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Introduction

The issue of the modern and modernity, continuallyfaces behind contemporary
discussions of meaning, validity, rationality, agenerally truth across the disciplines.
Interrogating the modern is seen as one pivotacton in addressing the problems in
human history, the contemporary world, and also dmity’'s future prospects. Issues
ranging from slavery and colonialism, male domimati otherness, the place of
institutions and scientific inquiries, all the wap to the emancipation of humanity from
poverty, war and injustice, are all in one way be ther being connected with an

analysis of the modern. But what’s the modern andemity.

Etymologically, there is an agreement that the woieblern originates from the Latin
terms ‘modernus’ and ‘modo’ when Christianity triédl distinguish itself from the
“pagan Roman past” (PC, 131). What's interestinghi@ development of the concept
‘modern’ is not just the ever historical procesdh® emergence of a present, but a now
that radically tries to detach itself from the pasitis is a present which tries to evolve its
normative criteria and heralds its place in hist@asythe beginning of a novelist age. Still,
guestions such as; when does modernity began asdithanded, is it a project
(Habermas), a historical time line or an attituBeucault); is modernity emancipatory or
repressive and disciplinary, are we currently madern or postmodern age, is modernity
universal or particular, does modernity need todfermed or abandoned, are all highly
debatable.

Generally, the issue of modernity is associatech viite fate of reason in modern
European history. Specifically modernity is relatedhow reason was conceived as a
critical and emancipatory guide towards the ontlalg social, political, technical and
overall development of humanity. As Lawrence Calean his From modernismnio
postmodernisman anthologyputs it, modernity sought to empower individualaaality
towards mastering the mystery of humanity’s exis¢erThus modernity, “which places
the highest premium on individual human life anekffom,... believes that such freedom
and rationality will lead to social progress thrbugirtuous, self-controlled work,
creating a better material, political and intelledtlife for all” (Cahoone, 2003,9). In the

debate over modernity and the fate of human ralitgnaventhough modernity espoused



individualized, unrestrictive, reflective rationtgli as an emancipatory ideal; this
optimism was accompanied along the way with pessimabout the destructive aspects
of modern rationality. As Hoy and McCarthy putnt the context of twentieth century
Critical Theory, while some firmly believed thaettsleep of reason produces monsters”,
others held that “the dream of reason produces tasigHoy and McCarthy, 1994, 10).
Thus, while some propagated the cultivation of humaionality to conquer the darkness
of humanity’s existence trapped in dogmatic tradisi and authority; others pointed out
what'’s lost in the triumph of subjectivity and thelimited exercise of human rationality.
For Steven Best, one could characterize the issumanernity via the concept of
progress. Thus, Best holds that “there are two maggumptions that typically inform
modern concepts of progress. First, the structurehuoman time is unified and
continuous; different cultures and nations ultihateelong to one and the same
historical process... Second, the continuity of histd time is governed by a purpose,
by a teleological movement where human beings am/&om a state of potentiality to a
state of actuality” (Best, 2005, 4). History, iseseas a ground where humanity’s
existence is refined and qualitatively advancedhtakocieties as a whole from ancient,
to medieval, and finally to the novel modern penddich manifests the highest stage in

human development.

One way of comprehending the problem of moderrstyoi situate it in terms of other
concepts like modernization, modernism and postmmsi®. As we have seen the
concept of modernity is usually crystallized arouhd development of rationality in the
modern European period which is supposedly indadidtic, reflective, and
multidimensional in trying to problematize everypast of our lives. Another concept is
modernization, and it broadly refers to how ratidpavas interpreted in science and
technology signifying material achievements in thedern period. Further, we have
modernism, which criticizes the exaggerated andraes/e facets of modern rationality
and instead tries to bring the aesthetic dimensimio focus. Finally we have
postmodernism which envisages an abandonment okemodtionality in favor of a
heterogeneous, diverse approach that addressesothglexity of human life. Thus,
modernity could be seen in how it defends an enpaaiy ideal of rationality which

differs from modernization, modernism and postmoien. Still, the intrinsic connection



between the four concepts should be stressed. 8isygeall signify how modern reason

was casted and recasted throughout modern history.

In this thesis, the focus will be on critically edging the accounts of one of the most
influential philosophers of the Twentieth centudyrgen Habermas, on the modern
condition and the idea of modernity. Habermas tteedpproach modern society from an
interdisciplinary angle, with an aim of exposings itfoundations, underlying

presuppositions, identifying its threats and po&éstand building an emancipatory
critical social theory. As James Gordon Finlaysamspgt, Habermas’s general project

could be divided into five areas that are intrinflicrelated.

First of all, we have Habermas'’s “pragmatic mearpragramme”, where an analysis of
speech acts, the issue of how are speech acts yedploow “does speech coordinate the
actions of social agents”, and “what is the relati®tween validity and meaning” are
raised.(Finlayson,2005,139) Secondly, in Haberma&iseory of communicative
rationality”, an inquiry is made into the variousi¢ts of actions, and questions what kind
of actions should be strengthened as the foundafiomodern societies (Ibid). Thirdly, in
“the programme of social theory”, issues of “hovsixial order possible™? the “nature of
modern societies”, what is the main problem of mmod®cieties, and what'’s the solution,
are raised. (Ibid, 140) Fourthly, in “the programafaliscourse ethics” the possibility of
a ‘moral order and a distinction between the ethemd moral are problematized (lbid,
141). Finally, Habermas'’s “programme of politica¢ory” inquires into the legitimacy of
modern political and legal systems. (Ibid, 142)tlhis thesis, the focus will be on
Habermas’s reconstruction of the philosophical alisse of modernity and his defense of
modernity in terms of strengthening the implicithwounicative rationality found in
modern societies. Habermas’s discourse of modersityhere his ideas on meaning,
rationality and social theory are directly appli€duther, it provides the framework for

the discourse theories of ethics and politics.

In the following chapters, we will look at how Hab®s defends his claim that
modernity is an uncompleted process. How Haberiketelses modernity as a process of
rationalization in terms of the emergence of thvedue spheres and corresponding

validity claims, and how societies move from corti@mal to postconventional



conditions will be discussed. Finally, how Habernréss to defend his communicative
paradigm from what he calls the philosophy of canseness will be elaborated. The
philosophy of consciousness is a label under wplalosophical orientations and social
theories that failed to recognize the intersubjectommunicative potential in modern

societies are spelled out.

My main focus in this thesis is exposing the cdnar@uments of Habermas’'s work
PDM. To this extent, the twelve lectures have bdigided into the four chapters of this

thesis. The fifth chapter offers a critical anadysi

Chapter oneModernity, from Hegel to Nietzschenalyzes lectures one, two and three of

Habermas’s PDM. This is related to the inaugurattdbnmodernity, and its clearest
expression in Hegel, the critiques of the young alil Hegelians, up to Nietzsche’s
entrance into the discourse. Here, the focus véllom how Habermas conceptualizes
modernity as an uncompleted project, and his atteimpdefend modernity against
modernism, modernization and postmodernism. Furtherattempt to employ Weber’s
theory of rationalization and Hegel’s philosophyd&velop the concept of modernity will
be discussed. Finally the failure to develop a comigative approach to truth and

rationality will be elaborated.

Chapter twoModernity and its critics from Nietzsche to poststuralism sketches how

a radical critique of reason developed in Nietzsishemployed by and hence further
developed, in Horkheimer and AdornoBialectic of Enlightenment Heidegger’s

philosophy of Being and Bataille’s concept of theeterogeneous’. Here, lecture four of
the PDM that deals with Nietzsche, lecture fiveHwrkheimer and Adorno, lecture six
on Heidegger and lecture eight on Bataille are yaeal. The chapter begins with
introducing Nietzsche’s radical critique of reasord his interrogation of modern ascetic
values. Then, after drawing Nietzsche’s alternatifrem The Birth of Tragedyo the

‘will to power’, the two paths opened up by Nietzsts critique of modernity will be

discussed. Horkheimer and Adorno’s critique of nmmadeg is discussed in terms of
situating their approach as it differs from traolit@l theory. After showing how the
Frankfurt schools’ critique moves from a critiqueideology to a general critique of
reason, Habermas’s critique of the Frankfurt scticmporia will be briefly discussed. A



third major aspect of this chapter is on Habermdssussion of Heidegger’s philosophy
of Being and its consequences for communicativierrality. The section on Heidegger
ends with a discussion of Habermas’s expositionHefdegger's Nazi affiliations.

Finally, a discussion will be made of Habermasisique of Bataille’s heterogeneous
approach. Bataille tries to invoke what’'s exclutdgdhe modern rationalistic tradition as

an alternative to Western rationality’s limitations

Chapter threeHabermas and postmodernistries to locate how Nietzsche’s radical

critique of reason is further developed in the giogtturalism of Derrida and Foucault.
Lecture seven on Derrida and lectures nine andofethe PDM on foucault will be
discussed. After giving a brief introduction of pmsdernity and postmodernism, an
attempt will be made to shed some light on the ddalas/Derrida debate. This debate is
seen as a defense of the distinct value sphereseaeyday communication from
deferrals of meaning. After exposing Derrida’s wwean deconstruction, metaphysics,
differance, Phonocentrism and logocentrism, theomfajcus will be on how Habermas
rejects Derrida’s reference to infinite referraldhe question of an implicit metaphysics

in the latter’s arche-writing.

The second section of this chapter is devoted éoHabermas/Foucault Debate as one
between communicative rationality and disciplinpower. After establishing Foucault’'s
relation to Bataille, Derrida and Nietzsche, thertk be a discussion on Foucault's move
from archeology to genealogy, and from will to kneslge to power. Finally Habermas’s

critique of Foucault’s methodological approach Ww#i discussed.

Chapter fourHabermas, Reforming modernitipcuses on Habermas’s new reading of

the discourse of modernity which is found in higeaipt to develop a communicative
rationality from the potentials embedded in modsatieties. Major portions of this
chapter are devoted to Habermas’s discussionseodlifference between transcendental
and reconstructive sciences, consequences of themaoaoicative paradigm for
conventional approaches to meaning, communicatiationality and instrumental
rationality and the lifeworld’s function in modesocieties. Finally, a discussion will be
made on how Habermas’s postmetaphysical approdateseo religion and modernity.
Lectures eleven and twelve of Habermas'’s discoofrsgodernity will be analyzed here.



Chapter five Habermas'’s discourse of modernity examjngidcusses four major issues.

First charges of misreading on Habermas’s discaossiof Weber, Hegel, Derrida,
Foucault, Nietzsche, Heidegger and Bataille willdd@borated. Secondly, a discussion
will be made of critics not included in Habermagiscourse of modernity. Selections are
made from transmodern, African, feminist and intértaal approaches. Thirdly, | will
try to point out some of the shortcomings of Halesi® discourse of modernity in
relation to the aesthetic, material relations, ecntar identities, the marginalized side of
modernity and shortcomings in the discussion otrpodernism. Finally, the positive
side of Habermas'’s discussion of modernity in retato metaphysical thinking, and a
diagnostic and remedial approach for discussinghtim@an condition, will be pointed

out. The paper ends with a brief conclusion.



CHAPTER ONE

Modernity from Hegel to Nietzsche

In the preface to his worRDM, Habermas starts his discussion in light of thpepde
presented in receiving the Adorno prize, in SepmbO80, entitledModernity-an
unfinished projectHabermas was especially intrigued at the timepbgtmovements
especially poststructuralism and postmodernism @megal, which presented their

farewells to modernity in different forms.

Habermas, according to some like James Gordon ysSioig wanted to show that,
modernity is a project and that it's not compleyed. It's a project since it arises as a
conscious attempt to solve problems in relationatmnalization of the lifeworld. There
was a distancing from medieval and pre-modern gderlwy a process of rationalization,
still problems like separation between the distinalue spheres and everyday world
begun to occur. So, modernity amongst other thitigs] to solve this. Modernity is also
uncompleted, since Habermas thinks that, problemsowtering modernity, like
colonization of the lifeworld, could be solved bypaaling to and strengthening the life
world and its emancipatory potentials found in theee validity claims, from power,

money and other forms of instrumental rationalin{ayson, 2005, 65-66).

Habermas’s discourse of modernity could generaley \bewed as a process of
secularization or the opening up of a space thraugkh modern individuals could raise
their claims to truth. For Finlayson, this secwation could be viewed in two ways.
First, we have an account of the emergence of thedee spheres oriented towards
solving specific issues, three validity claims weelrstinct claims to truth are raised and
three forms of discourse which are “initiated wétlthallenge issued by the hearer to the
speaker to make good her validity claim.” (Finlays@005, 42) Secondly, Habermas
tried to appropriate Kohlberg’'s development psyobglinto his discourse of modernity.
Kohlberg sketched three stages through which thealngevelopment of children goes
through. These are, ‘pre-conventional moralitywhich right and wrong is interpreted

interms of immediate consequences, ‘conventionatahity’ where one confirms to



established norms and finally, ‘postconventionakality’ where distinctions are made
between authority and validity, what's provideddyehand and reflected upon.(ibid,69-
72). When we come to Habermas’s discourse of magetdabermas using Kohlberg
argues that in terms of their competence i.e. thgirty to forward contestable claims to
truth, modern societies have moved from ‘convemtioto ‘postconventional’ morality.
Habermas didn’t focus on Kohlberg's ‘preconvention®rality’, and eventhough he
appropriates the latter’s ideas in volume two &f "CA from thePDM and so on he
focuses on the three validity claims, value spharesdiscourses. Here, my focus will be
on how Habermas sketches the modern project irstefrthree value spheres correlating
with three validity claims and the various propaseand critics that accompanied the

project.

1.1 Modernity and the Rationalization of the Lifeworld

Habermas begins his characterization of modernitg liscussion of the rationalization
of the life world found in Weber’s sociology of igibn. In his sociology of religion, Max
Weber talks of how the abandonment and distandiog freligious accounts led to a
process of rationalization in the West. Accordinghe abandoning of the religious world
views goes along with the emergence of three ‘vapleeres’ manifesting a secular
outlook. There emerged theoretical, practical agstleetic spheres. (PDM, 1) Habermas
further elaborates the emergence of a secularreuttut of a religious background and
world view, in terms of Durkheim and Mead’s accouahthe “rationalization of the life
world”. This is a process involving examination ofe’s own cultural background,
emergence of universal norms and values, the fise aammunicative rationality and

how the individual identities emerge in this praces

Today, as Habermas sees it, Weber's rationalizagppears under a theme of
‘modernization’. Accordingly, modernization suppdle consists of various ideals
affrming others which are related to ideas likeerease in accumulated wealth,
productivity, mobilization of resources, emergened central administration,
urbanization, secularization, increase in rightd garticipation in government, and so

on. Habermas contends that the theory of moderoizathanges Weber's occidental



rationalization and abandonment of religious wafilelvs in two senses. On the one
hand, seeing modernity as a universal model anerieriagainst which developments of
societies will be assessed. On the other, abangd@ucounts of the rationalization of the

lifeworld so that modernity and rationality will hencoupled. (PDM, 2)

Modernization has, according to Habermas, contitbutto the emergence of
postmodernist movements. Modernization has ignotedrelation to modernity and
rationalization of the lifeworld and instead trieal see itself as a universal model for
assessment of different cultures and traditionsa Isimilar line, postmodernists also
claim that the ideas and legacies of modernity leaded, and that we are now in a post-
modern age. So, both modernization and postmodaeriy to disassociate themselves
from modernity, and instead try to conceive theaiojgcts as what's refined out of
modernity, and hence constitutes a better apprdéehce;

From this perspective, a self-sufficiently advagcimodernization of

society has separated itself from the impulses afltural modernity that

has seemingly become obsolete in the mean tinoglyt carries out the

functional laws of economy and state, technology seience, which are

supposed to have amalgamated into a system thatotdre influenced.

(PDM, 3)
The postmodernist appeal to a postmodern agedssakn as one of exposing reason as a
tool for dominating others, instead of pure reas@r. Habermas, one could identify two
facets of postmodernism. A ‘neoconservative’ ondjictv doubts the process of
rationalization that is said to have taken placéhim West and also, an ‘anarchist’ one
which admits that modernity is rationalization lagserts that reason with the collapse of
modernity is manifesting itself as repressive arirumental. (PDM, 4) Here Habermas,
goes on to look at Hegel's understanding of modgreiaiming that he is the one who
clearly articulated it first, and that in this sensve can see the extent to which post-

modernist ventures are justified.

1.2 Hegel and the Novel Modern

For Habermas, Hegel developed the idea of modeinitiwo senses. “epochal and

chronological’, and also as the arrival of the Iststge in human history. Qualitatively,



Hegel saw the present as the beginning of the psogkprogress and development. Also,
historically speaking, Hegel standing at the beigigrof the nineteenth century saw the
last three centuries i.e. Sixteenth, seventeenthesghteenth and historical facts of the
discoveries, renaissance and reformation as effgetibreak with medieval period. So,
“the year 1500 constituted the epochal threshotd/éen modern times and middle ages”
(PDM, 5). Following the famous German historianriRairt Koselleck, Habermas asserts
that terms like modern, modernity and modernizatiawe in them an idea of striving for

a future potential, progress and actualization.eEstly during Hegel, history comes to

be conceived as a continuous process moving tovpaodgess. Still, the present was also
seen as a culmination. It was declared the novelvdgch tries to dawn a new process

for humanity that will culminate in progress.

In his preface, tdhe phenomenology of mindegel as Habermas sees it saw his current
reality as where the present was a qualitativelyesor stage than the past and its
historical cruelties and contradictions. But, wisathe current, the present, the current
novel age for Hegel? Hegel saw the nineteenth cgnas refinement of the ideas of
Enlightenment and French revolution, and as a dtsté emerged out of historical
contradictions and hence a new stage in the died¢gbrocess and march of history

towards progress.

Radical and revolutionary concepts emerged in igateenth century in general and

Hegelian philosophy in particular, that are suppdsebe manifestations of the novel and
unique age. Hence, “words such as revolution, egremancipation, development,
crisis and zeitgeist” (PDM, 7) emerged signifyihg tradical nature of the present. Here,
what interests Habermas, is to what extent modeh@t managed to detach itself from
pre-modern times, from where it borrows its crdeof truth, right and wrong, beautiful

and ugly, and generally truth. Habermas also dek&hat extent does the past affect the
‘modern’ not just the present but the novel pre3étgre Habermas claimed in his radical
thesis on modernity that: “ Modernity can and witl longer borrow the criteria by which

it takes its orientation from the models suppligddmother epoch; it has to create its

normativity out of itself.” (ibid)

10



Habermas here is claiming that because of the natiation of the lifeworld, and
distancing from religious world views, three valsjgheres arise i.e. that of theoretical,
practical and aesthetic. These spheres are reatatee lifeworld and its validity claims in
everyday communicative processes relating to thectie, social and subjective worlds.
What this implies, is that it is from the raisingdacontestation of different validity
claims that modernity infers its criteria of godzd and generally truth. So, modernity

has succeeded in creating its own criteria’s antstior arriving at the truth.

1.3 Modernity and Modernism

In PDM, Habermas clearly states that he is trying to udiscmodernity from a
philosophical and not an aesthetic angle. Here,dlsinguishes modernity from
modernism, which is a certain movement in art atetdture that could be seen as a
critique of modernity. Modernity amongst other ggnadvocated new and unusual ideas
in art and literature, new conceptions of time,itations of modern culture, exaggerated

rationality, ills of capitalism, urban life and sa. Habermas claims that historically;

The mentality of aesthetic modernity begins to tslkape clearly with

Baudelaire and with his theory of art, influencesliawas by Edgar Allan

Poe. It then unfolded in the avant garde artistiovements and finally

attained its zenith with surrealism and the Dadsaist the cafe Voltaire

(Habermas, 1997, 40).
Further, Habermas thinks that, one way of lookinghe historical development of
modernity is to see how it was articulated in madgsn or aesthetic modernity. Here
Habermas focuses on how Baudelaire’s notion of mode and modernity comes out of
the debate between the ‘moderns’ and ‘ancientsthencurrent work of art and how it
should stand in relation to the ancients. Accorlyingthe moderns equated idea of
perfection to that of ‘progress’ inspired by theygioal sciences. Rather than trying to
define beauty as objective and eternal, they fatusewhat is fleeting, particular and
relative. So, in the middle of the nineteenth centhe idea of ‘modern’ and ‘modernity’

come to be articulated in this debate. (PDM, 8)

Baudelaire locates modernity with the current woflart. Instead of taking, either the

sides of ‘moderns’ and identifying beauty with whaparticular and relative or, with
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‘ancients’ and advocating perfection and absolutiBaudelaire focuses on ‘Fashion’.
So, beauty is seen as that which passes in thentwwork of art as reminiscent of eternal
beauty. The contemporary, finite work of art, siagdn the present moment gives us a
glance of beauty and makes beauty, understandibganfty, its assessment and generally

the presence of beauty to humans possible.

What makes the modern work of art significant iatti creates the moment where we
glance at beauty, and appreciate it. Its whereg #ternal comes into fleeting contact
with the actual” (PDM, 9). In Baudelaire, eternaabty manifests itself in the current,
fleeting work of art. In the essayihe painter of modern lifeBaudelaire defines
modernity as’The transient, the fleeting, the contingent; itoise half of art, the other

being the eternal and the immovable.” (Cahoone32000)

When, one sees the work of art glowing, produceithéncurrent, and being glanced at in
the moment, we are gaining an insight into beawslfi which is beyond but at the same
time passes through the finite and temporal. Theeeesearch and a look for the novel, in
the transitory. Habermas, thinks that Walter Bemjarappropriated Baudelaire’s

aesthetic insight into his conception of the ‘Namd’, and how the current sparks in

history.

Walter Benjamin, in developing his conceptions whet, was trying to avoid two
conceptions of time. These are, time as moving tdsv@rogress and betterment, and
second, conceiving history, and time outside noand values and seeing history as
simply consisting of events coming after one anotmstead, Benjamin focused on how
the present causes ruptures in history. Henceotim Baudelaire and Benjamin, we have
a notion of how the present bursts and sparks. ntBeegh in Benjamin the unique
present relates itself to a past and sparks out, ¢fist like Robespierre appealed to
ancient Rome as a reference. And Habermas focusdsow modernity stands out,

creating its own normativity, criteria and standard

Habermas goes on to elaborate on Walter Benjarpimlesophy of history and time in

his “excursus on Benjamin’s theses on the philosophyHistory’. Accordingly,
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Benjamin viewed the present as unique, full of ptitd, disrupting the homogeneous and
continuous flow of time, and thereby standing anatvn just like the arrival of the
messiah is supposed to lead to an interruptionstoty and deciphering of the unique
present moment. Also Benjamin’s unique presensuigposed to stop the flow of time
(PDM, 11). As Benjamin sees it, modern time conoggt are focused on the future, an
expectation and what is to be arrived at as a adtian of historical developments. But,
Benjamin’s focus is on the unique present momedtitmnrelation to the neglected and
hidden past and how this leads to a projection mé\wa future. In the process, the present

finds a unique place for itself in history.

According to Habermas, Reinhart Koselleck conceivestory in terms of what is
expected in the future and what is experienced fissd, and how what is experienced
continually contradicts with the expectation (PDM\2). Hence, past expectations caused
by past glorious experiences are replaced by neeaations forwarded into the future.
Koselleck focuses on how this expectation tendsetadealistic and hence contradicting
with what's experienced. Koselleck, for Habermaseéato see how the horizon of
expectation is related to a uniform conceptionisfdny, with a future always fixed as the
model towards which humanity is striving. This i®iaty Benjamin objects. Everytime,
progress is set as that which drives the engindsstdry the present’s uniqueness, what
it introduces into history, how it derives itselitaof remembrance of the neglected past,
how it consolidates its unique position in histoapnd generally how it dislocates the

continuous flow of history, are overlooked.

Radical historical thinking, proper relation to {b&st, the proper status of the present and
projection into the future, was according to Habespadvanced in different forms, under
‘effective history’. The issue is that of how féwetpresent is able to distance itself from
the past, and what the proper relation to the igafdespite differences, there is the idea

of the present coming out of the past in all fooheffective history. Hence;

Two moments are constitutive for this consciousra@sshe one hand, the
effective-historical bond of a continuous happerohg tradition in which
even the revolutionary deed is embedded; on therothe dominance of
the horizon of expectation over a potential ofdristl experiences to be
appropriated. (PDM, 14)
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What is emphasized in effective history is both hilve past, present and future are
intrinsically related and that even the novel pnésmves its uniqueness to its relation
with the past and future, and also expectationaisied over what is experienced in
history. The difference between Habermas's ‘noyetsent and Benjamin’s ‘unique’

present is that, while the former introduces itsalfcontinually detaching itself from the
past, the latter attaches itself to a neglectetl gnad tries to actualize it in the present. In
Habermas, the present forwards itself as distmattroducing its own normative criteria.

On the other hand, Benjamin’s present is intimatelgated to a past that's overlooked

and is now to be remembered in the present.

Benjamin’s conception of history and time insteadues on the experienced unique
present. The past is seen as suppressed, unfuléihel hence full of potential. This
potential is to be realized by the present whidlnazes the past and thereby introduces
itself in time. Hence, Benjamin’s concept of time one relating itself to the past
cruelties, injustices and an attempt of addressas] injustices with a radical present that

takes its seeds out of the past and immediataigdntes itself in history.

Habermas continually praises Hegel for being thst ffto conceive modernity as a
philosophical problem, and tying to articulate mwuky’s relations to the past, where it
derives its criteria, and how it can consolidagelit as the novel age leading humanity
towards progress. The understanding of modernitydieeady been developed starting
from the age of discoveries, Renaissance, Refoomatand in philosophy from
Descartes’ ‘cogito’ up to Kant’s critique of purason. But, eventhough modernity came
to consolidate itself by distancing itself from pr®dern times, still its relation to the
past and place in history were not properly esthbkli. Hence, standing at the nineteenth
century, Hegel perceived the modern project as inanifested in philosophy and our
lives, and tried to make it a crucial part of hislgsophy, by postulating as a solution, a
unifying reason against the division of reason idifterent spheres in Kant’s critiques.
What motivated Hegel’s philosophy was the modemmddmn. This is where reason has

been divided into theoretical, practical and ads&thgpheres. For Hegel, reason as a
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unifying force was to establish a unity and harroasi relation between the different

moments of reason, relation between individuald, @@tween individuals and the state.

1.4 The Principle of Subjectivity

According to Hegel, the essence of the modern i@gen its principle of ‘subjectivity’.
This principle can be further divided into the ideaf individualism, right to criticism,
autonomy and idealism. Rather than appealing totadstion, or higher authority, the
individual was seen as the proper subject andrsggobint of reflection. This was related
to criticism, or problematization of the given atitk fact that nothing was to be
exempted from critical examination. This in turmplies autonomy or freedom of
humans, or the individual, to reflect on the modeondition. Finally reason was
conceived as the tool of this world that's to b#izgd for interrogation, aiming at the
truth (PDM, 17).

This principle of subjectivity for Hegel was esiahked through key historical
movements like the Reformation, the Enlightenment &rench revolution. The
significance of the reformation lies in its focus the primacy of the individual and how
he or she independently relates to God rather tharauthority of Bible, the church or
religious figures. Enlightenment further asserteel $upremacy of reason by advocating
reason’s ability to provide solutions for our sdcipolitical, economic, artistic and
generally all aspects of our lives. Further, in theench revolution, the status of
traditional laws and the state were eroded as altre$ the assertion of individual

freedom and liberty.

As a result of this, modern forms of inquiries ageherally modern life came to be
organized around the principle of subjectivity.sFiof all, the natural sciences rejected
any super natural explanations and in turn focusedhe idea of a reflecting subject
knowing nature that’'s already available as a rata.dalso in morality, moral concepts
originated from reason and human authority, andfteedom of individual members
designating what's right and wrong, and inconsisteith the common good. In art,

especially Romanticism, the individual and its ingvexperiences were emphasized.
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In philosophy, the principle of subjectivity wastadished in Descartes cogito; where
there is a mind-body dualism and the thinking &’the starting point of reflection. It
reached its highest stage, in Kant and the divieforeason into three spheres and hence
the further articulation of subjectivity. Kant, Ims critique of pure reason, tries to put an
end to the dilemmas of the metaphysical traditiod s exaggerated reason by limiting
knowledge to things as they appear to us, andrindividing this possible cognition into

three spheres, and putting the subject as stgybirg of reflection. Hence,;

By the end of the eighteenth century, sciencealiyand art were even

institutionally differentiated as realms of actitn which questions of

truth, of justice, and of taste were autonomoushpe@rated, that is, each

under its own specific aspect of validity. (PDM) 19
Instead of one unified reason, and an undividedntetion of the subject towards the
world, Kant focuses on three possible areas oécgfin and knowledge, and hence the
refinement of subjectivity. Still, for Kant, theuviion of reason was not a problem but
only a delimitation of human cognition and elucidatof the subject and its possible
areas of inquiry. The challenge for Hegel was toneoup with a philosophy that
articulates modernity and its status, and standiitigin modernity and not by appealing
to pre-modern standards, to forge a unity betwéenvarious divisions in knowledge,
reality, the state and so on. Put in other terrogy bould one, come up with a unifying

reason standing inside of modernity and leaving ip@sls.

As Hegel saw it, the subjectivity of the modern,gg®ved adequate in undermining the
power of religion and traditional authority. Stilleason was not able to bring the
contradictions of thought and history into a hargndnstead, what subjectivity yielded
was the autonomy of the subject and differentiabbmeason into three value spheres.
Hence, Hegel postulated the absolute. EspeciallyispphenomenologyHegel tried to
achieve an undistorted, unifying knowledge, by singnwhow consciousness develops,

and overcoming inconsistencies through a dialdgpicaess of refinement.

Kantian philosophy was criticized by Fichte, Scimglland Hegel, for two major reasons

amongst others. First, eventhough, Kant furthecwaeted reason’s autonomy in his three
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critiques and established the autonomy of the &texal, practical and aesthetic spheres,
still he failed to show the unity between the thi8e, Kant “left us with a fragmentary
philosophy, which, however, stunning in its indivad parts, failed to show the unity of
human experience. (Higgins and Solomon, 2003, 182) Also, Kant's nema was
greeted by his critics as a source of skepticistham¥elongs to the noumenal, how the
existence of the thing in itself can be establishezte, some issues to be raised. This led
to a search for an ideal that could introduce rae@lfor skepticism in the name of what
goes beyond cognition and is unknowable.

Habermas asserts that the young Hegel, withessiagctuelties of history and its
tragedies first hand, postulated reason as a tbolindfication and final harmony
manifested in history’s contradictions. Most phdpkies of the Enlightenment focus on
the limits of reason and of human cognition, and limderstanding is possible based on
the self reflecting subject. Instead, Hegel focusesan absolute reason that underlies

both individuals and societies, and brings a flraimony.

According to Habermas, the young Hegel with Schgliand Holderlin in the Tubingen

seminary developed a concept of public religiort 8taod against the current religions
and also Enlightenment and its orientation towaedsgjion. For Hegel, the concretely

established religions of his day were based onaautgh while the Enlightenment’s out-

look towards religion was abstract and ideal. lagd{eHegel opted for a religion carried
out through public religious ceremonies, involvimgmbers of the society and creating
bonds or solidarity between individuals. Hegel ®edi on a religion, which is to;

“Present itself in public in celebrations and cudisly if it connected up with myths and

addressed the heart and the imagination, coulasiteligiously mediated morality, “be

woven into the entire fabric of state” (PDM,26).

Hegel applied his critique of religion to currerdlifical structures of the day, which he
saw as failing to bring a harmonious relation befvéhe individual and the state and

their laws being based on authority and divorcedhfthe communal life.

In the essayspirit of Christianity and its fateHegel advocates a reason, manifesting

itself in a public religion and unifying subjeciBhis is based on a community, where a
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reciprocal and symmetrical relation is establishedween members of society. For
Hegel, this is the ethical not the moral state. élegeant by ‘ethics’ a conscious
membership in society and reciprocal relations agapenlightened individuals. While
by ‘moral’, what Hegel has in mind, is a communiiiled with egoistic rational

individuals, each competing to satisfy their neef{ldelchert, 2002, 490) So, in
opposition to abstract moral laws and rights, Hefgelused on reciprocity between

members of a society and punishment of those waralsigainst the harmonious order.

Besides religion, Hegel also advanced his ideasty and harmony in his views on art.
Art was supposed to express the truths of religioman ethical state. But, Hegel
abandoned his aesthetic ideals, after realizingthieaessence of modernity is reason, and
the problem of modernity is its fragmentation ithoee spheres. So, what was needed is
not an aesthetic union, but a reason that bringetbher the different spheres and

contradictions of history and concrete life (PDM;3).

In place of Hegel's absolute, Habermas proposesiftersubjectivist approach to
rationality. This constitutes, conceiving modernityterms of the rationalization of the
lifeworld i.e. abandoning of conventional standaadsl pre-modern religions, traditional
outlooks. This resulted in the planting of differespheres i.e. theoretical, moral and
aesthetic correlating to the everyday world andhitse validity claims to objective social
and subjective worlds. Thus, the focus is on tlesviorld, how speech acts coordinate our
social actions through validity claims, and thetawral production of truth in reciprocity.
This differs from Hegel’'s philosophy of right whidholds the state as the concrete
actualization of the spirit in history. (PDM, 3740

From Habermas’s vantage point, Hegel's philosopity ribt escape the limits of the
philosophy of the subject. Reason is depicted asvararching and overwhelming force
behind the contradictions in actual history ana ake various stages in the development
of consciousness are devalued. So the currentrexistality, which has a potential for
critique is devalued, since it's held to be partaofjreater whole i.e. the progress of
history towards absolute spirit. This also devalimsrsubjectivity, since subjects are

finite and small parts in the dialectical movemehtistory.
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Hegel, on his essa@n the essence of philosophical criticiselaborated two kinds of
criticism. First as a critique of degenerated respive current forms of life preventing
progress Also, a critique of subjective idealism philosophies of Kant, Fichte, which
resulted in various dichotomies and failed to shiogvunity of human experience. Hegel.
In his philosophy of rightonly carries out a critique towards idealist psdphies and
hence focuses less and less on critique of actu&lg Habermas claims, this; “blunting
of critique corresponds to a devaluation of actyalfrom which the servants of
philosophy turn away” (PDM, 43).

Habermas elaborates on Schillelésters on the aesthetic education of ntan
show how the idea of intersubjectivity was alsospreged through art. Habermas
acknowledges Schiller for being the first to intwocd an “aesthetic critique of
modernity”. (PDM, 45)

Schiller Objected Greek poetry and art for appegitmauthority of the gods and having a
religious outlook. He also criticized bourgeoisieciety for promoting an excessive
individualism and selfishness, and also modermseievhich based on its abstract rules
and logic negated everyday sensuous life. Inst&ddhilller stresses the communicative,
community-building and solidarity-giving force ofrta which is to say, its public
character” (PDM, 46).

Schilller's general focus was on the tension betwie passionate and material on one
hand and the capacity found in understanding argbsing order in man on the other.
So, Schiller in his concept of the artistic beaoitythe appearance, tried to postulate how
the aesthetic, frees man from both sensuous natdecapacity for reason, and instead
tries to mediate the two. So, art for Schiller;dlases a middle disposition, in which our
nature is constrained neither physical nor morafiyg yet is active both ways”. (PDM,
48)

According to Fred Dallmayr, Habermas’s critique Hégel’s conception of modernity
can be summarized by two points. Hegel tried ovaing the philosophy of the subject

himself standing under or working under the premsiiskthe philosophy of the subject
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and failing to project a reason that can unify hoityss experiences. Hegelian discourse
on modernity also being very abstract leads to \aldation of the actual. Hence, its

highly contemplative. (Dallmayr, 1987, 688)

For Habermas, Hegel pioneered the attempt to coumakge modernity’s attempt to
grasp its own place in history, and maintain a prolation to the past and time in
general. What Hegel basically tried to accompligs wo apprehend the current and the
existing into his own philosophical system. Modgrnvas raised to a philosophical issue
in Hegel’s time, and he tried to address its pnobtd self assurance, and generally its
attempt to make sense of itself in his own phildgopAs Arnold Ruge also sees it,
Hegelian philosophy is distinct in trying to raige existing states of affairs to the status
of a philosophical reflection. Hence Hegel; “By\a#@ng contemporary history to the
rank of philosophy, he put the eternal in touchhvitte transitory, the atemporal with

what is actually going on” (PDM, 51).

One of the things unique to Hegelian philosophythie fusion of the ‘popular’ and
‘academic’ conceptions of philosophy. While Kantimtained a distinction between
philosophy as it is conceptualized commonly and &spracticed by intellectuals, Hegel
succeeded in bringing and analyzing the currenstieg condition in his own philosophy
and hence abolishing the hitherto distinction betweorldly and academic concept of
philosophy. After Hegel's death, philosophy cameb® practiced by academicians in
institutions and universities theoretically, and cagst other things this resulted in
philosophy, losing its connection with the everydagrld, and the introduction and
application of the various sciences to conceptaadizd analyze the world. This changed
for Habermas, in HeideggerBeing and Timewhen Heidegger tried to lay out the
everyday structures that ground ‘Dasein’, and he¢heaise of philosophy in deciphering
concrete structures. Also, the Hegelian Marxistagi8Veber’s analysis of Marx tried to
reestablish the link between philosophy and theckde with a “theory of reification”
and establish links between “economics and philogogPDM, 53). Also from Husserl
to Foucault, philosophy has tried to reestablishlink with the given, by way of a

critique of the sciences.
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Still, all these attempts are different from Hegehce beyond trying to conceptualize
current history in philosophical themes, Habermasssin these various ventures, an
advocacy of the end of philosophy discussions ffeidint ways. The end of philosophy
discussion is an attempt to put an end to philoggzhit is traditionally practiced and

culminated in the current scene. Of course, theees diverse orientations here. For
instance, in Heidegger traditional philosophy fail® reflect on Being as such and
instead focused on particular entities. In younggéfiens philosophy as practiced

hitherto was meditative and hence needs to stayuich with the particular and concrete.

1.5 Modernity, from Hegelianism to Nietzsche

For Habermas, the major significance of the youegefians, lies in further establishing
the discourse of modernity by a way of freeing ronfi an oppressive, absolutist,
omnipresent reason of Hegelian philosophy. Accaiginfor Habermas, “we remain
contemporaries of the young Hegelians” in tryindrée philosophy and its meditation of
the actual from an absolutist metaphysical reas@ $supposedly manifests itself in

thought’'s and history’s contradictions (PDM, 53).

Its the importance of the fleeting, fragmentarydafinite moment that the young
Hegelians tried to bring into their philosophicaflection. Hence, amongst others,
Feuerbach displays the primacy of the senses irmafig one’s existence, Kierkegaard
focuses on how the concrete individual establistieself through history and individual
choice, and Marx analyzes how our lives are shdyyemhaterial relations. Especially for
Kierkegaard, concrete existence is characterized tigcision to go beyond the rational.
This is acting in accordance with the supraratiow#tat all these three objected against
was the devaluation of the present and concreteaime of its involvement in a larger
process of history and how throughout history timée confronts the finite to finally

resolve into the infinite. Hence, Feuerbach, Kigdard and Marx;

insist on the desublimation of a spirit that merelyaws the real

oppositions emerging at a given time into the suctof an absolute
relation to self, so as to de-actualize them, @nspose them into the
mode of the shadowy self-transparency of a remesdijeaist and to strip
them of all seriousness. (PDM, 54)
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Still, the young Hegelians took from Hegel the anotithat philosophy has to

conceptualize current history; eventhough for He¢/e present is a part of a larger
process. One thing common to the critics of modgrfiom Hegel to poststructuralists is
a critique of subject centered reason. This subjsttreason which supposedly leads to
emancipation and freedom is exposed as resulting fragmented notion of reason,

oppressive metaphysics, and instrumental reasos@nd.

According to Karl Lowith, while the old Hegeliangedd to consolidate and reaffirm the
existing state of affairs and establish their maidy, the young Hegelians on the
contrary, exposed the flows in current religiorge state, and made a plea for a radical
transformation into the future. Lowith specificallyaced the old/young Hegelian
distinction into “Hegel’'s dictum that the real Isetrational and the rational is the real”
(Higgins and Solomon, 2003, 294). The old Hegelisas the existing social conditions
as manifestation of the will of reason, while tlwigg ones, called for a radicalization of

existing affairs and realization of progressiveaidan the future.

What the young Hegelians introduced was the printddize concrete and responsibility
for history. In connection to history, the youngddtans introduced the notion of
solving history’s riddles, and how the chaotic presis responsible for the unfolding of
the future. This stood contrarily to the old Heges who tried to justify existing states of
affairs, and Nietzsche who criticized the ideaaifanality altogether by expounding the
idea of will to power manifesting itself in reas@nd specifically instrumental reason in

the current stage.

Habermas sees the attempts to abandon the discofursedernity as a whole and the
young Hegelian critique of modernity in particus being code in the so-called “post-
movement”. But this is flawed since one cannotodoe Western modernity from its
roots in rationalization of the lifeworld, and teelution is working through the various
contradictions in the discourse, looking at varidhemes, and positions and counter
positions that have emerged. Hence, Habermas gods ok at Marx’s critique of
Hegel, to show how “the replacement of self consam@ss” by ‘labor’ ends up in an

aporia within Western Marxism. (PDM, 59)
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Humanity’s conception of time and generally life,en@ changed by material
achievements like the railroad. The significancehef railroad lies on its being a vehicle
through which the modern understanding of time grasped by the public at large. The
rationalization of the lifeworld, emergence of thnealidity spheres and claims, was to be
grasped, not only among the few intellectuals, thetmasses, generally. Here, material
achievements like introduction of the railway wésebe seen as first hand evidences of
the progress that humanity is making and the nage, it has entered in. Habermas
guotes the Marx of theommunist manifestavho acknowledged the effects, material
transformations introduced into human life and hbase material realities were going to
change our life. As Marx sees it in tbemmunist manifestdall that is solid melts into
air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at leompelled to face with sober senses his

real conditions of life, and his relations with kiad” (PDM 60).

For Habermas, three interconnected ideas can Ieeddrom Marx’s observations. (a)
Concretely existing humans can have direct accesdsralation to reality without a
mediation of any authority, including philosophicaintemplation. The modern world is
manifesting itself through economic and technolag@dvances in the West, and can
experience these advances in the West and, (bg tlsean urge to philosophically
conceptualize the movement of history and espgcladw the present tries to detach
itself from the past and how it stands in an ogtmirelation to the future. (c) What
accompanies, these two is a rapid accelerationatemal production, material relations
and instrumental rationality (PDM, 60-61).

Central to Hegel’'s political philosophy is the distion between civil society and the
state. While, one finds in civil society confliafirprivate interests, the state is on the
other hand, a space where there is a mutual relaBbwveen the individual and the state.
As Hegel sees it in the state;

[tlhe individual goes beyond the level of his pi®, personal thoughts and
wishes, his mere existence...... the subjective niihcbugh the state, he has
learned to universalize his wishes, to make theto laws and to live according
to them (Cropsey and Strauss, 1964, 629).

What animates societal interaction in the civil istc for Hegel is maximization of

personal profit and calculation, but in the stakes individual goes beyond one’s own

private interest to an adherence to universal ldasled to the protection and fostering
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of individuals in society. As Hegel sees it, reagactualized and manifests itself in the
state. This is contrasted to the family where reasaunder the dictates of passion, and
civil society, where private interests dominate. tBa contrary, Marx thinks that in the
state there is a struggle for material forces aldtions of production, between two

antagonistic forces, the bourgeoisie and proldtaria

Habermas thinks that the heart of praxis philosaphyow the subject stands in relation
to external utilizable objects, instead of the ®oof philosophy of subjectivity in
regarding the transparent subject standing inioslaib a knowable objective state of
affairs. Hence, the foundational block of modernltgcomes labor and not self
consciousness. Stthe only true subject is the practical subjecther $ubject of practice
... the subject is nothing other than practi¢Balibar, 2007, 25).

As Marx sees it, humans are animals who create gblees through their productive
labor. Humans create not only products, but alsmgelves as a being that produces.
But, what capitalism introduces is a degradatiomah’s potential, with an introduction
of mass production, technology and machinery amtén¢he separation of man from his
labor. At the final analysis this results, in wiMrx calls alienation. As Erich Fromm
puts it, alienation is “essentially experiencinge tlworld and oneself passively,
receptively, as the subject separated from thectb{€romm, 1997, 47). For Marx, in
alienation, one is divorced from oneself as a pctida being since one is creating for
other. From others, since what characterizes oglatwith other is fierce competition,
from the product of labor since the product cedsebe one’s creation and gains an
external and objective significance, and also fgyoduction process. Since production is
no more self creation but mass production and icrg&tbr others.

Praxis philosophy supposedly holds a “critical fetionary activity” in its urge to
radicalize relations of production, to overcomesadited labor and fetishism and enable
humans, gain their power to create themselves gfiwdabor. Still, for Habermas, Marx
and philosophy of praxis, does not escape the mesifof the philosophy of the subject
since it analyzes alienation, fetishism, and so ionterms of labor conceived
instrumentally. Reason is conceived in terms aflgext’s interested relation to utilizable
objects and is also conceived as an instrumenefalutionizing relations of production
(PDM, 65).
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CHAPTER TWO

Modernity and its Critics from Nietzsche to Poststucturalism

Nietzsche seeks to salvage Nineteenth-century Eufopm its

Nihilism of values: by a philosophy of universalcéming which

would render possible re-valuation (Heidegger irctRirdson, 1967,

381).
Until Nietzsche, a radical break with modernity wagt achieved. The critics and
reformers of the modern project like Hegel and trighd left Hegelians still haven't lost
faith in reason’s capacity to increase our undadstey of the world and our lives, both
theoretically and practically. Hegel wanted to yméason which he saw as fragmented
in Kantianism, and right and left Hegelians tried¢formulate Hegelian philosophy and
justify its doctrines in actual states of affairglgout it in contact with the concrete and
practical, respectively. The principle of modernihat attracted its followers was its
“sign of subjective freedorh.The subjective freedom was realized in societgugh the
pursuit of individual interests, in the state imnfoof free and equal participation of all
citizens, in the affirmation of individual’'s privatlives and generally a formation of a

culture that reflects on its own historical backgrds and contradictions. (PDM, 83)

One aspect of modernity and specifically the Enégment was the weakening of the
power of religion in our lives. Instead, the Enlighment cultivated a faith in a reason
which learns from its mistakes historically, andimes itself to lead humanity towards
progress. In both Hegel and the Hegelians, reasmsomnstrued as a unifying element
which develops and refines itself throughout higt@ccordingly, “Enlightenment can
only make good its deficits by radicalized enlighteent; this is why Hegel and his
disciples had to place their hope in a dialecticenfightenment in which reason was
validated as an equivalent for the unifying powieretigion”.(PDM,84)

2.1 Nietzsche, a Radical Critic of Modernity

Habermas tries to locate Nietzsche’s philosophieaitures in light of the failure of the
philosophy of Hegel, the left and right Hegeliahegel's absolute reason was elevated

beyond temporal and particular history and ledh® megation of the present and the
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particular. Also, the left Hegelians in their atf@nto revive an interest in the particular
and finite, and hence put Hegel's absolute reasdonuch with the particular, end up in
the final Analysis in an instrumental reason anerefore failed to provide a strong
alternative. Finally, the right Hegelians failed jtestify how Hegel’'s philosophy will

succeed in consolidating current realities, esflgdize state and religion.

Habermas understands Nietzsche’s starting poinarioanalysis of modern society, as a
critique of a passive, contemplative, ascetic dagon towards life. Knowledge has been
divorced from practical necessities and the needs society. Generally, modern
thinking has lost its capacity to provide humanitiyh an ideal that can affirm this life
.Hence for Nietzsche; “Modernity represents sonmé agoepochal, unique ‘twilight,” or
‘decline’, or ‘degeneration,’” or ‘exhaustion,”.he modern age is, uniquely the advent of
Nihilism.” (Pippin, 2006, 256)

Before Nietzsche’s entrance into the discoursaadernity, religion’s power to provide
an alternative for modern man’s search for meaningdj self-certainty was replaced by
reason. This took the form of absolute reason igeHepractical, interested reason in left
Hegelians and remodeling of absolute reason to exnih with historical realities and
forms, in right Hegelians. In this scenario, Habasnsees Nietzsche as being left with
two alternatives. Working within the philosophy the subject or completely denounce
and reject it. Nietzsche chose the second altematid decided to step out of the reason

of Western civilization.

For Nietzsche, Modern society lacks the criteriat th needs to consolidate its position
and makes it presence felt in history. This is beeaits exaggerated reason and science
only managed to deny this life. As Nancy Love siesodern society for Nietzsche
witnessed the highest stage in the production cétasideals in the history of humanity.
Accordingly, for Nietzsche, all the greater trutlre results of man’s ‘will to power’, or
the urge to create meanings and affirm life. Butsinaof the ideals have managed to
negate this life in the “name of Forms, of God,B&fing in the name of truth”. (Love,
1986, 4) Modern society’s highest expression otfrue. science, led to a destruction of

all religious and mythical beliefs, and finally v#®d in atheism which is too weak to
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affirm this life. So, Nietzsche, according to Habes, declares that “from ourselves we

moderns have nothing at all.” (PDM. 86)

As an alternative, Nietzsche tries to appeal tdohyswith an aim of exposing and
destructing the rationalistic tradition. In his \piThe birth of tragedyNietzsche uses
historical research and his philological backgraumal go back into the pre-Christian,
pre-rationalistic world of the Greeks and derivigetia by which to criticize the modern
world. According to Habermas, Nietzsche’s pointdefparture is twofold. On the one
hand, the Enlightenment is not able to provide #ebalternative to religion, with its
confidence in reason and rationality; on the camgtriaresulted in nihilism. This is what
Nietzsche expresses through the madman, inThas spoke ZarathustraVhat the
madman expresses is a kind of description thavagold. On the one hand; people are
released from chains of divine belief and faith levloin the other, this freedom also poses
a threat since by rejecting God, our values haveadference, we no longer have a

meaning, and the value of life is in question.

The madman, have you not heard of that madmen ivadantern in the

bright morning hours run to the market place, ante@ incessantly. ‘I

seek God | seek God’ as many of those who did el@vie in God were

standing around just then, he provided much laughtas he got lost

asked one, did he lose his way like a child? Askeather? (Nietzsche,

2006, 476)
On the other hand, modernity cannot appeal to pydemn standards since rationality is
also found in ancient and medieval philosophicateys, although in the Enlightenment

the faith in reason reached its peak.

For Habermas, in Nietzsche, modernity’s novelty disinctness, its unique emergence
in the rationalization of the lifeworld and emergenof distinct values spheres and
validity claims gets lost. Instead, modernity isiceived as the culmination of Western
philosophy’s firm insistence, on rationality andr{Stianity’s life denying values (PDM,
87).

Nietzsche’s initial alternative to the paradoxesnodernity is found in his aesthetic

ideals inThe birth of tragedy Here, Nietzsche offers Richard Wagner's operaaas
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modern form of the Greek tragedy and hence a solutr the problem of existence.
Nietzsche uses the Greek gods ‘Apollo and Dionysu®xplicate two different natural
tendencies and inclinations. Apollo representsaieasrder and stability while Dionysus
represents chaos, passions, and emotions. Thedicagice of Greek tragedy lies in
bringing the elements of order and chaos, underfame of art, where the two elements
can exist along with each other. In Greek tragealjjle Dionysus manifested the
excessive portrayal of passions and emotions bymbmbers of society as a whole.
Apollo in turn represented the order of the rhyttand the ceremonies.

Through Tragedy, the Greeks affirmed the pessiensstie of life. The Greeks accepted
natural and man made evils as major facets of hitymmexistence. This for Nietzsche

was destroyed by the Western philosophical traggicstrict insistence on reason and
abandoning of passions, emotions and the aestlstditing from Socrates. Hence for
Nietzsche in Socratic maxims like, “virtue is knedtje man sins only from ignorance;
he who is virtuous is happy...lies the death of tdyfje(Janaway, 2006, 50). What

Nietzsche sought in Wagner was a revival of andizneek tragedy in modern opera that
acknowledges the harsh side of life, and affirmisterce, by affirming this pessimistic

side.

Habermas acknowledges Nietzsche'’s rejection of Wiagmmusical drama. Nietzsche
witnessed that what Wagner’s opera and Schopenbam@taphysics, can do best is
affirm the harsh side of life, instead of tryinggoovide an alternative to it. Nietzsche’s
alternatives are found in his ‘will to power’, tteverman’ and the “affirmation of eternal
recurrence”. Nietzsche called for a transcendintheflast’ or ‘modern man’ who is on
the verge of Nihilism. The ‘overman’ is a creatdrvalues and an ideal that transcends
uncivilized, brutish and cruel ancient morality aaldo the current ‘last man who is
rational but weak. The ‘overman’ affirms ‘eternad®rrence’ or recognizes that there is
no final stage where dominance will be establistreck and for all and that the problem
of existence, continual struggle and trying to ifito the schema of nature is not
something going to be overcomed once and for all.
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Nietzsche's concept of ‘eternal recurrence’ isiigqure of other-worldly philosophies and
ideals that sought reconciliation in the end andhim otherworldly. Nietzsche severely
criticized amongst others, philosophies that nebatathly life as imitative, bodily, and
transient. He was also against the look for ematory ideals in justice in an afterlife or
in what goes beyond the sensuous. In turn, Nie&sehues that throughout time and
hence history we continually struggle to affirm @xistence and impose values on one
another. History witnesses ‘transvaluations of galui.e. redefinitions of values and
imposition of new meanings. We are not moving pesgively towards a determined
path. On the contrary, we are continually tryingréaffirm our existence and strife is
what best characterizes this life.

Dionysus represents the passionate tendenciesnarhbeings. As a god it never arrives.
So the tendencies it represents i.e. the passiamatemotional are realized in the space
it leaves through artistic practices. The idea @fiysus as the coming god who presents
himself with absence was according to Habermas, dgseloped in early Romanticism.
Accordingly, the idea of Dionysus was taken as guivalent for Christ as the messiah
who comes in the future and is currently absentM2) This absence creates a space in
this world where the promises of the Enlightenmand the infinite worth of individual,
its interrogation of tradition and affirmation d§irights, will be realized. So, Nietzsche
recognizes how Wagner takes up the romanticist ¢hemfulfilment in this world
through absence, of the other-worldly, and thenedpgcts the latter’'s approach. This is
since, for Nietzsche all forms of other worldlinessl up in a negation of this life and the
degradation of it as fleeting, finite, and so orccérdingly “The mature Nietzsche
recognizes that Wagner in whom modernity is almsstnmed up’, shared with the

romantics the perspective on the still to comdlfoiént of the modern age.” (PDM, 92)

One of the things that Nietzsche maintained in Bisth of tragedy is the

Schopenhauerian insight that the principle of imimtion has limitations. For
Schopenhauer, going beyond Kant’s identificatiorihéf noumenal as the ‘unknowable’
one could attribute the noumenal world to the woflavill. In the phenomenal world, the
principle of individuation makes it possible fodigiduals to grasp the world by applying
space and time. But, beyond this, the world of wilinifests itself in the individual in
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form of excessive desires and inclinations, resgliin feeling of pain and suffering.
Schopenhauer provided a disinterested art and mptagive life as an alternative. Later,
Nietzsche rejected Schopenhauer’'s approach claithiagit denies the basic nature of
life as will to power, or endless desire to impaeseaning and order on things, and
instead simply tries to affirm the pessimistic siddife. (Love, 1986, 39)

In his aesthetics, Nietzsche focuses, accordidptoermas, on how the individual in the
“aesthetic phenomenon”, sets himself free from rreonventions and values, and
generally goes beyond cognition, language and re@®0OM, 93). One of the things that

Nietzsche takes from the Romantics is the diffea¢ion of the aesthetic from those of
science, morality and other realms, and also anhasip on how it steps outside the
bounds of reason. This aesthetic ideal focusesioer@ Greek tragedy, the identification
of the aesthetic with the non-rational and emphasishow Dionysus brings in a

passionate, fragmented, non-cognitive element taitye Nietzsche for Habermas

introduces a new kind of critique of modernity, dhat tries to step outside of reason, in
order to critique reason. Hence;

Subject-centered reason is confronted with reasab'solute other. And
as a counterauthority to reason, Nietzsche appaéxperiences that are
displaced back into the archaic realm-Experiencésealf-disclosure of
decentred subjectivity, liberated from all constitsi of cognition and
purposive activity, all imperatives of utility angbrality. (PDM, 94)
What Nietzsche, would like to bring into the scevith his art is the value of life. How
the world as a chaotic, non theoretical realm xgegience, witnessing both joy and
suffering and resisting inclusion into a grand tiyeoriginal plan, or final goal, is to be

deciphered through art.

In Nietzsche’s later philosophy the notion of theill to power’ takes primary
importance. This ‘will to power’ is the force offdi that animates humanity’s urge to
create meanings that affirm and guide its life. éfalmas claims that Nietzsche uses the
‘will to power’ to decipher the nature of our sdc@ganizations and arrangements,
narratives and mythologies, our self image, theagenof the world found in the greatest
philosophical traditions, scientific inquiries, iggbns and so on. The philosophical
traditions, scientific inquiries and religions euhated in a denial of this life, some by
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denying this life in name of other worlds (religifor instance) or failing to provide a
better alternative, for example science resultingatheism and destroying already
provided ideals like those provided in religion angthologies. But the truth of this life
is in the recognition that; “nature is essentidhg will to power, a brutal and savage
contest of strength characterized by... tragedyffesng ... affirming the values that

enhance the will to power, saying ‘yes’ to life”"ébise, 2008:213)

In this line, Nietzsche tries to go beyond reasoralyze modernity in terms of the will to
power, and thereby criticize reason and modernitiyntyoducing its other. (PDM 95-96)

As Habermas summarizes it, Nietzsche’s critiqumodlernity could be carried out along
two directions or forms of interrogation. First,ethdea of art or the non-rational
separating itself from other domains and manifgstine emotional, passionate and
generally life affirming values; and second, aigué of the metaphysical tradition and an
exposure of its life denying values through theioroof the ‘will to power’. (PDM, 96-
97)

Habermas thinks that Nietzsche’s two distinct walfyapproaching modernity, have both
been utilized .on one hand, the notion of how thél ‘to power’ manifests itself in
different forms and in the process manages to declthers, has been taken up by
Bataille, Lacan and Foucault. On the other, aquéi of metaphysics and pursuing an
alternative in something mysterious and other tieg@son has been pursued by Heidegger
and Derrida (PDM, 97). But, before, going deeplyoithe details of Bataille’s and
Heidegger’'s appropriation of Nietzsche, Habermges tto show how Horkheimer and

Adorno’sDialectic of Enlightenmenttilizes Nietzsche’s critique of reason.

2.2 Habermas and the Dialectic of Enlightenment

In the most general sense of progressive thougbt Enlightenment has
always aimed at liberating men from fear and esthihg their
sovereignty. Yet the fully enlightened earth ragBatlisaster triumphant.
(Horkheimer and Adorno, 1982, 3)
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Habermas starts off, his discussion of Horkheimand Adorno’s critique of modernity,
through a differentiation between the ‘dark’ andbtik writers of the bourgeoisie” and by
tracing the origins of Horkheimer and Adorno to€tblack” ones (PDM, 106). The
‘dark’ writers were critics of modern society likdachiavelli, Hobbes and Mandeville,
who still haven’t lost complete faith in modern mamd its reason. So, they tried to bring
radical ideals with an aim of reformulating the dations of Western society. On the
contrary, what the ‘black’ writers like NietzschedaMarquis de Sade, aimed at was, an
annihilation and total destruction of the philosiggh tradition. And alongside, the
‘black’ writers, “in their ‘blackest book’Dialectic of EnlightenmentHorkheimer and
Adorno joined with these writers to conceptualine Enlightenment’s process of self-
destruction” (PDM, 106).

As Habermas sees it, what motivates his discussitime Dialectic of Enlightenmenis

not the continuing significance of the work theseys] but how the same ideas of
Nietzsche that were being expressed in Horkheinmelt Adorno are today being
presented in poststructuralism, and its farewellsnbdernity. So, Habermas wants to

defend the modern project against such an attack.

Habermas outlines his discussion of Horkheimer afdorno’s Dialectic of
Enlightenmenas revolving around four points. These are (1)kHeimer’'s and Adorno’s
critique of Enlightenment and hence modern soci€y. Its relation to Nietzsche’s
critique of modernity and reason in general ,(3)torkheimer’s and Adorno’s critique
differs from other critiques of culture, and (4)wat extent the Enlightenment itself is
reflective. (PDM, 107)

Horkheimer and Adorno’s critique of Enlightenmeatpart of their critical theory of
society. As Thomas McCarthy sees it, especially Horkheimer, the idea of critical
theory gains its status in relation to its diffexenfrom ‘traditional theory’. Critical
theory, acknowledges and inquires into the positibnesearchers, their aims and goals
in undertaking a research. It also focuses on hogwkedge is produced conscious in a
specific cultural context, and challenges, the vadwheory as value free and devoid of

any interests. Hence, as McCarthy sees it,
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unlike ‘traditional theory’, then, critical sociaheory takes as topics of

investigation the reflexivity of social researclnetdivision of labor-

including scientific and scholarly labor- in whi¢his carried on, and its

social functions... It reflects, in particular, onetlrcontexts of its own

genesis and application, that is, on its own embedd in the social

matrix out of which it arises and within which itlivfind its uses. (Hoy

and McCarthy, 1994, 15)
Besides differentiating itself radically from ‘tiéidnal theory’, critical theory outlines
various standards to be employed in an interrogatiba concept, theory or a social
institution. Some of these standards include, titlemg the goals of the critiqued,
normative standards being internal to the targetribicism, and grasping that which is
criticized “conceives itself to be”. Critical thgoralso opens itself to critique and

introduces ‘no’ external standards.” (Sherratt, &R7)

According to Habermas, the usual understandinghefBnlightenment is that it stands
contrarily to myth since the enlightenment is seiddismantle the power of tradition,
norms and conventions by relying on the force akoa. It is also seen as an antidote to
myth, in managing to destroy the power of uncriticaditions and in turn planting a
culture based on the exchange of good reasons.Haukheimer and Adorno’s concept
of the enlightenment, on the contrary tries to siwmw there is an intrinsic relation
between myth and enlightenment, and that one ceukh ‘relapse’ into the other.
Amongst other things, Horkheimer and Adorno usednkits odysseyto show how

enlightenment even existed in the ancient world.

For Horkheimer and Adorno, Homer's Odysseus is aample of the modern
enlightened subject, showing amongst other thirfgeling oneself in a mythic,
unsecured, unenlightened background and tryingctiiee knowledge, become strong,
secure and enlightened. Just like the so calledemodorld, tries to detach itself from
pre-modern mythic background, Odysseus also toebberate himself in a mythical

scene.

In the development of the subject, myths and atdigment provide two ways of relating
to the world. Myths were seen as collective waybaihg, tracing meaning to uncritical
grounds. Enlightenment on the contrary represeaeiddividualistic, rational and future
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oriented outlook towards the world. Hence, mytgais identity standing in relation to

enlightenment, and vice versa. The enlightenmeigts for Horkheimer and Adorno is

related to a superseding and surpassing of mytiuangls. “Enlightenment has always
taken the basic principle of myth to be anthropgrh@m, the projection onto nature of
the subjective. In this view, the supernatural ispiand demons, are mirror images of
men who allow themselves to be frightened by natphenomena” (Horkheimer and

Adorno, 1982, 6).

By using Homer’'sodysseyHorkheimer and Adorno tried to depict a subjecowtas
managed to control the world but is at the same fatrwars with himself. Odysseus tries
to exercise theoretical and practical knowledgerottee world by increasing his
understanding of the environment and also by prakyi being able to control his
surroundings. But the more, he manages in comglthe world, the more he is
depriving his nature. The basic ability of humaasre¢late to the world in general by
experiencing it, is replaced by an instrumentadtieh that tries to manipulate the world.
So, “Odysseus’s loss of pleasure in the world &ntass of experience of the world as
substantively meaningful.”(Sherratt, 2000, 34-35%¢nkke, Habermas claims that, for
Horkheimer and Adorno’s the price of being enligiee is that of exploiting everything
and being unable to cognize the world without tytili

Further, the modern world is not fully divorced rfomythical backgrounds, since as a
project it can only be defined in its exclusion tbé pre-modern. Emancipation and
maturity come at the price of suppressing onedination towards experiencing the

world. Hence;

The compulsion toward rational domination of ertdly impinging
natural forces has set the subject upon the coafse formative process
that heightens productive forces without limit foe sake of sheer self-
preservation, but lets the forces of reconciliattbat transcend more self-
preservation atrophy. [PDM, 110)
For Horkheimer and Adorno, humanity’s attemptsuavival led in the final stage to an
instrumental rationality that damaged other waysetditing to the world of objects and

other subjects, and managed to establish instraheationality as the only way of
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relating to the world. What's further expected adrkheimer and Adorno, according to
Habermas, is to show how this instrumental ratibpahanaged to contaminate the

modern value spheres of science, morality and dend,art.

In relation to science, Horkheimer and Adorno aoevinced that modern science’s
insistence on exclusively cognizing and theorizthgt which is to be exploited and
utilized, is best depicted in positivistic oriembais to science. Instead of trying to
conceptualize things generally interms of “theirciaf historical and human
significance”, positivism aimed at pinning down tlegact properties of things and
entities, so that they can be utilized. (PDM, Hgrkheimer and Adorno extended their
critique of positivism, to science in general, tgiming that all the sciences are arenas of
instrumentality. Accordingly; enlightenment behaves toward things as a dictateard
men. He knows them in so far as he can maniputem.t The man of science knows
things in so far as he can make them. In this @iy potentiality is turned to his own
ends”. (Horkheimer and Adorno, 1982, 9)

Also, in relation to morality and law, Horkheimenda Adorno expressed their doubts
toward a supreme authority that can be used asesi@n, emanating from either religion
or pure reason itself, and instead focused on helations of instrumentality and

domination characterize the moral and legal spheres

Finally, art instead of trying to declare its awory and reflexivity towards other
spheres, has on the contrary tried to imitate alhd itself with the truths of the
instrumental sciences, law and morality. This istbaéepicted in mass culture which

organizes the masses into a dominant ideologinadtstre.

The culture industry perpetually cheats its conssmef what it
perpetually promises. The promissory note whichth wis plots and
staging, it draws on pleasure is endlessly prolahdke promise, which is
actually all the spectacle consists of , is illugaall it actually confirms is
that the real point will never be reached, that thener must be satisfied
with the menu (Horkheimer and Adorno, 1982, 139).

If this is true, then Habermas thinks that, thensibjective communicative processes

based on validity claims have been undermined. Webationalization of the lifeworld
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and emergence of the three value spheres and tredating validity claims in everyday
world will all be undermined.

Habermas admits that in modern capitalist socighesinclination towards minimizing
all questions to issues of one’s own interest akally the interest to preserve oneself
has increased. Still, the production of truth tlgtowistinct validity claims and the kind
of ‘give and take’ ethos between the three validiigims and the three value spheres
haven’'t completely been undermined. Hence, “théedii of enlightenment does not do
justice to the rational content of cultural modgrrihat was captured in bourgeois ideals
(and also instrumentalized along with thénPDM, 113).

Habermas further asserts that, the rationality afdenn sciences goes beyond the
utilizable, and the universal basis of law and rityrdhave been realized in various
global, regional and national institutions and laausd the reflexivity of modern art that

take the subject beyond an instrumental rationaifyhaven’'t been exhausted.

2.3 From Critique of Ideology to General Critiqueof Reason

Habermas goes on to look at what animated Horkheiamel Adorno’s critique of
Enlightenment, and in relation to this, why theydha abandon Marx’s critique of

ideology.

In mythical thinking and mythical societies, whateimphasized is how things stand in an
intrinsic relation to the whole. Amongst other thgn this excludes any division between
one and others, and one and the objective worlthisncontext, “only demythologization
dispels this enchantment... the process of enlightenreads to the desocialization of
nature and the denaturalization of the human WofRDM, 115).In ‘demythologization’,
the role of tradition is undermined, norms, conigrg and rules are replaced by
contestable claims to truth instead of a unitarplhthe world becomes differentiated
into that of objects, norms and subjective, one. WA&ber has shown, this
“demythologization” results in the freeing of théeWworld form the power of tradition,
and in turn, the planting of different claims tattr, relating, to the objective, social and

subjective worlds. So, where does the critiquedeblogy fit under this type of analysis?
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As Habermas sees, it's only in the context of tise of the value spheres of science,
morality and laws and art replacing the power afliions and myths, that one could
make a critique of ideology, or question the extenwhich the claims of the autonomous
value spheres are contaminated by private or spenikrests and agendas. Hence, “if
one describes the process suspended between ndyimhghtenment in this way, as the
formation of a decentered understanding of the dydHe place where the procedure of

ideology critique enters into this drama can alsspecified”. (ibid)

In the critique of ideology, the production of tmuts seen in terms of the powers that
influenced the production of the claims to truthhu$, ideology critique tries to
undermine the status of the so called value sphasbeing free of uncritical accounts
and solely being based on the force of reason. e marks, the ideology critiques or
the questioning of the various spheres of the mogesject as its moment of reflexivity
or being aware of its own historical background agftecting on this. This changes for
Habermas, when reason itself is questioned orseeiwhether reason itself can liberate
humanity or when the aporia of what it means tesoeaare emphasized. But, what

animated such a critique of reason itself?

For Habermas, it's the frustration of Horkheimedakdorno, in the failure of Marxist
philosophy and its intentions. These include thability of the masses to stage a
revolution in the West, and the dominance of Sistimand fascism, in soviet Russia and
Germany respectively. (PDM, 116) Hence for Horkhexirand Adorno; “the impression
could indeed get established in the darkest yehtheosecond world war that the last
sparks of reason were being extinguished from rddity and had left the ruins of a

civilization in collapse without any hope” (PDM, 21

Initially, Horkheimer and Adorno took on Marx’s tigue of ideology with their insight
that philosophy usually ends up affirming the staguo and that it's not equipped with
the necessary tools to revolutionize existing stafeaffairs. So, from Marx, Horkheimer
and Adorno took the insight that the dominant ideastitutions and frameworks are
those of the powerful social class and that créighould be aimed at exposing how so-

called ‘emancipatory’ theories and structures shgiposedly stand for the whole society,
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in practice only serve the privileged few. This Man orientation guided the Frankfurt
school’s critical social theory’s interdisciplinagpproach to society in the 1930s. But in
the 1940s, this critique of society, turned fromatvheason serves in society, to what
reason has led humanity to in general, Hence, Hmkér and Adorno; “Pushed for a
radicalization and self-over-coming of ideology tigue, which was supposed to
enlighten the Enlightenment about itself.” (PDM8]11

Horkheimer and Adorno, abandoned Marx’s critiqueid#ology, since it was able to
unravel not the destructive path that reason its&df led humanity into in its attempt to
dismantle irrationality, but, how reason is directey specific values and interests in a

particular context. So, Horkheimer and Adorno moteelietzsche’s critique of reason.

Habermas sees the position of Horkheimer and Addomeards Nietzsche's ‘will to
power and his critique of reason, as being ‘amlent, they accepted Nietzsche'’s
general critique of reason, and reason’s fusionh wibmination and resulting in
instrumentality. Still this proved problematic sengf all reason is repression then what
about the reason of critical social theory? So,KHeimer and Adorno were trying to find
a space within which their critical, reflective arthancipative reason towards society
can be justified (PDM, 120).

One of the areas where there is a strong relatatwden Horkheimer and Adorno, and
Nietzsche is in relation to the development of satiyity. According to Nietzsche, the
development of ‘consciousness’ coincided with thgpsession of instincts. For
Horkheimer and Adorno, the modern subject is the tirat has suppressed its ‘id’ in
favor of ‘ego’ in Freud's terms. As Freud has i, modern subjectivity, the id’'s

inclination to “experience objects as pleasuralvld also, importantly, as meaningful

(Sherratt, 2000 532) has been suppressed by the dgue to preserve the self by

exerting control, and instrumentally manipulatengs.

Further, Nietzsche, Adorno and Horkheimer, shae idtea that behind the modern

sciences, morality and religion, lies humanity’'sgeirto preserve itself, and the
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manifestation of humanity’s endless drive towarde world, manifesting itself in an
instrumental relation to the world (PDM, 122).

Habermas claims that in Nietzsche, notions like dbetestation of validity claims, and
generally truth, are abandoned to that of the “allpower and the ability to impose
meaning. Nietzsche expounds his analysis of thetavibower and its degeneration into
ascetic ideals in higsenealogy of moralsin this work, Nietzsche tried to make a
historical analysis of different conceptions of timeral. He further claimed that the
development of different civilization and their mbrconceptions is related to a unique
class of society which establishes its Hegemonyirnaf life, and conquers the
environment making itself the source of moral valua his survey of the cultural history
of humanity, Nietzsche identified two major typdsnaorality i.e. ‘master’ and ‘slave’.
‘Master’ morality is characterized by moral agewtso know they are the ‘measures’ of
things, they affirm their biological instincts f@ower and thereby impose meaning on
things. On the contrary, we find in ‘slave’ moraldne which is populated by individuals

who have no respect for life, strife, struggle andhpetition. So, with his genealogy;

Nietzsche has in hand the conceptual means by weicdan denounce the
prevalence of the belief in reason and of the @sodeal, of science and
of morality, as a merely factual victory (thoughaoiurse decisive for the
fate of modernity) of lower and reactionary forc3DM, 126)

According to Habermas, in developing a criticalaityeof society that denounces reason
while simultaneously utilizing it, Horkheimer anddérno are left just like Nietzsche in
an uncomfortable position i.e. what is the basi€rdfque. If all reason is exploitation
then how could reason be used to emancipate s@diipermas thinks that, Horkheimer

and Adorno are left with two alternatives.

First, Horkheimer and Adorno can appeal to Nietexltheory of power and recognize
the fusion of reason and power, and as in the @eiBeucault, identify power/knowledge
nexuses. Still this has a defect of having no basdfoundation for theory. For, even to
identify power/knowledge nexuses, one needs a rmorenaground. The second
alternative, is taking a skeptical attitude towareason, metaphysical speculations and
absolutist abstractions.
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Habermas admits that Horkheimer and Adorno’s abamémt of ideology critique is
justified, since the Marxian proletariat no longp@ids a potential for change. The results
of the various struggles haven't crystallized tadgaa unified program, and so on. Still,
as an alternative, Habermas expounds the ideactitajue should be grounded on

everyday validity claims and the distinct claimatthare raised and contested in them.

2.4 Nietzsche, Heidegger, Batalille, and the Entrywa into Postmodernism

According to Habermas, the ambivalent acceptancéliefzsche by Horkheimer and
Adorno, was replaced by Heidegger and Bataillejsraypriations of Nietzsche that laid
the grounds for postmodernism and specificallytgioscturalism. Here, we will look at
how Habermas sketches such connections betweensbliet, Heidegger and Bataille,
and how this has been handed down to poststrusitaHabermas on his lecture on
Heidegger, in PDM discusses three major pointglation to Heidegger’s philosophy, to
show how the latter finalfyarrives at a temporalized philosophy of originsD{®, 131).
These are the relation between Heidegger and NletzdHeidegger'®eing and Timge
and the affiliation of Heidegger with Nazism.

For Habermas, the fact that Heidegger's philosophywes at an analysis of beings
through time that ends up in tracing everythin@&ng, can easily be seen in the “four
operations that Heidegger undertakes in his cotdtmm with Nietzsche” (ibid). First,
Heidegger restored to philosophy its traditionaktsd of being the highest authority on
truth. As Habermas sees it, what the young Hegeliad affected was the primacy of the
particular and the material over the ideal, corcretations against thought, sensibility
over reason and the immediate over the concepta.result of this was, philosophy
lost its status as the judge of all truth claimsidégger again empowered philosophy by
calling for an ontological analysis, analyzing tysnin their wholeness through a horizon
and interpreting them; in trying to contemplate hio&ng manifests itself in beings and
how the existential structure of these beings asale could be laid out. Traditionally
metaphysics has taken over the task of interpretweings’. So, Heidegger tried to

destruct the ‘history of metaphysics’, by remindihgf its ‘forgetfulness’ of Being, and
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philosophy was given the task of unraveling thigg&full metaphysical tradition. Still,

how does this affect Heidegger’s critique of modgfh

Secondly, at the same time, Horkheimer and Adormwewnriting theDialectic of
Enlightenmentvhich criticizes Western rationality for being iramsed in an instrumental
rationality, Heidegger was also depicting “Europeandern dominance of the world”
(PDM, 132), as being the result of the ‘will to parwand its excessive manifestations.
The ‘overman’ as expressing the truth of ‘will tower and ‘eternal recurrence of
existence’ was manifesting itself in the truth bé tEuropean dominance of the world.
This dominance resulted in a fierce struggle to im#ate the materials of the world.
Hence, “Heidegger sees the totalitarian essentesagpoch characterized by the global

techniques for mastering nature, waging war, angirareeding.” (PDM, 133)

Heidegger locates the modern ‘European Man’ anddbisinance of the world as a
logical result of the modern conception of man tas ideveloped from Descartes to
Nietzsche. In modern philosophy, man became théecemd measure of things. This
was pioneered by Descartes’ thinking ‘I’, and culated in Nietzsche, as man becomes
the one who expresses the truth as ‘will to powaed existence as ‘eternal recurrence’.
The ‘overman’ becomes the one who actualizes tliletovpower’ in its fullest sense, by
exploiting others, including other humans As Wiltial. Richardson sees it, Heidegger

conceived man for Nietzsche in the sense that;

If the Being of beings is will unto power, what mbe said about the
nature of man? His task is to assume his propecgblmong the ensemble
of beings according to the nature of Being whichnpmtes them all.
More precisely this means to... endorse with his aiin this dominion
over the earth of universal will by assuming thep@nsibility of achieving
to the limit of his possibility the global certiéiton in which the truth and
value of all constants consist.( Richardson, 13878)

For Habermas, this understanding of Heidegger @fitterpretation of Being in a being
that actualizes itself, and is at the center of thihgs, made Heidegger unable to

differentiate between the positive and negativesiof the modern project.
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Thirdly, it's Heidegger’'s analysis and the factttha is trying to burse out of the modern
period that leads to his destruction of the metajay tradition. The philosophy of
modern period started with Descartes’ cogito anldhiniated in Nietzsche’s attempt to
think of Being, as a universal desire for powert'thhest expressed in man’s urges to
actualize its inclinations. Further, Heidegger sae present as chaotic and questioned
whether it heralds the beginning of another pemodconsummation of the historical
process. So, Heidegger conceptualized the neeeciplter the nature of the present, and
in his philosophy of Being tried to salvage theser&. Still, Nietzsche’s desire to revive
the present through the revival of a past ideat li6reek tragedy’, is replaced by
Heidegger’s vision of how the future comes out @fraper relation with the past and the
present. This idea of the coming future and thermefilation of the metaphysical
tradition in its forgetfulness, as Habermas claimese influenced by “romantic models,
especially Holderlin, the thought figure of the ahisGod. So as to be able to conceive of
the end of metaphysics as a ‘completion’, and hescthe unmistakable sign of another
beginning” (PDM, 135).

Further, Nietzsche’s Dionysus is taken over by Hegger's Being, specifically in the
‘ontological difference’. Heidegger differentiatbétween the ontological or the concern
with Being as such, and the ontic or contemplatibbeings in their particularity. In this
scheme, both ‘Being’ and ‘Dionysus’ are what arsegih, and manifest themselves in the
particular. In Heidegger's case, Being manifessglitin things and entities, while in
Nietzsche, Dionysus shows itself in the passionateptional and non-rational. Hence,
“only Being, as distinguished from beings by wayhgpostatization, can take over the
role of Dionysus.” (ibid)

Finally, Heidegger does note escape the philosagththe subject in his attempt to
destruct the metaphysical tradition, since he Wi, drying to employ Husserl's
phenomenology as the method that excavates théeetid structures within which

Dasein is said to dwell daily.

Heidegger criticized the traditional approach tewktedge, the subject/object distinction

and presupposed an idea that Being comes befomgifkgp@nd that knowing is just one
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form of being. For Heidegger, to be in the worlcesiot mean, | am here and they are
there, we are not here dwelling in an attempt asging other dwellers, we are dwelling
with others. In other words, to know that one &rénin the world, Dasein doesn’t need to

objectify the others, its there and this implieg\gehere with others.

According to Habermas Heidegger takes on Hussgitenomenological method of
investigation with an aim of unconcealing the truth Being. This entails trying to

phenomenologically dig out or lay out an experiertbe existential structures through
which being manifests itself. For Richard Polt, réheare two major notions that
Heidegger appropriated form Husserl’'s phenomenolddpese are, first, ‘Evidence’, or
that there are conditions in which phenomena msatsiféself and that the task of the
phenomenologist is to make the hidden truth manifeself, second, ‘categorical

intuition’, or that through beings we can haveimsight into what underlines and can
never be grasped in itself i.e. Being (Polt, 1988,15).

The difference between Heidegger and Husserl iglistenction between Being as such
and beings, and then trying to apply the phenonogycdl method to Being itself. Still,
Heidegger for Habermas “does not free himself frora traditional granting of a
distinctive status to theoretical activity, to thenstative use of language, and to the
validity claim of propositional truth.” (PDM, 138)

So, what are some of the consequences of Heiddegphilosophy for the critique of
modernity and the modern project in general? ffstll, as Habermas sees it, the need
for a unifying force other than religion which waspplanted by artistic, mythological
and rational ideals, was replaced by Heideggeitgjoe of the metaphysical tradition
and its forgetfulness of Being. Heidegger emphastrethe difference between the ontic
and the ontological. For Habermas, this resultarinnability to address problems that
arise in everyday world, and possibilities of umfy, emancipatory, ideal being
generated. Secondly, Heidegger’'s conception of mmityeis divorced from specific
practical, concrete questions that are addressdiaebyarious sciences which are oriented
towards specific validity claims. Hence, “the aite of modernity is made independent

of scientific analysis”. (PDM, 139) Finally, Heidger arrives at a kind of an acceptance
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of current realities in conceiving Being itself beyond what can be described and
conceptualized, and could only be deciphered iotdyre Accordingly, “[t]he

propositionally contentless speech about Being hegertheless, the illocutionary sense
of demanding resignation to fate” (PDM, 140). Habas goes on to specifically look at

Heidegger’s earlier position as developed inBesng and Time

Heidegger in hiBeing and Timelaimed that his interrogation of Dasein was airaéd
revealing the truth of Being as such, and to thiter@ criticized the metaphysical
tradition for focusing on beings and not Being. Desein Analytic was supposed to be
the foundation. For Habermas, this gives one adeqguate background of the context in
which Heidegger developed his ideasBieing and TimeThis context is for Habermas;
“the post idealism of the nineteenth century,” apécifically “neo-ontological wave that
captured German philosophy after the first worldr,Wfeom Rickert through Scheler
down to Hartmanfi. (PDM, 141) It was a scene in which, Kantianism anetKantian
forms of philosophizing were being abandoned inofaef forms of thought that

emphasized the concrete and the particular.

The paradigm of the subject that is at the centéhaught transcends itself, reflects on
itself and the world, and was starting to dissoleenthough “the idea of a subjectivity
that externalizes itself, in order to melt down sieobjectifications into experience,
remained standard” (PDM, 142). Heidegger's appraacteen as one of exposing how
the metaphysical tradition has been focused orgshand entities rather than Being as
such. Still he tried to preserve some aspects ef tthdition like the analysis of

phenomena, from Kant's critique of reason to HUssphenomenology.

In Being and timeHeidegger explicitly states that the variousscés like anthropology,
psychology and biology aren’'t adequate enough toyaaut the Dasein Analytic. The
only focus is on the ontic, and not the ontologidal treating humans as a “thing,
substance or subject”. (BT, 78) But for Heideggeséin is unique in the fact that it is to
be situated in the ways it tries to realize itgelthe future, or the fact of it's a possibility.
Still, Heidegger according to Habermas, when trymegxplicate the nature of Dasein as

being-in-the-world, resorts to the strategy of gnialg the subject, by going beyond it
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and looking at what is it that makes its existepossible (PDM, 143). By being-in-the-
world, Heidegger stressed that, Dasein’s beingéwiorld doesn’t entail being inside the
other or in something. “We are inclined to underdtahis being in as being in
something. (BT, 79) Dasein’s world is of being there with et and dwelling with

them, being found alongside them.

Habermas goes on the look at how Heidegger egtalslithe primacy of Dasein and what
makes Dasein the center of analysis. First oftédlidegger distinguishes between the
ontic and the ontological, and bestows Dasein aolagical priority. For Heidegger,
Dasein like other beings occurs as an entity, bbdoésn’t just occur, since it is oriented
towards that understanding of Being itself. Dagsithe only being whose being is at
issue and it inquires into Being by inquiring theily of one’s being. So, while ontically
it is a being that's concerned with its being, dmgecally it's concerned with Being as
such this is to be situated in the context of itaal questioning and uniqueness, leading
to an ontological insight. As, Heidegger puts itBieing and Time;Dasein is an entity
which does not just occur among other entitieserathis ontically distinguished by the
fact that in its very being, that Being is an isfurat.” (BT, 32)

Secondly, Heidegger expounds his idea of phenoroggas the method that it is to be
used in the Dasein project. For him phenomenolsgyt submitting a thing to theory or
a philosophical doctrine from which truths are azted, but a way or method of
approaching things.

Only as phenomenology is ontology possible for ldgger. The phenomenological
method is to unmask the various ways in which phexa are concealed. Some of the
ways through which phenomena cold be concealedidectundiscoverdness’, ‘being
buried’ and ‘disguised’. In ‘undiscoverdness’, @pbmenon has always been concealed
and is in need of a revelation. In ‘being buriedphenomenon has been discovered but is
again concealed. Finally, in ‘disguising’ the phemmon has been represented as
something which is not really its nature and whea tries to identify with the things it's
disguised to. (BT, 60)
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In the final analysis, phenomenology is a way ofrygag out a hermeneutics or an
interpretation of Dasein in its dwellings. The theerm Dasein, and it will be interpreted as
it dwells in the world with other entities. It is be interpreted in its dwellings alongside

other entities in the world.

Finally, in an ‘existentialist’ tone, Heidegger enprets Dasein in terms of its choice to
actualize itself or not for Heidegger, Dasein dwellith a potential of ‘authentic’ or
taking up its existence consciously towards Belngcontrast in ‘inauthenticity’ Dasein
forgets its ontological significance in its tendgrto identify itself in terms of other
things it encounters in the world. Dasein is the tmrough which the meaning of Being

is to be interrogated since it turns out to bedhe that raised the issue of Being.

For Heidegger, whenever we ask or pose a quesitias, about something and not
nothing, and this in turn implies that we have xaraine something for an answer, and in
the final analysis we have some objective of askirgyput it differently, there is some
purpose behind questioning and this can lead tong guestioned and also a questioner
further, one is to interrogate beings in their Bgito arrive at the truth of Being. But
which being? It's Dasein since; it's the only bembose Being is its issue. Hence, for
Heidegger, as Habermas puts it; “[tthe human bésngn entity with an ontological

nature for whom the Being question is an inbuilseential necessity” (PDM, 145).

As Habermas summarizes it, by bestowing Dasein rait@ontological significance,
reducing all possible ontology to phenomenologyl axterpreting Dasein interms of its
‘authenticity’ or ‘inauthenticity’, Heidegger estathed his Dasein Analytic. Heidegger
also established the primacy of existence agaimgiwkig; interpretation against
reflection .There was also a focus on how the stilvgflects upon itself and transcends
one’s own self. Dasein has a special insight inénB in trying to contemplate its own
existence. Heidegger tried to lay out the meaningfuctures within which Dasein is
said to dwell. Finally, Heidegger also tries tdveahe problem of existence through his

notions of ‘authenticity’ and ‘inauthenticity’.
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One of the crucial moves that Heidegger makeBamg and Timefor Habermas, is
from conceiving Dasein as basically different frdmngs ‘present-at-hand’, to Dasein as
being thrown into the world of others. Earlier,his discussion of being- in -the -world,
Heidegger claims that the nature of Dasein ligssifto be’ or ‘mineness’ or the fact that
it inquiries into Being as such and is also cham@ot¢d by a choice, that makes it
authentic or inauthentic. This makes Dasein difierffom things, ‘Present-at-hand’
which are only tools, entities, and hence have mamtological significance. Later on,
Heidegger comes to see how the question of the widhe existential character
indicates the presence of others. Thus, we do eteoother beings in the environment
that we live in. Habermas sees this as ld¥eidegger extends his analysis of the tool-
world, as it was presented from the perspectivihefactor operating alone as a context
of involvements, to the world of social relatiorghiamong several actors” (PDM, 148-
149).

Heidegger tries to show how being-in-the-world ireplbeing constrained by others in
his discussion of ‘oneself’ and the ‘they’. He slspwow the ways in which we act in the
world is shaped by others .Thus the way in whichbebave is constructed by the one
(das man) not by each Dasein privately for it9&lé are thrown into the world and the
inherited horizons necessarily constrain us. Thas ‘dnan’ is the one that provides

possibility for the individual in the socializatigumocess.

As Habermas sees it, the notion of a shared lifelnarwhich communicative rationality
could be built is not developed in Heidegger. Tikibecause, the context into which one
is thrown is seen as a conservative state thatreoms oneself in its inclination to make

oneself authentic and establish a unique relatidim Being. Hence;

Heidegger does not take the path to a responsemst®f a theory of
communication because from the start he degradesb#rckground
structures of the lifeworld that reach beyond tkelated Dasein as
structures of an average everyday existence, tbatoi inauthentic
Dasein. (PDM, 149)

In emphasing being beyond knowing, the focus indelgger becomes on Dasein. In turn

Dasein returns to the subject as in the philosapfithe subject, as a point of analysis.
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For Habermas, Heidegger's ontology, in trying tcetsk Dasein’s dwellings, and
philosophy of the subject, in focusing in how thubject knows the world, managed to
negate the accumulated meanings that give backdraeh contexts for discussing issues
for individuals and also the everyday communicagivecesses. In the final analysis,
Heidegger failed to see that truth and meaninghatsomething that passes through, but,
is produced. Hence; “He fails to see that the looriaf the understanding of meaning
brought to bear on beings is not prior to, buteagubordinate to, the question of truth.”
(PDM, 154)

One of the controversial issues surrounding Heideggphilosophy is its political
implications, and specifically how it justified tiNazis. For Habermas one can witness in
both Heidegger’s lectures and addresses duringNt#zes period, and the implicit ideas
developed inBeing and Timehow there is an intrinsic connection between Eeggkr

and the Naazis.

In relation to the Dasein Analytic , Being and TimeHeidegger applied it to show how
the individual stands in a world in relation to @thindividuals and entities, and how
one’s existence could be deciphered in time, neits ‘thrownness’, dwelling and
projection of a future . But, during the Nazi peribleidegger interprets Dasein as a
collective group or society as a whole, and how tillectivity is moving in time, into
the future. Further, after being elected as thettreof Freiburg”, in his inaugural address
to students and professors, Heidegger stressedi@®ermans as a whole are called on
by their leaders, to actualize their collective guaials, to take their proper place in
history, to become authentic and consolidate tineique place in history. As Habermas
sees it;

Whereas earlier the ontology was rooted onticallyhie existence of the
individual in the lifeworld, now Heidegger singlesit the historical
existence of a nation yoked together by the Fuimter a collective will
as the locale in which Dasein’s authentic capatitype whole is to be
decided (PDM, 157).
Habermas also locates Heidegger’s affiliation Witwism in the latter's views towards
technology. During the Nazi period, Heidegger chidé Germans to employ technology,

to further the national socialist movement and Gary's Greatness, but later, Heidegger
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came to view technology as a will to power manifestitself in domination and

exploitation of the planet and hence leading hutganto destruction (PDM, 159-160)

Richard Polt expresses how Heidegger already begudoubt the national socialist
revolution in his “private notes” in 1939. Heideggeonders, where the nationalist
movement is going, its place in history, from whirebtains its standards for collective
movement and so on. Hence, for Polt, "Heideggetistfation is obvious. A revolution

that had appeared to promise a rebirth of the Gepait, has turned out to be dogmatic
and totalitarian” (Polt, 1999, 158).

2.5 Bataille and Bursting of the Conventional

What underlies most of Bataille’s undertaking wattigg beyond the conventional, the
given standards and the normal. To this extentaiBatconceives of the real human as
the one that is willing to go beyond the limits,tbe one that pushes the extreme to go
beyond the conventional. Habermas categorizes,ilBateot under the reformers but
radical critics of modernity. Habermas thinks thhis radical critique of Bataille

specifically focuses on the ethical side of lifehex than a general critique of reason.

Habermas traces the origin of Bataille’s critiqdemmdernity, to the development of the
latter's concept of “the heterogeneous” at “the ehdhe 1920’s” (PDM, 212). Here,
Bataille launched his attacks on the capitalisietgcordinary day to day life, and the
sciences in favor of a kind of experience that doe®gnd the standards set by all these
authorities, and hence limit the human experierfe®. Habermas, Bataille here is
echoing the surrealist notion of experience whighstto go beyond an interested,
instrumental, exploitative relation to the worldofishes given standards of right and

wrong, and brings a new kind of aesthetic dimensitmfocus.

As Habermas sees it, Bataille in his ‘the Hetenegeis’ focused, on those categories
that don't fit into our day today lives, these atements that are excluded from normal
life, taboo, sinners “outcasts and the marginalizqghriahs and the untouchables, the
prostitutes or the lumpen proletariat, the crazies rioters, and revolutionaries, the poets

or the bohemians.” (ibid) Habermas thinks that Bata category of ‘the
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Heterogeneous’ as those excluded from the ordibannds of our lives, also include
“fascist leaders [and their] heterogeneous exigtér{DM, 213)

According to Habermas, going beyond things likeitall affiliations, methods of
interrogation and styles of writing, one could b8&h certain similarities between
Heidegger and Bataille. Accordingly, both conceiveddern society as based in a
decadent form of rationality that resulted in th&mes “into a totality of technically
manipulable and economically realizable goods” djibiStill, Bataille’s critique of
modernity like that of Heidegger is not aimed atiique of epistemology that yields an
exploitation of the world. Rather, it's a specikind of “ethics” behind capitalism, that’s

at the center of Bataille’s analysis.

Bataille’s focus is geared towards liberating thbjsct from the routines of daily life and
the rationality of capitalism, into a context in s the destruction of conventionality
will lead one into a genuine moment. This is a motnand experience that has been
suppressed, and excluded from our networks of tanth rightness. Unlike Heidegger’'s
ontological difference between and Being and beiagsl how the whole analysis is
focused on a remembrance of Being, Bataille aimgeting the subject free, and asserts
that, going beyond the limits set for the subjecthe essence of “liberation to true
sovereignty” (PDM, 214) Seen from this angle, Bhldaivas able to utilize Nietzsche’s
ideals of how the aesthetic frees, and how therloa@’ leads to a new ‘transvaluation of
values’. Heidegger was unable to appropriate tiisezschean insight, for Habermas,
since his focus was geared at how Being will besjged through a specific comportment
of the ontical i.e. Dasein. Accordingly; “For Bdlaj as for Nietzsche there is a
convergence between the self- aggrandizing and imga&neating will to power and a

cosmically moored fatalism of the eternal retutrtlee same. ” (ibid)

Also, Bataille and not Heidegger was able to appate Nietzsche’s dissolving and
defiance of all authority in the aftermath of thewsh fall of all ascetic values, in his
attempt to liberate the subject from conventiortahdards. Heidegger was not able to
utilize Nietzsche’s destruction of the metaphysisgstem in his attempts to trace

everything to the forgetfulness of Being.
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Habermas thinks that Foucault is justified in claighthat Bataille operates in a world
where all the metaphysical, religious truths hanst their vitality, and that to this extent,
Bataille directs his attention towards the anntiola of conventional standards that are
products of human beings themselves, like capmaliistead of trying to expose the
great philosophical and religious traditions, Blégaiocuses on how the erotic, sensual
experience sets the subject free from a post-mesaqai world where man is chained
not by other worldly philosophies but exploitativeanipulable relations to the world that
essentially limit the bounds of the subject’s eig®re. Thus, “Bataille does not delude

himself about the fact that there is nothing lefptofane in modernity.” (PDM, 215)

Habermas, now that he has established Bataill®g@rof emancipating the subject in a
world where the great metaphysical systems hava Hestructed, would like to show
how Bataille analyzes fascism and modernity. Te ttent, “Bataille sees modernity
embedded in a history of reason in which the foraesovereignty and labor are in
conflict with one another” (ibid). Bataille sket&hthe development of complex societies
in humanity’s history as the further degradationfreedom and sovereignty. So, how
does Batalille try to sketch the move form a “reifsociety to a renewal of sovereignty”
(ibid).

According to Habermas the rise of fascism and natisocialist movement in Europe
was seen by some as positive and others negdtasolserved as the catalystic force for
the theories of Heidegger, Bataille, and Horkheinterthis context, in his worKhe

psychological structure of fascisnBataille try to go beyond Marxist categories of
thought, and tries to analyze the new movementtain and Germany not as based on
class struggle but the psychological forces fouedind such movements in history,
especially the unique relation that exists “betwé#®n masses mobilized by plebiscites

and their charismatic or Fuhrer figures” (PDM, 216)

In a Marxist tone, Bataille asserted that beforohgionizing the modes of production
and societal organization by a movement like fascisapitalism needs to “collapse
because of internal contradictions” (PDM, 217).d8 was interested in studying the

extra elements, elements out of the bounds of Bmisge society that fascism will bring
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into the scene in such a revolution. Bataille triecanalyze how violence introduces a

different, strange element by destroying boundaries

Generally, Bataille analyzed modernity interms oWha one sided focus on reason led to
conventional norms, values and standards. Rathaer ttying to modify the modern
project by criticizing its reason, Bataille focusau going beyond the ethics of modernity

by a violent force that goes beyond fixed boundartitence;

Bataille seeks an economics of the total socialloggo of drives; this
theory is supposed to explain why modernity coesnuts life-
endangering exclusions without alternatives, ang Wbpe in a dialectic
of enlightenment, which has accompanitb@, modern project right down
to western Marxism is in vain. (ibid)
According to Habermas, Bataille works under Durkfisi distinction of the ‘profane’
and ‘sacred’. The ‘sacred’ represents the tendeéacgo beyond the convention and

regularity and the ‘profane’, as the uniform aspexdtday to day life.

In capitalist society, labor (the creative powesfmes homogeneous by being measured
in terms of ‘time’ and ‘money’. The uniformity ofalbor is further established by
‘science’ and ‘technology’ that create a world whadentical, similar things are
produced based on the demands of the capitalisttia@dfixing of the process of
production of an object by standards given by tbergeoisie. What the unique leaders
and followers of fascism introduce is a negationhe$ uniformity and regularity Hence,
“against the background of interest oriented massiatracy, Hitler and Mussolini
appear to be the totally other.”(PDM, 218)

Habermas thinks that Bataille is especially inte@sn how the appropriation of the

violent, the spontaneous, and the negated experignfascism disrupts capitalist modes
of organization. Bataille is also fascinated by helaments of order and chaos uniformity
and disruption, are found alongside one anoth&soism. On the one hand, sacrifice for
the totality, performance of duties, and on theegtlkollective upheavals, festivities and

absolute rule of the ‘fuhrer’ are found along om®taer expressing the spirit “of true
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sovereignty” (PDM, 219). Habermas goes on to makerdrast between Bataille’s and

Horkheimer and Adorno’s views on fascism.

One thing common to both Bataille and Horkheimet Adorno, is the focus on studying
the psychological dimension of fascist rule as imianifested in its arousal of the masses
and the collective force. For Horkheimer and AderRascism arouses the suppressed
urges and passions of the subjects in modern gocietler a collective ideal and vision
of a common destiny. So, first Bataille, Horkheim&dorno, focused on suppression,
and later, the strategic arousal of suppressedufdes difference is that, for Horkheimer
and Adorno the result of such an arousal is detusio false happiness, whereas for
Bataille the arousal is a moment of empowering thdbject to go beyond the
conventional and thereby a freeing. Hence, “in ¢hetic and in the sacred, Bataille
celebrates an ‘elemental violence’.” (PDM, 220) Aabermas sees it, such position of
Bataille runs into the difficulty of failing to disiguish between an emancipatory ideal
that utilizes the passions of the masses for réieolizing current states of affairs versus
the subsuming of such a revolutionary undertakingthe final analysis under a
dictatorial, totalitarian rule. Habermas goes on ltok at how Bataille tried to
subsequently come up with a critique of moderrigt toridges the gap of the “transition

from reification to sovereignty (PDM, 221)

According to Habermas, in his 1933 treatiseTdve concept of wastdongside Marxist
forms of analysis, Bataille conceives labor as wWay through which humans make
themselves by making products. But rather than dimguon how humans have been
deprived of their labor in capitalism. Bataille im®s on the difference between merely
producing for survival and a ‘luxurious’ way of laing where one goes beyond the
basic necessities and produces surplus, and losate=reignty’ and ‘authenticity’ of the
subject on the latter. For Bataille, and not Mapxpducing beyond necessity is an
expression of freedom and a sign of going beyorad dbnventions. Hence, Bataille

according to Habermas;
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[flears that true sovereignty would also be sumsed in a world of
material abundance as long as the rational,-accogdio the principle
of balancing payments-use of material and spirig@abds did not leave
room for a radically different form of consumptioamely, of wasteful
expenditure in which the consuming subject expsetsmself (PDM,
222).

Based on this analysis one of the defects of modapitalist society is its tendency to
subsume everything into the production process taigl has a subversive effect of
destroying entertainment and pursuing of luxunaa®xpression of Freedom. Alongside
these lines, for Bataille; “[tlhe essence of soigrey consists of useless consumption of

‘whatever pleases me’ (PDM, 224).

Habermas thinks that using the thesis of the isitimelation between “sovereignty and
power' ; to explain how capitalist relations of productiéor profit emerge, is not

sufficient to show how throughout human history ‘$aered’ have been excluded.

In favor of the ‘profane’, Bataille also cannot appto Marxian categories of thought,
since his analysis already deviates from that ofxMia the attempt to go beyond reason,
the conventional, and the fixed standards. It alswiates in emphasizing how the
problem of labor is not of being subsumed into @isim from expression oneself to

surplus production, but instead from entertainifigh@ luxurious as an expression of
one’s superiority to an endless pursuit of surgdteduction under capitalism. Instead,
Bataille appeals to Weber’s thesis of protestamtetnd rise of capitalism and applies it
to how the ethical determines negation of the shddabermas thinks that this can be
broken down to three points, humans are differearhfother animals not just in the fact
that they create themselves through labor, but ialgbe fact that their actions, desires,
and wishes are constrained by the standards amkrbonal ways of being that are

found in the world they inhabit. (PDM, 230) In thaentext, Bataille’s ‘excess’ is going

beyond the forces and standards that limit thedfveeof the individual.

One should conceive the conventional rules anddatals beyond their role in keeping
the societal order in tact. Instead, the focus khba on how their transgression leads to

new ways of experiencing the world and ways of ¢ein
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One can also sketch the development of a practesion and moral rules from ancient
times to the present, which succeeded in makiniyishaals, conform to different ethical

ideals, and hence bound to conventionality.

In the final analysis, Bataille like Nietzsche mcéd with the problem of trying to go
beyond reason, and the limits set by norms but st being able to come up with a
theory that can comprehend this. What kind of theman go beyond discourse, if all
discourse is repression, and if there is a nedultst out of the boundaries of language,

then what kind of theory could account for this?
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CHAPTER THREE

Habermas and Postmodernism

3.1 Habermas and Postmodernism

What motivated Habermas’s discussion of the phpbgmal discourse of modernity is the
postmodernist movement as it grew out of what vedsrred to as the poststructuralism
of especially Foucault and Derrida. As we will seethe next chapter, Habermas
basically tries to preserve and reformulate theueslof the Enlightenment and the
modern process of rationalization in general, byergthening the communicative
rationality which is implicitly being practiced the day to day lives of modern societies.
Along these lines, Habermas developed a critiquéhefpostmodernist movements of
Derrida and Foucault in particular. What is posterotsm, and why does Habermas
view it as a threat to modernity, Enlightenment aoedhmunicative rationality? In this

chapter, | will focus on Habermas’s discussion ofi¢ault and Derrida’s critiques of

modern society and philosophy in general with an af sketching how the philosophies
of Nietzsche and Heidegger, and in general thecaadiritics of modernity, have been
developed by Foucault and Derrida and how Habentess such threats to his own

project of communicative rationality.

The word postmodern is usually employed to spdaifgllectual positions which in one
way or another tried or managed to degrade or amderthe assumptions which lie at
the core of Western civilization especially modewciety. Thus, the postmodernist
venture exposed and severely criticized capitaligimbalization, anthropocentrism and

metaphysical speculation amongst others. As Wahaett Anderson sees it,

The word ‘postmodernism’ is floating around ratlfezely thesedays,
and it means different things to different people. some, it means
funny architecture, to others, French intellectugtsl can’t understand,;
to still others, anything weird, campy, trendy eghhtech. Some people
equate it with the idea that all values and beli@fe equal (Anderson,
1995, 7).
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As Anderson sees it, besides tracing the emergehtiee postmodern historically, one
way of addressing the postmodern issue, is focusing distinguishing between
‘postmodernity’ and ‘postmodernism’. ‘Postmoderhitgnstitutes the state in which our
basic values, ‘grand narrative’, metaphysical systehistoriography, and our lives in
general are currently being questioned. In thistexdn ‘Postmodernism’ relates to the
various theoretical formulations trying to artideld this chaotic and fragmented
situation, and trying to translate it and makeattpf their theoretical explications and
critiques.(ibid,6-7) So, what are some of the pegabpostmodern solutions?

Jean Francois Lyotard'She postmodern condition, a report on knowledgeusually
taken as a pioneering work in terms of introducitig term postmodernism in
philosophical circles. Lyotard pictured the postmwdcondition as one in which uniform
conceptions of history; universalistic ideals ofiesce and knowledge, religious
narratives, metaphysical stories have lost thggacties to stand as adequate guidelines
for our lives. This in turn has led to the emergent different narratives, stories and

guidelines.

The Stanford encyclopedia of philosophgies to locate the postmodernist movement, as
revolving around seven major forms of orientatioAlt.these approaches stood against
Western modern man’s sense of identity and thedyarhich is depicted in modern
rationality. Lyotard’s exposition of the emergerafediverse narratives and the lack of
adequate overarching guidelines constitutes tisé dingle of this postmodernist venture.
Secondly, one has Foucaultian approaches thatadespghe subject and shows how the
subject has been constructed in various discouiBesse approaches focus on how
various discourses replace one another throughistdarin and generally try to specify
how knowledge and power produce subjectivity.

Thirdly, we have Gilles Deluze’s “productive difémce”, which critiques rationality and
emphasizes sensibility, difference and diversitgurkhly, there is Derrida’s broader
interrogation of texts as operating in dichotorma@sl searching for an absolute ground.
Derrida also criticized the ideas of a pure dissewand uniform language in favor of the

infinite referral of meaning. Fifth, one finds, deBaudrillard’s, ‘Hyperreality’. Here the
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focus is on how images and identities are createdracreated in various contexts and
mediations. Thus, the look for an original statéreierence’ is abandoned.

Sixthly, one finds “Postmodern Hermeneutics”, amajor part of the postmodernist
critique. Here, heterogeneous experience whichtitotes the current condition is seen
as a stock of diverse texts signifying various niegs Once these diverse texts are
acknowledged there is an equal search for the mgitigss and discontinuities between
different texts. Finally, one finds “postmodern tdrec and aesthetics”, which “involves
sharing or participating in differences that hapermed between the old and the new, the
natural and the artificial, or even between lifed ateath”. Stanford encyclopedia of

philosophy postmodernism). Still, what is it that unifieg$le diverse orientations?

As Lawrence Cahoone, in hisom modernism to postmodernism, an antholsggs it;
there are certain traits that unify the postmodssniThese include, dynamism in terms of
signs, abandoning the search for origins and fogusn frameworks of construction and
interpretation. Further, postmodernists usuallyuarghat “knowledge is something
humanly made” coupled with the contextualizationvafues and norms and critique of
exploitative, ‘repressive’ forms of rationality. rfally most postmodernists employ a
“notorious difficult writing style”. (Cahoone, 20030-12)

As Richard Rorty sees it, one way of recasting, rii@dern/postmodern debate is to
situate it in terms of the Habermas/Lyotard corgray. While Habermas working within
Kant ,Hegel and Weber’s views, focuses on the dgweént of three value spheres, the
emergence of a distinct consciousness of time, ratidnalization of the lifeworld;
Lyotard, on the other hand, describes the dowofaljrand narratives’ and overarching,
all encompassing forms of speculations. LyotardHabermas leaves the scene with no
basis for critique, while Habermas for Lyotard ems nothing but another ‘grand
Narrative’ in his communicative rationality. For Rg

From Lyotard’s point of view, Habermas is offerirmne more
metananarrative, more general and abstract narmtivof
emancipation’...than the Freudian and Marxian metaataves... for
Habermas, the problem posed by ‘incredulity towaretanararatives’
is that unmasking only makes sense if we'preserieaat one standard
for the explanation of the corruption of all reasdme standards’
(Rorty, 1984,32)
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In the following sections, we are going to lookHdbermas’s critique of Derrida and

Foucault’s analysis of modernity.

3.2 Deconstruction versus Communicative Rationalt

In developing a position that tries to reform Westeodernity, Habermas came up with
a communicative rationality that excavates reasoa eommunicative tool and is critical
of the different dimensions of life, and therebytliers the project of modernity. In his
work, PDM, Habermas tries to show where the critics of moitlehave been misguided.
He shows that their misunderstandings are largakated within the assumptions of the
paradigm of consciousness or philosophy of theesiibjn the philosophy of the subject,
the focus is on the autonomous ego which is uséditd grand systems and theories. As
an alternative, Habermas tires to conceive knovdedationality and truth generally in
terms of the participation of free individuals in aGmmunicative process, where
empirically testable and disputable claims are ¢oréised. In this regard, Habermas
appealed to universal pragmatics which purportsatticulate the universal and
unavoidable presuppositions that are operativdhénsuccessful employment of speech

acts oriented to achieving mutual understanding.

One of the prominent authors in the project of moiy was Fredrick Nietzsche.
Nietzsche’s contribution could be seen in his twajan arguments. First, reason as
developed in the project of modernity has becom@egsive and instrumental. Second,
the idea of philosophical discourses as somethurg,dogical and argumentative goes
against the actual fact that those rhetorical avgicél, artistic and argumentative,
elements are found within them. Thus metaphorgorival elements and hidden agendas

are also found in philosophical texts.

As Habermas sees it, one of the followers of Nighe's idea that, philosophical
discourses are not about logic and argumentatioheimployment of the better rhetoric
against lesser ones, is Jacques Derrida. One seeldhow Derrida’s general project of
deconstruction stands against Habermas’s commurecattionality in two senses. First
Derrida negates communicative rationality and tired validity claims by emphasizing
the infinite referral of meaning and showing the¢ryday communication is affected by
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abnormal, poetic and artistic uses of languageor8g, he Undermines Habermas'’s
understanding of the specialized forms of inquignd specifically the status of
philosophical discourse, by arguing that, therengs distinction between logic and

rhetoric, and that all texts can be analyzed erdity-rhetorical terms.

First, | will try to expose Habermas’s discussioh @errida’s overall project of
deconstruction and particularly his views on megnto show how Habermas tries to
defend himself against the above mentioned Demidgdiggations. To this extent, | will
discuss chapter VII: Beyond a temporalized philosophy of origins: JasgDerrida’s
critique of metaphysi¢s and “ excursus on leveling the Genre distinction between
philosophy and literatufe as found in Habermas’s work, PDM.

3.2.1 Heidegger’s ‘Destruction’ and Derrida’s ‘Deonstruction’

According to Habermas, both Heidegger and Dertidled to make a general analysis of
the philosophical tradition with an aim of trying $how the limitations and the extent to
which the metaphysical tradition can be justifi€dr Heidegger, analysis of the whole
meant looking at history of metaphysics, expostadforgetfulness’ of Being, and trying

to establish a new analysis in the Dasein Analytiderrida, what we have is a criticism
of the whole metaphysical tradition as trying teddtself in an absolute, certain, truth
that is to be expressed in speech and serves aanddation for all discussions. So,
deconstruction, takes a form of destructing th@ohysof philosophy by exposing its

foundations, criticizing its dichotomies and fiyalemphasizing an intrinsic relation

between the different oppositions and show how tngars produced through these
relations. Habermas claims that there is an affinétween Heidegger’'s destruction and
Derrida’s Deconstruction. (PDM, 161-62) EventhouBterrida followed Heidegger in

making an analysis of the whole metaphysical traliand arguing for its exposure, still
he was against the kind of views Heidegger develapehis later years towards Being,

language and truth.

So, why did Heidegger turn to language? In his Dagaalytic, Heidegger tried to
construct the structures that made possible Daseisibility and day to day life. But,
later, Heidegger bestowed to language a statusveffing the status of an absolute truth,
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i.e. the truth of Being. As, Habermas puts it, Rierwas against Heidegger’s tendency to
see language as starting with a truth of Beings Thietaphorics of proximity, of simple
and immediate presence” is what Derrida rejeatspeding to Habermas. Here we can
ask, to what does Derrida refers to by the metapalydradition. For, Derrida,
metaphysics is mainly characterized by two maimumggions. Looking for an absolute
and certain ground to base our discussions of,tratirality, reality, knowledge, values
and so on; and also a binary, oppositional way hifiking, where one part of the
dichotomy is said to be inferior to the other. (Ryd982, 10) So, has Heidegger
succumbed to the metaphysical tradition? For Dayriflirst, eventhough there is
distinction between Being and beings in Heideggtlt, the focus is on forgetfulness of
Being. The whole tradition has been focused oneroptating beings and entities for
Heidegger. Instead he tries to address the corttessiee of being as such. Dasein is only
significant in so far as it is able to address thiisnate forgetfulness. Also, Heidegger’'s
insistence on grounding everything on an ultimataity is seen in his later views on
language where beings are not active producenmsibf but only channels through which

the truth of Being is manifested in the languagsy tspeak.

Habermas is also against Heidegger's understarafitgnguage, because this kind of
analysis is against his idea that, truth is todaend in the three validity claims and the
ability of participants in an intersubjective conmmzation to convince each other
through the raising and defending of these claifhss is because, in Heidegger, truth is

not something we produce, but simply a manifestatioa higher reality.

Acknowledging the limitations of Heidegger’'s anatydDerrida according to Habermas,
turned his face to an analysis of language inspimgdtructuralism. Derrida took from
structuralism its insistence on analyzing meaniagbased on some external, absolute,
metaphysical criteria but simply by looking at howeaning is produced in relation to
“the structured relationships between elementsh(aag sounds and words) within” a
language system (Edgar,-112). Still, the Strucistratieal of trying to come up with
objective structures that can be used to analyzetadalay language was rejected by

Derrida. Instead, Derrida’s attempt was to expbsefoundations of language as being
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metaphysical in their Nature (PDM, 163). Still, haauld one criticize metaphysics by

criticizing language?

As we saw earlier, one of the ways through whiclrida characterized metaphysics, is
in terms of thinking in dichotomies of superiorémd inferiority. Here Derrida focused
on the speech/writing binary, where speech is fdoDerrida wanted to apply his
Deconstruction against this Binary. But, first wistdeconstruction? Deconstruction is
an attempt to expose the nature of texts, and dicgpto some, it takes the form of
exposing binaries, reversing the relation betwéenhinaries, and finally showing that
the two components of the binaries are not infeoiosuperior to one another but are
simply interdependent, since meaning is producethesn excluding and differing from
one another (Stanford encyclopedia of philosophggues Derrida, 13), Habermas, tells
us that Derrida aims at deconstructing the speexhwiting binary that has been
dominant throughout Western thought and therelycicize the metaphysical tradition.

This binary is related to what Derrida calls theetaphysics of presence”.

The metaphysics of presence is searching and gimgiadl claims to truth on unshakable
grounds. Some of the ideals that functioned asnateé foundations includérms,
principles of logic, clear and distinct ideas, iegBions, categorical
imperatives.”(Melchert, 2002, 704)But, which typélanguage is best suited to express
this truth, spoken or written? Derrida tells usttits assumed in the metaphysical
tradition that speech directly copies the absdiuth from the mind and utters it while
writing is something that tries to imitate spee€lo, Habermas claims that, “since the
logos, as we shall see, constantly indwells th&espevord, Derrida wants to confront the
logocentrism of the west in the form of Phonocentfi (PDM, 164). The main
assumption in Phonocentrism was that, first wepgedssolute truth, then speech conveys
this truth, and then writing imitates these sourf8ig, speech and logos (reason) are
related to one another. In his deconstruction (ict.abolishing altogether but exposing
and showing interdependency through differenceyibeitries to come up with an idea
that a new concept of the neglected form of writamgl generally language needs to be
developed. This is where hidden strategies, metapHierary elements are to be

emphasized beyond logic and arguments.
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One of the things that Derrida tries to show ist,tmather than trying to establish a
relation of superiority and inferiority, betweenesgh and writing, both are shown to be
subjected to the production of meanings in relatooather linguistic components and not
the objective world. Further, possibilities of irgeetations and misinterpretation and
infinite interpretation are found in both. Also, amng cannot be fixed either in speech or
writing. (Melchert, 2002, 706)

Habermas tried to show the move that Derrida hadenfrom Heiddegerian approach to
a Structuralist one, in terms of a move from a ‘apébr of the book of nature or the
book of the world...to traces of it” (PDM, 164). §idea by the “book of the world” is
that the world has an ultimate plan, an absolutadation of truth and firm ground that
is to be discovered through humans. What Derridain focuses on, is that there is no
ultimate foundation, originality, first positionubjust fragmented traces. So, what is a
trace?' Derrida calls the words | use traces. A word isamt@atomic unity isolated from
everything else rather, a word is simply a tracealbfthose relationship in all those
networks that make it signify what it does.” (Metet) 2002, 706) This idea of not
seeking or looking for an ultimate foundation, lmrtly for fragmentary pieces, was
according to Habermas, a characteristic featurartétic, philosophical and critical

ventures of the nineteenth century.

Habermas recognized the fact that Derrida abandtheetieiddegerian Notion of Being
expressed thorough Dasein’s language, and gend?aliywocentrism, where speech is
supposed to manifest the ultimate Truth. Still, ri2kxr’'s focus on the linguistic world of
diverse interpretations and the production of maguinrough ‘difference’ is not able to
account for what Habermas calls the raising aneérdihg of different validity claims.
Habermas focuses on the linguistic world, stilidi&y claims are being raised in relation
to the external, social and subjective worlds, afgb our claims are testable. The

fallibilistic nature of the claims is also emphasiz
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3.2.2 Derrida’s Criticism of Logocentrism and Phonaentrism

Habermas goes on to explicate Derrida’s discussidrusserl, to see whether or not he
escapes from the philosophy of the subject. Acogigti Husserl tried to come up with
an idea of truth, that's not produced through lisgia interaction and raising of claims in
a given context, but one that sees truth as a i)y pure meaning by the ego. As
Michael Ryan puts it; the foundation and center of Husserl's phenomenplaythe
present moment, a unique and original point of iplele from which repetition... and
difference supposedly derive” (Ryan, 1982, 25). &;lavhat we have is a grasp of
absolute and ideal meanings.

Crucial to Husserl's theory of meaning and truthhis distinction between ‘signs’ and
‘indications’. In, ‘signs’ what we have is a graspideal meanings which are the sources
of meanings that one employs with certainity inrgday interactions and understanding
of things. ‘Indications’ are meanings produced asesult of the influence of the
immediate environment and other actors. ‘Indicatioalso refer to the kind of
associations of meanings that can be associatéddiferent contexts, eventhough not
necessary (PDM, 167-68). In ‘indications’, what have is not the absolute meaning
grasped by the conscious intuition, but somethireg’s a result of the contestation of
different claims and the production of meaning asetiect of empirical conditions. As
Habermas sees it, for Derrida, Husserl's abandohwiemmdications in favor of signs is
an attempt to address the fluctuation of meanirgchvresults as different interpretations
of meanings are being, generated (PDM, 168).

As Habermas sees it, the ego is taken as transt@h@dad capable of gaining absolute
truth in Husserl. This absolute truth is to be esged in speech, and in terms of
Husserl's distinction between ‘signs’ and ‘indicats’, what guarantees the fixation of
meaning in an intersubjective communicative proécgeshat of the ego’s grasp of signs.
Signs are ideal and not something that could begddin a process of communication.
So, even if meaning of indications tends to varyaagiven context, still signs guarantee

the permanence of meaning amongst the communiqdbrel, 169).
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In terms of truth, as Habermas sees it, the intatlos are not producing truth through
the raising and defending various claims in on ewgdi grounds or claims are to be
tested, but are simply conveying a permanent atlfimeaning. Habermas thinks that if
meaning, as we saw in Husserl, is something intema fully grasped, then the use of
language and contestation of claims is undermiii@é. notion of truth and meaning as
something contested and argued for, gets lost gsétli Further, in comparing Husserl
with Wittgenstein, Habermas claimed that the idéadeal and real meaning as it is
contested in intersubjective validity in Wittgenatebecomes in Husserl, that of
employing absolute and certain meanings in a cordexoid of error. (PDM, 170-71)

Habermas sees Derrida as more and more focusing world of meanings where

meanings are established by excluding and diffefiomn one another, in his attempt to
eradicate the notion of the non-linguistic idealrMaletermining and setting the ground

for the linguistic one.

Habermas further elaborates on Derrida’s critigue ideal meanings in Husserl
uncoupled from the ever flow of meaning. Accordinglike Husserl clams, if the
transcendental ego is said to convey the ideah tiulanguage which takes a form of
speech, then language’s use becomes that of @taticts’ and not reaching

understanding “by different ways of interpretingtkr and reality”.(PDM, 172).

One of the things, that Husserl focused on, intheory of meaning, was an idea of
objective ideal expressions into which subjectiveeso are to be reduced in the final
analysis. Derrida equated this tendency with Phemmsm that is to be linked with
logocentrism. Hence, rather than focusing on howmirgy is produced through different
interpretations in various contexts, the focusnsgeneral structures and ideal meanings
which are to be expressed in speech and are hddd tterivative of presence, the truth
that appears to the conscious intuition of thestandental ego. What Derrida objects
strongly to is the notion of a ‘present moment’ccArdingly “experience as experience
of the present is never a simple experience of Hunge present over and against me,
right before my eyes as in an intuition, there lsvags another agency there.
Repeatability contains what has passed away andtibnger present and what is about

to come and is not yet present. (Stanford Encydipef philosophy Jacques Derrida,

65



78,). Just like in language, meaning is situatetéims of a system of differences rather
than by direct significations of meaning. Experiens always embedded in relation to
the past and future. Hence there is no such a tamgingle presence. “the simple
presence of an undivided object that is identicah wiself falls apart as we become
conscious of the net of ‘protentions’ and ‘retensioin which every actual experience is
embedded” (PDM, 174). What this means is that,erathan trying to isolate a given
experience, Derrida tries to situate every expegenithin ‘protention’ i.e. anticipation
of future and ‘retention’, the memory of the recpast. So, there is no such a thing as an

undivided, uncontaminated present moment, thattsetgrasped by the ego.

Husserl, just like most proponents of the metaptadradition, tried to extract meaning
from a supposedly ideal and absolute meaning thaupposed to be grasped by the
subject. Husserl was mistaken in trying to divotise sign from the signifier and in
looking for something fixed and permanent, andreatizing that meaning is found on a
system of differences, and absolute meaning caernee grasped out of relations of
difference and exclusion (PDM, 175). What Derrid@t Grammatologyried to do is
show how the insistence on speech is situateddeeper metaphysical search for a firm

and stable foundation.

The logocentrism tendency of the metaphysical ti@difocuses on the search for
something absolute clear and self-evident, white Rhonocentrism emphasizes how
speech is able to convey this i.e. the higheshtrotore than writing. Hence “To this

degree, Phonocentrism and logocentrism are alonécanother” (PDM, 176).

3.2.3 Differance and Arche-Writing

By ‘differance’, what Derrida meant is that, meanis established in a set of differences
from other words, (so difference), and also one manget at absolute meaning since
meaning is always delayed and transferred to anethed that made the meaning of the
word in analysis, possible. So, meaning its alséerded (PDM 178). Derrida’s
‘differance’ can be further elaborated by what h#sc'arche-writing’. Beyond claiming
that, one can not isolate a sign from the systewtluér signs and claiming that one can

never arrive at the absolute meaning of a signfi@@goes on to claim that its an infinite
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process of referring to other things in terms acgpand time that makes things visible,
that makes language, speaking and writing possiMeat Derrida means by ‘arche-

writing’ is not the idea of writing as we conceiitecommonly e.g. writing on a paper.

‘arche-writing’ is the already existence of things system of difference, the

heterogeneity that makes possible the graspinbings in terms of their relation to each
other. So,

this writing, which is prior to any subsequent fiigiof sound patterns,

this... (arche-writing) makes [it] possible to speavithout the help of

the transcendental subject, the world differentia between the

intelligibility of meanings and the empirical elemiethat come to

appearance within its horizon, between the world aat is within the

world (PDM, 178).
Instead of the ability of the transcendental em@rasp ideal meanings in Husserl, we
have in Derrida’s ‘arche-writing’. This is, the s of differences, the state of
heterogeneity that makes the grasp of meaning rimsteof relations of difference
possible, and also makes impossible the deciphityalif absolute meaning .Still,
Habermas criticizes Derrida for not abandoningsisarch for ultimate foundations in the
philosophy of the subject, since Derrida’s analysases meaning, perception, language
and so on, to arche-writing. This is the heteroggnthat makes heterogeneity of

meaning possible (PDM, 178-179).

Habermas traces, Derrida’s focus on relations féér@ince to what he appropriated from
Saussure’s linguistics, Saussure’s central focus @ra how meaning is produced in
relation to how components of language which arfgtrary, stand in relations of
differences from each other. Saussure saw soundsnagonents of language that relate
directly to contents of our mind, while writing @asmething unnatural and derivative.
Derrida saw Saussure’s idea that signs are arpitlad “there is a natural attachment
between speech and mental experience” as somethorgradictory. (Internet
encyclopedia of philosophy, Jacques Derrida, 6-7)

It's the idea of the decidability of meaning basedinterpretations, within the linguistic

world that Derrida took from Saussure. So, meamsntp be determined in relation to
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other possible meanings. Beyond the Structuradisig on the phoneme and its relation
to other phonemes, Derrida added that both spesatiwating are susceptible to same
errors and relations of differences, and that ‘erahiting’ is something beyond all forms
of language either ‘writing’ or ‘speech’ (PDM 18@errida, as Habermas sees it, claims
that what makes language possible, either in ‘Pim@séor ‘graphemes’ is arche-writing.
This makes the world possible in terms of makinganing, and perception possible. So,

even before meaning, there is what makes the mgaoissible.

Habermas saw Derrida as following Nietzsche’s tesise on the ‘Dionysian motif'. This
for Nietzsche involves focusing on the emotionadcessive, ambiguous and tragic
rather than rationality and logic. Art was to beaated from science and morality,
expressing itself the Dionysian tendencies. In darrthe Dionysian spirit is to be
expressed in criticizing all the sciences as havhggorical elements, emphasizing the
state of heterogeneity and ‘difference’, and cgllfor a heterogeneous literary analysis
(PDM, 181).

In his idea of interpretation, meaning and relaiah difference, Habermas thinks that
Derrida is based in the Jewish tradition. One & dharacteristic feature of Jewish
thought, especially under the ‘cabalists’ was theu$ on diverging interpretations made
by each generation on the original revelation, tiedidea that there is no such a thing as
an absolute truth and divine revelation but on hoe divine word keeps on being
interpreted, “for the truth has not been fixedasmot been made positive once and for all

in some well circumscribed set of statements” (P2BR).

Derrida, in speaking of meaning, claimed that imtetation is something that can never
be exhausted and is some thing that goes on gl§niDerrida also took from Jewish
thought, the idea of making infinite meaning visibtb human infinite interpretation. So,
Habermas claimed that “The aleph of Rabbi Mendehdkim to the soundless ‘a’ of
‘differance’, discriminated only in writing, for ithe indeterminacy of this fragile and
ambiguous sign is concentrated the entire wealtth@fpromise”. (PDM, 183) Just like
Rabbi Mendel and Moses managed to facilitate taesfer of divine truth into human

language where it is to be continually interpretedugh generations, Derrida also in his
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‘differance’ insisted that meaning always comesotigh difference and therefore

deference i.e. meaning always comes.

Habermas characterizes the wholesale rejectiomefréason of the modern project in
terms of what he calls, ‘performative contradictioRor instance, Heidegger used
concepts, terms distinctions and categories ofntle&aphysical tradition as his tools of
critique, while criticizing the tradition. Postmadesm tried to reject the reason of the
modern project as being anarchistic and repressivengst other charges. But, this is to
be contradicted in what these postmodernist cesgare doing in practice which is,
making normative claims, offering arguments, emjpigyreason and so on. Martin J.

Matustik, saw Habermas’s idea of performative amtittion as, something;

Concretely defined within its existential conteaty argument that

attacks all rational argumentation, that reasonsengt reason as such,

that wholly blackmails any claim to truth, that otudes in a rejection

of normative Judgments that sincerely undermines gbssibility of

authenticity in discourse, is in contradiction wite own performance

(Matustik, 1989, 146)
Habermas tried to relate Derrida’s deconstructidth vdorno’s negative dialectics with
an aim of showing how Derrida developed his vievihe relation between philosophy
and literature. Adorno’dlegative Dialecticss not the negation of the present as a move
towards final unity as Hegel did, but a dialecticafation of the actual and existing. This
is something that leads to a better understandirigeocontext through which identities
emerge and the look for the positive other by nagate given. (PDM, 186) Habermas
sees in both Derrida and Adorno; an emphasis onwloat is presented as given has a
potentiality of referring to the hidden, rather nhigteral. Further broken pieces seen as
insignificant will lead to the exposure of struasirand grand systems. What is seen as
inferior and excluded is the departure of analysigpled with a negation of original

grounds and arriving at a final unity. (PDM, 187)
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3.2.4 Derrida and Leveling of the Genre Distinctin between

Philosophy and Literature

One of the dichotomies of superiority and infetypithat Derrida focuses on is that of
logic and rhetoric, and he wants to question andree the relation. Habermas sees this,
as Derrida’s attempt to avoid self-referentiality the critique of reason. This is to be
accomplished by abolishing any distinction betwpkitosophy and literature and trying
to bring logic and argumentative reason under @ig¢m@mnalysis of text and literature by
way of deconstruction. In relation to this, Derrioleed to appropriate Nietzsche’s idea
that philosophical texts are not mainly about argaota but employment of the better
rhetoric against the lesser ones. (PDM, 188) Whkabudstruction tries to do is show that
philosophical texts could be analyzed in literamnis jus like every other text.

Here, what we have is exposition of the differeimabes in the text, which shows how
contradictory claims are present, and the analgdishetorical meanings lead to

affirmation of relations of difference. Hence, Déa, according to Habermas is claiming
that: “[b]lindness and insight are rhetoricallyanvoven with one another” (PDM, 189).
In most so called philosophical texts, there igm@déency to focus just on the logic and
arguments. What Derrida is claiming is that thetohe, strategies, metaphors, hidden
agendas also need to be emphasized. So the reoogrfielements other than logic will

lead to a general analysis of texts with an ainegfosing their biases inscribed in their
binaries and how both elements of rhetoric andraeguation are to be found on texts in

general.

As Habermas, sees it, the success of this attentyatsed on how far, Derrida manages to
show that the assumed distinction between philog@ptu literature is wrong and that,
instead, philosophical texts should be analyzddmss of literature where the possibility
of an infinite number of interpretations, is todraphasized. Further, what deconstruction
tries to do is make a general analysis of textseRt is generally seen as a heterogeneous
state where making clear cut distinctions betwebatvis pure and impure, rational and
irrational, argument and rhetoric, clear and disguts made problematic by the fact that

everything is interwoven and related with one aentfihis is what Derrida would see as
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the ‘universal text’ or the prior text before textdence trying to make clear cut
distinctions, as the one between logic and rhetstands against this ground of relations
through difference. What the idea of logic implieghat one should use certain criteria
and rules in relation to a philosophical discoukskile in focusing on rhetoric, the fact
that there is a relationship that makes any clear distinction problematic, is
emphasized(PDM, 190).

As Habermas sees it, Derrida’s deconstructive ptogdould be seen in light of his
attempts to avoid ‘performative contradiction’. Rat than trying to criticize reason by
using reason, Derrida claims that rhetorical angicil elements cannot be clearly
separated in a philosophical text and that a pbbgal text just like any other text
should be criticized by literary forms of analyslé.there is no distinction between
philosophy and literature, then a critique of phdphical texts, just like other texts is not
to be confined to the rules of logic but to an gsial of works of literature in general.
Habermas asserts that the truth of Derrida’s dengetere venture is based on three

assumptions which are intrinsically related witle@mother.

1. Literary criticism is not primarily a scientific {oscholarly: ..) enterprise but
observes the same rhetorical criteria as its liyeoajects.

2. Far from there being a genre distinction betweenopbtphy and literature,
philosophical texts can be rendered accessibleha&ir tessential contexts by
literary criticism.

3. The primacy of rhetoric over logic means the oNeesponsibility of rhetoric for
the general qualities of an all embracing contdxtegt, within which all genre
distinctions are ultimately dissolved. (PDM, 190t)9

As we can see from these three points, criticissean not in terms of objective validly
and value free assumptions but of an artistic @edaty nature in general. There is no
clear demarcation between works of literature ahitbpophy. So, all works including
philosophy should be categorized under literaturd Bterary criticism should be the
proper way of interrogating texts. Finally, sinbetoric is present in every discourse and

forms of inquiry, and its not about conforming tmre absolute standards, then the idea
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of science and philosophy as something objectiegtam, valid, free of rhetoric, as

employing experiment and logic against personalashnd rhetoric is to be questioned.

In deploying literary criticism, what Derrida’s d&tstruction tries to do is, question the
so-called logical consistency and validity of pephy and science, and show that in
both everyday communication and special forms qtiry, rhetorical elements are found
intertwined with different arguments and proposiioAccordingly, literary criticism in
deconstruction is not about applying a scientifietmod, in the sense of validity,
objectivity, and so on. Literary criticism questsoorideas of autonomous forms of
inquiries, for instance art, and tries to show ititerplay of different elements, logical
and rhetorical in a given discourse. Generallyas b task of criticizing the metaphysical
tradition’s search for absolute origins and finalridations, the prioritizing of speech
over writing and so on (PDM, 191).

What all this implies is that, literary criticisrs not something that tries to contemplate
the secondary, artistic, imaginative use of langud@n the contrary, literary criticism
becomes the highest form of criticizing and evahgaall texts, exposing their tensions,
hidden strategies and showing the existence ofrdift forms of justification. If,
philosophical texts are to be analyzed just likergwther text through literary criticism,
or the kind of criticisms relating to works of lisgure, then the critique of metaphysics
becomes analogous to critique of literature, sioggque of metaphysics falls under
philosophical criticism. Now as Derrida claims pisibphy is subsumed under literature.
Habermas, using Jonathan Culler, further argudsttiia implies that literature, gains the
status of philosophy, if literary criticism is erogkd as a critique of metaphysics (PDM,
192).

Throughout his deconstructive project, Derridarokaithat literature is not entirely about
fiction and imagination, and only about artisticntamplation. Philosophy is also not
only about logic and argument but also metaphors réaetoric. In elevating literary
criticism beyond and critique of literature to migm of all texts, which include
philosophical and scientific inquiries as well, Déa, as Habermas sees it, tried to escape

from the exclusive employment of logic towards imtgation of philosophical texts.
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Instead, he tries to employ literary criticism asggeneral critique of literature now
containing scientific, logical, moral, artistic, taphorical and other elements (PDM,
193).

Habermas goes on to discuss the idea of the nanthlunusual usage of language, in
order to defend his idea of communicative ratidgadiith its three validity claims under
a normal everyday communication. To achieve thedpbks at the Derrida-Searle debate
as it is developed by Jonathan Culler. As Cullerssé “meaning is context-bound, so
intentions do not in fact suffice to determine miegncontext must be mobilized. But
context is boundless. So, accounts of context newevide full determinations of
meaning” (Zima, 2002, 46).

Searle developed Austin’s insights in relation ie tiew of the ordinary usage of
language in everyday interaction. As Austin seedatyond conveying information, a
speech act, also has an ability to bond those canwaiing. So what Austin, tried to do
was, assume that in everyday communication, thexdveo kinds of uses of language.
The ordinary one, whose participants use languagegly and literally as possible” to
communicate and the abnormal one, where utteraareesisually taken out of context
and interpreted in various ways. Austin’s argumefats that, what makes everyday
communication possible is the ability of participaio use words in a common, literal,
straight manner and in terms of communication, igrgpthe unusual, out of context
interpretations. Derrida was against Austin’s ieise in developing a theory of
communication only based on the common use of lagewand tried to appropriate the

abnormal and rare uses of language, into his thefomeaning. So;

Derrida accuses Austin of neglecting the citatiaimction”... of
language (example, parody, pastiche, irony) andaesuming the
transparency of the authorial intention, the deBniess of the utterance,
as well as the presence of a contextual totéHiyna, 2002, 46).
Searle further developed Austin’s idea of the twesuof language, by claiming that even
though it is evident that language can be useadirect and out of context, ways, still

what this abnormal usage suggests is that the majose of language as it is used in
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our day to day lives, is to convey a direct anerdéit meaning that makes communication
and understanding possible.

As Culler sees it, Derrida raised three main objesttowards Searle’s speech act theory.
First, any speech act can be quoted and be anailyzatbther context and the idea that
meaning will be the same in another context, isetbing fictional. Habermas criticized
Derrida for failing to recognize that what Austireamt by the fixation of meaning in
everyday communication and the normal use of lagguas based on idealizing
presuppositions that are present in every commtinécaction (PDM, 195-196). Second,
Derrida argued that, for a normal speech act teugeessfully employed, meaning needs
to be arrested, and this to be done by presengngrgl rules and conditions under which
a given utterance is to be employed and analyzetl.sBeech acts can have different
meanings depending on the contexts. Here, Derpdaks of ‘grafting’ i.e. that a speech
act can be quoted in another context. So, the tséee infinite and one cannot come up
with a theory of the employment of speech actsi§peg where and how they should be
employed since meaning is contextual, and the gts@re many. Here, culler supports
Derrida’s argument by claiming that even the “itii@ms of the speakers...are to be
interpreted in different contexts.” (PDM, 197) Seapbjected to Derrida’s second
argument, by asserting that, what prevents fluxfarauation of meaning is not found in
what is uttered, but the general assumptions irchvhiis uttered. So, when using speech
acts on a day to day level, participants are opgyatithin a set of assumptions that
define what something normally means and does reanmFurther, the assumptions
within which speech acts occur, are not theoretomaistructs that are built to arrest
meaning, but necessary assumptions behind the gwoake communication. Finally,
Derrida, against Searle argued that, it is them@tieof the text to be interpreted in many
ways and not our intentions and assumptions th&erddferent interpretations possible.

So, the text by itself plays a context creatingcfion.

As Habermas sees it, as long as participants inneersubjectivist communicative
process are oriented towards understanding, themimg will not be deferred. Wrong
interpretations and abnormal usages of languagle t@usimply identified as something
that hinders consensus and understanding. Ideahzatthat are found beyond
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communicative action and the fact that the varidasms raised during communication
are open to critique, and can be empirically test#iceasily help to “distinguish between
‘usual’ and ‘parasitic’ uses of language” (PDM, 19By ‘parasitic’, Habermas meant
that the normal use of language in everyday comeoation is for reaching
understanding. Other artistic, metaphorical anditeral usages of language are derived
from the normal usage. Further, eventhough ‘pacasisages of language prevail in
everyday communication; still actors are able tpasg these usages since they are
oriented towards reaching understanding.

By revising the Derrida/Searle debate and employiisgarguments as well, Habermas
believes that, he managed to defend his commuwicattionality with its validity
claims. In everyday communication the infinite flamf meaning, poetic and rhetoric
elements are puts aside for the sake of understgndiaving done this, Habermas wants
to refute the idea that there is no distinctioniaein logic and rhetoric and that all texts
can be analyzed on literary and rhetorical ternte iBsue as, Habermas sees it, is the
acceptance that all language contains literaryraetbrical elements, while at the same
time defending philosophy and the special formsngliry against the domination of
literary elements, and hence the viewing of thalrdity claims as something impure and

contaminated with artistic and metaphorical element

Habermas, claims that Derrida’s general notionest fais a mixture of Heterogeneous
elements, makes him blind to the fact that in edayy communication there is the
possibility to raise and defend claims in referetacthe three validity claims, and that the
various specialized forms of inquiry are also aeentowards solving specific problems
(PDM, 205). Habermas thinks that there is an dffitietween Rorty and Derrida in
relation to their views on language, communicasngjects. In Rorty, the languages of
the sciences and other forms of inquiries creagectintexts that necessarily determine
everyday communication. Further, the capacity ditits claims to challenged inherited
horizons is unacknowledged. (PDM, 206) Furthermboth Derrida and Rorty, failed to
distinguish between everyday interaction in whigtidct validity claims are raised, and
the various forms of inquiry that are geared towsotiing specific problems (PDM,
207).
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Derrida is accused by Habermas of failing to d@gtish between how language has a
capacity of making the world visible and intelliggband how it can be used to solve
specific problems. So, Derrida in his general notad a ‘text’ tried to merge all the
sciences, including philosophy, criticism, artetd@ture and so on under one category of
literature. Habermas claims that on the one hand, have everyday world of
communication based in the different validity clajnwhile on the other, the various
specialized forms of inquiry that are geared atiagl specific problems. Philosophy and
literary criticism are found between the two. Li#ter criticism connects everyday world
and the artistic realm, while philosophy, is retate the forms of inquiries in having a
universalistic dimension. Philosophy facilitatesplitation of claims between everyday
world and specialized inquiries. (PDM, 207-208)

Habermas admits that rhetorical and poetic elemarsound in every discourse. Still
they are marginalized and only become dominanbgtip discourse. So, such rhetorical
and artistic elements don’t have an effect in thguiries, claims and methods of the
various forms of inquiries. Accordingly, in both eeyday communication and the
specific forms of inquiry the rhetorical elemengde found but are marginalized. What
about in philosophy and literary criticism? Philphg and literary criticism play the role
of presenting the claims and findings of the sgead forms of inquires to everyday
world and also presenting claims raised in everydayld to the domain of specialized
inquiries. So, it's because literary criticism aptilosophy play a role in mediating
between the two realms, that their language is imchrtistic, literary, argumentative,
logical and generally diverse elements. Still intholiterary criticism and philosophy,
poetic function is marginalized, and the major ®aion the critical analysis of texts and

philosophical interrogation rather than somethirtggtic and poetic. (PDM 209-210)

Finally, Habermas claimed that trying to avoid gehative contradiction’, by trying to
include philosophical texts under literary onesd d@nen calling for a general literary
analysis of texts, tends to rob philosophy of itsvper to critically reflect on everyday

discourse and the sciences. Hence; “[w]hoever p@ses the radical critique of reason
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into the domain of rhetoric in order to blunt thergdox of self preferentiality, also dulls

the sword of the critique of reason itself” (PDM,3.

In Habermas’s exposition of Derrida’s general projef deconstruction, we started the
analysis by taking a closer look at the views ofiddgger and Derrida towards the
metaphysical tradition. Accordingly, eventhough oagst other things, Derrida followed
Heidegger in making an analysis of the whole metajgll tradition and exposing its
pretensions and contradictions, still Derrida wasiast Heidegger's philosophy of
language that saw Dasein as a channel through wihiehabsolute truth is being
expressed. This was for Derrida an example of teéaphysical tradition’s search for
absolute and firm origins and the favoring of sjpeas a direct copy of the contents of
the mind, and writing as an attempt to preserveedpeDerrida’s deconstruction also

tried to identify, reverse and dissolve differeitthdtomies.

Derrida was against Husserl's idea of how ideal mmeais to be grasped by the ego
through conscious intuition. Instead he focuseddference’, how meaning is produced

through relations of difference and also that mmegris never exhausted, and hence
‘deference’. Amongst other things, Derrida tooknfré&aussure the focus on linguistic
world and also from the Jewish tradition, its itesi€e on interpretations of texts and the

idea of a new interpretation as always coming.

Specifically, Habermas criticized Derrida’s ideaatthcommunicative rationality is
obstructed by the contaminating effects of abnoranal poetic uses of language, and the
infinite numbers of meanings, by arguing that iergvday speech, poetic and rhetoric
elements are put aside, and that the focus of cgaatits is instead on reaching
understanding by forwarding validity claims thag¢ aestable and are based on idealizing
presuppositions. Habermas also argued againstda&riabolition of the distinction
between literature and philosophy, and the ideatlsd presence of rhetorical,
metaphorical elements in every inquiry and disoeurslabermas has argued that
rhetorical elements are found in every realm. Stiky are put aside in favor of

forwarding validity claims or addressing specifiolplems, except in poetic discourse.
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3.3 Communicative Rationality versus Disciplinary Power,

Habermas’s Critique of Foucault’'s Understanding OfModernity

I know that modernity is often spoken of as an lepocat least as a set of
features characteristic of an epoch situated onakemdar, it would be

preceded by a more or less native or archaic presnaity, and followed

by an enigmatic and troubling ‘postmodernity’..rtking back on Kant’s

text, | wonder whether we may not envisage modemsither as an

attitude than as a period of history... modernityhis attitude that makes
it possible to grasp the ‘heroic’ aspect of theg@et moment. ( Foucault
in Rabinow, 1984,39-40)

As Habermas sees it, there isn’t a direct relaietween Foucault and Bataille, as one
finds between Heidegger's destruction and Derriddéconstruction. Bataille and
Foucault don’'t even belong to same schools of thbwmnd orientations. Still, one
couldn’t deny that Foucault's interest in Batailas high and that this owed to the
latter’s critiques of modern sexuality and his wa&qise of different forms of literature to
burst the conventions of language and rationalodise. As Foucault himself admits it,
what’'s common to his appropriation of differentlpeophical orientations and schools of

thought, is the idea of going beyond the confinfehe philosophy of the subject.

For Habermas, one thing common to both Foucault Bedrida, is their earlier
appropriations of structuralism, as a generalquéi of modernity and its philosophy of
the subject, and specifically as “a critic of th@epomenological-anthropological
thought” (PDM, 239). Still, rather than approachihgetzsche through Heidegger's
destruction of the metaphysical tradition, Foucamipealed to Bataille-Nietzsche’s
critique of modernity as one that excludes certrmups and ideals like the mad and
outcasts. Foucault further appropriated Bachelahissorical critique of the sciences,
himself focusing on the social sciences. Haberrhasks that Foucault’s insights from
Levi-Strauss’s Structuralism, Bataille’s critiquean excluding reason, and Bachelard’s
inquiries into the history of science, are witnesse Foucault's first major work
Madness and Civilizatio(L961).

78



The Structuralist method of interrogating discegrand desire to gain objectivity is used
by Foucault to unmask the various medical scierfeéagher, by inquiring into the history
of madness, Foucault tried to show how ‘madnessthvhad been conceived as a viable
alternative to reason in the past, has come tebe as an abnormal state of mind “since
the end of the eighteenth century” (ibid). He loalsthe inauguration of the various
discourses that changecshadnessfrom an alternative to reason, to an unhealthytale
state. Accordingly beyond an exposure of the varisaiences in light of how they
succeeded in constructing ‘madness’ as somethimgratal and dangerous, Foucault
supplies his readers with a critique of reasonua$.sThis is a reason that excludes and
there by establishes itself as the only way to @@ging reality. Hence;

making madness clinical, which first renders meiitakss a medical

phenomenon, is analyzed by Foucault as an exanfijgl®se processes
of exclusion, proscription, and outlawing in whds&ces Bataille had

read the history of Western rationality. (ibid)

3.3.1 Reason and Madness

Foucault's intentions infMadness and Civilizatiorwere that of going beyond the
conventions, regularities and boundaries of Wedfgnking. By doing so, Foucault had
an intention of appropriating what was forbiddeansidered immoral, what’'s usually
rejected what’s considered outdated, what's consttabnormal. What's found beyond
the sane, western world may be Schopenhauer'sreastgsticism, Nietzsche’s Greek
tragedy, Freud's ‘dream sphere’ and Bataille’s sggassion of the conventional.
Habermas sees, Bataille’s dissolution of the homogs with an experience that goes
beyond the boundaries, being echoed in Foucaultigue of reason as that conventional
boundary which excludes, and madness as a possitfilgoing beyond the conventions
set by reason. Foucault admits the trouble of gngsgme truth of madness and instead of
trying to grasp its cognitive content, turns hie@ation to those moments in history where

reason managed to establish its sole dominancexatade other alternatives.

Foucault, in his move frorMadness and Civilizationo The Birth of the Clinic starts
focusing less on specific practices and more orcepts like® space, language and
death. (Gutting, 2005, 7) Further, history is not to bealgzed based on the conscious
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intentions of those residing in it, but on how #wions of subjects are taken as clues to
what underlies and dictates their actions. Thusickolt gives up the critique of subject
centered reason through an interpretation of dathdgets and the search for the
excluded and outlawed. This is the abandonmertteo§éarch for automonomous texts in
history which can stand by themselves. Instead &dtistarts looking for what is that
which makes the texts appear as they do. Accorgingl

“The meaning of a statement would be defined nothieytreasure of

intentions that it might contain, revealing and cealing at the same

time, but by the difference that articulates it opiher real or possible

statements, which are contemporary to it or to Whids supposed in a

linear series of time”. (PDM, 241)
For Habermas, while the division of history interijpds characterized by different traits
remains throughout Foucault’'s work, the relatiotwaen “discourses and practices” and
whether one animates the other, whether there asammetrical relation between them,

or they are equally determinant of one anotheramesiambiguous in Foucault.

In sixteenth century, eventhough reason was kslltighest authorityyladnessvas also
thought of as unveiling the limitations of reasdime role and conception dfladness
changed according to Foucault with establishmerit@ifinements around the middle of
the seventeenth century” (PDM, 243). Graduallyhat beginning of Nineteenth century,
the emergence of mental institutions equipped withdical personnel, replaced the
‘confinements’ of seventeenth century. This for €¢aut marked the rise of an
absolutistic subjectivisitic reason that took fedintrol of man’s relation to the world, and
thereby managed to crush other alternatives. With @mergence of a strict division
between reason and madnddadnesscame to be conceived as a degradation of reason
and a general label under which the other of reasan to be categorized and excluded.

As Vincent Barry summarizes it, FoucauWgdness and Civilizatiodeals with;

the division of reason and unreason and the assetiaxclusion of
particular populations, [the] emergence and devehlgmt of specific
institutional structures of exclusion, and the egegrce of new forms of
knowledge upon the conditions provided by the alfBaery, 2002, 16).

80



One of the ideas that Foucault developed as eafWaaliness and Civilizatiors that of
forms of exclusion, supervision and discipliningguEault’s ideas of a modern form of
disciplining as established through schools, pat#dges and so on, were developed, as
Habermas sees it, where Foucault depicts how nent&@ntal and medical institutions
emerged trying to establish the truth of the hhaally inferior division between reason
and Madness The difference is that, while iMadness and CivilizatignFoucault
sketches how the mad and genertdgdnessame to be excluded and neglected, in later
works such a®iscipline and Punishmerdnd The history of Sexualityhe shows how
modern reason in general resulted in a repressweep that employs different
mechanisms to organize the whole of humanity itsodomains, and in the process,

crushes any other alternatives.

As Foucault sees it, “the success of disciplinaywer derives no doubt from the use of
simple instruments: hierarchical observation, ndizimg judgment, and their

combination in a procedure that is specific tahig examination.” (Rabinow, 1984, 188)
Accordingly, modern society constitutes a discigtin system which operates by using
observation as a way of controlling actions, estabig criteria for measurement and
finally testing the conformity and subjugation afbgects. Instead of an intersubjective
arena where different claims to truth are enteegirmodern society for Foucault is one

that disciplines its subjects through different way accomplishing its goals.

Foucault saw a direct relation between specificiras and the various human sciences.
While the practices made available a ‘self’ to beerimented upon, the sciences
endorsed the practices by creating a reservoir coéngfic techniques, terms and

solutions.

Thus, inMadness and CivilizationThe Birth of the Clinicall the way up tdiscipline
and Punigh, Foucault witnesses how modern subjects have breated by different
practices, institutions and sciences as patients avln't fit to participate in the normal,
ordinary lives of modern societies. Thus, for Falgdin appearance, the disciplines
constitute nothing more than an infralaw. They s¢éemxtend the general forms defined

by law to the infinitesimal level of individual l&s; or they appear as methods of training
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that enable individuals to become integrated iftesé general demands” (Rabinow,
1984, 211-12).

For Foucault, the move from treating the mad innfaements’ to institutions by
providing a clean, suitable, medical personnel taeatments paved the way for a better
inspection, control and research over the mad. iisitutions led to the emergence of
various sciences on madness and the depiction @h@sa as a danger for our society and

reason in general.

Habermas is especially interested in looking atetktent to which Foucault’s criticism of
Western institutional and disciplinary rationalttyough an exposure of the genesis and
development of the various sciences, in the forrarohaeology and genealogy manages
to avoid the paradox included in a total critiqereason which utilizes reason in the
process. Since Foucault abandoned any recourseational argumentation and

intersubjectivity, he appeals to archeology.

Foucault’'s archaeology looks for the specific elatedn a particular context and then
tries to identify the underlying structures andthes extent it's descriptive. Instead of
looking for an objective foundation for validitysclhaeology tries to look at what it is that
dictated and informed the facts and specific aspefchistory. Contrary to the philosophy
of the subject’s insistence on an autonomous, fetve subject reflecting on itself, the
world, and in general becoming the core of analyeisFoucault the subject’s reflection

is not free. It's dictated and resides under tlleémce of certain powers.

3.3.2 Archeology and Genealogy

Foucault identified his archaeology in terms of thgeology,” and ‘psychoanalysis’

metaphors. The ‘geology’ metaphor is looking at iwkdeft as a result of the dictation of
various forces and tries to find what underlies'Rsychoanalysis’, refers to trying to
specify’, “[tlhe underlying structures of an uncoimas and as discovered only through
analysis of linguistic events of which we are awag&utting, 2005, 33-34). Rather than

interpreting autonomous individual texts standinghistory, the focus in Foucault’s
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archaeology is to look at and identify the conditiaunder which the various elements

come together.

One of the most acknowledged moves in Foucault'sksyds one where genealogy was
introduced trying to overcome the limitations oé thrchaeological method. Archaeology
helped to replace the primacy of the subject bytifigng various discourses within
which the individual subject is constituted. It cha used for comparing the different
discursive formations of different periods. “Stitls only genealogy, that can address the
concrete, particular, specific causes that ne@ssghifts from one discursive formation

to the other”. tanford encyclopedia of philosopiichel Foucault, 2008, 6)

Habermas thinks that, Foucault’'s genealogy is edlab that of Nietzsche’'s. Genealogy
can succeed in criticizing reason through a créigéithe sciences, if it escapes the fate
of those sciences that it is trying to criticizeer@alogy needs to escape the bounds,
horizons and assumptions of modernity and Enlightt. So, Foucault appealed to
Nietzsche’s critique of modernity with an aim ofeeing modernity as the novel age that

leads humanity into progress and detaches itséii€ally from the past.

Foucault's intentions according to Habermas whred. First it was, “to leave behind
modernity’s presentist consciousness of time” (POM9). Foucault was against a
conception of history that exaggerates the role¢hef present. Rather than looking for
objective, ultimate causes for history and the gmgsFoucault in his genealogy focuses
on the many particular and specific causes that teedhe formation of different
discourses throughout history. Secondly, Foucawdhted to abandon hermeneutics.
Foucault questioned whether facts in history cagile us an insight into history and
whether the interpretation of different texts wasg tsolution. In contrast, Foucault’s
genealogy tries to reconstruct the underlying stmes by linking various elements; his
genealogy tries to show how the various clues areqf contingent, specific, particular
practices. Finally, Foucault wants “to put an eadylobal historiography that covertly
conceives of history as a macro consciousness.MPIb1) Rather than conceiving of
history as universal process through which humaisitynoving, Foucault focuses his

attention on the emergence and dissolution of deatr discourses throughout history.
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Foucault also rejects Hegelian history, where afitadictions are to be resolved in the
end. The old conception of history as product afisoious subjects was not able to
disclose the underlying discourses determining esuiwity. This is what Foucault’'s

archaeology tries to do i.e. collecting differeatts in history and then trying to identify

the underlying structures dictating specific preesi. Hence, the Archeologist;

by going back to the rules constitutive of discearshe ascertains the

limits of any given universe of discourse; its foisnbounded by the

kinds of elements that it unconsciously excludebetsrogeneous-and

to this degree, the rules constitutive of discosiraéso function as a

mechanism of exclusion (PDM, 252).
History is a ground where one exhibits the rise fatidof different forms of discourse.
For Enrhard Bahr, “ Foucault borrows the conceptsefial history’ from the French
Annales School which makes history appear as aitramgp succession of various
discourse formations... historical interpretatiomaplaced by discourse analysis” (Bahr,

1988, 101).

In the final analysis the concept of ‘power’ sudabehind Foucault’s critiques on reason
and modernity. Just like Heidegger and Derridadtie apply Nietzsche’s critique of
reason into an exposure of the metaphysical toagitroucault tries to approach reason
through a critique of history and the sciences. ag Heidegger and Derrida seek a
critique of reason in what is forgotten and in wisatleferred, Foucault tries to come up
with an archaeology and genealogy that goes betfumtounds of the various sciences
and exposes their exclusionary consequences. Habefumther added that, Foucault’s
archaeology and Heidegger’'s critique of the metajay tradition, share a common
theme of identifying various structures, assumgjonterpretations underlying either
specific practices in history or an understandiigBeing. But Foucault's genealogy

differs in trying;

to explain ‘the discontinous succession of the-sggtems (ungrounded
in themselves) that coerce people into the semdrdimework of a
determinate interpretation of the world’-and inded@dexplains the
provenance of discourse formations from practicEpawer that are
entwined with one another in the ‘risky game ofrpge/ering. (PDM,
255)
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Heidegger forwarded the concept of Being as onerttekes the world intelligible but

still wanted to reject any ahistorical, apriori,planations. Foucault tries to avoid this
with his concept of power, and for Habermas thisotli consists of three elements.
Seeing power as that which is enterwined with tant discourse, talking of new power
relations, new relations of truth, discourse and/gro so that power will not be held as a
framework to which one ideally resorts to but onetouch with history; and finally,

Foucault inscribes his theory of power as one fedusn particular power/knowledge
nexuses, to be identified in practical relation®tighout history (PDM, 256). As Charles

Lemert sees it, Foucault’'s power/knowledge nexus;

Consequences are the following: power-knowledgamss that power

is not from the top down, from a dominant classupodominated

class; power is immanent, diffused throughout dgcien all levels.

Second, knowledge... is not ideal and abstract imatterial and

concrete.. Third... Science, as a form of knowledigeembedded in

power relations. (Lemert, 1982, 136)
Habermas goes on to look at Foucaultee order of thingso shed light on Foucault’s
‘analytic of finitude’ and the transition from hiwill to knowledge’ to ‘power’. For
Foucault, Renaissance thinking still manifestedofion of a universal order in which
everything has its place. Interms of knowledge Emfjuage, the Renaissance period,
rather than focusing on how words or signs relateljective entities, focused on the
relation between signs and words, and how langbggeself form a system of signs, and
specifically how, “each signature refers to othmmnatures” (PDM, 258). Contrarily,
from the rise of modern philosophy of the subjecDiescartes to Kant, the focus is on
what possibly resides within the domain of knowlkedghus, signs represent what can be
cognized and thought of. Gradually all forms of Wiexge come to be concentrated on
the represented, and hence divorced from the pooksepresentation. Hence, in the
classical age; “Knowledge is completely dependenthe representational structure of
language, without being able to integrate the ped representation itself (the synthetic

performance of the subject doing the representiR®M, 259).

In Kant's ascription of the noumenal as the unkniadeathe ability of metaphysics to

guarantee the truths of language becomes problemBtus the idea of gaining an
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objective, infallible access to truth through laaga is to be doubted. Instead, the focus
is on the finite subject and its place in the woflidis is what Foucault calls the analytic

of finitude. As Lemert sees it;

for Foucault, the finitude of man and the finitualeknowledge involve

each other and both are social inventions formedthe nineteenth

century... The birth of the human sciences is coteus with the

anthropological idea that man is the center of drigtbut this history is

one that conditions and limits man (Lemert, 19827)1
As Habermas sees it, Foucault's understanding afemmity begins with how a finite
historical subject tries to reflect upon itself ahe world, and becomes the foundation
for everything. This subject is also dictated oretlsvunder the influences of history and
the various discourses. Further Foucault expoumdietzsche’s ‘will to knowledge’ as
expressing the nature of knowledge being enshrinediverse specific practices and
concrete relations. By ‘will to knowledge’, Fouchaccording to Lemert meant that
“actual knowledge in society is a political actwivhich attempts to mask the role of
power in knowledge” (Lemert, 1982, 137-38). By oiaig, in his ‘will to knowledge’,
that there are specific interests, techniques aactipes animating the various sciences,

Foucault according to Habermas exposed himsebrwedifficulties.

Foucault, as Habermas sees it, might have beewtty avoid any alleged relations of
his “archeology of the human sciences” with “Heigexgs critique the of metaphysics of
the modern age”, (PDM, 266) via the similarity fduim both thinkers in analyzing the
modern age by dividing it into different epochs dpd by different epistemological
structures or interpretations of Being. Still, Faulkt clearly rejected Heidegger’'s
philosophy of Being that traced everything to teenembrance of Being, and to avoid
this moved from identifying the underlying stru@srin his archaeology to analyzing
power/knowledge relations in his genealogy. Foucawds again trying to clearly

differentiate his position from that of structusali. As clearly seen in hi$he order of

things Foucault according to Habermas, was clearly agattempts to build general
structures without taking into account specificstbwical conditions and facts. Hence,
Foucault was against structuralist modes of amalyfsat “refuse to formalize without
anthropologizing, who refuse to mythologize withdeimystifying.” (PDM, 267) There
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are also problems related also to the archaeologiethod of approaching the sciences
i.e. how Foucault could integrate the findings e tvarious sciences and particular

findings and discourses when he delimited theimoauies.

In order to escape all these difficulties, Fouc#utd to elaborate his archaeology that
identifies what dictates practices in history watlyenealogy that identifies small causes,
factors, knowledge and power relationships thavesers factors for change from one
discourse to the other. By this move, Foucault alae to escape the difficulties faced by
Heidegger’s critique of metaphysics in tracing gtt@ng to the forgetfulness of Being,
and Structuralism which failed in trying to estahliuniversal, objective structures
underlying discourses and practices. Structuralfaited to stay in touch with the
concrete, practical and the historical. Still, Habas doubts whether Foucault’s analysis
of concrete power /knowledge relationships apglieBis own genealogy, the position it

holds in society and what kinds of power its serves

The success of Foucault’s analysis, for Habermagoing beyond Structuralism and
Heidegger’s philosophy of Being, owes to the mawenf ‘will to knowledge’ to ‘power’

in general. In his ‘will to knowledge’, Foucault §talated that generally in every society
knowledge is related to practices of power. Buhgdbeyond this, he tried to show that
empirically one can identify power/knowledge redaships in various discourses (PDM,
269-270).

In Discipline and PunishFoucault locates the development of a modern fofm

disciplining power to an establishment of moderisgns and reform systems that
introduced modest forms of punishing offenders, giilit managed to establish effective
form of control through various forms of surveilé@and control. As Garry Gutting sees

it, what differentiates modern and premodern apgres to punishment, for Foucault is;

(1), punishment is no longer a public display. (Zatvis punished is
no longer the crime but the criminal. (3) Those wdetermine the
precise nature and duration of the punishment ardomger the judges
but the experts (psychiatrists, social workers, gbarboards) who
decide how to implement indeterminate judicial eroés (4) the
avowed purpose of punishment is no longer retrdsuthut the reform
and rehabilitation of the criminal. (Gutting, 20080)
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For Foucault, at the heart of the new disciplinarigon system lays the ‘Panopticon’.
The ‘Panopticon’; besides creating subjects thafaron to the law, also functions as a
method of creating subjects who are easily manipdlahrough various procedures.
Further, beyond the prison system, Foucault in&tspthe Panopticon, as a paradigmatic
example of how the modern form of knowledge triescteate selves which are easily
observed, controlled and manipulated through variosatitutions like those “in factories
and workhouses, in barracks, schools, hospital, @isbns.” (PDM, 272) The human
sciences played the role of creating subjects whrehmanipulated through the various
institutions and also studied by specific formsirafuiries. Still, Habermas thinks that
Foucault’s analysis needs to go beyond assertingthe human sciences and the various
institutions succeeded in creating easily manidalaobjects. It needs to show that the
concrete power/knowledge relationships that exissaciety affect our knowledge of
reality and the kinds of validity claims that ormfards towards the objective world,

thus affecting the various sciences.

As Habermas sees it, Foucault’s “genealogy of thmadn sciences,” tries to lay out the
‘empirical’ and ‘transcendental’ conditions that deathe human sciences possible.
Accordingly, the sciences are concretely relateth vgpecific forms of power, serve
various institutions, and are based on varioustizes:

Habermas thinks that Foucault’s theory of powersdogt succeed in stepping out of the
bounds of the philosophy of the subject. This isduse what characterizes the subject of
the philosophy of the subject, in relation to itgentation towards the world, is how it
tries either to cognize or manipulates externditgealong these lines, Habermas argues
that Foucault’s theory of power shares the philbgopf the subject’s intent, in trying to
manipulate and control the world. Hence, Foucauwltialysis that locates the subject as
being immersed in power/knowledge relationshipsrdws its insights from the
philosophy of the subject’s interested, exploitabteentation towards the world. Even
though in Foucault, it's the power/knowledge nethet takes on the task of establishing

this externally interested relation towards theldior
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3.3.3 Presentism, Relativism and Cryptonormativism

Foucault through his genealogy tries to overconeelithitations of the human sciences.
These sciences are involved in creating subjecishnre objects to be controlled and
are immersed in power/knowledge relationships. Rolis genealogy emphasizes an
examination of structures beyond interpretationhistorical texts and focuses on the
emergence and replacement of various power knowledi@tionships in history, rather
than truth reached as a result of the contestafiealidity claims. Hence;

[tjo the extent that it retreats into the reflemiess objectivity of a non-

participatory, ascetic description of kaleidoscadlg changing

practices of power, genealogical historiography eges from its

coccon as precisely the presentistic, relativistaryptonormative

illusory science that it does not want to be. (P2VI5-276)
Foucault in his genealogy was trying to avoid thmedlof involvement a specific form of
inquiry finds itself intertwined thus serving patilar power/knowledge relationships and
specific practices. Rather than focusing on prastiof conscious subjects creating
history in a given moment, the genealogist triesdentity underlying practices and

specific power/knowledge relationships within whaattions of individuals occur.

In this sense, history is generally seen as anaatanwhich various forms of
power/knowledge relationships replace one anothadl &oucault's genealogy is
supposed to identify these power/knowledge nexwugdsout itself being involved in
such a nexus itself. But as Habermas sees it;

Against this self-understanding that holds fastotgectivity, the first
glance in any one of Foucault's books teaches as$ ¢lwen the radical
historicist can only explain the technologies ofvpo and practices of
domination by comparing them with one another-aydnb means by
taking any single one as a totality on its own. BR277)
Thus, Foucault’'s genealogy is also involved in pdkwewledge relationships in
trying to divide history into various epochs in merks and then analyzing each
in terms of a disciplinary power. So, Foucault'arshg point of analysis is that
the various forms of knowledge and sets of prastare also immersed in power
relationships. Hence, Foucault's genealogy is nathomt its own sets of

presuppositions.
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Foucault’'s genealogy doesn’t escape the chargedativism. Genealogy tries to
take the role of unmasking and analyzing concreitgprical power/knowledge
relationships. In this context; truth claims aresed and justifiable only as
relative to specific power/knowledge nexuses. WAtaiut Foucault's genealogy
and its supposedly objective, value free intentidasunmask the various
sciences? Isn't it also involved in a specific pdeowledge relationship? And
if so, isn’'t it also relative? Foucault tries tooaV this by appealing to what is
neglected in the domains of the ordinary formsnafuiries. This for Foucault;
‘o is a question of the implicit knowledge ofh& people’ who form the
bedrock in a system of power, who are the firsexperience a technology of
power within their own bodies”. (PDM, 280)

Foucault’'s genealogy tries to identify those white dictated in power/knowledge
nexuses without itself being immersed in such augeBut in trying to identify these
discourses and sciences affiliated with concretectpres, Foucault's genealogy only

turns out to be within a specific and relative po\weowledge nexus.

Foucault’'s genealogy is opposed to the so calleduér free’ status of the various
sciences and tries to go beyond the normative,evielden, claims and inquires of the
various sciences in order to describe the congreteer/knowledge combinations and
sets of practices and inquiries they are involvad Not hierarchization between
discourses but pure description is the goal. Byractice, Foucault’'s works according to
Habermas arépermeated by a solidarity and an engagement bediffegult to define,
for the madman and the criminaldsenberg, 1991, 304).

As Bo Isenberg, in his essédabermas on Foucault, critical remarksits it, Habermas’s
critique of Foucault is directed methodologicallp identifying the presentistic,
relativistic and cryptonormative natures of Foutaulrchaeology and genealogy.
Descriptively towards, showing the short sightedne$ Foucault’'s analysis in only
focusing on power, repression, discipline and rigilito acknowledge emancipatory
potentials found in communicative rationality. Arfishally, politically; “.... In a two fold
discourse-it is at once irrationally anarchistid asonservative-which encourages non-

commitment or, at best, an irrational struggle aithfundament and goals.” (ibid, 307)
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CHAPTER FOUR
Habermas, Reforming Modernity

In the last three chapters we tried to look at Halas’'s conception of the inauguration of
the modern project, the various kinds of criticatthas accompanied it, and how these
are being echoed in current movements like poststralism. This chapter is devoted to
a discussion of Habermas'’s idea that the modernegirs not completed, and that rather
calling for annihilation of modernity the task sldbe one of strengthening the implicit
communicative rationality of the modern project iaga subsystems of money and
power. Our discussion of Habermas’s reformulatibaral hence the preservation of the
ideals of modern reason, will be devoted to thé tas lectures in HabermasRDM |,
and also ideas pertaining to modernity selectedhffrohe postnational constellation,

postmetaphysical thinkingndReligion and Rationality.

4.1 Communicative Rationality as the ‘Unpursued’ P#h in Modernity

One common way of justifying the sciences is totbeen as the logical implications of
the subject’s reflection. Thus, the sciences aerstood as the results of the subject’s
attempt to understand itself and the world. Stiilsthas resulted in the long run in
‘scientism’; the idea that the natural sciencesvioi® the only available route to
knowledge. Foucault rightly asserted this for Hatees. Still, he did not adequately
address the extent to which his own genealogy Hetaitself from the other sciences and
there by succeeds in establishing its status adue ¥ree unmasking methodology. In the
final analysis, Foucault's genealogy for Habermasd out to be everything that it has

criticized of the various sciences. Hence;

presentism, relativism, and cryptonormativsm ame ¢bnsequences of his
attempt to preserve the transcendental moment propegenerative
performances in the basic concept of power whileimy from it every
trace of subjectivity. This concept of power doetsfree the genealogist
from contradictory self- thematizations (PDM, 29%)-9

As an alternative, Habermas proposes a new readinggw critique of the human

sciences and of reason that would go beyond thaaspfaced by the radical critics of
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modernity from Nietzsche, passing down to poststinaism. The radical critics of
modernity failed to recognize that there was a ipdidg of another critique of
subjectivity and hence an alternative to it, withime philosophical discourse of
modernity. From the young Hegelians, Nietzsche tredl way up to poststructuralism,
there was an alternative of a communicative ratipnahich was not pursued, and
Habermas tries to reconstruct this path. Thus hearks, “it behooves us to retrace the
path of the philosophical discourse of modernitgkb#o its starting point- in order to
examine once again the directions once suggestégeathief crossroads. This is the
intention behind these lecturés(PDM, 295)

Hegel and Marx try to step outside of the confinéshe philosophy of the subject by
envisaging an ideal where under the state or cormmsmyrcitizens will become equal,

free, and realize their potentials, cooperatindnwite another.

Heidegger and Derrida should have avoided appe#dirmtico-ontological significance
of a being that can give an insight to Being itsdf such, and a heterogeneous state
determining all meaning. Instead they should hassonted to the communicative
paradigm. As we have seen in Heidegger, Daseinahasique place as a being that
interrogates Being as such, and thus was takenpastof departure. Habermas urges
the interlocutors in the philosophical discoursenaddernity to abandon the subject-
object metaphysics, where the subject is oriend@dhtds an objective possible state of
affairs, and instead tries to strengthen the coniatine action taking place between
individuals in modern societies. Hence, he rematkbave already suggested that the
paradigm of the knowledge of objects has to beacsu by the paradigm of mutual
understanding between subjects capable of speecaction’ (PDM, 295-296)

Habermas sees in Heidegger, Derrida and Foucauljextion of the subject that
establishes its primacy by its reflection on therldioBut, whereas Heidegger and
Derrida tried to make some compromise, by estahljsthe Dasein Analytic, and show
how the subject participates in a Heterogeneousraef meaning formation ;Foucault on
the contrary tried to completely denounce the sibje placing it under concrete,

material, and specific power/knowledge relationshiprom Habermas’s point of view,
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the divisions between empirical and transcendemaing and beings, noumenal and
phenomenal, all point to the fact that, the reasfathe modern project is ‘exhausted’. All
these distinctions are attempts to preserve thiesaphy of the subject under different
formulations. Some situated the subject as locysostible cognition. Others show that
the subject is completely autonomous, while theeeadso some that place the subject
under different repressive relations. But all theseexhausted for Habermas since as we
have seen in the last three chapters no attempts lieen successful to come up with a
strong alternative. The solution is making the méwecommunicative rationality and
intersubjectivity. Hence Habermas remarks thajhgtparadigm of the philosophy of
consciousness is exhausted. If this is so, the ®ymgpof exhaustion should dissolve with
the transition to the paradigm of mutual understagnd (PDM, 296)

The essence of communicative rationality lies iwhanguage coordinates actions; how
actors in an intersubjective communicative prodess to respect some rules and in the

process how understanding is to be achieved.

In the communicative paradigm, when a speech afdrgarded, the one to which its
directed, recognizes it and thereby offers a repbfablishing an intersubjective
communicative process. What makes this communiggrecess possible are the shared
backgrounds of meanings and idealizing presuppositithat guide communicative
processes, and also the fact that those in comiatimricare, oriented towards consensus.
This differs radically from the paradigm of consgoess where a relation is to be
established to a possible state of affairs. Habgrthanks that in the communicative
paradigm, the subject is no longer viewed as belivided between empirical and
transcendental domains. Accordingly, Habermas daithat in communicative
rationality, “no mediation is possible between te&tramundane stance of the
transcendental | and the intermundane stance dartiperical 1” (PDM, 297).

The ego finds itself in an intersubjective commatiie arena and it affirms itself by
presenting its validity claims. For Habermas, aespeact as the smallest unit of every-
day communication, serves as a platform for raisiatidity claims, or the claims of

individuals in asserting that what they are claignia true and that they can provide
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reasons for it in relation to the objective, so@at subjective worlds. Hence, the “ego
stands within an interpersonal relationship thddvwed him to relate to himself as a
participant in an interaction from the perspectnf alter.”(ibid) This differs from
subject-object metaphysics where everything becoag®ssible state of affair to be
known in the objective the world. Instead in cominative rationality, the ego becomes
the one which founds its claims in a world of otpessible claims, oriented towards the
objective, social and subjective dimensions.

One consequence of this, for Habermas is that stamdental philosophy’ which
analyzes the cognitions of the subject and itgicglao the world, gets replaced by the
reconstructive sciences which try to identify wbaimplicitly being practiced in
communication, and the accumulated pool of meartimg makes communication
possible. This manages to go beyond the ‘empirigal’ ‘transcendental’ distinction
typical of the metaphysical tradition, since whae analyzed in the reconstructive
science is not what goes beyond everyday life amccommunicative potential, in a
mystical, ideal, isolated world of reasoning andividuality. Habermas, in referring to
‘reconstructive science’, is speaking of a univepsagmatics which, “as a reconstructive
science, investigates the ‘universal and unavoea@bésuppositions’, that are operative
in the successful employment of speech acts odewotachieving mutual understanding”
(Badillo, 1991, 56). Further, Habermas took froradei the idea that “reconstructive and
empirical assumptions can be brought together énasmd the same theory.” (PDM, 298)

In Habermas’s communicative rationality, the lifeldas what integrates the individuals
as a whole by forming a common meaning. It's thetext in which individuals dwell

and affirm their uniqueness by presenting theime$a The lifeworld is to be deciphered
through everyday communicative action, but by fisé$ “always only ‘co-given’ and

has to evade thematization” (PDM, 299).0One coukllyok at speech acts and validity
claims, and identify an intersubjectively communisca process, but the lifeworld on the
contrary, is what lies behind everyday communicatisupplying materials to be
reflected upon and a shared meaning that ties ithals and brings them into a
communicative arena. Habermas admits that an anguowalld be made that the life

world is not something controlled and managed Wividuals, but that individual’s
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necessarily took on the backgrounds they inhalitae products of the ways in which
they are influenced by their contexts. Simply, duld be argued that the lifeworld
reaffirms itself through “the propagation of culilitraditions, the integration of groups

by norms and values, and the socialization of seiogy generations.” (ibid)

According to Habermas, most types of reflectiort thato free the subject through such
reflection, end up placing individuals under hegainsystems and repressive relations
or concrete power/ knowledge relationships. Aslterraative, Habermas tries to provide
a sharp distinction between a shared backgroundrendnique domain of individuality,
and between that which keeps society in tact, fogma shared background and how
history is also gradually formed. But, before laukiat these issues in detail, Habermas

first tries to shed some light on a critique ofs@aforwarded by the Bohme brothers.

For the Bohme brothers, Kant’s division of reasato ithree possible inquiries, into the
theoretical, practical and the aesthetic, had timsequence of excluding the non rational.
As Habermas sees it, this kind of analysis wasadlredeveloped in the critiques of
Hegel, Schelling and Holderlin, which stood agairiffjhe opposition of faith and
knowledge, of infinite and finite, the separatidrspirit and nature, of understanding and
sensibility, of duty and inclination.” (PDM, 303)

This critique of a divided reason also constitutecritique of current forms of state and
religion that failed to unify the various dichotasi between private and communal
interests, individual and commonality, and so omsMimportantly, Hegel devoted his
whole philosophy to construction of a reason thaifies the various dichotomies,

showing that the divisions are part of the develeptof thought. For Bohme brothers,
the same exclusive intentions witnessed in Kaht'sd critiques are also found in Hegel.
Here reason realizes itself without trying to ajppiate the other of reason “in its

irreducibility” . (1bid)

Habermas asserts that this critique of the Bohnmthbrs was initially raised by the
young Hegelians who tried to establish the primatyhe concrete material and the

particular. For the young Hegelians, the otherakon, was the material and the specific.
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For Bohme Brothers reason as it finds its cleaeegiression in Kant and Hegel's
philosophy, tries to establish itself as the omlyte, crushing any other alternatives. But,
Habermas thinks that, this critique of reason, oafplies to the subject object

metaphysics and the reason of praxis philosophy.

For Habermas, simply offering deconstructive regslion the philosophy of the subject
is not enough, on the contrary a completely newagigm must be proposed. Here,
Habermas remarks, “a paradigm only loses its fosdeen it is negated in a determinate
manner by a different paradigm, that is, when itlévalued in an insightful way; it is
certainly resistant to any simple invocation of éxinction of the subjett (PDM, 310)
Further, the task of deconstruction must not bexgfosing the excessive rationality of
the metaphysical tradition and its ill consequenbes of strengthening the implicit form
of rationality cultivated in an intersubjective comnicative arena. Habermas also rejects
the critique of logocentrism pioneered by Nietzsahd furthered by Heidegger’s Being,
Derrida’s deconstruction and Foucault’'s power/ kisolge nexus. This is because, this
critique only succeeded in affirming that the sabje powerless, ontic and the result of
different forces. Hence, the critique of logos tabermas, “draws... the conclusion that
the subject positing itself in knowledge is in fat#pendent upon something prior,
anonymous, and Transsubjective- be it the dispemsaif Being, the accident of

structure formation, or the generative power of saliscourse formation” (lbid).

4.2 Some Consequences of the Communicative Paradigm

Habermas tries to introduce an alternative critiqpielogos in his communicative
paradigm. As he sees it, this critique tries to ngaison in touch with the historical and
the finite, sees language as coordinating the @etaf individuals and serving as a
communicative platform and finally views the logotresm of the philosophical tradition
as weakening the implicit communicative potentei®ady found in modern societies.
The communicative paradigm strictly opposes thesiesce of the philosophical tradition
in being oriented towards only the objective wasfdpossible states of affairs and there-
by excluding the social and subjective ones. As dralas sees it, in the previous
paradigm, “ontologically the world is reduced tcethorld of entities as a whole

...epistemologically; our relationship to that vebik reduced to the capacity to know
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existing states of affairs... Semantically, it éluced to fact stating discourse in which
assertoric sentences are used and no validity islaamitted besides propositional truth”
(PDM, 311).

Habermas thinks that, we need to abandon the Kirmhtlogical, epistemological and
linguistic views that hold onto the view that knedte is of knowing the objective
world. Rather, the focus should be on how langusg®es communicative functions.
Here, the basic focus is on speech acts and tlee tfistinct validity claims found in
them, relating humans to three possible dimensamd leading to the raising and

contestation of different claims , Hence;

elementary speech acts display a structure in wkhitbe components

are mutually combined; the propositional componfemt representing

(or mentioning) states of affairs, the illocutiogazomponent for taking

up interpersonal relationship; and finally, the dinistic component that

brings the intention of the speaker to expresgiBDM, 312)
Habermas goes on to look at the consequences afothenunicative paradigm he has
just outlined through speech act theory to “(a) ttreory of meaning (b) the ontological
presuppositions of the theory of communication, é)dthe concept of rationality itself

... to a new orientation for the critique of instremtal reason” (Ibid).

A. Consequences for the Theory of Meaning;

The truth condition semantics theory of meaninggstito locate meaning in terms of
specifying “conditions under which it is true”. (@) But this kind of analysis, limits
meaning to that of propositional truth. Habermasepts the claim of truth conditional
semantics theory, that meaning needs to be situaed explicated in terms of its
practical use in day to day life. But whereas tratimdition semantics focuses on the
relation to the objective world, Habermas purpsootexplain the three distinct validity
claims that are found in a speech acts. Hence r@diogpto Habermas, “it holds true not
only for constative speech acts, but for any gigpeech act, that we understand its
meaning when we know the conditions under whiotaitbe accepted as valid.” (PDM,
313)

97



B. Consequences for Theory of Communication.

If with the rejection of linguistic theories thastrict meaning to objective reality, we are
to arrive at a conclusion that there are threeimistvalidity claims i.e. constative,

regulative and expressive, then this also has coesees for the philosophy of
consciousness. This philosophical orientation hdlus the world is populated with

possible objects and that in either communicatingagnizing the world, humans try to
relate and raise claims to these possible stateffaifs. But, if we are to accept that in
every communication, in every speech act, one eysploree distinct claims to reality,

then the paradigm of philosophy of consciousnesedoits value. Accordingly, as
Habermas sees it, “with any speech act, the speakes up a relation to something in
the objective world, something in the common sowialld, and something in his own

subjective world.” (PDM, 313-314).

C. Consequences for Theories of Rationality

In the previous paradigm, rationality refers toeating oneself to possible world of
objects and trying to cognize and expresses otingrin language. Habermas makes a
plea for rejecting this understanding, and insteavs rationality as a process of
forwarding criticizable and defendable claims tathr in language relating to the
objective, social and subjective worlds. Habermgses

“as soon as we conceive of knowledge as commuwégtimediated, rationality is
assessed in terms of the capacity of responsibicipants in interaction to orient
themselves in relation to validity claims gearedrtersubjecitve recognition”. (PDM,
314)

D. Consequences for a Critique of Instrumental Ratnality

The orientation of the philosophical tradition tods a world of possible entities and the
exaggerated role of the isolated subject are mesaft the undermining of the
communicative paradigm. Hen€subject-centered reason is the product of divisiot
usurpation, indeed of a social process in the eofswhich a subordinated moment
assumes the place of the whole, without havingptheer to assimilate the structure of
the whole.” (PDM, 315) Along these lines, what dnigiques of Horkheimer, Adorno and

Foucault failed to acknowledge in asserting thamity is trapped in instrumental
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rationality and specific power/knowledge nexussghat it was in the background of an
intersubjective communicative process that instmtalerationality arose. Habermas
claims, “[tihe communicative potential of reasors l@en simultaneously developed, and

distorted in the course of capitalist modernizdtidund).

Habermas opposes Weber’'s analysis of the ratiaitadiz of the lifeworld as replacing
the context of the life world with a purposive aaality. Habermas argues,
“‘communicative reason is directly implicated in isbdife- processes insofar as acts of
mutual understanding take on the role of a mechais coordinating action.” (PDM,
316) So the new critique of instrumental ratiomailt one that tries to strengthen the role
of communicative rationality in the rationalizatiasf the life world and avoid its

distortion by the purposive rationality of capisati.

It could be argued that as in Marx social practivediates labor and nature,
communicative action also connects “lifeworld andrgday communicative practice and
that both “conceive of rational practice as reasmmceived in history, society, body, and
language” (PDM, 317).

Recent attempts to revive praxis philosophy areraved the trap the previous praxis
philosophy fell into, i.e. ‘productivism’, consideg everything as being there for
utilization. One of the current achievements inx@aghilosophy is the fact that it has
also made the appeal to language in assertingnie sases that language is the medium
in which subjects express their deepest concergprovide answers to the fundamental
guestions, and in the others, claim that languageiges answers and frameworks by

which subjects are to lead their lives.

For Habermas, what's common to Heidegger’s view tha truth of Being passes to
Dasein through language and Derrida’s view thatlusken and hence mutuality
establishes meaning, is that in all these casesiwipaovided as a network of meaning is
divorced from what is found as a dynamic potentialaily existence and employment of
language. Hence Habermas argues that, “all theseepts have in common... the

peculiar uncoupling of the horizon constituting guotivity of language from the
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consequences of an intermundane practice that @lyvprejudiced by the linguistic
system. Any interaction between world disclosimplaage and learning processes in the
world is excluded” (PDM, 19).

Praxis philosophy tried to overcome these diffie@sltoy coupling the process of labor to
the process by which concrete individuals estabiisdmselves. Rather than asserting
primacy of ideas or practice, Habermas claims tkiatin the given context and
backgrounds of meanings that one reflects and it is reflected also affects the
backgrounds. Since praxis philosophy, considerglitaalonly in terms of productivity
and utility, and is hence not able to account fer $ocial and personal realms. As an
alternative, Habermas proposes that, “A totallyfedént perspective results when we
transfer the concept of praxis form labor to comioative action” (PDM, 321). Here, a
mutual relation is affirmed between the lifeworldhish provides the symbolic
backgrounds in which reflection takes place andyslay communicative practice that

continually modifies and redefines this background.

After establishing how his communicative paradigepartures from the linguistic turn

and praxis philosophy, Habermas tries to look atektent to which his own paradigm is
immersed in idealism, via the claim that the supposniversal nature of validity claims
goes against material relations. As Habermas deesaterially through the actions of
individuals the world is also reproduced instruradigt but its the everyday

communicative practice that also determines whatitistrumental relations looks like.
Hence, “instrumental actions are interlaced witmowinicative ones insofar as they
represent the execution of plans that are linkedth® plans of other interaction

participants by way of certain definitions of siioas and processes, of mutual
understanding” (PDM, 322). Communication takes @laca particular context but still

having claims that present universal validitiesrth.

The fact that communication takes place at a paaic specific historical scene, gives
Habermas'’s theory of communicative action a pratt@ne. In communication, there is an
assumption of symmetry; eventhough there might dogacninating elements like power

relations that could damage intersubjectivity. Halms admits that communication takes
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place in history and in concrete relations and ithat influenced by these elements. Still,
what communicative action introduces is a certaimd kof distancing achieved by the
rationalization of the lifeworld, to question histp our backgrounds, inherited authority

and generally the irrational.

Habermas tries to lay out certain features thateuthe radical critics of modernity
against whom he is trying to defend modernity. @neg typical of these radical critics
of modernity, is trying to affirm themselves asipiosless and also reject the ‘categories’
of thought inherent to the modern project. Theagitry to resist categorization into any
special forms of inquiry or forms of religious tking. Here, a problem arises with this
critics who try to resist any categorization andyanake it their business to undermine
well thought out philosophical positions. This ocin the academic scene, where the
works of the critics are grouped under certaingates. One consequence of the urge of
radical critics to step out of former boundariesading to Habermas is that, “... the self
referential critique of reason is located every sghand now where so to speak, in
discourses without a place, renders it almost imentomn competing interpretations”.
(PDM, 337)

One other characteristic of the radical criticsrelson is that their assumptions go
beyond just being the ‘other of reason’. (ibid) \Wiez the critique towards modernity is
presented in form of an exhausted ideal, cultivatd instrumental rationality, ‘will to
power’, excluding difference, and so on, still tfaglical critics all manifest “a special
sensitivity for complex injuries and subtle viotts . (ibid).This sensitivity is what's
portrayed in Hegel’s ideal of the ethical stateewhindividuals go beyond their private

interests for an embrace of individual/ state haryna the state.

A third uniting feature of the radical critics ofoaternity is that, eventhough their starting
point of analysis might differ, still in the finanalysis, all had an aim of completely
undermining and rejecting the ideals of modernitlyis has further resulted in failing to
distinguish between the positive and negative smfethe Enlightenment, and putting

oneself in a position to preserve the positive egjdct the negative. The radical critics
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failed in this aspect since they have already atwa@d the concepts by which modernity

tried to carry out a critique of different idealsdainstitutions. In this context;

enlightenment and manipulation, the conscious drel unconscious,
forces of production and forces of destruction, regpive self
Realization and repressive desublimation effectd #nsure freedom
and those that remove it, truth and ideology noWitedse moments flow
in to one another. (PDM, 338)

The radical critics also failed to acknowledge phecess of rationalization by which the
modern project was able to achieve some distarfoomg the pre-modern. This is seen in

their look for Novel, emancipative ideals in thenodern period.

One further defect of the radical critics, is thia¢y haven’t given sufficient place for
‘everyday practice’ (PDM, 339) Contrarily to therpacy bestowed to everyday life and
its potential for serving as a starting point ofalgsis in Marx; Pragmatism,
Phenomenology and hermeneutics, the radical critics Habermas inherited from
Nietzsche the search for the mysterious enigmatc &hat transcends common man.
This results in the abandoning of the everydaytmracHabermas as a solution proposes
his communicative action which starts with the gpeas its employed in day to day life
and containing in them three distinct ways of retatto the objective, social and
subjective dimensions of truth and reality. Furttiex three validity claims relate to the

value spheres of science, morality and art.

As Habermas sees it, three important points coeldgelled out in relation to the critique
of the reason of the modern project (1) it's th#edentiation of reason into the value
spheres of art, science and morality that couldolmethe arts the capacity of hosting the
authentic form of relating to reality. In his, tlgaf communicative action, Habermas

maintains that;

as soon as science, morality art have been divitkd autonomous
spheres of values each under one universal vald#yn truth normative
rightness, authenticity or beauty, objective adwscimprovements,
enhancements become possible in a sense spec#éacto(TCA 1, 176-
77).
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(2). It's the “increase in knowledge” that led teetemergence of distinct value spheres.
(PDM, 340) (3) The question as to whether everygegctice is being negated or
cultivated should be answered based on the kindrethtion (symmetrical or

asymmetrical) that exists between everyday worltithe special forms of inquiry.

4.3 The Lifeworld and Everyday Communication

What mediates the realms of everyday world andiap&arms of inquiries as we have
seen in chapter three are ‘criticism’ and ’"phildsgp ‘Criticism’ and ‘philosophy’ keeps
one way of relating to reality, it might be theesdific, moral or aesthetic, from being
dominant. Habermas asserts that, dominance of glesialidity claim or forms of

inquiry;

lead to the aestheticizing ,or the scienticizing,tlee moralizing of
particular domains of life and give rise to effefds which expressivist
countercultures, technically carried out reforms; fundamentalist
movements can serve as drastic examples (PDM, 340).
For Habermas, the solution is further developing thotential already inherent in
modernity, and this is the communicative ratiowyatit everyday practice. Further, this
should be a kind of rationality being able to feseryday communicative practice from
instrumentality and also from a metaphysical, alssiic, reason devoid of particularity.
Still Habermas asks “if the basic concept of comicative action replaces that of social

labor, is the totality, perspective built in to tltancept radically altered?” (PDM, 341)

The Marxian concept of praxis is one that mediatggectivity (of individuality) with
what is labored up on (objectified nature) in whN&rx calls “nature in itself” (Ibid). In
the final analysis, both the process of laborind #re objectified nature are subsumed
under a process of production. Hence it could lgried that its nature that manifests
itself through the process of labor in which indals create themselves by creating
things. Habermas argues, “Marx did not escape otaity thinking of Hegel. This

changes if social praxis is no longer thought ahpry as a labor process” (PDM, 342).
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On the contrary, Habermas claims that his theorgashmunicative action is one that
entertains a mutual relation between everyday wand the lifeworld, instead of one
being subsumed into the other. Further, Habernsas @bjects that it's the life world or
every day practice that has primacy. The lifewaltebsn’t dictate or provide normative
criteria by which everyday world is to function. hte “To the degree that the yes/no
decisions that sustain the communicative practfceveryday life don’t derive from an
ascribed normative consensus, but emerge fromdbpetative interpretative processes
of the participants themselves, concrete formsfefdnd universal structures of the life
world become separated” (PDM, 343). As Finlaysots i

“The lifeworld has several functions. It providégtcontext for action...

on the one hand; it is a force for social integoati At the very same

time the platform of agreement that the lifeworltbvpdes is the

condition of the possibility of critical reflectiorand possible

disagreement.” (Finlayson, 2005, 52-53)
For Habermas, just as in everyday speech actg #rerthree distinct claims to truth and
reality, also the lifeworld as forming the contewithin which everyday communicative
practice takes place has three major parts. Fivste is what Habermas calls ‘culture’.
It's the stored knowledge from which individualglpiout materials to be argued up on.
Its the common knowledge that one draws on in seommunicative practices.
Secondly, there is ‘society’. This is the sense@hmon identity or oneness that those
residing within a community share. Finally, onedBn'personality’. This constitutes the
kinds of assumptions that leave out a space fawichehls to distance themselves from
commonality. This is achieved by individuals spejliout their positions and hence,

affirming themselves.

The lifeworld is continually modified by inputs fro everyday practice. Habermas
maintains that “cultural reproduction’ guarantedmttthe lifeworld is continually

renewed forming the horizon for the discussions ioflividuals in everyday

communicative practice. Thus “social integratiotfakes care of the coordination of
action by means of legitimately regulated relatiops and lends constancy to the
identity of groups” (PDM, 344). Finally, throughpaalization the actions of individuals
are continually merged with that of the lifeworld.
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rationalization appears first as a restructuringtbe lifeworld, as a process

that exerts an influence on every day communicabgnway of the

differentiation of knowledge systems, and that thffects the forms of

cultural reproduction, social integration, and salization. (TCA1, 341)
Here Habermas ask, what would happen to the lifielior the long run, in face of a
communicative practice that raises radical issumbdisputes their validity in a day to
day level. In pre-modern form of life tradition ardithority were what dictated the
everyday world and the lifeworld. On the move frpre-modern to modern forms of life,
generally in “cultural level” the basic traditiohalkconservative concepts that lay at the
ground of the horizon begun to shift into conceptbe reflected upon, principles to be
argued on the “societal level’. Thus, new geneas and universal moral insights

began to emerge out of those particular voles basedligion, authority and myth.

Finally “on the level of personality” the cognitivstructures acquired in the process of
socialization are dissociated ever more emphayichlbm the contents of cultural

knowledge with which they were initially integrated“concrete thinking” (PDM, 345).

Communicative rationality is a process through Wwhidividuals participate in a mutual
search for the truth and are hence primal, and @igoin which, it's the communicative
process that leads to the affirmation of individhyal Habermas remarks; “in the
structurally differentiated lifeworld, we merely kaowledge a principle that was in
operation from the beginning: to wit that socidiiaa take place in the same proportion

as individuation just as inversely, individuals aomstituted socially” (PDM, 347)

Hence, the role played by tradition in keeping sbciintact is replaced by an
intersubjective process through which the lifewdddcontinually being reflected upon.
In the process individuals find themselves in aersubjective communicative process
that affirms both individuality and community. Ored the things that make the
communicative paradigm distinct is that, it rejelstgh the focus on microconsciousnes
in form of the isolated individual that reflects and dwells in the world, and also macro

consciousness which puts individuals under socadakses, power relations and so on.
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Instead of subjecting individuals to different tedas of production and envisaging their
emancipation in a class struggle, Habermas agbattshe main task of a critical theory
of society should be strengthening everyday comaoative practices from the
instrumental rationality. Hence for Habermas, dopathologies facing modern society
like the “loss of meaning, conditions of anomied gasychopathologies are... result ...of
economic and bureaucratic rationality, of cognitimstrumental forms of rationality
generally” PDM, 348). Here, Habermas is speakinthefcolonization of the lifeworld.

But what is the colonization of the lifeworld?

. to begin with the steering media of money andepokecame

uncoupled from the lifeworld. As the net worksrstriumental action

increase in their density and complicity so thegdyrally intrude into

the life world and absorb its functions. As the donof the life world

shrinks a whole gamut of what Habermas calls’ dogathologies

arise. (Finlayson, 2005, 56)
Habermas asserts that a charge could be madeishabmmunicative ideal is abstract
and that it doesn’t take into account materialtretes. To escape this charge, Habermas
tries to show how his TCA is able to explain howthe modern period a market
economy intertwined with state monopoly emerged, @ow this state imposes its logic
of instrumentality over the communicative practafeeveryday world. Here Habermas
acknowledges Marx as pioneering the analysis of ‘ttenflict between system
imperatives and life world imperative, in the foohdialectic of dead labor and living

labor, of abstract labor and concrete labor” (P3KD).

The rationalization of the lifeworld means also thereasing of everyday communicative
practice. Still where does material production® kbr Habermas, “changes in conditions
in the material substrate” (PDM, 350) are not ahoaunicative language but of especial
forms. That is, actions related to production ie thaterial world are not of actions
coordinated by communicative language. This need fpecial kind of language related
to material production is addressed by the languwdgaoney. For Habermas, language

of money;
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has branched off from normal language as a spec@de that is

tailored to special situations (of exchange) it dions decisions for

action on the basis of a built in preference stouet (of supply and

demand). In a way that is reflective for coordimatibut without having

to lay claim to the resources of the life world (RD351).
Still, besides serving the function of establishenghew form of communication that
coordinates the world of production, money alsothe route through which a system
instrumentality finds, its way into the everyday ngoof communication. Production
process led to cultivation of wage labor that'sHer related to that of ‘taxation’: by the
state. The consequences for Habermas are, thasitgedependence of the state on the
economy and also production become centered oaitiks in form of wage labor. This
signified “ the first exemplary case of a systematically inducsfication of every day
practice.” (Ibid) This led to the emergence of &teyn that continually threatens the
lifeworld through its instrumental rationality. Marsolutions have been proposed for
“reification of life forms” (PDM, 352). The most gminent ones constitute Hegel's
ethical totality and Marx’s communism. Still botlegel and Marx’s focus on the subject
and how it stands on the macro subject .e. the statinder relations of production, leave

out intersubjective relations.

Habermas characterizes modern societies as the dfogublic spheres, and he sought to
locate this in everyday centers of communicatioroddtn societies, are such that

through,

technologies of communication such as book pulblgslind the press,

first of all and then radio and television maketetances available for

practically any context, and make possible a higtlfferentiated

network of public spheres local and transregioridggrary, scientific,

could political within parties or associations, ni@ddependent sub

cultural (PDM, 359-60).
This echoes and constitutes a reformulation of itleas Habermas developed in his
earlier work, The structural transformation of the publics sphefa inquiry into a
category of Bourgeois societidere, Habermas historically traces the developnaent
space with in public life within which supposedhgé and equal discussions were raised

that had the chance of countering and influendimegideals of the political apparatus. So,
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what were some of the characteristics of thesersphés Pauline Johnson sees it, for

Habermas,

[tlhe distinctive authority of a public of privaiedividuals articulated

itself through three related norms. First, reasoreagumentation not

the status or authority of the speaker was to ke gble arbiter in

debate... second, nothing was to be protected froticiem... finally,

constituting themselves as a form of associatioedigated up on a

shared interest in the autonomy of private indiaidy the norms of the

public sphere were intolerant of all cliquish in@itions in which

merely private interests might seek to assert tbembined weight and

influence (Johnson, 2006, 23-24).
Still, Habermas noted that in reality participatiarthe public sphere was only limited to
the educated and wealthy. Further with the emee@idche numerous forms of mass
media, the views of the masses came to be mangplul&teveloping a sphere through
which free and equal discussion could be carrigdsowhat Habermas further developed
in his TCA, under the concepts of communicativeoactvalidity claims and everyday
intersubjective communication. As Pauline Johnsots fit, realizing that the bourgeois
public sphere is in reality manipulated and based asymmetrical relations, for

Habermas;

[tihe challenge is to discover an immanent tengeincmodern society

toward a re-institutionalization of the public spaeThis would have to

be a trend that could resist the processes thaelwnspired to unseat

the hopes of democratic enlightenment (Johnsorg,280).
The public spheres are arenas in which diverses/iese entertained and positions are
articulated. This for Habermas is the characterisgature of the Enlightenment. Still
what's that agent that enforces the insights fréwa public spheres? It's commonly
assumed that the state represents the will of¢éloplp, and that it expresses their wishes.
Along these lines ‘collective action’ signifies hdhe wishes and desires of citizens are
realized through the machineries of the state. Bud, is to be highly doubted given the

interrelation between state and economy in modecieses.

After surveying various forms of the relation beémethe state and the economy,

Habermas comes to argue that the solution liesiion@mous pubic spheres. Habermas
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tries to look at how the view of a proper stateappus that balances the relation between
capitalist structures and everyday practice, hatergone considerable transformation.
The “social welfare state” tried to exert an enousioontrol not on only economic sphere
but on generally the lives of its people, with @am af promoting the common good. But
this has not been successful. This has led to #wization that;“[tlhe legal
administrative means of translating social welfgpeograms into action... are
connected... with praxis that involves isolation afts, normalization, and surveillance”
(PDM, 362).

In another view of the state, the public spheree®to signify the political arena. This is

a space where a society distances itself from thigigal and economic spheres and
reflects on its foundations collectively. Not onthe economic but also the political arena
is seen as cause of problems not an agent thatcesfatrategies as a solution. For
Habermas, the solution lies in “building up restnag barriers for the exchanges between
system and lifeworld and of building in sensorstfoe exchanges between lifeworld and
system” (PDM, 364). Public spheres must draw thetentials from the lifeworld and its

rational contents of the scientific, moral and ket dimensions must continually draw
on materials from the life worlds, reflect on thamd counter the systems of money and

power.

Robert Peter Badillo located Habermas’s communieatationality as one that goes
behind the objectivist/relativist dichotomy. For béamas, objectivism and relativism
constitute unsatisfactory reactions to modernitnsatisfactory since while relativism
“caries the burden of self referential, pragmatiatcadictions and paradoxes that violate
our need for consistency”, objectivism also “is demed with a foundationalism that
conflicts with our consciousness of the fallibilidg human knowledde (Badillo, 1991,
11-12). Rather than asserting that reason is amtjireed to relative, plural contexts and
that it doesn’t possess a unifying character asd alsume that reason is universal,
highly theoretic and a force elevated beyond paldrity, Habermas tries to come up
with an ideal of reason in language which has bpénticular and universalistic

dimensions.
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According to Habermas, the traditional conceptidrploilosophy, i.e. first philosophy
which is supposed to render a totalizing abstramiwtedge into what underlies the
nature of things, has failed. But this doesn’t griteat an empirically tested theory of
rationality could not be universal. This impliesathany universal claims can only be

validated by testing against counterexamples itohcal and geographical contexts.

4.4 Religion and Modernity

In his, Religion and rationalityHabermas tried to address the issue of religiahhanw it
stands to modern society’s secular validity claiem®ployed in days to day interaction
for achieving mutual understanding. But why is tissue of religion crucial to

discussions of modern societies?

As Eduardo Mendietta puts it, religion is the pmath around which crucial issues of
modern societies, like “reason as a universal stahdnd the inescapable fact that reason
is embodied only historically and in contingent iabcpractices, that reason as
universality was, if not discovered, at least emaiimn as a teleological standard by
religions. In an age of accelerating homogenizatind simultaneous manufacturing of
difference... religions are articulated as the lastige of unadulterated difference, the
last reservoir of cultural autonomy” are discusggthbermas, 2002, 1) For Mendietta,
the challenge that Habermas is faced with is erplgihow the meaning enshrined in
pre-modern forms of life is transferred into modesnes, through a process that
implanted a secular culture based on three clagrtsuth and three equivalent spheres

addressing particular issues.

Through rituals, the meaning stored in religionsdmees part of the day to day lives of
modern societies, which then becomes material édleation. Hence, “it is not that

political or social power compels religion to sunder its grip over the cowed masses.
Rather, in as much as religion itself is ritualizadd then made part of a tradition, which
is then reflexively appropriated and rendered agibks to criticism, religion itself

compels subjects to adopt universalizing and aliédtitudes to wards its own myths and
theolgemes”. Further, Habermas for Mendietta, pettuthe modern scene as one in

which religions no longer held exclusionary claitagruth, but one where each religion
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stands in relation to a plurality of religious asetular outlooks. In this context, what is
fundamentalism? For Habermas, this is to ente@solutistic religious outlooks that
limit the horizon of intersubjectivist communicatiprocesses by providing uncritical,

uncontestable views, tracing meaning to traditiod authority.

Habermas maintains that his postmetaphysical apprtmatruth, knowledge and reality
in general is based on the everyday communicatiaetioe of modern society’s claims to
truth that are contestable. Hence for Habermasstfpetaphysical thought differs from
religion in that it recovers the meaning of the amditional without recourse to God or
an absolute” (Habermas, 2002, 102).

Habermas argues that his epistemological positiwh tae reason that he is trying to
identify in modern societies is postmetaphysice.dostmetaphysical in the sense that
it's a reason located in the day to day activitdssocieties in a particular historical

context, and eventhough the claims raised in sadlyg dommunications have a universal
significance, still in the final analysis they dcebe traced to particular communicative
grounds. As William Mark Hohengarten in the introtlon to Habermas'spost-

metaphysical thinkingputs it, validity claims are;

Universal, in two senses first, each of them isadj either implicitly or

explicitly in every speech act they are universainfal features of

linguistic communication... Secondly, each als lelaim to universal

validity for what it claims, to be true, right, ¢nuthful.... validity means

validity for every subject capable of speech anibaq1998, PT, ix).
Maeve Cooke emphasizes that Habermas’s concemasbn is “postmetaphysical yet
non defeatist” (Cooke, 1997, 37). Cooke asks, whdtthat makes it postmetaphysical?
Accordingly its the tendency of Habermas’s commatinve rationality to questioning the
accepted views of rationality based in subjecteféection. In itself, reason was seen as
an all encompassing spirit. Rather Habermas toegléntify reason as embedded in

language and the day to day communicative practitesodern societies.

Habermas came up with an epistemological posiiioryhich claims to truth are to be

traced to their particular origins. Thus reasonlasated practically in day to day
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interaction based on language. There is also asfocuwhat underlies or what makes
possible everyday communication instead of the gsecthrough which the subject
attains certainty. Philosophy’s analysis is locatesd on abstract contemplation and
theorizing but on everyday claims to truth. Thusok® located the postmetaphysical
nature of Habermas’s theory of rationality in tlaetfthat its “(a) defined formally and
procedurally, (b) construed fallibilistically, (@ituated historically, (d) derived from
everyday practices of communication and thus ndmestivistic, and (e) multi-
dimensional.” (Cooke, 1997, 43)

Cooke further asserted that, Habermas’s theoryabbmality could be seen as ‘non
defeatist’ in two senses. First, its notion of @&y is one that goes beyond relativism, in
identifying validity claims which are raised in arficular context but still hold as
universal in being located in all forms of such ocoamications. They are universal in
also raising claims which are supposedly true f@rg one, and hence could be argued
for or against. Secondly, communicative rationabitigo envisages a reason through
which individuals affirm and emancipate themselmgs raising and defending their
claims freely against one another. Thus Cooke ramstthat Habermas communicative

paradigm is also ‘non defeatist’, in;

[tihat it has a utopian content; this, is the ided an ‘undamaged
subjectivity and intersubjectivity’ that would aNoindividuals to reach
understanding with one another with out any coer@ad would permit
the development of individual identifies at harmamgh their inner
selves (Cooke, 1997,44).

4.5 Modernity; a Synopsis

Habermas summarizes most of the ideas raised iRDNS, in a chaptericonceptions on
modernity: A look back at two traditions'in a later work entitledrhe postnational
constellation, political essay# this chapter, Habermas tries to show why tisewdision
of modernity was clearly articulated in philosogicircles, by trying to address three

major issues. These are,
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(1) when, and why, did philosophers become intedesn the
interpretation of the specific condition of modéyfi (2) Why do these
philosophical interpretations take the form of atigue of reason? (3)
Why did philosophy ultimately cede the on goingktas an
interpretation of modernity to social theory? (PX30-31).

chronologically speaking, Habermas dates the usieeofvord modern tblate fifth

century , where Christianity tried to distinguish itseldin the “pagan Roman past” (PC,
131) .What especially interests Habermas is howeira modern subsequently comes to
signify the notion of a present and supposedlycadnoment which tries to detach itself
from the alleged backward and unenlightened sfiafeecpast. Further, the establishment
of the uniqueness of the present was to be affifbyeseeking an enlightened, glorious
moment to be pursued. This is seen in how the seaace tries to appeal to the glorious
moment of enlightened Greece, and hence detadw®dfsfiom the past.

Habermas further notes that “around 1800” a comsciess of modern time began to
emerge, which instead of trying to appeal to aigle past, divided history into ancient,
medieval and modern, and then tried to establigh gtesent as the modern which
surpasses the darkness of the medieval stage.elrad¢thetic quarrel between the
protagonists of modern and ancient art, the is$ueodernity was further articulated. Its
only at the beginning of the nineteenth century giralosophy tried to conceptualize the
modern, as its subject of thought, as such. ThsEgsified in Hegel's philosophy that
located the modern, in terms of how the present embnis clearly established in the great
achievements in history like the French revolutibat stood contrarily to medieval past
and also the idea of a novel stage in human histdrgre all contradictions were to be
resolved. Accordingly; “History is now experiencad an all encompassing, problem
generating process, and time as a scarce resonrgedstering the problems that the
future hurls at the present this head long rusthaflenge is perceived as the ‘pressure of
time” (PC, 132).

Concerning the second issue, one of the problemdemity was faced with, was
evolving its own criteria of right and wrong. Sinc@dernity equated the medieval age to
blind submissions to authority and tradition, ituates its vision with those of reason.

Philosophy was patrticularly trying to articulate evé the progress of humans by the
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power of reason was going and should go. Haberiaass; “ as the custodian of reason,
philosophy conceives modernity as a child of thiegatenment” (PC, 133).

Finally, For Habermas, Max Weber traces the originmodern society to a process
where traditions of authority and religion were lased by a culture that solved basic
issues by a reason divided into the “value sphevéstience, morality, and art. But for
Weber, this process soon resulted in an instrurheati@nality under the apparatus of
“state and economy”. While the state instituteystesn where individuals are grouped
under their specific tasks, the economy utilizes fipecified labor under different forms
of productive processes in the capitalist erahis $cenario’ the only emancipatory ideal
was held to be, “the strong, self reliant subjeat.lucky instances, succeed in forming a
coherent life project of its own, in oppositiondaationalized, and fragmented society”
(PC, 140).

Weber’'s themes of the subordination of individuatgler larger structures of repression
was to be further developed by Horkheimer and Ad@mongst others, who portrayed a
society trapped by instrumental rationality and haeason which is the only
emancipatory ideal proved aporetic in the finallgsia. The instrumental rationality
functioned through the various sciences, arts, molavs, entertainment, and so on, to

create a society full of conformists.

Out of this aporia, the critique of modernity comesthe point that, it has to give up
either the empirical analysis exposing how the mogeoject practically functioned, or
the theoretical critique of reason, equating resgpwith instrumentality as such. Hence,
“[tlhe end of the cooperative division of labor Wween philosophy and social theory
means uncoupling a criticized self understanding nafdernity from a empirical

observation and descriptive account of its tendento social critics” (PC, 142).

Weber's empirical explanations of a society trappeder an instrumental rationality,
were divided into and hence further developed ‘trgtional choice theory” which
characterizes modern individuals as employing etiiat actions aimed at achieving

individualistic interests, and “systems theory” tpaying how various structures
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functioned to dictate individuals. (PC, 142) In Ipkophical circles, in Heidegger and
Wittgenstein;

reason is equated with operation of an objectifyargl manipulating

understanding with “representational thinking” anghilosophical

abstraction with the controlling power and disci@i of  self

maintaining, narcissistically self assertive sulijty. (PC, 143)
The ideas of Heidegger and Wittgenstein are bethged in postmodernist attempts at a
critique of modernity. Habermas summarizes hisaeré of postmodernism by claiming
that its critique of reason and specifically modezason as anarchistic and repressive
representing hidden intentions and motives is taggerated to the extent of not being
able to recognize the positive sides of the Enéightent. Further, even to assert that
there are diverse rationalities embedded in pdaticxontexts the post modernist needs to
go beyond relativism and assert that reason iseuséMy embedded in various contexts.
Hence, “to interrupt its own self preferentialitg, relativistic position must make an
exception of the stated principle of incommensuitgbprecisely in the performative act
of asserting it.” (PC, 150) Habermas in turn, psgsohis communicative rationality that
looks at everyday practice, communicative actiol &ies to identify what made this
communication possible, at what background it's\geionducted, and how it furnishes a

theory of rationality based on the raising and estdtion of various claims to truth.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Habermas’s Discourse of Modernity Examined

We started our discussion of Habermas'’s discourseodernity by looking at what is it
that invoked his defense of modernity. Habermasyeasaw in chapter one conceived of
postmodernism as calling for a destruction of mndexriues and an inauguration of the
postmodern. As a way of proposing a new solutioabéimas tried to reconstruct the
philosophical discourse of modernity i.e. the déeephilosophical discussions centered
on the status of reason in modern history, the dayvof a new emancipatory era and its
discontents.

Habermas tries to locate the unpursued path in modationality which is
communicative reason. This is a reason fuelledhleyrationalization of the lifeworld in
relation to pre-modern grounds of tradition andhatity. Habermas'’s rationality is based
on the day to day communicative practices of modenieties, their standard speech acts
and the distinct claims raised in relation to thgotive, social and subjective dimensions
of reality. Habermas admits that especially with #dvent of capitalism, the lifeworld
and everyday communicative action are more and rioeatened by the instrumental
rationality of state and economy. Still, whereas thdical critics equate, in some cases,
reasoning with repression, and in others, calltifier renewal of archaic, heterogeneous
forces out of the bounds of the modern, Habermas #e only alternative as one of
strengthening the lifeworld and everyday commuimeaaction as the locuses of critical

reflection and hence grounds for the emergencecdtieal theory of society.

In this chapter we are going to discuss four megsues. First of all, the extent to which
Habermas'’s readings of the major authors in theodise of modernity has been correct,
is examined by briefly presenting charges of vagiotitics which argue that Habermas
misreads the interlocutors in the discourse of matle Secondly, the views of critics
not included in Habermas’s discourse of moderttit, who still have a huge importance
for the discourse of modernity in general and Halaer's discussion in particular, will be
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exposed. Thirdly, 1 will outline some of the shanaings of Habermas’s discourse, and

Finally, | will argue for the positive aspects ohlbermas’s approach.

5.1 Habermas’s Discourse of Modernity and Charges disreading

In this section, | will briefly present chargesmisreading on Habermas'’s discussions of
Weber, Hegel, Derrida, Nietzsche, Foucault, Heiéegad Bataille in the PDM.

Austin Harrington tries to look at Habermas’s apiation of a universal process of
rationalization from Weber’s sociology of religiddarrington tries to examine the extent
to which Habermas’s attempt to extract the intgettlve communicative process of
modern societies from Weber’s “theory of sociallation”, remains faithful to Weber’s
original ideas (Harrington, 2000, 84). Harringtosks did Weber really regard the
process of rationalization which takes foot in ¥iest as representing the highest stage in
the rationalization of humanity in general, or va&strying to point out the unique aspects
of the rationalization of the occident.

Harrington admits that Habermas certainly develoedoptimistic aspects of Weber’'s
work, when he tried to develop the spheres as f4ti distinct rationality, instead of
Weber’'s celebrated thesis that modern society isgbé&apped in an instrumental
rationality. Habermas also diverged from Weber'semtion, when focusing in his
emancipatory ideal not on the courageous indiveludlich “devote themselves to their
chosen value axioms”, but on the everyday commtimgaction of modern societies
which hosts critical” and emancipatory claims ta¥gathe objective, social and subjective
dimensions of reality. (ibid, 87) As Harrington set the Habermasian analogy between
Kant's three critiques i.e. of pure reason, prattireason and judgment and the three
value spheres in Weber,( i.e. theoretic, practioad aesthetic ones) is flawed. This is
because Weber enumerated “five spheres; the econtimi political, the aesthetic, the
erotic and the intellectual.” (ibid, 88)

Also, Habermas'’s attempt to extract universal meraiciples from Weber's empirical
observation on the development of a protestant ette questionable, since Weber by no

means took these principles as being universayond) objective grounds for discussion
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of moral issues. Harrington adds, eventhough ttention of Weber’s empirical inquiries
into the rationalization of the occident were ainsdyrasping the extent to which this
process managed to implant a universal structuile,tsshould be noted that Weber
called for a further empirical inquiry and held tttiae universal significance of the West,
is debatable. Also Habermas's insistence on thatioreof a ground where a single value
sphere addresses a specific validity claim is domgble, since “it is possible to
challenge one sphere from the standpoint of anapleere in a way that is not a priori
refuted by the terms of the first sphere” (Ibid).98n our day to day lives we usually
make aesthetic judgments about the moral, moramuhts about the scientific and so
on. Thus, the idea of a single validity claim addetl in a distinct realm is questionable.
Weber’'s ideas on the universal significance oforalization in the West could be
interpreted as instances of a civilization thawes for universality and not necessarily a

civilization that implanted its lasting influences humanity in general.

As we have seen in chapter one, at the heart oétads’s ideas on the inauguration and
development of modernity, was the role given to éleas the one who pioneered the
attempt to grasp what modernity is, by looking e historical process through which
modernity concretely established its own status amguiring into the issue of

normativity in the modern project. Fred Dallmaympeesses some of his reservations
towards Habermas’s appropriation of Hegel. As Daiimsees it, there is no clear
distinction between the “young’ Hegel which expoeddhis views on religion, aesthetics
and mythology and the ‘mature” Hegel who tried t@nmodate everything into the

“spirit”. In other words, Hegel remained faithfub this earlier ideas, eventhough he

developed his ideas in a larger context. (Dallma987, 699) Dallmayr remarks that;

Hegel never abandoned his early views on “ethicahlity or did he

dismiss the notions of public religiosity the ‘nexaf guilt’ or the

function of art as emblems of an ethical social dhoile simply

proceeded to reformulate these notions in accordamith the needs of
this overall system (Ibid).

Also, for Dallmayr, Habermas’s interpretation okdg¢l failed to fully capture the

progress of reason in history and thought, ande@ustfocused on the right Hegelian
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interpretation of pointing out the universal sigeahce of Hegelianism or the left

Hegelian attempt to put reason in contact withcibrecrete.

As we have seen in chapter three, Habermas ac@eesla of trying to destroy the
distinction between philosophy and literature. Halges also sees Derrida’s threat as of
emphasizing the aesthetic aspects of language r#etpiietation in general. Sandler
wonders whether there is such a distinction takimig mind the usual employment of
metaphor and non-literary forms in most philosophitexts. Simply invoking the
instance of Plato’s Dialogues will show that theuna of these works as artistic forms
and philosophical conversations is equal. So, “lavevwe to decide which function of
language is the dominant in Plato’s dialogs” (Sand). Hence the view that philosophy

is rational argumentation, and literature ‘fictieg needs to be questioned.

Sandler situates Derrida’s project as one of intooty a moderate approach that
emphasizes both literal and non-literal elementd giving a voice to the various
contexts in which meaning is formed. The tendentythe Western philosophical
tradition, to strictly insist on the argumentatimature of philosophy, excluding other
elements dates all the way to platonic dialogs ehéhe wonderfully comical and
humorous nature of most dialogs is also discaradebamly reappear as Socratic irony
when the argument derived from the text clearly tamhcts the line of argument

traditionally viewed as Platonic” (Ibid, 5).

Sandler adds, Habermas, is right in pointing oat th Derrida, “literature and literary
criticism” are conflated. But, this is just Derridavay of finding a form of writing that
gives a sufficient space to diverse aspects of mgaiermation, while simultaneously
being critical of other forms of writing. This wa®t clearly addressed by the existing
metaphysical tradition which operated on a theordtinary form, amongst others. For
Sandler, the insistence of Derrida on not beingaitative, fixing meaning and hence
making texts open could easily be demonstrateadkihg at the terms he employs like

“differance” which are neither words nor concegibid, 8).
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Habermas’s analysis of Derrida also errs in notdtliy interrogating Derrida’s works
but secondary interpretations and the applicatiéndeconstruction in American
universities. Further, trying to come up with arcliusive form of writing that goes
beyond argumentative and non argumentative forrasgential as a critique to restrictive
theories of meaning and the binary operations ef \Western metaphysical tradition,

which Habermas did not give a sufficient voice to.

For Thomas Blebricher, most of the defenses of &olicagainst Habermas’s severe
attacks in the PDM are focused on showing thafdhmer has been misread and that he
could be defended against such charges of ‘presenti ‘relativism’ and
‘cryptonormativism’. Still, what's lacking in sudttefenses is a broader understanding of
what caused Habermas’s misreading in the firstepl&tebricher identifies two major
causes for such grave misunderstandings. Thesérategading Foucault’'s later works
through his archaeological method and two, misreadietzsche’s genealogy and then
reading Foucault through Nietzsche’'s genealogy.theéar Habermas attacks the
objectives tendencies of Foucault’'s genealogy whefact the latter sees genealogy as
forwarding “very modest truth claim of a peculigwacacter.” (Blebricher, 2005, 1-2)

As Blebricher sees it, Habermas'’s readings of Nae could be traced to the Former’s
knowledge and human interestshere Nietzsche is credited with developing a-thi
worldly, practical, approach to knowledge and trutdietzsche is interpreted as
criticizing metaphysical conceptions of truth andtting knowledge in touch with
practical interests. Still, Habermas was also aaititowards Nietzsche, since he
interpreted the latter as advocating “a perspesttivof values” where all we have is
different interpretations, different ways of cognz and bringing reality into our control,

and that there is no good and bad, right and wrBfedricher maintains that;

While both philosophers agree in their critique thfe positivists

sciences that deny the link between knowledge raedests, Habermas
treats the ‘illusions’ of mankind [and makes theifference between the
useful illusions of causality and other rather dmedike illusions the

implementation of which necessarily fails in theefaf the materiality

of nature (Ibid 5).
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Both Habermas and Nietzsche recognize this-woddbnof all values and claims to
truth. Still, Habermas interprets Nietzsche as rbigr the distinction between
perspectives that enhance life and those that devalHabermas interprets Nietzsche as
bestowing an equal value to all perspectives. |.&tabermas’s views towards Nietzsche
became harsher. IRDM, Nietzsche’s views were reduced to introducingeatmdictive
reading of modernity, and anticipating the postnmodé¢ movement which stood against
the values of reason and Enlightenment. For Blabric what especially worries
Habermas is the destruction of the clear cut distn between the theoretical, practical
and aesthetic spheres, the emphasis on a hetemgemeaning formation and reduction

of all statements to that of “artistic preferenc@bid, 6).

As we have seen in chapter three, Habermas lotategaths out of Nietzsche’s critique
of modern reason. These are (1) a critique of reasterms of a will to power, and (2)
seeking an alternative in reason’s other. For Bddler, “ it is this clear cut distinction
between two strategies and two respective “pathgy postmodernity that lies at the
bottom of Habermas’s mistaken or at least impotedsaccount of Foucault” (Ibid).
Blebricher adds that both Nietzsche and Foucaulided on the emergence of diverse
conception of the moral, the aesthetic and genetalith in human history, without
assuming objectivity or continuity between variotsnceptions. Further, Foucault's
genealogy didn’t claim to have an objective stadday which the various discursive
formations could be viewed. Foucault himself wasai@nthat his own method was a
particular power/knowledge formation and that @isce having “an outside perspective”
was not realizable (lbid, 11). Still, Foucault waso looking for a way through which he

could go beyond a description of such formatiors @ffer an emancipatory critique.

Blebricher argues that Nietzsche’s critique of mradg should not be reduced to
‘aestheticizing’ or of reducing all questions taatof tastes. Nietzsche’s project also
contains diverse insights from scientific, artisind biological backgrounds. Further
Habermas'’s reading of Foucault like that of Nietwestries to reduce Foucault's project
under labels such as power/knowledge nexus. Héxoth, Nietzsche and Foucault tried

to introduce a new form of critique that offershybrid’ approach (Ibid, 15). In both
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Nietzsche’s and Foucault’s genealogy there is temgit to combine different forms of

interrogations and insights, and Habermas’s crtiogusses this point.

Habermas shortsightedly assumed that Foucault wasgtto extract the scientific
element of Nietzsche’'s works. This is the attengpidentify various formations and
apply it to genealogy that sees itself as an obgdcience gazing at power/knowledge
formation. For Blebricher, Habermas didn’t deliieha distort the ideas of Foucault to
consolidate his communicative paradigm. Rather,adals erred in reading Foucault
through his interpretation of Nietzsche. Thus, “Blabas’s misunderstanding of Foucault
does not have to be seen as an intentional misrgadeither are we dealing with a
strategic deformation of the Foucaultian oeuvre,dteation of a straw man.” (lbid, 17)

As we have seen in chapter two, Habermas chargeledtger's philosophy of Being as
being unable to address problems that a rise inydag world, not establishing a place
for scientific analysis, and being fatalistic. Hdavid Kolb, Habermas needs to address
the difference between his theory of communica#iotion where one finds himself in an
intersubjectivist communicative arena which is rope argumentation, and Heidegger’s
‘temporality’ where Dasein is thrown into a horizénat necessarily determines its
destiny in providing the existential structuresrotigh which one dwells. Further, in
Heidegger, there is a place for the individual he sense that the individual reaffirms
himself by creating meanings out of the inheritedizon. Also, the claims raised in a
particular horizon can have a universal signifieaneventhough they are necessarily

measured with their respective horizons (Kolb, 1%589).

Heidegger, as Kolb sees it, should not be integgres conceiving Being as restrictively
supplying the frameworks through which we lead lowgs, but the space one is thrown
into and gains ‘authenticity’ or ‘inauthenticityhiits attempt to actualize its unique
ontico-ontological significance. Put in simple tetnthere is enough space for one to
define oneself within a horizon. Hence “Heidegge&estructive point is not that validity
claims are world bound but that the limited revielatof Being within a world is what

makes possible any cognitive or practical claimallat (1bid, 690)
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Andrew Stein raises doubts about Habermas’s reaafiri@ataille, and tries to offer an
interpretation that situates Bataille’s philosophythe historical context in which it
developed. As Stein sees it, Habermas’s analyfisigd in trying contextualize Bataille
in terms of German history “rather than French lieattual history” (Stein, 1993, 21).
Bataille’s attempt to go beyond the conventionaurmaries of Western thought is
interpreted as representing a Nietzschean fascrsiireationalism, and Stein tries to

defend Bataille from such charges.

For Stein, what motivates Habermas’s reading ohilBatamongst other factors is the
revival of thinking in Germany which tries to evadsponsibly over crimes against the
Jews. Habermas advocates a responsibility fortyistod proposed a tradition which will
take foot in a transparent and accountable pultiergp Along these lines, Habermas sees
in Bataille the rebirth of an authoritarian, Fasé&erman philosophy developed before
the Second World War by appealing to the ideas iefzasche. According to Stein, for
Bataille, Nazis and Nietzscheanism were not egeitakince in Nazism there is a
homogeneous population led by the head of the systdile “Nietzscheanism exploded
the authoritarian will that leads to fascism andidgal metaphysics” (Ibid, 42).Bataille
was interested in studying the psychological aspedtfascism and wondered how
fascism was able to “mobilize the aggressive i$iof the masses” but this admiration

did not lead Bataille into advocating fascism.djbi

Stein also questions the degree to which Batadllan irrationalist, and stood against
science and rationality. Stein argues, Bataille wg#ng to develop a science of
heterogeneous states and how these states areexgiregsed in various practices and
institutions. Bataille’s science was ‘heterologife studied excess and deviation “not as
pathology” but as ways of going beyond represselgious, capitalistic, conventional
boundaries. (lbid, 49) Further, in ‘heterology’,asen was seen as the opposite of
unlimited experience, a way of analyzing how thisess is being manifested in various
institutions and practices, and also a boundary‘lmét” to excessive experience. (lbid,
50)

Generally, against Habermas’s charges, Stein argoad Bataille clearly denounced
fascism, and that there is also a place for scianderationality in Bataille’s ‘heterology’
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which criticizes excessive rationality and triesat@aken suppressed energies, as a viable

alternative.
5.2 Critics outside Habermas'’s Discourse of Moderty

5.2.1 Dussel and Transmodern Perspectives of Blernity

Dussel charges prominent Western philosophersHédeermas and Taylor for assuming
that modernity is “essentially or exclusively Eueap phenomenon.” (Dussel, 1993, 65)
Some Eurocentric philosophers asserted directlyrttoalernity’s origin and development
is limited to the West, while others try to shovatthhe West, especially Europe, is the

culmination of a process of world progress anchesfient.

What Dussel tries to show is that, at the hearfEwfope’s understanding of modernity
lies an unacknowledged and deliberately ignoredticei with those parts of the non-

Western world that contributed to the developmdrthe West. Rather than locating the
inauguration of the modern period in terms of acpss of rationalization or a distancing
from religious, mythical, traditional backgroundussel situates modernity as a project
that defines itself in relation to an inferior otheThis is an ‘other’ that it borrows

materials from, but still declares irrational, ttawhal, mythic, medieval, pre-modern, and

SO on.

This biased understanding for Dussel still persiatsrarious Western critics of the
modern project. So a profound critique should erreafram those oppressed, exploited
and defined as the other of modern Europe. For &usss “is a question of uncovering
the origin of ‘the myth of modernity’ itself.” (1l

Dussel tries to make it clear that he is not trytmgompletely undermine reason as such.
On the contrary, what he proposes to do is explosebtased foundation of Western
modernity and how it constitutes an oppressed @htre heart of its self understanding.
Understood in this way, Dussel claims that what dmwisions is a critique of an
oppressive modern reason, rather than a totafjeetof reason. Dussel dates “1492 as
‘the date of the birth of modernity’; although gsstation involves a preceding process of
growth”. (ibid, 66)
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The modern period arose when Europe was stronggéntu define its other, when
Europe created a conception of an ‘other’ that istsmisof all the attributes that it
distances itself through a process of rationalwatiHence, with the inauguration of
modernity, Dussel witnesses, both the coming tosttene of a Eurocentric rationality
that tries to impose itself as the universal stashdand also the suppression of an ‘other’

which is conceived as the other of an enlightenedem Europe.

Dussel thinks that beyond failing to acknowledge thauguration of modernity in
relation to a utilized and suppressed other, tleatgst threat of Eurocentric modernity
lies in the fact that Europe still considers itsefthe model to be imitated and the highest
stage in the development of humanity towards pssjve ways of being. Dussel calls
this, the “fallacy of developmentalism” and it stitthat “the path of Europe’s modern
development must be followed unilaterally by evettyer culture” (Ibid, 67-68).

Dussel interrogates Kant's understanding of Enéightent as the urge to actualize one’s
reasoning against an uncritical bondage to an atygh®ussel asks who's maturity was
Kant talking of; is it the European or the othets®at the heart of modern Europe’s
understanding of itself is the ideal of a univensiatory, or “movement of history from
east to West ‘which excludes’ Latin America andiédrfrom the movement of world
history, situating them like Asia in a state of fmaturity’ or ‘childhood’.” (Ibid) If
history is said to move from the “east to west”iédn and Latin America, are directly
excluded. Also, Asia the East is only significant 9o far as it shows how history

develops in its primitive, rudimentary forms.

For Dussel, Eurocentrism passes all the way to Had&s communicative rationality.

Habermas echoes Hegel in assuming that the moderdevelops on the ground laid by
movements like “Reformation,., the Enlightenmend &#ime French revolution,” and also
ignoring the fact that modern Europe defined itgelfelation to a degraded, exploited,
manipulated other through its imperialism (Ibid).74e conception of modern European
self did not develop in relation to a celebratidrplural selves. On the contrary it was a
self that conceived itself as the heart of progressancipation, and an ideal to be

pursued by the inferior other.
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Dussel summarizes under “the myth of modernity” #even assumptions behind
Eurocentric modernity. These include; (1) Europastitutes the most refined form of
humanity and the most developed stage in humanriis{2) Europe carries the burden
of enlightening the uncivilized. (3) Europe has gdlnrough the movement from ancient,
medieval to the modern period (from traditionalhauity to public reasoning) that it
preaches to its other. (4) Europe has the rigmhadernize the backward world by any
means necessary. (5) “[T]his violence which produetctims, takes on all most
ritualistic character.” (6) The other of Europeimsa “state of guilt,” for it's not yet
modernized. Hence, modernity imposes itself onpifmitive other. (7) This other may
be the “immature, [Or the] weaker sex.” (Ibid 75)

Dussel thinks that his critigue of modern reasoareh the postmodernist attempt to
expose a repressive rationality. Still it signifilg differs in proposing not a critique of
reason as the postmodernist does, but one of doitpe rationality. Dussel maintains
that his critique of modernity”, does not deny tlaional kernel of the Universalist

rationalism of the enlightenment, only its irramoment as sacrificial myth” (Ibid).

Dussel calls his critique of modern reason, ‘traodennity’ and this constitutes first an
exposition of a biased, oppressive, rationalityt thatablishes itself in relation to a
suppressed other, and secondly, new relations eititens of the world that involves

relations amongst equals.

For Dussel, before Descartes cogito and asserfigheothinking self as the center of
thought, there was already the ‘I conquer’, whiatuld show how Europe consolidate its
power in relation to the other it conquered. Thosistitutes establishing one’s primacy
through the domination of others. (Dussel, 199§, 20

Dussel tries to locate relations of superiorityenndrity and center/ periphery through the
analysis of speech acts. Following Levinas, Duskins that discourse should start and
take its origin in the ‘other’ implying the excludldn Dussel’'s own philosophy of

liberation.
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For Dussel, the issue of communication starts wita question of whether full
comprehension of meaning and ideas is possibledegithose communicating. Due to
factors like efficiency in formulating one’s opims, the one presenting claims from the
marginalized position may not clearly articulats fdeas. Also, the extent to which the
speaker is able to master the language of thenéstand the contexts in which it's
uttered, have an effect on the possibility of comioation. A better understanding is
achieved after the biases of the listener arerdidteout, and when we arrive at a stage
where the privileged recognizes the oppressed amlepartners who have been

disregarded in history.

The excluded challenges the normative standardsrenh to the biased structure, it
exposes, the unjust hierarchies, standards aratiat® that functioned in establishing the
marginalized other. Communication is not fully ifiggble, and the accepted standards
are questioned. Still, communication takes placéhenground that the speaker honestly
presents his views and that this could be argueoh.ugurther, the speaker also
challenges current ethical frameworks since theg Hre ones which practically

functioned to establish his/her otherness and maligy.

Above all in communication, the excluded who présdns views enters into a social
relation with the privileged listener. Still, whildl communication is a kind of practice,
not all practice could be reduced to communicatidme direct relationship between the

speaker and listener goes beyond communicatiod, @G2)

As Dussel sees it, humans always find themselves lbackground of instrumentality,
and beyond communicative action, what ties humagsther are material, economic
relations. Beyond communication, humans find thdwesein a world of material signs,

which lay at the heart and are materials dwelt upooommunication processes. For
Dussel, ‘economics’ is not a systems imperative theeatens the lifeworld with its

instrumental reasoning. On the contrary, it's tlEekground in which communicative
action takes place, and signifies the materialti/la of human beings. Further, what
animates this material relation is the “priori coomity of producers, to reproduce life.”
(Ibid, 35)
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What the ‘interpellation’ the presenting of theicla of the oppressed to the exploiter,
introduces is an exposition of unjust, asymmetrieddtions in day to day life, and their
transformation in a praxis that goes to the hehth® dominant presuppositions. Dussel
remarks that, “[tlhere is no liberation without icatality, but there is no critical
rationality without accepting the interpellation dhe excluded, or this would

inadvertently be only the rationality of dominatiofibid, 36)

Dussel objects to the idea of coming up with aalisse that's devoid of particularity, as

in the abandoning of conventional grounds. On trérary he tries to develop the idea of
preserving our particular identities, but still gensing on problems that lie at the heart of
what it means to be a human. The kind of dialodna Dussel envisages is a two step
discourse that takes as a point of departure thoiative relation with Europe and its

other. Accordingly, first, the hegemonic statusasleidd understanding and the ongoing
asymmetrical relation between the north and soutistrbe questioned. Secondly, the
‘south’ must reground the dialogue on its own switl converse with those who also

share a history of exploitation and manipulation.

As Asger Sorensen sees it, Dussel's philosophybefdtion is one aimed at exposing
how a specific form of rationality served partiquiaterests. Hence one could label it as a
“critique of ideology”, ideology in this contextggiifying how the dominant ideas belong
to imperialist Europe and how a critique of Eurap@aodernity is aimed at unveiling
such prejudiced and one-sided rationality. (Sonen2@09, 149)

Sorensen further argued that the “critique of idggt! as developed in the West was only
able to unmask how the ruling ideas and rulingclae intertwined, excluding some
classes in Europe. But, what Dussel sets out tonaglish is to put this “critique of

ideology” against Europe itself by way of presegtihe claims of the other which reveal

exploitative relations and hence call for revolaotmation of existing states of affairs.

In his articleThe architectonic of the ethics of liberation ontenel ethics and formal
moralities Dussel tries to come up with an argumentativécelfased in concrete,
material economic relations. This is supposed tpass ‘formal ethics’ that only focuses

on the universal argumentative nature of the ethiimmension on one hand, and
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materialistic versions of ethics that only focus lonited material, economic relation.
What Dussel proposes in turn is a realization efttho. Thus he remarks, “The goal is
the elaboration of an ethics that is able to inocape the material aspects of goods and
the formal dimension of ethical validity and consaslity; every morality is the formal

application of some substantive good.” (Dussel,7199

5.2.2 African Philosophy and Modernity

The issue of whether African philosophy exists, itoams it takes and what its very
existence means to the dominant philosophical pgweslis of a great importance when
discussing the fate of reason in the modern petigale, our discussion will be focused
on those philosophers who saw an intrinsic relatigth the inauguration of modernity
and negation of otherness, this ‘other’, here beimg African. | will use the ideas
developed here to expose some of the shortcomirigblabermas’s discourse of

modernity in the next section.

Emmanuel Chukwudi Eze saw an intrinsic relatiorhwiite modern European concept of
reason which contains within its tenets both theogean notion of the self and the
world, and the physical and ideological conquesthef African. For Eze, contemporary
African philosophy needs to address the tragiohysit shares with modern Europe. To

this extent, Eze argued that modernity and col@matannot be separated.

Eze conceptualizes ‘colonization’ as the degradatibthe African way of being which
was established through physical coercion, philbsb conceptions of rationality and
currently an indirect rule through ideas. Thus, ttumcept of ‘colonialism’ tries to
broadly conceptualize the historical context thitoughich Europeans came to Africa in
name of commerce, started slavery, forcefully ciziet the continent, and planted the

ideas through which they continually manipulate Alfiecan. (Eze, 1997, 4)

For Eze, behind the greatest modern European pipitass and philosophers, was held a
centristic assumption that Europe possessed tlaegteachievements in human history,

and that it should be imitated. Thus for Eze;
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significant aspects of the philosophies producedibyne, Kant, Hegel,

and Marx have been shown to originate in, and tarbelligible only

when understood as an organic development withiigela socio

historical contexts of European colonialism and th#énocentristic

idea: Europe is the model of humanity, culture, dmstory in itself.

(Ibid)
Eze holds that, African philosophy labors undeetidyal of modern reason which meant
freedom and emancipation for the European, andéapbn for the other. Eze objects to
the kind of sympathetic attempts that try to prarsmlernity by separating its destructive
and positive features. It was by degrading otheid @acing them in a hierarchically
inferior position that modern rationality developeBurthermore, the Eurocentric
assumptions are being echoed in the dominant mmlosal, artistic, literary and
economic models thesedays which all posited Eusspéhe normative ideal. Thus for

Eze;

Scribing the ‘post’ of the postcolonial under eresor brackets serves as

signal and pointer to the ... unfulfiled dreams§ tbe independence

achievements of the 1960s. it also high lights pasadoxical and

productively” deconstructive” nature of a self caisus (post) colonial

critical philosophical work (Ibid, 14).
For another philosopher Peter Amato, Modernity mtes the theoretical guidelines
through which the colonization of the African wasagically facilitated. Amato
specifically tries to look at the modern-traditibrdichotomy introduced by modern
European reason. Accordingtyn the modern era of European philosophy, modernity
appropriated knowledge for itself along with scienand left only dogma, mysticism,
and mythology (also excluded from knowledge) fdture and tradition to be concerned

with” (Ibid, 74).

Modernity degraded the status of religion and migipp as the irrational and non-
Western societies were portrayed as following listia, religious and mythological
ways of being. On the contrary, modern Europe asmdationality were developed as
reflectively individualistic and as representing thnost refined forms of civilization in

human history.
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Amato also questions, whether the idea of an iddiadized reflection on the given was
an achievement of modernity. Here, Amato argueg tha individual questioned
authority and tradition in pre-modern periods bteirogating the place of the individual
in the totality, and questioning “the relations vee¢n individuals and the state”.
Furthermore, modernity through its firm insistenoedetaching itself from past ideals

lost “the lifeline of human cultural experiencebid, 86)

Another African philosopher who saw an inherentatieh between modernity and
degradation of the Africans is Tsenay Serequeberlram Tsenay, the underlying
assumption behind modern European reason is thef lieht Europe represents the
highest stage in human history and that it sho@dddlowed. To this extent, Tsenay
maintains that “Broadly speaking Eurocentrism geavasive bias located in modernity’s
self consciousness of itself. It is grounded atcdse in the metaphysical belief of idea
(Idee) that European existence is qualitativelyesigp to other forms of human life”

(Ibid, 142). Tsenay generally called for an intgation of western texts, with an aim of
exposing their centrisic, biased understandingss Will lead to identifying what was

imposed on others through Western supremacy. Ther of Europe in this case Africa

needs to redefine itself by continually reflectonginherited horizons.

5.2.3 Feminism and Modernity

Habermas'’s discourse of modernity is usually aaéid for not giving sufficient attention
to feminist voices, and the bias of modernity iorpoting male domination. Here, | will
briefly try to show what is presented in such qugs, based on Mojca Pajnic’s

discussion of feminism and modernity.

For Pajnic, the feminist critique of Habermas’s coumicative rationality and hence
Habermas’s modernity, aims at broadening the thedrgommunicative action and
making it more sensitive to issues like male dommma Pajnic argued that, what's
missing in discussions of modernity and feminisransanalysis combined with a critical
reflection. Pajnic summarizes the criticisms tovgakthbermas’s TCA from a feminist
standpoint under seven main categories. The cesiguesented under these subdivisions

are Pajnic’s accounts of feminist critics of Habas’™s communicative rationality.
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First of all, we have “[a] critique of communicagiaction as a pure sphere”. (Pajnic,
2006, 387) Mary Dietz questions the relation thaabeérmas portrays between
communicative action where actors organize andemyatize their actions by seeking
agreement, and strategic action in which actorsot@achieve primarily their private ends.
Habermas’s distinction is argued to be flawed sitive two types of actions are
intertwined in everyday life. Dietz also argues tthelabermas’s concept of
communication is abstract, ideal and divorced fev@aryday relations where actors try to
further their own ends. As Pajnic puts it, Habersatrict distinction between strategic
and communicative action could be justified, if sioiered in terms of the background in
which it was introduced. Habermas was trying tovgtimat there is communicative action
and that it should be strengthened. FurthermorbgeHiaas, as Pajnic sees it, admits that
various types of actions are intertwined with omether, and that there is no human
interaction freed of individualized interests anacudsed solely on reaching
understanding.

Secondly one finds, “[t]he theory of communicatitieking” (Ibid, 389). James Bratten
introduces ‘communicative thinking’ as an altermatto communicative rationality of
Habermas. While communicative rationality suppogegists on presenting distinct
claims by assuming symmetry, communicative thinlsegks unity amongst those who
are excluded. Furthermore, in communicative thigkiwhat's emphasized are “the
complexity of everyday life, and the multiple measfsaction and [the] diversity of
contexts of action.” (Ibid) communicative thinkingies to expose relations of
domination, and accuses communicative rationalitpas paying sufficient attention to

relations of superiority and inferiority in everydimteractions.

Thirdly, Pajnic describes “feminist Discourse o€ tathics of care” as one facet of the
feminist critique of Habermas’s rationality. (Ibidl90) As the critics argue, in
Habermas'’s theory of communicative rationality, rge@e is entitled to participate in
communication. But this does not mean that it'pcally realizable. In other words, the
principle does not necessarily lead to a free apdlediscourse in practice. As feminist
critics like Susan Beckford put it, in HabermasatHhics of justice” what's emphasized is

the universal aspects of everyday communicatios,ctintinuing examination of one’s
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own positions, and respective communicative growrdsvhich individuals participate

in a universal search for the truth. As an altemeathe feminists propose the “ethics of
care” in which the claims of the oppressed andgdipd are emphasized, and more
attention is given to otherness and difference.eH®ajnic holds that, the dangers of
communication being influenced by extra-linguistctors like educational status and
health are not addressed by Habermas, and thatebds to be taken into account while

offering such critique.

Fourthly, Pajnic describes “inclusive political comnication” as one crucial aspect of
the feminist critique. (lbid, 392) Attempts are reaw include the aesthetic, emotional,
passionate aspect of everyday life into Habermasismunicative rationality. Difference
needs to be acknowledged as going beyond the pesdérdifferent claims of truth. In
particular, Iris Young tries to include the aesth@ind the non argumentative as part of

everyday life, into Habermas’s theory of rationalit

First of all, Young asserts that communication tstdrom ‘greeting’ which “implies
recognition of individuals in their particularity'’Further, ‘acknowledgment’ relates to
addressing the difference of others in terms af fhresence, not just on the basis of their
claims (lbid, 394). Secondly the feeling portrayedhe utterance of a word, non-literal
forms of expression and communication, all needb#otaken into account. Finally
through uncovering our stories and gaining an htsigto our collective memories, one

could expose histories of inequality and explootati

Fifthly, the feminist forward, “[tlhe theory of camunicative experience” (ibid, 395), as
a critique of communicative rationality. For Lendrangsdorf, because of the focus in
Habermas’s rationality in coming up with univergd¢als and the ongoing contestation
of validity claims, dynamic experience is subordatato disputation. This potentially
results in conceiving reality as a static realmrowdich one could offer different
perspectives. In all these cases, the ever congngaexperience is overlooked. Sixthly, in
“symbolic expression”, the excessive focus on Hamguage coordinates our actions and
makes social order possible and consequent negatiomon-linguistic forms of

experience is discussed. Finally, the feministagitegard “[t]he ideal speech situation as
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a thought experiment”. (Ibid, 400) The assumptidrequal interests and positions in

everyday communication is severely criticized.

For Pajnic, feminist critics in general tried tmaden Habermas’s theory of rationality
by showing how communicative and strategic actiares intertwined in everyday life,
bringing nonverbal, non-literal communication irttee focus, addressing asymmetrical
power relations, and reawakening the collective omgnof a culture through which its

struggles are witnessed.

5.2.4 Intercultural Philosophy and Critigue of an Absolutistic
Rationality

Using intercultural philosophy’s approach to ratibty and generally the existence of
philosophy in different cultures, one could questibow the ideas of otherness,
difference and mutuality were developed in modgrritow modern European reason
viewed the other? To what extent does the univietgalclaim to truth promote or

devalue otherness.

The ideas of those who advocate intercultural asggres are not usually focused on
modernity. Still, one thing identified by most adabes of ‘interculturality’ is that, Euro-
centrism persisted throughout human history. Funtloee, it is now time to question
exclusive claims to philosophizing, rationality atrdth. Here, | am going to give an
insight into what intercultural thinking brings tdaims of rationality in general. In the
next section, | will assess Habermas's modernitd @s relation to non-secular

communities, using ideas developed here.

For Ram Adhar Mall, the idea that a single cultoepresents and possesses all the
greatest achievements in human history and hermddshe imitated is being questioned
by intercultural approaches. Intercultural appreactbegin with the idea that no
particular culture holds all the claims to truttdahat in turn,diverse claims to truth and
rationality should be entertained. (Mall, 2000,) ¥tor Mall, the time has come where
received conceptions of reason, truth, othernedsdédference are being questioned and

need to be examined. We are more or less awareaxistence of the other. Especially
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in philosophy, Mall holds that, the idea of a sengirigin of philosophy (Greece) or of
three centers (Greece, India and china) from wipbtilosophical wisdom spreads
throughout the world, needs to be questioned. ([big)

Mall calls the “hermeneutic situation”; the comaiit in which not only the Europeans
who imposed their singular claims on the rest &f world, but also the excluded and
distorted are also initiating a new process whe&otusionary, hegemonic and absolutistic

claims are being questioned.

For another proponent of intercultural philosopiyranz Wimmer, the challenge
introduced by intercultural thinking for philosopl/the fact that philosophy raises the
fundamental issues about what it means to be a mdraang rooted in various socio-
historical contexts. For Wimmer, embedded in theoenters between different cultures,
are claims to rationality. Assuming different stamon the relation of one culture to the

other, intercultural encounters could take maiolyrfdifferent forms.

First of all, in what Wimmer calls “expansive cestn”, a given culture assumes total
possession of wisdom and tries to spread it toitferior other. (Wimmer, 2007, 3)
Secondly, in “integrative centrism”, a culture as&s that its superior models and ways
of being are attractive and good enough to be tedtdby the inferior other which
couldn’t make a significant contribution to humaimilzation. Thirdly, in “separative
centrism” the existence of different grounds isograzed, but still each culture assumes
that learning from the other is impossible. Finally “tentative centrism” for which
Wimmer agues, each centre is willing to engage ipoflogue and to continually
remodel its views. (Ibid 3-4)

5.3 Habermas’s Discourse of Modernity Criticized

5.3.1 Modernity and the Aesthetic

In most philosophical orientations, the aesthesicusually reduced to either a fancy
contemplation raising issues that have no realeyatu a dangerous realm that could
damage discussions of knowledge or social andigallithought. What is the role of the

aesthetic in Habermas’s discourse of modernity2Hewill use David Ingram’s essay
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Habermas on Aesthetics and Rationality, Complethreg Project of Enlightenmento

point out some of the difficulties found in Habesizaviews on the aesthetic.

As Ingram sees it, compared to the works of othemivers of the Frankfurt school of
critical theory, Habermas hasn’'t made the aestteetitucial aspect of his theories on
modern society. Habermas acknowledged the aesthetiwsting a distinctive form of

rationality within the general rationalization okt lifeworld.

For Ingram, at the heart of Habermas’s discussibrise aesthetics, is found the division
of four periods through which modern art develogdédst, in the ‘Renaissance’, art and
the aesthetic become separated from traditionyeligious authority. Secondly, towards
the end of the 1%, art was to become embodied in certain instittibke ‘museums’
and practices like ‘theatres’. Thirdly, in “latennanticism” art become highly divorced
from moral, cognitive, political and other spher&snally, art became disseminated
through “introduction of dynamic mechanisms ofsiti reproduction such as film, radio
and television”. (Ingram, 1991, 70) Generally, wioae witnesses in modern art, for
Habermas is how art has become freed from conveltieeligious authority and was
established as a sphere where aesthetic issuedaleaited. To this extent, it has become
“worldly”. But, because of movements stressing th&insic worth of art and its
separation from theoretic practical affairs, modarh also has a ‘transcendent’ facet.
(Ibid, 71) The attempt to free art from ideologigaterests and establish its status as a

separate domain led to art being more and moreckddrom everyday life.

For Habermas, both art for art’'s sake and art asy of effecting instrumentality are
results of the colonization of the lifeworld. Tharher being an attempt to free art of any
interests and herald its genuinity, while thediaghows how art has been ideologically
manipulated. As a solution, Habermas locates astiaionality, as one of the validity
claims raised in every communicative interactiohiolh is “an expressive claim to
truthfulness” (Ibid, 78). Still, Habermas maintaith&t subjective claims to truthfulness
does not sufficiently lead to areas of inquiriesconcrete structures providing stocks of
materials and also doesn’t have a strong capaeitgdlving society’s problems as the

claims to truth and rightness does. This for Ingrdaileprives society of perhaps the
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only medium capable of communicating aestheticalisdes gained in rational discourse
to social agents engaged in every day moral/coatiers (lbid, 79).

Habermas also needs to explain how the act of egjg one’s subjective claims is
related to art. Further, in every day communicati@nusually act in order to accomplish
our own goals, and the extent to which our subjectiaims could be universalizable is
guestionable. As Ingram, sees it, in Habermas’'ksvbke what is universal pragmatics.
There was no distinction between poetic languagkexery day normal language, and it
was debatable whether the three distinct validigints are found in both kinds of

language.

Acknowledging this, Habermas for Ingram, tried nedrporate three new ideas in his
theory. These include, first, arguing that langtsdanction also include$ a poetic
disclosure of the world”. Secondly holding thatigdy also includes “non pragmatic
expressive and evaluative claims”. Thirdly, deveigpan idea of aesthetic critiqi¢hat
deviates in important respect from the standard ehad argumentative rationality.”
(Ibid, 80)

Habermas argues that while artistic and poetic abémnguage also operate in everyday
language, the main goal of interlocutors is to camitate by raising distinct claims to
truth. Poetic usages of Language are taken out frormal usages of language, and are
employed in such a way as to pose new ideals arspeaives. Still, poetic language is
‘parasitic’ and reducible to the normal usage. Haias also argued that the poetic
function gains its status in its ability to posevraternatives. This is the extent to which
this perspective has an ability to go beyond theation in which it was articulated. In
other words, its degree of ‘worthiness’, needsddaken into account. (lbid, 82) (PDM,
203) This clearly shows that Habermas wants théhets to be rational or that which
can be contested. Habermas admitted that the daettion gazes at the whole, but still

this experience is subordinated and reducible &pyelay normal language.

What we can learn from Ingram’s insights into Hab&s's view of the aesthetic is that

Habermas continually tries to restrict the aesthettperience by, subordinating the

137



poetic function of language to the normal one. Hialas also agues that eventhough the
aesthetic gazes at the whole this is limited coegbado the rationality of other validity
claims. Because the poetic function is derivatithes ideals it poses are continually
subjected to the rationality of the validity claini$he aesthetic which usually excites the
passions of individuals is subordinated to an aentative rationality. Also, Habermas
did not realize that the poetic function offersrdique that usually appeals to passions
and emotions, and posits ideals that revolutior@xesting affairs. Hence the poetic
function goes beyond the normal usage of languages iability to grasp the whole at
once, whereas the validity claims are oriented td&anly one aspect of reality at a
time. Also making the aesthetic disputational, migewers the power of art to incite

passions and emotions and pose radical ideas.

5.3.2 Modernity and Secularization of the Sacred

As we have seen in the last chapter, followingeéhése Eduardo Mendietta, it could be
argued that Habermas did not completely dismastigious elements from his discourse
of modernity. Religious concepts have a place irdeno societies as precursors to
modern universal ideals like justice and solidarityturn, as a result of the influence of
modernity’s secularism religions are becoming mane more reflexive. Further as a
result of “the linguistification of the sacred” arprocess through which the absolutistic
and dogmatic aspects of religion are made partsafcalar culture and continually being
reflected on, religious insights in forms of abglirules, norms and stocks of meaning are

being integrated into everyday communication.

Habermas’s “linguistification of the scared” coujgrove deadly to non-Western
identities. As Habermas has shown in his discowkenodernity, the process of
rationalization that took place in the West manatgeidhplant positive universal ideals in
the long run. Religions are sources of who we ar@ eur place in the world. Most
religions provide accounts of who we are, what weedoing in the universe and where
we are going. So, if modern intersubjective redasdhe ideal as Habermas suggests, then

this will result in displacing non-Western iderggifor secular ones, and threatening to
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destroy some cultures. Also, in the secularizatioa religious traditions will be expected

to adopt the secular structures of the west whidirated in a particular setting.

As we can see from Habermas’s views on how religiayed positive role in modernity,

“modern forms of consciousness encompassing abstigiat, modern science, and
autonomous art, could never have developed apam fhe organizational forms of
Hellenized Christianity and the Roman Catholic Ghurwithout the universities,

monasteries and cathedrals” (Mendietta 2002, 1##&xe, it should be noted that
Habermas’s discussion is limited to Western retigioThis over looks how the West
historically developed in relation, to its surroumglenvironment. For instance, modern
science borrowed materials from the Arab and Asvarld. Further, Habermas erred in
describing universal ideals as being the core &f aestern religions. Most religion, it

might be in African or Asia, try to contemplate theiversal, whether it is harmony or
chaos. Also the ideas provided by most religiores wmiversal like that of justice and
brotherhood.

According to Habermas religions are positive invsey as a “store of concepts or a
fundamental element in lived experience” (Ibid, I2)- But, religion’s significance goes
beyond providing an ideal or insights that willserularized. Religions are the locuses of
meaning, conduct and generally enable humans itmnattiemselves. Further the idea of
God and religion is not necessarily otherworldly,seen in movements like liberation
theology that call for a realization of justice fbe deprived in this world.

5.3.3 Communicative Reason versus the Body

By the body, we are referring to concrete, matenédtions through which we daily
reproduce our lives, the conflicts inflicted on careother through concrete relations and
the role played by concrete relations in day to idégraction. Then, to what extent does
Habermas’s concept of a communicative reason inemmosbcieties address the body?

As we have seen in the last four chapters, at gaetlof Habermas’s explanations of
modern societies, is found the distinction betwifemvorld and instrumental rationality

of the state and economy. Habermas gave his thebrgommunicative action a
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materialistic tone by arguing that life is also neguced materially daily and this is
integrated by the language of money. Still, Habarmaisted on showing the primacy of
the communicative use of language in its abilityctwordinate our daily actions and

subsume other relations and forms of language uhder

Habermas tried to explain modern society’s problesisesulting from the “colonization
of the life world’ or the process through which tbemmunicative rationality of every
day world is threatened by the instrumental onethaf system. Amongst the major
solutions Habermas proposes include, strengtherireg lifeworld and everyday
communicative action to counter systemic instrumlemationality and strengthening
autonomous public spheres. These are spheres dfeddological interests and where

positive extracts from everyday communication aseussed.

Generally we can raise three points in relatioth® extent to which Habermas’s theory
of modernity addresses the concrete and matepaicasf life. First, Habermas failed to
see how asymmetric power relations are embeddéukififeworld. The materials to be
reflected, the common sense knowledge we haveeaivthild and the abiding moral rules
that form a sense of belongingness to a commuméyrepresent the interests of the
dominant. Accordingly, biased structures and megmipass down into every day
communication. Further the horizon of everyday camitation is limited since even
though the life world is continually being refledtapon, still the dominant agendas are

those of the oppressors.

Secondly, Habermas'’s explanations of modern sdsiptpblems are focused on the loss
of meaning, since the explanation derives fromesystintrusion into the meaning giving
structure of the lifeworld. This prevented Haberrfrasn providing a sufficient account
of things like slavery and colonialism which signgrimarily conflicts in the material
aspect of life. Thirdly, in his account of “autonous public spheres,” Habermas failed to
realize that the same problems that hauntedStisictural transformation of thpublic
spherei.e. asymmetric relations resulting from the supéy of the wealthy and

educated, also exist in today’s public spheresalllgithe agendas raised in such spheres

140



are backed by the funding of institutions that isgdheir own interests and what's

discussed is usually what's considered as impoltgimtellectuals.

As Dussel shows in hi¥he underside of modernithierarchical relations are found in
speech acts. To this extent, Dussel gives a spattaition to the claim of the oppressed.
The utterance of the oppressed has a power ofiillatng asymmetrical power relations.
Dussel refers to the ideal symmetrical communieativena as an ‘ideal communicative
community’ in contrast to the ‘empirical’ one. Hetkere are power relations and some
voices are superior to others. Dussel also empéhsie fact that beyond communication
one finds material, economic relations through WwHiamans try to reproduce their life
materially. Everyday communication is an exemplarnaterial relations. As Asger
Sorensen puts it, what Dussel's transmodern apprdac meaning and validity
demonstrates is that; “practical philosophy mustendorget the body as the material
foundation of the consciousness. It is with theybtthat we feel pleasure but it is also
with the body we feel pain” (Sorensen, 2009, 155).

5.3.4 Postconventional, Postmetaphysical Postnatiml Modernity and

Its Threat to Non Secular Communities

Habermas’s discourse of modernity is postconveatian advocating the need to
continually reflect on our inherited backgroundsntinually reflect on the lifeworld,
finding a space for communication between diffedd@etvorlds, and generally taking a
critical stance whenever we are communicating witle another. Further, Habermas’s
discourse of modernity is postmetaphysical in goibgyond the metaphysical
assumptions of Western philosophy. Habermas’s @gprdries to situate reason in the
normal usage of language of modern societies. Ehia rationality having universal
elements but still reducible to specific origingndily Habermas also tried to emphasize

the postnational aspects of his approach.

As Habermas sees it, in an age where inter-stétioes are being furthered mainly
through economic relations, and the growing failofehe nation state as an agent for

collective realization, one asks how could the affe of especially economic
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globalization could prepare grounds for a new kafdconstellation, the postnational

constellation.

For Habermas, under the threat of Globalizatiashlansening of national boundaries the
responses of nation states usually takes one e&ttveo forms. One, affirming internal
diversity and trying to resist any external inflaenwhatsoever under a secluded state.
And the other, uncritically appropriating the natistate to a global order, and trying to
benefit economically as much as possible. Habeargses that the solution rather lies in
“expanded horizons” which is a lifeworld continyateflecting on the advent of a post
national order. This constitutes continually expagdand appropriating the positive
universal aspects of this new postnational orded, moving towards a global lifeworld
(PC, 83).

A secular modernity could be deadly threateningetmious communities, by disrupting
the horizons through which a society’s sense oftifleis established and continually
urging them to move towards western secular prstiembedded in the various
institutions. Further we could ask, how does Halas’misecular universalism expressed
through its postconventional, postmetaphysical pogtnational motifs would affect non
secular and mainly non Western identities. | wdeuMessay’s discussions of the strict
binary form of operation typical of Western Hegemda critique Habermas’s secular
modernity. Further, | will try to look at what thimove into secular universalism would

mean interculturally, by using the ideas of Ram &dkall and Franz Wimmer.

According to Messay, all or most attempts to caow# a place for Africa in the
philosophical world, have ended up reaffirming Véestcolonial discourse. As a result,
currently African philosophy is in a dilemma (Megsd004, 205-208). As Messay sees
it, Western thought ascribed reason and philosopligelf and myth and irrationality for
its other. Most attempts in early contemporary édn philosophy tried to show that
Africans are also rational and that they can pbipbsze. In this attempt to imitate the
‘superior other’, Africans are losing what they dee affirm their existence, i.e. African
orientations towards the world, involving both myitd logos.
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For Messay, there are no such differences originalpossessing rationality or essences.
Still, a society out of ‘choice’, “assigns a specifask to rationality” (ibid: 208). These
choices shouldn’t be seen hierarchically. Afterecepg that myth is knowledge and
arguing that there is an ability by a given comnyio produce myths, Messay claims
that in the heart of any civilization, as Nietzschays, lays the ability, to invent
mythologies. Furthermore, myths make us enthusiastil interested in life while reason
gives us an ability to control it (Ibid, 212-16),Snythological components are found at
the heart of all great civilizations and the prafduthreat of the colonial discourse to
Africa is the depriving of the “power to believa®¥éssay, 219). In a similar tone, we can
say that under Habermas’s secular universalitytheanove to postconventionality, non-
secular societies are being deprived of their poweaffirm their existence via a false
dichotomy between myth and reason. Every sociegds to have core beliefs which
function as practical guidelines in its contactshwather cultures. Here a supposedly
universal discourse could possibly damage whateisded to firmly establish one’s

existence, by subjecting every thing to examination

From Messay’s discussions of African philosophyilerdma, we can learn about the
dangers of subjecting every thing to reflectiomisecular discourse. First of all, in such a
secular discourse the horizons of conventional, semular societies will be disrupted in
attempting to question every thing and put the mivgo continual examination. The
given horizons and conventional ways of being Va#le their importance as they are
undermined by the power of reason, and in turtapggl by a secular discourse. This
will lead to, secondly, the failure of conventiorsaicieties to affirm their existence. The
disrupted societies will lose their ideals whick artegral parts of their lives. This could
result in an inability to consolidate a societylsge. Finally, the conventional society
which has now entered into a secular discoursepaskibly imitate the secular practices

and ideals crystallized in the institutions andiged of the West.

We need a medium through which different cultuwresld converse with one another.

Still, this discourse should be seen as one wdgaitating cultural encounters. Cultures
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and conventional societies should be able to pvegéeir identities and an approach that

includes both mythology and logos needs to bevaiki.

As we have seen on the second section of this ehajgiason and specifically modern
reason could be criticized through the spectaclesntercultural philosophy. What
underlies most attempts in intercultural philosqpbkythe attempt not to reduce the other
to one’s own categories, while at the same timmgryo come up with common themes
and ways of being, Habermas’s secular universalsprinciple tries to incorporate the
other in its totality through its claims to trutthieh are open to reexamination. But it is a
historical fact that societies of the West are ntiest secular societies in human history.
One could also argue that non-secular i.e. mythcébgreligious accounts are still
dominant mainly in the non-Western sphere. Whenerahs’s discourse of modernity
calls for a secular universality, there is a gasatger that non-secular communities will

move into the dominant Western secular way of heing

Ram Adhar Mall, introduces a distinction between reductive and analogous
hermeneutic; one trying to reduce the other inte'®ways of being and frameworks and
the other trying to understand the other by looKmrg‘analogous structural patterns that
make understanding possible beyond all centrismal(N2000,5). My point is that
secularism by itself is not neutral, and it hasager of moving non-western, non-secular
communities into the secular domains of the West. de finds traits of a reductive
hermeneutics in Habermas discourse of modernityrthBr, in terms of Wimmer’s
discussions of centrism, in such a move towardscalar culture, what we have will not
be a ‘tentative’ centrism where all centers equedigtribute and learn from one another,
but an ‘integrative’ one where the West and itficas and institutions are the highest
expressions of a secular culture, and in realitly @mon secular communities will be

expected to imitate the advanced West.

5.3.5 Habermas and the Other Side of Modernity

Habermas pictured the rise of modernity as a psoésationalization that displaced a
conventional lifeworld restrained by tradition aaathority, with a secular culture based
on the entertaining of distinct claims to truth.rther, Habermas tried to provide a
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solution of strengthening the lifeworld, the threalidity claims, and the positive
universal ideals planted by modernity against thegers of instrumental rationality of
the system. Here | will defend the other, ‘undegsi@df modernity defended by
philosophers like Enrique Dussel and Emmanuel Egenat Habermas'’s picture of the

inauguration and development of modernity.

For Habermas, following Weber and Hegel, one ceulylie that modernity took shape
by a universal process of secularization and ratipation, and through historical
movements like the Reformation the Enlightenmendl Brench revolution. This ignores
the fact that, amongst other things, the age afodisries for Europe was not only a
search for material inputs and economic superiobity also the construction of Europe’s
other, an inferior other, against whom Europe caddsolidate itself. Habermas should
have focused on how the French revolution only mébaration for male whites, and
that outside of Europe, the same exploitative ieglat dismantled by the revolution in
Europe, were, still continuing. Habermas also thileidentifying what Dussel calls “the
fallacy of developmentalism”. Developed in the mwdeeriod, and still persisting today,
Europe presents itself as the ideal model, in #eeldpmental policies it formulates.
Further, Habermas also did not give a sufficientoaat of the contribution of non-
Western civilizations to modern Europe, how scientreligious and moral insights were
being transferred through commerce starting frorciesm Greece. Instead, he simply
forwards the secular tradition of modern Europ¢hasuniversal model, under the guise

of an open communication carried out between egaidhers.

Following the arguments of Eze, one could identiy truths about modernity that were
not addressed by Habermas. First, Eze rightly pdiout that colonialism and modernity
cannot be separated. Modern Europe used the celasie way of extracting material
inputs and strengthening its greatest achievemersisience, morality, the state and arts.
Also, it was the ideas that were found at the hefirhodern Europe understanding of
itself and best described in the giant philosoplikesHegel and Kant that provided the
justifications for colonialism and imperialism. Hawuld one separate Hegel’s idea that
Europe needs colonies to spread its wisdom ancde bk contradictions of capitalism
from his view that Europe constitutes the highésge in human history, and the current
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age of Western supremacy is the highest stage nmahthistory. Also how could we
separate Kant's division of races based on a tesmgemt ‘germ’ or ‘talent’ from the
colonization of those possessing inferior ‘talentpractice? Eze is right,/deas do not
have meaning in a historical vacuum” (Eze, 1997). ¥abermas clearly failed to
recognize this brutal aspect of modernity in pgtiand how the ideals of modernity
were being realized outside of Europe.

Habermas’s idea that modern society and modernestsbjdaily cultivate a secular
culture based on the contestation of differenthegals questionable, given the dominance
of cults, religions, and the artistic experienceha West. As Messay sees it, in reality,
the West is just as dominated by non secular, atioral accounts as other parts of the
world. Mystic experience, religions and “dreamse atill found at the heart of modern
Western civilization. The tendency to focus on otie rational aspects of modern
Europe would constitute what Messay calls “the noftthe Whiteman”. As Messay sees
it;

[tihe tendency to minimize the part of the irraiad to decorate the

white man with the honors of rationality becomewiolbbls when we

recall how little the affirmation is supported cts. Whether we take

the bible, the foundation European Christianity,tbe ordinary belief

of the westerners the role of dreams as reveladioprofound truth is

largely accepted (Messay, 2004, 45).
One could raise the arguments of Dussel that mgidhs't completely disappear in the
move to a categorical philosophical discourse &ad tnyths still play an important role
in the great philosophies like those of Kant (DUs2808, 8). Maybe, the reason why
myths still persist in modernity is that, moderngill hasn’'t provided a sufficient
account of meaning. Reflecting on an open discoundeere the force of the better
argument takes us to the truth is not as powesuietigions and mythologies which

provide answers to basic questions like what igtmpose of human existence.

Generally, besides the emancipatory ideals of nmoerit should also be noted that
modernity put up as part of its self consciousnebat is should have achieved in

practice. This is, already seeing itself as thénésgg stage in human history and falsely
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establishing its dominance by negating an ‘otharid defining itself as the superior,

ideal civilization.

5.3.6 Habermas and Postmodernism

Throughout this essay, we have seen that what atetivHabermas’s discussion of the
discourse of modernity was what he saw as the mumist threat to truth and
rationality. This threat was presented in the faihexposing an absolutistic, repressive,
instrumental reason. Habermas saw postmoderniscallisg for a total destruction of
the positive ideals of modernity, and the everydaynmunicative potential found in
Western societies. As we shall see in the nextisesthere the positive aspects of
Habermas'’s discourse of modernity will be pointed, ¢iabermas goes go beyond post
modernism in identifying a rationality that couldrge as a ground for critical social
theory, and also emphasizing responsibility and rempation. Generally, we can raise

the following points in relation to Habermas’s dission of postmodernism.

First of all, as we have seen in the first sectainthis chapter under charges of
misinterpretation and misreading in Habermas’sailisge of modernity, two precursors
and two main lines in modernity are sketched. Om loeind, one finds Hegel and the two
routes out of his philosophy, i.e. right and letd¢lians. On the other hand, there are
Nietzsche and the two paths out of his critiquenaddernity. One, a critique and
alternative to reason from its ‘other’ and two,exposition of the ‘will to power’. What
we can say about the philosophies of Hegel, righit laft Hegelians Nietzsche, Batalille,
Foucault, Heidegger and Derrida is that their gufthies are all hybrid. Scientific,
artistic, descriptive and normative elements aumdbintertwined with one another. Thus
it wouldn’t do justice to their diverse orientat®to categorize their ideas in labels such

as ‘will to power’, ‘aestheticization’ and so on.

Secondly, Habermas was not good at showing thdiymsspects of postmodernism.
Because of his fear of postmodernism’s threat tolenaty and its universalistic ideals,
Habermas only focused on the destructive aspeg@stinodernism. Derrida’s critique
of the foundationalist and binary presuppositiors the metaphysical tradition,
Foucault's exposition of specific practices and tiinons in relation to
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power/knowledge nexuses and generally postmodemisaiebration of diversity and

difference haven’t been emphasized by Habermas.

Thirdly, Habermas didn’t realize that the reasonywhost postmodernists haven't
provided normative ideals is a direct result of thar of submitting to an absolutistic
thinking. Instead, postmodernism was mainly focusadmaking the Western tradition
open to interpretation. Thus, amongst others, HRdticdocused on exposing
power/knowledge nexuses, while Derrida deconstduttie texts of Western civilization,

exposing what’s excluded in their ordinary openagio

Fourthly, there are facets of postmodernism thaeha been discussed by Habermas in
his discourse of modernity. Amongst others, Habsrimasn't discussed Lyotard®he
postmodern conditignwhich crystallizes the issue of the postmoderrphilosophical
circles. Baudrillard’s ‘hyperreality’ or an age which all we have is produced images,

instead of facts and pure foundations, is alsalismtussed.

Finally, in trying to defend modernity, it seemsathHabermas introduced a firm
distinction between modernity, modernization, mogen and postmodernism. But it
should be emphasized that all these movementdsidpa fate of reason in the West for
the last five hundred years. From the age of dieges to today’s discussions of
globalization, the issue is of what place reasosspsses in our lives. The issue is still,
guestioning the foundations of modern Europeanlization and whether its grounds

need to be remodeled.

5.4 Habermas'’s Discourse of Modernity, Appraised

5.4.1 Communicative Rationality vs. the Philosdyy of Consciousness

These days, there is a general consciousness anpinigsophers that a philosophy for
contemporary society should go beyond metaphysibalking. The metaphysical
tradition failed to provide a viable alternativa. dJome cases it holds absolutistic claims

that fail to recognize particularity. In others,pitopagated relativistic assumptions that
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fail to recognize the universal dimensions to huityarThe tradition also focused on

isolated individuals, subjected the individual fpeessive relations, and so on.

Habermas claims that the kind of rationality hentdfees and tries to develop in modern
societies is postmetaphysical, in that it's sitdaite daily uses of language having both
particular and universalistic dimensions. As, weehgeen in the last chapter, Badillo saw
Habermas’s rationality as one going beyond the ativjst/relativist dichotomy while
Cooke labeled it postmetaphysical yet non defeatiste, | will employ James Gordon
Finlayson’s discussion of what Habermas generallgams by the philosophy of

consciousness, to show in fact that Habermas dmégsypnd this orientation.

Habermas’s analysis of speech acts is part of lthguistic turn’ in twentieth century

philosophy, which abandons the look for absolutghtrand certainty within a subject.
Instead it focuses on analyzing the language waksped employ. It inquires into what
this language tells us about the basic questionsaiity, knowledge, values and so on.
Finlayson identifies under the term philosophy obnsciousness, seven major
orientations in Western philosophy that Habermastamunicative paradigm supposedly

stands in opposition.

1. In “Cartesian subjectivity” (Finlayson 2005, 29siassumed that there is a clear
essence that we can ascribe to the individual,tlaatthis is thinking or generally
thought. We can say that, Habermas goes beyondotiegtation since in his
approach; the ‘I' cannot be separated from otHeagher, there is a world of claims
through which one affirms unique individuality bising distinct claims in relation
to others.

2. In “metaphysical dualism” (lbid), it is assumed tthiaere are two major kinds of
substance in the world, one reflective and othepa@l. Habermas doesn’t assume
that one can distinguish between thinking and thdypeither in the individual or
the individual as thinking and the world as bodye HMtresses that modern
individuals have the space in which they raiserthisims to one another thereby
coordinating their actions.
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. In “Subject-object metaphysics” (Ibid), the subjedher as thinking or interested,
relates to possible states of affairs in an atteshpgfaining knowledge or laboring.
Habermas in turn tries to show how modern indivislmaise their claims in relation
to the objective, social, and subjective dimensiohgeality and are willing to
defend their positions in an intersubjective ar@mawvhich they establish their
identities.

. “Foundationalsim” (lbid), signifies the search fagither an empirical or
transcendental ground on which questions of onfol@pistemology and social
theory could be built. Habermas didn't try to trams theory to an underlying
reality or an absolute truth about reality or thdividual. Instead, he focuses on
demonstrating how modern societies have gone thraudpistorical process of
rationalization, which has managed to establishngrsubjective arena in which
contestable claims to truth are raised.

. “First Philosophy” (Ibid) is seen as the ultimatelge in questions of knowledge,
truth, and reality. But in Habermas’s approach,lqsophy is located between
everyday validity claims and the special fieldsimduiries facilitating a mutual
learning and influence. Further, philosophy “may @ a stand in for.. * empirical
theories with strong universalistic claims, thatitscan help fill gaps in natural
science by offering hypotheses for empirical canéition” (ibid)

. In “Social atomism” (lbid), society is the concesttion of individual interests.
Isolated, autonomous individuals further their desby entering into a mechanism
called society. For Habermas, there is no isolatdd/iduality since we find our
claims intertwined with one another, in an attertgptaffirm our existence by
seeking recognition.

. If we take “Society as a macro subject” (Ibid), macealities, whether it be the
state, meaning formation, power/knowledge nexuses, elevated beyond the
individual. For Habermas, the various forms of inigs are in an open relationship
to everyday world of validity claims. Claims rais@u daily interactions relate
directly to the special forms of inquiries. Habesmalso claims that, modern

individuals find themselves in a world of claimswhich they equally participate
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by raising their views, not under hegemonic mae&alities. There is a space for

intersubjective reflection, hence for freedom aqdadity.

In escaping such metaphysical trapping and oriemsitunder which modern societies
are disempowered, Habermas’s communicative paradggmnique in the following
terms. First of all, in principle it's a rationaliin which everybody can participate. It's
procedural in that, it depends on following certaifes and raising certain claims. As
was we have seen, Habermas’s communicative raitiprdil not sufficiently expose
modernity’s other side, material relations and astnical power relations. But with
some modifications, it could serve as a ground dcussing today’'s major issues.
Secondly, it's a kind of rationality which invitentinuous revision since every time
validity claims are raised the truth is in questsord in chance of being revised. Thirdly,
it's a rationality that encompasses the entire abje, social and subjective dimensions,
going beyond a strict insistence on isolated suivjeg the objective world, and macro
social reality and incorporating all in modern widuals claims towards the world.
Habermas’s communicative paradigm does go beyoedntbtaphysical trappings in
western thought. Still, beyond the postmetaphysieflire of Habermas’s communicative
paradigm, the question should be that of how ta@ukr discourse stands in relation to
non secular communities, whether it addresses etenasymmetrical relations, and

sufficiently deconstructs the negative, other sitlsnodernity.

5.4.2 Communicative Rationality, Responsibility andEmancipation

Another aspect of communicative rationality thatkemit strong when compared with

the ideals developed throughout modernity, and ghstmodern critics is that the

concepts of responsibility and emancipation aréllgigeveloped in it. It is also a kind of

rationality that could deal both a descriptive amdancipatory critical theory of modern

societies. In the discussion that will follow, wélwsee what is it that makes Habermas’s
communicative paradigm stronger than the interlmsuin the philosophical discourse of
modernity.

As we can see from Habermas’s discourse of mogerhiegel attempts to integrate
existing reality into philosophical thought. Buts d&abermas correctly pointed out,
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ultimately Hegel devalues the present in tryinghiow the unity of human experience by
focusing on a final reconciliation. So, a crititakory of society that can both diagnose
and remedy contemporary society’s problems wasultitvated since the focus was on
how the present is part of a larger process andeabet of the spirit's development in
human history. A concept of responsibility was misveloped since the actions of
individuals, states, and generally history wereutitd of as manifestations of a higher
reality. Out of Hegelian philosophy, emerged thghtiand left Hegelians. The right
Hegelians failed to develop an approach that dessrand incorporates the concrete
present since their attempts were geared towardsom&rating the universalist
dimension of Hegelian philosophy in concrete ingiiins and practices. In the left
Hegelian critique, the concrete present was empenvénrough a critique of idealist
philosophy, and the exposition of degenerated favfrstate and church was made. The
concept of responsibility was developed focusekdow humans control and preside over
their environment materially. But, as Habermas fgoout, this soon resulted in a praxis
philosophy in which reason was only conceived umsntally, and potentials for a

communicatively intersubjective praxis were underi.

Nietzsche’s critique of modern reason and ratityah general has a positive aspect of
demonstrating this-worldliness of ontological, épmsological, moral, sociopolitical
forms. In his attempt to affirm this life, Nietzsekdemonstrated that the greatest systems
and theoretical constructs that made humanity’stemce possible were animated by the
desire to survive and flourish by imposing valuesoar world. Still, Habermas didn’t
acknowledge Nietzsche’s contribution, and only gsmlion the destructive aspect of the
latter’s critique and its contributions to postmodem. In Nietzsche, humans were
responsible for all the ascetic, life denying camstis and also for imposing emancipatory
ideals in the future which will reaffirm life thrgh a new ‘transvaluation of values’ or a
process through which life will be redefined. StNietzsche’s ideal could not deal with a
society that could continually flourish and coopimely actualize itself in history, since
by seeking an alternative in reason’s other ordficimposition of ‘will to power’;

Nietzsche undermined the potential for collectr@rhing and growth.
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Horkheimer and Adorno uniquely developed an insaigiinary approach to a critical
social theory of society which draws on variouscigiknes and concrete practices, to
revolutionize existing states of affairs. Initialtitis took the form of a critique of an
ideology or exposition of the one sided ruling sl@asociety. Eventually this developed
into a general critique of reason which equatedaeavith repression. Horkheimer and
Adorno should be credited with drawing lessons fr@rmous forms of inquiries, and also
developing an immanent critique that launchesquréibased on the goals, intentions and
inherent contradictions of the object of interragat Still, Habermas is right in pointing
out that, in the final analysis the Frankfort sdrsmrial theory was unable to find a space

for critique, since it equated rationality and esgsion.

In Heidegger, an attempt was made to return fundgmhanalysis to everyday life, by

laying out the structures in which Dasein dwellsbErmas saw Heidegger’s philosophy
of Being as a devaluation of the learning procesastook place in the everyday world.
In Heidegger’'s defense, one can say that, he askEldhis everyday realm eventhough
for him this everyday world and Dasein’s desting anderstood within a larger horizon
which determines its scope and self understanditgjdegger mainly focused on the
forgetfulness of Being, and one can argue thaphi®sophy entails a resignation to fate.

He also can be criticized for failing to explainyhe was affiliated with the Nazis.

Bataille emphasized the need to burst out of thevewotional and envisaged
emancipation in the non-rational or the heterogase&till, Habermas rightly pointed
out the difficulty of coming up with a theory orsdburse of the non-rational. Habermas
asks what kind of emancipatory ideal could be hanltsubjective experiences that can’t
be rationally examined and developed into a dismuof knowledge that could

continually be reflected upon to meet society’dydaroblems.

In Derrida’s deconstruction and ‘differance’, arteaipt is made to expose what's
excluded in the binary operations and the searcloffigins in Western philosophical
thought. But, as Habermas notes, the subject tsidoa process of meaning formation.
We can see Derrida’s attempt to deconstruct thes tek Western civilization, as an

attempt to open up and reveal the history of exahss Still Derrida didn’t propose any
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emancipatory, future ideal, except in asserting theaning always comes. In Derrida’s
defense we can say that his later works Tike specters of Matxaven’t been taken into

consideration in Habermas'’s discourse of modernity.

Foucault's archaeology and genealogy tried to iflenthought patterns, specific
practices, disciplines and institutions that deteed a particular form of subjectivity in
modernity. Foucault exposed and hence revealectcdheealed practices, institutions,
disciplinary techniques of Western society. ButHadbermas rightly observes, Foucault
was not able to pose a normative ideal, and hemetdind a space for responsibility.
In addition, since the subject was not empoweredralation to a concept of
emancipation, Foucault was not able to step opbwefer/knowledge nexuses.

When we come to Habermas’s communicative ratignalid discourse of modernity we
can raise the following points. First of all, weeaesponsible for history, since we are
active agents and participate in intersubjectivecess that empowers us. We have
control over our destinies insofar as we are capablreflecting on the background we
inhabit; being able to reflect on our social stanes.

Secondly, there is a space for discussing modeniety’s problems like anomie,
meaninglessness, the holocaust and so on, by appéaleveryday language. Everyday
language and communicative rationality have pravidespace for discussing modern
society’s problems resulting from the continuinf§ between the everyday world and

value spheres, and also the colonization of tlesvivirld.

Thirdly, there is a space in communicative ratigpator envisioning emancipatory
ideals. This is through strengthening everyday caminative action, strengthening the
value spheres, empowering the institutions in whicé positive universal ideals of
modernity are concretized and strengthening thdigp@pheres. Thus, Habermas has
found a space for a communicative rationality andriical social theory of modern

societies which is both diagnostic and could alssepemancipatory ideals.
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5.4.3 Modernity as a Platform

Perhaps one of the most important arguments okdurgabermas is that modernity is the
horizon through which our current understandingof lives has been developed, and
that the solution is working within and through readity. Excluding the issue of
whether we are now in a modern or postmodern agecould argue that the twenty first
century’s sense of the self and identity is infodnbg the reason of the modern project. A
consciousness of time, the self, history and pssyteat began to develop in the age of
discoveries, and crystallized in the values of Emightenment is serving as a model in
contemporary states of affairs. This is not to rgnthe discontinuities and shifts in the
modern project, like the development of instrumkemgionality, the rise and fall of
diverse economic policies, images of the otherdhe of the individual, the influence of
social structures, the place of science and teogypland so on. But, all the diverse
orientations developed under the theme of modemnity radical emancipatory reason,
are still dictating our lives. Amongst others, amild trace today’s institutions like the
U.N to the universal ideals of modernity, capitaiso instrumental mastery over the
world, and development models to modernity’s idest humanity as a whole is moving

and should move in a progressive direction.

Employing Habermas’s argument that we should caatlyg reflect upon modernity and
propose new ideals, one could see modernity aatBoph for understanding the positive
and negative aspects of our past, to address pnskigcing modern society and identify

its stronger sides, and finally to pose emanciyatteals in the future.

Through a discussion of modernity, we can ask wiatt wrong with human history in
the past. Is human reason evil or the destrucspeets of human history were caused by
developments of an instrumental rationality in sceeand technology. What caused the
Holocaust and how is this related to modernityiersce of the other? What justified the
slave trade, colonialism and imperialism? Does mwodeason constitute in its core an
idea of constituting oneself by degrading an ‘othaihat caused the genocide and
interracial conflicts? Is modern society on thegeeof nihilism or a progressive sense of
the self?
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Eventhough, Habermas’s discourse of modernitydifisulties in addressing concrete
asymmetrical power relations, doesn’t give a felt@unt of modernity’s destructive side
and the threats of a secular discourse, still wepraserve from Habermas’s discussions,
the idea that the problematization of the pastukhbe launched through a critique of
modernity. We could also ask, how modernity conitiels to growth of the sciences, a
rise in production, science and technology, a ofsmodern sovereign states, individual

freedom, interplanetary explorations, and so on.

In the present state, one could invoke a discussiamodern reason and modernity to
shed light on issues like the ills of capitalisndamlimited growth, the environmental
crisis and instrumental relations to the world. tRer, one could also raise, issues of
globalization and the question of homogenizationtme diversity, the idea of a
cosmopolitan order and the place of the natiorestatrorism as a devaluation of modern
reason or response to homogenization, the idegsagress’ and ‘development’, the rise
of communication technology, intercultural commuaicns and the exchange of ideas,
and so on. Only when we have deconstructed, andkedothrough a critique of
modernity could we argue for strengthening the lsleamodernity, identifying corrosive

forces or the abandoning of the modern project\abde.

As we have seen in the last chapter, Habermas siiguleis postnational constellation
that the critigue and exposition of modernity h&e=n carried out through philosophy.
Modernity sees itself as an advocate of rationalitg other periods as that of myth and
authority. If philosophy is to carry out the tadktioe interrogation of modernity, then we
could argue that Habermas empowered philosoph&imge a discussion of modernity is
a discussion of the platform through which one dotéw humanity’s past and present
history and future prospects. How a possible arégigof modernity could benefit
humanity, is easily demonstrated through Habermesisks. Taking modernity as a
starting ground, Habermas made a broad study oésskke, the place of rationality in
human history and its future, the rise and deveknof different paradigms throughout

history, the rise of capitalism and its ills andoso
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Also issues like terrorism, the decline of natiorsmvereignty, and the idea of a
postnational constellation, the place of aesthetiosur lives, the place of the sciences
and the various forms of inquiries, instrumentalstasy, communicative potentials,
history and responsibility, law, democracy, and g could be elaborated through

discussion of modernity.

Generally, Habermas argues that discussions ofrmsgaes in contemporary society
should be launched through a critique of reasonthadievelopment of a new inclusive
rationality should be defended. This could leadinothe future a rationality that could
have a place for diverse voices, especially a dis& which allows contestation,
continuing revision of ideas, formations of diffetediscourses and generally a

continuing discussion of the human condition arelfgite of humanity.
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Conclusion

Jurgen Habermas tried to defend modernity concemgea process of rationalization that
led to the development of a secular culture basethree validity claims in every day
communication and three corresponding value sphbseglentifying and strengthening
what he saw as an implicit communicative potentat’'s found in modern societies.
Habermas conceived modernity as a project thaststiried consciously to solve modern
society’s problems. This project is not completette problems like the colonization of
the lifeworld are occurring in modern societiescéaing to Habermas communicative
rationality provides the strongest alternative camed to the ideals provided by

modernization, aesthetic modernity and postmodernis

Habermas’s conception of reason constitutes anmtaphysical, postconventional and
postnational approach to the issues of meaningwlettge, and rationality in modern
societies. Elaborated in terms of Weber’s theoryatibnalization and Hegel’s attempt to
problematize the ‘present’, Habermas’s modernitgvigles a secularist approach to
modern societies. It's postmetaphysical in goingyooel the anti-intersubjectivist
philosophical and social orientations of the Wesiatellectual tradition and developing
a concept of reason that's embedded in particudatexts but still has universalistic
implications. It's postconventional in focusing tve need to go beyond the given and
conventional boundaries and question our contéxgher, it's postnational in arguing
for a practical approach to modern societies wliBseussions are made in a larger

context where supposedly particular interests espected.

Habermas’s discourse of modernity constitutes gpomrse to the postmodernist
movement in general and the poststructuralism afri@® and Foucault in particular.
From Habermas'’s point of view, postmodernism rdticdeconstructs modernity and
tries to provide a new ideal in the heterogenethesnon rational, and generally in that
which steps outside of the modern. Thus, Haberreéended communicative rationality
against Derrida’s deconstruction and ‘differan@id Foucault’s theory of disciplinary
power, by arguing that they fail to recognize tleenmunicative processes of modern

societies under the employment of ordinary speeth a
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Habermas’'s defense of modernity is based on higuenireconstruction of the
philosophical discourse of modernity through theeagest philosophers and social
theorists from Hegel to poststructuralism. Aftefeohg an exposition of the accounts of
the major interlocutors on the modern conditionpétanas would offer a critique that

emphasizes a communicative rationality that wasulefleveloped in each approach.

Habermas’s modernity has a negative aspect of omderg the role of the aesthetics by
subjecting it to continuous reflection and suboatiimg it to formal rationality, not giving
a sufficient account of asymmetrical material felad, threatening non-secular
communities, failing to acknowledge the destructside of modernity and failing to
recognize postmodernism’s positive input. On theeotside, Habermas’s discourse of
modernity should be acknowledged for providing ancaint of rationality that escapes
the metaphysical trappings of Western thought,rioffea critical theory of society that
analyzes modern society’s problems and also progosmancipatory ideals. Most
importantly, Habermas’s discourse of modernity tiees positive aspect of emphasizing
the critique of modernity and rationality as a $ioln for modern society’s problems.
Habermas has a discourse through which one catctefh modern society’s problems,
eventhough it also needs to be sensitive to hiddgmdas, asymmetrical power relations

and the expressive side of everyday life, througiciwour problems are exposed.

Our discussion of Habermas’s discourse of modenviig made in five chapters. The
first four exposing Habermas’s lectures in PDM,; lelthe fifth one, tries to point out the

negative and positive aspects of Habermas'’s diseanfrmodernity.

In chapter one, we saw how Habermas uses Hegeailseption of the ‘present’ age and
Weber’s ideas on the emergence of a secular cidttmdied in three value spheres. To
establish the idea of the ‘modern’, Habermas furtbentified three validity claims in
everyday communication through his universal pragmea Habermas saw both
modernization and postmodernism as trying to devatwdernity’s rationality and
establish themselves as new progressive approadhether, Habermas defended
modernity against modernism. While in modernism andesthetic debates concerning

modern works of art, the question of what is modeas articulated. Still Habermas
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maintains that modernity should be interrogate@duph a critique of a metaphysical,
anti-subjectivist reason and damaged intersubjgctiAs Habermas sees it, Hegel's
attempt to articulate the ‘present’ age under &dircal philosophy of spirit, led, in the
final analysis, to an abstract rationality that @leed the actual. Furthermore attempts
were made by old Hegelians who tried, but failedjustify Hegelian doctrines along
with left Hegelian critiques which emphasized thieeo of reason which is the sensible,
material, and the particular. Finally, Habermassde& Hegelian critiques reaching its

peak in praxis philosophy which conceived reasdg mstrumentally.

In chapter two we saw Nietzsche’s radical critiqofe reason which according to
Habermas tries to step out of the bounds of Westationality, emphasizes the
passionate, artistic and fragmented as an altemaséind also calls for a reading of
Western civilization through an exposition of theilf to power’. This was echoed

throughout the approaches of Horkheimer and Addfsidegger and Bataille.

For Habermas, Nietzsche’s critiques of ascetialgleand his affirmation of this

worldliness could be traced to the latter’s ‘Dioiayssm’ in The birth of tragedy

Dionysus represented the non-rational. Nietzschiectexl the affirmation of the

pessimistic side of life and instead proposed therman as embodying ideals that
reaffirm this life. In Horkheimer and Adorno, Hab®as witnesses an interdisciplinary
critique of society that shifts from a Hegelian-Mat ideological critique of reason to a
Nietzschean inspired totalized critique which egsateasoning with repression. This
approach, best captured in thalectic of Enlightenmentesults in the final analysis in
an aporia. If all reason is repressive then whahésspace in which Horkheimer and
Adorno could launch their emancipatory ideals. leidégger, a distinction was made
between the analysis of beings and Being as sumh.HBbermas this resulted in an
approach that devalues everyday praxis, scientifactice and entails a resignation to
fate. Finally Bataille’s attempt to step out of tbenventional and the boundaries of

rationality, finds itself failing to come up withdascourse and theory of the non-rational.

Habermas sees postmodernism as failing to comeithpemancipatory potentials for the

radical readings it offers. Derrida’s approachefated to Heidegger in its deconstructive
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attempt to expose the limitations of the metaphafsicadition and go beyond it. For
Habermas, in Derrida’s ‘differance’, the individuesl subjected to the processes of
meaning formation. Everyday communicative potestiate undermined by infinite
referral and the idea of a pure discourse is seen #ction. Habermas responds by
arguing that the poetic function of language isasdimated to the validity claims and
their corresponding value spheres that Derridal tteetrace to the original process of

meaning formation, i.e. arche-writing.

In his confrontation with Foucault, Habermas amgtieat the formers approach contrary
to its own expectations turns out to be a relatwadue-laden, shortsighted approach that
has no insight of communicative rationality. Foutagenerally argued against an

exaggerated role of the present, a hermeneutitethpowers the subject and theory of
history as unilateral and universal. This for Hab&s only succeeded in undermining the
subject and giving an insufficient account of tlesifive ideals developed in the practices

and institutions of the modern West.

In chapter four, we saw how Habermas defended mdageby strengthening the life
world, everyday validity claims and the public sgheagainst the intrusion of the
instrumental rationality of the system into thesWorld. As Habermas puts it, modern
individuals continually reflect on their backgrosnaihich provide them with a general
knowledge of what the world is, sense of belongesgn and a space for affirming
individuality. Habermas distinguished his appro&om praxis philosophy that lost sight
of communicative action and various forms of tmgliistic turn which failed to uncouple
everyday communication and inherited horizons. kHals argues that his new
communicative approach introduces, the intrinsioneztion between meaning and
validity, the possibility of going beyond instrunteh relations, and validity claims

related to the objective, social and subjectiveatisions.

Finally, in chapter five we tried to examine Habass discourse of modernity by,

introducing his critics who charge Habermas of gasling many of the authors in the
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discourse of modernity, elaborating those critio¢smle of Habermas’s discourse, and

identifying the negative and positive aspects dbétenas’s discourse of modernity.

Generally, Habermas’s discourse of modernity ctutes the strongest feature of
providing a framework through which one can view past histories, the present and
future prospects. Thus, Habermas’s diagnostic amaheipatory critical social theory has
something worth preserving .This is the importaotenodernity for humanity’s destiny.
But, it should also be noted that Habermas’s dismueeds to address the aesthetic,
material asymmetrical relations, and the unackndgée negative aspect to the modern
project. Habermas’s theory of rationality also reed find a space for non-secular

communities.
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