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Essay on the Modern Consciousness

[bookmark: _heading=h.2n9rryh2wzv7]Introduction
The 21st century, the modern era, is indeed an era of its own, a leviathan of sorts with a spirit of its own. Modern infrastructure, modern communication technology, and modern cities; none compares to its complexity, its size, and its vibrancy. Upon these concrete and metal creations lives a society of art, of creativity, and of diversity that eclipses all others in history. How wonderful and majestic this society is: material sufficiency and individual freedom grants every soul the opportunity to become themselves and establish their individuality. Traditional borders of class, race, and nationality no longer remain the omnipotent determinant of history and traditional consciousness of religion and patriarchy have been superseded by the individual consciousness. While the wealth differences between classes and nations remain the staggering trenches that separate fates of suffering and of luxury, where countless lives bloom in their desperate, but necessary attempt to overcome it, the development of modern life has occurred almost identically across around the world across wealth lines and has facilitated an equality of some sort. 
In counties of wealth and in countries of poor, a central government monopolizes taxation, the use of force, and trade, but provides national security, health care, and education. In cities of wealth and in cities of poor, traffic lights, telephone lines, highways, skyscrapers, and internal combustion, none of which are absent. In households of wealth and in households of poor, the same news programs, the same arts, and the same cultural products dominate without discrimination, rendering those who lavish and those who starve into largely ones with the same pursuits. The manifestations of modern society in the material sense are almost identical across the world. This reflects an ideological similarity, a unity of the mind and of the institution—an equality of some sort. Without exemption, every modern state primarily concerns itself with economic growth; the ubiquity of traffic lights in every city reflects the establishment of law and order; and every household pursues better education, environment, and opportunities for their next generation. Taylor Swift, Disney, and Starbucks are only the medium through which notions of self-expression, individuality, and the pursuit of equality achieve their prominence—the popularity of the former reflects the hegemony of the modern consciousness. The traditional borders of class, race, and nation have been superseded by modernity. 
In 2007, the world’s urban population surpassed rural population for the first time in world history, and global internet penetration (individual internet users versus population) reached 50% in 2019. Urbanization and modernization, nevertheless, will only continue to grow. This is no surprise, for modernity universally appeals to our basic and creative desires: it offers the opportunity for everyone, regardless of their material condition, their identity, or their alliance, to pursue, achieve, and fulfill their individual expression and their prosperity.  This proposition implies the premise that the modern era is an era of growth, where disadvantaged nations, cities, and individuals of today can achieve greater prosperity by participating in the modern society, rather than not, or perhaps even destroying it. Indeed, one of the most fundamentally held assumptions of the modern popular consciousness is that growth is always possible. We must not underestimate the meaning of this notion of growth, for it is founded upon the notion of change, which, unlike the former that denotes simply the multiplication of something (usually the economy), first and foremost denotes a cost to adaptation in the social sense. There must be change before there should be growth, but not all changes can guarantee growth. This means that growth in the modern sense must afford at least the cost of social adaption.
Luckily, growth from the past decades have generally been able to do so. From an economic perspective, the modern era is an era of “wealth accumulation” (rather than “accumulated wealth” that characterizes all pre-modern societies), where the prospect of prosperity is perceived to be always greater than the existing accumulated wealth. This is precisely why, although the modern consciousness was created by the initially minority urban population, its appeal reaches far beyond the presence of skyscrapers and telephone lines. Upon the material basis of continued urbanization and economic growth, modern ideas created initially only by the urban industrial society and the middle class continues to seize the rest of the world. Aided by wireless networks and modern popular culture, modernity continues to penetrate even in the most isolated, rural, or underdeveloped regions. It can be said that this is an era of a unified popular consciousness, a popular consciousness unified and defined by modernity—it is the modern consciousness. As this essay will demonstrate, the substance of modern consciousness is not the “what”, but about “how”. The modern consciousness distinguishes itself from all else, mainly the traditional collective consciousness, politically. 
 This means that political and social affairs throughout modern societies of different nationality, history, and economics, converge in their debates and thoughts. Beyond the stratification of history and language, the underlying mechanisms are universal. Apart from basic human functions, bodily needs, or other naturally derived dispositions, scarcely has anything artificial achieved such universality in such short periods of time—and this, for the simple reason that the modern consciousness is the only one to recognize the individuality of individuals. 
Despite the unforgiving and penetrating power of the modern consciousness, its ubiquity is a recent phenomenon. Until the 20th century, borders of social class, of nation state, and of language have generally produced separate consciousness. Those residing outside of established cities were truly barbarians, for they shared no morals, no culture, no ideas with those that resided within. The differences between the industrialized empires of Europe in the 19th century and the rest of the world were not only material differences; the inferiority of the latter resides in their ignorance of science and industry. No disadvantages in wealth are as insurmountable as the disadvantages in consciousness. Even the most impoverished modern state today can find assurance in the fact that they are at least now participating in the same rules and ideologies as the wealthiest. The differences between the advantaged and the disadvantaged in the modern era are no longer so vast and essential such that they constitute a difference in consciousness. Regardless of traditional land borders, religion, or race, the ultimate goal of every nation, every city, and every individual has become to achieve prosperity through continued modernization. This is the goal and the purpose of this era. 
The path of continued economic development and prosperity, however, faces immense challenges. The premise of growth is that industrialization and modern production continue to expand in width and advance in depth. More specifically, growth is conditional upon the new sciences refuting the old sciences, the efficient technologies replacing the inefficient ones, and the younger workers succeeding the seniors. All of which produces changes and friction in production relations. In other words, human relations in the modern era cannot be expected to remain constant. Unemployment due to technology is one example. Advancements in robotics certainly creates a range of high skilled and high paid positions, but it severely threatens traditional laborers. The offshoring of American manufacturing to Asia during the late 20th century benefited both Asian states and American capital, but also forced some American workers into unemployment. In a world of scarcity, how should we manage the changes in social relations that are inevitable because of the changes in material conditions? If we desire further modernization and progress for all, we must become more capable at resolving the social tensions that both precede and succeed the advancing technologies and changing material conditions. 
To achieve this capability, we must first understand the modern era—which is precisely what this essay attempts to do. I feel compelled to emphasize the significance of the project that this essay has embarked on. Perhaps most individuals can identify that they are currently a part of the modern society and they might even be able to identify certain components of which. However, I strongly doubt that we, as a society, truly understand the great era that we are part of. We don’t understand where it begins, where it ends, and how it is different from pre-modern societies. This confusion is particularly observable in the Global North, for their relatively gradual and early transformation into modernity has left them desensitized to the particulars of modernity, while the precipitous and recent modernization projects in the Global South continues to highlight the differences between the traditional and the modern. The implication of this inadequacy in the Global North is, unquestionably, a self-imposed (in the way that Immanuel Kant described the intellectual immaturity of the pre-Enlightenment era society as “self-imposed”) limitation on our progress. 
Modernity is a very intentional being. It is not necessarily intentional in the sense that it is a conscious act, where the participants, or the designers of which are monitoring and controlling its movements. It is, however, intentional in the way that organisms are in relation to its desire to survive and reproduce. Theories of evolution demonstrate to us that, while nature is not necessarily conscious about the choices it makes or the form that it takes, it has the ultimate purpose of securing its own survival. Here, nature does not need consciousness to be intentional. Modern society is a similar entity, where despite having no designer or ultimate authority, it has the inherent intention to expand itself—this is precisely because modern society is based on the idea of growth. The modern society is also not a natural product for it requires the cooperation of many. I must recognize, however, that our confusion of the borders of modernity is partly because of the nature of modernity. One of the central premises of modernity is individual rights, where any individual can adopt any lifestyle with no objection from others. This means that differences of all sorts, to all extends, are accepted—even if they are not modern. The universality clause of modernity has created the misconception that modernity has no bounds and no distinct form. We must not underestimate the consequence of this ignorance. Swooned by the appeals of universal individual rights, much of the zealot Global North, and some of the Global South under the influence of Western popular culture, haphazardly extended that right to anything, even if it opposes modernity, that represents individuals. Like a novice driver, it is the ignorance of what enables him that might just lead to his self-induced downfall. 
As this essay shall demonstrate, the fundamental logic and mechanism between the modern consciousness and the consciousness that dominated pre-modern societies (in other words, traditional consciousness) are different and they correspond to different social structures. The implication of confounding the two consciousness is significant in governance. The new world that emerged out of the ruins of the Second World War is a world that recognizes a universal and fundamental right to the individual. Every citizen of every country, regardless of their economic development, social structure, or the form of their dominant consciousness, are granted the full set of political and civil rights. Their relationship with their government has been reversed from one where they are entirely subject to rule to one where they are vest with the power to override governance. 
But while most modern states have declared a constitution infused with modern ideals, its people, its culture, and its society remain (in the eyes of this essay) less modern than the power and rights that are invested in them would suggest. The problem when policy makers and social activists embark on ambitious social enterprises, that aims to facilitate the material abundance of the less privileged, without fully recognizing the difference between the traditional and the modern is that they ask, from the very beginning, the wrong questions and conceive of a power dynamic between the citizen and the government that is entirely opposite to reality. 
Perhaps the consequence of confounding the traditional and the modern is not yet obvious. To strengthen the significance of the purpose of this essay, I shall, based on the framework of this essay, briefly offer an interpretation on the decades long Palestinian–Israeli war. As the antagonism between the two ethnic groups reached yet another round of armed conflict in the year of 2023, the rest of the world was once again forced into the interrogation chair, where their eyes plastered with the images of death and blood from the conflict and they are questioned on the spot of their political alliance. Under the framework (established since the end of the second world war and the declaration of the United Nations) that currently dominates political affairs, whereby ethnic identity is the grounds of political sovereignty, both are and can be victims. For the Israelis, they find their victimhood in their historically sustained oppression across Europe and antagonism in the Middle East; for the Palestinians, it is in European colonialism and the military threat of Israel. This logical deadlock not only demonstrates the ridiculous deficiencies of how contemporary popular consciousness interprets social and political affairs, but has, quite literally, sent the world into a deadlock. The most prestigious institutions of humanities, the top producers of thought, including Harvard, Yale, Columbia, and countless others, have since the outbreak of the 2023 conflict announced their institutional neutrality in regard to this conflict. This was not primarily motivated out of their commitment to freedom of speech and thought, but simply a product of their cowardly retreat as they struggled to offer a better path forward.  
But consider this: international institutions and rules are declared to be modern, but is this conflict modern? Are the societies involved in this conflict modern? Both sides find their legitimacy in modern notions of religious freedom, but do they themselves offer that privilege to their own members of society? Keep in mind, it is not the rules of formal institutions that are referred to here, but the probability that religious heterogeneity is tolerated by their social norms. The answer to these questions, at least by the year 2024, is definitively negative. Israel offers its most religiously orthodox citizens exemption from taxes and military service, just as the rest of the Islamic states are infused with religious authority. So, how can modern notions of individual freedom be used to resolve a conflict that is not modern? How can we extend the privileges of modernity to those who neither act for it or come from it? This confusion is partly what this essay aims to clarify. 
Part one of this essay shall explain the methodologies of this essay; specifically, the analysis of the consciousness of the people by comparing the dominating social structure and production relations. I shall discuss the differences in the implications of the materialists and idealist perspective in the modern era and argue that, while the most constructive analytical framework of social realities remains to be one that focuses on social structure and production relations, the material environment of the modern society empowers the consciousness to act upon its social structure. The main subject of analysis in this essay is popular consciousness, but it is investigated as a product of prevailing social externals (social structure and production relations). Part two of this essay offers an observation of the popular consciousness—how the modern population perceives social conflicts and what they see as the main social entity of society. Specifically, this essay understands that the popular consciousness sees the individual consciousness as the main entity of social reality and that social realities are the results of individual consciousnesses. Though this observation is largely anecdotal, I believe that it accurately reflects the popular consciousness. This part will then explain the dispositions of the popular consciousness by comparing the dominating social externals. This part argues that the exchange in economic and political power between the individual and his society in the modern era has produced a sophisticated division of labor and an interdependent society. The independence of the individual affords himself the illusion that the individual is largely untethered from external social forces. Though it is natural for the individual to perceive his own consciousness as the source of his behavior, it is more accurate to find the source of social realities in the dominating social externals. 
Part three offers a theoretical framework for the interpretation of social consciousness. This part identifies that the popular consciousness in the traditional society is the Traditional Collective Consciousness (TCC), while it is the Modern Individual Consciousness (MIC) in the modern society. This part examines the differences between these two forms of consciousness, including its demands and its purpose, in relation to their respective social structure and production relation. This part identifies that the establishment of one’s individuality is the ultimate purpose of the MIC and it shall also discuss the dispositions of individuality and the challenges that the modern individual faces in his establishment of individuality. Lastly, part four of this essay discusses the future of the modernization project in terms of consciousness. It considers the compatibility of the TCC in the Modern society and argues that we must consciously manipulate the TCC to ensure that it serves a positive purpose in the modern era. This leads the discussion to social engineering and applied social sciences, which this essay believes to be the key to further modernization. Social engineering is the application of social sciences and it is the tool through which we can consciously design and alter social relations in accordance with our desires. To conclude, this essay discusses the challenges and possibilities of further modernization; more specifically, the role of traditional cultural institutions in the modern era and the social implications of different forms of cultural institutions. The analysis of this essay transcends race, traditional geographic borders, nation, and class. Not only is the main subject of study—the modern popular consciousness—a universal entity, but the method of analysis, namely an emphasis on production relations and social structure, are also universal variables. Ultimately, the purpose of this essay is to establish a coherent framework to understand the Modern society—its social structure and its consciousness—and the Traditional society. This essay hopes to facilitate the capacity to identify and differentiate between the modern and the traditional by providing the analytical tools to engage with them. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.t3jqii5cwe5d]Part One: What determines our future?
[bookmark: _heading=h.g9f6bj39rb1o]The Material
This world is the intersection of matters and ideas. One of the greatest debates of philosophy has occurred between materialism and idealism. While those terms feature wildly different connotations across different eras and thinkers, and while the discussion of the two ideas in this essay is nothing more than a gross simplification of their philosophical significance, one facet of the debate lands on their relationship to civilization. Materialism more generally considers the interaction of physical objects to be the essence of the world, while idealism generally argues that the spirits and the mind are the prominent determinants of history. This essay follows materialism in its analysis; though, more specifically, this essay’s world view borrows from two of the founding fathers of sociology. Firstly, this essay follows Karl Marx’s historical materialism, which proposes that it is economic relations and productive forces that determine ideologies and, more generally, civilization. Social structure, political institutions, and ideologies, however, are merely products of production relations. This essay considers production, in both the manufacturing sense and the creative sense, as the fundamental and foundational activity of civilization and that production is the ultimate purpose of both the individual and the collective. Secondly, this essay also refers to the sociological method proposed by the French sociologist, Émile Durkheim. He argued that we must consider social realities as “things” that are products of the collective society, rather than any individuals, and exempt from moral evaluation. He championed an objective approach to social realities and he considered social structure to be the determinant of individual social behavior. Similarly, this essay focuses on the interaction between different social structures and different consciousness. In this essay, “social realities” will refer to social phenomena more generally, such as incidents, current events, or general practices. This essay will use the term “social external” to refer to external forces that compel individuals to act in certain ways; they include social structure, institutions, social norms that are often invisible to the individual. They exert significant force upon the individual and they have been shaping the individual experience since their birth, yet they remain often undetected, just as the rotation of the earth remains undetected to the physical experience.
The reason that this essay supplements Marx’s rather well-developed framework of analysis with an emphasis on social structure is that, while production activities are indeed the true source of all other affairs, the more direct link between production and social realities are established through social externals and social structure. Modes of production determine social structure, which determines the type of popular consciousness, which then determines all other affairs. One of the most compelling critiques that Marx’s historical materialism has faced is his relative disregard for political affairs. His proposal of a communist society, for example, offers no suggestions for an innovative designs of political institutions which are inevitably needed upon the establishment of the communist state. He determines that political affairs are yet another element of the non-independent agent and part of the superstructure. The failure of the communist states, or more precisely their failure to achieve the ideal model of communism that Marx and others outlined, exemplifies this exact issue. States by the 20th century have reached the threshold of modernity and they have already become incredibly complex, institutionalized organizations. From a social structure perspective, the power that had been existing in Tsar Russia was not something that could be completely abolished overnight–only dethroned. While the communist revolution did effectively announce the death of the Tsar, they failed to truly abolish the power structure of the monarchy. Power structures of the society are not things that can be altered overnight. Despite having no intentions of doing so, the revolutionaries were in some ways replacements of the Tsar, rather than the abolisher of the old society. To the Russian people, who had been under the rule of a monarchy for centuries, the arrival of a new power is only interpreted as that—a new despotic ruler. The momentum of such expectations can also be seen in the despotic nature of the Soviet state; those that made the communist state unconsciously fell prey to the consciousness of those they wish to abolish. Theoretical communism entailed no aspects of tyranny, yet they implemented the exact thing they swore to abolish. Though I should point out that this is not a result of malign intention; rather it is the momentum of the traditional society that the revolutionaries emerged from; it was not a conscious choice to become what they had become. Furthermore, their theoretical disregard for social structure and political institutions only exacerbated this issue. 
There is another reason that this essay pays special attention to social structure. Let us once again follow historical materialism’s perspective that society is the manifestation of production activities. If we consider production to be humanity’s engagement with our material environment, then we can further contend that society is the manifestation of materials. We can only produce, build, and construct where nature permits. However, materials have no consciousness or will. They cannot communicate with us, nor can we socialize with them. Human interaction only occurs between the articulation of the material condition through the medium that is humans. The material environment of Africa, for example, has produced a breed of humans that differ from those that inhabit Asia or Europe. Modern science has proved very direct causal relations between the environment and our physical features. When we encounter another that looks different from us, we do not see the differences in material environment, but we engage only with the social constructs that we attach to those differences. Similarly, we must, as Marx urges, recognize the social component of production activities. Indeed, from a strictly theoretical sense, the capitalist mode of production alienates the workers from production, from themselves, and from others; and, of course, the circuit of capital and the differences between exchange and use value are fundamental to understanding the capitalistic economy. They are, however, not the subjects that the popular consciousness primarily engages with and not the foremost mediums through which social movements occur. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.czd9yd2w37at]The Consciousness
While this essay rejects the notion that consciousness acts independently and that it is the source of social realities, this essay recognizes that consciousness does interact with the foundational materials of society and may in turn influence production relations and social structure. In Marx’s view, ideologies may only in turn influence production relations when more advanced modes of production emerge and render the social relations of the previous production relation obsolete. The workers’ revolt throughout 19th century Europe is such an example of consciousness exerting forces upon the social relations of the time. While the oppression of the workers had existed as long as the mode of production that produced the working class, the workers’ realization of their own oppression and suffering, however, was not possible until more efficient modes of production emerged and a social structure that entails a more liberated working-class became possible. In other words, exploitation and the realization of which and revolution against which are separate matters—the latter two made possible only through advances in the modes of production. While Marx’s conception of modes of production primarily describes a set of social and productive relations, it is constituted by forces of production such as raw material, labor power, and instruments of production—all of which are dependent on materials and technology. From this perspective, we can see that technology, or more generally our capacity to manipulate material resources, determines the modes of production, which then determine social structure and ideology. 
However, while Marx considers ideology and consciousness to be the products of production activities and not independent agents of their own, this essay recognizes that advancements in technology empowers precisely the consciousness to exert its own force upon production relations. More generally, Marx’s historical materialism contends that humanity is firstly bound by its material reality and its need for survival. Consciousness is but an extension of the production activities. In economic terms, greater technological advancements in production produce greater surplus—surplus beyond sustenance—which is then used to create and sustain the ideologies and political institutions of that particular mode of production. The greater the surplus, the greater resources that the consciousness has to produce itself. Following this perspective, we can argue that advancements in forces of production (greater capacity to manipulate material resources) untethered humanity from the limits of the material environment and liberated the consciousness from the limits of material reality. While we cannot create social relations that are beyond the dominating mode of production (such as you cannot escape hunter-gatherer societies without the agricultural revolution), technological advancements can, nonetheless, empower the consciousness to exert significant forces upon the bounds of productive activity. 
Specifically, consciousness, empowered by technology, can exert power upon both the mode of production and, through a more macro lens, the level of civilization that natural environment permits. Here, I must define my understanding of technology: it is any physical tool, science, or methodology that allows for more efficient or more desirable production. Technology, in the traditional sense, reflects the capacity to understand and manipulate material resources, while technology in the social sense reflects the capacity to understand and alter social relations—studies of humanities, including philosophy, political science, and sociology engage in precisely this project. Like the workers’ movements, women’s movement, and civil rights movement, consciousness proactively revolted against the dominating social structure and production relations. Two preconditions, however, are necessary. Firstly, there must be an emerging and more advanced mode of production that is subverting the established mode of production. The requisite of women’s and civil rights movements is that those previously marginalized demographics had been, in large numbers, participating in mainstream production. Their sizable weight in production and their newly acquired wealth is the capital to their social liberation. Secondly, upon the emergence of a new mode of production, the previously exploited or oppressed must realize that the opportunity for their social liberation has befallen them. They must, like Karl Marx and Martin Luther King has, conceive the values of freedom and liberation. Though these values seem substantial by itself and require no justification, we must not underestimate the intellectual and theoretical work that a successful liberation requires. A revolution of this scale entails a fundamental rewrite of social structure and interest distribution. From the creation and unity of the oppressed to the defeat of the old guards, only a revolution with a strong consciousness, held together by a theory, a framework, and a science, has the privilege of imagining its own success. The success of the communist revolution and the prominence of socialist and welfare states today could not have been without class theorists and political economy theorists establishing their legitimacy. These intellectual and theoretical foundations are, nonetheless, another form of technology, more broadly. We can conclude that technology empowers the consciousness to exert its power upon the dominating mode of production by two ways: advancements in production technology that allows for the material reality of a social revolution and advancements in social organization that allows for the redesign of social structure. 
From a macro perspective, technology empowers the consciousness to bypass the limits on civilization that nature has arbitrarily installed. The most obvious examples are the establishment of habitat in environments that were not naturally suitable, such as in deserts, within treacherous terrains, or on small islands. These environments lack either some or all of the conditions needed for man’s production needs, such as arable land or readily available water sources. Technology empowers humanity, out of not our need but our desire, to either extract resources that were not readily extractable or transport resources from other areas. There are many states and cities today that could not have existed or reach their current size without the engineering and production capacities of the modern world, such as the desert cities of the Middle East, large establishments near the arctic, and Island states. Despite these obvious examples, however, I would like to highlight another historical example, that undoubtedly requires a lengthy explanation, but it can better highlight the political, social, and historical significance that our capacity to bypass the limits of the natural environment has. 
In his famous book, Guns Germs and Steel, historian Jared Diamond answered one of the most significant questions regarding human civilization: why has civilization advanced greater in the continent of Eurasia, but less so in the rest of the world, such as North and South America? Diamond offers a compelling argument by examining the unique material and environmental conditions that Eurasia enjoyed. He highlighted that Eurasia features arable land throughout its longitude (its west and east length) within reasonable latitudinal (north and south width) differences. This means that civilizations across the continent share similar crops and sustenance, which allows them to share cultures, ideas, and innovation. North and South America, on the other hand, featured an opposite shape—greater latitudinal differences than longitudinal differences—which segregated the material environments of different civilizations. In other words, Eurasia is naturally conducive to civilization development, while other continents are not. Yet, today North America is home to the largest economy, the largest innovator, and some of the most prolific and vibrant arts and cultures. European settlers of the 17th century brought established agricultural technologies, through which they extracted resources from the incredibly arable land of North America beyond the capacities of the native population. Equally significant is the technologies of social organization—the understandings of power and of government—that finally allowed a modern government to stand on the soils of North America. 
So far, this essay has emphasized the centrality of technology, in both production and social organization, to the flourishing of human civilization. The argument that this essay builds upon, however, is that the unprecedented advancements in technology and science that humanity has achieved precisely indicates its capacity to design, according to its will and desires, the social structure and social environment in which it inhabits. Today, our consciousness is more prominent than ever. Equipped with unprecedented capacities to manipulate material resources and understand social relations, we can intercept inequalities and suffering, installed whether by humanity’s ignorance or by nature’s arbitrariness, with the values and ideas that we define ourselves with. On the basis of obeying and respecting the irrefutable realities that the dominating modes of production have determined, we can finally consciously choose and change how society shall progress. The key work here, however, is “can.” Such possibilities are undoubtedly available to us, but the development of our capacity to manipulate social relations has far lagged behind the development of production technology. Artificial intelligence, migration to Mars, and genome editing has appeared at the forefront of technology, yet social discourse occurs in a shockingly inefficient manner–even in the wealthiest nations. It is imperative that we improve upon our capacity to organize our society not only because production technology is no longer the bottleneck towards progress, but also because the technology that we create may, even in the absence of ill intentions, threaten our society’s stability and equilibrium. The 19th century industrial-capital production enslaved laborers because machines were more productive than early factory laborers. Today, history is on the brink of replication as artificial intelligence threatens to replace unskilled labor en masse–if investments in human capital (education, cooperative capacity, and learning capacities) continue to fall behind. This is why this essay mainly engages with the consciousness. 
 
[bookmark: _heading=h.jdexx9oisyr]Whose consciousness? 
 History is the manifestation of philosophy and of thought; the dynamic, constantly evolving nature of the modern era indicates that, beneath the social realities, there must be a greater contestation between currents of thought. Here, my main engagement is not with the traditional actors, or more precisely the traditional producers, of thought—that is, philosophers, academics, and statemen—but with the masses, who are undoubtedly today’s main producer of social thought and the main medium through which social thought is articulated. Of course, there exists no clear line between the official/academic and the popular/common canon of thought. One influences another and one produces another. The political reality of the 21st century, specifically democratic and mass politics, however, determines that meaningful engagement with the currents of social thought and meaningful improvements of social realities must not exclude the masses. This reality has two reasons. Firstly, the 21st century has finally realized the noble notion of self-rule, a notion conceived millennia ago. No citizen of a modern state should be subject to rule which he did not approve of. This has become the “ironclad clause” of the modern society for which the modern society has proudly agreed to; this not only protects against oppression from above, but also oppression from within—that is the “tyranny of the majority.” Mass politics in the 21st century has become very sensitive to any forms of oppression and this sentiment has become the fundamental component of the consciousness of the masses and the fundamental framework whereby social issues are measured. Secondly, the invention of the internet propelled humanity into the age of “self-diffusion” media. Unlike the ages of radio, newspaper, and television, where the propagation of information relied on centralized resources, individual users have become hubs and propagation points of information in the age of the internet. No single entity, regardless of their resources, can command or manipulate the diffusion of information if it cannot convince the individual users to do so. Likes, shares, and comments have come to dominate the method of communication and media. Upon this reality, politics has become mass politics; discussion has become mass discussion; and the people have become the main body of the consciousness of this age. 
From the opposite perspective, however, it is precisely the nature of the masses that now obstructs their own progress, for whatever characteristics of the masses that acted for them now acts against them—no different from any other being. Indeed, the notion of self-rule effectively fulfills and sustains any society where it is the masses, no longer the elites, that has assumed the majority power. But it also determines that any changes or improvements conceived must seek the approval of the majority. This means that any conceptions of social change, which by nature must require certain interest factions of the society to abandon their established means of living, must satisfy two conditions of mass politics: it must conform to the existing material interests of the majority and it must also conform to the consciousness of the masses, whereby no faction of the society can be disadvantaged. How can improvements in our social reality occur when it is burdened with such requirements? This is, of course, not a new problem of democratic politics. Since the conception of democracy, the masses’ relative unsuitability for rule has been the largest concern and the reason that most modern democracies are not direct democracy, but constitutional democracy, where even the people must obey the rules of law. 
Regardless, while many who desire social change may feel the urge to bypass the consent of the people, out of the frustration towards their unsuitability for self-governance, we must not forget that such intentions, despite their benign nature, violate the fundamental laws of the modern society. The consent of the people, however challenging to obtain, is a given and unchangeable political reality that those who desire social change must accept. Another point worth noting is that, while social changes naturally entail liberating many at the cost of the few, thus it is not necessary that social changes must always obtain the consent of all, it is crucial to engage with the consciousness of both advantaged and the disadvantaged. Social changes, even revolutions, are not an eviction of the advantaged social group and they must continue to co-exist and cooperate with the rest of the society. The consciousness of even the most egregious oppressor are not subjects that can be ignored or discarded, but a set of political realities that the revolutionaries must engage with. There are two reasons for this: firstly, from Marx’s historical materialism’s view, social structures are the product of the dominating mode of production. As morally violating as exploitations and oppressions of the people are, they are not independently derived from the consciousness of the oppressor. Secondly, the dominating social group is likely to have monopolized social resources. This is especially true in the modern era, where states and private interests can easily mobilize sizable infrastructures and social resources for their purpose and completely outnumber individuals. This means that any form of unity and organization of the oppressed can only occur under the hegemony of the powerful through careful engagement and strong understanding of the apparatus. Blind refusal to even consider the consciousness of the advantaged social group is but an infantile tantrum; though seemingly sustained by the name of justice and freedom, it will not live to see its desired liberation. While social changes do not require the consent of the entirety of the people, it must consider and engage with the consciousness of all, especially the opposition. 
To consider the two main points of this section—the people are the main actors of thought and social reality in the modern era and we must engage with the consciousness of all—this essay rejects the popular notion that the state (or the private interest) is in a dichotomous relationship with the people. The complexity of the modern society is unprecedented and even the state or private interests (those seemingly isolated groups) are but another social group that not only has equal status to the social collective that is the people, but they also emerges from the people. Even the most egregious corporate interest or violation of the people can find support within the people, and they probably live next doors. This is not a testimony to a moral devastation, but the fascinating diversity that the modern society features—a political reality exempt from moral judgement that we must embrace, just as we embrace the creativity, the differences that flourishes in this era. In short, this essay examines the consciousness of the people in terms of social group and social structure. The popular consciousness of the modern era is the consciousness of the masses. I believe that consciousness can be intentionally formed and improvements to humanity only made possible if the masses can conceive it. Empathy towards, communication with, and involvement of the masses have become the key methods of any political or social work that has any real chances of success. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.s1i96uhpmwt0]Part Two: Observations on the Popular Consciousness
[bookmark: _heading=h.bjedo0t9lbwr]How does the popular consciousness see the world?
This section investigates how we, the members of the modern society, representatives of the popular consciousness see the world—specifically, what do we consider to be the core component of the modern society and how we consider social relations and social external. This section will be mostly based on observational discussion, with some analysis of which in regard to the dominating social structure. Apart from considering why the popular consciousness has taken its current form, this section will also highlight its inadequacies in understanding and explaining social realities. I must concede that the evidence that this section engages with is largely anecdotal, which means that the value of this section is more observational than analytical or theoretical. Though I believe that the logic that they reflect are rather universal, for these observations align with the social structure in the modern era, which I shall discuss in subsequent sections. My observations conclude two particularities of the modern popular consciousness: it considers individual consciousness to be the foremost entity of society and it considers individual consciousness to be the source of social realities. Here, individual consciousness refers to the struggles, emotions, and experiences of the individual. This is contrasted against collective consciousness, such as religious dogma, family values, and nationalism. It must be noted that both the individual and collective consciousness are mutually exclusive and they are defined by very distinct borders. The individual consciousness means not the aggregate consciousness of many individuals, rather is the consciousness of individuals separately. A modern romance movie, for example, appeals to every individual separately, in different ways, to different extents. Collective consciousness, on the other hand, considers no individual. We can observe the modern popular consciousness’ positioning of individual consciousness as the main substance of society through cultural products or, in other words, art. 
Across the main campus of the University of British Columbia, the institution has installed dozens of outdoor artworks, including sculpture, murals, displays, and paintings. One of which, and a rather eye-catching one, is Cumbria by Robert Murray, one the most highly respected abstract artists of his generation. The artwork consists of four pieces of large, thick steel, positioned in three different angles, and painted bright yellow. There is no marking on the artwork, nor can an explanatory plaque be found anywhere nearby. The only indicator of the nature of this artwork—and the fact that it is an artwork at all—is a very faint engraving of the artist’s name by the feet of the piece. Now, let us consider the purpose of this display. The University of British Columbia is one of the top 30 research universities in the world. It has a strong reputation overseas, which it prides itself with, and it is still clearly investing in upgrading its status. This is the reason for the dozens of artworks across campus: to elevate itself. Furthermore, it also has a very distinct purpose. Unlike art galleries that serve the general public, this artwork is installed by the university, on university land—it clearly serves the student body. Ironically, the lack of explanation of the nature of the artwork has sabotaged its chances in connecting with students—no one knows what it means. 
A similar story can be found in Hong Kong, one of the foremost financial centers and international metropolis of the world. Along the famous Avenue of Stars, the arts and culture focused shopping mall K11 MUSEA installed an artwork by Britain’s famous visual artist and sculptor Phyllida Barlow—her untitled: folly; baubles. Under the display, a plaque describes the artwork in more detail. It describes the artist, when it was created, and which art exhibitions it has been present at. While no interpretation of the artwork was provided, the plaque says that the artist “playfully challenges audiences to explore their own understanding of sculpture” and that she “encourages us to take on the role of explorer.” The rather contemporary and abstract forms of both artworks are often beyond the comprehension of the general public. What this essay would like to point out, however, is the artists’ decisions to offer no explanation of their intention. It is very common for public artwork displays in modern cities to offer no interpretation and encourage the public to engage in their own understanding. This reflects the intention that the meaning and implication of these displays is to be realized through internal reflection or, more precisely, individual’s engagement with themselves. By choosing to exclude any explanatory material, artists forfeit the possibility to appeal to any collective understanding. Every viewer of these artwork finds the meaning within themselves and the relationship between the artwork and viewers are unique, separate, and individual. These mechanisms elevate individual consciousness above all else. 
We can observe a similar logic in other forms of art. Many popular media appeal to the individualistic modern society through the portrayal of individual experiences, such as romance, innovation, and social pressure. While these experiences appeal to collective understandings and universal experiences, unlike the artworks described previously, the main subject of change is almost exclusively individual consciousness. In other words, how an individual changes (in thought, attitude, and values) is the main plot. The positioning of individual consciousness as the main entity of society inevitably produces the second observation that this section highlights—modern popular consciousness sees individual consciousness as the source of social reality. 
From public political discussions to university courses on political science and history, individual consciousness is often considered to be the source of social realities, while social structure is often disregarded or misunderstood. Of course, university students of humanities, or those interested in social development and social equality, are incredibly aware of power dynamic and power relations between traditional oppressors, such as the elite class, private interests, and Western imperial powers and the people. The frequent references of the histories of colonialism, exploitation, and oppression has instilled in the public a dichotomic understanding of power relations. Discussions of current social conflicts reflect the prevalence of such dichotomic understanding of social power distributions. Despite their sensitivity to power structures, however, the general discourse’s analysis of social structure ends at their recognition of which; ultimately, individual consciousness is still perceived by the popular consciousness to be the source of social realities. The popular consciousness fails to understand how a power structure, unequal or not, compels different actors to make different choices. The only implications of a power structure are to grant one actor the power to oppress and impose on the other actor their oppression. Whatever choices are made, they originate in the desires of the actors alone. Power structure, in their understanding, is but the facilitator of the consciousness of individual agents. 
In reality, however, political actors are but the manifestation of the currents of society and no one, not even the lucky child of the prevailing power structure finds his motivation purely in himself, yet the popular consciousness perceives it to be otherwise. The popular consciousness recognizes individual consciousness and the private interests that shape individuals. We can say that it considers social problems from an “individual idealism” perspective but fails to make observations from a “collective materialism” perspective. It will not hesitate to posit individual interest against the collective interest, in which case it is almost definitely the latter that emerges victorious, but they fail to posit collective interest against another collective interest. A classic example is how the general public perceives union conflicts, which is often posited as a conflict between workers (a collective) and the head of state or private interest (an individual). In reality, however, the largest threats to the stability of workers in the modern era are technological advancements and the general increase in wealth of the overall society. Of course, one may point out that this is precisely what this essay had agreed with earlier—technology empowers the consciousness to exert influence upon social structures. The premise of this exercise of the power of the mind, however, is that it is consciously motivated. A presidential order that forcibly changes the social structure or distribution of resources can only be considered as an act of the consciousness if it indeed originated from the consciousness of the president, such as his reason and his logical understanding of social external. Otherwise, like the communist revolutionaries who merely replaced the old regime of oppression with a new one, it is but an act of the social reality itself. 
As demonstrated earlier, this essay adopts a different analytical framework, for this essay believes that the analytical framework adopted by the popular consciousness, which proposes the centrality of the individual consciousness, is rather inadequate in explaining the modern society. Of course, the purpose of any consciousness is not to only explain the society which it inhabits. But if we were to respect the reality that production is the central activity of civilization, where production is achieved through the engagement with the society, then we can see that understanding the society is the key to greater cooperation and greater production. The better we understand the society which we inhabit, the greater chances we have at excelling within and improving upon it. An analytical framework that emphasises the individual consciousness fails to sufficiently engage with the larger society simply because the individual consciousness has not been, nor is it likely to be, the main entity of society. There are two reasons for this: firstly, as the example of presidential order demonstrates, most acts of individuals originated only from external social currents, thus they are not acts of the consciousness. Secondly, individual consciousness does not have the inherent desire to do so anyways. 
Individuals are hardly effective independent actors in relation to the social structure they inhabit. In traditional societies, the collective consciousness reigns supreme and individuals are not recognized as independent agents—the discussion ends here. While in the modern society individuals are granted their agency, they have no desire to act upon the social structure. One of the basic premises of modernity is that the pursuit of individual interest precedes all. This determines that the individual’s best method of engagement with the society is to conform to it and work within it. The institutions of modern society, while limiting individual liberty in some ways, mainly amplifies individual expression. The pursuit of individual interest can be considered generally as the pursuit of resources. The most effective way of achieving this is, in fact, to leverage the institutions of the modern society and appeal to the support of others. Internet based small businesses are such examples. Even when a state, that claims to be modern but is in reality less so, features institutions that limit individual expression more than it amplifies, the proclaimed prospect of modernity is often sufficient to convince individuals that the most ideal pursuit is to participate in competition with others, rather than to act upon the social structure and revolutionize it. Consider America, or any country with severe wealth inequality, as examples. From the perspective of the masses, the institution has reserved most of the resources for the elites and left them only a small portion. Yet even this small portion of wealth (in addition to the promises of equality and growth that is inherent to modernity) is often sufficient to convince the majority of the impoverished that they should devote themselves in fierce competition against each other, rather than to revolutionize against the institution. Even a semi-modern state can convince its citizens to tolerate oppression as long as the state adopts the most basic feature of a modern state: market economy. This is partly why communist movements failed in Western Europe; the more mature capitalistic economy by the emergence of communism had integrated most of the population. 
When do individuals have the desire to act upon the social structure? Some conditions apply. Firstly, it must only occur in modernity, or where the spirits of modernity had propagated, for only modernity recognizes individuals as independent agents. Secondly, by the logic of modernity, acting upon the social structure must be the most desirable, most beneficial, and most fulfilling method of self-expression for the individual—even more so than participating in the established institutions. In other words, acting upon the social structure and altering its disposition purchases the individual more social cooperation, more productivity than not. These conditions indicate that individuals are likely to have this desire when there exists rather compelling evidence of social inequality. More precisely, it is when a new mode of production has revealed itself, but the established social structure inherited from the previous mode of production has yet to be replaced. It is this contrast, this difference between the new and old mode of production and their respective social structure that describes inequality of any given time. New modes of production reveal the oppression and exploitation (which was not previously realized) that individuals faced and the greater prospects of prosperity and freedom. It is only now that acting upon the social structure is in the best interest of the individual. 
 How can we distinct acts of consciousness? This is, of course, a discussion that far exceeds the capacities and scopes of this essay. While this essay does not even conceive a distinguishable answer to this question, it merely wishes to provide a few perspectives. We may, perhaps, compare the individual act and the social reality that surrounds him. Most simply, does the individual act conform to the larger social external? The more the individual conforms to his environment, the least likely may be an act of consciousness. This is because disagreeing with the dominating social reality often imparts great costs upon the individual. Another perspective we can consider is the presence of reason, for reason is not only consciousness itself, but only reason can convince the individual to act against the immediate interests of conforming to his environment. A well-known example is the Greek philosopher Socrates’ decision to forfeit his chances of escape and accept the death penalty, which he disagreed with. Immediate interests shaped by the social reality can only be superseded by reason, for reason reveals the significance of one’s own values, principles, or perhaps the larger gain that awaits behind this temporary sacrifice. Of course, while I say that these two criteria may somewhat indicate the presence of consciousness, neither of these two are definitive indicators, nor does this essay believe there can be established a strong, universal, and objective measurement of consciousness. This is because the contention between consciousness and social reality is a political one—they contend for the loyalty of the individual. Differences in political power, however, almost never concern the “what” (the choices made), but the “how” (how are those choices made). A mentally unstable prisoner could also pursue the same choices that Socrates had. This reveals the greatest challenge to distinguishing acts of consciousness: evidence lies within the individual and it is ever only truly known by the individual. We may never truly know if any choice made by any individual is entirely conscious; the burden of proof lies upon the individual, for only the individual can prove that he is subject only to his own consciousness. This is perhaps why Socrates announced so comprehensively his reasons to accept the death penalty—to announce the supremacy of his consciousness over his circumstances.
An interesting reality, however, is that while the popular consciousness’ examinations of social realities are generally centered around the individual consciousness, examinations of the self have largely followed the frameworks of materialism. The popularization of psychology and self-analysis in recent decades has introduced to the general public an analytical framework that follows the tradition of materialism, for it is what the sciences of humanities have generally adopted. The general recognition that family relations, particularly the parents’ methods of nurturing, contributes greatly to the psycho conditions of the child is an attestation to the recognition that social structure and social reality within the family is a greater value than individual consciousness itself. We see clearly that our individuality is a product of external influences yet fail to recognize the same for our society. We can say that the popular consciousness embraces materialistic perspectives in reflective analysis, but not external analysis. There are multiple ways of understanding this; we can, of course, argue that this represents a form of rejection of responsibility. They find the source of their own actions in external realities, while they suppose that others (those that individuals analyze) should assume responsibility for actions that derived from their own individual consciousness. What is more reasonable an argument, however, is not to suggest that this scheme is to avoid responsibility, rather to assume individual responsibility. While individuals find the source of themselves in others, they find the source of individual action in themselves. This is in fact an act of assuming their own responsibilities: despite the influences that society has imposed upon individuals, they take full responsibility for their actions that reach into the external public sphere.
Regardless, the popular consciousness has not adopted a framework of analysis that allows them to understand social reality adequately. The illusion that individual consciousness is the main entity of society often leads the popular consciousness into conclusions that have little value. Analysis of individual consciousness is naturally inclined to produce moral evaluations, for one’s moral, under this framework, is considered to be completely the product of one’s consciousness. Such moral or normative evaluations, however, serve little purpose when social realities are the subjects of analysis. Such analysis cannot extend beyond any single individual, nor can its conclusion apply beyond any single individual. When the analysis of social facts is based only on the observation of individuals, the only observable and disputable thing remains morals. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.hrk6qsc64f4o]Production relations, social structure, and the individual consciousness
From the most macro perspective, there are two things that determine civilization’s consciousness. Civilization is the articulation of human relations and history is but the change in social relations. While production is, indeed, a central component to human activity, the foundational substance of civilization must only be human relations. We produce to have relations and we produce for relations, for we are firstly social animals. Social relations are indeed so fundamental, that even humanity’s relation with nature is dependent upon it. The largest shift in humanity’s relationship with nature was undoubtedly articulated in the scientific revolution and the industrial revolution; we emerged from the subjects of nature to the master of which. Yet, the essence of such a shift is found in changes in social relations. More liberated than our capacity of manipulating materials is our individual consciousness; more altered than the shape and use of metal is the power relations between the Church and the individual. The Scientific Revolution is not primarily significant because modern science was invented, rather it is because religious dogma no longer reigns absolute over one’s curiosity and studies. The Industrial Revolution is not primarily significant because it birthed skyscrapers, but the advancements in production technology liberated the most numerous, yet most impoverished, class of society. The relationship between man and man determines the relationship between man and nature, and the relationship between man and nature determines, in turn, the relationship between man and man and the development of history.
The second section of this part hopes to accomplish a study of the modern popular consciousness by comparing the dominating social structure and production relations. This section will investigate modernity’s social structure, particularly its differences from the social structure of the pre-modern era, which this essay considers to be the traditional era. The transition from the traditional era to the modern era occurred gradually in Europe through the Renaissance to the Scientific Revolution, the Enlightenment, then the Industrial Revolution. This section will examine how the social structure of both the modern and traditional era produces distinct desires and intentions that are specific to themselves. From a social structural perspective, this section identifies that the popular consciousness in the modern era is best described as a modern individual consciousness, while the dominating consciousness of the traditional era is best described as traditional collective consciousness. I should point out that, while popular consciousness refers only to the dominating consciousness in any given era, the modern individual and traditional collective consciousness both refer to a specific form of consciousness that is particular to its respective eras. 
Before the main discussion begins, however, I should also clarify how this essay understands the modern society and the traditional society. Both of these are differentiated in social structure and they both describe a set of social relations that mainly defines the relationship between the individual and the collective. In the traditional society, low production efficiency means that individuals cannot produce beyond the needs of their own survival. Every individual depends on collective production and their roles are entirely determined by the needs of collective production. Under this set of production relations, individuals not only surrender their agency to the collective, but they are also defined by homogeneity: individuals work the same jobs, they serve similar roles in society (farmer, religious disciple, soldier, etc), and they conform to the same set of ideals. While the collective may be ruled by a single entity (a monarch, a royal family, or the church), their supremacy is only in name—everyone in the traditional society, even the ruler, is ruled by the collective consciousness. This is similar to Durkheim’s conception of the mechanical solidarity of the traditional society. The modern society, on the other hand, is almost entirely opposite to the traditional society. Advancements in production technology means that individuals can produce far beyond their own consumption—it is this surplus that affords every individual their own agency. Furthermore, the development of industry means that social roles become specialized and diversified. Collective consciousness is dethroned by individuals who are now loyal only to their own individuality and reason—the two founding pillars of modernity. An important distinction to note is that the source of social cohesion is transferred from the distinct, bounded values of the collective consciousness which Durkheim describes as interdependence in the organic solidarity. In other words, the modern society obtains its cohesion from cooperation between individuals, while traditional society obtains its cohesion from the forceful domination of the collective consciousness. 


Here, this essay shall continue the discussion from the previous section. The previous section concluded with some observations about the dispositions of the current popular consciousness; specifically, it sees society through the individual consciousness perspective. But, as previous sections had established, it is more accurate to find the source of social realities, including the realities of consciousness, in the mode of productions and social externals. This section focuses on investigating how the dominating social structure produces such frameworks of analysis. The first thing we should note is that such emphasis on the individual consciousness is a natural product of the modern society. Individuality is the foundational entity of modernity and the individual consciousness is indeed prioritized above all else. This essay previously highlighted the centrality of individual consciousness in popular culture, such as arts and media, but it is the duty of the popular culture of any era to serve none other than the dominating consciousness. Furthermore, the individual consciousness is naturally inclined to recognize, relate, and connect with experiences of the individual nature more than the collective nature. It seems like, then, the emphasis on individual consciousness is only to be expected; however, while such dispositions of the popular consciousness are indeed a natural product of modernity, modernity itself does not imply a disregard or disinterest of things external to the individual consciousness, namely social externals. In fact, from a different perspective, we can argue that modernity encourages the recognition of social externals, for the analysis of social realities, as this essay has argued, is more objective and accurate if it follows the framework of materialism. Such practices of reason are undoubtedly encouraged in the modern era, for it is a foundational pillar of which. 
Indeed, we can see the pursuit of reason in mass media and popular culture. Perhaps, it is only because the project of rationalization has not yet matured that contributes to our disregard for social externals. Regardless, this essay shall engage with the current dominating production and social relations to, hopefully, offer an analysis of this social reality. Of course, the purpose of this section is not to only focus on this question, rather to offer an analysis of the relationship between the individual and the collective in the modern society. From a materialist perspective, the individual’s disregard for social externals must only be because the production relations the individual has with the collective society permits such realities. In other words, throughout the individual’s productive activities, he senses no forces that are acted upon him by social externals. While the question is framed around the behavior of the modern individual, the discussion here is really about the relationship between the individual and the collective—specifically, what is the production relation and social structure that created the perception that the individual consciousness need not to consider social externals as the source of social realities. At this point, we can identify two variables in this perspective: the cooperation (with the collective) required for the survival of the individual and the decision-making power possessed by the individual. Of course, both are considered in relation to the individual’s experience, for we are discussing the dispositions of the individual consciousness. 
In the traditional society, inefficient production determines that individuals cannot sustain their own survival, so they must not only participate in the production of the collective society, but they must surrender their own agency to the collective. The collective determines production roles, social roles, and resource distribution. Under this production relation, individuals possess no agency, nor power to determine his labor (what to produce, how to produce, and how much to consume), let alone a consciousness that can identify social externals. In the modern society, advancements in production technologies permit the individual to produce beyond his own survival needs, though he remains dependent on collective production. The individual affords, the very least, the agency to determine his own labor. The typical methods of production in traditional societies are agricultural. In the modern society, however, greater productivity ensures the individual’s capacity to sustain himself, which means that it also affords the individual their agency and power to determine their own labor. Production roles, social roles, and the distribution of resources are no longer determined by a fixed, tangible collective entity, but specialization, the free market, and cooperation between individuals. This production relation fundamentally differs from that of the traditional society; not only is the labor of the individual liberated, but an economy of an interdependence and of specialization nature determines that the individual is free to leverage upon the economic power of the collective (the latter point is more particular to the capitalist economy and not a primary mechanism of modernity, though they are compatible and often featured together). The pervasive methods of production in the modern society are best described as industrial-commercial.
Based on this understanding of the general mechanisms of the traditional and the modern society, this essay identifies five reasons for the modern popular consciousness’ relative disregard for social externals. It must be noted that the sources of social realities are often diverse. This section only approaches this phenomenon by comparing the production relations and social structures. First, the nature of the relationship between the individual and the collective in the traditional society is obey, while it is cooperation in the modern society. This means that the individual in the modern society does not perceive the collective to be exerting strong forces upon himself. The observation here is that individuals in the traditional society surrender the entirety of their political power to the collective in exchange for goods sufficient only for survival, while individuals in the modern society surrender only partially of their political power to the collective in exchange for goods that easily exceed their minimum consumptions. The table below demonstrates the difference in political and economic exchange between the individual and the collective in the traditional and the modern society. While economic resources can be quantified in absolute terms, political power by nature is relative. This brings us to the interesting observation that, though the individual depends relatively less on the collective in the modern society than in the traditional society, it is the opposite in absolute terms. The difference in the exchange of political power is found in the type of relationship the individual has with the collective. Individuals obey the collective in the traditional society, while they engage in cooperation with the collective in the modern society—a cooperation that individuals enter, benefit, and exit freely. The only despotic ruler that the individual recognizes in the modern society is himself. 
	
	Surrender of political power (nature of relationship)
	Economic resources exchanged

	Traditional society
	High (individuals obey the collective)
	Low

	Modern society
	Low (individuals cooperate with each other)
	High



Second, while the individual in the modern society remains obligated to surrender portions of his political power to the collective, he does not surrender to a distinct collective entity. In traditional society, the collective that the individual surrenders to is a distinct entity featuring a distinct center of powers, distinct borders, and distinct ideologies. In traditional Europe, such a collective is represented by Christianity, the Church, and the monarch; in traditional China, it is represented by the emperor, the family, and Confucius values. Though the individual in such societies may not be conscious of the exchange of power between himself and the collective, he can at least identify his lord. In the modern society, despite the individual’s high economic dependence on the collective, the collective entity to which he surrenders his political power to is distinct only in name. Through the mechanisms of the division of labor (also because of the complexity of the modern industrial production), his economic dependence on the collective is diluted to the entire industrial and commercial society. The modern lifestyle, for example, relies heavily on the organizational function of the market, yet individuals of the modern society surrender little political power, at least in perception, to the market apparatus. The interdependence nature of the modern society means there no longer remains a distinct entity which the individual surrenders to.
Third, the productions of the individual in the modern society often connect to the core structural functions of society indirectly. In traditional societies, the individual participates in and contributes to the collective through labor that is entirely physical, such as the numerous roles required in agrarian production. Individuals also assume several production and social roles which, because of the relative underdevelopment of traditional societies, means that not only does the individual constitutes a significant part of the production chain, but he is directly involved in the core structural functions of society, such as the center of power and the resource distribution mechanism. In the modern society, however, the individual’s productive activity is not only incredibly specialized (such that their function is rather miniscule relative to the collective), but their contribution to the collective often occurs through the market and privatized entities. In addition to the sheer size and complexity of the modern society, which completely eclipses all traditional societies, the individual’s production experience is largely alienated from the core structural functions of the modern society. 
Fourth, the production role assumed by the individual in the modern society is profoundly personal. Unlike the traditional society, the individual in the modern society is not subordinate to any collective and he is free to determine his own labor. He can pursue any field, any interests, and any career. Furthermore, while individuals in traditional societies assume multiple production related roles (farmer, soldier, nurturer), they bear no cultural or identity roles. They are not the producer of thought nor the main actor of history—they are but passive recipients of the collective consciousness. Individuals in modern societies bear the opposite fate: they assume only one (and a very narrow one) production related role because of their specialization in the division of labor, but they produce for themselves a wide range of individual identity. Individuals, outside of production, can serve numerous other social roles, such as a volunteer, a church member, or a hobbyist. Here, we make the distinction between production role and individual identity. Individuality (which will be the subject of discussion in the latter part of this section) is the expression of individual identity and it is often expressed through production and labor. While production roles are often perceived to be impersonal in the modern society, the diversity of roles and the advancements of production technology means that there exists a significant creative component to modern production (production in traditional societies feature low creative space because it is mainly physical labor and limited by technology). It is more likely that individuals in the modern society can perceive their production roles as a way of individual expression. While individuals in traditional societies produce under the command of the society and their production is not an expression of their individuality, individuals in modern societies have greater opportunities to participate in production as representatives of their own individuality.

[bookmark: _heading=h.96sxl6igf3qm]The Acquainted Society and the Stranger Society
Lastly, the individual in the modern society has reclaimed the jurisdiction to his social role. Here, this essay introduces another sociological distinction between the traditional and the modern society: the former is an “acquainted society” and the latter is a “stranger society.” Individuals in a stranger society have complete autonomy over their social networks and which means that they undoubtedly perceive less forces acted upon them by the dominating social structure. In an acquainted society, social relations are pre-determined and social roles are pre-assigned. While the social network of any given individual in this society is rather vast, for his social network extends as far as the dominating collective consciousness reaches, it is ultimately limited. Another important distinction is that the relationships between individuals are not personal. They are connected only by the collective consciousness and whatever relationship that exists between individuals, such as cooperation, domination, or even contention, is solely because of the commands of the collective consciousness. We can consider, for a typical form of such society, a village in medieval Europe. Almost the entirety of the affairs of the villagers, from production, to socialization, and reproduction, occurs within the village and between the villagers. The individual is born into a set of social relations that centers around his immediate family and his production and social functions that, nonetheless, serve his family and his village. Respected or not, his public perception is a derivative of his family reputation. He is assigned his role in farming, his closest confidants and relatives, and, most importantly, his purpose in life. He shall form a family through the mechanism of arranged marriage and he shall have many children, for their physical labors aid agricultural production. 
The stranger society, on the other hand, features entirely opposite social relations. The freedom and the responsibility to determine one’s social network falls entirely on the individual. Such societies are typically found in modern cities. Through the market and state apparatus, individuals congregate in different locations and environments solely based on their career choices or interests. Apart from their production activities, however, no other aspect of their daily affairs provides the individuals their opportunity to socialize. Even so, social contacts formed through their production roles are limited; if they do not act upon their autonomy, they shall remain isolated. Individuals may come in brief contact with more souls than the village they were born in, yet, despite the trust and cooperation the individual may have engaged in, they remain nothing more than strangers. Of course, as they become capable of guaranteeing their own survival, they purchase the power to reject the pressure exerted on them by the collective back home. Their parents fail to convince them to submit to an arranged marriage and the elders in their larger family fail to pressure the individuals to divert most of the profits of their labor to the consumption of the family. Companionships formed in this society are solely built upon common interest or experience, though they may each occupy entirely different social or production roles. While individuals may perceive that they have fewer trustworthy companions than their families have assigned them, their social network is, in truth, limited by no bounds. 
These two forms of social structure are illustrated in the graph below; the diagram on the left describes the traditional/acquainted society and the diagram on the right describes the modern/stranger society. Collective consciousness here refers to the values, ideologies, and social structures that determine the behaviors of traditional life. Individual here refers, simply, to the individual members of society. This essay considers individuals as an inherently neutral and valueless entity; the values they eventually bear, their social and production roles are determined by the dominating social structure and its consciousness. Arrows indicate the orientation of the dominance relations; in the traditional society, the collective consciousness determines the individual, while in the modern society the former becomes the subject of the latter. 
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In the traditional society, individuals each form a relationship of the same nature with the collective consciousness—meaning they are dominated without discrimination. Individuals in positions of power, including the absolute monarch, owe their power to the collective consciousness. Their dominance of the people is only as tolerated as it conforms to the collective consciousness. Furthermore, relations and interactions between individuals, regardless of their nature (cooperation, dominance, or contention), are facilitated only through the ideologies and social structures of the collective consciousness. Though individuals may form personal and profound relations beyond what is assigned, their relationship cannot exceed the bounds of the title that is issued by the collective consciousness. For instance, the maid cannot court her master and the son cannot unilaterally remove his father from his life. Individuals, as the diagram demonstrates, are connected only indirectly, through an external facilitator, where individuals form impersonal relations. In other words, individuals of this society may feel attachment to individuals in their social network, they may develop a sense of belonging, shared bond even with those that are assigned to them, and they may feel a devastation no less than what is described in the greatest works of literature upon the loss of their loved ones, but the foundation of their relationship is built upon family relations, marriage arrangements, and everything that is external to themselves. 
For relationships to be personal, it must be built upon something that belongs strictly to the individual, something external social entities, such as the family or the church cannot substantively provide. While shared experience is indeed a great facilitator of bonds, the “shared” nature of it determines that the experience itself cannot become something personal. A family’s own relations, for example, may be restricted to only the immediate members of the family and no others, but the commonality of the experience of the family, regardless of the miniature size of the family or the intimacy within, do not naturally produce a personal experience. The only substance that is the product of the sole individual is his feelings, for this is not something, such as values or opinions, that can be assigned or determined by external social entities. The argument that relationships between individuals in the traditional society is not personal is consistent with the finding that there is little personal space and individuality in the traditional society. Individuals are subject to their society, therefore their personal feelings do not matter. The absence of this personal space is precisely why many traditional cultures have observed that intoxication often creates the environment in which stronger bonds can be made. The effects of alcohol erodes the mental imprisonment that an individual imposes upon his own feelings as a result of the total domination of the traditional society. 
Let us now examine the modern/stranger society. Individuals succeed the collective consciousness as the main entity of society. The relationships between individuals differ fundamentally from the relationship that existed between the individual and the collective consciousness in the traditional society, mainly that the former is devoid of power orientation. Individuals dominate over no one but themselves. Their relationship with others carries no weight of power or hierarchy; relationships may form, dissolve, or change instantly according to the interests and desires of the individuals themselves. More importantly, the bonds between individuals in the modern society are personal. The freedom of the individuals means that they are not forced into social bonds and they are free to connect over what is entirely personal to them: feelings. This explains why one of the most prevalent modern expressions of greeting is “How are you?” There is nothing that restricts the individual’s mobility within social relations apart from the general agreements of the modern society. While those institutions remain an integral part of society, they are not comparable to the role of the collective consciousness in the traditional society. The most obvious difference is, of course, the extent to which they exert forces upon the individual. The collective consciousness in the traditional society is absolute and omnipotent. Beyond providing the organizational structures needed in the traditional society, it demands that the individual must recognize and serve no other authority. Institutions that govern the modern society, however, have the core function of providing the organizational structures. While they do limit individuals to a lesser extent, the institutions have a purpose to serve the individualist society and to ensure their cooperation and interdependence. 
These institutions constitute the collective consciousness in the modern society. Interestingly, while the collective consciousness in any given modern society has its distinct values, institutions, and social structures, individuals engage with it separately and differently. Individuals each form their own relationship with the dominating collective consciousness, based on their own experiences, their own interpretation, and their own interests. More importantly, however, is that while the collective consciousness in the traditional society determines entirely the purpose of the individual, the collective consciousness in the modern society becomes the institutions through which individuals achieve their own expression and fulfill their own individuality. Consider the difference of the purposes of popular culture in the traditional and the modern society. In the former, popular culture is a product of the collective consciousness and it is produced by the collective consciousness to reinforce itself through conditioning its subjects. In the latter, popular culture becomes the spiritual and emotional sustenance for individuals. Individuals consume popular culture to experience certain emotions, ignite reflections, ponder social dilemmas, and even inspire their own passion—all of which for the purpose of the individual himself.


Returning to our main discussion, we can see that the social structure of the modern society does indeed contribute to the modern popular consciousness’ relative disregard for social externals. Individuals in the modern/stranger society are overwhelmed by the absoluteness of their autonomy and the prospects of social prosperity. To individuals, the individual consciousness seems to be the dominating source of their own behavior and social reality. At this point, we can conclude that both the traditional society and the modern society facilitate an idealist perspective and are inclined to disregard a materialist perspective in their analysis of social relations, though we must recognize that the sources for these two social realities are different. The source for such social realities in the traditional society is largely found in its homogeneity. To every traditional society, the isolation from any other societies that featured different or opposing social realities means that the particulars of every society seemed only natural and inevitable to themselves. They observe no difference in social structure; therefore, they fail to recognize its significance. 
The modern society, however, must find the source of the same social reality elsewhere. Firstly, the transition from the traditional to the modern must already highlight the significance of production relations and social structures, for they are the nature of the change between the traditional and the modern. While it seems intuitive that different social realities in traditional societies should be sufficient to reveal a materialistic perspective (for a materialist analysis of social realities remain constructive even between traditional societies), it requires the production of a modern society through industrialization to produce this understanding. The chronological coincidence of the dramatic shift in philosophy (such as the emergence of Marxism) and the transition into modernity highlights precisely the fact that changes in social relations must be accompanied by changes in thoughts. Secondly, the premise of the modern society is that all is tolerated. In mature, developed modern societies, such as the United States, Canada, and Western Europe, the surge in immigrants from the less developed in the past decades has created a very specific form of diversity: the co-existence of the modern and the traditional. Such social environments naturally contrast sociological differences, yet it fails to interest the modern individual to pursue an investigation. This essay has found that the main source of this social reality lies in the modern individual’s distance from core social structural functions. The modern individual not only rarely interacts with the structural components of society, but structural forces no longer act upon the individual. 
From this perspective, we can see that the presence of two social conditions must precede the materialist perspective: varying social realities under varying social externals and a perspective that extends beyond one’s immediate production and social role. The latter is indeed the more valuable and rare social condition and, from a materialist perspective, it can only be produced under social and production roles that directs the individual to the particulars of social externals. In the modern world, generally, two types of vocation should naturally offer the individual the opportunity to identify social externals: scholars whose mind engages with the entire society (both the modern and the traditional) and governors whose duty is to balance the interests between diverse and contradictory interest groups. Of course, none of the arguments proposed by this essay is definitive, for, once again, social realities often have diverse sources. To conclude this part, this essay shall offer one such example. Since the biological emergence of the modern human some 300,000 years ago, some 290,000 years of human society was entirely the primitive hunter-gatherer society; of the rest 10,000 years, 9750 years of human history featured agricultural societies. Industrial production began less than 250 years ago and the modern society, the main subject of study in this essay, is barely a century old. Most of human history, we are conditioned to understand primitive social structures, minimal social forces, and little scientific measures. The sheer size and complexity of the modern society simply exceeds the cognitive capacities of the human brain. This is, of course, not to say that we shall remain incapable. The next part of this essay shall continue to investigate the particulars of the modern society by focusing on the two most important forms of consciousness that exist today: the modern individual consciousness and the traditional collective consciousness. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.iby132vnjb48]Part Three: Modern Individual Consciousness & Traditional Collective Consciousness
The previous part discussed the structural differences between the traditional and the modern society. This part will focus largely on the differences between the dominating consciousness of the traditional and the modern society. Such consciousness is not only dominating, but it is also foundational to the society, for it determines, as the previous part discussed, how individual actors relate to each other. This part will discuss the inherent desires, pursuits, and goals of the two different foundational consciousnesses. In the traditional society, the foundational consciousness is best described as the “traditional collective consciousness” (TCC). This essay describes it to be “traditional” because it is a product of and fundamental to the traditional society, “collective” because the main entity of society is the collective. In the modern society, the foundational consciousness is the “modern individual consciousness” (MIC); “modern” because it is particular to the modern society and “individual” because individuals are the main entity of society. Both two forms of consciousness reflect the desires, values, and pursuits of their respective main entity of society; in other words, the consciousness serves the main entity of society. The MIC prioritizes the desires of the individual, while the TCC furthers the interests of the collective. 
Building upon the understanding of the social structures of the traditional and the modern society, we can see that, though the TCC and the MIC seem to differ only on the subject they serve, significant differences separate the two. The purpose of the TCC is to form the bounds of a social collective. It demarcates the social territory in which the collective can exercise its dominance. Let us consider an example from traditional China. The TCC was largely dominated by Confucius thought, which defined a distinct hierarchical structure between social relations. All social affairs that involve social roles defined by the TCC must conform to and exercise the values it pronounced, such as to respect seniority, practice self-restraint, and protect social stability. However, for social relations outside the bounds of the TCC, such as the Chinese society’s relationship with its territorial rival or an individual’s relationship with himself, the TCC demands no jurisdiction because, most importantly, those relations are not considered by the TCC to be socially significant within the society that it dominates. The TCC dominates all social relations that are socially significant and it also outlines the values and social practices that all members must exercise. The values particular to a specific TCC may then become a source of self-justification and self-perpetuation for the TCC justifies its uniqueness by compelling the individual to conform to what is to them values of external sources. While the TCC occupies itself with the domination over its subjects, the MIC makes only one demand: that the individual becomes itself, fulfills itself, and satisfies itself. 
An important question arises, especially at this point in history: how do we distinguish what is traditional and what is modern? The key to understanding the differences between the MIC and the TCC is that the nature of their difference is mainly political. Values and social practices are universal; what is particular to each consciousness and their respective social structure is how they facilitate the values which they bear. In other words, it is not the resulting effect, but the causal mechanisms that are worth our attention. The social structures of the traditional and the modern society highlights the differences in the delivery of power and the exchange of power. We may find countless parallels between the morals and values of different societies from different eras. Social trust, for example, is found to be high in both Canada and China; one cannot begin to argue, however, that they feature similar political and social structures, for social trust may perhaps either be the manifestation of social cohesion or the result of strong government surveillance. Similarly, the re-emergence of traditional social practices that had inherent power relations, such as conservative women’s fashion, in the modern society does not necessarily indicate the re-emergence of certain traditional or conservative values. Retro styles appeal only to the nostalgic sentiments of the modern population—the appreciation of social practices from the traditional society precisely reflect the freedom and prosperity of the modern society. Morals, or more precisely social behaviors, are not dependable measurements of society, for social behaviors, especially when examined individually, are not only the partial articulation of social structure and the dominating consciousness, but, depending on the dominating social structure, different morals may reflect entirely different social externals. Evaluating social realities by its morals is no more productive than determining one’s location in relation to passing clouds. 
Modernity is a political concept, and the comparison between traditional and modern is also a political one. To distinguish apart the modern and the traditional we must examine how certain social behaviors are produced; more precisely, based on the definitional differences between the MIC and the TCC, we must ask: between the collective and the individual, who determines whose values and for whose benefit? One’s participation and inhabitation in the modern society do not accurately reflect one’s modernity, yet individuals in the modern society may, under the false presumption that they are indeed modern, express (this essay consider “expression” as the fundamental activity to human life; all activities, including production, innovation, and leisure, are a form of expression) themselves for the purpose of the TCC at the expense of their individuality. Here, we are drawing on not the external appearance of an individual that conforms to the TCC, but the internal relation between the individual and the values he conforms to and expresses. A modern individual may be spiritual or practice religion and he may appear identical to traditional religious followers, but the key difference is found within: the former expresses values that traditionally belonged to a TCC for his own benefit and he finds satisfaction in his own participation, while the latter live for the collective identity and are satisfied only with the domination and expansion of the TCC. When the fundamental identity is a TCC, the individual engages with himself with the society according to the ideals of that TCC. 
This highlights the challenge of distinguishing whether an individual who expresses values that had originated from a TCC is traditional or modern. In the modern society, all individuals have learnt to proclaim their agency, regardless of their true nature. The popular social phenomenon of the internalization of certain power dynamics at the expense of the expressor themselves (consider internalized misogyny) exemplifies this reality. Based on the understanding of the differences between the MIC and the TCC, we can derive two methods of recognizing an individual’s modernity. A unique practice of the TCC is that it does not recognize the agency of the individuals, for individuals in the traditional society possessed no capacity to sustain themselves. This means that the domain of the TCC concerns almost entirely the relationships external to the individual—namely the relationship between individuals and the relationship between the individual and the collective. The emphasis on one’s internal relations and one’s pursuit of one’s own interests is not only an activity that succeeds the establishment of the modern society, but it is also a domain that is largely, though not completely, devoid of any presence of the TCC. This means that most activities that concern only the individual’s relationship with himself, such as practicing self-improvement, hobbies, or meditation, is more likely to be an act of the MIC. The more challenging task in the modern society is to differentiate whether individual activities that concern external relations are indeed modern or an insidious shadow of the TCC. Members of the modern society have unanimously proudly announced their autonomy; no soul, even those that remain profoundly enslaved to the TCC, would admit otherwise. 
Nonetheless, this is a challenging task. The practice of formal social etiquette, for example, originated from an elitist dominated oppressive social structure, yet the practice of which today has become for many individuals a source of their individuality. The MIC’s and the modern society’s structural emphasis on the individual, however, reveals that any act that ultimately promotes the individual interest is indeed an act of the MIC. Any social practices, regardless of their origin, can become a practice through which individual expression is achieved. The modern individual may indeed express his individuality through social practice that seems to conform himself to a TCC; the individual may express his leadership talents by participating in religious communities, express his artistic talents by servicing the elders of his family, or express his self-perception by conforming to conservative social etiquettes. Even if an individual finds satisfaction in solely his servicing of the collective community and he demands no formal compensation, we must still ask how does he fulfill his individuality in such acts? Perhaps he finds satisfaction in the social recognition he receives, the companionship he builds, the experience he accumulates, or perhaps he expects the community to aid in his own projects. Though the idea of selflessness may seem sentimentally and poetically significant, we must not mistake a modern individual’s charitable work to be activities through which he does not benefit—otherwise he has falsely proclaimed his modernity. This is because the MIC recognizes the agency of the individual, which means that, unlike the social structure of the traditional society, relationships that concern individuals must be bilateral. Whatever activity that the modern individual voluntarily participates in must reflect his individuality. Only under the domination of the TCC can the collective society expect the individual to graciously accept all the demands that the collective asks from him. An individual who demands nothing for himself reflects no individuality. 


Comparing the structural differences between the traditional and the modern society, another important distinction between the TCC and the MIC reveals itself: while the former demands domination over all members of society, the latter has no desires of domination. For individuals who conform to the MIC, he finds the entirety of his purpose in himself, he needs not to dominate over other individuals to fulfill his individuality. The key difference between the modern individual who practices religion and the traditional religious follower is that while the former is satisfied with his own participation, the latter pursues the expansion of the religion and finds satisfaction only when the TCC that dominates him further dominates others. The greatest lie of the TCC is that individuals who devote himself to the TCC completes himself. The traditional individual allows the TCC to completely dominate his individuality, which means that the meaning of his participation in the collective is substituted by the purpose of the TCC itself. The TCC becomes the only source of meaning for the traditional individual; he assumes the purpose of the TCC and he is satisfied only when the interest of the TCC is pursued. 
When the modern individual practices social values derived from the TCC, however, the TCC’s desire to dominate is neutralized. The MIC is the foundational consciousness and all social practices and values that the individual agrees to must be forcibly rendered compatible with the logics of the foundational consciousness. When values of the TCC are practiced by the modern individual, the meaning of the TCC is not found through his engagement with others (which, in the case of the traditional individual, is domination), but only within himself. Unlike the traditional individual, the modern individual’s participation is a sufficient source of meaning for himself. We must recognize, however, that the neutralization of the desire to dominate others in the modern individual makes no claims on the eradication of social inequality. Indeed, one of the greatest sources of historical oppression and inequality had been the TCC’s desire to dominate. The MIC, on the other hand, while its own expression can impose inequality and suffering upon other individuals (such as the pursuit of one’s own wealth at the expense of others), it is not its purpose to. 
Here, a new question arises: why is the MIC devoid of any desires of domination, unlike the TCC? I should be more specific here. The reason for the absence of such desires could be that there are sufficient structural deterrents against individuals who possess these desires. The source of domination in the traditional society is not simply its lack of deterrents, but the TCC desires to. Similarly, the devoid of any desires of domination of the MIC is not simply a social phenomenon of an arbitrary source; rather, the MIC very specifically desires not to dominate. The modern individual wishes no domination over others even when he is presented the opportunity to. Freedom and agency for all is not only present, but actively pursued by all modern individuals. Following the analytic tools of materialism, we return to the production relations and social structure that are conditional to the MIC, where we can identify two possible sources of the desire for individual autonomy. First, an interdependent economy is the precondition to the emergence of the MIC. The improvement in productivity is the foundation to the liberation of the individual, but the laws of economics determine that production roles must consequently become specialized. The individual’s capacity to produce enough for his minimal consumption is only a theoretical generalization. In practice, the products of his specialized production can only translate into basic goods for his survival needs through the division of labor and exchanges with the market and the entire productive society. Any desires of domination over others only threatens the interdependence that the individual relies heavily on. 
Secondly, one of the implications of the industrialized economy is that it is an economy of “wealth accumulation”—the accumulation of wealth is an ongoing process that foresees no ends—while the agrarian economy was an economy of “accumulated wealth”—the total wealth of society is constant. The advancements in natural science and application of technology in production not only dramatically improved humanity’s capacity to manipulate natural resources, but the limitless nature of scientific advancements means that there are no theoretical limits to our productivity. The table below demonstrates the economic differences between the traditional and the modern society in mathematical equations. 

	
	Traditional Society (Accumulated Wealth)
	Modern Society (Wealth Accumulation)

	The possible amount of wealth an entity can obtain
	
	



We can derive from this table significant political and social implications. In the traditional society, the main social and political entity is the collective, which means that economic competition occurs mainly between different social collectives. While the total amount of wealth is known, the only unknown is a collective’s relative position to another. The prosperity for one collective can only be obtained at the impoverishment of another. In the modern society, the economic potential of the entire society easily supersedes the profits individuals may obtain from the domination of others. From the perspective of individual actors, the most desirable path to prosperity in the modern society is to participate in modern production and benefit from the expansion of industry. This means that it is reasonable for individuals to pursue investments in themselves rather than develop jealousy for others—even the most jarring wealth differences between individuals may one day be overcome through consistent effort. In fact, the desperation and abandonment for one’s own individuality is a common source for crimes that desire the domination of others. The desperation of the perpetrator is not derived from his envy of something he does not have, but derived from his conviction that he cannot have. The theoretical limitless economic potential that every modern individual possesses is not only one of the founding premises of the modern society, exemplified in the modern society’s positive attitude towards the future and the unknown, but also an important social external that has successfully convinced the individual to participate in social cooperation in good faith. In other words, the source of social cohesion in the modern society is precisely the cooperation between individuals. 
Here, we can conclude that individuality and the MIC are products of the civil society; they are the direct products of the division of labor that could not have occurred without civil society. Individuals respect its boundaries because it is more advantageous to participate in the modern society. We can observe the centrality of participation to the modern society in the fundamental logics of the modern legal system. In Durkheim’s study of modernity, he determined that the legal system of the traditional society is operated upon the logics of penal justice. The source of social cohesion in the traditional society is the likeness of social values and beliefs; any violation of such agreement challenges the authority of the social likeness and is an offence to all. This determines that punishments are often severe in nature and it often announces a comprehensive social death of the accused, where little opportunity of rehabilitation is given. Furthermore, the physical survival of individuals in the traditional society relies heavily on the entire society–he can survive neither the famine nor the beasts of the wild. The dependence of physical survival is mirrored in the often physical nature of punishment; indeed, some of the most gruesome and brutal devices of torture were conceived by traditional societies to highlight the value of shelter that the society provides. 
The modern society, on the other hand, features what Durkheim calls restitutive justice. The physical survival of the prosecuted is not only no longer threatened by the state, but it is continuously provided. The spectacle of the modern legal system is that even the perpetrator of the most heinous crimes against humanity are offered shelter and the opportunity of rehabilitation. The modern legal system does not pursue physical punishment because physical shelter is not the essence of the modern society; participation is, which is precisely why the weight of legal punishment in the modern society is the deprivation of one’s opportunity to participate. The endless prospect one can achieve by participating in the modern society incentives individuals to obey the boundaries of the modern society and the removal of such participation is a death to one’s individuality that exceeds the traditionally superior physical survival. (Despite the congruity of the restitutive legal system and the logics of the modern society, many have expressed the seemingly incompatibility of the weight of punishment, especially for those that have violated not just the laws that are particular to the modern society, such as the theft of intellectual property, but more eternal laws that are of universal and natural nature, such as murder or rape. The conflict here is that the modern legal system is founded upon the sworn loyalty modernity has towards individual rights, regardless of the nature of the prosecuted individual. In other words, the individual rights of the persecuted supersedes his punishment and he remains a beneficiary of the modern society even when he has violated it. The key question is: how should the legal system of the modern society manage individuals who are not modern?)
From another perspective, the protection of individuality relies similarly on the civil society. The authority of the legal system relies heavily on the jury system, the mechanisms of which are directly founded upon the interdependence of the modern society. Randomly selected average citizens can consciously abandon the inclinations they inherited from their social and production roles and impart upon themselves the solemnity of reason, of equality, and of law. Individuals who achieved their individuality through the interdependence of the modern society will also be willing to defend it. This is perhaps the most authoritative, transparent, objective, and eternal force in the modern society. Upon the disintegration of civil society, even in the modern era, division of labor shall disintegrate and individuality will perish. The restrictions of production relations and the lack of the division of labor means that social order must return to tradition to ensure the survival of the collective.
Returning to our main discussion, we can conclude that the division of labor and the prospects of individual prosperity are significant reasons that the modern individual is devoid of any desire to dominate others. These, however, are only compelling deterrents to such desires but they are insufficient reasons to justify why they are willing to abandon that desire completely. Indeed, we do observe the modern individual to possess such willingness, for their cooperation with others is neither conditional, nor founded upon some contract. This essay believes that the true source for such willingness must be found in the significance of the notions of freedom and autonomy themselves (which is far beyond the capacity and scope of this essay): namely, freedom and autonomy is only meaningful (to the individual) on the condition that all other members of society possess them too. Similar positions have been argued by many political philosophers of the liberal tradition, including Rousseau, Kant, and Hegel. Individuals shall not only pursue their own freedom but shall also champion the liberation project of the greater society. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.lfxolfflbx67]The ultimate pursuit: Individuality
The previous section largely discussed the differences between the MIC and the TCC, and the discussion referred to the concept of “individuality” numerous times. This section will focus on examining the particulars, such as the composition, the manifestation, and the desires, of the individuality. This section shall highlight some of the foundational components to individuality and describe the character of the individuality, though I must concede that this section will neither be comprehensive, nor is its framework robust, but merely be an overview. Many political philosophers of the 20th century have delicately examined the character of the modern individual and this section draws upon some of the works of Habermas, for this essay resonates strongly with his discussion of autonomy as part of his theory of deliberative democracy, and Oakeshott, for his description of the “anti-individual” perfectly outlines what individuality is not. 
Individuality is an entity particular to the modern society. It is the cognitive and conscious articulation of the individual and it is the medium through which the MIC is expressed. It is the source of individual uniqueness, but only the free individual possesses an individuality and only the free individual recognizes and desires to engage with his individuality. Though the liberation of the individual generally progresses through the collective effort of individuals against the TCC, we must recognize that the development and maturity of one’s individuality is entirely one’s own affairs—the individual can rely upon no one but himself—for it is the nature of the modern society to impose upon no one. Furthermore, individuality differs from individualism greatly. Most importantly, the former is a social-political entity, while the latter promotes a set of social relations—namely, where the importance of the individual is highlighted relative to the collective (the underlying premise is that the modern society must already exist). While the modern society, where the main entity is individual, may facilitate an individualist ideology where social collectives are disregarded, individuality concerns strictly the pursuit of the individual interest, which, as this essay shall later discuss, often requires the engagement and cooperation with the larger society. This means that it is, at times, in the benefit of the individuality to reject individualism. 
Most fundamentally, individuality is reflected in one’s autonomy and capacity for reason. This section lends greatly from Habermas’ conception of the autonomous self. Though Habermas considers the capacity for reason to be a natural derivative of autonomy, this essay theorizes that the former only emerges under the initiative of the autonomous individual. Autonomy is indeed necessary for the capacity for reason, but autonomy alone does not necessarily imply one’s capacity for reason—the former grants not the latter directly, but the opportunity to. Autonomy of the individual occurs against the shackles of the collective, while the capacity for reason must subvert the shackles of “immaturity”, as Kant describes, that the individual has imposed upon himself. Of course, these are only minor differences between the definitions of autonomy that should not distract from the larger discussion. Habermas’ conception of autonomy has six implications. First, the autonomous self finds continuity and integrity through history and time. Self-identity is understood with a certain continuity in time and distinguished with a unique life story. The autonomous self engages with the future through goal-projection and the past through reflective introspection. In other words, one’s unique experience is the context through which a unique self is maintained. Secondly, autonomy implies the capacity of agency and innovation, demonstrated through one’s initiative in bringing new ideas, projects, and relations into being. This further implies one’s control over his own life story, for his initiative, born out of his identity, must not impose absolute limits nor must it be hijacked by arbitrary creativity. The third quality of autonomy is the capacity to distance one’s self-identity from the circumstances which the individual derives his identity from. While realizing the source of his identity in his circumstances, the autonomous individual must adopt a reflexive attitude towards his own desires and impulses and distance himself from external pressure and prevailing opinions. Fourthly, this means that autonomy must also imply the capacity for critical judgement. More specifically, this implies the ability to project universal reasons against heteronomous particulars, such as one’s unique experiences. Critical judgement also depends on one’s capacity for logical imagination—thinking of the alternative—despite dominating social reality. Fifth, the autonomy of the self depends on an individual's capacity to participate in intersubjective processes of reason giving and response. Autonomy entails a communicative capacity that does not exist in isolation but finds meaning in a community of shared reason.
We can see that autonomy is the exercise of one’s consciousness against prevailing forces acted upon him: his history, his circumstances, his community, and even his impulses. Individuality, the main subject of this essay, is similar to Habermas’ conception of autonomy. The modern individual has sworn his loyalty to nothing but his consciousness. His individuality lies not necessarily in his choices, but how he makes those choices. Though the presence of one’s individuality in his decision-making process is challenging to observe, the mature and fully developed individuality often makes itself observable through, simply, his prosperity. He has no regrets, but only lessons learned, for he understands entirely historical circumstances and the forces involved in his decisions. He is liberated from the insidiousness of jealousy and envy, for he, despite his relative deficiencies, recognizes his unique experience and character; his current challenges only further motivate his efforts, for he finds assurance in the potential he possesses. He fears no sentiments, yet he is highly sensitive to his emotions, for he not only understands the origins of his emotions, but he is also the designer of his emotional experience. He does not reject negative experiences but embraces them fully. The domination of reason in his understanding of emotion has not robbed him of his capacity to empathize, for it is precisely his capacity to understand circumstances that preserves his humanity. Finally, he fears no defeat and no loss, not even death, for he understands that there is no greater distance in wealth, achievement, and experience that supersedes the significance of his individuality.  
We can observe that the establishment of individuality, presuming that the individual is autonomous, is largely an internal process and the individual must overcome his own unconscious impulses. Externally, however, individuality faces two threats; more specifically, there are two social forces that demand a domination of the individual. Firstly, of course, the TCC has traditionally been the dominating social force that imposes upon the individual and suffocates individuality. The protection of individuality from the TCC has been largely established through the secularization of the state, the declaration of individual rights and self-governance. In the modern society, TCCs leave distinct trails and every effort towards its own consolidation of power has incurred significant objection from autonomous individuals. Any nation-state’s attempt to mobilize its citizens by appealing to nationalist sentiments, for example, has generally provoked hesitation from the citizens of its industrial-commercial society and scrutiny into the power relations between the government and its people. The main social entity of this threat is generally a social collective with traditional roots and distinct social bounds. The second threat to individuality, however, is a much more formidable force, for it operates with the veil of modernity, it commandeers free individuals and commands their individuality as its own, and it insidiously seeks domination of the entire establishment of individuality. This is, as Oakeshott describes, the “anti-individual.” 
Oakeshott argues that individuality emerged as the social structures of the traditional society in Italy began to disintegrate in the thirteenth century. Over centuries, the beliefs central to the establishment of individuality, such as the disposition to regard “happiness” as an individual pursuit, gradually and profoundly imposed itself on European thought. Projects of the Enlightenment period, for example, firmly established the individual as a person, an end in itself, absolute and autonomous. Every facet of social affairs, every practical enterprise, and every intellectual pursuit revealed itself as a cascade of opportunities where individuality is articulated and developed. Such freedom, however, created two distinct characters: the individual who embraces such freedom and the anti-individual who is left but lost by the removal of his shackles. Here is an excerpt from Oakeshott’s chapter “The Masses in Representative Democracy” in Freedom and Serfdom: An Anthology of Western Thought, where Oakeshott outlines the origins of the anti-individual.

Every practical enterprise and every intellectual pursuit revealed itself as an assemblage of opportunities for making choices: art, literature, philosophy, commerce-industry and politics each came to partake of this character. Nevertheless, in a world being transformed by the aspirations and activities of those who were excited by these opportunities, there were some people, by circumstance or by temperament, less readily than others to respond to this invitation; and for many the invitation to make choices came before the ability to make them and was consequently recognized as a burden. The old certainties of belief, of occupation and of status were being dissolved, not only for those who had confidence in their own power to make a new place for themselves in an association of individuals, but also for those who had no such confidence. The counterpart of the agricultural and industrial entrepreneur of the sixteenth century was the displaced labourer; the counterpart of the libertine was the dispossessed believer. The familiar warmth of communal pressures was dissipated for all alike - an emancipation which excited some, depressed others. The familiar anonymity of communal life was replaced by a personal identity which was burdensome to those who could not transform it into an individuality. What some recognized as happiness, appeared to others as discomfort. The same condition of human circumstance was identified as progress and as decay.
…
Nevertheless, from the experience of individuality there sprang, in the course of time, a morality appropriate to it - a disposition not only to explore individuality but to approve of the pursuit of individuality. This constituted a considerable moral revolution; but such was its force and vigour that it not only swept aside the relics of the morality appropriate to the defunct communal order, but also left little room for any alternative to itself. And the weight of this moral victory bore heavily upon the 'individual manque'. Already outmanoeuvred in the field (in conduct), he now suffered a defeat at home, in his own character. What had been no more than a doubt about his ability to hold his own in a struggle for existence, became a radical self-distrust; what had been merely a hostile prospect, disclosed itself as an abyss; what had been the discomfort of ill- success was turned into the misery of guilt.

The character of the anti-individual, as we can see, is determined by his sense of confusion and desperation of his inability to establish his own individuality. Oakeshott describes three particulars of the anti-individual. Firstly, he is motivated only by the desire to assimilate the world into his own character and remove the individuality of its moral prestige. The diversity and autonomy of individuality only invokes his anxiety of what he lacks. No offer of self-advancement or prosperity can convince him otherwise, for the anti-individual believes in his devoid of talents to achieve his own individuality. He scoffs at the attempts that autonomous individuals make to establish their individuality and he disparages their deviation from traditional norms. “Impractical and unnecessary,” he scolds; the vibrancy and liveliness of the individuality is reduced to a valueless project. 
He was driven solely by the prospect of escaping completely from the anxiety of not being an individual, aiming to eliminate everything in the world that reminded him of his own inadequacy. His circumstances led him to seek refuge in separatist communities, shielded from the moral pressures of individuality. However, the opportunity he yearned for materialized when he realized that, far from being isolated, he belonged to the most populous class in early modern society—the class of those devoid of the autonomy to make their own choices. Thus, acknowledging his numerical superiority, the anti-individual simultaneously proclaimed himself as part of the “masses” and as representatives of the “people, an identity that informed him a way to break free from his predicament. The “masses”, defined by his inclination to accept only replicas of himself in others and to enforce a uniformity of belief and behavior that excludes the nuances of choice, is not solely identified by his numbers but is reinforced in this disposition by the support of those similar to him. He may not have friends (as friendship is a connection between individuals), but he has comrades. The “masses” as seen in modern European history are not a collection of individuals; instead, they consist of 'anti-individuals' bound together by a rejection of individuality. He was enough of an individual to seek personal satisfaction in the exercise of his individual expression, but too little to seek it anywhere but in commanding others. 
Secondly, the anti-individual is dominated by feelings rather than reason, impulses rather than opinions, and inabilities rather than passion. Apart from the basic sets of physical desires natural to man, he possesses little desires that are truly of his own. All that modernity, despite the momentous and remarkable prospects of prosperity it promises, has convinced him of the validity of his unremarkable pursuits of assimilation. He is shackled not by his society, but by his shadows. Thirdly, and consequently, he is enabled and rendered intelligible only by a leader, for which he swears absolute loyalty to. The anti-individual required guidance in shaping his thoughts; his instincts had to be converted into desires, and these desires into plans. It was the responsibility of his leaders to enlighten him of his power; from a certain perspective, the anti-individual can be seen as the creation of their leaders. Ultimately, the right he claimed, the right appropriate to his character, was the right to live in a social protectorate which relieved him from the burden of self-determination.
It is important to note, however, that the anti-individual, unlike the matured individuality, is not revealed to his own disposition. Despite the extremities of his anti-individuality desires, he possesses no awareness of the origins of his desires, yet he is overcome by the illusion that he has, like all others, a matured individuality. The universality of the declaration of individual rights has convinced him of his individuality. Perhaps it is obvious, by now, that the anti-individual seems to share considerable characteristics with individuals of the traditional society. Indeed, the anti-individual is but a product of the disruptive transformation of the traditional to the modern. The anti-individual seeks consolation and belonging under a social collective that exercises his choices for him, and he is himself authoritative in his assimilation of others precisely because he is agitated by the dissolution of the warmth of the traditional society. From this perspective, it seems that the anti-individual is the perpetuation and reincarnation of the TCC in the modern society. However, while the anti-individual may certainly embody the TCC, his relationship with the TCC is more cooperative. Unlike the traditional individual, who is born out of the TCC and is entirely subject to the TCC until its dissolution, the anti-individual, though unconsciously, voluntarily embraces the TCC for the survival of his own mind. Conditioned by the general values of the modern society, the anti-individual should not, in theory, subject himself to the TCC to the same extent that the traditional individual does. Theoretically, the anti-individual surrenders himself to the TCC as a defensive mechanism, not, as the traditional individual does, to purely facilitate the purpose of the TCC. Of course, when the anti-individual obeys the TCC, he obeys completely without agency. 
We can see that both threats to the modern individuality are of similar character. The first threat is the TCC itself and it operates through a collective entity, while the anti-individual facilitates the TCC through the medium that is the individual. Though the former operates through a distinct social entity and that it comprehensively rejects individuality, which means that it is easy to identify and oppose such threats, the latter requires more intricate solutions. Not only does its disguise in modernity earn itself the status of a greater threat, but that the law of modernity determines that we must not, under any condition, reject individuals. Regardless of the extremities of the anti-individual, we must consider how we can purge ourselves of their anti-individuality dispositions and assist in their establishment of their own individuality. This is especially important as it is unlikely that the anti-individual character can ever be eliminated. From the perspective of individual development, individuality necessarily emerges from the immaturity of the anti-individual. 
The most fundamental component to one’s individuality is his self-identity. Though one can argue that the capacity for reason, the other fundamental requisite of individuality, could be established without the presence of a self-identity, the social and political implication of individuality is that it pursues its own interests. The capacity for reason is only the rationalization of this project and it is indeed the one’s unique experiences and unique desires that highlights the significance of individuality. One’s self-identity, however, is not a product of social vacuum, but a product of experience and socialization. Whatever an individual experiences becomes part of him. His individuality, or as Habermas describes his capacity to distance his identity from his circumstances, is only his interpretation of his circumstances. Habermas refers to the studies of analytic ego psychology and argues that identity is produced through socialization. A child develops his individuality firstly through his integration of himself into a social system, whereby he appropriates social generalities; his individuality is later secured through the process of individualization of his circumstances. More specifically, he digests and internalizes his social experiences; the result of his mastication becomes the context upon which he understands himself in relation to his social experience. This means that the premise of the development of one’s individuality is that one must practice for a period of time as an entirely passive observer, absorber, and receiver of social externals. His social experience serves two purposes. Firstly, it defines his circumstances. Secondly, the practicalities of social experience, such as performing social formalities, understanding relationships, practicing social etiquettes bestows upon him the intellectual capacity to develop his individuality. In other words, one must immerse himself in a social environment whereby he temporarily possesses no agency. Such is the development process of a child. 
The social relation a child has with others greatly resembles those under the traditional social structure. Both receive commands but give out none of his own. This means that the development of children, regardless of the modernity of his era, includes the character of the anti-individual. Indeed, we can find many parallels between the rambunctious teenager and the anti-individual of the 20th century. They are dimly aware of their power and their individuality, yet they are devoid of any appreciation of diversity and differences. Ultimately, this means that regardless of the progresses of the modernization project, we must understand the anti-individual and we must approach such character with the intention of rehabilitation rather than elimination, for the anti-individual not only remains a significant disposition of the 21st century (as the transition from the traditional to the modern continues), but it is also a natural character which every future generation must inevitably engage with. 


This essay, by this point, has established the dispositions of individuality and the fundamental desire of the modern individual. But how exactly is individual interest pursued and individuality fulfilled? Classical liberalism and individualism proposes that individual interest is maximized when the interference of collective interest is minimized. This essay, however, argues that individuality is achieved through socialization and prosperity is achieved through cooperation. Though it is indeed in the nature of the modern individual to prioritize his own interests, this does not necessarily imply that he is self-centered nor does he necessarily become indifferent to others. In fact, this essay argues that the socializing mechanisms of cooperation and participation shall naturally convince the modern individual to engage with his society in good faith. In other words, he improves his productivity through the mechanism of production cooperation and the individual realizes his purposes through the socialization mechanism in his engagement with his society. 
The laws of economics are the most compelling testaments to the former. The central implication of the economic notion of comparative advantage is that two entities should always, regardless of their individual productivity, benefit more in cooperative production than isolated production. Nature has determined that every soul is endowed with different inclinations. Isolated production, however, renders their talents irrelevant as they are forced to engage in the same set of diverse production tasks. Cooperation allows individuals of different talents to specialize and articulate their respective higher productivity. Secondly, in any productive society, the values of production roles are measured relative to the entire production process. The higher the production role in the production hierarchy, the more units of productivity it must manage and, subsequently, the higher its production and social value. The head of a factory, for example, receives the highest wages because he yields the entire productive weight of the entire labor force and machineries. This is precisely why the most valued production roles in the past decades have been engineers, developers, and coders—those that operate machineries of high productivity—and managers, CEOs, and financial institutions—those that manage the productivity of labor forces. While engagement with production machineries seems to characterize production roles of higher value, it ultimately reflects a production role of greater production cooperation. In other words, to develop more profound productive ties, in the forms of further education or skills development, to the productive society is one of the ways that an individual pursues his individuality. 
Of course, higher productivity affords the individual greater economic significance, but what about his social significance? In other words, how does one’s production role determine his sociality? The specialization of production roles as a result of the division of labor has also created specialized social roles; different production roles produce different social roles and subsequently different social interests. This is a symptom of one of Marx’s main critiques of the capitalist economy—the alienation of laborers from each other. The main subject of Marx’s critique was the newly born industrial-commercial society (I should clarify that the industrial-commercial society is only a form of production society, though it is the most advanced) in the early decades following the industrial revolution. The momentous advancements in science rapidly propelled production technology to surpass the productivity of the average laborer of the 18th and 19th century. Respectively, automation and metal completely eclipsed the intellectual and physical capacity of the uneducated and malnourished peasant. The relative lower productivity of the laborers necessarily means that they, as Marx described, remained servants to the machinery. 
The production society is constituted by production processes, which are constituted by micro production processes. Machinery occupied the main processes of production, for it is the entity that possesses a higher productivity that must become the main entity of production, while laborers were only capable of less productively challenging tasks, which are usually the end or the beginning of a particular production process. While the laborers in factories at this time received higher wages than those working in agriculture, since the former at least participates in industrialized production and benefits from the higher productivity of machineries, their contribution to the mechanized production process remains physical: their role mainly concerns moving material resources around the machineries and their purpose is to condition their production role according to the productivity of the machinery. The production roles of the laborers in this set of production relations are not only administered by the machineries, but they were also profoundly segregated from each other. Laborers served and interacted only with machineries. The two diagrams below describe the relationship between the laborers and the machinery in early and matured industrial-commercial society. As we can see, the machinery is the entity that occupies the main section (for it demands higher productivity) of both production processes, while the laborer only serves to connect the main sections of productions (for this task requires lower productivity). I should clarify that the end and the beginning of production processes are separated in the diagram not because they must only be fulfilled by two different laborers; rather they are only separated because they are simply part of two different production processes. In reality, the ends and beginnings of adjacent production processes are often fulfilled by a single labor unit (either one laborer or one machinery).  
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Though industrial-commercial societies across the world today have different levels of maturity, the 21st century largely features much more developed industrial-commercial societies and, subsequently, a very different set of production relations. The diagram on the right describes the relationship between the laborer and machinery in a matured industrial-commercial society. Most modern laborers are highly skilled and educated—they have promoted themselves from the servants of machines to the operator and even designer of production tools. The modern laborer now produces mainly through their mental and cognitive abilities—machineries have now become the servants to the laborer, the facilitator to the productivity of the laborer. Though the division of labor remains as complex as ever, each laborer no longer occupies the end or beginning of a production process, for they have become the entity through which higher productivity occurs. In this set of production relations, though it seems that laborers remain segregated by machineries, we must recognize that their role in the main section of the production process means that the laborers are the purpose of the machineries. The purposes of the ends and beginnings of each production process is to serve as the communicative extension of the main section of production. In the early stages of the industrial-commercial society, the laborer is the extension of the machinery, while it is opposite in the matured stage. Consider the difference between a truck driver and an office worker. The production role of the former is to operate the truck so that the truck can fulfill its transportation task, while the role of the latter is to use technology to connect with others and articulate his ideas. 
This means that a bilateral relationship between the higher productivity entities (the entities that occupy the main section of the production process) is established through the lower productivity entities (the entity that occupies the ends and beginnings of the production process), while there is only a unilateral relationship between the higher and lower productivity entities. In the matured industrial-commercial society, this means that, despite occupying different specialized production roles, every laborer has the opportunity to interact with laborers of other specialized fields. Their relatively higher productivity (than the machinery) affords them the main position in the production process and the power to determine their own labor. Laborers of the matured industrial-commercial society are no longer alienated. Homogeneous production roles are not the only production relations where laborers are socialized. Just as Marx has envisioned a communist economy, it is the power to determine their own labor that re-socializes the laborers that were previously alienated by the division of labor. 
This brings us to the second component to the establishment of individuality. More generally, the self-identity that is central to one’s individuality is the natural product of socialization. Humans are social animals, which means that sociality is the source of meaning. Improvements in productivity are meaningless without understanding its implications and consequences. Immediately beyond humanity’s survival is the pursuit of meaning; without which even survival becomes futile. The isolated man will never achieve his individuality, for he is ignited with no passion, no desire, and no purpose. Though the individual expression often occurs in private or isolated arenas and it is often perceived to be an entirely private enterprise, it shall come to no end without the individual’s social experience. Socialization occurs in numerous relations. The most central to the individuality is, of course, the self-to-self relationship. Externally, self-to-other and self-to-group relationships are also important arenas of individual expression. Socialization is the central practice to individuality through which meaning is derived and individuality achieved. In relation to the individual’s production role, his higher productivity affords him the freedom to engage in socialization beyond the limits of his production role. He may participate in social advocacy, he may be part of a hobbyist community, and he even breach the physical limits of his production roles by traveling. In fact, the development of communication technology provides another solution to the alienation of the laborer. The internet, the most prominent example, liberates sociality from the limits of time and space. Its omnipresence and communication efficiency allows even those belonging to the least fortunate social class or the least productive production role to socialize beyond the limits of his social and production role. Concerns of social equality transcends social roles and even those in privileged positions may be swept away in currents of social advocacy. It is also precisely why the modern consciousness has acquired its dominance, even in less advanced productive societies. 
Ultimately, the more prolific and deeper the individual’s cooperative and participatory ties to his society are, the more prosperous his individuality. This means that while the fundamental desire of the modern individual is to pursue their individual interest, it is mainly achieved through improving their capacity to participate and cooperate in society. For instance, the very popular notion of lifelong learning and education reflects the belief that, regardless of an individual’s current social and production role, he can achieve greater prosperity by equipping himself with the skills and knowledge to deepen his cooperation with others. Even the greatest perceived differences in inherited wealth, social status, and natural talent can be overcome through consistent investment in one’s own potential. Despite the vastness of the modern production society, it is unlikely that most individuals should require the skills or opportunities to act in a leadership capacity—whether it is in a management role or to start a new business. It is more likely that most individuals should, after their youthful years, stabilize within one or a few production roles; by then, they have neither the passion nor the opportunity to significantly alter their production role. Yet many still subscribe to the pursuit of new skills because they subscribe to the fundamental notion that the modern individual possesses unlimited potential. More significantly, the premise of the notion of “investment” and the individual’s prosperity through productive cooperation is that the entire productive society must also be expanding and growing. This is indeed the most accurate description of the intentions of the modern individual. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.xcv8nk4vdyq5]Sociality
One of the foremost proposals of the classical texts of sociological theory highlighted the rationalization of social relations and the disenchantment of the world. Human interaction has simply become transactional in both the economic and emotional sense. At the thought of the disintegration of social fabric, terror reigns. This, however, is embraced by this essay. One of the advantages of the modern consciousness is that it owes itself to no one and it bows to no authority. It is not assigned a normative value; in fact, it is the subject through which all else secondary is evaluated, because only the modern consciousness validates individuality. But, of course, this essay recognizes that the fundamental concern behind the concerns proposed by classical texts is a practical one: in the vacancy of TCC or any collective identity yielding power, who or what guides social relations, or at least ensure that a popular consciousness bound by no one does not veer itself off the cliff of despair and immorality? 
Under the premises of the modern society, the mechanism of social relations has become one akin to the free market economy. Where there are two parallel wills, there is a trade. If the motivation of human relations is individuality, and that its fundamental desire is expression, we can consider the currency that propagates this market to be “sociality”, a measure of socialization and expression. To the individual, sociality is the source of meaning and the sole purpose of social participation. Meaning comes in different nature and participation is driven by different purposes. Behind the binding contracts of employment, where the individual’s private labor is relinquished, there is both economic meaning (out of the survival of the individual) and social meaning, which he finds in his personal emotional relation to his employment. Any given affair and social relations has its sociality understood individually by the committing parties. Like any financial transactions, the economic concerns of bargaining power and subjective value holds true. There is no objective measurement on the validity of the social relations that individuals choose to bind themselves to. Though there may be a commonly understood measure of social relations, similar to the conception of “market price”, it is always ultimately up to the participating and committing parties to determine their relations. 
The subject through which sociality is derived may be any entity that sustains social relations. Broadly, it includes the self, other, others, group, and nature, which includes everything beyond the living. Though social relations can be summarized rather succinctly, where between two entities there may be a single title that describes the nature of their relationship sufficiently, the sociality beneath the labels and constitute the substance of the relationship may not. The multi-layered and multi-faceted nature of social relations is not a product of modernity, though its flourishment is, but a result of the complex, sentimental nature of humanity. Modernity’s acknowledgement of individuality brings out the complexity of human sentiment that was previously suppressed under the TCC. Relationships between two parties may bear multiple functions, properties, and layers. The previously blank canvas of individuality is now saturated with the vibrancy of its own desires–truly one of the most artful expressions of humanity. This means that the measurement of sociality is entirely dependent on the subject of interpretation and there exist no duplicates of relationship ever in this society. In other words, sociality is a profoundly personal and individual measure. One’s sociality depends not on the subjects that he engages with or the appearance of it, but the specific methods, the psychological paths, the emotional connections that is the substance of any relationship. 
In simple terms, sociality is measured by its depth and extent. Complexity and development within one relationship builds depth, while expansion in the sheer number of social relations builds extent. The most expressive and most socialized individual describes one that has maximized the number of subjects which he socializes and maximized his capacity to connect individually. Individuals who are commanded only by his own individuality are naturally disposed to pursue the maximization of sociality in his own affairs. While this motivation may be universal among modern individuals, this does not mean that they shall achieve similar sociality. Their pursuit of sociality is entirely guided and limited by their social environments. Individuals cannot pursue what they do not know. It is based on these two fundamental understanding of the dispositions of the modern individual that we can say that a fairly accurate evaluation of another’s sociality (the depth and extent of his expression and social participation) can be derived simply by observing the depth and extent of the social relationship to which the other individual willingly devotes most of energy towards. This is the fundamental reason why judgements on one's character based on one’s social history holds some truth. 
Though the proposed framework of sociality may seem simplistic, its implications are not to be underestimated: the pursuit of sociality is the fundamental reason why ideals representative of modernity, such as freedom and individual rights, are pursued. In other words, freedom and individual rights are means to an end that is sociality. In fact, this is the sole reason freedom and individual rights are pursued. There are two reasons for this. Firstly, sociality naturally implies conditions of freedom and equal rights, because he who is politically enslaved or incomplete is not social. Secondly, and more importantly, sociality is produced by social differentiation and competition is fundamental to the expansion of one’s sociality. The logical reasoning for this is similar to the previous clause: only parties who offer each other social differentiation requires communication and expression; only social environments that are fundamentally flawed and foreign can compel the individual (assuming that he is empowered to do so) to exert himself upon his environment. It is only upon the introduction of differentiated information that communication becomes meaningful. Consider the economic theory of comparative advantage as an analogy: it is the differences in relative specialized production that makes trade meaningful. This brings us to a very meaningful conclusion in regard to the individual. 
The point of modernity is not to blindly pursue individual expression in the deconstruction of anything collective, but to, under the conditions of basic freedom, maximize their expression through socialization, negotiation, and compromise with their social environment. Compromise is an important concept in the framework of this essay. Poisoned by the fervent and ignorant worship of modern ideals of freedom and individual rights, it generally denotes the forfeiture of one’s interest at the benefit of others in contemporary popular culture. Thus, it is generally rejected by individuals. In the framework of this essay, however, it is simply a part of the negotiation process whereby a party relinquishes his pursuit of some of his ideals to ensure his cooperation with others is possible at all–a cooperation where he is estimated to gain more than what he forfeited. Compromise in the social sense is significant because it not only ensures that cooperation is more probable, but itself is also partially the source of sociality. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.uhdw9k4uvpi]Part Four: Continued Modernization
This part moves away from purely descriptive and theoretical discussion and turns to a more practical discussion of modernity. The application of modernity is, of course, the enterprise of modernization. This project has dominated social and academic discourse in the past century and it is perhaps one of the most significant projects and framework through which socialization now occurs. The notions of development, equality, progress, and liberation has been debated endlessly in all social realms by all social actors. Academics, non-profits, governments, and even the public, there are endless perceptions of what modernity is, how modernization should continue, or if modernization should continue at all. This essay, of course, unequivocally champions the modernization project, for it ultimately expands the livelihoods of individuals. The modern society is the only set of social relations in history whereby concepts of liberation, freedom, and equality can afford the opportunity of even dreaming of its realization. This much is determined. Of course, this essay recognizes that the social structure of the modern society inevitably produces differences in thought and character. Even the opinion that modernization must not be continued, ironically, is one to be preserved and validated by the modern consciousness. However, this essay argues that oppositions to the modernization project are generally but the products of four misconceptions. Before this essay continues to discuss the future of the modernization project, a consensus on the nature of modernization is a prerequisite. 
Firstly, modernity is often interpreted as a cultural phenomenon and the process of modernization as a process of cultural domination, while modernity is primarily a political concept. The popular debate of “Westernization” reflects this. The presumption of this debate is that the urban lifestyle popularized through Western media is a lifestyle particular to Western societies and the adoption of which by non-Western societies is in fact optional to their modernity. This perspective, however, is problematic because it measures the differences in ways of life in terms of its cultural value. Indeed, the deposition of TCC in the modern society means that there is no authority on cultural validity. All cultures provide their unique experience and all cultures provide cultural value. However, this essay has established that the difference between the modern and the traditional is political—the changes to social structures redistribute political power. Modernity is not about the popularization of Western music, Western fashion, or Western cuisine, rather that whatever lifestyle that becomes popularized occurs through the autonomy of the individual. If certain social practices offer the modern individual greater autonomy and greater opportunities to express his individuality, then, regardless of the origin of such practices, they shall be adopted. In other words, individuals do not adopt social practices based on their cultural merit, rather their political merit. This means that the popularity of social practices associated with Western modernity presents not a cultural domination, but a political and philosophical domination. Modernity does not oppose any particular culture; it opposes only the traditional.
We must recognize that the Western traditions dominate not only because modernity today is designed completely by Western thoughts, but also because other cultures have yet to offer an interpretation of modernity that is compelling enough to compete. Is this a tragedy that Western ideas of modernity dominate? Perhaps a purely cultural analysis will conclude that it is indeed unfortunate. But those who blindly reject Western practices and mourn the demise of certain cultural traditions in the name of the indigenous population are more concerned about the perpetuation of the indigenous culture than the actual prosperity of the indigenous people. Furthermore, why should we consider this a tragedy? Modernity is humanity's blessing and, as history demonstrates, it was never a guaranteed project. Many great thinkers spent every one of their living moments on creating the conditions of modernity and we must see that its occurrence was no more probable than winning the lottery. Though many of them were Westerners, the West owns neither the product nor the copyright of modernity–they merely discovered modernity. All cultures and societies are capable of achieving modern prosperity, but it does require adaptation. The very nature of progress entails the deconstruction of old social relations and the birth of more efficient and productive ones. Modernization does not require the complete abandonment of cultural traditions, but, as this essay shall discuss later, certain modifications are necessary. 
Secondly, the critiques of certain social phenomena and social relations of the modern society are often a reaction to the modern character’s deviation from traditional social norms. The emergence of individuality encroaches on the authority of the TCC, which interprets this attack as disintegration of morals. Of course, while individual liberty is desirable, the rapid expansion of which undoubtedly provoked instability both in the society and within the individual. Weber examined the “disenchantment” of religion and Durkheim highlighted the suicidal tendencies of the modern society as a product of the dissolution of traditional norms. Today, these debates continue: the deviation from God, the rejection of individuals who engage in prostitution, and the punishment of those who defy certain cultural practices. This essay acknowledges that social instability must and it has arisen from the previous stages of modernization. Indeed, without a recognizable moral authority, there seems without a force that can restrain the defiant individual. However, as this essay has demonstrated, cooperation and participation have become the source of social cohesion. No individual shall willingly harm his chances of self-expression and prosperity. While many social expectations and norms may disintegrate away for the birth of what seems to be indifference and disrespect, the “disenchantment” of the social fabric shall never surpass the boundaries of the MIC; namely, the establishment of one’s individuality and mutual autonomy. Ironically, while the disintegration of the TCC does not threaten the modern individual, critiques of it clearly does, as it demands, no less, the restoration of the TCC through the domination of individuals. The demise of any ideology is never the demise of humanity, but the emergence of new ideologies and new ways of living.
Thirdly, the conflicts that necessarily occur between the MIC and TCC as part of the transformation process is often confused with modernity. Ironically, while modernization remains an ongoing project, the simplistic understanding of modernity has produced the perception that the project is largely completed and modernity can account for the social realities today. In reality, the traditional and the modern sit opposite to each other on a spectrum. Some societies today are more modern than others, but the shadow of tradition lingers in even the most modernized societies—misogyny remains rampant in Japan, while religious intolerance dominates political discussion in America and Germany. Many societies and individuals remain partly tethered to a TCC inherited from their family and social environment. The remnants of TCC necessarily conflict with their desire to modernize and individualize. Conflicts and confusion naturally arise in the individual’s relationship with his collective society; he questions religious beliefs which he had held for decades and reevaluates his spiritual identity, he disagrees with the demands that his family has imposed on his career choices, and he is confused whether the political party his family had been loyal to really has his best interests in heart. These conflicts, however, are the conflicts of change and of growth. The modernization project remains ongoing until humanity is liberated from the last stronghold of the TCC.
Furthermore, if we measure the progress of modernization based on its ultimate pursuit—the establishment of individuality—we arrive at the rather worrying conclusion that we are even further from its completion than previously perceived. As this essay has argued, autonomy does not simultaneously produce individuality. While the political liberation of the individual from the collective has seen great progress, the establishment of individuality remains in its infancy. As this essay has discussed, individuality consists of several significant components that can only be produced intentionally—the individual must consciously rise against social tides. Of course, economic modernization and urbanization have greatly facilitated the establishment of individuality, but recurring economic recession and the collective ignorance of what modernity is have also greatly limited the rate of modernization. Regardless, we must understand that most current social conflicts are not representatives of modernity. We must not pray solely and simply for the resolution of these conflicts in the reminiscence of the tranquil past, for this path shall only lead us back to the enslavement of the individual. 
Lastly, the process of modernization is often mistakenly conflated with modernity itself. This confusion dominates discussions of modernity in previously colonized or exploited societies. They reject, entirely or partially, the notion of modernity based on historical oppressions that is intertwined with the development of modernity in the West. Two social realities arise from this understanding. Firstly, they reject the claim that modernity is purely about the liberation of the individual. The prevalence of oppression along the development of modernity has convinced them of the fact that modernity is inherently oppressive and exploitative. Secondly, they are rather indecisive about their future role in the globalized and modernized world. Their rejection of modernity has rendered their participation in which a rather awkward decision. This essay argues that, while oppression and exploitation are indeed a significant part of the history of modernity, they have conflated the process of modernization (in other words, how modernity was facilitated) and modernity itself. What they are really rejecting is the oppression and annihilation of their culture throughout the modernization process that is coerced upon them by Western powers. As this essay has demonstrated, the entirety of the concept of modernity entails no oppressive or exploitative component. In fact, it is the TCC that allows and encourages the domination of others. The oppression of non-Western societies by European powers was not an issue of modernity itself, rather it was that the self-proclaimed modern states of Europe failed to extend the membership of modernity to non-Western societies. The specific forms of oppression discussed here are no different from oppression that had occurred regularly between traditional societies in the traditional era. We must also realize that the relationship between Western and non-Western societies in the oppressive past is a product of the production and social relations of that time. Ultimately, it is not modernity, but the forced processes of modernization that the previously colonized societies reject. 


Currently, half the world rests in the modern, while half the world remains in the traditional. The specifics of the traditional and the modern society described in previous parts of this essay are, as Weber argued, ideal types that do not accurately describe reality, but are, nonetheless, important analytical tools to understand reality. Human society by the beginning of the 21st century, at least, undoubtedly remains a hybrid of the traditional and the modern. Currently, there is no social force, apart from the changes in social structures because of emerging production relations, that is actively and intentionally facilitating modernity. At this point in history, the TCC has, at least in name, been dethroned and it no longer demands universal hegemonic rule. While the MIC is in theoretical opposition to the TCC, the modern individual of the 21st century has not yet an understanding of modernity to facilitate further modernization. The common conception of modernity is vague and lacks distinction; the mutuality of autonomy (which is only particular to modernity) is extended freely to even the TCC. Remnants of the traditional society, its social structure and its consciousness, are preserved by the same rights of the modern consciousness. Rather worryingly, while the modern individual today may not demand the domination of the traditional, the traditional possesses no such empathy. Ironically, progress in every sense depends exactly on continued modernization. Consciousness and reason are the only forces that can facilitate continued modernization. 
Lastly, the application of any ideological contraption must answer the question: why? This essay has provided ample evidence to convince individuals that modernization, as this essay has delineated, is indeed a worthwhile project for themselves to pursue. What about others? Can we expect others to pursue the same project? Of course, the power structure and the nature of modernity determines that, no, individuals hold authority over only himself. But what about the question: should we? Should we advise lesser developed societies to continue to pursue modernity, despite the enormous and unfair challenges they must face (as this essay shall later demonstrate)? 
The majority of the analysis of social structures in this essay has focused on the individual and the individual’s relationship with the collective. The argument that the MIC is devoid of any desires of domination points more specifically at the individual level: the modern individual (the inheritor of the MIC) is devoid of any desires of dominating other individuals. However, interactions in the collective arena differ. The modern society (a collective of modern individuals) do not necessarily interact with the traditional society with the same laws and the traditional society cannot expect to survive in the modern era, as the traditional individual can. One reason for this reality is the issue of social recognition. More modern European states of the 19th century did not hesitate to enslave and exploit traditional societies of non-European origin in a rather traditional fashion because they did recognize that modernity is applicable to those societies; European powers engaged with those societies according to the rules of the traditional society. Of course, national independence and self-governance, regardless of a nation’s level of modernity, had been established firmly by the 1950s, but it was not without the condition of establishing a modern state apparatus—a component that is integral to the process of modernization. Furthermore, the continuation of new forms of intra-nation oppression, such as neocolonialism, and the severe political implications of superpowers on the international arena means that the international arena has not yet modernized (as in, fully realized the mutuality of autonomy that one finds between individuals in the modern society) to the extent that traditional societies can enjoy political immunity in the international society as the traditional individual does in his local society. 
Marx’s historical materialism offers a more compelling reason that explains the domination of modern societies over traditional societies (which mostly occurred before the declaration of universal individual and state rights). Social conflicts are by nature conflicts of productivity—a reality that transcends the borders of the modern and the traditional. Indeed, whether it is by the rules of competition in the traditional society, where the most physically endowed determines all, or in the modern society, which delegates the task of value determination to the market mechanism, higher productivity undoubtedly supersedes all. Even without guns and cannons, the free-flowing capital of developed states shall only encroach the substance of its target through the market mechanism even more insidiously and more comprehensively. The game of productivity is eternal and inevitable. This means that there are effectively two choices for traditional societies (though almost no states have decided against modernization) in the modern era: either reject modernity entirely, remain as an agricultural society, and pray that more powerful modernized states shall restrain their own desires of resources accumulation, or modernize and participate in the competition of productivity. This part shall continue to discuss the practicalities and challenges of continued modernization. Hopefully, some practical insights and suggestions can reveal themselves. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.7un7c7tewv1q]Traditional Cultures in the Modern Society
The conflict between the modern and the traditional can be fierce. Numerous wars between the European Church and the state demonstrates the struggle of secularization. Similarly, economic modernization in most societies entails a rather violent dethrone of the landowners and the oligarchs. While the modernizing forces of the communist revolutionary did not hesitate to declare war on the old guards, social advocates of the 21st century have entirely rejected the use of force in the modernization project. The universal declaration of rights had, in Mother Teresa’s fashion, offered immunity and acceptance to all, even the hardcore traditional. Though this essay does not endorse the use of force, it unequivocally challenges the modern society’s resolution to unconditionally reject it, especially when confronted with the stronghold of the traditional society. This resolution, however, naively expects that the TCC should also peacefully unarm itself, which reflects the assumption that the TCC is already modern. To any TCC, the MIC is but another version of TCC that aims to conquer itself. The TCC readily used force to dominate the individual, it shall not hesitate to rebel against the MIC. Furthermore, the dissolution of the TCC is a revolution. A change of human society on this scale and to this depth is no doubt a serious revolution. It means subverting existing interest strongholds for the benefit of the majority. A revolution cannot and should not promise that it should never use force, otherwise it is not a revolution. We must remind those with aspirations and hopes of a more modern world that the modernization project should remain practical.
This essay has demonstrated the incompatibility of the TCC and the MIC; however, this does not mean that cultures inherited from traditional societies—the cultural products of the TCC—must also be abolished in the process of modernization. Indeed, social practices in the traditional society are designed as the medium through which the TCC imposes itself upon the society, but they remain separate entities. The desire to dominate the individual lies strictly within the TCC, its cultural designs may or may not inherent its power structure and political desires. Cultural cuisines, for example, generally do not inherit the TCC, but dining etiquettes, such as the seating order, serving roles, and right to speak, do. Similarly, respect towards elders, a typical reflection of traditional patriarchal society, has been readily accepted into the modern society; the key difference lies in the punishment for its violation. Every surviving civilization emerged as traditional societies and they must all undergo the processes of modernization to become modern. Their similarities in production relations and social structure means that the revolution against traditional social externals across regional and cultural differences share significant similarities: land reform is often one of the most fundamental and imminent reforms, bureaucracy is established to replace the personal networks of the monarch, and privatization replaces feudalist production relations. Beyond social externals, however, civilizations vary greatly in philosophy and culture, which means that different civilizations must differ to some extent in their modernization journey. 
Indeed, China’s economic reform occurred very differently from Japan’s and Asia’s modernization journey occurred very differently from Europe’s. But what separates their modernization journey is not the intended changes to social externals or the social externals themselves (for they are identical across regional and cultural differences), but the social context in which modernization occurred. Europe enjoyed the benefits as the “early adopter” and modernized without any external threat but struggled against the domination of the Church; China modernized under the influence of communism and the background of the Cold War; Japan’s initial modernization efforts undoubtedly succumbed to fascism. Different history and different times produce different social conditions in which a civilization undergoes modernization. This is, of course, the reason behind the immense challenges of modernization. The processes of modernization in different civilizations differ, despite the universality of social externals. A civilization’s internal history, its current role relative to other civilizations, and the attitudes of the international arena—the tangible social realities—determine entirely how modernization in social structure and production relations—the abstract—is perceived and operationalized. 
While the latter generally involves the works of economists, state builders, and social-political theorists, this essay focuses on the former: how do we engage with indigenous traditional history, culture, and consciousness to facilitate further modernization? In other words, this essay focuses on social and cultural modernization, rather than economic modernization. Afterall, the essence of modernization is a revolution of human relations—industrialization and advancements in sciences are only the manifestation of such changes in human relations—and modernization occurs through the very real and tangible engagement with culture and history. The most immediate concern of the cultural and social modernization project is the role of traditional cultures in modern society. Even those with the faintest idea of modernity understands that modernization is the pursuit of a set of distinct ideals and social relations, with which traditional culture is somewhat incompatible. We cannot, however, completely reject them. Not only is traditional culture a source of social cohesion for the newly liberated modern individuals, but it is also the source of cultural and even political legitimacy for modern states. This essay suggests that, though traditional culture must undergo modifications, it can be integrated into the modern society. All cultures must serve their respective main social entity and surviving traditional cultures today must be modified in accordance with the modern individual. Rather simply, traditional culture that can facilitate individual expression may be rehabilitated, while social practices that harm or hinder individuality must be abolished. It must be noted, however, that this essay is not loyal to any traditional culture, but only to the modern individual. This essay only considers the role of traditional culture in modernity from the perspective of the modern individual, who wishes only for his own prosperity. 
Rehabilitated traditional culture in the modern society can serve two very important functions. Firstly, traditional cultures may become a source of social cohesion during the disintegration of traditional society. The liberation of the individual from the TCC may not, as this essay demonstrated, always directly and immediately facilitate the birth of the modern individual. Many traditional individuals interpreted the sudden dissolution of the TCC as an expulsion from the communal warmth and cognitive certainty of the TCC. Liberation merely exposed the traditional individuals to the cold and unfamiliarity of their newfound freedom. While the establishment of one’s individuality is a gradual process in which consistent effort is required, unfamiliarity and loneliness of the modern society is felt immediately by the traditional individual and the anti-individual. The modern society necessarily implies economic growth and constant changes in social structure, but, even without such dynamics, the diversity that is individuality alone can easily overwhelm the less modern individual, who will immediately interpret diversity as waves and waves of attack upon his attachment to the TCC. Traditional culture at this stage of modernization, however, may become a considerable source of social cohesion—a rather valuable commodity during the initial stages of social modernization. Traditional individuals are simultaneously challenged by the dissolution of the TCC and the notion of individuality. Traditional cultures, such as family identity and, most notably, national identity, have aided many modernization efforts since the 20th century, as liberated individuals establish their socialization and cooperation upon these identities after the dissolution of feudal powers. In fact, though this essay considers them all as traditional cultures, the emergence of national identity largely corresponded to the dissolution of the TCC of the Church and of feudal social structures. 
Secondly, rehabilitated traditional culture may, even in a modernized society, become the institutions through which individuals achieve their own expression. In the discussion on the modern individuality, this essay invoked Habermas’ theory that self-identity is the realization of one’s social environment. Social conditions, such as culture, shape one’s history and individuality. In the modern society, the purpose of traditional culture should be to provide the social institutions and cultural structures that provide the context upon which the individual establishes his individuality. While one’s individuality is entirely one’s private affairs, its establishment, especially self-identity, is often dependent on traditional culture (or collective social identities). Modern autonomous individuals need a sense of belonging and identity because they want to express, but only under the premise of certain sets of values. Without institutions of culture, values, and norms, expression is meaningless and unmotivated. Vice versa, the most meaningful expression often occurs upon the strongest sense of belonging and one’s adherence and understanding to a set of cultural institutions. Though self-identity of the modern individual is itself an absolute entity, it is established relative to its social conditions. Engagement with collective identities, on the condition that the individual is autonomous, helps the individual locate himself within history. The greater the social fabric available for his socialization with others, the easier his development of self-identity, for collective identity aids in his discovery of his origin, his current identity, and his desired identity in relation to the collective identity. 
This means that individuals who socialize with more established cultural institutions are more advantageous in their establishment of individuality. Though it seems like this essay is making a cultural comparison, which we have agreed is a futile project, I am comparing the social implications of different cultures. This essay will not define clearly the compositions of an “established” cultural institution, but there are a few key characteristics. Firstly, size matters. The sheer weight of a cultural institution, both in terms of its historical production and contemporary presence, provides modern individuals sufficient “cultural space” in which they may roam free and discover their self-identity. Secondly, this is a derivative of the first point, a cultural institution’s “cultural range” may determine the boundaries of the modern individual’s self-identity. Range is, of course, a direct product of one’s size. The greater a cultural institution, the greater its presence in a diverse arena of human affairs and the greater cultural diversity that an individual can engage and stimulate the awakening of his individuality with. To subscribe to a cultural institution is to subscribe to its own uniqueness and its limits. Culture, more fundamentally, is a way of life, a set of social relations, and a set of values. The nature of which determines that there are no such cultural institutions that encompass depth and extent—the prioritization of certain values necessarily means the forfeiture of other values. Thirdly, the modern individual finds more satisfaction in his socialization with a cultural institution that is distinct, recognizable, and autonomous. Cultural autonomy, similar to the autonomy of an individual’s self-identity, is often a direct product of one’s political autonomy. It is the successful navigation of social circumstances that produces a sense of control, a sense of autonomy in relation to social circumstances. This means that societies that have successfully completed the initial stages of modernization, such as economic and institutional modernization, whilst retaining the core of its traditional cultural institutions, are more likely to demonstrate autonomy in their cultural identity.
In other words, a culture that understands its unique collective history, its distinction among other collective institutions, and possesses agency in the telling of its story. These characteristics of a culture institutions shall transfer onto the individual which consumes it and shall likely produce individuals that are equally as distinct, recognisable, and autonomous. Lastly, because modernization entails a specific set of social relations, parallels found between the traditional culture and modernity should aid the individual’s transition to modernity. Traditional cultures do not need to feature or emphasize values that parallel modernity, but traditional cultures that contain notions of individual, money, self-improvement, or ambition, for example, can be preserved or rehabilitated and integrated into modernity. This means that the modernized individual is required to invent or adapt fewer new concepts and retain his self-identity that he had derived from this traditional culture.
Let us examine a few examples that exemplifies the implications of these characteristics. International affairs are dominated by a few superpowers and their alliances. Nations of smaller sizes can afford neither the political weight to participate autonomously nor, as a result, a national identity that involves international relations. Canada is such a nation where its inconsequential international role has produced domestically a national identity that is rather indistinguishable from other national identities. The significance of the size of one’s cultural institution is observable in the comparison between the American and Canadian national identity. Despite similar history, cultural roots, wealth, and ideology, the miniscule population of Canada means that it does not have the economy to sustain a strong political weight in the international arena. Of course, this essay is not claiming that those belonging to the Canadian national identity are not concerned about international affairs, but the nature of their relationship to the international arena is undoubtedly different from those belonging to the American national identity. It is unlikely that the former can conceive a form of engagement with the international arena comparable to the latter, for the latter can actually realize the power they wish to exert on international affairs. We can observe that the Canadian national identity has yet to extend its range to the international arena because of its relative petiteness. In relation to the American national identity, it lacks distinction as well. Of course, this is not a critique of the Canadian national identity, for it is unequivocally the direct product of its social externals. 
Secondly, consider the modernization process of indigenous societies of North and South America. By the arrivals of the Europeans, indigenous civilizations were rather underdeveloped. Many societies remained a hunter-gatherer society and, even those that developed agriculture, they did not domesticate animals. This means that their modernization process was especially challenging, partly because of the coercion of the European settlers, but partly because it required them to adopt entirely foreign concepts. The distance between modernity and their traditional culture was too vast to overcome and indigenous societies could not rely on the social fabric of their traditional culture as a source of social cohesion to aid in their transition. The absence of social cohesion through modernization was, to indigenous societies, much more taxing. 
Lastly, let us examine a similar issue from another perspective. The internet has grown exponentially since its birth. Its content, however, is overwhelmingly English, far beyond its share in world spoken languages. Indeed, the dominance of English reflects the dominance of English-speaking internet platforms. Only a few superpowers are capable of establishing internet platforms based on their own language. Even China, who arguably possesses both the population and the economic weight to sustain its own internet ecosystem, has failed to establish a Chinese internet stronghold—while 16% of the world’s population speaks Chinese, only 1.5% of the internet is Chinese. Languages of a smaller membership face only more challenges to its survival on the internet. Though it is unlikely that less spoken languages of small cultures shall face extinction, as they remain the primary language in their respective local communities, this undoubtedly means that individuals from such societies are disadvantaged in his participation in the global web. His only choice, if he wishes to produce, consume, and engage with the prolific internet, is to adopt English. 
Individuals belonging to a cultural institution that is, in relation to other cultural institutions, a minority, such as the citizens of a small nation in a world of superpowers, are limited in their self-expression by their inaccessibility and unrelatability to the larger social environment. Citizens of small nations not only face the challenge of externally imposed inaccessibility to the international stage, such as the political coercion of more powerful states, but they are also likely to lack the desire to. If their nation lacks the size to afford realistic influence upon the larger international stage, then their national identity will likely focus only upon regional or domestic issues. The only solution to their disinterest in the international arena, since it is their national identity that is effectively limiting their desire to participate, is to remove them from their national identity (or to propel them beyond the limits of their national identity). This is rather significant because the larger the world one can and desires to participate in, the more likely one can achieve the fulfillment and expression of their own individuality. 
Of course, discussions of cultural institutions should not detach far from social structure and production relations. One may argue that it requires the social and productive reality of a globalized world for citizens of minority national identity to participate in the global arena. The fortunate reality, however, is that modern societies, like its traditional counterpart, are often similar. They have similar components, similar mechanisms, and similar institutions. This means that engagement with the modern societies abroad may often prove useful in the analysis of their own affairs. Issues of equality in the Middle East, for example, are often theoretically related and similar to domestic issues of equality in North America.

[bookmark: _heading=h.m56am44goiaf]Social Engineering and Applied Social Sciences as the path to further Modernization
The dawn of civilization was dominated by humanity’s ignorance to the forces, social or material, that acted upon them. Like a blind man guiding himself by his touch of the curb, civilization organized itself unconsciously according to the limits of material and social circumstances. In other words, nature birthed us into ignorance. The Scientific Revolution, however, significantly changed humanity’s relationship with the material. Materials became objectified and men obtained the capacity to manipulate materials and bypass the constraints of nature. I do not mean physical limits, as those remain, but relational limits. Humanity emerged from the subject of the material to the master of the material—material becomes entirely controllable. The reality that humanity can and has produced a material world so different from the one we inherited from nature is evidence that reason is the force that removes things out of its natural state. Different from the material world, whose natural state is of a physical and constant state, the natural state of human relations is not a constant but of a constant relation, of which at its natural state is one of ignorance. Nature placed humanity in an ignorance of human relations. This describes not social relations between individuals, but relations between humanity and the concept of human relations. However, the theoretical works of countless political and social theorists—from Marx’s historical materialism to Durkheim’s methods of sociology—reveal the nature of human relations and, consequently, revealed the malleability of human relations. Human relations indeed cannot escape the limits imposed by social externals, but our ability to manipulate the material world in accordance with applied social sciences constitutes the ability to manipulate human relations. 
It is precisely our ability to manipulate the material world that revealed to us the malleability, or the relationship between material circumstances and human relations, of men. The modern society is moldable; modernity makes society fluid to our consciousness. We practice reason because it allows us to determine more efficiently and correctly the values we subscribe to and modernity allows us to better exercise our capacity of choosing values for ourselves. The demise of culture is not the demise of humanity, but the demise of a certain way of living and the birth of new ways of living. From another perspective, the initiative of reason is the exercise of autonomy. The domination of the autonomous consciousness, both within the individual and within the collective, necessarily means that reason must become the prevailing methods of decision making. Autonomy allows one to actively shape and determine the interaction between oneself and one’s social circumstances. Collectively, this means that social engineering almost necessarily becomes the articulation of collective autonomy. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.s2pnig7dzx17]Continued Modernization
Though modernization is the pursuit of a rather distinct set of ideals, its progress is dependent on social and political realities. Modernization is undoubtedly a revolution of human relations and its feasibility must respect the momentum and rigidity of the dominating social structures. By the definitions of this essay, modernity and the traditional exists on the opposite ends of a spectrum, where most societies today exist somewhere in between. Though many highly developed societies may be considered modern because of their collective maturity in individuality, they remain distant from the ideal modern society as they remain oblivious to the exact nature of modernity and its relationship with the traditional. Even Western and European societies, which have some of the highest global ratings of happiness and development, divulge their incomprehension of modernity in their immigration policies. Their helplessness in resolving the social conflicts and incompatibilities between the local European population and the newly emigrated population, many of whom were from underdeveloped societies, is but a reflection of their ignorance to human relations and many concepts discussed in this essay. 
Consequently, the current most modernized society is not necessarily the society that is most likely to continue to modernize. Not only are the most modernized societies less incentivized to recognize their undiscovered potential, for they are blinded to its existence, but their established wealth installs an indestructible wall around their incomprehension of modernity. Their unfamiliarity with modernity means that they shall never surrender to the idea that greater prosperity awaits behind the continued modernization of social relations. Their acquired wealth from the modernization project will, ironically, be hijacked by their ignorance and become the borders that constrains their own progress. This is rather similar to the challenges that the anti-individual faces. They face no obstacles to the establishment of their individuality apart from their self-imposed immaturity. The liberation of the individual from himself is perhaps one of the main endeavors of the larger modernization project. Overtaken by jealousy, indifference, and the lack of confidence, the anti-individual imposes domination over others and himself, as he enjoys the autonomy granted by the modern society. We need to rid ourselves of the anti-individual. 
Of course, this is exactly what this essay intends to solve. It intends to appeal to the reason of the partially modernized societies and convince them of the greater potentials within themselves. However, what about less modernized societies? They have significantly less accumulated social wealth, less experience with modernity, and the dissolution of their TCC was undoubtedly much more dramatic and precipitous. Timing matters in all arenas of development and there are advantages and disadvantages to the early adopters and late comers. China’s successful application of digital payments, for example, rendered its disadvantage to America’s advancement in credit card payments moot, while America remains too invested in its status quo to renew itself. Stories of the late comer surpassing the early adopter are almost endless in technological development—the observation remains true for social and cultural modernization. The advantage of a more modernized society is, of course, obvious and its continued modernization is only limited by its own momentum and sluggishness. Less modernized societies are offered different advantages and disadvantages. The nature of less modernized societies is that they remain somewhat under the influence of the TCC, their social structure still resembles the traditional society (despite the installation of a democratic political institution, it remains de facto a dictatorship), and their individuals are largely dominated by the character of the anti-individual. Their relative underdevelopment, however, might also become their advantage: less accumulated social wealth means that individuals are less loyal to the established apparatus and the underdevelopment in their individuality means that they are easily malleable by their leader. If God endows them with a political leader, a revolutionary, that truly understands social and cultural modernity far beyond his people, then their modernization project may quickly establish itself. 
Unfortunately, such a scenario sounds rather faithful and, in truth, less modernized societies face much more significant challenges than the potential advantages that it enjoys. Apart from the aforementioned insufficient accumulated wealth and insufficient social cohesion because of their initial rapid modernization process, the greater challenge to less modernized societies is the fact that the definitions of modernity are changing and are becoming more difficult for less modernized societies to obtain. One of the key articulation modernity is the pursuit of equality, a value that is derived from the fundamental notion that all individuals are naturally equal. In a world of growth and in the modern society of wealth accumulation, this necessarily means that the definition of equality (which is the distribution of resources) must be rising. From the increasing demand for mental health resources to increasing support for mental disabilities, the pursuit of social equity not only reflects social progress of developed societies, but it has translated into a heavy burden for less developed societies. Economic laws determine that social equity is a costly, though worthwhile, project. The universal presence of the modern consciousness, however, determines that the demand of social equity produced by developed societies and only affordable to developed societies, shall inevitably be imposed upon less developed societies. In industrial production, the newly imposed global environmental standards means that societies less endowed with scientific advancements, who must produce with less efficient machinery, face greater production costs. In terms of labor, it is the establishment of a minimum wage. In terms of social welfare, it is the newest form of public goods. Indeed, the disadvantage of less modernized societies is an economic disadvantage. The limit of economic power determines that less modernized societies stray further and further away from the mainstream definition of social equity.  
This means that demands of social equity without considering economic cost is unconstructive. Of course, this discussion has fallen into the topic of economic modernization. Social and cultural modernization is the revolution of social relations—it requires individuals of different social and production roles to accept different responsibilities, while they are granted different privileges. A conscious modernization project means that a society must consciously and actively determine the responsibilities and privileges of its members as economic modernization progresses. It must ensure that the social relation it adopts conforms to its position on the economic development blueprint. The distinction between equality and efficiency is clear; the pursuit of one necessarily means the forfeiture of the other. The pursuit of equality is to distribute more resources to the social actor that possesses less social wealth, while the pursuit of efficiency is to distribute more resources to the social actor that is more productive. The implication for the modernization project is that less developed societies should design the distribution of its social resources in accordance with its pursuit of productivity. 
Lastly, we should not bear the expectation that modernization necessarily implies the complete extinction of the social structures and consciousness left by the traditional society. While this essay considers the goal of the modernization project to be the liberation of all from TCC and the prolific establishment of individuality, remnants of the traditional society shall continue, just as the anti-individual is a natural product of child development. The larger society may be modernized, but small, enclosed communities, such as schools, hobby groups, and social clubs may, at any time, feature a social structure similar to the traditional society. This is because the modern social structure is dependent on several institutional and productive components. While the larger modernization project is a historical process, newly formed communities in the modern era may reproduce a traditional society. The military, for example, is the continuation of a traditional society in the modern society. Any communities without equal participation, equal membership, or a mechanism that limits the abuse of power must naturally deviate from the modern society. 
This is especially an insidious challenge for late-industrializing societies. Economically, though late-industrializing societies in the Global South embark on their journey with the hindsight of industrialized states of the Global North, their primary challenge is that their rapid growth in industry severely curtails the time available to its government to respond to changes and shifts in society. The “middle income trap” is such an economic manifestation of the challenges that late-industrializing societies face. Examining the changes in social relations, the challenge for half modernized societies, where there lacks sufficient material and economic conditions for the growth of the individuality, is that individuals partially inspired with the concepts of individual rights find themselves unable to overcome the challenge that is the lack of real opportunities (sustained only by real economic growth) to fertilize their individuality. Instead of finding ways to preserve their precious and still juvenile individuality, they seek comfort in the relinquishment and forfeiture of their individuality (though this does not necessarily mean that they shall return immediately to the warm embrace of the TCC). We can observe this in China, where, as it faces economic slowdown for the first time since its grand industrializing project, highly educated and inspired youth have their dreams shattered by the cold economic reality. Facing severely shrinking opportunities of growth, they despair in their incapacity to expand their individuality against the currents of anti-individual and banality. The traditional social structure and the TCC shall continue to be a part of civilization, even after the complete installment of the ideal modern society. 
In other words, whether an individual or a society is modern, pursues individuality, or adopts the MCC is determined by their participation. An underdeveloped society that participates in the global commerce chain shall naturally desire laws and institutions that safeguard its participation; similarly, an individual that prospers upon his trade with others shall voluntarily abandon any desires to dominate others. It is only the participation in a modern society and its production, where individuality is respected, that affords an individual the MCC. This is precisely why societies that feature traditional social structures and are dominated by the TCC remain a very real possibility. Economic decline or inequality shall impose on individuals, even if they were previously modern, the economic laws of the traditional society (society of accumulated wealth) and compel them to secure their own survival at the cost of others. From a governance perspective, the most constructive analytical framework for social realities is to examine how social actors participate in their respective corner of society? Specifically, the manners of their participation, the role or character through which they participate, and the methods of participation that are available to them. The primary direction policy makers must adopt is not repression against those that are not modern, but to create better alternatives for individuals to pursue their individuality. This is precisely why this essay considers the recognition of modernity—understanding what is and what is not—to be more instrumental to the modernization project than merely rejecting the traditional. 

[bookmark: _heading=h.eryqxmuhya6]Conclusion
Though this essay argues that the modernization project is identified with a beginning and a seemingly imaginable end, it does not, like the communist revolutionaries, posit that there is an end to history. There may be an identifiable, ideal “modern society”, but the real goal of this essay is to, rather simply, facilitate greater productivity and individuality, both of which have no theoretical ends. This essay has not proposed a description of the ideal modern society; rather, this essay speculates that not a single honest soul at this point in history can even begin to conceive the prosperity, the vibrancy, and the abundance that human civilization should achieve as it reaches ideal modernity. In other words, while the modernization project may reach completion, human civilization shall undoubtedly continue to embark on the journey to unimaginable greatness. Such aspirations, however, depend wholly on our constructive efforts today. The first step of this grand project, as this essay has pointed out a few times, is to acquire a comprehensive understanding of the world today. This entails our social structure, power relations, production relations, and, in regard to the modernization project, the boundaries and characteristics of modernity. Currently, there is limited consensus and understanding on modernity. Of course, debates of modernity in academia and philosophy shall probably never, by their nature, produce a convincing consensus. The main purpose of this essay, however, is not to acquire consensus on this subject in those fields, but to influence the practice and implementation of the modernity project. It is obvious that at this point in history most governments defend a rather conservative definition of modernity and possess a rather passive attitude towards its definitions. Spurred by their universal and irrefusable duty to their citizens, modern governments have been infiltrated by a cowardness to defy the momentum and impulses of the newly modernized and partially traditional population. 
Despite the fact most civilizations, most countries, and most individuals today remain, on the broad and fluid scale of MIC and TCC, less modern than the power and rights that is invested in them would suggest, governments globally have, out of their ignorance, treated their subjects universally according to the rules and logics of modernity. The problem when policy makers and social activists embark on ambitious social enterprises, that aims to facilitate the material abundance of the less privileged, without fully recognizing the difference between the traditional and the modern is that they ask, from the very beginning, the wrong questions and conceive of a power dynamic between the citizen and the government that is entirely opposite to what reality actually is. The traditional individual is passive, while the modern individual is proactive; their relationship with their governments are correspondingly different. Policies that bear the incorrect logic will, at best, achieve mediocre results or, at worst, fail miserably. The implication for those facilitating the modernization project is that we must constantly adapt to the changing understandings of modernity. We must compare the history of modernization in different societies, current attitudes towards modernity, and current social externals. Social advocacy, as any other political project, must respect prevailing political realities. 
Nonetheless, modernization remains underway and greater potential remains undiscovered. Many of the challenges that we face today have become seemingly unresolvable mainly because we have not acquired the capacity to imagine and install an ideal set of social relations. Currently, the declining birth rate threatens economic growth globally–even developed societies are not immune to its effect. We can infer, however, the status of the modernization project, more specifically our capacity of exercising social engineering, from this social reality and the approaches that many nations have adopted to resolve this. Almost all nations have focused on facilitating population growth as the solution; different nations differ only in the mechanisms to population growth. More developed nations of the Global North have generally adopted more lenient immigration policies to compensate for the dangerously low birth rate of their indigenous population, while some less developed nations of the Global South have adopted incentive driven policies to spur domestic birth rates. Though both of these approaches have achieved rather dismal results globally, they reflect, not just the understanding that population growth is foundational to economic growth, but the reality that population growth is currently the only source of economic growth. The production society only expands upon the addition of new  population. 
In reality, however, there are two paths that can produce economic growth: the quantitative expansion of production, which is simply the expansion of the workforce, or the qualitative improvements of productions, which involves the translation of scientific advancements into improvements in production technology (i.e. new industry replacing old industry). Though they both entail altering the existing production relations, the latter undoubtedly challenges the established production relations more than the former. The quantitative expansion of production merely weakens the relative economic weight of the dominating industry within the larger productive society, as the economy is expanded in numbers. The qualitative improvements of production, however, may create absolute differences in economic weight between the new industry and old industry. The changes in production relations and social order mean that qualitative improvements in production are rather significant. The industrialization of Asia over the past five decades, for example, can be considered as a quantitative expansion of global industry. Their participation in world production has created Global North’s relative decline in economic hegemony, but the general core–semi periphery–periphery (where the core states dominate technology and capital, while the periphery states produce raw materials and cheap labor) production structure remains intact. If Asia or other factions of the Global South ever retakes the dominant position in the global production chain, the exchange of production roles between the Global North and South shall produce a monumental political and social earthquake. The reality that population growth remains the only path to economic growth, without which economic decline must follow, reflects humanity’s current inability to facilitate changes in production relations and social roles. On the individual level, qualitative improvements in production means the capacity to integrate new skills, adapt to new production roles, navigate the changes in social relations, and, of course, the capacity to resolve and combat the confusions and impulses that are natural to the living–all of which are key skills to the modern individual. On the collective level, it depends on the larger society’s capacities of facilitating changes in production relation and social structure, and resolving social conflict between the emerging social groups of the new industry and the declining social groups of the old industry. 
Declining birth rate is not the only source of turbulence that our current productive labor force faces. The defensive reactions to the introduction of Artificial Intelligence in the past few years demonstrate precisely humanity’s indigestion of this invention. By nature, AI, as a form of technology, can improve the productivity of the average laborer. However, similar to the impacts of automated mechanical production, advancements in production technology could greatly outpace labor productivity and especially threaten the value of low skilled labor. We have not, however, conceived how AI can be integrated into current forms of production methods and general attitudes have reverted to a rather pessimistic rejection of technological advancements. This is particularly worrying as China and America, the two largest economies and two largest sources of innovation, face the similar dilemma (though it is more serious in the former than the latter) of stagnant growth (in terms of the number of labor involved) in high skilled production yet low skilled labor faces rapid replacement and contraction. High value added production requires a higher educational and skill threshold to enter. This is precisely what our compulsory education system pursues, but, in an era of quickly advancing and evolving technology and production methods, the expansion of higher value added production requires adaptability and re-education of the labor force. This reality alone does not constitute such a threat to our economies, but low skilled production–which involves the majority of both America and China–is quickly facing replacement by improving automated technology (and now AI) and contraction as the aging population retires first and foremost those participating in low skilled production. 
The rather worrying reality is that scientific advancements and technological improvements have progressed consistently and it has been reluctant to adjust its pace to await the entire society to gradually obtain the capacities to refresh its social organizations. The challenges that AI seems to pose are only the challenges of our inability. Technological advancements have not been tethered to the limits of humanity and of prevailing social attitudes since its liberation from the Church. Every wave of new scientific discovery, however, induces a wave of social unrest as it necessarily facilitates the emergence of new modes of production and social relations. Our capacity to alter social organization according to the emerging production methods is not only the most efficient path towards progress, as we digest the efficiency of newer technology and release greater productivity, but also the only solution to resolving the turbulence that new technologies, such as AI, introduces. Humanity is once again at risk of being overthrown by the higher productivity of machinery and becoming once again the servants of the machinery. The next generation of our labor force must either improve their competitiveness and enter higher value added production, or face elimination by AI. 
Moreover, the qualitative improvements of our labor force is not just the only sustainable solution to the threat technology poses, but also the only constructive solution to the seemingly irreversible and the rather abysmal declining birth rate. There have been many studies on the effect that an urbanized and industrialized economy has on birth rates. Some cite the increasing education costs, the overwhelming choices of entertainment and sources of personal satisfaction, and the disintegration of social cohesion as the reasons for the declining birth rate. In turn, many governments have installed financial incentives and aid to spur birth rates. Analysis of such major phenomena of the modern society, however, must return to the fundamental components that constitute a modern individual. The reign of the MCC determined that everything voluntary about the modern individual must conform to their individuality. From this perspective, the central reason for declining birth rates is that child-rearing, as a deeply personal project, does not appeal, relative to other activities offered by the abundant modern society, to the modern individual’s desire to express their individuality. While financial incentives may reduce the economic barriers to child-rearing and alleviate the stress of (therefore, the aversion to) parenting, it does not increase the satisfaction that a modern individual may reasonably expect from this project. From the perspective of individuality, the greatest and the only real reason that any modern individual may voluntarily impose upon himself the responsibility of child-rearing is the familial bond that is undoubtedly unique and irreplaceable. Every stress or concern of child-rearing shall erode the enjoyment that such familial bond may produce and ultimately erode the willingness to reproduce. 
Though the government has intervened in many aspects of child-rearing, such as state funded education and aid, the traditional family structure, where the parent remains the dominant source of nurturing, remains intact. The increasing costs of education, the constantly evolving world, and concerns of properly developing children’s individuality  has greatly increased the unpredictability, uncertainty, and the cost of child-rearing in the modern era. This is contrasted with merely half a century ago, when following the path of education shall necessarily guarantee a well-paying job and concerns for one’s individuality (including mental health, social recognition, and strong relationships) remained secondary. In other words, the emergence of individuality has increased the complexity and the cost of education and nurturing. The current generation of modern individuals who are potential parents desire less economic accumulation (relative to their ancestors), but that their children may thrive in a stable and positive society that offers them ample opportunities to express and fulfill their individuality–just as the current generation has. Though such realities are ultimately founded upon economic prosperity, they are more directly results of greater social cohesion, greater social cooperation, and greater individuality. In terms of policy, this may mean that the government provides even more public goods to support child-rearing and perhaps transfer even more of traditional parental responsibility to the government. The transfer of basic responsibilities, such as child care, may liberate parents from mentally and physically taxing responsibilities and allow them to focus more on building familial bonds and developing both theirs and their children’s individuality. By current mainstream opinions, this may seem utterly ridiculous and not the least economically unviable. Ultimately, however, this is once again about the qualitative improvements of the modern individual. Apart from economic costs, the greatest costs of child-rearing in the modern society is the mental and social cost of developing one’s individuality–a cost that cannot be directly alleviated by cash incentives. Only modern individuals with matured individuality are capable of resolving the anxieties and mental costs that their child faces as they develop their individuality, whilst ultimately amplifying its enjoyment and value as a unique familial bond. 
Regardless, this essay remains optimistic about humanity and the future of the modernization project. This essay has proposed a framework of deconstructing social realities and understanding the differences between the modern and the traditional, and part five of this essay discussed briefly about the role of traditional cultural institutions in the modern society. However, significant questions remain unanswered. As this essay has argued, different societies of different histories have already achieved different levels of modernity and their journey of social and cultural modernization must continue to differ. One of the most significant challenges that China’s modernization project faces today, for example, is to properly define the relationship between its traditional identity and the Western derived notion of modernity. China is resolute to create its own version of modernity and industrialization that differs distinctly from the West, but this means that it must consciously engage with its history and indigenous cultural institutions, determine what is desirable in the modern society and what is incompatible, and engineer an integration with notions of modernity. While China has announced its ambitious desire to do so, it has, considering its official rhetorics in recent years, misunderstood modernity, which means that its grand ambition shall likely result in little fruition. North America, on the other hand, has been modern for much longer and has accumulated the greatest social wealth. It remains convicted to the ideals of scientific progress and individual expression, but it remains tethered to its history. The prevalence of gun ownership and the incapacity of managing its challenge upon social security, for example, reveals neither reason, nor individuality, but a domination by an entity similar to the TCC. Other seemingly modern and prosperous states like Japan and South Korea remain distant from the ideal modern society. Rampant misogyny, for example, greatly suppresses individual freedom and only facilitates the patriarchal social structure inherent from the traditional society. India has not facilitated a social and cultural revolution that produces a unifying identity that transcends racial and ethnic lines and liberates the individual from such borders, yet they have already succumbed to the emerging global phenomenon of radical nationalism and populism. Even Europe, despite its vast histories of thoughts and philosophies, has failed to demonstrate a strong grasp of the modern society, as they stand confused amidst the incongruity between indigenous population and immigrants. 
While these examples only reflect a minute aspect of their respective societies and histories, it is undeniable that no society, no government today has neither a constructive or productive interpretation of modernity, nor even the false confidence that they may have. Of course, this is not to condemn most current governments. In relation to the rest of human history, modernity is but at its infancy. Not only does the advent of modernity entail the newest and the most significant shifts in all arenas of human affairs, but historical changes in human relations of lesser extent generally occurred over centuries. Despite the rapid rates of progress that all modern societies expect, none of us can or should expect the modernization project to progress as expediently as other projects. We certainly cannot expect to achieve the ideal modern society without, first of all, understanding modernity. Although this essay does not, in any way, proclaim that it has designed a comprehensive framework to understand modernity, I believe that it has proposed certain key notions that are undoubtedly central to decoding the modern society. Beyond this essay, great work awaits to be done and even greater prosperity, individuality, and expression awaits to be witnessed. Viva la Modernity.
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