THE LATEST DEVELOPMENTS
IN TECHNOLOGY AND THE
PHILOSOPHY OF THE ABSURD

Jacques Ellul

Let me begin with an explanation for those who may think the sianon | descnbe
and my examples are too charactertically French Someone mught argue that
MMHﬁwﬂm.pﬁnﬂdﬁinhUﬂm.hﬂh.
I must insist, just the same. The French have a fault. They are unbelievably
logical (and not at all pragmatic). and once committed 1o a course of action,
€ven after it has been shown to be a bad one, they carry on with rigorous
consistency until all conclusions have been drawn from the premises. This means
that. in many instances. the French provide an illurminating example  In concrete
form. they show the end result of this or that assumption. Unfortunately . | would
More slowly . | refer especially to the growth and ratonaiization of the centralized
“ate and the exorbitant features of public administration.

A second preliminary remark is that the theme *“Technology and Philosophy ™
15 50 vast that it should not be dealt with as such. In my opinion. it is not a
quﬂﬂhnn[mung.hmnTniumlnﬁanﬁhﬂqwmmlulp:mmm
pan of Homo faber, from the paleolithic age on. This is the view that technology
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is an extension of man or characteristic of the human essence; that there is no
essential difference between pre-historic, Greek, Chinese, or present-day tech-
mics; that technique is always the same phenomenon.' It is this global phenom-
enon that is then joined with philosophy . which is also taken as a whole. as if
it were an activity no less inherent in man than technique. Philosophy in this
sense is used o include Confucius as well as Heraclitus, Descartes along with
Nictzsche. With such an approach Greece readily becomes pivotal, and ot is
from techné, meaning ““an.""

As far as | am concerned, this kind of study is uscless and, strictly speaking,
without meaning. Modern technology is not the same as what we mean by the
term when applying it to past ages; there is not some one phenomenon. Simularly
Philosophy with a capital P does not exist. There are as many philosophics as
there are cras, places, cultures—and, finally, as many philosophacs as there are
philosophers! Therefore, in order to be useful, we must limit our terms. Which
technique? Which philosophy? So as not to repeat what has already been said
so often, | am led 1o choose a theme which might sound surprising: the philosophy
of the absurd and the leading edge of modern technology.

I. THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE ABSURD

It is in France more than anywhere else in the years following World War 11
that there developed what is called *“the philosophy of the absurd.”* particularly
n assoctation with the existentialism of Jean-Paul Sartre. Its main theme is that
life and all activity or human thought are absurd, have no meaming. Nothing has
amy meaning. To live is simply a fact. History has no meaning. is not leading
amywhere and follows no rule nor has any permanence. Relatioaships with others
do pot have any more meaning. In any case, relationships with others are com-
pletely impossible. Whatever one person says s not and cannot be undentood
by others and. i retumn. 2 person cannot understand the reactions of others.
Mhm““ihmﬂjdmm
i the eyes of others may be perfectly reasonable 10 the person himself_ It is
impossible to commumcate. The presence of others is what s most difficalt 10
bear. “*Hell 1s other people.™ ““Man is backed into a corner™ and cannot escape
mmm.wthﬂ—nhm‘mumm
stabulity, no point of reference from which to pass judgment on events or actions
There is no Being 10 which it would be possible 1o relate. Obviously, there is
mﬁm'nlmEviI.-ﬂmmﬂﬂthhmﬁra"mﬂiryﬂm-
guity.”” Only what exists has reality, but a reality as shifting and uncenain as
water or sand. Everything is formless.

This state of affairs can be read as freedom. After all, anything is as good as
anything else. To do this or that makes no difference. Certainly, one is free 1o
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do one thing or the other since both are unimportant. Choices do not have to be
thought out. They simply are. The result will be disjointed and contradictory
behavior. In male-female relationships, for example, there is total uncertainty;
i 15 necessary only 10 be ““honest”” with oneself. The only possible nonabsurdity
5 just that—honesty with oneself. 1o be oneselfl entirely within the moment. It
follows: | love a woman or a man and | devote myself 1o this love, but | should
be on guard against this jove becoming transformed into a habit, a good, a
fidelity. | should be attentive 1o the moment when | stop loving (with force,
passion, exclusiveness, eic.), and at that moment | should honestly say that it
15 over and break off. What about the other person in all of this? We have already

In politics, it is exactly the same. | exist within this social body and, therefore.
whether 1 like it or pot, 1 am involved in politics. | cannot not be. Honesty with
oncsell demands recognition of this. At the same time, there is no just politics
(for justice has no meaning), and there is no doctrine to which | can adhere.
From this point on, political involvement, which must be willed, is an involve-
ment of the moment, so that whatever flashes into one's mind should be done
or defended for the time being. As a result, people will change political positions
according 1o circumstances, impressions, and emotions. Sartre readily altered
his own declarations, which were nevertheless always put forth like absolutes.
Sometimes only two weeks apart he could say quite contradictory things (for
mnstance, during the Hungarian and Czech crises’). Sincenity and an invol vemnent
n the moment in all areas of life lead 1o a succession of sincere if varicgated
reactions. Science likewise is rejected as a source of order and certainty ., as in
Sanre’s famous attack in a round-table discussion with eminent physicists. **As
a philosopher, | know more about matier than all the physicists. . ..~

In this wastcland, where no guidelines arc possible. there is only one reality—
the human being. It is therefore necessary to help him, as does the doctor in
Albert Camus’s The Plague. Of course, this is absurd too, but it is the only
acuvity that one can choose. 5o there are Sartre’s successive mvolvements on
behalf of the poor and the unfortunate, but only on condition that such a respomse
IS not made out of pity, charity, or virue. Such moral involvements have no
value, nor do they confer any ultimate meaning or justification. Indeed. otherwise
the only true action would be suicide, except that suicide itself is an absurd act
which is not imperative. All and Nothing are identical. Hamlet's question is not
a question. One can only remain backed into a comer. Obviously, such a phi-
Mrﬂhhﬂh—hmhmﬂlﬂpﬂmm?nmlf

mmﬂmwufmmm;iwm however, to a sizable body of
literature—especially plays—which are generally interesting and exciting. There
is, for instance, the theatre of Camus (with Caligula a1 the center), of Sartre
(Dirty Hands, The Devil and the Good Lord, etc. ), and then of Eugene lonesco.
From this beginning a double development takes place. First, in the literary
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MNEM.HMMMMthMM
im:.hlhphysufﬁuﬂeucﬂuduthuhduuﬁm:plﬂ-ﬂ
relationships among the characters. in order to kead the spectator to conclude
that life is absurd and nothing has any meaning. But that is not emough There
follows the development of a kind of theatre which is simply absurd in itself,
the absurdity is not discussed but demonstrated. There are characters who ex-
change words without any meaning, speeches that are perfectly incoherent.
without beginning or end. Samuel Beckett's plays mark a crucial transition. With
Beckett, there are characters on stage who speak and who act, but whose words
are constantly covered up by a thundering music. Recently in Paris there was a
two-hour performance in which two characters exchanged remarks composed of
sounds with no discemible meaning.’

The second development in the literature of the absurd is nihilism. Nothing
is worth anything and everything must be reduced to nothing. There is both an
acsthetic nihilism which lcads to the idea that the artist should produce a *'non-
work of an.”" that is. nothing; and a theoretical nihilism which can be explamed
a such (E-M. Cioran). Sech nihilism can influence the lives even of people who
are ncither philosophers nor artists, and can lead some to suicide (an issue of
real and present importance given the suicide rate among young people). others
to terronsm (joining the Russian nihilists from the end of the nincteenth century,
whom Camus portrayed with such sympathy and comprehension in The Just). |

am not saying that all the terronsts now spread throughout our world know even
a little of this philosophy of the absurd; only that this philosophy, which has

penetrated much deeper than we think, has brought about a psychological climate
in the midst of society that enables terrorism to develop. Besides, we must not
forget that some of these terronists (e.g., the Baader-Meinhol gang) have been
mtellectuals.

The phulosophy of the absurd nself developed within a political climate whach
helps i part 1o cxplasn w—the Nan occupation and Gestapo terror, the impotence
felt by resisiors and. at the end of the war. the discovery of the sppalling atrocinies
of the concentration camps. Under such conditions, with this “*excess of evil.”
and even more given the panful infighting after the Liberation, it is understand-
able that some philosophers should decide life is absurd and there is no exit.
There 18 no just cause. there is no longer good or evil: man is atrocious; Caligula
represents man—and André Malraux falls back on the history of an (ancient!)
in order to try to discover a meaning in human history,

A final remark. It is possible that the philosophy of the absurd has even
influenced scientific theory 0 some extent. This may seem incredible. but con.
suder some hypotheses of the hmm-ﬂrﬂlﬂ%m
out of cybemetics. the principle of feedback and other key concepts in com-
mm.:u“nm&hﬂ-ﬂ-ﬂ
as “the whirlwind,” “wrbulence.” “chaos.” and research concerning such
things as the strange form of the candle flame and #s smoke—which can also
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hwmmm-ﬂmm-wuﬂh
social sciences. Ten years ago in communication theory. *'noise”” was understood
a5 a negative factor, “‘that which prevents information from being transmined
dmm;mmuwhum--ﬁ
M_dmﬂw.fmhmmuﬂhhdhthﬂd
lﬂm.ﬂhﬂl—iy.hphﬂh,dm:mdmhlchmpthnufﬂt
opposition between order and chaos (see the laws of thermodynamics). Chaos
was only randomness or disorder and, like noise, had negative connotations.
Here, too, ’lh‘mﬁlll-lwchmpd Chaos has become a positive phenomenon in
physical theory, * %mmmﬁrﬁm:ﬁ:[ﬁ*ﬁﬂurm
comes from noise).”" mmmmm writes Hean Atlan, must
situate humselfl *‘between crystal and smoke. ™ Smoke is not insignificant but a
physical phenomenon which also follows laws more hidden than those presem
-hwmwydcm-dwmm-m
mathematical analysis which | do not have the competence to evaluate. but it s
nevertheless interesting to observe its seductive appeal.

Leaving aside mathematical abstractions, however, all this does become a
subtle justification for disorder with which one can, in contemporary circum-
stances, readily sympathize. 1 do not think that it is by scientific research alone
that the physicists wind up with such theories. As with all scientific hypotheses,
these also belong to a socicty and a culture which inevitably influences their
formulation. We live in a society which is highly ordered, coercive (even if
morally lax), demanding, etc., and it is necessary 10 try to break out of i
constramts. It 1s indispensable to revalue chaos and to deal with excessive order,
o counter-balance order with disorder. That | well understand. Sull. this may
mean that the absurd is introduced as a positive form of disorder.

II. THE TECHNOLOGY OF THE ABSURD

Over against the philosophy of the absurd stands the monument of the scicnces,
which are in themselves in no way absurd. Technical expansion especially once
scemed 1o be a model of mtionality, ngor, efficiency, and exacutude. There s
nothing absurd or ambiguous here. Equally. i the systematic combinations of
techmique, everything appears ressonable and rabonal. Dosbtless, it can be sad
that man is sometimes ill-adapted to this environment which s o organized.
o sysicmatic, and that he often exhibits incoherent reactions (for example,
violence). This was well demonstrated by the 1968 student/worker challenges
to the whole techno-economic environment. Sull, it is human beings who are
absurd in such reactions, while the technical system as such remains coberent,
What is happening with recent technical developments, however, is that. es-
pecially under the influence of data processing, eic., technology has become a
more positive sponsor of absurdity. Advances in technology have called forth
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absurd human behavior and placed us in what are economucally absurd sifuations.
Al its leading edges, contemporary technology links up with the philosophy of
the absurd n compictely unforescen ways.

Sarcly, though. it is always possible to reply that this is 2 result of the human
factor. Certainly man is not absent from such situations. But, | repeat, he is led
toward absurdity by the dynamics of technology. As a small example, which
need not be taken too seriously, we have all seen modemn films which reconstruct
the real sounds, just as they are, during some scene, so that we hear all the
background noises of street, airplanes, radio music, elc., at their real volume.
What is remarkable is that on the screen we see characters who talk to each
other, but we can only make out a few of their words because the rest are
drowned out by the noise. We caich some word, a scrap of a sentence (as would
be produced in reality), but we can no longer describe noise as the background.
It has become the forcground Nevertheless, this speech. consumed by nowsc,
about winch we know only that it has been spoken, provokes our imagmaton—
and we imagine, but cannot know, what the characters might be saying 1o one
another. Such advanced cinematographic techniques create a kind of mass absurd
theatre.

In the interests of avoiding a purely abstract and theoretical study, let me turn
now 1o provide some more serious examples to substantiate my thesis that modern
technology leads 1o the absurd. The first set will concem the absurdity of our
correspond t0 no use, are produced because the technical possibility s there.
and this techmacal possibality must be explosted. We must move., inexorably and
absurdly. m one direction. In like manner. products that fill no need are used
in the same absurd and ridiculous way. Here are four cases.

There has been an enormous amount of propaganda in France supporting the
growth of the telephone network. The number of ielephone users has doubled
in the last ten years. There are presently twenty million receivers installed.
Unfortunately for the administration, this has proved to be a disastrous situation.
The French do not use the ielephone! Statistics in 1982 tell us that each welephone
is wsed 1.3 times per day. an insignificant amount. Is this going to stop the
expansion of the telephone network? Not at all. Such statistics are set aside and
the techmcuans conclude that it 1 nocessary w0 nstall twenty-five million wele-
phones by 1985 Thes means practically one recerver per family, which would
lead %o a decrease i average use. To counterbalance this, someone has had the
bright idea of creating situations where the French will have 1o use tclephones.
Thas has been an important factor behind the enormous international propaganda
campaign by Teletel, the French telephone company, which assumes the inter-
action of telephones, televisions, computers (and to promote the system, people
are supposed to get free computers). Thanks to this system, a telephone call can
get you the number of a pen-pal. train and airplane schedules, merchandise
catalogues, TV and movie programs, etc.—all of which forces the use of the
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system. It iii cease prnting telephone directones.

progress will have been justified. Here we have behavior absundly dictated by
the imperatives of sophisticated technologies that no one needs.

cavil. Throughout this discussion, | be referming 1o things *“that no one
needs.”” 1 am not unaware of the innumerable studies by psychologists and
E!EEE_EE ‘needs’’—natural, artificial, innate, cultural, etc. I am
not going to get involved in such abstruse analyses, because | fully admit that
a need which was not originally given (.., to drink iced drinks), can become
through force of habit just as genuine, as natural, as those grounded in our
physiology. In referring 1o what is not a need, 1 limit myself simply 10 certain
clementary facts. For example, when | learn that in the USSR there are public
Stores full of some industnial product which no one buys, | conclude that there
15 no need for them and there is little chance such a need will anise. Simalarly
with French telephones. The point is that from the moment a techmically advanced
product is made available, o 1s important to have comsumers use it—even if they
are not interested. Technical progress requires it It may be replied that this
depends at least on the decision of those in charge who could, after all, choose
otherwise But precisely this is not so, if we want to remain among the ranks
of advanced countries. Indeed, if we wish to remain on the right track. we are
even obliged to come up with still further inventions—that is, even more absurd
EEEE’EE&EE&E?%

y
JHEEE-EEE%TEEE
tons. The smallest stream in the Pyrenees or the Alps had its station. The Sociéié
National de I"Electricité de France (E.D.F.) became one of the strongest eco-
pomic and political forces in the country. But by 1955 there was 0o much
electricity. The stations were not operating at their normal capacity, and so were
not efficient. A huge publicity campaign was undertaken to cause the French w0
utilizing electric power heating systems. A regressive pricing scale was intro-
duced so that the more electricity you used, the lower the rate. All of a sudden
after 1970, the E.D.F. abruptly became aware that growth projections based on
increases from the previous ten years led to electrical consumption increases of

geometric proportions, so that it was absolutely necessary to build more power

‘The nuclear electncal power program was launched. lcading 10 violent conflicts
between engineers and ecologists in the widest sense of the terms. In the latter
camp were not only idealists, but also doctors, biologists, economusts, eic. One

study dome by Le Centre d'Etudes Economigues at the University of Grenoble
m 1971 concluded that. in the long run, the price per KWH of clecincity generated
by nuclear power would be three nmes higher than what had been indicated 0
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the (propaganda) studics of the E.D.F. (which was predicting a rate decrease).
and that the program cnvisaged would again far outstrip need by 1985. Of course.
the report was ignored. What is noteworthy is that now the Commussion on
Energy for the preparation of the [Xth economic plan has just concluded (May
1983) that we should stop the nuclear program, that the production of electrical
energy is already beyond our needs, and that the net cost will be along the lines
indicated at Grenoble in 1971. The first reaction among certain groups has been
to conclude that it is not necessary to stop the construction of nuclear power
plants. but 1o launch 2 new publicity campaign to convince the Freach 1o consume
still more electricity—ior no reason except simply 1o use up what 15 gomng to
be produced.

The shsurdity here lies not only in the arbitrary campaign to sway people.
but also in the situation itself, which is characterized by a failure to distinguish
the necessary and meaningful from the unnecessary and meaningless. Further-
more, | am not implying that those who have supported the enormous nuclear
program are dishonest, any more than that the present report for the IXth plan
has beeen written by ecological partisans. Both are equally good. honest tech-
nicians, but incapable of projecting our true needs for the immediate future. The
absurdity lies in prediction itself. The second level of absurdity rests with the
fact that sech forecasts, whach mecessanly lack an ability 1 make the crucial
distinctions, are # the same time indispensable and incvitable in a technological
ency on what is inherently absurd is of course even more absurd.

Third case. We are in the throes of producing and organizing an extremely
sophisticated (and expensive) system to forecast crop production (wheat, com,
etc.) with only a 5% margin of emror three moaths in advance. Such a system
should be useful for establishing prices, markets, etc. Satellites provide photo-
graphs of agncultural districts for evaluation. The electronic apparatus allows
for measurement of fickd emperatures (by companng exposed and shaded arcas)
and calculations of mowsture. Close-up photos yield estimates for the average
sze of (say) the cars of com. Together, such facton can be used w0 develop, it
scems, an exact forecast. (Of course, this assumes considerable investment in
equipment, properly qualified personnel (to interpret the data transmitted from
the satellite), etc. Yet anyone who has lived even a short while in the countryside
knows that it only takes one tommado, a sudden hailstorm, or a violent wind
accompanicd by rain to rn everything at one fell swoop. And all this remains
relatively unpredictable nght up until the harvest Forecasts made three months
n advance ofien have bttlc real meaming. Sull, the campaign for such a system
develops apace and becomes all caught up n techaical feasibility studies. or-
ganizatwnal management. and engincening problem solving. Questions of ulu-
mate nocessity and real value fail 1o be asked or are answered with ad hoc
justifications.

A final instance involves radio and television. First, there are the three large
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networks already in existence in France. These are extraordinary sysiems
(which will become even more so when there is television by satellne), and
we simply have 10 use them. We have 1o broadcast. It is an imperative o
broadcast (18 out of 24 hours cach day) information. spectacies, music, talk
shows, interviews, movies, news, advice on health, cooking, etc. We musr
M:Wyﬁy,m:vnjd.ymthin;m. It does not really matter
what, as long as the screen is not empty. Since it is perfectly impossible to
lind something true, beautiful, or intelligent each and every day, something
worth the effort of being heard and experienced, then perforce the media are
filled with inanities. There is a constant demand for people who are more or
less well known and can attract attention. It is best, however, if they do not
have anything 100 deep or original to say, since this is always difficalt 10
communicaie. When an intellectual does appear on some program be is almost
always made 10 talk on an insulting level. Things go better with any popular
novelist. Similarly, thanks to the microphone, it is possible 1o have people
sing who have no real voice. People who would not have been listened to
fifty years ago are now the vocalists in greatest demand. The combination of
@ device which allows a person without excellence to be heard along with
lﬂﬂhcrﬂ:ﬂuwhi:h*ﬂmm,mquhﬂﬂﬂdhﬂfmmh.m-
duces the low level of almost all television broadcasting. It is important also
1o remember Kierkegaard's analysis of the mob or crowd which calls forth
mediocrity, basencss, and lics. Since the media are directed towanrd a mass
market, their quality will be inversely proportional to the size of the audieace
ﬂ-h&ﬂmm_ﬂmhﬂ#ﬁ~m
8 the absurd situation operating in the mass media.

But the same thing has happened with what in France are called the *free
radio stations.”” When free radio stations were authorized in 1981, it was ccl-
m“lﬂﬂlﬁmfulﬂnﬂmﬂnwmlinhuhhmw
himself without censorship; individuals could spread ideas and information in-
dependent of state-controlled networks. Very quickly, however, financial obsta-
ﬁ:mﬂdxﬂri’hdhmm-d.uﬂtdylh:m
mmlﬂmmiku-hhmm
Was the one aiready mentioned. Even for the free radio stations. the questions
very quickly arose, “*What can we broadcast”” It was discovered that even when
You thought you had '“something to say @ the mation,”” such things are very
quickly exhausted. It was discovered that locally there are just not that many
pPeople who really have something 1o say. Most free radio stations have been
reduced to repeating information already transmitted from national networks and,
above all, to broadcasting music moming to night. Once more there appears one
of the basic facts of technical absurdity: the device, the technology exists, but
mnnu-ﬁhlh-muw-dhm-dﬁl
h'ﬂl’ilﬂ“‘i--ii-l-l-
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M. THE ECONOMIES OF THE ABSURD

There is no need 1o review in detail the extent to which economic action m our
world is now organized as a function of technology. The giobal situation is as
follows. No one has succeeded in escaping the economic model developed
originally in relation to the industrial system, that is, from the moment when
technique was being utilized first and foremost for the promotion of material
production. The scheme is always: invesiment-production for mass-consumption
for mass-welfare (or profit, according to your preference) which can then be re-
invested. You can enter the cycle ot different points. If you stant by taking a
mayor part of the profit for direct investment ( thereby reducing the portion directly
distributed 2s salanes or welfare), then you have a liberal and finally Keynesian
economy_ If you stant by directly increasing welfare or consumption, then you
have a “‘socialist’” economy. Yet in either economy efficiency, as determined
by technigues of management and manufacture, will play a central role, and in
so doing will introduce a centain level of uniform absurdity.

Consider some simple cases. Automation and data processing have created
possibilities for unimaginably efficient productivity, so much so that it is less
and less feasible to suppose that large numbers of unemployed (people deprived
of employment by the introduction of new technologies) can be absorbed into
should remain as cfficient as possible. and we coatinee to hope that the uncm-
ployment problem will be solved by **economic recovery™ and the creation of
new businesses—busincsses which should use a minimum number of people if
they want to remain competitive. Surely such a situation is at least mildly absard.

But there is another whole factor looming on the horizon—the development
and manufacture of wholly new products (microwave ovens, magnetoscopes,
personal computers, word processors, projection televisions, filmless photog-
raphy, cars with automatic cruise control, etc.). If we consider the nature of
these astonishing inventions, it is immediately apparent that, as a whole. they
are simply toys or gadgets which comespoad o no real need or strong desire.
If we compare the real uses of the computer in malitary technologies (for which
they were ongmnally developed). in accounting. and i scentific research. with
that superfluous gadgetry predominates. It could not be otherwise: there would
not be a large enough market were production imited only to those devices
which met real needs. There s thus a proliferation of objects for amusement,
titillation, cheap thrlls. The introduction of one of these marvellous, sophisti-
cated, magical products into the market creates a certain temporary sdvantage
for any company; but the market is quickly saturated, interest is exhausted, and
it is pecessary to come up with something else. It is a treadmill of absurdity.

The meaminglessness of this situation becomes, if possible. even worse when
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e compares economics of the “*developed™ countries (which function as just
described) with those of the Third World, in which the most basic, real needs
&c not cven being met. In the one comer are economies which can function
only by increasing the number of unemployed and creating uscless gadgets; in
the other, economies which cannot respond to hunger and to the minimal re-
quirements for life. Yet our “‘experts’” can think of no way to solve the problems
of Third World countries except to lead them along the same path as ours, to
help them reach the economic **take-off point”’ (Rostow). This is because they
believe so strongly in the primacy of technical innovation and the idea that
lechnology alone is responsible for economic progress. Have we not seen cel-
chrated economists cxplaining that the present crisis, responding 10 a Kondratieff
cycle. will be resolved exactly as previous ones have been, by some major
echnical innovation that will transform the whole economy? In the 1930s it was
the automobile, and in the 1980s it will be the computcr, which will be our
Sconomic salvation. Actually, it is the obsession with technical mnovation which
Mhﬁmmwﬂunﬁ:wiuu[“hni:ﬂdnmui
MWWMdWMmMHW
very fragile, and require carefully adapted interventions, sometimes on a
nical level and sometimes on a human scale. The idea that, thanks to the com-
puter, the Third World will be able to “‘take off"" is utterly ridiculous.
mmmﬂwummmm
cndless gadgets there is waste pure and simple. This is not just a question of
the cnormous and apparently gratuitous daily waste which is so readily denounced
& scandalous (plates with far too much food being served in restasrants. so that
m!pﬂdlmdm'-:h“ﬂ.hmﬂﬂphm
: kj‘m“ﬁﬂ“nﬁ],MEﬁﬂﬂm?ﬂl
ﬂlﬂmﬂ:mm:mm@dwdm
cars, motorcycles, refrigerators, TV, etc., which are in perfect condition but
Which have to be replaced because they are not the latest model). The great law
that **you can't stop progress'* applies equally on the individual and the national
M-Mm:mmwddﬁtHimuﬂ:m
industry . More powerful and sophisticated weapons are always being produced.
knowing in advance that a few years later they will have to be replaced. Here
we have the techno-economic absurdity in its purest form, since it entails the
production of doubly negative goods. Either we use these armaments and the
result is destructive or we do not use them and they are themselves destroyed
inmﬁnm“m"mj.lhﬂ'ﬁmmﬂf—h_ﬁﬂ
Process indusiry will have been revived and unemployment cased—in which
case the Pharaohs who constructed pyramids were great economists.
hmﬂhﬁﬂmd&mﬂhu&mﬂrmmm?mﬂ
resources such as oil, coal, minerals, etc.. but also the basic elements air, water,
which, in fact, have no economic value—are being subjecied to unbndicd des-
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poliation. People absorbed in technique never have any time. and they lose all
sense of place. The absurd wony is that such obvious and well known facts have
become clichés stimulating a global wounst culture.

Ahﬂkﬂﬂmwhﬂmhﬂsﬁﬂlﬂmﬂ:mﬂ
those spectacular technical sports events which every Westerner now considers
his due. Formula | racing cars, for instance, each cost millions of dollars and
are used only once—not 1o mention the waste of gas and oil in a time of scarcity.
Then there are the world class sailing races with their considerable costs. (510
billion has been mentioned as a figure for **la route du Rhum. ™) Note, too, the
absurd justification of technical expenmentation m the case of automobile racing.
These 200 kmvhr, races are supposed o test out tires and engmes for cars that
are then fimited w0 80 km'hr. on public haghways.

This points toward yet another aspect of the absurd economy: the size of the
figures being manipulated. When we are told that the deficit in the 1983 Amenican
budget is on the order of 200 billion dollars (6.6% of the GNP), one wonders
if it makes any sense to try to develop an economic mastery of such numbers.
Then there is the astounding phenomenon of the indebtedness of almost every
country within the world economic system. with extraordinary amounts m the
case of Third World countries. Latin America. for example. has a 300 biihon
dollar dete and, for the group of countries “"on the path to development.” in
five years the external debt has increased by 620 hillion dollars, with current
mierest charges of more than $700 mallion snoually . Third World countnics mast
apply 67% of their expon camings 1o service prior debts. None of these countrics
is ever going o complete such payments. Either the creditors are going to wipe
out the debt, or S0% of the countries in the Third World are going to go bankrupt.
And these exorbitant costs anise excluwsively from the demands for techmical
growth—with arms purchases making a substantial contnbution.

It s clear that economic rationality . economic logic, has gone out the window .
Onc might even say that there is 1o much moncy in circulation in the workd
for logac 1o be good for anything. The oaly thing economists propose is 10 move
faster and faster o adopt more and more quickly all the techaologics (no matier
what their meaning or usefulness) as soon as they appear. In liberal economies
this is true across the board; in some socialist or authoritanian economies it is
true only in restricted areas. There is the planned, controlled, dominated eco-
nomic sector which is resoluiely retrograde, outmoded, obsolete, inefficient, and
then there is the sector where free rein is given 1o every technical development—
ve . anks, arplancs. rockets. nuclear weapons. In this sector, there once agan
appeans the same disorder, the same ack of coberence and economac rationality
s qute remarkable how cvcessive techmque leads evervwhere toward ab-
surdity . wward an enprecodenicd sitgaton which we do not have the fantest
wea how to escape. There s no exit. We are up against the wall. The facts
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IV. ABSURD HUMANITY?

The foregoing observations rarse a fundamental guestion. Will iechmics allow
the realization of the ancestral human projecti—as proposed. for example. by
Teilhard de Chardin? Is man, thanks to technology. becoming more human by
becoming more absurd? Or is what is happening something more like a break
Or mutation in the human species?

With regard 10 modemn an, I have already suggested that technology has
produced a radical break. that modem artistic techniques (in music, painting,
sculpture, and architecture ) lead to amifacts which, although nominally classified
as an, have nothing in common with what constituted art duning, say, the past
five thousand years. In the past, ant was characterized by meaning (whether given

or discovered)—by beauty, harmony, communication, happiness, or transcend-
ence. Modern arnt is exactly the opposite. | am not about to argue that technicized
art is not art; yet what it achieves, far from being a realization of the human
Project as this has been understood since antiquity, completely contradicts and
abolishes it. In light of this, can one still ask whether technological man is going
10 become **more human’"?

Let me cite another example that seems significant. Just at the time when
genetic engincering was being initiated in the 1960s, a3 major French periodical
asked a score of Nobel Prize winners in biology. chemistry, genetics, etc., about
the future use and human goal for such technical powers. The answers of these
I!!Imiﬂ:ui:unt-lmmphﬂty Apart from banalines
like **10 make man better”” or *‘more intelligent.”” they were incapable of saying
what human goal they desired. In actual fact, people do not know what they
mecan when they say thai man is going 0 become more human. Nobody really
knows what 1 do with these wonderful and prodigously effective technologies.
This does not at all mean that Frankenstein monsters ane pong to be created.
but rather that amvthing ar all may be made.

There is, however, a more immediate question. What is the current effect of
technology on children and adults, and what kind of person is being created by
the millions, right now. without the least genetic mierveation? | would describe
this person. as | have encountered him in others and n myself, a5 a captivated,
deluded, and distracted individual. In our society. having once been obsessed
with work, we have now become fascinated by the multiplication of images, the
intensity of noise, and the spread of information. In each area, technology
impinges on anybody and everybody, even those who are not enamored of its
achievement, in television and mass emertainment. There is no exit.

Consider the general increase in noise in all forms of contemporary popular
music. The development of rock and hard rock illustrates the dissipation of
awareness in noise. This music expresses extreme violence, submerges the lis-
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tener. and prevents reflection or concentration—especially since the words are
often empty and meaningless. In this respect we can adopt Alfred Jarry's phrase
1o refler 1o rock music as the **de-braining machine. ™" A person can only disappear
inio the vastness of cataclysmic sounds (which we know are even physically
dangerous). And such music is possible oaly thanks 1o a combination of tech-
nologies. Even when we are dealing with music that does not require high decibel
levels {computer music), it seems impossible to keep from increasing the volume.

Very likely it will be replied that, *“This not the faul of echnique. but of the
muwmmwtm."ﬁhh&:mpﬁum
me. The listener is in the position of an addict; he scems unable 10 desire anything
else. Another development in this direction is the Sony “*Walkman. " It is shsurd
are so intoxicated by a noise that drowns out everything else that they necd ot
even in the train or car. lts magnetism undermines their awareness of the external
world, obstructs impressions of reality and becomes their obsession. This ' miu-
sic’” becomes another addition 1o the background noise of the urban environment.
There is widespread agreement acknowledging the damage inflicted by this per-
manent noise (of cars, construction machines, ec.). Sometimes there is even a
resolution to struggle against it. Then popular rock music imposes yet another
formidable noise, all the more injurious in that it is chosen.

A similar effect is produced by the invasion of images, not only from TV and
movies, but also from advenising. Advertising is no longer the neutral, passive
publicity of wall posters. Thanks 1o technics it has become the active seduction
of amimated billboards i images which both engross the anention and scatter it
nto an artificial universe devosd of reflection. choice, deliberation. Likewise
with data processing m general and computers in particular. We do not have to
be reassured about cars and cameras. since they are dependent tools and not
imitations. whereas with the computer we cannot belp but be uncasy. Here
advertang tnes 10 persuade us that the computer s part of the family, our best
frend, advisor, ““pal” (2 pal for games, studying. family bookkeeping. exc. ).
of that ot puts the key w0 knowledge ot our disposal. (*“Eat of me and you will
be comvinced, " advertises onc company , recalling the promise of the serpent 1
Genesis ) Most ariking of all is the publicity around the slogan *“Data aganst
doubt. " If you have any doubts (doubt being viewed as a weakness), take refuge
in the computer, which will dissipate your anxicties. Gone is the doubt of
Descartes, and also the doubt within faith. It is, however, only the fascinated
person, dispossessed of imself, who can be so convinced.

The computer becomes the wholly indispensable device precisely at the point
where an excessive amount of information runs the risk of twrming into disin-
formation for the normal person. Fortunately all this information is going 1o be
fully recorded, assimilated, and always at our disposal, courtesy of the memory
bank of some data processing system. Here again is the fascination of the dis-
possessed. The computer is not a ol in the service of a questioning human
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being. It has its own function. Man is deprived of the need 10 choose what
mformation 10 keep and what to combine—operations different from thase per-
formed by the computer. A qualitative difference enters preciscly at that point
where the individual sorts out and arranges the information in the presence of
his essential subjectivity, a factor necessarily absent from the machine. It is
subjectivity which makes information, brought together by a human being, a
coherent part of a decision. A decision is never the simple solution to some
(something a computer can figure out); it is always a “*decision’” that
cuts through or re-orders some Gordian knot. The environment of noise, image,
-insmmm. suggestive, and seductive that we cannot
maintain ourselves in it by means of distancing, mediation, reflection. Only by
“mwmlm“ﬁ;mﬂm:-uuiﬂ
Within its ambicnce. We are like Meursalt (Camus’s **stranger””), transplanted
from the Mediterrancan beach into a shopping center mall, surfeited no longer
h’“-iﬂhbr&m:din#sdiﬁmll-ﬂﬁm-
But I have also referred o the individual in the technical environment as
Here the example of games becomes revealing. The game is a fun-
nial element in human life—although, once again, games diffused with
technique no longer have much in common with the games of raditional societies.
Games have always been characterized by two aspects—the metaphysical and
hmﬂ!’“ﬂm.ﬁmmuhm&ﬁr.m—hmm
relationship with superhuman forces (**chance” or *“fate™). Card games, boand
fames, dice, knuckle-bones, ctc., always imply another dimension. [n the most
banal game. between friends or af a gaming-table (c.g.. rouletie or baccara).
there is the emotion of who wins and who loses, a drama which is always
issumed 1o have more meaning than that displayed by the simple facts. One is
favored by luck, even cared for by God. At the same time games create social
bonds on different levels, whether by the collective game in which some group
establishes its identity in non-economic and non-political ways, or by intimate
dialogue between two or four players.

Whatever else they are, games produced by technique no longer have guite
fascination and distraction. The slot machines of the gambling casinos are 3
perfect case in point. Another is video and computer games, which are most
often played by individuals. One computer company offers fificen bundred video
Eames ““which let loose the passions.”” Yet the player is alone with the video
screen, a factor which radically alters the meaning of such a statement. It is a
mistake 1o call these games cither cultural or “educational”; they are more like
A training ground in the use of computers and a pleasant way to adapt people to
the information society. Above all, though, they are fascinating. We already
know that the average person in France spends two hours a day in front of the
TV screen, and we can count on that figure doubling once they get video games.
In a curious way, we see the plaver obsessed, impassioned. and hypnotized by
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the game, which becomes a kind of addicting drug. Such passion. which once
belonged 10 a tiny minonity who frequented the gaming halls, suddenly spreads

In the presence of such fascination and inmtoxication, what free tme remains
to try 1o understand such a world, 10 exercise the responsibilities of a citizen,
to enter into social and personal relationships (assuming that true relationships
can be imagined)? When human relationships are reduced to several individuals
being fascinated by the video reproduction of some organized spectacle, then
there remains litile in the way of true relationship. For a long time we have
witnessed the destruction of family life brought about by the incursion of TV
nto the rimual of the evening meal, where the table is re-arranged so all can
waich the news or some other program rather than interact with cach other and
consider the events of the day m thewr own lives. Technical games have the same
effect of creating diusory relationships and false mtelligence. Even video wpe
machines, with which the individual is supposed 10 exercise some control over
what he waiches, are really a kind of false independence, for they too contnbute
o enclosing the individual a bit more within the universe of images.

| am convinced that this whole system of technological games presents a
serious danger for the future, It leads us into unreality, not just for a limited
time, as with the traditional festival or dance, but with a kind of addictive
permanence. Our games become an unreal phantasm which there is no longer
any reason to escape. from which we no longer even seck an exit. They create
“distractions”” in that special sense analyzed by Blaise Pascal. They not only
wrn people radically away from all preoccupation with meaning. truth, value
(and therefore plunge them into the absurd), but they also drag them away from
reality, forcing them w0 bive in a wholly illusory world. In such circumstances.
man becomes absurd (in the etymological sense) as much with regards 10 what
might be as to what is real.

V. CONCLUSION: TOWARD A KIERKEGAARDIAN
CRITIQUE OF THE ABSURD

On the basis of these few examples at the leading edges of technological de-
velopment and its social implications one cannot conclude that man or society
15 essentially absurd. That would be gomng o far, making a metaphysical state-
ment. But it can be surmised that we are in the process of making human life
appear absurd—in 3 precise phulosophical semse. This s a new expenience in
human hestory: and we arc called wpon to ry 10 figure out what it means, not
just keave a5 ot s

Ome pomnt to be made 15 that a philosophy or culure of echnology s not
possible, despaic the clmm of certan modern humanists. Phalosophy of wech-
nokogy 5 impossibie because wechmique has pothing 1o do with wisdom but, on
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the contrary, is an expression of hubris. Its lack of moderation goes beyond
Dronysiac and Nictzschean excess, both of which remain at 2 human level, and
takes place whether particular individuals wani it or not. It has reached such an
exient that we are incapable of comprebending (not directing, but merely re-
cording ) its prodigious excesses. We have had 10 invent a machine just 1o record
what other machines produce. Only the computer can process the mformation
from a satellite or planetary probe. Only the complex devices of the micro-
ﬂlﬁmﬂmmﬂ&mﬁ.ﬂﬂpﬂm&dmkhﬁuﬂﬂw
computabons, so that Nicls Bohr can truly say that, “*Matier, what is real, is
that which my apparatus allows to be recorded. ** Man is truly outside the interplay
of his own machines. He is incapable of formulating a philosophy of technology
which would provide limits and definitions. The dynamic of technology escapes
his abilities. A philosophy constructed in terms of 1950s technique (as, for
example, in the work of Pierre-Maxim Schuhl’) is meaningless for the 1980s.

It is the same problem with regard to culture. The rapidity of technical change
and qualitative transformations in technigue (there is a qualitative change in the
“technical ensemble’” with the passage from steam energy to electricity, and
then another in the transition from the industrial to a data processing system)
preclude the development of any true culture. The development of culture requires
time and cannot be brought about from the outside or from above in some
intellectual manner. Culture requires assimilation at the base by those groups
mvolved in the conditions of their existence, the discovery of meaning, and an
effort 10 construct a whole that derives its meaning from such experiences. All
such steps are completely impossible within the technical whirlwind It s not
by vinue of millions of paperback books and musical records. nor by virtee of
prctures and amateur photography . nor by virtue of disconpected information on
mandom topics, nor by virtue of a global tourism in which people collect trinkets
and snapshots—it 1s not by virtue of any of these things that culture comes into
being. Such phenomena are even contrary 1o culture, since they involve more
dispersal, incoberence, and non-reflection. What makes up the *‘technical cul-
ure”" proposed by those who talk about it is always an appreaticeship to techmque
and the intcgration of people (children!) into the technological milicu. In France,
people are presently searching for a technical culture, by which they mean the
introduction of data processing into the schools and teaching children how to
use the computer.

Far from exhibiting the potential for a philosophy or culture of technology,
the tendencies and orientations of people (including intellectuals) launched on
such enterprises are toward compensation and justification. To the extent that
man is disoriented, ill at ease, and anguished by the constant disturbances in his
technical environment. he looks for compensations which, by and large, will be
by way of distraction. This nced not be the extreme distraction of alcohol or
drugs. It can be a distraction by something religious, the irrational, something
which seems increasingly indispensable as the world becomes more and more
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dangerous and incomprehensible. It is in this category that we must classify those
proliferating beliefs of a religious character such as parapsychology and fundamen-
talist mysticism (as in Islam, where it is particularly noticeable). There is the constant
hope for an opening into unknown worlds from which meaning, happiness, relicf
will come to us. The unprecedented and overwhelming success of ET witnesses 10
this. That such a stupid story could have stimed up masses of people and even been
any genuine philosophy. The parallel longing for justifications of the techmcal
phenomencn or techmical progress are rarely as direct. More ofien they appeal o
politics or rely on an excessive intellectalization of the situation such as the theory
of a post-industrial or mformation society. The supreme justification. though, is the
appeal 1o the absurd (or nihilism). Nothing has any meaning, nothing has any value,
s0 the development of technology is just as reasonable as anything else. This
argument, in one form or another, is one that | have heard with increasing frequency
in the last ten years.

In order 10 assess such a situation, ket me tum 1 Soren Kierkegaard, 2 man
who understands the absurd better than all our more coatemporary absurd phi-
usclf without entering an interplay between the possible and the necessary.
freedom and necessity. There is no individual, no human person, no self, if
there is no freedom, no possibility, before him. There is no meaning to life
unless there is some latitude of freedom in which the self is constituted. Con-
versely, there is no meaning to this freedom if it does not rest on and run up
against some necessity or a whole ensemble of necessities. It is the dialectic
between these two realities that constitutes human existence. Man is caught in
a network of determinations, but be is formed to dominate them. to use them.
and © constitute his freedom i thas use

The scif & already itself (necessity) but it must also become itself (possibidity).
A self whach has no possibility is in despaur, and s0 in tumn 15 the self winch
has no necessity.”™ If the possibility of giving oneselfl free rein overthrows and
destroys necessity (when, for example, the transgression of physiological reg-
ularities or social norms and values becomes general), then the self runs away
with itself without preserving any necessity to touch base with, and there is
**despair under the aspect of possibility. "' The self becomes an abstract possibility
which struggles and is cxhausted within the possible and is left floundering
without getting anywhere. Reciprocally, when man no longer thinks anvthing
but necessaty, when be considers that everything i determined . when everything
becomes unfailing or necessary actuality. there is also ** despair under the aspect
of necessity.”™”

Kicrkegaard makes a simple companson 1o illusirate this bond.

Il one will compare the iendency o nm wild i possibility with the efforn of the child o
enunciste words, the lack of posaibility is likie being dumb. Necessity i like a sequence of

consonants oaly, bul mn onder o stter them, there must in sddition be possibility ipp. 170-
iTh
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There is. freedom only starting from necessity and in terms of it, but also there
 actuality (known, recognized by man) only in his struggle for freedom. This
% fruc for a society just as much as the individual. Being itself is the necessary,
before becoming itself, it is a possibility. It is here that the dialectical play has
mfurﬂmmnully disturbed by the universalization of technique, and on two

First of all, technology has become that which allows everything to be don.
hmhﬁhﬁmﬂnﬂ&“pﬁﬁhﬁ.h%hmdm.
the choice of sex in one’s children, even whether those children will see the
light of day; it allows human beings to walk on the moon (an act fraught with
significance when one recalls *‘the man in the moon™ of folklore, myth, and
€ven popular belief); it allows speed, ( false) immediacy, power, etc. —everything
that people dream about or long to realize. And it does all this clearly, safely.
Without consequences. It now scems scandalous when a person meets with
mhﬁmmmwwmdmm.WMMhmhﬁgm
cannot yet be done, people find it abnormal—for example, when there is not
¥el a cure for cancer or AIDS, or any way to treat certain congenital defects or
ﬁll:lﬂnld*_

‘w.m.nnwbﬂzﬂhmmﬂm
thing is possible. then nothing is possible. Nothing is possible for the self. because
all objectivity has been transformed into the possible.

Possitnlity then appear 1o the self ever greater and greater, more and more thaags bevome
Pimasible. because nothing becomes actual. At last it is as if everything were possible—but
s is precisely when the abyss has swallowed up the self . Al the instant something
Appears possible, and then a new possibility makes its appearance, ot last this phantasmagoria
Moves so rapidly that it is as if everything were possible —and this is precisely the last moment
when the individual becomes for himself s mirage (p. 169).

When technology makes cverything possible. then it becomes itself the absolute
Recessity. Necessty which was once the mother of investion, has creased an
mventive process which is the mother of a new nocessity. *“The loss of possbadity
signufies: either that everything has become necessary . or that cverything has
become trivial™ (p. 173). In fact. with modem technology . both happen at once.
For thirty years I have been describing modem technology as the fatality, the
destiny, of modern man, No one escapes from technique. Every domain, every
activity, every actuality is taken over by technology so that there is no longer
any *‘preserve’’ beyond its reach. It becomes its own causa sui. This is expressed
by the popular opinion that, **You can’t stop progress.”” Now we have reached
the stage where this popular maxim has become the final word in reflection.
When there is a consideration of dangers, costs, etc . at the end of the discusson
even the scientist or techaician closes off the debate by saymg. ““Well. m any
case, you can’t stop progress.”’ Here is that which is absolute, unassailable.
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against which nothing can be done, something which simply must be obeyed:
technical growth.

Put differently, there is no human possibility. Thntu-:nnlimadunnllt
face of technology, for freedom ultimately consists in saying *‘yes’" or “'00.”
Who will say ““no™ nmw:rmm We might,
because of budget constraints say *‘no’* provisionally. Or we might, because of
mﬂm:mﬂnmmwﬂmmm make a slight modification in the
form our ‘‘yes” takes—jumbo jets instead of SSTs, rockets to Mars but not
\l’unn But all such altematives are trivial: there is no absolute and ungualified
“n0."" Here we discover a fundamental determinism (and not in our genes).
Here is the source, the key. 1o the despair of modern man. He despairs because
be can do nothing different from what is dome, and he feels it vaguely even
when he cannot adequately express i

However, the final step has yet to be taken. This occurs when, far from being
anguished or m despasr about such a situation, we become conscious of #t—and
start to rationalize or justify it. People nevertheless tend 1o become aware of
only one or another aspect of the phenomenon, Thus there are theoreticians of
the human power and freedom granted by technology who ignore or deny the
other side, the necessity. What is more they weigh down mankind with a wholly
inhuman responsibility. If technology really does make me supremely free. if |
really can do everything, then | become temrifyingly responsible for everything—
for massacres in Argentina and Afghanistan, for famine throughout the Third
World, for planctary pollution, cven for the nghts of future gencrations.

It s sirmiar with those who see only the other side—the absolute determimsm
of history. They construct a ngorously mechanistic interpretation of politics or
cconomucs, one denying every possibality, every intervention which might be an
for this **fatalism and determinism have enough imagination 1o despair of pos-
uhlﬂnﬂmhlihymuﬂwdhmmmhlq" . 174). The realistic
determinist *“thinks it is in control of possibility®* *hﬂnhlﬂ:ﬂldzﬂ.pﬂuﬂh&m
the probable and *"cames possibility around like a prisoner in the cage of the
probable, shows it off, imagines itself 0 be master, does not take note that
pﬁ-dyﬂ:ltbjihﬂinhﬂﬂﬁwhhﬁhnlm-d
0 be the most patiful of all things™ (pp. 174-175). There is no longer any
outcome cxoept desparr (m luxvery or mesery. i conformesm or the coacentrabon
camp). By pustifying the ssuation in which we find ourseives and by moving
from socwlogy to metaphysics. philosophers of the necessary aggravase the
weight of the human condition under the mfluence of technology.

But there remains one last option. What happens when, instead of becoming
aware (and justifying) either the liberation of technique or its determinism, one
simply affirms both at the same time? | mean without any dialectical
between them. without any tension, but. on the contrary, as a complete iden-
ufication. What if # s umply ststed that what could have freed man is that
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which has become his fatality, or clsc that what is in reality his destiny should
"”?""'-ﬂmu&um. When we learn that within this technical
environment possibility is true necessity and necessity becomes the oaly real
possibility, then we have once again reached the absurd—an absurd which allows
mo exit. By a final route we have returned to the philosophy of the absurd from
which we began, to an absurdity which becomes the ontology of a world fash-
loned by technology. Such, it seems to me, is the ultimate significance of the

—iranslated by Katharine Temple.
edited by Carl Mitcham

NOTES

I [Ellul uses only the one word ~“techmique™ here. He is certainly right when he angues that
“mmwmhﬂqﬂ'mﬂ"u*nm_huﬁd
mmmm-hh+ﬂﬁdm.m.hdl.bﬂnﬁ-mm
& Row, 1982), p, 177, note). Nevertheless, current English conventions require some flexibility in
‘:ﬂh‘"hhﬂ"mﬁn"ﬂ"m"HWMwa
for *“tochnique. " —Editor |

1 Sanre's political vaniations from 1946 10 1956 have recently been the subject of 3 doctoral
dissertation ot |"Institut d"Enndes Politiques in Bordcaux.

3. For 2 more exsemive amalysis of the phenomens of modernist art, sex my L' Empire du Nom
Sems (Parn: Presses Uiversitaires de France. 1980)

4 Ser Hewi Atlan, Entre le crisssl of ke fumde (Pari: Sesil. 1979).

3 See Picrre-Manim Schuhl. Machisme of phiosophie (Paris: Akcan. 1933, 2nd editim, Pans:
Presses Universitaires de France. 1947; Ynd aition. Paris: P.UF., 1969)

6 All quotations from Kierkegaard are from The Siciness Unto Death n Soren Kierkegaand,
Fear and Trembling and The Siciness Unto Death, trans. Walter Lowric (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
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