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Introduction: Preliminary
Demarcation of a Type of
wocnmmomm Public Sphere

I The Initial Question

The usage of the words “public” and “public sphere” betrays
a multiplicity of concurrent meanings. Their origins go back
to various historical phases and, when applied synchronically
to the conditions of a bourgeois society that is industrially
advanced and constituted as a social-welfare state, they fuse
nto a clouded amalgam. Yet the very conditions that make the
inherited language seem inappropriate appear to require these
words, however confused their employment. Not just ordinary
language (especially as it bears the imprint of bureaucratic and
mass media jargon) but also the sciences—particularly juris-
prudence, political science, and sociology—do not seem capable
of replacing traditional categories like “public” and “private,”
“public sphere,” and “public opinion,” with more precise terms.
Ironically, this dilemma has first of all bedeviled the very dis-
cpline that explicitly makes public opinion its subject matter.
With the application of empirical techniques, the object that
public-opinion research was to apprehend has dissolved into

‘Something elusive;! nevertheless sociology has refused to aban-

don altogether these categories; it continues to study public
opinion.

We call events and occasions “public” when they are open to
all, in contrast to closed or exclusive affairs—as when we speak
of public places or public houses. But as in the expression
“public building,” the term need not refer to general accessi-
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‘bility; the building does not even have to be owm: to public
“traffic. “Public buildings” m::w:\ house state institutions and as
such are ﬁ:U:n The state is the “public authority.” It owes
this attribute to its task of promoting the public or common
welfare of its rightful members. The word has yet another
meaning when one speaks of a “public [official] reception”; on
such occasions a powerful display of representation is staged
whose “publicity” contains an element of public recognition.
There is a shift in meaning again when we say that someone
has made a name for himself, has a public reputation. The
notion of such personal prestige or renown originated in ep-
ochs other than that of “polite society.”

None of these usages, however, have much affinity with the
meaning most commonly associated with the category—ex-
pressions like “public opinion,” an “outraged” or “informed
public,” “publ mm:v\v publish,” and :ﬁCU:QNm " The m:E.mQ of
this publicity is the public as carrier of public opinion; its
function as a critical judge is precisely what makes the public
character of proceedings—in court, for instance—meaningful.
In the realm of the mass media, of course, publicity has
changed its meaning. Ommmw:w:v\ a function of public opinion,
it has become an attribute of whatever attracts public opinion:
public relations and efforts recently baptized “publicity work”
are aimed at producing such publicity. The public sphere itself
appears as a specific domain—the public domain versus the
w:ﬁ:m Sometimes the public appears simply as that sector of
public opinion that happens to be opposed to the authorities.
Depending on the circumstances, either the organs of the state
or the media, like the press, which provide communication
among members of the public, may be counted as “public
organs.”

A social-historical analysis of the syndrome of meanings pos-
sessed by “public” and “publicity” could uncover the essential
sociological characteristics of the various historical language
strata. The first etymological reference to the public sphere is
quite revealing. In German the noun Q\w@ismim: was formed
from the older adjective dffentlich a:E:m the eighteenth cen-
tury,? in msm:omv\ to “publicité” and ° wcz_n_Q by the close of
the century the word was still so little used that Heynatz could
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Preliminary Demarcation of a Type of Bourgeois Public Sphere

consider it objectionable.? If the public sphere did not require
a name of its own before this period, we may assume that this
sphere first emerged and took on its function only at that time,
at least in Germany. It was specifically a part of “civil society,”

which at the same time established itself as the realm of com-
modity exchange and social labor governed 3 its own laws.
Notions no:nmz:zm what is “public” and what is not—that is,
what is “private”—however, can be traced much further back
into the past.

We are dealing here with categories of Greek origin trans-
mitted to us bearing a Roman stamp. In the fully developed
Greek city-state the sphere of the polis, which was common
(koine) to the free citizens, was mH:m:v\ separated from the
m_urmam of the otkos; in the sphere of the oikos, each individual
is in his own realm (idia). The public life, bios politikos, went on
in the market place (agora), but of course this did not mean
that it occurred necessarily only in this specific locale. The
public mwrmam was constituted in discussion (lexis), which could
also assume the forms of consultation and of sitting in the
court of law, as well as in common action (praxis), be it the
waging of war or competition in athletic games. (Strangers were
often called upon to legislate, which was not properly one of
the public tasks.) The political order, as is well known, rested
on a patrimonial slave economy. The citizens were thus set free
from productive labor; it was, however, their private m:ﬁo:o:d\
as masters of households on which Em:, participation in public
life depended. The private sphere was attached to the house
not by (its Greek) name only. Movable wealth and control over
labor power were no more substitutes for being the master of
a household and of a family than, conversely, poverty and a
lack of slaves would in themselves prevent admission to the
polis. Exile, expropriation, and the destruction of the house
amounted to one and the same thing. Status in the polis was
therefore based upon status as the unlimited master of an oikos.
The wﬂquQ:n:o: of life, the labor of the slaves, and the service
of the women went on under the aegis of the master’s domi-
nation; birth and death took place in its shadow; and the realm

of necessity and transitoriness remained immersed in the ob-

srnirity nf the nrivate enhere Tn cantract ra it ctmnd 1m Ceasl
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self-interpretation, the public sphere as a realm of freedom
and permanence. Only in the light of the public sphere did
that which existed become revealed, did everything become
visible to all. In the discussion among citizens issues were made
topical and took on shape. In the competition among equals
the best excelled and gained their essence—the immortality of
fame. Just as the wants of life and the procurement of its
necessities were shamefully hidden inside the oikos, so the polis
provided an open field for honorable distinction: citizens in-
deed interacted as equals with equals (homoioi), but each did
his best to excel (aristoiein). The virtues, whose catalogue was
codified by Aristotle, were ones whose test lies in the public
sphere and there alone receive recognition.

Since the Renaissance this model of the Hellenic public
sphere, as handed down to us in the stylized form of Greek
self-interpretation, has shared with everything else considered
“classical” a peculiarly normative power.* Not the social for-
mation at its base but the ideological template itself has pre-

mm?.ma.no.:mzc:v\o<ma:~mnm:.mm,mmmlno.:ﬁrm..._miw_&m
intellectual history. To begin with, throughout the Middle Ages
the categories of the public and the private and of the public
sphere understood as res publica were passed on in the defini-
tions of Roman law. Of course, they found a renewed appli-
cation meaningful in the technical, legal sense only with the
rise of the modern state and of that sphere of civil society
separated from it. They served the political self-interpretation
as well as the legal institutionalization of a public sphere that
was bourgeois in @ Specific sense. Meanwhile, however, for
about a century the social fotindations of this sphere have been
caught up in a process of decomposition. Tendencies pointing
to the collapse of the public sphere are unmistakable, for while
its scope is expanding impressively, its function has become
progressively insignificant. Still; publicity continues to be an
organizational principle of our political order. It is apparently
more and other than a mere scrap of liberal ideology that a
social democracy could discard without harm. If we are suc-
cessful in gaining a historical understanding of the structures
of this complex that today, confusedly enough, we subsume
under the heading “public sphere,” we can hope to attain
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thereby not only a sociological clarification of the concept but
a systematic comprehension of our own society from the per-
spective of one of its central categories.

2 Remarks on the Type of Representative Publicness

During the Middle Ages in Europe the contrast drawn in Ro-
man law between publicus and privatus® was familiar but had no
standard usage. The precarious attempt to apply it to the legal
conditions of the feudal system of domination based on fiefs
and manorial authority (Grundherrschaft) unintentionally pro-
vides evidence that an opposition between the public and pri-
vate spheres on the ancient (or the modern) model did not
exist. Here too an economic organization of social labor caused
all relations of domination to be centered in the lord’s house-
hold. Nevertheless, the feudal lord’s position within the process
of production was not comparable to the “private” authority
of the oikodespotes or of the pater familias. While manorial au-
thority (and its derivative, feudalism) as the quintessence of all
lordly particular rights might be conceived of as a jurisdictio, it
|could not be fitted readily into the contrast between private
| dominion (dominium) and public autonomy (imperium). There
were lower and higher “sovereignties,” eminent and less emi-
nent prerogatives; but there was no status that in terms of
private law defined in some fashion the capacity in which pri-
vate people could step forward into a public sphere. In Ger-
many manorial authority, fully developed in the High Middle
Ages, was mwm:m.mOw.SmQ into private landed property only in
the eighteenth century as part of the liberation of the peasants
and the clearing of land holdings from feudal obligations. The
domestic authiority of the head of a household is not the same
as private dominion, whether in the sense of classical law or in
that of modern civil law. When the latter’s categories were
transferred to social conditions providing no basis for division
between the public sphere and the private domain, difficulties
arose:

If we think of the land as the public sphere, then the house and the
authority exercised by its master must simply be considered a public
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authority of the second order: it is certainly private in relation to that
of the land to which it is subordinated, but surely in a sense very
different from how the term is understood in modern private law,
Thus it seems quite intelligible to me that “private” and “public”
powers are so fused together into an indivisible unity that both are
emanations from a single unified authority, that they are inseparable
from the land and can be treated like legitimate private rights.®

It should be noted, however, that the tradition of ancient
Germanic law, through the categories “gememlich” and “sunder-
lich,” “common” and “particular,” did generate a contrast that
corresponded somewhat to the classical one between “publicus”
and “privatus.” That contrast referred to communal elements
to the extent to which they survived under the feudal condi-
tions of production. The commons was public, publica; for
common use there was public access to the fountain and market
square—loci communes, loci publici. The “particular” stood op-
posed to this “common,” which m&:d&o%ﬁ&q 1s related to the
common or public welfare (common wealth, public wealth).
This specific meaning of “private” as “particular” reverberates
in today’s equation of special interests with private interests.
Yet one should note that within the framework of feudalism
the particular also included those who possessed special rights,
that is, those with immunities and privileges. In this respect
the particular (i.e., what stood apart), the exception through
every sort of exemption, was the core of the feudal regime and
hence of the realm that was “public.” The original parallelism
of Germanic and Roman legal categories was reversed as soon
as they were absorbed by feudalism—the common man became
the private man. A linguistic reminder of this relationship is
the use of “private” in the sense of “common” soldier—the
ordinary man without rank and without the particularity of a
special power to command interpreted as “public.” In medieval
documents “lordly” and “publicus” were used synonymously;
publicare meant to claim for the lord.” The ambivalence in the
meaning of “gemein” (common) as “communal,” that is, (pub-
licly) accessible to all and “ordinary,” that is, without special
right (namely, lordly prerogative) and without official rank in
general still reflects the integration of elements of communal

(genossenschafilich) organization into a social structure based on
manorial authority.8
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Sociologically, that is to say by reference to m:maﬁ::o:m._ cri-
teria, a public sphere in the sense of a separate realm distin-
guished from the private sphere cannot be shown to have
existed in the feudal society of the High Middle Ages. Never-
theless it was no accident that the attributes of lordship, such
as the ducal seal, were called “public”; not by accident did ,mrm
English king enjoy “publicness”*—for _Onamz‘w was something
publicly represented. This publicness (or \Egag of representa-
tion was 1ot constituted as a social realm, that is, as a _u:_ur.n
sphere; rather, it was something like a status leUEm., if this
term may be permitted. In itself the status of :5:9,.:: ._oa,,
on whatever level, was neutral in relation to the criteria of
“public” and “private”; but its EnEdUm:.m represented it ﬁ:v-
licly. He displayed himself, presented himself as an embodi-
ment of some sort of “higher” power.'® The concept of
representation in this sense has been vamm.m?mm QoMz: to the
most recent constitutional doctrine, according to which repre-
sentation can “occur only in public . . . there is no represen-
tation that would be a ‘private’ matter.”!! For representation
pretended to make something.invisible visible 58:.@7 the pub-
lic presence of the person of the lord: “. . . something that has
no life, that is inferior, worthless, or mean, is not representable.
It lacks the exalted sort of being suitable to be elevated into
public status, that is, into existence. Words like mxnm:m:wﬂ
highness, majesty, fame, dignity, and honor seek to m:mamnﬁw:Nm
this peculiarity of a being that is capable of representation,
Representation in the sense in which the members of m.:ms.o:w_
assembly represent a nation or a lawyer represents .Fm wrm:ﬁm
had nothing to do with this publicity of wm@ammmbﬁm:o::ﬁ:mm_u...
arable from the lord’s concrete existence, that, as an aura,
surrounded and endowed his authority. When the territorial
ruler convened about him ecclesiastical and Eo_d:.% _o&m.,
knights, prelates, and cities (or as in ﬁrm. German M.B@:.m unti}
1806 when the Emperor invited the princes and gm:ﬁ.uwmv .HB,
perial counts, Imperial towns, and abbots to the Imperial Diet),
this was not a matter of an assembly of delegates that was
someone else’s representative. As long as the wﬁ:mm. and the
estates of his realm “were” the country and not just its repre-
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sentatives, they could represent it in a specific sense. They
represented their lordship not for but “before” the people.
The staging of the publicity involved in representation was
wedded to personal attributes such as insignia (badges and
arms), dress (clothing and coiffure), demeanor (form of greet-
ing and poise) and rhetoric (form of address and formal dis-
course in general)'>—in a word, to a strict code of “noble”
conduct. The latter crystallized during the High Middle Ages
mto the system of courtly virtues, a Christianized form of the
Aristotelian cardinal virtues, which subdued the heroic to form
the chivalrous and courteous. G:E,mnmg.mmznw:v\. in none of
these virtues did the physical aspect entirely lose its signifi-
cance, for virtue must be embodied, it had to be capable of
public representation.!3 Especially in the joust, the replica of
the cavalry battle, this representation came into its own. To be
sure, the public sphere of the Greek polis was no stranger to a
competitive display of arete; but the publicity of courtly-
knightly representation which, appropriately enough, was fully
displayed on feast days, the “high holy days,” rather than on
court days was completely unlike a sphere of political com-
munication. Rather, as the aura of feudal authority, it indicated
social status. This is why it had no particular “location”: the
knightly code of conduct was common as a norm to all nobles,
from the king down to the lowliest knight standing just above
the peasants. It provided orientation not merely on definite
occasions at definite locales (say, “in” a public sphere) but con-
stantly and everywhere, as representative of their lordly rights.
Only the ecclesiastical lords had, in addition to the occasions
that were part of the affairs of the world, a specific locale for
their representation: the church. In church ritual, liturgy,
mass, and processions, the publicity that characterized repre-
sentation has survived into our time. According to a well-
known saying the British House of Lords, the Prussian General
Staff, the French Academy, and the Vatican in Rome were the
last pillars of representation: finally only the Church was left,
“so utterly alone that those who see in it no more than an
external form cannot suppress the epigrammatic joke that it
no longer represents anything except representation itself.”!4
For all that, the relationship of the laity to the priesthood

Preliminary Demarcation of a Type of Bourgeois Public Sphere

illustrates how the “surroundings” were part and parcel of the
publicity of representation (from which they were nevertheless
excluded)—those surroundings were private in the sense in
which the private soldier was excluded from representation
and from military honor, even though he had to be “part.”
The complement of this exclusion was a secret at the inner
core of publicity: the latter was based on an arcanum; mass and
the Bible were read in Latin rather than in the language of the
people.

The representation of courtly-knightly publicity attained its
ultimate pure form at the French and Burgundian courts in
the fifteenth century.’® The famous Spanish ceremonial was
the petrified version of this late flowering and in this form
survived for several centuries at the courts of the Hapsburg.
A new form of the representative publicness, whose source was
the culture of the nobility of early capitalist northern Italy,
emerged first in Florence and then in Paris and London. It
demonstrated its vigor, however, in its assimilation of bourgeois
culture, whose early manifestation was humanism; the culture
of humanism became a component of courtly life.’ However,
following the activities of the first tutors to princes (i.e., as early
as around 1400) humanism—which developed the art of phil-
ological criticism only in the course of the sixteenth century—
became the vehicle for reshaping the style of courtly life itself.
Under the influence of the Cortegiano the humanistically culti-
vated courtier replaced the Christian knight. The slightly later
notions of the gentleman in Great Britain and of the honnéie
homme in France described similar types. Their serene and
eloquent sociability was characteristic of the new “society” cen-
tered in the court.!” The independent provincial nobility based
in the feudal rights attached to the land lost its power to
represent; publicity of representation was mo:mmsmamﬁma. at Em
prince’s court. The upshot of this was the baroque festivity in
which all of its elements were united one more time, sensation-
ally and magnificently.

In comparison to the secular festivities of the Middle Ages
and even of the Renaissance the baroque festival had already
lost its public character in the literal sense. Joust, dance, and
theater retreated from the public places into the enclosures of
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the park, from the streets into the rooms of the palace. The
castle park made its first appearance in the middle of the
seventeenth century but then spread rapidly over Europe along
with the architecture of the French Century. Like the baroque
palace itself, which was built around the grand hall in which
the festivities were staged, the castle park permitted a courtly
life sealed off from the outside world. However, the basic
pattern of the representative publicness not only survived but
became more prominent. Mademoiselle de Scudéry reported
in her Conversations the stress of the grand festivities; these
served not so much the pleasure of the participants as the
demonstration of grandeur, that is, the grandeur of the host
and guests. The common people, content to look on, had the
most fun.'® Thus even here the people were not completely
excluded; they were ever present in the streets. Representation
was still dependent on the presence of people before whom it
was displayed.!® Only the banquets of bourgeois notables be-
came exclusive, taking place behind closed doors:

The bourgeois is distinguished from the courtly mentality by the fact
that in the bourgeois home even the ballroom is still homey, whereas
in the palace even the living quarters are still festive. And actually,
beginning with Versailles, the royal bedroom develops into the pal-
ace's second center. If one finds here the bed set up like a stage,
placed on a platform, a throne for lying down, separated by a barrier
from the area for the spectator, this is so because in fact this room is
the scene of the daily ceremonies of lever and coucher, where what is
most intimate is raised to public importance.2° ,

In the etiquette of Louis XIV concentration of the publicity of
representation at the court attained the high point of
refinement.

The aristocratic “society” that emerged from that Renais-
sance society no longer had to represent its own lordliness (i.e.,
its manorial authority), or at least no longer primarily; it served
as a vehicle for the representation of the monarch. Only after
national and territorial power states had arisen on the basis of
the early capitalist commercial economy and shattered the feu-
dal foundations of power could this court nobility develop the
framework of a sociability—highly individuated, in spite of its
comprehensive etiquette—into that peculiarly free-Aoating

11

Preliminary Demarcation of a Type of Bourgeois Public Sphere

but clearly demarcated sphere of “good society” in the eigh-
teenth century.?! The final form of the representative public-
ness, reduced to the monarch's court and at the same time
receiving greater emphasis, was already an enclave within a
society separating itself from the state. Now for the first time
private and public spheres became separate in a specifically
modern sense.

Thus the German word privat, which was borrowed from the
Latin privatus, can be found only after the middle of the six-
teenth century,?? having the same meaning as was assumed by
the English “private” and the French privé. It meant as much
as “not holding public office or official position,”?® ohne &ffent-
liches Amt,** or sans emplois que Uengage dans les affaires publiques.2s
“Private” designated the exclusion from the sphere of the state
apparatus; for “public” referred to the state that in the mean-
time had developed, under absolutism, into an entity having
an objective existence over against the person of the ruler. The
public (das Publikum, le public), was the “public authority” (éffent-
liche Gewalt) in contrast to everything “private” (Privatwesen).
The servants of the state were dffentliche Personen, public per-
sons, or personnes publiques; they were incumbent in some offi-
cial position, their official business was “public” (dffentliches Am,
service public), and government buildings and institutions were
called “public.” On the other hand, there were private individ-
uals, private offices, private business, and private homes; Gott-
helf speaks of the Privatmann (private person). The authorities
were contrasted with the subjects excluded from them; the
former served, so it was said, the public welfare, while the
latter pursued their private interests.

The major tendencies that prevailed by the end of the eigh-
teenth century are well-known. The feudal powers, the
Church, the prince, and the nobility, who were the carriers of
the representative publicness, disintegrated in a process of po-
larization; in the end they split into private elements, on the
one hand, and public ones, on the other. The status of the
Church changed as a result of the Reformation; the anchoring
in divine authority that it represented—that is, religion—be-
came a private matter. The so-called freedom of religion his-
torically secured the first sphere of private autonomy; the
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Church itself continued to exist as one corporate body among
o:ﬁ:,.m Ew&m« public law. The first visible mark of the analogous
ﬁo_m:.:Nw:o: of princely authority was the separation of the
public budget from the territorial ruler’s private holdings. The
.UE,mm:anvo the military (and to some extent also the admin-
istration of justice) became independent institutions of public
authority separate from the progressively privatized sphere of
the no:ﬂ. Out of the estates, finally, the elements of political
prerogative developed into organs of public authority: partly
nto a v.mﬁ:mSm:r and partly into judicial organs. Elements of
occupational status group organization, to the degree that they
were already involved in the urban corporations and in certain
differentiations within the estates of the land, developed into
:i.w sphere of “civil society” that as the genuine domain of
private autonomy stood opposed to the srate.

Excursus: The Demise of the Representative Publicness
[lustrated by the Case of Wilhelm Meister

Forms of the representative publicness, to be sure, remained
very much in force up to the beginning of the nineteenth
century; this held true especially for economically and politi-
mm:x backward Germany, in which Goethe wrote the second
version of his Wilhelm Meister. This novel contains a letter? in
S::.H: Wilhelm renounces the world of bourgeois activity em-
.Uom_mm by his brother-in-law Werner. Wilhelm explains why it
1s that the stage means all the world to him. Namely, it meant
the world of the nobility, of good society—the public sphere as

publicity of representation—as he states in the following
passage:

A g:.m:n.u. may acquire merit; by excessive efforts he may even
mm_:m.mﬁn his mind; but his personal qualities are lost, or worse than lost
let him struggle as he will. Since the nobleman frequenting the wogmcw
o.m the most polished, is compelled to give himself a polished manner;
since this manner, neither door nor gate being shut against him,
grows at last an unconstrained one; since, in court or camp, Em\mwzﬁM
his person, are a part of his possessions, and it may be, the Eomm

necessary part,—he has reason enough to put some value on them
and to show that he puts some. “

13
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The nobleman was authority inasmuch as he made it present.

He displayed it, embodied it in his cultivated personality; thus

“He is a public person; and the more cultivated his movements,

the more sonorous his voice, the more staid and measured his

whole being is, the more perfect is he; . . . and whatever else

there may be in him or about him, capacities, talents, wealth,

all seem gifts of supererogation.” Goethe one last time caught

the reflection of the representative publicness whose light, of
course, was refracted in the French rococo court and refracted

yet again in its imitation by the petty German princes. The
different hues emerged all the more preciously: the appear-
ance of the “lord,” who was “public” by virtue of representa-
tion, was stylized into the embodiment of gracefulness, and in
this publicity he ceremoniously fashioned an aura around him-
self. Goethe again used “public person” in the traditional sense
of public representation, although in the language of his age
it had already taken on the more recent meaning of a servant
of public authority or of a servant of the state. The “person,”
however, was immediately modified into the “cultured person-
ality.” Strictly speaking, the nobleman in the context of this
letter served as something of a pretext for the thoroughly
bourgeois idea of the freely self-actualizing personality that
already showed the imprint of the neohumanism of the Ger-
man classical period. In our context Goethe’s observation that
the bourgeoisie could no longer represent, that by its very
nature it could no longer create for itself a representative
publicness, is significant. The nobleman was what he repre-
sented; the bourgeois, what he produced: “If the nobleman,
merely by his personal carriage, offers all that can be asked of
him, the burgher by his personal carriage offers nothing, and
can offer nothing. The former has a right to seem: the latter is
compelled to be, and what he aims at seeming becomes ludi-
crous and tasteless.” The representative bearing that the nou-
veau riche wanted to assume turned into a comical make-
believe. Hence, Goethe advised not to ask him “*“What art thou?’
but only: ‘What hast thou? What discernment, knowledge, tal-
ent, wealth?’” This is a statement which Nietzsche’s later aris-
tocratic pretensions adopted: a man proved himself not by
what he could do, but by who he was.
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Wilhelm confesses to his brother-in-law the need “to become
a public person and to please and influence in a larger circle.”
Yet since he is no nobleman and as a bourgeois also does not
want to make the vain effort merely to appear to be one, he
seeks out the stage as a substitute, so to speak, for publicity.
Here lies the secret of his theatrical mission: “On the boards a
polished man appears in his splendor with personal accom-
plishments, just as he does so in the upper classes of society.”
It may well be that it was the secret equivocation of the “cul-
tured personality” (“the necessity I feel to cultivate my mental
faculties and tastes”), the bourgeois intention in the figure
projected as a nobleman, that permitted the equation of the-
atrical performance with public representation. But in turn the
perception of the disintegration of the representative public-
ness in bourgeois society was so much on the mark and the
inclination to belong to it nevertheless so strong that there
must be more to the matter than a simple equivocation. Wil-
helm came before his public as Hamler, successfully at first,
The public, however, was already the carrier of a different
public sphere, one that no longer had anything in common
with that of representation. In this sense Wilhelm Meister's
theatrical mission had to fail. It was out of step, as it were, with
the bourgeois public sphere whose platform the theatre had
meanwhile become. Beaumarchais’s Figaro had already en-
tered the stage and along with him, according to Napoleon’s
famous words, the revolution.

3 On the Genesis of the Bourgeois Public Sphere

With the emergence of early finance and trade capitalism, the
elements of a new social order were taking shape. From the
thirteenth century on they spread from the northern Italian
city-states to western and northern Europe and caused the rise
first of Dutch centers for staple goods (Bruges, Liittich, Brus-
sels, Ghent, etc.) and then of the great trade fairs at the cross-
roads of long-distance trade. Initially, to be sure, they were
integrated without much trouble by the old power structure.
That initial assimilation of bourgeois humanism to a noble
courtly culture, as we observe it paradigmatically during the
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rise of Florentine Renaissance society, must also be seen against
this background. Early capitalism was conservative not only as
regards the economic mentality so vividly described by Sombart
(a characteristic way of doing business typified by “honorable”
gain?’) but also as regards politics. As long as it lived from the
fruits of the old mode of production (the feudal organization

of agricultural production involving an enserfed peasantry and

_the petty commodity production of the corporatively organized

,_.%__,H..._m..%egv599.;_ﬁ,_ﬂ,,,ma?a_am.‘m.%smmi,%s&...még-
valent characteristics. On the one hand this capitalism stabilized
the power structure of a society organized in estates, and on
the other hand it unleashed the very elements within which
this power structure would one day dissolve. We are speaking
of the elements of the new commercial relationships: the traffic

in_commodities and news created by early capitalist long-distance

trade,

The towns, of course, had local markets from the beginning.
In the hands of the guilds.and the corporations, however, these
remained strictly regulated, serving more as instruments for
the domination of the surrounding areas than for free com-
modity exchange between town and country.?® With the rise of
long-distance trade, for which—according to Pirenne’s obser-
vations—the town was only a base of operations, markets of a
different sort arose. They became consolidated into periodic
trade fairs and, with the development of techniques of capitalist
financing (it is known that letters of credit and promissory
notes were in use at the trade fairs of the Champagne as early
as the thirteenth century), were established as stock exchanges.
In 1531 Antwerp became a “permanent trade fair.”®® This
commercial exchange developed according to rules which cer-
tainly were manipulated by political power; yet a far-reaching
network of horizontal economic dependencies emerged that in
principle could no longer be accommodated by the vertical
relationships of dependence characterizing the organization of
domination in an estate system based upon a self-contained
household economy. Of course, the political order remained
unthreatened by the new processes which, as such, had no
place in the existing framework, as long as the members of the
old ruling stratum participated in them only as consumers.
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When they earmarked an increasing portion of what was pro-
n_:n.nn._ on their lands for the acquisition of luxury goods :._ﬂn_m
available through long-distance trade, this by itself did not
bring traditional production—and hence the basis of their
rule—into dependence on the new capital.

The :”m:mn In news that developed alongside the traffic in
commodities showed a similar pattern. With the expansion of
H._.mn_m. merchants’ market-oriented calculations required more
_.J_.me:mm: and more exact information about distant events
From the fourteenth century on, the traditional letter B_.Q_:m.
by merchants was for this reason organized into a kind of guild-
based system of correspondence for their purposes. The mer-
n_,_m.:a organized the first mail routes, the so-called ordinary
mail, departing on assigned days. The great trade cities became
at m:m same time centers for the traffic in news;* the orpani-
zauon of this traffic on a continuous basis became wzﬂvnam:wm Lo
:.J.m.n.mnm_.nn to which the exchange of commaodities and of se-
curities became continuous. Almost simultaneously with the
origin of stock markets, postal services and the press institu-
tionalized regular contacts and regular communication, To be
sure, the merchants were satisfed with a system that limited
_,_ic_;:__m:os to insiders; the urban and court chanceries pre-
ferred one that served only the needs of administration. Nej-
ther had a stake in information that was public. S_r?
nom.awmﬁo:amm to their r:mamm_“.m. rather, were "news letters,” the
privale correspondences commercially organized by newsdeal-
€rs.® The new sector of communications, with its institutions
for a traffic in :mim‘m:mam:i%%m nxmmz:m wo:,mmcﬁ. nc_:-

municatuon without difficulty as long as the decisive element—

publicness—wag _wnE:W,me.ﬁlmw...mﬂ..no.ﬂ&:m to Sombart's defi-

niion, one could speak of “mail” only when the regular op-

m.ommm‘__ﬁ.wr,:m.wJﬁnmmn_....m.mmmwﬁn:-vnnm:_n. accessible to the general

1hlic 83 1 1 1
public,’ so there existed d press in the strict sense only once

the regular supply of news became public, that is, again, ac-

nmwm__u_n..ﬂl.:.ﬁ,mhmﬂ:t public. But this occurred only at the end

oqm ::m mn,ﬁ.miwm_..::...mn:EJQEC::_93:55&:5:3 domain
oI communication in which publicity ‘of representation held
sway was not fundamentally threatened by the new domain of

a public sphere whose decisive mark was the published word,
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There was as yet no publication of commercially distributed
news; the irregularly published reports of recent events were
not comparable to the routine production of news.%

These elements of early capitalist commercial relations, that

is, the traffic in commodities and news, manifested their rev-

olutionary power only in the mercantilist phase in which, si-

e o Tt s e

multaneously with the modern state, the national and
territorial economies assumed their shapes.?® When in 1597
the German Hanse was definitively expelled from London, and
when a few years later the Company of Merchant Adventurers
established itself in Hamburg, this signified not merely the
economic and political ascendancy of Great Britain but an
altogether new stage of capitalism. From the sixteenth century
on merchant companies were organized on an expanded cap-
ital basis; unlike the old traders in staple goods, they were no
longer satisfied with limited markets. By means of grand ex-
peditions they opened up new markets for their products.3” In
order to meet the rising need for capital and to distribute the
growing risks, these companies soon assumed the form of stock
companies. Beyond this, however, they needed strong political
guarantees. The markets for foreign trade were now justly
considered “institutional products”; they resulted from political
efforts and military force. The old home towns were thus
replaced as bases of operations by the state territory. The pro-
cess that Heckscher describes as the nationalization of the town-
based economy began.’® Of course, within this process was
constituted what has since been called the “nation”—the mod-

ern_state with its bureaucracies and its increasing financial

needs. This development in turn_triggered a feedback that

accelerated mercantilist policy. Neither private loans made to

the prince by financiers nor public borrowing were sufficient
to cover these needs; only an efficient system of taxation met

the demand for capital. The mocdern state was basically a state

based on_taxation, the bureaucracy of the treasury the true

n.mwhbbwmlmlnﬁdg.m‘mc“w:wo:.1:5mm_uwwwmo:?,mn:u:mﬁmaﬁrmwmg\
between the prince’s personal holdings and what belonged to
the state?® was paradigmatic of the objectification of personal
relations of domination. Local administrations were brought

under the control of the state, in Great Britain through the
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institution of the Justice of the Peace, on the continent, after
:Jm French model, with the help of superintendents.

.E:w reduction in the kind of publicity involved in represen-
tation that went hand in hand with the elimination of the estate-
vmmma authorities by those of the territorial ruler created room
for another sphere known as the public sphere in the modern
sense of the term: the sphere of public authority, The latter
assumed objective existence in a permanent administration and
a standing army. Now continuous state actvity corresponded to
the continuity of contact among those trafficking in commod-
ities and news (stock market, press). Mﬂ_u:n\ mnﬁroﬂ.:w:aw.ma

solidated Into a palpable object confronting those who were

merely m.ﬁ.EwD to it and who at first were only negatively de-
fined by it. For they were the private peaple who, _u.mnwg

held no office, were excluded from any share in public au-

- -y i K :
thority. “Public” in this narrower sense was synonymous with

...mﬁmrn..wimﬁm..h the atiribute no longer referred to the _.n“:.nu
sentative “court” of a person endowed with authority but in-
stead to the functioning of an apparatus with regulated spheres
of jurisdiction and endowed with a monopoly over the legiti-

_E_Hm:mmo?ﬁ&ol....%_un._____m:o_‘mm_Hoﬁ__mmm:&m._ authority was
transformed into the authority to “police”; the private people
under it, as the addressees of public authority, formed the
public.

wa relation between authorities and subjects took on a pe-
culiar character as a result of mercantilist policies, policies for-
mally oriented to the maintenance of an active balance of trade.
It is a familiar story how the opening up and expansion of
markets for foreign trade, in which the privileged companies
Bm:mm.mm to attain monopolistic control through political pres-
sure—in a word, the new colonialism—step by step began to
serve the development of a commercial economy at home. In
parallel fashion the interests of capitalists engaged in manu-
facture prevailed over those engaged in trade. In this way one
element of the early capitalist commercial system, the trade in
commodities, brought about a revolution, this time in the struc-
ture of production as well. The exchange of imported raw
Smﬁﬂ,m&m for finished and semi-finished domestic goods must
be viewed as a function of the process in which the old mode
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of production was transformed into a capitalist one. Dobb re-
marks on how this shift was reflected in the mercantilist liter-
ature of the seventeenth century. Foreign trade no longer
counted per se as the source of wealth, but only insofar as it
aided the employment of the country’s population—employ-
ment created by trade.** Administrative action was increasingly
oriented to this goal of the capitalist mode of production. The

privileges granted to occupation-based B%oam:o:m.Q.ESQQ.-
izing the estate regime were replaced by royal grants of per-
sonal privileges and were aimed at transforming extant
manufacture into capitalist production or at creating new man-
ufacturing enterprises altogether. Hand in hand with this went_
the regulation of the process of production itself, down to the
ey ot e e

Civil society came into existence as the corollary of a deper-

sonalized state authority. Activities and dependencies hitherto

relegated to the framework of the Tocwmromw economy
emerged from this confinement into the public sphere. Schum-

peter’s observation “that the old forms that harnessed the
whole person into systems of supraindividual purpose had died
and that each family’s individual economy had become the
center of its existence, that therewith a private sphere was born
as a distinguishable entity in contrast to the public”? only
captures one side of the process—the privatization of the pro-
cess of economic reproduction. It glances over the latter’s new
“public” relevance. The economic activity that had become
private had to be oriented toward a commodity market that
had expanded under public direction and supervision; the
economic conditions under which this activity now took place
lay outside the confines of the single household; for the first
time they were of general interest. Hannah Arendt refers to
this private sphere of society that has become publicly relevant when
she characterizes the modern (in contrast to the ancient) rela-
tionship of the public sphere to the private in terms of the rise
of the “social”: “Society is the form in which the fact of mutual
dependence for the sake of life and nothing else assumes public
significance, and where the activities connected with sheer sur-
vival are permitted to appear in public.”*

The changed conditions of the times were reflected in the
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transformation of the economics handed down from antiquity
mto political economy. Indeed the term “economic” itself
which until the seventeenth century was limited to the mvvmﬂm.
of tasks proper to the otkodespotes, the pater Jamilias, the head
of Q:.w :o:mmro_au now, in the context of a practice of running
a business in accord with principles of profitability, took on its
modern meaning. The duties of the household head were
narrowed and “economizing” became more closely associated
with thriftiness.* Modern economics was no longer oriented
to the oikos; the market had replaced the household, and it
vmnmydm.:no.:#sﬂdmu economics” (Kommerzienwirtschaft). Signif-
1cantly, in eighteenth-century cameralism (whose name derives
from camera, the territorial ruler’s treasure chamber) this fore-
runner of political economy was part of “police-science,” that
1s, of administrative science proper, together with the science
of finance on the one hand and with agricultural technology
on the other (which was becoming differentiated from tradi-
tional economics). This shows how closely connected the pri-
vate sphere of civil society was to the organs of the public
authority.

SEPQ:m political and social order transformed during the
.Bn.ﬂnm:.::mﬁ phase of capitalism (and whose new ;m{?.mnnﬂﬁm.
w.o.::Q 1ts expression precisely in the &wwmﬁm::mao:;mm.mﬂl.mo-
litical and social aspects) the second_element of Em;m__le. capi-

talist commercial system, the press, in turn developed a unique
explosive power. The first journals in the strict sense, m,mm«mmm:v\
called “political journals”, appeared weekly at first, and daily
as .mwl% as the middle of the seventeenth century. In those days
private correspondence contained detailed and current news
m.coE Imperial Diets, wars, harvests, taxes, transports of pre-
Qo:.m metals, and, of course, reports on foreign trade.*s Only
a trickle of this stream of reports passed through the filter of
a:.wmm “news letters” into printed journals. The recipients of
private correspondence had no interest in their contents be-
coming public. On the one hand, therefore, the wo:mnm:.oE.-
nals responded to a need on the part of the merchants; on the
oﬁr@. hand, the merchants themselves were w:&mvm:mmzm to
the journals. They were called custodes novellarum among their
contemporaries precisely because of this dependence of public
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reporting upon their private exchange of news.* It was essen-
tially news from abroad, of the court, and of the less important
commercial events that passed through the sieve of the mer-
chants’ unofficial information control and the state administra-
tions’ official censorship. Certain categories of traditional
“news” items from the repertoire of the broadsheets were also
perpetuated—the miracle cures and thunderstorms, the mur-
ders, pestilences, and burnings.*” Thus, the information that

became public was constituted of residual elements of what was
actually available; nevertheless, it requires explanation why at
this particular time they were distributed and made generally
accessible, made public at all. Tt is questionable whether the
interests of those who made a living by writing news pamphlets
would have provided a sufficiently strong impetus; still, they
did have an interest in publication. For the traffic in news
developed not only in connection with the needs of commerce;

the news itself became a commodity. Commercial news report-

ing was therefore subject to the laws of the same market to
whose

10se_rise it owed its existence in the first place, It is no
accident that the printed journals often developed out of the
same bureaus of correspondence that already handled hand-
written newsletters. Each item of information contained in a
letter had its price; it was therefore natural to increase the
profits by selling to more people. This in itself was already
sufficient reason periodically to print a portion of the available
news material and to sell it anonymously, thus giving it
publicity.

The interest of the new (state) authorities (which before long
began to use the press for the purposes of the state adminis-
tration), however, was of far greater import. Inasmuch as they
made use of this instrument to promulgate instructions and
ordinances, the addressees of the authorities’ announcements
genuinely became “the public” in the proper sense. From the
very beginning, the political journals had reported on the jour-
neys and returns of the princes, on the arrival of foreign
dignitaries, on balls, “special events” (Solennitdten) at court, ap-
pointments, etc.; in the context of this news from the Court,
which can be thought of as a kind of transposition of the
publicity of representation into the new form of public sphere,
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.ﬁrmam also appeared “sovereign ordinances in the subjects’ best
interest.” Very soon the press was systematically made to serve
the interests of the state administration. As late as March 1769
a press ordinance of the Vienna government witnessed the
style of this practice: “In order that the writer of the journal
might know what sort of domestic decrees, arrangements, and
other matters are suitable for the public, such are to be com-
piled weekly by the authorities and are to be forwarded to the
editor of the journal.”®® As we know from the letters of Hugo
Grotius, then Swedish emissary in Paris, Richelieu already pos-
sessed a lively sense of the usefulness of the new instrument. 49
He was a patron of the Gazette established in 1631 by Renaudot,
which served as the model for the Gazette of London that ap-
peared from 1665 on under Charles II. Two years earlier the
officially authorized Intelligencer had appeared in London, itself
preceded by the Daily Intelligencer of Court, City, and County that
sporadically appeared as early as 164350 Everywhere these
advertisers, which first arose in France as aids to address agen-
cies or intelligence agencies, became the preferred instruments
of governments.®! Many times the intelligence agencies were
taken over by governments, and the advertisers changed into
official gazettes. According to an order of 1797 by the Prussian
cabinet, this institution was intended “to be useful for the
public” and to “facilitate communication.” Besides the decrees
and proclamations “in police, commerce, and manufacture”
there appeared the quotations of the produce markets, of the

taxes on food items, and generally of the most important prices

of domestic and imported products; in addition, stock market
quotations and trade reports and reports on water levels were

published. Accordingly, the Palatine-Bavarian government
could announce to the “commercial public” an advertiser “in

the service of trade and the common man, so that he can

inform himself both about the decrees that from time to time

are issued by the King and about the prices of various com-

modities so that he can sell his merchandise at a better price.”?

The authorities addressed their promulgations to “the” pub-

lic, that is, in principle to all subjects. Usually 9@\]@@&

reach the “common man” in this way, but at best the “educated

classes.” Along with the apparatus of the modern state, a new
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stratum of "bourgeois” people arose which occupied a central

position within the “public.” The officials of the rulers’ admin-

istrations were its core—mostly jurists (at least on the continent,

where the technique of the received Roman law was adopted

as an instrument for the rationalization of social organization),

rofessors, and
“scholars,” who were at the top of a hierarchy reaching down
through schoolteachers and scribes to the “people.”s?

For in the meantime the genuine :U:mmrmﬁ.: the old occu-

pational orders of craftsmen and shopkeepers, suffered down-

ward social mobility; they lost their importance along with the

very towns upon whose citizens’ rights their status was based.

Added to them were doctors, pastors, officers, professor

]

At the same time, the great merchants outgrew the confining
framework of the towns and in the form of companies linked

themselves directly with the state. Thus, the “capitalists,” the

merchants, bankers, entrepreneurs, and manufacturers (at

least where, unlike in Hamburg, the towns could not maintain

their independence from the territorial rulers) belonged to that

group of the "bourgeois” who, like the new category of schol-
ars, were not really "burghers” in the traditional sense.? This

stratum of “bourgeois” was the real carrier of the public, which

from the outset was a reading public. Unlike H:nw_.mmﬁ urban

merchants and officials who, in former days, could be assimi-
lated by the cultivated nobility of the Italian Renaissance courts,
they could no longer be integrated in toto into the noble culture
at the close of the Baroque period. Their commanding status
in the new sphere of civil society led instead to a tension be-
tween “town” and “court,” whose typical form in different
nations will concern us later.%

In this stratum, which more than any other was affected and

called upon ,U.v\‘Dmmanmem._ﬂm.ﬁ..,w.,o:nmmw.l the state authorities evoked

. resonance leadin _the publicum, the abstract counterpart of
public authority, into an awareness of itself as the latt r's op-

ponent, that is, as the public of the now m?mﬂmwsm,?&N:I%\QE

of civil society. For the latter developed to the extent to which
zﬁ%cv:nno:nmg_,.mm.mqn::m:gm_B,m..}\mmmmwrﬁ,ooﬁnZ:monJ\

was no longer confined to the authorities but was considered

by the subjects as one that was _ﬁ._,_.u_unw.:\.. theirs. Besides the

carriers of commercial and finance capitalism, a growing group
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of entrepreneurs, manufacturers, and factory owners became
dependent upon measures taken by the state administration
S:om.m intent certainly was not merely that of controlling com-
mercial-entrepreneurial activity but also of encouraging initia-
uve through regulation. Mercantilism did not at all, as
widespread prejudice would have it, favor state enterprise;
rather, its commercial policy, albeit in a bureaucratic fashion,
promoted the establishment and dissolution of private busi-
NEesses run in a capitalist manner.5 The relationship between
the authorities and the subjects thereby assumed the peculiar
ambivalence of public regulation and private initiative. In this
way .m:.m zone in which public authority, by way of continuous
administrative acts, maintained contact with private people, was
rendered problematic. This in fact involved a wider circle of
persons than those participating directly in capitalist produc-
tion. To the degree to which the latter became pervasive, the
number of self-sufficient economic units shrank and the de-
pendence of local markets upon regional and national ones
grew. Accordingly, broad strata of the population, especially in
the towns, were wm,mnﬁma in their daily existence as consumers
by the regulations of mercantilist policy. Not the notorious
dress codes but taxes and duties and, generally, official inter.

ventions into the ?,?mmNmm,,:,o.cmm:o_m finally came to consti-

tute the target of a developing critical sphere, When there was

a scarcity of wheat, bread cosumption on Friday evenings was

prohibited by official decree.>” Because on the one hand, the

society now confronting the state clearly separated a private
,ﬂo:w.m.ﬁ...?oa public authority and because, on the other hand,
!t turned the reproduction of life into something transcending
the confines of private n_oBmmbm..,.wm,mmmm,mwz.& avmno::zmm
vcEm|Q of public interest, that zone of continuous administra.
tive contact became “c sense that 1 !

nact ~critical” also in the sense that it provoked
the critical judgment of a public making use of its reason. The

public could take on this .mr,,mzmmmm(m,m,mﬁm,mmm.ﬁmﬂ as it required
merely a change in the function of the instrument with whose
help the state administration had already turned society into a
public affair in a specific sense—the press.

As early as in the last third of the seventeenth century jour-
nals were complemented by periodicals containing not primar-
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ily information but pedagogical instructions and even criticism
and reviews. At first there were scholarly periodicals speaking
to the circle of educated laymen: Denys de Sallo’s Journal des
Savants of 1665, Otto Mencken’s Acta Eruditorum of 1682, and
finally the famous Monatsgespriche of 1688 by Thomasius; these
forged the model for an entire genre of periodicals. In the
course of the first half of the eighteenth century, in the guise
of the so-called learned article, critical reasoning made its way
into the daily press. When, from 1729 on, the Hallenser Intel-
ligenzblatt, besides the usual material contained in advertisers
also published learned articles, book reviews, and occasionally
“a historical report sketched by a professor and relevant to
current events,” the Prussian King was moved to take the de-
velopment into his own hands. Even the use of one’s own
reason as such was subjected o regulation. All chaired profes-

sors of the faculties of law, medicine, and philosophy were o

take turns in “submitting to the editor of the gazette, expedi-

tiously and no later than Thursday, a special note, composed

in a pure and clear style of writing.”*® In general “the scholars

were Lo inform the public of useful truths.” Tn_this insiance
the bourgeois writers still made use of their reason at the behest

of the territorial ruler; soon they were to think their own

thoughts, directed against the authorities. In a rescript of Fred-

erick IT from 1784 one reads: “A private person has no right
to pass public and perhaps even disapproving judgment on the
actions, procedures, laws, regulations, and ordinances of sov-
ereigns and courts, their officials, assemblies, and courts of law,
or to promulgate or publish in print pertinent reports that he
manages to obtain. For a private person is not at all capable of
making such judgment, because he lacks complete knowledge
of circumstances and motives.”® A few years before the French
Revolution, the conditions in Prussia looked like a static model
of a situation that in France and especially in Great Britain had
become fluid at the beginning of the century. The inhibited

~without question had counted as a sphere of public authority,

but was now casting itself loose as a forum in which the private

people, come together_to form a public, readied themselves to

_Judgments were called "public” in view of a public sphere_that

_compel public authority to legitimate itsclf before public opin-

—
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ion. The publicum developed into the public, the subjectum nto
the [reasoning]

into the ruling authorities’ adversary. :

The history of words preserved traces of this momentous
shift. In Great Britain, from the middle of the seventeenth

century on, there was talk of “public,” whereas until then
—

“world” or “mankind” was usual. Similarly, in France le public
began to denote what in the eighteenth century, according to
Grimm’s Worterbuch, also gained currency Hwao:mro:.ﬁ Ger-
many as Publikum (its use spreading from mma::v.. Until then
one spoke of the “world of readers” (Lesewelt), or simply of the

e e e e

“world” (Welt) in the sense still used today: all the Sol.a. tout
le monde. Adelung draws a distinction between :gm‘.m:ﬁu:mrﬁ._,_wﬁ
gathered as a crowd around a speaker or actor in a public

place, and the Lesewelt (world of readers).%0 Both, however,

were instances of a “critical (richtend) public.” Whatever was

subject, the receiver of regulations from above

submitted to ﬁrmu:&mam&w of the ﬁ:d:n gained w:gE& (pub-
licity). At the end of the seventeenth century the English “pub-
licity” was borrowed from the French publicité; in Om««:w:w the
word surfaced in the eighteenth century. Criticism itself was
presented in the form of dffentliche Memung, a word mo::mm._:
the second half of the eighteenth century in analogy to_opinion
publigue. In Great Britain “public opinion” arose at about the
same time; the expression :mmmm.a& ov.::.o?: however, had

been in use long before.

II

Social Structures of the Public
Sphere

4 The Basic Blueprint

"The bourgeois public sphere may be conceived above all as the
sphere of private people come together as a public; they soon
claimed the public sphere regulated from above against the
public authorities themselves, to engage them in a debate over
the general rules governing relations in the basically privatized
but publicly relevant sphere of commodity exchange and social
labor. The medium of this political confrontation was peculiar
and without historical precedent: people’s public use of their
reason (dffentliches Réisonnement). In our [German] usage this
term (i.e., Rdsonnement) unmistakably preserves the polemical
‘nuances of both sides: simultaneously the invocation of reason
and its disdainful disparagement as merely malcontent grip-
ing.! Hitherto the estates had negotated agreements with the
princes in which from case to case the conflicting power claims
involved in the demarcation of estate liberties from the prince’s
overlordship or sovereignty were brought into balance.? Since
the thirteenth century this practice first resulted in a dualism
of the ruling estates and of the prince; soon the territorial
estates alone represented the land, over against which stood
the territorial ruler.® It is well known that where the prince’s
power was relatively reduced by a parliament, as in Great
Britain, this development took a different course than it did
on the continent, where the monarchs mediatized the estates.
The third estate broke with this mode of balancing power since
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it was no longer capable of establishing an._m as a ruling estate.
A division of rule by parcelling out lordly rights c:n_ca:_m. ::w
“liberties” of the estates) was no longer possible on the basis o

4 commercial economy, for the power of control o<aM On__.:m.m
s 2o : -
own capitalistically functioning property, being grounde

private law, was apolitical. The bourgeois were private persons;

as_such they did not “rule.” Their power claims against :_.w
public authority were thus not directed against m:m mwjnmzﬁﬁm
tion of powers of command that ocmw: to ._um. divided : _:..w.ﬁmma,
they undercut the principle on which existing ﬁ:._n was .»m_n.ﬁm
The principle of control that the U@E.mmo_m public opposed
the latter—namely, publicity—was intended to change domi-

e ———
e ———

nation as such. The claim to power presented in rational-critical

public debate (iffentliches m&cxzmﬂmamgr..wv.% ipso nn:c::nm.ﬂ_
the form of a claim to rule, would n:”m.:. if it were (0 tan.,mm.__‘
more than just an exchange of Em vmm_m of _wm::jm:oz while
domination was maintained in principle (section 7). o
The standards of “reason” and the mum.s:..om the _.ms.. mo
which the public wanted to m:_&wﬁ &JE:&:Q: mqwn_.:,ﬁ_m W
change it in substance reveal their m.cn_o_omwnm._ meaning ﬁ.u..:m_w
in an analysis of the bourgeois ﬂ:_u.__m sphere itself, mmﬂnn:.rw
in the recognition of the fact that it was private people who

related to each other in F.mmsm..mmw__n.uﬂrn public’s c:amqmﬁmna_-
m_._m:mw.%mtvﬁu.._.._,n use of reason was m:ama. mﬁmn_mn.m:w by mcn%
private experiences as grew out of the audience-oriented (pub-

likumsbezogen) subjectivity of the conjugal family's intimate do-

] ] 7 Historic: ; ource of
main (Intimsphére). Historically, the latter was the s

—

privateness in the modern sense of a saturated and free inte-

riority. The ancient Emm:w:m.om the “private”—an :.EE_EUM“W
imposed by the necessities Om:mm-.lswm banned, or so _ﬂmﬁ%m m,
from the inner region of the private sphere, from Ham L
Together with the exertions and relations of depen m%rn. _:-
volved in social labor. To the degree to which commodity ex
change burst out of the noﬂmwd.m.m of the .:mﬁm@mﬁa&@ﬂ:ﬂﬂ%
the sphere of the conjugal family became ﬁ:mm.amﬂ:ﬂﬁ.n b
the sphere of social reproduction. The process of the po N
zation of state and society was repeated once more E_:_o_,m
society itself. The status of private man combined the role

owner of commodities with that of :nmmi&..ﬁrm family, that of

——
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property owner with that of “human being” per se. The dou-

bling of the private sphere on the higher plarie of the intimate

sphere (section 6) furnished the foundation for an identifica-

tion of those two roles under the common title of the “private”;
ultimately, the political self-understanding of the bourgeois
public originated there as well.

To be sure, before the public sphere explicitly assumed po-
litical functions in the tension-charged field of state-society
relations, the subjectivity originating in the intimate sphere of

by

Enw conjugal mmws:v\ created, SO to speak, its own public. Even

before the control over the public sphere by public authority
was contested and finally wrested away by the critical reasoning
of private persons on political issues, there evolved under its
cover a public sphere in apolitical form—the literary precursor
of the public sphere operative in the political domain, It pro-
vided the training ground for a critical public reflection still
preoccupied with itself—a process of self-clarification of private
@u_m.xhommmm:m on the genuine experiences of their novel
privateness. Of coursé, next (o political economy, psychology
arose as a specifically bourgeois science during the eighteenth
century. Psychological interests also guided the critical discus-
sion (Rasonnement) sparked by the products of culture that had
become publicly accessible: in the reading room and the the-
ater, in museums and at concerts. Inasmuch as culture became

a commodity and thus finally evolved into “culture” in the
specific sense (as something that pretended to exist merely for
its own sake), it was claimed as the ready topic of a discussion

Swocmr which an_audience-oriented ( \E&m\wgi%mﬁ%& subjec-

tivity communicated with itself. o
The public sphere in the world of letters (Lterarische Offent-

— N b e e bt

lichkeit) was not, of course, m.:Snrﬁro:o:m_v\ bourgeois; it pre-
served a certain _continuity with the publicity involved in the

representation enacted at the prince’s court. The bourgeois

avant-garde of the educated middle class learned the art of
critical-rational public debate through its contact with the “el-
egant world.” This moci_m-:ogm mOIQmS} to the extent that the
modern state apparatus became independent from the mon-
arch’s personal sphere, naturally separated itself, in turn, more

and more from the court and became its counterpoise in the
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town. The “town” was the life center of civil society not only

mno:oamnm:&.\ms cultural-political contrast to the court, it des-
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_letters; through the vehicle of public opinion it put the state
in touch with the needs of soclety.

ignated especially an_early public sphere in the world of letters
whose institutions were the oommmxm.@cmmm, the salons, m:&. Em
Tischgesellschaften (table moﬂnammv. he rmwam of the chw:.;ﬂ._m-
aristocratic monQw in their encounter with E.m bourgeois in-
tellectuals (through sociable discussions that quickly Qmwmwovoa
into public criticism), built a bridge between the remains of a
collapsing form of publicity (the courtly one) wza the precursor
of a new one: the bourgeois public sphere (section 5.
‘With the usual reservations concerning the m:dv:mnm:o.:
involved in such illustrations, the blueprint of the bourgeois
public sphere in the eighteenth century may be presented

graphically as a schema of social realms in the diagram:

5 Institutions of the Public Sphere

In mm<m:8m:5-nm:ﬂc3\ France [e public meant the lecteurs, spec-
tateurs, and auditeurs as the addressees and consumers, and the
Critics &WEEREERWA reference was still primarily to the
court, and later also to portions of the urban nobility along
with a thin bourgeois upper stratum whose members occupied
the loges of the Parisian theaters. This early public, then, com-
prised both court and “town.” The thoroughly aristocratic po-
lite life of these circles already assumed modern characteristics.
With the Hétel de Rambouillet, the great hall at court in which

the prince staged his festivities and as patron gathered the

Sphere of Public

hori artists about him was replaced by what later would be called
Private Realm Authority the salon.® The hotel provided the model for the ruelles (morn-
Civil society (realm | Public sphere in the mﬁmﬁ Q:mm:: of the .m_,gm‘,.,_m..wwmm.m.ommv:O.mlmr,m,ﬁxm&mwgv.,.?Enr maintained a certain
of commodity ex- political realm police”) independence from the court. Although one sees here the first
change and social Public sphere in the signs of that combination of the economically unproductive
labor) world of letters and ﬁo_.anm:v\ mcznso:_m,mm urban aristocracy with m:i:n.dhs;,:-
(clubs, press) ers, artists, and scientists (who frequently were of bourgeois »
Conjugal family’s (market of culture Court (courtly- .o:mSV.S\_uE.m_ of the EF.:. of 5.@ eighteenth century, it was still
internal space products) noble society) impossible, in the prevailing climate of honnéteté, h@.l.amm.m,o;: to
(bourgeois “Town” m@-vmmdmvm.mmwaom.o: the wcauoﬂ:.x of the E,mmmm..ﬂ.mcm -dcv_m
intellectuals) hosts and to acquire that autonomy that turns conversation

into criticism and bons mots into arguments. Only with the reign o/
&Wﬂﬂﬂ@ of Orléans, who moved the royal residence from
\<m;mEmm to Paris, did the court lose its central position in the
public sphere, indeed its status as the public sphere. For inas-
much as the “town” took over its cultural functions, the public
sphere itself was transformed.

The sphere of royal representation and the grand gout of
Versailles became a facade held up only with effort. The regent
and his two successors preferred small social gatherings, if not
the family circle itself, and to a certain degree avoided the
etiquette. The great ceremonial gave way to an almost bour-
geois intimacy:

The line between state and society, fundamental in our nome.r
divided the public sphere from the private realm. The HUC.E:H
sphere was coextensive with public authority, and we consider

e ——t—

the court part of it. Included in the v......ﬁ_wmm,.w.,nmﬁﬁfé.ﬂ Em
authentic “public sphere,” for it was a public sphere oo:m:ﬁcﬁmnm
by ;mvlwwﬁz people. Within ﬁrm.awm_a.gwﬁ was the preserve o

private people we therefore distinguish again vmgmwm E:Wmﬁ.m
and public spheres. The private sphere comprised civil society
in the narrower sense, that is to say, the n.mmH.S of nc:,_Eca»..Q
exchange and of social labor; imbedded in it was the family
with_its interior domain C.zs,.wawh\.h&% . The public sphére in the

/ political realm evolved from the public sphere in the world of
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At the court of Louis XVI the dominant tone is one of decided
intimacy, and on six days of the week the social gatherings achieve
the character of a private party. The only place where anything like
a court household develops during the Régence is the castle of the

“Duchess of Maine at Sceaux, which becomes the scene of brilliant,
expensive, and ingenious festivities and, at the same H.::mw a new
centre of art, a real Court of the Muses. But the entertainments
arranged by the Duchess contain the germ of the ultimate dissolution
of court life: They form the transition from the old-style court Soﬁrm
salons of the eighteenth century—the cultural heirs of the court.

In Great Britain the Court had never been able to dominate
the town as it had in the France of the Sun King.’ Zm<m:~.5_mmm,
after the Glorious Revolution a shift in the relationship be-

tween court and town can be observed similar to the one that

occurred one generation later in the relationship between cour
and wille. Under the Stuarts, up to Charles 11, literature and

mﬁmmzmaﬁr,ni_.wwmm.wmmwmﬁo:.Om.@mmwmw:m.:mm.ﬁ.mwﬁﬂ:d.m .Hw.n,r
olution the glory of the Court grew dim. Neither the political
position of the Crown, nor the personal temperament o.m Hromm
who wore it was the same as of old. Stern William, 55:.5
Anne, the German Georges, farmer George, domestic Victoria,
none of them desired to keep a Court like Queen Elizabeth’s.
Henceforth the Court was the residence of secluded royalty,
pointed out from afar, difficult of access save on moﬂ.:,mmlcnnm.ﬂ
sions of proverbial dullness.”® The predominance of Em town
was strengthened by new institutions that, for all their variety,

[

‘in Great Britain and France took over the same social func-

tions: the coffee houses in their golden age between 1680 and

:wo,.msaﬁrn&&e::nHrmvmlomvmgmm:ammm:@ m:&. E<o-
[ution. In both countries they were centers of criticism—Iliterary
at first, then also political—in which began to emerge, between
aristocratic society and bourgeois intellectuals, a certamn parity

' of the educated.

Around the middle of the seventeenth century, after not
only tea—first to be popular—but also chocolate and coffee
had become the common beverages of at least the well-to-do
strata of the population, the coachman of a Levantine mer-
chant opened the first coffee house. By the first decade of the

eighteenth century London already had 3,000 of them, each

e
e

with a coré group of Tegulars.® Just as Dryden, surrounded by
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the new generation of writers, joined the battle of the “ancients
and moderns” at Will’s, Addison and Steele a little later con-
vened their “little senate” at Button’s; so too in the Rotary
Club, presided over by Milton’s secretary, Marvell and Pepys
met with Harrington who here probably presented the repub-
lican ideas of his Oceana.'® As in the salons where “intellectuals”
met with the aristocracy, literature had to legitimate itself in

Hmm(.mm,hmwwmm houses. In this case, however, the nobility joining
the upper bourgeots stratum still possessed the social functions
lost by the French; it represented landed and moneyed inter-
ests. Thus critical debate ignited by works of literature and art
was soon extended to include economic and political disputes,
without any guarantee (such as was given in the salons) that
such discussions would be inconsequential, at least in the im-
mediate context. The fact that only men were admitted to

coffee-house society may have had something to do with this,

i..:.m_..nm.m F.rm-mﬁw_mlo_. :.E.:&e:,:wm:::o:rm5885 mm:er

was nm.mﬂi;m._ﬂﬂm._.v.mm by women. Accordingly the women of
London society, abandoned every evening, waged a vigorous
but vain struggle against the new institution.)! The coffee
house not merely made access to the relevant circles less formal
“and easier; it embraced the wider strata of the middle class,
including craftsmen and shopkeepers. Ned Ward reports that
the “wealthy shopkeeper” visited the coffee house several times
a day,'? this held true for the poor one as well.!3

In contrast, in France the salons formed a peculiar enclave.

While the Uocﬂmmmommm,..wmwm:,..m..ﬂummnm_ purposes excluded from
leadership in state and Church, in time completely took over
all the key positions in the economy, and while the aristocracy
compensated for its material inferiority with royal privileges
“and an ever more rigorous stress upon hierarchy in social
intercourse, in_the salons the nobility and the grande bourgeoisie
of finance and administration assimilating itself to that nobility
Bmﬁ with the “intellectuals” on an equal footing. The plebeian
d’Alembert was no exception; in the salons of the fashionable
ladies, noble as well as bourgeois, sons of princes and counts
associated with sons of watchmakers and shopkeepers.™ In the
saton the mind was no longer in the service of a patron; “opin-
,ﬁo:: became emancipated from the bonds of economic depen-
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dence. Even if under Philip the salons were at first places more
for gallant pleasures than for smart discourse, such discussion
indeed soon took equal place with the diner. Diderot’s distinc-
tion between written and oral discourse!® sheds light on the
functions of the new gatherings. There was scarcely a great
_writer in the eighteenth century who would not have first
submitted his essential ideas for discussion in such discourse,
in lectures before the académies and especially in the salons. The
salon held the monopoly of first publication: a new work, even

a musical one, had to legitimate itself first in this forum. The

Abbé Galiani's Dialogues on the Gram Trade give a vivid picture
of the way in which conversation and discussion were elegantly
intertwined, of how the unimportant (where one had traveled
and how one was doing) was treated as much with solemnity
as the important (theater and politics) was treated en passant.
In Germany at that time there was no “town” to replace the

courts' publicity of representation with the ‘institutions of a

public sphere in civil society. But similar elements existed, be-
ginning with the learned Tischgesellschaften (table societies), the

old Sprachgesellschaften (literary societies) of the seventeenth
century. Naturally they were fewer and less active than the
coffee houses and salons. They were even more removed from
practical politics than the salons; yet, as in the case of the coffee
houses, their public was recruited from private people engaged
in productive work,

ive work, from the dignitaries of the principalities’
capitals, with a strong preponderance of middle-class academ-
ics. The Deutsche Gesellschaften (“German Societies”), the first of
which was founded by Gottsched in Leipzig in 1727, built upon
the literary orders of the preceding century. The latter were
still convened by the princes but avoided social exclusiveness;
characteristically, later attempts to transform them into
knightly orders failed. As it is put in one of the founding
documents, their intent was “that in such manner an equality

and association among persons of cmmmmm_ social status might

be brought about.”® Such orders, chambers, and academies
were preoccupied with the native tongue, now interpreted as
the medium of communication and understanding between

=

vmov_nwm:ﬂ._m_ﬂ common quality as human beings and nothing

more than human beings. Transcending the barriers of social
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hierarchy, the bourgeois met here with the socially prestigious
but politically uninfluential nobles as “common” human
beings.!” The decisive element was not so much the political
equality of the members but their exclusiveness in relation to

S

the political realm of absolutism as such: social

equality was

o s =
.Hucmm_r_n at first only as an equality outside the state. The com-
ing H.ommﬁrma of private people into a public was therefore
anticipated in secret, as a public sphere sull existing largely
behind closed doors. The secret promulgation of enlighten-
ment Q.?nm_ of the lodges but also widely practiced by other
associations and Tischgesellschaften had a dialectical character.
Wm.mmwﬁu which through public use of the rational faculty was
waxm realized in the rational communication of a public con-
sisting of cultivated human beings, itself needed to be protected
from becoming public because it was a threat to any and all
relations of domination. As long as publicity had its seat in the
secret chanceries of the prince, reason could not reveal itself
directly. Its sphere of publicity had still to rely on secrecy; its
public, even as a public, remained internal. The light of reason,
thus veiled for self-protection, was revealed in stages. This
recalls Lessing’s famous statement about Freemasonry, which
at that time was a broader European phenomenon: it was just
i_, as old as bourgeois society—"if indeed bourgeois society is not
"merely the offspring of Freemasonry.”'8
The practice of secret societies fell prey to its own ideology
to the extent to which the public that put reason to use, and

hence the bourgeois public sphere for which it acted as the
pacemaker, won out against state-governed publicity. From
publicist enclaves of civic concern with common affairs they
developed into “exclusive associations whose basis is a separa-

. . . .
tion from the public sphere that in the meantime has arisen.”"?

Other societies, in contrast (especially those arising in the
course of the eighteenth century among bourgeois dignitaries),
expanded into open associations access to which (through coop-
tation or otherwise) was relatively easy. Here bourgeois forms
of social intercourse, closeness (Intimitdt), and a morality played
off against courtly convention were taken for granted; at any
rate they no longer needed affirmation by means of demon-
strative fraternization ceremonies.
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However much the Tischgesellschaften, salons, and nomm.m
houses may have differed in the size and noaﬁnmios of %m@
publics, the style of their proceedings, the climate .Om ﬁrm,:
debates, and their topical orientations, they all Oﬂmmﬂ_wnn_ dis-

cussion among private people that tended to be ongoing; hence

they had a number of institutional criteria in common. First,

1) e st

they preserved a kind of social intercourse that, far from pre-
supnosing the equality of status, disregarded status w.:ommzmmd.
The tendency replaced the celebration of rank with Pﬁﬁ
G,mmﬁa:m equals.?9 The parity on whose basis alone the m:ﬁron.ﬁ
of the better argument could assert itself against that Om. social
hierarchy and in the end can carry the day meant, in the
thought of the day, the parity of “common chlmmmwM,., (“bloss
Menschliche”). Les hommes, private gentlemen, or die Privatleute
made up the public not just in the sense that power msm pres-
tige of public office were held in suspense; economic ammm:-
dencies also in principle had no influence. Laws of ﬂr.m market
were suspended as were laws of the state. Not that this idea of
the public was actually realized in earnest in the coffee houses,
the salons, and the societies; but as an idea it had become
institutionalized and thereby stated as an objective claim. If not
realized, it was at least consequential.
Secondly, discussion within such a public presupposed the
problematization of areas that until then had not been ques-
tioned. The domain of "common concern” which was the object
of public critical attention remained a preserve in s;:nr.nr:?r
and state authorities had the monopoly of interpretation not
just from the pulpit but in philosophy, literature, and art, even
“it a time when, for specific social categories, the Qm,iom::ms.ﬁ
of capitalism already demanded a behavior whose rational ori-
entation required ever more information. To the degree, how-
ever, to which philosophical and literary works m:&.so.wwm of
art in general were produced for the market and QGSUCW@{
through it, these culture products became Ez.:_m: .5 c,_m: type
of information: as commodities they became in principle gen-
erally accessible. They no longer remained 85@0:0:8.% the
Church’s and court’s publicity of representation; that is pre-
cisely what was meant by the loss of their aura of extraordi-

Pt o gy i e

nariness and by the profaning of their once sacramental

R
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character. The private people for whom the cultural product
became available as a commodity profaned it inasmuch as they

had to determine its meaning on their own (by way of rational

[

communication with one another), verbalize it, and thus state
explicitly what precisely in its implicitness for so long could
| assert its authority. As Raymond Williams demonstrates, “art”
"and “culture” owe their modern meaning of spheres separate
- from the reproduction of social life to the eighteenth century.?!

Thirdly, the same process that converted culture into a com-

Bom:QAmEQ5:immmm?o:no:m:ﬁ:ﬂma:,ummmc:cwmﬁrwﬂnoﬁ,_i
become an object of discussion to begin with) established the
public as in principle inclusive. However exclusive the public

might be in any given instance, it could never close itself off

m::mm;u.ma‘.dm.m&?mno:wm:mmﬁm&mmmng:mwmou,: w?ﬁim
understood and found itself immersod within a more inclusive
public of all private people, persons who—insofar as they were
propertied and educated—as readers, listeners, and spectators
could avail themselves via the market of the objects that were
subject to discussion. The issues discussed became “general”

not merely in their significance, but also in their accessibility:

everyone had to be able to participate. Wherever the public
established itself institutionally as a stable group of discussants,
it did not equate itself with the public but at most claimed to
act as its mouthpiece, in its name, perhaps even as its educa-
tor—the new form of bourgeois representation. The public of
the first generations, even when it constituted itself as a specific
circle of persons, was conscious of being part of a larger public.
Potentially it was always also a publicist body, as its discussions
did not need to remain internal to it but could be directed at
the outside world—for this, perhaps, the Diskurse der Mahlern,
a moral weekly published from 1721 on by Bodmer and Brei-
tinger in Zurich, was one among many examples.

In relation to the mass of the rural population and the
common “people” in the towns, of course, the public “at large”
that was being formed diffusely outside the early institutions
of the public was still extremely small. Elementary education,
where it existed, was inferior. The proportion of illiterates, at
least in Great Britain, even exceeded that of the preceding
Elizabethan epoch.?? Here, at the start of the eighteenth cen-
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tury, more than half of the population lived on the margins of

subsistence. The masses were not only largely illiterate but also
s¢ pauperized that they could not even pay for literature. They
9%!1.9 havé at their disposal the buying power needed for
even the most modest participation in the market of nc:cﬂ:
goods.?® Nevertheless, with the emergence of the diffuse public
formed in the course of the commercialization of cultural pro-
duction, a new social category arose.

The court aristocracy of the seventeenth century was not

really a reading public. To be sure, it kept men of letters as it
kept servants, but literary production based on patronage was

more a matter of a kind of conspicuous nommﬁ,m:vao: than of
serious reading by an’interested public. The latter arose only
in the first decades of the eighteenth century, after the pub-

lisher replaced the patron as the author’s commissioner and

organized the commercial distribution of literary works.?*
In the same way as literature, the &mm:ma obtained mCW:U_F,
in the strict sense of the word only when the theaters attached
to court and palace, so typical of Germany, became “public.”
Of course in Great Britain and France the populace—the Pdbel
(people), as they were called in contemporary sources—had
been admitted even as far back as the seventeenth century to
1he Globe Theater and the Comédie. This included even do-
mestic servants, soldiers, apprentices, young clerks, and a lum-
penproletariat who were always ready for a :mwm.ﬁmm_m.: m.:h
they were all still part of a different type of publicity in which

PSS
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the “ranks” (preserved still as a dysfunctional architectural relic
in our theater buildings) paraded themselves, and the people
applauded. The way in which ﬁrmbnu.ﬁmq,qm HBwqmw moo& had to
change to become the bourgeois public was indicated by the
Parisian police ordinances that from the royal edict of 1641 on
were issued to combat the noise and fighting and, .psammm,
killing. For before long it was not only the “society” seated in
the loges and balconies that was to be protected from the filous

but also a certain part of the main floor u:&mznﬁzmmﬁlﬂrm

OISR S B e

bourgeois part, whose first typical Tepresentatives were the

marchands de la Tue St. Denis (the owners of the new fashion and

luxury mrovm“_.mwzm‘_mam« owa&m:wu music dealers, and glove mak-
avel Tha main fAnar hecame the nlace where eradually the
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wwow_mmo:mammﬁmgSroéﬁ.m_mﬁm_‘noc:ﬁmgm:zo:m:gmni-
tured classes without, however, already belonging to the upper
stratum of the upper bourgeoisie who moved in the salons. In
Great Britain the change was more abrupt. The popular the-
ater did not survive; at the time of Charles II a m:mmwm theater
managed to persist under the patronage of the court, “and
even there it appealed not to the citizens, but [only to] . .. the
fashionables of the Town.”® Only in the post-revolutionary
phase, marked by Hr(qwlmhmm&:o: from Dryden’s comedies to
the dramas of Congreve, were the théaters opened to an au-
dience of which Gottsched in the sixties of the following cen-
_tury could finally say: “In Berlin the thing is now called
Publikum.”®" For in 1766, as a consequence of the critical efforts
of Gottsched and Lessing, Germany finally acquired a perma-
nent theater, i.e., the “German National Theater” (Dewtsches
Nationaltheater).

The shift which produced not merely a change in the com-
position of the public but amounted to the very generation of
the “public” as such, can be categorically grasped with even
more rigor in the case of the concert-going public than in the
case of the reading and theater-going public. For until the final
years of the eighteenth century all music remained bound to
the functions of the kind of publicity involved in representa-
tion—what today we call Onm..m.,m.momgm_ music. Judged according
to its social function, it served to enhance the sanctity and
dignity of worship, the glamor of the festivities at court, and
the overall splendor of ceremony. Composers were appointed
as court, church, or council musicians, and they worked on
what was commissioned, just like writers in the service of pa-
trons and court actors in the service of princes. The average
_person scarcely had any opportunity to hear music except in
church or in noble society. First, private Collegia Musica ap-
peared on the scene; soon they established themselves as public
concert societies. Admission for a payment turned the.musical
performance into a commodity; simultaneously, however, there
arose something like music not tied to a purpose. For the first

PR e e »

¢ time an audience gathered to listen o music as such—a public

B UL

| of music lovers to which anyone who was propertied and ed-

i ucated was admitted.?8 Released from its funcrions in the <er-
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vice of social representation, art became an object of free nsomn.m
and of changing preference. The “taste” to which art was ori-
ented from then on became manifest in the assessments of lay
‘people who claimed no prerogative, since within a public every-
‘one was entitled to judge. .
The conflict about lay judgment, about the public as a critical
[ authority, was most severe in that field where hitherto a Q.«Qm
| of connoisseurs had combined social privilege with a specialized
competence: in_painting, which was essentially painting WmOa
expert collectors among the nobility until here too the artists
saw themselves forced to work for the market. To the same
degree painters emancipated themselves from the constrictions

i of the guilds, the court, and the Church; craftsmanship devel-
” owg into an ars liberalis, albeit only by way of a state monopoly.
In Paris the Academy of Art was founded in 1648 Ea.nq‘rm
i Brun; in 1677, only three years after Colbert granted it similar
, privileges as the Académie Francaise, it opened its first salon
“to the public. During the reign of Louis X1V at most ten m:nnr

exhibitions took place.?? They became regular only after 1737;

ten years later La Font's famous reflections were published
formulating for the first time the following principle: “A paint-

ing on exhibition is like a printed book seeing the ﬂm? a .E_.MQ
performed on the stage—anyone has the right to judge it. %0

Like the concert and the theater, museums institutionalized the

- [RPUEE

lay judgment on art: discussion became the medium through

"o min

which people appropriated art. The innumerable pamphlets

criticizing or defenc ._mw.-mrm leading theory of art built on the

discussions of the salons and reacted back on ﬁrmalimm..ﬁ;m.mm_.,.
cism as conversation. Thus, in the first half of the eighteenth

—_— e

century the amateurs éclairés formed the inner circle of the new

art_public. To the extent to which the public exhibitions re-
ceived wider attention and, going over the heads of the con-
noisseurs, presented works of art a?m‘nm_m..ﬁswzwalomamﬁ W:‘U,:nv
these could no longer maintain a position of control. Yet since
their function had become indispensable, it was now taken over
\Uw\ professional art criticism. That the latter too had its proper
origin in the salon is at once demonstrated by the example of
its first and most significant representative. From 1759 on Di-

derot wrote his Salon (i.e., knowledgeable reviews of the peri-
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odic exhibitions at the Académie)®' for Baron de Grimm’s
Luterary Correspondence, a newsletter inspired by Madame de
Epinay’s famous salon and produced for its use.

In the institution of art criticism, including literary, theater,
and music criticism, the lay judgment of a public that had come
of age, or at least thought it had, became organized. Corre-
spondingly, there arose a new occupation that in the jargon of
the time was called Kunstrichter (art critic). The latter assumed
a peculiarly dialectical task: he viewed himself at the same time
as the public’s mandatary and as its educator.® The art critics

could see themselves as mmorm.w..?.m: for the public—and in their
battle with the artists this was the central slogan—because they
knew of no authority beside that of the better argument and

because they felt themselves at one with all who were willing
to let themselves be convinced by arguments. At the same time
they could turn against the public itself when, as experts com-
batting “dogma” and “fashion,” they appealed to the ill-in-
formed person’s native capacity for judgment. The context
accounting for this self-image also elucidated the actual status
of the critic: at that time, it was not an occupational role in the
strict sense. The Kunstrichter retained something of the ama-
teur; his expertise only held good until countermanded; lay
judgment was organized in it without becoming, by way of
specialization, anything else than the judgment of one private
person among all others who ultimately were not to be obli-
gated by any judgment except their own. This was precisely
where the art critic differed from the judge. At the same time,
howéver, he had to be able to find a hearing before the entire
public, which grew well beyond the narrow circle of the salons,
coffee houses, and societies, even in their golden age. Soon the
periodical (the handwritten correspondence at first, then the

printed weekly or monthly) became the publicist instrument of
this criticism. |
As instruments of institutionalized art criticism, the journals
devoted to art and cultural criticism were typical creations of
“the eighteenth century.® “It is remarkable enough,” an inhab-
itant of Dresden wrote in justified amazement, “that after the
world for millenia had gotten along quite well without it, to-
ward the middle of the eighteenth century art criticism all of
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‘a sudden bursts on the scene.”® On the one hand, philosophy
was no longer possible except as critical philosophy, literature
and art no longer except in connection with literary and art
criticism. What the works of art themselves criticized simply
reached its proper end in the “critical journals.” On the other
hand, it was only through the critical absorption of philosophy,
literature, and art that the public attained enlightenment and
realized itself as the latter’s living process.

In this context, the moral weeklies were a key phenomenon.
Here the elements that later parted ways were still joined. The
critical journals had already become as independent from con-
versational circles as they had become separate from the works
to which their arguments referred. The moral weeklies, on the
contrary, were still an immediate part of coffee-house discus-
sions and considered themselves literary pieces—there was
good reason for calling them “periodical essays.”®

+ When Addison and Steele published the first issue of the
w Tatler in 1709, the coffee houses were already so numerous
i and the circles of their frequenters already so wide,? that
| contact among these thousandfold circles could only be main-
tained through a journal.3” At the same time the new periodical
was so intimately interwoven with the life of the coffee houses
that the individual issues were indeed sufficient basis for its
reconstruction. The periodical articles were not only made the
object of discussion by the public of the coffee houses but were
viewed as integral parts of this discussion; this was demon-
strated by the Hood of letters from which the editor each week
published a selection. When the Spectator separated from the
Guardian the letters to the editor were provided with a special
institution: on the west side of Button’s Coffee House a lion’s
head was attached through whose jaws the reader threw his
letter.®® The dialogue form too, employed by many of the
articles, attested to their proximity to the spoken word. One
and the same discussion transposed into a different medium
was continued in order to reenter, via reading, the original
conversational medium. A number of the later weeklies of this
genre even appeared without dates in order to emphasize the
trans-temporal continuity, as it were, of the process of mutual

anlichtanmant T the maral weelliee 39 thae intentinn Af the

w
|
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Mm:..mn:mrﬁm::gmsﬁ of individuals who felt that they had come

of age came more clearly to the fore tha

n 1 the later journals.

Mgrmﬁ.m. :Em later would become specialized in the function of
rart critic, in these weeklies was

.ature and literary criticism all in one. In the Tatler, the Spectator

‘and the Guardian tl

still art and art criticism, liter-

he public held up a mirror to itself; it did

not yet come to a self-understanding through the detour of a
reflection on works of philosophy and literature, art and sci-
ence, but m:ao:mr entering itself into “literature” as an object
>.~E;o: viewed himself as a censor of manners and 3087..
.r_m e€ssays concerned charities and schools for the poor ::w,
:Euao«m:sm:ﬂ of education, pleas for civilized forms Ommo:m_:ﬁ
polemics against the vices of gambling, fanaticism, and wmn_m:._
try and against the tastelessness of the aesthetes and the eccen-

triciies of the learned. He worked toward the spread of
ﬁm:mam:nm. the emancipation of

o_mmv\ and of practic

scholars. The public that read

read and debated about itself.

civic morality from moral the-

and debated this sort of thing

al wisdom from the wr:owov:v\ of the

6 Hrm WOSnmwomm mm:::v\ and the Institutionalization of a
Privateness Oriented to an Audience

<<.E._m the early institutions of the bourgeois public sphere
orignally were closely bound u

Umnm.ﬁm. dissocia
formed in the t

—

—

in its social origin. Around 1750

inate. The moral w

—

p with aristocratic monJ\ as it

ted from the court, the “great” public that
?m,m:ﬁ,mw museums, and concerts was bourgeois

its influence began to predom-

ecklies which flooded all of Europe already

_catered to a taste that made the mediocre Pamela the best seller

of the century. The

mmoa H,mwn::m public that later o

tion in the literary forms of
psychological novel. For
passionately concerned wit}
lightenment through the ra

y already sprang from the needs of a bour-

n would find genuine satisfac-

the domestic drama and the
the experiences about which a public \\

g.:mm_m sought agreement and en-
tional-critical public debate of pri-

vate persons with one another flowed from the wellspring of
a specific )

o |

~

subjectivity. The latter

had its home, literally, in the
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this family type—emerging from changes in family structure
for which centuries of transformations toward capitalism paved

the way—consolidated itself as the dominant type within the
bourgeois strata.
To be sure, the urban nobility, especially that of the French

capital which set the standards for the rest of Europe, still kept

an open “house” and despised the bourgeois family life turned

in on itself. The no‘:.mgc,@ of the family line, one with the
inheritance of privileges, was sufficiently guaranteed by the
name alone; not even a common household zmm._‘m@:_:‘mm of
the ..mwdo/cmmm who frequently enough lived each in his or her
own hdtel and who in some cases met one another more often
in the extrafamilial sphere of the salon than in the circle of

their own family. The maitresse was an institution and sympto-

matic of the fact that the fluctuating but nevertheless strictly
conventionalized relations of “life in society” only rarely al-
lowed for a private sphere in the bourgeois sense. A playful
intimacy, where it managed to arise nevertheless, was_distinct
from the permanent intimacy of the new family life. The latter,
in turn, contrasted with the older forms of communality in the

extended family as they continued to beé observed aiiong the
“people,” especially in the countryside, until long after the
eighteenth century. These forms were pre-bourgeois also in
the sense that they did not fit the distinction between “public”
and “private.” e TS A e
But already the seventeenth-century British gentry, becom-
ing more bourgeois in orientation, appeared to have deviated
from a life-style that in this manner involved the “whole
house.” The privatization of life can be observed in a change

in architectural style: “Certain changes were taking place in
the structure of the houses newly built. The lofty, raftered hall
... went out of fashion. ‘Dining rooms’ and ‘drawing rooms’
were now built of one storey’s height, as the various purposes
of the old ‘hall’ were divided up among a number of different

chambers of ordinary size. The courtyard . . ., where so much
of the life of the old establishment used to go on, also shrank
..., ; the yard was placed no longer in the middle of the house
but behind it.”4® What Trevelyan reports here about the coun-
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try seat o.w the British gentry held true on the continent for the
bourgeois homes of the subsequent century:

In m@m modern private dwellings in the big cities, all rooms servin

the “whole house” are limited{io the extreme: the spacious .<mm:g:mm
are reduced to a scanty entrance way; instead of family and servants
only maids and cooks are left bustling about the profaned kitchen:
In particular, however, the courtyards ... have frequent] Umno_jm
small, dank, smelly corners. . . . If we look into the ::mlom‘m of our
homes, what we find is that the “family room,” the communal room
for husband and wife and children and domestic servants, has be-
come ever smaller or has completely disappeared. In no:?mmﬁ...,mrm
special rooms for the individual family members ha ,
more numerous and more specifically furnished. T

of the family members even within the house is hel
distinction, 4!

ve become ever
he solitarization
d to be a sign of

Riehl waw_.ﬁmm that process of privatization which, as he ex.
presses it in one place, made the house more of a home for
mm..ns individual, but left less room for the family as a whole
1 r.m “public” character of the extended family's parlor .5
which the lady of the house at the side of its master wmlo:&mm
:‘Hw representative functions before the domestic servants and
neighbors, was replaced by the conjugal family’s living room
Into which the spouses with their smaller children retired from
the personnel. Festivities for the whole house gave way to social
venings; the family room became a reception room in which
private people gather to form a public. “Those places and halls
that are mOa. everyone are reduced as much as possible. The
most HNPosing room in the distinguished bourgeois home, in
contrast, is reserved mOa a noBv_mﬁm_v\. mm«m_..nrw_:vmw.. the salon
-« yet this salon does not serve the ‘house’—but 'society’; and
.G; salon society is by no means to be equated with the ,mb:
Intimate circle of friends of the house 43 The line between

?émﬁo.mb.mﬁz.mmgmo sphere extended right through the home.

The privatized individuals stepped out of the intimacy of their
living rooms into the public sphere of the salon, but the one
was strictly complementary to the other. Only the name of salon
recalled the origin of convivial discussion and rational-critical
public debate in the sphere of noble society. By now the salon,

as the place where bourgeois family heads and their wives were
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sociable, had lost its connection with that sphere. The priva-
tized individuals who gathered here to form a public were not

-

()

reducible to “society”; they only entered into it, so to speak,

out of a private life that had assumed institutional form in the
enclosed space of the patriarchal*conjugal family.
This space was the scene of a_psychological emancipation

that corresponded to the political-economic one.* Although
there may have been a desire to perceive the sphere of the
family circle as independent, as cut off from all connection
with society, and as the domain of pure humanity, it was, of
course, dependent on the sphere of labor and of commodity

exchange—even this consciousness of independence can be
understood as flowing from the factual dependency of that
reclusive domain upon the private one of the market. In a
certain fashion commodity owners could view themselves as
autonomous. To the degree that they were emancipated from
governmental directives and controls, they made decisions
freely in accord with standards of profitability. In this regard
they owed obedience to no one and were subject only to the

anonymous laws functioning in accord with an economic ra-

tionality immanent, so it appeared, in the market. These laws

were backed up by the ideological guarantee of a notion that
market exchange was just, and they were altogether supposed
to enable justice to triumph over force. Such an autonomy of

private people, founded on the right to property and in a sense

also ﬂml..wlmﬂwm in the participation in a market economy, had to
be capable of being portrayed as such. To the autonomy of

property owners in the market corresponded a self-presenta-
tion ot human beings in the Tamily. The latter’s intimacy, ap-
parently set free from theé constraint of society, was the seal on
the truth of a private autonomy exercized in competition. Thus
It was a private autonomy denying its economic origins (i.e., an
autonomy outside the domain of the only one practiced by the

market participant who believed himself autonomous) that pro-

vided the bourgeois family with its consciousness of itself, It

seemed 1o be established voluntarily and by free individuals
and to be maintained without coercion; it seemed to rest on
the lasting community of love on the part of the two spouses:

it seemed to permit that non-instrumental development of all

|

[

| ing the latter's preservation and augmentation. The Jjeopardy
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faculties that marks the cultivated personality. The three ele-
ments of voluntariness, community of love, and cultivation
WELE conjoined in a concept of the humanity that was supposer

to_inhere in_humankind as such and truly to constitute its
__mmo:m:_J_mE:_,__.m_wc_..

absoluteness: the emancipation (still
pureror “common” humanity) of an inner realm, following
its own laws, from extrinsic ?_Juomwmo:_,&mo_.r r

However, the conjugal family’s self-image of its intimate

m_w_u.rmﬂm collided even within the consciousness of the bourgeoi-
sie_itself with the real functions of t :
naturally the family was not exempted from the constraint to
which bourgeois society like all societies before
It played its precisely defined role in the process

-

duction of capital, As a genealogical link it guar

it was subject.
of the repro-
anteed a con-
materially in the

unuity of personnel that consisted

_accumulation of capital and was anchored in the absence of

legal _.mm:.mm:o:m concerning the inheritance of property. As an
agency of society it served especially the task of that m:.:.n::
mediation through which, in spite of the illusion of freedom
strict conformity with societally necessary requirements Em.a..
rﬁmmm.:.m.vc_.:. Freud discovered the mechanism of H__m.::mﬁ.-
:m:.mm:.._c.: of paternal authority; his disciples have related it, in
terms of social psychology, to the patriarchally structured E._.:._,
Jugal family type.*s At any rate, the independence of the prop-
crty owner in the market and i his owr

business _was
. ) hildren on
._r.mm@mhr:um.r@,mzlmpm:m_.?m:m autonomy in the former
realm was transformed inro authority in_the latter and made
any pretended freedom of individuals illusory. Even the con-
H._.mn:rj_ _..9.3 of marriage, imputing the autonomous declara-
tion of will on the part of both partners, was largely a fiction
especially since a marriage, to the extent that the .r:.:__w :.E:Q_.
capital, could not remain unaffected by considerations _‘wm.h:,ﬁ_..

complemented by the dependence of the wife and. c
the male in

nto which the idea of the community of love was thereby put
Up to our own day, occupied the literature (and not only the
literature) as the conflict between marriage for love and mar-

a._mmmmoﬁ_.mm.mc:_:,_m:m.wo_. economic and social considera-
finne 46 Tiaatl.. . . . :

he bourgeois family. For




( the intima
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the idea of a personal cultivation as its own end. Emm.m_ 3%.:
grasped how cultivation at its core (which as bourgeois cu _ﬁ__-
vation it could not acknowledge) remained tied to the socially

T icti inues on today in
necessary labor. The old contradiction cont ¥y

R e L

the conflict between a cultivation of the person, on the one

hand, and a training that provides mere skills, on the other.
Although the needs of bourgeois society were :oﬁ.mxmn:v\
kind to the family’s self-image as a sphere of humanity-gen-

erating closeness, the ideas of ?mmmoaﬁ._k\rv,\m‘ and n:_,:,\mﬁ_o:_
of the person that grew out of the experiences of H.rm r_o:_wﬂM_
family’s private sphere were surely more than just Vgno cmuﬁ. ﬂM
an objective meaning contained as an element in the structu

of the actualinstitution, and without whose subjective validity

society would not have been able to reproduce .,:mn:_.:gmmm
ideas were also reality. In the form of this specilic noton o

humanity a conception of what existed was promulgated within

the bourgeois world which promised redemption from the

“Constraint of what existed without escaping into a transcenden-

tal realm. This conception’s transcendence of what was im-
manent was the element of truth that raised bourgeois ideology

above ideology itself, most fundamentally in that area where

.-.. ...... .ﬁ. =
the experience of “humanity” originated:*” in the humanity o

te relationships between human beings who, under

....l\..:....: . .....,.::it.z...:f..,.A).\“ Am
the aegis of the family, were nothing more than human.

In the intimate sphere of the conjugal family privatized _M-
dividuals viewed themselves as w:,mnv.na@.nd.ﬁ even from the

private sphere of their economic activity—as persons capable

of entering into “purely human” relations with one mwO.ﬁrmﬁ
The literary form of these at the time was the _;m.ﬁ,,ﬁmﬂ. tis ﬂo
accidentthat the eighteenth century U.mn.mBm the century m.m Hm
letter:#? through letter writing the individual unfolded ﬁ,_.wumm

in his subjectivity. In the initial stages of modern postal ser-
vice—chiefly a carrier of news ﬁmﬁ02m|9m. «mﬁma soon nmm:m
“to serve scholarly communication and familial courtesy. But
even the “well worded” family letter of the mm<m:8m:.9 nm:EJ\,H
which before all else declared :Bmalom love and F::?_.:mmma
to the spouse and affirmed filial o.Umg:mem to Herr Vater an

Frau Mutter, still had its mainstay in the dry communications,
the news reports (Zeitungen), which had by then become a
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separate and distinct rubric. The bride of Herder, in contrast,
was already afraid that “nothing but reports” might be con-
tained in her letters and that “you may even be capable of
considering me only a good news reporter.”® In the age of

\%::50:8:@ letters were containers for the “outpourings of

the heart” more than for “cold reports” which, if they get

mentioned at all, required an excuse. In the jargon of the time,
which owed so much to Gellert, the letter was considered an

“imprint of the soul,” a “visit of the soul”; letters were to be

written in the heart’s blood, they practically were o be wept.s!

From the beginning, the psychological interest increased in the

dual relation to both one’s self and the other: self-observation

entered a union partly curious, partly sympathetic with the
emotional stirrings of the other 1. The diary became a letter
addressed to the sender, and the first-person narrative became

a conversation with one’s self addressed to another person.

These were experiments with the subjectivity discovered in the

close relationships of the conjugal family.

Subjectivity, as the innermost core of the private, was always
already oriented to an audience (Publikum). The opposite of
the intimateness whose vehicle was the written word was indis-
cretion and not publicity as such. Letters by strangers were not
only borrowed and copied, some correspondences were in-
tended from the outset for publication, such as those of Gellert,
Gleim, and Goethe in Germany. An idiomatic expression cur-
rent at the time described the well composed letter as “pretty

“enough (o print.” Thus, the directly or indirectly audience-
oriented subjectivity of the letter exchange or diary explained
the origin of the typical genre and authentic literary achieve-
ment of that century: the domestic novel, the psychological
description in autobiographical form. Its early and for a long
time most influential example, Pamela (1740), arose directly

H,.o:g Richardson’s intention to produce one of the popular
collections of model letters. Unawares, the plot used by the
author as a vehicle then came to occupy center stage. Pamela
in fact became a model, not indeed for letters, but for novels

| written in letters. Richardson himself, with Clarissa and Sir
Charles Grandison, was not the only one to stay with the form
once it was discovered. When Rousseau used the form of the
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novel in letters for La Nouvelle Heloise and Goethe for Werthers
@&m? there was no longer any holding back. The.rest of the
century reveled and felt at ease in a terrain of ...mcv_..mmaf/\:v\
barely known at its beginning. )
The relations between author, work, and public changed.

They became intimate mutual relationships between privatized
individuals who were psychologically interested in what was
:rfcawm?: in self-knowledge, and in empathy. Paehardson wept
over the actors in his novels as much as his readers did; author
and reader themselves became actors who “talked heart to
heart.” Especially Sterne, of course, refined the role of the
“narrator through the use of reflections by directly addressing
the reader, almost by stage directions; he mounted the novel
once more for a public_that this time was included in it, not
for the purpose of creating distance (Verfremdung) but to place
a final veil over the difference between reality and illusion. 2
The reality as illusion that the new genre created received its
proper name in English, “fiction”: it shed the character of the
“merely fictitious. The psychological novel fashioned for the first
tme the kind of realism that allowed anyone to enter into the

literary action as a substitute for his own, to use the relation-
ships between the figures, between the author, the characters,
temporary drama too became fiction no differently than the
novel through the introduction of the “fourth wall.” The same
Madame de Staél who in her house cultivated to excess that
social game in which after dinner everyone withdrew to write
letters to one another became aware that the persons them-
selves became sujets de fiction for themselves and the others.
The sphere of the public arose in the broader strata of the
bourgeoisie as an expansion and at the same time completion
of the intimate sphere of the conjugal family. Living room and
salon were under the same roof; and just as the privacy of the
one was oriented toward the public nature of the other, and
as the subjectivity of the privatized individual was related from
| the very start to publicity, so both were conjoined in literature
that had become “fiction.” On the one hand, the empathetic
/ reader repeated within himself the private relationships dis-

v

i
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familiarity (Intimitar), he gave life to the fictional one, and in
the latter he prepared himself for the former. On the other
hand, from the outset the familiarity (Intimutit) whose vehicle
was the written word, the subjectivity that had become fit to
print, had in fact become the literature appealing to a wide
public of readers. The privatized individuals coming together
to form a public also reflected critically and in public on what
they had read, thus contributing to the process of enlighten-
ment which they together promoted. Two years after Pamela
appeared on the literary scene the first public library was
founded; book clubs, reading circles, and subscription libraries
shot up. In an age in which the sale of the monthly and weekly
Journals doubled within a quarter century, as happened in
England after 1750,53 they made it possible for the reading of
novels to become customary in the bourgeois strata. These
constituted the public that had long since grown out of early
institutions like the coffee houses, salons, and Tischgesellschaften
and was now held together through the medium of the press
and its professional criticism. They formed the public sphere
of a rational-critical debate in the world of letters within which
the subjectivity originating in the interiority of the conjugal
mm:dw;, by communicating with itself, attained clarity about
itself,

7 The Public Sphere in the World of Letters in Relation to
the Public Sphere in the Political Realm

The process in which the state-governed public sphere was
appropriated by the public of private people making use of
their reason and was established as a sphere of criticism of
public authority was one of functionally converting ihe public
sphere in the world of letters already equipped with institutions
of the public and with forums for discussion. With their help,
the experiential complex of audience-oriented privacy made
its way also into the political realm’s public sphere. The «,Qu-
resentation of the interests of the privatized domain of a mar-
ket economy was interpreted with the aid of ideas grown in
the soil of the intimate sphere of the caninoal Family Tha s oe
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have it) was humanity’s genuine site. With the rise of a m_urmﬁm
of the social, over whose regulation public opinion battled with
\.m:v:m power, the theme of the modern (in contrast to the

ancient) public w\ﬁ!Tfm‘memT ﬁnamﬁmndﬁ?mmuﬁovmlv\ political tasks

OmmQm.,Nm,:J\\:l,mmm.t.mmmm_m.;mxowzao:Q.m; maﬂwamﬁmmao: o:msmm
qmmmmm”mbﬁmﬁ:m: affairs and military survival as ﬁm.mm:dm exter-
nal affairs) to the more properly civic tasks of a society engaged
in critical public debate (i.e., the protection of acommercial

economy). The political task of the bourgeois public sphere

was the regulation of civil society (in contradistinction to the
res w:ggﬂw With the background experience of a private
sphere that had become interiorized human n_omm.:mmw it chal-
\_m:mma the established authority of the monarch; in this sense

its character was from the beginning both private and polem-

ical at once. The Greek model of the public sphere lacked both
characteristics, for the private status of the master 3; the house-
hold, upon which depended his political status as citizen, rested
“on domination without any illusion of freedom m<©.xw& by hu-
- man intimacy. The conduct of the citizen was agonistic merely
| in the sportive competition with each o%wﬁ mr.mﬁ was a BOn.r
| war against the external eniemy and not in dispute with his
' own government. .
The dimension of the polemic within which the public sphere
assumed political importance during the mwmrﬁmmsﬁr century
was developed in the course of the two preceding centuries in
the context of the controversy in constitutional law over the
principle of absolute sovereignty. The apologetic :832.:6 de-
fending the secrets of state thematized the means by which the
prince could maintain the jura imperi, ﬁ,_.m,.(mvo<mam,m:ﬁ%|9mﬁ is
to say, brought up just those arcana imperi, that entire catalogue
“of secret practices first inaugurated by Machiavelli ﬁrm.ﬁ were
to secure domination over the immature people. %WW@INGQEQ
of publicity was later held up in opposition to the practice of
secrets of state.’ Contemporary opponents, the monarcho-
machists, asked whether the law was to depend upon the ar-
bitrary will of the princes or whether the latters’ commands
were to be legitimate only if based on law. Of course at that
time it was the assembly of estates whom they had in B_:Q.mm
legislator. The polemics of the monarchomachists still drew life
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from the tension between the princes and the ruling estates.
But they were already aimed against the same absolutist bu-
reaucracy against which, from the end of the seventeenth cen-
tury, bourgeois polemics were also directed. Indeed, as late as
_atthe time of Montesquieu the battle lines against the common
foe were 5:&.55@59 often to the point of m:%m::m:;:m_u:-
ity. The only reliable criterion for distinguishing the more
recent from the older polemic was the use of a rigorous concept
of law. Law in this sense guaranteed not merely justice in the
sense of a duly acquired right, but legality by means of the
enactment of general and abstract norms. To be sure, both the
Aristotelian-Scholastic and the modern Cartesian philosophical
traditions were familiar with the category of the lex generalis or
universalis, but in the domain of social philosophy and politics
it was first introduced implicitly by Hobbes and defined ex-
plicitly by Montesquieu.’ “And so, whoever has the legislative
or supreme power of any commonwealth, is bound to govern
by established standing laws, promulgated and known to the
people, and not by extemporary decrees. . . ."57 Locke ascribed
to the law, as opposed to the command or ordinance, “constant
and lasting force.”s® In the French literature of the following
century this definition was made more precise: “The laws .
are the necessary relations arising from the nature of things.”?9
They were rational rules of a certain universality and perma-
nence. Montesquieu called government by decrees and edicts
“a bad sort of legislation.” In this way the reversal of the
principle of absolute sovereignty formulated with finality in
Hobbes’s theory of the state is prepared: veritas non auctoritas
Jacit legem (truth not authority makes law). In the “law” the
quintessence of general, abstract, and permanent norms, in-
heres a rationality in which what is right converges with what
1s just; the exercise of power is to be demoted to a mere
executor of such norms.

Historically, the polemical claim of this kind of rationality
was developed, in conjunction with the critical public debate
among private people, against the reliance of princely authority
on secrets of state. Just as secrecy was supposed to serve the
maintenance of sovereignty based on voluntas, so publicity was
supposed to serve the promotion of legislation based on ratio.
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[&)]

Locke already tied the publicly promulgated law to a common
“consent; Montesquieu reduced it altogether to Sa@%zﬁ&:s
But it remained for the physiocrats, who will be discussed
later,%! to relate the law explicitly to public_opinion as 2.5
expression of reason. A political consciousness m.m/iovma in
the public sphere of civil society which, in opposition to abso-
lute sovereignty, articulated the concept of and amamsami
general and abstract laws and which c::.:.mﬁmg came Lo assert
itself (i.e., public opinion) as the only legitimate moc.mmfm,o.m this
law. In the colirsé of the eighteenth century public opinion
“claimed the legislative competence for Hr.omm norms frow.@ po-
lemical-rationalist conception it had provided to begin 2:.7..
The criteria of generality and wdm:.mhﬁ:mmm n:wamn.ﬁmz.ism
legal norms had to have a peculiar ovs.ocm:mwm for U:<.m:~ma
individuals who, by communicating with each other in ﬂr,m
public sphere of the world of _m:m.&. mo:mﬁama. nmnr other’s
subjectivity as it emerged from their mwrmﬁmm Om. E:anv\.. MMH,
las a public they were already under Hrmhﬁwﬁmm _w,&Om the
\ parity of all cultivated persons, whose abstract universality af-
‘. forded the sole guarantee that the individuals subsumed ﬁ._:amm
__ it in an equally abstract fashion, as :85505 r:.Sm: v@:mm,
i were set free in their subjectivity precisely g\. this parity. The
iclichés of “equality” and “liberty,” not yet omzmma._:ﬁo 8<orﬂ
tionary bourgeois propaganda moibc_mm.. were still imbued wit
life. The bourgeois public’s critical vc.g.ﬁ amww.ﬁm took w_m.nw :.w
principle without regard to all preexisting social and politica
rank and in accord with universal rules. These rules, because

they remained strictly external to the wsam,\ﬁcm_.m as mmn.r, se-

“cured space for the development of these SQ:.:Q:m:m SSM-
ority by literary means. These rules, because universally vahd,
secured a space for the individuated person; because 53\ E.mam.
objective, they secured a space for what was most mcgmn:/\%“
because they were abstract, for what was Bom.ﬁ.no:o.amnm. At the
same time, the results that under these no.za:_o:m. ;mmma ?o:m
the public process of critical debate lay QN:B‘ to Uwim in accor '
with reason; intrinsic to the idea of m,mmwu‘_x_‘m opinion ..vo.as_o
the power of the better argument was .ﬁ:w claim to that morally
Emﬁm:mozm rationality that strove to discover what was at once

| just and right. Public opinion was supposed to do justice to
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“the nature of the case.”? For this reason the “laws,”
now also wanted to establish for the social sphere, could also
lay claim to substantive rationality besides the formal criteria
of generality and abstractness. In this sense, the physiocrats
declared that opinion publique alone had insight into and made
visible the ordre naturel so that, in the form of general norms,
the enlightened monarch could then make the latter the basis
of his action; in this way they hoped to br
gence with reason.

The self-interpretation of the public in the political realm,
as reflected in the crucial category of the ._mmm_._. norm, was the
accomplishment of a consciousness functionally adapted to the
institutions of the public sphere in the world of letters. In
general, the two forms of public sphere blended with each
other in a peculiar fashion. In both, there formed a public
consisting of private persons whose autonomy based on own-

“ership of private property wanted to see itself represented as
“such'in the sphere of the bourgeois family and
the person as love, freedom, and cultiv
r::ﬁ::v\.

The sphere of the market we call “private”; the sphere of

::wmmB:v\,lmm:umnoROmﬁ:m ?.?mﬁmxurmam_Emmm:ﬁ:.n.:,ﬁs-
mate sphere.” The latter was believed to be independent of
the former, whereas in truth it was profoundly caught up in

“the requirements of the market. The ambivalence of the family
as an agent of society yet simultaneously as the anticipated
emancipation from society manifested itself in the situation of
the family members: on the one hand, they were held together
by patriarchal authority; on the other, they were bound to one
another by human closeness. As a privatized individual,
bourgeois was two things in one: owner of goods and persons
and one human being among others, i.c., bourgeois and homme.

_This ambivalence of the private sphere was also a feature of
the public sphere, depending on whether privatized individuals

_5 their capacity as human beings communicated through crit-

lical debate in the world of letters, about experiences of their
subjectivity or whether private people in their capacity as own-
ers of commodities communicated through rational-critical de-

which it

ing rule into conver-

actuahized inside
ation—in a word, as

the

_ bate in the political realm, concerning the regulation of their
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private sphere. The circles of persons who made up the two

forms of public Enmn,,m@ﬁwmﬂw@w&w@@%ﬂmmﬂcm_:..wﬁ:.:m:
and dependents were factually and legally excluded from the
political public sphere, whereas female .ﬁnmﬂhﬂml.@@rwlmv-
prentices and servants often took a more active part in the
literary public sphere than the owners of private property and
family heads themselves. Yet in the educated classes the one
form of public sphere was considered to be identical with Em
other; in the self-understanding of public opinion the public
sphere appeared as one and indivisible. As soon as privatized
individuals in their capacity as human beings ceased to com-
municate merely about their subjectivity but wm:ﬁq._: their
capacity as property-owners desired to w:mzmnnm.vc_u:n power
in their common interest, the humanity of the _:mn:..w public
sphere served to increase the effectiveness of the ,w:E_n_ sphere
in the political realm. The fully developed bourgeois public sphere
was based on the fictitious identity of the two roles assumed by the
prwatized individuals wh 0 form a public
property owners and the role of human beings pure and .:.E,E_mu. .
The identification of the public of “property owners” with

s who came together to form a public: the role of

that of “common human beings™ could be accomplishéd all the
more easily, as the social'status of the bourgeois private persons
in any event usually combined the characteristic m:ﬁ_uEmm of

\?&:m_.mr% and education. The acceptance of the fiction of E.n
one public, however, was facilitated above all by the fact that it
actually had positive functions in the context of the political
emancipation of civil society from mercantilist rule and from
absolutistic regimentation in general. Because it turned the
principle of publicity against the ..ﬂ.mﬂmw__.m:nn m:ﬁr.o.:znm. the
objective function of the public sphere in the political realm
could initially converge with its self-interpretation derived
from the categories of the public sphere in the world of letters;
the interest of the owners of private property could converge
with that of the freedom of the individual in general. Locke's
basic formula of “the preservation of property” quite naturally
and in the same breath subsumed life, liberty, and estate ::m.m_.
the title of “possessions”; so easy was it at Em.ﬁ :_”:n. to identify
“political emancipation with “human” emancipation—to use a
distinction drawn by the young Marx.

II1

Political Functions of the
Public m@?mﬂm_

8 The Model Case of British Development

A public sphere that functioned in the political realm arose
first in Great Britain at the turn of the eighteenth century.
Forces endeavoring to influence the decisions of state authority
appealed to the critical public in order to legitimate demands
before this new forum. In connection with this practice, the
assembly of estates became transformed into a modern parlia-
ment—a process that was, of course, drawn out over the entire
century. Why conflicts that were thus fought out by involving
the public arose so much earlier in Great Britain than in other
countries is a problem not yet resolved. A literary public sphere
existed on the Continent too as an authority to which appeal
could be made. There, however, it began to become politically
Virulent only when, under the aegis of mercantilism, the capi-
talist mode of production had advanced to a stage reached in
Great Britain after the Glorious Revolution. For in the second
half of the seventeenth century there emerged in Great Britain
a large number of new compantes engaged in and expanding
the manufacture of textiles, the metal industry, and paper
production. The- traditional opposition between landed and

moneyed interests, which in Great Britain (where the younger

sons of the gentry quiickly rose to become successfu] merchants,

and where often enough the high bourgeoisie purchased

landed estates') had not in any event become entrenched as

pronounced conflict between classes, was now overlaid wirh
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tion of quasi-public opinion must be linked to the informal
domain of the hitherto nonpublic opinions.

In like measure the forms of consensus and conflict that
today determine the exercise and equilibration of power would
also be altered. A method of public controversy which came to
prevail in that manner could both ease the forcible forms om a
consensus generated through pressure and temper the mo:uv._m
forms of conflicts hitherto kept from the public sphere. Conflict
and consensus (like domination itself and like the coercive
power whose degree of stability they indicate mﬁm_v\mnm:v\v are
not categories that remain untouched by the historical am,.\m_-
opment of society. In the case of the structural transformation
of the bourgeois public sphere, we can study the extent to
which, and manner in which, the latter’s ability to assume uis
proper function determines whether the exercise o.w domina-
tion and power persists as a negative constant, as it were, of
history—or whether as a historical category itself, it is open to
substantive change.
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