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"Wats energing... 1s the belief that
the crisis Is being caused by the Inadequacy
of existing fornms of thought to cope wth the
situation. It can't be solved by rational
means because the rationality itself Is the
source of the problem The only ones who are
solving it are solving it at a personal |evel
by abandoning 'square' rationality altogether
and going by feelings alone. Like John and
Sylvia here. And mllions of others |ike
them . And that seens |ike a wong direction
too. So | guess what | amtrying to say is
that the solution to the problemisn't that
you abandon rational ity but that you expand
the nature of rationality so that its capable
of comng up wth the solution".

—Robert M Pixsig

Zen and The Art of
Vbt orcycl e Mai nt enance:
An Inquiry Into Values



PREFACE

This dissertation seeks to explicate and evaluate the
central concepts and theses that Jurgen Habernmas puts forward
as constituting a broad theoretical f r amewor k for
under st andi ng contenporary social reality. In the execution of
this task, the dissertation attenpts to uncover the
geneal ogy of Habernas' perspective as well as to lay bare the
radical or conservative consequences his position engenders.
The main concern of this work is to understand and appreciate
t he phil osophical worth of Habermas' point of viewvis a vis the
various other paradigns of social inquiry. The choice of Habernas
as the focal point of the study of critical theory is guided by
the fact that, apart from contingencies of space and tine, he is
perhaps the best living representative of the tradition of
critical theory. This apart, it is only in Habermas that critical
theory has sought to cone to terns with or atleast take into
account the nost recent devel opnents in philosophy in general
and philosophy of social sciences in particul ar. Mor e
i mportantly, he has been a vigorous def ender of soci a
theory that is not only a critique in the radical sense, but also
a nmedi at or bet ween di verse speci al i zed sci ences. H s
unconprom sing espousal of the need for as well as a tireless
effort to realize a wunified societal view is an effective
antidote to positivism on the one hand, and post noderni smon

the other, in the arena of social sciences.



Though, "QOritical Theory' is a nane associated with the
t houghts and theses of the Frankfurt School of the 1930s and the
witings of Jurgen Habermas, it has a history that can be traced
back to the era of the Enlightennent. The 'critical' in critica
theory has a predecessor in Kant's idea of critique, which
under-went significant transformation in the hands of Hegel,
Marx and Adorno to becone central to the theorization about the

origin and devel opnment of the nodern Western society.

In the first chapter, the trajectory of «critical thought
Is plotted against the background of changing ci rcunst ances
to reveal the common thread running from Kant to Habernmas. Wat
is coomon to the thinkers who fall in this tradition is a
concern for their 'present' and an interest in its significance
for the future. An attenpt is nmade to show the continuity of the
critical spirit in Habermas' refornulation of Oitical Theory in

terns of the paradigm of intersubjective conmunication.

If critical theory is to distinguish itself from the
traditional theory, then it nust seek its object vis a Vis
other theories, which fail to nmeasure up to the standards any
theory should neet ie.,it should be an imranent «critique. The
discussion in the second chapter which concerns the debat e
between <critical rationalists and the critical theorists shows
how the paradigm of inter subjective comuni cati on suppl i es
what the critical rationalismfails to provide: the notion of

conmmuni cati ve reason that allows scientific reason to be



understood as appropriate to the world of facts. This nakes

possible a critique of reason's false wuniversalistic cl ai ns.

More inportantly, we shall see, comunicative reason as an
enconpassi ng concept that does not |eave the question of 'to be
rational or not to be? as a matter of decision.

In hi s criticism of the cl assi cal Enl i ght ennent
t hought, Habermas shares Gadaner's view that the role of
tradition and | anguage Is considerable in matters of
under st andi ng human phenonenon. But Haber nmas stresses t he

centrality of ideology-critique in situations characterized by
systematic distortions. Cdting the exanples of Mrxism and
psychoanal ysis, Habermas tries to nake a case for critica

theory (as social theory) as nore relevant than herneneutics
in the contenporary society in that it can critique t he
incursion of functionalist reason into spheres beyond its

limt. These are the issues taken up in the third chapter.

Because the critical theory I's commtted to t he
Enlightennent ideals of autonony and solidarity, It has to

answer the post nodernist challenge to the claim that 1in the

light of significant changes since wor | d war [1, an
understanding of nodernity as a project I S not only
possi bl e, but desirable. Focusing on the debate bet ween
Habermas and Lyotard, we examne, in chapter 1V, whether t he
argunent from the 'postnodern’' condition under m nes Haber nas'

critical project.



Li ke Weber, Habernmas argues that though nodernity enbodies
rationality of, specifically, Wstern origins, yet it has
universalistic clains. But the idea of rationality he devel ops
Is not what Wber understands as purposive rationality, but
communi cative rationality oriented towards consensus. Habernas'
attenpts to defend nodernity in an enphatic nmanner enploying
communi cati ve reason involves assunpti ons t hat can be
guestioned. Also, it arouses the suspicion that Haberms' idea of
critical theory is |less ‘critical’ and has conservative
| eanings. In the final chapter, a critique of comunicative
reason ains to bring into question the clains of Habernas'

reformul ation of critical theory.



CHAPTER |

HABERMAS AND THE HER TAGE OF CRITI CAL THEORY

Since 17th century there has prevailed a kind of t hi nki ng
that is loaded with a neaning of history as enbodied with reason
to be realized in all its potentialities. Hi story, as distinct
fromevolution, is understood as self-fashioning or working out
the potentials contained in the ‘'present'. The break that
characterizes the 'nodern' is read not as arbitrary, a nere
rupture, that cannot be nade sense of, but that which is
definitive and irreversible, because it is accountable in terns
of understanding the world and self-understanding of nman and
thus marking a new epoch. Events such as the Copernican
Revol ution, the discovery of new lands, the French Revolution
are seen as epochal for their clains to universal significance:
what has occurred here and now is likely to have reverberating
effects elsewhere. As Kant, wth the evolution of constitution
in mnd, puts it, "for the occurrence in question is too
nonentous, too intimately interwoven with the interests of

humanity and too wi despread in its influence wupon all parts of

the world for nations not to be rem nded of it, when
circunstances present thenselves and to rise up and rmake
renewed attenpts of the sane kind before". [Immanuel Kant, 1977
p. 185]



Though Kant held a naturalized conception of history and
society, hi3 philosophy accorded a special place to his time
which for himheld out the promse of Enlightenment of humanity.

For, we live in the age of Enlightennment”, and even
t hough mankind is far fromachieving its conpletion, "we do have
indications that the way is being cleared for those to work
freely in this direction and the obstacles to universal
enlightennent, to man's energence from his sel f I ncurred

i maturity, are gradually being fewer" [p. 58],

The know edge that Kant m ght have over read his situation
and not realized the contingencies in the course of history was
avai l able only retrospectively. However, this did not dimnish
the significance of the new epoch, as it has been evident in any

nunber of interpretations of nodernity offered to this day.

Phi | osophically, the significance lies in the inplausibility
of the old idea of Cosmc order or |Idea that provides a
net aphysical basis and unity to Ilife. This inplies that the
truth about the wor | d and life does not depend on the
contenpl ation of a larger order to which everything is
attuned, as was believed by Aristotle. The notion of order and
what constitutes 'the center of things', is now understood as
inextricably tied wth human subjectivity and experience. To

be sure, the Copernican Revolution had displaced the earth as



the center of universe. But Kant foll owed it up wth a
revolution in philosophy that places man, as subject, at the

center of the phenonenal worl d.

This, in a way, was a revolutionizing thought t hat
I naugurated the discourse of nodernity through a phil osophy of
subject. Kant, in his reaction to Hunme, contested that man i s not
just an enpirical subject, a bundle of sense-experience, but a
transcendental subject, who in his self consciousness cones to an
awar eness of what constitutes his experi ence. Kant's
transcendental subject enbodies a critical consci ousness which
inits reflection, lays bare the constituents that nake possible
the unity of experience of the external world, the self and the
unity between the twd. This conmes to be available in the form
of synthetic a priori principles, which Kant tries to work out

in his three critiques.

The fact that Kant produced three critiques indicates
clearly that he had given up on the old notion of reason of the
prenodern world, which could provide substantial unity to
t hought, action and |ife. Wth the weakening of the religious-
met aphysi cal world- views, reason loses its wunifying force and

gets splintered into fornmal principles that serve the functions

of cognition, volition and feeling. Thus these principles
concern the world of fact, of noral obligation and of
aesthetic experience. Wat we have in the place of organic



unity is formal unity in ternms of a reason whose locus is the
subject. The new self-understanding of man is that he 1is no
|l onger a being who is related to cosmc wunity, but one whose
subjectivity is the principle of a differentiated order that

Is in sonme sense in his control or of his own naking.

The recognition of a differentiated world order and the
elevation of man as a subject at 'the center of things' can be
read in two different ways. Positively, it can nean that nan as a
sovereign subject is capable of enlightennment and organize his
own conditions of life. Mre inportantly, he is not only capable
of self know edge, but also defining his self in relation to his
desires, w shes and aspirations, which neans that his identity is
not 'stanped' or acquired wholly externally, froma l|arger order
but self-given in accordance with norns that he recognizes to
be valid.[Charles Taylor, 1977, Chapter 1]. The principle of
subjectivity, can be encapsulated in the followng terns: 1 The
| dea of I ndividual freedom 2. Rght to criticism and 3.

Aut onony of action.

The three historical events that led to the establishnent of
the principle of subjectivity are: the Enlightennent, t he
Reformation and the French Revolution. It is this principle
that underlies the institutionalization of science, |aw and
nodern art. Mddern science setting aside the teleologica

conception of the wuniverse wth a nechanistic conception gave



i npetus to a view of nature as |aw governed and har nessabl e
for human purposes. Mdern politics replacing the nonarchic
authoritarian rule with a constitutional state nade possible the
establishment of rule of Jlaw in accordance wth subjective
rights. And Protestanismproclainmed the insight of the . subject

as the basis of his religious faith against the Church.

Against this background one can understand the rise of
critical consciousness, exenplified in Descartes' critical nethod
or better in Kant's critical philosophy, which nmanifested
itself in doubting or reflecting on everything and seeking an
acceptance of things not on the authority of tradition, but on

the basis of reason. This reason is not a substantial one, but a

principle of thought, action and beliefs that allows for
criticism and rational adjudication. For Kant, enlightennent
neans freedom "to public use of one's reason in all mtters"

[ 1977, p.55]. The wuse of reason presupposes the right to
criticism Freedomto question and criticize I nplies t he

responsibility of owning up one's answer in the light of reason.

One can also read the differentiation of world order and
the elevation of nman as a sovereign subject negatively,as the
tradition of counter-enlightennent has done. This tradition
i ncl udes those who affirm the principle of subjectivity, but
guestion the interpretation of radical enlightenment. Wat this

neans is that a differentiated world gives rise to an abstract



opposition such as nature/self, body/mnd, duty/inclination,

reason/feeling and above all subject/object. According to this

tradition, the opposition results, further, in the privileging of
the former over the Jlatter and threatens the very idea of
subjectivity, for accepting a differentiated wor | d nmeans,
accepting a divided subject. A stress on subject as sel f
conscious and fully rational purged off enotions and inclinations
as the condition of know edge or Enlightennent, which is what
the radical enlightennment does, anounts to the suppression of
t he spiritual side of man: his capacity for spontaneity,

intuition and expressive individualism

This reaction to the main current of Enlightennent cannot
be seen as nerely reactionary in the sense of opposing the
I medi ate devel opnents that preceded the rise of critical
consci ousness, but as being critical of the celebration and
advocation of an one-sided interpretation of the 'nodern' i n
terns of freedom and autonony of action. It was critical of the
dogmatic affirmation of the “present', which needs to be
reconciled in terns of an idea or principle that would rescue
subjectivity from self-negation. This differentiation or split
in the realmof reality is not a harm ess one, but a direnption
or a fissure that reflected itself in the separation of
knowl edge and faith, religion and politics and their connection

to everyday life.



Kant, to be sure, was the first philosopher to turn inwards

and thus nmake philosophy <critical. O course, Descartes who
preceded him had indulged hinself in radical doubting to Ilay
claimto indubitable know edge about self. But what

di stinguishes Kant's critical reflection fromDescartes' doubting
is that the fornmer is inspired by epochal changes around him
such as the rise of Newtonian science. To be critical for him
was to reflect wupon ideas and categorial forns through which
sense-data is nediated. It 1is a reflection upon these forns

that provide access to the world around us, for the world as

it is (the thing-in-itself), Kant woul d say, S
epi stenol ogi cal | y speaking, unavailable. By focusing on the
subj ective side, reflection brings to scrutiny what conmon
sense takes for granted. Thus, the thing that nediates 1is

brought to consci ous awar eness.

What Kant overl ooked was that genuine critical reflection in
bringing to light those categories that nake very t hought
possible nust also indicate those alternatives whi ch are
excl uded. If causality of the if-then kind is taken as
fundamental as Kant did, then, other forns of causality such
as one presupposed in quantum physics is ruled out. In other

words, he confined critical thinking to the justification of

domnant thought or the ruling paradigm Mre than one
commentator has pointed out that the success of Newt oni an
science had sone influence on Kant's table of categories and



synthetic a priori statenents.[Norman Stockman 1983 p. 49]. This

explains why Kant's critique renained restricted to t he

justification of changes around him

It was Hegel who brought out this fact in his critique of
Kant. Hegel's objection was that Kant's critique was not radica
enough, for it makes a nunber of assunptions about the subject,
object and the elenents of experience. "It supposes”, as Hegel
puts it, "that the Absolute (object/world) stands on one side and
know edge on the other and itself separated from the Absolute.
[ Hegel , 1977, p.4]. Thus, Kant's critique, according to Hegel,
contains a 'positive' elenent. Such an account is positive in
the sense it is not thought or reflected over, and hence fails
to be sufficiently critical. For, if critique is a reflection on
what is fundanental view of the object or elenents of experience,
then it should bring to light the origin and evolution of what

Is presupposed . As Hegel puts it, reflection "deciphers the

process of genesis of the objectified knowedge 1in all its
concrete configurations which are those of the hi st ori cal
formation of the human subject."[Hegel, .1977, p.p.70-71]

From Hegel's point of view Kant's critique is not radica
because it neglects the historical genesis and the formation  of
reason and thus ends up as a justification of phenonenal
know edge. |If phenonenal know edge is relative to a categoria

framework, then a critique that ains to overcone the facticity



of the object of knowedge in terns of a t ranscendent al
critique would not do. Wiat is needed is an immanent critique
of the object as well as the concepts enployed. An I mmanent
critique focusing on the concept and object as well, shakes the
| nperativeness of the forner and discloses what it excludes. By
exposi ng t he contradiction between how the obj ect S
understood in terns of certain concepts and what is the case or

what ought to be, immanent critique leads up to a netacritique.

Hegel criticized Kant for conceiving reason as a
tinmel ess category hovering around the vicissitudes of history. In
contrast, he considered reason as historically evolving via
human experience. For Hegel, reason is not just a faculty of
thought (Verstadt) but Idea (Spirit) that is on its journey to
self- realization through history. The variety in history is
not hi ng but the Cosmic Spirit playing Itsel f out its

possibilities.

By transposing the human subject into a Cosmc Subject, the
ont ol ogi cal basis of reality, Hegel accounts for t he
vi ci ssi tudes of thought and history as t he di al ecti cal
progression of the Ildea by self-negation. This negation does
not nean, for Hegel, its annihilation, or its falsity, but its
transcendence of a stage, which has its nonentary truth. The
transcendence marks the transition to a higher stage. Thus,

Hegel, attenpted a reconciliation of the differentiation 1in



terns of an Absolute Subject and Reason that not only divides
but restores the wunity given up by Enlightennent, and thus
endows significance to the nodern as 'higher' stage in
history. Through his critique of philosophical systens of Kant
and Fichte, Hegel addressed hinself to the ‘'present’' as one

requiring an adequate conceptualization of the recognition of

subj ective freedomby a consciousness that is Absolute. This
consci ousness cannot be enbodied in religion, for w th
Enl i ghtennment, religion has split from reason and rel egat ed

itself frompublic life. For him religion has "the power to act
upon and to establish the rights which reason has bestowed" |
Gted from Habermas, 1987b p.25] only when the doctrines of
religion are based on universal reason. But the doctrines of
Protestant Othodoxy pronoted a private religion that had nothing
to do with the institutions of public life. Mdern religion
had becone devoid of the living spirit that could nedi at e

norality which appealed to the mnds and hearts of the people.

Nor did he expect this consciousness to be located in the
political institutions or the constitution of his day. For he
found themas 'positive' as religion in that "the |aws have |ost
their forner life and so too the vitality of the present day has
not known how to concentrate itself in [|aws". [ Hege], 1964,
p. 146]. Wth the differentiation of state and civil soci ety,
the ancient ideal of the state, which fits well wth society to

forman ethical whole, has to give way to a state, based on

10



natural right, that serves private law relationships pr oper
to civil society. In Habermasian terns, the nodern state is a
steering nechanism of private selfish interests of the narket
realm that is ethically neutral and self-regul ating. [ Haber mas,

1987b. p. 38]

Hegel was critical of the nodern state, based on natura
rights, that gave full leeway to individuals to pursue their
private and particular ends, for it becones the source of
antagonism wthin the civil soci ety. This antagonism is
exenplified in "a great mass of humanity sinking bel ow t he
standard of certain Ilevel of subsistence .... which brings
along with it the greater facility with which disproportionate
wealth is concentrated in a few hands once again." [QGted in
Habermas, 1987b, p.39]. Later Marx would theorize this
antagonismin terns of cl ass-struggle. But Hegel was the

earliest to perceive the paradoxical achievenent of a society

commtted to subjective freedom leading to contradictory
results. Unlike his predecessors who ei t her affirnmed
enl i ghtennment or opposed it, "Hegel's philosophy can be seen as
an attenpt to realize a synthesis t hat t he Romant i c

generation was groping towards: to conbine the self |egislating
freedom of the Kantian subject with the expressive unity wthin
man and wth nature for which the age |onged". [Taylor, 1977,
p. 539]

11



But, does this synthesis hold? How plausible is the idea of
a Spirit that underlies Hegel's construal of nature, hi story
and human subject? Does not his resolution turn out to be
unconvi ncing, notwithstanding his analysis of nodernity as
direnption of ethical substance and his idea of critique as a
phi | osophical reflection of +the potential present in all its
contradictions, as reflected in concepts, and a resolution

I manent to 1t?

After Marx and N etzsche and the two hundred vyears of

Industrial developnent, it seens so anachronistic to believe
in a Cosmc Oder or Subject. It seens so far-fetched to hold
the view that ultinmately the progress of thought and history, is

the self-realization of the Spirit. And after the Wrld Wars,
Fasci sm and Auschwitz,the conclusion inevitably follows that the

Hegel i an synt hesis has col |l apsed.

Marx in his inversion and denystification of Hegelian

I dealism perceived the collapse. Accepting the idea t hat
hi story progresses in a dialectical fashion that involves
negati on and sublation, he transposed Hegelian-transposed-
Kantian-subject into a human who transforns nat ure and
hersel f/hinself in a concrete historical mlieu.  "Mn nakes
over nature into expression of hinself and in the process
properly becones man." [Marx in Taylor, 1977. p. 549]. He
denounced the Hegelian synthesis as achi eved in thought

12



only, overlooking the effective direnption of the real. The
foundation of the radical freedom which Hegel speaks of is not
Spirit, but man. The logical path Hegel charted out for t he
journey of the Spirit, for Marx, is the path humanity takes
t hrough concrete struggles in history. This transposition led to

the nost powerful revolutionary doctrine in the hands of Marx.

Part of his critique of nystification consists in show ng
the spurious synthesis that Hegel i an di al ectic achi eves.
Dialectic, for Marx, is both a node of thinking, a theory of
reason - an epistenological category of interpreting reality as
well as a characteristic of the relation that exists between

thought and being. Thus, the secret of scientific dialectics

that iIs supposedly contained in his critique of politica
econony (his critical theory) depends upon conprehendi ng
econom c categories as the theoretical expr essi on of
historical relations of production, corresponding to a
particul ar stage of devel opnent of material production. In
this conprehension lies the possibility of the historical

resolution of direnption by uncovering the specificity of
pre-capitalist social formation which points to a future order

based on entirely new and |iberated formative principles.

Marx can claim legitimately that his critique is nore

radical than that of Hegel's just as the latter clained t he

sane against Kant, by showing that the contradiction bet ween

13



obj ect and concept, universal and particular, which Kant tried to
gl oss over, through his subject-centered epistenology, is rea

one and not as Hegel thought to be one in appearance only.
Hegel understood the problem of nodern society to be one of a
lack of ethical totality or a sense of community owng to the
differentiation in world-views that occurred as a result of the
di ssol ution of netaphysical systens. Pre-capitalist communities
assured thenselves of their identity and wunity by positing a
transcendent norm - naturally, cosnologically or netaphysically
grounded - which gave cohesion to their self-interpretation,
whereas capitalist societies cannot afford any transcendent
norm and therefore any sense of the communal relation of the
| aboring subject to the earth. Freed from the ownership of the
means of production and also relations of slavery and serfdom
whi ch characterized other societies, the l|abourer is also freed
fromorganic relation to the land and to the comunity. [ Seyl a
Benhabi b, 1986, p.111]. Though the freedomof the individual is
abstract in the sense that he is free to sell his labour to
whonsoever he wants, it is still a matter of necessity. Mar x
clained against Hegel that this is a real historical process; a

product of the historical process that has to be negated.

Thus, the difference between the critique of Hegel and
that of Marx turns to be a substantial one in the sense that the
former reconciles the contradictions or di st ance bet ween

uni versal and particular, subject and object in a retrospective

14



manner, while Marx argues t hat reality S essentially
contradictory and needs to be transforned. Thus Marx's critique

turns out to be a prospective one.

If Hegel's contribution to the grand tradition of
critical theory consisted in his theoretical contribution in the
form of netacritique, Mrx's contribution lies in showing that
the task of a critique is to achieve identity between subject
and object, universal and particular, or in |less abstract terns,

the resolution of contradictions that afflict nodern society.

That is the task is a practical one. As he puts it, in his
critique of fetishism of comodities, "Fetishism is t he
expression of a node of social life in which the socia

relations and the social content of activity are conpletely

"thingified', reified and treated as abstract exchangeabl e
units. So, the critique of fetishismains at restructuring
social life by transformng the social node of production into

one which does not exist outside individuals as their fate.
The goal is not to return to an "original fullness", but to
devel op a society of universally devel oped I ndi vidual s, whose
social relations, as their communal rel ati ons are al so
subordinated to their communal control". [Gted in S. Benhabib,

1987, p. 117].

After the defeat of left-wing working class novenents in

Western Europe, the collapse of main left-wing parties in Gernany

15



into reformst novenents, the degeneration of the Russi an
revolution into Stalinismand the rise of Fascismin Europe. it
becane essential to take a fresh look at Marxism and its

contentions.

Accounts of why the Marxian hope was never realized are
many, offered by different Marxist scholars. But one of the
fundanental difficulties which Marxism faced and still does is a

theoretical one :the reconciliation of radical freedom t he

promse of all revolutions, and non-oppositional, reciprocal
relationship with nature. |In the times before the dissolution of
nmet aphysi cal wor | d- or der of traditional soci eties when

wor | d-views were supported by a notion of objective reason, the
rel ati onship between the individuals, the society and nature were

understoodaccordingtotheir positions assignedinthe scheme of things.

The objective reason both accounted for and guided nen's relation
to the world outside. In the philosophy of Hegel, the idea of
spirit allowed for the unity of identity and non-identity of
subject and object, for, as Hegel puts it, "nmen see a larger
order and identify with the differentiated structure of society
as reflection of this order". [C Taylor, 1977, p.550].But since
Marx had transposed the spirit into historical man, hi s
phi | osophy produced an aporia : the absence of reason (Verunft),
as opposed to reason as understanding (Verstadt) that nediates
men to the world in a manner free of contradictions. The

contradi ctions of the capitalist society, that Marx highlighted,
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could not be seen primarily in economc terns, as Marx did and if
done leads to the illusion that a radical change in the forces of
production and the relations of production would destroy the
contradictions. This was one of the lessons that the Russian
revol uti on taught us, because the contradictions that have cone
to pervade other social relations are not a reflection, a nere
effect of capitalist econony, but a reification that can be
traced back to the dissolution of substantive reason and the
dom nance of subjective reason. In other words, a materialist
grounding of Hegelian idea of history would not suffice, as
Mar xi smwoul d still need sonething to replace reason in the
stronger sense: a reason that would articulate the contradictory
nature of reality and guide its transformations. The project of
transformation would not take off wthout the nonent of

recognition and reflection that only a stronger sense of reason

can acconpli sh

George Lukacs, the Hungarian Marxist phil osopher, tried to
rectify this error in Marxism He tried to deal with the problem
of transformation as an act of choice of “translating ripe
conditions of revolution into reality" (Taylor 1977, P.55) or
letting things be. H s argunent was that "historical materialism
in which the proletariat becones conscious of itself is also the
sel f-knowl edge of capitalist society because of the pivotal
posi tion occupied by the workers within bourgeois... relations of

production" (CGeorge Lukacs 1971, p.299) According to him the

17



proletariat, the real subject turned into object by history,
through a sel f-conscious act would achieve this.

Before Lukacs is criticized for his attenpted solution, |let
us note his achievenent. It consisted in developing a theory of
reification based on Marx's analysis of comodity fetishism In
the capitalist econony, where all things are turned I nto
comodities, i.e. having exchange value, |abour power 1is also

weighed in terns of commodity value. Wile the first leads to
coomodity fetishism the latter forns the first step to
reification, for once the relations of production are seen in
commodity terms, then other social relations too suffer the sane
fate, with varying tine and degree. |In fact, this thesis was
further elaborated by the latter day thinkers |ike Adorno. Now
the reification t heory al so expl ai ned t he process of
rationalization, understood as inherently reificatory. No doubt
Max Weber was the first to recognize the nature and role of
rationalization in nodern society. By ‘'rationalization' \\ber
neant fragnmentation of work in order to achieve nmaxi num out put,
the replacenent of traditional values based on personal |oyalties
with rational legal systemof formal rules, the bureaucratization
of both public and private sectors, the pervasive spread of
instrunmental rationality oriented to finding the nost efficient

nmeans to achieve given ends etc.
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But Weber was wong, Lukacs contended, in thinking that the
process of rationalization was irrevocable and that it would
ultimately destroy the subject altogether. Lukacs believed that
the process would find its limt that is built in the very idea
of formal reason. The proletariat, the real subject of history,
which faces the brunt of the rationalization process, and
occupies the pivotal position to carry out the the historical
task of transformation, would resist the rationalization process.
Sonehow, Lukacs found the various |abour novenents in Europe as
an evidence of the resistance.

But Lukacs argunent was circular. H s argunent was
tantanmount to saying that rationalization process would neet its
end when the self- transformation of the object into subject s
achieved and it is in the realization of the subject-object

identity lies the redenption of reason in the stronger sense.

Further, Lukacs solution does not inprove matters. | t
presupposes a Hegelian reason that nedi ates the consci ousness of
the proletariat to the world. For Hegel, it was phil osophy that
was supposed to play the role of the nedi ator. For Lukacs it is
Marxi sm that plays the role of consciousness-raiser. Lukacs'
attenpted Hegelian solution of infusing consciousness I nto
reified subjects is a piece of jugglery that does not confront
the problemof providing a rational account that brings to
reflection the reified reality and at the sane tine guide the

practice of overcomng it.
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The politico-econom c devel opnents, both in the East and
Vest belied Lukacs' revolutionary hope. The degeneration of
socialism into Stalinism conbi ned W th t he I ncreasi ng
bureaucratization of |ife brought out the weakness in Marxist
conception of politics and confirnmed Weber's prenonitions about
the rationalization process. |In Wstern Europe, the depressing
economc conditions conbined with the immnent war threw the
whol e idea of working class self-enmancipation into serious doubt.
It becane quite clear especially in the US. that the working
class is well-integrated into the system

The followng years saw a radical break in the Marxist
thought that cane to be identified as Wstern Marxism [Perry
Ander son, 1976]. What distinguishes this Iline of thought,
associated wth an inpressive array of intellectuals such as
Walter Benjamn, Herbert Marcuse, Theodor Adorno and others is
that Marxism can no longer be considered as the heir to
Enlightennment. Wat began as a new era, in history, in which man
seened to realize his cognitive powers and capacities to express
hinself through nature, achieve solidarity in  which t he
particular and the universal neet, turned out to be nearly its
opposite. Cognitive powers were discovered and wused against
nature. But they acquired an autononous devel opnent which seens
to take the history in a different direction. Self, instead of
becom ng aut ononobus, had becone dependent and even cone to be
dom nated by a  process. whi ch, Max  Weber has call ed

rationalization. And solidarity of nen had cone to nean a system
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mai nt enance in which particulars had begun to dom nate each ot her
and its universal appeal was shed off. History 1is neither
dialectically progressive, as Mrx thought, leading up to a
proletarian revolution nor does it exhibit/irresistible expansion
of productive forces to which social structures nust inevitably
adjust. The new idea of history, as punctuated by sudden breaks
and as unanenable to linear assessnent is well captured by Walter
Benjam n: "the angel of history... his face turned towards the
past ; where we perceive a chain of events, he sees one
cat astrophe which keeps piling weckage upon weckage and hurls
it in front of his feet. The angel would like to stay, awaken
t he dead, and nmake whol e of what has been snmashed. But a storm
Is blowng from Paradise; it has <caught his wngs wth such
viol ence that the angel can no longer close them This storm
irresistibly propels himinto the future to which his back 1is
turned, while the pile of debris before himgrows skyward. Thi s
stormis what we call progress". [1940.p.p. 259-60]. Such was
the gloom in which this despairing thought energed of which the
Frankfurt school, wvariant of Marxism constitutes the nost

i nportant and radical stream

This gloomis nore evident in the case of Theodor Adorno,
whose pessimsmwas so conplete that Lukacs called him the
permanent resident of 'Hotel Abyss' [M Jay, 1984, p.187].
Extrenely conscious of what went before, Adorno refrained from

giving any conclusive fornmulation of his theses with the result
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his thought conprises features that apparently do not go together
and is best understood as a 'constellation', as Martin Jay. puts
it [1984, p.14]. Adorno, first of all, is a Marxist who accepts
the Marxian analysis of commodity fetishism and Lukacs' theory of
reification. But he does not accept an economc explanation of
reification. He develops the reification theory into a critique
of instrunmental rationality to give an account of the dialectic
of Enlightennent that construes reification as a necessary
consequence of the rationalization process. H's contention S
that the instrunmental reason has pervaded the cultural sphere
too, which was nost evident in the developnent of culture
i ndustry. Wth the loss of the "magical' in art, followng the
di ssol ution of nmet aphysi cal wor | d- vi ews, and t he
de-auraticization of works of art, there existed the potential of
bourgeois artist realizing his fulfillnment through his expression
in art. But the developnment of culture industry, linked to
mar ket econony, dissolved the potential, not by transformng
works of art into comodities, but by producing fungible itens
for sale in the market. The aura of the magico-nystical world
induced cultically, is replaced with pseudo-aura to give the
effect of individuality to what are in fact totally standardized
commodi ti es. Taking nusic as exanple Adorno contends that
fetishization took many forns such as the cult of star conductors
and perforners, the obsession with technical perfection in hi-fi
equi pnent etc., [Jay 1984, p. 122]. "The devel opnent of culture

i ndustry”, Adorno along with Horkhei ner contends, "had led to the
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predom nance of the effect, the obvious touch and the technica

detail over the work itself - which expressed an idea but was
| iquidated together with the idea". [Adorno and Hor khei ner 1972,
p. 125]. The underside of "fetishismof nusic was the regression
of hearing, which neant a growing inability to concentrate on

anything but the nost banal and truncated aspects of conposition.

Culture industry, by putting to (ms) use autononous works
of art has contributed to the distortion of art forns. Tr agedy,
for exanple, is identified wth anyone who does not co-operate,
whereas its paradoxical significance once lay in a hopeless
resistance to nythical destiny. CQulture is the perennial claim
of the particular over the general as Ilong as the latter is
unreconciled to the forner. But all that culture industry could
provide was pseudo-individualism that narked the power of
exchange to wundermne the non-identical in the admnistered

world. [Martin Jay 1984, p. 124].

In the world domnated by instrunental rationality, where
the reification of consciousness appears so conplete, genuine art
can be a source of aesthetic sublinmation, which culture industry
represses, only by representing the fulfillnent of br oken
promse. [Adorno and Horkheiner 1972, p.140]. Art does not hold
out any prom se of reconciliation as Lukacs believed. In fact it
categorically denies any such possibility. Hence, Adorno prefers

art over science for the latter has totalizing pretensions.
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Borrow ng Benjamn's concept of mnesis Adorno identifies
the task of art as the imtation of reality, both social and
natural. By capturing the suffering of the subject it protests
agai nst social injustice. And by its pure nmateriality, art
di splays the pre-rational mnetic inpulse that 1is irreducible.
Its Utopian elenent consists in being true to the idea of
non-identity. This neans that it cannot affirm in an absolute
sense. It cannot re-enchant the world as the culture industry
does. It can point to the constellation that expresses a hope to
be realized : irreducible, non-heirarchical and non-oppositional

rel ati onshi p between subject and object.

O the Frankfurt school thinkers, Adorno renains inportant
even today. As early as 1930, Ador no in hi s article
' Subj ect-object' [Adorno 1978] carried out a critique of the
subj ect, which foresees the post nodernist critique of subject in
many ways. Citicizing Hegel's onto-theological basis of wunity
bet ween subj ect and object, he identifies the ideas of Aufhebung,
t he di al ecti cal transition and Ei nnerung, menory, t he
reinternalization of the externalized as categories that only
achieve forced reconciliation between the wuniversal and the
particular. O constitutive neta-subject, he says, "the basis of
humani st ideology, is an illusory hypostatis, a false totality of
I ndi vi dual subjects"” [Adorno 1978, p. 501]. What shows up
faithfully in the doctrine of transcendental subject is the

priority of relations - "abstractly rational ones detached from
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human individuals and their relationships - that have their nodel

I n exchange" [Adorno 1978, p. 501].

The critique of exchange principle is quite central to his
Negative dialectics. The separation of subject and object is a
result of abstract thinking, which is a function of the abstract
market. By treating relationships between the subject and the
object analogous to fungible itens in the market and then
hypostatizing this as objective is known as nystification in the
Mar xi an sense. Wiat is a product of false thought, a derivative
of false reality is posited as the natural. Adorno along wth
Marx condemms nystification for concealing social I nequal i ties.
According to him when the principle of exchange, by virtue of
its imranent dynam cs, extends to the living Ilabour of human
beings, it changes conpul sively into objective inequality nanely

that of social classes [Adorno 1973, pp. 177-78].

But unlike Marx and Lukacs, Adorno refuses to see the sphere
of production as the source of this nystification. According to
the latter, it is the privileging of the production that has Iled
to the replacing of the constitutive neta-humanist subject wth
prol etariat-subject, which anmounts to retaining the dom nant

rel ati onshi p between subject and object.

Adorno understands "reification as forgetting". This does

not nean just a logical extension of commodity fetishism as it
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did for Lukacs, but the suppression of heterogeneity. And
overcomng reification does not nean re-nenbering sonething that
I s di snenbered, the perfect wholeness or original plentitude. It
neans the restoration of difference and non-identity to their
place in the non-heirarchical constellation of subjective and
objective formhe called "peace". This is clearly foreseeing the
devel opnent of post structuralist thought. But unlike t he
post-structuralists, Adorno did not give up the notion of subject
altogether. He only insisted on the preponderance of the object,

irreduci ble to, although not unnedi ated by, our active subject.

What Adorno and Horkheinmer did was to detach the idea of
reification fromthe context of capitalist society and link it up
with identity-thinking, which pre-dates the institutionalization
of instrunmental reason. | nst runent al reason, t hey say,
presupposes identity-thinking, which al r eady cont ai ns t he
potential for domnation of the object. This is clearly evident
in the definition of subjective reason as the capacity to act in
terns of neans and ends. The relationship gives the point of
view of the subject and not the nanipulated object. Thi s
intransitive relationship stands in conplete contrast to the
m netic, non-oppositional relation that existed prior to the
di ssol ution of objective reason. And because of the l|oss of
substanti ve reason, there is a new star in the constellation that

cannot be suppressed : non-identity [M Jay, 1984, p.21].
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Al nost all phil osophers since Hegel have attenpted to gl oss

over the problem of non-identity. Adorno thinks that the
differentiation in reason and corresponding split in truth,
justice and beauty have cone to stay. Hegel i anism and Marxi sm

hitherto have tried to overcone this differentiation through a
spurious identity thinking. Positivismand variants of realism
have sinply taken all reason to be instrunental/subjective reason
and have either assuned the identity between subject and object
as obtained in enploying subjective reason or have been
indifferent to the existing oppositional nature of non-identity
enbodied in the relationship between subject and object. What
Adorno calls negative dialectics suggests an entirely different
proposition: the unity of identity and non-identity of spirit and
nature can only be suggested, referred to or gestured towards.
It cannot be conceptualized, for we do not have a concept of
reason that gives unity to the differentiation, by retaining the
non-identity. Hence, negative dialectics points to a truth which
suggests the idea of constellation of «collective subj ect,
I ndi vi dual subject and object (nature/society), each occupying
its place and the idea of peace as contained in non-identical,
non-oppositional relation between the three. The Frankfurt
school had initially commtted itself to the programme of
inter-disciplinary materialismowng to traditional phi | osophy
comng to an end and sciences becomng enpirical. But Adorno's

phi | osophical position that opts for a collaboration between
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negative dialectics and aesthetic theory, stands in conplete

contrast.

In this connection it is interesting to note that the butt
of Adorno's critique is not just instrunental reason traceable to
the Enlightennment, but the very idea of reason known to Western
t hought, starting from Geek phil osophy. That s to say,
according to him it is that reason has not just cone to be
i nstrumental reason but reason is domnation and suppression of
non-identity. Western reason which originated in the mnetic act
to master otherness by becomng like it, culmnates in the act of
projection, which via technology of death, succeeds in nmaking
ot herness di sappear. (Seyla Benhabib 1986, p. 165]. He tries to
trace the problemto |anguage itself. For |anguage separates the
object fromits concept, the self fromits other, the ego from
the world. Language acquires a nmastery over the world, the other,

by reducing it to a technical substratum

A critique of the above kind opens itself to an objection
that "if the plight of Enlightennent reveals the culmnation of
the identity logic, constitutive of reason, then the theory of
the dialectic of Enlightennent, which is carried out wth the
tools of this very reason, perpetuates the very structure of
domnation it condemms. The critique of Enlightennment is cursed

by the same burden as Enlightennent itself". [Benhabib, 1986, np.
169] .
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Actual ly, Adorno and Horkheinmer were not unaware of this
problem a totalizing critique of reason is either self-refuting
or nmust give up the claimto discursive nonment of truth. Hence,
they turn to aesthetics. For only art can capture non-identity as
truth. Thus a critique of Enlightennent <cast in terns of a
critique of comodity fetishism and reification of consciousness
(Marx), transformed itself into a critique of reason  as
I nstrumental reason and generalized it to Western thought as such
has the result of devaluing theoretical know edge and the
relinquishing of its connection to the social sciences. [Habernas

1984, pp. 386-91].

Adorno, despite the radical break fromthe tradition he was
I nfl uenced by, shared a framework wi thin which he worked out his
critique of instrunental reason and which Jled his variant of
critical theory i.e., negative dialectics, to a dead end: the
phi | osophy of subject. This phil osophy puts subj ect or
consciousness at the centre of things. Though Adorno is critical
of this privileging of the subject, he is equally caught up in it
in so far as he does not take the centrality of |anguage and
comuni cation to thought seriously and thus ends wup criticizing
the phil osophy associated with the subject as one at the service
of self-preservation. Wiile Lukacs tries to overcone this
difficulty i.e., the difficulty of reason at the service of self

preservation by suggesting a revolutionary change by t he
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prol etariat-subject, Adorno vacillates between a nostalgia for a
past, where nen related thenselves to nature in a mnetic way
that did not confront non-identity as a problem and hope for a
future that recognized the unity of identity and non-identity.
Wi | e Lukacs kept his variant of critical theory rooted in a
Marxi st framework that included his thesis of reification, Adorno

sought the redenptive potential in works of art and aesthetic

t heory.

As opposed to the non-discursive, non-conceptual approach to
social reality, which contains little enancipatory potential,
owng to its allegiance to the framework of phil osophy of subject
/| consciousness, Habernmas proposes, following the [linguistic
turn, a shift of paradigmto comunication theory. Devel oped
out of the sociological works of Herbert Mad and Emle
Durkeheim the paradigm assunmes that human beings produce
t hensel ves and reproduce society, regulated not just by cognitive
- instrunental rationality, but conmunicative reason that 1is
built into the linguistic nmediumof the species. According to
Haber mas, the formal split in the tradition of objective
reason reflected in the differentiation of the spheres of
cognitive - instrunentality, nor al - practicality and
nor al -aesthetics as wel | as t he process of sel ective
rationalization can only be understood against a reason enbodied
I n conmuni cative action. Comunicative action, in the strict

sense, iIs different from other types of action, nanel y.
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teleological, normatively regulated and dramatalugical, in that
it is oriented towards reaching an understanding of situations
that give rise to divergent interpretations. In a sense, it
enconpasses other three, in so far as it brings to theoretica

reflection the validity clains that are inherent in speech acts.
Haber mas uses the notion of communicative action to highlight the
I nseparability of neaning, intelligibility and understanding from
validity, rationality and assessnent. This helps critical theory,
on the one hand, to go beyond interpretative social science that
| ays over - enphasis on the synbolically pre-constituted nature
of reality, and on the other, avoiding the defect of systens

theory in not taking note of the cultural nediation of socia

processes.

Corresponding to what S called Sinnerverstehen or
interpretative understandi ng, Habermas maintains, there is the
life-world which forns the backgr ound for every day
communi cative practice of life. It exists in the form of norns,

custons and rituals enbodied in the institutions of society.

Life-world not only accounts for everyday |I|ife, but also for
three fundanental aspects of social reality: r epr oducti on,
I ntegration and socialization. I ndividuals acting within the
horizons of the Ilife-world reproduce soci ety; acting In
co-ordination with weach other achieve/social integration; by

interpreting and reinterpreting the elenments of culture, they

achi eve i1 ndividuation and thus socialization.
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Si nce noder ni zat i on of soci ety pr esupposes t he
rationalization of the life-world and subsequently the system
too, what exists as presupposed and unquestioned hitherto, cones
to be examned as rational/irrational, justifiable /
unjustifiable, legitimate/ illegitinate etc. Whber had seen the
rationalization process as increasing domnation of purposive
rationality. Horkheiner and Adorno, followng him were led to
deny every trace of reason in the structures of nodern life.
Haber nas opposes this as an one-sided interpretation of the
rationalization process. He thinks that nodern society as it has
cone to be in the twentieth century, proves that the U opian
content of the Enlightennent thought is ideological, but not a
nere illusion. Habermas witing about the paradoxical nature of
the process says "it mnmakes possible a systematically induced
reification and opens the Uopian perspective from which
capi talist nodernization has always been faulted for dissolving
traditional formof life wthout salvaging their conmmunicative

substance.[Cited from MCarthy, 1984, p.p. Xxxvi]

What is wong with nodern society is not that 'instrunental
reason has gone wild* but that the differentiation of society
into system and life-world, ow ng to t he i nbal anced
rationalization process, has led to the onslaught of
functionalist reason of the systemthat overrides the clains of
comuni cative reason in different spheres. Wat is required is

the salvaging of this reason and its restoration in societal
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I nt eracti on. Habermas has attenpted a nove in the theoretica

perspective of the above kind to pull critical theory out of the
| npasse that limted the choice either to radical transformati on
(Lukacs) or an intellectual exercise in gesticulating towards

truth that is wthout normative groundi ng (Adorno).

From Haber mas' perspective it turns out to be that from Kant
to Adorno, the nodel of understanding of the relationship between
subj ect and object rests on treating the subject as one who has
an objectivating attitude towards the other. And the object as
one that can be represented, gained control over. From this
perspective, the attributes of the mnd or the capacities of the
subj ect, such as knowi ng and acting, serve the function of nere
sel f-preservati on. This nmodern idea of sel f-preservation
understood as rationally pursuing one's own end or securing one's
own continued and contingent existence is a shrunken version of
the pre-nodern idea of self-preservation. This means that every

being strives to realize the end that is imutably intrinsic to

its essence according to the natural order. But Adorno's and
Horkheinmer's critique of reason as instrumental reason has
retai ned the nodel of philosophy of subject. The critique of
instrumental reason is still tied to the nodel that instrunenta
reason itself follows. Because a pre-nodern idea of self

preservation cannot be rehabilitated and the nodern idea amounts
to dom nation and suppression of identity and difference through

the exercise of reason, they think, it seenms no |onger possible

33



to articulate explicitly what is lost in the Instrunentalization
of reason. Wat is lost can only be hinted at : mnesis i.e.,
the capacity to accommobdate the other, identify yet nmaintain a
di stance, a relationship in which the surrender of the one to the

other does not involve a loss of self, but enrichnent. [Habernas

1984, p. 390]

But Habernmas contends that the rational core of mnetic
understanding is salvageable only if the paradigmof subject is
given up. That is, if one assunes, that there is one and only
rational way of relating to the other. To be sure, according to
Haber mas, the paradi gm of subject-centered nodel which operates
with cognitive-instrunmental reason is nore suited to the sphere
of nature. Wuat is needed to elaborate this nodel is a nodel of
I nt er subj ective understandi ng or communi cation, which puts the
cognitive-instrunental reason in proper place as part of a nore
enconpassi ng comuni cative rationality. Wat is gained in this
reworking of the nodel is that the inage of a solitary subject
oriented towards the world in an inevitably objectivating manner,
on which everyone 1is fixated, is replaced by an inage of
community of subjects as participants oriented towards the world
and each other in an inter-subjective manner. This has the
virtue of conceiving the truth not as an accurate representation
of the object by the subject, but argunentatively achieved

consensus by the participants in comunication.

34



The preceding account of the trajectory of the phil osophy of
Enlightennment as well as its critique can be succinctly sumed up
by crystallizing it in terns of the various notions of critique
entertai ned by phil osophers from Kant via Hegel, Marx and Adorno
and finally, to Habermas. In tracing the path of the philosophy
of Enlightennent, it is possible to discern the fluctuating
fortunes of the critique. Though Kant can be <credited wth
becomng conscious of the significance of nodernity for
phi | osophy, his critique renmained limted to the idea of self
refl ection through which the subject conmes to be aware of the
categorial determnation. Though he was inspired by the changes
around him such as the rise of Newtonian science and the French
Revol ution, he understood the philosophical neaning of 'critique'
and ‘'criticismt as the 'subjective udgenent' about t he
‘obj ective process' of history or society or nature. It was this
that provoked Hegel to criticize Kant's critique as not radica
enough. For Hegel, nodernity is a philosophical problem in the
sense that the differentiation in value spheres of science,
norality and aest heti cs, acconpani ed by institutiona
differentiation in econony and polity neant a divided ethica
life. Mdern civil society neant the loss of comunity. Thi s
neans that a critique cannot nerely refl ect on t he
differentiation, but nust also focus on the contradictions and
crisis - ridden nature of society. Ohe could say that Hege

reestablished the original relationship between 'critique' and
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‘crisis', which was lost in the wearly Enlightennent era.

[ Benhabi b 1986, p.p. 19-20].

One sees the preservation of the Hegelian sense of critique
in Marx when he applies critique to the analysis of capitalist
node of production. As was noted above, Hegel ~could radicalize
Kant's idea of a transcendental critique by questioning the
facticity of the categorial framework itself, thus clearing the
way for netacritique. Metacritique brings out what is inplicit
in the critique of knowl edge. FromHegel's point of view, Kant's
critique is abstract, a characteristic of the early Enlightennent

spirit, for it does not accept know edge except on the basis of

one's own authority, and which follows one's own conviction, or

even better to produce every thing oneself and regard only one's
own act as the true". [Hegel 1977, p. 49]. Since an abstract
critique does not take into account the objectified products of
manki nd, the system of presuppositions, the tradition that nakes

critique possible, what it excludes or negates remains an

abstract or indetermnate negation.

Though Marx found fault wth Hegel for overcomng the
splintering in an idealistic fashi on, he retai ned t he
netacritical dinension of Hegel's thought: that which exists as
real is historically fornmed;, what 1is as having  becone.
Metacritique does not nerely question or criticize but reveal the

formation of the 'existent'. This has a defetishizing effect in
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that the 'existing actuality' reveals what it is not. Mar x' s
di stinction between imanent and transcendent Utopia depends on
his acceptance of Hegel's neta-critique which alone can bring to
fore the nornmative potential that is. contained in the present.
The process of negation and subl ation, avowedly a human task,
does not exist as a possibility in an external sense but as

I mmanent in the subject of critique.

Wth Marx, ‘'critique' no longer neant ‘recognition' and
‘reappropriation' by the concept of an objective historical
configuration of the social and political totality, which Hegel
termed as objective spirit. [Benhabib 1986, p.33]. Marx was the
first to show the inpossibility of the speculative experience,
whi ch Hegel ' s phil osophi cal discourse tries to explicate. Wth
the dissolution of Hegelian systemcritique is no longer a purely
phi | osophi cal enterprise. "Philosophy has becone worldly and the
nost decisive proof of it is that philosophical consciousness has
been drawn into the tornment of struggle not only externally, but
internally as well. "[Marx, cited in S Benhabib, 1986, p.33 ; in
Grbis Kortian 1981, p.p.41-42].

Oitical theory of the 1930s fully endor sed Mar x' s
opposition to Hegelian idealism The dialectic of speculative
t hought which Hegel understood to end up in absolute know edge
was interpreted as a determnate negation and an unfinished

dialectic of material det erm nati on. This neant that the
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Auf hebung situati on where thought and being, subject and object
cone together is wunachievable. But critical theory adopted
Hegel's critique to criticize both t he rationalists and
enpiricists to undermne the foundationalistic pr et ensi ons,
whet her conceived in epistenol ogical or ontological terns. In
Its criticismof positivism as it becones evident in the next
chapter, critical theory enploys a netacritical argunent to show

that the Enlightennent science is ideological in nature.

Wth Habernmas, who perhaps is the best living representative
of the critical tradition, the idea of «critique preserves the
influence of all the major thinkers discussed above. In the
Kantian sense, it nmeans self-reflection on the conditions of
know edge and the <constitutive interests: "it interprets the
historical conditions for the constitution of a constellation of
interests to which, as it were, the theory still belongs through
the acts of cognition ... "[QGted in GKortian, 1980, p.46; also
Haber mas, 1973, p.p.1-2]. Rem niscent of Kant's critique, Habernas
sets out to differentiate three types of knowl edge and the
constitutive interests. But |ike Hegel, Habermas is conscious of
the fact that the differentiated val ue spheres can be a source of
strife and alienation. This explains his interest in reason in
the stronger sense, which is not just <cognitive in the narrow
sense, but normative in that it nediates the differentiated
spheres and, at a different |level, theory and practice. Wat is

constitutive to reason for Habermas, in the enphatic sense, is a
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bias for enancipation from alienation. The emanci pat ory
di mrension of reason is not conceived as an abstract possibility,
an Utopia, but a real possibility that 1is contained in the

actuality of the 'present'.

Li ke the Frankfurt school, Habermas is acutely conscious of
the dissolution of the Hegelian system and construes t he
emanci patory project as a prospective task. He considers Marx's
historical materialism as offering an explanation of socia
evolution, "which is so conprehensive that it extends to the
conditions of the possibility of the rise of the theory itself as
the condition of its application". [Gted in G Kortian, 1980,
p. 46; al so Habermas 1973, pp. 1-2]. Though he, like the Frankfurt
school, does not hold Marx's ideology critique as valid under
changed circunstances, he retains the Marxian sense of critique:
" as concerned wth social praxis, on the one hand, which nmakes
know edge possible; on the other hand, it is concerned wth a
political praxis whi ch 'S consci ously directed t owar ds

overturning the existing institutional system" [QGted in G

Kortian, 1980, p.46; also Habermas 1973, pp. 1-2].

It is in this way Habermas seeks to capture what he
considers to be the core of critical theory that is supposed to
run through the neaning-shifts that the concept of critique has
undergone. That core, according to him Jlies in a concern wth

the present and the idea of 'present' as crisis-ridden though
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enbodying a potential for the future. The followi ng chapters are
devoted to an understandi ng and eval uati on of Habermas' attenpt
to develop this core and thus bring about significant revisions
in critical theory through an active engagenent with alternative
phi | osophi cal standpoints that have animated the contenporary

scene in the phil osophy of social sciences.
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CHAPTER 11

CRI TI CAL THEORY AND CRI Tl CAL RATI ONALI SM

The critical theory,of the Frankfurt School as a theory of
nodern Western society, including Haber mas' refornul ati on of
it,has concerned itself with the developnent of a notion of
reason and its enbodinent in the history of nodern society.
While looking at the historical background of the theory, we
noted how this concern can be traced back to Kant via Mrx and
Hegel. The energence of critical theory can be understood in the
light of the fact that the hitherto net aphysi cal basis of
wor | d-views had collapsed owing to the Enlightennent 'discovery'
that there is no cosmc order that 1is rationally substantive.
Reason, subsequently, canme to be wunderstood not only as an
organizing principle of cognition, but also a potentially
organi zing principle of society. It is this notion of reason
that underlies the thesis of rationalization in Wber and the
Frankfurt school - a notion of reason that has its roots in the
natural scientific nodel of Newton and which gradually nade its
I npact on society as a whole. In the political realmthis inpact
can be seen in "the establishnent of a republican form of
governnent wth guar ant ees of civil | i berties and an
institutionally secured public sphere; in the economc sphere as

the establishnment of social space for the free pursuit of one's
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own self- interest, so far it is conpatiable with a like pursuit
by all other individuals". [Thomas McCarthy, 1984, p. xvi].

There is another tradition that has flourished on the Gernman
soil, nanely, critical rationalism which clains Kant as its past
master and itself as a heir to the Enlightennent and which is
equal |y concerned with reason but nore as a category of thought
and criticismand also as an intellectual tradition that has
shaped the course of nodern society. In the pursuit of know edge
this reason is critical in the sense that it puts to test
know edge-cl ai ns through argunentation, i.e., the nethod of tria
and error and thereby seeks to secure their objectivity. To be
‘critical', ‘'rational' or *reasonable*, according to this
tradition, neans adopting the attitude, "I may be wong and you
may be right, and by an effort, we nay get nearer the truth",

[Karl Popper, 1974 p. 1086] - an attitude supposedly reflected in

the purest form of scientific approach, and derivatively
reflected in any society fit to be called 'open'. Such a
rational and open society 'S characteri zed by  vigorous
conpetition anong individuals and schools, social I nstitutions

such as journals and congresses that pronote conpetition and a
state which tolerates free discussion [Karl Popper, 1976, p.96].
Oitical attitude, though as old as pre-socratics, and strongly
formulated by Kant's critical philosophy is properly crystallized
only in nodern logic and in the enploynent of deductive nodel in
scientific explanations. Thus, deductive logic is the theory and

organon of all critical thinking and hence of reason itself.
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In early 1961, in a conference on the logic of socia
sci ences, Karl Popper, the nost articulate representative of
critical rationalist tradition and Theodor Adorno, one of the
prolific contributors to the tradition of critical t heory
presented their papers dealing with issues prinmarily concerning
the foundations of social sciences. Though the papers failed to
bring out the differences in the open, it is possible to take
stock of this debate nearly three decades later in the [light of
the theoretical developnents that took place in the follow ng
years. Mre inportantly, for the purpose of evaluating the
clains of critical theory especially its conprehensive notion of
rationality, it is necessary to examne the claim of «critical
rationalism whose representatives, Karl Popper and Hans Al bert,
formulated their theses sharply. Notwithstanding the fact that
the debate was marred by polemcs, nutual | abelling and what
Habermas called 'shoulder shrugging' and ‘'pretending to be
stupid', [Habermas 1976. P. 224.], it highlighted the contrasting
| mages of science and scientific met hod, ont ol ogi cal
conceptual i zation of society, the issue of value, and above all,
the idea of reason. The debate began wth Kar | Popper
enunciating, wth his characteristic clarity, his fundanental
position in epistenology (Citical Rationalism, philosophy of
science (hypothetico-deductivism and phil osophy of soci a
sciences (nethodological individualisn). The articulation of his

central assertions is done in terns of twenty-seven theses whose

synoptic view is in order.
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Critical rationalismrecognizes the progress of science as
characterized by fallibilistic approach i.e., critical approach,
which is one of trial and error. No natter where it gets its
ideas from science puts themto critical testa. The nethod of
science consists of bold fornulations of hypot hesi s and
experinmental test, and retains only what survi ves as
corroborated. [Popper, 1976, p, 89] What Is 'corrobarated' , as
opposed to 'refuted', has withstood the test of experience. That
Is, it has survived the test of contradiction between theory and
experi ence. The objectivity of a ‘'corrobarated” theory 1is
guaranteed by the fact that it 1is never beyond argunentation.
Qur know edge is always tentative and can never achieve the
quality of certainty. Truth is not neasured in terns of
concl usive proof but in terns of degree of explanatory power of a
theory over its predecessor, in terns of higher truth-content and
| ower falsity-content [Popper 1972, p.46]. The case of social
sciences is not different. They do not <call for a different
net hod just because they deal with human beings as the tradition
of Get st eswi ssenschaften  presunes. Nor can t hey be seen
differently owing to the role of Ilimted generalization and
absence of laws. Views that call for different nethod, such as
the one nentioned above, msunderstand the scientific nethod
enployed in natural sciences. The objectivity which natura
sciences claimneither lies in the scientist's attitude nor

depend on the object investigated. The objectivity of science
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lies in the possibility of intersubjective testing to which our
theories can be subjected. The intersubjective testing is carried
out in terns of a nethod which Popper calls hypothetico-deductive
nmet hod whose core is constituted by deductive logic which is not
only "the theory of transmssion of truth from the premses to
the conclusion, but also the theory of retransmssion of falsity

fromthe conclusion to at least one of the prem ses". [Popper,

1976, p. 98]

Hstorical inquiry is simlar to inquiry into nature, except
that the former s <carried out by reconstructing the past
hypot hetical |y, wusing singular causal statenents. This apart,
| ar ge- scal e Interpretations of hi st ori cal phenonena are
perm ssi bl e, provided they are accessible to critical discussion.
Qitical rationalism is deeply suspicious of terns such as
‘unfolding of history', 'laws', 'neaning’ and 'interpretation',
[ Popper, 1975, p. 102], that offer a totalistic perspective on
history. As in this case of nature, what we know is Ilittle and
Is always uncertain. As in the case of natural sciences, our

explanations in history are always tentative solutions to what

we think is not in order.

Sociology is different fromhistorical inquiry to the extent

that it involves lawlike assunptions regarding regularity of
behavior. It is autononous in the sense that it is free of
psychol ogi cal categories. |Its appropriate subject-matter is the
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study of the uni ntended consequences of human actions: study of
social events that no one desires or anticipates. For Popper,
obj ective understanding consists in realizing that the action was
objectively appropriate to the situation. This has been achieved
to a great extent in econom cs. The nethod consists in the
analysis of the logic of the situation, also <called situational
logic. The virtue of this nmethod is that it enables our

conclusions to be enpirically criticizable and capable of

| mpr ovenent.

As is evident, critical rationalismputs a heavy premum on
a nethod that is logically rigorous and demands enpirically
testability. That I S, its central cat egori es are
experience,testabi lity, criticismetc. And its values are truth
(i.e.verisimlitude), objectivity, enpirical content, explanatory
power etc. Qitical theory, in contrast, operates with different
categories: totality, dialectics, nediation, identity etc., which
are considered inportant for a social theory that seeks adequate
under standi ng of a given social phenonmenon. And its nethod is
opposed to deductivismand its notion of truth is enphatic i.e.,
not just epistenological, but conprehensively suited to the study
of the object. Truth applies not only to statenents, but to

soci ety and bei ng too.

Pl aci ng epi stenol ogi cal questions at the centre of things as

crucial for the determnation of questions about the world and
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its subject is peculiarly nodern. Descartes , Kant and the
critical rationalists have done this in different ways. The
primacy of epistenology has been questioned by Hegel in his
critique of Kant, the netacritique, as we noted above, and by
Wttgenstein in his criticismof Cartesian tradition. Critical
theory, to justify its espousal of immanent «critique has
performed a simlar critique of the epistenological clainms of
critical rationalism in relation to subj ect, obj ect and
experi ence. The I mranent criticism shows t hat t he
epi stenol ogi cal nodel of critical rationalism assunes a nunber of
t hi ngs, which when reflected upon begin to |ook inplausible.
This critique is well supported by the recent devel opnents in the

phi | osophy of science.

Popper's over—all phil osophi cal posi tion, including and
especially his view of scientific know edge has been subjected to
severe criticisns, both factual and |ogical. Though sone of the
criticisns can be net by Popper or his followers by making sone
nodification in the over-all schene of «critical rationalism
there are many criticisns which underm ne Popper's position. Such
criticisns can be traced, anong others/to Kuhn and Feyerabend. CQur
intention here is not to recount all those criticisns and
anticipate the possible defense by Popper and his followers.
Rat her, we confine our attention to criticisns that are nade or
can be nmade fromthe point of view of Habernmas, who tries to cone

to ternms with certain issues raised by Popperian position. O

a7



course, incidentally we nention certain anti-Popperian renarks
of Kuhn which have an affinity at |least apparently, wth the
basi c thrust of Habermasian critique of Popper. Qur intention
here is to see how Habermas's understanding and evaluation of
Popper's position, provides him an occasion to ef f ect a
nmet anor phosis so far as the concept of critique is concerned and

thus give a new turn to the tradition of critical theory.

First of all,critical rationalism nmakes too nuch of the
concept of falsification and puts it to uses t hat are
historically fal se and nethodol ogi cal |y m sl eadi ng. No doubt,
Popper concedes that absolute falsifiability is, in principle,
ruled out and that relative falsification depends upon agreenent
upon 'basic' statenments that identify/a counter-instance. However,
falsification, as a criterion for denmarcating genuine from
pseudo- science could be taken seriously only if one assunes a
sinpler view of reality and research process; only if it is
assuned that research process is Ilike a ganme in which the
i ndi vi dual engages her / hinself with clearly laid down rules
that separates 'basic' from 'non—bkasic' statenents, true from
false like black from white. Ohe also assunes that the
researcher is clear about what she or he is looking for or that
she or he is working wwth well- articulated hypothesis that are
| ogi cally sound, such that, confronted with a "counter-instance",
she / he perceives the contradiction between her or hi s

hypot hesis and reality.
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The actual research experience is nmuch nore conplex. It is
a communal activity backed by a repertoire of rules and

procedures that guide the individual scientist's approach- Every

step in the process is related to a rule or a standard, inplicit
or explicit, that assunes the sanction of the peer group.
Factors such as nut ual recognition, consensus t hr ough

communi cative action are central to what s later hailed as
di scovery or contribution. As Habermas puts it, "research is an
institution conposed of people who act together and comrunicate
with one another; as such It det er m nes, through the
communi cation of the researchers, that which can theoretically

lay claimto validity" [1976, p.152].

The instances Popper draws attention to, in nat ur a
sciences, nmay appear to be cases of falsification in the
Popperian sense: Lavosier's experinments on cal ci nati on, t he

eclipse expedition of 1919 and the recent experinents on parity
conservation etc. But they are, as Kuhn points out," called forth
either by a prior crisis in the relevant field or by existence of
theory which conpetes with the existing canons or research |
Kuhn, 1974, p.80]. Popper blacks out such prior conditions from
his view and thus finds in them instances of a nethodol ogical
rule that defines science as such, not realizing that the
recognition of prior conditions would be ill at ease wth
anything like an unconditional logic of falsification. |In fact,

the recognition and articulation of such prior conditions are
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unavail able to anything like a logic of science . They are
anmenable only to an idiomwhich is sociological and not | ogical.

And it is here that Popper and other critical rationalists mss
out on the crucial insight of social science:the preunderstandi ng
that provides the framework for carrying out a group activity -
an understanding that is inplicit; and that exists in the
background and enables the very activity. In short, what
critical rationalism lacks is the reflection that research
activity presupposes a practical orientation on the part of the
scientists, whose individual contributions depend on drawi ng from
the common fund of experience that is locked in the traditions of
research. Popper's way of dividing research activity into a
series of steps (the problemhypothesis, test and falsifaction/
corroboration) is in order with the logic of discovering i.e.,
research conceived in a logical continuum but hardly has any

bearing on the crucial aspects of scientific practice.

Probl ens, both theoretical logical and enpirical, have been
identified by the critics of Popper to show why falsificationism
cannot conceptualize scientific practice adequately. Wile at the
formal level it seens to be better than verificationisnm it is
not clear how it could work at the Ilevel of actual scientific
practice as well as the critical rationalists claim In a
situation where a scientist has put a theory to test and faced
with apparent contradiction between it and 'facts', what should

she/ he do? Should she/he give up the theory or should she/he try
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to explain away the apparent contradiction? Considering the fact

that a theory is devel oped over a period of tinme and has proved

itself to be well ' corrobor at ed' by scientists nakes

it

difficult to set it aside in the face of a/contradiction. As Kuhn

says, "Normally the practitioner is blamed and not the tools"

[1974.p.803] Scientists wusually try to adopt the option
retaining their theory by dissolving the contradiction. And
the problem persists for a sufficient period of tine (which
relative) or if it generates nore problens, then a crisis may
perceived and an alternative explanation may be sought.
critical rationalists oppose this nove as detri nment al

scientific progress. Arguing against conventionalists such

of
i f
S

be

The

to

as

Duhem who see the test situation not as one in which single

scientific proposition is conpared wth results of enpirical

observations, but wth a whole system of propositions,

falsificationismtreats experience as playing a decisive role
the outcone of test-situation. Conventions, they hold, mght
nmet hodol ogi cal |y convenient and the decision to apply them
save theories from falsification have always run the risk

| muni zing effect (Popper, 1972, P.30]. Admttedly,what counts

in
be
to
of

as

falsification, and under what conditions, is not given but bound

by tradition and to this extent,critical rationalists can allow

conventional i sm as net hodol ogi cally necessary. But the question

of validity, they argue, is never wholly a natter of convention.

In conparison, a critical theorist |ike Habernmas woul d not have a

problemwth the distinction between the conventionality
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validity of rules as he hinself argued against relativists 1in
favour of the distinction between the character of social
facticity and rational validation of know edge' clains [Habernas
1988, p.170] - a point to be discussed in the next chapter,

Habermas's objection is that the critical rationalist s not
aware of what nore is involved than nethodologically explicated
rules. As Habermas puts it, "It is certainly not sufficient to
know the specific aimof an investigation and the rel evance of an
observation for certain assunptions. Instead, the neaning of the
research process as a whole nust be understood in order that |
may know to what the enpirical validity of basic statenents

refers at all..." [1976, P.203].

At the level of scientific practice a «criterion of
falsification is not only insufficient but also inpossible. A
critical theorist argues that falsification as a nethod appears
possi ble only because the falsificationist assunes that at sone
level 'facts' or 'experience' play a decisive role in judging the
status of theory. But the fact is that the scientist is in a
guandary as nmuch in a 'refuting' instance as in a 'confirmng'
instance. The reason is that the rules by which she/he is guided

are not just logical but institutional too.
Thi s practi cal pr obl em engenders t he pragmati c

interpretation of science given by Habernmas. Rules, Habernmas

mai ntains, "notivate us (the scientists) to orientate decisions
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of this sort towards an inplicitly pre-understood goal but they
do not define it. W behave in this way in the course of
everyday conmmunication and also in the interpretation of texts.
V¢ have no choice when we nove in a circle and yet do not wish to
forgo explication" [Habermas 1976, p.p.201-202] That this
circularity is not peculiar to scientific research is also
recogni zed by Popper elsewhere (1968, p.p. 109ff) when he
di scusses how the systens of judicial norns and the facts of a
case are related in a fashion that judges cannot apply the rules
in a nmechani cal fashion, but only in an interpretative nmanner,
whi ch neans that the rules cannot be independent of the facts of
the case. To quote Popper, "The case is analogous to that of basic
statenents. Their acceptance is part of the application of a
theoretical statenent, and it is only this application which
makes any further application of t he t heoreti cal system

possi bl e". (1968, P.I1 O ff).

The significance of the role of practical know edge,
inplicit in rules and conventions that are learned in the course
of doing and known as 'knowhow and the <circular character of
understanding in which what is inplicit is brought to reflection
in an interpretative fashion is the legacy of the Herneneutic
tradition, dating back to Schleiernmacher and D lthey. The
post-enpiricist philosophy of science has incorporated this
herneneutic insight, as exenplified in the works of Kuhn,

Feyerabend, Mary Hesse etc., to show, for instance, in the
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hi story of physics the 'data’ are not nerely theory-dependent, in
t he Popperian sense, but paradi gm dependent and that theories are

devel oped not according to the principle of falsification, but
according to the requirenents of the paradigm which constitutes
the tradition of thought for a period. As Mary Hesse puts it,
"t he | ogi c of sci ence IS circul ar i nterpretation,
reinterpretation and self correction of data in terns of theory,

theory in terns of data" [Qted fromHaberms, 1984 p.109]

The critical rationalists surely underesti mate t he
I nportance of the role of tradition as a nediating force in
resear ch pr ocess. Scientific activity, whet her one of
theory-building or theory- testing cannot be carried out
I ndependently of sone tradition and the mnmatter of enpirica
exam nation or crucial testing would depend on how a given
tradition inforns the practice. Citicismas a tradition, they
seemto lose sight of, is a conmponent of a paradigm of research
and it does not cone into force everywhere in the course of
research. And in sone cases, it remains idle in the sense that it
plays no role in the changes that take place in research
practice. Kuhn gives the exanple of Ptolemc theory as one having
been replaced, before it was tested [1974,p.805]. Feyerabend
gives instances where critical testing in the Popperian sense
could have been an hindrance than an inpetus to scientific

progress [1978 Chapters Il &I11].
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The congruence between the type of critique of critical
rationalists' construal of science which Adorno and Haber mas have
carried out at the conceptual level, and the critique which the
post-enpiricist philosophy of science has offered S not
fortuitous. Both of them point to the fact that scientific
activity cannot be adequately wunderstood at the |evel of
nmet hodol ogy alone. In a nmanner remniscent of Hegel's critique of
Kant, critical theory criticizes critical rationalism for
restricting itself to a level of reflection that does not touch
guestions of historico-sociological aspects of nethodology. To be
sure, both Kant and Popper were nore reflective than the
positivists in that they tried to give a transcendenta
justification of science (Kant in terras of a priori categories
essential to objective experience and Popper 1in terns of his
phi | osophy of trial and error and his nodel of evolutionary
epi stenol ogy). But both of them have not reflected upon the
genesis and formation of what they think is central to science,
viz, scientific reason. Thus, there iIs a need for a
radi calization of the types of reflection on know edge engaged
in by Kant or Popper. In the case of Kant , such a
radi calization has to account for the historical devel opnent of
the subject of know edge, conceived as a self formative process.
In the case of critical rationalism the radicalization inplies
taking into account the historical devel opnent of what they take
to be scientific reason.Coviously, such radicalization would

result in going beyond Kantian and Popperian terns.
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Even though Popper has connected rationality and criticism
toatradition, i.e., the critical tradition, it is not unfair to
say that he conceived of critical reason as independent of any
tradition. This 1is wevident in the fact that he conceives
traditions as settled nodes of behaviour and as analogous to
theories that "are instrunents by which we try to bring sone
order into chaos in which we live so as to neke it rationally
predictable" [Gted in Peter Wnch, 1974 p. 901] Wat is nore,
he conceives critical tradition itself as a natural fact, a
contingent thing to be preserved against the irrationality of
other traditions, which, from the point of view of critical
rationali sm does not provide an adequate account of reason and
its enbodinment in sciences. On the one hand, Popper accepts
deci sionism since he is against giving a priori grounds for our
acceptance of critical tradition. On the other hand, he feels the
need to provide a rational basis for our choice of «critical
tradition. The precariousness of his position, as we shall see,

is fully exploited by his opponents I|ike Habernas.

Just as Hegel's critique of Kant revealed the abstract
separation of subject and object and the categories in terns of
which the latter is understood, critical reflection on critica
rationalist account of science reveals the separation of nethod
and practice, tradition and reason. This is because, as Al brect
Wil ner points out, the transcendental <criticism offered by

critical rationalismremains partial and thus is unable to ground
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reason [Gted from Norman Stockman, 1983, p. 51]. The inner
limt of critical rationalism is t he principle of
non-contradi ction that nothing is and not is. This 1is trivially
true and its application presupposes the thing to which the
principle is applied as unchanging. "Nothing is and not is",
which is derived out of "whatever is, is", does not say anything
about that are and have undergone change. D alectical thought,
an anathema to critical rationalism in contrast, attenpts to

cone to terns wth the statics and dynamcs of reality.

To put it in less abstract terns, deductive 1logic cannot
conprehend scientific practice, for the latter is dynamc while
the forner deals with form Deductive logic cannot explain why it
must apply to reality, just as Kant could not explain why
preci sely those categories, which he laid bare are indispensable
for objective experience- an irony, Adorno points out, that
lapses into irrational ism Thi s pr edi canent of critica
rationalism has been used by radicals |ike Feyerabend to debunk
nmet hodol ogy as such, whereas, noderates |ike Kuhn have responded
by insisting on providing a historico-sociological dinension to
t he phil osophical reflection on science. No doubt, Kuhn does not
transcend or nullify the distinction, between internal and
external historiography of science. In fact, he seeks to renain
within the internalist framework. However, he tirelessly espouses
the need for providing sociological terns of discourse for a

hi st ori ography which believes in the autonony of the cognitive.
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The shift of interest from nethodology to history and
sociology is intelligible fromthe point of view of dialectica
t hought, as the result of nethodology's interest in anchoring
itself in the context-bound scientific practice. Radi cal | y

separated from the object, nethodol ogy ends setting up its own

ideals, like sinmplicity, explanatory power, objectivity etc.,
that are too abstract. Oitical rationalism in so far as it
absol uti zes nethod over object, is guilty of distorting the inmage

and practice of science. Citicism the organon of which 1is
deductive | ogic, in so far as it takes the latter to be
constituent of thought cannot go through the nonent of reflection
to recognize that thought and object are not radi cal |y
separate. D al ectical thinking perceives the distinction but sees
the relation as inseparable. Hence it avoids the mstake of
privileging one over the other. For it, neither 1logic nor
facts/experience is sacrosanct as it is for critical rationalism
It is conscious of the fact that one presupposes the other.
Met hodol ogical rules are articulated wwthin the frame work of
practice/research experience. But the latter is carried out wth
the inplicit idea of the rules. This circularity is perceived to
be vicious only because the law of non- contradiction is taken to
be fundanental to thinking as such and as that which cannot be

reflected upon.

Simlarly, the relationship between reason,fact and attitude

is to be understood in a dialectical manner. That 1is, deductive
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thinking needs non-deductive justification. Because critica

rationalismdraws a strict line between theory and experience,
facts and values, context of di scovery and cont ext of
justification and assunes that all knowedge 1is geared to the
deductive ideal, it cannot take recourse to other forns of

justification and hence, remains ungrounded.

But Popper's own argunents, as Habernmas points out, against
I nductive thinking, instrunental view of science, the idea of
source of know edge etc ., are not strictly deductive. Popper
chanpions the cause of falsifiability wth reasons, nmaxins,
quasi - noral ideas that cannot be related strictly in terns of
premses/and concl usions. As Habermas puts it, "A reflection on
what Popper hinself does nakes us aware of the netatheoretical
di scussions in so far as they advance beyond |inguistic analysis.
On the one hand, Popper pursues the immanent critique of given
theories and in so doing enploys the systematic conparisons of
| ogi cally conpelling deductions. On the other hand, he devel ops
alternative solutions, he makes suggestions of his own and
attenpts to support them with argunents. |In this, he cannot
confine hinself to the wverification of deductive connection
"11976, p.210]. Presumably, Popper does not attach nuch
i nportance to the kind of reasoning that presupposes attitudes,
val ues and notivations that in turn require justifications. They
nevert hel ess, occupy an inportant place in his espousal of

critical rationalismwhich is the core feature his philosophy.
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Hence, he |eaves the belief in criticism as belief in reason,

which is a faith anong faiths.

From the perspective of critical theory nothing could be
nore ironical than this conclusion. |If decisionismis accepted it
becones a matter of luck, that there is sonmething called the
‘critical tradition' that has been able to influence t he
devel opnent of sciences. The survival of this tradition,
according to Popper, is a contingent thing: to be accounted in
terns of certain positive features of an 'open society' such as
t he phenonenon of conpetition, belief in freedomof thought and

progress, sponsorship of the state etc.

What is striking about this account of science, even if it
is factually wunobjectionable 1is that it is scientistic in
Habermas' sense i.e., as faith in science - the conviction that
we should no |onger apprehend science as one form of possible
know edge but should identify know edge with science (Habernas,
1976, p.213]. Since, according to Habermas, positivism is
"scientistic self- wunderstanding of the sciences" [Habernas,
1974, p.4], critical rationalism is not di fferent from
positivism In fact Adorno and Habermas are not alone in
characterizing the Popperian philosophy as positivistic despite
Popper's disclainers. von Wight characterizes Popper and his
followers as "the heirs" to the neo-positivism of the Vienna

circle" [von Wight 1971 p.9]. von wight goes to the extent of
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saying, "this sonmewhat patricidal anti-positivismof Popper and
his followers nmust not be allowed to obscure the historic
continuity... nor to blur the contrast wth other professedly
anti-positivist currents of contenporary philosophy” [ 1971,
p.175]. He traces it back to the thoughts of Conte and M1I. Wat
I s supposedly distinctive about science,the critical nethod, 1is
used as a normfor the neta- theoretical self wunderstanding of
all sciences. This anounts to the establishnent of the nonopoly
of scientific know edge and concealnent of the interests that
pronote the ethnocentricity of scientific subcultures. But
critical nethod turns out to be scientistic even in Popper's
sense when we see that this nmethod does not apply to natural

sciences thenselves and are falsely projected on to socia

sciences. The critique of a false account of natural science,
which gives central place to nmet hodol ogy such as the
met hodol ogy of falsification, undermnes the possibility of
upholding the unity of scientific nethod, which the critical

rationalists argued for. As is well known, one  of t he
di stinguishing features of positivismis the belief in the idea
of unity of nethod. The critical rationalists in their critique
of positivismargued that the positivists were msguided in the
search for a unity of nethod by wunderstanding it as "carefu

generalization from observation." For science they argued is
usual |y specul ative and daring. However, Popper clains in the
dispute with Adorno that he had al ways opposed the aping of the

natural sciences by the social sciences. But, as is evident from
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his witings, Popper believed that there is no fundanental
het erogeneity in nethod, though there are significant differences
bet ween natural and social sciences [N Stockman, 1983 p.123].
Thus Popper's attenpt to underplay the distinction between
natural and social sciences adds a great of credence to von
Wight's characterization of critical rationalismas essentially
posi tivistic.

Hans Al bert is clear on this issue. Gting exanples from
natural  sciences which distance thenselves from enpirical
knowl edge of everyday life, he wonders, "Wy should things be
different in social sciences?" He accuses Haber mas of
privileging coomon sense or everyday know edge in the name
her meneuti cs and pedi gree over performance of theories. And he
asks, "Wuat can be done if after enpirical exam nations other
theories stand the test better than those with better pedi gree?”
[ 1975, p.167-68]. The crucial differences between natural and
social sciences, for him consists in that in the latter values
enter the realmof study at the level of object, whereas in the
former values cone into consideration only at the Ilevel of
net a- 1 anguage. But this difference according to Al bert, does not
call for a different nethod. The social scientist can decide,
conventionally, to exclude value considerations and proceed val ue
free. O course, the decision itself night be governed by sone
consi derations of value such as useful ness, better explaining

power etc., but this is true of natural sciences too [N Stockman

1983, p. 133].
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In order to assess what is wong wth the critical
rationalists' conception of social science and how it enbodies
| deol ogi cal features, let us take a look at the debate between
critical rationalists, on the one hand, and, the tradition of
Cei st eswi ssenshaften thinkers and later Wttgenstein inspired
anal yti cal phil osophers, on the other, who have argued for a
distinct nmethod for social sciences. The «critical rationalists’
claim that those who argue for a distinct nmethod for socia
sciences entertain a msconceived understanding of nat ur al
sci ences, which partly support their clains for nethodol ogical
dual i sm [ Popper, 1957, p.134]. Because they assune positivistic
| deas such as natural sciences are in search of causal |laws to be
di scovered inductively, they <conceive social sciences to be
herneneutical or interpretative in search of neaning and val ue by
the nethod of 'verstehen'. And what 1is nore, the so- <called
net hod of verstehen remains equally 'positivistic' upon closer
examnation. In the words of Hans Al bert, 'Herneneutic positivism
in the theory of Geistesw ssenshaften is in this respect to be
considered as a parallel phenonenon to the sensati onal i st
positivism which one tine had a certain influence on the
devel opnent of natural sciences...Both phil osophical t endenci es

accentuated direct, pre-theoretical experience as a neans of

know edge; only in the one case it was outer, in the other inner
experience, " the other laid greater value on the experience of
nmeani ng whi ch I n t he conpr ehensi on of socio-cul turally
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significant relationships seam to play an anal ogous role" [Gted

fromN. Stockman, 1983, p.| 36J.

Al bert attributes to historicist herneneutics the view that
a "historical process is a systemof events, which bear their
neaning in thenselves and which should be grasped in their
context of neaning directly i.e wthout the application of
uni versal standards or laws [N Stockman, 1983, p.136]. The
nmeani ngs enbodied by the events, according to Al bert, are
understood by the herneneutic phil osophers as given. what the
hi storicist herneneutics is opposed to is the view that the
hi storical phenonena can be judged in terns of absolute and
timel ess standards and "the explanation of the course of history
and hence of social and cultural phenonena by nmeans of universal,
tineless laws, on the nodel of the natural sciences can be given"
[N St ockman, 1983, p. 133]

The critical rationalists' assertion that the nodel of
verstehen is positivistic in the sense that it depends on a
notion of 'given', that involves 'imediacy', cannot be denied of
early herneneuticians such as Dlthey. In Dlthey's theory of
understandi ng expressions such as 'enpathy' (under st ood as
‘transference of one's self into a given unity of expression of
life)', simultaneity of the interpreter and his ' obj ect ',
‘reproductive feeling of the psychic states of others', etc,)
play an inportant role. It is this which gives plausibility to

the sensualist interpretation of early herneneutics.
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Dilthey was one of the wearliest thinkers to outline the
hermeneuti c basis of nethodol ogy of social sciences. Since he was
| npressed by the ideal of objectivity 1in natural sci ences, he
wanted to ensure this for the cultural sciences too. Thus, we
have the distinction between systematic cultural sciences, whi ch
take their object in permanent structures and isolatable partial
systens of social |ife, that include study of |anguage, econony,
state, law, religion and art and historical and cul tural
sci ences whose object is concrete devel opnental structures and
the self- formative processes of specifiable social subjects. The

| atter covers the area extending from biography to world history

[ Haber mas, 1972, p.184].

The critical rationalists, l'i ke Al bert, are right in
characterizing the nmethodol ogi cal assunptions of her meneuti cs,
such as the one nentioned above, as positivistic. Dilthey, i ke,

Kant before him conceived of the subject of knowedge as a
solitary being. The subject who enpathizes another person or a
work shares a structure in the sense that structure 1is already
present in his own experience. And what happens in the process of
understanding is designated as the transference of one's self
into a given unity of expression of |ife. The objectivity of
know edge consists in the virtual sinultaneity of the interpreter

with his object. The wunder current of the Kantian idea of

objectivity is all too evident.
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A critique of early herneneutics outlined above has cone
within the herneneutic tradition itself. Heidegger and Gadaner
have done much to give respectability to herneneutics as a
uni versal node of understandi ng, which provides a vantage point
to critique science as a formof know edge. Habermas, influenced

by this tradition, offers a different critique.

According to Habermas, "the nethodological basis of the
historical cultural sciences is obviously too narrow for the
systematic ones. They do not restrict thenselves to t he
explication of neaning structures but analyze lawlike relations
between enpirical variables. To the extent they are nonol ogical
sciences, they nust enploy enpirical-anal ytical procedures. Yet,
to the extent that they pursue the intention of the cultural
sciences, they remain bound at the sane timre to the
net hodol ogi cal franmework of hernmeneutics and do not I|ike the
natural sciences, enter the behavioral system of instrunenta
action." [Habermas, 1972, p.185].The problem of reconciling
enpirical -anal ytical procedures with herneneutic principles was
not resolved by Dilthey, but he was the first to attenpt a
solution systematically. As Habermas points out, the problem
remains with us today, but the situation is better in the sense
that our conception of science has shed the pretensions of naive

objectivism To this end, «critical rationalism has Bade its

contribution via its critique of positivism
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The «critical rationalists take wup issue wth | at er
Wttgensteinian conception of science conceived as one |anguage—
gane anong other ganes. Scientific nmethod is conceived as rules
internal to the gane such that the ganes are incomensurable;
for, each of themis a different social formof |I|ife [Stockman,
1983, p.137]. Peter wnch, wunder the influence of | at er
Wttgenstein, expounded an idea of social science that goes about
Its business of understandi ng social phenonena, not in terns of
net hod and categories that professional social scientist brings
with him but in terns of concepts that are peculiar to the form
of life under study. Since concepts and reality are two sides of
the sanme coin, social science nust take adequate account of

concepts immanent to the reality to be understood [1958 p. 123].

Al bert, reacting to Wnch, makes, «curiously, tw charges
that are apparently at odds wth each other. He thinks that
Wnch's social science is a prioristic as well as positivistic; a
prioristic because it demands intuiting the conceptual structure
of a form of Ilife to wunderstand what belongs to it and
positivistic because it takes the neaning and truth of what is to
be understood as given [Stockman, 1983 p.|46f].He goes on to say
that Wnch's idea of social science as well as Wttgenstein's
phi | osophy is conservative and inimcal to the «critical spirit.
As he puts it, "Theory and criticism expl anati on and
enl i ghtennent di sappear together and give way to a conservative

descriptivism which is suited to the unexpl ai ned acceptance and
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uncritical taking over of whatever already exists, as it 1is
enbodied in traditional formof life" [Gted from Stockman, 1983
p. 148]

Before discussing what is inadequate about a purely
Interpretative approach to social phenonenon, as is suggested by
Wnchi an social science and its lack of critical thrust, it is
necessary to examne the assunptions of critical rationalism in
terns of which the fornmer is rejected and an alternative as an
adequate nmethod is being offered. To repeat the queer objection,

Wnchian interpretative science is both 'a prioristic' and

‘positivistic'.

For a view of social science under discussion, concepts,
rules and | anguage as such are central to the wunderstanding of
human phenonenon. This is so because human beings, unlike
physi cal objects or aninmals see thenselves and others in terns of
| deas, values or significance. To understand a piece of action or
practice involves knowi ng what goes with it in ideational terns.
And the relationship between themis internal, wunlike the one
bet ween an obj ect and a concept. For instance, " the concept of
war bel ongs essentially to ny behaviour. But the concept of
gravity does not belong essentially to the behaviour of a falling

apple... "[Wnch. 1958, p, 128].
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In contrast, we have theoritical rationalist arguing that
soci al phenonmenon ought to be understood in terns of nodels that
avoid positing 'entities' or 'essences' behind observable events.
These nodel s are abstract and theoretical in character in that
they make do without 'things' or 'essences' :they enable us to
understand all social phenonena in terns of "individuals", their
attitudes, expectations, relations, etc - a postulate which nmay

be called 'nethodol ogi cal individualism" (Popper, 1957, p.136].

Popper's argunment is directed against variants of 'holisn
and 'historicism that tend to reify features of social reality
as independent of individuals who are part of it, which then call
for explanations in holistic terns. But, according to Popper,
social reality is nothing nore than individuals who part take in
it and their relationships. As a Popperian puts it, "take away
the attitudes of shop-keepers, local authorities and housew ves,
and instituitional objects such as ration books shrivel into bits
of cardboard. [J.WN Watkins, 1973,p.89.]. Wrds such as
‘capitalismi do not refer to any feature of social reality but,
neverthel ess, help characterization of It in terns of
constructs/ nodel s that explain the phenonena in which particulars
/ individuals exist and interact. Since any characterization in
abstract terns such as ‘'spirit of +the age', 'bourgeosie' ,
‘revol utionary class' etc., cannot be enpirically anchored, they
can always be msused in sweeping explanations that are not

anenable to enpirical testing or refutation. Therefore, the
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"holistic' terns are to be substituted by theoretical concepts,
whi ch, though cannot be related to observable particulars via

i ndividualistic types, can find a place as analytic aids in the

schene of expl anati on.

Wnch is not a nethodol ogical ‘essentialist'’ in t he
Popperi an sense, nor does Popper have him in mnd when he
criticizes essentialism But it is instructive to discuss Wnch's
social science to point out sonmething very inportant which
expl anations of nethodol ogi cal individualist kind cannot account
for : that particular features cannot be understood wthout a
general idea. Over and above individuals, attitudes, expectations
etc., an explanation requires concepts that are not brought from
outside by the social scientist but are taken from the "context,'
or 'formof life' in Wnch's sense. And the concepts are not
intuited, as A bert says, but understood in terns of particulars.
The process of understanding involves a novenent from general to
particular, from concept to reality within the context of the
phenonenon. This is the herneneutic insight which was nentioned
above in connection with scientific nmethod and the actua
practice of science. Analogous to the situation of the scientist
who has to decide whether to take a given 'fact' as a
‘counter-instance' to a theory under test, a sociologist or an
ant hropol ogi st, who is confronted with a phenonenon that is
seemngly unintelligible, cannot resolve the problem by an act of

deci sion whether to apply his standard of intelligibility or not,
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but nust look for a criterion in the context itself. The adequacy
of an expl anation always depends on how well it captures the
internal relationship between the concept and object, | anguage
and -reality. Methodological rigour, sought to be provided by
met hodol ogi cal i ndividualism cannot escape the herneneuti cal

circle of understandi ng.

The circular character of understanding is true not only at
the level of sciences, but of understanding as such. Thus, Steven
Lukes, arguing against Watkin's interpretation of nethodol ogical
individualism says that it is not clear how any socia
phenonenon can be wunderstood in terns of I ndi vi dual s /
particulars, when it presupposes relations that can only be nade
sense of in terns of concepts that are general. The working of a
bank, the arny march, proceedings in a court room activities in
a stock-exchange involve individuals and their observabl e
behavi our, but one understands themonly to the extent that one
al ready understands the concepts of banking, arny, stock market
etc. Here understanding is itself an explanation [Steven Lukes,

1973, p. 126] .

The tradition of social sciences which is influenced by the
Gei steswi ssenshaften has found language to be the key to
understanding alien forns of life. It is in language, it argues,
that culture and whole ways of looking at the world and life are

couched. This cones out clearly in the experience of ‘'culture
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shock’ : what cornea as a shock is not just due to the
unfamliarity of the situation; for wunfamliarity of t he
situation is itself due to the inaccessibility of 'neaning that
gives sense to the social object. To know the neaning is to
participate in the formof life; to use the I|anguage that goes

wthit.

The issue at stake between interpretative social science and
met hodol ogi cal individualist science is not just nethodol ogica
but conceptual too. That is, it concerns the very idea of social
science. Fromthe fornmer's point of view a nomnalistic theory of
| anguage m ght achi eve nethodological rigour and ontol ogical
austerity, but would fail to do justice to the task of
understanding; for, it does not recognize the dinension of world
di scl osing, which all natural |anguages have. The problens of
translation and the difficulties in cross-cultural understanding
draw attention to the distinctiveness of individual |anguages and
forme of life. The anthropological experience of running up
against the limts of language is a remnder of the fact that
what the social scientist brings with him as 'theory' and
"knowhow is not enough, if genuine understanding is to take
pl ace. The case of Evan Pritchard's study of Azande Wtchcraft
illustrates the dangers of ethnocentric understanding, which
consists in extending what is peculiar to one culture to others

I n a pseudo-uni versal manner.
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But Wnch's conception of social science seens to be partial
in that it does not discuss how an enphatic interpretative
approach to social phenonenon in terns of the relevant form of
life open up the possibility of «criticizing it. He seens to
endorse Wttgenstein's view that a formof life is 'given' in the
sense of 'take it or leave it', when he infers that no criticism
IS possible or worthwhile, given the fact that there is no a
priori universal idea of rationality available by which we can

judge a formof life to be correct or incorrect.

Qoviously, for both the critical rationalists as well as the
critical theorists, an idea of social science without a critica
thrust woul d be unacceptable, as we noted above, even though they
woul d assent to the proposition that there is no self evident
idea of rationality that social science could exemplify. The
rationality available at hand, the «critical rationalist would
argue, is of criticism which is characteristic of science.
[ Popper, 1972, p.347-48], To be rational is to be open to
criticismand |earning new things, which is possible only if what
one says is falsifiable. But we have seen above that if to be
critical is defined so broadly, it is not clear what is necessary

about 1t? Wiy should one be critical?

Because critical rationalismidentifies rationality strictly
wi th deductive reasoning, it cannot clarify the normative basis

of criticismand of critical social science. Hence, deci si oni sm
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becones the basis of rationality. Viewed from the point of view
of critical theory, critical rationalism is | nadequat el y
critical, for its conception of reason is restricted- Because
critical rationalismtakes all thinking to be enbodying the
logical form *P = Q means ~. @ > P", it cannot give a deductive
argunent for criticismwthout circularity. Therefore,it renains
satisfied wwth decisionism In order to wunderstand the ful

nmeani ng and significance of critical theory's rejection of the
critical rationalists' notion of reason, including and especially
the decisional elenent involved in the latter, it is necessary to
remnd ourselves of the historical context of the genesis and
dynamcs of the concept of reason as enbodied in nodern thought.
As we noted in the previous chapter, with the collapse of the
substantive reason enbodied in the netaphysical system of the pre
nodern world- view, the problem of nodernity, as the critica

tradition perceived, was one of providing a conception of reason
that could be a unifying force without ontological pretensions.
Hegel perceived the problem of nodernity as the problem of the
division of society:as divided into civil society and the state
and tried to resolve it through his idea of Absolute Subject. And
we saw, briefly, why and how it was criticized by Marx and the

early Frankfurt school thinkers.

By the end of the first half of the twentieth century, the
idea of human history as the enbodinent of progress construed

either in terns of Hegelian  synthesis or its Mar xi an
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transformation had lost much of its force. Consequently,

Frankfurt school quickly shifted its interest from the critique
of ideology in the Marxian sense to a critique of sciences; a
critique of reason as a critique of dom nation of man over/nature,;

and dom nati on of nan over man.

wth Enlightennent man could no Jlonger see nature as
anything but the 'other' to which he is related in a contingent
manner. This contingency neant freedom in the sense that nman
could choose to organize the world around him Nature 1is no
subject, no dialogic partner, but one whose otherness has to be
kept under control and mani pul ated for the self- preservation and
per petuation of mankind. The history of the increasing contro
over nature contains not only the nodern story of rapi d
devel opnent, natural and social, which has, to be sure, its
redeemng features, but also the history of instrunental reason
repressing the inner nature of man. At the individual | evel, it
neans the rational organization of ego against the instinctual
drives that contained "a prom se of happiness which threatened
civilization at every nonent [Paul Connerton, 1980, p. 67] . But
the suppression is achieved by a radical separation of reason and
enotion within one's experience. This neant, consequently, the
drying up of one's enotional world. | ncreased intellectua
potentiality began to be seen as inversely proportional to
decreased affective / expressive capacities. At the societa

| evel , instrunmental reason neant a rigid organization, wth
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sel f-governing features that al nost | ook  mechani cal . The
institutional structures of bureaucracy, polity and econony have
becone so rigid and inpenetrable and lacking in self-reflexivity
that Adorno saw their relationship to society as analogous to
that of the snail to its shell. One consequence of t he
rationalized society is the growng apart of the society and the
individual to the extent that the forner has becone autononous

and confronts the individual in an alienated fashion.

Agai nst this background, the task of «critical theory as
social theory would be to reflectively account for how the
Enlightennent project of nodernity, history as a collective
enterprise, has cone to develop features that has a relation to
reason. An account of this would be an account of how reason in
its enbodinents has becone unreason, an irrational f orce.
According to Adorno, the focal point of the positivistnusstreit
is that the Enlightennent reason has becone predom nantly
subj ective reason [Adorno, 1976, p 8]. But t he critical
rationalists do not seemto perceive this as a central issue. In
fact, both Popper and A bert express their inability to
understand what is being clained. what they nake out of the
thesis of instrumental reason is that the critical theorists
(ms)construe the nature and orientation of theories in enpirica
sciences to be of instrunental nature [A bert, 1976, p 1921.
Thus, they offer a «critique of instrunentalist theory of

sciences. Scientific theories, they argue, need not necessarily
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have any instrunental value. They are increasingly adequate if
they draw increasingly close to reality, In accordance wth

Popper's theory of verisimlitude. [N Stockman, 1983, p.100]

But Habermas has clarified that it is the critica
rationalists who m sunderstand what is being clained. He is not
claimng that the know edge which natural science has provided us
wth is nerely instrunmental or has use value. Instead, he is
claimng that the potentiality of technical control constitutes
as the very condition of natural sciences, which follows fromthe
split between man and nature. Theories of the enpirical sciences
contain information about reality fromthe view point of possible
technical control everywhere and at all times under specifiable
conditions. [Habermas, 1976, p.206; also,Fred A ford, 1985,
p.p.10-11]. They can, of course, be descriptive but in relation
to "feedback nonitored action in predictable situation.” In
contrast, historico-herneneutic sci ences contain practica
knowl edge from the view point of seem ng and expandi ng
possibilities of mutual self understanding in the conduct of
life. Finally, the enmancipatory sciences contain insights into
pseudo-natural constraints from the view point of enabling
emanci pation. Admttedly, the typology of knowl edge  whi ch
Habermas has outlined and the kind of interests, particularly the

third one, he attributes to them have conme under sharp criticism
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Be that as it may, what is of interest here is that Habernas

is enploying the Kantian - cum- Hegelian critique to explicate
the conditions of scientific know edge, the interest and kind of

rationality peculiar to it. This gives him the advantage of
di stancing hinself from the critical rationalists' decisionistic
attitude towards reason and criticism on the one hand, and
resisting the thesis that all 'reason' is instrunental reason, on
the other; it helps himto locate scientific reason as a type
within a conplex called conmmunicative reason. Like the critica

rationalists, he is a strong defender of reason. And Ilike the
critical theorists, such as Adorno, he 1is critical about its
particul ar enbodinment. He could do this only because he has a
conprehensive notion of rationality, or better still, the notion
of conprehensive rationality, at hand, that includes universal

pr e- supposi tions of communi cati ve I nteraction such as,
conprehensibility, truthfulness, Tightness and truth. To be
judged as rational in the above sense, includes either one or all

the features and involves correspondi ng standards by which clains
nmade can be redeened. For instance, in the case of Azande
wi tchcraft, one could go along wth Wnch in seeing it as neither
scientific approach to reality nor a form of technology, but,
perhaps, a way of being in tune wth t hi ngs. [ Wi nch,
1958, p. p.38-39]. In this case even if questions of truth and
efficacy do not arise, questions of Tightness, conprehensibility
and truthful ness are involved. This allows rational evaluation of

clains inplicit in utterances and practices. Oly against the
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background of communicative reason, one could argue I|ike Wnch
that what 1is particular and peculiar to science cannot be
extended to wtch craft. Simlarly, Adorno's critique  of
I nstrunental reason presupposes a broader notion of reason that
guestions the universalistic pretensions of Enlightennent reason.
Habermas' communicative reason, it mght seem is equally
pretentious in its claimto universality and that it tries to
substitute itself for substantive reason of the pre-nodern worl d.
Habermas has tried to protect hi s position from these
m sappr ehensi ons, but not with nmuch success. It is enough to
nmention here that Habermas' basic notivation in developing a
conprehensive notion of reason is to bring out the normative
force of critique, which is intrinsic to it and whi ch

differentiates it from "nere criticisn.

Wth the help of communicative reason and a di scourse node
of under st andi ng, Haber mas di st ances hi nsel f from the
‘decisionismi of critical rationalism and t he suggest ed
"pluralism of Wttgenstein inspired phil osophy of soci al
science. Hs attenpt to go beyond the two positions outlined
above is to show what nore is involved in the act of critical
understanding than they seemto realize. "Anyone who acts wth an
orientation towards reachi ng understandi ng, since he unavoidably
raises truth and rightness clains, must have implicitly
recogni zed that this action points out to argunentation as the

only way of continuing consensual action, in case naively raised
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and factually recognized validity clains becone problematic. As
soon as we nake explicit the nmeaning of discursively redeenable

validity clainms, we becone aware that we presuppose t he
possibility of argunentation already in consensual action."
[ McCart hy, 1978. P. 323] . Wth Popper he affirnms the role of
criticismas necessary for redeem ng know edge- <clains and the
| earni ng process it nmakes possible. It is a predicanent of nodern
social life that one cannot accept anything unreflectively or
assert oneself dogmatically. This is true even of one's attitude
towards sacred tradition and religious belief. Wth Wnch, he
affirns that criticism cannot be ‘'arbitrary' but nust be
sensitive to the coherence and neani ngful ness of social phenonena
| mmanently given. Yet, Habermas recognizes that specificity of
cultures and the plurality of neaning situations for ever pose
the threat of ethnocentricity in social scientific understandi ng.
Thus, he is in a position to criticize both the critica

rationalist as well as the Wnchian philosopher of science as
"positivist' in that they do not reflect on the normative feature
of understanding which consists in the fact that the question of
rationality is linked to the idea of discourse oriented to
consensus that is striven for but never achieved conpletely,
“Uni versal pragnmatic analysis of the conditions of discourse and
rational consensus show these (the validity clains) to rest on
the supposition of an "ideal speech situation" characterized by
effective equality of chances to assune dialogue roles. This

unavoi dable (but wusually counterfactual) inputation S an
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-illusion" constitutive of the very neaning of rational
argunent ati on; in making it we anticipate a form of life
characteri zed by ' pure' (unconstr ai ned and undi storted)

I nter-subjectivity" [MCarthy, 1978.,p. 325].

But one could ask," Wt is necessary about Habermas* idea
of conprehensive rationality?'. As MCarthy asks on behalf of
Wnch, "Wy 1is it nore rational to settle validity clains
di scursively?" and, "To what standards could one appeal in

justifying the claim concerning the possibility of rational

consensus?" Simlarly, a critical rationalist can ask, "Does
Haber mas really succeed in over com ng what he calls
‘decisionism?" and, " Wat is the status of comunicative
reason?"

Haber nas has developed a conplex argunment in favour of

conmmuni cative rationality, which is the core of his social theory
in the larger sense, that has both logical or conceptual as wel

as enpirical elenments. He avoids a 'decisionistic' turn by a
‘transcendental’' argunent "that attenpts to convince anyone who
inquires after the grounds for an argunentatively conceived
principle of rationality. As Habermas says, "This argunent can,
| believe, be applied not only to soneone who has (at |east once)
entered into argunentation, but to any subject capable of speech
and action" [QGted in MCarthy, 1978, p. 323]. | nterestingly,

Habermas finds the idea of rational speech located not in the
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structure of discourse, but in the structure of linguistic action
itself, an idea that conmes close to Popper's view of rationa

criticismas one of the functions of |anguage. But the difference
is that while Popper sees no possibility of di scursively
justifying rational speech or rational criticism for that would
lead to circularity, Habermas seeks to rationally reconstruct the
presumabl y uni versal bases of rational experience and |udgenent.
Through reconstruction what is inplicit and operative in everyday
communi cation is made explicit on the level of theory. Here,
Habernmas is relying on formal semantics, speech-act theory and
ot her approaches to the pragmatics of |anguage to reconstruct
uni versal rules and necessary presuppositions of speech actions
oriented to reachi ng understandi ng. These reconstructions are of
hypot hetical nature to be "checked against speaker's intuitions
scattered across as broad a soci o- cul tural spectrum as
possi bl e"[ Haber mas, 1984, p.138]. In such a checking it can be
found out if and whether individuals engaged in comunicative
action are able to justify whatever normative clains they
advance, pertaining to truth, authenticity, Ti ghtness and

conpr ehensi veness.

The enpirical argunent relies on the devel opnental | ogi
underlying the acquisition of conmunicative conpetence. According
to it, the capacity to raise validity clains and argue over then
in a discursive fashion represents an advanced stage of species-

wi de cognitive and noral conpetences. [MCarthy, 1978, p.321].
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Habermas is of the view that the cognitive and noral conpetence

menti oned above first energed in the Enlightennent era. But its

validity is not restricted to the nodern Vest. "The release of a
potential for reason", as he says, "“enbedded in communicative
action is a world historical process..."[Habermas, 1986, p.184].

This gives a good reason for a social scientist to eval uate other
cultures in terns of standards devel opnentally nade avail able. To
be sure, the enpirical argunent is inspired by Piaget's studies
of the devel opnent of logical reasoning that try to show that

each successive stage is superior to the previous one. To this

extent Habermas' notion of conpr ehensi ve rationality IS
dependent, if only indirectly,in the truth clains of an enpirica
t heory.

Theories which start wth transcendental presupposi tions,
tut look for support from theories in enpirical sciences are
called by Habermas 'social theory', in the Ilarger sense, that
proceed reconstructively. Mking use of conclusions from fields
such as genetic epistenol ogy, cognitive psychol ogy and generative
| i nguistics, his social theory seeks a reconstruction of speech
and action. Thus, the criteria of communicative rationality are
the results of the learning processes that can be neaningfully
reconstructed and not taken as sonething given a priori or as a
cultural fact. "They would then be shown to be deep structures
underlying cognitive and interactive human conpetences. These

conpet ences are indeed changi ng and evol ving, but their evolution
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represents an internally conpelling sequence." [S Benhabi b, 1986.,
p.265]. As is evident Habermas is nmaking a strong claim for
communi cative action and reason: that they are necessary as wel
as universal. Necessary or unavoidable in so far as their denia
| e., the denial of the need to strive for consensus, and give
reasons for one's clains, leads to "performative contradiction':
the values of consensus and reciprocal accountability are
presupposed in the justification of the denial of them They are
uni versal because w thout them social theory fromthe start would
be limted to "a particular,culturally or historically bound
perspective..." [Habermas, 1984, p.137] and thereby would forego
the possibility/objectivity.

To be sure, nany objections can be raised agai nst Habernmas'
attenpt to nake a case for a notion of reason in such strong
terns. First of all, the 'necessary' character of comunicative
rationality depends upon the wllingness and agreenent anong
the participants to adhere to only those norns that are
universal. This itself requires a process of communication,
argunentation and a nonent of ‘'decision', which raises the
guestion, " In what sense action oriented to consensus through
rational argunmentation can be construed as an unavoi dabl e
presupposi tion?'. Secondly, the universality of comunicative
reason depends upon the universality of Mdernity as a project,
which is yet to be validly reconstructed or at any rate to be

agreed upon by all - a fact wevident in the diverse and
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conflicting interpretations of nodernity avail able today [M chael

Kel 'y, 1990, p. 76] .

There are considerable problens sur roundi ng Haber mas'
attenpt to reconstructively show comunicative reason as
devel opnental |y achi eved conpetence that puts nodern society on a
hi gher scale in evolutionary terns,Very little enpirical evidence
exists to prove that devel opnent of logical reasoning is |inear
and progressive as Piaget |abours to show Mdreover, if Habernas
attenpts a strictly ‘transendent al ' justification of
comuni cative rationality as sonehow located in |anguage itself.
then it is not in tune with the fallibilistic spirit he upholds.
Alternatively, if he thinks his theory can be falsified, then he
must specify what would count as an argunent against it. This
guestion becones inportant in the light of the fact that he does
not share Popper's notion of fallibilism which, he thinks is
very demanding. By fallibilism Habernas means di scursive
justification. [Habermas, 1991, p.231]. To be nore specific, if his
criterion of falsification is less demanding in the sense of
requiring a theory to possess the ability to wthstand
argunent at i on, t hen t he whol e exerci se becones nore

' phil osophical' than 'scientific'.
This brings us to the question, "How to construe the

so-called reconstructive sciences? That is, given the typol ogy of

sciences and interests constitutive of them where do the
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reconstructive sciences fall?. Since these sciences does not fall
in any of the three types, as they pursue neither the technica
nor the practical nor the emancipatory interests, are they to be
construed as ‘'interest-free'? would not the "interest-free
character of these sciences affect the radical character of
cognitive interests? [MCarthy, 1978, p. 102]. | nterestingly,
Habermas, in his response, accepts the objection and sees no way
of circunventing it unless the theory of cognitive interests 1is

ref or mul at ed. [ Haber mas, 1982, p. 233) .

Havi ng noted that his theory of cognitive interests needs to
be recast, if not given up, it Is necessary to ask, "what 1is
distinctive about his idea of natural sciences?"*, "Wat according
to himis crucial for the difference between natural sciences and
social sciences?", and, lastly, "Wat, according to him gives a
sense of unity to the relationship between natural sciences and
soci al sciences?"

To answer the first question, Habernmas parts conpany wth
phi | osophers |ike Hussrel and Hei degger who adopted a negative
attitude towards natural sciences, at least as t hey are
practiced. Like Popper, Habermas clains for natural sciences the
epistemc  virtues l'i ke obj ectivity, rationality and
progressi venesa. But whereas Popper construes rationality and
progressiveness in relation to truth as correspondence, which
science realizes in somewhat cunulative way, it can be said that

Habermas conceives this virtues i n terns of cunmul ati ve
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possibilities of instrunmental control. However, this does not
mean that he is an instrunentalist in a sinple sense, that is one
who holds all scientific theories to be black boxes or inference
tickets aiding the scientists 1in precise predictions. For
Habermas truth in science is not to be understood in relation to
the match between the ontology of theories and the reality they
putatively describe, but to be located in the consensus that s
obtained or obtainable anong the practitioners. In this
connection it is interesting to note his agreenent and difference
with Thomas Kuhn. In Mary Hesse's words, “In ternms of the
di al ectic between Popper and Kuhn, Habermas accepts the Kuhni an
insight that actual |anguages and conceptual schenmes change, but
agai nst Kuhn, he does not accept that this results in the
relativismof truth; for within the domain of enpirical sci ences
truth is a demand and a commtnent now, which nust entai

abstraction from local interests, but cannot involve abstraction
from the particularity of local conceptual schenmes in terns of
which true propositions nust be expressed.” [1980, p.218].
Habermas is an anti-positivist not only in this technical sense,
but in a nore substantive sense as is evidenced by the fact that
he rejects Marcuse's view that the establishnent of socialist
society wll change even natural sci ences, as the natura

sciences of today are guided by enpiricismwhich is allied wth
bourgeois capitalism and maintains that natural sciences as
geared towards predictive and technical control of nature do not

change even in a liberated society.[1971, p. 86].
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In rej ecting t he possibility of a t rascendent al
justification of the idea that science has representational
achi evenent to its credit in a uniqgue way, he is close to
post-positivists |ike Feyarabend. But he differs fromhim in so
far as the latter considers technology as a trivial by-product of
scientific devel opnent and that the claimfor external truth or
objectivity of scientific theory as damagi ng since it degenerates
easily into dogmatism by circular reinforcenent of theory by
experience conditioned by theory- Habermas, as Hesse points out,
"while agreeing that theory has no claimto objectivity as such,
neverthel ess maintains the nore conservative view that it is the
possibility of technical exploitation that guarantees the value

and objectivity of natural sciences" [Hesse, 1980, p.178].

In the light of his 1idea of natural sciences we have
del i neat ed, "Howdoes Habernmas construe the distinction between
natural and social sciences?" Fromhis classification of sciences
and correspondi ng human interests, however problematic it night
be, it is possible to infer that he rejects a positivistic
construal of natural sciences - a construal conmon to positivists
who nmaintain nethodol ogical noni sm and early herneneutic
phi | osophers who nmaintain nethodol ogical dual i sm Haber mas
di stingui shes natural sciences from social sciences on the basis
of the contention that natural sciences are singly herneneutical
in that their practice presupposes a dialogue or communication

geared towards a consensus anong the investigators and the socia



sciences are doubly herneneutical in the sense that their
practice presupposes a dial ogue not only anong t he
I nvestigators, but al so between the investigators on the one hand,

and the object of investigation on the other.

Though Habernmas w shes to be understood as arguing for a
di fference of nethodological orientation and not a difference in
ontological or netaphysical terns between nature and hunman
subj ect, he does rely, on the traditional argunent that nature
cannot be a dialogic other or a text that can be read or
interpreted. That is, nature can be only be approached in an
obj ectivating manner. But the question arises whether one could
rule out the possibility of alternative approach that suggests
sone kind of ‘'dialogue’ wth nature. A denial of such an
alternative inplies accepting the separation of man and nature as
a netaphysical truth. Such a denial is blind to the historical
fact that nost fundanmental theories in natural sciences express
the nyth or netaphysics of a society. In doing so, as Hesse says,
they "have ...been part of the internal communication system of
that society. Society interprets itself to itself partly by Beans
of nature". [1980, p.186]. The nechani zation of the world picture
whi ch Descartes articulated in his idea of nature as a clock and
Glileo's idea that |anguage of nature is WMathematical are all
not hi ng but nodern society's extension of self-inage to nature.
To overlook this fact of natural sciences is to eschew reflection

and in a way anounts to succunbi ng to scientistic
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sel f-understandi ng of sciences which Habermas indicts positivism

W th.

Wiile Habermas is insistent upon the difference between
natural sciences and social sciences in that the forner "do not
have to first gain access to their object domain through
hermeneutic neans " [1982, p.274], unlikethe latter. he also
attenpts to establish sone kind of unity between the two types of
sciences through his notion of truth: discourse theory or
consensus theory of truth. Habermas' originality as far as the
notion of truth is concerned consists in trying to avoid a naive
representational theory of truth on the one hand, and a radica
relativist position that does away wth truth, on the other.
Truth is neither a matter of obtaining a relationship between
theory and reality via basic statenents nor reducible to the

consensus between investigators. Truth is a matter of groundi ng

probl emati ¢ assertions through discourse. It is a natter of
arriving at genuine consensus anong the | nvest i gat or s- a
consensus that 1is always open and guesti onabl e". " Fi nal

consensus' expresses only an idea that determnes the assertoric
neani ng of assertions, 'each in its place and its tinme" [1982,

p.277]. Truth understood in the consensual sense is regulative.

There can be two kinds of objections against the discourse
nodel of truth. Firstly, skeptics of the very idea of truth can
ask, " Wuat is the status of consensus as a regulative ideal in

actual scientific practice?", "lIs not truth reducible to other
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values such as wutility, sinplicity, richness , etc., which
thenselves are relative to the nature of practice?" Haberms'
response to the first question seens at best an invitation to
di scourse or dialogue to resolve differences: genuine consensus
as a necessary condition and not a sufficient to arrive at truth.
As to the second question his answer would be negative, which he

would justify by taking recourse to a pragmatism wth
transcendental turn." [1982, p.276]. However, it is not clear how
the discourse theory of truth escapes a purely pragmati c
interpretation. Secondly, the discourse nodel of truth does not

expl ain how basic statenents describing initial conditions can be
justified in the sense of confirmation or refutation. As Habernmas
hinself admts, " the 'evidential dinmension of the concept of
truth is badly in need of further clarification" [1982, p.275].

In the absence of further clarification it seens that the
di scourse nodel nust accept either a whiff of representational

character of truth or go along with relativists in holding that

truth is what a relevant |anguage defines it as.

Nevert hel ess, Habermas nust be given due credit for trying
to develop a conception of reason that addresses itself to the
"present’ and which is neither purely philosophical nor strictly
scientific. W shall examne in the following chapters how he
enpl oys his notion of communicative reason and action against
Gadaner and Lyotard and finally, the problens associated wth

themin the final chapter.
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CHAPTER 111

CRITI CAL THEORY AND HERMENEUTI CS

The last three decades have been significant for phil osophy,

science and politics in different ways. The different debates
spread over this period, involving different schools of thought,

rai sed fundanental questions about reason, know edge, scientific
nmet hod, experience etc. Each of these debates has had a specific
set of issues, whose very nature was part of the debate, that

called forth responses seeking to go beyond traditional

under standi ng of the central problens under consideration. But in
doing so, each of these debates pointed to a truth, whose
inmplications are not yet fully clear, viz, there S no
transcendental ground / vantage point / privileged position from
where know edge clains could be nade. O course, this truth is
not entirely new. It had been noted by those who foresaw the
inmplications of the collapse of the idea of the cosmc order in
the nodern era. what had Kkept this truth concealed was the
enor nbus success science enjoyed over the last three centuries
and the dom nance of associated philosophies which were held
captive by a picture of science that legitimzed scientific
know edge/ reason as paradigmatic. Citical rationalism the [ast
of such phil osophi es, which was discussed in the previous chapter

and which cane under severe scrutiny in the so-called Popper -
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Kuhn debate, problematized the idea of scientific reason as
nmet hod. Consequently, what cane into focus was science as a
practice that is community-bound and governed by norns and
val ues, which require interpretation in order to judge what is

rational, progressive, enpirical etc.

The expl anati on - under st andi ng debat e ( known as
Er kl arung-verstehen)in social sciences, revived by Peter Wnch's
The idea of Social Science sought to expose, ina way different
fromthe post-positivists' developnents in philosophy of science
the false claimof scientific reason to wuniversality. Arguing
froma Wttgensteinian perspective, winch had tried to show that
while rationality is a universal category in that every culture /
formof life nust have sone sense of it, the formand inportance
of rationality is a function of the context. This is particularly
true of the social context, constituted as it is by [|anguage,
that has varying functions. Mreover, the internality of the
rel ati onship between the concepts and the world, | anguage and
reality, shows that the idea of reason or knowedge In a
scientific sense is restrictive. Before we directly deal with the
controversy between Gadaner and Habermas, it is necessary to nake
clear what is the latter's contention. According to Habernas
social sciences have not only enpirical - analytical dinmension but
also a herneneutic dinension that centers around the practical
interest of nmutual understanding and an enancipatory di nmension

that construes freedom from unnecessary constraints as the goa
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of critique. The last dinension necessitates a construal of
social sciences that demands going beyond t he Idiom of
herneneutics - a point that is the bone of contention between
Haber mras and Gadaner. Habermas visualizes the last dinension in
relation to psychoanalysis. (Qoviously, his wunderstanding of
psychoanalysis is, in a sense, fundanentally different from that
of (Gadaner's, for whom psychoanal ysis S essentially a
her neneutical practice. The debate between Habermas and Gadaner
whi ch began with the publication of Gadaner' s Truth and Mot hod/in
1961 has a striking affinity wwth the other two debates nentioned
above, nanely, Popper - Kuhn and explanation - understanding
controversies; it too questions sciences' claimto wuniversality.
Though it is not the central thenme, it is supplenentary to the
main issue at stake which is the very idea of understanding - an
| dea whi ch, according to Gadaner, is fundanental to human bei ngs,
preceded and presupposed by all forms of knowl edge. The
under | yi ng Hedeggerian thesis is that hunman exi stence enbodies in
its ontic constitution, as part of its being, a pro-ontological
understanding of the self and of the world in which it finds
itsel f. [ Gadaner , 1979 p. 131]. This thesis confers a
di stinctiveness to human beings, in opposition to nature. and
derivatively, to human sciences, in contrast to natural sciences.
Thus, it appropriates the category of 'understanding’ exclusively
for the sciences of man. In the words of Heidegger. "with the
term 'understanding' we have in mnd a fundanental existentlale,

which is neither a definite species of cognition, distinguished,
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let us say, from explaining and conceiving nor cognition at al
in the sense of grasping sonething thematically". [CGted in
Kurt Muel I er-Vol | mer, ' I ntroduction', 1985, p.32.]. Because hunman
beings, in contrast, to other beings, possess an ontological
priority with respect to the question of Being, the investigation
and anal ysis of human existence and all that cones wunder the
concept of social phenonena involves, Heidegger mai nt ai ns,
interpretation. The Heideggerian notion of understanding is not
nerely an epi stenol ogical concept; it is an existential one in
the sense that it is closely related to the tenporality of human
exi stence. Human beings live in a horizon of past, present and
future, in which understanding plays the node of grasping the
possibilities and potentialities of |ife, disclosed to them
toward a projected future calling for the realization of this
possibility or fulfillnment.] Ri chard Ber nst ei n, 1983,
p. p. 139-44].

The thesis of existential hernmeneutics is different fromthe
her neneutics of the 19th century exenplified in the works of
DIthey and others in that the latter worked out a notion of
understanding in consci ous opposition to a node of cognition that
supposedly characterizes natural sciences. The latter, Ilike the
tradi tional philosophies of science, was held captive by an inage
of science as/governed by t he I nt er est of ‘obj ectively
understanding' things as it were. Froma Heideggerian point of

view, this notion of objectivity is msconceived. For, it takes
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no note of the close relationship between existence and
understandi ng that always nmakes the latter possible and never
allows an escape fromthe tenporality of the forner. It nmay be
nentioned in the passing that though Heidegger unanbi guously
debunks the traditional construal of objectivity in relation to a
neta-theory of social sciences, his view regarding such a
conception vis- a- vis natural sciences is quite anbiguous. This
equi vocal position of early Heidegger is organically related to
his former view of natural sciences, which 1is essentially
theory-centered - a view which was replaced by him later by
praxi s-centered const r ual of nat ur al Sci ences. [ Joseph

Rouse, 1987, chapter 111].

The notion of objectivity guaranteed by a disinterested
perspective has been one of the unquestioned assunptions of
Cartesian epistenology. The latter was stuck to a nodel of
subject - object relationship In which the subject stands agai nst
the object. In Descartes, for instance, it is pure reflection in
which the self <conmes to know itself transparently. Thi s
Cartesian prejudice takes different forns: pure experience, idea
| anguage, pure comunicative community etc. The 19th century
German herneneuticians, who questioned the wuniversality  of
natural scientific nmethod, were nevertheless influenced by the
idea of objectivity, which they explicated in terns of t he
concept of inner experience and the concept of enpathy - a notion

of objectivity Gadaner calls 'eunuch-1ike'.[1976, p. 28]
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The various debates which we nentioned above highlight in
different ways the recovery of the herneneutical dinension of
experience called wunderstanding. Central to that dinension is
the idea that understanding neither requires of the subject to
stand over the object, as scientifically inspired philosophers
advocate, nor inplies that the object of understanding stands
over or against the subject, which he nust grasp wthout
prejudice, as Romantically inspired nethodologists Iike Dilthey
and others proclaim Gadaner, taking his cue form aesthetic
experience, invokes the notion of play that involves an elenent
of internal buoyancy, a to- and- fro novenent that results in
under st andi ng. The phenonenon of understanding cannot be
accounted for in ternms of individual subjects, object and their
attitudes al one. It presupposes a setting which requires
engagenent on the part of the individual subjects. Thi s
engagenent is guided by a pre-understanding of the situation that
not only sets the course of the '"play' but is also shaped or
transformed in the playing. This is illustrated by Gadanmer in
explicating what happens in a dialogue : "when one enters into
di al ogue with another person and then is carried along further by
the dialogue, it is no longer the will of the individual person,
holding itself back or exposing itself, that is determnative...
the law of the subject- matter (die Sache) is at issue in the
dialogue and elicits statenments and counter-statenents and in the
end plays theminto each other" (Gadaner, 1976, p.66]. Thus

concei ved, understanding as play is not a kind of activity, but a
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fundanental node of being in that it, " absorbs the player into
itself and thus takes from him the burden of the initiative which
constitutes the actual strain of existence'. [1975, ©p.94].
Understanding* is not an achievenent of the player or players, but
a result of a 'happening that cannot be guaranteed by any
prudent application of nethod. From a herneneuti cal poi nt  of
Vi ew, phi | osophy of sci ence's preoccupati on with met hod

I ndi cates, at best, a concern with a kind of understanding,

exenplified in the sciences, whi ch requires a met hodi c
di stantiation and abstraction. But even this understanding is
not free of the herneneutic dinension of all under st andi ng such
as engagenent with t he rel evant tradition, subsequent

appropriation and a dialogic process in which scientists engage
and through which it is achieved. The notion of understanding
that is devel oped under the influence of scientific experience
presupposes the relationship between subject and object that S
taken to be naturally given. Hence, it gives the illusion that
the task of understanding 1is better achieved by met hodi ¢
refl ection. The question whether there is an opposition between
met hodi ¢ understanding, that inforns scientific experience and
understanding as 'play' that inforns experience of art wll be
di scussed later. However, the herneneuti cal answer to this
guestion depends upon how successful Heidegger and Gadamer are
in their attenpt to develop a herneneutics that explicates
‘understanding’ and 'truth' at a deeper |evel t han that of

epi st enol ogy, nanely, that of ontol ogy.
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Before we examne Gdaner's clains for phi | osophi ca
her meneuti cs and Habermas' profound reservations about then, let
us take a critical look at Cartesian epistenology and its
variants, to identify the shared background of these t wo
t hi nkers. The epistenol ogi cal approach to 'understandi ng' suffers
from the limtations of being dependent on terns such as
reflection, experience etc., at the individual | evel , for
founding its project, when the terns thenselves cone nedi ated by
I deas, society and |anguage in general. Mediation as a fact can
be ignored only if one makes assunptions about the subject-object
relationship, the structure of the world, the nat ure of
experience, etc. For instance, Descartes could strive for
certitude about know edge only by t aki ng t he I medi at e
consciousness of the individual ego as the locus of reflection.
The argunent that consciousness for its self identity requires
‘the other' which extends beyond the individual ego exposes
Descartes' assunption. Simlarly, Kant could answer the question
"How is science possible? , only by positing a priori categories
that structure experience, which on further reflection stands

ungr ounded.

A critique of the epistenological enterprise, popularly
known as the immanent critique, in terns of what it claim against

what is the case, brings to foreground a nunber of problens

This point was discussed in Chapter | in/connection with Hegel's
critique of Kant.
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associated wth it. C them the first 1is the problem of
objectivism 1i.e., the problemof showng that know edge could
be founded on a fundanental principle or idea, or that its
certitude could be guaranteed by a given nethod. Either way, the
problem is one of avoiding error. But according to t he
epi stenol ogi cal enterprise if one could start from sonething that
I s unquestionable, for instance, one's own experience, error
could be avoided and certitude could be guaranteed. But as Hege

put it, the fear of falling into error is the fear of facing the
truth [Grbis Kortian, 1980, p.29]. If one starts fromone's own
experience, reflection etc., one is sure to mss the phenonenon
of mediation. Hegel's critique of Kant, Wttgenstein's critique
of i deal | anguage programme and Habermas' and Gadaner 'a

critiques of objectivist epistenology have highlighted this fact

in different ways.

Secondly, these critiques show, one way or another, the
i npl ausi bi 1ity of epistenology as a foundational enterprise. But
the nost decisive argunent in recent times has conme froma focus
on language and its relation to the world or reality. For, one
of the things assunmed by those who argue for the privacy of
epi stenology or its equivalent is a certain conception of t he
nature of |anguage and its relation to reality. According to
the nost commonly accepted understanding of |anguage the essence
of language consists in its capacity to represent reality: the

rel ati onship between |anguage and reality is construed in terns
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of correspondence between concept and object, theory and
phenonenon, narrative and event etc. Admttedly, this relation
bet ween | anguage and reality goes well with the subject - object
nmet aphysi cs which was nentioned earlier. |In fact, they cone as

part of the package offered by the epistenol ogical approach.

Thirdly, even though |anguage does have a representative
function (otherwi se one would not be able to nmake distinctions
like fact / fiction, truth/ falsity (in the enpirical sense)
illTusion / reality etc) the relationship is not one of sinple
correspondence as it has been inplicit 1in Russell's 1ogica
atomsm Wttgenstein's picture theory of neaning, the idea
| anguage of Carnap etc. As is well known, later philosophers of
| anguage have shown that the idea of propositional truth cannot
be explained in a straight forward sense in terns of statenent
and state of affairs. The reason is that a statenent purported to
be true or stating a fact or stating a real possibility needs to
be made intelligible in a context before It is eval uated. What
nmakes the relationship between the |anguage and what It
represents conplicated is that there is an internal relationship
between what is said or neant and what is the case. O as w nch.
a staunch Wttgenstenian, has showed that |anguage and reality

are the two sides of the same coin. [Wnch, 1958. p.123].

Later Wttgenstein's 'theory' of |anguage signifies what is

popul arly knows as the 'linguistic turn' in philosophy. Actually,
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the linguistic turn, in the sense of analysis of |anguage as a
key to philosophical problens was initiated by Russell, early
Wttgenstein, Carnap etc., who wupheld a view of | anguage
criticized above. But the 'turn' assunmed significance around
1950s when it was directed towards ordinary |anguage, which had
lost its primacy when the scientific approach to 'every thing'
had taken hold. The failure of the ideal | anguage progranme
inspired by the supposedly "unequivocal" |anguage of science, has
restored ordinary language to its original place, resulting in
the realization that there cannot be a nore reliable
net a- | anguage than ordi nary | anguage. [ Habermas, 1971, p.p. 168-69].
Thus, natural |anguage as a universal | anguage has recaptured

the centre of phil osophy and becane the |ocus of understandi ng.

Though Wttgenstein can be credited withfor contri buting nuch
to the rehabilitation of ordinary language and its centrality to
the idea of understanding he failed to make a nunber of
di stinctions through which he could have avoided the aporias in
his critique. First of all, he does not neake a distinction
between a kind of understanding that is required for the ongoing
of everyday |ife and wunderstanding in the reflective sense
famliar to philosophy. The fornmer is intuitive, unproblematic
and functions largely in the background which gives stability and
regularity to everyday life-praxis. The latter, on the contrary,
Is called for only when there is an interruption in comunication

and activity.[Habermas, 1971.p. 203 ]

102



Secondly, the kind of understanding which every day |life-
praxis requires is acquired through a process of acculturation or
learning a form of [life. This is not differentiated by
Wttgenstein froma kind of understanding which an adult |earner,
who is already in the possession of a |language and rooted in a
culture, seeks to acquire what is aliento him In other words,
Wttgenstein does not make a distinction between learning a
native language and learning a foreign |anguage. Note in this

connection the exanples Wttgenstein discusses in Philosophica
2

| nvestigations as to how children learn [|anguages. However,
such a distinction is essential to clarify what is involved in
understanding an alien culture.

Thirdly, because he conceives of understanding as rule-
followi ng and understanding a |anguage as the mastery of rules he
does not realize that understanding is an herneneutic exercise
which neans interpretation and application. This means that the
granmmar of [anguage gane or life-form does not exist as 'given'
as Wttgenstein says, but constantly gets interpreted and the
rules applied anew. Consequently the inter-subjective consensus
Is ever under the threat of being broken and is susceptible to

revi si ons.

2
See philosophical Investigations ,p.p. 25-6; p.8l; p.p.104-5



Both Wttgenstein and his disciple, Wnch, «criticizing a
nai ve objectivist version of understanding have relied on a
restricted notion of |anguage, which does not throw light on a
nunber of questions: How can life forns undergo change or survive
radical ruptures? How can radically different life forns
understand each other? Fromthe fact there are no general rules
of understanding practices and life fornms, since there 1is an
internal connection between them and | anguage, does sone kind of

relativism foll ow?

Phi | osophical herneneutics developed by Gadaner as an
account of understanding clains to be in a better position than
Wttgenstein-inspired and herneneutically oriented philosophy of
science in that it goes to the very root of the phenonenon of
understanding i.e., to the ontological condition of human
exi stence, thereby situating itself outside the restricted choice
bet ween objectivismand relativism (Gadaner and Habernas have
devel oped their views in a philosophical climte characterized by
the linguistic turn - a turn away from the choice of objectivism
and relativism Citicizing the derivation of the idea of
understanding froma false picture of science, they point to the
historicity and culture-specificity of all understanding. W had
noted this point in the other two debates wherein 'understandi ng
was tied to paradigm (Kuhn) and form of Iife (Wnch). 1In the
Habermas - Gadaner debate this point conmes out Mre forcefully.

They construe understanding as an essentially |inguistic. It is
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this linguistic character that enables understanding to go beyond
any kind of particularism The diversity of human life,
understood in terns of tine, place and culture, is wunited in
| anguage, which points to sonething beyond itself. Therefore, for
Habermas and Gadaner, a critique of objectivismneed not inply a
relativistic thesis. For Gadaner, "the variety of |anguages
presents with a problem.. but this problemis sinply how every
| anguage, despite its difference fromother |anguages, is able to
say everything it wants." [1976, p.16]. At an inter-cultural
| evel, understanding is a productive achievenent, a result of
encounter between different |anguages or situations. Gadaner
captures this process wth the idea of fusion of horizons. “1f
we place ourselves in the situation of soneone el se, for exanple,
then we shall understand him that is, we shall becone aware of
the otherness, the indissoluble individuality of the other
person, by placing ourselves in his position." [ Gadaner,
1975, p. p. 271-73. ] It is a matter of acquiring a comon framework

in which both identity and difference are intelligibly rel ated.

Haber nas endorsi ng Gadaner on this point, goes further and
says, "the pluralismof life-worlds and the |anguage-ganes is
only a distant echo of the world-views and cultures that Dilthey
projected onto a hypothetical plane of sinmultaneity"[ 1988,
p.154]. Wat is nmeant by historicity of understanding is not
just situatedness or changi ng character of our know edge, but the

enphatic character of the historical influence of the past over
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the present that cannot be shaken off in the name of objectivity.
What is nmore, any understanding of the past or the 'other' S
possible only to the extent one recognhizes the past already in
the present. The fusion of horizons does not nmean that horizons
exi st independently as 'theirs' and 'ours', but is projected and
integrated in the process of understanding that nopves in a

circular fashion.

The effectivity of hi story or effective hi storica
consci ousness points out sonet hi ng cruci al about human
understanding itself: that we, as human bei ngs, are ever bound by
the prejudices of our tradition, which both enables as well as
limts our understanding. The limts can be overcone by opening
ourselves to that we seek to understand. This involves the act
of play, referred to earlier. Genuine understanding is a fusion
of horizons of the subject and the object in which comng to know
the other is knowng oneself. Gadaner uses the notion of
effective historical consciousness against the false pretension
of science's claimto universality. According to him ‘the
el ement of historical influence is operative in all understanding
of tradition, even where the nethodol ogy of the nodern historica
sci ences have been largely adopted..." [1975,p.xxi]. He Dbelieves
that the nethodologically alienating fashion in which science
approaches its obj ect needs to be corrected by t he
pre-under st andi ng whi ch one has before scientific experience. But

Habermas finds it difficult to accept the "either or' choi ce



between truth and nethod or met hodi ¢ under st andi ng and
hermeneuti c experience. He does not think nuch of Gadaner's
attenpt to remove the humanities fromthe sphere of science. For,
"the sciences of action wuld not be able to avoid joining
enpirical -anal ytical nethod and herneneutic ones" [1938, p.167].
Wi | e Habermas approves Gadaner's criticism of the absolutism of
general nmethodol ogy of sciences he wonders how hernmeneutics can
relieve itself of "the business of nmethodology as such; this
claim.. wll be effective either in the sciences or not at all"

[1988, p.167].

In order to fully understand Haber mas' criticism of
Gadaner, it is necessary to clarify how the latter relates
understanding to tradition and draws certain radical concl usions.
According to Gadaner, "understanding is not to be thought of so
much as an action of one's subjectivity, but of placing oneself
within a process of tradition in which past and present are
constantly fused" [1975, p.258]. The role of foresight 1is not
just to provide us with presuppositions, but to guide us to
explicit understanding of what we know in a prinordial sense.
Therefore, the nmeaning of what we seek in traceable to our
presuppositions. Interpretation is an act of explicating what is
inplicit i n our understanding. Conceived this way, every
understanding is in sonme sense confirmation of our prejudices,

which has its roots Iin the tradition we seek to underst and.



Haber mas' objection agai nst Gadaner Is directed at his
attenpt to anchor wunderstanding at an ontol ogical | evel .
According to Habernmas, Gadaner does not "recognize the power of
reflection that unfolds inverstehen." [1988, p. 168]. He agrees
with Gadanmer that herneneutic understanding involves a reflective
noment in which we are conscious of our prejudices guiding us to
seek what we find and, therefore understanding is, in a sense,
making explicit what is inplicit in the wunderstanding prior to
reflection. But reflection does not always termnate in the
fusion of horizons in the sense that our prejudices nmay not
al ways get confirnmed. For Habernmas, reflection has a radica
elenment that threatens the foundations of the tradition as well

as the life- praxis.

This point has a practical inport for Habermas who wants to
show that understanding is not conpleted by referring to the
prior consensus manifested in the influence of tradition, but by
anticipating it as a possibility through a critical enterprise.
"From the fact that understanding is structurally constituted by
a tradition that further devel ops through appropriaton, it does
not follow that the nmediumof tradition is not profoundly altered
by scientific reflection" [Habermas, 1990a p.236]. The
alteration consists in the weakening of the consensus and calling

forth a reflection which takes the fora of critique.

To be fair to Gadaner, there is a radical strain in his



view, which comes out clearly in his reply to Habermas and |ater
writings. When he is arguing for the positive role of tradition
and its authority and how effective history works, it seems that
he is endorsing all that tradition and history stands for. | t
seems there is a lack of «critical sense in his hermeneutics.
Statements like a "history precedes me and ny reflection" can be
(ms) understood to be dogmatically implying an attitude of
uncritical acceptance towards that which "tradition presents de
facto"[ Habermas, 1990a, p.286]. Simlarly, when he opposes truth
to method or hermeneutics to science / method, it seems he is
privileging tradition over reason. But Gadamer has clarified that
tradition is not something that stands over and against the
knower. It is not something that speaks fromabove. Nor is it
something to be thrown off as a shackle. Tradition IS
transmtted or interpreted by those who let themselves be
addressed by it. As Gadamer succinctly puts it, "Even the most
genuine and solid tradition does not persist by nature because of
the inertia of what once existed. It needs to be affirmed.
enbraced and cultivated. It is, essentially, preservation such as
s active in all historical change. But preservation is an act of
reason, though an inconspicuous one." [Gadamer, 1975, p.250]. In
other words, the preservation of tradition is an act of reason

since it is a freely chosen act.

Simlarly, the notion of authority has been popularly

m sunderstood -a m sunderstanding which Gadamer traces to the

109



Enl i ghtennment prejudice. Against this, he say, authority 1is
based on the recognition of superior know edge. Authority has
nothing to do with blind obedi ence.[1975, p.248], its legitinacy
Is derived from the acknow edgenent that tradition has a point of
truth. As Ricoeur paraphrases Gadaner, "that which has authority
Is tradition', [Qted in Ri coeur, 1990a.. p. 306].

So, Gadaner finds the opposition between tradition and
reason, interpretation and critique as a false one, which
Haber mas succunbs to under the influence of Enlightennent's false
consci ousness. As far as he is concerned, there cannot be any
reflection that can nake our structure of under st andi ng
conpletely transparent. The finitude of our existence and the
| inguisticality of understanding demands fromus a recognition of
the universality of hernmeneutic consciousness that cannot be
sublated by any reflection, I ncl udi ng Haber mas' critical
reflection. As R coeur puts it, "the critical instance can only
be a nonent subordinated to the consciousness of finitude and
dependence upon the figures of pre-understanding which always

precede and envelop it." [R coeur, 1990a, p.316].

Habermas finds Gadaner's herneneutics better placed than
Wttgenstein's conception of plurality of |anguage ganes in that
the forner recognizes |anguage as enconpassing all specific
| anguage ganes and thus avoids a kind of relativism that ensues

fromWttgenstein's thesis. He admts that it is wuseful to



conceive |language as a kind of Beta-institution on which al

social institutions are dependent. But since |anguage as a
tradition depends on social processes, such as I|abour and
domnation that are not reducible to normative relationships”
[1990a p.239], it is neither to be absolutized nor to be

I deal 1 zed.

But Gadaner clears up the allegation that he is advocating a
kind of idealism[Gadaner, 1976, P.15]. He wonders how a reference
system under st ood as | abour and dom nation can fall outside the
purview of linguistic nediation [1976, P.31], or how any
reflection on |anguage can be other t han a her meneuti c
experience. He asks, rhetorically.where does reflection operate
from if hernmeneutic approach restricts itself or changes into
critique of ideology as Habernmas demands? Gadaner says further

that even though Habermas is a herneneutically reflective
soci ol ogist" very unlike technicians of social structure, his
argunment for critical social science with emanci patory interest,
that wants to put herneneutics at the service of social sciences,
betrays the obj ectivistic or t ranscendent al aspirations.
Haber mas' turn to psychoanal ysis, he says, belles his hope of

founding critical social science on independent grounds.

Here, we cone to sone of the central issues that have been
controversial enough to keep the debate alive: the significance

of psychoanal ytic interpretation : its rel ationship to
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her meneutics in the Gadanari an sense, and finally, its relation

to the critical theory.

Her neneutics, as Gadaner wunderstands, is an exercise in
search of meaning and interpretation of sonmething that is unclear
or msunderstood. It depends on the Idea of pre-understanding
enbedded in the context of tradition and praxis. The herneneutic
exercise takes the form of a dial ogue which presupposes a prior
consensus resulting in the production of a comon franmework that
enriches the prior understanding and consolidates the consensual
base of what we already possess. However, let us first consider
what an interpretation in psychoanal ysis involves. Psychoanal ysis
too is an exercise in search of neaning and Interpretation of
sonething which is, at least, prima, facie alien and hence,
unintelligible. Meaning in this context, 1is a problem In the
sense that it belongs to the privatized world of the patient.
D al ogue or comunication in the ordinary sense is not helpful
owng to the Ilack of prior consensus over the terns of
under st andi ng. Her meneuti c reflection in  which one can
"deemifreely what in one's own understanding may be Justified"
[ Gadaner, 1976, p. 38] is not available as a choice to the patient,
since he does not recognize the notives of his own actions.
Motives take the fora of causes and actions synptonmatic

behaviour. In what is called the analytic situation, the task of
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the analyst consists in reconstructing the original experience,
usually traumatic, with the help of patient's account of it. The
task is made difficult by the fact that it is dependent on the
patient's recapitulation with all its gaps and possibilities of
m sl eadi ng suggestions. It is constrained by the phenonmenon of

resi stance, which is, in large part, unconsci ous.

The task of recovering the lost neaning or what Habermas
terns as restoring distorted communication and helping the
patient in his self-formative process involves a circularity: the
power of the resistance can be broken only to the extent the
patient recognizes his alienated past, [Habermas, 1971, p.266],
but the recognition depends on the dimnution of resistances.
Briefly, the task consists of two things: 1) The investigation
and the acquisition of right interpretations, and, 2) The

struggl e agai nst resistances.

The peculiarity of psychoanalysis is that 1its subject-
matter has a dual character constituted by energic and symbolic
(ideational) features. The difficulty lies in accounting for both
what exists and what it nmeans to the patient 1i.e., an ontology
and hernmeneutics. Freud hinself offered material in his works for
both the approaches, the causal and the textual. And he has been
castigated by his critics for over - enphasi zing one over the
ot her. Those who are hernmeneutically influenced see the idea of

anal ysis as one of achieving insight, "becom ng conscious of
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one's distorted past."[Habermas, 1971, p. 256]. This neans | anguage
and communi cation play a very inportant role. Desires, wshes
dreans etc., are understood |like a | anguage. Psychoanal ysis deal s
at the level of instinctual representatives and not at the |[evel

of instincts. That Freud was aware of the inportance of
interpretation to understand the unconscious is evident in his
remark about dreans : " the interpretation of dreans is the roya

road to a know edge of the unconscious activities of the M nd"

[Qted in Paul Ricoeur, 1977, P.400].

On the other hand, desires and w shes have the character of
force for the patient. Separated fromtheir representatives, they
nmake their presence felt as effects. Even though psychoanalysis
does not confront these forces directly, it has to cone to terns
wth them if it is to be called a practice. "Talking cure" 1is

not just a matter of the analyst talking his way through.

However, the herneneutical construal of psychoanalysis,
which is grounded in the textual approach of Freud does not sound
whol |y adequate. This is <clearly evident in t he struggl e
agai nst resistances. Psychic resistance is different from the
resistance a text offers in that the former works systematically
and behind the back of the individual (patient). Therefore, the
goal of psychoanalysis i.e., of enabling self-knowl edge for the
patient, depends for its realization on weakening the power of

the resistance - an arduous task that is not achieved through



sheer "tal king power".[ Ricoeur, 1977, P.410]. As Freud says,
“"Informng the patient of what he does not know because he has
repressed it is one of the necessary prelimnaries to the
treatnment .For informng the patient of his unconscious regularly
results in an intensification of the conflicts in him and an
exacerbation of his troubles" [Gted in, Ricoeur, 1977,p.412]. In
other words telling what the patient does not know results in the
accentuation of the conflict - a task necessary for overcom ng
the resistances. The second part of Freud' s statenent indicates
what is peculiar to the psychoanalytic practice : "working
t hrough" (.Durcharbaiter') the barrier of repression ina situation
of transference. That 1is to say ,'talking through' is only a

nmeans of 'working through.'

In what is called the transference situation the technique
of psychoanal ytic practice cones into full light. Sinplyput, the
goal of psychoanalysis is to bring the traumatic situation or
the original experience within the analytic framework wth the
effect of seeing the past as a past [Ri coeur, 1977, P.415]. But
this requires harnessing the force of resistance to its own
di ssolution. The task of enabling the patient to renenber is
nonentarily subordinated to the technique of playing upon the

patient's pleasure and unpl easure [ Ricoeur, 1977, P.416].

Bot h Gadaner and Habernmas oppose a scientistic account of

psychoanal ysis. For Gadaner, psychoanalysis falls very nuch
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within, "the |larger perineter of her meneuti cs". For, Wy

psychoanal ysi s, hermeneutics and the circle of |anguage that is
closed in dialogue are central" [Gdaner, 1976, P.41]. Habernas,
on his part, is critical of the attempt of Freud to reformnulate
psychoanal ytic assunptions in the categorial framework of strict
enpirical science. He supports the other attenpt of Freud 1in
devel oping an analysis on the level of inter-subjectivity in
ordinary |anguage between doctor and patient, which incorporates
the crucial aspect of self-reflection [Habermas, 1971, p.251].
The subject matter of psychoanalysis 1is basically & distorted
text manifesting itself as conpulsion, lies and even neurosis.
Instinct theory, while necessary,is not to be confused with the
type that applies to aninmal behaviour. Causality is to be

understood not as of nature but of fate, because It prevails

t hrough the synbolic nmeans of the mnd [Habermas, 1971, p. 256] .

Despite this common ground between Habermas and Gadaner, the
former clains that psychoanal ysis undermnes the universality of
her neneutics. |Is Habermas justified in calling psychoanalysis a
distinctly emancipatory science in contrast to hi stori co-
her meneuti c sciences? For Habernmas, psychoanalysis is different
from historical or anthropological studies and t herefore.
her neneut i cal in three significant senses : 1) It assunes a
framework which is different from that of herneneutical studies
in that it provides the logic of interpretation in psychoanal ytic

di al ogue; 2) It presupposes a general interpretation which



serves as a narrative foil for the reconstruction of individual
life histories and 3) it involves application of this schema to

life histories [ MCarthy, 1978, P.202].

Let us el aborate:1) The franework of the psychoanal ytic of
Interpretation involves assunptions about | anguage, behavi our and
interruptions in self- formative processes. Accordi ng to
Habermas, these assunptions explicate the possibility of
psychoanal yti ¢ know edge. Wat nakes psychoanalysis different
fromnatural and cultural sciences is that the nethodol ogy of the
forner cannot be separated frommaterial content at the level of
self-reflection. That is to say, to conprehend the transference
situation as the condition of possible know edge neans at the

sane tinme conprehending a pathol ogical situation.

2) The assunptions provide a nethodological framework in
whi ch general interpretations can be developed which deal wth
the developnent of the wearly childhood of +the patient, his
| earning nechanisns and defense nechanisns. These  genera
assunptions deal with interaction patterns of the <child which
formits personality structure. The general- interpretations are
generalized histories of the patients in a narrative form They

formthe enpirical core of psychoanal ysis which neans that they

are subject to corroboration and refutation Ilike enpirical
theories in other disciplines. "In contrast to the herneneutic
anticipation of the philologist, a general interpretation 1is
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"fixed" and like a general theory, mnust prove itself through

predi ctions deduced fromit" [MCarthy, 1978, P.203].

3) But the difference between general interpretation of the
psychoanal ytic nature and general theories of other disciplines
Is that the validity of the forner depends wupon the object's
(patient's) recognition and application of an interpretation to
hinsel f. As Habermas puts it, "the enpirical accuracy of general
interpretations depends not on controlled observation and
subsequent communi cation anong investigators but rather on the
acconpl i shnent of self- reflection and subsequent conmunication
between the investigator and his object.” [1971, P.259]. The
guestion of validity of a certain interpretation is not easy to

decide. A sinple 'yes' or 'no' does not resolve the question

Wiile "yes' or 'no' could be conpatible with the correctness of
interpretation, it does not suffice to decide the validity of the
interpretation. A sinple answer could be an expression of
resistance which is an indication of the inconplete self-

formative process.

Habermas' interpretation of psychoanal ysis as an instance of
critical emancipatory science has been questioned from different
gquarters. One line of argunment goes that he has left out the
significance of instinct theory which forns an inportant part of

the orthodox Freudian position and that his turn to |anguage has
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resul t ed in di m ni shi ng t he I mpor t ance of materi al i st
presuppositions required for a satisfactory explanation of
psychi ¢ phenonenon. [Joel Whitebook, 1985, p.p. 153-160]. The
selective utilization of Freudian thesis in the nanme of a
preconcei ved purpose of restoring neaning or enmancipation is
achi eved by Habernmas, according to this line of argunent, only
by gl ossing over many of Freud's observations and the clinical
experience of others. For instance, Habermas understands
unconsci ous essentially as opposed to the conscious and as as a
repository of lost neanings, while Freud did not see the
unconscious nerely as the place where lost neanings dwell, but a
place fromwhere instincts or instinctual drives operate. Seen
this way, the unconscious is not a result of repression, as
Habermas' interpretation would inply [Habermas, 1971, P.271], but
a part of "inner nature" that could be conplenentary to the

conscious. [Russell Keats, 1981, p.p.94-132].

Secondly, to conceive the subject- natter of psychoanal ysis
purely in terns of distorted text and the task of the analyst as
restoring neaning is to lapse into linguistic idealism of which
Habermas is, elsewhere, critical [Habermas, 1988, p.p.173-74].
Such a textual approach to psychoanal ysis directly goes agai nst
the clinical experience. A purely textual approach may result in
reading neaning into the patient's pathol ogi cal behaviour, which
may have purely physiological reasons . |In such a circunstance to

persist in pursuit of nmeaning is to give up the task of curing



the patient of his illness by psychoanal ysis. The situation of
transference, central to clinical experience, is "regarded by
practicing psychoanal yst as supplying the additional energy to
overcone the power of resistance and showi ng special paths along
which to direct the energy " [P Ricoeur, 1977, P.413]. In other
words, even if one agrees with Habermas that the validity of an

interpretation does not depend on what the patient has to say,

but how it helps his self-formative process in the long run, it
I s doubtful whether, as Habermas thinks, the success of a
therapy can rest solely on self-reflection i.e., conmmunication

wth onesel f.

However, Habermas, in his reply to these criticisns, has
expressed his wariness about a nechani cal nodel of psychoanal ytic
expl anation that conceives the Instincts in terns of drives or
energy. For, according to him what are Jlost in a reifying
theory of drives is both the linguistic structure of and autonony
of inner nature. [Habermas, 1985b, P.213]. For him there is no
way of getting to the reality of psyche in an alinguistic way.
Psychoanal ysis, he thinks, is depth-herneneutic and cannot be
made conpatible with a physicalistic approach. For nethodol ogi cal
reasons Habermas prefers a comunication theoretic nodel. |
Haber mas, 1985b, p.213]. Consi deri ng t he poor record of
experinmental approach, he prefers to account for t he
subject-matter of psychoanalysis in terns of interaction concepts

rat her than physical or biological concepts. He nmakes it clear
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that he is a materialist without reductionistic pretensions.

This rather | engt hy di scussi on on t he nat ure of
psychoanal ysis was undertaken to bring out its inportance for
critical theory. For, Habermas clains that the Methodol ogy of
psychoanal ysis offers a clue to the nethod of «critical soci a
sci ence, the goal being "the construction of a gener a
interpretative framework in the formof a systematically or a
theoretically generalized history which <can be applied to a
hi storically oriented analysis of present society with practica
intent" [MCarthy, 1978, p.205]. This <claim has invited two
i nportant criticisms: 1) The goal of psychoanalysis and critica
theory as such i.e., of emancipation requires a reflection, "that
goes behind the conscious superficial i nterpretation, br eaks
through the masked self-understanding and sees through the
repressive function of social t aboos. " [ Gadaner, 1976,
p.41] . This can take place only against a background of consensus
that is taken for granted as true and authentic. Ther ef ore,
Gadaner's conclusion is that psychoanalysis does not underm ne
the claimto universality of herneneutics, as Habermas bel eives.

On the contrary, it confirnms it. Furthernore, the Ilimted claim
3
of psychoanalysis to the psychoanal yst hinself and the need for

a herneneuti cal clarification of the self- understanding of

3The reduction of psychoanalyst to a gane partner who is "seen
t hrough" is well brought in the play Equuss by p.Schaffer. The
play illustrates Gadamer's point that psychoanal ysis cannot claim
the status of an independent science. -
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net apsychology go to show that t he pr oj ect of putting
psychoanal ysis and consequently, critique of ideology i.e.,
critical social science into a category of science different
from that of hi st ori co- her neneutic sci ences 'S hi ghl y

guestionable, if not msconceived [Paul Ricoeur, 1981, P.85]

2) To what extent is the psychoanalytic nodel appropriate
for a critical social science conceived as critique of ideology
considering the fact that there is an asymmetry between theory
and practice, between unnmasking ideological distortion and
realizing the practical task of transformng conflict-situation
into a consensus situation? As GCegel says, "The revolutionary
struggle is by no neans a psychoanal ytic treatnment on a large

scale" [Ated in MCarthy, 1978, p.207].

It is true that the kind of self-reflection which a
critique of ideology and psychoanalysis denmand 1is markedly
different from herneneutic or phenonenol ogical reflection. The
former refers to a "dialectic that takes the historical traces of
suppressed di al ogue and reconstructs what has been suppressed
[ Haber mas, 1971, P.315]. The self-reflection in the case of
critique of ideology brings to consciousness those determnants
of a self-formative process which ideologically determne a
contenporary praxis and world view?" [Habermas, 1971, p, 228]. In

the case of psychoanalysis, reflection, "reveals the genetically
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I nportant phases of life-history to a nmenory that was previously
bl ocked and brings to consciousness the person's self- fornmative
process" [Habermas, 1971,p.228].But, it 1is questionable to
assign psychoanal ysis and critique of ideology to a category
al t oget her di fferent from cogni tive-instrunental and
hi stori co-hernmeneutic sciences. This is a problem related to
Haber mas' classification of sciences and corresponding interests
which we referred to in the second chapter. Habermas' m stake
lies in locating the classification of inquiry with constitutive
interests at an anthropol ogical |evel, Gadaner rightly questions
the prinordiality of emanci patory science. And, as R coeur points
out, the talk of ideological distortion and emancipation nmakes
sense only agai nst the background of a consensus, which may not
be 'given' as Gadaner thinks, but anticipated, as Habernas
stresses. But since | deol ogi cal distortion and enmancipation
arise in comuni cative experience, they can only be criticized or
‘seen through' in the nane of a consensus not anticipated enmptily
in the manner of a regulative ideal a |a Habermas; they nust be

exenplified in the existing traditions or interpretation of works

received fromthe past [P R coeur. 1990a, p.327]. In short, a
rigid classification of interests or goals or setting an
opposi tion between herneneutics and critique of ideol ogy, as

does Habermas, is to confuse the issue of wunderstanding rather

than clarifying it.

The above discussion has brought out certain serious
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probl ens that beset Habermas' position in the controversy wth
Gadaner, especially, in connection with psychoanalysis to which
he takes recourse. However, this does not |ean that Gadaner's
position is without its shortcom ngs. No doubt, Gadamer is right
in arguing for the universality of herneneutics in the sense that
all understanding is situated in |anguage, and interpretation as
well as criticismis bound to sone tradition or the other.
However, he fails to address hinself to a nunber of issues that
Habermas has raised. He explicitly rejects the charge of
relativism but does not show how conflicting clains to validity
could be resolved. Moreover, what Habermas calls ideological
difference is nore than a matter of m sunderstanding, as Gadaner
seens to think. The fact that the basis of difference 1is
linguistically constituted and culturally interpreted does not
nean that a dial ogue would resolve ideological differences. The
case of psychoanal ysi s and t he critique of | deol ogy,
notw t hstandi ng the di sanal ogies, instantiate a different kind of
orientation towards the interpretand. Even if psychoanal ysis and
the critique of ideology are herneneutical as Gadanmer insists,
they exenplify a different kind of herneneutics i.e., of
suspicion, whose guiding interest is not just truth but
authenticity that incorporates the ideals of autonony and
responsibility, in contrast to the herneneutics of faith, which

I's what Gadanmer construes herneneutics to be, that serves the



ideals of solidarity and self effacing identity.

Habermas has clarified that 'the interest in enmancipation
can only develop to the degree to which repressive force, in the
formof normative exercise of power, presents itself permanently
in the structures of distorted comunication - that is to the
extent that domnation is institutionalized "[Habermas, 1973,
p.22]. That nodern society is not without its share of repression
Is obvious in the high level of institutionalization of power
an issue brought to foreground by Mchel Foucault. It is another
matter that the herneneutics of suspicion today is carried to
the extent of being skeptical of neaning itself. The discourse
of herneneutics in terns of restoration  of neani ng or
remni scence of being and the discourse about self is seen by
Foucault as techniques of signification and techniques of
domnation [M Foucault, 1993, P.203]. Wat is overl ooked, anong
other things, in Foucault's approach is the nornative dinmension
of understanding. Wiat is wong with his approach is that it is
one- sided |like Gadamari an herneneutics, though in an obverse
sense. Since N etzsche, the relationship between Know edge and
Power as been taken seriously. In a certain version of what 1is
roughly called the 'postnodern' thought the relationship between

the two is drawn so closely that one is alnost reduced to the

4

The distinction between her neneut i cs of suspi ci on and

hermeneutics of faith is borrowed from Ri coeur. [See, his Freud
and phil osophy, 1977, p. 32]
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other. Know edge is seen as a function of power. Foucault as if
caricaturing Habermas' thesis of the rel ati onship bet ween
know edge and human interests sees the <cognitive-instrunental,
hi st ori co- hernmeneuti cal and emanci patory interests as three najor
types of techniques at work in nodern society: 1) The techniques

to produce, mani pul at e or transform correspond to
cognitive-instrunental interest of enpirical-analytical sci ences
that objectify or externalize nature. 2) The techniques which
permt one to use sign systens correspond to the interest of
hi st ori co- her neneut i cal sciences that seek to bri ng about
unconstrai ned agreenent anong human beings and, 3) The
techniques which permt one to determne the conduct of
individuals to inpose certain wills on themand to submt themto
certain ends corresponds to the interest of emancipatory science

that aim at autonony and responsibility [M Foucault, 1993,

P. 203] .

As nentioned earlier, Foucaul t, t akes t he negative
herneneutics i.e., herneneutics of suspicion to the extent that
‘power’ is seen as omi present. And what is nore, it 1iIs subject
| ess and independent of all normative considerations. As Habernas
puts it, "Foucault abruptly reverses power's truth- dependency
into the power-dependency of truth' [Habermas, 1987b, P.274]
Wthout going into the differences between Habernmas and Foucault
on power - an issue in itself - let us conclude the discussion on

the Habermas - Gadaner debate wth  observations on  why
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herneneutics of faith. that 1is, herneneutics understood as
remni scent of neaning or recovery of the ruptured relationship
with the past nust nmake room for a 'critique' in the Habernmasian

sense, that is, In comunicative- theoretic ternmns.

To be sure, critique has varied connotations in .. history
as well as in Habermas' witings. And Habermas has not al ways
used them unanbi guously. In fact «critics |like MCarthy have
poi nted out the conflation of neanings of 'critique' in Habernmas
usage.: critical self-reflection and transcendental reflection;
the forner understood as " reflection on specific determnants in
the formative processes of particular subjects and the latter as
reflection on the self formative process of the species as a
whol e". [McCarthy, 1978, p.99]. In his response to criticisns he
clarifies that/critique is reflection on sonething particular
with practical consequences, transcendental reflection can be
understood as reconstruction of the wuniversal conditions of
speech and action. [Habernas, 1973, p.226]. The differences between
the two kinds of reflection can be summed up as follows: 1.
Oritical reflection deals wwth a particular subject, I ndi vi dua
or group, with regard to the determnants of its identity.
Reconstruction, in contrast, deals wth anonynous system of rules
which any subject can follow in principle wth required
conpetence. 2. Since, critical reflection deals wth t he
formation and inportantly deformation of subject's identity it is

i nherently linked to emancipation from those determ nants of



deformty. Since reconstruction, on the other hand, deals wth
sentences, actions, conpetences it is related to the idea of
making explicit what is inplicit. [Paul Connerton, 1980, p.p.
25-261

In the light of the above explication of 'critique', it is
possible to understand what is that Habermas s arguing for.
Wil e Gadamer seems to be arguing that 'critique' as a Monment s
subsumabl e under thinking as such, Habernmas see9 'critique' as a
determnative reflection that/in making sense of  what IS
contingent, unnecessary, dispensable, releases the potential for
its transformation. The difference of opinion over 'critique' s
not so nuch a matter of meaning as of enphasis. Wile Gadamer
wants to say that all reflection, including critical, is limted
by a larger consciousness or social understanding by which socia

comunity continues to exist, [1985a, p.291], Habernmas says we
have good reason to suspect that the background consensus of
established traditions and | anguage ganes can be a consciousness
forged of conpulsion, a result of pseudo-conmunication, not only
in the pathologically isolated cases of disturbed famlia

systems, but in entire social systenms as well" [1985a, p.317].
Hence, a critique 1in the latter sense is pressed against

Gadaner's herneneuti cs.

In the twentieth century, especially after world war 11,

modern western society has been perceived as  becom ng



increasingly conplex in the sense, on the one hand, it has
acquired, owing to the structural changes in capitalist
expansion, system c character that has given rise to
functionalist theories and on the other, it lacks a common ground
or vantage point from which social phenomenon coul d be adequately
understood. There is an acute feeling that any attenpt to relate
or nediate nyriad points of view, interests and orientations is
futile, if not, ideologically suspect . But paradoxically, the
current western thought has not given up on philosophy or socia

theory altogether. In the absence of substantive reason, the
dem se of philosophy as the 'centre' of discourse and the rise of
plurality of discourses, which Whber called the new polytheism
philosophy can only function as critique to ensure that
particular interests are not brought to bear unnoticed on the
theoretical perspectives of social scientific understanding. To
be sure, 'theorizing' in the speculative or foundationalistic
sense has been brought to question for good reasons, sone of

which we have discussed in this chapter. But with the

mul tiplication of perspectives and an increasing sense of us
and *them a need is felt for 'theory' in the larger sense that
can fill the vacuum created by the di sappearance of philosophy in
the traditional sense on the one hand,and, the questioning of
science as the paradigm of know edge, on the other. Thus the
grand narrative is making a come back in various theoretica

gui ses. [Quinton Skinner, 1985]. Anong then, the hermeneutics of

Gadamer is one. And as we noted, it rightfully questions the



consignnent of truth to nodern science. But its critique of
nodern science in enphasizing the dialogic node in bringing
together various specializations and sectoral finalities 1in
contact with common awareness fails to grasp the significance of
enpirical-analytical nmethod of sciences and di scount s t he
cognitive value and the learning processes the l|atter has Bade

possi bl e.

Habermas would contend that while science cannot claim
privileged access to truth, it should be given its due as a node
of inquiry appropriate to the study of desacralized world. I n
accordance with the self-understanding of the nodern world, the
study of natural world and the material substratum of the socia
world can be carried out only in an objectivistic fashion, as the
enpirical-analytic sciences have done. But, because t hose
sciences are a specialized discourse and can be at odds with the
commonsensi cal understandi ng of everyday life, It is necessary to
account for the achievenents and Ilimtations of scientific
orientation at a broader theoretical |evel. For Habermas, a
critique of science fromw thin philosophy of science or from
wi t hout, such as herneneutics cannot strip off the cognitive
potential of sciences by relativizing/it to tradition or

| anguage. But this is what, according to Habernas. Gadaner' s

5 Habernmas contends that the post-enpiricist philosophy of science
which lays stress on paradigns and their incomensurability do
not pose a threat to his conception of science and its cognitive
significance [ Habermas, 1986, p.164 ].



her meneuti cs seens to be doi ng.

It is clear that Gadaner does not think nmuch of nodern
scientific know edge owwng to its character of distantiation and
objectification. This is clearly evident in the fact that he
concedes, rather reluctantly, science its cognitive clains.
Haber mas, on the contrary, wupholds the know edge provided by
sciences as distinctly nodern achievenent. Gadanmer sees in
science a reflection of a devalued self-understanding of man
I.e., " externalizable and 'subjugable'. Mdern science, for him
could have arisen only in a ‘'rationalized" (in the pejorative
sense) world that is devoid of neaning or significance . In his
critique of objectivismthere is an inplicit «critique of the
nodern world as replacing phronesis (ethical knowledge 1in the
classical sense) for techne (technical know edge). Here it 1is
interesting to note Habermas' affinity with G&danmers' critique of
objectivismand the technocratic <character of nobdern western
society. Both of them share & reading of nodern society as
domnated by technocratic rationality. Wile Gadaner highlights
the feature through his appropriation of Aristotle's distinction
between practical and technical know edge, Haber nmas dr aws
attention to the sane feature through his analysis of the nexus
between technocrats, politicians and admnistrators - a nexus
that deprives the public of political enl 1 ght ennent and
self-deteramation - a point discussed in the next chapter. But

the difference IS t hat Haber nmas questi ons t he fal se
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uni versalistic clains of science and technol ogy w t hout debunki ng

them as a whol e,

From Habermas' point of view there need be no opposition
bet ween net hod, on the one hand, and experience and truth on the
other - an opposition inplied by Gadaner's her meneuti cs
[ Bernstein, 1983, p. 151]. UWilizing the net hod of enpirica
-anal ytical sciences Habermas nakes a case for a kind of
knowl edge of a given human 'object' that could supplenent or be
suppl enented by an experi ence of truth t hat Gadaner's
her meneutics points to. Gadanmer's herneneutics resting on a kind
of '"humanismi seens to privilege the tradition enbodied in
| anguage over and against the tatter's <capacity to develop
het erogeneously. |t appears that whenever Gadaner appeals to
‘common', what is 'ours' or 'the ground of being', he is troubled
by the heteronorphous character of |anguage-ganes. Such an appea
appears to be a concealed plea for social theory in the
| arger sense. But Habernmas argues, social theory cannot ignore
the non- herneneutic nodes of thinking, whether in the form of
| deol ogy- critique, ( Mar xi sm archaeol ogy  of know edge
(Foucault), structural- functionalist theory C Parsons and
Luhmann) etc. For such ignoring would underm ne the inportance of
bot h objective science as well as the sphere of nodern society
that needs to be preserved as one of the achievenents of t he
nodernity project. Gadaner cones close the those whom Habernas

calls 'old conservatives' who are averse to cultural nmoder ni sm



"They", Habermas wites "observe the decline of substantive
reason, the differentiation of sciences, Mrality and art, the
nodern world and its nerely procedural rationality, with sadness
and recoomended a withdrawal into a position anterior to
noder ni ty" [ Haber mas, 1983a, p.14]. Gadaner, Ilike the old

conservatives, seenstocrave for ade-differentiatedreality.

For Habermas, a plea for de-differentiation would nean
regression, a betrayal of the inconplete project of nodernity.
The project of nodernity for him consists in relinking the
autononous and elite areas of art, science and norality to the
everyday life-praxis. This requires not giving up on cultura

nodernity, but steering the societal nodernisation in a different

direction from the one taken by present day western society. In
order to realize this change in direction, "the life-world hasto
becone able to develop institutions out of itself, which sets

limts to the internal dynamcs and inperatives of an al nost
aut ononous economc systemand its admnistrative conplenents”
[ Haber mas, 1983a, p.13]. To be sure, this is a practical task
that requires the participation of all those affected. Wth the
institutionalization of communicative action, where linguistic
understanding is indispensable (i.e., cannot be substituted by
the steering nmedia of noney and power) communicative rationality
hel ps nedi ating the esoteric discourses of sciences, norality and
aesthetics to the praxis of life-world. This has the advantage

of avoiding a recourse to substantive reason in the netaphysical



sense, on the one hand, and a shrunken fora of i nstrunent al or

pur posi ve reason.

Haber mas' critical theory, followng the Ilinguistic turn,
| ncorporates the hernmeneutic insight that the critique of
| deol ogy, whatever form it takes, cannot operate from outside
| anguage, as it were. It distances itself from the critique
offered by earlier critical theory and the various post -
noderni st critiques of reason and subject by stressing the
| inguisticality of reality and the communicative dinmension of
| anguage. It allows one to do without the notion of 'subject’

and 'reason' famliar to the paradigm of philosophy of subject.

Wth the turn to an inter-subjective franmework, the subject IS
transformed into a participant of concrete fora of life. To be
sure, the participant part takes the everyday life praxis only

via the resources available to her/him from the side of cul ture.
The formation of her/his personality and soci al I dentity depend

very nmuch on her/his role as a participant in the various socia

practices. But being a participant inplies that soci al action
and its consequences are dependent on her/his interpretative
acconpl i shnents. That i's, partici pants do not merely

reproduce/the life-world that enables them to speak and act as
t hey do; they actively revise and underline the authority of the
tradition and contribute to the on-going of life-worldly

practices.



Wth t he rationalization  of t he life-world bot h
socialization and individuation take pl ace I n t he samne
proportion. In both the processes, the role of critique 1is
central. COitical testing and fallibilist consciousness. "even
enhance the continuity of a tradition that has stripped away its
guasi -natural state of being. They stake conprehensible why
abstract, universalistic procedures for discursive will-formation
even strengthen solidarity in life-contexts that are no |onger
legitimated by tradition."[1987b p. 347]., One of the nmmjor
criticisns against Habermas* interest in action-theory oriented
towards clarifying the normative considerations of critical
social science is that it holds out no hope for the possibility
of revolutionary praxis, even though Habermas clains Marx as this
past master. The charge is that his interest is very academc in
its orientation and has not really shown how the theory- practice
probl ematic can be resolved. But Habermas has tried to clarify
that given the fact that there is no identifiable class that can
possibly be the bearers of revolutionary praxis, there occurs a
crisis wthin the Marxian framework of critical t heory.
Oitical theory does not have a historical addressee that could
support the idea of radical transformation through its «critique
of bourgeois ideology. Added to this is the fact that the
devel opnent of capitalismhas acquired a certain conplexity that
contributes to the theory-practice problematic. This, according
to Habernmas, has sone inportant consequences for critical theory:

firstly, any talk of revolutionary praxis in nore than a



net aphorical sense has to acknow edge the incalculability of
interventions into deep-seated structures of highly conplex
society and the rise of catastrophic alternatives that follows
revol utionary transformations [Habermas, 1982, p.223]. Secondly,
Mar xi sm nust take seriously the problenms associated with its
t heoretical generalizations. On the one hand it nust scale down
t he phil osophi cal questions into problenms to be dealt wth
scientifically, and, on the other, It must renounce t he
phi | osophi cal concept of science that Hegel made popular (1982,
p. 223] Like any other science, t he enpirical I mport of
Mar xi smrequires to be vali dated. In other words, it has to be

fallibilistic.

It is evident in our critical exposition of Haber mas- Gadamer
debate the balance is tilted in favour of Habermas. Though a
detailed critique of Habermas wl|l be wundertaken in the |ast
chapter it is necessary to make here itself sonme critical remarks
about Habermas' position as it has been developed in his debate

wi t h Gadaner.

First of all Habermas has not been able to show that
critical social science is independent of herneneutics as he
initially wanted to. As a matter of fact, he has admtted that no
t heorization can be free of the herneneutic di mension. Be writes.
“critique, too, remains bound to the traditional context which it

reflects" [1985a, p.317]. Therefore, it is msleading to pose his



differences with Gadaner as one of "herneneutics or <critique of
i deol ogy". This false disjunction not only conceals the anount of
I nfl uence herneneutics has had on his critical theory. It also,

as Bernstein, points out, prevents one from seeing t he
6
fundanental affinities wth Gadaner's position.

Secondly, granted that his analysis of nodern society as
domnated by functionalist reason and as having little space for
comuni cative interaction is nore useful than that of Gadaner in
the sense that it provides a clue to the practical task of
establ i shing communi cative infrastructure, whereas Gadaner nerely
points to what is lacking in contenporary society by drawi ng our
attention to what existed in ancient Geek society, Habermas has
nothing nore to offer as a solution than comunicative action
oriented to consensus. That is, his solution seens to consist of
endl ess conmmuni cati on between participants of diverse spheres or
domai ns. The question is, "Can conmunicative interaction resolve
problens that are strongly rooted in |abour and dom nation?" This
gquestion is all the nore significant in the light of the fact
that Habermas hinself is not so optimstic about the possibility
of setting limts to t he system c | nperatives t hr ough

communi cati ve processes (Habernmas, 1975, p. 138p; al so 1983a p. 13].

Thirdly, even though Habermas has nade a good case for

6
See,"Wat is the Dfference that makes a D fference? Gadaner,
Habermas And Rorty", R chard Bernstein, .PSA 1982.
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‘theory' which needs to steer clear of both positivism and as
wel | as netaphysical speculation and is significant particularly
at a tinme when 'theory' is being debunked by postnodernists |[ike
Lyotard, one mght ask "Does not a theoretical interest in what
Is called communicative rationality itself indicate a msplaced

and outdated hope in Universalism- a notion that is abstract and

enpty?"." Is it not a speculative exercise in the sense that it
has no bearing on contenporary social reality?" O, as a
hermeneutically inclined critic may ask, " Gven the fact that

i deas including reason, do not fall from heaven but culturally
handed down what is the status of rationality in & procedural

sense?" [Anthony G ddens, 1985, p 115].

And lastly, given the enphasis on action-oriented to
consensus in Habermas' working out of the normative foundations
of «critical theory, it seens ‘'critique' in the sense of
oppositional thinking, radical questioning of Enlightennent,
gives way to ‘'critique' in the sense of differentiation,
reconstruction and eval uation of Mddernity in its own terras. As
we shall argue in the last chapter, critique in latter sense
inmplies being less critical about nodernity project and thus
prevents critical theory from seeing through the prejudices of

the self-understanding of nodernity.

However, we nust note here that in his response to

criticisns, Habermas says that his attenpt to reconst ruct



formal -pragmati cs of speech and reason is not enpty or abstract,
but is generated fromthe "normative contents of the universal
and ineluctable presupposition of a non-circunventable practice
of ever yday process of under st andi ng. " [ Haber mas.
1991, p. p. 243-44]. Hi s theory of communicative action, he clains,
Is an explicit articulation of the intuition that reason even
t hough situated and devel ops through traditions transcends t he

context of its origins. As Habermas wites, "it is not a natter

of this or that preference, 'our' or 'their' notion of rationa
life, rather we are concerned here with reconstructing a voice of
reason, which we cannot avoid using whether we want to or not
when speaki ng in ever yday conmuni cati ve practice"

[ 1991, p. p. 243- 44] .

In the last chapter we shall have an occasion to discuss the
I nherent tensions in Habermas' thought between the herneneutic
i nfl uence, on the one hand, and the rationalist 'prejudice on
the other. W shall argue that if Habernas has to do justice to
the universal character of reason - a character that secures, to
use Habermas's own words, "unity of reason in the diversity of
Its voi ces", [Habermas, 1992, p.115] then he nust soften his
enphatic interpretation of nodernity, which is at odds wth the

prof essed herneneutic turn his critical theory has taken.
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CHAPTER |V

CRITICAL THEORY AND POSTMODERNI TY

In the reconstruction of the critical theory, from Kant to
Habermas, we noted three features: a concern with the present as
sonething new. that this new is not just a sequel to the past.
but a definite break with it;and, the present as containing
potential for the possibilities of the future. As Hegel saw it.
"The spirit (of the nodern) has broken with what was hitherto the
world of its existence and inmmgination and is about to subnerge
all this in this past..."[GWF. Hegel, 1968, p.20]. And as
Habermas supplements it, “"the new, the nodern world s
di stinguished fromthe old by the fact that it opens itself to
the future, the epochal new beginning is rendered constant wth
each moment that gives birth to the new'. [Habermas, 1987b. p.6].
The significant feature of nodernity, which is also a problem as
Hegel identified, is that the nodern age, unlike any other age,
bases itself on the principle of subjectivity, 'the principle
that all the essential factors present in the intellectual whole
are comng into their right in the course of their development,
[Gted inHabermas, 1987b, p.16]. The problem of nodernity is
that the principle of subjectivity is not understood nerely as
sel f-assertion but one that is wunderstood in normative terns

such as sel f-consci ousness, sel f-expression and



self-determnation. To be nodern is to prefer these nornms over
other norns that wunderlie other ages. Thi s nmeans t hat

the normative justification for nodernity is not provided by a

recourse to the nodels of pre-nodern periods, such as classica
QG eek conception of rational nan or rational order, but by
recourse to reasoned justification that the differentiated worl d-
view allows. If 'freedom and 'reflection', which nodernity has
made possible, are not nerely illusions, they have to be

accounted for in discursive terns.

But in the early 20th century, as we noted, the historical
ci rcunst ances such as depressing economc conditions, and the two
world wars contributed to the disenchantnent with the ideals of
Enl i ghtennent, such as freedom and happi ness. Against this
background, one can understand the wearly critical theorist's
particularly Adorno's, interpretation of Enl i ght ennent as
enbodyi ng instrunental reason traceable to the very roots of
Qccidental thought. Habermas understands such a pessimstic
interpretation of the above kind against the background of the
three main features of their tines: the devel opnent of Russian
Marxism the rise of Fascism in CGernmany and Italy and the
integration of the working class into the capitalist system in
Western denocracies, especially inthe US. In this setting,
Haber mas contends, Enlightennent reason can only appear as a
failure, 1i.e., the dialectic of reason as in culmnating in

‘unreason’ and the disintegration of the subject. During the



post- war period, changes in Europe and the U S. the forns of
know edge such as information-systens, enhanced productive
capacity due to inprovenent in the technol ogies, changes in the
social structure such as the energence of a new Mddle class,
mass production and mass consunption, changes in cultural forns
since the post-avant garde art etc., have put the issue of
nodernity in a new light: it is a passe for one living (in the
advanced western countries) in a post-nodern situation. Wat is
‘new in this situation is that the project of nodernity is not
seen as a failure, an unfulfilled promse, but as irrelevant, a
willful nostalgia. The newness of this situation is felt to be
overwhelmng to the extent that the tenporal sense of existence
I's radicalized. “Post nodern", we begin to hear, 'in a part of
the nodern;it s first and nascent stage and a  constant

one"[Lyotard, 1984, p. 79] .

The di scour se of ' post noder n’ S unl i ke t he
counter-discourse of nodernity in that it does not faul t
nodernity for its negative consequences construed as the
alienation of the self, the disintegration of ethical community
etc. In contrast to the views of early critical theorists, l'i ke
Adorno and Horkhei ner, who I nterpreted noder ni zati on as
reificationto the extent of eclipse of reason and disintegration
of the subject, the post nobdern theorists I nterpret t he
transition tothe post nodern condition as problematising the

concepts of reason, subject, universality etc., - ideas centra



to the discourse of nodernity. Wat is nore, the very idea of
di scourse as having to do wth Meaning, interpretation and truth
Is displaced. Consequently, the question of normative content of
nodernity, which concerned the philosophical tradition from Hege

to Habernmas becones a non-i ssue. Any attenpt to answer this
gquestion is dubbed as 'nodern' in the pejorative sense: a
discourse of legitimation with respect to its own status, a

di scourse call ed phil osophy,[Lyotard, 1984, p.xxiii].

In this chapter the focus 1is on Issues central to the
‘nmodern / postnodern' problematic as it cane up in the 'debate
bet ween Habernnas and Lyotard. Firstly, how does one nake sense
of the so-called postnodern condition? Secondly, given that it
Is a genuinely new situation, does it call for a renewed
orientation in the ethical-political terns, of the project
called 'nodernity' to realize its fulfillnment? Lastly, how does
it call into question Habermas* critical theory understood as an
affirmative critique of nodernity?

At the outset, sonmething is to be said about t he
intractability of elucidating what exactly 'postnodernity' is.The

term 'postnodern' eludes a definite neaning. The neaning varies

O course, the 'debate' unlike the other two di scussed before,
never took place. Wile Lyotard attacks Habermas in a few pl aces
in his The Postnodern Condition, Habermas hardly nmakes a
reference to Lyotard in his criticises of post noder ni st s.
Nevertheless, it is possible to 'construct' a debate, as we have
done here, to bring out the affinities and differences between

them to show what is at stake.



to the extent that the Mddern day Dictionary of Received Ideas
2

says, "The word has no neaning. Use it as often as possible.”

It is often so flexibly used to nane anything entirely new from
art to everyday experience that the death of postnodernism has
been al ready announced. For this reason, it is not surprising
that the term has gained a derogatory connotation. The rather
liberal (ms)use of the termhas given rise to the suspicion that
it is one of those academ c exercises in nam ng sonething t hat

has little to do with what is naned.

Fredric Jameson understands 'postnodern’' as a transitiona
period "in which the new international order (neo-colonization,
t he green revol ution, conput eri zati on, t he el ectronic
information) is at one and the sane tine set in place andis
swept and shaken by its own internal contradictions and by
external resistance" [1983, p,113]. Wat is basic to postnodern
condition are tw features: 'pastiche' and 'schizophrenia'. Ho
explains 'pastiche' by drawing exanples from filns and |ays that
the stylistic innovations peculiar to nodernism is no |onger
possible. "Al that is left is to imtate dead styles, to speak
through the nmasks and with voices of the styles in the inaginary
museuns"”. [ Janmeson, 1983, p. 115]. Janeson uses * schi zophrenia* to

refer to an experience fundanental to postnodern condition -

2See, "In Pursuit of Postnodern :An Introduction' .M ke

Feat her st one, 1988.



"“experience as isolated, disconnected, discontinuous Material
signifiers which fail to link up in a coherent sequence" [1983,
p.119] The schi zophrenic does not know 'personal identity' in
our sense, since our feeling of identity depends on our sense of
the persistance of the "I1" and "ne" over tine. This experience
I's understood to be induced by a fragnented reality, which cones
in the form of immedi ate sensation and spectacle, the stuff wth
whi ch consciousness is forged. The overwhelmng power of this
experience dissolves the question of alienation of the subject as
a non-issue. For there is no wunitary self that resists or
overcones alienation. Instead, we have what 1is <called the

fragnmentati on of the subject.

David Harvey in his book The Condition of Postnodernity: An
Enquiry into the Oigins of Cultural Change, acknow edges that
there has been a sea change in the political, economc and
cultural practices since 1972. He traces it to the post world
war boom since 1945 witnessed in Europe and the USA. This boom
was achi eved by 'labour control' practices, technological m xes,
consunption habits, and configuration of political power, terned
as Fordist - Keynesianism But this configuration broke up in

1973 resulting in a period of change, flux and uncertainty.

Janmeson and Harvey consider the 'postnodern' condition as
significantly new but do not stop short of connecting the

nonent ous changes to what one is famliar in the nodern world:



capitalism Janeson, for instance, sees the newy energent
phenonmenon as related to the third stage of «capitalism i.e.,
|ate capitalism He echoes Edward Said's view that postnodern
experience is an inability to take a satisfactory overview of the
situation, which is then put forward as undesirable.[Edward Sai d,
1983, p.p.135-136]. Simlarly, Harvey understands the changes in
the cultural forns related to capitalism as owng to the
energence of nore flexible nodes of capital accunulation and a
new round of 'tinme-space' conpression in the organization of
capital. Like Janeson he prefers to see the inportant features
of the postnodern against the background of capitalism He

focuses on the devel opnent between 1945 and 1972 and since 1973

to the present.

Before we discuss how Janeson and Harvey rel ate t he
sea-change in various fields to capitalist devel opnent, it would
be of relevance to note that the central feature of all these
changes is accelerated turn-over tinme which alters one's sense of
space and tine and orientation to postnodern reality. Har vey
says that the significant feature of the postnodern society is

the conpression of space and tine reflected in the sphere of

fashionable clothing, ornanent, decoration, life-styles, and
consunption of goods and services. It is relatable to
accel er at ed turn-overtinme aided by | npr oved systens of

comuni cation, information flow, coupled wth rationalization in

techni ques of distribution (packaging, inventory control, narket



f eedback, electronic, banking, plastic noney etc.). Volatility in

all these fields makes long term planning difficult and even

unnecessary . Short term planning, adaptability and crisis
managenent becone the central thing. This is reflected in
frenzied life style, "Yuppie flu' ( a psychological stress

condition that paral yzes the performance of talented people by
producing long -lasting flu-like synptons) and what Janeson calls
schi zophreni ¢ experience of space having shrunk (the world as
dobal village) and tine as accelerated (twenty four hours as a
very long tine in the stock market) is peculiarly a postnodern

f eat ure.

The principle of accelerated turn over tine is operative in
the production and consunption of not only goods and services,
but in cultural products too. For instance, those who work in
hi gher education, publishing houses, nagazines, Dbroadcasting
nmedia, theaters and nmuseuns whom Daniel Bell calls the cultura
mass [ D.Bell, 1977, p.124] who process and influence the
reception of serious cultural products specialize in t he
acceleration of turn over tinme through the production and
marketing of inmages. The cultural mass, as Harvey puts It, " la
the organizer of fads and fashions and as such it actively
produces the very ephenerality that has always been fundanent al
to the experience of postnodernity. |t becones a social neans to
produce that sense of collapsing tinme-horizons which it in turn

so avidly feeds upon".[Harvey, 1989, p.291]. The challenge of



accelerating turn-over tine, Harvey says, ranges from nove

witing and phil osophizing to a rapid wite off of traditionally
acquired values. This is supported by Baudrillard' s observation
about the American society as characterized ,"by speed, Mbdtion,
cinematic images and technological fixes; as, in essence
representing the triunph of effect over cause, of instantenity
over tine as depth; the triunph of effect of surface and of pure
objectification over the depth of desire." [Qted in Harvey,
1989, p.291]. And lastly, talking about the fluctuating status of
noney, Harvey points to the <crisis of representation. "The
central value system to which capitalism has always appealed to
validate and gauge its action is denmaterialized and shifting,
tine horizons are collapsing and it is hard to tell exactly what
space we are in when it conmes to assessing causes and effects,

nmeani ngs or values." [Harvey, 1989, p. 298]

Wat do these changes, however, wide in range, signify? 1Is
the Western society, in an entirely new situation that calls for
a radical departure from famliar nodes of construing nodernity?
Lyotard, for one, denies the possibility as well as desirability
of a theory that nakes sense of one's situation in the postnodern
condition in a conprehensive way. Be goes on to characterize any
attenpt to provide a 'total' picture as 'nodern'; as aspiring to
legitimate itself with reference to a neta di scourse as nmaki ng an
explicit appeal to sone grand narrative, such as the dialectics

of spirit, the herneneutics of neaning, the emancipation of the



rational or working subject, or the creation of wealth". [1984,

p. xxiii].

Before we go onto di scuss how Lyotard, arguing fromwhat he
considers to be the significant features of postnodernity,
concludes that an attitude towards netanarratives can only be one

of incredulity, let us note how Janmeson and Harvey answer the

guestions raised above.

Janeson and Harvey recogni ze the 'postnodern' as genuinely
new period. But they periodize it as a part of late capitalist
and therefore do not think that a critique of «capitalism in
Marxian terns is irrelevant. |In the foreword to Lyotard's The
Post nodern Condi ti on, Janeson observes that the absence of a
revolutionary social <class or classes in the present day
capitalist society does not nean that the category of socia
class is irrelevant, as Lyotard thinks. The  primacy  of
sci ences and technol ogi cal inventions, the rise of technocracy to
a privileged position and the shift from older industria
technol ogies to newer informational ones - issues which Lyotard
di scusses in his work, can still be accounted, Janeson says, in
Marxian terns. According to him the above factors are "indices
of new and powerful, original global expansion of capitalism
whi ch now penetrates the hitherto pre-capitalist enclave of the
Third world agriculture and the first world culture, in which, in

other words capital nore definitely secures the colonization of



nature and the unconscious."” [1984, p.xiv]. Janeson cites Ernst
Mandel ‘s Late Capitalism as an exanple of Marxian analysis of
‘consuner' or 'postindustrial' society. He sees the argunents of
Post nodern Condition as a synptom of the state it seeks to
di agnose i.e. the crisis of neta-narrative, the non-possibility
of traditional alternatives interns of teleology. And he says the
contradi ctions can be resolved by taking a step further in seeing
the neta-narrative as buried and "political wunconscious" that
affects a way of seeing and acting in the current situation
rather than dismssing it as irrelevant, as Lyotard does.
SSmlarly, David Harvey argues that the devel opnent of
‘postnodern’ is better seen as changes "set against the basic
rules of capitalistic accunulation” and "as shifts in surface
appearance rather than signs of energence of sone entirely new
post-capitalistic or even post -i ndustri al soci ety"[ 1989,
p.vii]. The transition from Fordismto flexible accunulation, he
thinks, is very nmuch conprehensible in terns of capitalistic node
of production. That is to say that it can be understood in terns
of three 'essential' features of capitalism 1) Gowh as an
essential feature of econony and crisis as lack of growth; 2) The
grow h of econony as dependent on the exploitation of Iabour in
the sense that there has to be a gap between the value |abour
creates and what it gets, wth the consequent need for the
strategy of |abour control; and 3) Technol ogical innovation as a

feature conplenentary to l|abour control and the growh of

profits.



Yet, at a deeper level, the three features nentioned above,
stand in a contradictory relationship to each other,as Man
showed in his analysis of capitalismlong ago. The technique of
flexible accurmulation is analyzed by Harvey as a sinple
reconstruction of two basic strategies, which Marx had identified
for procuring profit or surplus val ue: firstly, procuring
absolute surplus value that rests on the extension of the working
day reproduction at a given standard of [living; and, secondly,
relative surplus value which rests on or gani zat i onal and
technical change set in notion to gain tenporary profits for
i nnovative firns such that nore generalized profits are secured
as costs of goods that define the standard of living Iabour are

r educed.

Qur discussion of Janeson's and Harvey's interpretation of

postnodernity in terns of capitalist devel opnent and as part of a

| arger order was neant to show that, at the outset, Lyotard a
argunent that in the wake of postnodernity the Idea  of
neta-narrative is redundant is not very plausible* On the

contrary, as we shall argue, there is a greater need for a
‘theory' in the Habernmasian sense that is not only explanatory
di agnostic, but also emancipatory-utopian. This is very much in
accordance wth the conplexity and ephenerality of the so-called
post-nodern society. But before that, it is necessary to take a
closer look at Lyotard's interpretation of what he calls

' post nodern' society. Lyotard succinctly expresses his position in



these words."In contenporary society and culture - post
i ndustrial society, post nodern culture - the question of the
| egitimation of know edge is fornmulated in different terns. The
grand narrative has lost its credibility, regardless of what node
of unification it uses, regardless of whether it 1is speculative
narrative or a narrative of enancipation."[Lyotard 1984 p.37].
Here Lyotard is attacking the German phil osophical tradition from
Kant to Marx who, according to him have tried to cone up wth
one unifying narrative or the other to legitimze the spheres of
human activity that are perceived to be distinct from each other
since the nodern era. Like Habermas, he perceives the distinctive
characteristic of nodern period as one of differentiation in
knowing, wlling and feeling to which stand the correspondi ng
real m of denotative, pre- scriptive and evaluative |anguages wth
their owmn rules. Lyotard admres Kant for having devel oped three
critiques which bring out the logics internal to the cognitive,
noral and aesthetic domains of experience. He thinks that Kant
has shown that the three frameworks are |ncommensurable or
het erogeneous - a fact which is exenplified by the differences
between Kantian intellect (verstand) which centers on t he
objective data on the one hand and Kantian reason (verunft)
whi ch being autononous and sel f producti ve, deal s W th

subjectivity on the other.(Villem van Beijen.1988, p 2731.

But he is critical of Kant when the latter tries to bridge

the gap between the frameworks by positing a human subject noving



towards a natural end. Lyotard seens to be right. For, the strong
propensity towards a unitary narrative in Kant is very well
brought out when he says that the faculty of judgenent, "wth
the concept of the finality of nature provides us wth the
nmedi ati ng concept between concepts of nature and the concepts of
freedom - a concept that cakes possible the transition from
the pure and theoretical laws daws of understanding) to the pure
practi cal Jaws of reason) and from conformty to law in
accordance with the fornmer to final ends according to the

|latter.[Cited in Mllein Van Reijen, 1988, p, 274l.

Yet, according to Lyotard, critical philosophy cannot allow
the actual reality of teleology of the history inplied by Cant,
because it would nean subsumng the whole of critical reason
under the concept or ideal of natural teleology. That subaunption
does not work in the way of the schematism of verstand subsunes
data under a concept (the categories), that is, by a determnate
judgenent. For, as Kant hinself says, 'Judgenents rendered by the
faculty of judgenent noulding data to the ideal of a natural end
can only be reflective, '"as if' only regulated by an ideal, not

determned by a concept".[WIllem van Reijen, 1988, p.274].

Lyotard understands Hegel as saying that the specul ative
narrative legitimzes other |anguage ganes as knowl edge ganes
for it is the highest or truest in the sense that it lifts itself

up by citing its own statenents in a second |level discourse. The
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specul ati ve process, Lyotard contends, of legitimating other
know edge/ | anguage ganes, such as sciences, is itself a |anguage
gane of legitimation. Lyotard a objection is that the specul ative
netanarrative of Hegel nust assune a hierarchy of narratives,
which indicate increasing reflexivity than positivity and
presuppose a subject (Spirit/Absolute), which in recognizing
ot her3 recognizes itself as 'highest' or 'truest'. As opposed to
this he prefers the line of thought originating in N etzsche and
culmnating 1in postnodern thought, wher e t he specul ative
narrative gives way to the perspective of |anguage ganes. "what
we have is a process of delegitimation fuelled by the demand for

legitimation." [Lyotard, 1984, P.39].

As to the enmancipatory netanarrative of Mirx and his
followers, Lyotard understands that it Bust rely on grounding the
legitimation of science and truth in t he aut onony of
interlocutors involved in ethical, social and political praxis.
Additionally, it has to overcone the gap between what in and what
ought to be for emancipation to be possible. But there is nothing
to show that froma statenent describing a situation as real, a

statenent prescribing sonething as just can be derived

Lyotard arguing from the Wttgensteinian perspective of
| anguage ganes nekes a case for saying that there has been a
conflict between scientific narrative and t he traditiona

narrative. This <conflict poses the problem of legitimation
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Though the conflict is traceable to an earlier period , only in
the nodern era science has assuned a legitimacy that Bakes
narrative know edge look like primtive or superstitious. But the
post-enpiricist philosophy of science has problematized the
| egitimzing character of science. It has shown that there is
nothing to prove that nodern narrative is in any way superior to
the traditional narrative. Neither is it nore necessary than the
other [Lyotard, 1984, p.28]. If one takes seriously the dispersa
of narrative into denotative, prescriptive and descriptive
el ements, as Lyotard does, then science can neither legitimze
itself in a speculative manner nor can it be a nodel for other
narratives.

The sane problemi.e., of legitimation of know edge, arises
In the French and German thought, whose narratives take humanity
to be educated, emancipated or enculturated (Lyotard, 1984,
p.37]. The dubious subject is the '"people' or the 'party' in the
case of Marxismor 'race' in the case of Fascist |deol ogy.
Referring to the French educational policy, ho talks of one type
of legitimation of know edge which sees the people as the subject
which is supposed to win its freedom through the spread of new
domai ns of know edge. Thus, not only the di scourse about science,
but also the institutions of science are given authority. "The
state resorts to the narrative of freedomevery tine it assures
direct control over the training of the "people" under the nane
of the "nation" in order to point them down the path of

progress."[1984, p.32]
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An interesting exanple of the speculative narrative which
Lyotard provides is with reference to Heidegger. According to
Hei degger. Lyotard says, the GCernman peopl e constitute t he
hi storico-spiritual people who has the "historical mssion" of
realizing the "true world of the spirit" by recourse to the three
services of |abour, defense and know edge. The wuniversity is
supposed to be the hone of neta-know edge of the three sciences.
In this way,ironically, the french and Gernman thought reintroduce

the nmeta-narrative which was discredited in the wake of nodern

era.

That is to say, in the nodern era with the splintering of
reason or what is called ‘'rationalization' of know edge, what
followed was the proliferation of sciences, which nurtured an
I ncredul ous attitude towards netaphysical thinking. This should
have neant the di sappearance of grand narrative. Instead, in the
nodern era , one can think of a nunber of attenmpts to ¢ no to
grips with the crisis in legitimation through grand narrative.
Promnent anong them are the ones offered by Hegel. Hunboldt,
Marx and, in our tines, Habermas. Lyotard contends that in the
post modern condition the incredulity has been heightened owing to

the remarkable progress made in scientific know edge and

t echnol ogy.

In sonme ways, Lyotard'a «criticisns of the narrative of

"humanity', and 'emancipation' have affinities wth Habernmas"”



critique of the 'philosophy of subject' franmework. Both of them
guestion the presuppositions of subject as 'hero' conceived 1in
the specul ative and enmanci patory netanarratives. Both of Them
recogni ze the problem of noving from description to prescription,

fromtheory to practice. Both of them above all, are sensitive
to the differences in |anguage ganes and the absence of a vantage
point from which the heterogeneity of |anguage ganes could be
unifiedinthehierarchical Banner. 1In essence, both Lyotard and
Habermas are united in questioning the "foundationalistic

character of Hegel's and Marx's theoretical framework.

Yet, one of the main targets of Lyotard'a the Postnodern
Condition is Habernmas' attenpt to articulate the theoretica
framework of communicative action as a foundation for the
critical theory of nodern western society. According to Lyotard,
this is an exercise in legitimting the different know edge
di scourses, Including science, by invoking the principle of
consensus as a criterion of validation at the service of
enmanci patory project.[1984, p.60] He goes on to question the
assunptions of what Habermas <calls the normative basis of
dialogue in the light of heteroaorphous nature of |anguage gamnes
and the nature of scientific activity in the post nodern
context.[1984,p.p.65-66].Finally, he notes a ©peculiarly mxed
inspiration of Kant and Hegel in the way Habernas seeks to defend
nodernity against the neoconservatives, as differentiated at one

| evel, but united at another |evel of experience He wonders what



kind of unity Habernmas has in mnd. Is it one of organic whole or

a new order of synthesis? [1934, p.p.72-73].

It nust be nentioned at the outset that there is some truth
to the criticismthat Habernmas' thesis of know edge and hunman
interests and the notion of universal pragmatics concerned wth
communi cati ve conpetence and its relation to the probl em of
theory and practice are foundationalistic, but with an inportant
difference. The traditional notivation behind foundationalism in
the case of Descartes, Locke and Kant was epistenol ogical in
nature since foundationalism revolves around the question. " How
do we know wth certainty what we know?" In the case of Hegel it
could be said that the notivation was to show what I|a real S
rational and what is rational is real in order to nake tense of
history in its totality. But in the case of Habermas, to the
extent he is charged wth foundationalism the notivationin
different. For, according to Habernas, "t he theory  of
conmmuni cati ve conpetence (reason) is decidedly not a theoretica
luxury in the context of «critical social theory; it 1is a
concerted effort to rethink the foundations of the theory
-practice problematic." [Gted fromMCarthy, 1978, p.273]. For
Habermas, critical social theory is unlike the traditional theory
in the sense that it seeks not only to explain or diagnoze the
pat hol ogi es of nodern society, but anticipate a formof life free

from unnecessary domnation in all its forns Al r eady In

Knowl edge and Human interests, Habermas nakes it clear that bit



concern with the truth of statenents is Jlinked in the |ast
analysis to the intention of the good and true |ife."[1978,
p.317]. This fornmulation is very much in the spirit of «critica

t hought whose core consists in its conviction that the
‘present’ contains untapped potential for enlightennent and
emanci pation and an unrealized promse of freedom and happi ness.
From Lyotard' a point of view, the link that Habermas is trying to
forge between consensual truth and emanci pation s yet another
attenpt to unify the denotative, prescriptive and descriptive in
a netanarrative. And it nust fail like it did before since Kant,
For. a nunber of devel opnments have taken place in this century
that heightens one's incredulity towards netanarrative: the
conputeri zation of society, the redeploynent of advanced |ibera

capitalism the elimnation of communist alternatives, and, nost

of all the devel opnent of post- nodern science.

Before we go to examne Lyotard' a criticises of Habernas'
narrative of emancipation which rests on a notion of consensual
truth, let us discuss what he Means by post nodern science.
Lyotard |ays particular enphasis, undue to be sure. on the
devel opnent of what he calls post-nodern science. According to
him "the pragmatics of science has centered on denotative
utterances, which are the foundations wupon which it builds
institutions of learning (institut