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Analyzes the evolution of the pseudo-culture theory. Reflections on the progress and importance of culture; Views on the emergence of pseudo-culture; Opinions on the importance and impact of pseudo-culture in society.

What today is manifestly a crisis in culture (Bildung) is not exclusively the subject matter of any particular discipline nor even of a sociology of culture. The symptoms of the decline of culture, which are recognizable everywhere, even among the highly educated, cannot be explained entirely by the inadequacies of educational systems and teaching methods which have been blamed for generations. However necessary they may be, pedagogical reforms alone are not sufficient. At times they may even intensity the crisis by lowering the intellectual demands made on those who are to be educated and by naively underestimating the impact of extrapedagogical reality on these people. However, random considerations and investigations into the social factors which influence and intrude on culture, on its present function, on the countless aspects of its relations to society, no more approximate the power of what takes place than do educational reforms. Like partial factors of the social totality, immanent within the system, they are part of the category of culture itself; they move within the sphere of relations which should be understood clearly. What has become of culture, now deposited as a kind of negative objective spirit (and not just in Germany), can be deduced from the laws of social movement, even other the concept of culture itself. Culture has become socialize pseudo-culture (Halbildung) -- the omnipresence of alienated spirit. Given its genesis and meaning, pseudo-culture does not precede culture, but rather follows it. Everything in it is caught in the web of socialization. There is no unformed nature any longer; but the crudeness of nature, the old false claim, lives on and tenaciously reproduces itself. A perfect example of a consciousness divested of self- determination, it clings to the approved elements of culture as an inalienable right. However, under its spell these elements gravitate toward barbarism as they decay. This cannot be explained only by the most recent developments, and certainly not by the slogan "mass society," which generally indicates nothing but a blind spot where the work of knowledge must begin. The tact that pseudo-culture, despite all enlightenment and the spread of information, indeed with their help, has become the dominant form of contemporary consciousness, is just what demands a more comprehensive theory.

Given the practices of pseudo-culture, the idea of culture (Kultur) itself should not be sacrosanct. For education (Bildung) is nothing other than culture (Kultur) other the standpoint of its own subjective goals. But culture has a dual character: it refers to society and it mediates between society and pseudo-culture. In German parlance, culture, which is sharply distinguished other praxis, refers solely to intellectual culture. Inherent in this view is the idea that the complete emancipation of the bourgeoisie did not succeed, or succeeded only at a particular time when bourgeois culture could no longer equate itself with humanity. The defeat of revolutionary movements, which in Western countries sought to realize the concept of culture as Freedom, has thrown these ideas back to them, so to speak, and has not only occluded the link between these ideas and their realization but has made it a taboo. Culture has become self-sufficient. In the terminology of worn-out philosophy, it has become, a "value." The great speculative systems of metaphysics and that great music with which they are linked so closely certainly owe their existence to culture's autarchy. However, it is precisely in such an intellectualization of culture that its powerlessness is already confirmed: the real life of people is given over to blind existence, blind changing relations. Culture is not indifferent to this phenomenon. Max Frisch observed that people who occasionally participated passionately and knowingly in so-called cultural goods were able to subscribe unreservedly to National Socialism's murderous practices: this is not only a measure of an increasingly divided consciousness but it objectively gives the lie to the content of those cultural goods -- humanity and everything that lives in it -- to the extent that they are nothing but cultural goods. Their inherent meaning cannot be separated other the course of human affairs. Any culture (Bildung) which proceeds otherwise, which posits itself autonomously and absolutizes itself, has thereby become pseudo- culture. An example can be found in the writings of Wilhelm Dilthey who, probably more than anyone else, made the concept of intellectual life (Geisteskultur) palatable to the German upper middle-class as an end in itself and handed it to pedagogues on a platter. Lines other his most famous book, such as his reference to Holderlin, "Where has another poet's life been woven other such tine material, as other moon rays! And as was his life, so was his poetry,"[FN1] are, for all the erudition of the author, no longer to be distinguished other cultural-industrial products in the style of Emil Ludwig.[FN2]

Conversely, when culture understood itself as molding real life, it unilaterally stressed the element of adaptation in order to keep people in line. It did so to fortify the precarious continuity of socialization and to contain those chaotic outbreaks which occur periodically precisely where a tradition of autonomous intellectual culture is established. At best the philosophical idea of culture (Bildungsidee) sought to protectively shape natural existence. It meant both the repression of animal instincts by making people conform to each other and the redemption of the natural in the face of the pressure other the trail man-made order. The philosophy of Schiller, of Kantians and of Kant's critics, were the most precise expression of the tension between both tendencies, whereas in Hegel's theory of culture, as in that of the late Goethe, the desideratum of adaptation triumphed in humanism itself under the epithet of renunciation. Should that tension ever dissolve, then adaptation would become dominant -- the measure of what was already there. Because of the way it is individually determined, it refuses to rise above the positive, above what is already there. Given the pressure it exerts on people, it perpetuates what is unformed in them, which it believes it has formed: aggression. According to Freud, this is the reason for discontent in culture (Kultur). In terms of the history. of ideas, all conformist society is nothing more than Darwinian natural history. It puts a premium on the survival of the fittest. Were the force-field called culture (Bildung) to be constituted in fixed categories, whether spirit or nature, sovereignty or adaptation, each of these isolated categories would be in conflict with what is common them: they would become ideology and promote degeneration.

The dual character of culture (Kultur), which found its equilibrium only momentarily, is derived other the unresolved social antagonism which culture would like to cure but as mere culture cannot. In the hypostasis of the spirit brought about by culture, reflection transfigures the socially conditioned separation between physical and mental labor. The objective superiority of the dominant principle justifies the old injustice, whereas it is obviously only by dissolving the dominated that the possibility of ending the stubborn repetition of relations of domination becomes evident. But adaptation is immediately the schema of progressive domination. Only by making itself equal to nature, by restricting itself to what exists, did the subject become capable of controlling what exists. This control presents itself socially as a means of controlling human instincts, ultimately as a means of controlling the life-process of society as a whole. But the price for this is that nature triumphs because it always tames the animal tamer, who vainly approximates it, first through magic and ultimately through rigorous scientific objectivity. In the process of such approximation -- the elimination of the subject in the interest of its own self- preservation -- the opposite of what it knows is tinned: the pure inhuman relation to nature. Guilty by association, its moments are necessarily opposed to each other. In view of the progressive domination of nature, the spirit becomes obsolete and tails victim to the stigma of magic which it once attributed to the belief in nature: it substitutes subjective illusions for the power of objective facts. Its own essence, the objectivity of truth, turns into untruth. But, in a society which now simply exists and blindly develops, adaptation does not go beyond it. The arrangement of human affairs runs up against the limits of power. Even in the will to arrange affairs humanely, power remains the dominant principle denying reconciliation. Adaptation is thereby restrained -- it becomes a fetish as much as the spirit does; becomes preeminent among the universally organized means over rational ends, the gloss of pseudo-rationality lacking any conceptual specificity. It builds a glass house misconstrued as freedom and such false consciousness combines with an equally false and bloated self- consciousness of the spirit.

This dynamic is in agreement with that of culture (Bildung). Culture is no constant: not only is it different in different epochs according to its content and its institutions, but not even as an idea can it be transposed arbitrarily. The idea of culture was emancipated with the bourgeoisie. The social typologies of feudalism, such as the gentilhomme and the gentleman, and above all the old theological scholarship, detached themselves from their traditional forms of existence and their specific determinations and became independent with respect to the social context in which they were formerly embedded. They became reflective, self-conscious and were simply applied to other people. Their realization was said to correspond to the realization of a bourgeois society: of free and equal persons. At the same time, however, they became detached other their purposes, other their real functions, just as radically as in Kant's aesthetic of purposefulness without purpose. Culture was supposed to benefit the free individual -- an individual grounded in his own consciousness but developing within society, sublimating his instincts purely as his own spirit. Culture is implicitly the prerequisite of an autonomous society -- the more enlightened the individual, the more enlightened society as a whole. Nevertheless, the relation of culture to an anticipated praxis appeared contradictory; it appeared to sink to an heteronomous level, to become a means of safeguarding advantages in view of the unstratified bellum omnium contra omnes. No doubt presupposed in the idea of culture is a condition of humanity without status or purpose, and once culture cedes something to this condition and becomes embroiled in the praxis of socially useful labor in the pursuit of particular ends, it becomes untrue to itself. But its purity, which becomes ideology, is no less at fault. To the extent that purposeful factors are inherent in the idea of a culture, they were accordingly supposed to enable the individual to preserve himself as a rational person in a rational society, as a free person in a free society. According to the liberal model, this should proceed best it every man is educated for his own benefit. The fewer the social relations, especially where economic differences follow suit, the more the idea that culture is oriented by a purpose will be rejected. One should not dwell on the sore point that culture alone does not guarantee a rational society. One clings to the hope, false other the beginning, that culture will be able to achieve for people what reality denies them. The dream of culture -- freedom other the dictatorship of means, other obdurate and sterile utility -- is turned into an apology for the world guided by that same dictatorship. The dubious quality of culture breaks through the cultural ideal that culture (Kultur) is absolute.

The progress of culture (Bildung) to which the young bourgeoisie subscribed in opposition to feudalism by no means proceeded as straight- forwardly as this hope suggested. When the bourgeisie took political power in England and France, in the 17th and 18th centuries respectively, it was more developed economically and in terms of its consciousness than the feudal system. The qualities which the word "culture" then acquired allowed the rising class to achieve its goals in economy and administration. Culture was not only the mark of the emancipated bourgeois, not only the privilege which the bourgeois had over lesser people, such as peasants. Without culture the bourgeois would hardly have succeeded as entrepreneur, middleman, civil servant or anything at all. It was different with the new class which was produced almost as soon as bourgeois society became consolidated. When socialist theories attempted to awaken the proletariat to consciousness, this class was by no means subjectively more advanced than the bourgeoisie. It was not unreasonable for socialists to derive their historical position other their objective economic condition, not their spiritual condition. Even in a society where people were formally equal, property owners had a cultural monopoly. The dehumanization brought about by the capitalist mode of production denied the workers everything necessary for culture, beginning with leisure. Attempts at educational remedies miscarried to the point of caricature. All so-called folk culture (in the meantime one has become accustomed to avoiding the term) suffered other the illusion that it could revoke the socially dictated exclusion of the proletariat other culture merely through education.

But the contradiction between culture and society does not simply result in lack of culture in the old style, the peasant style. Today rural areas are breeding grounds of pseudo-culture. Thanks in part to the mass media of radio and television, the pre-bourgeois conception of the world -- essentially the traditional religious conception -- was destroyed there in a short space of time. It was displaced by the spirit of the culture industry. Nevertheless, the a priori of the essentially bourgeois concept of culture -- autonomy -- had no time to develop. Consciousness goes immediately other one heteronomy to another. The authority of the Bible is replaced by the authority of the stadium, television and "true stories" which claim to be literal, actual, on this on side of the productive imagination.[FN3] What is alarming about this, which in Hitler's Third Reich turned out to be tar more drastic than merely a socio-cultural phenomenon, has not been recognized. To confront this phenomenon would be an urgent task for a socially reflective cultural politics, even though it is hardly the central issue with respect to pseudo-culture. At least for now, the signature of pseudo- culture remains bourgeois, as does the idea of culture itself. It bears the physiognomy of the lower middle class. Culture has not simply disappeared other this class; it drags on by dint of the interests even of those who do not participate in the privilege of culture. A radio repair man or car mechanic, who is uneducated in traditional terms, needs a great deal of knowledge and skill to implement his trade, skills which can only be acquired with mathematical and scientific knowledge. As Thorstein Veblen has observed, the so-called under-class knows more than academic arrogance is willing to admit.

The phenomenology of bourgeois consciousness alone is not sufficient to explain the new situation. Contrary to bourgeois society's conception of itself, at the beginning of high capitalism the proletariat was socially extraterritorial, an object of production relations, a subject only as producer. The early proletarians were dispossessed petit bourgeoisie, artisans and peasants situated outside bourgeois culture. This situation was prolonged for some time by the pressure of living conditions, extremely long working hours, and the wretched wages in the decades described in [Marx'] Capital and [Engels'] The Situation of the Working Class in England. However, whereas nothing changed decisively in the economic foundation of relations, in the antagonism between economic power and powerlessness and in the objectively set limits of culture, ideology was fundamentally transformed. Idealogy long concealed the division, even for those who had to carry the burden. During the last hundred years they have been integrated into the web of the system. The sociological term for this is integration. Subjectively, in terms of consciousness, social boundaries have become increasingly tenuous in Europe, as has long been the case in the US. The masses are supplied with cultural goods other any number of sources. These help to keep them in line -- neutralized, petrified. For them, nothing is too precious or too expensive. This works inasmuch as the contents of culture, via the market mechanism, are adapted to the consciousness of those who were excluded other the privilege of culture -- a culture which was once supposed to change them. The process is objectively determined, not brought about mala fide, because the social structure and its dynamics prevent cultural goods other becoming vital, other being appropriated by neophytes, as their very concept suggests. What is probably most innocuous is the tact that millions of people who formerly were unacquainted with cultural goods are now inundated with them and are hardly prepared to deal with them psychologically. However, the conditions of material production themselves have difficulty in dealing with that type of experience to which the traditional contents of culture were attuned and for which they were best suited. Consequently, culture itself, despite all its support, is being crippled. In many cases, as something formally impractical and stubbornly futile, it stands in the way of progress. Whoever still knows what a poem is will have difficulty finding a well-paid position as a copywriter. The constantly expanding difference between social power and powerlessness denies to the powerless (and tendentially already to the powerful) the real preconditions of autonomy which the concept of culture ideologically preserves. Consequently, the consciousness of different classes is becoming standardized, even though, according to the most recent studies, classes resemble each other less than they appeared to some years ago. In any event, one cannot speak with objective structural specificity but only in terms of the social psychology of standardized middle-class society, if need be with reference to fluctuations in its composition. But both the following also appear subjectively: the veil of integration appears especially in categories of consumption; and the persistent dichotomy is nevertheless evident wherever the subjects run up against the firmly established antagonisms of vested interests. Then the underlying population is "realistic"; the others think of themselves as spokesmen for ideals.[FN4] Because integration is ideology, it remains similarly fragile.

All this certainly goes well beyond the mark. But theoretical frameworks characteristically do not entirely agree with the results of research and set forth opposing views. They venture out too far; in the language of social research, they tend to falsify generalizations. Irrespective of administrative and commercial needs, the development of empirical sociological methods was necessary for precisely this reason. Nevertheless, speculation would not be possible without venturing too far. Without the unavoidable moment of untruth in theory, speculation would resign itself to the mere abbreviation of facts, which it would leave unconceptualized -- pre-scientific in the true sense of that term. Certainly there is convincing empirical evidence to refute the thesis of the withering of culture as well as of the socialization of pseudo- culture and its hold on the masses. Even today the stratum of middle class white-collar workers is the model of pseudo-culture, and its effects on the real lower classes can obviously be proved with as little confidence as can the standardization of consciousness in general. Judged by the situation here and now, the contention that pseudo-culture is universal is simplistic and exaggerated. However, the concept does not purport to include all peoples and classes indiscriminately but rather to give shape to a tendency, to sketch the physiognomy of a spirit which also determines the signature of an age, even it its validity is still very limited both quantitatively and qualitatively. The categories of pseudo-culture may still fail to embrace numerous workers, petty civil servants and other groups, not the least because class consciousness, though diminishing, is still a vital force. From the side of production, however, these categories are so powerful, their establishment conforms so well to established interests, they characterize so adequately the ubiquitous forms in which culture appears, that they deserve to be represented even it this does not square with statistics. If none other than the traditional concept of culture, which itself can be criticized, will serve as the antithesis of socialized pseudo-culture, this expresses a situation which disposes of nothing better than this albeit dubious criterion because it has missed its chance. The restitution of the past is not desirable, nor has the critique of it diminished in the least. Nothing has befallen the objective spirit today that was not already there in the heyday of liberalism or was not at least recompensed for an old debt. But what now transpires in the realm of culture is not seen except in its older form, however ideological it may be, because petrified relations have prevented the possibility of spirit transcending conventional culture. The measure of the bad new is only the bad old. The moment it is condemned it shows conciliatory colors and shrinks into insignificance. For this reason alone, and not by any laudatio temporis acti, does one return to traditional culture.

In the concept of pseudo-culture the commodified, reified content of culture survives at the expense of its truth content and its vital relation to living subjects. This roughly accords with its definition. The fact that today the term pseudo-culture has acquired the same antiquated and arrogant reputation as folk culture does not prove that the phenomenon has disappeared but rather that its counter concept, culture itself, which alone makes it comprehensible, is no longer present. For better or worse, only isolated individuals who have not been absorbed completely in the melting pot, or professional groups who celebrate themselves as elites, still participate in culture. However, the culture industry in the widest sense -- everything jargon certifies as mass media -- perpetuates this state of affairs by exploiting it. By its own admission, it is culture for those whom it once spurned, integration for those who were otherwise not integrated -- pseudo- culture is its spirit: the spirit of tailed identification. The rode jokes about parvenus, who mix up foreign words, are so persistent because through such contusions the beliefs of all those who laugh at them are confirmed. Identification should be successful in such people, but its failure is as unavoidable as the attempt. For once they are enlightened, the effective idea that they are free and autonomous and need not be deceived -- no matter how unconscious it may be in all individuals in capitalist societies -- demands that they at least behave it it were true. This only appears possible to them in what they perceive as spirit: objectively disintegrating culture. The totalitarian form of pseudo-culture is to be explained not merely by social and psychological factors but just as much by what is potentially better -- that the condition of consciousness postulated in bourgeois society suggests the possibility of real autonomy in every life, one whose realization is denied because of the way life is arranged and diverted into mere ideology. This identification must fail because, in a society which has lost virtually all of its qualities as a result of the domination of the exchange principle, the individual gains neither form nor structure, the elements which enable him to cultivate himself in the most literal sense of the term. But on the other hand the power of totality over the individual has reached such proportions that he must himself reflect the formlessness without. What was once organized in such a way that subjects, however problematically, might have attained form is gone. Yet they remain unfree; their life with others on an individual basis is not at first articulated as genuine interaction. The fatal word "ideal," (Leitbild), in which the impossibility of determining what it means is inscribed, expresses this. It is evidence the suffering that arises other the absence of a social and spiritual cosmos which Hegel would call "substantial," one without violence, unquestionably binding for the individual, a true totality reconciled with the individual. At the same time, however, this notion is also evidence of the desire to establish something substantial arbitrarily (as did Nietzsche with his new tablets). The linguistic sensorium is already too exhausted to be aware of the fact that the act of violence toward which the desire for normative ideals tends is just what gives the lie to the very substantiality which one grasps. This characteristic of fascism has survived it. But it reaches back to the idea of culture itself. Culture is inherently structured in antinomies. It presupposes autonomy and freedom, but until today it has referred to structures of an order which is pregiven with respect to each individual, which is heteronomous in a certain sense and, therefore, untenable. Only within this order is the individual able to cultivate himself. Thus the moment culture exists, it already ceases to exist. Teleologically its decay is determined other the start.

The truly effective ideals today are the conglomeration of ideological conceptions which insinuate themselves between subjects and reality and filter reality. They are engaged affectively in such a way that they cannot be removed easily by the ratio. Pseudo-culture embraces them all. Lack of culture, understood as mere naivete, the mere lack of knowledge, allowed an immediate relation to objects that could be raised to critical consciousness by virtue of its potential for skepticism, wit and irony -- qualities which flourish in those who are not fully domesticated. Pseudo-culture wants this to talk Tradition was essentially one among many other social conditions of culture. According to [Werner] Sombart and Max Weber, it was essentially pre-bourgeois, incompatible with bourgeois rationally. However, the loss of tradition through the disenchantment of the world ultimately leads to a condition of culturelessness (Bilderlosigkeit), to a sclerosis of the spirit through its instrumentalization -- which is incompatible with culture other the start. Nothing keeps the spirit in a vital relation to ideas any longer. Authority mediated, more often badly than well, between tradition and subjects. Following Freud, just as autonomy, the ego principle, arises from identification with the lather figure -- whereas the categories deriving other this identification are directed against the irrationality of family relations -- so culture is socially developed. School reforms, whose humane necessity no one questions, have eliminated out-moded authority. However, they have also weakened the already waning dedication to and internalization of the spiritual which is necessary for freedom. Up to the present day, Freedom -- the inverse of compulsion -- has been shrinking and compulsion expanding, but as yet no compulsion to freedom has recommended itself. Who among those who have attended a Gymnasium has not complained about memorizing Schiller's poems and Horace's odes? Who would not be irritated by older relatives willfully and unceasingly reciting such things other memory? Hardly anyone today could be forced into memorization. The most non- intellectual people are already covered over by what is non-intellectual, mechanical in it. Through such processes the spirit is deprived of some of that sustenance with which it cultivates itself. Belief in the spirit may have secularized the theological spirit into something without substance. If the so-called younger generation spurns it, this generation pays it back for what it has wrought other the beginning. But where this belief -- itself an ideology -- is lacking, an even worse ideology is looming. In German a "spiritual person" has always had a highly offensive connotation, but that characterization is dying out. And the putative realism that is emerging to take its place is quite ready to accommodate spiritual existence and to swallow whatever is crammed into it. Since there are hardly any young people today who dream of becoming great poets or composers, it can probably be said -- with a degree of exaggeration -- that there are no great economic theoreticians among them, and that ultimately there will be no true political spontaneity. Culture needed protection other the onslaughts of the external world, it needed a certain regard for the individual subject, perhaps even the fragmentation of socialization. Holderlin wrote: "I have understood the language of the gods; never have I understood the language of men." One hundred fifty years later a young man thinking the same way would be ridiculed or handed over to the benevolent care of a psychiatrist on account of his autism. However, it the distinction between the language of the gods -- the idea of a true language, one having to do with substantive matters -- and the practical language of communication is no longer perceived, then culture is lost. There is no doubt that German culture in its greatest era did not completely include the knowledge of contemporary philosophy, which between 1790 and 1830 was itself reserved for the few. But that philosophy was still immanent in culture. It led such seminal figures as [Wilhelm von] Humboldt and [Friedrich] Schleiermacher to their conceptions of the nature of culture. The core of speculative idealism, the doctrine of the objective character of spirit which goes beyond the simple psychological individual, was the principle of culture -- the principle of something not immediately useful to someone else, something not measured immediately in terms of its purpose. The irrevocable collapse of the metaphysics of spirit buried culture beneath it. This is no isolated occurrence in intellectual history; it is a social tact. Spirit is affected by the tact that it and its objectification as culture are no longer awaited; it thus proves itself to be something social. The generally accepted desideratum of a culture, which can be vouch-sated and verified where possible through examinations, is nothing more than the shadow of such anticipation. Verifiable culture has itself become a norm, a kind of qualification and, as such, is no more culture than the general education which has degenerated into the prattle of salesmen. The moment of spontaneity, as it was finally glorified in the theories of Bergson and the novels of Proust and which characterized culture as something distinct other the mechanisms of the social domination of nature, is destroyed in the glaring light of veritiability. Contrary to the false maxim other Faust, culture cannot be bought; its purchase and a bad buy are the same thing. However, by denying that it can be bought, culture becomes entangled in the network of privilege -- only those who already have it need not buy and possess it. Thus it succumbs to the dialectic of freedom and unfreedom. As the legacy of the old unfreedom, it had to decline; but as long as the conditions of unfreedom objectively persist, culture is impossible as mere subjective freedom.

In the US -- the most advanced bourgeois country, behind which all others hobble along -- the culturelessness (Bilderlosigkeit) of existence can be observed in its most extreme form as the social condition of universal pseudo-culture. Religious imagery, which endows what exists with the colors of something greater than what exists, has faded; the irrational imagines of feudalism, which developed with those of religion, are gone. What survives archaic folklore, which was already synthetic, cannot be changed. However, a self-regulating existence was itself not meaningful; demystified, it remained prosaic also in a negative sense. A life modeled in every respect according to the principle of equivalence is exhausted in reproducing itself, in the repetition of movement. Its demands on the individual are made with such strength and severity that he can neither hold his own against them as someone in control of his life nor experience them as part of his human purpose. Consequently, bleak existence -- the soul which does not aspire to anything higher in life -- requires substitute images for the divine which it obtains through pseudo-culture. The disparity of its elements, which has increased to the point of becoming chaotic, the renunciation of full rationality even by particular membra disiecta, led an impoverished consciousness to resort to magic.[FN5] The mass media fashioned a substitute mythology out of the Wild West, which no one confronts with the facts of a not so distant past. Film stars, pop tunes and lyrics offer similarly calculated effects. Words, which the so- called man on the street -- himself already mythological -- can scarcely understand, become popular for that very reason. One hit song says of a young woman, "You are a rhapsody," without anyone stopping to think how uncomplimentary a comparison this is -- a comparison with a potpourri of amorphous compositional techniques. Occasionally the well-groomed, often strikingly beautiful features of women are deciphered as the pictographic writing system of pseudo-culture -- faces like those of Montespan or Lady Hamilton, which are incapable of saying anything original but which repeat mechanically what is expected of them in any given situation to make the best impression. This has been observed by Evelyn Waugh. Pseudo-culture has kong since ceased to confine itself simply to the intellect; it has distorted sensuous life as well. It answers the psycho-dynamic question of how the subject is able to persevere in the lace of a rationality which has itself become irrational.

Whereas the original elements of social refinement inherent in culture are quashed (culture and refinement being essentially the same), a surrogate takes their place. The perennial status society absorbs what is left of culture and transforms it into a status symbol. This was never foreign to bourgeois culture, which has always been inclined to separate its so-called representatives -- formerly those who could speak Latin -- from the people, as Schopenhauer once naively observed. However, behind the walls of its privilege only those human forces which were oriented to praxis and thus promised a state of affairs without privilege were able to flourish. Such a dialectic of culture has been brought to a halt through its social integration, because it has been brought under direct control. Pseudo-culture is spirit overcome by fetishism of commodities. Just as the social character of the shop steward and the old-style sales clerk have been overrun by the culture of white collar workers (even with Karl Kraus, who sought to discover the origins of this process, there is talk of the aesthetic dictatorship of the sales clerk), so the venerable profit motives of culture have overgrown the whole culture like a fungus. Since it seldom allows anything which deviates other it to pass through, only this totalitarian culture is on the forefront of the new. With progressive integration, pseudo-culture rids itself of its naivete; nothing but the culture of white collar workers liquidated the sales clerk. It also clutches the spirit which it once was and remolds it according to its own needs. In so doing pseudo-culture not only participates parasitically in its momentarily undiminished prestige, but deprives it of its critical distance and potential, ultimately even of its prestige. A model for this is the late of the so-called classics. Throughout the 19th century in Germany the cultural canon at least consisted of collected editions of these works, even though they were already controlled by publishing interests of the time and subject to dubious social methods of selection. Schiller was the perfect example of culture stored in aphorisms. But even this attenuated authority has vanished. It is said that the younger generation scarcely recognizes any longer the names of many golden classics whose immortality was once rashly proclaimed. The energy has been drained other the ideas which were once concerned with, and breathed life into, culture. These ideas appeal to people neither as knowledge (as such they appear to remain behind science) nor as norms. For example, freedom and humanity have lost their power to enlighten within the totality -- a closed system of compulsion -- because it is no longer possible to model one's life after them. Even their aesthetic imperative no longer survives -- intellectual creations which embody freedom and humanity are largely seen as flimsy, verbose and ideological. Cultural goods have fallen into decay not only for the educated but also in and of themselves, in terms of their truth value. This truth value is not, as idealism would have it, a timeless invariable but rather, like people themselve, it has its life in a sociohistorical dynamic and can die.

Even manifest progress -- the general rise in the standard of living accompanying the development of material productive forces -- is not entirely a blessing for intellectual life. The discrepancies which result from the fact that the superstructure is revolutionized at a slower pace than the base have intensified to the detriment of consciousness. Pseudo-culture parasitically colonizes the cultural lag. The fact that culture benefits from technology and higher standards of living, that everyone is affected by what is cultural, is the pseudo- democratic ideology of the salesman -- "music goes into mass production" -- and no less so because one calls people who have doubts about it snobbish. This ideology can be refuted by empirical social research. Thus in the USA, in an ingenious study of two comparison groups listening to so-called serious music, one in live performance and the other only on radio, Edward Suchmann demonstrated that the latter reacted more shallowly and with less understanding than the former. Just as serious music virtually was transformed into light music for radio listeners, so in general intellectual creations, which people pounce on with a suddenness Kierkegaard equated with the demonic, are frozen into cultural goods. The reception of such goods does not conform to immanent criteria but only to the criterion which the consumer believes he has derived from it. However, the demand for culture as a desire to be counted among the upper class, from which one is subjectively less ditterentiated anyhow, increases with the standard of living. As a response to this desire, large sectors of society are encouraged to pretend they have a culture which in fact they do not. What was once reserved for the snobs and the nouveau fiche has become the spirit of the people. A greater part of the production of the culture (Kultur) industry lives from folk culture and this in turn creates the need for such pseudo-cultural artifacts as biographical novels, which report on cultural matters and simultaneously produce cheap and trivial identifications, the sellout of whole disciplines like archeology or bacteriology, which are distorted into crude stimulants and give the reader the impression that he is au courant. The foolishness on which the culture market (Kulturmarkt) depends is reproduced and strengthened by this. Under prevailing conditions, the blithe dissemination of culture (Bildung) is exactly the same as its destruction.

Doubts about the popularization of culture and its unqualitied value as a means of enlightenment under current conditions give way to the suspicions of reactionaries. For example, one cannot oppose the publication in paperback of important philosophical texts of the past with the argument that their content will sutter by this form and function of presentation without making oneself look like the ridiculous spokesperson for an historically condemned idea of culture which allows a few dinosaurs able to attest to its greatness and grandeur. In fact, it would be senseless to try to secrete these texts in small and costly editions at a time when the state of technology and the economic interests in mass production converge. Out of tear of the inevitable, however, one should not blind oneself to what this implies and above all to how it conflicts with the immanent demand for the democratization of culture itself. In the process of the dissemination of culture, the meaning of what is disseminated is changed in many ways which are contrary to what one prides oneself on disseminating. Only a linear and continuous view of intellectual progress recklessly glosses over the qualitative content of a culture which has been socialized into pseudo- culture. By contrast, the dialectical conception recognizes the ambiguity of progress within the repressive totality. The fact that antagonisms multiply signifies that all particular advances in the consciousness of freedom also participate in the persistence of unifreedom. Light is shed on the whole sphere by a touchingly deceptive passage in the old treasury of social democratic ideas quoted by [Walter] Benjamin as a motto for his "Theses on the Philosophy of History": "May our task daily become clearer and the people daily more clever."[FN6] Just as there are no approximate values in art -- a mediocre performance of a musical work in no way realizes its content and is wholly inadequate to the task -- so the same may be said about the intellectual experience as a whole. What is half-understood and half- experienced is not the first stage of culture but its mortal enemy. Elements of culture which enter consciousness without becoming part of its continuity are transformed into toxic substances; they tend to become superstitions even if they criticize superstition as such. A case in point is that senior handyman who, in his yearning for something higher, took on the Critique of Pure Reason and ended in astrology, ostensibly because only there was he able to reconcile the moral laws within us with the stars above us. Unassimilated elements of culture fortify that reification of consciousness against which culture should protect us. For someone who comes across Spinoza's Ethics unprepared to understand them in terms of the Cartesian doctrine of substance and the difficulties of mediating between res cogitans and res extensa, the definitions with which the book begins thus assume the character of something dogmatically opaque and abstrusely arbitrary. Only when the concept and the dynamic of rationalism are understood in relation to the role of definitions does this character disappear. Anyone unprepared will neither know what these definitions should be nor what inherently justifies them. He will either reject them as gibberish and thereby easily adopt a superior attitude toward philosophy as a whole or, by resorting to the authority of the famous name, swallow them all and thus become authoritarian, just as citations of so-called great thinkers wandering like ghosts in ideological manuscripts reinforce the trivial opinions of dilettantes. By themselves, historical introductions and commentaries which advance the subject are scarcely able to provide the proper contextual understanding of definitions to anyone approaching Spinoza's Ethics unless they are already familiar with the specific problematic he addresses. The result is bewilderment and obscurantism; but above all, a blind relation to cultural products (Kulturprodukten) improperly understood which cripples even the spirit that these products, conceived as living things, were to help express. However, this flagrantly contradicts the intention of a philosophy which, as the ultimate source of knowledge, rightly or wrongly recognized only what is immediately ascertainable. What holds true of all philosophers, holds true, by analogy, for the whole of art. The idea that genius and greatness are immediately self-evident and comprehensible -- the remains of an aesthetic based on the cult of genius -- occludes the fact that nothing which can be called culture (Bildung) can be grasped without prerequisites.

One extreme may clarity the matter. A book widely distributed in the US[FN7] is geared unabashedly toward a pseudo-cultural desire -- the appearance of being cultured by being able to recognize immediately the undisputed standard works of symphonic literature in the music business. The method is this: main themes of symphonies, even single mo-tits, are given words that can be sung and impressed upon the memory like the musical phrases of popular songs. Thus the main theme of Beethoven's Fifth Symphony is sung to the words: "I am your Fate, come, let me in!"; the main theme of the Ninth Symphony is broken into parts because its opening is not singable enough and only the concluding motif is put into words; "Stand! The mighty ninth is now at hand!" However, Spaeth devotes the following lines to the marginal theme from Tchaikovsky's Symphonie Pathetique which was once often freely parodied:

This music has a less pathetic strain,

it sounds more sane and not so tull of pain.

Sorrow is ended, grief may be mended,

It seems Tchaikovsky will be calm again!

Much may be learned about unassuming, average pseudo-culture in this explosion of barbarism, which certainly has damaged the musical consciousness of millions of people. The idiotic words sung have nothing to do with the content but attach themselves like leeches to the effect of symphonic works, testifying conclusively to the ferishism of pseudo- culture in relation to its objects. The objectivity of a work of art is distorted through its personalization -- a portrait of Tchaikovsky would be a passionate movement which subsides in a lyrical episode. Even though Tchaikovsky himself in fact already advanced the culture industry, his music is distilled from the comprehension of a raving half-mad musician who nevertheless also had his quiet moments, according to the cliche of the long-haired Slav. Moreover, the themes in symphonic music are not what is most important, they are for the most part merely material. The popularization, which shifts attention to the themes, diverts it from what is essential -- the structural course of the music as a whole -- to the anatomical, the bits and pieces of individual melodies. Thus what aids the dissemination sabotages what is disseminated. Ultimately, however (and this is an aspect which hardly deserves a milder epithet than satanic), it will scarcely be possible for people who have memorized the themes with such abominable words ever to forget them and to listen to the music as it really is. Cultural information disguised as the love of art reveals itself to be destructive. However, even the most innocent paperback at least potentially has something of Spaeth in it. No enlightenment deserves the name it it is too intimidated to undertake reflections of this type.

The mechanism which promotes the prestige of a culture no longer experienced and scarcely even present any longer, as well as the abortive identification with it, is subjective, a collective narcissism.[FN8] Pseudo-culture has made the private realm available to all. Collective narcissism amounts to this: people compensate for social powerlessness, which goes to the root of individual drives and conscious motives as well as guilt feelings because they are not what they should be and do not do what they should do according to their self-image. They compensate by turning themselves either in fact or imagination into members of something higher and more encompassing to which they attribute qualities which they themselves lack and from which they profit by vicarious participation. The idea of culture is predestined for this because (similar to a racial myth) it asks of the individual only the bare minimum whereby collective narcissism is gratified; enrollment in a better school, sometimes even the pretention of being from a good family, are already sufficient. The attitude which links pseudo-culture and collective narcissism is that of being in charge, of having a say, of conducting oneself and considering oneself as an expert. The phenomenology of language in the administered world that Karl Korn has outlined recently, especially the "language of show-offs," is frankly the ontology of pseudo-culture. The linguistic monstrosities he interpreted are the stigma of abortive identifications with the objective spirit in it. In order to continue to satisfy the demands society makes on people, culture is reduced to the identifying marks of social immanence and integration; it becomes something exchangeable, something usable. The comparatively innocent lie about the unity of culture and property with which one defended the class system in Wihelminian Prussia became the crazy truth. Thereby, however, the spint of pseudo-culture was pledged to conformity. Not only is the ferment of criticism and opposition withdrawn from it (culture in the 18th century stood up to the established powers), but the affirmation and intellectual duplication of what exists anyway become pseudo-culture's own content, proof of its legitimacy. Criticism, however, degenerates into mere cleverness which is deceived by nothing and fools its adversaries -- a means of getting on.

The pseudo-cultured person practices self-preservation without a self. He can no longer realize subjectivity as bourgeois theory would define it -- in the sense of experience and ideas. This undermines the possibility of culture subjectively just as much as everything is opposed to it objectively. Experience -- the continuity of consciousness in which everything not present survives, in which practice and association establish tradition in the individual -- is replaced by the selective, disconnected, interchangeable and ephemeral state of being informed which, as one can already observe, will promptly be cancelled by other information. The temps duree -- the cohesive life relatively in tune with itself which leads to judgment -- is replaced by a declaritive "that is," lacking any judgment, similar to the way passengers on express trains call out the names of ball-bearing or cement factories or the new barracks in every place rapidly disappearing into the distance, ready to respond to every unasked question inconsequentially. Pseudo- culture is an impediment to time,[FN9] to memory, through which alone that synthesis of experiences which once signified culture entered consciousness. Proud of being very busy and even overworked, the pseudo- cultured person quite reasonably also prides himself on his bad memory. Perhaps this is the reason why so much is made of time in contemporary philosophical ideology, since so much of it is wasted and one should conserve it. However, the much touted concretism and the abstractionism which generally allows only the individual to be considered a representative of the universal, to be called by that name, complement each other. The concept [of time] is eluded by ordaining its subsumption under whatever ready-made cliches are drawn from dialectical revisions. These cliches reveal their pernicious power in totalitarian systems; even their form is the isolating, piercing, incontestable "that is." Since pseudo-culture nevertheless clings to traditional categories which it no longer satisfies, the new form of consciousness is unconsciously aware of its own deformation. For this reason, pseudo-culture is irritable and angry; being informed about everything is also at the same time a desire to know better. Ressentiment is one slogan of pseudo- culture that has seen better days. However, pseudo-culture is itself the sphere of pure and simple ressentiment of which it accuses all those who still retain a spark of self-awareness. The destructive potential of pseudo-culture is unmistakable beneath the superficiality of the dominant conformism. While it fetishistically seizes upon cultural goods (Kulturguter) as property, it is poised the whole time to smash them.

Pseudo-culture is associated with paranoia -- the persecution complex. The conspicuous affinity of a state of consciousness like pseudo-culture with unconscious psychotic processes would nonetheless remain a puzzling, pre-established harmony it the systems of delusion did not themselves also have their objective social function apart from their place in the psychic economy of the individual. They compensate for that essential insight which pseudo-culture obstructs. Such systems furnish whoever is deprived of the continuity of judgment and experience with schemata for coping with reality. These latter certainly do not approximate reality but compensate for the anxiety about what cannot be grasped. Consumers of psychotic ready-mades feel sheltered by all those similarly isolated, who are bound together in their solitude by a common delusion under conditions of radical social alienation. As soon as it transcends immediate interests, the narcissistic gratification of leading a secret life and belonging to a select group exempts one from reality testing, which according to Freud was the foremost task of the old ego. The delusional systems of pseudo-culture are permanent shortcircuits. One might have wished to explain the collective tendency to such forms of consciousness, which [Georges] Sorel and [Alfred] Rosenberg both christened myths, by the fact that contemporary social reality, which is inherently difficult, complex and incomprehensible, leads to the same shortcircuits. But even this apparently objective deduction falls short. Owing to the abolition of countless mechanisms connected with the market, as well as the elimination of the random play of forces in many sectors, society has become more transparent than ever before. If insight depended on nothing but the functional state of society, then it would be possible for the proverbial ditch digger to understand the way it works today. What is produced objectively is much more the subjective condition which makes the objectively possible insight impossible. The sense of having no contact with the power of the existent, of nevertheless having to capitulate to it, also cripples the driving forces of understanding. What is presented to the subject as immutable becomes fetishized, inscrutable and misunderstood. People think in terms of the binary opposition between those predestined to be saved and those predestined to be damned. The pseudo-cultured person counts himself among the saved; among the damned is everything which might call his reign -- and everything connected with it -- into question. Passing judgment on enemies who are often self-proclaimed or only construed as such, that very moment of brutality, which the breakdown of culture (Kultur) objectively spawns in those who boast of their culture, breaks through. Pseudo-culture is defensive; it avoids the contacts which might reveal something of its dubious nature. It is not complexity but rather alienation which gives rise to the psychotic forms of reaction to the social -- psychosis itself is objective alienation appropriated and internalized by the subject. Pseudo-culture's collective systems of delusion reconcile the irreconcilable --they articulate alienation, sanction it, as it it were a deep dark mystery, and apparently bring it closer, substituting a deceptive experience for the one which has disintegrated. For the pseudo-cultured, everything mediated turns into immediacy, even the all-powerful past. Thus the tendency toward personalization -- objective relations are traced to individuals or salvation is expected from them. The delusional cult of personalization develops together with the depersonalization of the world. On the other hand, as alienated consciousness, pseudo-culture has no immediate relation to anything; it is always fixated on its own view of things. Its attitude is that of taping something for granted; even for the wildest conjectures, it always sounds as it it is saying, "What, you don't know that?" Critical consciousness is crippled, reduced to a turbid disposition to look behind the scenes. [David] Riesman has described this as an example of "getting the inside dope." Nevertheless, the dominant responses and theorems of pseudo-culture remain irrational, which explains its sympathies for irrationalisms of every stripe, especially for the depraved ones, for the glorification of nature and the soul. It is at once intellectually pretentious and barbarically anti- intellectual. The elective affinity between pseudo-culture and the petit bourgeoisie is obvious. However, as pseudo-culture is socialized, its pathetic tendencies begin to infect the whole of society; this corresponds to the establishment of the petit bourgeoisie as the dominant social character. The social connection between delusion and pseudo-culture has scarcely been broached by social science, but it has, however, been seen by a literature which has never been given its due. The entire physiognomy of pseudo-culture is found in [Peter] Benedix's description of the destructive mother-in-law in his old-fashioned comedy, Der Storenfried (The Trouble-maker). Sociology is probably capable of elaborating its whole ontology -- a structural relation of all its basic categories, which are derived from social conditions at the same time. The pseudo-cultured person, who affirms culture even as he is excluded from it, avails himself of a second culture sui generis -- an unofficial culture which in the meantime admittedly celebrates its true encounter with that culture prepared by the culture industry -- the world of books not put in the bookcase but actually read, even though they appear to be as lacking in history and as insensitive to historical catastrophes as the unconscious itself. Like the unconscious, pseudo-culture tends to be unresponsive, which makes it more difficult to correct pedagogically. Only a deep psychological approach could counteract this tendency in such away as to prevent its ossification in the early developmental stages and to strengthen critical reflection.

Approaches of this kind nevertheless soon run into trouble. Familiarity with the social disorder (Unwesen) of pseudo-culture confirms that what is produced and reproduced by objective conditions, which keep the sphere of consciousness in a state of powerlessness, cannot be changed in isolation. Within the contradictory totality, the question of culture (Bildung) also becomes entangled in an antinomy. Continuing to talk about culture (Kultur) is naive and ideological in view of the tendency to liquidate it, which manifests itself objectively and beyond all the limits of political systems. Moreover, culture cannot be raised in abstracto to the level of a norm or a so-called value because assertions of this type cut through the connection everything cultural has to the realization by a self-controlled self-consciousness of a life worth living and contribute to that neutralization of the spirit which destroys culture (Bildung). Conversely, however, even social theory and a praxis somehow oriented to it cannot take the side of the stronger tendency and, with a courage born of despair, push, shove what is tailing, making the liquidation of culture its own, for then it would be directly and jointly responsible for the relapse into barbarism. Among the temptations of a spirit which has lost faith in itself, not the least harmless is what in psychology. Anna Freud has called identification with the aggressor[FN10] -- to subscribe submissively to what is supposedly inevitable. At present the critical intellectual succeeds less well than one who uses the intellect, or what he coituses with it, for obtuscation. Equally conceited, however, is the illusion that anyone -- and by this one always means oneself -- might be exempt from the tendency to socialized pseudo-culture. What may quite justifiably be called the progress of consciousness -- the illusion-tree critical insight into the nature of things as they really are --proceeds apace with the loss of culture (Bildungsverlust): common sense and traditional culture are incompatible. It is not by chance that, when Marx and Engels conceived the critical theory of society, those spheres which were the primary concern of the concept of culture -- philosophy and art -- had become crude and primitive. Such simplification has become incompatible with the social aim of ultimately finding a way out of barbarism (in the meantime it supports naked terror in the East). Progressive consciousness -- which allows those who have it the capacity to resist a commodified culture (Kultur) that has degenerated into property -- is not only above but simultaneously below culture (Bildung) which flounders. An alloy of barbarism is mixed like an enzyme with progress itself, with the category of the new -- one purities it. What one should aspire to is a situation which does not glorify culture (Kultur), conserve its remains or destroy it, but rather transcends the antithesis of culture (Bildung) and the lack of it, of culture (Kultur) and nature. However, this demands not only that the absolutization of culture be broken but also that the conception of it as something dependent, as a simple function of praxis and mere instructions for it, not be hypostatized, not be channeled into undialectical theses. The insight that what has arisen is not reducible to its origin and cannot be equated with that from which it came, is also related to that spirit which is so easily tempted to make itself the origin. One might well respond to someone who makes this self-aggrandizing claim by making reference to his dependence on the real conditions of life and to his inseparability from them, ultimately to the fact that he is an organic being. However, were the intellect utterly reduced to that dependency and were it to resign itself to the role of mere necessity, then the opposite would come to mind. To this extent, the concern with culture (Bildung) at the present historical moment is justified. It is not only the untruth but the truth of the intellect that it separated itself from the real conditions of life and made itself independent of them; no binding knowledge, no successful work of art can be refuted by referring to its social genesis. It people once developed the mind in order to sustain life, their spiritual creations, which existed for no other reason, no longer provide any nourishment. The irrefutable independence of the spirit a-vis society, the promise of freedom, is itself as much a social fact as the unity of both. It that independence is simply denied, then the spirit is suppressed and makes an ideology of what exists no less than when it ideologically usurps absoluteness. Beyond the fetishism of culture (Kultur), what may rightly be called cultural is solely what realizes itself by virtue of the integrity of its own spiritual form, intercedes only via this integrity, reacts to society but not in direct conformity with its laws. The spirit's power to do so comes precisely from what was once culture (Bildung). In those instances where spirit does not dissolve into undifferentiated identity with society, and yet still only obeys social laws, the following anachronism is timely -- to hold fast to culture even alter society has deprived it of a foundation. For the only way spirit can possibly survive is through critical reflection on pseudo-culture, for which culture is essential.
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