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INTRODUCTION

In his views of the Enlightenment, Kant was conedrto emphasize that human beings
are capable for emancipating themselves from thie sff epistemic-moral imprisonment
using the power of reason. He conceived reasoheasrly essential instrument in which
rational agents struggle for liberation from thal v ignorance and domination. In
Kant's emancipative analysis of the Enlightenmeoihe can see a self-reflective
understanding of humanity which flourishes from #i# to end immaturity which is a
conscious comprehension of the self that conceresyaational being. It is here his idea
of a universal reason shows the necessity of a e@&rgence of humanity. Kant's
Enlightenment theory of emancipation, in later geaas modified and reconstructed in
relation to a socio-historical context by W.F Hegelonceptualization of “Spirit”, and
Karl Marx’s critical practical philosophy. Criticadocial theory tries to work in a
particular context of emancipation providing a deégosophical inquiry into the social

catastrophes of the modern world.

Controversies appear in understanding human prablefnthe contemporary world.
Among other things, we have a debate on the pragemtification of the social
challenges of modern world which can be analyzetesyatically in a “plurivesal’and
contextual sense. Many proponents of critical datieory attempt to point out some
historically obvious social turmoil of modernityké the Holocaust, totalitarianism,
economic exploitation, and racism, giving a narretlvnocentric ( i.e. Eurocentric and
later Western epistemic) point of departure. Tlar be easily and clearly seen in both
modern and postmodern critical social discoursescaBse of this narrow epistemic
outlook most human problems of the non-Westernetpoivere hidden in the critical
understandings of the modern world. In other wottlg, philosophical discourses of
modernity and postmodernity failed to see modemdmuglobal problems which include
colonialism, imperialism, economic dependency,asigenocides, and other inhumane
acts of oppression and exclusion, which mostlytarishe Third-world. Thus it is quite
important to have a truly global mind-set to idgnthe crises and contradictions in the

project of modernity.
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Additionally, there is a failure in both modern gooistmodern critical social theories to
provide broad socio-historical solution(s) to thébal challenges of modernity.
Postmodernists are chiefly concerned with explanmodernity in relation to the
irrational aspects of destruction and dominationespite the postmodernists’
performative contradiction, thinkers of modernicat discourse insist that it is through
reason that the unfinished business of human ematnmn can only be achieved. That is
why Jurgen Habermas claims that modernity is aeptohich evolves, a system
retaining its continuity in a rational communica&tiaction of the present generation.
When Habermas says modernity is unfinished projpotitically he would like to
propose an ongoing democratic reflexivity of lidedh subjects. He writes iThe
Postnational Constellatigrpresent modernity should be developed by liberatgrkns
using intersubjective discursive t&lkhis claim of modernity is crucial to maintain the

ground of human liberation in epistemic and pratticmmeworks.

The increasing realizations that there are modeablems for which modernity and
postmodernity fail to see points towards the neednbve beyond the paradigm of a
narrow Eurocentric conception. In other words,otvrseems important to think about the
Enlightenment of the underside of modernity, tlsathe hidden philosophical traditions
of the colonized society by introducing a pointdeparture which originates from the
lived and felt experiences of their people. To dedth the Enlightenment of the
underside of modernity is one progressive stagé&vate the “Other” from existential
domination and marginalization. This “Other” incésgl all human beings who are
exposed to the sacrificial irrational myth of maagr, which is the colonized in
colonialism and imperialism, and excluded from eomporary capitalist communicative
rationality and action. It is in this new philoségdd current that the metaphysical and
political liberation of the underside of modernitgnscends the occidental cosmopolitan
understanding of contemporary global human probleamd their solutions. This is a
liberation theory and practice that underscoreseessity to negate the modern system
of marginalization and subjugation by developingdidaristic-critical study into the
underlying socio-historical realities of the preseorld through a new approach, i.e.
what Enrique Dussel calls “trans-modernity.”
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The central focus of this thesis is the criticaws of the Philosophy of Liberation which
deals within a trans-modern perspective as a waguestioning the historical horizon of
global coloniality and calling for the emancipatiasf the marginalized and the
suppressed. According to the Philosophy of Libergtcolonialism empirically began in
the last decade of fifteenth century with the Eeap “discovery,” expansion,
domination and exploitation into the “New” Worldfriea and Asia. This refers to the
first phase of colonialism that imposes economiidifary, and ideological order. This is
followed by the second phase of global epistemid euwtural coloniality. The second
stage of coloniality operated through the so-callational-scientific-technological
discourses and social institutions that are theentiens of capitalism and its liberal
ideology. In the Philosophy of Liberation, therefowwe need to ask some ontological-
ethical-political questions, such as how the majayiobal population (82% according to
the UN 1992 report) becomes poor, oppressed arldded: Is poverty natural for more
than three-fourth of global humanity? To what ektsnthe indigenous knowledge of

non-Western societies primitive and illogical?

Dussel’s Liberation Philosophy attempts to develbe possibility of disclosing and
communicatively enriching the philosophical traalis of the underside of modernity. As
he argues, this possibility is seen in the phenatogical and hermeneutic
understanding of the “Other” and its hidden critcatures. One might ponder that using
the two methods will open a new consciousness @fwbrld, i.e. trying to show the
unconcealmentalaethed and truth glaetheid of the “Other,” in the Heideggerian way
of expression-- “Other others,” and reinterpretthg historical horizons of discourses.
Thus his Liberation Philosophy can be taken asvaluéonary theory that promotes a
rational communication of pluriversal philosophiesthe world. Dussel develops, in

relation to Habermas’ reconstructive project of ermity, a trans-modern perspective.

The thesis contains four major chapters and a asiwi. Chapter one is a fundamental
analysis of the general theory of liberation, cawgboth theological and philosophical
aspects. It provides a preparatory view of the lapping views of religious and secular
claims of liberation theory. In this section elumtidns of conceptual frameworks are

given to philosophical terms such as poverty, enpation, solidarity, justice, and sin
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from both Western scholastic and Latin Americaedtion thoughts. Furthermore, there
is a sub section which deals with the hermenewading of the Holy Scripture and
Marx’s philosophy. Finally this chapter gives areoxiew about Dussel’s Philosophy of
Liberation. Chapter two is devoted to an accounttted politics of liberation. It
historically and philosophically reflects on thagilo of “otherness” in the colonial and
postcolonial liberation discourses. Here we canhswe both rational white man and the
prelogical of indigenous people were “inventedthie context of ontology and politics. It
also discusses the postcolonial refutations of @pestemological and psychological
colonial inventions and the political understandoigtherness in Liberation Philosophy
from the point of views of relational ethics andd&o-face justice. In the third chapter
the question of differentiating the rational anditional aspects of modernity leading to
the new Dusselian orientation of trans-modern neasaeveloped. And the final chapter
deals with the existential global modernity whishaddressed in terms of its temporality,
which is the past and present of effective consriess in the projection of a better

future.
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CHAPTER ONE
A PREPARATORY ANALYSIS ON LIBERATION THEORY

Based on historical accounts the second half ofvtleatieth century marked as a point of
departure for a substantial movement on the topliberation across widely; liberation
that is contained within a contentious critical plap voice of change on the prevailing
and broad political structure of the world. In tpisriod, in many parts of the dominated
regions, for instance Africa, Asia, and South Aro&ripeople were in protest and war to
gain their century lived anguish of ‘being freedrm the colonial culture of subjugation
and exclusion. Even though some of the revolutipmaovements of this period tended
to have an economic, some socio-cultural, or sotheranitial causes, the ultimate goal
of all these movements were rooted in an ontoldgaca practical presupposition of
liberation; that is the disclosedness of the idgndf the “Other”, the negation of an
enforced hegemony, and the reformulation of a @gswell as rational global history of
humanity. Those people posed the forefront queslideration due to brutal existential
situations in which they were forced to live for ntgies. Although certain
misrepresentation and misconceptions were madehenfrontal concern of popular
movements of pre and post twentieth century in thdous social discourses (e.g.
critical, hermeneutical, and postcolonial), theytarget particularly in the dominated

regions of the world was, and still is liberation.

Theorizing the fundamental existential concern olitS American people, liberation
thought since the 1960s has been deploying a fpestiscourse” that can critically
negate all negativities of modernity adopting a rteal that Enrique Dussel callsans-
modernity”! The new perspective as a philosophical trend teietowards the future,
attempts to reexamine the historical and dialekctfeators of the development of
conceptions like global modernity and its emandpatdelineation, universal human
development, rationality and others. Within thistbric venture liberation theory came
into being with both theological and secular themdsch underlined modernity in the
world is originating due to Europe’s disclosure an expansive interest through
exploration and military conquest. For liberatitninkers, modernity in its global sense

began empirically to appear in 1492 when the ineanand naming of the new world
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was announced by the Europeans within a contexnight is right’ motto. In his article,
“Philosophy in Latin America in the Twentieth CerjuProblems and Currents,” Dussel
quotes from H.A. Murena’s book entitlell Pecado Original de Americar the
“Original Sin”. According to Murena the term ‘America’ is coinegl Buropean expelled
people to designate the novelty of the land, unhaiktd material and savage spirit
magnified through a narrow self-projection of th@tter” and all its markers.The
invention goes beyond the essence of discoveryhen donscious negation of the
indigenous ontology, epistemic and axiological eslu

Thus, a new construction of modernity is taken hys§el and other liberationists to
imply both the historical and philosophical conaiits in which Europe controlled and
invented the world from the end decade of fifteenéntury. This reformulation of

modernity is opposed to most Eurocentric epistemassertions, which assert that
modernity originated in the eighteenth century wifte Enlightenment, core advocating
human liberation, the socio-political revolutionadeas of the people of France, and
a road map of material production dominated byEheopean industrial revolutions of

France and Britain. In fact, in the reconstructivelerstanding of modernity those above
listed revolutionary cases seen as modern evemthihiere is more on the supplement of
a new starting point by revisiting and deconstngtihe Eurocentric demonstrations of
world history. One of the Eurocentric analyses afdernity is an attempt to ponder
colonialism as an exterior thing which has no limikh the modern projection of the

world. The reason for this seems to be the absoluéind rationalism of modernity; its

absolutism appears to conceal the historical, amti ¥hus to assure the mask of
neutrality, the rationalism and to dismantle thetional and mythic components of
modernity. Here the reconstructive position of nmodg in Dussel and some other

liberation scholars seems to me to deconstructhiiden irrational aspects and some
other reformulations. Thus, this reconstructiverapph seeks to show the fundamental

difference of liberation theory from postmodernlpsophical discourses.

If we follow the argument of liberation theoristhieh says modernity as a planetary
historical notion seen since 1492, then we neegaioder the rational and irrational
aspects side by side. This is quite important eveleere the liberationists’ understanding
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of modernity differs from the Eurocentric one. Hostance, while the Eurocentric
conception of modernity rests on the positivismtioé emancipatory indulgence of
humanity, Dussel as we have seen before stateshéhatvention of America is indeed
the disclosure of modernity but not only with ittgims of emancipation, but equally
domination, not only rationalization, but also nifygsation, and so on. In a similar vein,
V.Y. Mudimbe, Franz Fanon and very differently MemgsKebede talk about the
invention of the self of Africa and ‘human natune’philosophical discourses. Of course

I will briefly discuss their notion of invention irelation to otherness and rationality.

As a methodology, liberation thinkers opt for eargtal-ontological and historico-
hermeneutical tasks while severely challenging dnmalytic philosophical trends of
Anglo-Saxon American thoughtsFor the analytic tradition, since the meaningésk of
any proposition is determined either in its analgti synthetic validations, ethical, social,
political and other value spheres are simply though be speculative. Analytic
philosophers give priority to the methodologicaheTpillars of physics and mathematics
to the revolutionary progress of science and teldgyoin their point of view are
methodologically successful, and by that they assting on the ‘scientification’ of the
human world and society. According to Alejandro Kowho is among the distinguished
liberationist scholars in the 1920s, the naive rd@teation of positivism in scientific-
social discourses has to be accused by the diveegeh discourses with existential
human questions. Korn suggested the point thahusyan liberation is an existential
struggle to attain not an economic developmentddagrassment, rather a human utility
which is all-constitivé.Korn’s idea implies that the Philosophy of Libéwatis critical

of human liberation providing the capitalist fallaes program of developmentalism of
the South.

So the phenomenological and hermeneutical methga®@re fundamental mechanisms
that Latin American liberationists like Carlos Asda, Dussel and others worked on by
using the texts of profound Western philosopheraida utilizes the phenomenological
ideas of Edumund Husserl and Martin Heidegger withie context of Latin American

existential history. Most empathically, to Astratia influence of Heidegger’s thought of

Being in general, and in particular Dasien’s omincl ontological existence in the world
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is seen as critical to the liberation struggle & time and society.Similarly to the
phenomenological method, the historical-hermeneuti@thod is employed by
liberationists to interpret texts within the livadd felt conditions of people’s life world.
For example, the Bible, in an ecclesiastical comigus not expected to be studied in
the traditional way, instead interpreting it frommetperspective of the horizon of the
poof. The poor is privileged for their philosophic quesing of the system of the
modern world in solidarity and justice. Christopliwland notes that, “the oppressed
call into question assumptions about the charadftéuman relationship, both local and
international, in a suffering and unjust worfdllkewise, Dussel reads Marx@apital as
an ethical interpretation and critique of capitalisHowever, we need to clarify that both
the phenomenological and hermeneutic tools are bgeshost of the liberationists not
only to criticize the tradition of analytic philggioy, but also radical relative ethnologies.

In this preparatory section the emphasis of myystsidaken on two aspects of liberation
theory; theological and secular. Indeed, we cad flussel in both the theological or
religious and secular or philosophical trends. ffagor concern of theological liberation
is what is or ought to be Christians in this pheaoai world by criticizing the Platonic

versions of traditional Christianity and some of omtistic, Kierkegaardian, and

Nitsezchean claims of a religious community. Oneld¢admire the appropriation of
Marx’s idea of revolution to the Christian thougtitliberation theology. There are many
convergences between Marxism and Christianity aiegrto the liberationists. The
other thing that we need to look at in this thealabtheory is the precursor of religion to
the totality of the human life in which an ethiaare is built. This may open a new
juncture for religious and secular thinkers to deallaboratively with the human core
guestions of our current age. In the philosophicatecular aspect of liberation theory |
will focus largely on the first part of Dusselinderside of Modernityvith reference to

the nature, horizon and objective of Liberationl®ophy.
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1.1. Liberation Theology

In Latin America the thought of human liberatiorghe to be associated with religious
praxis in the twentieth century to dismount theictiural order which makes the majority
of people there, to be dominated culturally, ecoicatly, and politically. Being in the
theological prism a majority of Latin American Gitrans argued for a cultural
transformation in the interpretation of the Gos{y. broadening the horizon of the
“Cultural” radicalization of the question of libfah into economic and political matters,
they raised three radical points under the gendeal of their liberation theology. These
are “(1) an interpretation of Christian faith odttle suffering, struggle, and hope of the
poor; (2) a critique of society and ideologies aumshg it; and (3) a critique of the
activity of the church and Christians from the @&ngf the poor® Accordingly, liberation
theology privileges the poor in interpreting thebBi from their own ontological
existence. The poor has the right to use his mligis a means of transformation and to
interrogate on the dehumanizing imprisonment of #oeio-cultural order and the
resulting material and spiritual poverty. For liggon theologians, therefore, religion is
not as Marx considered “an opium of the peoplit rather the best weapon with which
the poor socio-historical dehumanization and shkavean be rejected. And these
liberation theologians suggest that: “religion hesprimary role to play in human
liberation, and that in the search for liberatibrnsmitting the Gospel’'s message of

salvation cannot be separated from the creatienhbtter life, “here” and “now™

The “here” and “now” claims of Theology of Liberati objected to the Platonic
traditional understanding of God and a historicaww of Christianity. Contrary to the
analysis of an out-there and unhistorical Christyarone of the Peruvian liberationist
theologians Gustavo Gutierrez sees the functiailalof theology. As far as Gutierrez is
concerned, “theology is in flux; it is dynamic ammhgoing exercise involving
contemporary insights into knowledge, humanity, aisiory.”™* This point seems quite
significant for the hermeneutic understanding ofri€an religion based upon the
horizon of the existential life of the poor and etldominated subjects. As real children
of Christian God, liberationists affirm that, weekto let our religion in its openness that

evolves in accordance with the dynamism of thisldégprhuman life. Here it would be

[9]



sound to provide the full idea of Ron Rhodes on dheergence between traditional

Platonic Christians’ and liberation theologianshceptions of God:

Liberationists argue that the traditional Christiatoctrine of God manipulates
the divine being such that He appears to favordhpitalistic social structure.
They claim the orthodox view of God is rooted ie #mcient Greeks who saw
God as a static being distant and remote from humsatory. This distorted view
of a transcendent deity has, they say, yieldectaltlyy that understands God as
“Out there,” far removed from the affairs of humamé. As a result, many Latin
Americans have adopted a passive stance in the dadkeir oppression and
exploitation... Liberation theologians have thus dri® communicate to their
compatriots that God is not impassive. Rather, sl@ynamically involved in
behalf of the poor and downtrodden. And because stamtls against oppression
and exploitation, those who follow him must dolilse. Indeed, Gutierrez says
that “to know God is to do justice*®

There are strong challenges often presented frasawtbridly concerned religions and
atheism regarding the Christian Biblical orientaicof the church’s functional role to
guide the living dynamism of this-worldly life ofuman beings. The out-there or in
Kantian sense the noumena superiority over the aedenow, in traditional Platonic
Christianity made a negation of every dynamism.sTisi to say that the dogmatic
understanding of Christianity contradicts with tharthly existential concerns of the
human life and leads into manipulation and fantasth the enigmas of human’s

temporality.

Concerning Thomas Aquinas’s metaphysical-politibeory we have to begin with the
positive inference of religious assertions into teenmon good humanity as a social
animal. His political thought (before the developmeof social contract and
communicative theories), underlined that human dggeican establish a political order of
their own that fosters the common interest and gtotlisSumma Theologicakquinas
tried to justify the Aristotelian scholastic ide& Man as a political animal (i.ezoon
politikon) using the Christian God as the only being who teceanan with a nature of
social interaction. Moreover, Aquinas in parallethwthe core principle of liberation
theory suggested that, the position of the pooukhbe recognized, and if not, there is
every right for the poor to secure his human néed.us see this idea from Aquinas’s

“Need and charity” (Question 68yticle 8 of the Summa):
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... there are many who are in need, while it is insfide for all to be secured by

means or the same thing, each one entrusted withstiewardship of his own

things, so that out of them he may come to theokithose who are in need.

Nevertheless, if the need be so manifest and urdfest it is evident that the

present need must be remedied by whatever meatshbed (for instance when

a person is in some imminent danger, and thereoi®ther possible remedy),

then it is lawful for a man to succour his own nd®ed means of another’s

property, by taking it either openly or secretlyrris this properly speaking theft

or robber
As a matter of fact, the core concern of liberatibaology is on the poor who is in
imminent danger because of the historical structirevorld politics in modernity. So
long as a theory of liberation examined the rati@mal irrational aspects of modernity,
the oppressed-poor of the world make their critithveards the global political structure
of the world, which includes an economic and caltuwtfomination within the system of

capitalism.

Despite his concern for the poor, in the metaplaygolitical theory of Thomistic
liberation philosophy every interest of earthly lamiife has to consider the ultimate end
of man, i.e. the supernatural end. According to thensupernatural end is the only and
superior end in which man permanently should ircfior. Although some writers argue
that in Aquinas the temporal and permanent endsasf reconciled in the supernatural
one, still we can see in the higher degree thauenite of traditional Christianity’s
speculative value of the kingdom of God. Aquinaslales that the end of society is the
good life. For him the good life is fulfilled whdruman beings virtuously seek to attain
to the enjoyment of God. His conceptionsoinmunbonumstates that man’s moral act is
concerned with the achievement of the highest gebigh consists in a transcendental
metaphysics. “In the case of the human subjechitjigest good/end, corresponding to its
most profound and deepest longings, does not mesehsist in a philosophical
contemplation of reality but in the beatific visiohGod.”** With this respect, the earlier
liberationists’ acquisition of traditional Christiy’s view of a distant God is also seen in
Aquinas’s final end of man. Gutierrez and Rhodey mx@ue that, Aquinas’s claim on
the supernatural end could be problematized urtertraditional Platonic speculative
dichotomization of the world of being versus therld@f becoming, the kingdom of God

versus the earth, the supreme Good versus the hgoad, and so on. For these
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liberation theologians, God is immanent in the terapty of humans’ existential
conditions. And that is why they need a new Clarstiurn to read the Bible from the
point of departure of their existentiality by dewgihg the phenomenological and

hermeneutic methods.

Quite beyond the Thomistic and Platonic Christiagtaphysics, Soren Kierkegaard and
Friedrich Nietzsche may also be accused by libamatheologians for their failure to

understand and transform the social power of asttan communityThis does not mean

that, to the liberationists the critiques of Chasity by these two great Western thinkers
are totally insignificant. Instead one can identifyt only critical rejections of their ideas,
but also common thoughts among liberationists &edwo Western scholars mentioned
here. Both Kierkegaard and Nietzsche are cruciahpy the static and mythic feature of

traditional Christian religion on the existentiatare of man.

To see them separately, Kierkegaard with an exisleanalysis reexamined the true
engagement of Christian life. His view of philosagath existential subjectivism provided

that the life of Abraham which is stated in the IBiko show that how man’s particular
existence sometimes goes beyond the rational mggeshof the universal. Abraham in
Christian scripture considered as a heartily friefidGod for his faith. Kierkegaard

believed that, Abraham’s relation with God espégiat the moment of the big order of
God to sacrifice his only son, Isaac at Mount Miorigearly shows man in his existence
is singular. It is only through faith for Kierkegdathat one can explain Abraham’s
existential condition to his worldly life and unatitional loyalty to the Creator (i.e. the

Absolute). So Abraham in the moment of sacrificéigfonly child had a faith:

He had faith. This is the paradox by which he remait the apex, for the

paradox is that he as the single individual plabesself in an absolute relation

to the absolute. Is he justified? Again, his jisdiion is paradoxical, for if he is,

then he is justified not by virtue of being someahiniversal by virtue of being

the single individudf
So Abraham’s existence is a subjective one. Ofsmtinis idea of Kierkegaard is given
as a refutation for Hegel’s understanding of thevensal ethical. Abraham’s life shows
that how man’s life is sometimes going beyond guistic expression for the fact of
anxiety, and other related moods. From this we iofer that Kierkegaard's essential

effort opens a new metaphysics of man that descthee subjective existence which can
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be maintained within certain psychological moodadAhese psychological moods we
have pondered in the case of Abraham may havegaisitic content and expression.
Nevertheless, the lack of lingustifciation procedlur the psychological moods such as
anxiety as far as | am concerned, not imply thationally of existential life, rather that

life’s trans-lingual position.

The philosophical subjectivism and theological eefions of Kierkegaard could be
severely questioned by the thinkers of theologyilwdration in its lack of concern for
human solidarity as real believers of what the Retkr thought and practiced. There is,
of course, a common argument between Kierkegaaddttan liberationists suggest that
Jesus as the son of God and the son of Man isdeddo be “the father of liberation” in
human history. Jesus’ life and thought construeghdmu values including love, justice,
equality and above all freedom. But, accordingh ltberationists Jesus is the symbol of
unity within which humanity appeals to justice, épvand liberation. Here the
liberationists provided their argument for solithaf the poor and the role of the church
in insuring freedom. The poor can only achievertlggial human emancipation when
there is a strong structural unity and commitmentiag themselves which stands against
domination. As a result of this, in the theologylibEration the substantial solidarity of
the poor is presented to show a democratic powldirtgpand consensus. In other words,
in the Christian community, liberationists wouldgae that there is sharing with,
communicating reflectively, and accompanying theritperson®® for the preservation of
the human life. Gutierrez in his words states tlthg theology of liberation tries — in
ecclesial communion — to be a language about Gad.dn attempt to make present in
this world of oppression, injustice and death,Werd of life”.*’

Still one of the crucial differences between Kigy&ard and liberationists occur on which
could be the rightful interpretation for Jesus’ tthe@n the cross. For Kierkegaard Jesus is
died on the cross basically to show His love farmanity by the act of liberation from
sin. On the contrary, for the majority of the liaonists, Jesus’ leftist stand on religion
as well as politics of His own time is frontal. Acdingly liberation theologians explain
the death of the Redeemer not as of vicarious Ba¢her they say “Jesus died because

He upset the religious/ political situation of Hiime™?
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Theologians of liberation made use of Nietzschdéebermenscland his objections of a

transcendental and a historical religious ethic3umfo-Christianity and major European
philosophical thoughts until his time. Thiebermenschs the ground for transvaluating
the ethical principles based on Nietzschean conakfite will to power. For Nietzsche

the will to power occurs in the human world by prédsng all values of goodness on
their essential conservation and maximization afgro He said this will

... happens in the organic world is part of a proceseverpowering, mastering,
and that, in turn, all (over powering) and masteriis a reinterpretation, a
manipulation, in the course of which the previooseaning’ and ‘aim’ must
necessarily be obscured or completely effated

By this Nietzsche tried to argue that the organarlev which includes man’s life as a
major component is governed by the will of powerd aver powering. This idea of his
could be explained in relation to Thomas Hobbekscabout the natural link between
power and human beings. For Hobbes there is a&sssilesire of power in man which is
used as a means for creating a better future. $¢le&s will to power appears to be
Hobbesian in a sense that the only means and gfiiden’s existentiality as an organic
being is powef’ The meaning of life is power, and thus the languafjgoodness is
determined only with an appropriate understandinth® natural will. ThdJebermensch
is for him the “stronger species of man” that alse/agssociates his life to those
fundamental values of the will to powerAccordingly theUebermensctknows that life
exists if and only if his will to power lively isngployed to invent all of the goodness by

virtue of strength, victory, domination, etc.

Most liberation theologians agree with Nietzschaosoning the will to power and the
UebermenschThey agree that for the liberationist trend povwgeimportant to crash all
obstacles that make human a slave of another huheathem revolution and violence is
important to deconstruct the traditional capitadisissertions of ethical goodness and
badness. So there is a need for a revaluatiorhafadtvalues from the perspective of the
poor that quest for revolution. Moreover, there @ggain basic points that liberationists
extract from Nietzsche’'s workBeyond Good and Evyilwhich is given for his
Uebermensch to destroy the Christian or herd deewf morality. As far as Nietzsche is

concerned, Christian morality which gave the crahape to Western philosophical and
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religious ethical values failed to illuminate thespibility of the will to power, and thus,
the organic existence of man has to be affirmedh whe transvaluated realities of the

goodness of the natural wAfl.

For liberation theologians, Nietzsche’s ethicahsnaalaution seems both affirmative and
negative. On the one hand, they admit that sineexistential ontology of human always
rests on change, then transvalaution is a necessaays to understand the horizon and
historicity of being. To put it differently, in thiorganic world, man as a living organism
finds himself within an ongoing process of “be-ifity’and for that reason our values and
their meanings ought to be updated. However, ltimraheologians admit that it is the
existential ontology within a Christian Biblical ailmework that leads into ethical
transvalaution. On the other hand, liberationis¢eigtee with Nietzsche’s total rejection
of Christian ethics. The reason for this is thatttte liberationists in both Old and New
Testaments, one can find so many words of God wtechfalsify Nietzsche’s reduction
of Christian morality into ‘herd ethics’. Using ihdaermeneutic re-reading of the Bible,
they for instance ponder “Moses a liberator of ppressed people” in the Old Testament

and Jesus Christ and Paul as political radicaiénNew Testamenit.

1.2. Liberation Theology and Marxism

Why is it that theological liberationists’ core @tiens are considered so leftist, so
Marxist? How is Marx’s philosophy relevant to reétigs and socio-economic matters in
Latin America and other so-called ‘Third-World’ adues? These two questions may
initiate a way of understanding Marx’s critical ting from the perspective of general
philosophy in Latin America. Dussel’s critical rerkaon the significance of Marxism

asserts:

He will be a Marx whose critical thought will be the hands of Humanity-
critical capitalism and, in a positive way (openiitg democratic and creative
era)....It is a question of a complete rereading afM with new eyes: as a Latin
American, from the growing poverty of the periphevarld, the underdeveloped
and exploited of capitalism at the end of thé" 2@ntury. Marx is, in the
periphery, today, more pertinent than in the Endlaf the mid-19 century®

[15]



Certainly there are many people who could be disgusvith liberation theologians
application of Marx’s philosophy within their relays movement given that Marx
himself took an atheistic position. This atheigtasition of Marx perhaps associated with
his strong criticism of capitalism which neces&sateligion. The system of capitalism
undergoes with fantasy that causes human estramgelt@ x is then conceiving religion
as a theoretical weapon invented by man himselfogedates in an abstract and mythical

fashion, negating the true reality of the humaa ilif this world. This is Marx’s argument,

Man makes religion, religion does not make manigiel is indeed the self-
consciousness and self-esteem of man who has eitlieyet own through to
himself or has already lost himself again. But ngno abstract being squatting
outside the world. Man is the world of man, staegiety. This state and this
society produce religion, which is an inverted adogsness of the world,
because they are in an inverted world. Religiorthis general theory of this
world, its encyclopedic compendium, its logic irpplar form, its spiritual point
d’ honneur, its enthusiasm, its moral sanction, stdemn complement and its
universal basis of consolation and justificationhid the fantastic realization of
the human essence since the human essence hasjooed any true realifyf

With this atheistic critical insight Marx strivea tdeconstruct the abstract and false
consciousness by which humanity is a victim ofraieon. To solve man’s estrangement
Marx believed that the struggle should be withgieln and what it produces, because
religion is as he generally understood a mechamsmhich human beings suffer and
dominate in capitalism. That is why he came up vaithidea that sees religion as an
instrument of human domination and illusory lifeéarihe world: Religioussuffering is

at one and the same time thgpressionof real suffering and a protest against real
suffering. Religion is the sigh of the oppressezhture, the heart of a heartless world and
the soul of soulless conditions. It is tbpium of the people? We may think at this
point, for Marx, since most of the social valuesluding religious belief, morality,
politics and law constructed by religion itself, shamportantly in the context of
nineteenth and twentieth centuries Europe, the wayhich human problems can be

solved directly moves us into irreligious criticisshreligion.
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Given the above ideas of Marx, what would libenaists say about their Marxist drive of
religious criticism? Here it appears to me there &wvo possible responses for
liberationists’ application of Marxism in the thegical project; the first one is, they
could use only those ideas of Marx which are omlgvant to their project, and the
second is, they may argue that his notion of retigas an “opium” tended to show how
traditional Christianity is impotent to emancipatemanity. The first point perhaps seems
more acceptable than the second because for mdistecdtion theorists, including the
theological ones, Marx is largely used in relatiorthe critical role of philosophy, and an

ethical economic critique of capitalism.

Three major tasks of philosophy are described byxMsspecially in hisTheses on
Feuerbach Basically hisThesesattempted to point out where the focus of philogoph
should be in the contemporary age which is basedtwotally different perspective than
the traditional focus. Ludwig Feuerbach played anpnent role in causing Marx to
reject the Hegelian tradition and open a new doar philosophy. Feuerbach’s
guestioning of Hegelian speculative metaphysiceugh sketchily demonstrated, was
especially decisive to Marx. THeheses on Feuerbadwontained Xl points, and as | have
said three major roles of philosophy were congduthere. The three tasks are: being
practical, critical and revolutionary. The eleverghint could summarize what role
critical thinkers have in the world: “The philosarh have onlynterpretedthe world, in
various ways; the point is tthangeit”.?® For Marx the task of changing of this world
based in a reconsideration of the material conastim which our being is developing,

and by which our essence is determined.

Latin American liberation theologians take theicakpractical-revolutionary tasks of
philosophy as a way of understanding the existeatiaditions of a society further into
novel interpretation of the Christian faith as dl dar the total transformation of
humanity and the world:

Christian faith becomes a critical and dynamic lemaivng in revolution. Faith
intensifies the requirement that the class struggieceed with determination
towards the emancipation of all humanity -in pastar those who suffer the
harshest forms of oppression. It stresses our aspir to a total transformation
of society rather than a simple transformation tsf économic structures. Thus
faith brings to the Christians involved in the gigle, and through them, its own
contribution to a society qualitatively differembin the present one, and to the
appearance of the New Man
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Hence, for both Marx and liberation theologiansigt through critical practical-

revolutionary thinking that a transformation cowddly be attained in the world. Of
course there are differences between the two; Mamwiphasis is on practical philosophy
or critical revolutionary activity whereas libemati theologians’ focus is on Christian
praxis. Indeed secular liberationists are more hMgxthan the religious one. Despite
this, there is also a strong Marxist tradition amdhe liberationists on the notion of

practical solidarity.

Talking of the Marxists’ idea of practical solidgrin particular, Andrew Levine tends to
note that social revolutionary emancipation netates the ending of domination.
Marx’s practical solidarity sees the social powéthe wretched of the earth to destroy
class antagonism and social death. This is a s@taapolitics and ethics which promote
the practical transformation of the status quo mliog primacy to the oppositional

genuine rationality and action of the marginaliZ&d.

If the issue is about total transformation, theer¢hcould be no means of achieving this
as individual or even isolated group. This argumsminds like a socialist critique of
liberalism. It is noteworthy here to deal with tBasic Christian Communities or Base
Ecclesiastical Communities’CEB9 crucial tasks in bringing solidarity and social
consciousness about how to struggle for equality jastice. As the central religious
claims of Hebrews and Christians on justice ane l@spectively, liberationist Christians
of Latin America make their central focus solidarithe CEBsin this respect try to unify
people under a collective sentiment to read andhgeimeaning of the Bible from the
perspective of the poor or the dominated. The vextyire of theCEBsis to protest the
traditional fidelity that the church had to richdarlite groups. Because of tiGEBs
Berryman says that “today the Bible is read in $midlages or barrio level groups by

people sitting on benches, often in the dim ligha &erosene lamp*

From this we can understand how the social consniggs and transformation evoked by
the CEBs gives a special attention to the poor and farmerthe country side. This
attempt of theCEBsis aimed at fostering solidarity of the poor oe tiominated in order
to gain his humanity, equality and justice. In otiverds, the rationale of solidarity is to
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abolish all conditions of dehumanization and regims CEBs also have the task of
enabling people to meet their basic needs and eeththeir moral support.In short the
CEBs manifested their social transformative mission byorporating Marx’s
philosophical notion of communication with theirigential and self-conscious study of
the Bible.

To see the convergence of Marxism and liberaticgpltbgians on ethical-economic

criticism of capitalism we need to begin with wiMrx referred to as estrangement:

The worker becomes poorer the more wealth he pexjuthe more his

production increases in power and extent. The wadbeeomes an ever cheaper

commodity the more commodities he produces. Thaelwgion of the human

world grows in direct proportion to the increasevialue of the world of things.

Labour not only produces commodities; it also prshiitself... the object that

labor produces, its products, stands opposed &s isomething alien, as a power

independent of the producer... In the sphere ofipalieconomy this realization

of labor appears as a loss of reality for the warkbjectification as loss of and

bondage to the object, and appropriation as esteangnt, as alienatiofi
Marx develops this idea of alienation in line whbw capitalism is mainly concerned
with profit maximization at the expense of workédéifs. He underlines that capitalism
reveals itself as a system of dehumanization of wwrker. The principle of
comodification entails the fact that the worker diees a slave of his object of
production. In fact the estrangement of the wodggpears at four levels; estrangements
from the product, the production process, speocisegband otherd! The first two
alienations clarify more the objectification priplg in which the worker losses his value
at the cost of the production and its entire agtivihe last two explain the fantastic
solitary existence of the worker that has separatedfrom his fellow workers as well as

his own essence.

For both liberation theologians and philosophersowdccept Marx’s critique of
capitalism, his political economy ar@apital should be interpreted as making a great
contribution to our understanding of ethics andneeoics in the contemporary world.
Liberation theologians consider capitalism as aseaaf chaos in the present global
society, and thus, contemporary sin. Michael Lowkebes that, “the injustice produced

by this society is the fruit of capitalist relat®to production which necessarily create a
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class society characterized by discrimination angustice”>® The traditional
understanding of sin for the liberationists nowuses on a global system, and for that
reason solidarity of the poor is the only solutioravoid human suffering, human hunger,

inequality, injustice of the world.

Recently Eduardo Mendieta published a conversath Jurgen Habermas on the
liberationists’ focus on solidarity and materialnditions as an essential procedure for
making communicative action possible today. Buthizt conversation, Habermas tended
to view the attempt of liberation theologies as -falshioned and ineffective in

challenging the status quo. Concerning liberatimology he writes:

| understand it as the active outrage against tiertia and the insensitivity of a

status quo that no longer appears to move in threeatl of a self-accelerating

modernization.... The supererogatory elements ofphisonal intervention also

appears as a reflex of powerlessness, though al@ayadmirable one, in the

face of the anonymous, systematic forces of palljicntamed capitalism, which

understand only the language of cost, not of moyrali
Habermas’ idea could be seen as a way that lilbeiats’ opposition to capitalism never
accommodates itself to the ethical project of Glanisty as well as a postconventional
communicative society. Though Habermas believes i critical project develops
within a postmetaphysical ground, some contempdnargneneutics thinkers like Robert
P. Badillo argue that Habermas’ communicative them largely influenced by
Thomistic metaphysical horizon. According to BaalilHabermas attempts to modify the
emancipative and communicative metaphysical thaugbf Aquinas’ Absolute
transcendental establishing artificial consensus fbe relative transcendental
communicatiof’. Beyond this, Habermas also tries to understaacctirent system in
its progress, and situate his communicative prajatttin it. As a matter of fact, what we

may see in Habermas’ view is his discomfort withie! critique of capitalism.

What makes the effort of the theologians fruitias, we have seen, is their critical and
transformative approach to the existential realitglobal humanity and the centrality of
the poor that is the dominated and excluded huneamgb, or in Dussel the “Other’-[we

will see this more in chapter two]. The theologiedack of capitalistic sins such as

massive poverty, dehumanization, death, etc... ilhat@s an ethical core established by
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philosophers in order to fight against the status.dror this reason, therefore, these
conceptions of ‘praxis’, ‘solidarity’, ‘power andrevolution’ need a philosophical
justification. However, it is significant to rettinthe counter-arguments made on the

claims and practices of liberation theologians.

1.3. Dussel’'s Philosophy of Liberation: Nature, Prais, Method and Objective
Dussel asserts that his Philosophy of Liberaticartstwith an identification of the
original link between the present turmoil of hunfglobality” and the irrational aspects
of modernity. As we saw, modernity for Latin Amexicliberationists first emerged in
1492. And, for Dussel the origin of modernity it woly tied with national conceptions
of the modern self and her or his values of libeetyuality and the like, as described by
many Western thinkers, but also compounded byiomat sacrificial myths. He says that
the myth of modernity is irrational, since aggreasidomination and exclusion are its
manifestations: “... 1492 is the moment of the “Birdf modernity as a concept, the
moment of origin of a very particular myth of séicial violence, it also marks the origin
of a process of concealment or misrecognition ef ibn-European® Modernity then
serves to explain that its project constitutes anétation for emancipation as well as
repression. Dussel wants to eliminate a Eurocenfrierpretation of modernity as
essentially a European phenomenon. Rather he wastiiate it in a dialectical relation
with what he calls in economic term the “center’Earope and the “periphery” or the
“Other”. The dialectical relation is a historicélesis and antithesis of Europe, and later
on the West with the non-Europeans or those whdroen to be today as Third-World

nations.

Thus, his Liberation Philosophy attempts to reamstthe concept of modernity in its
historical dialectical context. Seen from this domstive understanding of modernity,
Dussel’s explanation of the myth of modernity seemgous and reasonable: an analysis
of history as well as philosophy which is inevitaldone in the phenomenological and
hermeneutic points of departure. It is from theees of departure, for Dussel, which
one can know the existential condition of twentgtficentury’s global periphery, and the

relevance of Liberation Philosophy for human depglent:
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The reality out of which such a philosophy emengeaidday more pressing than
ever before in its continuous and maddening spifalinderdevelopment: the
misery, the poverty, the exploitation of the oppeelsof the global periphery (in
Latin America, Africa, or Asia), of the dominatddsses, of the marginalized, of
the “poor” in the “center,” and the African-Amerigss, Hispanics, Turks, and
others, to whom we would have to add women as kekjects, the “useless”
aged gathered in misery or in asylums, the exploéted drugged up youth, the
silenced popular and national cultures and all theetched of the earth,” as
Franz Fanon put it, who wait and struggle for thideratior?

Dussel thus notes how the majority of human invtbhed is subjugated and excluded. To
give a general description of those who are thiedli@al products of modernity giving in
conditions of domination and exclusion in the camerary world, he takes the language
of Emmanuel Levinas, concerning the “Other”. Theant of Levinas permits Dussel to
develop his Liberation Philosophy in relation tce thractical crises of contemporary
global world caused largely by the political andomamic structural adjustment of
capitalism. So it is important to develop a praatiphilosophical approach in order to
address the present predicaments of global humalmtyddition to Levinas, Dussel
employs Heidegger’'s ontological concern, Marx ineavly constructed form to expand
capital from its normal interpretation, and hermdiws. These all are incorporated
critically to show the methodological prism of Liagon Philosophy. Dussel in his
Liberation Philosophy reexamined Habermas’ thedrycammunication to provide a

practical ground for communicative rationality aaation.

Hence by reconstructively incorporating these mathmgies and concerns, Dussel’s
Liberation Philosophy announces itself as a trandem critical social theory. This
makes his approach different from both modern aostrpodern discourses. Eduardo

Mendieta in his editorial introduction puts theadsf trans-modernity as follows:

The term trans-modernity underscores that Liberatithilosophy is not about
either negating modernity or blithely accepting litit about transcending it
anadialectically; that is, to think the couplet neodity and post modernity not
just from within, but also, and especially from therspective of its reverse, its
underside, its occluded otH&r
There are some people who simply regard Dusseisoaph as a postmodern one. In fact
his Liberation Philosophy implies the disastrousl amythic appearance of modernity.

This seems postmodern. Nevertheless Dussel equiiyjusses about the rational
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development of modernity. And he also accuses pud¢mmists that they are more
modern than proponents of modernity. In simple sewhat we may argue here is that his
Philosophy of Liberation is different from both nesd and postmodern perspectives
since it starts with the other side of modernitgcérdingly, the novelty of his approach
lies in critically reflecting on both the positiaad negative sides of modernity from the

philosophical and historical position of the “Other

In relation to ‘horizon’, Dussel affirms that hisii®sophy of Liberation works with four
major practical realms, “Politics”, “erotics”, “padogy” and the “negation of fetishized
totality”. The first horizon attempts to identifyhw is exterior and who is interior to a
given system of modernity and to raise questionshencore political aspects including
democracy, equality and justice. Historically hentgato understand what caused it, and
how to transcend such exteriority. The second pmalchorizon, “erotics” becomes
crucial to see the phallocratic order and ethidddndma of homosexuality from the
perspective of the liberation of the “Other” whicttludes the critical stand point of the
feminist libratory philosophy. Thirdly we have aaptical horizon of cultural liberation
that gives serious attention to global epistemiomality. And the forth practical horizon

seeks for the negation of the fetishist philosophtiadition of totality**

The objective of Dussel in all of these attemptsoisinderstand the cause for current
global suffering of humanity and nature, and theermploy his emancipative theory as a
means through which the historical exteriority ld tOther” could be problematized and
solved in a trans-modernizing modernity. As it baen mentioned earlier the concern of
trans-modernity is not to destroy the values of emody, but rather to critically engage
creative values from the very insight of what Facahed the “wretched of the earth”. In
precise terms the goal of Dussel’s Liberation Puafahy is to liberate those people who
are forced to be exterior by the hegemonic totatitymodernity, and to show the
relevance of mutual difference which describesdynrgamism of human existence in the

current world.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE NEGATION OF MODERN COLONIALITY: THE POLITICS
OF “OTHERNESS” IN DUESSEL’S LIBERATION PHILOSOPHY

A human being is her own liberation! Humanity alsvang entity raises the question of
liberation to express an immanent inseparabilitij@fexistential throwness from the will
to life. It is true that the “be-ing” of the huméfe manifested in history, generation, and
some other matters of dynamism, but still libemratis here and there permanently
presenting itself within a paradigm of the will garvive, or in the Nietzschean sense of
the will to power. So there is no possible way oélerstanding humanity independent of
her liberation, which is her survival. How couldeoaffirm that she is human without
having, no any means of identifying as well as mgkivho she is really? In the
reductionists’ view, particularly in contemporargndinant political thoughts, there is an
attempt to comprehend human liberation under thanreof liberalism’'s doxa of
liberation. The impugn to this reduction claim ilielralism seems to me that liberation is
not white or black, rich or poor, God or beast, Aicen or Ethiopian, but only human.
Underscoring this whole analysis of human libergtian this chapter the general
discussion is going to be held on Dussel's argumaftliberating the “Other” and
reconstructing Habermas’ communicative theory withitrans-modern framework which
insists the point of liberation is human and pdti This Dusselian Liberation
Philosophy will give us a critical insight to abamdthe destructive forces of modernity

establishing the primacy of the “Other”.

The concern of human liberation as her own canHhmvs in the necessity of self-
identification as both a particular and universainy by means ofmethodic
politicization The politicization enlarges the philosophical medo deeply reflect on
power, identity, justice, equality and recognititbrat the self possesses vis-a-vis others.
In our case, since Dussel’s assiduous fixationhef ‘Other” in a privilege position is
maintained, we need to concentrate more on théqsotif otherness in the Philosophy of
Liberation. For that sake the discussion in thiaptér will be on the identity and power

of political subjects in modernity and its colonialterests. And thus we can use a
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diagnosis of modern philosophical colonial and palsinial thoughts in their epistemic
treatments of otherness and liberation. Based o we are supposed to have a
preliminary search on modern, colonial, and couotdonial reflections of otherness
from the perspective of Liberation Philosophy. Frtm diagnosis of the colonial and
counter colonial thoughts of the conception of atbes then we will proceed to Dussel’'s
justifications for the reconstruction of the theafycommunication on the basis of dual
emancipation in one; that is the liberation of t@¢her” as primary, and the liberation of

human in general which is its end.

One of the central arguments of Dussel’s Philosaghyiberation is that modernity as a
world phenomena appeared in 1492. He believesthtiimttime is the point of which
Europe constituted its physical power and “certiralby dominating other parts of the
world. As a matter of fact this centrality of Eueofs established in the dialectic relation
with the “Other” or the peripher¥y.In this respect world modernity expressed itself
through a dialectical power relation of Europe vittle “Other”. This power relation can
be viewed simply as the colonization of the worljrope as the colonizer and the
“Other” as colonized. The first physical dominatiby Europe over the periphery later
manifested itself in the epistemic and cultural asiion of Eurocentrism to construe the
powerlessness of the “Other” on racial, sexual, @ads grounds. So Dussel says that,
this “Other” is the dominated being of the worldtbe basis of Europe’s centrality to the
world in terms of race, man’s centrality in ternfssex, and the bourgeoisie’s centrality
in terms of class. Politically speaking, the “Otheould be seen as the one who is
governed by a Eurocentric-phallocratic-oligarchidey. For Dussel, the “Other” is a
historically manipulated under European man-cedtstavery of the world and cluster
brutality. In other words, for him the “Other” ibjectified to the European domination of
the world, i.e. “the genocidally murdered Indiarf, the African salve reduced to

merchandise, of women as sexual objects, of tHd peidagogically dominated.”

For the question how does the European man or thigeVkthan maintain the power of
domination and universal model of humanity we dad two basic historical responses
of Dussel. The first is the military domination Blrope’s“ego conquer”, and the
second is the intellectual rationalism and sciemtef Europe’s €go cogito”. For most
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Western thinkers the principle of tbgo cogitoprecedes thegoconquer.But for Dussel
ego cogitodevelops one century after the cruel applicatibthe “I conquer” over the

Indians, Africans and Asians. His argument says:

The “I”, which begins with the “I conquer” of HernaCortes or Pizarro, which

in fact precedes the Cartesian ego cogito by aloaentury, produces Indian

genocide, African slavery, and Asian colonial wars
Rene Descartes or the Cartesian fundamental ideag®@fcogitoexplains a solitary
assurance of self-knowing about clear and distinatights. And this ego cogito has a
political meaning in its philosophical subjectivismhich is the priority of the self or the
“I” over the “Other”. There is a claim that modeklestern philosophical thoughts
planted their foundation on this philosophy of thebject or paradigm of rational
consciousness. But as Dussel insists the backgroltids rational consciousness is the
“I conquer” that urged the hierarchical relationkafrope as the center and the dominated
parts of the world as periphery. Put differentlyr&pe since 1492 settled its power of
domination over the rest of the world by the logibd#urcation of the “I” and the
“Other”.

The bifurcation and hierarchy of the “I” and the th®r” in modern Western
philosophical thought presented a rational jusifan for one’s domination over the
other. Thus how could the justification of the hrehical bifurcation of the “I” and the
“Other” be examined in emancipatory analysis of $alis philosophy? There are also
counter reflections on such dichotomizations of tfieand the “Other” providing the
colonial condition of dominated regions with aletbnbreable sufferings of colonialism.
On this line we could refer to the radical apprapons of poststructuralism,
decolonization and deconstruction into the philésogl discourses of the South,
particularly African philosophical arguments. Agave need to evaluate the counter
discourses in the context of Dussel's liberatiorthef “Other” as a priori condition for
universal emancipation. In the following two substpaf this chapter we can see modern
colonial theoretical assertions of otherness in téfasphilosophical traditions, and

African counter colonial discoursing.
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2.1. The Hegemonic Politics of the “I”

When we look into the dominant Eurocentric phildsopl view mostly drafted in
paradigm of consciousness, there is no doubt tratemity and the identity of the
modern self is essentially constituted by the Gaate epistemological description of the
“I” as a liberated and enlightened self. Such us@erding of a modern self primarily is
explained in the context of radical progress antbmalization; though in German
idealism an ontological justification of self-cormes and self-autonomous being is also
given. In a sort of general claim, we shall begur @oncern with how the “I" is
politicized in rationalization and ontology of tis®-called modern identity of global
humanity. In doing so the universality logic of hammess opens its dilemma in the
discourses of modernity by which the universal saess and uniqueness of the “I” is
defined. The truth is, in both rationalization antological Eurocentric analysis; the “I”
sought to have a dialectical relation with resgecsomething else. In other words, the
“I"is the “I” in a sense of its uniqueness in @& to “non-I", and thus, which makes
him different in virtue of the “I's” oppositionalharacter. In Aristotelian logic this could
be explained with respect to the laws of identitg @on-contradiction, i.e. the “I" is the
“I” and not “non-1". To make it simple, thereforthese laws of Aristotle state that the “I”
by no means is the “Other”. But as Hannah Arendarty shows there is a failure in
philosophical tradition of the West concerning tipgestion of the identity of being
whether that of the “I” or the “Other”. For Areniitentity is about Who”, not “what”, *
and that is why she says the Western philosophi@dition does not properly address the

issue of identity as it ought to be.

The really crucial point that we need to take frArendt is the way to ask an appropriate
guestion concerning the identity of the modern.s&H | have tried to argue the “I”
constituted its “I-ness” in a relational dialectiand thus we need to ask based on
Arendt’s formula, who is the “I” and who is the ‘t@t”. The focus on “who” is indeed
different from “what” is. But given the decisivesef Dussel's Philosophy of
Liberation, it is equally important to question thistorical factors shaping the identity of
the “I” as “I”, and the identity of the “Other” d&©ther”. So who is this modern self of
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the “I”, and what is its dialectical link with tH©ther”. These and other related questions
will move us into the political positioning of th€ and the “Other” in terms of power
recognition, equality and justice.

Perhaps there are many markers of distinctivenesge d1” and the “Other” in which the
Eurocentric understanding of modern identity isspribbed. From these markers one can

put forward, for example, the “I” is a subject afgnition while the “Other” is a subject
of affection; the “I” is the modern mentality of mathat employs a patriarchal
anthropocentric science and order by dominatingerothings including Nature and
Woman. The “I” is modern and thus the measure hedcolonizer whereas the “Other”
is necessarily primitive and dominated in terms tloé development of Christian

colonialism.

To begin with Descartes’ “ego cogito” of the modsetf there is an epistemic foundation
that issues from an enlightened authentic ego materg the knowledge of things from
one’s mental clarity and distinctiveness. Arguabtiie metaphysical, that is the
ontological existence of the ego, arises out of abgnition of certainty in which the
thinking substance assures the evidence for whatésand not. This is the major reason
for Descartes to concentrate more on the methatiehcé The method of science rests
on unshakable ground as long as the possibility faflible rationality is dismantled with
the emergence of an emancipated cogito of the &pe. cognition of the ego for
Descartes is the power and freedom of judgings lam impulse of verification, and
consequently, it is an emancipating weapon fromfalsg opinion, thought, and mode of

existence.

The scientific ground of philosophy is manifestediesecrates attempt to develop his
theory on the basis of methodic doubt. As he beBewm human experiences there are
many occasions in which opinions, beliefs and ctaare simply taken to be knowledge
without being articulated in a system of scienitifior certainty. But now his method, i.e.
the tool of doubt, requires each and every thotmbe certified with the cognition of the
ego. The cognition distances itself from sensegpgion, imagination, and even reason
based in the possibility of an evil demonic interven (i.e. pure fallible reason). His

three arguments, namelyax, dreamanddemonassure that a true episteme of man can

[28]



only be produced in the thinking substance or tirehin these three arguments he goes
on to infer that the knowledge of senses, imagima#éind pure fallible reason can never
be true since methodologically the foundation oftaiaty is not asserted. Thus, true
knowledge is only produced through and from anllete of the self or the mind which
assures both the knowledge of certainty and onicdb@xistence of the self. Descartes’
ego cogito argument implies that “... | think hent@m, there is nothing at all which
gives me assurance of their truth beyond thisItsee very clearly that in order to think

it is necessary to exist.”

Now taking this scientific treatment of the identdf the “I”, Descartes affirms that the

LLIH

modern self reaches the knowledge of things and dmtology. In other words, the

thinks and by that knows what is true. But not ottilis, the also presupposes his

existence in such evidential thinking. The “I” daedst if and only if he thinks, and this

LLIH

logic determines the identity of the to be pemently conceived only within the

thinking substance. Despite the emphasis of hensiic methodic doubt, still Descartes
presupposes the central view of traditional contatiye definition of human beings as
rational creatures which means the self is ratiamalo far he thinks. The uniqueness of
this “I” arises in a dialectical relation with tl®ther”, that is, in Descartes’ term, things

LLIH

of extensionincluding the body of the “I”. For him all extednabjects to the are
extended things in which their true knowledge isgd through the process of thinking:
“bodies themselves are not properly perceived l&y sbnses nor by the faculty of

imagination, but only by the intellect alorfe.”

From this what we may conclude is that, for Dessartthe political identity and
superiority of the self is defined by the intelle€he thinking substance is identical with
the self or the true humanity of modernity, andodltely different and hierarchically

superior over things of extension. In simple tetime intellect is the when an
extended thing is the “Other”, and this indicatiest tclear and distinct knowledge of the
body and other external objects should be subaweting the hegemonic power of the
“I". The maturity of the human intellect in Desaast rational paradigm of thinking thus
materializes the bifurcation of the “I” and the t@t” in a dialectical relation of powerful

and powerless, respectively.
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Descartes attempts to provide a theological juasiifon for the scientific dichotomization
of the “I” and the “Other”. As a matter of fact,ighreligious argumentation of such
dichotomization again preserved in the traditis@lptural outlooks about human beings
being made in the image and likeness of the Dewemg, i.e. God. ‘Traditional
Christianity conceives God as a distant being emdbwith virtues of Omnipotence,
Omniscience and Omnipresence. Such image of Godieasaw in the theology of
liberation obscured the religious critical attempmf Christians to understand the
phenomenological hermeneutic of this-worldly hunedqstentiality. Very far from a
theology of liberation, Descartes tends to showinleraction of the ego cogito and the
omniscient being on the ground of the notion offgeion. His argument asserts that a
more perfect being, an “infinite substance” exfststhe “I”, that is “[Sovereigh eternal,
infinite [immutablé, all-knowing, all-powerful, and the creator of #lings that are out
of himself.”® This sounds like, it is the divine rational ordsfr God that creates the
scientific distinctiveness and power relation betwethe “I” and the “Other”.
Accordingly, Descartes is arguing that, for theorsl consciousness of the ego, things
other than the thinking substance are extendecttshileat constitute a general identity of
being the “Other”.

The crucial point, then, is the “who” of the “I” drihe “Other” in Descartes’ hierarchical
dichotomization. Gabrielle Hiltmann, in her articikccounting for the Other: Towards
an Ethics of Thinking”, goes on to accuse the pgmadof consciousness in Descartes
from the logical view of what she calls “relatiorethics”. Based on her relational ethics,
then, Descartes’ bifurcation oés cogitansandres extensaan be problematic in four
political categories; namely authoritarianism of th’ and domination, destruction and
exclusion of the “Other”. Here is her point abowtdbartes’ ego cogito argumentations:

1)the tendency to hypostasize the | as an absdduicratic and self-
sufficient legislator of reason, 2) the hierarcHicgubordination of the
other to the I, 3) the negation of the othernessth&f other, 4) the
exclusion of the manifold by focusing on the'®ne

uln

In a relational ethics the “I” always makes hisntity in relational link with the “Other”.
Hiltmann says the identity of the “I” equally costs with the logical identity of the

“‘non-I”, that is the “Other”. The “I” of Descartehough presupposes an absolute
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sovereign power holding, it actually affirms a digtical relation to the “Other” in the
negative sense. In other words, Descartes’ “I” nhaste a necessary relation with its

“non-I" in order to exercise the hegemonic powedomination and exclusion.

Hiltmann wants to employ Arendt’s an intersubjeetunderstanding of personal identity,
and phenomenological treatment of the “who” of thieand the “who” of the “Other”.
Here she states that Arendt's philosophy of intexpeal identity will consider the
equality of the “l and the “Other”. But as she ursderes it is really significant to use the
phenomenological conceptions of Maurice MerleautPoabout the primacy of
intercorporality in an intersubjectivity to rejettte Cartesian principle of authoritarian
ego over that “Other”. Let’s look this argument ldfitmann about Merleau-Ponty’s

appropriation into her relational ethical theory:

Merleau-Ponty’s inter-relational understanding bkthuman person necessitates
a new conception of the body-soul-consciousneasioal The separation of the
body, soul and consciousness is the reason whyistiegphilosophies cannot
account for an other which is not constituted by thinstead, M. Merleau-Ponty
does not start with thinking, but rather with thergeptual experience of the
other in ‘being in and towards the world (etre awmde). In this relational
ontology, the person is always already and necélgsapen towards the other.
Due to this constitutive openness, the self is wwalready in a (potentially
ethical) relation to the other and to itsélf.

The problem of the philosophy of subjectivism asda Hiltmann’s relational ethics is
concerned, is the thinking of the self always péaiteelf in a closed system that is not
only separated from the “Other” but also from its&lo put oneself in a closed system
means to remain in absolute isolation and a nongdable identity of the self.
Nevertheless as Hiltmann claims the identity of haoity is always in flux, and hence,
there has to be a potential disclosedness of théosine other and to itself to constitute
an ethical wholeness. “It is not the body, nor $lel, nor consciousness, which would
ground the identity of a person, but rather thenoiteéd process of intertwinement which
is constantly opened towards the “OtHérThe openness of the self to the “Other” and to
itself, in the views of relational ethics is meei@tthrough the principle of love. For
Hiltmann the meaning of self-preservation, selfelepment’ and self-consciousness can
only be secured with loves relation and attunenoérihe self to the “Other” since she

argues that, “without the love of others, no sefreemerges™®
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Taking up the critical attitude of relational ethithe problem of the philosophy of
subjectivism is the denial of a friendship, a loeétion of the “I” and the “Other” in

building a closed distant cage of an ‘enlightenelfl.dt is not only Descartes who tried
to develop a philosophical thought that contradiath relational ethics, but also Francis
Bacon, Thomas Hobbes, German idealists and othpesi@d with a similar trend of

defining the self in a closed system.

The Baconian and Hobbesian thought of calculatisdomality as presented by
Emmanuel C. Eze understands the modern self aselgnlinked with the scientific
technological advancement in which the artisticcigines lost their positive role to
explain the identity of one’s personality. Bacorggests that modern philosophical
discourses and methods should be conducted in perimental manner in which the
success of science and technology in the worldifgsggntly shaped the validity of the
knowledge of a civilized people and society. T#ew Organonof Bacon is given as a
negation of the old speculative Organon of Aridtateworld view. As Eze observes the
New Organonof Bacon deals with rationality afuantification, materializatiorand
governmentalization His quantification principle describes an impattdarend that
experimental sciences introduced to humanity. Adiogr to Bacon it is an empirical
verification that ultimately brings an advancemeithe human world?

The materialization aspect of his new science oilopbphy is glorification and
maximization of scientific and technological didaies in academic centers so that the
material utility of man would be satisfied. If this true then the role of arts is

insignificant to accomplish human’s material uyilit

. arts are manifestations of irrationality and mus¢ not only culturally
degraded but also, when possible, banned... acadgody of art is unnecessary
because whatever legitimate objectives such cowbassudy might have could
be better accomplished and realized in the metbtisee New Organdn

During colonialism one of the descriptions of tha@lonized people was the lack of
rationality as a means for sustaining the materraty. For the colonizers indigenous
people in the colonized world were irrational, eimagl, and so on. In the mind of the

European colonizers the ordinary life of the catewi people cannot be accommodated
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with the goal of material development in experinaésciences. To put this differently,
according to European colonizers people of the ribéml regions are culturally

unscientific yet artistic, and thus, irrational amtleveloped.

TheNew Organon’ggovernemtnalization concern is the consequencalotilability and
material utility that the science of man bringsitihe world. As long as the difference
between pre-modern and modern worlds is based enstlience of man, the new
governmental assertion should be that man has soiuaé control over nature and other
things. Max Horkhiemer and Theodor W. Adorno expléhe governmentalization

doctrine of Bacon’s experimental philosophy asdah:

The concordance between the mind of man and theenaf things that he had
in mind is patriarchal: that human mind, which ogemes superstition, is to hold
sway over nature. Knowledge, which is power, knosvebstacles: neither in the
enslavement of men nor in compliance with the ieriders*®

Hence in Bacon’s patriarchal development of modamd of the “I” we can find two
sorts of governmentalization principles; the first the domination of modern
philosophical mind of Man over nature which migletinderstood as an anthropocentric
order, and the second is, an absolute and natdeabf modern philosophical thinking of
Man over Woman which comes to be known an ordgrhaflocracy. From this we can
infer that, within the Baconian patriarchal undansting of modern self, the position of
the “I” is confined to the modern philosophical mhiof Man whereas the status of
otherness is leveled with things that are extelwoMan’s thinking substance including

one’s body, nature and women.

German idealists provided that, the relation of thieand the “Other”, generally

pondered as the supreme authority of the subjest the object. In this line, as many
contemporary intellectuals think, Immanuel Kantstique of Pure Reasohad given

the significance of human reason to realize theiptesdistinction between the power of
thinking and the power of knowing in the philosopifythe subject. On this assumption
Kant is standing against the Cartesian equatianstiys thinking equals with knowing. In
Descartes, we have seen that, the “I” knows itsterce from the possibility of its

subjective thinking, and furthermore, the “I” assuurthat a more perfect being exists

[33]



again from the power of thinking. To refute thissadof Descartes, Kant demarcates
between the worlds gbhenomenand noumenaor in his own terms the phenomenal
world and noumenal worlt. Kant borrows these two terms from Gottfried Withel
Leibniz who represent the world of appearance &edworld of things-in-themselves.
Based on Leibniz’s rationalist metaphysics the nexah world is knowable using the
monadology by one’s intellectual intuition. Disgetwith such dogmatic rationalism of
Leibniz, Kant argues that knowledge of the phenahewvorld arises in which pure
concepts are necessarily made in order to arrangpdce and time the mere facts of the
human intuition of sensible objects. Here is hguanent:

First human intuition is sensible, only through gensibility are objects given to

us. Second, human understanding is discursive ahuhtuitive; our intellect has

no independent access to existing things. And thpdre concepts of

understanding acquire cognitive significance onlyhew schematized in

spatiotemporal terms. Hence any use of them begpatotemporal objects is

illegitimate'®
Accordingly, human reason is only capable of knawithings which ruled by
spationtemproality and then appearance as obj€ctscerning noumenal objects, Kant
says, it is possible to think but we cannot knoenthreasonably. Unlike Descartes, for
Kant the knowledge of things external to the sekqually certain to the cognition of the
ego. At this point he introduces us with his tramstental idealism which says that there
is no degree of differentiation in the “knowledgé the external world” and the
“knowledge of one’s mental states” in so far ashbof them are merely objects of
appearance: “The mere, but empirically determimedsciousness of my own existence
proves the existence of objects in space outsid&'tfgom this, what we can see is that,
even though Kant challenged dogmatic rationalittk of knowing the transcendent
world that has an independent being from experieheestill remained in the idealist
transition claiming that human knowledge is possilthrough the transcendental
apperception of unity of the “I”. This transcendsdninity of apperception goes beyond
the level of subjective unity of consciousness &iits main objective is to know of
objects with certainly. And knowing requires undansling. Kant in hiritique of Pure
Reasonwrites:
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Understanding is, generally speaking, the facuftgagnitions. These consist in

the determinate relation of given representations an object. An object

however, is that in the concept of which the médifuf a given intuition is

united. Now, however, all unification of represdimas requires unity of

consciousness is that which alone constitutesdlaion of representations to an

object, thus their objective validity, and consetlyeis that which makes them

into cognitions and on which even the possibilftthe understanding resfs
As far as Kant is concerned, there is a necessaatianship between reason and
morality. He argues that man should be treatednsitially as an end because every
human being is capable of reason and freedom.rgisreent states that, although there is
a sentient nature of human beings to respond tspte and pain, their will is governed
by reason as rational and autonomous beings whatke them different from brutes.
“Our capacity for reason is bound up with our cayator freedom. Taken together,
these capacities make us distinctive, and set ag &§pm mere animal existence. They
make us more than mere creatures of appefitdfere we can say Kant's pure practical
reason underlines the point that human beings tieveapacity for free choice based on
reason and thus they are not determined by thefappetite. Kant believes that the free

choice of humanity has to be respected.

Johann Gottlieb Fichte conceives that the iderditgd the freedom of humans always

arise from the existential'self-positing” of the over the “Other”. In his
Wissenchaftsleherée employs the logic of identity to show that ftem is a matter of
self-positioning: “the | simply posits itself. Thginciple expresses what Fichte believes
the supreme act of the mind, an act in which tisesimultaneously subject and objet&.”
Fichte’s argument seems to me that, the identityfesedom of the self are created with
the power of positing oneself to be totally hietacally superior. Self-positing as far as |
am concerned, needs the power of self proclaiminghat the “I” is despite the social
innovation of that being’s freedom. So long as‘ih@osits itself, Fichte thinks that, the
meaning of everything affirms the logical groundwdifat is. In other words, when the
self posits itself, according to him the Parmemdamalysis of being becomes valid. In
this attempt of self-positing of the “I”, Naturecathe “Other” are thought to be traits of
freedom. This sense of obstacle and tension betaessif positing | and [nature and the
Other] that brings a transformation of absoluteedi@m into freedom of human that is

limited in space and time Fichte’s point is this:
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Freedom is possible and actual only within the eahtof natural necessity,
where it is never “absolute,” but always limitedafinite. Though it must posit
its freedom “absolutely” that is to say, “purely drsimply” (schlechthin) or “for
no reason” a genuinely free agent can actually egigly as a finite individual
striving to overcome its own limitations and trasfi the natural world in
accordance with its own goal concepts. To be ani$lthus to be involved in an
endless process of self-overcoming, a process wigcessarily takes place in
reciprocal interaction with other self-overcomingemts and in the context of a
spatio-temporal material worfd
To look Fichte’s idea from the perspective of rieliaél ethics, it is not love or friendship
between the “I” and the “Other” that constitute rammfreedom, but rather the power,
tension, and obstacle that coexist in the relabigmef the self-positing | and [nature and

the other].

G.W.F. Hegel attempts to describe the notion ofdmm within a context of “concrete
right” which can only be realized in the dialecticalation of human’s ethical life. For
him every right of humankind can only be concretizéhen there is an encounter of the
self with the “Other”, and if not, things will renma abstract. In what follow, the
conceptions of freedom and equality in the natstaties of whether we talk of theories of
Hobbes or John Locke, Hegel affirms that no fred agual beings practically exist
unless an encountering as well as reciprocal ictera of selves with one another is
made.

Prior to such encounter (s), therefore, the selfias yet in the process of

self formation, let alone the fully formed and rgoizable product of that

process. The self is abstract so far. Thus, it @ a fully formed

individual, but a case of bare self-relatednespueely formal narcissism

of an abstractiofi’
Hegel's construal of the concreteness of humandéneeis also strongly at odds with
relational ethics taken by contemporary phenomegisi@nd intercultural ethicists. This
is because, Hegel tries to develop the concepteeflbm in his ethical system based on
the dialectical link of master and slave. In thegelean approach, it is in the supreme
stage of an ethical life, i.e. the state, thatdyrethesis of thesis and antithesis takes place:
“the state is the explicit unity or harmony of thaiversal and the particular, of the

objective and subjective, of duty and right, of eesity and freedont™>
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On the contrary, the phenomenologist admit thatetetional ontology of the “I” and the
“Other” manifests through a perpetual opennessdiygsin-the world as being-with. In
addition to what we have seen in Merleau-Ponty, ainthe great philosophers of the
twentieth country Martin Heidegger in his famousrky@&ein Und Zei{Being and Timg

states that being-in-the world as Dasien-with-ather

By ‘Others’ we do not mean everyone else but these over against whom the
“I” stands out. They are rather those from whonr, flee most part, one does not
distinguish oneself - those among whom one isThis being-there-too [Auch-
da-sein] with them does not have the ontologicarabter of a Being -present-
at-hand-along-‘with’ them within a world. The ‘withs something of the
character of Dasien; the ‘t00’ means a samenesBaifig as circumspectively
concernful Being-in-the-world. ‘With’ and ‘too’ areto be understood
existentially; not categorical. By reason of thighalike [mithaften] Being-in-
the-world, the world is always the one the | shai¢éh others. The world of
Dasien is a with-world [Mitwelt]. Being-in is beingith-Others?®
In such a phenomenological understanding Heideggarguing that, the “I” and the
“Other” equally thrown into the world and they dristially identify their being or
identity within a with-world?’ This concept of solicitude indicates the existntbncern
of the “I” with the “Other” to achieve the possibyl of authenticity and knowledge of
selves in the world of Dasien-with. Based on thes mway say that Heidegger’s view of
solicitude shows that there is a relational congerthe existential condition of the “I”
and the “other”. In fact, Heidegger tries to siahts Dasien intdasMan” or the they
to address the publicness of distantability, avemags and leveling down. As his theory
of publicness asserts the identity of the “I” isr&thing which is given by the “they:
“everyone is the other, and no one is hims®lfTo see the politics of one’s publicness
then, there is always a sense of assimilation éopibwer of socialization which arises
from the distantiablity or non-familiarity to th&hey”. But in the next stage of
averageness and leveling down the self attempgmito his authenticity in the being of
everydayness, that is the development of a diffedeging or identity into the
by
is not of

socialization of théthey”. Relational ethics largely shares the socializatibthe

uln uln

the power of théthey” which is not the “I” in an original existence sinte

him or her in terms of his or her throwness inte-tforld.
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2.2. The Historical Invention of Otherness and Coloialism

Most postcolonial discourses of the South are adiwtconcerned with the problem of the
philosophical justification for the otherness ddtbrically colonized people. The problem
for these discourses is how the measure of otheeesbe rationally justified without at
the same time considering the historical imposibbthe European self by the invention
of its own identity as universal in relation to tidentity of the “Other”. By another of
saying this, historically in colonialism the Eur@peself posits itself to be an objective
measure of each and every identity. Dussel se¢shdaolonial empire of Europe since
the mid fifteenth century began to expose the germming of the colonized world as the
“Other”. According to Dussel as we saw in our fichapter, the people and culture of the
colonized regions not “discovered”; but rather imeel by Europe. However how do
postcolonial discourses of the South, most empditiAfrican thought, analyze the

invention of otherness of their historical colomizzeing?

Drawing upon the spirit of post-structuralism, V.Mudimbe constructs the relationship
between discourses of power and knowledge of o#issrin the European invention to
colonize the non-European people and their cultdestells us about the structural order
of colonialism that reveals the core of differeméehelogic of inventionfrom thelogic

of discoveryby its conscious arrangement of organizationahitecture and imposition.
This is Mudimbe’s concept of the invention of th@ther”, of the colonized people of
non-European areas, of Africans in particular, ihioh Europe made a systematic
construction of its power/discoufée This view is analogous to what Dussel said
concerning the invention of America in the firsapher. Both Mudimbe and Dussel argue
that, in colonialism Europe, as the one that passkthe historical political power of the
world, designed and determined the identity of ‘@&er”. In other words, colonialism

describes how Europe invented the modern world.

Mudimbe claims that the notion of otherness stmadtyi established with the
anthropological discourses of Western epistemicatloos by a method of
dichotomization between invented markers of noresgeans and Europeans: “traditional
versus modern; oral versus written and printedaan and customary communities

versus urban and industrialized civilization; ssbmice economies versus highly
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productive economies®® We can also add closed versus open socio-culstmattures.
Of course these all oppositional combinations what evi-Strauss calls “bircologe®’
mean that odd combinations. These odd combinatiares constructed in the
anthropological and later on philosophical discearso show that Europe is superior
over the non-Europeans. This can be understodakitibbbesian hypothesis of the state
of nature. Accordingly, the “Other” is primitiveopr, ahistoric, uncultured, and so on.
For such a picture of the Other, Mudimbe argues tha epistemological organization,
structure and power have created the means ofasilenand objectification of colonized
people. In connection to this D A. Masolo acceptsthesis of Mudimbe on the fact that
how African social discourses were articulated bgsWrn epistemic and political power,

the main theme of which is the invention of Afrisaas the “Other®?

For Mudimbe, the non-Europeans become the “Othedugh constructs which can be
found in the culture of the white man in the Bihlicliscourse of sameness. In the Bible
all differences of humans in terms of sex, colge and the like are explained in terms of
being one among the sheep who are lost from Isfhel.ironic message of deserving the
identity of one of the sheep of Israel is to asdina a given self is the child of a
Christian God. That is why Jesus Christ is seea asiversal human who symbolizes
sameness. According to Mudimbe the logic of sanwnesthe Bible and what the
anthropological sciences of European discoursesatied, justify the idea that non-
Europeans are the “Other” of the white man. Sudhrifgtation of the white race and
culture is the foundation, according to him, foe tinvention” of the African as an object
of a scientific discipline®® As a good example, Mudimbe talks about the devedy of
processes of “ethnologization” and “aestheticizditvhich arise from the discourse
arrangement of the so called the arts of “Otharpramitive arts.

The operation of ethnologization consists of isotata datum from its real
context (and references to its background are gdhlyeused only to specify the
datum as an entity, not as an element of cultudabl®) analyzing it (in fact,
differentiating it from everything else), classifyiits attributes and its model,
and assigning it a label, locating it as such orclsurom that given latitude,
longitude, tribe, etc... another operation might takace, an aestheticizaiton. In
ethnographic studies, a product is granted or dénfe status of art on the basis
of external criteria; in effect, in order to belongp the realm of artistic
achievement, a work needs to produce visibly charetics and constraints that
can, technically, be localized on a chronologicehle determined by Western
expeincd
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Hence, the processes of ethnolgizaiton and aesittedton might explain the Western
mercantile interest of alienating the art of thieeotfrom its cultural empire, and with that
denying the historical particularity as well as edrity. The art of the “Other”

considered being primitive since the European oitewvtart seeks to impose its
ethnocentric supremacy as of universal. In thisar@gMudimbe believes that the
anthropological sciences as power/knowledge allowpoétical system to justify a

“savageness” of the “Other” from the ethnocentecspective of Europeans. To look at
his argument: “the discourse on “Savages” is... aaisse in which and explicit political

power presumes the authority of a scientific knalgke and vice-versa. Colonialism
becomes its project and can be thought of as datic and a fulfillment of the power of

Western discourses on human varities.”

It is thus clear that, through colonialism the rofeNestern discourses on and about non-
European colonized identity was an invention anehing. So in colonialism the major
goal of anthropological sciences is creating tHeriarity of the “Other” by employing
the power of naming which is a political tool oéittifying one as not the same. For such
innovation and naming tasks Mudimbe believes thast¥fn discourses are ethnocentric,
i.e. a Eurocentric rather than universal understanaf the ontological and cultural
identity of the “Other”. This ethnocentric conteoit colonial discourses attempted to
reduce the existential plurality of humanity into enforced one, which results in the
military, economic, cultural and political expansiand hegemony of the white race. In a
similar vein, Dussel considers the global developnoé Eurocentric world system which
is claimed to be universal, but which in fact wasdd on the political and military power

of Europe to dominate the world.

Another philosopher of the South, Messay Kebedésdeith the invention process of the
“Other” during colonialism as necessarily and eafyirlinked with the systematic
invention of what he calls tHenyth of the white man”In this respect Messay’s claim is
that the invention is dual; both of the “white maarid the “Other”. In his analysis the
“Other” is invented with markers of primitivenessdaprelogicality based upon another
mythic invention of the identity of the white maa &tional, scientific, and civilized in

[40]



the religious and secular texts of the West. Likedivhbe and Dussel, Messay argues
that, the political superiority of the West makesniWestern peoples the “Other”

that could not cope with rationality and scienttis well as technological advancem@nt.

Yet Messay believes that, such understandingseof@ther” historically invented in the
anthropological sciences are grounded in the ofipoal identity of the white race which
is given in the myth of the “white man”.

... the justification for subjugating non-Western ges instead of engaging in
free economic exchanges emanates from the perceikiethess of these people,
which otherness justifies the hegemonic positiothef West. The myth of the
“white man” calls for the attribution of otherness non-Western peoples, and
subjugation constitutes its validation followingethscientific criterion of
successful practice as a confirmation of truth. M/hnthropology establishes the
otherness of non-Western peoples, conquest confiraterially the superiority
of the “white man®’

Based on this we may infer that, for Messay thehnoftthe “white man” gave the light
for the anthropological sciences to draft the othes picture of non-Western peoples.
Such hypothetical figuration of the “Other” wastbrscally imposed as to be natural and
factual during the European colonial conquest & world. Indeed on this point a
difference appears to me between Messay and Dussehythic procedure of the
invention of the “Other”. For Dussel the “ego caodits a product of the “ego conquer”
while pondering the historical and philosophicalention of the “New World” in
fifteenth century. Unlike him, Messay would say tthhe “ego conquer” of Europe
developed itself from the mythic ground of the intren of the white man that constitutes
the Aristotelian real identity of a human essemee rationality as marker of civilization,

universalization and domination.

Frantz Fanon focuses more on the colonial psycihedbdpegemony of the white man
over the black in his two famous worl&ack Skin White Maskandthe Wretched of the
Earth. Fanon, in his first book, talks about the inventof blackness not by the black
man himself, instead by the white man as Messaistets “white civilization and
European culture have forced an existential denatin the Negro. | shall demonstrate
elsewhere that what is often called the black #oal white man’s artifact® The Negro

or the black human because of the psychologicalstks of colonialism, according to
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Fanon, thinks that the white humanity is the raahbn who is absolutely free. In the
second and third chapters Black Skin White MasKkse deals with the strong desires of
the black woman and the black man to attain th&mn gsychological freedom by
bonding themselves through marriage with the “sujpee” of white man and white
woman, respectively. The black woman thinks thamerry a white man is to receive
whiteness and humanness. Likewise the black markaiesphis bond with the white
women as being a champion of freedom. Let us potitkse two views of the black

woman and the black manhe black woman states that:

Every one of us has a white potential, but soméotignore it and others simply
reverse it. As far as | am concerned, | wouldn’tripa Negro for anything in
the world... All these Frantie women of color in gugfswhite men are waiting.
And one of these days, surely, they will be suegri® find that they do not want
to go back, they will dream of “a wonderful niglat,wonderful lover, a white
man”... what they must have is whiteness at any Price

Whereas the black man expresses his feeling ahgettarried with the white woman as

follows:

I marry white culture, white beauty, and white whitss. When my restless
hands caress those white breasts they grasp whitization and dignity and
make them min&? ... Talking recently with several Antilleans, | fouthdt the
dominant concern among those arriving in France wago to bed with a white
woman®®

From this we can simply understand that colonialisauses a self-rejection. Albert
Memmi notes that the notion of negritude conceilbgdnany Africans and the Diaspora
in its negative connotation; that is the major ogafor the denial of the cultural heritage
of black humanity is still preserved to their miod the present neocolonial conditions.
When we say there is a self-rejection it is to m#aat the ontological positioning of

one’s otherness is destructed seeing the past-soltizal values as wretcth.

Fanon reminds us that the tension between blackaedswhiteness, otherness and
sameness rests on a dialectical relationship.Hisihe refers to the Hegelian dialectic of
the “Master-Slave” relationship. He interprets that dialectic in t@ntext of historical
colonialism. According to his understanding of coédism the dialectic works quite
differently from what Hegel asserted in dialectimalism. In historical colonialism the

slave is supposed to be unfree regardless of hieoarticulation to their position as an

[42]



antithesis to the colonial domination. The colodizgeople of the Third-World still
remain under a neo-colonial order in which Westeapitalism constitutes a world
system of military and economic domination whichimls to be a just and democratic
system. “The West saw itself as a spiritual adventit is in the name of the spirit, in the
name of the spirit of Europe that Europe has masleencroachments, that she has
justified her crimes and legitimized the slavery vimich she holds four- fifths of
humanity.” In parallel with this, Dussel states that the migjpthat is three-fourth of
the world humanity, are treated as the other ofopereconomically and politically
because of the system of capitalism. The capitalistem is therefore the major means

for the domination and exclusion of the majoritytleé human population of the world.

2.3. Political Privileging of the “Other” in Trans- modernity

Dussel accepts most of the claims of othernessisigd so far by the thinkers South in
the context of the ontological, cultural, politicaconomic and psychological hegemony
of Europe. For him, since modernity of the world asnstructed primarily by the
European expansive political establishment it &somable to look at the historicity of the
power of asymmetry between Europe as the centettentOther” as periphery of the
center. The asymmetry of power produces injusticaddition to the power differences
between Europe and the non-Europeans. In fact Dusserlines that, Europe enlarges
itself as a “Western” power which consists of thetield States of America and North
Atlantic Trade Organization. Thus the center of sroady in the contemporary age is the

Western world while the rest of the world is rediite be its periphery.

To transcend modernity from its ethnocentric tergemdussel places the “Other” in a
political position that holds the responsibility a€hieving human emancipation. This
seems odd for most of us for the reason that fartucees the “Other” has been
subjugated, and asserted to be non-human, irrdtiprieitive, etc...So how could one
say this “Other” is now responsible to attain huntéeration while she herself is not
free? Or, in what logical sense can the tasks ohdmuliberation be secured by the
colonized being of capitalistic colonialism? ThedSelian trans-modern project asserts
that the revolutionary activities of the “Other’ealargely based in the praxis of the

theory of communication.
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The core objective of the theory of communicatigéanality and action as Habermas
develops it is to maintain that modernity is a ¢hstill in progress ordn unfinished

project”*®

When Habermas ponders modernity as an unfinishejg¢qbd his theme is to

criticize the postmodernists’ radical abandoningtioé rational development of the
enlightenment. According to the postmodernists udiclg the orthodox ones, like
Nietzsche, Heidegger, J. Derrida and Michael Foticand leading proponents of first
generation Frankfurt School Critical Social Theargmely Horkhiemer and Adorno, the
speculative concern of traditional way of doing lpdophy and the paradigm of
consciousness concealed the realistic and histaratare of human power and at the
same time destructive forces of the Enlightenmé&ithough Habermas rejects the
postmodernists’ absolute negation of modernityabknowledges their critiques of the
metaphysical concern of traditional philosophy udthg the philosophy of

consciousness. Most emphatically, he is interesitid the postmodernists’ attempt of a

linguistic turn and the socio-historical focus loéir thoughts**

Dussel affirms that his Philosophy of Liberation pegves most of Habermas’
communicative project for human emancipation ebeugh procedural primacy is given
for liberation of the “Other”. In this sub-sectiome need to see first the primacy of
liberation of the oppressed, and second a tranmaeconstruction of communicative

theory into praxis by considering the new concefisumanity.

i) Liberation of the “Other”

The condition of the “Other” for the last five hued years has been analyzed as slavery.
Because of an “irrational sacrificial myth” of Eypey Dussel states that the “Other” is
considered to be unenlightened. That myth assats ‘e victims of modernity in the
periphery (the extermination of the Indians, theslawement of the Africans, the
colonization of the Asians) and in the center (geeocide of Jews, the third holocaust)
are the “responsible” ones for their own victiméaat™*> From this we can draw a point
that the irrational myth of modernity develops tedarmine the majority of humanity of
the world in the name of barbarity. The principfeadjust war” began to be used for the
mechanism of an aggressive abandonment of the sa®sg of the Amerindian, African,

Asian and the Jews. Using this word “just” war iaged on the so-called barbarous
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people. Many of them lost their lives in the nanfeaoEuropean interest in teaching
civilization based in rational argumeftftsAccordingly, the irrational myth of modernity
constructs a system of domination and exclusiomarf-European subjects. Since this
myth discriminates against different races of tleglevin favor of the white race we can

say that it is an exploitation of one’s identitysbd in color.

Liberation of the other seeks to differentiate tla¢éional and progressive aspect of
modernity from that of irrational sacrificial mythontained in its modern project.

Western domination through colonialism is still petuated in another form within the
system of globalization, capitalism, liberalismddmworld democratization”. To end the

system of domination, not the mere idea of freed@mimoed politically since the second
half eighteenth century, but the praxis of liberatiis important. Since colonialism

continues in the Western philosophies of homogeieizademocratization, development
and the like we need to be very critical of liberatpractices that could be employed in
the world.

One of the key tools for liberation of the “Othésrevolution Fanon talks about the role
of violence, which is a revolutionary developmehthe colonized people which strives
for the creation of a new human history:

It is a question of the Third World starting a nbistory of man, a history which
will have regard to the sometimes prodigious thestsch Europe has put
forward, but which will also not forget Europe’simies ... racial hatreds,
slavery, exploitation and above all the bloodlesaagide which consisted in the
setting aside of fifteen thousand millions of n®a, comrades, let us not pay
tribute to Europe by creating states, instituticarsd societies which draw their
inspiration from her. Humanity is waiting for sorhiety other from us than such
an imitation. If we want humanity to advance a g&ther, if we want to bring it
up to a different level than that which Europe Baswn it, then we must invent
and we must make discoverfés

This Fanon’s analysis of a new history of humamnggognizes the political and ethical
responsibilities of the Third-World people to stglefor human liberation of the world.
In this sense the political violence of the “Othedn never be seen as ethically wrong,

since it aims at the destruction of dehumanization.
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Anthony Bogues tries to conceive the revolutiontte “Other” as a quest for anéw
beginning’*® Like Hannah Arendt, revolution is a new beginnbegause the question it
brings is fundamentally determined by the problemnavelty in relation to the status
quo, or in Khunian terms the “normal” functionssaience but in relation to the existing
political system. As far as Bogues is concerned, thme “revolution” is given if and
only if a thought or an action bears with new bagig(s) or problem(s). It appears to me
that, the conception of revolution in Bogues aseav rbeginning resembles Thomas
Kuhn'’s scientific revolution, as a revolutionargisformation process of normal science
to radical science. Like Bogues, Kuhn asserts iablution is a result of problems or
what he calls anomaly. The anomaly is the instafic@olation of the “paradigm-induced
expectations that govern normal scienteFrom this we can say that, the revolution of
the oppressed asserts its own anomalous existenedation to the status quo. Dussel’s
liberation struggle is similar to the concept ofgkition as a new beginning which arises

from the political anomaly or anomalous “Other”.

Bogues would like to enlarge his idea of revoluttorthe invention of existence in the
human world. In this enlargement his main targigde [Fanon, is the invention and
discovery of a new humanity by those parties whe aapable of defending universal
humanization. According to Bogues most of the rettohs of Western nations in
relation to abolitionism were not universally humaut rather interested with the

freedom and justice of the white race, and thuspofse they were race-centered.

British and American abolitionism was very much athohite liberty and

white justice. But this was not the only strairabblitionism. There was a
black abolitionism that carried within itself a lmgof liberation as the

ground of freedom. The most important expressiorthi current of

abolitionism occurred in the dual Haitian Revoluti®

The point here is that, in fact the question okflem politically developed in French
Revolution and expanded into Britain and Americat &ill that question of freedom was
not based in the liberation of humanity. As Boguederlines, freedom has to be rooted
in liberation as the abolition of dehumanization @amustice. In a similar manner, Dussel

articulates his Philosophy of Liberation not astepian map, but a praxis which works
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for not one or some selected races, but for humalmntso far as the humanity of the
world is dominated and excluded in reality. Liberatought to be grounded in praxis and
not utopian.

When the Praxis of liberation of the oppressed spemew structure of the world it is
through the “Other” that human oppression, explmtaand exclusion will be overcome
by the sense of critical abolitionism. In the Pkdphy of Liberation therefore, the
“Other” is a political and ethical subject whoseemterest is philosophically analyzed
to be the negation of negation as the new ordet. tBis negative dialectic of the

Philosophy of Liberation is not held to be a tatalgation of the “normal” system of

modernity, rather a way in which the “Other” taleposition of emancipating humanity
from the irrational, sacrificial political statusigy of domination and exclusion. This is to
say, the “Other” is a responsible political agemtehd the negative orderings of the

project of modernity.

When “critique” departs from the exteriority of thexploited and excluded poor
(excluded from distribution of life), from womensaxual objects and so on (that
is, from the “positivity” of the reality of the O#n, who is non-being for the
system, the one who is negated), the critique hadtaxis that precedes it and
is its concomitant, it is not only the negatiortttd negation (negative dialectics)
but also the affirmation of the exteriority of tB¢her*

At the heart of liberation of the oppressed theran environmental concern that insists
the “dignity of the Earth”. This view of the Philgshy of Liberation attempts to criticize
the capitalist and technological modern destructibithe eco-systeth Today we are
confronted with environmental crises largely caubgdWestern industrial wastes. It is
clear that capitalism is dependent on industriahgi and productions. But if we look
consciously, the present world and humanity isesuffy with drought, flood, and high
temperature that are the direct effects of our sties. So it is now quite important to
develop the idea of liberation of the earth, whishthe health and dignity of the

environment.

Dussel’'s argument about the exteriority of the ‘@®ths related to the identification of
one’s identity. His basic insight here is to give answer for the questiowho the
“Other” is in the phenomenological sense. He raises thstiqun as follows: humanistic-
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ally and existentially who are we? This is purdig fjuestion oidentity, or the who” of

a person as Arendt would perceive. Concerning gbhee of identity, Arendt argues that
etymologically and existentially have different mewss. The etymology is derived from
two Latin terms “idem” and “ens” which mean thathét same” and “being”,
respectively?. Etymologically therefore, identity is meant byetipermanent, never
changing being of a thing or a person. Howeverterisally, Arendt says that the identity
of the person under goes in flux that is the iderdf a living personality who is thrown
into life where there is a course of natural soahhnges? Dussel seems to be
developing the existential notion of identity tespend to who the “Other” is culturally.
His answer would be the “Other” is the other inntsrof its existentiality not of

absolutely the same of the universal beyond itsdnity.

In current globalization or homogenization coloisiad largely revolves around Western
cultural domination. Westerners use education agmstnument to expose the idea that
non-Western cultures are premodern, unenlightefiés Western understanding is
claiming the lack of scientific and technologichinking in the indigenous thoughts of
the colonized people. From this we may affirm thlagre is an epistemic coloniality in

the Western imposition of a technical occidentdiorelity. In order to systematically

deconstruct the epistemic coloniality of culturahdnation of the West, Dussel wants to
incorporate Paulo Friere’s psychological thougint.the Pedagogy of the Oppressed
Friere develops the point that the Western epistegnlonialism evolves in a

dehumanizing system. As a result of this, the &ben theory Friere is concerned with is
a communion revolutionary act of the oppressed @uulessors to abolish any system
domination. That is why in his work he mentions tleeolution of the oppressed as

fundamental tool to fulfill human emancipation:

[S]ooner or later being less human leads the opgedso struggle against those
who made them so. In order for this struggle toehaveaning, the oppressed
must not, in seeking to regain their humanity (Wh&a way to create it) become
in turn oppressors of the oppressors, but rathehefhumanity of both

Dussel thinks that his Philosophy of Liberationugtiles against the hegemony of
Western epistemic, political, economic and othaditions insisting that humanity exists

in a diverse or what we call a pluriversal conditiélis attempt is not to construct a new
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hegemony of the “Other” as in a Foucaultian poihwiew, rather creating a political
condition in which different or plural identitie$ the world“polylogically” take place in

the abolition of domination and exclusion. Put eliéntly, the goal of the Philosophy of
Liberation is not to replace the hegemony of thest\®y the oppressed-mainly Third-

World, but to struggle against all internal andeemal factors of dehumanization.

i) The “Other” and Communicative Theory: A Trans-m odern

Reconstruction

Habermas’ communicative theory tries to developoatmpetaphysical philosophy in
which language becomes its central concern to tinbiat the intersubjectivity of
humanity makes rationality and action possible.rétae at least two essential grounds
of communicative theory that shows its differenamf the old metaphysical paradigm of
consciousness and which mark a new beginning. iSherie is, its positive identification
of language in what Habermas calls Rostconventional identity® which puts every
guestion into an open discussion. Of course onethiak that, this postconventional self
has an intimacy with the modern self of the enkgiment who fought with for instance
doubt, ignorance and lack of courage in Descarted &ant. But Habermas’
postconventional self appears not in the philosopliythe subject, rather in an

intersubjectively developed society:

The self is intersubjectively constituted througid ahrough; the relation to a
community is what makes the practical relationetf-possible. If the individual
is to realize her true identity, she cannot do so viithdrawing from this
community’

The postconventional identity of Habermas’ commatie theory asserts that the
metaphysical argumentations of a self-certain;lgshiwn, transcendental and authentic |
are all methodologically questionable in so farytidenied the intersubjective nature of
the meaning and validity of truth/knowledge. Thuwstgonventional self in Habermas’
epistemology explains that meaning and validityaissocial production, given that
language is the only means to reach the truthtiBsitdoes not mean that the meaning of
validity claims is absolutely relative. This pomtll lead us into the second ground of

communicative theory, which is the universalityafidity claims.
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Concerning validity claims, Habermas says, ondeguistic meaning is granted then its
validity is universal due to the criteria of beitrge, right andsincere.Whenever and
wherever a given speaker defends a claim the walesalidity claims are evoking
conscious reflections and consent of the hearers Ithrough this intersubjective
communicative action that the speaker and the hearedevelop a rational agreement.

This is the basic feature of a linguistic commutii@action.

.... with her utterance a speaker makes a truth clagtating to the objective
world of states of affairs, a rightness claim réigt to the social world of
normatively regulated interpersonal relations, aadtruthfulness or sincerity
claim relating to the subjective world of experiest

By this, Habermas’ communicative theory attemptgplaxe the speaker and hearer in a
position which could be thought as symmetrical. dther words, his theory of
communication can take place among people who préisemselves in intersubjectively
constituted postconventional communities. In Gismmunicative Actignhe tries to
describe the current global system and its lifeldgm the context of a postconventional
understanding of the modern self and of the waHd. insists that the emancipatory
interest of global humanity can only be attainedlaip by using the theory of

communication that promotes the discourse of cawsen

Nevertheless, using Dussel’'s Philosophy of Liberative could ask Habermas the
following questions; to what extent the theory ofronunication is or can be strong
enough to address the existential problem of thddaealistically given that the USA
and her oriented ideology absolutely dominatedatbdd? How can we assume the ideal
of symmetry in the current world in relation to theonomic and political power of G-8
Nations on the one hand, and daily reports of hyrgar and death of millions of people
of the Third-World on the other? Is there any po$sy to restructure the so-called

“universal organizations” as human which work fotual liberation, justice, and peace?

In the theory of communication, as Dussel saygyuiistic intersubjective communication
of individuals and philosophical traditions in theorld is important. But Habermas’
theory fails to take a serious account on the raid class differences with the world.

As far as Dussel is concerned, the capitalist systeade some races and classes superior
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over the others. For instance he states that #@st of Apartheid in south Africa”, and
wealthy individuals and nations developed at thpeese of the poot With these
essential differences of race and class we camesgqaality among humanity and nations.
Thus, Liberation Philosophy provides a critical ifjos in relation to the existential

political, social and economic inequalities of therld.

Dussel disagrees with the Habermasian distinctibfifeworld and system especially
from the point of view of “North-South” politicalnal economic relationships. In his
understanding, the lifeworld of the “North” (i.e.Earopean-North American life-world)
is functioning as a system of domination and exclugor the “South”. In other words,
the lifeworld of the “North” is “the hegemonic, damating one that, with respect to the

other worlds, exercises a function very similathat of the colonizing system&””

All of this clearly implies that, in the Philosoplof Liberation the primary task is the
abolishment of the political arrangement and systéoolonialism. But the end objective
is like the theory of communicative rationality umsg the liberation of the world of
humanity which could only be attained through atersubjective recognition and
communicative consensus. That is why in the opesaagion of this chapter | have tried
to articulate the point that, the Philosophy ofdridition emphasizes a general objective of
accomplishing two emancipations in one that isrien of the “Other” and liberation of
humanity as a whole. It is within this core thenieDassel that we can talk of a trans-

modern reconstruction of Habermas’ communicatieati.
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CHAPTER THREE

REASON, INTERPELLATION OF THE “OTHER”, AND
INSTALLATION OF THE PRAXIS OF A COMMUNICATIVE
RATIONALITY

Throughout the development of philosophical dissesrthe subject matter of reason is
grounded on the nucleus, as the first and lastl dbadamental labors of philosophy in
which other topics follow either to affirm or defgr its root. The Christian scripture
understood reasorlogod as a cosmic order in which everything else isigtrrally
created. It is from that reason that the metaphlstoncern of cosmological and
ontological orders is developed. Parallel to thitaphysical assertion of reason, many
philosophers around the world have been dealt thi¢hnature, scope and limit of earthly
knowledge within a prism of Aristotle’s famous lbasittribute of humanity which says
“Man is a rational animdl This is to mean that, the human curiosity to \krabout the
world and themselves arises from the very fact thair mind has cultivated with the
character of rationalization. The merging of ingtrén philosophical and scientific
thoughts notoriously raised the point that humaditfers from brutes through the power
of reason that aimed at the “disenchantment ofwtbdd”. This disenchantment of the
world seeks to maintain liberation installing a fampower: Hence, the modern project
of philosophy, i.e. Enlightenment’s program of tdesenchantment of the world,

pondered the necessity of human liberation frongreeral condition of irrationality.

The disenchantment of the world, insisted in thdightenment thinkers, shows that
human beings have the power and courage of ratipnathich is their essential
peculiarity in the animal kingdom based on spegesds difference. However, a deep
critical understanding of the project of modermigcessarily raises the question of how
our interpretation of man as a rational animal scamds the logical level of species-
genus difference, and looks more intensively attvdeaceptions of Mamntologically
andrational imply concerning the historical situations of huntyamin the world. Based
on historical grounds, Magobe B. Ramose pointstloat Aristotle’s idea of Man as a
rational animal tended to marginalize and excludgain groups of humanity such as

women, African, Amerindians and Australasian frome ftcrown of rational-conscious
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being® Accordingly, these groups of humanity could nekerseen as proper Human
Beings in their ontology, and hence it is reasomablsay that Aristotle’s claim from the
historical point of view recognized the above listgeeople as “Others” who are not
rational and at the same time Man. Given this aaitinterpretation then we can raise
these two crucial questions; 1) what is to be admubreing? , and 2) what sort of reason

is rational?

Looking towards human liberation, the Enlightenmgrject tries to promote the use of
reason and knowledge for the betterment of the dvdilith this respect, discourses of
rationality and ethics are combined to promotepbeer of reason in reconstructing the
human world enhancing its goodness and creatirtgriderm of life with Man the master
of the earth. In the eyes of the Enlightenment pnemts and their supporters reason is
about process, success, and emancipation. On tier diand, the critique of the
Enlightenment is developed by presenting the histbfacts in which modernity and its
Enlightenment program are not rational so longiakrce and myths are told and seen
in the modern world. The main point of this critiis that the “rationality” of modernity
seems to lead to destruction, violence, and therhegy of a mystic power. For instance,
Horkheimer and Adorno explain the Enlightenmenigmbin their words as based in the
power oftotalitarian myth andMen’s dictatorshipover nature based upon principles of
utility andalienation® This is to say that, the disenchantment of thedhisrprescribed in
relation to a scienticism of its myth, under théeddogical understanding of nature,
instead of the rational and emancipatory constactf human sovereignty. Thus, the
fear and the myth still persevered although theyewwansported into the totalized

project of the Enlightenment.

Habermas maintains that the emancipatory intergsstiil the critical task of the
unfinished project of modernity. For him, Enlighteent discourses essentially shaped
his critical social theory except for that theidueed concern of reason and human

communication. Robert P. Badillo notes this:

For Habermas the will to reason is understood in emightened sense as
signifying the will to reason free from dogmaticdaideological influences. The
actual employment of critical reflection may be uiegd only to remedy
systematically distorted communication, though ésides as a telos in the
structure of human communication.
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It is only through reason for Habermas that hunyaran achieve their emancipation, and
thus the role of communicative critical social thelbes in the abandonment of irrational

constraints towards the goal of the Enlightenment.

Indeed, Dussel accepts the general positive uradelsty of reason of Habermas. But
Dussel attempts to show that in the historical teyaent of modernity, the reason of
humanity was not treated in its plurality since tbason of the “Other” was subordinated
to the hegemonioccidental rationalisnof Europe. He states:

Modernity is born when Europe (the peripheral Ewopf the Muslim and

Ottoman world), begins its expansion beyond itshisal limits. Europe arrives

in Africa; in India and Japan, thanks to Portugat Latin America, and from

there to the Philippines, thanks to the Spanishqoest. That is to say, Europe
has become itself “center”. The other races andtungls now appear as
“immature”, barbarous, underdeveloped ... moderngyiriaugurated, no longer

as an emancipatory rational nucleus but as an ioaal sacrificial mytft

Dussel’'s point is that modernity has contained betionality and irrationality in its
project of the Enlightenment. Of course his criggs not only given to the physical
conquering of Europe on the other parts of the dvodut also to the hegemonic
suppression of the cultures that may contain thwin diverse rationalities, to provide a
priority for occidental rationalism. In this seatigeflections will be given on modern
rational and ethical discourses about the emararypaipotential of humanity,
shortcomings of ethnocentrism and especially Euroizen from the perspective of the
reason and interpellation of the “Other”, and fipa&tionality as well as significance of
a trans-modern logos.

3.1. Modernity, Occidental Rationalism and Cosmopadanism

The Philosophy of Liberation focuses on the emair@onstruction of the modernity in
which Europe invented itself as the center of tleeldvin domination and Eurocentered
inclusion of the peripheral traditions. And onetloé problems of the centrality of Europe
in modernity is the judgment of human maturity agidilization in relation to the
European paradigm only. This is an attempt to usaleze the culture and rationality of
Europe through European expansionism. Within thatecd of this expansionism,
philosophical and anthropological discourses of Emightenment and also Christian

theological writings justified the subordination tife “barbarians” by the “civilized-
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matured” European’s powers. Perhaps in most giegizations of the world including
the pre-modern ones, the people and society whmgmtheir great achievement often
take the position of the center while waiting fbe tadmiration of other people. The core
objective of constituting the center is to expame ¢ulture of civilization to other parts so
that the development utility of a civilized cultutranscends its particularity in terms of
the inclusion of the “Other” in an ethnocenteregrapch. But for Dussel there is a
crucial difference between pre-modern cultural li@ations of the world and modern
European culture in terms of the means and engdesessing the center of the global

system. He states,

All the great Neolithic cultures were “centers” afvilizing sub-systems with

their own periphery, but without any historicalljgsificant connection with

other ecumenes. Only modern European culture, figf92 onwards, was a

center of a world system, a universal history tt@tfronts (with diverse types of

consumption and exteriority) as all other cultusthe earth cultureshat will

be militarily dominated as its periphefy.
In this respect, modern European culture made waidie expansion not only to show its
civilization but also to dominate other cultures tife world using its military
achievement. Hassan Hanafi distinguishes two adtuvhich are developed due to the
European global expansion; one is, “Culture” ass itapitalized which represents the
European culture that aspires for central posiéiod power of supremacy, and the other

is, culture in small “c” that refers to the domiectcultures of the world.

Modern European cultural expansionism according sBludias developed itself in

confusing its particularity, which is pure Euroagsrh, with universality. That culture

displaces other civilizations, philosophical traatis, and identity of the non-Europeans
by claiming that Eurocentrism is the only and uréat culture of humanity. However,

the success of modern European culture for Dusselooly be gained in its historical

relation with non-European cultures. And this rielatis a perpetual dialectic of cause-
effect or impact-counter-impact:

Modern European culture, civilization, philosopland subjectivity came to be
taken as such abstractly human-universal. A great pf the achievement of
modernity were not exclusively European but gémse a continuous dialectic
of impact and counter-impact, effect and countézetf between modern Europe
and its periphery even in that which we could ¢h# constitution of modern
subjectivity?
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Thus, the philosophical and anthropological dissesr of modernity were largely
construed based on the dialectical relation of Eemtrism (European cultural expansion)
and non-European cultures that are victims of dation and violation. To see the
philosophical and anthropological points of Eurddem we need to start from Kant's
views of the Enlightenment. The Enlightenment, &gssis the overcoming of one’s self-
imposed ignorance, the transformation of man inttowedge and civilization:

“Enlightenment is man’s emergence from his selfrreclimmaturity. Immaturitys the

inability to use one’s own understanding withowd guidance of another. The immaturity
is self-incurred if its cause is not lack of undansling, but lack of resolution and
courage to use it without the guidance of anotfiétant insists that the Enlightenment is
the emergence of a self-conscious being to endehgavement to a self-imposed
immaturity. This can only be done through develggime courage to use one’s own will

to reason.

Reason is taken to be the only way in which maairadthis liberty from the possible

causes of ignorance that arises in the order obtier. It is clear that in the mind of Kant
the Enlightenment makes a distinction betweenwluestates of Man; the first is, the man
in the state of tutelage that is ignorant, “unfre@d uncivilized. And the second is, the
man who emerges from his self-imposed immaturity entering the state of conscious,
liberty and civilization. The goal of the Enlighteent then is the development of man to
the stage of rationality and sovereignty, and bat tto install his mastery of great
achievements onto the world. This is the philoseghinsight of Kant's notion of the

Enlightenment.

The philosophical concern of Kant's Enlightenmentieveloped in his twGritiquesin
which he argues thatasonis the only means for pure and practical knowledgee
metaphysics of each type of knowledge consista prior or pure rules originating in
reason alone'® While his Critique of PureReasonasserts thgphenomenabbjects are
known through human reason unlike things-in- thdwese hominal objects). In the
Critique of Practical Reasorhe talks about the nature of moral imperative inciwh
absolute rules of deontological ethics are estiadtls The Kantian categorical imperative
states that the moral life can only be explainedheyintuitive act of ought to do the right
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and ought not to do the wrong deeds. In other watfils moral life of humanity is

universally guided or directed by the pure lawedson* Thus for Kant reason is about
universality concerning the epistemic understandiigphenomenal objects and the
ethical realization of categorical imperativesisifrom this claim of universality that we
may get his position towards a formal ethical pcbjdhis project assumes that moral

rules are universal and objective so long as resstire governing principle.

However, Eze tells us that such universality claioisKant’s philosophical thought
served as a road map for crystallizing and justdyithe rationality of European
expansion and colonization of the non-Europeaiitdeies. As evidence Eze provides the
anthropological and physical geography lectureKarit in which a racial categorization
is given. In the context of his reflections on ti@olor of Reason,” Eze elucidates the
racial thoughts of Kant based in several lectunreghe “twin sciences” (anthropology
and physical geography) in which he explains theinaé relation of man’s inner and
moral aspect with the external or physical colotha&f body. These twin sciences of Kant
intended to justify the diverse race of man in therld in terms of hierarchical
differences of the inner quality, that is the raiband moral variations among races of
white, yellow, black and retf.By presenting the white (European Man) at thedbfhe
empirical racial ladder, Eze explains that, Kantakkshed the supremacy and
universality of the one race over others. Herezg'&€argument:

Kant's theoretical anthropological edifice, them iaddition to its various

conscious and unconscious ideological functions atilities, had uncritically

assumed that the particularity of European existeiscthe empirical as well as

ideal model of humanity, of universal humanity ttsat others are more or less

human or civilized (“educable” or “educated”) as ¢y approximate this
European ideat?

With this anthropological differentiation of humamaces, Kant affirmed that the
Enlightenment project of releasing human beingsftbeir self-imposed immaturity is

given for the “enlightened”, “liberated” and “ciidaed” European man.

This can be viewed as a struggle to transcend Eatasm into universalism. The logic
is simple in that Kant’'s anthropological explanatigustify the civilizing mission of the
European self to liberate other peoples from thedition of tutelage. Accordingly, man

can only attain liberation and civilization onceikencorporated into the European ideal
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of universal humanity. The white (European) mathesmodel of humanity in so far he is
a rational and a moral being. The universal ruleseason in the world are revealed
through him based on the analysis of Kant. Fromre/times such Eurocentric view of

Kant arise?

Many scholars believe that Kant's Eurocentrism ioaged from missionary and

anthropological sources which observed that peopldee dominated areas are in the
state of backwardness both physically and spititudhe argument of these scholars is
that Kant never had any contact with non-Europesoples. He was even not aware of
other people of Deutschland beyond his small tdwevertheless, Tsenay Serequeberhan
thinks that the Eurocentrism of Kant ought to beadly understood as an attempt to
establish the universality of European culture dmdtory through the logic of

transcendental necessitytmnscendental obligatianTsenay argues as follow:

Kant's explicit endorsement of European expansion a&onquest (as the
beneficial effect of the providential and secregige of nature) is not due to his
lack of sympathy for non-European peoples; not @&ni accidental or extrinsic
aspect of his historical thinking- an easily exdusdblemish”. It is rather, as |
have argued in this paper, the effect of his umsialstic and universalizing
discourse grounded on the Idea that European hjsterthe “transcendentally
obligatory” meeting point of all particular histoes.”™*
Therefore, in Tsenay’s understanding Kant is ingisbn the universality of European
rationality to construct human civilization. Karglieves that the epistemic, technological
and industrial revolutions of Europe have the cdapdo change the history of humanity

and the world at large.

Hegel emphasizes the necessityezfsonin his philosophy of history. But the question is
what sort of “reason” he is posing. The similaayhim and Kant is evident insofar as
Europe constituted the center of the world in moiter According to Hegel the history
of the world moves from east to west. The center gerfect end of human civilization
will be the heart of Europe and Asia is the startpoint®. This assertion of Hegel
displaces Africa and Latin America from the histofythe world. In relation to Africa he
develops a claim that the continent which has aighi/feature of énclosednessand is
culturally backward. He classified the continertbithree parts on the basis of spiritual

and cultural character. The first part Mdrth Africa” or Arab African regionAccording
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to his consideration, this region of Africa is lalg influenced by the Spaniards, the
Phoenicians, the Romans, the Vandals, the AralostrenTurks. This is to say that North
Africa is spiritually non-Africa since a significaimfluence is made by peoples of Europe
and Asia. The second paffzgypt” or Nile Valley is rich and a symbol of great
civilization which might be looked from the perspee of its territorial and spiritual
attachment with the Mediterranean Europe. Agaia North Africa the Nile valley for
Hegel represents a non-African spirit that shou& belong to the Mediterranean
civilization. He regards the third regiotAfrica proper” or today’ssub-Saharamfrica

as real Africa whose sprit is barbarism and sawafeFor Hegel, Africaproper
describes the true essence of Africa, that is eedan itself, isolated from the centers of
human civilization, and the world. This is a spass land in a sense that no European
types of civilization, government, politics, or iggbn were established before Europe
expanded and conquered to the region.

Hegel talks about the legal character of Slaveay Europe should follow in its relation
with the Africa or the continent of the Negro.

Since human beings are valued so cheaply, it idyeasplained why slavery is

the basic legal relationship in Africa. The onlgrsficant relationship between
the negroes and the Europeans has been-and stil thkat of slavery. The

negroes see nothing improper about it, and the iEhghlthough they have done
most to abolish slavery and the slave trade, aeated as enemies by the
negroes themselves.... The negroes are enslavec yutopeans and sold to
America. Nevertheless, their lot in their own countvhere slavery is equally
absolute, is almost worse than this, for the bamsiociple of all slavery is that

man is not yet conscious of his freedom, and sokse level of a mere object or
worthless article. In all the African kingdoms kmowo the Europeans, this
slavery is endemic and accepted as nattfral.

Thus, the language of liberation or freedom in legroes can never be raised if they
ponder slavery as a natural manifestation of thikeir This is to mean that the Negro is
not ready to dialectically negate the natural wahd remains in a state of natural
enslavement and subordination to rational creatlikeshe Europeans. Hegel is saying
that, the Negroes live their life not as intrindigavaluable, rather as an object that
always serves as a means. In other words, man enkithgdoms of the Negro is

intrinsically valueless. So for Hegel it is ratibria colonize Africans and exploit their

extrinsic value.
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In terms of morality, Hegel says, tkriental World (Asiahas shown the supreme value
of humanity radically different from the Negro warlin Asia he admits that there is
power of rationalization that works on the ethisapremacy of man’s life which is the
rock stone of a political consciousness: “We fireteha power which exists in and for
itself, and man only exists in and for himself im far he is related to this universal
substance. It is this relationship to the substaptwer which unites the individuals with
one another. Thus, it is Asia that the ethical d@oof political consciousness first
arose.*® From this one may argue that, Hegel develops &mispic outlook towards the
Asians. But still we can see his pessimism whewniéas Europe as the heart and perfect
end of World history. Following his logic contempoy economic and political
philosophy scholars of the global state attempxplain the basic link of the Christian
colonizing project and the system of capitalism,iclhis why they most often say,
capitalism is the end of history. For Hegel and fbitowers, occidental rationalism of
Europe will take humanity to the peak of world tration. But in the move towards the
end of history occidental rationalism has to beltbgemonic type of reason by its virtue
of not only intrinsic moral and political consciogss of humanity, but also to the
technological and scientific progress of the wox@h this level of analysis it seems
logical for us to take Hegel's idea that says, “Wisarational is actual; what is actual is

nl9

rational™ as a ground for occidental rationalism and capital

Dussel insists that both the Kantian program ofEh&ghtenment and Hegelian project
of the philosophy of world history contain stronifpreocentric justifications about how
Europe and its culture are superior over otherg.aduhe tries to show this problem of
Eurocentrism is not only associated to Western pmstsical philosophical tradition.
Even in contemporary age in the thoughts of cruthahkers of communicative
rationality (Habermas), discourse ethics (both Hialaes and Karl-Otto Apel), pragmatic
liberalism (Richard Rorty), Charles Taylor's histad project of the Modern self and
others, there is a Eurocentric epistemic consigeraso in the following few paragraphs
we will see the Eurocentric tendency of HabermAgel's and Taylor's contemporary

reflections.
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The communicative theory of Habermas has the dlgof reconstructing modernity by

showing that the unfinished business of the Endightent can only be realized through
the power of rational consciousness. Postmodemiamstrongly criticized by Habermas
for “disempowering ideas of reason allogetArthus discrediting the emancipative
emphasis of modernity. For postmodernists’ rati@aéibn in the modern age operated
under the law of violence and domination. Habermesgponds to the postmodernist
underlining the importance of those rational andaecipatory ideals of the

Enlightenment.

Habermas is concerned with upholding the Enlightemimvalues of freedom,

democracy, individuality, autonomy, criticism, arationality; with analyzing

their interconnections; with understanding how thewe been threatened by

development within modernity; and with demonstatiow these values can be

anchored in actual social institutions through ademg existing forms of

“communicative action”. The rationality that infolsnsuch action is based on

raising and evaluating validity claims within anténsubjective context oriented

toward achieving rational consensus over socialiealand policies:
Here we can see not only Habermas’ serious sugpdhte Enlightenment principles of
reason and liberation. In his critique of postmodan he opposes social and critical
discourses that work beyond the scheme of lindigation and intersubjective
communication. Put differently, Habermas’ communiea theory functions as the
critique of both modernism in relation to its mdtgpical assumptions and
postmodernism for its abandonment of the poweeaton in accomplishing the goal of

human emancipation.

In the Knowledge andHuman InterestHabermas argues that emancipation arises from
self-understanding and self-reflectith.This is analogous with the motto of the
Enlightenment which insists that man is free infao he acquires the knowledge of
himself using the tool of reason. It is reason tfimés man consciousness and liberation.
But different from the Kantian principles of the llghtenment, Habermas underscores
the social and historical context of reason, whechational innovation in interpersonal
communication. The cognitive interest of human klsalge for Habermas appears in
three distinct but interrelated fields, namely; hi@ical, practical, and emancipatory

interests.
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As Steven Best will show, Habermas articulatesettioems of human cognitive interest
in terms of their specific objectives:

... a technical interest in controlling objective pess, a communicative interest

in forming an intersubjective world through lingtiss symbols, and an

emancipatory interest in becoming self-reflectige|f-determent, and nature

(Mundigkeit}*
The cognitive interest of hard science or “emplran@alytic” sciences is a technical one
for its concern to produce objects and governingunea The cognitive interest of
“historical-hermeneutic” sciences is the result ioterpretive activities of intern-
subjectively communicating individuals to reach semsus within a frame of “linguistic
tradition.” And the emancipative interest of “otél sciences” is to achieve human
liberatiorf* In all knowledge, Habermas says, there is interlstthis respect, the
empirical-analytic sciences are interested with imglof things for survival sake, the
practical sciences are concerned to develop valabysis, judgments and interpretations
of social embodiments, and critical social theoriase devoted to achieve the

emancipative interest.

Although these three interests are interlinked wdtte another, Habermas is chiefly
concerned with emancipatory cognitive interesthea theory of communication. Hence
his theory of communication is one of the criticaiences that stresses on liberating
humanity from domination. The communicative theofyHabermas states that human
emancipation takes place if and only if there ratéonal consensus of participants based
in universal validity claims among the participantsa shared linguistic tradition. These
validity claims are formed in the speech act otiiarance to give meaning of something
in the manner of pragmatic relations that a speb&smwith either the objective world, or
social world, or subjective worfd. The pragmatic relations of the speech act of an
utterance of the speaker in the three worlds expla universal validity claims afuth,
rightness and sincerity?® This is the main reason for Habermas to develop hi
communicative rationality and action based on atrpetaphysical tradition in which
language is central.
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A postmetaphysical approach is used by Habermahaow the hard core of a social
mutual interaction in enlightening critical undarstling and argumentative consensus. In
the theory ofCommunicative Action Voll2abermas puts;

Coming to an understanding [Verstandigung] meanat tparticipants in
communication reach an agreement [Einigung] congwgnthe validity of an
utterance; agreement [Einverstandnis] is the intdxjgective recognition of the
validity claim the speaker raise for’t.

The universality of validity claims is essentiaipverned by the mode and structure of
language; whenever a speaker speaks the meanmwily determined in relation to the
three worlds. Habermas says, the speaker and #rerheome together under the rule of
their utterance(s) to be related with therld that contains objective, social, or subjective
life forms?® In this case the life world serves as a shareddvaand for rational
communication within which the participants fre¢éqlk, and form convincing ideas on
the natural, socio-cultural and personal realitiesshort, the free talk and consensus
among patrticipants will lead into mutual enrichmentdiscussion and understanding.
Thus, the emphasis of Habermas’ communicative theoon the dialogical universal
human communication which is governed by univergalidity claims and free

participatory logical discussion of participants.

Habermas’ theory of communicative rationality amtian supplies important insights to
us in order to widen and get the exact value ofaean developing critical sciences of
contemporary world. It does it by considering tlheestion of emancipating human beings
from domination in relation to the other two cogret interests. Moreover, his
understanding of reason as the only tool to bribgua communication in a shared
linguistic tradition implies the necessity of irgabjective dialogue among participants.
Form the perspective of the Philosophy of Libemtithere is no doubt that Habermas’
arguments about the positive essence of reasotagiap important role on the present

and future goals of critical social theories.

But there are suspicions as to how far that thencomicate theory and other thoughts of
Habermas have been distanced from the occidentamnaiism and tradition. For

instance, his view of a postconventional societyléde seen as a mirror of Western
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liberal society, in which participants ideally, lea&n equal power to engage in discussion
and mutual understanding. Here the concern wouldvbat is and what will be the
communicative process among the rich-industrialipedple and the poor-Third World
people, men and women, the epistemic cultureseoiflest and other parts of the world.
From this we may argue that Habermas’ view of theversality of communication is
entirely contained occidental rationalism, and tBusocentric. The Weberian influence
is still prominent in Habermas insofar he seemsettimited to the concept of occidental
rationalism and the values of cosmopolitan ratisnalsuch as freedom, democracy,

reason, criticism and some other values of thegtdnment.

The current of occidental rationalism is also maimed in the “discourse ethics” of both
Habermas and Apel. Discourse ethics is not far frdma Kantian “formal” or
“procedural” understanding of the universality obna rules except that a change is
made from metaphysical universal law to the uniaiégsof validity claims. According to
David Couzens Hoy and Thomas McCarthy the deperydand leap of discourse ethics
from Kant’s categorical imperative is explainectlikis:

[T]he discourse model represents a procedural mefdation of Kant's
categorical imperative. Rather than ascribing thers as valid any maxim that |
can will to be universal law, | must submit my maxo others for purposes of
discursively testing its claim to validity. The drapis shifts from what each can
will without contradiction to be a general law tchat all can agree to as a
general norm. Accordingly, “rational will-formatidnis not something that can
be identified and certified privately; it is inextably bound to communication
processes in which agreements are both discoverdghaped®

Both Kant’s ethics and discourse ethics look fa tiiversality of moral rules. Indeed
Kant's categorical imperative explains the univitgan claiming thata priori or pure
laws of reason intuitively appear to the mind of ttoer (s) of an action. Differently, in
discourse ethics the direction comes from the ggéneyrm which is communicatively
produced using universal validity claims. Despiteit difference, in both cases there is a
formal understanding of ethics. Formal ethics galhecould be criticized in terms of its
abstraction or idealization. The abstraction in dase of Kant's and discourse ethics

occurs when an attempt is made to universalizedeatal rationality and historicity.
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Dussel faces a similar problem in Taylor's wdrke Source of the self: The Making of
the Modern ldentityDussel presents three arguments on the limitatmn$aylor's
project. The first one is, a “methodological lintite” due to their vast dependence on
only the works of early and Modern European phifdsos, and their misrecognition of
historical events of the modern world such as detron and violence. The second is,
Taylor’'s “hellenocentrism” in understanding of the “source of the modern”dalfthe
sense of Greek’s cultural foundation of philosopAnd the third is, Taylor's
“Eurocentrism” to take the “Euro-North American” trend of modeéyras exclusively a

European phenomendh.

From this we can understand that our present afiiciences needed to differentiate the
human concern of emancipation from the point ofwa not only Europeans, but also
non-Europeans. This is to say that in our timeitical-emancipative approach has to be
employed on the Western thoughts of universalitg gfobalization in relation to the
responsibility of understanding and answering tgpaeceal and mental sufferings of the

oppressed. Their pain is reason by itself to gfieifpr emancipation!

3.2. Reason beyond Eurocentrism and Ethnocentrism

The Philosophy of Liberation, parallel with Habeshaommunicative theory, admits
that reason is the key for human emancipation. &ssygests that the Levinsean notion
of the “Other” Autrui] incorporates ethical and political human relasicas well as
responsibility in the “Face-to-Face” engagement, communicative rationality and
action. In this respect today’s revolution of thppressed and excluded has to be
understood as a rational call of the world demaggiustice. The question of justice in
the Philosophy of Liberation is seen from an extemterpellation, or in simple term,
justice is Other-oriented. When we say the intéatien of the “Other” it is to imply
from an “external” and “prior” condition that thegtice of discourses and actions is
maintained. Dussel tries to show where the diffeeelies between the interpellation of

the “Other” and interpellations “from inside” usiigrx. For Marx, he says:
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Bourgeois “morals,” or “right,” justifies “from insde” that which applies to its
own principles. Slavery is unjust for the bourgemisocialist order; it is just for
the slavery order. Salaried labor is unjust foaiM or in the socialist regimes,
insofar as it is an institutionalism which steaisrh the worker part of product of
his labor (Surplus value). In this case, the ethicaterion is “external” and
“prior” to capital as such; it is the living laborthe dignity of the person of the
worker ante festur.

This sounds like the way we look at something froiside always tries to justify the
entire principle of its own given system. If a coomitative process starts within the
current socio-cultural political and economic ordex. approaching “from-inside”, then
“X” is right in so far it is stated to be right ithe world system. Instead of such
communicative practice, Dussel argues that the eteal” and “prior” ethical
interpellation of the exploited and marginalizechecessary to enlarge the sphere of the
communicative process. This is his new constructtdnHabermas’ communicative
theory from the point of view of the oppressed arduded:

Participants in a peripheral communication commynithere the experience of
exclusion is an everyday starting point that iss&y, an a priori, and not an a
posteriori, we must find “philosophical room” fromur experience of misery,
poverty, difficulty to discuss ( due to lack aaerces), uncommunicativness, or
merely not “being part” of the hegemonic commurimatcommunity?

As far as Dussel is concerned, the historical dardiof the Africans, Latin Americans,
Asians, poor Workers of the Capitalist world, womehe youth and aged of the
periphery, and some others who commonly share wewa otherness, are in an exterior
position in relation to Europe’s centrality to thrdern world and its systems. With this
respect, the communicative theory of Habermas sthie possibility of the inclusion of
the “Other” reinforcing into the hegemonic commuation community of the world by
denying the asymmetry of power in globalizationslbecause of this asymmetric power
relation that the voice, reason and sovereigntthefoppressed have been disregarded.
Thus, communicative action should be reconstruatedsidering the power and
rationality of the “Other”, i.e. the reason andempellation of the dominated, exterior to

the system of industrial capitalism of the West.
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3.2.1. The Reason of the Other

Since 1492 Europe has been establishing its ecanpoiitical, military and cultural
empire to dominate the world. Europe and North Acae(Western hegemonic power)
are controlling and managing almost all activiéshe world. In the name of rationality
the West colonized other parts of the world toillulfs political and economic interests.
As a result of this, today we can think about al m@mmunicative theory if our
emancipatory interest enlarges deeply into theospalitical and economic problems of
the status quo. The emancipatory interest muswageaof the relationship between the
economic technical interest and the ethical prattiderest.

Yet, Dussel says that the “Other” in a communiapyvocess should not be subordinated,
rather directed to the intelligibility of meaning rationality and action. “The Other, not
as “other” than reason but as the “reason” of thbe©is the other reason which
“intereprellates” and from where one may show notmbe invalid or statements to be
false”>® Habermas keeps everything internal to the comnatiniE system whereas
Dussel is now pondering the necessity of freeimgréason of the Other which is alterior
to the totality, or the system, and ethically sg@nough to provide critical reasons and
justifications of righteousness and wrongnesshtiand falsity. In a mere abstraction
Habermas idealizes the equality of participantsisslife world. But for Dussel we need

to differentiate the authority of reason and th#harity of control.

Different from Habermas, Dussel’s liberation theoggognizes the ethical consideration
of the corporal suffering of global humanity dueth@ economic system of capitalism.
This move of Dussel is abhorrent to Habermas’ conicative theory that sees language
as the foundation of integration and social evolutiUnlike Habermas, Dussel conceives
labor not primarily in its “economic” meaning, batethical sense. That is why he would
like to interpret Marx'<apital as an ethical critique of the capitalist mode raidoiction.
Based on this, Dussel's hermeneutic reading of MaCapital from the perspective of an
ethical challenge to capitalism underlines theti@haof labor and language, and the
logical position of the “Other” in creating a neus} order of humanity from an exterior

rationality and interpellation.
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The interpellation is an originary speech act, withich the pauper erupts into

the real community of communication and producardie name of the ideal),

and makes them accountable, demands a univerddl &g a human being-part

of the community; and, in addition, expects to $farm it by means of a

liberation praxis (which is also frequently a stghg), into a future, possible

more just society. It is the excluded one who apgpf&am a certain nothing to

create new moment in the history of the commuHigyshe erupts, then, not only

as excluded from the argumentation, affected witheing-part, but as excluded

from life, from production and consumption, in mysepoverty, hunger, and

imminent deatfi?
All this would seem to point to the inevitable irgellation and reason of the “Other” as
necessary to liberate human begins, both domireatdrdominated, from the system of
domination and exclusion. Habermasian communicatieery derecognizes to see the
suffering, poverty and death of the “Other” (Afmsa Latin Americans, Asians and so
on) in relation to its task fulfilling of the unished interest of modernity. One might say,
his critical social fails to see the injustice @fpdalism. On the contrary, the Philosophy
of Liberation affirms that more than three-fourthtlee world population is in economic
danger. Thus, a new order should be establishemighr the logical position of the

“Other” to create a new moment of human historyebas global justice.

3.2.2. Reason as One and Many
In our previous discussion of occidental ratiomalisve have seen how Eurocentric
reason tried to universalize itself employing itsgamonic order to other cultures and
their human rational values. We have also undegistbe objections of Dussel to those
proponents of various discourses on the ground wbdentric epistemic rationality.
Mainstream philosophy is not beyond the prolifenatof occidental rationalism. This
philosophical current provides a wide range of okithat reason is European. For
example, Hegel clearly stated that the center n§cious rationality and technological as
well as spiritual development is Europe. For hinridd and Latin America lacks the
spirit of reason. Although that spirit has an objerand universal appearance to him, in
so far as it encompasses European govenrmentaiziatithe modern world, there is no
space given to the Africans and other “slaves”’h#& world. Mainstream thinking as a
whole asserts that philosophy, development, lihedigmocracy and etc exclusively
belong to the culture of occidental ratiasral Thus, occidental reason is taken as

the only universal reason of the world.
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In the colonial liberation struggle some thinkefghe colonized world asserted a claim
that there is a natural link between the Europe&dinand reason, limiting “other” people
to emotion. The first president of independent §ahelLeopold Senghor said that
“cognition is white as affection is black.” This ares that it is only in the “white” world
that the spirit of analytic and discursive reaspists; passion is predominant in the black

world. In fact, for Senghor affection is a supesatue of human beingd®

Unlike mainstream and Senghor’s convictions, th#éoBbphy of Liberation points out
that reason is human. Dussel attempts to put ttiengdity of human beings on a
scientific ground asserting that “their level ofrearal development allowed for
consciousness, self consciousness, and linguttical and social developmerit.So,

all human beings despite their difference in ragpepgraphy, and class are naturally
endowed with a reflective and reflexive consciossnebout the objective, subjective and
social worlds. The cerebral function of the humandnndicates how human beings lead
their life through confronting universal questiasfslife. Thus, all of humanity is in the
ontological state of the Heideggerian “Dasien.” \&te an interrogating species. The
sense of interrogation, Dussel continues to ardeeelops in the struggle of human life

to respond to universal ontological problems.

Yet, these universal ontological problems appeadifferent horizons of geography,
history, culture and other variables. So the respsrof human beings in different life-
worlds might vary due to the intensity of core gemhs and historic cultural means of
responding to such problems. However for Dusseldruimeings respond to their core
problems developing a linguistic expression thdtisi@ither a symbolic or philosophical
rationality. In such a linguistic expression thexean intersubjective reflection of reason
and thus slightly his approach assumes a theorgoofmunication to solve the core
ontological problems. In the background of theorel responses to the core problems,
Dussel says, there is a foundatiomujfth

Through all of its stages of development humanity always and inevitably
given linguistic expression to rational responsasderstood here to mean those
that are proffered with some-kind of underlying rfidation regardless of its
specific character, at least until it is refuted) the core problems. This has
occurred as a result of a process involving thedguction of myths” (Mytho-
poiesis)*’
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Dussel points out that in any linguistic expresdioere is meaning or rationality at least
until a refutation is made. And in different cuktsrof the world we can find a number of
rationalities given that several myths are incoaped in those cultures. Humans cannot
escape from myth(s) to give a rational understapdihthe world; “the production of
myths was the first rational forms of interpretatimr explanation of reality (of the world,
subjectively, the ethical practical horizon, ane thitimate reference of reality that is
described sysmoblically*® Therefore, in different horizons we have varietiéseason.
But these varieties of reason will become one wtsymbolic rationality” of myths
developed into the“rationality of philosophical conceptual categorigan”.*
Philosophical rationality works on the condition shaping conceptual frameworks
through communicative reflections. But one thingclear here, that is each reason
originates from myths which are rational to theeaxtof their linguistic structure and
expansion. The Philosophy of Liberation stronglypages any sort ethnocentrism of
reason, and asserts the need for transcendingylartand symbolic rationality into the
rationality of philosophical conceptual categoriaaj particularly in the course of

communicative practice.

Recognizing this view of the Philosophy of Libeoati one can talk about the diverse
nature of reasons of the world, and their possibtefication into philosophical
conceptual framework. In this sense reason is xdusively given to Europeans, rather
to all human beings of the world. In a similar depenent, Eze talks about the
importance of understanding a diversity of reasbiversity of conceptions of reason is
thus something to be welcomed, not abolisH8dThe point is, an ethnocentric
understanding of reason should be criticized t@@sdrom an ideology of reason in an
intersubjective  philosophical perspective focusingh commensurable critical
communication including all cultures and rationa$tof the world. This focus on the
reason of the “Other” is the critical task of thalBsophy of Liberation.

3.3. A Trans-modern Polylogue

The reason of the “Other” is the starting pointaohew history within which we can
move into a trans-modern world. From the Philosophlyiberation view of reason, both
modernism and postmodernism limited their concesribe historical success and failure
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of occidental rationalism. Thus in these discoufseason” is restricted to the project of
the Enlightenment. For the liberationists reasoraif©iuman phenomenon in which
different philosophical traditions of the worlddd to solve the core problems. There are
two central points about a trans-modern concemifarason. The first point is as we saw
in the reason of the “Other” it is through the eayphent of systematic self-reflection
that humanity can liberate them from dominationisTi to say, reason is the only path to
emancipation. Let us look at the positive link betw liberation and reason recognizing
the core objective of the reason of the “Other”:

[T]his is the subject of the Philosophy of Libeoat] a liberation from exlusion,

from misery, from Oppression. This is the foundati@ason (Grund), “reason

(Vernunft) of the Other”, a philosophy which hag thight to give its reasons.

There is no liberation without rationality; but tteeis no critical rationality

without accepting the interpellation of the excldder this would inadvertently

be only the rationality of dominatidh.
So we can say that, reason in trans-modernity asesomething positive to abolish the
domination of human beings unlike postmodernisnt. d@fierent from both modernism
and postmodernism in transmodernity the criticaktes given for the reason which is

“external” and “prior”, that is, the reason of thepressed and excluded.

The second point is that, in trans-modernity reasame and many. It is many because
beyond modern European reason (the so-called ateidetionality) we have varieties
of reason in different philosophical traditions thie world, including Islamic, Asian,
African, Latin American, and so on. Of course i lhought Dussel argues that, all
philosophical traditions since 1492 were conditobiiy Eurocentric modernity and now
the point should be trans-modernizing modernity dgveloping in a newglobal
mindset”and this is through pluriversal commucaifforin a pluriversal communication
we can have logical discussions that could leahtasconsensus. This kind of dialogical
communication in an intercultural field is known“pslylogue”*® Polylogue takes place

among various participants from different philosiephtraditions.

There is a basic difference between Habermas’ yhaod the Philosophy of Liberation
in pondering the power relations of the presenbglity. The hegemonic status of Europe

and North-America in the present realities of therld/ is obvious. To show one the
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shortcomings of Habermas’ communicative rationaliyssel quotes Bedounis’ ethical
idea:

The wealthy speaks and many approve and considejueht the senseless

speech..the pauper speaks with sense and the words areregarded The

wealthy speaks and is heard in silence and thentddghly praisedthe pauper

speaks and they say, “who is he?” and if he fallgen he is shovedf
By appealing to Bedounis’ idea it seems important reflect on contemporary
communication. Today the global communication igéty mediated by the power of
money and military instead of rational discussidf@. this we can think organically the
present meetings in the Untied Nations and othetdweide conferences. In reality, the
reasons of peoples of the globe are not equallygrdzed. The hegemonic system of the
world seeks to fulfill more the interest of the Whg-industrial nations and classes, and
elites of the status quo. There is a strong palitictervention of the US in international
economic organizations such as the World Bank ateriational Monetary Fund. The
voice of the G-8 Nations and North Atlantic Tradeg&nization is highly visible in
governing the world by the combined force of moaey nuclear power. Based on this
like Bedounis, we can argue that in contemporagbgl communication the logic
focuses on the possibility of extending the hegamegnolitical and economic power of
the West, and thus there is no equal place foonstof the world. It is on this ground
that a critical question of democracy has to be alstrated to develop mutually
recognized international organizations that camynan responsibilities of creating a
better world. In short, a philosophical revolutiaf liberation should bring a new

humanist approach to redirect contemporary globaimunication.

According to the Philosophy of Liberation the higtof the world can never be enclosed
with the modern capitalist system of occidentaloralism. Human history is now
searching for a trans-modern future. The new psxyre possible because of the critical
power of the reason of the “Other” to reveal thdden philosophical traditions of the
world and their struggle to achieve liberty at thgpense of domination. To use Fanon’s

idea:

| said in my introduction that man isYaes | will never stop reiterating thatres
to life. Yesto love.Yesto generosity. But man is alsd\m. No to scorn of man.
No to degradationNo to exploitation of mariNo to the butchery of what is most
human in manfreedom™®
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The reason of the “Other” assumes a new histohuafanity, which is of course the end
of exploitation and exclusion, but also a new beiig to the life of liberation and
humanization.

It is reasonable to come with this idea; the cneafohistory is not history itself, but
human beings. In the reason of the oppressed arlddexi that aims at creating a new
global system that contains the pluriversal humaaditions and their logical
communication to respond for the core ontologicabjems. Fanon believes that human
beings are engaged in a creative activity to mdieamselves responsible agents of
positive history. Fanon’s idea sounds Heideggemathe sense that the history of the
world puts into its authenticity by the ontologicdlaracter of human beings. He argues,

There are in every part of the world men who seatcam not a prisoner of
history. | should not seek there for the meaninggpfdestiny. | should constantly
remind myself that the real leap consists in intrcidg invention into existence.
In the world through which | travel, | am endlesstgating myseff®
In Dussel’'s word, the project of human emancipatiohis trans-modern approach will

be achieved through intellectuals developing a pdllosophical critique of the status
quo from the perspective of the oppressed and misda Thus intellectuals of a trans-
modern communicative community should have orgaspirit and function in
understanding as well as changing the social woldtonio Gramsci’s notion of
“Organic intellectuals” gives the light for liberation theory to concetgramost
importantly on the practical solidarity and functéb role of intellectuals to address the
various problems of the contemporary world. For @@ intellectuals are organic
insofar they engage in critical social actions goéstions of the status quo. Because of
this he asserts, “All men are intellectuals...but rakn do not have the function of
intellectuals in society® Needless to state, the open door of intellectu@iasciousness
by itself provides an ethical responsibility of atieg a historical just world. In other
words, knowledge becomes power to overcome any &fnoppressive system. Hence,
intellectuals especially in the global South hawestruggle for promoting indigenous
knowledge of their communities so that what Freoals a banking concept of
epistemology will be addressedccording to Freire, the banking idea of knowledge
against the liberation project since one’s criticahsciousness is passive to change him
and the world. In this regard, he takes the comstiess of organic intellectuals as an

authentic thinking of reality in a communicativeian.*®
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CHAPTER FOUR

LIBERATION PHILOSOPHY’S EXISTENTIAL
INTERROGATIONS OF GLOBALITY

It is a generally held view that we are now in #ue of globalization; information flows
from one corner of the world to the other withimécrosecond interval about issues of
politics, economics, culture and the like. The dela, electronic, and other
communication Media, the increasing transportasestors and other communication
centers are narrowing the gap of the world into ibage invoking a spirit of
globalization. It seems amazing to us when we cality observe the causal link of
interests, talks and decisions of the present wavlich may imply the point that the
language of isolationism is almost out lowed in tthienty- first century. This issue is not
only concerned to the politics of the state, bwoalhe politics of culture, religion,
economy, ecology and other matters of the human Tihere is of course an argument
that says the contemporary world of globalizatias been directly caused by modernity
providing the technical and emancipatory intere$tdhe modern project that developed
itself through rationalization and universalismnfimvorks. This is to mean that we are
now in the age of homogenization due to the ratiand universal forces of modernity.
On the contrary, there is a point which discussesiban enforced globalization which
has masked its irrational and ethnocentric powexa@id domination under the rational
project of modernity.

Modernity contained both rational and irrationapests in the course of its historical
development. The rational contents are still imgatrtto maintain the emancipatory
interest given that still all human beings in tlge @f globalization are in an existential
space of modernity. Two questions may arise in #isstential understanding of
modernity in the philosophy of liberation. The firguestion is about to what extent
justification is given where we are now in relatiorthe project of modernity. To put this
in question from then does today’s globalizatiottlsevithin the modern system of the
world? Postmodernists would argue that today thedms no more in the period of

modernity presenting as a justification the varigosflicts, violence, destructions and
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disasters of the global system. As counter argurf@nthis claim of postmodernity,
others believe that the rational and emancipatireiples of modernity are ongoing and
we need to achieve that project through discouases communication. This counter
argument asserts that the present should seekdduture. It is at this point that we can
raise the second question. Can we escape from mbodeand contemporary
globalization? And again this question can be ratdated in time framework as follows;

where do we go from now to the future?

From the perspective of the Philosophy of Liberatidt seems that the present
globalization historically appeared five centurseg when Europe developed its power
as the center of the world system of modernity sTgower is all-embracing including
military, economic, political, cultural, and philmshicaf. So, present globalization is
historically established with the expansion of Ew@an power into other parts of the
world to insure that the center, Europe, rulesp@gphery. This system is modern in the
planetary sense. It was the original force thatashthe world within a single system.
Dussel states that global modernity “constitutes @eonstitutes itself simultaneously by
a dialectical articulation of Europe (as centerfhvihe peripheral world (as a dominated
sub-system) within the first and only “world syst&fiThe historical justification of the
global system is closely connected knowing theohistl cause of it. In addition to the
previous two essential interrogations, then we @¢dwdve the third. What is the source of

the current homogenization forces of the world?

So, to speak about globalization existentially nse@nquestion its temporality. Hence we
have the times of “past”, “present” and “future’délity. Globality in the course of the
Philosophy of Liberation may be seen to me in tledeggerian view of temporality.
Heidegger explains the temporality of Dasien’s gamrelation to the periodic division
of “will”, “was” and “is”. He states that, for Dasn the future is all about the possibility
of choice, the past is throwness, and the presethiei non-concealment of entities in the
world of being with? The Philosophy of Liberation tries to understainel world system
in the context of temporality in which it assetiattdialectically the global periphery and
the global center were thrown into the planetarycstire of modernity which originated

in Europe. If this is so, then we can argue thabme escapes from the existential past of

[75]



modernity. In other words, it is impossible to igadhat globalization is what it was
since 1492 as a modern project of the earth. TdalsstyEurope constituted the center the
system while dominating Africa, Asia and Latin Anceris to affirm that these parts of
the world were forced to be thrown into the globgdtem.

The present globality requires an openness of lind reason in the world. In the past
globality, the world system is built through Eurtgpdomination over other areas, and
thus Liberation Philosophy accepts the fact th&eotcultures and rationalities were
forcibly marginalized. It is within this past-pregetemporality that one can see the
rational and irrational aspects of modernity. Fritra perspective of the Philosophy of
Liberation, present global scholars should workdisclose the irrationally excluded

cultures of the past, and differentiate the rati@rgpositive aspects of modernity from

the irrational ones so that a transformation cdaddmade into the new future, that is a

trans-modern globality.

The transformation from present globalization istduture one is maintained in the
Philosophy of Liberation to establish a new globaman project in a trans-modern
perspective. Trans-modernity is a new and futurented project that critically observes
the emancipatory-rational and irrational-dominatiag well as excluding themes of
modernity from its underside:

As rational critique from the Exteriority of modésn the “other face” of

modernity, trans-modernity (Amerindians, Africadsians, etc.) criticizes the

irrational myth of violence against the coloniegripheral capitalism, against

the South. To take into account this question & dbndition of all possible

philosophical dialogue between the North and thetlsdecause we are situated

in an asymmetrical situatich.
The basic point here bears that, the undersideodfenmity is skeptical about the politics
of inclusion of the “Other”. Most thinkers from tidorth describe the rational power of
discourses in communicating the global populatian discuss with the human
emancipative interest. For them today a rationahroonication can be held globally
because there is a symmetrical power relation émnvitbrld concerning the fulfillment of
emancipation. Basically their argument concedegtiiéical imposition of a Eurocentric
occidental rationalism of human liberation. Curhgnhey are claiming for the inclusion

of the “Other” just to explain human equality andrdty from their own cultural point of
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view. Despite this, liberationists argue, therénisquality in the present modern world,
and the political will is therefore not the inclasi of the marginalized in the dominant
culture of the North, but the dialogical productiohhuman universal values that arise
from real philosophical critique and consensusstaot from the underside of modernity
means not a passive and abstract inclusion of @ignin modernity. Instead, it is to
employ critical reflections from the epistemic ferof the “other-face” of modernity. In
this regard the reason and solidarity of the ommesshould put in a privileged
epistemological and political position to confrotiie one-sided interpretation of

modernity.

4.1. What is the Source of Global Crises?

Dussel’s Philosophy of Liberation allows us to @ to the question of what caused the
crises of modern global modernity. Its cause is dhe-sided Eurocentric hegemonic
power. The argument of Dussel suggests the proliendevelopment of modern
globality in the crude sense of claiming that Ewap values are not only superior to
non-European ones, but are also universal. Thegdphical crux of the problem claims
that European particular values are universal andham in the context of the
“rationality” of modernity. In this respect, he aes that the problem is a philosophical
one in which the crises of global modernity origethbecause of Europe’s confusion of
its particularity with globality. This confusion &urope can be explained as follows. He

says, Europe,

. never defined itself as a hegemonic center wimfoemation is controlled,

where the learning of humanity is processed, anératpolitical institutions

(political, economic, ideological, etc.) which pérmreater global accumulation

of wealth in the center (economic, cultural, antlaiher types of wealth), thus

“systematically” exploiting the periphery, are criea’
The Philosophy Liberation notes that the globasesiof the world are created out of
modernity’s interest of coloniality. In chapter twe pondered how the “ego conquer”
historically preceded the “ego cogito”. Now it seepossible to argue that historically
there is no modernity with out coloniality. Thubgtpolitical, economic, and cultural
domination by Europe, for Dussel, becomes philosgdhwhen the project of

rationalization and emancipation is opened. To Bielosophy of Liberation, both

[77]



coloniality and modernity in the global context mbe approached philosophically in a
way that contemporary social crises of the worlddamentally solved by developing

aNorth-South realistic conversations.

There are thinkers who believe that the global |l of the world would have
different historical origins, and thus, are inconmswrable. Among others here we can
mention the views of Apel and Paul Ricoeur. Bothlihase philosophers made their own
critiques of the Dusselian project of the Philospmi Liberation, especially on the
diverse crises of the modern world and possiboitytheir relation to the political and
economic system of globalization. As one major entrof intercultural and comparative
orientation, liberation theory is working on theolghl problems of the world by
developing a North-South conversation. It is insthkiialogue that Apel and Riceour
provided their critiques to liberation philosoph&lthough later on, Dussel made a
response and clarified his position. Let us ses flve objection of Apel and Riceour to

the philosophical project of Dussel.

Apel criticizes Dussel’s liberation theory in retat to developing a discourse ethics
which promises to be a cosmopolitan solution togheblem of the modern world. The
basic concern of discourse ethics is to deal wifflereént problems of the world within a
system of communicative rationality. Apel admitsatththe North economically,
politically, culturally, and philosophically has hinated the world, and thus, the South is
in a subordinate position. As a result of this,dags that liberation of the South is a
rational question even in the philosophical quéstammunicative discoruésHe also
accepts that the fundamental causes for the preserib-economic and political
problems in the North-South relationship are largatsociated with the system of
capitalism. Problems such as the economic depegddérhe “South”, the debt crisis, the

ecological crisis and so on are based in the digpitaobal economy.

In talking of the crises of the system of capitalisApel says, Dussel made a mistake in
takinga Marxist approach. For Apel the Marxist approatBuassel may take the reason
and interpellation of the other into a cynical oatlity which considers liberation

external to communicative communication. Apel app&aHabermasian point of view to
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show the shortcomings of Marx’s political econorkle says that, it is true alienation is
the central question of Marx in the class systencagfitalism, yet still Marx’s political
economy was constructed through the paradigm dbgtphy of the subject. Apel put it
this way:

Marx refers such an alienation to work, that isg firoduction of goods in

accordance with modern subject-object philosophy, amparticular, with

the tradition of the labor theory of value of tHassics of econondy.
Thus, the thought of Marx as far as Apel is conedynignored the communicative
paradigm of thinking which is essential to the enipative project. Moreover, Apel
shares the Popperian objection to Marxism of clagnio be a scientific discourse
predicting the future from the historical-dialeetienaterialistic standpoint. According to
Apel the problem is not only about the absencealsiffcation in Marxist predictions of
the future, but rather its contradiction with thecessary procedures of communicative

theory, that is a communicative engagement in agygative discourses including ethics:

On the basis of the dialectical-historical perspest one could adopt a stand

point from which it seemed to be possible to laeakiny scientific-philosophical

claim in a dialectical-historical fashion, and toxmain it, consequently,

objectively. This has led to the elimination in ¢tiee of the possibility of

participating in (virtually unlimited) argumentatvdiscourses, inasmuch as this

last one is the meta-institution responsible far jhstification or critique of all

theories and any type of instutionalized sicriece.
Apel obviously thinks the Philosophy of Liberatidras to go beyond the Marxist
tradition of the paradigm of consciousness andgsldhbe interpellation of the oppressed
in discourse ethics. According to him, Dussel'sudiat of the interpellation of the
“Other” is one of the interpellations typically saed from the Third-World and expects its
procedural development within an intersubjectivemownicative argumentation(s)

Hence, he would like to include the task of LibematPhilosophy in his discourse ethics.

Analogous to Apel, Ricoeur suggests that the Phlbg of Liberation must not see to
the cynical interest of establishing the politiaad economic hegemony of the South as a
response and revenge to the historical dominatioth@ North. Ricoeur more closely
talks about three objections of liberation thedilye first one is the incommunicability of

diverse histories of liberation in the age of madgiobality. Here his main intention is to
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explain that there are varieties of points of daparthat today we can mutually learn
from each and all the causes of liberation movemanthis epoch of globalization. He

writes:

It is therefore necessary to consider differentnthic and different original
situations. We can talk with the intention, of arglity of histories of liberation.
The question now resides in knowing what it is death can teach the other, and
what one can learn from the other.

This is to say that the points of departure forghestion of liberation in the global South
and the global North are different, and thus nomitwinicable. In the mind of Ricoeur
there could be a similar experience about the guresf liberation in the North struggle
against the regimes of totalitarianism and the S@anfrontations of colonialism. The
important point is now to explore the different sms for that question of liberation is to
share different life experiences in a South-Noitiadjue not in oversimplification of the

various points of departure to global crises.

The second objection of Ricoeur develops in retatiothe name entirely and goal of the
Philosophy of Liberation. He says, since everygsduphy is oriented towards ‘liberation’
the Philosophy of Liberation seems to exclude offfélosophies and philosophy its&lf
The third and last of the critiques asserts that'‘@ther” could not be reduced to a single
object of identity. If we say that the poor in tiNorth, women, Africans, Latin
Americans, Asians and others are all the “Otherthaut maintaining their different
histories of otherness then we simply neglect theafity of their identity. Ricoeur says
there is no single subject of the wretch of thehearather we can find the “diverse
figures of others, others qua face-to-face encaountiers such as the “each one” of the
relations of jsutcie*® In simple term we may argue that, for Ricoeusitiucial to re-
think the multiple sources of global crises and ihentity of others in addition to the

ultimate end concern of a philosophical discourse.

Dussel responds by arguing first that the sourceth® points of departure of global
crises of modernity are hermeneutically communieadt well as commensurable in
relation to the rational foundation of liberatidmebry. He says that, it is “exactly the
origin of Liberation Philosophy, since it is necagsto co-relate “worlds” apparently
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incommunicable in order to obtain a world visionpiversal, in relationship to

humanity.™*

Here what we dealt with in chapter two seems 8wamnt. The end concern
of the philosophy of liberation is the emancipatioh humanity in general from the
system of domination and exclusion. The problerthefsystem of both domination and
exclusion that liberation discourse emphaticallgsses that coloniality is constitutive of
modernity. This makes the Philosophy of Liberatomcerned with humanity as a whole
although the starting point is the emancipatiornthef oppressed, the poor, or the Third-
World. There is a stage of liberation in which Dwsselian liberation theory’s ultimate is

the emancipation of humanity as a whole. It entails

. a “de-centering” of Liberation Philosophy’s refiton from the world
periphery (from the oppressed woman, the repressed or daughter, the
discriminated races) in order to place itself nowa world “perspective” (a
“point of view,” a lens, like a microscope or tetepe). The “liberation” of
which Liberation Philosophy will speak is no longsolely Latin American
because of its pretension, but worldly, global; aasl philosophy, it is now
philosophy as such, without anything else, albkitagis from the oppressed, the
excluded, the discriminated; that is the dis-timci(which others have called
difference), the “exteriority,” the “alterity” of he Other*®

We might assert, then, the Philosophy of Liberai®ressentially concerned to refute
dehumanization. The problem of domination is natrieted to the global South only,
instead in modernity humanity as a whole is expdsesiiffer, and thus the emancipative
theme of the theory of liberation aims at globalaesipation. But, since the goal is to
negate domination and marginalization it is neagss$a start the emancipatory task
pertaining ethical questions on the behalf of eatgy. This is for a practical

development of human liberation.

It is on this point that Dussel provides his secaggponse for the importance of Marx’s
ethical critique of capitalism in the Philosophyloberation. Apel, Ricoeur, Habermas
and most other Western contemporary thinkers astgatiMarx and his philosophical
works with standardMarxism and orthodox socialisti. Dussel finds the views of

orthodox and scientific Marxism problematic becausk the previously raised

shortcomings. To put it in other terms, the Phijso of Liberation rejects standard
Marxism and the dialectical-historical materialigmat sought to describe itself as purely

a scientific enterprise.
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Despite this, Dussel emphatically argues in hisrllion theory of Marx’s thought is a
re-reading different from standard Marxism, scintMarxism, or even the dominant
Western understanding of Marxism. He says, in Mgjept of Liberation, Marx’s
technical or economic reflections of capitalismddoe hermeneutically understood as
a moral-practical refutation of the capitalist gyst Two justifications appear to this
hermeneutic analysis of Marx’s philosophy in Duss#tought. First, Marx shows that,
all of his views are oriented towards a revolutignehange of the world adopting a new
practical-critical-activity in its discourse. Second, Dussel claims that tbetnmportant
economic ideas of Marx in his famous works arealmut pure economics but rather are
a philosophical [“practical-critical”’] concern, wihi demonstrate a strong ethical and
political criticism of capitalism. The ethical aque of capitalism that Marx developed
according to Dussel is an emancipative or “libersi” practice in relation to the actual
problems of the global capitalist system from tbgidal points of view of an ideal
community. For Liberation Philosophy, then, the Ipophical economics of Marx
articulated through an ethical project which catig observes the real estranged

individuals in the capitalists’ community of produs.

For Liberation Philosophy, Marx is a classic of ‘@womic philosophy” (in

addition to being an economist for the economiat)philosophy which was

developed as a critique of a capitalist life wordhose fundamental structure

(and not only as a system) are obstacles to theodemtion of human life.

Therefore, Marx departs in his critique from anatleommunity of producers,

out of which a real alienated society of produc@epital) is deconstructed. For

Marx the essential is not subject of labor/objeatune, but the relation

subject/subject as a practical, ethical relationshiis economics is the critique

from the perspective of an “ideal community” ofapitalist “real society:’
In addition to what we have discussed in relatmipel, proponents of communicative
theory and discourse ethics would be disgusted Ma#dration theories’ appropriation of
Marx in an ethical space of the human interestnmamcipation. For instance Habermas
frankly states that, Marx’s thought even thougbohtained a communicative rationality
in terms of its critical activity, situated the ptigal emancipative interest under the
technical oné® However, Dussel insists that in both the productommunity and the
ideal communication of speech there is intersubjeatommunication among subjects.

And in both communities using the insights of lgtéyn theory he says that there are

[82]



individuals or groups (it could be class) subjediedlienation. Thus, the emancipatory
interest emerges from the economic structure oftalegm based in estrangement and
dehumanization. Likewise, in a communicative ratidg and action we engage in a
critical activity to declare the emancipatory imstr of all human beings of the world.
That is why Dussel asserts the commensurable nafuttee production community of
capitalism and the ideal communicative communityrotiuction by an isolated
individual outside society..is as much as of an absurdity as is tevelopment of
language without individuals living together andktag to each othet*®

Accordingly, the source of global crises from tlezgpective of Liberation Philosophy is
the hegemonic power and system which originatechvtheope enlarged its domination
over the world, and misconceives itself not onlyb®the center and the universal, but
also global and human. Based on this, most of tiees of global modernity are
communicable and commensurable since all of theencaused by the same global
system of domination and exclusion. To addresssystem of domination and exclusion
therefore it is reasonable to develop the Philogoph Liberation which aims at the

emancipation of the oppressed and the oppressor.

4.2. Where Are We Today in Globality?

The past globality has its own effect on the preggobalization. We have observed
earlier that culturally, politically, economicalgnd philosophically modernity made its
appearance and growth through coloniality. The aiop of the world is established
when Europe established its hegemonic rule of tloeldw Today this hegemony is
referred to as the global North’s domination of thiebal periphery. This North’s
domination of the world assumes the unity of theldvbased on a single tradition of
culture, development, politics, religion and phdphy of European decent. As a result of
this, current globalization only promotes the IWerld of the center or the North. Hence
this is a central problem for multicultural devetognt and the liberation of the “Other”.
With respect to intercultural difficulties, Ram Aath Mall argues that hegemonic
globalization is destroying the varieties of hongowithin which human beings exist in
the world today. According to Mall this is a resaftthe colonial domination of other

traditions and values. Mall states,
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Backed by powerful extra philosophical factors, ¥est succeeded in neglecting
and appropriating other cultures, religions, andilphophies. The life-worlds of
others were not taken into consideration at all.ityras uniformity reigned
supreme, and the difference was something to heave?’

Mall's point underscores that the present homoggioiz is not a product of multicultural
communication between different life-worlds and lummtraditions, but rather an

enforced declaration of North cultural values taghebally accepted facts.

In a similar vein, Jennifer L.Eagan talks about pinesent globalization as an enforced
one. Eagan presents the “either-or” doctrine of Alngerican foreign policy during the
regime of the former president, George W. Bush.hBugovernment after the 11
September 2001 attacks attempted to explain thiddvad globalization in a logic that
says “either you are with us (USA and NATO) or ememy like the cold war period.
She would like to describe the either-or principfdBush’s globalization in the following

manner:

In the United Sates since 11 September 2001, we kxperienced the
homogenization of all people into two abstract awverly simple categories of
the “good” versus the “bad”... Each of the two catems serves to fix
individuals with essential and unchangeable chagstics without nuance or
diffeence’

These two categories of “good’ and “bad” are useghow the unity of individuals in
America and the world at large. But the questiowlst if a person or a state decided to
follow a new third way that could transcend thedamentalists’ false dichotomy, i.e.
neither “good” nor “bad”. That is why Eagan suggestat the doctrine of the Bush
foreign policy truly implies an enforced homogepeithis either-or logic may give a
choice but only in a false dichotomy. In additianthis, it also lacks communicative

rationality.

One may contend at this point that the two ethtedédgories of goodness and badness in
relation to the politics of contemporary world apgely explained through a modern
diplomatic ways of rationalizing and discussing @baniversal human problems.
Habermas’ postmetaphysical and discourse ethicerlind that the emancipative and
communicative ideal of modernity can only be ragiered in a postconventional society
where there is non-metaphysical foundations. Bagd& B. Drury explains that the

politics and its practical problems of the twenigif century are thoroughly biblical. Like
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Eagan, he says the world is classified into twacaticamps based on the either-or logic.
It is in the context of this logic and rationalitgeorge W. Bush expresses the US
international policy of categorizing states andgle®f the world politically aSus’ and
“them’. Drury in Terror and Civilizationwrites this:

In the politics of the twenty-first century, we acenfronted by two

civilizations, each claiming to be privy to the omee revelation; each

claiming to be the representative of the one true;Geach is convinced

that it is on the side of truth and justice, while enemy is allied with

Satan, wickedness, and barbarism.... The languagéoofie W. Bush

clearly reflects this dualistic biblical sensibyit-and so does the

language of Osama bin Laden. The result is that wioeld loses all

complexity; it is polarized into two camps: goodiavil, God and Satan,

civilization and barbarism, uand thenf?
Now we can ask these questions who are the tag®ri¢/ho are the fundamentalists?
Who are the thieves? Who are the exploiters andistihj These interrogations are
fundamentally conceptual questions and thus nebé witically addressed and looked at
from different dimensions. In the present age obglization most of the time the correct
answers for the questions are expected from the eidthe North. The so-called
international organizations such as the UN, Wor&hi8 World Trade Organization and
International Monetary Fund usually operate intretato the interest and decisions of
the super power of the world, i.e. the United Statad the military as well as economic
power of the North Atlantic Treaty OrganizationsA(ND). However both Mall and
Eagan argue that the present crises of globalityordy be solved through intersubjective

communications.

For the Philosophy of Liberation the solution ofIMEagan and Drury has to be oriented
towards the disclosure of the different culturandties of the world and their integration
into communication processes. It is by mutual usi@eding that a new trans-modern
globality is possible. Today we need in our phijgdsical practice to open up the hidden
identities of the “Other” and its reason so thanhoaunicative rationality and action take
place based in mutual enlightenment of human iadit The present global questions of
development which require democracy, good govemaaed above all citizens’ willing

to change the state of the world especially incdse of the oppressed must seek first the

assurance of liberation. Dussel argues:
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. it is necessary to be able to undertake one’s path of development,
different from the European (because up to thegmewe have been the other
face of the same system, but the exploited, doetipatependent face); and
therefore, structural and in-depth changes canmotled out a priorf>

In fact, the imperialists seek to preserve a neveling hegemonic rule of the world. This
is the obvious interest of capitalist society atates As Hannah Arendt writes the
Origins of Totalitarianismthe imperialist power politics essentially consglstrong or
mature capital accumulation. Thus, the politicaeason of “might is right” serves for
the imperialists to establish a new system of datron and exploitation of the non-
capitalist areas, evoking mob racial ideologies Tdcial doctrines are employed to grant
solidarity among imperialist politicians and theeople to focus more on the
international horizon of making a state great bycpss of power accumulation. Arendt
conceives the imperial accumulation of power asoggss of modern dehumanizatibn

It is a destructive force which occurs in domingtimarginalizing, and killing human
beings. She draws an argument that considers thecgloand economic power of
imperialism as a negation of the essence of humadd today states and peoples of the
global South might take a self-developmental pmditiand economic strategy to

challenge the capitalists’ dependency theory.

Nevertheless, it would be hard to the global Sdotlundertake a self-developmental
projection from the present standpoint. Howeveoider to establish real development
policies and projects there is no any choice tm¥ola revolutionary economic as well as
political program that ignores the dependency lagicapitalism, In this respect, there
should be a mutual economic and political depengldetween North and South instead
of imperial exploitive dependency. We are encoumgerthe profit of a self-

developmental project in global peripheries likar@hIndia, and Brazil.
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4.3. Where to Go From Here?

Today in the world we are encountering several tijpres and revolutions of liberation.
These questions and revolutions develop on bothonaied macro levels. When we look
at the question of liberation in the context of therld system especially the economic
and political one, Dussel insists that the colaotyiadf modernity has made the largest
portion of the world population poor and depend&ar example he quotes the 1992
statistical report of the UN that states that “@gent of global humanity” only gets “18
percent of the incomé&” This clearly implies that, more than three-fousftthe people
of the world is economically dependent on one-fowftthe population. The same is true
politically. The Africans, South Americans, Asiamsmd others are still politically
dominated in terms of “democratic” election andustures of development and
government both locally and internationally. Instmegard, the question of liberation is

about justice, equality, democracy, and so on.

Now, Dussel would argue that the past and preselitical, cultural, social, economic,
and philosophical drawbacks of global modernity oaty be addressed by going into a

trans-modern globality.

Trans-modernity (as a project of political, economiecological, erotic,
pedagogical, and religious liberation) is the caligation of that which it is
impossible for modernity to accomplish by itselfattis, of an incorporative
solidarity, which | have called analectic, betweazmter periphery, man woman,
different races, different ethnic groups, differeslasses, civilization/nature,
Western culture/Third World cultures, et cetéra
This notion of trans-modernity in Dussel expresties in the global modernity of
capitalism there has been a force of exclusion @maination over the “Other”, and
consequently, another world seems impossible. Hiaderand his followers state the
point that rational communicative discourses wdad into the development of
democratic dialogue among individuals in a postemtional lifeworld. But the problem
of these discourses is that their universalistainalis fictitious because their critical
global project is rooted in capitalist occidentalionalism. Thus, trans-modernity insists
on the need for trans-capitalist philosophical itrads of the world. Accordingly, the

future globality is all about the possibility ofjast democratic world through a trans-
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modern polylogue between the diverse philosophies of thengi: “a trans-modern
pluriverse (other than universal and not post-madappears on the horizon. Now “other

philosophies” are possible, because “another wisbssible .2’

As a point departure therefore, the reason andpellation of the “Other” opens the way
for a trans-modern pluriversal world philosophy.dAthis philosophy will reconstruct the
history of global philosophy. However, in order &hieve this future globality, the
Philosophy of Liberation insists, as we pointed iouthapter three, the intellectuals of
the world must participate in global critical commuative and emancipative
conversations. Most importantly, they must do aohetonary organic struggle against
all forms of dehumanization and social death frbm ¢ppressed space and be critical of
the status quo. From this it seems possible toeattgat, the role of Liberation Philosophy
is to change contemporary globalization into adramodern globality of the future which
strives for a better world. The logic of a plurisak global philosophy works not in a
narrow category of “either-or”, or X is “good” andlis “bad”, but rather by broadening
the horizon of difference so that philosophical cmmmication could reach towards

mutual understanding and the development of a trutpane values.

[88]



CONCLUSION

As we have seen throughout this thesis, the Plplogof Liberation is concerned with
identifying contemporary global social crises tltan only be analyzed through a
philosophical mind based in life-experience of tdppressed and the socially dead. The
language of praxis used, emphasizes the pracyicafitrevolutionary liberation, and
hence to begin with the large suppressed and naizgd populations of the world is
inevitable. If our philosophy seeks the emancipatb global humanity, we need to see
the real causes of the social sufferings, sickrseasd immature death of peoples in the
Third-World. We must confront the unemployment, snas poverty, homelessness,
cultural coloniality, dangerous and destructivelifgmation of nuclear power in the globe
as a way of looking at the world from the perspexbf the victims of all these. We think

these revolutionary thoughts and feelings provigeoanising ground for a just world.

Indeed there are some who argue that the emangipptoject is for humanity as a
whole, and thus they reject the privileged positioh the “Other” in Liberation

Philosophy. Their objection asserts that a nonHpging emancipatory project like
Habermas’ communicative theory has to take plates Triticism seems important to

avoid any kind of hegemonic race and class ord#rarworld.

However, Dussel’s Liberation Philosophy calls foe Emancipation of all humanity: the
dominator and the dominated, the exploiter and ekgloited. His privileging of the
“Other” is not directed toward the hegemonic postof the poor or the oppressed, but
rather the establishment of a just order which doegnd domination and exclusion.
When the oppressed struggles for his humanity agae system of oppression he is
also calling his oppressor to be a just man, thusng himself in a face-to-face ethical
relation. Put differently, as we saw in chapter ,twaberation Philosophy is the
emancipation of humanity, in that the poor of therlet assert their solidaristic moral
function of changing the world. Dussel's response the above criticism is that his
liberation thought essentially works within Habesnheory of communication, but not

in utopic and abstract sense of Habermas’ moderjegrof human emancipation.
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Based on his empirical analysis of the world Dussgtempts to indicate the limitations
of Habermas’ theory of communication. His trans-erodapproach is developed as a
critique of the limited Eurocentric views of modiyn Against this trans-modern outlook
one can argue in favor of the cosmopolitan occalerdtionalism of modernity to
indicate the point that human liberation is a ursaé question which requires
intersubjective rationality and action within thieworld. This is a claim that tries to see
occidental rationalism as a universal force in Wwhiiscussions and consensus take place
in our present globalized world. Of course we hawe positive ideas here: one is a
universal understanding of reason’s attributes ti@nscending particularities and
ideological ethnocentrisms, and the second is withis framework we can think of

communicative rational solutions to contemporamgiaachallenges.

Trans-modernity is similar to modernity in relatitmthe power of reason to emancipate
humanity. That is why the new orientation of Dustiffers from postmodernism. But the
rationality that trans-modernism provides is ndEwaocentric or intra-European way of
considering modernity. Instead of this monologicaiderstanding, the Philosophy
Liberation takes reason as a world perspectivehichwarieties of rational thoughts and
experiences of the philosophical traditions of warld are developed into pluriversal
communication and consensus. We call it a transemmoceason since there is an opening
to the hidden philosophical cultures that go beyaedidental rationalism: “modern
reason is transcended not as denial of reasonchs lsut rather as denial of the violent,
Eurocentric developmentalist, hegemonic reasoriThe new opening into the
philosophical traditions of the world does not alssenew ethnocentrism, but rather a
mutual enrichment of critical conversation (i.elybmgue) and solution to the global

problems.

Opening to the philosophical traditions of the wlodccording to Dussel, will bring a
change in the mode of production. In other words, ttans-modernity tries to solve the
socio-economic problems of capitalism, transcendrgloitation, alienation, and the
injustice imposed on the working class. In his hemgutic reading of Marx’€apital we

concluded that an ethical criticism of capitalisrimportant to show how the economic

system is a core aspect of critical social theditye Philosophy of Liberation in this
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sense criticizes the Habermasian distinction batwene lifeworld and system. For
Dussel both the lifeworld and system go togethad thus it is important to see the
alienation of the worker from the mode of productes similar to the estrangement of
the poor and the powerless from the present conwative community. In addition to
the economic concern, today’s critical social disses must look at political,
educational, cultural and religious thoughts andteys. Most of the present global
problems are products of the world system whichtetiain the fifteenth century by
Western Europe. To have a just global system thezefie need a creative, ethical, and

critical reflection on the status quo.

It is true that the modern project is not yet fidfi. In this regard Dussel and Habermas
have similar views. But their difference lies inetlattempt to fulfill the unfinished
concern of modernity. While Habermas devotedly woibwards the reconstruction of
modernity in the context of an occidental and raiotheory of communication, he
clearly starts from a Eurocentric position Duss#élans-modernity asserts a conception
of modernity from the perspective of a politicakyriched alterity. In other words,
Dussel claims that the underside of modernity shdel seen hermeneutically to address

the myth of modernity that includes coloniality. Wetes,

The fulfillment of modernity has nothing to do watkhift from the potentialities
of modernity to the actuality of European modernithydeed, the fulfillment of
modernity would be a transcendental shift where enoity and its denied
alterity, its victims, would mutually fulfill eaatther in a creative process. The
transmodern project is the mutual fulfilment o€ ttanalectic” solidarity of
center/periphery, woman/man, mankind/earth, Westeuiture/peripheral
postcolonial cultures, different races, differenirécities, different classes. It
should be noted here that this mutual fulfillmeinsaidarity does not take place
by pure denial but rather by subsmption from attefi

One of the most striking features of liberationattyeis a revolutionary method for
changing the world. Most people conceive “revolntibas a negative connotation which
tends to lead to devastating conflicts, economrikes by workers, and terror as
fundamentalists, are promoting. As far as theselpsbclaim is concerned, how can

Liberation Philosophy articulate a project of empaton around the notion of

“revolution”?
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We argued in chapter two that revolution is seeraasew beginning which affirm
political power of alterity. Revolutionary reconsttion must preserve the socioeconomic
and political problems of the world (poverty, opgsi®n, exclusion, the imperial
developmental fallacy, and so forth), to make angeafrom the perspective of the
exterior. In short, most of the social sufferingglmbal humanity have to be rearticulated

in ways that will bring an end to dehumanizatiod amustice.

Reconstruction is maintained in the context of hetron in order to have a clear
empirical and philosophical idea of modernity itaten to the irrational and sacrificial
myths of coloniality. Empirically we can see a giblstrategy which reinforces the
colonial condition and sufferings of majority ofethworld population to secure the
interest of the few. The logic of profit maximizati, as we can see today, is highly
dependent on the cultural expansion and militanygroof the industrial world which is
led by the United States of America. So, to figi¢ tmperial power and interests it is
very important to develop the epistemic force & tther,” that is the “interpellation”

of justice through a political praxis of the poor.

The reason and interpellation of the “Other” isaletionary if and only if a critical path
of an economic and political philosophy is takeraasajor part of contemporary critical
social discourses. This is a new path of developahelemocracy that arises from the
socially manipulated, oppressed and dependent @spkthe modern system. Based on
this, “revolutionary democracy” in the Philosophyldberation asserts the beginning of
a new path of development and social justice bysideming the socioeconomic and
political sufferings of modernityto speak of democracy or politics is not enough. What
is necessary is a social or material-economic desmoegc and political philosophy

articulated adequately through an economic philbgsp

Nevertheless, to achieve the revolutionary progoéiiberation theory it seems crucial to
emphasize the solidarity of the exploited and edetl The exploited have the moral
right interpellative and articulate the will to abin relation to justice. Their speech in a

communicative rationality and action asserts aaaeicognition of being human without
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alienation. There is no just world that excludesnhoity and its culture. As a result of
this, human solidarity is essential to end domemtdehumanization, and exclusion. The
solidarity of the poor has to be seen as a mecdmaimsvhich the system of domination
and exclusion can overcome the dominators becopangof the new just social system.
As human liberation starts with the oppressed stiilarity also develops among them.

But in both cases the end is creating social jastiche world.

Putting oneself within the currently enforced homiogty of the world, one would argue
that a trans-modern pluriversal globalization igpassible. Dussel’'s response to this
objection is that, although the future of his pobjseems difficult to achieve, he believes
that there is a practical necessity to reflectlmndiversity of philosophical traditions in
the world. If this is so, then a pluriversal comnuation is necessary to enrich
philosophical discussions and solutions for thes@né social crises as noted in the last
two chapters. Wimmer states that it is impossibledld a polylogue without abstractions
and valuations. In the case of Liberation Philogomh trans-modern globality is
expressed not hypothetically, but rather in thectral essentials of transcending
modernity using the epistemic power of pluriveiisaigenous philosophical thoughts of
the world. Instead of assuming the intra-Europediomality as universal, the new path
must involve broadened historical origins of reason develop the varieties of world
reason in such a way that a universal philosophiwadle of communication becomes
possible. The argument here is that real univeysalivays arises from the pluriversal

rational communication.

Active intellectual practice is revolutionary since thesean organic link of intellectuals
and their society. Thus Liberation Philosophy stessthat solidarity and justice are basic
ideas to develop organic critique of the ongoingnasetric power relations in the
political and economic, cultural and racial sphesédocal and international societies.
Organic intellectuals’ role in this case is nobtat negation of the status quo, but rather a
critical understanding of the local and global peots from the perspective of an
existential responsibility to secure human digratyd authenticity. It is based on this

existential responsibility that one’s self-forgétiess and cultural dissemble might be
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solved. If local, regional, and global contemporaogial crises directly related with the
modern world system, we need to explore the diffefeorizons of the world and

guestioning its structures.

The praxis of a revolutionary liberation is fulétl only to the extent that critical thinkers
fight intellectually dehumanization and depersaradlon. Since it is necessary to create a
just human world, the revolution of organic intetigals develops within effective
dialogical communication to preserve the goal ahhua liberation from ideological and
economic manipulations, class contradictions, amitli@al impositions. In the present
global situation, the imperialists see dominatisraanecessary condition to preserve the
status quo. The US-led globalization, as we have isathe forth chapter, follows an
enforced strategy of homogenization that employs eather-or logic. So the
communication of a trans-modern world should inyleriversal discussion and action.
Dussel asserts that the future trans-modern globahtation is directed towards the
realization of humanity in a revolutionary commuation. This is to say, without
communicative action there would be no true hurnaron. If this is so, then there has to
be a functional criticism to the ongoing systemttté world and its catastrophes. The
solution to our global problems can only be devetbphrough a united action of the
people of the world in solidarity and love. Henteg Dusselian trans-modern critical

social theory tries to reconstruct the human waordn ethical ground.

As previously stated in relation to the Fanonideiation theory there is a possibility of
creating a better world. The struggle of organtellactuals aims at changing the world.
To change the present world therefore we need e ha ethical openness to the social
problems including massive poverty, diseases, veard,immature deaths. This could be
taken as a crucial phase of communicative actiomnvden critical intellectuals and
people. As Freire argues, a revolutionary praxisvofld transformation and its goal of
humanization essentially rest in the developmerdrobrganic relation between leaders
or intellectuals and their people. For him “thedda revolution involves openness to the
people, not imperviousness to them; it involves camion with the people, not
mistrust.” It is very important to rethink Fanon’s idea oéating a better world and a

new history in the context of the human affirmatairiberation.
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To conclude this thesis, then, let me raise théoviohg points. On the one hand,
Liberation Philosophy has a lot to do in communigatand enriching the philosophical
traditions of the world, most importantly the maajized critical traditions. To achieve
this, present intellectuals and revolutionary lead®aust understand the resources and
needs of their people through research and dialofjuis can be possible in two ways:
first by transcending the banking idea of knowledgé&o an authentic existential
understanding of society, and second, through camgation among human traditions in
response to fundamental ontological problems. émse crucial to take the concept of
“revolution” of the Philosophy of Liberation as aw beginning in the ethical sense by
identifying modern social crises and developingaag-modern pluriverse and just global
system. This requires the promotion of a face-tefeommunication. As Marx said, the
essential ethical critique of the existing econorsystem of the world would be a
worthwhile understanding to achieve a genuine #&ten of human beings by
overcoming alienation. On the other hand, at thst Istage | would argue that the
Dusselian project should be critical in transcegdithe prejudices of so called
“consensus” in communicative action in such a wagt thuman beings of the world
would be able to make autonomous rational choi¢¢beir own in relation to fulfilling
their emancipatory ends. In a pluriversal trans-emndglobality human beings are

organic agents for the recreation of new socio-encoa and political histories.
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NOTES

INTRODUCTION
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