutes
choses quotidiennes, concretes, alliant en un paradoxe, qui n’est
pas qu’apparent, le matériel et le spirituel d‘un peuple. Il y a
lieu de réfléchir la-dessus : un tel matérialisme spirituel, vécu
localement, est cela méme qui va, de plus en plus, prendre la place

du politique en ses diverses modulations.
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Enracinement dynamique étant cause et effet de la fragmentation
institutionnelle. En effet, les diverses institutions sociales,
devenues de plus en plus abstraites et désincarnées, ne semblent
plus en prise avec 1l’exigence réaffirmée de proximité. D»ou

1’ émergence d’un néo-tribalisme postmoderne reposant sur le,
toujours et a nouveau, besoin de solidarité et de protection
caractérisant tout ensemble social. Dans les jungles de pierre que
sont les mégapoles contemporaines, la tribu joue le réle qui était

le sien dans la jungle stricto sensu.

Ainsi, il est frappant de voir que les diverses institutions ne
sont plus ni contestées ni défendues. Elles sont tout simplement
“mitées” et servent de niches a des micro-entités fondées sur le
choix et 1’affinité. Affinités électives que 1’on retrouve au sein
des partis, des universités, syndicats et autres organisations
formelles, et fonctionnant selon les régles de solidarité d’une
franc-magconnerie généralisée. Et ce, bien sfir, pour le meilleur et
pour le pire. Tribus religieuses, sexuelles, culturelles, sportives,
musicales, leur nombre est infini, leur structure est identique
entraide, partage du sentiment, ambiance affectuelle. Et 1’on

peut supposer qu’une telle fragmentation de la vie sociale soit
appelée a se développer d’une maniére exponentielle, constituant
ainsi une nébuleuse insaisissable n’ayant ni centre précis, ni
périphéries discernables. Ce qui engendre une socialité fondée sur
la concaténation de marginalités dont aucune n’est plus importante

gu’une autre.

C’est une telle structure sociale qui induit ce que 1’on peut
appeler le bricolage mythologique. Il n’est, peut étre, pas opportun
de parler de la fin des idéologies. Par contre il est possible de
constater leur transfiguration. Elles prennent une autre figure. En

la matieére celle de petits récits spécifiques, propres, bien sir, a

w ”

la tribu qui en est détentrice. Les grands récits de référence
se particularisent, s’incarnent, se limitent a la dimension d’un
territoire donné. D’ou les pratiques langagieres Jjuvéniles,
le retour des dialectes locaux, la recrudescence des divers

syncrétismes philosophes ou religieux
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La vérité absolue, qu’il faut atteindre, se fragmente en vérités
partielles qu’il convient de vivre. Ce qui dessine bien les contours
de la structure mythologique. Chaque territoire, réel ou symbolique,
sécrete en quelque sorte son mode de représentation et sa pratique
langagiere : “Cujus regio cujus religio”. D’ou la babélisation
potentielle que 1’on s’emploie, communément, a dénier en invoquant
le spectre de la globalisation. En fait, il y a bien des
uniformisations mondiales : économiques, musicales, consommatoires,
mais il faut s’interroger sur leur véritable prégnance. Et se
demander si la véritable efficace n’est pas a chercher du cdété des
mythes tribaux et de leur aspect existentiel. La communication en
réseaux, dont Internet est une bonne illustration, forcerait ainsi,
a repenser en ce sens, pour la postmodernité, “1l’universel concret”

de la philosophie hégélienne.

Si 1’on s’accorde, a titre d’hypothese, sur un local tribal
générant des petites mythologies, quel pourrait étre son substrat
épistémologique ? Empiriquement, il semble que 1’Individu,
1’Histoire et la Raison laissent, peu ou prou, la place a la fusion

affectuelle s’incarnant au présent autour d’images communielles.

Le terme d’individu, ai-je dit, ne semble plus de mise. En tout
cas dans son sens strict. Peut-étre faudrait-il parler, pour la
postmodernité, d’une personne (“persona”) jouant des rdles divers au
sein des tribus auxquelles elle adhere. L’identité se fragilise. Les

identifications multiples, par contre, se multiplient.

Les grands rassemblements musicaux, sportifs, consommatoires en
font foi. Dans chacun de ces cas il s’agit de se perdre dans
17autre. “Dépense”, au sens de G. Bataille, comme recherche de

la fusion. Tout un chacun n’existe que dans et par le regard de
17autre. Et ce, que l’autre soit celui de la tribu affinitaire, que
ce soit 1’altérité de la nature, ou le grand Autre qu’est la déité.
Fusions, confusions de divers ordres qui ne sont pas sans rappeler
le mythe dionysiaque. Il s’agit la d’un processus qui est rien
moins qu’exceptionnel, mais qui renvoie, au contraire, a la simple
réalité quotidienne. Nombreux sont les phénomenes de la vie courante
qui sont, sans cela, incompréhensibles. Dans tous les domaines le
“devenir mode” du monde est a l’ordre du jour. Et les “lois de
17imitation”, proposées, d’une maniere “inactuelle”, par Gabriel

Tarde semblent étre la regle actuellement.
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En bref ce n’est plus 1l’autonomie : je suis ma propre loi, qui
prévaut, mais bien 1’hétéronomie : ma loi c’est 1’autre.
Peut-étre est-ce la le changement paradigmatique le plus important.
I1 va de pair avec cette inversion du temps qui fait que c’est
moins l’Histoire linéaire qui importe que les histoires humaines.
“Einsteinisation” du temps, a-t-on pu dire. C’est-a-dire que le
temps se contracte en espace. En bref, ce qui va prédominer est
bien un présent que je vis avec d’autres en un lieu donné. De
quelque maniere qu’on puisse le nommer, un tel “présentéisme” va
contaminer les représentations et pratiques sociales, en particulier
juvéniles. C’est un “carpe diem”, d’antique mémoire, traduisant bien
un hédonisme diffus. La jouissance n’est plus reportée a quelqgues
hypothétiques “lendemains qui chantent”, elle n’est plus espérée
dans un paradis a venir, mais bien vécue, tant bien que mal, au
présent.
En ce sens le présent postmoderne rejoint la philosophie du “kairos”
qui mit 1’accent sur les occasions et les bonnes opportunités.
L’existence n’étant, en quelque sorte, qu’une suite d’instants
éternels qu’il convient de vivre, au mieux, ici et maintenant. Peut-
étre faut-il rappeler, ici, une distinction d’importance. Celle du
drame et du tragique. Autant le drame, en son sens étymologique,
évolue, est tendu vers une solution possible, toutes choses que
1’on retrouve dans le « bourgeoisisme » moderne, autant le tragique
est “aporique”, c’est-a-dire ne recherche pas, n’espere pas des
solutions, des résolutions. On peut méme dire qu’il repose sur la

tension des éléments hétérogenes.

Dernier point, enfin, du substrat épistémologique postmoderne, c’est
1’ importance que va prendre 1l’image dans la constitution du sujet
et dans celle de la société. La encore on ne peut étre qu’allusif,
et renvoyer aux analyses qui ont abordé en tant que tel ce probleme.
I1 suffit de rappeler que, dans la foulée de la tradition judéo-
chrétienne, la modernité a été, essentiellement, iconoclaste. Tout
comme, dans la tradition biblique, 1’icdne ou 1’idole ne permettait
pas d’adorer le vrai Dieu, “en esprit et en vérité”, 1’image ou
1’imaginaire, de Descartes a Sartre, entravait le bon fonctionnement
de la raison. Souvenons-nous ici, de 1l’expression philosophique,
devenue proverbe populaire, et qui fait de 1’imagination la “folle
du logis”. Stigmatisation qui marqua, profondément, nos modes de

pensée et toute notre sensibilité théorique.

Or qu’observe-t-on de nos jours sinon le retour en force de cette
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image niée ou déniée ? Image publicitaire, image télévisuelle, image
virtuelle. Rien n»est indemne. «Image de marque» intellectuelle,
religieuse, politique, industrielle, etc., tous et toutes choses
doivent se donner a voir, se mettre en spectacle. On peut dire, dans
une optique weberienne, que 1l’on peut comprendre le réel a partir

de 1’irréel (ou de ce qui est réputé tel). Il se trouve que, durant
la modernité, le développement technologique avait, durablement,
désenchanté le monde. On peut dire que, pour ce qui concerne la
postmodernité naissante, c’est la technologie qui favorise un réel
réenchantement du monde.

Afin de bien accentuer un tel phénoméne on peut parler de la (re)
naissance d’un “monde imaginal”. C’est-a-dire d’une maniere d’étre
et de penser traversée, entierement, par 1l’image, 1l’imaginaire, le

symbolique, 1’/immatériel.

De quelque manieére dont cet “imaginal” puisse s’exprimer : virtuel,
ludique, onirique, il va étre la, présent et prégnant, il ne sera
plus cantonné dans la vie privée et individuelle, mais sera élément
constitutif d’un étre-ensemble fondamental. C’est tout cela qui peut
faire dire que le social s’élargit en socialité en intégrant, d’une
maniéere « holistique », des parametres humains que le rationalisme
moderne avait laissés de cdé6té. L’imaginal est, ainsi, une autre
maniere de rendre attentif a la société complexe, a la solidarité
organique qui s’amorce, a la “correspondance”, dans le sens
baudelairien, entre tous les éléments de 1l’environnement social et

naturel.

L’ époque est, peut-étre, plus attentive a 1’impermanence des choses
les plus établies. Ce qui est certain, c’est que 1’'émergence, de
valeurs archaiques que 1’on avait cru, totalement, dépassées,

doit nous rendre attentif au fait que si les civilisations sont
mortelles, la vie, quant a elle, curieusement, perdure. Ainsi, en
n’accordant pas a ce terme un statut conceptuel par trop rigide,

la postmodernité naissante nous rappelle que la modernité fut

une “postmédiévalité”, c’est-a-dire qu’elle permit une nouvelle
composition de 1’étre-ensemble.

Devenir spiralesque du monde ! Quand cesse 1’évidence d’une idée
sur laquelle s’était fondée une civilisation donnée, une autre
constellation prend naissance intégrant certains éléments de ce qui

a été, et redonnant vie a certains autres qui avaient été déniés.
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C’est en ayant ce schéma a l’esprit que 1’on peut, d’une maniere non
judicative, non normative, épiphaniser les grandes caractéristiques
de 1’épistémé postmoderne. Ce que M. Foucault a bien fait pour la
modernité, reste a faire pour 1l’époque qui s’annonce. Il s’agit
la d’un défi d’envergure nécessitant une posture intellectuelle
audacieuse. Défi a relever si 1l’on ne veut pas que la pensée soit
marginalisée. Drautant que, comme le rapportait Victor Hugo en une

autre époque, “rien n’arréte une idée dont le temps est venu”.

Michel Maffesoli

Professeur Emérite & la Sorbonne
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In order to address this question, we should first establish what

”

we mean by the term “postmodern,” which has been used to describe
everything from painting to politics. For convenience, I will

adopt Lyotard’s definition of postmodernism as the “end of grand
narratives.” In other words, where modernism was supposed to be
characterized by an overarching narrative to which other narratives
could be reduced (whether they be Marxist, psychoanalytic,

liberal, or some other), the postmodern period is too fractured or

differentiated to be able to be so characterized.

One might, of course, ask whether earlier periods were capable of
such an overarching or reductionist characterization (i.e. have we
always been postmodern?). We will return to that question below.
For the moment, let us ask whether the current period resists

characterization by a single narrative.

Perhaps the most pressing candidate for a grand narrative of the
current period is neoliberalism. The dominance of an economic motif
of investment and return with its conception of human beings as
“human capital” has pervaded all aspects of contemporary life. We
see it in the privatization of public services, the decline of the
welfare state, the encouragement of people to think of themselves as
individual entrepreneurs, the corporatization of universities, and

elsewhere.

It might be objected here that such a characterization is applicable
only to the industrialized countries of what is sometimes still
called the First World. However, this, it seems to me, would be

a mistake. While it is true that many people in other parts of

the world are not, for example, taught to think of themselves in
entrepreneurial terms, they are nevertheless subject to dominating
practices stemming from neoliberalism. They are exposed, even more
than those of us in the First World, to the neoliberal policies

of the IMF and World Bank and the practices of transnational

corporations that follow the neoliberal paradigm.

Nevertheless, the question remains of whether the pervasiveness of
neoliberalism can stand as a single explainer of our age. Can or
should we reduce the understanding of the contemporary period to

neoliberal terms?
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I believe that we cannot and that we should not engage in such
reductionism. We cannot, because there are too many other types of
practices that characterize our world. Reducing those practices to a
single theme risks missing the complexity of the current situation.
To cite only one example, the discourse of security against
terrorism is not a neoliberal theme. It intersects with neoliberal
concerns, for instance in the positing of the free capitalist
individual as superior to the backward religious fanatic, but is not

readily reducible to a discourse of neoliberalism.

We also should not engage in such reductionism because it threatens
to block the development of areas of resistance and alterity.
Elsewhere I have written about friendship as a form of resistance

to neoliberalism. We could also consider the alter-globalization
movement, environmentalism, and unionizations as sites of resistance

to neoliberalism and visions of alternative social arrangements.

Does this mean, then, that if no other candidate for reductionist
explanation is viable, we live in a postmodern society? This

would be so only if earlier social arrangements were capable of
reductionist explanation. This seems to me to be unlikely. Marx
himself was aware of resistance and alternative movements to
capitalism, and I believe history shows us that there is always

(or almost always) more going on than a proposed reductionist
explanation can countenance. Perhaps the lesson here, then, is not
that we live and perhaps people have always lived in postmodern
societies, but rather that the term “postmodernism” is not helpful
in characterizing the current period. Instead of labeling, we should
look at the specifics of where we find ourselves and ask how to alter

our situation for the better.

Todd May
Professor of the Humanities, Clemson University
Deptartment of Philosophy and Religion
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I can definitely say that we are living in a postmodern society.
However, even if I can say that, I think that the meaning of
“postmodern” at present is different from the same word which
Jean-Francois Lyotard used in his famous book The Postmodern
Condition (1979). Here I would like to briefly discuss some of

the features of contemporary postmodern society in comparison

with Lyotard’s definition.What Lyotard stresses as the remarkable
feature of the postmodern society in the late twentieth century

is an “incredulity toward metanarratives.” He finds this tendency
especially present within the history of modern knowledge and its
institutionalizations. Influenced by the founding of the University
of Berlin, the main purpose of universities since the nineteenth
century has been the cultivation of humanity through knowledge

and development of ‘life.’ In contrast, the unifying power of

the grand narratives declines in the postmodern society and “the
best performativity of the social system” becomes essential. This
leads to a situation where higher education focuses on training
professional skills rather than cultivating proper conditions of
living. I agree with Lyotard’s arguments in general. Nevertheless,
what I want to stress is that the contemporary postmodern situation

is seriously changing, especially in relation to two points.

First, after the millennium, the postmodernity which Lyotard
described has been reorganized by digital technology. To be sure,
Lyotard also points out that the ideal model of knowledge that has
existed since the late nineteenth century was decontextualized,
leading to the type of fragmental information that arose in the
twentieth century. However, this merely means that the pedagogy and
systems of knowledge storage at universities have been replaced
with information technology. The birth of the digital information
society after the 2000s accelerates postmodernity far beyond

’

“incredulity toward metanarratives.” In the twenty-first century, we
must grapple with the impossibility of narratives themselves, rather
than merely the impossibility of the grand narratives. That is, the
representational system itself in modern society (which is the basis
of any narrative) has been attenuated. For instance, representation
and narrativization are not possible in the world of High Frequency
Trading (HFT), where interaction occurs in a matter of milliseconds,
linking the New York Stock Exchange to the entire global-digital
financial network. Just as Friedrich Kittler prophesied, philosophy

and aesthetics have been replaced with mathematics and physics. Even
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the social sciences, let alone the humanities cannot contribute to

the management of postmodern society.

Second, in my view, another type of collapse of the representational
system is currently underway, stemming from the revival of certain
sorts of premodern features within the contemporary postmodern
society. This revival may become especially prevalent in non-
Western countries from now on. Historically speaking, while non-
Western countries have imitated almost every kind of Western social
institutions as ideals during the period between the nineteenth
century and twentieth century, they have consciously (or, perhaps,
unconsciously) maintained premodern features as well. However, now
that the modern social model - which was itself established in the
nineteenth century and essentially consisted of “metanarratives” for
non-Western countries to realize modernity - has been attenuated, a
kind of premodernity is reappearing. In this context, premodernity
refers to a world without a representational system.

Following the periodization introduced by Michel Foucault in The
Order of Things (1966), I suppose that this society will have
features similar to the Renaissance era, which some books written by
the Annales school in France or the Warburg school in England also
suggest. A kind of magical, brutal, and animal-like mentality and
political techniques will begin to reemerge. I think recent events
in East Asian countries, especially in Japan and among the Japanese,
are good examples of this nascent reemergence. Having said that,
considering that digital information technology in the twenty-first
century exists alongside this revived premodernity, the adjective
“premodern” is not appropriate to the postmodernity of the twenty-

first century. We have to rename this feature.

This postmodern situation crosses the geopolitical borders created
between suzerain powers and colonies in the nineteenth century,

and the divides between the first world and the second/third world
established in the twentieth century. For this reason, even Western
countries are no longer places where modern social institutions

are stably maintained. Moreover, since premodernity was never
totally overcome by modernity over the last four hundred years,

but instead remained hidden deep within it, even Western countries
cannot escape from the revival of premodernity. Therefore, the
issue at hand is not only the institutional features of postmodern

society, but also the ordinary features of human existence which
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live within those features. Where the modern representational system
is in decline, the form of human existence which idealized willful
individuality will likely be transformed to another form. Unlike
some Hollywood movies which describe possible future worlds where
willful humans fight against high-powered automated technology, we
have to problematize the very possibility of a willful humanity in

a future postmodern society. If we ask the question, “Do we live in

W ”

a postmodern society?”, we have to also think about what this “we
actually is. We must ask ourselves “Who is it that asks this kind
of philosophical question?” or “Is it even possible for us to ask
this question?” We are in danger of losing the very basis of asking

anything at all.

Mitsuhiro Hayashi
Fellow, Cornell University Law School
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10 AnpitAiou 2016, 9:29 MM

H évvola TOU UETAUOVTEPVOU €(Vval TMUPACLT LKA OTInV €vvola TOU UOVIEQ-—
vou. Elte amAdc Tnv akolouBel e€liTte tnv emepntd Kol tnv auolofnrtel.
Ki otoav tnv unepPaivel dev pmopel va amoddoyel amd autn. TOoo moAU
H&AloTo mou yivetal n &AAn oyn tng. O petapovIiépvoc €lval évag oro-
YonTeUREéVOog povIépvog. Agv pmopel vo éxel Tnv oAnbelo, T yvodon, toA
npdIUne, TOUC Kavdveg, Ta dpla, omdie n amouclio Toug yiveTol n ouv-
6AknN TNC SLKAQ TOU Ootdong. Asgv BéAel xavdveg- 1ToUCg dnuiloupyel de
Nnovo KoL TPOOWPLVE, €lval avaAdoiluol. Aev avayveoplilel o6pla, Tepleé-
petal mA&VNC. Aegv éxel mpdTUNQ, TA HePpLEEOVELl, TO UNOOKANMTEL I T
glpwveUetal. Agv Bploxkel Tnv adNbeta mou XAVETHL O MIEMAN AENYNOEW®V
kol petoaton{leTtotl. Agv yvopilel, oUte xov oamopel. To xevd ovVOIANPO-—
vetal amd 1n vooTtodyio n omoila ovalntel Kol CUAAEYEL UNDOKATHAOTATA
und alpegon. To HOVIEPVO €XEL TNV OKLVNO(iA TOU OIOALOOUATOC OAAX KOl
n (TLkO6TNTa TNG dLapkoUg pnénc. To upetouoviépvo éxel tn okd6vVn INnNg

avomaAoiwong kot Tnv axkivouvny lewnpedtnto Tng moldLéc.

B&ow KivTtj
Koabnyntptla, TuAuo Iotoplag kot ®LAoocoplac tng Emiothung, EKIA
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H ouvOAKkn pet& tnv KAVOVLKROTHTA

Ipooeyyl{oviag TO AméPUVIO IPAYHAT LKO
e €eddlo éva Bpauvoupatlkd apxelo amd mponyoUpeva oupfdvia
IpoCéyYLONG TOU,
éva apxelo mou mapéxel 1n Yeudaiobnon 61l pHmopoUpe va
€ LKOLVOVAHoOUUE neToéU pag enl ToU TpayuoT LkoU,
AAAY TIOU ovoQEépeTal O OANBeLEC TUPWXNUEVEC WG IPOC TN
onuep LV mpooéyyLon Tou,
cpopudbloupe peBddouc oUoTAONG VEWV OURRAVIWV,
Tpdémouc SLAKPLONG KAL OUPPUPNC OTolXEelwv TOU TpayuoT LkoU,
AKOAOUBAOVTING pe mLotdINTa TLG oANBelec mou oL pébodol pag
AVAQEPOVTAL .

Av Ol HOPAYHRXTLKOTNTEC UG CUOTHVOVINL OUPEeOVA pe Tn mLotdtnta otnv
aAnBe Lo tng xk&Be peboHdOU,

T UumoKke {peva, Ol KOLVOVLIKECG poc Toautdinteg,
CUCOOUATOVOVTAL
He T avTlkel{peva tng dlampaypdTeucng TOUg, HE TLG
avT{OTOLXEC KOLVWVLIKEC TaUTOTNTEC TOU IPAYHAT LKOU,

néoa o1o mAaiolo Tng £xk&otoTe CGAROE LG, TIOU A€ LToupyel

WwC¢ TAxioLo €vvolLoddTnong TOU IPAYHOT LKOU.

8T OUCOOUATWON TOU UIOKE LPEVOU HE TO AVILKe(pevo
mep LAapRavetal

T0 Lotoplkd ING petaéy Toug dlampayudITeuong, INg
OAANAOCUOTAONC TWV KOLVEOV LKAV TAUIOTATWV TOUg,

nou vonuatodotel TOUC KAVOVECQ TNC AUToOPYAVWONG
TOV OXEOEWV TOUG.

T1n AglToupyla Tou mAaloliou gvvolLoddtnong meplAopBédvoviol
10 apxelo, n odduntn UnePRATLKOTNTA ING KEXTNUEVNG
YVvHONGC TOU IpayuoaT LKOU,

KL Ol mpoBécelg ToUu AAANOU, n un ouunepLlAnede oo
YVHON TOU IPAYHAT LKOU,
aAA& KoL 1 duvnI LKA, €K VEOU epunvelia tou

IPAYUXT LKOU .

Kol amd 11¢ 300 Uepléc OUOTAVOVIOL TMOAAATAL OIKTUX OXECEWV.
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Koatd tnv XWELKH Kol XEOVLKN OUUNTI®WOoN TOUg

oL kolvol xé6ppol mou ovadlovial grAAUBAVOVINL ©C
T SLOAKPLTA YXOPAKINPLOT LKA TOU HIPAYHXT LKOU,
e mOoAUd L&OTOTO OpLopéveg LdLOHTNTEC OUPNOWVA
pe ta dlxkTua oxéoewv O6IOU GVOHKOUV,

CUUTNIAEYPEVECQ O€ OUOLOOTAT LKA VEPEAOUATA .

Me époeoon
oTnv KaT& meplintwon moAud LKTUaKD avAaduon Tev LOLOTHTOV TOU IPAYHAT LKOU,

petatoniletal n mpoPAnuatobecia mpooéyylonc Tou oIn Oewpila toU Xdpou,
and Toug kravoveg dL&doong plLag xuplopxng tdeodoyiog, pLag

UnePPBATOAOY LKAC Kavov LKOTNTAG,
pne tnv omola oploBeteltal n xuploapxn €LxkdOVA TOU IPAYHAT LKOU,
oAA& KL pe Tnv omola opLoBetoUvial /of LoloyoUvIial Kol
eAéyXovTaLl/ Ol KOLVWVLKOL Y®polt

WwCg Tpog Tov Pobud miordInTag Ing OL&doong 1ng,

OTLC OUVOAKeEC ov&dUONGC TOAADV LOLOTUIWOV LOEOAOY LAV,
HE TLCQ omoleg €mLKOLVOVOUV KOl JLKTIUOVOVINL Ol KOLV®VLKOL
XOPO L

WG TAUTOXPOVEC HETAPPAOELC TOU IPUYHAT LKOU.

Av 10 Moviépvo Kivnua emikpdtnoes w¢ Eva /wg¢ International Style/,

otn petd tou Moviépvou Kivipotog smoxn PLdveTtol o (ALyyog 1Ing
moAAanAOTNTAG TOU gupUtepou MoviepvLlopou,

HLa ouvexNc mpooéyyLlon evoc dLapeUyoviog TPAYHAT LKOU,
mou ayylletal ota vdomolnuéva (xvn tou mAROOUC TwV OUURAVIOV
npooéyyLOAC TOU,
OTLg KT meplOTWOn CUOCHUATOOELC TWV UIOKE LPEVOV PE TA

avTLlke {peva dlanpaypdteuchc Touqg.

T'idpyog Hoppevidng
KoaBnyning, IxXoAn Apxliexktdveov EMII
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What’s wrong with Postmodernism

Training and professional competence offer no immunity against
casual and unguarded opinion. In spite of my training in
architectural theory, like any novice, I'm keen to identify certain
buildings as postmodern. Such structures are usually signalled

by a triangular pediment somewhere, or an arch, semi-classical
columns, axial symmetry, and they are of monumental scale, or out
of scale. Such buildings are also of a particular period (1975-
1995), the stone facing and pastel external rendering has dulled,
and there’s not enough glass. The MI6 Building at Albert Embankment,
Vauxhall, London, by Terry Farrell and Partners fits the bill, and
there are many others. Forget Learning from Las Vegas, The Manhattan
Transcripts, Meaning in Architecture, and other key texts from the
period that pushed architecture to the forefront in a rebellion
against the purely functional, stable and modern. Now postmodernism

is merely a style in the past tense.

Are we still postmodern?

Architecture has provided some spectacular monuments to movements
in culture, politics, philosophy and art. But a while ago I
abandoned architecture as a tool for thinking with. I’ve benefited
from discussions about space, the body, technologies, the home,
landscape, place and design, but not architecture writ large as a
canonical collection of authoritative artefacts (i.e. buildings),
especially when such collections reduce philosophy to a series of
styles.

Jean-Francois Lyotard wrote The Postmodern Condition in the 1980s.
It was the key political text for many of us on the subject of

postmodernity. “Condition” is an easier term to deal with than

’ ’ w ” ”

“style,” “movement,” “epoch,” “age,” or “-ism.” Lyotard famously
described the postmodern condition as “incredulity towards
metanarratives” (xxiv). Such scepticism favours local stories, a
multiplicity of viewpoints, diversity, and difference, as opposed

to over-arching narratives, such as progress in science, a unified
theory of everything, appeals to core values, and other metaphysical
codes. Knowledge and understanding are much more piecemeal than that
and depend on local conditions, individual cases, exceptions, and

disconnects. Even those who deny this plurality of conditions, i.e.



Richard Coyne

those caught up in fanatical fundamentalism, are working against and
within warring ideologies, and that problematic speaks further of

the postmodern condition.

Post-relativism

Is the postmodern condition one in which anything goes, a locally
determined relativism and subjectivism? To me the challenge provided
by the postmodern condition resides in halting the oscillations by
which we gravitate either towards a position of fundamental truth
or relativism, objectivity or subjectivity, externalizable process
or internal genius, the universal or the contingent, rock solid
certainties or unresolved scepticism. In architecture and the arts
such battles found expression in the objectivism of Enlightenment
Rationalism; the subjective was championed by Romanticism. (Some
design scholars used to call this the battle between the Rats and
the Roms.)

Less celebrated that Lyotard’s text it was Richard Bernstein’s
Beyond Objectivism and Relativism that aided me most in thinking
differently, or at least recognising the traps of the objective-
subjective division. Whatever architecture makes of postmodernism,
the postmodern condition is still a work in progress for the rest of

us.

Richard Coyne

Professor of Architectural Computing

Dean (Postgraduate Research)

College of Humanities and Social Science: The University of Edinburgh
Edinburgh College of Art: The University of Edinburgh
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Andé tnv etepdinTa Oty dLapopd

HopdT L TO PETAPOVIEPVO €lval évag OpoC LOEOAOYLKOMIOLNUEVOC KAl UAA-
AOV VT LIOOAC oTnv xdpo poc, Oa HTov dUOKOAO vo opvnbel xoavelg OTL
{oUue Og pla peTouoviépva xolvovia, tnv omolo pe miLo amnodektd TpOH-
0 60 PIOPOUCOHE VO OIIOKOAECOUPE KOl «UOCTEQPO-HOVIEPVA». MLAOVIOC Of
TomlkO mMAX{COLO, QVILHPOTE(VE® TOV OTPATNYLKO KAl €punveutlkd 6po 1NG
KUTIO-VEWTEPLKOTNTAC» (IIpPA. YHO-VeE®TEPLKOTINTA KAL £pyooia TOU méEv-—
Boug. H emfpela Tng xkplong otn oUyxpovn €AANVLKY KOUATOUpx, Exkddoelg
Kaotoav idtn, ABAva 2014).

STO €pOTINUY OOG, AoLmdV, ov «UIAPXEL CUPNC dLAKPLON PeTafy UOVIEPVOU
KO L PETAUOVTIEPVOU», TLOTEUW OTL A0QEAADC UndpxXel GAA& dev umopel va
el{val moté mia capncg. Ki autd eival exelvo mou mpoodidel TUPATETA—
névn éfayn, evidoelc kol oxlLloeldelc adAnAefaptioelc otnv meplPoONTN

OX€0N POVTIEPVOU-UETAUOVTEPVOU.

O, TL OIOKOAE(TE KUETAPOVIEQPVA KOLVWV(o» TepLlo0dTEPO Il > OTLONTIOTE
AANO KB LOTA dUodLakpLTO TO medlo NG €1epdINING, n omola avTLrAO (-
otatol amd TOo HUPOANPNUA TV dLaPopdVv. XHPaKINPELOTLKO TV PUbomoL—
NUEVOY S LaPoP®dY —kKaLl OXL «dLapwpdv», onwg mepléypole o Nieplvid Tnv
EvvoLla TNg oavaPBoAng kol tng Ovnrdinrtog peg otov mopdvta Xpdvo- gival
6T L ouxva telvouv oto Ouotlo. H oambdotaon oavdueoa OTnv VOEKT LKL A€ L-—
Toupyila Tng etepdIntag («n Cwviavh noupddoon» TOoU HOVIEQPVOU) Kol In
uetTauovIépva amoxaAlivewon tng dLapopdc eival peydAn rol xplotun. Mia
Tétola petafoAn pmopel €UKOAX Vo Tn dLlANLOTOOEL KAVE(G OApEPO Io—
VIOoU: omd TOUCQ METHOXNUOT LOMOUC TNG HOALTLKAG €wC TNV PLOIOALT LKY
Kol TOUG T1pPdmouc (wAG, amd TLC KOAANLTEXVLIKEC €0C TLQ UPYXLTEKTOVLIKEQ
OPAKT LKEGQ, OAAG Kol O’ OAeC TLQ Hop@éc 1ng vita activa xal tng vita
contemplativa.

OAOKANPOV® e OU0 Mopade LlYHOT LKA €PWTIAURATH IIOU IEPLYPAPOUV TOV HETU—
Hovtépvo xhovioud tng sgrepdtnrtoc: lolog Oa pmopoUces vo €lvol onue-
px o témoC¢ Tng dnuioupylogc péow Tng amdAreloc Kol Tng mopoPiaong twv
oplwv (ATOPLKOV, KOLVOVLIKOV, YAWCOLKOV), €10l OOWG Tnv emnefepydotn-—
ke o Nitoe, péow tng dLoVUuolakNG eumelplag, kol apydTepa o Bataille

Kol oplouévol coupeaAlotég; Emiong, undpyxel &dpaye onuepa TOIOC VLXK



Nwpyog TUPTHAAKNG

TOoUG avalwoyovnTLlKOUC «ALTIOTAKTIEC TOU MOVIEPVOU» () avilotoLlxo, TOU
HLETAUOVTIEPVOU), Ol Omolol EAKOVINL OVAXPEOVLOT LK& omd Tnv aubevT LKA
eunelpla ToU Elval 1 tnv xXAntLkh dUvoun tng yAdooag; Yo’ quihv 1nv
EVVOLO, KoL XUPLTOAOYOVTOC, QOT&VOUURE OTOV HEYLOTO ovaxpeovioud: TO
IPO-HOVTEPVO VO OUYXEETAL KOL VO ovTlpetwriletol amd moANOUC ®G éva

e{doc petopoviépvou ante litteram.

Tidpyog TliptlLAAKNC
AvonmAnpwing Kabnyning
Tufpo ApxLltektd4vev Mnyxoavikov, Hoavemiotnuiou Ocoocoilog
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TTO XOPO ING APXLTEKTOVLIKAG KL Tng mdANG n dLAKPLON HOVIEPVOU KoL
LETAUOVTEPVOU TNPE, TOV TMEQAUOUEVO ALOVO, ULX TOAguLKh OL&CTOON TIOU
avAKe Ll OpLOT LKA OT0 mopeAbov. To poviépvo eunldiwée 1n vewnteplrkdin-—
Ta ¢ ouyh amd 1o ‘koxkd! mapeAbOV Kol avoalHhTnoe £va KALVOUPYLO KO L
KoAUTep0o KOOPO mou Ba 6pLle o &vBpwIOog ue PETPO TLG KAAECQ TOU TIPO-—
Oéocelc Kol TO €QeuUpeT kO TOU mvelua — dnAadr Tnv mpaypaTono (non Ing
ovutomiag. To PETAPOVIEPVO OUOLORATNCE TN VERTEPLKN E€QEUPETLROTNTO
TOU avOpohmou kKol avalATnoe Tnv oLKeLOTNTA KAL TN OUP@LlAlwon upe Tto
TopeABOV — dnAadh pla snmaveppunvelo tng Lotoplac. H oxéon auth slivol
IPOPAVAOGC AIMAOUCTEUT LKA — KL YeVLIKY, OAANG Kol Omwg mapouct&letol €00
- a@oU dev umopel va meplAdBel TLC HOAUTAeUpPEC Kol MOAUDLACTATEC,
OoUX V& AmmOKA{VOUCEC KAL EAAXLOTO OUVEKTLKECQ €ROEAVOELC TNG oVTLOLO—
OTOANG HOVTEPVOU/UETAUOVIEPVOU OTN OKEYN, TNV TEXVI, TLC KOLVWVLKEQ
KXl TLGC ORANPéQg emiothuecg. To egpdtnua Tou Latour ‘av unnpfoue moTé
Hovtépvol’, mou tomobeteliTol BEéPala OTn petapoviépva ‘smoxn’, elvoal
XOPAKTNPELOTLKSO Tng moduonuiag twv Aéfewv KL TV Ipaypdteov, Ldlwg
6tov ol melBapyxleg tou Adyou améxouv 1) amokAlvouv wg mpocg 1n 6€0n,
n pébodo 1 tnv ovi (Anyn tou xrb6opou. MM&via AHTav £€10L, OUWC — KoL
IPpLV KL petd. [Molog voldletal Aotmdy ylad TO HOVIEPVO KL TO HMETAUO-
VIépvo, €kT1OC amd TOUQ emayyeAUXTleg TOU AOYOU, TOU OUYKPOTOUV Qo-—
VIQOLaKA TNV xolveovia, péoo kol €&w amd 1Tov axodnuoikd xodpo; EAdXL-
otn onuacia éxel, yiatl n ouykpdINon outh €l{val BéPOC PLAG voNT LKAG
OIPAKT LKAC TTOU KaToAoufRdvel aouveldnta 6Ao Tov xHpo, OTOov omolo me-
pLaoupavovial, o AOYOQ, N KPXLTEKTOV LKA Kl 1 mOAn. Kot oautd onuol-
vel pudAdrov 61l (oUue Og pla KOLveovioa mou ATov ‘petoapoviépva’ eme L dn
unnpée mptlv and autd ‘poviépva’, kKol smavepunveUel TNV KATAYOYHN TNC
og pLo ovamdPeUKTN S LACTPWRATWON HOVIEPVOU/UETAUOVTEPVOU, OTNV OO o
dev éxeL ddoel, xkal dev mpoomabel va ddoel axkdpa dvoua. Ta Boaptliola
elval &AAwote n enlBefoaiwon pLag vévvnong, dnioadn sival Hdn évoa 1é-
AOGC, WLl OPLOTLKA KaTayx®pnon — e€ilvoal n ovayvoplon pLac véag Unopéng,
IOU VOUOTeAe Lak& BLdvel 1O XPOVO TNG pe dedouévn oAAd AYyVOOTIN NUEPO-—
unvia ARénc. Av x&voupe ouTh Tnv mopadoxn, TOTe n amoucio ovouaTtog
el{val enionc pia nopadoxhn O6tL (oUpe axdua OTn PETAPOVIEQVO €IIOXD),
KoL otnv ovtilonop&Beocrn tng pe tn ‘leoviovhy’ noapddoon Tou HovIEPVOoU,
mou amoteAel yia authyv pla alTla (whg. Av dev vnnpfoue moTé poviép-—
vol, O0&v umopoUue OU®G VA € ({JI0CTE PETAPUOVIEPVOL, OAAA av eluoocte

petauoviépvol, 16Te vunmnpfaue oavamdEeUKTA KoL HOVIEpvol. Mmopel va



MNavayinTng ToupvIKI®TNG

poLdlet pe Aoyomalyvio, oAA& €lvol pla dopLKh OXEOn KPLTLKACQ OUVE-
XELXG KOL auoloBiTtnong, otnv omoila n diradoxn eivol pla LI{NUATOYEVAQC
JSLACTPWUATWON, MPe avandEeUKTN OAAG POVO PEPLKN OUVENLKAAUUN. IT1nv
Katdotoon autn, nmou Oo éAsya OTL glvol akdua CHPEPA BETAUOVIEQPVA, I
VEQTEPLKOTNTA TNG OUTOMIiaC KOl I VERTEPLKOTNTH Ttng Lotoplag ouvundp-—
XOUV, 0€ Jla HMOAUNMAOKN avTleoon mou umopel vo €l{vol mpooopupoouévn 1
VT LIoPaT LOEpevn ko1& meplintwon. Kol oautd onuaivetr 6tL apolopnrtetl
aKOUO TO OAOKRANPWUEVO OAO, dnAadn 1o KT’/ €foxnv poviépvo Opoud TOoU
OUVEKT LKOU AOYOU KOL TWV OAOKANP®T LKAV TEXKT LKAV TOU outdg eixe emiL-

pépeL.

HavayLdtng ToupvikLATHG
Kabnyntng SXOANG ApXLlTekTtdvev EMII
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To oav (oUpe 1§ OxL og pla pertopoviépva xolvevia eival (ocwg yUpw upog,
e pla pottid, xat’efoxnv opatd: “H apXLTEKTOVLKNA €lval n €Keooon

Tou (dLou ToUu €ilval TV KOLVOVLOV, pe Tov (dLo Tpdmo mou n avlpd-—
mLvn ouoloyvepla eival n éxkppoon Tov atdunv.” O Georges Bataille
VP&pe L OTNV OKUN TNC MEOOHMOAEURLKAC VewTeplkOTINTAC &va &dpbpo Omou 1
EAEUON TNGC METOVERTEPLKOTNTAC -wC ambdpplyn TNg avOPOILVYNG EMLKUPLAO-
xloag- eaivetal 611 mpoetolud&letal Ndn: “.n oavOpdmivn T&En gival €x
KATAYWOYNC OAANAEYYUD HE TNV opXLlIeKToVvLiK 1&én, ITng omoloag &ev amo-
Telel mopd tnv ovamtuén. H aviidpaon evdvila OoTnv APXLTEKTOVLIKY, 1IN1C
omo{oG Ol PvnNUeLloKEQ MOPAywYEC €lval oto mopdv pog oL aindivol xUpL-
oL Og OAORANPO TOV TAQVATIN, OCUYKEVIPOVOVINC K&Tw amd Tn OKLA TOUQ T
unddovda mANOn, emiP&Aloviac To Ooupcaocud kol Tnv ExXnAnén, tnv taén
Kol TOV meplLoplopd, eival aviidpoon xatd xk&molo Tpomo evAVI LA OTOV
avOpwro. To OUVOAO PLOC TPEéXouowag emiyeloag dpaotneldINntog, KUL XO—
plg apotRoAila Tng mAféov Aaumephc péoo OTNV MIVEUUAT LK opaipo, Telvet
e EAANOU TIPOGC éVva TE€TOoLlOo voOnua, amoppPlimTovING TNV avOpP®AILVN €ILKUPL-
apxloa: étoL, 600 meplepyo ral ov outd upmopel vo goavel dtov mpdrelTal
via éva dnuilotpynua 1600 xouyd 600 1O avOpdmLvo mAdoua, Evoag dpd-
nog oavolyetl —pe unddetén twv (oypdowv- 1po¢ T0 (whddeC TepATOoUPYNUA *
WC Vo unv unhpxe &Arog tpdmog dLapuyng amd Tov apxLlTtekTovikd (uyd.”
ZOwdNng, omeAeuUbepwT kY, Tepatdpopen (wypoe LK o¢ aviidpoon otn pvn-
HELQAdN, dounuévn, ovOpwrdpopen aPXLTEKTOV LK. Ac noUupe Picasso 1
Masson, evaviiov MiyxanA Ayyéilou. Koat& yvevixkn noapadoxn o MiLxonA Ay-
velog elval mpouoviépvog, 600 (0wg KAl O MVNoCLKANG: €KQPUCTEC TINC
OAANAEYYUNG Pe TNV ovBpdmivn T&En, oPXLTEKTOVLIKAC T&ENnc. Ouwg o
Picasso; AvAKel OTn VeERTeplkOTNTa O6MwG oUuvhOwg Tomobeteltal 1 TNV
unook&mtel; Kol mio Ba Atoav 10 16Te aviioTolXxd TOU OTnNV CPXLTEKTOVL—

K}, o0 Vvéog dpduoc mou dLéRAeme o Bataille;

Ol uvnueloKEC TOAPAYOYEC APXLTEKTIOVLIKAG €lval To kUuplopxo UALkSO omo-
TUIOUA TOV TIPOVERTEP LKAV, MEORLOUNXAV LKOV dUT LKAV KOLVOVLIOV, TOUA&-
XLotov autd mou emillel axdun kKol oNuepa. H éAeuon Tng VeERTepLlKOTNTIAG
TLg pelwoe pev, oAA& dev TLC Kathpynoe. H mpovewnteplkOTNTa €mLPBLOVEL
IELOPAT LKA Péoo OTn VERTEPLKROTNTA, OHOC ILOOVOC KXL Il VERTIEQLKOTNTN
néoa oTn OUYXPEOVI UUC METAVEDTEP LKA €mOXH. AV I APXLTEKTIOVLIKA €l-

val 1 éxkepoon Tou (dLou Tou €{val TV KOLVOVLOV, Kol autd To glival

xopoaktneliletal amd T péoca ToUu 170U alOVO KUL Yl TPELC ALOVEC Pé-
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XPL TO deUTepo MOAEUO WG EMLIAXUVOUEVA VERTEPLKO, TO HOVIEQPVO QOQU—
ADC KOl €VOéxeTal ONUEPA Vo €mlPLodvel. IMMveupat LKA Kol KOT/ €TéKTAON
UANLKE €pya TPLOV aldVev auelofntoltvial upev, oAAd& dev ofpvovial 1d00
eUKOAN, €LOLKA amd POALG pLod oldvo, Kol €1dLkOTEPH OTO UALKSO medio
TOU KOLVW@VLKOU YXOPOoUu: oL TOlXolL amodelXVUOVIXL OXeT LKA ovOeKRTLKOTE-
polL TV Bewpldv. H poviépva apXLlTEKTIOVLIKN PBphke Ttnv mANPEn Ocwpent LKL,
TEXVOAOY LK KOXL KOLVWOVLKA TNG £XEPAON OT0 mp@dto uLcd tou 200U ald-
va. And to 1950, xol OTn OUVEXELX TNG OQPOSPNC MOVTIEPVAC OueLoRATNONG
NG OelxAQ emikUpLapX (ag, N PETAUOVIEPVA QU@ LOBATNON TNG AavOPAILVYNG
enlkrUplapyx lag onwg exppdotnke omd TO POVIEPVO PphHxe pe tn oglpd 1InNC

QCEOADC TO QIOTUNOUA TNG KXL OTO XOPO.

H petoventeplkrl) ‘amoucioa-xrévipou’ erepd{eTal HUE E£HNOPKI OUVEIE LU

010 gowTeplkO €vOC oUyxpovou IKEA otn Shenzen, O6nwg axpLlROC erQepd-
(eTal 0 vewTteplkdG ‘GvBpwnog-ocTo-kéVTIPOo’ amd Tn OXOAN Tou Bauhaus
oto Dessau, 1§ 6nwg ol mpovewTieplkol ‘Oeol-0to-kéVvipo’ KaToAauRavouv
10 [&vOeov. Tap’dAa autd, oupavofUoTeg E€MLPEVOUV VA 0pOOVOVINL ®C
oUyxpovol rabedplkol, 1 YaAALKA smoavdotaon petd xapdg uetétpeye 1O
epoUpLlo TOU NoURpou og poucelo yvia 1o Aad, Kol n dOouN TWV POUXTKOV
insulae dev gival TmOAU pokpld amd e€xelvn WECOTOAEURLKOV HOVIEPVOV TIO—

AUKQTOLK LOV.

TnAépoaxog AvdpLavémoudog
Enixoupoc Kabnyntng, IXOANC ApXLTektdHvwv EMII
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ZoUue TNV KANPOVOULA TOU POVIEPVLIOoUoU otnv UAn, ue dlovont LkoUg KoL
TIVEUUXT LKOUC 6poug. Emiong 1o xT1L0otd meplPaAAoOV oOTto omoio BLdvouue
e{val oxnuoatiopévo amd tov poviepviopd. Ta kT{pla mOU KATOLKOUUE, T
émlmAX TIOU KOOOPOOTE, T YPXQLOT LKA IIOU XPNOLHPOImOLoUuEe £XOouv dnul-
oupynBel amd Tnv (dgoAoyla KoL TNV ALOONT LKA TOU POVIEPEVLOUWOU KoL

vpolotovtal de axdun ©C PETAPUOVIEQVA.

O poviepvioudc elval évag 6pog MAXT LA XPNOLUOMOLNUEVOC GAAX OTdV LA
Eexaboplopévoc. Elval avdykn oppepa vo peretnd®oUv Ol IMLO ONUOVTLKEQ
dUVAPE LG TOU HEPAOREVOU oLOVO oTnv TéXvn, 1o design, tnv Aoyotexvia,
TNV OPXLTIEKTOVLIKY. ZTnV £locodo tou 210U aldva 1 Ox€0n POC HE TOV
poviepvioud eival opkeT& TOAUDAOKN. O poviepvioudg Kol O oxedloocudc
mou avAkel O autdv eglival dUoxkoAo va roaboploTtel, eivoal 6unwg K&TL TOU

QVAKEL OTO LOTOPLKSO TopeABOV;

Me petapoplk) évvola o J. Clark 1o 1999 éAeye nwg [dn TO HOVIEPVO
moapeAB6V gilval éva egpeglmio, TNV AOYLKA TNG APXLTEKTOVLIKAC TOU omoiou
dev upmopoUue vo ratavoncoupe. Elval yveyovds nwg OAeg ouUutéc Ol €xKON-
AQOELC TOU poviepvLiopoU dev raboplilouv &va XPOoVvoAoyLlkd KASPO, UL
nepiodo, o Vassily kandinsky mioteue nmwg ATov évag okondg mou dev
OAOKANPWOe 1 ovOpuwIdINTA OTLC PEPEC UG O Kopla yxdpo 1oU KOOUOU. QC
o dUvaun ouwc mou €lixe amixnon tov 200 aldva oeelAel va KATHVON-—
6el otouc oxomoUC KL TLC onuociegc ToUu. ALo@opeT LKA deVv UIOPOUPE VO

KATOVONOOUPE TNV KANPOVOU LA TOU AQHVEL.

Mia kol pLAdue ylia KAnpovould 6o avapepbolue otn op&on TOU TmoLln-

1) René Char, 6tov og pla evuaioBnin OTLYHN KOLVOVLKOV OVOKATATEE €~
wv glme: «Mog xratéotnoov xAnpovoépoucg &veu dLabnkng». MAnwg outd mou
N0eAe va mel o molntAc kot eényeltal omd tn Hannah Arendt, 6Tl TeAL-
k& n dLaBnKn unodelkvUel OTOoV KAnpovouo Tl dixralwpat lk& 6o "val &Lkd
ToU, veyovdg mou onuaivel 6Tl mpémel vo UTAPXEL VG VOUGC VO KANPO-

vounoet, vo avalninoetl, vo otoxaotel kol va evluundel.

Qotdoo, xkat& tnv Hannah Arendt n pdvn okplBNC Teplypa@n QUING TNG
dUoKOANG Oéong PRploketal o plLa mapaforrn tou Kafka. H oxnvy mou oopn-
veltal o Kaoxra eival medio pdxng 6mou ouykpoUovial avapeItoél TOUQ

oL dUVvAuEe LG THPeABOVTOC KoL MEAAOVTIOC KoL ovAueoca Toug Pploxkoupe 1oV
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dvopwno mou o K&oxoa ovouale «autdg» o omolog ov B&Ael va avilotobel

opelAel va ddoel pdxn xal pe TLg dU0 duvhueLg.

O &vbpwnog eailvetal 6TL OTéreTol ndVw O Eéva PAYHX, AVAPECH OTO €I~
voaotatnuévo nopeAbOv KoL TO apopeomointo péAlov. Asgv umopel vo otTo—
Oel Opwc exel nmoupd& pdévo oto HéTpo mou oxkémtetal, KAovilovtac étoL,
ue TNV ovtiotaon Tou TLG dUVAUELC TOU AIELPOU NMUPeABOVIOC KXL TOU
Ame LpoUu PEAAOVTIOQG, Tn pon tou adld&popou Xpdvou. K&be avOpdmivo ov
OTO PETPO TOU MUPeURAAAETHL TO (dl0 avipeoa OTO AMIE LPO THPEABOV KoL
10 &melpo PEANOV, Oo mpémel va ovaxoAUlel xol vo dltovoifel oautd 10

N xwpoxpovikd onuelo pe xOIMO KAL €ILUOVE.

H oucla gival 6Tl av degv yivel €0LKTIA I TANPWOCON TOU TEAEOUEVOU OUU-—
Bavtog, mou mpémel vo yvewpllouv dcol mpdKeLlTol VO aenyndolv uLo
Lotopla kol va emiBeBaldoouv 1o voénua Ing, civol x&TL mou dev umnopel
va yivel xotopbwtd xwplc Tnv oUvvon mAnpwon pe tnv npdén. Xewpic tnv
ouvapBpwon mou emiteAslTal pe 1NV avdpvnon anid dev Undpxel LOTO-
pla va einwbel. ducik& ov dev ocupPel autd eafvertal 6Tl n OKEYN KAL 1N
npayuaT LkéTnTa dlaxwpllovial. Etol dev pmopel mAéov 1 HPAYURXT LKOTNTA

va eI lotel amd Tnv OKEUN.

O 6poc¢ modernus, est modernus mpoépxetol amd Tnv A£En modo Kol KATO—
delxrvUel 10 axkpLlPRég, autd mou KPATH TO PETPO KoL auTd TIOU HeEPLEXETAL
otnv évvola Tou mpdopatou. Elvoal poviépvo OxL pdévo autd moU avayyEA-—
Ael 6Tl épxetal oAA& kKol €xel{vo mou €pXeTal O OUMOWVIA H1Ee TNV HouU-
oLk évvola Tou 6pou, TIn oTlyun. To pétpo oavdueoa o' autd mOU KUAK

Kol o' oautd mou mpdKelTal Vo EABelL.

Elval tétola n oxéon tng okéync poc pe tnv dLadoxn, MIOU TNG OIoyo-—
peUel va axkitvntomolnOel oeg pLa poédvn otLyun Xxwplg ocuvéxeita. H (dita n
oxéyn, ouvenapuévn omd TNV dLadoxn €xeLl TNV LRKoVOTNTO Vo gueaviletl
avd n&oo otlypn, oautd mou eivoal moapdv kKol exelvo mou dev elval akd-
un €0®. Evad o delxIng TOoU poloyLloU mAnoldlel OT0 TEAOC TOU ALOVA, N
okélyn Ba ocuveyxilel voa Bupdtal kol va avI&{eTol. AUTH 1 oAy XLAL-
etlag dev Ba Oéoel TéAoC oTnV LRAVOTNTH TNG OKEYNC va kKobLotd mopd-

VIO, TO TapeABOV Kol TO PEAAOV.

H oxéon ovdueoa otn OUvoun mou Tpomomolel Tn dL&PKeELA KAL TN UNYXO—
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VLKA dLadoxn TV €VOTATWV TOU XPpdvou OT1o poAdlL, elval ovaAioyn ue
auth TNV owvh n omola dinyndnke tnv Lotopla mou éxel eilnwbel. AUTH
n oxéon elval dlLaxwplopévn avdueox OT LG dUVAUE LG MOU TNV oIopT (-
{ouv, dLOTL Kol n plo Rol 1 &AAn dev avhxouv otnv (dLa XpovIkOTNTA.
AUutdc 6uwg o dlLaxwplopdc cuvoamapIiletal emeldn n dLAYNon €xetl ovi—
VKN ING ©WVAC YVLlO Vo CUOTHOEL ULl Lotopia, dLapopetlkd Oa exootel,
evd n oupneplAnyn ditatnpel avémaen TNV €TePOYVEVELX TV dUO €ILIESOV
exelvov O6mou 1o TPpAYHATA ANUPBEAVOUV XOPX KXl TOV GAA®V IIOU dev £XOUV
axdpa oupPel.

To poviépvo o&vnke va dlLatapdcoel TNV apxh oUTOU TOoU XAOUXTOC UIEP-—
BaivovIiag tnv dLalpeon tou XpdHvou. Mondo, onuaivel akplBOg TOPNA, TNV
ot Lyun mou apxilw § apxiloupe tn dLhynon , €ivol n OTLYHN TIOU AOYX—
pLaletal n totopla. Méoo amd aUINV TN AOYLKN HE WLO OUTOILKN €mILOU-
nio 6éAnce o poviepviopdg va epeupebel o xdoOpog €x 1TOoU UNdevdg, Vo
dnutoupynbel €évac raAUTepog KOOUOC.

Avdueoa OTLG DLOQOPET LKEG Katnyopleg mou amaplbuel pmopoUv v TOU
arnodoB0oUV 0P LOPEVA XUPOKINELOT LKA, LOLALTEPWG N éVVOL TNG aVaVEWONG
KoL n ouveldntonoinon tng entbuploac va dnuioupyndel k&tL véo rAOOC
KoL pla T&on mpog tnv aeaipeon. daivetol emiong nmwg o poviepviopdg

dev pmopel voa ratavonbel yxwplc va e€peuvnbel n 16éx Tng outonmiag.

H éxpnén Ing HOVIEPVAG KATAOTAONG KATEDeLEe TO UETOARATLKO XUPAKTN—
pa ITNG €mOXNG HOC KUT& Ttnv omolo o AOYOC KoL TO UIOKE (LEVO IOU €K-—
ep&louv TNV evoTnIo Kol 1o OAO, SLOAUONKavV Ot €& OV oUvETEBNOAV .

H mpotepatdtnta tou Adyou O0oOV aeopd otnv mpdén, oOTInV £QUPUOYH TV
vonT LKOV KovoOveyv enl teov avOpomiveov mpdfewov, x&Onke XAT& TOV UETA—
oxnuottopd Tng oAdInitac Tou kO6oUouUu. QoTdH0O n omodounT LKA PAT LA TOU
HLOVTIEPV LOUOU PBonbnoe vo aVOOUCTIAOOUPE YeEYOVOTOH Kol TPpAfe Ll g TOU 0
onpacia Toug eixe atoviocel. Mia ppdon tou Ezra Pound xpnolupeuoce og
Ipod Laypaen yLo Tnv dnuloupyla tng poviépvoacg Téxvne. Make it new
elnme ota 1920 Beswpdviag nwg make e€ival n dnuioupyla TOU KOUANLTEXVD,
it n nap&doon, new e€ival egxkeivo 10 LdLalitepo otolyxelo mou xapaxktnpli-

(el TNV yeVLIA TOU KL TPONYOUUEVWS NTav obéaTO.

Elval gvdelktlkd 6Tl ol mpooudBbeleg HAC HIPOKE LPEVOU VO IIpooeyyloouue
TA XOPOKTINPELOT LKA TNG €NOXAC HOC KLVOUVIAL 010 ImAA{CLO TOU HOVIEP-—

VOuU.

ANNwOTE oulnTtNOnKe €UPEWG QUTN I OXEON Pe TOV POVIEPVLIOud, VLA TOV

Jurger Habermas Oewpndnke wg &va ouvexég mpdypouua To Oomoio dLaTund-



Bava Zévou

Bnke tov 190 aldva amd Toug ©LA0COEPOUC TOU dLaewTLlopoU. Me altnuo vo
avomtuxBel avTLKELPeEVLIKA N €IlOTAUnN, N KaBOALKN nOLkY, 10 dlKXLO KOL
n autdvoun TEXVN O OXEON PE TNV €0WIEPLKN TNG AOYLKN Kol OAx auTtd

via va emiteuxfel n opbodoylkh opydvwon tng xabnueplvic (wAg.

Ed) evromiletal Kol O PeTARATLKOC YXUPOUKTINPAC TNG €MOXNC HUAC TIOU
entkpotel OTLC aventuypéveg xolvovieg. Metoapoviépva 6o Bewpnbel n
KQT&oTO0n TNg Yyvoong katd tnv omola epeavileTtol o TOALTLOUOC petd
TOUC HETAOXNUAT LOPOUG KL TOUGC KATOOTAT LKOUC Koavdveg TOU O Loudppw-—
ooV TNV E€OLOTHUN, TNV TEXVN KXl TNV AoyoTexvioa xoatd Ta TéAn tou 1l9ou
aLOVO KoL Og oOxéon ude tnv Kplon Tov peydAwv aonynoewv. Ev) ol peyd—
AEC UUBLKEC KAL OPNOKeUTLKEC aenynoeLlc €ixav ©g¢ €pyo Tn oUAANUN KAl
NV gppnveia 1oUu KOOUOU, TO XAPAKINPELOTLKO ING HOVIEPVAC KATAOTHONG
Atov oLl dlaxwplopol Tou mopadooloakoU OAou oe outdvoupeg afleg. Qotd-
0o e€uplokduEVN 1N €ILOTHUN O OUYKPOUON HE TLC aenyhoelc Oegdpnoe OTlL
TO PeyaAUTepo Pépoc Toug amodelixOnke pudLkd. ZT1o Bobud mou dev mepl-—
oplotnke og SAAWON KATO LWV XENOLU®Y KAVOVLKOTATWV Kol oaval{ATnoe TO
aAN6ég, O@elAe VO VOULUOIOLACEL TOUG KOVOVEQ O LATUIOVOVTIAG &va Adyo
moUu oploTnke WG QLAOCOPLKOC. Otav autdg o peta-Adyoc Oo KataeUyel OF
k&mo Lo and TLC PeEYAAEC apnyhoelg Onmwg I OLOAEKT LKA TOU mveUuaTtog, Oa
OVOU&AOE L «UOVTEPVO®» TNV EMLOTAUN MOU ovapépbnke o' QUTEQ yLla VO VO-—
pLpomoitn®el. Eva Boactkd otolxelo ITNg PETAPOVIEPVOC KATACTOONG Oewph-—
Onke n duomioTlio TNC QEEVOVTIL OTLC HeETo-aenyhoeLlc. &/ outd 10 mAal-
OLO JdLouoPEOONKE YL VEX OUVOAKN OTO YVWOOTILKO — KOLVOVLIKO — TPAKT LKO
eninmedo, n onola diLépepe pL{Llk& amd TNV KATAOCTINON TV IAPADOC LAKOV
KOLVOVLIQV OTLC omoleg €mLKPATOUCE OPYOV LKA €vOTnITo avOpdrnou Kol @U-—
ong. EvO 1o Xopaxktnpelotlkd TOU HOVIEPVOU NTAV I unotayhn Tng PBoUAnong
o010 AbOYyOo, OT1o oavilAnmtlkd medlo vnfpée emiong n aviioTolyxn UmoTAyy
OTOUC unxaviopoUcg 1tng avanopdotoonc. dailvetol nwg o oUyxpovoc avopw-—
mo¢ dnuioupyel TOoVv KOOUO OTO UETPO TMOU TOV VAP LOTA. ATOTEA£oud
OPWG TOU OVaNIXPOCTAT LKOU TPOMOU ue Tov omolo opyovabnke n oxéon Tou
avOpdIou pe 1Tov KOOUO OTLC OUYXPOVEC Kolvwovieg gixe wg tipnua tnv
andpp LlPn omoloudAnote mPaypatoc dev e€lval omelkoviolpo. ETol mopé-
HeLvay aeovh Kol oVUIOPKTO €TEPOYEVH oOtolXela TOU mPpAYPATOC KXL TNV
Oéon ToU avILKelpévou dev TNV KATEAaBe 1o (dLo 1O mP&dyUX WG yeyovdag
aAA& 1 dlLovonT LK KaTaokevun. EdG Oo Heiha va avoapepBd otnv phén mou
npoNABe amnd Tnv aenenuévn téxvn n omolo yUplLoe 1tnv ODAXTN OTNV €LKO-

VLKA TEXVn KAl TNV avoamnapdotaon.

AxRpLBOC otnv KopdLl& TOU poviepviopoU o Vassily Kandinsky 6o mel nog
Tov evdLépepe n mpdLun Téxvn, n TaldLlkhy (@YypaELKN, N OPNOKEUT LKA TE&-
xvn. HOn o Paul Klee otnv evéinta tov £pywv ToU «Histoire naturelle
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infinie» ovtikabLotoloe TOUQ QVANIAPAOTAT LKOUC TPOIOUC pe VvEOUG oOUy-—
XpPOovoug kavoéveg, xpnoiLupomnoinos orolxela ITNG GPXLIEKTOVLIKAG, TNV
KXTOOKEUXOT LK) SOUN QUOLKOV VT LKE LPEVOV, axdun kol 1o (UyLopd Tov
UALKQV XPNOLPOHIOLOVING TA WG OTolyxela yia va Bpebel mépav 1Tng ovomo-—
p&otaong, otnv ouocla n dltadilkaoia odnyel o oautd mou gilval KPUUpE-
VO. H peTouoviépva YVOOT LK é€XeLl ©G OKomd TNg Vo KAVEL KPLILKA OTLC
aVETAPKELEC TNC HOVIépvag kathotaong, kuplwg oeg exelva ta otolxelo
mou éxouv oamoxkAeloBel omd TOUCQ QVAIIOPXOTAT LKOUC unyxoviopoug, Omou o
AvBpwnoc petéxel w¢ uUnepPfatikd Unoke (Levo, ©G £ANOYO OV, OIIOKOUUEVOG
aad TLC ONULOUPYLKEC TOoU duvduelg Omwc n oeaviaclio, 1n LKavOINTA AUTH

TNG OUVOALKNAGC oUvApBpwong TV HPAYRATOV IIOU IPLV HTOV XWOLOWEVA.

O J.F. Lyotard oto BLBAl0o ToU «MeTOUOVIEPVO KATAOTHON» ©G OLlad kool
HeETABXONG OTNV PETAPOVTIEPVA YVWOT LKL KOl IPAKT LK OXéon Tou avBpd-—
IOU M€ TOV KOOUO MPOTELVEL TNV «AYWVLIOTLKA» KXL TNV avoyvdpLlon 1ng
€TEPONOPOP LG TWV YAOCOLKOV malXvLidLldv. Nwpiltepa o Ernst Cassirer oto
onuovT Lk €pyo ToU «H @LAocoplo TV OUUROALKAOV HOPOOV» BeueAliwve Tnv
KOAALEpyeLla OXL BOVO WG OKEUN BewPENT LKA KXl TPOAKT LKA KOAALTEXVLKN,
AN ©OC avOPOILVY MPUKT LKA, N omolo meplLeAduPfoave Tnv XEHOoNn TV £pYyo—

Aelwv, TLC dLaTapaxéC TNG YADOOQG KAL TLG OPpnoKeUTLKEC TEAgTOUpPYLlEC.

Elval evdilapépov nwg péoa oe évoav omd Toug KovOVeES TWV YANCO LKOV
ToaLXVLIOLOVY dnAdveTtal NOn, nwg xk&Oe omdeavon MEEMEl VO VI LUeTwIl(e—
Tal oav xivnon péoa oto molyvidiL, mpdypo mou otneilel 1nv ué60d0 TV
YAQOO LKAV TOLYVLIdLOV. «MLAO, €éxel Tnv onuooia Tou paXouol pe Tnv €v-—
vola 6Tl noldlw, KoL T €VEQYAUXTA £XOUV VO KAVOUV HE TNV oYWV LOT LKNO»
avopépel o J. F. Lyotard. @lyetal €dd n eumelploa, n KEXKTNEEVN poxn-
TLKA eunelploa «autoU» mou UPwoe TO av&CTNUA TOU oVHUEoNH OTA CUYKPOU—
Speva KUpata petoéU moapeAb6vVIOg Kol péAAovioc. H eumetlplo auth oal-
vetal va Bploketal péoo otnv okéln, o autd 1o €(do¢ Tng OKEUNG mou
dlLapépetl amd TLC OVEUPATLKEC dLadlkooleg ONWG N HMAPOYWYDH, 1| €IAVOYN
KXl N €Eaywyl) OUUNNEPUOPUATOV TV omolwv ol xoavdveg pobaivoviol anof

dla mavtdg kol yxpel&letol TAEOV POVOV VO €QXAPUOCTOUV.

ExtdLodyxOnke x&pn oInv oloONT LKA ING METAUOVIEPVAC YVWOT LKAC VO ovo—
eavoUVv OAeC Ol TUPAYVWPLOUEVEQ OUVAPELC TOU ovBp®mou Kol ol Oyelg
TV npaypdtov. No exAdentuvOel n sualtobnola pog omévovil OTLg O Lopo-—
peTtkrOTNTEQ, €VLIOXUOVIAC TNV LKovOTNTA VO OUPQLALwOoUuEe pe 10 aoUu-—
netpo. MpokRANT LKA (Oowg €3O oképrouol éva amd T TLOo eURANUAT LKE £pya
OAOV TV €IOXOV, OTO Oomoio ouyxwveUovial Héoo oe pLa pdvn popen dvo
avOpomiveg duvatdinteg, OxL pdvo eregpoyevelig, Omwg n evalcdOHnolo 1nc

YUuxAg Kol n d1&Beon ToUu TMVEUUATOC, OAAX KOl OVILVOULKEC. Amd Tnv plLa
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nAeupd n oapxalo mveupoat ik accedia mou odnyel otnv ampofio kol amd
NV &AAn, aviibeta, n vontlkh LKAVOTINTO IIOU OTPEQEETXL OTn ONuLOUpP-—
vioa. H egpunvelo mou £0woe MPOKE LPEVOU VA ammoddoel TNV dLEOPOUNREVD
«oAAnyopla tng pedoyxoAiag» Tou o Dilrer, ocuvdudlel péocoa oe pLa poédvn
nopen etepoyevelg LoLdINTEC TNC avBpdmivng dnuioupylag, oaviivoueg
KATHAOTAOE LG TOU ovBPAILVOU mveluatoc O6nwg Tnv ampafio kol tnv dnuil-
OUPYLKN mp&én. ITn HOPEN TNG KEVIPLKAC AyVEALKAG @lyoUpag 1Tou £p-—
you «MeAayyxoAio» o Direr 6o 6écel 1o (ATnuo. Oo pnopoUoape vo IOUPE
o0c eppaviletal €d® 1o dnuLoupylkd UMNOKe (Hevo MOU a@ivel Kol delxvel
Vo LKT& OAa Ta evdexdueva, ©C KXL TNV ovNnouUxnT LKA amofévwoon mou péoa
otnv atolodofia 1ToUu apvidTav vo del O poviepviotng Mondrian. Towg 1
ko1& Lyotard amooTOAn TNG UETAUOVTIEPVOAC YVOOTLKAC 1 omolo &ykelTol
OTO VO «emLlvoel UnmalviypoUg Tou vontoU mou dev umopel v OIe LKOV L—
otel», oupPBdArel oto okomd TNC TEXVNG KATH TO METPO HOU dev eVvdLAPE—
pel amAOG vo armoddoel To opatd, OAANX va katoothosel k&TL opatd. H ou-
veldnrtonoinon 61l mpémel va URD&PYXOUV TIPAYUNTH mOoU dev TapousL&lovTal
uévVo oUUEVA 1e TNV «VOULUnN KATXACKEUN» omdTe aVATPEIOUV T dedouéva
NG opdoewg, KABLOTA ooavepd 6Tl To omTLlkd medio xpUPRel kol Xpeld&le-
Tal 1o adpato. OtL degv vnmdpyxel pOVO TO PATL OAAE KOl TO MEPLIANAVOUE-—
Vo puord. EILOTPEQOVING OTO YA®OO LKA molyvidia ota omola 1o amndbepo
INC yAOooQg og mLIOavEC amoedvoe g €lval «avefAvTAnTo», dlaeaiveTol
plLa Gnoyn péoa amd tnv omola aviitpstwniletoal pe ceBaocud n smibupla
Yia TO «&yVvwoTto». TeAlk& 1 AOY LKA TNG HETAUOVIEQVOAC E€MILOINUOV LKAC
yvoong éxetl €AAXLoTIn ouvaeela pe tnv enldiwén tng amodotlxkdInTtoc. H
dL&doon 1tng sunlothuncg dev emiteAsital X&pn OTNV AIOTeAeopAT LKOTNTA,
dLOTL éxel onuoaocia oto PéTpo mOU epydleTal KAVELG €XOVING WG OTOXO
v aaddelén, vo eaitvoel otnv ovola 1o aviiBeto mapdde lyua, OPOCEeU-—
YOVTOCQ oKOUO KAl OTO «adLavonTto» Kol TOo «Iop&d0&o» VOULUOIOLOVTIAC

T pe VEOUCQ OUAAOYLOT LKOUG ravoveg. Ipdkeltal yio amoedoelg pLlbo-
xk{vduveg amévavit o éva x6opo kol pla (o n omola AOY®w ITNG TmOVTO-
X0oU mopoUoag AglLTOUPYLKOMIOINONG TNG HOVIEPVACQ KOlvwviog, otepelitat
TNV duvatoTNTA VA €VOTAAXEE L TOUAAXLOTOV TNV «amoplo» mou xpeldletol

amévavil oe 6,TL vploTotal.

Bava Eévou
Koabnyntptla, IXOAN ApxlIiektdvov, EMI
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