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ABSTRACT

During the past twenty years there has been a steadiiy\growing

‘debate, among Engiish speaking phiiosophers of ‘social science. concern-

ing the strengths and weaknesses: of Jurgen Habermas's notion of

critical theory. The present thesis offers a new perspective on this

study of the roie of dia]ectic in Habermas S thought.

discussion by emphasizing and eiucidating the dialetticai nature of

Habermas s approach to both the critique of methodology and the. under-

”fstanding of society.

For Habermas ideoiogy is the main impediment to gaining know-

ledge of society. Chapter [ deals with ‘Habermas's account of jdeologi-

- . cal infiuence with regard to both the nature‘of society and the *

dpminantwmethodslused by social scientists to understand society and
social action. FrOm‘the outset the perspective adopted;in this thesis
asSerts the diaiecticafﬂcharagter of the various reiatihnships involv-
ing ideology, society and methodoiogyt. . | |
Chapter II provides an in depth analysis of key dialectical

céncepts such as mediation, contradiction and determinate negation.

Using Hegel'stdiaiectic of sense—certainty, a structural/conceptuai

account of dialectic is provided . in order to prepare the way for a

o3 )
In chapters IIT and IV Habermas S meta-meigodoiogicai

critiques of anaiytiCsempiricai and herdeneutica] approaches to the

sociai sciences are the topics of investigation. Once again the.

'emphasis in the thesis study is p]aced upon the diaiecticai nature of

the method - object re]ationships when either one of these approaches

isuappiied‘to society. A;J . '} k

o
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finally, 1q the -last chapter, critical consideration i¢ direc-

' ted toward Habermas's bositive methodological recommendations. The
ma1n claim of this chapter asserts that although Habermas's d1a1ect+ca1
cht&%d&£r1zat10n of competing methods is accurate, the same dialecgic—
ally based cr1t1que Jeopardizes the potent '

success promised by critical thedry.
’ g ‘ ' ‘
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INTRODUCTION S

Tne”tdpic of‘this thesis 1s the development of the found;tions
kfof "cr1t1cal theory as espoused by Jlirgen Habermas, and thfs study
will concern itself with Habermas's work up to and 1nclud1ng the dis-
tinct10n~between “critical self-reflection" and “rational reconstruc-
‘tion.” The strategy wii?’bekto consider the evolution of Habermas's

ﬁ thought fn the course of his debates with Karl Popper and Hans Gadamer,
who, between them, represent two of the more dominant approaches to tne
social sciences and to the understanding of society, neo¢posit1v1sm and
hermeneutics respectively. .

Gradua]]y’ over the’past three decades, the Frankfurt School of
social theory and philosophy has managed a steadily growdng success in
offering ‘Anglo-American thought a new and’ﬁﬁhllenging alternative to
understanding society. This thesis foguses on the methodological ana
epistemological development of Jhrgen Habermas, the present leading
| regpesentative of the Frankfurt School. - N
To describe this thesis‘in broad terms, it is necessary to
talk in terms of both “spirit" and ”goals;“ cdncern1ng the latter, an
}attempt has been made to c]arify and critically assess Habermas's .
methodological and ep15temo]ogica1 development toward a crttical
theory" of society. The two main themes in this study are habermas's
critiques of the analytic-empirical and hermeneutical approeches,to'
social scienCes; In *spirit,” this fhés}z$§§é(§ to make accessible to
Anglo-Americen philosophy, certain apparently e;bteric notions common

SO\

to the philosophical lenguage and nnderstanding of\tngse reared in the

\

\\
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tradition of German Idealism. The focal point, 1n‘this case, is the
philosqphicgl language of Hegel and its appropriation by Habermas.’

Finally, this work {s essentially a consideration of problems

[+

‘and not a thegis about the history -of philosophy. Accordingly then,
certain generosfty has been granted to Habermaé‘s«1nterpretations.pf
various philosophers, especially those from whom he seeks Eupporé.
In this regard, the critical and exegetiéal force of the thesis is
dfrect;d toward these notions as {nterpreted by Habermas and used ‘in
"immediate problems. Q digression into the assessment of Habermas's
intefpretationsv{n this direction wouid consti tute an ehtirely
independent study and one which wou]dvdetract from the main topics of

L]

the present work.

. ..
=23



Chapter I d
INDIVIDUALS, HNOL;S,V'TOTALITIES' AD XDEOLOGY‘ ‘ '

This openioofthapter deals w;th'the.notion of “societal total-
_ 1ty,"1'and its "dialectical® nature. The'straiegy of begihhing with |
this topic is justified by the following cons1derat10ns. On the whole,
the fo&al,pojnt of this work is the deye1opment of Habermas's early
thought concerning methodologyiin the sot1a1 sciences.. To a_Iorge“
extent Habermas's position evolves in contradistinction to two already
estabiﬁshed.methodo]ogical approaches; the ;analytie-emp1r1Ea1“
(Habermas's description of contemporary scientific metnod as inter-
preted by phildsophical positivists) and the hermeneutical methods.
The crucial point for the chosen strategy is Habermas's view of the
nature of society and of pow such -a society can best be understood and’
“investigated. The view of society as a “totality" in Adorno's seose
of the term, a view adopted by Habe;mas. provides 1mmediate cause for
debate between Habermas, on the one hand, and those supporting either

' hermeneutics or the analytic- empirical approaéh on the other. Thus

\: the methodo]ogical debate beginsiwith the 1ssu!Fof differences among

theoreticians and researchers about the nature of society.u The present
chapter considers the notion of a societal totality" Qy-contrasting it

with two types of nonrdialectjcai views on society--the drganic. whole

view and the atomistic view
The major claim and theme for this chapter is that ideology is
the keyv;o understanding both the notion of societal totality and its

dialectical aspect. ' To demonstrate and support this position, this



chapter d1v1des 1nto three sect1ons Section (1) introduces. the issue‘

- and atomistic views of soc1ety.' The context of this d1scuss1on 1s f

¥

of socwetal tota11ty,and how it is to be distingu1shed from the organic

(.

-provided by Karl Popper 3 1nterpretat10n of Adorno s p051t1on “The

choice of this part1cu1ar approach is Just1fied in numerous ways. _ The

‘dPopper/Albert versus Adorno/Habermas debate was the main feature of a ..

sympos {um on methodo1ogy in the soc1a1 sc1ences held at the Un1vers1ty 1

of TUbingen in 1961.2" One. of the maaor—1ssues of this debate

concerned the val1dity of the un1f1eo sc1ence pos1t1on promoted\p%

| Popper and Albert, The bas1c claim of th]S po1nt of v1ew is that one’

can successfully app]y the method and techn1ques of emp1r1ca1 sc1ence

_(referred to by Habermas as the ana]yt1c-enp1r1ca] approach) to the

subJect matter of the soc1a1 sciences, i. e to human society and the

1nd1vidua]s'compos1ng 1t In reject1ng th1s pos1t1onf‘Adorno, - V%a“-

supported by Habermas, presents a theory about the nature of soc1ety, 3

.”which is. 1ntended to revea1 the shortcom1ngs of the. Popper/Aloert

thesis F1na11y, whi]e Popper, in the 1nterpretat1dn to be cons1dered

‘shortly, attempts to gloss> over the s1gn1f1cance of Adorno s concept of

h'society, Habermas attempts to formulate a new approach to the study of

society h1gh11ght1ng the ep1stemolog1ca] and methodo]oglcal s1gn1f1-

" cance of Adorno s notion of "soc1eta1 tota11ty""and what d1st1ngu1shes

N

‘th1s not1on from Popper s v1ew.

Sect1on (2) treats the issue of the soc1eta1 totallty from a

,different directlon, p]ac1ng it 1n ‘the’ context of the methodo1og1ca1

debate petween "methodo]og1ca1 individualism" and methodo]og1ca1

uho]ism "3 The ma1n po1nt of this discuss1on is to emphas1ze the

"relat1onsh1p of soc1eta1 tota]lty to. both of the oppos1ng sides in that

debate



- toward the 1nvestngat30n.ofaldeology.

| Habermas.,j

o Lasmly, Sect1on (3) cons1ders the methodo]ogical and eplstemo—

.1og1ca1 d1sposit1ons ‘and strateg1es of Popper and Habermas/Adorno )

N
Section 1

- “. e -Adorno conceptua11zes tota11ty in) the’ strictly d1a1ect1-

. . -
- cal sense._.r;~ "4 The fo]]owing passage e11c1t th1s ‘remark: by

b\

,Socneta] tota11ty does not Tead a 11fe of 1ts own oven|and “above /
‘that which it.unites and of which it, in its turn, is composed. /
It produces and repreduces jtself through ‘fts individual moments: .
-~ .« « - This. tota11ty can no more be detached from 1life, from the-
co-operation and the antagonism of its. eléments than can an element’
4 be understood merely as it functions without insight“into” the whole

. which has its. source (Wesen) in the motion. of -the ind1v1dua}/ent1typg_"

_1tse%f System and individual ent1t§ are reciproca] and’ can on]y
~.be apprehended 1n their reciprocity o S e //

In add1t10n to being quoted and adopted by Habermas, th1s passage is

1a1so s1ng]ed out for spec1a1 cons1derat1on by karl Poppev, and 1t is
~the 1atter S trans]atlon and 1nterpretat1on which ‘i t e 1mmediate

. concern of th1s sect1on. The fo]low1ng is the or1g1na1 German of .

Adorno s text but the arrangement and ed1t1ng 1s dpne by Popper, ﬂ

1. D1e gese]lschaftl1che Tota11tat fuhrt kein Eigen1eben
.=~ oberhalb des von 1hr lusammengefassten aus dem sie se]bst
' besteht. oo \

“2s Sie produziert und reproduz1ert s1ch durch 1hre einzelnen
Momente h1ndurch ..

% 3.. So wenig aber Jenes Ganze vom Leben, von der Kooperation und

o dem Antagon1smus se1ner Elemente abzusondern ist,

4, so wenig kann 1rgende1n E]ement auch bloss in seinem
- Funktionieren verstanden werden ohne Einsicht in des Ganze,
.das an der Bewe ung des Einzelnen se1bst sein -‘Wesen hat. ;
: gung ; \\\;;//
5. System und Einzelheit sind rezlprok und nur.in ihrer ° B e
~,vRez1proz1tat zu erkennen.ﬁ. :

L
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Popper proviades’ the fo]lowing rendering of this: text

1. Society consists of social re]at nsh1ps

1

2. The various soc1a1 re]at1onsh1ps s mehOW+produce society.

. 3. Among these relations are co-operation and an{agon1sm and
\“f’*\\\ since society consists of these relations, it is impossible tg
‘ separate it from ‘them.

4. The opposjte 1s also true none of the relations can be
,understood without the totality of all the others

5. (A repetition of 4) 7

C
L,

Given his 1nterpretat1on of Adorno Popper is w1111ng to agree with
, e

ﬁwhat the former has sa:d regard1ng the soc1eta]ﬁt t“'ty, the d1ff1—

| ;»”

.
Y

cu]ty concerns the lack of accuracy in Poppe s rende 1ng of thts

" passage. Let us beg1n with the flrst‘sentence

tion 1s restricted te the way in which soc1ety :const1tuted an
is through soc1a1 re]at1onsh1ps.' The German text conveys a somewha

different meaning and one which wou]d seem to glve more. support to a

dialectical posit1on: “Societal tota11ty” ‘is g1ven some sort of act1ve

role. from thebvery beginning. ‘Certainly soc1ety is const1tuted by
individuals, honever these e]ements of wh1ch:§t is compose ,?1n
tJrn. united by.it (des von ihr Zusammengefassten) That Adorno claims
a uniting 1nf1uence for thre soc1eta| tonal1ty is comp]ete]y ignored by
‘VbPopper.‘ Hence, the poss1b lity of an oppos1t1on between individuals .
.and “soc1eta1 total1ty,“ however the mean1ng of this notIon is to be

cashed out doesn't seem to be apprec1ated by Popper,.whose methodo-

logical 1nd1v1dua1.sm commits h1m to viewing soc1ety as reducible to -

P

the 1ndividuals composwng 1t “their beliefs, act1ons and re]atlon-
ships.8 ' '
The second sentence, if not misinterpreted, is at least

oversimplified by Popper when he renders its meaning as “social

Popper s 1nter‘reta- .

("N



~ relationships producing society." | The'German text, however, again
calls for a different reading. Adorno holds to the societa]ltotality

kas an active 1nf1uence and regards it as producingﬁand reproducing

itsgli through 1ts individual moments. CTearly some kind of distinc-
tion is bei?g made between the societal totpiity on -the one hand. and
its moments‘and composing elements on the other. For Popper meanwhile,
“what composes the societal totaiity also produces it, while the/ -
socd al totality has no role whatsoever

The third sentence of the ‘passage can be taken"as a unit, but
in Popper s interpretation it is divided into lines” (3) and (4) Once
‘ again Adorno claims the interdependence of two distinct sides, the
elements compr151n; ‘the whoie and the whole or’ "societal totaiity" ’
Aitse]f. -For Popper on the other hand, the societal totality has :
disappeared and one speaks on]y in terms of reiationships and ‘their
1mp11cations for each other. In order to understand one kind of
relationship one must understand'ailzthe others, and the understanding
of the entire compiex demands a grasp of each 51ngle relationship.
" -Clearly this is not the meaning intended by Adorno o ///

- The iast sentence ((5) for Popper) viv1dly high]ights the - //

difference between Adorno- and Popper Popper 51mp1y regards this /
‘claim as a reiteration of 1ines (3) and (4) in-which he reaffirms his
‘p051tion eguating soc1eta] totaiity with the comp]ex of - reiationships
constituting it.- Adorno however, is asserting that there are two
“distinctksides,_even though~the.one side, the_system is constituted by ’\
the'other'side,’the individual components. ”Briefiy then, in‘emphasiz—

7 ing the constitution of the societal totality, or the ontological
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nature of society, Popper ignores the distinction of two sides and the = °

tension between them, which is claimed by Adorno For Adorno, the

socletal totality or system unites elements which relate to each other

elther antagonistically or co-operatively. . (It is\f ‘?ous that
"Elemente“'slgnifies human beings, ‘either as individuals or, in groups.
Relationships do not . co-operate w1th or antagonize each othera) '
Regardless of" the constitution of the societal .totality, either in

terms of 1nd1viduals or relationships among 1ndivnduals, the total1ty,

for Adorno, is’ considered to be a uniting influence neproduc1ng 1tself“

as if it were something over and agaihst the 1nd1viduafﬁ const1tut1ng i

it. This aspect of the soc1etal totallty is\\ntirely omttted in

Popper's account. " - \\\\\ .

The following passage provides a substant1al\olarlflsat1on of ™

how Adorno understands “societal totality. _ \\f$\g

w

It (societal totality) s pre-establ1shed for all 1nd1v1dual

subjects since they obey its 'constraints' even -in themselves and

even in their monadoioyical constitution and here in particular,:

TN

conceptualize totality. To this extent, total1ty is what is most
" réal. Since it is the sum of individuals' social relations which -

screen themselves off from individuals, it is also illusion--
ideology. A liberated mankind would by no means be a totality.

Their being-in-themselves is just as much their subjugation as 1t‘ﬁ .

deceives them about 1tself as. the true social’ substratum.9
Innﬁdiately .the influence of the societal totality is asserted aga1n,
- but what is of equal if not greater interest,_Is Adorno S descr1pt1on
of the societal totality as the\sum of. socxal relatjons hlgggn'from

the 1nd1y1duals whose: actions and beliefs are determined under the

constraints of such relationshlps. At this point oné m1ght-3ust1f1aply“%

dlstinguish between a 1iberated society and a society which is a. -

“totality. Implicit in Adornofs“remarks s the standpoint:that with



,'3

. regard to the liberated society. it would not be correct to describe S
sociéty in terms of something infiuencing the actions and beliefs of
1ndividuais, or as 5omething existing independently ‘of these constitut- |

ing\eiements. The iiberated society would be one in which the indi-v

' w..v1duais are both aware of and understand the nature of the social~ reia-

 tions realized in their actions, -and,’ furthermgre, taken to its ideal
extreme, in such a society the sociai relationships, rather than beingr
'V__ﬂconstraints on the wiils and actions of individuals wouid instead
‘refiect the indiuidua] s wili as a member of . society. In terms of the
‘.passage commented on by POpper, Adorno is distinguishing between two
: _very different types of relationship, those of which individuais are
"iconsc10us and which they understand and those re]ationships remaining
hidden from the indiv1dua]s whom they determine in actions and beiiefs
ConCerning society as a tota]ity, in this case the individua]s are
unable to gain-conscious understanding. It can: be seen” 1mmediate1y
that this ebistemoiogical.restrictién 1eads, in turn,‘toia rest;iction E
= on individual, freedom. The combination‘of'ionorance and false béiiefs,ﬂ,e
concerning hidden re]ationships, encroaches upon the ]iberty of -
_find1v1duals by removing ‘these re]ationships “and their constraints rr;ff ‘
from.being criticized and understood correct]y as not being immune to.“
change' Aiso, as iong as these reiationships remain hidden it i's not
1p0551bie to gain a comprehensive and accurate understanding of society.;f

Thus, using ‘Adorno's meanings, when one talks of.a “system" of

"societa] totality" as either "uniting" its ‘constitutive eiements or.

-« «"producing” and’ "reproduCing" itself “through its individuai moments‘

“one is reaiiy referring to a fundamentai social relationship, e.g. thef



-

: economic‘system. or the given social value structu\e which, un-
:'ibekhownst to the individuals ihvolved determines‘their actions and“
;:beliefs. .Nhen these relationships, as they appear tp individuals,.
v'deceive the indivﬂduals as to the real nature of the relationship and
.the falsi%y of‘its claims to legitimacy, then one is dealing with
‘ideologz - The last sentence in the passage just quoted sums. up B
"Adorno;s vieu.on the’ effectvof these hidden relationships: on the one
B hand, the”indiyidual ii not able toerealiEe his or her potential for o
freedom in the'society; on:the other hand, this-tﬁﬁe of existence
~deceives the.individual regarding the true nature of society, thus
reducing the . pOSSibility of soc1al change._ . |
| Nith the introduction of the notion of ideology the nature of
the issue betWeen Popper and‘Adorno/Habermas is altered Significantly.
Hhat appeared to be a constitution prdblem in the ontotogical sense,
i.e. a problem of what dne means by “real" sources of society's
existence, has turnéd out to be more of an epistemological issue. In
other words, the issue is not about a disagreement concerning the

<

fundamental constituents of society, but rather, about how one is t0
°“successfully combat ideology and the false beliefs resulting from its :
influence. Insofar as there remains an ontological side to the

discussion it lays in the possibility of false ontolo gy a SituatiOn

“in which individuals believe that or act as though certain concepts

accurately describe reality or stand for absolute i?l undeniable

N

vtruths, when in truth neither is the case. Clearly, however, “even

-

- this reference to ontology is still an epistemological and ideological

~issue.10-

& s
'
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"The importance of ideo%ogy cannot be overemphasized when .
considering both Habermas s critique of methodology in the social
sciences, and his formulation of a critica1 theory of society, or
"dialectical“iapproach to the study of society. ‘There are two basic
goals'fOr Habermas's program, and these are goals for individuals
functioning\in the soCiety, ‘and the social scientist studying societv.
Both 51des\must achieve knowiedg of society and freedom within ﬁt n\“
order to achieve -these goals ideology, with its effects of coercion and

deception must be e]iminated‘ These effects result when an individuai

’uncritically or unconsciously accepts as being truly descriptive of

reality or, generai]y, of what is the case various concepts which gre

in fact false, or, although true, serve as a veil to conceal various

reprehensible aspects of social reality. for Habermas, the proper

method for the social sciences to adopt or emuiate is one which exposes

A}

ideology as fa]se in Ytself and concea11ng undesirabie social reali-
ties, i.e. the pr0per‘approach to understanding society is the method
which provides the most comprehensive -Ideologiekritik. 11 dust how

.6 .
successfu1 Habermas is in formulating such a method is a major topic in

-chapters IV.and V of this thesis. Meanwhile, Popper, in ignoring the

opposition hetween"ideoiogy and the individuals, miSSes“a'ciaim which
is Cruc1a1 to the Habermas/Adorno understanding of society. »
Habermas s asessment of Adorrio's position is the fo]]owing

‘Adorno conceives of society in categories which do not deny their
~origins in Hegel's logic. He conceptualizes society as totality in
“the strictly dialectical sense, which prohibits one from approach-
1ng the whole organically in accordance with the statement that it
is more than the sum of its parts. Nor is totality a class which
might be determined in 1ts logical extension by a collection of all
_the elements which it comprises. To this extent, the diaiectical



concept of the whole is not subsumed under ihe Justified crit{qué, .

of the logical bases of those Gestalt theories, which in their

T omaTyalcns tochtiaues. oo g one fotlowing the fonel

S -~ ' o "
For now,.fhe reference to Heg¢1‘s logic will be ignored as this topic
will behdealf.w1th ih sorie detai] in the ‘next chapter.v The first
jﬁpliéation of Adorno;g position, as‘undéfstood by Habermas, is that
here one is not dealing with an organic whole which is more than the;
sum of 1ts parté. This claim is directed toward the essential nature
and composition of the societal-totality. Habermas seeks to aQo{d\any_
'1nterprefat1on which would assert that the society, in its constitu-
. }1on,-1s anyfhing.more‘than'thé fnd1yjquals comﬁbsing it. The notion
| gf‘an organfc yh61e implies that-théﬁgssénce of the ;ociety'is some- -
thiﬁg'mofevthan:or-more %undamentai\thﬁn‘the indivian]s‘Who const;tute
such a whole. :To grant tﬁighﬂguid‘m§§h that the'éssence‘of sggietyjis
something more thait ‘the 1ndividqajs,f£héfr be]iéfsﬁﬂnd,actioﬁs, and the.
social nelationsﬁfps resulting from tﬁem;w Such a stand entails that
the essence of individuals in a society isfnof to be found in free
individuals acting and be]iévihg accordiﬁg to their various innate or
freely developed dispositions, Sutarather thg-essenCe is sﬁpp1ied by
something independent of individual wills, beliefs aﬁd.actions. The
claim is for an entity which ultimately determines the nature of the
fndividual in society, i.e. something ovér and aQainst?;he indfvfdua]
~and determining of that individual. Fof Habermas/Adorno, howe?é;,.th&t

.~ which functions in this ﬁay regarding individuals is only, ontological-

ly, an “appearance," .although it, ideology, has the same effect on

individuals, influencing them as if it were a "thing-in-itself." -



Before considering another passage from Adorno, it mhght*seem thot the

;;ﬂggﬂgi clarifi-
it

| cation.
‘Our knowledge incorporates intellectual formations into the social
~ dynamics, by relating them to the underlying interconnections of
motivation. The undeniable appearance of their.{independent
existence (An-sich-Sein) as well as their presumptions to truth are
 made subject to critical insight. The independence of spiritual
products and indeed even the conditions by which they.gain this
independence are conceived. jointiy with the real historical move-
ment under the name of 'ideoiogy L.
It is clear from this passage that _Adorno understands ideology as
something which h:s the "appearance" of being an independently existing
_thing-in-itself, but this is only an appearance. To allow society to
be more than the sum of its pants, in"the organic sense of whole, would
be to allow ideology to bé ore than simply an appearance, but rather
~ to be an "essence" independent of the individuals composing society.
In other words. the "system" wouid be the real basis of society, i.e.
would be more fundamental than the individuais and their wills in the
society, and hence detenhining of their action¢ and beliefs. A socie--
‘tal totality then is 4 society in which, individuals act and believe as
',if the social system were something existing in- itse]f and thus deter-
—— : .

mines their actions and beliefs, whereas, in truth, this in-itself is

really a de]usory ideology. (lt shouid also be noted that there is the
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case where the individuals beiieve that they are truly free when in
fact their actfons are ideoiogicaiiy determined. But this case is :

not lelevant in a discussion of the organic notions of society.) Fon
Habermas/Adorno, one can Justifiabiy conclude that onto]ogicaiiy indi-
:,viduais are the basic constitUentsKof society and tnat society is the’

. result of their beliefs and actions. In asserting tnet totaiit}xis\tne.
sum of the felationships hidden from individuais;’Adorno is descnibino

a society based upon anpearance and ?alsehood in‘nhich ideology'func#
_tions as if it were something onto]ogical]y independent of individuais.
On the other hand, however. as Habermas notes, one cannot 4
" understand “totalityf as-simpiy 'the ‘sum of‘the eiementS‘which c°nstﬁ-.
 tute it. Hapermas's*concern in such a case'is“tpat indiviopais, along
with.their;beliefs and actions, be taken es‘tne'factors'deternining the
-nature of society, where‘society is a “totaiityt“ Aithough individuais
are the constituents of society. they are not constituting society
according to actions ano beliefs - stemming from freedom and knowledge of
- the truth, but rather ake acting and’ believing in accordance with i1lu-
sions which have their source in ideoiogy. ‘Eor"Habermas and Adorno;,to;w
_ ‘be able to equate society with theasum of‘its‘parts, individuais, it o
is not sufficient to be abie to show‘that alii“known" instithtions and
relationships have their source in the actions and beliefs of 1ndiv1d-
uals but one must also show that these actions and beiiefs are freeiy
chosen and based. upon a knowiedge of the reaiitz of their Situation,
i.e. that the individuals are not vict*;s of ideology or of relation-
ships of which they are not awereﬂ-‘ln'ewtotaiity this is not the -

case.
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o chapter-III.

" the “word“ and "action of the individual, together with the 1imited
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. ) ‘The apparent cbnfusion here iy caused by the peculiar status of
ideoiogicaily based actions and beliefs. While on the one hand the
group of reiationships based upon the 1deology cannot be regarded as

ekisting in-ttsalf, on the other hand, individuals who are determined

. in thought and action by ideology cannot be taken as the basis for

understanding'soCiety " The impiicit concern fn the last clause s

directed toward the possibie uncriticai reliance upon this zpurce of

data by methodoiogies. ‘: S | .

-

. Habermas's caution against conceiving of society as an aggre-

. gate of its parts demands that somgthing be saiy concerning the scope

of ideological contamination. When Adorno or Habermas speaks of
present day society, with its technological-scientific epistemology ‘
and merging of sociaiist and capitalist socio- economic systems and
liberal democratic ethical poiiticai principies, ai a totalitz the
sc0pe of ideoiogica] influence is all- pervasive in the sense that
emp:ricai science as' it is practiced its application’to ‘the socia]
sc1ences,\and “the scientist or researcher are all suSceptibie to

ideological contamination. This point will be clarified further in

The universality of‘ideology extends even toathe methods - for,
which success is claimed in the critiqoe of ideology. for Habermas/

Adorno,'even the sCientificfmethOdq when applied to society, cannot

Fully immunize itself against ideolbgy} and. is there?ore wanting in its

capaCity for Ideoiogiekritik. The . reiiance-of sociai scientists upon

scope for Critique.due to the difficulty of 3atisfying the precisivn

SN
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demanded by the scientific method, means that the 1nd1v1dua1 is being

| cOnsidered as providing an accurate account of his or her values and as

R "being correct in their interpretation of society. In the acceptance of“

- the ”word” and "actien" of the 1nd1v1dua1 in this way, the application -

of the method 1s obviously open to 1deolog1cal 1n 1uence. However the
s{tuation {s compounded by the potential of tne researChers themse]ves
'fbeing influenced-by the 1deo]ogy/and even furtber, by the inability of
i'the method to 1dent1fy and criticize this 1nf1uence. Ultimately then,
such a method in its application will 1gnore various dominant socia]

" notidns which must be critically investigated tf 1deology is to be.

- combatted. For Habermas, to understand the present soc1ety as an

aggregate of the 1ndividuals composing it, implies that one. 1s tak1ng

the individuals on their own’ 1deological1y 1mposed terms, i.e. accept-
ing their prima facie interests as being their true interests, and 2
their 1nterpretations of SOciety and their relationships to it, as ‘

being correct. In'other words, -one either assumes ﬁhe jndividuals to

. ' /
~ be free, in-a way in which they may not‘be, or one #imply ignores the

" fact or possibility of their-beingldnfree, i.e. that their ideas and.
‘ inte§§sts are‘determined “externally“'and they are deceived. In such
| circumstances, it is easy to comprehend the connection between Habermas
and Adorno: 1n Adorno's terms, to view society as a collection of
individuals, in the way cTarified above, is to f rego the opportun1ty
tto ‘attack the 1deo]ogica1 "substratum" which determines their actions:
iand beliefs. | _

A further elucidation of Habermas's position cam be extraeted
'from-his~asseSSment\of Gestalt wholes{ }Once again;he'rejects any-

o
RN
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favorable comparison between the d1alect1éh1 tothii} as described by
Adorrio and the notion of & Gestalt whole; the reason befng that .
' Haberﬁas be}ieves. with Ernest‘NageI that Gestalt wholes are’ Snscap-

tible to an "add1tfve“ or atomistic ana1ysis as carried out by thef'

scientific method. Nagel,‘in The Structure of Science, arguesuconvfpc-

Ingly for the following position: o
« « o the mere fact that. a system is a structure bf dynamicc1\y
interrelated parts does not suffice, by itself; to prove that the
“laws of such a system cannot be reduced to soMe theory dexsloped
initially for certain assumed-constituents of the system.
~ Nagel's additive ana]ysis esséntially i{s an approach which claims that
any complex can be successfully aﬁalyzed by breaking it up into dis-
crete parts and making observations and constructing theqries about
these parts independently of the complex in which they originally
occurred. Habermas agrees with Nagel concerning Gestalt wholes, and
therefore wishes to distinghish between such wholgs'and the societal
totality, which, for Habermas, cannot be analyzed in such a way by

means of empirical science, although some method must provide such an

| analysis if Ideolqﬁiekritik is to be successfully carried out. As we

- shall see in chapter LII and have already discussed in the present
chapter, néither Habermas nor Adorno be]igves tﬁat the scientific
apprbach can successfully separate the individual frem the effects of
the fdeology. Hencé: the observations and theorieﬁ-concerning the
beliefs ahd actions of individuals, énd the nature of sociai kea11ty
‘:ultimately are about individuals and a society influenced ideological-
: 1y, where the 1deology canndbt be distinguished in such observations and

’thgpries. j

. ' SN he K . K . 17 Fa
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§£?$s o “In eitherftese. theibnﬁanic/Gesta]t on the atohistic_(expiana-
tion -in terms of 1nd1vidua1s aetions and beliefs), there is no dialec-
tical relationsh1p " The: reason fo; re3ect1ng these two views as be1ng
’ 1non-d1a1ect1ca] 15 as follows. The organic view c]ath"that the
| 5 fessence of the 1nd1v1dua1 as a member of the soc1eta1 whole is consti-
ﬁ‘tuted by his or her being . a;member of that who]e, i. e. the 1ndtv1dua1
-as @ menber of soc1ety, has his or her essential nature determlnec by

3 .

- being a member of the soc1ety.r what this societal determ1n1sm means
’concretely is that there is no escape fnem the socwetal context. The.
1nd1v1dua1 is determined f?om the standpo1nts of freedom (act1ons and
fbeliefs) and understand1ng (knowTedge.ls a functwﬁn ot soc1eta1 |
g :context) Essent1a1 nature is be1ng characterized ir terms of freedom
i'and know]edge and in the organ1c understand1ng of the soc1a] who]e,"
’;the Stope for freedom is determ1ned by sociétal constra1nts, wn1]e e
“criticize society, ls a]so determ1nee, onee aga1n by soc1a1 con-
Zstraints 1n the form of dom1nant 1nterpretat1ons, concepts and va]ues.
B F1na14y then, regard1ng any 91ven soeiety at any po1nt Ln 1ts h1story,
«,»for the organ1c/Gesta1t v1ew'of soc1ety,-soc1a1 xnst1tut1ons and trad1-l¥
' 't1ons are the determ1n1ng facts reg\rd1ng the nature of 1nd1v1dua1s
?..values, beliefs and overaﬁ] understand1ng of themselves and the1r
\*/”_ ’wsociety.' In terms of‘ﬁethodo]ogy, this v1ew 1eads, 1n turn, to the
position that even as @ reﬂearcher my stud1es will ref]ect 1deas whose
"correctness is nﬂt absolute,” but has 1ts sOurce of 3ust1f1cat1on in
: thefdom1nant social m111eu.’ To avoid the extens1on ef th1s organ1c/

i/

:Gestalt poxnt of v1ew 1nto the area of soc1a1 science research

R

4
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vmust be ableé’ to Just1fy the 1mmun1ty of the methodo]ogy from such
\'1nf1uences.' Trad1t1onaT]y, th1s v1ew “of society has led to ep1stemo-
1og1ca1 re]at1v1sm, i.e. there can be n@ oﬂjective account of society,
but rather. every contemporary account ref]ects the prevailing values
and concepts 1n the society. “The 5%pos1te extreme which tends to-look
at soc1ety as an aggregate of d1screte parts, regards the bas1c parts
as the 1nd1v1dua]s their actions, beliefs, from which arise relations
among them., In th1s view there is no need to look tn the "societal"
‘whole or soc1a1 context rather one considers the ingi. duals, their -
act1ons, beliefs and relatJons in order to reveal t~- aature of

soc1ety. More 1mportant1y, however th1s standpo1nt regards the domin-

P

ant soc1a1 notions as, originating from the 1nd1v1duals. Habermas S
_concern with this view of society is fundamenta]ly the same as 1t was
with regard to the organ1c/Gesta1t position, i.e. the recognit1on of
deeo1ogy The fear in the case of the aggregate view stems from the
1tendency, methodologlca11y, to re]y upon the 1nd1v1duals, their
actlons, va]ues and 1nterpretat1ons ‘as accurate]y 1nd1cat1ng the1r
true s1tuat1oncyn,soc1ety. Adorno descr1bes the problem when he says:
“Empiricalcsocial research‘ttse]f becomes ideology as soon’as'it'posits
pub];c op1n1on as be1ng abso]ute."15 In trusting public opinion,hthe'
subJectwve views of the maJor1ty of 1nd1v1dua1s are taken to be the

L0

- truth, i.e. the truth of thelr va]ues and the truth of the nature of

.socyety., , .

N Clearly however, ttiis is not enough of an argument to justify i~
; ‘cOndemnjng'this_vtew of\dnderstandingithe sooiety, for there.is hore to

onderstanding‘society ajdtsoc{aT events than the initial disposition
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regarding the basic structure of the society. A positivist would

inmediately claim that the approach of empiricalvscienc% has througheut‘
its development in history and does today act as a chech on subjective -
views'wh1ch'have heeh ideologically contaminated.- %he Jabermas/Adorno
response, and this‘wil1 be elaborated uﬁon in chapter Jli, is to claim
that cohtemporary science is‘itselt_sUsceptjb]e to ideological in- T

\, f]pence and this can occur in.numerous ways: a) Dominaht'notions such

as "rationality," “normal behav1our,“ human nature, the preniises and
basic ru]es governing the ;uc1o-eco:em1c order etc., uecome accepted
as givens and beyond c.rt1que. b) The 11m1tat1ons of the neo-positiv- 4
st approach due to the restrictions for appllcat1on because of the
r1gorous nature of sc1ent1f\c testlng, result in social sc1ent1sts not
being able to carry out the requ1red testlng, even if they chose to or
realized the need tor the cr1t1que‘of such notlons as 11sted in (a)

c) Finally, science itself can become 1deolog1ca1 or represent a fonm
of ideo]ggy due to its lack of potential for cr1t1ca1_se1f—ref1ection$-
_Such seif-critique shoald be total, questioning a1]~fundamental aspects
of the method,.especfa11y those aspects pertaining tb the definition of
knowledge and how know1edge‘is achieved.~ The main difficulty with “
carrying out such a critique lies ih the fact'that it has become theﬂ

‘_ standard for the achievement of and definition‘of knowledge,

| In the last paragraph‘the concern was directed toward more

' methodblogical considerations, hdwever, there are still what one might .
call conceptual issues in‘Habermas‘s position on how society should .be
initially'$haracterizedr The'most important copsideration_isvthat of

regarding the structure of society as a totality, i.e. dialectically.
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"It is quick]y evident that neither the organic/Gestalt nor the atom- N

2t

_istic¢ account of soc1ety is dialectical 1n the sense intended oy

rmas and Adorno

In terms of the organic/Gesta1t notion of society. the meaning

-~ of act1ons and the content of be]iefs of 1nd1v1duals cones from the

soc1eta1 context. The 1nd1v1dua1 s situat1on 1s one 1n wh1ch he or she
51mp1y IEEEEE to the social context and understands th1s COntext in'i
'terms of dom1nant not1ons of va]ue and truth.; There is no dia]ectica1
re]at1onsh1p hére. ﬂ:f d?&]ect1ca1 scenar1o even siven that one side‘
at present dominates i terms of determ1n1ng the nature of society and |
;how 1t 1s understood and how' 1nd1v1dua15 behave there is recogn1t10n
of, in th1s case the potent1a1 of 1nd1v1duals to see through the
dominant not1ons or 1deo1ogy and to. shape soc1ety accord1ng to thexr
freely chosen va]ues, goa]s and crit1ca]ly obtalned objective or non-
ideological understand1ng of themse1ves and the1r socva] relat1onsh1ps :
IOrganic/Gestalt ‘views tend to 1gnore th1s v1ew of the 1ndiv1dua] |

,because they do not regard 1t as a poss1b111ty that the 1nd1v1duals can

cr1t1ca11y d1stance themselves from dom1nant social not1ons 1n this 7

- way . *T“‘ ’;; e ‘? | :aﬁaf- E .:-”‘ 1 _ . _—
- | On the other hand the not1on that soc1ety can be” defined and ;
anaﬂyzed by emp1r1ca1 sc1ence as an aggregate of 1ts atoms, 1;e.
'1nd1v1duals,‘thehr actions and bellefs, 1s also non- dialectical The
d1ff1cu1ty in th1s case 1s that the poss1bi]1ty of 1nd1v1dua1s being
’dom1nated by soc1eta1 not1ons 1s exc]uded or 1gnored rather a1l such
notions are to be der1yed,from.the‘act1ons and P91[?f5 of 1nd1v1duals.
kInsofar as the indiVidual's actions and beliefs are recognized as

5
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echoing socially dominant notions””this recognition does not stem from
an awareness of hidden sociai reiationships and notions, i e. from an
) awareness of ideology Rather the determinations recognized are overt

1in their sources, i.e expressed fear of- 1osing one s job expressed
fear for personal safety, observed behav10ur regarding soc1a1 1nstitu-
K 50 . 5’

7tions. etc. Determining factors which are dbv1ous 1n this way, do"hot
o

count as idec‘ogy. al though they may . very we]] be the manifestations of'”'”

ideo]ogicai inf]uence For Habermas/Adorno, these determining eiements -

i

and their inf]uence can be fuily and correctly understood on]y after )
"the ideo]ogical 1nfiuence has been exposed Clearly it is the case

‘that Habermas understands the aggregate or atomistic View of soC1ety, '

as-one. which will- 1gnore the dialectical re]ationship between indjvid-" -

ua]s and ideology. Imp]ic1t in Habermas 3 position 1s View that

adopting the aggregate standp01nt entails certain-methodoiogicai

| preferences, such as app]yﬂng a method which regards ind1v1duals, theiruf

| -of a proper account and comprehen51on of soc1ety When the 1nd1v1dua1

éas he regards himself and soc1ety, is taken as-epistemologicaily and

methodoiogjcally fundamenta] then Ideo]ogiekritik 1s imp0551b1e

‘ Finaily, Ideologiekritik is on]y p0551b1e when the method reCOgnizeS»'
" the pOSSibility of a dia]ecticai ten51on between 1nd1v1duais and

1deology occurring in a soc1ety.’ A approach to and view .of soc1ety~

.

' ~which recognizes one151de or the other as pasic, i.e. two kKinds of
- reductionism, ru]es out the possibility of such critique. If one

hoids the organic v1ew, not«even the researcher can escape the infiu-

’ence of ideoiogy ~0n ‘the othér hand the aggregate view 1gnores the

S

et
/)

‘ "1yobserved actions and expressed beiiefs, as- the fundamentai constituents



s indiv1duals.

possibility of an ideology functionino-beyondlthéﬁawarenesswof the
S :
Having con51dered the rejected extreme - positions, let us now ﬂ
: rturn to. the notion of society: as a "dialectical totality:". First a
‘qualification is in order. Certainly a society does not have to be
‘p iideologically determined in order to deserve the description of being

- dialectical A dialectical relationship can exist between aspects of .

=

'-society which are accurately :and - correctly understood and; not involVing g“u

'”“a hidden ideology However this type of dialectical relationship is”’

r

not the cruCial aspect of a notion of soc1etal totality, given that the

.....

o maih COncern of Habermas/Adorho is that of Ideologiekritik.‘ before

\*e social relationships can. be properly understood as dialectical, one _ -

;'}%must first discern the presence and nature of ideological influence.

ig,Another way 1n which to indicate the different p01nts of empha51s, is

-
| & e

lso distithish betWeen methodological/epistemological concerns for the
f*understanding of soc1ety, and practical (political, ethical) concerns.
‘for changing the soc1al structure nd . relationships. For Habermas, -

.such a distinction in terms of c"itical theory, is .a false abstrac-

. tion,-as critical theory is intended to achieve both these goals

' ‘VsHowever, in the Tubingen debate, “the central issue is the proper

methodological approach to be adopted by the social sc1ences, aid an
important aspect of this. 1ssue is how society should be initially
viewed prior to the selection or fqnmulation of & method. " Clearly

. then one aspect of . soc1etyﬁas a totality is” being emphasized that

which concerns society as involv1ng a. dialectical relationship between

_QwindIViduals and ideology. . Once again, beforg one can. set. about o

i ..
A
Loy



: 1deology This relationship takes the form o
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changing society through practical 1ntervention, and before one can
be justifiably confideht in talking about the dialectical nature of
various social relationships,‘one.mpst first arrive at a method which

can yield the correct account of society' This method must be capable

~ of understanding a socwety wh\ch 1s a‘d1a1ect1ca1 totality. in the sense

that it is 1deo1ogica11y determined. As the toncern of th1s thes1sl

[

revolves around methodo]bgica] and epistemolog1ca1 Issues in the soc1aT

‘sc1ences it 1s sbciety as‘a totality 1deo]ogica11y which serves as. the

focal point of our study ."*' ‘ .

\

- The dialéctical re]atlonship of s1gn1ficance to methodolog1ca] )

i
. and epistemo]og1cal concerns is that between\;he 1nd1v1duals and the

a tens1on between in-

dividuals, who have the potent1a1 to understand accurately themse]ves L
in re1at1on to their society, to be able to cr1t1c12e the1r soc1ety,
:and within the 11m1ts of practica] and p011t1ca1 11m1tatﬁons, to be
‘( able to structure society in such a way that it ref]ects their true
) goals, on the one hand, and an 1deo]ogy that prevents th1s potent1a1

.from being reallzed .on the other. The presence of 1deology means that

»

1nstead of bevng able to rea]1ze this capacity, a fa]se essence 1s

being supplied by the tdeology and one wh1ch determ1nes the 1nd1v1duals

4

<

BRI their actions and bellefs, 1n Sp1te Gf what. they think. The essence’”

'?‘“stage‘of th1s relatlonship, netther sid& can be taken aS the, baSiS °f

.society. The ind1vidua]s, although hav1ai:the capac1ty to be the

N .
X i .
WL . - . o

¥
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essence of society. cannot realize their capacity due to ideology.
However, the ideology «cannot be understood in terms of something truly

W
independent of and an "in- 1tself“ in relation to the individuals, for

L

‘- the ideology i§, as Adorno says, only the "undeniable appearance of

Ytheir independent existence (An- sich Sein}. M Ultimately then,
the approach to understanding society of this type muqt be critical and
avoid reduction efther to dominant social notions or the constituting .
: P 1ndividuals in themselves, for neither can be understood fully without '
reference to the other To reduce all to ideology, is to déhy the
potential of the individuals to overcomeithese notions, andgafor
Habermas/Adorno, their inherent drive'touard this overcoming, as
ev1denced by the antagonisms 1n society either amony individuals or in
: the specific psycbological conditions of 1ndiv1duals To emphasize the
role of indiViduals and, in particular to become methodologically and
epistemologically dependbnt upon the beliefs and actions of indiv1d- :
uals, is to ignore the p0551bility of 1deology‘or to Simply succumb to
) its functioning in the background and:its limiting\of our capacities
for both freedom and knowledge “ )

, To close this section and to anticipate furthér discu551on on
l sdialectic, it should be Eoted that the solution to the problem -

”'1deology demands that it be possible to dissolve the dialecti-z

. :relationships“WhiCH is the'source and maintenance of the $0C "= «

, totality - Such a dissolution of the dialectical relationship "o
1nvolve the revealing and elimJnating of the contradiction existing

between the,claims of the ideology and the truth of social reality.
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Section 2

The present section will be concerned uith-two topics: 1) a’
continuation of the investigation into the concept of "soc1eta1 cet
totality.“ this time in terms of the debate between methodo]ogica]

1ndiv1dualism and methodologica] holi sm; and b) the 1ntroduct1on of an

investigation into the relationsh1p between the sc1ent1f1c;method and

ideology.

- A1though there is a vast Titerature on the hol1st 1ndiv1dua11st>

debate the texts referred to and quoted in this sect1on have been w

» carefully chosen for the1r re]evance to the 1ssues of the nature of

?“_soc1ety and the Popper versus Adorno/Habermas controversy concern1ng

‘approaches in the social sC1ences.

“° The ma1n 1ssue in th\S approach to the methodo1og1ca1 .

~Jdndividualism- methodologwca] ho]ism debate concerns the d1spos1t1on
of these pos1t1ons ‘toward the const1tution of society To 1ntroduce

" this top1c let us beg1n by dea11ng with Joseph Agass1 s treatment of

the holist-individualist. debate. A methodolog1ca1 1nd1v1dua11st and
supporter of Popper sapos1t1on in favor of the app11cation of the '

scient1f1c method to the soc1a1 sc1ences, Agass1, in Methodo]og1ca}

i Individualism, “16 prov1des an account. of the 1nd1v1dua11st h011st

'debate that emphasizes the "constitution" issue. The fo11ow1ng three

2

o c1aims character1ze the 1nd1v1dua11st pos1t1on for Aga551.

1. .iny ‘individuals are respons1b1e actors in the soc1a1 and :
historicat stage ‘ .

2...There is no myster1ous ent1ty which turns a collection of .
‘ individuals 1nto a soc1ety .

3.7 The social- sett1ng is-not God- g1ven, but rather exp]a1ned in
terms of ‘human act1on.1 : S
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The first statemeht has implicit jh it a contrast to the position
asserting that there is‘somethipg beydnd the individuals which pos-
- sesses a willignd purpose, and fntervénes in history. }t is clear

from the pngvibus section that 1deoiogy, as undefstood by Habermas and
| Adorno, does not constitute an independent will deterﬁ}hﬁng the actions
ahd béfiefs‘of historical or.social 1nd1v1dhéls. To this extent,
Adorno and Habermas can agree with the methodological 1nd1v1dualist on
. the point in question. ‘
: The first sentence .seems to have been geared toward sonething
1ike Augustine's notion of divine 1nf1uence or Hegel's notion of
Absolute Spjrit in histdry, The second tenet is a widening of the
scope of the first and is directed toward the naturg of society, as
bppbﬁed to history, and is aimed at‘eliminating any kind of "entity,"
‘which forms a soc1ety from a co]lect1on of 1nd1v1dua1s, and here the
V'Naz1 notion of "Vo]k" could be one instance of such an entity. In this
last case a metaphys1ca1?concept is treated as a real force determining
the essence'of'the individuals in the nation, how they ué&erstand them- -
~selves aﬁd their relatioﬁship to the state. Thesindividualfst claim™
regards individuals as the only possible responsib]e actors in history
and in a society. There.is no spiritual or metaphysical entity which
” determines their beliefs and actions and provides them with a purpose
in life. = | ‘»

To clarify this position in terms of Habermas/Adorno, certainly

they do not subécribe to ény ﬁotioh of "mjsterious entity" --ideology
is not an entity. 4However, the implicit claim of the 1ndjv1dué]1st_

supports the viéw-that individuals themselves are responsible for
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forming_ themselves into a society. The question of how the first
society was formed is not the issue in this debate but if the position
is extended to mean any given stage in the history of a society, then
‘the individualist claim appears somewhat extreme. While there is no
entity involved, individuals seem to reproduce society on the basis of
theisocial context Onules “conventions, tradition, concepts. values,
etc. ) within which" thoy function. Grantedt ideas, rules, values, etc.
do not rount as entittes - hut: they are givens and do influence, and
indeed, constitute our understanding of society. To argue that society
1s constituted by indiuiduals.in an ontological sense would not be an
issue between the two sides; the problem arises regarding‘in what sense
and whether or not a given group of indiuiduals forming'a society are,
in fact, respon51bl:1 |
‘fo. claim that there is no entity purposefully guiding lnlelO-

uals could give the impression that indiViduals simply create soCiety
and freely determine their own values and goals.. This v1ew'is false;
rather they are given society and to a great degree, are molded, in
lterms of personality. values and understanding of society, according

to given social norms and dominant interpretations. The point for.

" Habermas/Adorno is not that there is some mysterious entity operating

to form individuals into a society, but rather that individuals can
come to regard or unconsciously assimilate various notions and values
in such:a way that the latter. for all Tntents and purposes, have an

| effect as if they were mysterious, independent entities influencing and
- determining the nature of social actions and social structures. ‘Given

this qualification, i.e. the recognition of ideology, Habermas/Adorno
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‘could quite easily agree with the second c1a1m mentioned describing the

methodologicaI individualist position. Certainly, Ontologica11y, there

~¥s no dispute about rejecting mysterious entities.

fhe third clajm provides even further reason foriconcern.1n“the
1ight of misgivings expressed in the 1mmed1ately_preceding‘paragraph.
Here the position is that society must be expiained in terms bf human
action, and not as the product of some independent agent. The 1ssue

between the Frankfurt School representatives and the methodo]ogical

‘individualists.is now much clearer. Given that there is no mzsterious

entity inf]uencing the constituting and structurihg of human societ&c
and that explanations should be in terms of human act{ons.‘beliefs,
etc., the next issue can be expressed'in the’question: How are these
beliefs and actions to be investigated, understood and explained?.
Before dea11ng with these two questions, which go to the heart of the~x
issue between 1nd1v1dualtsts and the Frankfurt School, 1et us turn to
the "holist" position as outlined by Agassi and measure the response'of
Habermas and Adorno to this standpoint. | | o

One of the holist‘tenets has already been de ltlwtth in-Section} |
1, and th1s i's the idea that the whole is’ more than he sum of itsf‘~._fd;

parts. As has already been seen, this position 1nvo ves or can 1nvolve '

numerous aspects which must be rejected just as much by Habermas and

~Adorno as by the methodological 1nd1vidualists such as Popper The' |

fo]low1ng c]aim has been made in this regard by holists the essence
of what it is to be a social being, a member of society, stems from the fr

/
individual’ s,relat1onsh1p to society.l9 The ho]ist i$ here claiming

that one must look outside the individual's naturé in order to explain

)
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his actions and beliefs. i e. one must look to 50c1a1 1nst1tutions,
concepts, tradition etc.‘ Oneltan easily understand the tendency to
imagine somethin 1n- 1tse1f and independent as the source of meaning
" for 1nd1v1duals in society»anu as the determining”factor in the struc-‘
. turing of society, human relationships, beliefs and actions. Again,
-‘nne has the tendeney, in this case, toward speaking of the mysteinus‘
eentityt ;.- } | -
'il This position entails 1mp11cetions for both freedom and
knowledge in society. On the one hand individual freedom is viewed as
constrained by the “whole," because the society s institutions, ru]es,
traditions, etc. are viewed as determining actions and beliefs; on the
other hand, the understanding of society re to the society '
1tse1f f.e. what is’ called the socioIOQy of\knowledge. The individ-
ual cannot be objectively or tq;a]]y cr1t1cd1 because certain assump-
tions used to understand and investlgate society are suppl1ed by the
influence of that society and hence are 1qnune to criticism.
fHabermas-and;@dohno would~agree with ﬂhe abeve impTiCatidns,‘
;1 .e. with the effects on the individual ,~but not With’the origin of
. such effects 1nsofar as the origin is conceived of someth1ng existwng,

' 1n*truth and reality, as an.in- itse]f 1ndependent of the 1ndiv1duals in

~ the society. It must be'remembered that 1deo]ogy, which has the same

o effects is not rea] in this sense, but possesses on]y the a Egearance

of being real. The view that the who]e is an in-itself, that there is

a mysterieus entity, is a form of ideology on the Habermas/Adorno v1ew7
- The reality is that 1deo]ogy is a lie’ and that individuals possess'

the potentiality to be free from its constraints in their actions and

e .
g ] t\(
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VVbeliefs. To view the whole. 1n this organic or testalt sense, as .real
eans that one views the constraints as real and henCe there 1s no

. escape in terms\of functioning in a way such that one has overcome
these. constraints. In this case there is no belfef that tndividuals_

have the potential for such freedom., A societal totality, in the

L Habermas/Adorno sense 1s a society in which the 1nd1v1duals behave

'and believe as though the whole were more than the sum of 1ts parts.

Another feature of the holist positfon.19 is the view that
'people s aims do not constitute society, but rather depend upon it.
fOnce again, for Habermas/Adorno and the methodoloyical 1ndiv1dua1ist.t
1nd1v1dua] freedom is a major concern. The holist position threatens A
the possibﬂity of freedom with an extreme socidl determiaism. But |
what would it mean for an individual, taken by himself to contribute
.to the constithtfng of society, in a way such that thts?socia] deter-
mindsm is succéssfu]ly‘combatted?f'One ondition obriously. is that
the 1nd1vfdua1 must be free from 1deo]ogica1 influence. This meAns
that the individual must be able to assess critica11y all concepts and
'norms given in the society. Again the holist position seems to assert 7‘§
that the ind1v1dua1 cannot reach this position of g&ining a comp]ete

critica] distance with regard to the society, 1ts va]ues and concepts.

To assert. as the extreme hollst would that our a1ms are supplied by
the society means that one 1s not free to determine one s own aims,
so_once again the soc1eta1 determinism 1s a threat In the societal
'totaiity, a]though the 1ndiv1duals do have the potential: to criticﬁze_;/ﬁ7

these aims and supplant them with others, they cannot rea]ize this .

potent1a] because of their mistaken view that these aims are
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una]terab]e and 1nescapab1e.' Hence, ‘the 1nd1v1dua1s act and be11eve as
lif their aims or1ginated comp]ete]y in the. soc1ety, as somethwng real

~ and 1ndependent of thetr 1nf1uence or power to change it. | _
| . The last pos1t1on attributed to the ho]1st20 c1a1ns the'
determinat1on ‘of al] act1ons 1n the soc1ety by the soclaﬁ COntext

(inst1tutions, and g1ven va]ues concepts, etc ) Aga1n 1nsofar as .

,50ﬁ1ety is- 1ntended as agmysterious ent1ty. Habermas and Adorno must

i

join the methodo]oglcal 1nd1v1dualist 1h reJecting -this pos1t1on .'f;&u“

son there can be 11tt1e doubt that the notion of a soc1eta1 tota11ql,

where 1deology is the effect1ve 1nf1uence on. 1nd1v1gua1s rather than

the myster1ous soc1a1 enttty'w1th a rea]1ty in- 1tse1f neans that

2

Habermas and Aerno are closer to the methodo]og1ca1 1nd1v1dua11sts
coneerning the real“ const1tut1on of soc1ety and 1nd1v1duals.‘ The

marrqage breaks>doun, howeVEr, in terms of. ‘the quest1on a]ready posed,

l

{.e. how one is to 1nvestrgate, understand and exp1a1n the actlons and
beF%efs of 1nd1v1dua1s who ¢onst1tute soc1ety It wou]d appear that
¢ ‘.

. oonly 1nsofar as one understands methodolog1ca1 1nd1v1dua11sm to involve.

a specafic methodolog1cal approach can one reasonably defend “the c1a1m

fon there being a crucfal point of dvsagreement between Habermas/Adorno

2

~and the methodo]og1ca] 1nd1v1dua11st. | I & 1
s _

Adorno s pos1t1on regardlng the role of 1deo]ogy in constitut-

C

jng the bel1efs of 1nd1v1duals and further determining other be11efs -

and{the_act1on5’of soc1a1_1nd1vtdua1s_ha;;aTready,been»1ntroduced.

kR ' . : ’ L] - Tt oL —_

To summarize the resu]ts of th1s 1nd1v1dua11st ho11st comparr-?

'
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*ﬂopper, the most prgmiqgntqrepresentative of meﬁhodological indivihua]-i

fsm, also has some appreciation of ideology, and even argues against
those who deny itfén.efféctive role. e

The power.of ideas, and especially of moral and religious ideas, is
‘at least as important: as that of physical resources. I am well
aware of the fact that some students of politics are strongly

~gpposed to this thesis; that there is an influential school” gf
“so-called political Tealists who declare that 'ijdeologies’',

- call them,"have-1ittle influence .upon political reality, an
“whatever influence they have must be pernicious. But'I do not
think that this .is a tenable view. Were it true, Christianity
would have had no-influence on history; and the United States would
be inexplicable, or merely the result of a pernicious mistake.

jthéy
nat

}in this passage Popper c1ear]yvrecognizes the'%nf1uence of ideology,

but emphasizes the poSitivejgﬁd’good hgsuits of this influence. But

P

‘what if the influence is pernicious and how dues one know until one
. ) 1 .

fg]Ty understands the nature 6¥“£he ideology and its effects? Popper

is not so optimistic in this regard, and vehemently rejects approaches |

‘“§pecifica11y designed to combat ideo]ogy as a threat to thé quest for

truth and freedom.

The sociology of knowledge argues that scientific thought, and
especially thought on social and political matters, coes not pro-.
ceed in a vacutim, but in a socially conditioned atmosphere. It is
influenced largely by unconscious or subconscious elements. These
‘elements remain hid:.r from the thinker's observing eye because
they form, as it we .. the very place which he inhabits, his social
habitat. The social habitat of the thinker determines a whole

~»  system of opinions and theories which appear to him as unquestion- -

ably true or self-evident. They appear to-him as if they were
. logically and trivially true. . . . This is why he is not even
aware of having made any assumptions at ald. But that he has made
assumptions can be seen if we compare him with gﬁthinker who 11ves-
“in a very different social habitat; for he too Will proceed from a
system of gpparently unquestionable assumptions, but.from a very
di fferen*e; and it may be so different that no intellectual
bridge maY exist and no compromise be possible between these two
systems. [Each of these different socially determined systems of
assumptions is called by the sociologists of knowledge a total™ -

" ideology .22
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Clearly then,}Popper andhAdornoyHabermas holdeery-simi1ar posttions
nconcerning the fdeological “make-up“'of the social individual; however,:
.Popper‘is not so optimistic about the eXtént‘tb which ideo]ogy can be

revealed.. ﬁopper uses two umbrella phrases.forhthe appwbaches to

combatting 1deo1ogy and they are. soc1o]ogy of Enow]edge and "socio-.

therapy" respectively.23 The goal of these operations, in the1r E
..vvarious forms is to free the individual from 1deo]og1ca] constra1nts
and 1nf1uence by reveallng to hlm or her the true. nature of var1ous )
§be11efs as ideology, i.e.. baseless or false, or both. |
: Popper s poS1t10n is: s1mp1y that, thus far (the emphas1s here
antic1pates the main topic of th1s thes1s as the con51derat1on of yet

* another attempt to deal’ w1th 1deo]ogy), the ma1n result of socio-

therapy, in whatever form, has been mere]y to substitute one 1nstance

of tﬂeo1ogy for another

vHege]1anism does it by declar1ng the admlss1b111ty and even fertil~
. ‘ity of contradictions. But if contradictions need not be avoided,
then .any criticism and any d1scussfon becomes impossibie since
criticism always. consists in po1nt1ng‘out contradictions either
- within the theory to be criticized, or between it and some facts of
‘experience. . . . the psycho- analyst can always exp1a1n away any
~ objections by showing that they are due to the repressions of the
“critic. . . . Marxists . . . are.accustomed to explain the dis-
agreement of an opponent by his class bias, and the sdc1o1og1sts of
knowledge by his total ideology. 24 4 .
& ,
Popper reJects all of the qg%ve approaches, and keep1ng in mind that

Popper represents the empir1ca] -scientific approach to the soc1a1
scienqes, the. following explanation of the passage can be given.
First‘ however, Popper®s remarks conterning the Hege11an perspective
will be exempted from comment at this time, as this issue will be

dea]t with in deta11 in fﬁe fo]]ow1ng chapter Concernlng the other
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-approaches, Popper hasvtwo criticisms. On the one hand, there is the

problem of insufficient empirical evidence. Regarding the psycho-

analyst neither adequate confirming evidence for, nor, more important- o

1y, the.possibility of empirical testing of the interpretation seem

available. Oh'the;sﬁde of the Marxist, Popper again points to the

. prob1em of sufficient empiriéal‘evidente especially for testing, this .

|
time concernlng the causal connection asserted to hold between one S

membership in a certa1n soGio- econom1c class and one's understanding

"' of society. - On the other hand, there is the prob]em of soc1o]og1ca1

relativism. Popper expresses th1s Q1ff1cu3ty in the fo]]ow1pgﬁﬁ

‘passage. - , )

. . the socio- ana]ysts invite the application of their own
methods to themselves with an almost irresistible hosp1ta11ty
For is it not their description of an i igentsia which is only
- loosely anchored in tradition a very ne cription of their own
social group?2S e . |
This criticism could be 1eve11ed$at the psycho- ana]yst and the Marxist.
a]ong with Eye socio-analyst. Popper s basic claim is. that \n a11 such
cases one is s1mp1y substltutlng one ideology” for another, and the..
power ‘of th1s cr1tic1sm is, in turn, based upon the absence of any
means of cr1t1c1z1ng the results of and the premises of these investi- -
gations and explanations. - Popperfs observations here are notable

because, as we shall see in Chapters IV and V of this thesis, Habermas

~is faced with the same problem in his formulation of critical theory.

Popper's response ‘to the issue of exchapging ideologies is to
appeal to and defend his well-known scientific method. But even those

who practice this. approach are not immune to {deo1ogical infiuence, and

' popper makes this admission unconditionally. -
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~.« +» there is no doubt that we are all suffering under our own
system of prejudices (or 'total ideologies,' . . .}; that we all
take many things as self-evident, that we accept them uncritically
and even with -the naive and cocksure belief that criticism is 1
quitezgnnecessary, and scientists are n6 exception to this rule.

"H6Wever, the ééiéﬁtﬁs§~nas a different approach to.the problem:.

. . . they have not purged themselves by socio-analysis or any
stmilar method; they have not attempted to-climb to a higher plane
from which they can understand, socio-analyse, and expurgate their
ideotogical follies. . . . No, what we .usually mean by this
(§p1ent1fic.objectivity)_term rests on different grounds.” It is a
matter of scientific method. And, ironically enough, objectivity. .
is closely bound up with the social aspect of scientific method,
with the fact that science and scientific objectivity do not (and
cannot) result from the attempts of an individual scientist to be
'‘objective,' but from the friendly-hostile co-operation of many
scientists. Scientific objectivity can be described as the inter-
subjectivity of scientific method. But this social aspect of
science is almost entirely 9eglected~by those who call themselves
“sociologists of knowledgeyz' . ' . o
The consolation of the scientific method is offered by its public-

naturé;vandAthe crux of this is fwofold:. a) free criticism; and
b) speaking fhg same ]angdage, based uponf;experien§egas tﬁé impartial
arbiteb" bf coﬁgrover51e5.23 Popper sums up py saying,w"This {s what A
tonétifutesvsciéntific‘abjectivity. Eiéryoné‘who hés learned tﬁe tech-
niqué of understahéing aﬁd testing scientific thedfiés can répéat‘the
experiment and judge for bfmse]f."ég' | | | )

Thg; Pqpperdpffers the scientific methodiés a.médefb%

Ideologiekritik. In terms of the issues qf.fanst%tutidh and inves-

_ tigation, it {s clear that ihe~métnogo1ogi¢§1'indié{qﬁé{i;tvand"the~"
Adorno/Habermas position both reéognize the_ré)efSﬁd:éstteﬁce“gf
1de61ogy,‘and hence, that there is gpbafénf agreement 0n1theiéayyin.
which 1nqividhais, as.thinking and acfing;sécia] bé?ticibéhts,,are ;f

constituted. This leaves only one way in which to Qisiinguish the two



sides of the Habermas/Adorno versus Popper debate and that is the

”critisfi assessment of and investdgation of ideologies, which, “in its O

“turn, is a methodological issue.' o _" P 53,; ”1f'f-} f“ ST

The main tenet of Popper 3 position on methodology is the
ideological purity of “scientific experience" or experience as the
impartiai arbiter, which w111 not on]y decide disagreements and -
M'between confiicting points of view, but is also the. basis for the
- . 1anguage of discu5510n, and both these points will be. criticai]y u;iv
considered in Chapter I11. The key point to mention in our present
.diSCUSSIOn, however, is the imp]ication of this methodological question -

for the jissue of diaiectically conceived societa] totaiity Imp]icit

in Popper s claim for the Si1ent1fic method is its priviieged position :

heyond or independent of ideoiogicai-impurity, t least in princip]e.

" As”an impartia1 arbiter, sc1entifica11y acquired experience is the oniy -,

'means of ébmbatting ideology. To be sure matters are»not heiped by
Mﬁthe apparent ambiguity of Popper s pOSition. on’ the one hand} he says
that the practitioners of the method‘can never totaily rid themselves
of* preJudices of an ideological nature but on the other, ‘in practiCing
“the'’ sc1entific method the results are: independent of ideo]ogical f
'agrcontamination Since the method is an "impartial arbiter h‘:

| For the moment 1et us leave aside the: ciaim for, the’ impartialq;
ity of the sc1entific method as Chapter 111 wi]] introduce an exten-x |
sive discu5510n of Habermas s arguments against this pOSition. ”Theg
p055ibility of totai ideology demands, for its successful e]imination,;f

a method which will constitute or be capable of "total critique and S

iPopper has denied this scope to the sc1entific method in admitting that
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we, cannot r1d ourse]ves of all ideo]oglcaﬂ prejudices even given the ;a,.f”

1deologica1 1mmunity c]afmed for science The main prob]em for the '
“results of the scientffic method is as fo1lows, given “that the method
'does not have universa1 scope one fs left with the, unhappy poss1b111ty

1.:that fundamenta] 1deologlca1 1nf1uences are functfoning, with negat1ve

ramifications both,polft1ca11y and eplstemologically, 1ndependent1y ’

of and immune to, the critique ano 1nvestigat10n of ‘the scient1f1c

‘‘‘‘‘

“ method Another way of putting the problem is by not1ng ‘that the

'.escientific method'can proceed and succeed. very well 1n its ]1m1ted-

sphere of operations, but never chal]enge or reveal the total 1deo1ogy,‘
~which in turn leaves ;OCIEty as a d1a1ect1ca1 tota]1ty or a soc1eta1
;tota]ity. Re]iance upon common]y accepted- soc1a1 sc1ence term1nology
aand as Adorno notes in h1s d1scu551on of the German student demon- |
f strations in Ber]1n 30 the 1nab111ty of the method to encompass
| all re]evant socfa} var1ab1es and 1nf1uences, resu]ts in ideolagy
hefng safe fron sc1entif1c scrutiny. The obv1ous conclus1on then
'would be to assert that 1n sp1te of ‘the, success of the scient1f1c

method the on]y remedy to the possib111ty of tota] ideo]ogy, is
"total" Ideolog1ekr1t1k .

&

e The jmp1ications of th1s assessment of the sc1ent1f1c method

’ reveal that Popper does not graSp the p0551b111ty of soc1ety befng a
dialectical totality and just what that»involves. Ins1stence upon the

a}impartfa]ity of the resu]ts of the scientffic me thod enta1]s a reJec-

tion‘of the view that soc1ety is a soc1eta] tota11ty in the sense.

»1ntended by Habgnnas and Adorno.‘ A method that is not un1versa1 in

]

: fnvestigatfon and cr1t1que cannot’ correct]y c]aim 1mpart1a11ty because ‘

K



14

there is etnays the posstbi11ty tha; these unchallenged “prejbdicesw,or
teeofOQy influences the nature and understanding of these apparently
impettiallresultsf ‘On the one hand, Popper hecognizes 1deology in such
| :a way - that one’ can be a methodolog1ca1 ind1vidual1st and stil hold to
vn'soc1ety as a dialect1ca1 totality, on: the other hand, his c]aim for
the 1mpart1a11ty of the emp1r1ca1 sc1ent1fic method contradicts :the
| previous view of society as a victim of tota] 1deology.
Mo ‘

anclusion ’ T

' The main concern of this open1ng chapter has been to c]ar1fyl
k the notion of society as a "tota11ty," or society as conceived of 2
"d1a1ect1ca11y," by considering these notions in conjunction with a
. Study of Popper s neo- positivist approach to the social sciences and
: the 1mp11cat1ons of this latter view for the possible understand1ng of
society. The difference between the two po1nts of view came clearly
vinto sight only nhen the conflict was revea]ed between Popper's *
acceptancefof‘the‘roie of ideology on the one hane,‘end his confidence
in the impartiality of the scientific method on the other.

With negé;d to the nption‘of “totality," the.dialectical ten-

s1on was discovered to exist between the 1nd1vidua1s in the society and
a hidden 1deo1ogy The - 1mp11cations of this relat1onsh1p are crucwal

for eva]uat1ng methodo]og1ca1 approaches in the soc1a1 sciences.

Adorno s claim 1s for. what POpper has ca11ed Ytotal ideo1ogy. meanfng

ﬁ§;that the present state of society, nethodo]og1es 1ncluded “{s ideo-

log1ca11y contaminated and determ1ned As an assessment of the results

of such methodolog1es the implication is that such approaches are
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incapable of revealing ideology for what it:is, i.e. they are incapabie
of overcoming the dialectical re]ationship, marked by the mutual media-
tion of individual and ideology, which, in turn, would-involve grasping
the ‘truth of society independent of ideoiogicai content. ‘
Final]y, there should be no mystery concerning the meaning of

"dialectical" in this context. The‘indiyiduals are what give the
ideoiogy existence or rea]ize its notions through their beliefs and
actions. In doing so they behave and believe as if: there viere some-

thing beyo‘L themselves determining their actions and be]iefs hence,

. the essence of society cannot be described as the result of actions and

beliefs‘df-free individuals realizing their true natures and interests.

A second feature of the dialectical situation is that it can be over-

come, or’ at least there is the potentiai for change embodied in the

belief that indiViduals have the capayity to reassert successfully

- their freedom against the influence of A particula ideology, for

.Adorno and against ideoiogy in general or totally, for Habennas 31

The task of successfuiiy remedying the ideoiogica] effects of a dia-
lecticai tota]ity antiCipates the investigation of the various aspects

uvon

of diaiectic,,those of "contradiction, determinate negation, and
“mediation," together with the methodoiogicai approach of ." immanent

critique, all of which will be expiored in the foi]oWing chapter



Chapter I~
A PROPAEDEUTIC ONa'DIALFCTIQ'»IN EPISTEMOLOGY AND METHODOLOGY
In Chapter I the methodblogt'ca]‘/episternological implications of
society being a totaljtynwere considered dt some‘Tength} 'Inﬂthe courseﬁﬁ
of that dﬁscussion, some attenot was»made to clarify the notion of
"dialectic," a concept essential tolthe understanding of Adorno's
notion“of society.n.Dialectic will remain in the spotlight for the
v present éhapter, because of the‘signifioance of this.conceot for
Habermas, and the unending controversy existing between its exponents
and detractors since its Hegelian development. |
Habermas describes his approach to the study uf society as
“d1a1ect1ca1 " and this stems from the poss1b11itx that soc1ety is a
dialectical totality. Habermas S cr1t1ques of both the analyt1c-
empirical and hermeneutica\ methods are based on what is deemed by
him to be the faiPures'of these approaches to grasp the dia]ectica]
nature of soc1ety and, hence their 1nab1lity to dwsc]ose 1deology
To strengthen his pos1tion regarding the d1a1ect1¢a1 nature of society |
1tse]f Habermas s cr1t1que of methodo]ogy is geared toward demonstrat-
1ng that these methods are, themse]ves, dialectically. related to. the
‘;soc1ety¢wh1ch theyiare attempting to understand and explain. biven
dthe truly dialectica].relationship between=the-nethod and its object,
Habermas nust be ab1e to"show' a) the method-object “mediat1on,
b) the contrad1ctions between the methods understanding of themselves
and of the1r re]ationsh1p to the1r object, on the one hand, and the

truth of their oun natures and their relationship to the1r object, on

41
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the other; and c) a "determinate negation" arising from the positions
criticized, meaning that & new method and method-obgect re]at1onsh1p
would arise from the "immanent critique"'of the earlier approaches.
However, there are broader considerations that justify focus-
sing, for a while at least, exctUsive1y-upon dialectic. The-concept;
throUghout its modern history, has been a source of constant debate.
'In Chapter I, Popper's reJect1on of Hegel's position concerning
contradiction was d1scussed because Popper has been at the forefront
of .the criticism of dialectical thought.v Partia]]y as a result of
- such crit1c1sm, no matter how well one m1ght argue for Habernas S
: pos1t10n, the moment the term “dialectic® occurs, those ra1sed in the
Anglo-American phi]osophlca] trad1t1on suffer immediate ph1losoph1ta1
estrangement, and not w1thout‘3ust1f1cat1on,fﬂThroughout the h1story
~of philosophy there have been various conCepts_which have been used by
their supporters as if they were all-purpose philosophical elixirs;
the mere reference to which is supposed to re]ieve,us‘of all philo-
sophica]‘prob]ems. It is a major philosophical virtue'of'the twentieth .
century s linguistic turn in phi]osophy, that such el1xirs are no long-
er accepted on blind fa1th Unfortunate]y, the concept of dialectic
suffers from this stigma and demands a thorough ana]ys1s to accompany '
its use, if it is to atta1n qny respectable ]eve] of ph1]osoph1ca1
credibility. ‘ |
Given,that to be thorouoh in our investigation‘the,concept of
B dialectic demands special and detai]ed;consfderation, one must decide .
where to begin with its treatment. The strategy adopted at this‘time

is to return to the source of the problem and that is'the,philosophy of
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G.w.ﬁ. Hegel. But why, one~might‘ask3’must one go.all theiwax‘backlto
German idealism in order to-clarify the«philosophy.of the neo-Marxist .
Habermas? The answer to this is as simple as it is unfortunate alf
though Habermas adheres to'the concept both explicitly and imp]icitly.
he nowhere gives a detailed account of how he understands it especia]-
ly in the context of epistemoiogical and methodo]ogica] issues | There

are two passages, one in Know]edge and Human Interests1 and another

in Legitimatign Crisis 2 {n which Habermas deals, with dialectic,

. however, in neither'instance does he engage in a detaiied’structurai

;'account In Legitimation Crisis, . Habermas is concerned with the in-

famous dia]ectical contradiction as it occurs in 'a "social formation,'

but in Knowledge and Human Interests he addresses the problem‘ét the
critique of. know]edge i.e. the baS1S of methodo]ogical studies; and in
this latter case, he is involved in a con51deration of Hegel, express-
ing his rejection of idealism, but condoning the notion of ' determinate

negation."” ane again, however, iebneither case is one supplied with
" a structural ana]ysis}offdialectic,_which would have to come to grips.
with the;notion of a dia]ecticai‘contradiction as the basis of deter- -
minate negation. ' | |

A major aspect of Habermas's deht to Hegel is his acceptance of

the latter's notion of, dialecticai structure; however, this structure, |
.as seen from Popper's perspective does not have universa] acceptance
philosophicaily. Some defence is, therefore, necessary. and Hegel is
the best source of ana]ysis for dialectic, because it is in Hegel's
thought that dialectic reaches its most complex development._ The

point at‘mhich our effort will be concentrated is the section of the



- .Phenomenology of §pirit entitled "Sense-certainty."3 The choice of 3

this section has’a two-part Justification: on the one hand, in sense-

certaihty Hegel 1s dealing with the simplest level of knowledge and
subJect-obJect relationship, and the simple content facilitates focus-
sing on the structure of_theurelationship, and subsequent analysiS{ on
the Other hand in this part of the Phenomenology Hegel concentrates on
epistemological issues ive the foundations of methodology

_ " Having described and Justified the strategy. the format of -

vfthe chapter is as follows Section 1 will consider the. structure ofl
» dialectic, and Settion 2 will be devoted to a response to Popper ]

,_critiCisms. _

vthMl f B o  ' id”f” -

In the first part of the Phenbmenology, entitled "ConSClOUS-

*ness" ("BEWusstsein“) Hegel s general concern is Wlth epistemological

issues,4 and his speCific concern is with what one might describe as. -

‘knowledge based upon our sensory experience. with regard to this type i5
- of experience as a basis for knowledge, ‘the various pOSitions adopted i‘“

-and argued for throughout the history of philosophy have fallen betweenf__

two extremes. on the one hand there is the pOSition that all cogni-

' tive content is to be traced back to ) subject--a kind of extreme

epistemological idealism; on the other, there have been those who .
support the view that all cognitive content comes from the obJect--an
extreme epistemological realism ' | E .

On the meta- epistemological level of conSidering these various

p05itions, Hegel echoes the’ sympathies of the tradition 3 respect for



s Ai though this statemen‘ '

objectivity. meaninggthat all precautions must be taken to avoid stf .

‘Jectiye‘input into the investigation,;i.e.“the‘integrity of “the obJect' 3

_(in this~case, the sugpect-object reiatiOnship) must be preserved. Win7w”

W

.?introducing the first ievei of “consciousness“ invoiving a knowTedge

4 ciaim. Hege] brief]y expresses the main tenet of his investigations

.

" Wir haben uns ebenso unmitteibar oder aufnehmend zu verhaiten. aiso .

‘nichts an ihm, wife es sich darbeitet,- zu verandern und von dem
Auffassen das Begreifen abzuhalten

troduces sense—certainty“ it reflects the

[l ,,"

.main concern of the oiogist'as he or she investigatesfvarious

7 {ssues. The demand {
ill"confronting" the obJect of consideration. Aiso one must'take care
not to “alte#‘ (“verandern“) in any way. this subject matter ‘and -

" hence av01d interpreting what we . are attempting to understand. ‘From

. .ppSitivists to modern phehomenoiogists in philosophy, to strict empiri-

‘f cists in scientific iaboratories, the aim -or ideal “has aiways been to

_‘achieve some cognition of the obJect of study, which to as high a.

degree as pOSSible deais on]y with that object as it is by itseif 5

he investigator must be aTmost passive in -

’ In accordance with the obJective sentiment Hegei adopts the strategy “

of "immanent critique. This approach mﬁans that Hegel investigates
the subject/object relationship, in this case that- reiationship at the

- 1evei of sense—certainty, on its own terms or in terms of its own. cri-

‘”'teria and se]f understanding, without the appiication of other externai

presuppositions or asswnptionsﬂas standards. In other words, the

..reaiity of senseecertainty is to be_contrasted"with its claims.



For both the phenomenoTbg1st carry1ng out the anqu1ry and the

[ [ .

consc1ousness ho1d1ng the position oﬁnsense certatnty, the fate. of~

-~

sewse certainty*1s ‘the same. The assumed though on}y apparent
?immediate unity of subject and obJect in sense-certa1nty breaks up -
into a dualtty,of subject and obJect.:'ﬁt_thjs.yery”slmple 1eve1 of
cognttion the subject dpes'notfu;ew’ftself as‘being.oistinct from the
.object, but rather the exper1ence 1s one of comp]ete unity for thé
subJect. Hege1 s poswt1on is that if such a consc1ousness becomes'
se]f—ref]ecttve, i. e. if 1t considers or ana]yzes its pos1t1on with
’all its aspects and presupp051t1ons, consc1ousness w111 be confronted'“
v~'w1th«a dua]wty Th1s state of affa1rs 1eaves consc1ousness w1th two
poss1b111t1es for the overcom1ng -of the dua11em. e1ther ‘to reduce the
source “of the’ content of knowledge to the. subJect or to the obJect
For sense- certa1nty these are the on]y two poss1b11rt1es as 1t'refuses._
the opt1on that know]ed@e 1s the resu1t of the mutua1 mediat1on by -

ied =

subJect and obJect Sense certafnty s consc1ousness 1n515ts that the

Lo ‘,/

relat]onshlp is one of "1mmed1acy,“‘t e the content of: knowledge 15 v,’

! o

supp11ed tota]]y by the subJect or by the obJect. Unfortunate]y for

'sense -certainty neither attempt at reduct1bn toﬁa one-sided ep1stemo1-

c ogy is successfu1 Htge] first. cons1ders the poss1b111ty oﬁ'the obgect kg»%
ksupp1y1ng the full content of - know]edge, j.€. the content of my exper1- Sy

‘ence comes from the obJect’ In Hege11an terms the s1tuat1on wou]d be

one 1n whwch the obJect 1s "1mmed1ate" and the;é’bJeﬁ% med1ated“ or
s1mp1y the pass1ve receptor for the ‘object: dgain in Hege]1an terms -
“the object 1s essentlal" (1 e. necessary and suff1c1ent) for eplstemo:

"-logica] content while the subJect is 1nessent1al. '

@
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Sense certalnty S grasp of the-“immed1ate," what is exper1enced
by conSc1ousness here,“ d1rectTy befdre 1t “and " now," at this very '
S moment turns out ;Lo 1nv0]ve more than Just this s1mp1e 1mmed1ate |
“j'ep1stemolog1ca1 content.’ SensewCerta1nty makes the simp]e c1a1m for .
the ex1stence of what 1t exper1ences and the further claim that this
“; pure be1ng is the essence of or content of hnow]edge. Further investi- -
gat1on however revea]s that sense- certa1nty steps beyond “the bounds,
of the cTa1m for ex1stence when 1t tries to describe or 1dentify th:s .1
~ ex1$tence. Deswgna%1ons such as "tree ! “house,f "n1ghtt1ne and
| “dayt1me are aT\ as Jean Hyppo]ite says, ..,.5; spec1f1c determ1na-..:_y,
k, t1ons wh1ch presuppose’an entlre system of med1at1ons."7 In 1ndu19- "
1ng 1n the use -of such terms, the*consc1ousness at the Tevel of sense-

]f certa1nty s 901ng beyond ats ep1stemologica1 mandate The main

B3

aTlenge 1n understandlng HegeT s po1nt here demands that we grasp the

very pr1m1t1ve Tevel at wh1ch sense certa1nty 1s operat1ng* it can .

)/a1m only th1s ex1stence and at th1s t1me where any further determ1n-

at1on of thls, beyend the c1a1m that 1t,ex1sts or is and that it is

-now, ﬂn 1dent1fy1ng 1t, 1nvoTves the appT1cat1on of concepts already
- \5.( 1

~her by the. subJectw The upshot of tn1s d1scovery is tﬁ t the obJect

is not 1mmed1ate but med1ated 1. e that the obJect does not, by
1tse1f const1tute the content of knowTedge cTalmed by . sense- certainty,
but is med1ated through concepts aTready possessed by the subJect.

X In .an attempt to preserve this form of consc1ousness and the

1mmed1acy offthe content of know]edge, the next move for sensew TR
.‘.3 el ¢ ﬁ
certa1nty 15 to assert the 1mmed1acy of the subject, thus mah1ng it the '

A s » /

source of/ep1stemoToglca1 content. The subJect or the “I" 1s nOW/éhat '

-,
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+ which gives‘and sustains peing, andthere Berkeley might be a u§etd1
gxample in' the history of philosophy. Howeye?, once again, the subject
‘ r "1 claimed by sense-certainty cannot justify the c]afm to the '
. continuity or 1dent1ty of that se]f.through ‘the many and varied
h experiences 1t undergoes. Sense certainty is justified in c]almlng
only this experience (here), at th1s time (now), for this w o which has
| this experience at this time. The problem with the "I" can be viewed
i1n two ways the potential conf11ct of clains about here ‘and how j,‘ﬂ‘
3between two different "1' s," each of wh1ch asserts its c1a1ms to be the
Mtruth, or, in the same "1," but at two- d1fferent nows" exper1ene1ng
'ntwo dlfferent 'heres." - Hegel emphas1zes the first scenario Inithis
. case "the single "I" of sense- certa1nty has the 1mp11cat1on, inits
claim to be the source of being and how.. that be1ng is, that it speaks ‘
:ifor every other "I U Conf11ct among a. p]ura11ty of "1 “'presents an
nreso1vab1e prob]em if each holds to 1ts posat1on, i.e. a'mu1tip11city
_of conf11ct1ng c]a1ms about- truth Hdw are weato decide in faver of
one” over the others, if not by referr1ng beyond them to another stan-
‘dard besides the 1;“ or 1nd1v1dua1 subJect1v1ty, i.e. a reference to
a standard for truth whach is i ndeggnden t of the particular "I" and
hence one thatvmed1ates it.' The main cand1date wou]d seem to be some

3

sort of appeal to the obge%w

(% "t

o f any chse, the conclusion reached by Hegel demands a reJec- |

t1onso¢.the c]alms made by sense certa1nty. Bbth subject and obJect
_are med1ated and the“content of know]edge 1s the resu]t of this mutua1
mediat1on Thms med1at1on, in turn, s the basis’for the next ]evel of
invest1gat1on and the nhext p051t1on r ar g the nature of know]edge,

' which Hege] claims to be~ perceptlon

-



The account of sense-certainty giyen above is certainly not
1ntended as a comprehens1ve study of that sect1on nor'hasfit been in.

the least critical of Hege] s poS1t10n. However, thé goa] in providfng

-

y\ this sketch of sense-certalnty was neither a- detai]ed exposit1on nor

4.'{!%) .

cr1t1ca1 assessMEnt rether the 1ntent has been to provide an’

example of an*fnv' i';tfbn whose. structure due to the nature of the :
subject matter, 1s dialect1ca1, and hence exhib1ts three salient fea-
‘tures of dialectic, the notions of “med1at1on," "dia]ectlcal oontra-‘
diction," and “determinate negation." New let us turn to the actual

structure of sense-certaInty 3 d1a1ect1c. . f . N
. ’ ! i ks .

Popper s method of "trial and error" serves as a-foil for t,

discussion of d1a1ect1ca1 structure. A centra] feature of the sc1en-'v
t1f1c method, tr1a1 and error 1nVOIVes the confrontat:on between a.
theory and a test 1nstance. Idea]]y the test funct1ons as a che onﬂ'
'ch theory, and if the former contradlcts the theory then the theory o
:;has been falstfzed and must be reJected To be a successful occurrence-{i
of tria] and error, the contrad1cting 1nstance need not fnvo]ve. e1ther
1oglca11y or emp1r1ca]1y, an a]ternat1ve theOry.: It’m1ght 1ndeed point i
- to-a spec1f1c a]ternatlve explanation, “but this is gratuftous.'f. |
S The “d1a]ect)cal contrad1ct1on“ works d1fferent]y and ts some-‘
'what'more’complex. Although it too»1nvo1ves the reJectron (in a-way
‘to be exp]alned below) of theory, the negatlon of that former pos1tion fﬁﬁ'
g EEEQQE be ' empty, i.e. Supp1y1ng no alternatlve exp]anation, if the'
contrad1ct1on is to. be correctly - termed’“dialectlcal "; The 1mmed1ate ,
appearance of a new theory means that the negation of the o]d 15 a

¥
T "determinate" negat1on. )

A
e
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*' Beﬁpre embarking upon a structura] ana]ys1s of sense certainty'

1n order to explain these d1a1ect1ca1 not1ons, it 1s worth noting whatepi

{ I

has become accepted as the standard understand1ng of the d1alect1ca1

‘ process and this or:ginatés with Popper.. The key concept 1s that of .
' o ‘ R
"aufheben,f which possesses the fo]low1ng character1st1cs or stages 8

-‘flihtcancellat1on ("aspects“’of both contrad1ctory claims are

. >~ kv ( “.
ar_negated),. B : ,Ju

- : Lo ’, R
(2 preservation ("aSpects“ of both are preserved 1‘?-““??@3@ftQi

| be true), and i;’g;_ﬁi :_] iy hwﬁv“

pT(Q)t‘transcendenfe (taken together the preserved aspects provtqédfgi .

]

| f"i,/a new posit1dn) * o ‘ L
“_The subJect obJect re1ationsh1p 1n sense certainty 1s F1rst understood
Qjas a unity, 1.e;:sed;e-certa1nty does not distlngu1sh between subgect

"‘eand object. vThe fiust stage of 1nvest1gat1on, by e1ther the- phenomeno-"_&;:
i]ogist or a reflectlve consc10usness at. the 1eve1 of sense-Q?rta1nty, E

'revea1s the distinct1on between subgect and ObJeCt or the o and the X

[ i

/’3'1;"This.“' To save both the 1mmed1acy or pur1ty of its know]edge and that ‘
?<1t knows what 1s, i.e be1ng, sense certa1nty attempts a one s1ded re-’ r
.;uduction in favor of the obJect Nhen thlS pos1t1on proves incorrect a

‘fjfreduct1on in favor of the subﬂect as source of the content of knowledge

r“;fris adopted It is to be observed from the start that there are on]y ; .
?three possib\e scenar1os or "theories , a) the obJect 1s the source of :
the content of knowledge, b) the subject is: the source of th1s content ;

f;for c) the content of knowledge depends on both the subJect and the

?‘ﬁry’Vrobject 4 .e their mutua1 med1ation.' A formal symbo112at1on 9f the,ff |

i

%1Hj'W0Yement_through;these_;hree 5§§S¢5 ‘S-asifo11ows1\,
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P.= The content.of knowTedge has its source in the Object.
Q= The content of knowledge has 1ts source in the Subject.

(P & Q) .is reJected by sense-certainty from the outset i.e. sense-

certainty reJects the possib111ty of reciproca] mediat1on. With the "

~

awareness of the d1st1nct1on between .$ubject and obJect sense-certainty
adopts the position of (P v Q), where the mean1ng of "v" 1s.to‘be
nnterpreted exc]us1ve]x.;hence -(P & 0) and -(-P & -Q), Next itVShOqu
be noted, as has already been.a11uded'to that one is deaTinodwith 5
:severe]y T1m1ted set of options--there ‘are onTy two poss1bTe sources ;ﬁ
of knowledge, i.e. the subJect and the obgect. Given th1s 1imi ted

universe of. 1tems and the»restr1ct10n pTaced upon "v" in the d1sjunc-“

= tion (P v Q), the foTTowing symboT1zat1ons exhaustive]y descr1be the

s
reTationshlp ‘between "P' and "Q" " for sense- certa1nty

T) if "P" then "~ Q', ii) if " then " P“; 111) if"-Q" theq”"P"‘ '
iv) if " -P" “then (" N |

(Note} If either is the case'then the other is not, and if either is’
wnot the case then the other is. The 11m1ted universe of . possib1]1t1es

for sense- certa1nty S positton makes th1s a val1d scenario )

The results of Hege] s 1nvestlgation are somewhat disturbing

for senseﬂcerta1nty, as Hegel reaches the conc]us1on, which is |
o apgarentT (P & Q). .However, axreview'ot.the account provided-df»d
‘sense _certainty, in th1s chapter, reveaTs that a better symbolizat1on
woqu be (P1 & 01) " As has already been shown, Hegel vanalyzes each r
c1a1m, P and Q, 1ndependent1y The reduction19n expressed by both .P |
~and.Q is shown to be faTse in each of the two cases. The reduction is R

not poss1b1e due to the - nature of the knowledge claims made by sense- [7.5 .
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certainty On the s1dehof the obJect as understood by sense- }}

- certa1nty, a cohceptual apparatus is needed wh1ch is not supp11ed by

“‘and duallsm on the other “are aiways mutua]ly exc]us1ve 10’ and to r

suff1c1ent for. know]edge,

"contradictlon, and "detenm1na‘e negatfon," two concepts shou1d be _N

' the object, but rather comes from the’ subJect 9 - Similarly, the .

opposite posit1on of reduction has to bé reJected because it assumes, '

e obJect 1nput for the subJect to possess know]edge. In both ‘cases, the

b

1nvestigation does not swmpTy fa]sify the or1g1na1 c1a1m, but prov1des

Coan alternat1ve account of the nature of the content of know]edge.»l he _;A“'u

K .

" results' which have been rendered PL and Q1, of the cr1t1ques ire °

_not mutual]y exclusive as was the ‘case with the or1gvna1 pos1t1ons, -

AN
rather they augment each other, and ogether consi&tute a new explana-

tion ofrthe source of ep1stemologlca1 content. The'COntent of the
';Jknowledge c]axmed by sense certa1nty, 15, 1n actua] fact, suppl1ed by
: f.fthe mutua] med1ation or rec1procal med:at1on of the subJect and the
' Es.object. In Hegellan terns, ne1ther the subJect nor the obJect s’

;,”1mmediate (unmed1ated) and suff1c1ent by 1tse1f for know]edge rather,

i

'the two s1des taken together 1n the1r>med1at1on are necessary and

~

- "V '. . o b

Before turning to the not1ens of med1at1on," "d1a1ect1ca1

fnoted wh1ch always stand in an adversar1a1 re]at1on to d1a1ect1c. wThefj

ffnotion of dialectic on the one s1de, and the not1ons of reduction1sm

;

>bovercome a dialect1ca1 re1at1onsh§p, either a dua11sm or a reduction
;must be ach1eved.A Regard1ng sense certa1nty, th1s p051t1on attempts to ;;(
;H‘reduce the content of knowledge alternat1ve1y, to e1ther the subJect L

R or the;obgect. The result of Hegel S phenomeno]ogxcal 1nvestigat1on‘f*

Lo : . .
. i’ - ., . - 5 P ‘ .
- - KR N D]



proves both these attempts‘toube 1ncorrect: A more’frustrating‘and
cha]lenging consequence,-especialTy forithose aspiring to pure Objec-
t1v1ty -of the ideal’ observer or subject is that ‘the | dua]ism necessary

to achieve ‘such obJectivity 1s lost to Hege] from the very start. The

"fina1 assessment of sense-certatnty S 1dea of the content of know]edge

-

and how this. content is compos 1eads to a med1ation of: contributions

from subJect and obJect. Th1s spec1f1e 1nstance of mediat1on entaw]s

the 1mpdssib111ty, at” the level of consciousness. enjoyed by sense- .

..certa1nty, to separate the subject1ve from the objective e]ements. and -

-~ thus to be'able to.d1§trnguxsh'between‘each 53d9 svrespecttve contribu="

Y

. tion to know]edge. The achievement of such a distinction is tantamount“
to revea11nq a dualism between subJecttve and obJect1ve features of the '

cognlttve exper1ence. An. thlS chapter the final med1at1on of subJect L

‘ 4'4 _"\-
and object in sense-certainty has been focussed Upon, and for Hegel

this 1nstance of medlation cannot be further ana]yzed, 1ndeed this

med1at1on is a necessary condition for all cogn1t1ve expertence.v

When one con51ders'the med1at10n discussed in Chapter I the
s1tuat1on is quite d1fferent There the mediat1on exists between
1nd1v1duals, thelr conscious and- exp11c1t awareness and understand1ng

of soc1ety, and notions 1nf1uenc1ng their - understand1ng, while remain-

'.ing 1naccess1b1e to the peérson . 1nf1uenced by them. Such; a mediation,

- rather than - betng a condttion for the p0531b111ty of knowledge and an -,

absolute and 1ndisso]ub1e med1at1on is one Q‘gkh prevents us from

N

d1scover1ng or know1ng the truth, but 1s one that, according to

habermas (Adorno 1s more pess1m1st1c regarding the potential for totalk

cr1tique)11 can and must be. overcome by achieving a separation or

I
Yoy
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* ~distinction between the claimsiof‘the ideo]de and what is really the

o«

case. | .
. The-mafn reason for dlstlngu1sh1ng between these two types

of mediation“is that it is one way of character1z1ng the cr1t1ca1

challenge facing Habermas in his attempt to find a me thod for total

ldeologiekritik. In shont,‘Habermas must produce a method and means

by which the mediation between individuals and ideology can be bzgﬁgﬁ,n'
and.this method-is, in turn, one that has to have a check againsta “
ideological contamination and'hence must be capable. of grasping the
reality -hidden and/or distorted]y presented by the ideo]ogy . whether
»;or not Habermas succeeds in ‘this quest for such a metnod w1]1<be the
_ major cons1derat1on of Chapters IV and V. R '#?F

To begin an ana]ys1s of‘“d1alect1ca1 contrad1ctlon," it must be
emphas1zedAonce again that dlalectic, especially the aspect of mutuala
_ mediation, is a cnitica1‘fesponse to claims for reductionism-or“oua]- »
ism. Sense-certa1nty s a1n is to establlsh a reduction of the content

L.
_ of knowledge to either the subJect or the obJect. Anllnvest1gat1on of

’ sense-certa1nty 8 demise reveals numerous contrad1ct1ons a) "P'. i

revea]ed to be fa]se b) "Q" is revealed to be false; and c) the con-

" junction of uopy (Pl)_and “-Q" (Q;) falsifies the initial disjunc-

tion (P v Q)‘ Theédiafecticallhelationsh%p has, as a necessary
feature. the stage of mutual med1at1on betweeniiln this case, what is
be1ng reduced ‘and that to. wh1ch it is be1ng reduced (all epistemologi-
 cal content is to be found in the obJect thus leaving the subject
empty of such content). In each 1nstance of contrad1ct1on the negat1on

- of theooriginaleposttion possesses'pos1t1ve content, but providing

,——/

s



DOSitive content, afthough necessary. is not e‘sutficient_conditiOn for
being,a qia1ectica1 contradiction. Qialectical contradiction must have
i both oppesing ontions, "P' ‘and "Q;" negated in a‘pOfitive fashibn and'
the resu]ts of the negations must combine in’ such a way as to. 1nd1cate
or demonstrate. the mutual mediation of the elements regarded ronnerly
as belng~1ndependent of each other (dua11sm). or reducible from one .
ls1de to the other (reduction1sm) The§d1a1ect1ca1 contrad1ct1on.
therefpre, 1nvo1ves}the contrad1ct1ng of.two distinct cYaims Fon
mutuefﬁy‘excﬁhsive positiené..e.g. "P" and "d.“ Each side qn‘extreme,
'islnééétedfby e“specific fehtukekef\the:new position of nutua1“media-
‘ttiont o ' l _ » _

The position taken:inlthe pnesent anaiysisfgt dialectical
contradiction ;ecognizes the contra&ictionnbetween "P“.and-"Q,g but
emphas1zes the contrad1ct1on of both these c1a1ms by the results of. the
phenomeno]og1ca1 1nvest1gatlon, i. e. the mutual mediation of subJect
' and object. Common ph11050ph1ca1 parlance descr1bes the or1g1na1"P'

; and " Q" oppos1t1on as a confrontation between thes1s and "anti- 1
thes1s. work1ng w1th1n th1s format - as be1ng the dialectical contra--
diction, it seems that a djalect1cal contradiction is such that, when
analyzed, .it'yie]ds.a:third optfen (mntnei‘medietion), which falsifies
the or1g1na1 oppos1ng c1a1ms. |

Return1ng to the cance]]at1on -preservation- transcendence
,.descr1pt1on, its appropr1ateness 1s obvious, but 1t rcna1ns a high]y
oversimplified way of understanding the d1a1ect1ca1 movement Both

_“P' and"G' are cancelled insofar as«neither is the sole supplier of

. content for knowledge. On the other hand, both are preserved insofar
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as each does supply epistemological content. The’ posft1on descr1bed '

as "Pp & Q1% transcends the original pos1t1ons in that it provides//
_ a.new.explanation‘of the content of knowledge. '
| It should also be noted that. there is no inference from a
"contradlction. All inferences are made on the basis of the positive
content yielded by the phenomenological=lnvestigations The contra-
'diction whether understood in its lnitial appearance as"P' and "Q,". ﬁ‘
or as the falsification of these two sides "-P" (Py) and:" -¢" (Q1), o
funttlons reflexlvely as a critic1gm‘of the pos1t1on (P vVQ), the
assumptlon of sense certainty. f} B : P 'L o { -
| ) The new poswt1on of (Pl & 01) const1tutes the " detenninate

_'negation" of the original. positlon of (Pv Q), and results from the -
s:fseparate and 1ndependent cr1t1ques of"P' and "Q." " The determ1nate"n

‘negation is the final cond1t1on for hav1ng a d1alect1cal cr1t1que,.
positive content nust result from the cr1t1que of the oppos1ng pos1- |
ltions, _ ~a
To conclude th1s section, a few WOrds should be said regard1ng
: .the Justiflcation for this detailed account of dialect1c and the cho1ce
of Hegel's jnvestigat1on,into sense-certa1nty as an example. Begxnn1ng

with-the second concern, the choice of sense-certainty providesran

example of both a complex 1nstance of dialectic and of ' cogn1t1ve

. ;dialect1c. Given that Habermas obviously cons1ders h1mself a d1alect1-

cal thinker and relies upon the structural correctness of d1alect1c,
it s encumbent upon anyone 1nvest1gat1ng Habennas “to consider as
- closely as possible thls feature of his thought. An 1nvest1gat1on of

.sense-certainty,offerS'the,opportUnity to studyAclosely three of the
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essential aspects of dialectic, i.e. mediation contradiétion and '
determinate negation, all of which are problematic for those who reJect
the dialectical tradition stanning from Hegel. - :' &ﬁ
Sense-certainty is also an instance of "cognitive“ dialectic,
\in that it is concerned with the cognitive relationship Petween subJect
and object which constitutes the basis for epistemological claims.
The main concern of this thesis, with regard to Habermas, is the early
development of his methodological thought.‘ The relevance of studying
an instance of cognitive dialectic is clear when one considers that
most methodological issues are either derivatives or examples of
epistemological problems. f~ | | | » |
‘Both Habermas's critigue of analytic empirical and hermeneuA
- cal methods, and the proposal and formulation ~of an alternative ‘
approach originate from the concern: to combat the deleterious effects -

of functionihg in a soc1ety, in which our belbefs and actions are ‘

influenced by a‘false and delusory ideology The relationship between

~the individuals and the ideology is dialectical.‘ our understanding is
,_mediated in its content by ideology, while the latter is mediated by

- us for its existence However, although the structure is modeled on.

’:Hegel S notion of dialectic and the method of investigation is an

immanent critique, if successful 'Habermas's. .endeavaor will dissolve a

/
contingent mediation which precludes the possibility of knowledge, ’
' B

- rather than revealing an absolute mediation necessary fOr that

\

'possibility ‘ S s

“Finally, before moving on;to"a consideration of Pdppgrfs '

'»interpretationgand critique"of'dialectic, in_the" following chapteﬁs '
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Habermas's debt to Hegel's dialectic will prove &ﬁuclal for‘Lnderstang-
ing both his critical and posltlve thought as it develops through ‘the
concepts of determinate negation, mediation and immanent crltique

(self—reflectlon) . -ﬁp‘

4Section 2 - IE A o g
It would be difficult indeed to find another philOSOpher who .
has 1nfluenced Anglo-~ American phllosophers regard1ng Hegelian thought
- as much as Karl Popper. Always crltical but rarely philOSOphlcally
accurate 1n'hls 1nterpretation of Hegélian-c%ncepts, Popper S an1mos1ty{1

“toward Hegel has dominated Anglo-American thinking on Hegel for theﬁ

'~ past half century. Most POpperians regard Thé Poverty of Historicism -

"~ and the second volume of The Open Society and.lts Enemiesl? as the

hlgh points in the vendetta, Rnwever, this sectlon vﬁll cﬁncentrate on

. e

focusses all his ph1losophical attent1on on’ thls mostraluiﬁvé;eoﬁﬁéptgé;ﬂg'
’ : R TR L Gnoo0 A ‘ o
' pés\sagesg{f‘“rom %;

"Dlalectlc S is a theory whlch malntain.'
especially, human thought--develOps in a way’
is called the:dialectic triad: ' thesis, anfith

©. First there 1s some idea or theory or movem
' a 'thesis.': Such a thesis will often prody

-1ike most things. in the world, it will prof
-and w1ll have weak. spots. The opposing .1
the 'antithesis,' because it is directed
‘thesis. The struggle between the thesls?

“on until some.solution is reached: which g
‘beyand both thesis ‘and antithesls by reé%g=
valhes and by trying to preserve the. me

3g-mo I"Q,.

-racteﬂ ze by what

A

2£#oppos1tion because, s
lyrbe of fimited value ¢
orémovement {s-called - .

X the first, the '3 -
e antithesis goes. . -~
rtain. sense, goes
their respectlve

to av01d /the

S l_-'r,’ S
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1imitations of both. Thjs solution, .which is the third step, ts
called the ‘'synthesis.' Once attained, the synthesis in {ts turn
may become the first step-of a new d1a1ect1c triad, and it will do
.so if tfie particular. synthssis reached- turns out to be one-sided or
,otherwise unsatisfactory.

~ Qur earlier description of the trial and error method dealt on]y
~ with ‘an idea and its criticism, or, using the terminology of dia-
Tecticiahs, with ‘the struggle between a thesis and its antithesis; .
.originally wé made no suggestions about a further development, we.
~didfiot imply that the struggle between an idea and its criticism
“or between a thesis. and its antithesis would lead to the .elimina-"" .
tion of the thesis (or, perhaps, of the antithesis) if it is not -
satisfactory; and that the competition of ‘theories would lead to .
~the ‘adoption of new. theorieg only if enough theories are at hand .o
and are offered for trial. o '

‘“Ciarification\is needed 1mmediate1y concerning P0pper s use of the

terms "theory anq "method.“ The previous section's analysis of

R

:'ﬁdialectic has revealed both the complexity of this concept and the

‘“;”jlimjtations on. its agplication~ however neither of these features of e

"f”dialectic is cons1dered by Popper's analysis. With régard to the
u,}1n1tations on the use of dtaiecégc Popper seems confused abdu; the

- o status of the concept although he describes it as a theory,“ he . goes

on, to compare 1t with the "method" of trial and error. 'Certa1n1y trial
'ﬂand error might be- seen to have a twofold function. as theory and

: metﬁods-a theory about how one might best approach. truth and disc]ose

“;ifalsehood and.a method of achieving such goals Dialectic, on" the

o “'other hand, exhibits no ‘such diversity for Hegel and those who folTow

R :1'provocat1ve

'hfs undérstanding-and use of the term. - Dialectic can be understood as

a theory‘ but not as a method£ Koaeve in his Introduction to. the

"iJReading of Hege] makes this point in 1anguage'both succinct and

T2
In Hege] there is a real Dialectic, but the philosoph1ca1 method is

- that-of"a_ pure'and simple description which is dialgctical only in
.~ g the sense that ‘it describes a dialectic of reality. *



There is no diaiecticaﬂ method in\Hegel, rather, diaiectic is a

descriptive concept appried to ¢ircumstances which, in the course ofj

the employment oi a method of : tigatidn, are discovered to be best
ggpﬂeS

characterized in this way el's method is descriptive and pheno-

»

menpiogical--an attempt to study the subJect matter as obJectiveHy as

\fpossibie whiii /9inng upon its own c]aims and standards to do so. v

Insofar as. diaiectic is used in a descriptive or expianatory way, it‘
may certainiy be called a " theory" concerning the nature of some aspect

’ i'of reality Regarding sense-certainty and ‘the cognitive diaiectic,'

-Hegei S c]aim asserts that 1f consc1ousness at the” 1eve1 of sense~

certainty, engages in"a thorough and criticai investigation of its ﬁ/

-~

, which foi]oW a diaiecticai pattern. P0pper as we shall see beiow has',

a 51m11a‘~view of diaiectic as a descriptive concepte-the pOint is that

S
.\‘ I

. Hegei Would probabiy agree. L T A
4 The second passage a]]udés SpeCificaliy to a maJor difference
between the’ conditions for the proper descriptave appi1cations bf trial

v?'rand error, on the one hand and diaiectic =on tbe other. An 1nstance a}

of triai and\exror demands oniy the fa]sification of a theory,‘but 1t |

. 1s. ﬁot necessary for a new theory to be an additionai resuit

‘instance of dia]ectic on the other hand demands that a new theory or.
*
‘explanation'resuit from the critiqué of the old.one. Fhe new theocy

‘ is a direct\rss:it of the investigation of the originai theory. :Thea'”
' 1atter is overt rown, not by a couhte5-1n7§bnce, but rathen‘b iiu»
i k ewnative exp]anation,qthe v1dence for wh/oh is supplied by the i

critiqpi investigation.?aa ’

-




" concerns what he regards as the metapfid

~ cians. L R

= history and the p0551b111ty of "dﬁaiectocai forces" being ciaimed to

o6l

]anguage used by diaiecti- '

¥,

An example s .the dia]ectical saying that the thesis 'produces’
‘its antithesis. Actually it is only our critical attitude which
" produces the. antithesis, and where such an attitude is lacking
"« « . ho antithesis. will be produced .+ . we have to pe careful
:M_“not to think that it is the 'struggle' between a thesis ‘and its
. “antithesis which 'produces' a synthesjs.. The struggle is one of
“ “minds; and these minds must be productive of new ideas: ‘there are
 many ‘instances of futile strugglss 1n the history "of human thought,
struggles ‘which iend in nothing - i

'Popper is correct in cautioning us about the production metaphor," but

/

?N whi]e 1t mwght be problematic for thé diaiectic1an. 1t might also be a t'f

- prob]em for Popper himse]f ] Tucning to-Hegel H Phenomeno]ogx the

question must be answered whether or not the the51s produces“ the

-

' antitheSis and a]so whether or. not the strugg]e between the515 and

| '1antitheSis produces the synthesi Poppei s main concern is with

N

B . move history determining events /human actions and human be]ie\t

. Regard]ess of. the 1mpact of his Lritique on Hegel s notion of history,

here, it must be kept in mind that we aré deaiing not with history, but

(trather with methodological and epistemoiogical issues surrounding the
'Z*nature of know]edge and of the cognitive reiationship between the -

.subJect and obJect In this regard -the most important characteristic

. of sense-certainty is that 1t eSpousés, in itself ‘a particu]ar theory

‘of knowledge and a particular 1nterpretation of the- subJect/obJect

s &

-reiationship. It is- definiteiy not,the case that natura] consciousness

.at the 1eve1 bf sense-certAinty\is “necessarily" bouhd to- become aware

b

of the contradiction imp11c1t'#n 1ts p01nt of v1ewt Nor does the

*
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‘sel f- reflective consc1oushess "produce“ a contradict1on, but rather it

?

: discovers a contradictlon already 1nherent in a certa1n posit1on

&~

Insofar as there 1s the tproduction of anyth1ng, there is the

»0higiﬂél production of,the thes1s byvsense-certainty. The‘thesis/does

P . .
not produce the antithesis or the-contradictfon of the thesis, but

rather these negations are discovered by the investjgator. The sense

of fproductionf,for Hegel in the Phenomeno1ogy, in truth, is very .
'similar to the meaning promoted by Popper. For Hegel it is only the v

adopting of the critically self-reflective attitude, an essential

~ feature of true critica],investigation, which enables us to ddscover

the antithesis and to go on to disclose the .determinate negation of the

orig1nal position. ,

For Hégel ‘one mlght say that it 15 as if one is dea11ng with a

'fau]ty theorem 1n a 1og1ca1/conceptua1 system. In one way, the anti-

thesis is produced by us 1n "constructing" “the Orig1na1 pos1t1on, but

in another way,tovercom1ng this or1g@$gg pos1t1on depends upon the

'adopting o? the “critical att1tude" of se]f—ref]ectlon through which.

one discovers what already is in ex1stence. Th1s kind of "product1on

is accomplished by the 1nvest19ator and is a proces of mak1ng ex- -

»__plicit“ a truth wh1c7 is already “1mp11c1t" in our conceptua] thesis.

Popper ‘S chofce of the term ' produce is indeed unfortunate

in’ his account of Hﬁgel. It is far more accurate to speak of d:scover-

__g the antithes1s during the study ‘of the thes1s, than 'to say that the

antithesis is 1n SO e sense produced. It shou1d be noted that we are.

W

"discussing,the pres nt issue in the context of a method of 1nvest1ga--

tion app11ed to an;object, and not the casé of so- called soc1a1 forces'
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~in a dynamic and diaiect1Cai re]ationship The prob]em with Popper

s his blanket assessment of the concept of diaiectic, an assessment
which does not accurate]y describe the diaiecticai re]ationship as .
established or discovered 1n-a snbgect matter by means of a method of :‘
1nvestigation.‘ This 1atter case. s anaiogous to correctiy foiiowing

the rules of 1nference and - inferring a contradiction from the reiation-
ships among a given. set of axioms and theorems. Theicontradiction has
not been produced but. Simpiy‘made expiicit. The process “of inference
has, brought to our consc1ousness and hnowiedge what was already in fact.

~ the case. For Hege] given sense-certainty S. initiai theSis, a concep-:‘

tuai ana1y51s 51mp1y reveals what necessariiy is ‘the case due to the

content of the concepts. It is a conscious awareness of ) rather than

a Eroduction of, the antitheSis which occurs when the antithesis is
fldiscoveredu Finaliy,xit isvaiso to be noteo~that there 'is no necessity -
‘that the thesis will force itself upon us in the form of generating’ah‘

antithesis, uithout our first having applied critical consideratiog:to - . |

i.

3

B i tu . . .

A.similar anaiy51s can be undertaken with regaro to the idea
- that a truggle between the51s and antitheSis p ¢duces the synthesis .
Once again, Hege] wouid agree with Popper that the struggie is one of ‘w

minds or a struggie in the reséﬁrcgﬁr s mind as he or she attempts to

further investigate -the subigﬂ
gy Y

‘mitter. Again 1t is the criticai mino
‘and method which discover the synthesis. ' | '

s
1

Popper s, pos1tion on the natd?e of the struggie and whae must
occur, 1 e. the supp]ying of ‘new 132as,“ if the struggle Ts to be o

successfh] leads us to another probiem regarding his -understanding of
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a ?diaTectical situatioh.“ In the folwaing passage,“Popperpdescribes
what a‘proper synthesfs should be, as opposeddto what the dfa]ecticians
say 1t is. R |

. "'And even when a synthesis has been reached it will usually be a
'rather ¢rude “description of the synthesis to say that it "pre- .
~ serves' the better parts‘of both the thesis and the antithesis.
* This description will be misleading .even ‘where it is true, because’
v in addition to older ideas which it 'preserves,’. the synthes1s
. will, in every case, embody some new' idea which cannot be reduced
to earlier stages of-the development., In other words, ‘the syn-
thesis will usually be much more than a constructjon out of ‘mate-’
1 supglied by thesis and antithesis. Considering all this, the
éggyectic 1nterpretat10n even where it may be app]icaS]e will
dly ever-help to develop thought by its suggestion that a syni- -
thesis should be c?nstructed out of the ideas contarned in a thes1s
¥ and an antithesis. e

'On page 50 tn this chapter, we introduced Popper 'S sketch of the stages

'
of - a dia]ectica] s1tuat10n, and the prob1em for Popper s ana1y51$ in

wﬁthe passage quoted above can be seen to lead to consequences exactly

LA

&S opposite to claims made for‘d1a1ect1c Popper s understand1ng of the

A

'T;dialectlcal stages 1s one wh1ch Teads to a arrowing rather thpn ah

- expanding of the scope of 1nvestigat1on. Given Popper S- stat1c o

o

<

lg picture of the thesis/ant1thes1s re]at1onsh1p, 1t is not surpr151ng

<

that content a]ready g1ven in the thes1s and ant1thes1s seems to h1m as .

no way to “develop thoaght." For Popper, self- ref]ectlon cons1ders the -
thesis and ant1thesis, keeps some aspects which it’ wi]] a551m11ate-1nto
the synthesis and disregards others. Given this interpretation; the

+

fund of*1deas to be dealt w1th would become progre551ve]y sma]]er when

in fact the dialect1ca1 movement constantly expands due fo the “add1-

ot

~

f;ithat the d1a1ectic1an s restriction of the content of the synthes1s to -

 tion" of new ideas. But how can this be the case given the demand of f



Q"immanent critique" which makes the investigation completely re]iant
~j‘upon the p051tion under study for its content? B '}. " : .
R The issue is difficuit but dqes not defy explanation.. When S
'fthe phenomeno]ogist/confronts the initial position of sense certainty,l '
'Vthe distvery 1s ‘not simp]y that certain "aspects“ of this position are
-1fjncorrect Nhat the inyestigator discovers is that the content of the v
*’;tfsubject’obaect relationship is radica11y other than what it is claimed
hlxto be by sense certainty.~ The introduction of new. ideas does not come
ifrom out51de the 1nvestjgation, but in such cases, is discovered in ‘the

i,

o lcourse of the study The common forn of the new content is that of

"*\<fpresupp051t10ns, either over]ooked or 1gnored by the . origina] p051tioh

fOne might reasonab]y describe this content as a ‘remainder ‘which

'v,f.cannot be accounted for 1n terms of the original 1nterpretation of the

' ;f:p051tion Popper s error is in treating the account of thesis and
B antitheSis, as. they appear 1mmed1ate1y and prior to the beginning of

.the 1nvestigation, as a complete inventory of their conte ts.‘iThe

»

'?7+idiscovery of the phenomenoiogist 1nvestigat1ng sense-certainty revea]s :

\

\tonsciousness at the ]eve] of’sense-certainty to have. underestimated
‘!

f\fits content The results of the investigation of thesis and antithesis

o ~are presuppositions 1gnored or overlooked at the 1eve1 of - sense-'
'certainty, but necessary for it to possess the knou]edge which it

ciaims for itse1f. Hence for Popper, the thesis and antithesﬁi as

‘%fi;they appear 1n1tially and Oppose each other. exhibit al] their content.

"In this scenario the task of critical investigation is simpiy to

;(d1§t1n9015h and separate “asdﬁ%tsﬁjﬁo bé ';;"ffrom those to be te;f

a tnap which he has

e cancelled." But it is here th@ﬁ&?opper

-



_— set @e]y by himself The error of c]aiming that for Hegel dia- - .

lectic is & method is most fuily revealed when one con51ders the

1
e

’;/'. :fngggmggglggx The who]e Justification and motivation for the'applica-
| tion of the phenomeno]ogical method stems from the fact that the orig- 0
inai “thesis“ and "antithe51s“.gg_ﬂgt provade exhaustive inventories of :
- their contents. Successive phenomenologicai 1nvestigations discover .

more and more new content wherever such investigations are undertaken,

. “~ <
v

"and 1t is this new content which both constitutes and determines the
' nature of the synthesis. As we witnessed in Section 1 '"Pl" n .

. 71“01" and their mutua] mediation 1nvo1ve notions and 1deas hidden in

| “.the original p051tions but which were uncovered in the course of the
phenoménologicai anainis.

-Once -again,” it is’ a necessary condition for the p0551bi11ty of -

a dialectical progre551on that there be a discovery of new ideas, not: \
through introduc1ng them from out51de .but by finding them as presup- L
positions and imp]ications of the origiga] “the51s and antithe51s. /
As a consequence the . synthesis is the reeu]t of a fusion of two new
interpretations. Both Hegel s development of the Phenomenoiogz and

. Habermas s critique of methodoiogy in the socia] sciences involve the

discovering of new ideas through the "1mmanent critique" of the givenu

R subjtct matter. ; "‘ b '-"y, o

- 0
‘

Onemust co%i;de that Hegei s posmtion although not mirroring

that oF Popper, 1s m,c more 51mjiar to 1t than Popper would- 11K~

o ,

admits ?opper s. prqb]em is a, faiiure to recognize or understa*

- .; ‘I’n *

"Irnvestigation ieadin itfa
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.discovering of new ideas through a more detailed, comprehensive and

critical anaiysis. If this evoiutiOn does not take place and is not |

chieved in the ana1y51s of the concepts, i e. through the immanent
,!

. crikique of the original positions, then the scenario is not dia]ecti—

T ‘ . u- L
.cal. «’;'~ _ ,

; The fact that inferences made toward the constitution of the

L]

" synthesis are based upongpositive information discovered through

i methodological ana1y51s, Brings up another issue of confiict between
Popper s understanding of Hegel and the reaiity of the Hegelian N
project. In Chapter 119 of this thesis brief reference was nade to
Popper;s concern regarding the diaiectic1an‘5ﬂand specificaliy Hegel-s
attitude toward contradiction Popper claims that dia]ecticiéns are‘\

'unconcerned about contradictions, and even make inferences on the basis
of them. Certainiy dia]ect1c1ans are acute]y aware of the pOSSibiiity

. of contradictions but the reason- for this 1nterest is purely critical

For the d1aiect1c1an a contradiction is an 1ndication that something o

has gone wrong, i.e. a contradiction means that there is a probiem

which must be further analyzed in order to find a soiution. From Hegel
.

~ to Habermas, dialectical contradictions must: be overcome or resolved.

L

. The main difference'bétween a.diaiectica] and non-dialectical contra-
’ diction‘is“that the former willbe resoived by a particular soiution
ﬁimp11c1t 1n the original opp031ng p051tions. ‘
: _f Certainly there is no inference on the basis of a contradic-
1tion therefore, Hegel is not breaking perhaps the most fundamental . -
rule of formal Logic.A The 1nferences made in thelsense-certainty

51tuat1on_are ail_pased upon the positive information discoveréd by the

>



phenomenological investigation; Popper emphasizesithe'cdntradiction;
between thesis and antithesis. HoWever; the role:of this contradiction
must not be overestinated. If one accepts the present interpretation o
of Hegel's anaiysis of sense certainty, it wouid seem that Hege] is
being misleading in 'speaking of single contradiction being “dia]ecti-.
cal." Insofar as there is a formal. contradiction or-a, contradiction 1n; ‘
the normal sense, it behaves as such. " There are severai contradictionsi;"
in the movement from the original position of (P v Q) to the. synthe51s 'r
(P1 & Q1): a) “P1" contradicts s ) "01" contradicts Q" 4' K
c) (P1 & 01) contradicts (P-v Q) Rather than any single contra-
»diction being diaiecticai, it seems that the entire movement of ‘the
iinvestigation of sense certainty is diaiecticai. On the one hand
l Popper 3 "the51s antitheSis synlheSis" modei is a gross overSimpiifica-x
tion, while~on the other 1nsofar as diaiectic invoives contradiction,
f the normai meaning of the concept contradiction is not contravened.

Having ciarified the use and nature of contradiction in Hege] 'S

_ diaiectic of sense-ceitainty ichosen as the foca] pOint of discu&@gpn .
P

because the uitimate chcern of this the51siis with diaiectic and
epistemology) and answ red many Popperian criticisms. iet us’ turn to"

;j: some aitérations in the diaiectic1an s glossary of terms as proposed by ’
‘ 1':, ‘.4 i e wte 5&‘& : N

Popper, IR ‘_ | S %

' Outside of the metaphors aiready mentione@@opper very much
h wishes to repiace the term "contradiction" by smﬁ§ term without such
" strictiy 1ogicai connotations, His suggesti%;i for substitution are
conf}ict " “opposing interest," and/or opposing tendency."?0 As

\potential descriptions of the "diaiecticai cohtradiction,“ these term%ﬂ&i'_ﬂ
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are unif%rmiy'dangerous} ihe importance of being able to describe a
given situation as invo]ving a dialectical contradiction Ties in the:
fact that such a state “of affairs cannot be. correct and must be
succeeded_by a resolution oq,determinate negation.

None of the suggestions offered by. Popper capture this meaning,
and, 1n their ambiguity, provide another interpretation which eiimin-
ates an e§%entia1 feature of dialectic--a feature contained in the idear‘
of contradiction The aiternative meaning is that of an unresolved -
tension " In such a case one -is confronted with two 0pposing tenden-
cies that remain ds an opposition even after the investigation. Oppos-
ing interests\or,tendenCies can remain opposed in meaning, iogicai}y
and in rea]ity ‘Even where one'beCOmes‘dominant and eiiminates the
other, in their respective meanings and 1ogica11y the opposition stili
remains. In neither case, eiimination or ongoing opposition, does one
have a diaiecticai OppOS1t10n Another way of putting the probiem
=wou1d be to say that in the case of such unresolved tensions or those
in which one side eiiminates the other, the originai natures of either
side remain‘the}same. Referring back to sense- certainty, the fate of
- the_gppgs;tion'betWeen "p and»"Q." which are opposing claims regarding

the nature of the content of knowledge is-that each ciaim'is discov-

' h ered to be fa]se and two new positions,_“Pl" and "Ql" resuit The‘

originai oppOSition is found to be false and both Sides are, in this
way, canceiied and uitimateiy a new position in the form of a syn-
the51s suppiants them.i None of the suggestions coming ‘from Popper make

" this distinction and thlS distinction is essential to .the demarcationf,;g

of diaiecticai from non- diaiectical oppositions. \AiSO it. is due to
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this unique situation in regard to dia]ectica] oppositions that it 1s

cruc1a11y important to note the role and occurrence of contrad1ctions

lin the course' of the. phenomeno]ogica] invest1gat10n. Unreso]ved

tens1ons can go on, meaning that the opposing sides are both,totally -

pneserved, but the tension between "P" and "Q' is one in which either

/

oneé or the other can be the case, but not both. Th1s is an honest

“contradiction. However, resolution in favour of the truth of, one side .

or the other is not dia]ectical. Both sides must be and are elininated

by the results of 4nvestigation. Although the notion of contradlct1on'>f

has caused both confuston and controversy, the difftculties cannot be
Vovercome by doing away with references to or recogn1t1on of contra-
| dictions 1nvo]ved in the,dia]ectical scenar1o

Before moving on to the 1ast terminological 1ssue Tet us
consider the fate of sense certatnty, if the contradietlons had not
been uncovered byﬁanaiys1s. Br1ef1y, one is confronted by two opt1ons:
(a) either the reduction'to subJect or object as the source of content

| 'for knowledge, or (b) some s1tuation in which, at - the level of sense-‘

certainty, ana]ysis of the concepts of subject’ and obJect and- thelr B

:'~‘>,relationsh1p revea]ed neither a contradict1on nor a new pos1t1on, but :

(8

~an inescapable continuum of tension between subJect and obJect For
the dialectic one needs to demonstrate the rea] nature of the subJect~

and object and . thetr relationship, i.e. that %e c1aims are 1ncorrect

with the "correct” claims com1ng out of the critique, 8e1ng stuc« on” )

the continuum wou]d mean that the fate of knowledge would be sorted

out at the level of sense- certa1nty. Sfmilar]y with the’ des1gnat10ns

negation" and negation of the negat1on,- theaphenomeno]og1ca1



investigation yields Q. resuit which negates the concept of the object

~ held” initiai]y to be sense certainty. The positive content points to
the content of the obJect as reducible to that of the subJect. How-
.ever further iﬁwestigation of the.new concept,of the subject Teads

: to its negation, i.e. the negation of the negation.' however'what'is .\
' undeniabie and survives is the interpretation which holds that the
;subject and the object each mediate the other ahd hence are both .

mediated The point here is that the designations which have been o

ai'considered Can be translated into 51mp1er 1anguage and Justified in

’: ‘:tenns of the discovery of the phenomenoiogical anaiysis and the‘move-t

_ ‘ment of the argument. Popper s purpose in arguing fOr these semantic
changes 1s nade clear in the foiiowing passage.‘ "For 1ogic can be :

described . ee we]] enough for our present purposes--as a theory of -

R v;deduction;‘ We have no reason to believe that diaiectic has anything to i

-

do with deduction.",,21 The answer to this ciaim can also serve as an
opportunity to restate the.resuits ofxthe.present ana]ysis of dialectic
in sense- certainty .

The deSignation "dia]ectic, when referring t@‘specifiCaiiy.the'

subject/obJect relationship as'concerned with knowledge, indicates the
structure and content of the investigation of natural consciousness‘if
it were to inquire criticaliy into its epistemoiegicai position ~OQur

\

test case has been the subJect/obJect reiationship at the 1evei of

‘sense-certainty in Hegei 5 Phenomenologz@gf Spirit ~The most signifi-

cant aspect of Hegel’s phenomenoiogical approach is se]f refiection

which invoives the “immanent critique“ of the subject matter, ailowing )

it to reveal itself without imeSingustandards external to those of the

;;}'

*\
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;-‘originai position. The investigation is itself‘“dialec@ical“ onxy'
4
-insofar as it refiects the various modified stances. which might be N

derived from the origina] position in\the attempt to save sense-

- certainty as the c0rrect view of knowiedge. As Adorno has c]aimed 22
dia1ec£ic ds not a system -of. axioms or principles or concepts which
one imposes upon the subject matter under consideration.

| Popper is correct when he Calis dia]ectic a “descriptive
theory, however, as we have seen, his understanding of the structure
and content which would deserve this description is serious]y in-
haccurate. Most importantiy. his attempt to reduce diaiectic to his
‘own theorv of triai and error is clearly not possible especial]y when

.fgthe "process“ of trial and error “is a method or part.of a method, for

‘finvestigation. Diaiectic does not deSignate a method but rather is

""n‘discovered by a method of investigation to be an. accurate description

,of the structure of the reiationShips to be found in or derived from a

‘

fgiven subject matter. ;;ﬂ:;hp*;ﬁiff ‘,[ 1”"‘_,q;“ N

";Concluding Relarks xﬁf'lf.t:}f"f'*'

| . The'purpose of this chapter has been to introduce ciarify and
defend some of the basic aspects of diaiectic.t The motivation for this

7undertaking is not ]imited to a specific interest in dialectic for

-‘?'itsle but rather it is the position of this author that in order to x

:understand the early development of Habermas s thought on. methodology
‘and the social sciences, one must be fami]iar with the notion of dia-

"]ectic. In adopting Adorno s idea of a “societal totality" and refer-

-ring_to such concepts'as.dia1ectic, determinate negation, meciation and .

L
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i;‘ﬁ~ fact, is.: Thfs demand can be described as the criterion of dualism.

jiMmanent criipque ﬂabermas ha's accepted as va}id the conceptuai

*';appaﬁatus of Hegeiian diaiectic.' The main obstaéie.to comprehending L

this feature of Habermas s phiiosophicai 1anguage is’his negligence in

» "y

*
8
oy,

_Zproviding ‘an’ account and. Justification Of this conceptuai schhme."

8 Lastiy, a few words must be said about the logicizinp of
Hegel 3 dialectic and a shift of emphasis regarding thévaspects of
diaiectic "a shift that has hesuited in part, £ran this interpretation
of diaiectic. The reading of dialectic provided in® this chapter has
begn dﬂmﬁttempt to defuse. and thus de—emphasize, the debate about . L
Jdialeoticai contradiction." Rather than, highiighting the notion o} -
contradiction in Hege] the impiicit shift in this chapter is to-
emphasize the role of "mediation.“’ with this change of emphasis the
fbgal pbint is epistemoiogicai and methodoiogical, rather than strictly

iogiqai This- point can be elucidated in terms of epistemoiogy. *

[
“

Hhenever gne is confronte& with the task of gaining knowiedge of some

fubibgt matter ohe’ immediately adopts ‘some sort of a na]xtica . \

.,
€ strategy, i e. one wants to analyze the subject matter into its variouls™

’ "“ @spects in . order to, understand it. Jdeally, our anaiysis wiii be

~“ﬂdbjective, i. e. the procedure will not invoPVe distortion of the

_dbject sbch that one' s understanding is not of the obéect as 1t, in

*

L4

One wants in order to. Justifiabiy claim objectivity((to he able to
estabiish that our view of the object is or ean»be purified of subjec-

'j ) ‘ tive or methodoiogical elements. 0nce achieved thﬂs separation leads

to a reductionistic or monistic position regarding our know]edge ‘of ‘the

: ‘f object,.i e. the content of knowledge is reducibie to the-objedt with s

no subjective oranethodoiogica] input. , s

oF

D2 | | . S o
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T "h' 1deo\hgy./ The success of crwtica] theo§¥ depends on Habermas be1ng

.

‘,

e described as abéplute on thefleve] of sense certalnty. ThlS means that :

A Now let us’ exp]aln thesé'two claims in terms of tne concept of
"médiation. The- SUCCessful reaWuzat1on‘of the sepgrﬂt1on of subjec-_

t1ve from obJect1ve (those aspects Wh1ch are features of the obJect ad

. )/

opposed to an "obJeet1ve" polnt of v1ew) e]ements, ente?]s that there f‘

15 no med1at10n of the obJect by the‘subject or method. The ach1eve-
ment of the. reduftion o: ,the content of knowledge to that of the w’i
obJect, is the: perfect epistemologtcal med1at10n The* subgect or
method, if obgect1ve hs, regardang 1ts understand1ng of the obJect
tota11y meHTatéd by the obJect s . 1t 1s 1n its true nature B

. However, for Hegel regardvng the obJect1v1ty c1a1med by
consciou ss at the level of senseecertavnfy and for Habermas/hdorno n
regard1‘;D:mp$r1ca1 §c1ent1f1c consc1eusness dn its grasp1ng of

“ty, this’ one -sided obJect1ve med1ation is ngi achieved. In;

I

neither case can the subJect1ve or methodolpg1ca] e]ements be separated\

out from the grasp of the ObJect “For Lege] the méd1at10n may be

y A

there 1s no way of separat1ng the subJect1vg and obJect1ve aspects

O " -y

1 e. further ana1y51s 1s 1mposst1e.toward th1s goa] “For Habermas,-

.
i3

the mediation of(method and object is on]y cont1ng_nt1y abso]ute, 1 e

1t»1s absoTute on]y for c6h5c1ousness wh1ch rema1ns tota]]x.re11ant
upqn the emp1r1ealuknent1f1c or ana]yt1c emp1r1ca1‘method As will be
seen in Chapter LII there ‘are two probLems for the empir1cal sc1ent1;1c
app‘ro%’ch On the&oné hand it medutes 1ts ob.)ect, o‘h the other hand
1t in turn. 1s mediated by 1ts obJect 'but not by the obgect as it

¥ o

truly 1s but rather h;athe ObJeCt a; it apgggr to be; i. e by an

TN e BT N 3

.
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. ab]e to formuIate a method wh1ch will overcome this mutua1 med1at10n

-f to d1st1ngu1sh between the appearance~of the object, 1deo]ogy, and what

PRy

for consc1ousness and’enable us to grasp the object withqyt methodo-

1og1ca1 1nput, “and to grasp the object as it trdly is, 1.e. to be ab]e '

e

s truly the case.

Returmng to the notions of ana]ys1s and ob@gctiwg ‘I«tﬁis
the pos1t1on of th1s author that 1t is not the notion of # e%cal

2

R contrad1ct1on &hat blocks. 6ur attempts to understand and explain the

iy

wor]d but rather the not1on of mutual mediation that serves as tbe

. greatest chal]ehge to the poss1bil1ty of obJeet1ve know]edge.

75
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L | _Chapter 11 - ;

o Mmc-mmxw SCIENCE AND SOCIETY:
A A nmecncn. mmousmp'

*

" Having provided'a/detaiied account‘of,diaiectical concepts
central to the grasping of Habenmas s critica1 and pOSitive phiioso (y
of the social sciences, it s now time to address the central foc s of
this theSis, the deve]opment of criticai theory through the critiques
of the‘anaiyticoempirica] and’ henneneutica] approaches to understahding
society The theme of this chapter 39 Habermas s interpretation and
critique of the anaiytic empiricai approach and it is heipful to |
introduce this issue by referring back to Habermas s Hegglian roots.’

In criticizing the analytic empiricai method tto be defined in the ~
‘ course of this chapter) Habennas attempts to demonstrate that the
§ B rela’hip existing between' this method and Society is one of mutual
, :mediatidn 1eadingeto determinate negation 1n the form of a new interr
\\\\\\\\\pretation “of the obJect and a new- method of comprehen51on for the
subJect or researcher. The importance of giving his critique this
specii*p>goa1 1S shown by hppper s ambiguvus attitude toward ideoiogy
on the one hand he grants the inf uence of Ereﬂudices, which we cannot
escape in our attempt to understand society, on.the other hand, . he
claims that his scientific method (which Habermas regards as exemplify-
ing the ana]ytic-eA{prical approach), is npartiaﬂ meaning *hat the

_ resu]ts of its application are -immune to EPEJud1Ce§. Put into Hege]iau f

‘ J

terms. this amounts to the claim that ana]ytic empiricai sc1ence TSnnOt
- mediated by its obJect. On'the face of it, there. would segn ; He
3 . . " Y . | ) . ‘ o - . luv " x‘




probiem here--after all, objectivity might be defined, in Hegeiianwi
terms, as the mediation of the subJect or method by the obJect There. ..
is a crucial distinction to be made here, and put briefly it might be
. described as the difference between being mediated by the objéct as it
apgear to be and being mediated%fy the obJect as it truix .Ihe
latter counts as iegitimate obJectivity, but the former is an irstance
"of the influence of" ideoiogy The only way to avoéd the former is
through successfui*critiqueg which resuits in the’ separation of pre-
Jjudices from the reai conteht of the obJect. Popper 5 claim for

‘”:'4"{\

\(

LK
hstrued as the assertion that the anaiytic-

‘impartiaiity‘may'
‘empirica]'approachv

1ogicé}/;-'

hieves this geparation by v1rtue of its methodo-

: srogicai safeguards such as controi

observation and

: repeated testing., with régard to .the mediation of subjec r method

« ‘ .

- by! the obJect the claim for ana]ytic-empiricai science 1s shat it is
4

1ndeed mediated by the objec¢t, but by the object as it, in fact,:.is.

_ The reverse of the Feiationship 1s, however ‘conpiete]y re-

dJected b?\those who promote this method. It s ‘the case that the

_ method mediates” the obJect but rather it portrays the obqect or any
aspect thereof as it tru]y is. This one- Sided mediation amgﬂhts to a
claim for objectiv!ty \ ‘ | .

\  This. notion of impartiality implies hoiding to positions A
described in Chapter II as constantly coiiidiqg with diaiectic and’
espec1aily with the dialectical notion of mutual mediation invoivéd in

fthe idea of a societai totaLity On the one hand the impartial methodvx

s a ktnd;of reductionism. In this:case one would claim that the

anaiytic-empirieai approach prosides knowledge, i.e.:an accouht of the

|



way the object tru]y is, the content of which comes so‘iely from that
objth On the other hand, there is also a duahsm, meaning“that the
method can successfuﬂy sift out the 1deoloq‘ica1 e]ements thus purify-

1ng 1tse1f and its results from 1deo]og1ca1 contamtnatton. Habermas s,

v '_U'_.

pos% r o 1s ‘that of denying both the reduct'iomsm and dua]ism outHned

d abov&«-asserting instead that the re&:ionshtp between the pract1ce of m :

the method and soc‘iety is d1a1ect1ca 1nvolving a mutua1 medtatron.

‘' o
Thq reductlonism is rejected because of the med1atlon of the. obJect b_y-_
{ -

the me*thg.d and, ﬁe d’ualism must be reJected because the apphcatwn ot."
this method canpot, etgure the scope of Ideo]wekmhk nec&a&y to

separate out aH 1deol~03§ca1 1nf1uencg$ or preaudtces._ Together, these

c]aams for reductt’om sm and dua'lﬁm are the basis for- the c]a1m to
¥

obaectivity ‘made for the .ana]ytic emparlca“l pproa& and qdetaﬂedﬂ

[N

'analysis of ‘Habermas's. cr1t1que of all. these c1a1ms w111 be the focal ‘

\ v R

‘ R
point of this chapter. On. the positwe side, i e. w1th regard t& the- s =

f,'_’ .
proposa] for- an acceptab1e approach to be taken by the soc1a1 scsences, 0“’, 1

a1th9\ugh Habermas provides ‘the goa]s of such an approach there is stﬂl

very Httledn’ the way of a systemattc aceount of what th1s new method

e N ‘

‘vwouMlbokae. A T S ;*'ﬂ ‘

-

The textual focus pf this chapter 1s one of Habermas s
earHer essays and 1t is entit'led "Analyt'ical Theory of Sc!ence and
‘ D1a1ect1cs."1 This article is significant for two main reasons ' .

a) Habermas pmsddes & concise and probing cﬂtique of the pos1t1 on.

. \advocaplng that the soc1a1 sc1ences mode] themse1ves methodo1ogwca11y
"4 .0n the natural sciences, and b) Habermaskcontrasts thesanalytlc-\) .
‘ empirical approach with what he caHs the "d1a1ect1ca1" approach to

b
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‘:, the under;tanding of soc1ety.} The format of this chapter foliows

close]y the arguments as’ Presented in the text, and our goai is o T

”, offer a detailed accou of Habermas s critique of the analytio-

xi\ thought on methodology

;;Sect~ n l Cove
» . & & - b P
~ Habermas's ‘mai Qg

: '1n this article 1s the nature of the -

=\re1atiqnship betWéen A ;x intific methods and their ob3ect, human

"sOCiety.' The first oW De ' cons;dered in" this chapter is that of
discussion a few words of 1ntroduction shou]d be prov1ded conoerning

P

Habermas s interpretation of the anaiytic-empiricai method. Habermasa :

1s wo‘king mth the notion of the »d*tfve-nomologicai approach to

o understanding and epraining aspects!%nd events “of society Alan Ryan 7

gives the foliowingxaccount“%f this approaéﬂ'in The Philosophy of ,ZfA'.Jf

Social Sciences.2 .

Y

T v a successfui»expianation has to obey three requirements.f‘The

. first.is the formal requirement that the statement laying down the: .

'~,-$ " laws and initial .conditions should entail the statement’ aying down:

the conciusion, the second is the material requirement that - the ﬁ"-'

premises should be true--or more cautiously that they. should. be

P

B 1 »that _the explanans shodld be empirically- testable, by being open-

%1 to refwtation should it predict what is:not the case. Only under: ;
77 theseMapnditions do we empirically or causaﬂy explain hy -an. event -
v had tthagpen as it did.3 .

CL e

'i*“Thus the exp]anation of a given event amounts to a deduction of the f'
lstatement describing the event from a- combination of two kinds of |

premise: a) statements describing universa] laws, and’b) statements

sy fad Cu
oy

S
Sped’e

the reiationship between ygorz and obJect Before entering into this : 3

weii corrobo$g;ed the last is a consequence of these requirements,.qf‘

sy -
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‘-{é“g

déscribing specific aspects of the situatidn to be eipiaineo. ,The'

' ,logica] or formal condition demands that the relationship between o

‘,explanans and expianandum be one of deductive logical entailmSﬁ;., The .,-'

~well corroborated at 1ea§‘? and fina]iy the exp]anans must be empiri-”ﬂ‘

'}ﬁcale checkabie tn orﬂer to avoid the use of faise premises

method have enjoyed enormous succe

' complex of wei] supported theories

' , materiab conditions demand that both the laws and initiai conditions be '1*

3 i}

.a & “
Ty f i
-

Ve

’ It certainiy cannot be denied that the researchers using this

\ hq the natura] sc1ences. The

;d laws, deductive 1ogic and

’ precise observations has continually 1ed@to ‘'successful and accurate .

'lapplication to explain and understand aspecte an

e omission., Satisfying the methodoiogﬁca] criteria resuits in the

Qf‘aitpbdect which Can be subJtheA:to‘the rigours of sc1entific observation&

predictions. Habermas dges not contest the “success" of this approach

A+

, concern,i‘& nature,yhowever, he is critical of unﬁical and exciuswe
d

ents of soc1ety.

Successful prediction and expianation demands the acquiSition
4

'fp,of evidence through precise observations. At this p01nt the criteria

of accuracy and measurement come 1nto p]ay. and it i’!the stringent

'iﬁ-_gstandards for accuracy and measurement which concern ﬁabermas, for: 4t
:“:‘i[is in this regard tpat one cag speahﬂof the: mediation of the obJect by
- @

. the method.- Qne might oalT this phenomenon a case of “mediation by .& .

‘7”4‘selection for inVestigatio””andiﬂv1dence only those ‘Bpects of the

11Those aspects which cannot bé grasped in this way are : dismissed. Where

'matter are excluded from consrj

.'ﬁfthis approach is the standard for knowiedqe fﬁ%tures of the subject

}ation because we cannot obtain know]-

o }edge of then.' The advantage of Such an approach is the precision ip -

P ) oL . B PR RS o s s ,
- B s B T g s T . N ;.r
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observational evidence and a high probib*lt&ygpf‘correctapredictions—-
the disidvantage is the ignoring or omi ssion of-potentiaIly relevant
1nformation about the nature of society. Certainﬁy every method must
begin“by 1im1t1ng its s8ope of investigatton, however, it is the

type of T1mttation which is of concern here. “The ana]ytic-empirtca1

-y ‘ 9% -
3 .t

»
L

“qpapgrggch in its application has the effect of e11m1nat1ng from 1nvest1-
(s 'H-«W :

' gation any data’ whtch does not a11ow for 'scientific"‘study Given the

%.
which could expand 1ts~§cope to all aspects of soc1ety.
f«

poss1bi]1ty of total 1deoIogyI Hahermas wouldsseem %&,u‘htugn ariprofachw,3 o

A second aSpect of.!he app]ication of the analytic emp1r1ca1
approach to igciety which concerns Habermas, is the re11ance upon S

soc i il w‘1ence mode]s 4 whether the result of an application of the -

deduct ve nomolog1ca1 method or the observatton of emp1r1ca1 regulari-"hq'

-ties these mode]s, 1nsofar as they are used to simply~predict events

.

1n the soc1etf or. exp]din them by referring to 1aws or

aﬁlzations, if unchecked can Te to a dwstorted view of" ' object

\ \ '
The not1on of a check is all imp rtant for Habermas, as he regards the

re]iance upon such models as presupposing a prtor understanding of the
object or e1se they take the form of an impositton of content ]aden g
65erpts on the object, whtch 1s contrary to, the demands of obJeCttv-c‘""'"

tty.

In both cases. the stringent demands of the method and the |

uncr1t1ca1 emp]oyment of social scienoes models, Habermas 1s c1a1m1n9'75fﬂ :

» 5 -
the mediat1on of the object by - the method A]though the remedy for .
such med1at1on is not yet clear Habennas seems to be promoting a

notion of ob3ect1v1ty which echoes the sentiments of both Hége] s ?

LR

mp rtcal generai,;“v



vphenomenological approach and that of contemporary phenomenology he

object must be allowed to show or reveal itself q‘ghout havigz exter-

nally developed éategOries imposed upon it The predictions may be
ed% and the observations accurate, but the 50ciety can still be

suffe&ing frﬂm total ideology, and, indeed, the influence of the

ideoff; and effect might enhance the posSibility of accuratl.predic-

e

i&gwit does not appear that Habermas is rejecting in 4n

t“l’ons. |

e i

v
T

,abdﬁi te way the use of such methods, it is certainly the case that

;ce the prior understanding of society which would confirm
; 2
~~tﬁet(§;idity of a given model must be 1tself validated or confirmed

PR
‘. i}in‘to the- accepting and use of that model ThlS standp01nt is

K démonstrated in the folTowing passage.

FrL vIt is only the scientific apparatus. which reveals an obJect whose

BN 1
ﬂujhpéid structure must nevertheless previously be understood to some de-

?ggi?;' raﬁ. if the categories chosen are not to remain external to it.5

Habermas is proposing an approach 'to ‘the understanding of the object
whicﬁ’would operate prio» to the application of” the scientific method.

L abA

ane a;ain the Hegelian format reveals 1tse1f Habermas is %sserting
th;t if real knowledge 1s to be produced by this method a prior
epistemological acquaintance is necessary, ﬁn thé section on sense-
certainty, ‘Hegel argues that sense-certainty S knowledge olaims can be
granted only if one moves to the level of Eerception, i.e. another form
t of knowledge is presupposed by sense-certainty. Habermas, however

.

has a critical goal in mind which does not appear to be present or to

/4nnque awconcern for Hegel This prior approach would have the task of

d'_:criticjzing the adequacy of scientific concepts and.procedures to the
- object. |

Voo

-



GiVen Habermas‘s critique of'the eaternai status.of‘scientific'
procedures concepts and sociai science modeis, there are two points ‘
' worthy of note ‘{n the passage quoted above., 0n the one hand Habermas

.gegards the anaiytic empiricai method as being iggapabie of seif-» -
# criticism or critica]~seif~ref1e¢tion. It ?elies upon concepts and
:proceg#res and their unquestioned correctness in order to yie]d
.knowiedge.‘ One might even go s0 far as to say. that such concepts
~and procedures define the very nature of the anaiytic-empirical gr
scientific method and knowiedge. Because of the position ciaiming that
. the only real know]edge comes via this approach any valid. critique of
“the method would have to empioy the fundamentai concepts and procedures ’ ,7mf
of that very method and, hence one is 1ocked into a methodo]ogica]
c1rcuiarity. \ |
" On the other hand this demand for total criticai se]f— .

ref]ection is a necessary condition for the a;ieptabiiity of a method

which is to serve as the approach of the soﬂ? sc1ences, i.e. criticai .

theory myst. be capable of such self-cridﬁgue Given that the ideai of ’
pure obgectivity or the grasping of the obJect in an unmediated way. is
impossibie the mdst satisfactory aiternativg would” seem to be totai
se]f—refiective crftique directed toward the appiication and tenei"bf
the method. In other words, our only recourse, in such a situation

., where objectivity in the pure‘sensé is unattainable,sisvto oe criticaie

" ly aware of the mediating concepts and procedures 'f‘ |

Habermas s attack on the ana]ytic-empiricai method penetrates

- to the most fundamentai aspects of this approach. If the exponent of

5

_ the analytic-empirical approach is pressed regarding justification for

-

7



84

knowledge claims and the critical capacity of the methou then he or

she’ must faii back upon the notion of wh&t Popper caiis the “basic

o

statement.ff6 ‘{n ConJectures and kefutations Popper describes baSic

Ny :. statements as stating, e a . (truiy or faiseiy) the existence of

| observable facts (occurrences) within some sufficientiy narrow i‘atio- -
temporai region.“7 Added quaiifications aiiow ‘the conJunction of

»basic statementsiygiven that they are 1ogic551y consistent to be b631C";‘.;~

&
Afﬁﬁb .
- also; ﬁowever, conditionai statements and negations of basic statements'-

o .

are not given this priviiege. POpyer distinguishes his position from
© that of the empirici;tain the foiiowing passa " |

.{ _-Empirici ts usua]iy\believed ‘that the 'basis'consisted of ,
. absolutely 'given' perceptions.or observe , of 'data,* and that .
“science could build on thege data as if om rocks. In oppositions I+
pointed out that the apparent . 'data' of experiénce were always #- : 41
interpretations in the 1ight of theories, anditherefore affected . by
“the. hypotheticai or conjectural character of all. theoriesa Aih««w ik

e e . there ‘are never any unintbrpreted data experienced by us: .
" the existence of these uninterpreted 'data’ is. -therefore a theory,.'*
not a fact of exp?rience, and least of aiJ an’ uTtimdte or 'baSic

‘facto' . ‘."u
.A':

N v e

Thus there is no- uninterpreted emgir/cal ba is;-and’ the test
statements which form the empiric 1 basis ca not .be statements
‘expressing uninterpreted '‘data‘' {since no su¢h data exist) but are,
simply, statements which state observable sipple facts about our
" physical environment. . They are, of course, facts interpreted in :
~ the 1ight of theories, they are soaked in theory, as it were.5 PR ¢

‘  The gist of this position is that when we accent an_observation as -
’being accdrate and~the basic'Statement-describing it as. describing
a fact we are, therefore, aiso accepting various theories because
all facts are thedry-iaden. 'The next and both methodoiogicaiiy and
epistemoiogically prier cohsideration concerns what is_ invoived in the

decision to actept or reject a basic statement and it is this issue',

i%



which draws Habermas's attention. Habermas. claims a relationship-of f'}?j

circularity to exist between’ _the acceptance of facts or basic state~ : ff}%?i

)

ments and the application of a system of laws or theories. -

« + o it would seem impossible to apply thg system ‘of laws if one ‘ivﬁé
had not previously agreed upon the establishment of the fact; this . ..
establishment, however, must, in its turn, be reached in a proce-

~ dure which corresponds to the system-of laws and, consequently,
- already applies to them:s Ope canxﬁt apply general rules if a prior

~. . decision has not been taken concerhing: the facts which can be ‘

_ " subsumed under the rulés; ‘on the other- hand, these facts cannot be .
established as relevan cases prior.to an application of those -

rules. The inevitable circIe in the application of rules is |, _ ~ 4

- evidence of the embedding of the research process in a context ~ ™~ -~

which- itself.can no londer He exglicated in an analytical-empirical

.-manner but only hermeneutic lly.

[y

| Let us approach the analy}is and clarification of this passage by |
first indicating what it sn't about. Hans Albert responds by assert- _':
ing that if the relationship petween theory and fact or basic statement

.

‘ were as Habermas describes it, then every’ fact would be a confirmation\
.instance of the relevant theories, i. e.,tyere would he no possibility

- of falsification and the checkina,d? theories.lq“ C]early our expe-
rience and the fate of various theories in relation to facts would
contradict such a position. if indeed this is what Habermas intends.

:, However, it is equally obvious, upon i/@estigation that Habermas is -
not denying'the p0551bility of falsifica&ion of theories by facts orl -
basic statements. ' BT "\ ; ftﬁ‘ | :

Habermas' 5 problem is not jth the\ acceptance or reiectip ' At

theories “but rather with the acceptance or reJection,Q\ faéﬁgﬁﬂ
_statements. The main difficulty {n clarifying this 1ssue sten“, frbm

the use of the Judicial analogy by both Popper and .Habermas: ln
\*r’ -
attempting to elucidate what he means by the “decision ‘which is ‘the !

K Lo~
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foundation for the acceptance of basic statements, zé§;2&~%ppgai* e
the procedure of trial by Jury. 't | ‘ '1 ' .it"

e The verdict of the Jury . . ., like that of the exp :
is ‘an answer to a question of fact . . . which must be put2tiLEne
jury in the sharpest, the most definite form. But what quEB¥E€n
fs asked, and how it is.put, will depend very largely on egal
situation, i.e. on the prevailing system of criminal law¥ ’
_sponding to a system of theories? By its decision, the

.accepts, by agreement, a statement about a factual occurren e--a
“'basic statement, as it were. The 'significance of this decision
11es 1in the fact that from {t, together with the.universal state-

‘ménts of thé system (of criminal law). certain consequences can be .
deduced. In other words, the decision forms the basis for the ,

;'.; ‘ egglicatio n of the system; . . . "

9]0 the case of the trial by jury, it would be clearly impossible to
*.‘ ly the 'theory' unless there is first a verdict arrived at by
sion; yet the verdict has to be found in a procedure that
conforms to, and thus applies, part of the general legal code. The.
~ case 1s analogous to that of basic -statements. Their acceptance -
# is. part of the application of a®™heoretical system; and it is only -
this gpplication which makes. ?ny further applications of ‘the -
w. . theopetical system possible. N , O
Staying with the legal analogy. botﬁ Albert's concern regarding fal51-

N»

fic tion and Habermas 3 charge of circularity can be clarified. Deal-;~
ing first with Habermas, the passages quoted above from Popper's The

:,~ Logic of Scientific Discovery: are_the Cause. forzﬁoncern. The?e Popper'

i holding that our initial acquaintance with or recognition of facts
is determined by.a_ system of theories already establﬁshéd Regardless
of scientists decision on the acceptance or reJection of the facts |

x(regardless a{ the Juny*s;gecision on the nature of the facts). the

'v .s)stem of theories ‘(‘I‘eﬁ’ﬁghdei is not ei( ffenged o‘n its vcori'ectness.
It; is the relationshfp bétween the basic statement and the system of

‘theories which poses the prohlem for Habe&\as, and. the second passage

from Popper does little to clarify that relationship, indeed it appears

. )
to be saying the same thing as the passage from Habermas quoted. on

A

L] -
p . .o )
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page ég Habermts s point is simply that.the grasp1ng of the facts and
the val?dity of the theorfes appear to‘?resuppose each other. Most

A

1mportant1y, a system of theories through which we understand the world ’

[

- 1s’ presgpposed in ynderstanding the facts, and acceptance or’ rejection

of them;, Ihis°s1tuation'1eads Habermas to assert that the hermeneutiQ

cal approaeh,to understanding is the only way to e]ucidate and justify |
our choice of theories and facts. One might interpret this relation-
ship. between theory and‘fact-as being similar] to thedry-ladeneSs]Bf

facts admitted by Popper. In either case, “one has lost the appeal to

. analytic-empirical scientific experiende as the foun%ation for checking

fears? 0bv1ously this. is not the case and is clear from the Judieﬂal

an thedries. An understanding of facts involves th¢ acceptance of 'a

« |

system of theories. - e

. R I

Does this mean that falsification is ru]ed out- as Albert lo
N

example. The jury is preseﬁted with two conflicting views or "theor-
‘ b A . o

tﬁ?intundipstanding of the facts, wi]l accept one of these the ries and

Lo

hejett the othEr. Howouer‘ in the broader context of the re]ationship

., A
between facts and theories.-it appears’ that there are alway . tnl ‘
theory-test1ng situatlons, two" levels or roles carrjed abbut by two

d1fferent groups of theories. On the one- hand there is the theery or .

kg*;tg ories'being tested’ and on the other. there are the the0r1es which

(

are accepted by us when we reach an agreement “upon and accept or reJect

" the facts and basic'statements. Habermas s position does not deny the -

possibility or fact of falsiffcation or, at Ielst he does’ not deny o

the possibflity or fact of a disagreement between theory and fact

‘s

L s’

v o .
- . 1
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“ . rather, his point appears to be that due ‘to the dependence of accép-

N

- taqpe of facts upon a system of theories we must :;ok ¢1sewhere 'to .

adequately comprehend both th acts and .their pre upposed'theories. \

\

Given that all sc1ent1f1ca]1y estab11shed falts are theory-1aden, the

’ acceptance of e1ther facts or the theorizs constituting ‘them wou]d be

| based on a c1rcu1ar argument 1f one appea]ed to. one side.or the bther f ’

-l

“for Justificatton. For Habermas this means that our recognition of

"‘Pasic statements ‘as va11d cannot be just1f1ed wtth1n the framework of\

 the analytlc empir1ca1 method of science. its procedures and ep1stemo-

Jogical c]aims. 3

. The attitude be1ng cr1t1c1zed above takes the pos1t1on that -

*‘.‘somehow the procedures cr1ter1a and. resu]ts of the method are 1ndepen-

- dent of the larger soc1a1 cohtext Habermas S cr1t1que 1s d1rected

I"i,towards the goal of break1ng down the seif»sufficiency and - 1ndependence

of this method. Once again para]]e]s with Hege] s critique of sense-

‘,certainty are obvious. The 1dea] posit1on for consc10usness at the

vh level of sense-certainty was one in wh1ch the subgect was tota11y

L4 '

h‘J mediated by the obJect resulting in the content of knowledge coming‘

B
tota]]y and so1e1y from the ObJECt.- Hegel 3 investigation fwnds sub-

-%ﬁ_,Jectlve content and furthermore, discovers that the knowledge c]aims

'f'lnfluencing in the app11cat1on of the method, which fa]] out as a

made for sense certawnty 1nvolve presuppos1tions unaccounted for in

S its own se]f-understand1ng Habermas S cr1tique of the 1ndependence

c1a1med for the analyt1c-emp1r1ca] approach fo]lows a simi]ar struc-

‘ture. As w1th sense-certainty, there are elements funct1on1ng and .

}f "rema1nder“ beyond. the ¢ritical scope of the method 1tse1f; The
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unacknowledged influences stem from what Habermas calls the "social‘

&,

life-world " anq it involves interpretatjons and norms reflected and
'.expressed in the actions. expectations and beliefs of all social
‘1nd+viduals even researchers 12 Althﬁugh the full implication of
" this pOSition will be considered later in this chapter, somllpbs;rva-l‘»
tions regarding it ‘should be made immediately B o S
Earlier\\n\in this section Habermas s arguments were directed
'towards the demonstrati\n\of the mediation Of the obJect by the method.
‘The aim of the present argumeht is to reverse the process, showing the
_method to be mediated by the _object. By locating the justification for
,_basic statements in the sdcial life-world Habermas destroys the claim
for the independent and/hbsolute val{dity of the criteria and standards

“of ‘the analytic~emp1rical method Nnother way- -of looking at Habermas s
/

- strategy is to describe it as an argumEnt for the p051tion that society/
":is a totality in Ch dialectical sense. P0pper s}cla1m~for the impar- ,
tiality of scientific experience (based upon controlled test observa-
\fA tions) implies’that science and i%s knowledge are not mediated by other
“fonns of experience and hence not dialectjcally related to the- given
: social contént or'to ‘the societal whole. Our previous argument con-
cerning preJudices (allowing for the pdssibility of total ideology)
and impértiality was a criticism of the analytic-empirical sc1ence 3

capacity for a thoroughgoing Ideologiekritik based upon the adm1551on

of {ts limited scope and inability to investigate certain preJudices.
Nith the present argument Habermas seeks to overcome this apparent
"x/dualism between sc1entific experience and the preJudices or 1deology

\ // of the societal obJect by establishing that even this experience is
/o o k :
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‘ mediated by the social iife’wo id. ~In other words, Habermas is carryys
ing the attack on the capacity of scientific method for Ideoiogiekritik

‘ to the very core of the probiem by arguing that (he correc\ execution

of _the analytic-empirica} method is still in need of Ideologiekritik

regarding its experientia] basis and its resu]ts.. o ;«

., s+ + » the human subject who .is still caught up in the act of

o cognition, remains bound to the constraints of the very sphere that
" he wishes to analyze. -le only frees himself to.the extent to which

he grasps the societa 1ife-context as a totaiity which determines

'even research itself 5 :

"<The etermining spoken of in this passage is the mediation of the
method or subjective side by the. object. Let us take this opportunity

"~ to further ciarify this notion of mediation. The,point to be made is

that objectivity, in the epistemologicai sense, is not achieved simpiy

- by any kind of mediation of the subject by the object. In the above

51tuation of the ana]ytic empiricai method and society. the. mediation |
of “the former by the 1atter does . not heip the sc1entif1c method in its
~ quest for objeckivity For the total mediation of subject by object to
. »yieid obaective knowledge, the object must reveal itself to the subject
..or be reveaied by the subject (where this'ggtigg by the subject does
not involve a mediation or a changing of the hature of the object) in
such a wayuthatﬁreveaiing discloses the true naturewof the,object. -Ihe*
mediation of the epistemoiogicai foundations (controlied test observa-'j'

ons) of the ana]ytic ~empirical method. by society means that at i]s” g

very basis, the resu]ts of the app]ication of the method are suscep- B
tible to ideoioggcai contamination at least in the. broad sense of -
"Ginvolving uncritichzed.concepts, and perhaps in the narrower but more
‘epistemologicaiiy dangerous sense of faise'toncepts. 1 i€ concepts

" which conceal the truth about the object.

i
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. : Habermas s argument for the susceptibility to ideology for both"
the results and observational basis o;\the7analytic-empirical method
is founded upon Tthe circumstance that basic statements are accepted or
reJected as a result of the intersubaectively readhed consensus among
: researchers in the scientific community. Before returnihg to this
issue, the ambitious nature of Habermas S attack should be noted. A‘Vrﬁ%
weaker claim would have charged that the mediation by\the object occurs -
in the form of models conCepts or general interpretive constructions
~ which must be used to say something meaningful and significant about S

society. These "theoretical constructions,"14 as Popper calls

':j? them. might very well be vehicles of ideology “In cases whene~they

_cannot be further analyzed or are not critically assessed then*they
would certainly count as 1nstances of mediation of the method or sub-J.’y
Ject by the object. However. insofar as they are utilizéd to interprettk
| lready accepted and agreed‘upon facts they remain external to the J:E“
. epistemological foundations of the method.} Such a criticism 1s geared

'toward the probTems with the application of the method in the socia13

ﬁ«sciences but does not. strike at the method's experiential base, i etﬁ

7“controlled observations and facts. '

kvstatements ta. be condugted in terms of the language and experience of

u oA

the social life-world ratﬁer than keeping the investigation within thefi

X " . ‘.
{

EO .
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’realm of the scientific method 1 For Habermas. the ana1yt1c-empir1ca1

approach has failed to sea1 1tse1f off “at this’ very fundamental level

of 1ts practiee, from the potentially ideo]ogica\ 1nfluences of the

socia! 11fe-wor1d. The 1ssue becomes that of assessing critically the R
‘:.; source and basis for the dec1sions on bas1c statements;: in other words,h.t;

’a cr1tfca1 inveStigation of the experience of the social 11fe-wor1d, o

:éi_,which analytic empi!ﬁcal science. x itseﬁ at least 15 rot capab1e of

“fHabermas s strf;egy_ ;opt,nghfor the stronger crit1c1sm ‘

:: embroxls himl”n a debate conoerning the nature of experience-~a debate

reflecting a fundamentaT istinction between Habermas and supporters of

i

A tme ana]ytiC*empirica1;approach. The crucia] move by Habermas 1s the B

1ntroduction of and roie a

ﬂpigned to. lagguage and specifical]y ’

. 16"90698 as the veh1c1e‘ a“sociai 1ffe-world or.of ‘the- exper1ence :téf”

L of 1nd1v1dua1s functlonwng with1n and 1nterpret1ng that wor]d

!

fol1ow1ng passage from POpper encapsulates the positiom of those whg

consider lhe sc1ent1fic exper1ence to be independent of the 1nf1uence :

“ .of this soc1a1 life-worldﬂ espec1a]1y 1n terms of Ianguage as it is

;,'“ udEU byip_actittoners of the analytwc-empirical method.,»
;m.-.f.!. $c1entists try to avoid,talking at cross-purposes. “ e TheM
- try_very seriously to speak one and. the same language, even if they

- .use different. mother tongues.;,In the natural sciences this 4§ gws
achteved by recogni;jng experience as the impartial arbiter of '
.. theip controversies. ‘Hhen speaking of 'experience' I have in mind.
N&y’,gexperience of d pub11c character,.]ike: observattons, and experi-'
T 4\mehts as appased to “experience in the -sense of more privdte
:.--aesthetic or re]igious\experience, and ap experienge is public
iR everybody wha ta es the trouble can repeat 1t

In th1s pas!nge Poppeﬁdfakes experfence, scientific experience that 15. |

the basis forpa common Tanguage among<scientists. Basie statements




N

."?gwhich describe contro11ed

: éﬁrom a sciehtiftc form of linguistic communicatgon.,'
;‘and independence of observqtjon with regard to language, A]though a :

i' the socia1 sciences must'be cbnsidered. f,“ " -:“r’ ‘\ RN

4?,; and the. socio-cultural cdntext or 1ife-world iff

.languaJ: is constituﬁi}

ﬁiinguistic independence of scienti 1c?experience, he'ﬁ

. - . - %, '~
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observatiohs are the" foundations of ths g

‘language. Impiicit 1n this stand is the position that scientitic

-language is independent of the 1anguagefpf everydayﬁﬂnderstanding that'5

‘ peflects andeexpresses the socia1 life-world. Much of this latter

‘by terms and concepts which cannot be empiri-

_ cally tested in the scientific manner, and therefore must be censored L

Insoﬁar as Habermas reJects the epistem logicaifpriority and‘« .

a'hphilosophersiij q;ttbénstein and Gadamer in chailenging the priority‘ B

EﬂaPPehensive discutsion of this crucial issue is not possib]e w1th1n e

]

»
o the confines of this thesis, certain aspects of Habermas ] p051tion and

S 9
thejr imp)ications fou-his positive a?ternative i the methodo]ogy of E

It shouid be noted immediately that Habermas is not invoived

F B

in any sbrt of 1inguistic idealism;;a p051tion which as wi11 be seen

EThe intersubaecthve con- )

1ater on, he appears to ascribe to Gadamer

: sensus reached through the medium of language is not purely linguistic,

b“f Presupposes the total socio-cu]tural experience of the individuais
Kiﬂvolved in the decision.3 There is no cieim by Haberhas that this ’
experience isa so]ely 1inguistic experience. however, the experie”Fe N
s certainly not of the controlled observation type. »Habermas is o
attempting 1o estabiish a relationship between t‘e scientific endeavoor .
“eich the anguagg and J_tj
Szﬂgrlgggg_of the latter are’ epistemolqgicai]y prior to the language 1

\'

L
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it'and experience of the - former. In the mutuai mediation between nethod
‘and object, the ianguage and experience of the socio qultural cont;;t
'{faii out as a remainder. presupposed by, but inaccessible to analytic- \;
“}empiricai anaiysis. Habennas s analysis has led him to a new\and more
fundamentai epistemoibgicai and ontological ievei, that of the 1anguage' “
and experience of the socia] ]ife world. Given that it presppposes o
this 11fe- world, the scientific method is not adequate to the investi-
gation of this new object realm. Enphasizing the role of ianguage,v~.
Habermas proposes hermeneutics as the method to sucoeed the analytic-
_.empiricai approach and hence the next target for methodoTOgicai |
fnvestigation and critique.‘“ . i i' | ”

Habermas' s immanent critique of various aspects of the .
ana]ytic -empirical method as an approach for. the social’ sciences has “_Q
resulted in. demonstrating the reiationship between theory and object

- as conceived in terms of this approach. to be dia]ecticai The deter-f:
minate negation or synthesis,‘whith fails out as a remainder. takes the,

e

‘,;fform of the ianguage and experience of the sociai iife-world and this,[

i;«; in turn contains and functions as a vehicle for ideoiogy. It shouid'

'-‘aiso not be forgotten that one constituent of the ideoiogicai context‘~
‘1s the anaiytic-empiricai method itseif The status of the anaiytic-
‘“ pirigai method has suffered a raditai change u instead of providing{‘ﬁ
3¥tan approach to the proper understanding and critique of its object, in ;hw
ji‘a way, it has turned out to be another aspect of @'%t.object. As is .
’Jﬁ‘usuaily the case,,when a: situation is discovered to be dialecticai -
cruc1a1 dqalistic and reductionistic positions are proven to be faise |
. \:,for example the duaiism between scientifio experience on the one .

. R 1".3 ’ .'; * x-' » B “
. . 3 v § N ¥ . . P R SV v
oo : : - - s T A cLe T



95

L

L]
\
. i . ¥

hand, and?nonegtientific;experience._on the other."isﬁregardedﬁby o
Habermas as having beenpovercome;~th;.attempt to achieve'an objective
account of society. which implies a reduction of the content of knowl -
edge to that of the object alone is destroyed by the mediation of the
obJ(ctéay the method. The Final. stage in the analysis, ‘and the one g

~which nakes the situation truly dialectical is tha; of. the rema1ndhr

or synthesis that. ieads also to a new metli-i;ﬂ:. ;‘~}igation. The ‘N .
» ,f- g -

‘ eVer. tbe original task remains. the ques; for a method u(\totai and

- [ 3 -;
comprehensive Ideoiogiekritik. s—rc" ;o : .

Finaiiy, Habermas, throughout this artic]e, speaks of h¥s
4 1
“dia]ecticai" approach., It must be noted that only the possibility of

A ]
society being 2 dialectical totality is necessary to Justify Habermas s,

criticai concern.: The accbunt of theﬁrelationship between anaiytic- o
empiricai method and soc1ety can be taken as an argument 1n support of
society s having a diaiecticai structyre but there 1s no assumption )
that such i@ the case.‘ The dialectical approach is one which reCog—
nizes the possibility of society being diaiecticai -and attempts,, B |
therefore to comprehend it according' to its true nature. ,. There is no \}_f.
: forma] diaiecticai structure or model being forced upon the subaect o
matter, but there are methodological impiications stemming from'the )
possibility of a societai totality whirh is ideologicaiiy 1nf1uenced
and determined Once again the notion of totai or radicai critique 1s‘
demanded Habermas expresses this standpoint when he deseribes how we

L]

shouid react to theories resuiting from the S0~ caiied diaiecticai

-

approach. | ,4P



3 ‘ ¢

L

: ‘Theories~of this more fYexible type even in the subjective ory
-, 'ation of the stientific apparatus inlprporate reflexively th
0

“that they themselves remain a moment ‘of the objfgtive context
which in their turn. thoy subject to analysis. L

t Brief]y then there are no concepts which are privileged such that‘r
3fthey are immune to critique. The only appropriate critical response- )
:Wto the possibility of a society totaily permeated by ideology, is total
Lscritique.llfe;‘l ' ‘
:..;Section 2 .
’ ‘ The sucond reiationship to .be. considered by Habermas in
‘ EFWAnalyticai Theory of- Science and Diaiectics" concerns that between
.\7theory and experience. The foliowing passage provides a succinct
‘_summary of what Habermas beiieves to be the weaknesses of the analytic-‘f'u

| tvempiricai method which stem from the type of experience that serves as' L

.x37fthe basis for theoreticai explanation.'fif . _7§ : B '5n~v”

o

Only the controiied observation of physical behaviour which is set‘
~up.,in an isoiated fie}d under.reproducible conditions by subjects -
. interchangeabie at will, ;eem to permit intersubJectiveiy vaiid
’ judgments of perteption..\ 7 Ry _ .

kY -~

n51 fA detai]ed anainis of this passage yieid&-the following resuits

"‘gya) The subject matter 15 chgsen and organized so that it is amenab1e

i

f?h; to controliedstesting.f Such controiled observation is the type of -

fftexperience which }eads to mediation by omission. This limitation of
- G

ithe scope of inVestigation due to the difficulty in achieving con-
,T tro]ied observation means that the scientific method is not capabie of
| the totai critique necessary to remedy total ideoiogy.- b) The primary o
ﬁﬂ imode of - study is perceptual observation.é Even if the data accepted ’;

‘for processing 1nciudes the linguisficaliy expressed opinions of the

| : -
|
I
b

Qlff’



} individuals being “observed " the checking of such opinions is too,
, limited for sugcessful Ideologiekritik due to the limitations of con-

trolled observation, i.e.’ there is an &rray of types of opinions which.

because\of the restrictions of controlled observation cannot be the

‘ ‘obJéct of scientific jnvestigations. knowledge. or Ideologﬁekritik.
"‘c) 'The" subject matter s stuJied in isolation frmn the . .societal whole--
once again in order to satisfy the demands of the methodology Also,,

. any approach»n t allowing for a grasp of the whole cannot engage in’ ,
total IdeologiZkritih.- Certainly every method of understanding or

explanation must start by focussing on a specific tor limited area of
fstudy, however, the dialecticai app&bach and those modelled after it .
‘attempt to expand continually the initial field of study "outward"‘ }
' until the whole is graSped. The methodological constraints of the :.‘
.i ] analytiqumpirical method Such as precise observation and capacity for; :
prediction. preclude the possibility of such a comprehensive assess-
ment. d) The reproducibility criterion is yet another limitation On
the possible scope of investigation, and further enhances the effect of‘ﬁ
mediation by omission. e) The subjects or researchers are interchange«‘
“;4able meaning that their individual -and unique relationships to" the -
societal context or social life-world are ignored and the obJectivity
“of their various positions ys conSidered guaranteed by the satisfactory )
application of the method together with its public character.i This \
might be described as a “distortion ofdthersubject or researcher, akin
to what Habennas describes as the "distortion“ of the object.w In botggg'}
cases the structure of what is distorted is ignored in order to satisfy 5

the demands of the method. I this case the researcher qua researcher
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. i
is regarded as. being independent of: the social 1ife-world and its .
various influences. “As we have seen:‘ﬂigermas s argument concerning
the decision to accept or reject basic statements is a denia\ of this
isolation of the researcher. Language is the reason this {solation f

breaks down. : M

1 Habermas wants to base the understanding of soci;ty upon ,“
f?ﬂiexperience ‘of the obJect, society, as it is fn 1ts pre-formed” state,

vs:i.e. prior to the application of the,scientific method--in other words
the undistorted object. Immediateiy the next methodological level 1s

«_'that of hermeneutics. ‘however, the 'significance of this section of B

» .

' the article is that Habermas wants a further check on. hermeneutics.

Although hermeneutics will provide a more comprehensive account of the
'nature of the object for Habermas, hermeneutics still remains at the -

'_,ievel of “appearance or, in ‘other words, 1s susceptible to ideoiogical

~ " delusion. In the following passage Haberma | {ntentions concerning

.qurther methodological and critical strategy are confirmed. -
K This prior experience of society as totaiity shapes the outline
~ of the theory in which it irticulates itself and through whose
" gonstructions it is checked anew against experiences. . . . tven
a dialectical theory iannot clash with an experience, however
restricted it may :be.18 |
It seems that what Habermas expects~from hermeneutics is"an accurate
'_.account of how society “appears" to be or. of how the individuals = .
'understand their society and. their relationship to’ it.| The point of
this passage is that although the hermeneutical approach provides.
theory whose source is the obJect itself (which was not the ‘case with .
- the anaiytic-empirical approach, where theories were external due to

vmethodological considerations). these theories must be checked because-

#
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the ‘object producing the theories can | be influenced bys§49019Q‘rin the
N Adorno/Habenmas sense of this concept. Clearly then the method of
critical theory demands further elements which will at least critically
| augment hermeneutics. ‘ .. | ‘

’ ln each case. the relationship between theory and obJect and
that between theony and experience. Habermas argues that the dialecti-
cal relationship reflected in each situation demands a change in

Method. The mutual mediation. characterized by mediation “by omission

on the side of the method and ideological mediation stemming from the

‘ object destroy the possibility of both Ideologiekritik and objectiv- g

ity. The hermeneutical approach is chosen ‘to succeed the analytic-<'3
empirica] method because the former is objective in the sense that it
does not mediate the obJect but allows it to express itself as it |
appears and as it is understood by itself However this type of
objectivity is flaﬂbd in that. for Habennas hermeneutics is unable to
distinguish between the truth on one hagd ‘and the claims of ideology
~ on the other. In his demand for an experiantial check on the results

of hermeneutical investigation Habenmas is anticipating the debate )

L with Gadamer concerning the latter s claim for the- universality of -

bermeneutics. Habermas's fear is the trap of a histOrico linguistic .
L 4
relativism, which he considers to be the ultimate consequence of basing

the social sciences on hermeneutics. A full account of this debate on e

hermeneutics will be provided in Chapters IV and’ V of‘this thesisv

s
F;



' Corresponding to - Sectfon 3 of "Analytica) Thaory of SCTihce and
Ddalectics." the present’ section considers Habermas's aéuount aof the
relationship between thaory and history. In this section Habermas o
provides more hints as to the nature and task.of critical theor&. and
once again the recoyery.o? some‘sort of "objectivity" seems to be one

of the _primary goals. Most importantiy for Habermas, the study of
history is to p1ay a crucial role in the understanding of the contem-
porary society s present stage of deveiopment therefore. hi%toricai
knowledge fts character and possibility, becbmes an issue between
Habermas and the supporters of both anaiytic-empirical science and
‘ hermeneutics. ' ' |
One way to introduce these debates is to consider the separa-’1
tion of contemporary social sciences from historical studies. In
assessing the possibie Justificatign for the excluding or limiting of
the use of historical studies with regard to the sociological study of
-contemporary seciety, there are two fsues: , How does one draw the line
- to cut-histerical data auay from contemporary data? How can one Justi-
fy ignpring either the causal conneciﬁons running through history to
the present, or the evo]utionary development of concepts over history?'
The significance of the ‘answer to these questdons 1ies in the fact that
- there is no discennable break in the subject matter ftself which can
| jjustify~limiting the use of historical data: the decisfon to do so s
: made ‘on therbasis of purely methodological and epistemological consid-
“erations, when the approach is analytic—empiricai eertainly‘no one
',would deny the relevance of suth- studies to understanding contemporary'

society, ‘the: problem 1s the epistemoldgfcal status of such studies.

M o



The restrictlve use of h1story in the ana]yt1c emp1r1ca1

v’approach 1s Just1f1ed by Popper 1n The Open Soc1ety and Its Enem1es.

vol. 2,19 There Popper den1es the posssb11ity of estab]ishing

v ( ,
historical ]aws. A maJor obstacle to formulating and Just1fy1ng such ’
laws takes the form‘of the 1mposs1b111ty of ‘the sc1ent1f1c test1ng of

‘-theSe genera1izations Hence Popper reJects the notion of 1aws that

s

will allow us to pred1ct future htstory when one turns to the ex- ‘

planat1on of histor1ca1 events, there are further dwff1cu1t1es both»”

t

methodologica] and ep1stemolog1ca1 " Due to the problem of" ga1n1ng

direct access to past evepts, the bést that cap be done is the con&“tb
struction of the most plaUs1b1e story poss1b1e“from the 1nformat10n at
":hand in order to account for 2 g1ven h1stor1ca1 occurrence. In this

- case, genera11zat1ons used are s1mp1y tr1v1a1 Taws descr1b1ng tenden— "

‘cies 1in human nature, rather than historical*1dws.

The resu]t for the ana1yt1c emp1r1ca1 approach is that we can="

' not have know]edge of history in the way 1n wh1ch we can have know]edge
\: of nature or contanporary socxety Once aga1n a dec151on 1s made to - '
i 1im1t the scope of the obJect~rea1m in order to accommodate methodo- A,ﬁ N
*}1ogica1 and epistemo]og1ca1 demands This 11mitatron on the p0551b11- -
;1ty of hwstor1ca1 know}edge runs counter to both Habermas s understand—?fw'
ing of the re]at1onsh1p between past and present and h1s purpose for

histor1ca1 study and knowledge.

A dialect1ca1 theory of soc1ety, <« +, asserts the dependence of = . -

individual phenomena upon the totality; it must reject the restr1c-'

, tive use of the concept of law. Its analysis aims beyond the -
.partjcular dependent relations of historically neutral quantities,
towards an objective context which also plays™@ part in determining

the direction-of historical development . . . they (the laws) do
not take in the ubiqultous re]ations of 1nd1v1dua1 funct1ons and

ey



'/ ‘#501ated connections, but rather such fundamental dependent rela-
/" -tions from which a social life-world, an epochal situation as a -
. whole, 1s determined as. tetality and is permeated inall its

.o moments. . AR | g

|
!

JHabermas s c]aims for know]edge of history. although not. so grand as
gexpecting to be able to pred1ct the fgture are still very ambitious.
; He wfshes to 'gain eplstemolog1ca11y privileged access to what he calls
"'an “object1ve contextm and furthermore to demonst'at the causal -

o connection between that context and tﬂk deve]opmen of the soc1ety

There is 11tt1e.surpr1se regard1ng the response of both

. j,ana1yt1c emp1r1ca1 ph11osophers and hermeneut1c1sts to this klnd of

L

‘,y clain for know]edge of hlstony

ha%1ng the same status epistemo]og1ca11y as hzs not1ons of point og

Popper 3 reaction wou]d be to c]ass this obJect1ve context as

Fl

»3 view or centre of 1nterest. Popper makes the fo]]ow1ng commentS/on
‘ : . o ,

these not10ns.

Some of these are prov1ded by.. preconce1véd ideas wh1ch )n some way
‘resemble universal laws, suth as the idea that what is 1mportant
for h1story is- the.character of the-'Great Men,' or ;h/ ‘national
character,' or mora] jdeas; or economic conditions, gtc Now it
is 1mportant ‘to see that many 'historical theories;/( . 'quasi-
_ .theories')-are in their character vastly .different/from sc1ent1f1c
theories. For in history . . . the facts at our d1sposa1 are often
- severely 11m1ted and cannot be repeated or implemented at our will.
And ‘they have been collected in accordance with/ ‘a- preconceived '
~ point of view; +". . if no further:facts are available, it will
.often not be possible to test this theory or any other subsequent
. theory.  Such untestabte histor1ca1 theorie$ can .then' rightly be
- charged- w1th being circular. . . . I shall call such historical
 theories, in. contra d1st1nct1on $9. sc1entif1c theories, genera]
: 1nterpretat1ons o : :

The not1on of gen rat. 1nterpretat1on 1s obv1ously someth1ng Habermas\/
must avo1d in the estab11shment of his fundamenta1 dependent re]ations

Habermas must find 4 method and evidence of such quality that he is
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able to estabiish these relations SO that their role in determining the

nature. of society is not just another one of many competing genera1

Ny

of criticisms.concerningv
4 .

-claims to truth and objectivity. For Poppe s the best that can be

interpretations, susceptibie to'a manifol

hoped for from engaging in such historica1'<tudies areiinteresting
ompakisons to thetcontemporary Situation,vaSsibiy 1nvoiv1ng hints as

to how contemporary'problems can‘bessolved. Habermas 1s-obviously not

'interESted in producing‘a general interpretationf'butjrather‘wants'an

epistemoiogicaily far more compeliing p051tions \;‘?§ﬁ75';1

Switching from the probiems ofqempiricai ev1dence for such a’

-~

Ln Truth and Method’*he remarks

interpreter of the past.,

« « o the: historian usuai]y chooses the con ;

-he describes the historic¢al nature of his obJects, without expr
ly reflecting on “their origin and justification. He is simply
following here his interest in the material and takes no account of
the fact that the descriptive aptness of his chosen concepts can be
highly detrimental to his proper purpose, inasmuch as it assimi- .
lates what is historically different to what is familiar. and thus,
~despite.all objectivity, has already subordinated the:.alien being " - u .
of the object to its own conceptual frame of reference. gIhus, :

, despite all his scientific method, he behaves just like #’tyone
else, as a child of his time who is dominated unquestioningly by
the concepts and prejudices of his own ‘age. .

S-

Gadamer goes on. to- argue that to respond to this 51tuation by demanding
that the researcher s own concepts be 1eft aside is both impossibie ‘and -
destructive to the very'possﬁbiiity of understanding histéry. " Our own’ |
concepts and dispOSitions are the only means we possess of gaining -any .
comprehension of history, regard]ess of the relativistic consequences.
For Gadamer the finai result of historicai study and interpretationeisv**}

b
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a “fusion of hbrizons,“ on the one side that of histony,ignd on the
other that of_our.o¥n social life-world. There;can be no separation
enabling us to St&nq back‘ahd d{stihguish:thé';wo.horizpnsa flhe‘deg;ee
to which we can intéfpket ore ghderstand‘the past, is the deé?ee to ; w
which thé fusion.has already taken piéce}' Gadamer grants that histpry
haé\méaniné'of its own, but the relatioﬂghib between 1n€;rpheteP and
hisfdricallesideﬁfé is one of mutual meéiaticn,ﬂvﬂi§tory;g§ a thing-in-
" itself canndt be known by u§£~*» . ;

' il E / . .
__ Popper, indeed, appears even more extreme than Gadamer when'he

assi~¢§7that “nistory~hés no meéhiﬁg.vx . .f23 The'notionigf "mean~.
Ming" for Poppef seems to be equivalent- to "end" or xburpOse,“ but is
: T ~ PR

A

st111}§e1étht,to Habermas's expectations for'histokical stud}eﬁ. %@,
v ] > \ - - . i . R . K
Taking power p@litics as an example of general interpretation, Popper

. . claims: ‘ R ‘; - ' L : ;F:- -

.« WE can ihterpret it, with an eye to those problems of power
politics whose solution we choose to attempt in our time. ~We can
interpret the history of power politics from the-point of view of
~our fight for the open society, for a rule of reason, for justice.
- 4.... Although history has no ends, we gam impose these ends of

.+ ours upon it; and although history has no meaning, we can give.it"

.« meaning. . . . Facts, whether those of nature or those of history,
cannot determine the ends we are going to choose. It is we who =/
“introduce puirpose and meaning. into nature and history.24

Poéper is ‘making a metaphysical point just as much as he 4s providi
an gbi§teﬁdlpgical~%?gumént}ih this paésdée.f With th; Speqtré.of//»ﬁ'
; .varioUs_aetérminisffc\;ieW§ of‘h1§}3ry;“wﬁere higtpry:ahd.thél1ﬁé1vfd-“w
-ua1s~iﬁyo]§ed arewdrivén Sy historiéa]rpygp0§es beioﬁ& thg?k control, -
Popper Fespéndsﬁby denying thq;~h1§tory~hagvany mgahing whé@éoeveh{

"dqtside.ofﬁfhe'meanfng fha%;éacp5indideUAJ;gives.to<4t¥: :

i

R
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‘o Oﬂce agatn the possibility of an- absolute or practically “"'gn

" inseparable ‘mediation faces Habermas, threatening the potential for

Ideol_giekritik and objectivity. Habennas is not after simplyiinter-‘

esting interpretations of historical events but wants to, be able to

explain the. large scale development of society at a f_';

history. To discuss the arguments of Popper and Gadamer in terms of o o F

v

hei” stage in its =

ideologyi'it would appear that ideological influence is inescapable for .

\
either one.\ For Popper the kind of large- scale explanation desired by .

Habermas would be just one interpretation among many others, each

reflecting the specific subjective interests of the researcher. Such

interpretations can be Judged\by\their fruitfulness as pﬂaUSible e

explanations of historical events Zﬁa in the undeistanding,of contem-

porary problems.‘ Conceivably then, the re archer s uncritically or '

unconsciouSly held, ideological dispositions woul

particular interpretation. Thus rather. than being of as stance in ft

disclosing the ideological delusions of contemporary scciety threugh an »

objective understanding of its historical development, such an inter-

pretation would only serve ‘to forward the cause ‘of the contemporary o

ideology i This prior mediation of the researcher by the ideology consl i

fronts Habenmas with a serious problem given that he expects the' study.

of histony to help reveal ‘the ideological influence in contemporary

~L society ~ How can one be ‘confident concerning the obJectiVity of hlS-'~

torical research when the researcher can-be. carrying the contempOrary hy

ideology ‘{nto his understanding of history? . ‘
"t _ Although he contends as 0pposed to Popper that history has

meaning, Gadamer s assessment of the study of history offers the sdame mﬁ

R

o
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chailenge to Habermas., In the,case of a fus On pf horizons, the

.,

o
g

“by the reseacher mediate each other making it difficu)t to dfscern
Jfﬁhow Habermas s desire for objectivity ean be satisfied. 0nce again,
_'Habermas needs 4 method which can separate ideologital c]aims from the ;;LQ:T

- f truth of the matter. In other wordst he must find Q. way to distinguish --wsf
fbetween the mediating elements. ~¢€ff? fi\‘“ s

‘ Habermas s position, as - opposed to the stands of badamer and
oo ,fPopper, exhibits the following aspects a) Contra Ropper. on the onefijf° T
. ﬁhand history has meaning in the sense 6f purpose and on the other we

;.:‘fircan avoid the arbitrariiy chosen points of view,and gain knowledge ofﬁfhh.p‘

' 7lthe fundamenta] causa] and determining infiuenoes which permeate the
':}71ife-worid-of a given historical period b) Contra Gadamer, it is

'?possib]e to escape the reiativity facing the historian in the form of: a

'necessary fusion of horizons and ‘the subJective meaning-Comprehending

»”

'?ermeneutics.eqli~ f\fﬁ}A o ?_'(";3}’ Y fﬁ, SIS
,,,,, ' It is in the context of the next part of the c1aim against“ B
Q_Popper S pQSition, that. one might introduce the. notion of “cognitive
.'éinterest " however, with no more detaii at present than a. reference to:gh
~‘how the particuiar interest in’ emancipation functions with regard to K
;Lhistory and. the understanding of it by a contemporary commentator, The
'interest in emancipation 1is. hinted at in the section of “Anaiytica]

Theory of Sc1ence and Dialectics," but a much clearer account is pro-lu ¢f7

vided in Herner Marx s essay, “Habermas Philosophical Conception of

‘ ’History - In the ﬁo]iowing passage Marx comments upon Habermas s w

‘inaugurai address.



Lot *r,i ‘_,' DU
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: }f}_gi.i. v Habermas expiicitiy speaks of the e “idea" which the humaﬁ

.~ species has “to realize® through history:! Ihis {dea; -the “single’
< ONR. v e of which we are master in ‘the 'sdnse- of philosophical -,

RE tradition,"-is. for him “maturity" or pure: eSponsibility“ It is

‘;3_ “realized,” he ‘remarks, “through the human" pecigs in.the manner of'
an ”advance“ o an- “emandipated society O B SR

uhile this appears a very 1audatofy seyection foy the meaning ano pur-’\

?f;"ﬁ. pose of human history, Habermas at thistpoint isifar from establishing

1'. enancipatory interest possessed hy ai] humag beingsiﬂ Hhat makes this’ |

that this interest occuﬁies sdon aifundamental position of influence 1n j

£
history. However, it*is c]ear now Just what direction Habermas will

take concerning the historicai study History wi]] be studieq from the

point of view of the status and progress of rea]ixing in society, theiﬁv“”

o interest S0 special and not just another point of view Wiii be dis- TN

vy

¥

By

cussed in Chapter V , R A |
With regard to the position eSpoused by Gadamer, Habermas
recognizes a rd]e for hermeneutics, or what he calis the subJective ﬁ'i

meaning-comprehending“ hermeneutics and this apprec1ation of hermen-f"”

f eutics is derived from‘tﬁe approach which Habermas wil] take to the ©

understanding of histqry. ﬂabermas ciaims that society, contemporary
or at any point in history, is a dialectical totality, however, 1t

. must be noted that such'aanotion does not function as @ methodologicai

PFESUPPOSitJOH but rather as a hypothe31s which must be demonstrated b

i.e. in terms of the mutua] mediation of society and the indiViduals

~ A

constitutingvit. For Habermas, the laws or historical regularities,;;,t

‘ which he wishes to estab]ish signify deve]opments ?.“irL mediated

through the consciousness of the acting subjects. . e oy To

:?“5i this extent there 1s @ task for subjective meaning-comprehending
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hermeneutics, however, comﬁng to an understanding ot the expressed
Q'.“.thoughts of the individuals invoived .i.e. viewing the society com-
‘pieteiy in terms of ahd reiiant Upon the understahding of the sd%iety o
) heid by the actbrs,.is insufficient for Habermas 3 goai of demonstrat- B
ing the: existence and influence af fundamentai dependent reiations '
which determine the very nature of the societai iife world. The possi1
biiity df the«individuals being deceived in’ their understanding of
their society demands a method for checking the resuits of the hermen~».

euticai investigation and Habermas refers to such an approach as an

‘"‘;i‘“objective meaning comprehending“ theory which wiii recognize and

criticize the reified concepts of the historicai subjectst For .
Habermas critical theory must be able to criticize both the contempor- "
:'i ary soc1ety and its history. ‘Habermas quotes Adorno in describing the'
task of critical theory.« o '
[It]-.v.f. must transform ‘the concepts which it brings. as it were,
- from outside into thosecwhidh the object has of itself, into what
theigbject. ief} to ttseif, seeks to be, and confront it with what
‘ This strategy wi]i be clarified in Chapter vV in terms of the psycho-~ - F°
‘analytic modei for critica] theory At this time let it suffice to say
that critica] theory as an approach to the understanding of history
g~must find some means or method of getting beyond the 1nformation
gathered through hermeneuticai investigation. As yet, this method is
ot cieariy outiined by Habermas To conclude this section, there By
are two main reasons why Habermas wants this ‘objective knowledge of

history. On ‘the one hand, such knowledge would serve to augment ,

. P'imMediateiy present evidence conCerning the nature of contemporary

‘,‘
- S
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| 530ciety.w Habermas at one point remarks, “Society reveals itself in the ,
laws of fts historical development primarily from that which it is not.
‘“28 Ultimately the task of critical theory is directed toward o
'the contemporary society and the knOwledge of the history of the .
society 3 development will provide support for the demonstration of thei
fdiscrepancy between the dominant view and understanding of the soc1ety,
and. the reality nhich Ts the society On the other fand, the study of
| ‘history will contribute to prescribing a direction and broad course of T
action for the future of the society. It should be empha51zed how
vambitious a proJect this is: and the: immensity of the. epistemological
burden to be placed on our knowledge of history.. Although Habermas
udges not claim the existence of laws acting throughout history, but
limits his laws to the given hiStorical epoch his p051tion remains
diametrically opposed to Popper s. *Most significantly over and againsty"“
, Popper' s view of the relativism or\historical interpretation Habermas n
asserts that with the correct method and 1nterest one’ can obtain
objective knowledge of the. deternining influences of society at’ any
given point in its history o ,,‘ ' L
~ In stressing the dependence of critical theory and’ the under-'f:'s'”
standing of contemporary society on our understanding of its history, yf
" Habermas - places himself in the historical tradition of Hegel and Marx.i~ )
'Even if one'haggles over whether or not history proceeds dialectically‘_a
] and if so, what is the content of this movement, it is still undeniable:r"
that history is constituted by a much frayed but continuous chain com-‘
posed by a mixture of elements either organically evolv1ng or. causally:“;
. connected in 3 mechanistic sense. The challenge becomes how to know ,.

the past -and at this point Habermas simply isn 't clear on that 1ssue



-

Once again Habermas emphasizes his desire to overcome the- gap

between theory and what theOry claims to be about For?Haberhas the

demonstrate both what society appears and claims to bg*iy
. Jlg 3 .

._”_

. from and accurately ref!ects the latter.

?ir‘:“'.“ A final hint regarding the relationship of h1stor1cat -and con- - '

14

tempora;y study of society provides the next problem to be considered

1n "Analytical Theory of Science and D1a1ect1cs. ‘The only way in

which the study of society can proceed historically and systematically
o

Y] 1s under the 1nf4uence of practjcal 1ntent., A - X .

'7-t0n1y‘1n this way, with. practica1 intent, can social sciences pro-:
~ ceed both: historica]ly and systematica]ly, whereby, of course, this ~

'\1ntention must also, in 1ts turn, be reflected from within the same .

e obJective ;ontext whose analysis it faci]itates
- The point being made in- this instance is that social sciences, as |
. theory, must proceed with the aim of social action or change and the'
obaective context must share this Same goal. . Once more the concern 1s
for the integrity of the object, 1 e. soc1ety. The practical 1ntention
” df the socia] scientist can on]y have 1egit1macy or be Justifiably "
acted upon 1f 1t is ref]ected by the society 1tse1f The question re-.
mains as . to how one estab11shes the correctness of expressed practical

P

intent.



‘ Section . : S | |
Habermas expects the study of history to provide guidanqe for

“the future deveiopment of contemporary society. However. for history

" to be utilized in thi's way the socia1 sciences or theory must be duided o

by practicai intent., Habermas approaches this probiem of the reiation~f7A'
ship between social theory and practice by providing a critique of . the
p‘relptionship between anaiytic-empirical theory and practicaiiy chosen -i
_ ends. T . | .
" Habermas concedes that‘social scientific theory;which'reflects -
"the anaiytic-empirical approach does enJoy success, where success means
»providing know!edge with which future developments can be predicted |
4Such knowiedge is usefui to society s pianners and administrators,
',however. the practica]]y chosen ends which this knowledge w1ii con-
:tribute to attaining, are not given any comparable theoret1ca1 or f
scientific Justificatidn. Habermas wants to overcone the duaiism of .f
- theory and practice so as to provide theoreticai Justification for the »t:‘

‘chosen practice not a justification in the sense of showing that it |

'_'is possibie to effect the practice but rather -a justification which ‘

entails’ that the practice is~correct In other uords Habermas wants
. theoretical Justification of the goai that it is«right for the

' _society, not knowledge which is used simpiy as a means to achieve the
goal.. ' o .

Another aspect of. this notion of practice which must be con- |

"_f:sidered is that for neo—Marxism and the Frankfurt School, especiaily , .

~ Habermas and Adorno there 1is no limit ;o the scaie of practice which

might be undertaken. The methodoiogicai demands of the Spa]ytic-

o<k
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'empirical procedures result in 1imited and modest recommendations for

change and offer results for a very limited scope of- action within the

‘society. The $0- called dia]ectical view of society. vhen operating as

.2 critical concept recognizes no limitation for the scope of action.

but vill recommend even changes which will fundamentally alter the

nature of society and modify the lives of all individuals in the .

»i's society - One might call this 2 recommendation for revolutionary

. chang€.‘ This position can be contrasted with Popper 3 approach of

‘piecemeal social engineering. Popper is nGt in' favour of revolutionary
change involving an overturning of basic- social structures and argues

that our knowledge is too limited to Justify such a change on a massive ,
and all~permeating scale._ The neo-Marxist response to Popper s con-

servative approach is to assert that given these limitations on)scope.

b the social sciences can engage in only the" treating of symptoms. with

no h0pe of reaching and solving the‘underlying sources of these symp-
K3

toms--sources -which are to be discovered by investiaating far deeper

into the structure of society. ‘

The crux of the issue is epistEmological. as Habermas proposes

‘an approach that will not be limited by having to rely upon analytic- \

,'empiridal knowledge whichzis restriCted in scope by having to. satisfy

- conditions of controlled observation<and testing. Habermas aspires to .

- 4fsociety--a tota) critique..

uncovering the fundamental elements which determine the nature of the

For Habermas, however, the basic problem of contemporary modern

,society is the ideology and social forces veiled By it restricting

lthe freedom of the individuals, The task of critical theory is to
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| demonstratefthe loss of freedom and make“recommendations asuto‘how;m
emancipation can be achieved; Habermas7confronts Popper's Burkian‘
dispositioh with a utopian vision of an emancipated society. a vision
which should be the goal of historys, - ) |

As we have seen, Habermas needs to establish a theoretical ‘
Justification for practice and this demand feads to the final stage in
the critiQue of the analytic-empirical approac in the<social sciences._
Habermas must demonstrate that the fact/value distinction is not
universal and that there is a realm in which certain unique kjnds of

values and the possibility of determining facts epistemologically are

inseparable.

Section 5 . ) ; . -
'," Hf The possibility of both joining theory and history and overcom- B

- V

' ing the gap between theory and practice, both of which are conditions

for the success or even possibility of a critical theory of society, f
reduces to the fact/value distinction. Theory is based upon facts and
recommendatiqns for practice are reflections of values hence Habermas

is faced with an obstacle to normative knowledge)nhich has its most

famous defense in Hume S, A Treatise On Human Understanding.30 Here‘

Hume arguqs quite convincingly that no description of what lS the case,
9. €. the facts of the matter, will allow one to derive or JUStlfy what

: ought to be the case or what should be- the case. Values are derived
solely from desires and passions and cannot be inferred from empirical i
facts or. descriptions of what is the case oJ from rational thought

: No Justification can come from these quarters in support of .whit ought
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‘to.be the case. Such values can motivate the search“for'kQONInge and

provide the searchxwith a"§6a1 to achfeve. howévtr.‘it,p}ovides the end
to which knowledge is the means and tﬁe“two‘sides~pre‘tndépendent as
described above. - o

The cha]lpnge-:o Habermas 1s as follows: . If theory,.a eorréct

"géccadnf‘ofhyhatﬂis the case, s to be in any way united with practice,

where theory justiffes what practice wants to dchteve, Eh9§¥iht§a upen

whiqhktheory is based, must express values, 1~er‘knoﬁ3§99e‘u05t be, in

A

 itself, value laden. - - ' T,

vjotning theary ‘ and practice.

Scott Warren gives the fol]ﬁhing'accouht_of the argument for

+

Perhaps most essential to the argument for a unity of theory and
practice is the idea that it cannot be achieved artificially. It
is not-an argument for a third party to take the insights:ef-pure
_ theory discovered through disinterested and detached contempiation
.. -or observation and to '&pply' those insights to an independently
proceeding social reality. Rather, it is a demand for the practi-
. ‘cal interest in emancipatfng and transforming an alienated human
-~ world to become an intrinsic and inseparable componept of the
teoretical enterprise itself. It asks that concrete practical
interest become the radical foundation for the theoretical process
- of political inQuirg' This interest must constitute and guide the
. process of inquiry. i o

~Narren‘certainly*undqfstapds the'groblem and expresses Habermas's goal

regarding thé.fuﬁction of the in%erest in emancfpa;ion; however, thev
difficulty is how to make emancipation,‘fhat concrete practical inter-
est, inf%insic to an&‘inseparabie from fhe theoreiicaI enterprise.

This. issue will be dealt with at length in Chapter V, but for now, we
must contgnt‘oufse}ves withvthé'introduction of the notion of interest
yhfch will be the foundation for Habérmas's-union of the emancipatory

interest and theoretical inquiry.
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To begin w1th Habermas is aiming at a complete overcom1ng of

[}

i the fact value dlstinctwon in the sense that" each fact, accepted as .

(‘W.such 1nVO1ves a va]ue in the. form of a cognitive interest. Itsw‘

' acceptance as a fact arlses from or depends upon the sat1sfact1on of

Lo

‘ one of these 1nterests In other words, Habermas s position demands‘

that. certa1n values be recognized and estab11shed as’ essent1al to the

Ser determinat1on of rea11ty as 1t is for us, and to the determ1nat1on of

what counts as. know]edge.- In Sectlon 1 of this chapter, Habermas's

challenge to basié" statements has been considered from the point of

~view of estab1fsh1ng the mediat1on of the methodology by the obJect

'and:thus supporting the_tdeawoﬁpsocrety-as a dialectical totality. In

,"rd-‘this section,=the¢emphasts wt11‘be placed‘upon'the critique o?,basic‘

statements as.an argu .ht aga1nst the fact/value distinction.
As we have séen, Habermas 1ocates the source of the acceptance
%

. of basic statements in. the 1ntersubJect1ve agreement of 1nd1v1dua1s

using meantngs wh1ch are part of the pre scient1f1c 11fe-wor1d what
h LR

Habermas regards as a c1rcu1ar argument in which bas1c statements and

‘rules for acceptance presuppose each other, y]e]ds the following

FPESU]t i :y- g . \ O .‘ PR G .

The 1nevitab1e circle in the app11cat10n of ru]es is ev1dence of
the embedding of the research; process in a context which itself can
no longer be éxplicated fn an analytic-empirical manner but only

" hermeneutically.s The postu]ates of strict cogn1t1on naturally

- conceal a non-exp11cated pre understanding’ wh1ch, in fact they
presuppose. R T .

. The resu]t of thlS deve]opment is that facts become a matter of 1nter-

subject1ve agreement or consensus through commun1cat1on among 1nd1v1d-~

uels. Nhi]e this argument clear1y suppOrts the not1on of a d1a1ect1cal

0 I -
Lo
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| it helps Habermas overcome th

relationship between methodolo%%:and object, it is not that clear hoW~

e

*iact/value distinction. The answer,

however, can be derived from Habermas s explanation of the basis for
our acceptance of basic statements as bEl%Q ﬁmpirically valid

‘In the last instance, therefore, the empirical validity oi basic
statements, and thereby the plausibility of l1aw=1ike hypothesis and
empirical scientific theories as g whole, is rélated to the cri-
teria for assessing the results o action which have been-socially
adopted in the necessarily intersubjective context of working
groups. It is here that the hermeneutic ‘pre~understanding, Con-
-cealed by, the apalytical theory of science, is formed, a pre-
understanding which first makes pOSSlb]g the application of rules

- faor the acceptance of basic sxatements.

' Habermas finds “the Justification for acceptance of pas# tatements in

. the realm of criteria for-assessing the success or 11ls  of social

actions. This position is charattérized by viewing science as a form

ofhlabor which is physical activity with the goal of wanting to effect.

. ; (
. a change in phySical reality Support for this position comes from

emphaSiZing that the establishment of facts involves controlled

observation and testing. Habermas seems to regard analytic empirical
o7

sc1ence as first and foremost an activity which involves the influenc- .

,7'» ing and modifying of- the object due to."the demands of the methodolOgy,

in this case controlled observation ’Th*% View of science standr in -
oppOSition to theVView that science is essentially contemplative in \
nature.\ Qur acceptance of observation statements lS based upan
criteria for successful action These criteria are deCided by ~
“intersubjective agreement among indiViduals in the soCiety. this

still leaves us with the problem of the basis for the chOice of such

interest

i

’.-~ cryteria, and it is at this p0int that Habermas introduées a dominant -

”
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‘The practical interest in the domination of objective processes
apparently stands out from all ‘other interests of practical life. .
The interest in the sustenance of 1ife through societal Tabor under

 the constraint of natural circumstances seems to have been virtual-
1y constant throughout the previous stages in the development. of
the human race. For this reason, a consensus concerning the mean-

" ing of technical domination can be achieved without any difficulty,

. in principle, within historical and cultural boundaries; the .

_.intersubjettive validity of empirical-scientific statements which
fol]ow5“§he criteria of this pre-understanding is, therefore
secured.24 - . .

I ) v ‘
There i;ya wide ranging significance for this‘ekp1ana£ion of ‘the basis
&Kfor consensus and the ease with“which consensus or intersubjecfﬁve -

‘agreement is reached concerning observation ok'basic‘ﬁtatem?nts._'This

dominating interest is not one among numerous values and interests

which have their source in the given socio-cultural contekt»and which ~

would be themselves accounted for in ferms of hermeneutic understand="
. ing.: Rather, this interest in'techniéal domination has:fté'sourqg
'beyondufhe confines of ‘dny given cu]iura] or historical context--it is
. :é constant in the development of the human species. Imp]icit‘fn this
reference to the species;is.a“divi;ion between two sources of under-
standing Qf the world: a) on thé one_haﬁd,'qpeﬁs view of fhe‘wor]d'is(
consiituted'of eXpefiences-and meanings which have their source {h the
‘given socio-cultural context; b) on the other hand, oﬁefs view of the
world is détermined”byxexperﬁehces and_meanings délermﬁnedjby one's
being a member of the human speéiesya;d‘thgse are}constént,reggndiqss

. of the socio-cultural context. The dialectical ré{étidnshdp between'L'“

™

¥
3

'anaIytic-empir1Ca1 methodolﬁﬁy and'socfety, led to hermgneUiics“and the =

/ -

- pre-sc{ehtiffc~life~§dr1d'as-being the squrte of 6ur uh@ersfahdfng'of
society. A]though successfyl in his Critique,of ana]ytic-gﬁpirica]q

science, tEe victory was gainéd at the cost of making sténdards and



criteria for knowiedge relative to a given socio cuiturai or socio- ‘Q; s
1ingui§tic context and this. situation chailenges the possibility of
Habermas S desire for a scientific'understahding of society. As wifi
clear in the next chapten2 Habermas wiii 1ook to’ the, relation- Wf_

Y o

ship of the human species to its environment as the source for stan-‘

‘wdards and criteria, of an absolute nature by whjch we gain an under-

- standing and are able. to explain events in the worid. SR

| | The epistemoiogical power of basic statements originates in the
"successful establishment of technical controi or in successfui instru-a;ﬁ‘n

' ~ mental action. For Habermasganaiytic empiricai knowiedge is not based m‘

so]eiy upon controived Qbservation and a system of theories, but rather ;u‘

equal if .not more significance shouid be granted to successfui instru-vﬁ

mental action. The. emphasis switches from paSSiVe observation or con-‘

.7

temp]ation, to successful active intervention in the phySical wor]d.“i»”
k :
The reiationship between empirical facts and vaiues has changed

" . due to the nature of empirica) observations that are the basis of. de- T
scriptions which one wduld call facts It does’ not ‘seem thathabermas"“”’
has been engagéd in trying to derive an “ought" from an “is“; however;f;
it is the case that satisfying the interest in;technicai control’ or ‘5fir~
domination is both a neceSSary and.sufficient condition for ciaiming |
analytic-empiricai knowiedge of something.( The significance of the

y fate of analytic-empiricai hnowledge is that“its Justification and its*:-

'Ameaning do not cohe from the Search for truth or demonstrating what 1s -

ye the case but nather from the achievement of technical controi he

’epistemoiogicai basis and the value of this knowiedge are to be found A

“§h the satisfying of the technical interest hence the ciaim that truth
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‘»is the only value influencing analytic-empirical science is rejected.

Its real interest or inherent value is in technical control. what

)

Habermas seems to have' accomplished is the deriving of facts, &

*

expnessed in basic statements, from a species interest A spec1fic ‘w‘

value or interest has become the epistemological basis for facts and

-

B \’" this sense, the fact/value gap has been overcome. R o

Al

The full implications of this achievement can-be seen from o
#

referring back to the division between theory and practice as soeial

4. -

: action»whose content expresses varioussvalues such as the good 1ife. -
\»;f_ In terms of analytic-empirical knowledge of society, theory no longer
appears to be value-neutral or value freé and dlStlnCt from practice.
Rather, theory now reflects a certain»interest or value that of tech-
nical control, and if theory 1s to be achieved then this interest must

}be realized or satisfied in terms of action which has ce rete social

iimplications.v In the following chapters a more detaileo account of '

knowledge-constitutive interests will be” prov1ded however, for the f”:

'&fpresent purpose of eluc1dating the implica fans. of Habermasvs account
" of the relationship between the ;technical interest and analytic-m

i empirical science, the following passage from Theory and Practice is .,

o useful e e '; . ;fﬂqg’ . Loy ‘

Because of the role of the Jnterest in technical control with -

.'1

t;’flfhregard to scjentific knowledge, Habermas asserts’ the following

The- function: of - the” knowledge of modern science must—therefore be
understood in connection with the system of social labor: it .. -
, " ~extends ‘and rationalizes -our power of ‘technical control-over the
& :cobjects or . . objectified processes of nature and society. B

gl The ‘methédology of: the empirical sciences is tacitlyfbut o
*Hjeffectively rooted in a technical cognitive interest that excludes o

b . . o S
b . ’ : E ARV R
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.all backed by its impre551ve record of “success" in enabling us to -

' the society, is:now SYnC
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l all other interests‘ consequently all other relations 10 lifeo -
praxis can be blogged out under the slogan of ethical neutrality
or value-freedom. .. _ .

.

Habermas §.. connection of scientific knowledge. in the above sense, and

"-athe interest in technical control displays the - error of the claim to
;;value -frieedom for such scientific activity. Given that anpirical ,
,w science reflects and. actualizes the interest in‘technical control

(must compete with other values in a normative debate concerning what 1Sc“
_Athe right or best course of action for society. Against its competi» t

’i ors it claims efficiency, capacity for prediction and precisidn. etc.. ’

A\ i

& .
P

W

‘*control our natural environment through technological developments. ”_< :

S K:Understanding ratipnality exclusively in terms of purposive rational

makes it the only rational means of“acting and behaving _ ) tfu -5~ﬂ”

Finally, in regard to its effect upon- society, the analytic- ;

\empirical approach is forced; ironically enough, into a debate -on what '
'7”should or ought to be(the best course of action and strategy for the

development of society.” Its interest in. technical control rather than'q

"

'&*f,in the discovery of the truth as a means to some practically decided
: end destroys its claim of value freedom. The result is a tacitly
‘eéjheld equation between practice and technical control Practice the

“: purpose of . which is° to realize the good 1ife for the individuals in

ymous with purpOSive rational action achieved

° ' «1_ o \ .

through technic

e

;“action or means-ends relationships its ‘own' success in this context R
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E S‘“)’development of. theory with regard to the obJect. experience, history,‘

conciuaiug Remarks | B -
” _Ffor the most part: this chapter has been a commentary on - |
Habermas‘s essay entitied "Anaiyticai Theory of Science and e

Dialectits.“ In the course of this articie Habermas provides a

s-'
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, critique of various ciaims made for and by the anaiytic-empiricai ";d;’

/”h ‘method of science, and he adopts a format which Considers the K

i

practice and vaiue.

Concerning the nature of the critique it is iargely immanent,

;T_investigating the ciaims associated with anaiytic-empirica] sc1ence 1n =}?

t

'these~various relationships and reveaiing these claims to be faise%

'"through an anaiysis of the nature -of .science and its procedures. One_*3i

‘might describe'the focus of the attack as directed toward scxence S-*w,
'} -.ciaim to obaectiVity regarding its subaect matter Habermas s Critique
has demonstrated that not only does sc1ence mediate 1ts obyect due to
':‘the constraints of the method its standards and criteria “but aiso;v
,iit in turn, has its epistemoiogicai foundations*and source in soc1ety
‘ “litself. In each section Habermas attempts to estabiish the mutua]
mediation between, on the one. hand the anaiytic-empiricai method and
Q the theories resuiting from‘its appiication and, on "the other, the -
_society which is the object of that method. Habermas 3 immanent
{critique of the analytic-empirical method and its reiationship to a
isociety resuits in’ a synthesis which encompasses the method itself’

’ The resulting understanding of . the obJect of. study, the soc1a1 1ife-

P

.world yieids an area for research which is both more comprehen51ve and

»_‘foundationai epistemologicaily than soc1ety as.approached through the ;

RGN
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k anaiytic empirical fethod. As has been st&t@ “Qp several occasions in
N ;'this thes{s, tota) ideology or its possibiluty demands total or compre-
‘.hensive critique\ Anaiytic empiricai science ] nediation by omission
“precludes the possibility of such a critiqué. At the sameltime the

" social- life-worid is more foundationai epistemoiogicaliy because

- fneither the- scientific experience nor its ianguage is separabie from

the experience of the soc1a1 iife-world and the 1anguage which ref]ects
‘ 7that experience. The dialecticai synthesis takes the #orm of ‘the

social iife-world and our experience of it. The importance of the role

1

of ianguage resuits in hermeneutics being chosen as the next me thodo-
&

~]ogica1 stage for critique by Habermas. | ‘
Habermas s pOSition on the inter subJective consensus deciding
‘Vthe fate of basic statements is captured in this passage from Raymond
‘y;lGeuss R 4 ' |

Traditional empiricism mistook this requirement of publicity and <
connected it notswith the possibility of universal free inter- ..
subjective agreement, but with 'observation,' and so ultimately

. with a kind of direct sensory stimulation. This mistake {s easy to:
make. Observation statements.are probably the most striking case

. of statements on which there will be widespread agreement, but the
reason they play such a central- role in our empirical ‘knowledge is
not that they ‘stand closest- to sensation,' but that:consensus
about them is most widespread and unprob]ematic.3b

To develop this pOSition in’ “terms of Habermas. the experience of. the ;"

"f‘soc1a1 11fe wor]d the language which refiects and expresses that

‘ experience, and the technical cognitive interest possessed by ™ T
'of the human species ali are factors contributing to the ease ™l
which consensus is’ reached concernihg basic statements

The introduction of the interest in technicai control anrzx -

' pates the next stage in Habermas s methodoiogicai critique. Although

\ .
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mfour next chapter is devoted to a detaiied account of the nature and
;_function of so-cajled know1edge-constitutive interests in Habermas s
critical theory, the very brief exposure to the technica1 cognitive
.interest ‘in the present chapter should not go without some reSponse.;<_
We have aiready described Habermas s critique of the ana]ytic-?""

empirical approach to knowledge as essentiaily, a critique of its R

- claim to obJectivity. The successful achievement of this critique can . .

certainly be regarded.- as a decisive success for Habermas, however, 1t
jalso has a“samewhat negatdve side in terms of Habermas s goa] of '

”Ideologiekritik. Put simply, Habermas must be able to achieve some

~sort of epistemologicai and methodological obaectiVity conce;ning '\
society, meaning that: the approach must be immune to ideoiogy and must |
also be able“to’ penetrate soc1ety s0° as to disclose 1deoiogy as being
"w,deiusory.' On the surface at. Teast tne determinate negation\pf the.
,tlcritique directed toward analyt1c empirical science and 1ts view of '

'Asociety seems to leave Habermas further away from rather than c]oser to

ﬁ‘m;attaining his goal. The mediation of analytic-empiricai sc1ence by the Vf

o socia1 1ife-world confronts Habermas with the threat of epistemological

,"‘farelativftY°f It 15 in iight of this deve]opment that the introduction ‘

of the notion of cognitive interest gains a cruc1a1 1mportance both
ﬁepistemologicaliy and methodologically The technical cognitive 1nter-
W-est,does not have its source in a given socio historicai or h1$t0r1C0~
yf_]inguistic context. but rather is a, dare we use the term. essentia1“~
»i‘feature of what it is to be a member of ‘the human spec1es regardiess
of‘historicai context. Hith this independence: from the historical

context and its infiuencefon the ‘reaching of a consensus,wit isvclear'_



that the notioh.of a cognitivgvinterest‘is an attempt by Habermas to .
‘ re;estabiish‘ooaectivity. even though, as we shall see, it is.an x
- "objectivity quite‘different from that claimed by analytic-empirical
- science.. - N : | | .
' On’ ‘the positive side, some of ‘the. aspects of critica\ theorv
and social sciences which function in accordance with this approach
ncan be gTeaned from "Ana]yticai Theory of Science and Dialectics." The
new approach depends upon the successful application of hermeneutical -
, procedures. The hermeneutical method as to be applied to the contemp-
_ orary- society ‘and its historica] development however, the resutts of
‘ the henmeneutical investigations are to be contrasted with a truiy
’pobJective experience. This latter feature is left as a danand for
‘critical theory, but Habermas does not expiain Just how this experience
s to be achieved.i’Habermas adds another aspect to the task of socia] Qp'
science, that of practicai]y guiding and prescribing the direction of .
further soc1etai deve]opment and: change. Rather than accepting the
separation of the application of social science and the choosing of
soc1a1 goais a position implying the va]idity of the fact-value T
distinction, Habermas expects critical theoretica1 ‘social sciences to
v eptstemoiogicai]y and rationally estab]ish nonhative social policy
The introduction of the notion of cognitive interest, making technical ‘f R
_cognitive interest a standard for and part of an account of . knowiedge
of the physical wor]d prov1des a hint as to how Habermas will attempt |
to construct a normative epistemology In the immediateiy foiiowing

chapter we wil] engage in an in depth study of the role and function of

know]edge constitutive interests. )
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Finally a few words should be.said about the possibility and \I o
“'nature of a role for aspects of the analytic-empirical method in a |

'Habermasian concept of the social sciences. The” following observations :
are relevant to this issue, and are aSpects of'Habermas's alternative |
approach. | v o “ | ‘

1. In attempting to understand and- explain various aSpects of and
events in society. our approach should not: be, limited to theories -which

" can be, in the mode of the analytic-empirical method. either confirmed
or falsified practicallybgr tn principle.

‘2. The approach should not be restricted to data from observations'
which can be cofitrol- testedz . |

| 3. The results of the hermeneutical‘investigation must be‘tested
- or checked against‘experience.’although that type of experience:isunot

\.to be identified wifhrcontrolled observationt‘ Habermas. in the essay ;
dealt with in this chapter, is not specific about the type of experi-

" ence involved here, although.some sort of émpirical observation, not $o
restrictive as that described in basic statements. seems to be’ implied.
Later ‘on, in Chapter IV, it will appear that the psychotanalytically
produced experience is a candidate. _ .

4. Although Habermas does not deal with the possibilities._there

o

seem to‘be applications of the analytic-empirical}method to society,
such as correlations between'types of human behaViour and events, and
;?even the making of predictions which do not necessarily promote or _C,;_§\;
- help sustain ideology. buch applications.of the analytic-empirical o

' fapprOach would not seem to be objectionable to the critical theorist as

long as they are augmented by effective Ideologiekritik. The . pOSition .
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beﬁ% taken‘by thl's author is that,. even 'gilven"the ihterest in techni-"
cal control. it is not clear that Hobenmes uncondltlonally rules out or

C”)ls justlfied in. rullng out all roles‘for analytic-empirical method in

.the soclal sciences. "On the contrary. it seems that once an effective :

| ,Ideologiekritlk has been carried. out the purlfied data, if amenable

to the analytic-empfrlcal approach. should be- subjected to it lf this
| 'applfcation would enhance our knowledge of society Habermas s concern
'Als that knowledge, rationality and proper 1nvest19atory procedure not
" be defined 1n terms of ‘and determined by the analytlc-emplrlcal method
”eto the exclusion of all other~methods.

§.< One must not be restrlcted to the fact value distinctlon as a

. crlterion for epistemology Knowledge reflects values in the form of .

cognltive interests.
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KlOHLEDGE-CONSTITUTIVE lHTERESTS. |
‘ 'OBJECTIFIED REALITIES AND HETHODS N THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

In Chapters I and Il~various characteristics of the notion'of

| “dialectic were investigated because of. the cruciai role played by

- this notion in. the development of Habermas's early work. Both epistem-’

"ologically and methodo]ogical]y the concept of mediation is -of central

: importance. Habermas s immanent critique of the anaiytic-empiricdi

t, method argues that the method and the object mediate each other, the'”

o .I most significant aSpect of ‘this relationship being the mediation of the ‘

' method by the object as it agpear and not as 1t realiz . The main

‘chailenge for Habermas is to discover or formuiate an approach which s

*rable to get beyond the appearance and reveal the reality of society and

% the ideologica] ianuences functioning therein. In order to assess

"f.,and understand how Habermas attempts to achieve this goal the present

5chapter. foliowing from Chapter III will consider -two themes .a) the

\lvnotion of knowledge-constitutive interests--specificai]y the practicai N k

._;or communicative interest and the technical interest, and b) the
uicritique of hermeneutics and the Habermas Gadamer debate. |
| ":3f Regarding the latter i; s clear from the last chapter B
‘;hthat hermeneutics cannot be the final methodological stage for o

*}Ideologjekritik. Hermeneutics advantage over the analytic-empirical

ymethod Iies in the fact that the former provides a comprehgnsive v1ew
:'of the object as it appears.s Not being tied to restrictive methodo-v

Iogicai demands and a Iimited scope of acceptab]e data, hermeneutics .

o

T



- know]edge is and what it is. .to possess knowledge.
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) focusses upon 2 broader range of concepts and meanings which constitute

"our interpretive experience of society. The prdbiem occurs because,
although it is more comprehensive and sensitive to the obJect's self-
understanding, this approach remains susceptibiie to ideologicai . -
deception. . . _
Concerning the former, aithough Habermas says littie to clarify.

the notion of a technical cognitive interest in “Anaiyticai Theory of -

'Science and Diaiectics.“ it is obvious both that this notion has an -

important epistemoiogical roie to piay regarding our understanding of

society. and that knowiedge-constitutive interests do not arise from a

specifiC’socio-historicai context but rather from the nature of the

human species and itq environment. In the Case'of the technicai cogni-

'tive interest it appears to have an epistemoiogical infiuence internal

O

i
rather than externai to the. goal of achieving knowledge i.e. 1t is

not simpiy another motivatibn or end to which knowiedge is the means,

but rather this interest piays a role in deciding the meaning of what
L e

Lastly, before entering into the.main arguments and\ ntent.ofa

this chapter, a- further observation can be made toward erucidating the

'uprobiem confronting Habermas. Habermas s dilemma can be reasonabix

" interpreted as heing caUght ‘between . xl] of pure empiriciyn and the
- Char!bdis oj’?ihguistic-historicai ideaiism. ‘Although he wants to

avoid the approach to understanding societthhich is based upon precisew

,gcontroiied observations and predictions habermas does not want to

‘ entirely reiinquish the»empirical element of_the sociai sciences. .

'x.Speciiicaliv_observations;which can he]p'estabiish causal infiuences,u
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| and connections are to be part of Ideologiekr1tik an@ a crit1ca] o frf

supplement to hermeneutics. On the other hand there remains,the

K

histor1co 11ngu1st1c data of hermeneut1cs wh1ch must be recogn1zed
although kept 1n check. The applrcation of empir1ca1 methods 1n any '

form must be carr1ed out. reSpect1ng the histor1co ]1ngulst1c nature

wof our understandlng of society andsof 1ts very nature. The themat1c

"hquestion in this chapter is the fo]]owwng | G1ven the apparent founda- ‘

vtional function of: the socia] 11fe-wor1d ‘Wi th- respect to ep1stemo]ogy,

. -

';context a re]ativism which threatens to deny the poss1b111ty of. the ;‘W‘f

@
¢

obJectiVIty necessary for IdeoTog1ekr1t1k?

s

: _SeC-tionlj‘»‘ o SRR

This sect1on w111 focus upon fhe notlon of know]edge constitu-

.».tive 1nterests as represented by 'the technlca] and pract1ca1 or comnun-

;;1Cat1ve cogn1t1ve lnterests.- Habermas s cr1t1que of the method or
subJect obJect»re1at1onsh1p as construed by a scientistic v1ew of the -

;:analytic-empir1ca1 approach rep]aces the context-lndependent subJect

;ﬁd method, with a researcher and approach 1nf1uenced by the. soc1a1
plife-world Spec1f1ca11y, the cogn1t1ve subJect 1s found not to be
;Cartesian, rather,(xhe subJect uses a method whose cr1ter1a for successiﬁ
:vand standards of va11d1ty are not based upon abso]ute and socio- h1stor-v

'fically independent foundations such as observed facts In Lhapter III
we recounted Habennas s argument attempt1ng to locate and grouhd the

//decisten to accept bas1c statements 1n the 1ntersubJect1ve agreement of

a comnunity of 1ndividuals who are’ 1nf]uenced Ain a]] dec1s1ons by thEIF



wh1ch f'I«naHy detenmnes the result of such decisions - ’

experienCe of the soc1a1 11fe world, an experience which permeates‘the

)'w understand1ng and app11cat1on of the analytic-empirical” method. " How-

: ever, Habermas does not wish “to leave the ana]yt1c-emp1r1ca1 approach

A.l’

gtota11y at the mercy f the historico-linguistic context of the socia]

]ifefworﬂd., A new e]ement 1n the form of the technical cognitive

interest, is 1ntroduced 1nto _the decws1on making process--an element

o

A]though 1t 1s not yet clear how the goal is to be achieve

a.

the 1mmed1ate susp1cion wou1d seem to be that Habermas 1s introducing -

know]edge-const1tut1ve 1nterests inan effort to estab]1sh an epistemo-

1og1ca1 bas1s independent” of any part1cu1ar soc1a1 1ife- wor}d In
other words, Habermas is seeking to avoid 11ngu1st1c h1storica1 rela-

t1v1sm The promot1on of knowﬂedge const1tut1ve interests has its

f roots in both Kant1an and'Marx1st ph1losoph1es.

On the Kant1an side these 1nterests, at 1east the techn1ca1 and
pract1ca1, are g1ven a transcendenta] funct1on. They make knowledge

'y . :
_possab]e and determ1ne the nature of the methods by whjch we will come

= to- understand the wor]d as e1ther natural or soc1a1 ~Un1ike Kant, how-
, ever, Habermas does not provide a “transcendental deduction® in which‘
. abstract categor1es are dec ¢4 from the experience of an abstract "I"

: ,totaJ]y d1vorced from 1ts natura1 ‘and soc1a1 contexts Although they

have a transcendenta] function, rather than ‘being deduced in the

'Kahtlan}manner; they are Just1f1ed'and estab11shed " e through a

g,

process o‘.f rat’ioniﬂy reconstruct1 ng the conditions of how experience =

can be obJect1ve In thxs case, the life form spec1f1c to the

FT members of the human spec1es is taken as fundamenta] epistemo]ogtca]]y, '

5 G
N T
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{ .
‘although 1ts empirical and cont1ngent nature cannot be den1e‘ In-this

appeal to the nature of the spec?es, Habermas is expos1ng his Marxist

"‘roots

) At this p01nt Habermas echoes ‘Marx, 1n the 1atter s critique
of Hege1 s Phenomenology - Habermas regards Marx K3 pos1t10n as that of
nature being the "abso]ute ground of m1nd“'2 whereas for Hegel, as

j_quoted by Marx in the Economie and: PhiloSOphical Manuscr1pts,3 m1nd

- (Geist) “. . is the “truth and thus the absolute ground of nature.

’ The key difference betWeen Habenmas and Marx lies in the 1atter S
'derivation of social relat1onsh1ps'§glglxifrom the development of the °
forces of production or scient1f1c technxca] progréss.4 For Habermas
}the re]ationshwp between the spec1es ‘and nature is not the sole founda- a'

V-tionzof soc1a] re]ationsh1ps, rather there are two equally basic re]a-
“tlonsh1ps of the species to the env1ronment a) the deve]opment of the
relaggonshrp between the human spec1es and nature in accordance w1th

= instrumenta] act1qn and the 1nterest in techn1ca1 control, and b) the

commun1cative 1nteract1on of ¥nd1v1duals and the1r 1ntere§t in commun1-§

€

t cation which funct1on w1th1n ‘the constra1nts of soc1a1 1nst1tut1ons
e N
;The 1nterests, techn1ca1 and communicat1ve are regarded by Habermas as

being invar1ant and essent1a1 characterf§t1cs of the spec1es and they

; detennine how thggworld is a!’be &nderstood regardless of the social

11%4mﬂd. e ,,%. R

Let us now. cons1der a comment from Habermas in wh1ch he pro-

o ~ Y

vides further 1nfdrmat10n concerning these cogn1t1ve interests and
s : 5.
,’§the1r specific functwons.

-
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I have 1ét myself be guided by the problem pbéed by the system of ‘

primitive terms (or the "transcendental framework") within which we

organize” our experience a priori and prior to all science, and'do.

so in.such a manner that, of course, the formation of the scien~. - .

- tific object domains is also prejudiced by this. " In the fupctional -
sphere of instrumental we encounter objects of the type of moving -
_bodies; here we experience things, events, and condjtions which .
are, in principle, capable of being manipulated. - In interactions ‘-
(or at the level of intersubjective communication) we encounter

. objects.of the type of speaking and acting subjects; here we. ~ -
experience -persons, utterances, and conditions which in principle -
are structured and to.be understood symbolically. The object’,
domains of the empirical-analytic and of the hermeneutic sciences -
“are based on these objectifications of reflity. which we undertake
daily always from the viewpoint either of'technical control or .
~intersubjective communication. This -is revealed by a methodol6gi-,
cal comparison-of the fundamental theoretical concepts, the logical
construction of the theorems, the relationship.of theory to the
object domain, -the criteria of verification, the testing proceaures
and so forth.5 ' - . '

4«

 The a priori nature of the technical and practicat cognitive ingerests:

“is such that‘there.is no conscious act of judgment51nvo]ved; tﬁéyiaré

"transcendentally inyolVed in determining the ﬁéys in which we'ékperfi‘u,

ence our environment. Accompanying aur unde"ding of the world in ™. -

terms of these interests, the®e:is the disposit on to engage in tﬁo |
primary types of actions: instkggéhtal action toward the.strfktlyf -
physical andChatural aspects 6f”thé yorld;vand communicative Sgtibhl

*_with regard to other human beings. Again it must be emphasizeq;tﬁétg

Habermas‘s knowing subjects do not gain knoW]edge through contemplation dfff

‘-and passive observation; rather, their khqw]edgé,1s.demonstr5tedkahd47 B

based in successful actions, either instrumental or communicative.

v

TAde

To~erther emphasize the specid]lnature of these cognitive.jhéﬂ}f

terests, in the following passage Habermas oht]inqs\fﬁeir ﬁefatidﬁship'?f*

- to certain approaches to bofﬁ epistemology‘and human behdviburm

These interests of knowledge are of significance neither for the .

psychology nor for the sociology of knowledge, nor for the»cyitique*”



)

- of ideology in any’ narrower sense, for they are invariant. Nor,
..--0on the‘other hand, can they be.'tracéd back to the biological heri-
. tage of concrete motivational potential: for they are abstract.

-+ -, Rather; they result from the imperatives of a socio-cultural life-
. form dependent on labor and language.6

“;rgijuch interests are not, to be regarded as either psychological' disposf-

'”ifli*tions or relativistic sociological influences for explaining k"OW]Edge’

‘The former would result’ in regarding cognitive interests as: features of 5

Tfr human psychology. which along with other human capaCities such as per-

L ;ception and language, determine how™we know. Cognitive interests are

5;not one among many types of epistemologically influenc1ng features of

\‘?f the human species. On- the contrary. they are more fundamental and

‘ 'ﬂprovide the initial understanding of the world and what will count as

35f.knowledge ‘of that world. Language and perception function 1n the way

fffgin which they ‘do epistemblogically due to the prior grasp of “the. world

A

fgin terms oﬁ cognitive interests, and this p01nt will be. filled out in

: ‘i=the course of this chapter. Knowledge-constitutive 1nterests cannot

e

;'f:sg;be understood in terms of the psychology of the human species, but are

the result of the. confrontation between this spec1es and the. spec1al
' 4character of its environment |

Secondly, they are not to be numbered among various soc1ologi—, -

,,,,

a“?ig cal influences on the nature of our knowledge or on. the study of

‘-;”ffknowledge.g rather, they make knowledge p0551ble, and explain what it

"a,:means to possess knowledge for~Habermas. They are - not relative to and

-5vdo not originate from any given soc1al context but rather are 1nvari-

i ant and essential aspects of the human species as it grasps the world

w _at any given stage in its historieal and soc1al development. They are

.;gjfthus independent of the soc1ology ‘of knowledge SRR
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Th1rd1y, it wou]d appear that since al¥ knowledge and c]aims to

f know1edge presuppose the functioning of these. 1nterests. they are not

'relrvant to Ideologiekr1tik

/ "

A .“‘-."

Lastly, they are not'to be confused with dispositions originat-

i ing in the specific bio]ogical nature of human beings.s Rather than a

_bio]ogical response they are the epistemological aspects of a species "

~ attempting to survive and develop its. potential withwn ‘the constraints‘ -*;

of - its~env1ronment. They are not mot1vations or goals to ‘the. service

Al

and satisfact1on»of which know1edge is utflized and 1nstrumenta11y

"d1rected, but rather they prov1de the experience by which know]edge 1s

”_achieved. They ref]ect the, actions instrumental and communicativev;in ;

L34

terms of which we atta1n know]edge. :

In the fol]ow1ng passage Habermas attempts'to c]arify thé

ep1stemo]og1ca1 funct1ons of‘these 1nterests.'

Therefore the technical and practical 1nterests of knouﬂedge are
not regulators of cognition-which ‘have to be eliminated for the
sake of the objectivity of knowledge; instead, they themselves )
determthe the aspect under which reality is objectified,. and can ¥
thus be/made .accessible. to experience to begin with. They: are the .
conditions which are necessary in order that: subjects capaple of
speech and action may- have experience whith can lay claim to-objec- .
tivity . . . the expression "interest’ is_intended to 1ndicate the
'unity of the life context in which cogn1t1on is embedded: expres~
sions capable of “truth have reference to a ‘reality which is’ objec~
tified (i.e. simultaneously disclosed and ‘constituted) as such in-
two.different contexts of action and experience. The under1y1ng .
M'“interest“ established .the unity between this constitutive. context _
in which knowledge is rooted and the structure of the possible
uapp1icat1on which this knowledge can have.7 . .

The cruc1a1 term in this passage is "ob;ectification which Habermas

regards as invo]v1ng both "disc1osing" (“fre11egen") and "constituting *

w"(“konstttu1ere '). “The env1ronment meaning the situation of the human

'spec1es and its world demands a life form which depends upon labor and

*
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language. The cognitive interests reflect this environment together
with the actions by which*this environment‘is sustained and developed.

At this. point it would seem that the actions are at least as fundamen- oo

<. tal as the interests which reflect them. Through our\actions, instru- “

\

‘ ‘:mental and communicative, reality is both constituted as it is “for us

-{'and‘also disclosed to us 1. e. the actions are “the means by which we
?;ycan have knowledge of “this reality Finally, a cautious interpretationi ”
of the last sentence asserts that the task of the interests is to M
»ensure the agreement between the respective forms of action and experi- L
fence reflected by .each, and the realm of applidation for the knowledge
' gained from. these actions anﬁf\rperiences ~What is being antiCipated
: here is ‘the independence of the two realms‘of action and experience,
the realities constitutéd, and the interests, technical and communica- o
tive (or practical) Regarding these two constituted realms of real-_;
“: ity. for Habermas to eliminate the . cognitive interests 1nvolved is to .
'lideny the nature of the experience and the: possibility of knowledge of
'reality as it is "for us." v; ' ,‘3 B ~5.‘1,7 _T iggv ‘
y § There is one weakness in Habermas 3 p051tion which although -
| not of paramount importance to this the51s, should be mentioned due to .
;its frequent occurrence in. the tradition of.éerman philosophy gOing
‘f;:back to Kant. Hegel critic1zed Kant for the notion of thé "thing in-.{ -
f; itself." ‘For Hegel thlS was merely a convenient construction of the
subJect which refused to admit to itself that it, the subJect consti-
tuted the truth of the "other and indeed its very “being Like Kant,

.iHabermas wants to hold on to the notion of a thing-in- itself concerning .

. reality The. other“'does exist as’ an "in itself“ over and against -



Aus, however, our. own experience and hnowledge of 1t 1s experiencé~and
‘knqw1edge as it fs "for us,f‘i e. in terms of "Categories which we . |
| apply to it, and apart from experiencing 1t 1n this way. we can have no
‘.experience of ‘the “other" as it 1s "in 1tse1f - Mctarthy provides a .
detailed ana]xsis of Habermas S strugg]e with this di]emma in the

former s exceptiona] cmnnentary entit]ed The Critical Theory of

Jurgen Habermas.8 The result of this study 1s a position 1n which

' Habermas appears to simply assert that nature in- 1tse1f 1s an abstrac—
tion necessary for our th0ught‘ In this regard Habermas doesn t seem '
to have gotten beyond the position wh1ch he attr1butes to" Marx - 1n |

Knowledge and Human.Interests.9 The, main po1nt of relevance for th1s A

thesis may be expressed by saying that, for Habermas, obqective knowl- {f>
’ edge is know]edge of what has been obJect1f1ed relative to knowledge- -
]constitut1ve 1nterests and the1r correspond1ng actions and, forms of
experlence.vtﬁ | \ |
- So far in this chapter ‘we have considered the knowledge- '

const1tut1ve nature of these special 1nterests, attempt1ng to c]ar1fy
A'hHabermas 3 arguments for the transcendental role p1ayed by cognitive

, 1nterest5“1n maklng obJectlve knowledge-poss1b1e. It is now t1me to

~ turn to the d1fferent ways in, wh1ch obJectificat1on takes place for
each 1nterest and to try to grasp the re]at1onship between ‘the 1nter-
ests by cons1der1ng their obJect1fying funct\ons and modes of 1nqu1ry
The fol]ow1ng passage deals with the methods of inquiry which ref]ect

the technical and commun1cat1ve interests respectively and the obJectf-

.fying roles.kd
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. The hermeneutic sciences are anchored in interactions‘mediaéed by

ordinary language just as are the'empirical-analytic sciences in
*  the behavioural system of instrumental action. Both are governed

by cognitive interests rooted in the 1ife contexts of communicative
and instrumental action. Whereas empirical-analytical methods aim
at disclosing and comprehending rea]lity under the transcendental
viewpoint of possible technical control, hermeneutic methods aim

' at maintaining the intersubjectivity of mutual understanding in
ordinary-language communication and in action according to common
norms. . . . It (the practical interest) is distinguished from the
technical cognitive interest in that it aims not at the comprehen-
sion of an objectified reality but at the maintenance of the inter-
subjectivity of mutual'understTnding, within whose horizon reality
can first appear as something.10. , - N

Ip fh{s'pa§sage theqhermeneutitalland analytic-empirical modés'of
1nqu1r;vqré paifeq tb their respecti?e basjc forms of action, the
former to..comnunicative action and' the jatter tb instrumental action.
ThéSe pairings decide the realm and scope_fof'inVéﬁtigation of the two
%metﬁpds for inquiry and the gaining of'kﬁoQIedgg:
| In terms of qqmparigbn,.there-afe two points worth{ of note.
‘.Firsf, théwaﬁ§1ytic-empir{ca1vapproach reflects its fnterest and
1nstrumentaj‘éCtion insqfar as'iF aims at disclosing gnd comprehen&in§
'treality jn aécor&;ncg wi;h%théfi%terest in technicﬁixcontrol. It is to’
be notedjhere that fhe'metﬁodquf inquiry'do not constitute réality, as
that task.hasfbeen already acﬁfeyed py the inteéést a;a:}s presupposed
_ fofithe-gbbficéiiqns<of methodk;:fﬂbﬁévér; it ;S'Cﬁfibus that there isf'
'“’nog%ention of the gfven‘setfbfwtheoriés'énd hypdfhéées.wh¥th; no doubt,
- 6onff§nt\andtqfé part of the reseryoir{df infdrmytion\avai1ab1e to the
- sgjén§j§t, }fhé‘situationsz,somgwhgf différgnplhitﬁ regér&'to‘the
;,hermehéuthai;sqjenqps, Hébénma; regardg'them.és a]mogt "pa;szé“,asn/
| compared to:the anaTytic-géb?nicélvsciéhtes.'fHé'ddes.nof Speak in

~ terms gffdisc]OSing and comprehending-reality, which would be analogous |
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to the deveiopment of new theories and reJection of faise ones. Aor theA
replacing of weaker theories by - strohger ones i €. the promotion of
"the growth and development of our knowledge of -the sociai life-worid
interpreted by and experienced through communicative hctipn., Rather.
the hermeneutic sciences atm at ”maintaining" ( sichern") the "t . Co
intersubaectivity of mutuai understanding in Ordinary 1anguage communi;
cation and in'action according to common norms. .;;b.“ Anticipating ’
the Habermas Gadamer debate, Habermas seems . to be‘aiready preJudicing
‘the issue regarding the function and critica] capacity ‘of - the hermen-'h
euticai sciences. Certain]y concepts and-interpretations evolve and fﬂ
change:through;history, out such alteration-does not count toward the.
disclosing and comprehending of the true‘nature*oijOciainreaiityt |
The term "sichern" has the connotation of protectingilor
‘“guarding The positicn which seems imp]icit in Habermas S descrip-i
"i‘tion of the task accorded to the hermeneuticai sc1ences is that they
N protect" a. given system of ideas concepts and norms which faCiiitate il,-.
communication and mutual understanding | C -

The hermeneuticai sc1ences are immediateiy p]aced in a pas-

- sive dispOSition concerning the reality obJectified by communicative

' :'action and the practicai interest. In the last sentence of the’ passage f
: Habermas -denies hermeneutics the task of comprehending an obJectified ’
v.reaiity It wouid seem that . in being a, successfuliy participating ‘

;member of a 1anguage community, it is sufficient Just to have aiready .. o

-mastered a web of - meanings through which one is able to: communicate

C with others and interpret the worid. Hermeneutical sciences, however

:,f do- not comprehend the soc1ai iife-worid in its objective reaiity, i.e. Tg.

(VA
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: they are not capabie of Ideoiogiekritiki Hermeneutics plays a role

'only when there is a breakdown in the system of interpretations provid-
ing mutuai understanding and the means of successfui communication.
In this ¢ontext the German text of the last passage quoted deserves
consideration.;, ‘ “ -
Nom teChnischen Erkenntnisinteresse unterscheidet es sich dadurch
dass es nicht auf die Erfassung einer objektivierten wirklichkeit
" sondern auf die Wahrung der Intersubjektivitat einer
Verst¥digung gerichtet ist, in deren Horizont die Wirklichkeit
erst’ als etwas ercheinen kann. | ‘ ‘
1Practi¢a1 interest s role is to“. .- . direct attention to. the mainten-
~ance'of (". . . auf die Wahrung . . . gerichtet ist, ¢ . “) the inter-
subjectivity of mutua) understanding Oonly the, ‘technical cognitive .
interest aims at a “comprehension" (“Erfassung“) of an obJectified
\reality ' "

-Before ieaving this passage it is curious that’in'the iast
sentence it is the intersubaectivity of mutual understanding that
ailows ealitz to appear as something for the subJect. In this claim,-'
the scope ‘of the term "reality" ("Hirklichkeit") is ambiguous ‘does -
'it refer to all reality or Just that reaiity obJectified in terms of

language users and their communication? The cruciai 1ssue for the

reiationship between both the roles of the 1nterests, and aiso betWeen‘!(

'their methods of inquiry concerns whether or not this intersubaectiVity"‘“f”

of understanding is necessary for the rea]ity as objectified by the
technical cognitive interest to appear as something. Certainly regard- a
_ing the inittal objectification, there cannot be such a dependence of
’the technical cognitive interest s rea]ity upon that of the practical

i interests. If such a state of affairs d1d pertain, it would lend -

PR
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further‘supporthfor éadamer's position ofnthe,unitersalit&:of hennen-‘
v‘eotics: a pOsit?on\Hahermas rejects 1 is debate with Gadamer. |
Although Habermas is not concerned about‘how the analytic-empirical
‘method"is applied within the‘sphere of reality proper to 1ts cognitfve. '
interest, he does appear.td be concerned to keep that sphere 1ndepen-
dent 1n its obJectification and not ‘derived from the social Tife-wor]d
or. socio-linguistic context. It s relevant to reca]l the situation
:‘at the end of "AnaTyticaT Theory of Science and Dia1ect1cs." where the
1 1nterest in technicaka ontrol was made dhe‘foundation for the possibii-‘p
'1ty of a firm consensus and interSubJective agreement being reached
’regarding the acceptance of'basic statements '

Keeping this amb1guity 1n mind let us c0nsider the fo]]owing
passage .'_.; - ’ : N o
The relatfons of Tanguage, action and experience di ffer ﬂ‘
pr1nc1p1e for the two forms of science. ‘In the behavioral system -
. of instrumental action, reality is constituted as the totality of
what can be experienced. from the viewpoint of possible technical
control. The reality that is objectified under these transcenden-
-tal conditions has its counterpart in a specifically restricted :
mode of experience.  The language of empirical-analytic statements .
" about reality is formed-under the same conditions. Theoretical.
~sentences belong. to an eig?er formalized or at least formalizable
-language. . . . Both restricted language ‘and restricted experience
are defined by being results of operations whether with 'signs or.
moving bodies. © e s _

.. Language 1s separated out. of its embeddedness in 1nteractions
and attains monologic closure. ‘Action is severed from communica~ :
tion and reduced to the solitary act of the purposive-rational .
utilization of means. And individuated experfence is eliminated in -
favor of the repeatable experience of the results of instrumental
'actioniz In short, the conditions of communicative action do not
apMy.,vaﬂ~‘ .

This passage is a detailed account of what. we have already deaTt w1th

at the end. of “Analytical Theory of Science and D1alect1cs. - Habermas

’
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is describing the extent of the controi which the technica1 interest
can claim regarding the method of inquiry into its objectified reaiity
Both 1anguage and experience are reStricted. as the instrumentai action ;‘

‘determinas what is acceptabie in terms of both descriptive ianguage and

 valid experience. “ o T L

. A
¢ '

- Regarding the influence of communicative actJon on language and
experience.lHabermas says the following

" In.the context of communicative action, 1. nguage and experience
are not Subject to the transcendental conditions of action itself.
'gHere the role of transcendentai framework- 1s taken- instead by the - . .
grammar. of ordinary language, which: simultaneously governs the
non-verbal elements of a habitual mode of 1ife conduct orf practice.
The grammar of 1anguage games links’ symbols, actions, .and expres-
'sfons, . It establishes schemata of world interpretation and inter-
action. % . . Realfty is. constituted in a framework that is the
. form of 1ife of communicating groups and isfprganized through™ -
»“ordinary Tanguage.' What is real is ‘that which ¢an be experienced -
_accordingto- the interpretations of a prevailing symbolic system.
. + . For the object domain-of the ‘cultural sciences is not consti- 0
) tuted only under the ‘transcendental conditions of the methodo]ogy
- of inquiry, it is confronted as tomething aiready constituted

| T’»There are two points worthy of note in the comparison of these 1ast
ftworpassages.» On ‘the one hand Habermas asserts the dominance of the
';technicai cognitive interest over the infipence of communicative<action -
'“:vand the practicai interest with. regard to: the foﬁner s sphere of - reai-»‘
?t5iity On the other hand ‘there is a notabie difference in the ways in

_ which the two cognitive interests are related to their respective te-ﬂ* o

, spheres of reaiity In the case of the worid of natUre the interest

in technicai controi and the system of ihgtrumentai actidn are the ,

transcendentai conditions of haturai reaiity Habermas is’ aiso un-

concerred about the accuracy and correctness of various theories in

77describing the naturai wor]d. However, regarding the sbciai 11fe-wor1d

b
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neither the practical interest nor - communicative action are the trans-

&

| cendenta] conditions of this reality. Rather. in this case our experi- '

’ ~ences are determined by the interpretations of "a prevaiiing symbolic

system and the grammar of a given language, and, more importantly. the

. accuracy. and correctness of these interpretations of the social iifea
”-WOrld is of crucial significance to Habermas. To draw an anaiogy with

" anaiytic-empiricai science the situatiOn with regard to the under- ?
standing of the shoiai T fe- worId is the same as if certain theories :
were necessary to have any interpretation at aii of the natural wor]d

Again, whiie this doesn

qther Habermas in the rea]m of the naturai
world, the analogous 'f»aftairs accur#ing in the social 1ife-i
world means that the | ity of a true understanding of society
"'is ruled out due to interpretations which are beyond criticism i.e.

Jbeyond Ideoiogiekritik. The loss of freedom“and knowledge which 1s

®

. the primary ‘result of Jd?oiogical inf]uence enhances the importance

‘of obtaining the correct 1nterpretation of the social life- worid but
clearly hermeneutics is incapabie of the neceSsary critical investiga-\ve
'Qition. In‘arguing that a certain group of interpretations and specific'

1anguage constitute the transcendentai conditions for our grasping and”'

) “"understanding of the sociai iife-worid Habermas wants to give support’

to the position that the'practice of hermeneutics is dependent upon

'~'these prevai]ing interpretations and the- language in which they are

-

'expressed. Thus the maintenance of successfui communication and the

'”«2mepding of: breakdowns through henneneuticai investigation both pre-

suppose: accepting in an- uncriticai way ‘a framework of language and

interpretations. That these iatter may be expressions of ahd embody

. - .
4 . ' o € -



ideological 1nf1uence, it 1s beyond the scope of herneneut1cs to
discern. By making ]anguage and a given set of 1nterpretat1ons trans-
cendepta] in their relationsh1p to the ‘social 11fe-wor1d Habermas §
posftion entails that; 1nsofar as we have an. understandwng of the soc1a1
,llife-world through communicative action and hermeneut1ca1 1nvestzga-
vtion this understand1ng is possib]e on]y given our acceptance and
.app]ication of these interpretations and the g1ven language.

Another way' of understandlng the difference between the reJa-

¥ -

' “tionships between the two 1nterests and the1r reSpectlve rea11t1es is

-.to consider Habermas S assertlon that.theory and exper1ence are sepa-.

.

Hrate in the ana]ytic emp1r1ca1 sciences but are. notnandependent in

, the cultura] sciences.14 Let us recall that in "Ana]yt1ca1 Theory of
7;rScience and Dia]ect1cs" Habermas cr1t1c1zed'the ana1yt1c-emp1r1cal '*;Y“
‘approach as a‘methodolog1ca1 modeh for the soc1a1 sc1ences because of‘
the 1ndependence of theory and experience,v Th1s lndependence takes theﬂ‘u

form of the egper1ence of the soc1a] 11fe-wor1d having- 1ts va]1d1ty

: ,ignored by the researcher, who 1mmediate1y rmposes Upon thls exper1encef'

:the criteria for acceptable data as out]tned by the demands of the ,Jl
methodo1ogica1 proceduresf It is th1s separat1on of theory and exper1-;-”
ence which contrtbutes to a "d1a1ect1ca1" relat1qpsh1p between theory -

and object, in that the theory ls determ1ned or arr1ved at 1gdependent-

Sy of the obJect 1nsofar as the methodo]og1ca1 constra1nts determ1ne

what 1s for the researcher the on]y va11d type of exper1ence of the ﬁ,s

'object. The 1ndependence of both with regard %aﬁﬁheﬁﬁbsect means

' that our understandlng of the object, or the obJect insofar as 1t

"‘is comprehended by us, 1s med1ated by subJect1ve and methodolog1cal

o



o considerationst‘ Once again, because, for Habermas. our real 1nterest
f in natural sc1ence is t chn1ca] contro1 the accuracy and truth of the \
theory as a descr1ptiog of the wor]d 1s rea11y of no concern. Indeed h
"Jfor Habermas gne m1ght say that descript1ons deemed to be true “in the o

ﬁurealm of analytfc empirlcal science are statements the evidence for
_,fwh1ch 1s based upon the successfu] applicat.on of contro] procedures.~

On the s1de of the cultural sc1ences theory and exper1ence\are

=y

united mean1ng our exper1ence of the soc1a1 11fe wor]d is the source i,4'

;"of our theorles explaining and understandlng 1t.- Th1s exper1ence is:

e

3 not honed and ehecked by methodological constra1nts, 1 e. it 1s not-

LT
A

i f experience and enterpretation one has. of the soc1a1 1ife-wor1d .In"
g o b
, ‘other w0rds, the subJect 1s mediated by the obJect--the obJect as 1t

s

Ff;' appears. The ch1ef tasx of the cu]tural sc1ences modelled on

A

/ '-‘,»;.»:

based upon confusion and d1sagreement over mean1ngs. The new 1nter-,,
i”pretat1on, offered to reso]ve the problem and to restore 1ntersub3ec- S
ft1ve understand1ng, 1s d1rected toward both the R ”experiences -

acqu1reds1n a world copstltuted through ord1nary language and at the .

L

very grammat1éa1 ru1es that const1tute thls world. Sueh 1nterpretat1on )
i s 11ngu1st1c aﬂalys1s and exper1ence ‘at once “15 Given this account
oof the effect of new vgterpretataons one might take the opt1m1st1c

pos1t1on that such new 1nterpretations cou]d go to the very inter-

: a1T6w1ng the poss1bi11ty for a]ter}ng 1nterpretat1ons in a way c0ntrary

to the h1dden tdeo?ogy This could conceivably take p]ace,?but Such ana

] y - - . N ) . )

pretwve foundatlon of our understanding of the social life- world,,thus ’f\u

- I’.’;"

.
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occurrence leaves hermeneutics a long way from prov1d1ng adequate

Ideo]ogiekritik ‘Given Habermas 'S assessment of the cu]tural sc1ences,\

) r

these sources of knowiedge face the. fb]lowing prob}ems as prospective

modes of Ideologiekritik.\ 1) They are essentially passivé’ reacting

on]y to disruptions in the realm of connmnicative discourse This

diSposition has the implication that giveh the absence of such disrup-

4 \

tions, ideology can function without fear of discovery 2) In the

i
b}

resoiving of the differentqpoints df v1ew nnvoived in the disruption of '

SEEAY

communication, Habermas contends that the hermeneut1c1st will dec1de
the issue in terms favorab1e to the given "tradition:" This nption
wi]] be dealt with in detail later on; however, for now, it has the
significance of pregudicing the hermeneutic1st s efforts at reso]ution

A disruption of rommunicationxis not regarded as potentia]]y cha]]eng-

3

ing théqundamentai meanings and interpretations of the social life-

wor1d Rather, these fundamenta] elements of our understanding and

\

experience of the socia] 1ife-wor1d are agcepted as true and brought:n'

§

to:bear on the disruption problem thus lnfluediing the formation of

the.alternatiye interpretathon: Another way of describing this process B

o is to say that it is an instance of . tradition at work Given “the .

transcehdental staius of'tﬂe “tradition,' as understood by Habermas,
it is difficult to see howﬂgermeneutics could ever be capab]e of
- ;7.’:: 7

oo iuBefore moVing on to the next section, 1et us review and assess
(ihe findings of. this unit. The focus of this section has been prov1ded _—
by two of Habérmas S know]edge donstitutive interests, the technical'

and practica] or communicative. First a @words shou]d be said about




what"the author has not set out to do in this chapter, and that'iswto‘efm

~_challenge the arguments for the existence of knowiedge-cbnstitutive

interests. This question-will not be a maJor issue in this thesis.’

L'however the method by which the existence and nature of such interests ’

_is to be demonstrated, i.e. rational reconstruction will be. ‘treated '
"in the fo]iowihguchapgegaz

:tion extending a

¢

his thesis has’ taken an aiternative direc-
i,i\éﬁegree of generosity toward Habermas s ‘theory -
of cognitive interests in order to assess criticai theory S potentiai

for Ideologiekritik given the aoceptabiiity of these cognitive inter-’

ests. To this end we have given a very pOSitive account of the two

“interests considered thus far,. together with Habermas s views on their

*respective potentiais for Ideoiogiekritik. Let us- make a few - sumnar:‘"~'

v‘remarks under two head1ngsrr~a) metheds and Ideoiogiekritik b) the ;

\ii e

.. challenge confronting Habermas as he’ attempts to find the type~of

~experience appropriate to the accurate understanding of the soc;;;{

Iife-worid.

. i’ ’ 0 N s ~

a) Our treatment of the, ana]ytic—empirical approach OCCUpied a]i

)

of Chapter III and a conSideration of the cognitive interest associated
transcendentai]y with this method has been one of the major themes of
the present chapter. There have\been numerous reasons provided by "'1

Habermas for rejecting this approach (at Ieast his scientistic inter- _‘“

‘pretation of it) as a means. of Ideo]oggekritik. First the demands of

the method for precise observation and repeatabie testing severely

limit the scope of this approach. This mediation by omission means: i}
that the method is not capabie of the totai critical investigatiqn

necessary to expose total ideoiogy The key pOint is that our observa?"

gtIOHS can be precise tests can be repeatEd and successfui predictions :
W ‘ ) , _

[
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\ achieved but all of this successful application ‘of the procedures can ’

'leave a hidden but effective ideology untouched Secondly, in order -y

. X extend the sc0pe of application of analytic-empirical techniques,

.- of controlled testiné and knowledge the essence of which is succeé

”;'various general notions and social., science models are used to interpret »
'ng\fscientifically gathered data and to help select data ‘or areas of j;‘ |
investigation. The uncritical appropriation of such element? further
nullifies “the obJectiv1ty of the application of analytic empirical
”i‘fprocedures. Dominant views df the good life human nature, and ration- .
oality are all examples of such operative notions. Thirdly,,the*techni-f»
i"cal cognitive interest is not the interest of soc1ety Once again,,

' accepting as fact both the existence of sﬂth interests and their f

| fHQiSpheres of operation tho,interest in soc1ety, for Habermas, is the N

b interest in individugl freedom. Knowledge gathered through procedures h |
sful

'\,,prediction of events»and behaviour can, at the least, 1gnore the i ter-
“ ‘est in freedom, and ‘at most even prohiﬁit 1ts realization‘ay leading '
to a more orderly and structured soc1ety of a type that maximizes th
'“posSibility of predictive knowledge. -Put 1n epistemological terms th J‘g'
y/situation is one in' which khowledge of society 1s a function of one s'
ability to predict social events .and human behav1our. Habenmas presses,
B n‘this point by giv1ng the interest in technical control transcendental
pdominance or priority over any notion of obsenv1ng the truth or the |
facts of.the situatioh.i In so dOing, Habermas is,’ in effect asserting .
. - that" truth doesn t matter. in determining whether or not one has scien- :
A-.‘tific knowledge in this sense, rather, knowledge is achieved when one

7

‘exhibits technical control,,i.e. when one can engage. in controlled :
: . . b \ i . ) ) . . L .x kS 1

N
*



. Janother form of ideoiogy, in which the notions of what counts as 'iij,;g

\ ! . et . S
;testing, achieve succeszui predictions, and ﬁitimateiy change or add\‘-

' certain variables knowing. i.e. being abie to predict what the resuit

.;Will be. It is at.least correct‘to .say in Habermas s{;avor. that the

more SthCtured and determining of individual behaviour a. society 1Si:

the more we can “know' about it ih terms of knowiedge based on ton- 1i*”
‘troiied testing and successfu1 prediction., However it does not appear__“s;q

that this extreme indictment of the analytic empiricalsapproach is

meant to ru]e it ‘out completely from he]ping us to understand:iociety.ng‘ff

’iCertainly empirical observations and noting corre]ationd

mong events

~and aspects of indiVidual behaviour have a roie in’ comprehending

»soc1ety.‘ Habermas s fear seems to be that this approach wiii rule“ ut

aii other means of understanding society, and if this were the case;;

4

-then the. posSibility of combatting ideology, which restricts freedom, o
»,3wou1d be. aimost eiiminated for reasons noted above in this paragraph f;g;x
"'Finaily,vﬂabermas is concerned that the method itse]f Wi}i become e
~ ’ ra
knowiedge and how to achieve knowledge will be uncriticain accepted as

;true In any case any appiication of the anaiytic-empirica] method

| thich wou]d be acceptab]e must occur after the pr0per Ideo]ogiekritik o

: has been carried out, S0 as to ensure. the correctness of the ! informa-’vff";‘
'tion and its independence from ideological contamination : ; }“'”\

| with regard to hermeneutics Habennas has, at ieast initiai]y, ’

3 iar more sympathy with the appiication of this method toward the under-.l.l'

. 5ta"din9 of society As opposed to the appiication of the anaiytic-stf‘f%f;

:empirica] approach to society. hermeneutics does not mediate its ?;:“.i \

" object.. In this case it is what Habermas regards as the passive
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B acceptance on the behalf of the: method of given meanings and interpret-'

o ations that prevents hermeneutiqs from carrying out ?deologiekritik.

R

In the overall process ending in Ideologiekritik hermeneutics certain-

ly has a role to play in that it is its task to give’ as accurate an

account as possible of society and ‘the understahding possessed by -

. individuals as these elements occur in their ideologically determined

SN

form. The task o the next step, Ideologiekritik ‘is to oppose this

appearance of society and the Vieus of individuals with the’ truth with

f what 1s. really the case. This latter goal howeVer, cannot be achie‘ed

by hermeneutics, for reasons ‘alrady described in ‘this section.:x

b) Turning to types of experience dealt with by these methodologi-

" cal approaches the question that arises concerns wi.t type of experi-‘

- ence- will prOVide an accurate description of the true nature of the

social life-world. The simplicity of the pOint to be made here does
not take away from its importance Habermas has ruled out the sc1en-;'

tific experience of the analytic-empirical approach but must also

" find a type of experience that av01ds the transcendental influence of

dominant language and. interpretations. Given the allowance of some

sort of observational eXperience and there is nothing in Habermas s

‘;“{ work to deny that such an empirical experience ‘could be part, of

Ideologiekritik there is still the difficulty that this observation

R _ will be interpreted in the ligﬁ% of the dominant language and inter-ﬁ“

: pretations of the "tradition The danger is that Habermas has gone

-too.. far in his recognition of the epistemological influence of ‘the ... B

tradition. The challenge lS to establish some kind of experience of
. the world which will be independ@nt of- the tradition and its potential-
ly ideological foundations.‘ This issue leads us directly into the next

‘ section and a consideration of the Habermas Gadamer debate.



S S LT R

Section 2 o » ‘

The usefuiness of any method of inquiry- is evaiuated to a large
extent by its criticai power, i.e. Jdts capacity, not only to discover
new know]edge, but aiso to be abie to establish new positions over and
against aiready estabiished positions expreSSing contrary points of
view. A second aspect of this-. criticai function is the capacity to
'successfuily adopt a criticai stance toward the ‘most fundamentai.,lA

7. elements- ‘of preViousiy/eatabiished positions. Habermas expects.

‘critica] theory to satisfy both of these crrticai conditions.

- Thus far the account of knowledge-constitutive interests has
Qbeen concerned more ‘Wwith their obJectifying roies and how they make :
experience and knowiedge p0551b1e rather than with the actuai achieve-
“ ment of knowiedge but uitimateiy it is the achievement of knowiedge.
' and- spec1ficaiiy "criticai" knowledge, which is the main {ssue for~ ‘

)

. Habernas o x 4“"' "

,4.»

‘Each of the two knowledQE-constitutive interests conSidered soif-'l
far possesses a mode of 1nquiry which is appropriate to the cbntent |
and aim of\the interest. "Friticai theory must function as. a mode of
1nqu1ry‘whose task is to gain lnowiedge of society, soc1ety conceived '
of as a ”diaiecticai totaiity. In Chapter III ana]ytic empiricai
sc1ence was con51dered as a p0551bie model or actual candidate for. a .

,methodoiogy of society. The reJection of this approach was based on

ﬂ‘the traditional epistemoiogicai ground ‘of the idea] of objectivity :

which Habermas adopted from Hege] S Phenomengllgy of Spirit. It should :
A—

also be noted that Habermas does claim additionai support for his argu-

‘ 'ment against the analytic-empiricai approach by asserting that it does
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1not ref1ect our interest in society. Although he al]udes to the inter-
: est 1n emancipation there 1s still no argument for this. 1nterest |
Given the succe;; of the argument against the analytic-
tkempirfca1 method the next possibility is hermeneut1cs and Habermas's !
1mmahent critique of the analytic- emp1r1cal approach leads directly

to hermeneutics as the next methodological stage. It is now time to
consider why hermeneutics s not acceptable to Habermas and how he |
proposes to escape the confines of tradition, the source andllimjtshof'
~ the subject. matter of hermeneutics. | |
Habermas's concern may be brief]y stated by asserting thit
”’the tradition represents socwety as it appear to:be or'claims to be,
1frather than soc1ety as 1t rea]]y is. Thus if a method of inquiry 15
dependent upon the appearance of an obJect for 1ts 1nformatlon and
1nvestigation then 1t 1s not p0551b1e for such a method to d1scover

.and revea] what the object really is or 1ts true nature Another way

' v‘v:of putting this point is to claim that Habermas is chal]eng1ng the

;se]f-ref]ecttve and cr1t1ca1 capac1ty of henmeneut1cs, but th1s charge SO
. is based upon a part1fu1ar way of understandlng the re]iance of henmen- '

utics upon trad1t1on. A N

In connecting hermeneut1cs w1th the pract1ca] or commun1cative -
:"cognitlve 1nterest Habermas 1nterprets the ro]e of hermeneut1cs ‘as |
flbeing essentia}Iy non-cr1trta1 It accepts the grammar, 1anguage and
T,prevailing web of meanings wh1ch are. provided or g1ven 1n the soc1o- ."'
linguistic context and 1s app11ed on]y when the pract1ca1 1nterest is :‘
?not satisfied 1 e. on]y when 1ntersubJect1ve agreement breaks down.. =

) Even then the task of hermeneut1cs is not to ana1yze cr1t1ca11y



- uals. being the victims of deception, either pure or “forced " due

~ to the 1anuence of "society The decept1on takes the form of the
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concepts and claims as to their vaiiditymor truth, but rather sdmpiy

to restore the intersubjective agreeﬁ%nt and mutua1'understand3ng.

Given the nature and: possib111ty of society being a “dialecti-

jcal totaltty," Habermas s concern 1% understandab1e As a critical o

concept, "dialectical totality“ expresses the possibility of 1nd1v1d-

“trad1t1on as a facade concea11ng what socfety rea]ly it. |
There are two main 1ssues in the Gadamer/Habermas debate“ \

a) the accuracy of Habermas S account of Gadamer s position and,, more

spec1f1ca11y, the ro]e of tradition with regard to hermeneut1ca1

~ana]ys1s, and b). psychoanalysis as a mode] for critical theory and the n

, fonmer H ab111ty to get "beyond" the. bounds of trad1tion.

!

For Habermas, hermeneut1cs must accept as being beyond cr1-~
t1que and hence as va11d varwous notlons expressed by the tradition
In his “Repl1k" to Habermas “Gadamer describes‘the re]ationship betWeen:t
hermeneutics and trad1t10n in the follow1ng way | s
In this idea there is no way a preference for the conventional
to which one must then blindly subjugate oneself. The phrase

‘connection with the tradition' (Anschluss an die Tradition) means,
rather, only that tradition is not merely what one knows ‘to ‘be and

is conscious of as one's own or1g1ns, so that- traditfon: cannot: be\?,a_a.~

preserved (aufgehoben) in an adequate historical consciousness.
,Changing the established forms is no ‘Tess- a kind of connection
"with thé tradition than defending the established forms. . Tradi-
tion exists only in constant alteration. "To gain a connection"
~{Anschluss gewinnen) with the tradition is a formulation 1ntended .
to call attention to an experience whereby, our plans-and wishes are
always in advance of reality, and are, so to speak, even without -
“connection with realitfy. What- then becomes important is to mediate
- between desirable anticipation and practicable possibilities;
between sheer wishes and actual- intentions--th?g 1s, to 1nagine

L _the anticipations in the substance of realfty

s



e ' R '."‘\" e ' . PRI . S ) ‘ ! 153

'Gadamer 1s denying that hermeneutical investigation involves sone sort -
;of allegiance to any of the given concepts in the socio-linguistic |
“tradition.v It 1s certainly the case that the hermeneuticist does not
have to commft him or herself to any Eec1fic 1nterpretation/dr notion}

or norm in the tradition.r As David Hoy points out, there 1s no "dog-
matic" holding to. tradition for the hermeneuticist 17 The problem,'
however seems to revolve around hermeneutical capac1ty ‘to critic1ze
-'!the tradition. R : / | EE v J“'ff;‘égl

;In the passage quoted from hadamer, he makes the pOint that:

'-tradition changes and.. it would be difficult to deny that tradition does~

. evolve in and through language.‘ Hermeneutics can be regarded as-at

, least increasing the possibility of change when lt 1ntervenes to 7 - 'f
{establish intersubJectjve understanding' However, while change of some;
~sort might take place due to either the "natural“ evolution of the con-
‘Lcept or alteration brought about through hermeneutical investigation, '

there is always the. possibility that such changes are modificatlons

-ronly_to the appearance" rather than to the reality underlying that

’ f\appearanCe. Habermas s response then would be to- question the capac1ty

lof hermeneutics to get beyond the tradition in the sense that lt would s
‘not be dependent on assuming the validity of other concepts 1n_order )

'to critically assess the concept or interpretation which is: the focal
point of its 1nvestigationn | T | |

' Habermas S positiOn is provided in a concentrated form in the

!

-viessay entitled "A Review of Gadamer 3 Truth and Method.fA

The objectivity of a 'happening of tradition that is. made up. of
symbolic meanings is not objective enough. Hermeneutics comes up B
-against walls of.the traditional framework from ‘the.insige, as it .-
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, Y :
were. As soon as these boundaries have been experienced and recog-
*  nized, cultural traditions can no longer be posed as absolute. It
~ makes_good sense.to conceive of language as a kind of metainstitu-
“tion on which all social institutions are dependent; for sbcia)
- action is constituted enly in ordinary )anguage communicatién But -
- this metainstitution of language as tradition is'evidently depen-
-dent- ‘fn turn.on. social processes that are not reducible to norma-
tive: re]ationships.v Language is also a medijumof dominatiqggpnd
- social ‘power; it serves‘to legitiﬁ Te relations of.organize®forc
- Insofarsas theé ‘legitimations do not articulate the power relations™:
" whose' institutionaiization they make possible, insofar as these .
" relations mere]y manifest themselves. in the iegitimations language.
is./also ideo]ogicai ‘Here it .is a question not of deceptions with-
in Tanguage but of. deception with language as such. “Hermeneutic . .
. 'experience that encounters this dependency of the . symbolic frame-
work on actual conditions changesiinto critique of ideolqu

ol

, ,The nonnormative forces thqt infiltrate ianguage as a metainstitu-
“tion originate not only from systems of domination but also from
~_‘social labor. . .. Today the institutionaiized research practice

" of the empirical sciences secures'a flaw of information: that was

~ formerly. accumulated prescientifically in systems Of social Tabor.
"« . . I suspect.that the institutional changes urought:about by .

" scientific~technical progress indirectly exert an.influence on' the
lingustic schemata of world-comprehension not gnlike that formerl
exerted by changes in the’ mode of production.

.

) f‘In this passage. Habermas conciseiy encapsu]ates the chai]enge presente

- by ianguage to the possibi]ity of “critical theory. Language is pre-

i sented here (in diaiectica] terms, as both mediating and mediated. The
Aprevious anaiysis of the re]ationship between the transcendenta] frame-v

{gwork of grammar and ordinary 1anguage ‘n one side and the inf]uence

o ,_ef the technica] cognitive interest on the other, is an example of

Habermas attempting to ciarify this dua] ro]e of ianguage.-

'f Hhile no one would dispute the dia]ecticai interpiay between

%'xﬁ ordinary 1anguage and experience the problem is to be able to recog-

nize ‘and distihguish how 1anguage infiuences the nature of an experi- ‘

i'fence, and how experience of the woer“ infiuences ianguage In other

‘words Habermas is confronting the grey area between ]inguistic ideal-'3

ism and pure empiricism.,,‘ .
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The task of hermeneutics, if it is to piay a.role in criticai
ﬂtheory.“ is to reveai instances in which the "symb%%gc framework“ of

language is determined by the "power relations" actuai‘ exiSting in

Qsociety. The problem for hermeneutics, then is to get beyond the |

“appearance." which OCCUrs in thepform of "iegitimations," to the

ki

| “reality of the institutionalized power reiations. concealed by
iegitimations expressed in language. ‘ )

C]ear]y this is no simple request and Gadamer expresses the ‘“*‘

- main difficuity in the foITowing passage .
. Nobody will deny that the practical appiication of. modern science
* fundamentally changes our world and therewjth:also ‘our’ ianguage.
But precisely: ‘also our language.' . That in no way means, -as’
Habermas imputés to me, that:. the linguistically articulated -
.consciousness determines the material being-of practical -1ife
(Lebenspraxis). - It only means that there is no social reality with
- all 1ts coercions that for its part does not get “represented again
- in a linguisticaiiy articulated consciousness. Reality does not
happen 'behind the back of language,' but: réther behind ‘the back of
the person who lives. witn the subjective belief that-he undersxands
the world sor no Ionger understands it). Rea]ity'aisglﬁéppens in o ¢
language.l . - b f‘ = : ‘%ﬁ?\:A:gswa, -

Gadamer s main point in this passage is.that despyte itsacoeﬁt

.’reveal itself in ianguage and consciousness. rf

~awere of it then ianguage is not to be biamed,
'error on the part of the individual who mistakeni
her iinguisticaliy mediated experience. Again, eaaamei s pdsitnon f;:

appears to be that if coerc1on of this sort doesfifieét us, then ia;ai;’}{‘;z ‘

’;wiil also be. reflected in iinguisticaily artiqul %ébnsc1ousness.;s S
N g%
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| o 'manifest themselves in linguistically mediated experience as legitima- ;

i sociql reality, by an individualj will be linguistically mediated. Th

Habermas would certainly agree. as is clear fron the passage

quoted on pages 153 and 154 of this thesis, that an expertence of ’

%idproblem for’ Habermas is that power relations. ‘which are coercive. will

tions.' Gadamer is correct in pointing out that the expression 'behind

the back,* s better used in reference to the individual ignorant of

‘what is happening as opposed to language however ‘could it not be'the

case that the individual is deceived by his own linguistically mediated

: experience? 0nce again both sides agree that an experience of the
i,coercive poweF\must be mediated by language or else there would be no .
"experience.5 Habermas $ claim, ‘iowever, is that the coercive power can .

be ”prressed" in language in the form of a legitimation. ‘A succinctly f

put Habermasian response would be that although the social reality does

become linguistically artdculated in consciousness. this does not mean

w0 v PR

that the articulation is correct 3? I j . “»fﬁ 7:
;o & . L ~
’; “The problem facing Habermas is similar in an interesting way

- to the confrontation between Habermas and Albert over the relationship
between the rules by which baSic statements are accepted and the*»“
observations which those statements describe. In that case, Habermps

“ i

also had to get bezon a circular argument where each side waSwe i

explained alternately in terms of the other Habermasvconfronts a

~51milar dilemma in regard to the relationship of reciprocal mediatton

between ordinary language and our: experience.. In the former situation J}!1°

Habermas argued-that the realm of prescientific experience and the

intersubjective agreement of indiViduals through ordinary language,~

e
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together were the seurcekgf the ruies for® the acceptancecas vaiid ofw

‘ ‘empirica] statéments. tIhe immediat*lproblaﬂ is somewhat more d1ff1- '

,

cu]t i .. how to yet beyon the mutual.mediation of 1anguage and

1Y

- experience in such a way as toﬁg;;erna critique of this relationship f

S

4

j with regard to the understandi g of social reality.

e Aithough Habermas 4laims that hermeneutids does have a p051tive

o,
"role to play in “critica1 theory,ﬂ it is equally ciear that a hermen- o
deutics which cannd(ipet beyond the given manifestation.of reality fs

. not adequate hy jitself,. to this task of disclos1ng the "diaiecticai :

"_totaiity“ which 1s society. Habermas needs another method and he finds

.9‘_

at, least a modei for that method 1n the form of psychoanalySis

| Chapter V of this, thesis W111 dea]*at 1ength w1th psycho-
ana1y51s as an example of a truly " elf—ref1ective" method A e. trulyi_i
se]f critica% “and the emanCipatory 1nterest which is reaiized by this 8
However, Without Jumping- ahead and antic1pat1ng ‘the ?5iiow;fi;‘

.

ing&chapter certain aspects of the- “content“ of the "ana]yzed sub-"

'approach.

JeCt's" experience have 1nteFest1ng implications for the habermas/ o - e

Gadamer debate and SpecificaE%y for the p0551b111ty of the psyche-

,‘\."analytic approach breaking beyond the parameters of the tradition-bound " -

-

e IV

e

1inguistic ream. . B ,
T In "A::%ytical Theory of Sc1ence and Dialectics," Habermas T
expresses the need for some sort of experiential check on the' results A

of hermeneufﬁcai 1nvestigation. In the experience of the psychiatric &

patient ‘he\ggl;:ves he has found the type of experience which has the
desired epist ogical and critical forcéZQgcessary to carry oud or -
ic context., The Situation ;f‘

%T:o%\titute a critique of the soc1o 1iné§j/

o,
-~ -
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tradition-bound ordinary ]anguage) ha'n ‘"hidden" by .him in his

subconsc1ogsness.r For Habermas this experience represents the truth

“of the matter or, at ieast must be accepted as. ev1dence justifying

further 1nvestigationa Habermas, however seems to.lean -toward the

former and stronger c]aim for the experience as it aimost COunts as -

e

- being ana]ogous to a Popperian falsification instance in terms. of .the =

;'the tradition-bound understanding of society, the 1nd1v1dua] ‘had: an -

A conscious conditions or through memory..

: 1ts 11ngu1stica11y expresse

' concerning the.. nature of "

/weaith of other experience Which the patient had access to under normai

.
Impiied 1n th1S episte ologicai evaiuat1on of the patient 5.

recal]ed experience 1s that

t some point, despite the 1nf1uence of

1fexper1ence which apparentiy irectiy contradicts the "tradition“ and

e

1eg1timations.

“This- s1tuation forc‘s one to recon51der Habermas s poSition

radition. The ohce hidden but nom‘dis-

/

h.closed experience ds 'not ah experience beyond ‘the mediation of ordinary

1anguage. Habermas grant#\mhat all experience of the sociai and natu-

'rai wor]ds 1s mediated 1n some way by the grammar, ordinary ianguage

'":and web of symboiic meanings. An inwestigation of this experience, .

ftherefore- wou?d have ‘to-involve hermeneut1ca1 ana]ysis. Given-the

disagreement between this experience and that or those which constitute

:the v1ewpoint of the “tradition,“‘one wouid most certain]y have a case”

“ ofa breakdown in the coﬁsistency of the totai exper1ence of the given -

”soc1o711nguis¢ic_context. It wou]d‘seem then that for Habermas the

R S :(,7:;"6 : ‘ . ¢
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- \deCeption.; I this situation there wouid seem to be a prob]em for

<
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tradition refers ‘to the socio 1inguistfk context of dominant structures _

- of meaning, structures of meaning which are. accessible to conscious—

[

. néss. An experience like that of the psychiatric patient would not be '

counted as: part of ‘the tradition(understood in this way.
Habermas S prob]em w1th¢hermeneutics as a method of inqu1ry .

stams , from its dependence upon what 1is. givenoto it for anainis

{

| Hermeneutics "succumbs" to the’ tradition not because it accepts tradi-

tion as true or beyond critique, but rather because the so- cal]ed

-_,tradition is its sole source of subJect matter for investigation. “In

N

“ a*way one might say that Habermas ' s real concern s with the ' univer-

'sality'ofvtradition,' rather than with the "universality of hermen-‘-

The tradition, however given the nature of the uncovered
L
experience, is obvious]y not universa] Even given the dominance of

’"ordinary language by soc1a1 forces the subJect has had an experience_*

‘ which runs: counter to the dominant pﬁint of view and‘is an instance,

of - the soc1a1 “reaiity revealing-it rue nature. Critique seems tom

S

depend upow-"the individuai somehow experienCing the soc1a1 forces and

-

N

'recognizing them as Such. There are- two p0551bi1ities for, deception,

“which one might distingUish as "pure“ and "forced“'

Being the Victim of a lie wou]d be an exanple of "pure

[

%

f‘,_both hermeneu ics and psychoana1y51s.' Both respond to a disrupt.on of

Mcommunication and understanding--hermeneutics depends upon a pub]ic
3 L

disturbance where the indiViduals 1nvo]ved or 1ndiv1dua1 TS consc1ous ‘

‘of the meani]g problem invoived and psychoana1y51s relying upon the _;7'

e
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indiVidual breakdonn in communication “interna]iy“ to be realized

conscious]y by the/indi;iduai, aithough he or she does not reaiize ”

the experiential or conceptuai source of the crisisw If tradition is

successful in this kind of deceit then\another me thod: of inquiry seems~

to beenecessary,_especiaiiy givenbhabermas s [faith in the dominance of N

© the tradition. o \en : S T E

. Habermas, however, does not regard this type of deception as

an issue ‘but seems to share Gadamer s faith ‘that “. 2 e there is no

social reality with aJ] its coercions that for its part does not get .
rrepresented again in a 11ngu15t1caily articu]ated consc10usnes§ w20 )

, ";Habermas i's depending upon deception which is se]f-induced and influ- .. -

enced by the coerCive forces of the’ soc1ety Insofar as this is the

- ¥

&

fcase he is 0ptimistic that the indiVidual has had an exper; nce or is .
capab]e of experience which cuts through the veii of "appearince or |
the tradition. Here is an expression of the faith of those in the .
.;Hegelian tradition, i.e. that the "es$ence" will revea] jtself in ther '

appearance In fact Hegei s treatment of various forms of knonledge
N

_in the Phenomeno]ogx_of Spiritfis a series (in the dia]ectica1 sense of': i

*y

‘the term) of instances where phenomenoiogica] anainis in the form of

M

ylthe immanent critique by se]f-refiection has disciosed the "essence .or

( u

reaiity“ of ‘the subJect—obJect relationship by investigating the
appearance Here again the distinction between deception and seif— ‘

’;:inngidual who is simpiy deceived doesi‘"

deception is of importance

not have an experience which Q@oid serve to counter the faise belief he S

or she holds.- The individual who is a;wictim of self- deception doeS

'possess an experientiai reference whieﬁigauld contradict and reveai ’, L

uv e . E L
. - : .
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;’the falsityﬁof‘theuerroneous.belief‘ :lhe abstacles toédiscoyering .

- the truth/of the matter are- different in each case.” In- the case of
deception a method of inquiry is required which will lead.to.a "new“
_‘experience that constituted evidence against previously held positqons.
‘.In the case of self dg;eption, the method of inquiry must somehow L

revedl or reinterpret an “old" experience, which proVides conflicting . o

¥ _"

TR evidenCe.w _ ' _ n ‘
1lx - Nhile the psychoanalymic model, as we shalf see in more detailﬁ{
*f “in the followipy chapter. is an example of a self reflbctive approach,
;i; thereé%%&an additional problem hindering the possipility of successful; ¢
ﬁr self - reflection. Somehow the coercion which is responSible for, the )
\individual denying the experience must’ be overcome and this 1s where

- 4

hermeneutics §s inadequate as a method of inquiry Another Way of

*

putting this pOint is ‘to say that the problem is not Sinply eptstemo—

mogical but rather involves a psychological element wthh must be.

YN

eliminated if the epistemological goal is to be achieved. It agﬁéars'u-
B
that for Hﬁbermas, there, are two types of coerc1on operating with .* -

h':r.egard to the individual On the one hand there lS the coerc1on of o
o : '

‘WtheISOCial forces aﬁd on sthe other, the coercion supplied by the

individual on him or herself which blocks the recognition of paSt

experience.3 This seconq force is one for which the 1nd1v1dual must

j‘take responsibility and before that influence is cleared away, there‘

kS

. ;;3gis no possibility of the social force of dominance being correctiy

'understood. o o > . -

& ER

The main ‘result of the investigation concerning the Habermas/

| Gadamer debate has been to interpret Habermas in. such a way tﬁét he i::*yf

.

Tt
B



-“ﬁ' functioning in a transcendenta] way. The difficu]ty with this point».. .

. v

is‘perhaps cioser to Gadamer 'S position than he would iike to be.,, g

Habermas S error can be traced back to the transcendentai functiqn of .
nlrgrammar and Ordinary ianguage which provide the basis for mutual: under:.A &
. standing or intersubjective agreement among individuais n .4 sooiety. ‘véh

gOrdinary 1anguage invoives interpretations and concepts and hence, o

Habermas comes to regard these interpretations and concepts as also o

"of view can be seen very cieariy by—chmparing it to anaﬂytic-empiricai

WSCIQHCE, if one takes the same attitude toward theories as Habermas

y does toward interpretations 1n ordinary 1anguage.\ Theory falsification
vnwouid be impossibiezunder such conditions, yet theory faisification

"ﬂ? is a common-occurrence and experience does free itseif from dominant < ’&'
theories.r However, 1t must be remembered that 1n the sghere of Opera~_'fﬂw
. tion proper to anaiytic-empiricai methodology. theories do not,function” \
‘*'as the transcendentai conditions for the possibility of experience, 'ft

rather, it is the tecbnicai cognitive interest and the behaviorai

| 'i»v,gsystem of. 1nstrumenta1 action which ‘enjoy the transcendenta1 roie.w;isii' >

, ’»_raiiowing the “interpretations of a prevaiiing symboiit system on the

",,f{ule out the p0551b111ty of an experientiai chaiienge to this given "ﬁ“

’tradition to function in a fuliy transcendenta] way, Haﬁﬁﬁmas wouid

account of. rea]ity ﬁ‘But c]eariy the tradition does not succeed in fe
this transcendenta] function for .if. it did then how is one to exp]ain
i‘experiences like those of psychiatric patients? Despite the 1nf1uence ;; ;
. of tradition,ithe individuai in this case, has had an experience whicn o
":i"'contradicts some aspect of the transcendental condi tions.* lndeﬁQ the

| occurrence of - such an experience-is evidence that the “interpretations

ok

| of a. prevailing symboiic system" do not function in such a transcen-

" .

;sdentai manner.,, o




< nog

'M'LJLCértaiqu the experience disclosed by psychoanaiytic therapy is

i ff ever, does aCCept the chai]enge stated earlier 1n this paragraph and

«f}the final paragraph of his review of Truth and Method. Referring to

{ination) Habenmas ciaims that becauSe of the ontoiogical difference

p'other, there can be no mediation. Perhaps 1t would be more accurate to

i'hﬁclaim that for Habermas these “empiricai conditions do mediate the;

'yhatu;e of the empirical constraint., Gadamer s reSpOnse would not be ’co:‘,_g'1

. . . Ve
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: Given the transcendentai role of ordinary 1anguage interpreta-

‘"ctiongs Haﬂbrmas should be forced to produce an experiénce whieh is ,ﬁ

ated in any way by ordinary‘ianguage and this is a cha]ienge.

S mediated by ordinary language but this does not as that case shows, ;if

,39<§entaii that it must be consistent with the tradition.‘ Habermas how-v»-ﬁj.

2

;,_Gadamer Habermas asserts the fo]iowing };‘”A‘A ,*~. RO f?l

fﬁ He ‘does not see that in the dimension of the ' happening oﬁ tradi-: }
tion“ he must. alwaySfconceiVe as mediated what, according to:the ™ ;
ontoiogicai difference, cannot, be mediated--iinguistic structures - .

dthe empirica] conditions under which they change historicai-~NAv<:

"i'“Empirital cOnditions“ refers to‘iabor and 50C1a1 power reiations (dmn;*ﬁf”

(

between labor and domination on the one hand,_and language on=the

”}llinguistic infrastructure, insoiar as they act as "categories of coni. »ﬁf@

o straint* which ”affect the very' grammaticaL rules according to which E i

l

”we interpret the world."26 The mediation however is one way on]y

. :as interpretations do not count as med1ations~-they do not aiter the gfﬂff‘

'b5contest fhe existence of these constraints "in-themseives,f but rather
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when they exist “for us," that experience is mediated by language.
However as has been argued aTready in this chapter mediation of = *
experience by Tanguage does not mean that the constraint of reaTity is
not, discernable through such’ eXperience For Habermas oh the other
hand, given his view of the transcendental function of the tradition.
‘e;pgrience mediated by’ Tanguage shoqu not be capabTe of discerning

B . .
sueh an infTuence if thd content of the tradition says otherwise. As

T has already been noted Habermas seems to need a method of inquiry .

',whlch yierS'resuTts that are. not mediated.by ordinary language. The i
- }conciusion of thi chapter must be that psychoanalysis, insofar as the
'resuTt is the patienéis hadden experience .is not a successfuT choice

as a modeT for this method of inquiry.

A\

: “‘Concluding ﬁelarﬁs BT “:l‘ R . ;“ ‘

| : The result of this chapter has been to reveaT the full extent .

R of the cha]ienge methodoTogica] and epistemoTogicaT which Habermas,
_ has set for hTS task of achieving a "criticai theory of sotiety.

B The first section Qf the chapter dealt with the nature and

: function of the technicaT and practical knowTedge-constitutive inter-

“i,ests and- their potential for ldeologiekritik. The focus of the inves-

| 3Ttigation was directed toward the different transcendentaT functions and
o ) §
-:_content associated with these two interests.

ﬁg; Habermas s argument for the transcendentaT function of the

.tradition severeTy Timits the criticai and epistemologicai scope of the .

' cuTturaT sc1ences or hermeneutics. DeveToped initiaTTy in the first
{section of this chapter, the roTe of tradition was centraT to the ;
1Y;discussion40f the Habermas/Gadamer debate in the second section

' o
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In Chapter IlI the analytiCaempirical approach was found to
'be unacceptable because ‘of its mediation of the object.‘ The nature or

'extent of this mediation becomes much clearer given the account of

the tethnical cognitive interest and instrumental action as, together. /';L

hbeing responsible for the transcendental objectifying of reality Th“"_l'.

v transcendental function means that society lS obJectified in: terms of

h natural or physical reality. Nith the transcendental determining of
experience method of inquiry and language, thegapplication of the ©
method results in the censoring of the society as obJect by ignoring or;m
- rejecting many of its characteristics thus breaking the eprstemologi-x
m,cal and methodologtcal ideal of the integrity of the obJect | B
| Implicit in Habermas K critique of hermeneutics lS the notion
f‘that society is a dialectical totality. The 51gnificance of this ;
.concept lies 1n the fact that 1t¢describes soc1ety as containing socialﬁ”
Dinfluences which determine the 1nterpretations c0nstituting part of our ;”
\ordinary language, Habermas takes the position that these interpreta- ;f

“tions function transcendentally, determining our experience of soc1ety;‘;

'Given the infldence of soc1al forces on the content of the transcenden- .

Jan

‘tal conditions of our experience hermeneutics cannot constitute ’u;e~
critique of society. The hermeneutical experience lS ]lkGWlSE deter-
mined by these transcendental conditions and the content of meanings ﬁ
_ constituting our understanding of society ~?1f iq | .
.‘J‘ | That society is "dialectical"‘means, therefé%?%?that soc1al ,
‘forces have a twofold influence on the individualséﬁﬁ the soc1ety .on

the one hand,: there are rules, conventions -and Faws, etc., which deter-~

7mine social action. on*the other hand the ind%vidual ‘s understanding

Ce ‘_,o



of the society is aiso determined by the social forces as they
, “meoiate" the interpretations which are the transcendental conditions ﬁ
of the individua] s experience of society "
= Habermas must find.a way to gain access to the real ity of

society in its re]ationship to the individuals constituting qt. The7h"
diaiectical relationship between individuais and soc1ety takes the formuir‘
" of socia] forces influencing the actions of individuais, but these
, wsociai fosags are dependent upon the individuais and their actions

¥

| for the verylexistence of the forces in reality. The chailenge for .

”;ei,HabermaS is both soc1a1 and epistemological soc1ai, in'the sense that

'forces of coerCion preciude the possibility of knowiedge and epistemo-

. 1ogicai, in that the: diaiectica] interdependence of subJect and obJect

it

must aiso be. overcome, i.e. the dependence of experience on ordinary
‘ianguage which is, in turn, determined by infiuences from society '
o Lastiy, it will be recalled ‘that when threatened by 1inguistic

' relativism regarding our know]edge of natural or physica] reality,
' vHabermas introduced the notion of technicai cognitive interest, arisihg
'\not from the sociai life-world or socio- cuiturai context, but rather
r;;from the iife form of the species. In the case of this realm of know]-.V
1‘edge, even. though consensus is. reached by indiViduais whose thought and
3‘pianguage is. determined 1arge1y by the social iife-worid the technical’
'“,cognitive interest appears to override this infiuence and uitimateiy

_ liows consensus to be achieved In the foi]ondng chapter .the eman-

o _Cipatory interest will be considered and assessed in terms of its

_potentiai to achieve the epistemologicai so]ution to the problem of a

know]edge of society which can provide Ideoiogjekritik, and thus over- .

)

B come or override the infiuence of thought and ianguage refiecting the

sociai ﬂife-worid or the “tradition “‘
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’chaiiter” ‘.
THE iim:mi N emicmnou. CRITICAL. sw-m-:ru-:cnou o
miom iiecoNsmucnon AND "PRIVILEGED' SCIENGES f s AN

\

The titie provides a concise yet comprehensive, account of f T“
the °°"te"t5 °f this- Chapter. The conSideration of the. geneSis of h
Habermas s critical theory has been foliowed through his critiques }“f',
of estabiished forms of social scientific inquiry, hermeneutics andiv"
a"alytic-empiricai science. The problems confronting Haoermas i

constructing a methodo]ogy, which wouid be a criticai theory of

o society. have a]ready been indicated in the conclusion of Lhapter IV

Habermas must somehow get beyond ‘the transcendenta] influence on "'.

experience and language exerCised by tradition. Habermas suggests and

- defends three notions of know]edge-constitutive interests the techni-
cal, the practica] and the emancipatory. The first two were dea]t W1th :

in Chapter Iv; an investigat10h of the third cognitive interest wiTi a

B 1 constitute the first section of this chapter. .

b

‘ The second section will be ‘concerned with the key concepts of
self-refiection.“ "immanent critique" and "dialectical tota]ity," and
the function of each in ‘the strategy of Habermas up to this point.
Self-reflection’ and immanent critique are both forms of criticai
inquiry. whi]e "diaiecticai totaiity" is a critical concept. JThe»

meaning and significance of this distinction Wiil be brought out in

~ this section.

The third section invo]ves a return td\ghe suggestion that i -
psychoana]ysis can serve as -a mode] for- a critically self reflective s

method, and hence as a model for criticai ‘theory.

167
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The final- sectio of this chapter wiil considen the relation-

'“M"fship between critital self-reflection and 'rational reconstruction. b

; u:.with this latter concépt, one has reached the present stage in the

',imethodoiogical developnent of Habermas s thought. SOrC&]]ed recon-

——

l's;ructive science§' now form the theoretica] foundations. indeed the .

N epistemologicai and normative foundations, of griticai theory. Thi4 1s

. to say that rationaily reconstructive sciences wili be the sources of

| PR Justification for knowledge-constitutive interests l and wilr provide

théories regarding the development of mora1 and critical consciousness .Q “
: in individuais the development of human society from its earliest

'f beginnings and the deveIOpment of 1anguage as speech 2
. A discu5510n of". the emancipatory 1nterest cannot be COmpJete
!without also 1nvestigating Habermasls notion of ! reason“'or rationai
thought o The split between fact and value\is comp]emented in the
" ,epistemo]ogicai tradition of emp;ric1$m and positivism by the’ gap
.'between theory and value. The consequence for rational thought is thatrﬁf~
fal side of thinking, and hence, regawdi‘g

the’ normative prescription and criticism of values, such Judgments

'i"it operates on the’ theoreti

~cannot haVe rational foundations in epistemo]ogy.; In opDQSition to

l

N this situation, Habermas wants critical theory to be abie to provide

V;normative gu1dance to society and a critique of its goals ahd vaiues,,,’

rwhich are rationaily Justifiabie. To achieve this aim Habermas pro-

, "vposes an aiternative conceptioh of rationa] thought .e. a form of

‘rational thought which possesses its own interest an. interest not only' :
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\7;5 significance of . establishing the emancipa;ory interest with regard

'”}f and interest c0ntradicts such positions as the*value freedom of social

;*{s science aﬁd the fact-vaiue distinction,‘,Notwithstanding his arguments

AN of the pursuit of knowledge.

o ‘ . ’ s 4 T R S i ¢ "i \\
o N - . . ) .,’ - -\\ ’\“ “‘ & ‘ . u‘; v‘ k? ‘ V\
geared toward theoretical understanding, but aiso reflecting the major o

interest of individuais in society I - {;\v.* .‘ﬂﬂ-e
4

- ' The function of the cognitive interests considered $0 far. ;he

technical and the practica1 has been to infiuence the way in which ‘;”‘

A

human beings experience and. understand rea]ity The resu]t for knowi-~ L

edge is that it becomes ba$ed upon cognitive interests and succe$sfu1

actions expressing those interests._ This "dynamic unity“ Of knowiedge o

i

in support of the technicai and practical cognitive interests,, ;“ g
Habermas, Prior to the introduction of the emancipatory 1nterest

stil] fears the possibility of these interests being psychoiogized and

, f reJected as inhibiting the qUest for knowiedge. For Habermas, the : k'i o

: to the other cognitive interests, is that rational thought itself is o

demonstrated to be interested y _ : ) _~\

2 o e WE can methodologicaily ascertain the knowledge-constitutive
interests of the natural and cultural sciences only.once we have ’
“entered the. dimension of self—refiection., It is in acconplishing

‘ : se]fbrefiection that reason gnasps itse]f as interested SR

Certain]y rationai thought is at work and present in regard ‘to the i

technicai and practical interests and their respective methods of

inquiry, but in both cases’ rational thought Operates in a “limited"i”i

| epistemoiogical context and in terms of actions (technicai and practiwﬁ"

ca]) which are not self—refiective. Habermas wants to show that

.

rational thought in itseif is interested when con51dered in terms

~

B h



b
.

“n

o o
I

5 Cp o w NS . O ) ! ». ‘ = ‘;. N .‘ .‘ ' V ' ' lt‘"‘ . “: .; " R 1 ‘
Y ht",’ ’“:.;*»" " N . Sa o ‘% Voot *' . - RCINEE BN b' LI
S To begln. let us cpnsider “the lnterpretatlon of ratlrona\

bhought that has’ been domlnant 1n the tradltjon leadlhg up to neo- f‘ .*
posltlvlsm. ’trhaps Hobbes: and Hume best represent the ootgon of

' :
. "
A

'“reaSOn“ as a faculty or form of thought. For these two phlloSOphors.

reason or rational thought ls essentlally calculatlve, I operateS’

/

correctly 1n terms of the laws of" deductfve‘logic an understandlng pf

b Y
(TR

lnductlve thOught,,and the rules of 1nference characteristlc df these :

two modes of thinking. tThere are tﬂo other relevant features of thls

.
K '..,<\' %
4 A

form of reason. On the one hand the lnterests and values are motlvat-"
lng fadﬁb?s ahd help us, to decide when to use our reasdnfng‘powers
. : 1’, S \.‘

andato uhat-epd. but they play no role 1n the correct operatlon of .
l-sreasOn or ralﬁona] thought. non would they be considered 1nxany way as

gj ”aspetts" orv“characteristlcs of reason.' The two sldes are loglcally .
’ 3 ’ “ ° ‘. r'
dls@inc& and.‘as Hume claimed reason is the slave of the passlpns rln',
* > ¢ .‘ . .
aadttion reason was also ionsidered as separable from its hlstbrlcal

iy

contexv an@ thisvwas due td its reliance on only abstract and absolute

b

*sh .-p§1oms bf thlnk1ng, either taken from or modeled after the scjences of.‘ g

4 ';; ¢
-

1

u mathematics and‘loglcﬁ H :j’.ﬂii' f‘ .} ‘."'f¢3i‘i”¢ﬂf'? ~
" 'f, : } “4 Hhen put 1nto use 1n order to achleve knowledge,wthis klnd~of
SR e ““b“ * -? oy v

g‘,‘lraxional thought operates wlth 1nformatioh that. 1n lts turn.,rules out

L ;j‘dhfluence and\opntent frOm values and dnterests. rather, @he data- usdd

. '.‘ ',~ . & Y

“ hg rational thought and claims Fichte for hlstor cal support rather' ,Ulo

e

>

1s a comblnation of facts and well-confirmed theoriésg’ Thus ane has o
yhat could be called ”rational eplstemology SR -

Habermas is ‘an exponent of an entirely dlfferent notlop of‘ i

5
W
el

1y
(

lthan Hobbes and HUme. Kortian,\in his work Me tlgue,ecaptures the 'sg

~ .



k,‘ reason ref?ecting a moral qua]ity, the mode1 for pure theorettcal

oD e

b

essence of Habermas 's appeal to Fichte. b

N
K By conceiying of inte]]ectualﬁintuition as a reflected act1on, ‘
Fichte transforms the primacy of practical reason, and hence the
 dependence of theoretical reason on practical reasgp, into a prin-- -
~.ciple. This radicalisation of Kant 1s tantamoutt”to foundlng the. . .S
" unity of theoretical reason and practical reason on the primacy of
 the.latter. This_provides Habermas with the theoretical framework: .
* he requires in order to detErmine the: relations between action; =
knowledge, the fnterest "of reason and emancipation. Habermas, who . .
understands the-Fichtean act of self-reflection as extending the . ‘\
~ Kantian concept of critique, is now able. to define critique as the .
- unity of knowledge and interest. The act of self-reflection thus

ordains ‘the §tatus of ph11050phtca1 ‘discourse.. In‘a prdspectlve

moment, this-aet is™inderstood as normative, and appears as motl-'

vated by an interest of reason in emancipation. In a retrospective

and reconstructive Roment, this reflection is required to revedl

the interested character of all theoretical knowledge, hence pre-
“supposing.the primacy of act1on. This concept of .action thérefore ‘
.embraces both an ethical.'and social dimension and ah anthropo]ogJ-‘-‘ "

caly and epistimological dimension. The primacy of the practical T
"'15‘Q\éressed n the form of the thesis implicit.in all EaBermas's
“theor&tical works: . action is the presupposition of knowledge,

wanting to-act is the presuppos1tﬁ0n of . be1ng -able- to know.

1In response to Hume ' snreduction of mora11ty to the pass1ons, thus e 5,

e V
1ng the notion of 3bstract mora] pr1nc1p1es of r1ght ‘and wrong,

jus and injustice etc.. Kant attempts to der1ve moral pr1nc1p1es

"'from practical reason\' As a cons quence of mode]]qng\pract1cal reason ~;%f§

fupon pure theoretﬁcal reason, and al]owing the- latter to be 1n and by
"
o 1tseTf 1ndependent of any interest Kant confronts -a sp11t between the

E two formw_of reason. F1chtels reply 1s to make pract1€a1 reason, : 3a1>)
® oy

reason. o .":v;t EURR ;Zi-‘17 LT - -/"' L

- A w ' . L

Ihe fjrst step in clarifyingiboth Kort1an s ]nterpretat1on O

e

and Fichte s position is to consider the nature of “act:on“ in’ th1s

[ R
‘ cohtexta \Habermas understands the 1ssud 1n the fol1ow1ng way R
. ‘_._‘ v " 7
Fighté « ..o comprehends ‘the’ act &f,reason 1nte11ectua1 intu1t10n, -
~ as a'reflected ‘action that réturns into’ 1tse1f and:makes the ..~ - .

b primacy of~pract1ca1 reason into a- prinoi +.+ » ».The organiza-
~_tion of reason is sd%ordinatevto the. pract al intention of a.
'sqgfect that posits itself As Fichte s doctrhne of " know1edge

~e N c .
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~ shows, reason«ds immediately practical in the form of original
. self-reflection, By becoming transparent to itself inits self-.
producing, the ego frees itself from’ dogmatism. The moral quality
of a will to emancipation is required for the ego to raise 1tse1f
. _to intéllectual.intuition.5 e T -~

‘ The 1mportance of the notion of action has already been
,revealed 1n the 1nVest1gation of both the technical: and pract1ca1
) 1nterests bothsof which originate from actions and ref]ect actions

'that are basvc to the 11fe situation of- the sQecies. Mpre;!Beciti-,,

ca11y, the success of 1nstrumenta1 and communicatlve actiqn!Eﬁs Qhe -

. ,foundation of know1edge in the1r respect1ve realms of operation These

L '~forms of actIOn, which reflect the 11fe form of the species, determine

o

‘se‘both the way in wh1ch we, expertence the world and the way 4n which we  °

ful engaging in such act1on 1s equ1va1ent to having knowledge.

"v“ﬁg G1ven the- epistemolog1ca1]y fundamental ro]e p1ayed by instru-_

N IR .

,mé‘nta] a%j”“""“‘"’mcagt‘w&?”@on wfth regard';to the l(nowledge@ained‘r :

y from anqmytic-empir1ca1$and cu]tural sc1ences, it shdu]d not be: Sur-

PN

pris1ng that’ Habermas 1nter‘rets thought d1rected toward the se]f and
by the self as be1ng another type of action, and one that 1s a cond1-

tion of se1f knowledge Ultimately interested in der1ving a critica1
N

‘ L.knowledge of the nature of soc1ety, Habermas turns to the 1nd1v1dua1
o - U

se]f—consciousness as the\basic source and means of attain1ng know1x

) . .. . f -
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gain know]edge of. 1t. It would appear that for Habermas, the success-'

PER4
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. critica‘ se]f—ref]ection,,where one assesses the concepts and beliefs

‘fconstituting the self s understanding of both 1tse1f and 1ts re]at1on-

| uf ship- to what appears to be "other" to it are neither solely nor purely

epistemo]ogica] in the “theoretica]" ense. Regard1ng Habermas's goal
of g&ining knowledge of the self this aim is Jjeopardized by the possi-
b111ty of the self unconsc1ous1y concealing certaln concepts, bellefs

or experiences from the possib1lity of crithue. The prob]em zan be

undérstood as a kind of se1f-1mposed censorship. and it 1s not to be

T so]ved by a pure]y epistemo]ogica] 1nvestigation or discovery. Rather,

the-seﬂf must yde]d up the hxdden 1nformat1on S0 that Jt can become a
part of the cr1t1ca1 ep1stemo]ogica1 study However, in free1ng up |
this 1nformat10n, the self 1s invo]veéyin 1berat1n9 itself from the'
; bonds of censorship Given - the dOSSIbility of such self- 1mposed
repress1on. accomp11shed at the unconsc1ous level, someihay must be -
found' to redeem its: informat1on or. the sceptic has a powerfu] argument':
" ‘ag"a?m capacity to know and understand ou:se] ves, and ult1mate,1y, :

r ationship»to~SOciety. Another way of hlghlight1ng the contrast_*

' our

'“With purely ep1stemolog1ca1 prob]ems is by using the fo]]owing analogy: <«

the situation is s1m11ar to the d1fference between somepne being unab]e '}

- to undesftand another personvspeak1ngvbecause~he does not understand
the speaker s language, on the one hand and someone who does under-

stand the language, but either re ses to’ listen to. or: 1s unab]e to

hear certain portions of what 1s being said. In the case of the

g

«?captive,_se]f, the\j1stener doesn t even know that he 1s 1nvo]ved)1n :
- LB,

~the censorship.
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Clearly then the diséoyeny~of0the infogmation’must also involve

-

the diiberatjng" of the self from the self-imposed censorship.and this .°
is phecise1y‘how Habermas: understands the "act" of self-reflection.
Sel f-reflection, .the “action" of rational thought directed towardi

lobtaining knowledge of the self (i.e. knowledge of how the seif under-

~

-1

- same time, an emanCipatory action

»

_ action the entire epistemo]ogital edifice c]aimed by the subJect 1s

'stands both itself and the world %Fich is. itsgajfe-context) is, at the
Without the carqying out of this

oo

'% 7xin jeopardy, for the self can harbour conCealed various notions which,s

u‘z

1f left beyond critique, uili deceive the subJect in its‘understanding

e

5manc1patory action of self- ref]ection, Fichte makes theoneti a] reason
and the success of its epistemoiogical endeavours dependent duon '

practica] reason, and hence,;se]f-ref]ection is an action at once both

| normative«end theoretical, as Kortian has p01nted out. Again, it must |
: b

. be enpha51zed that one is not, 1n this instance dealing with an ‘inter-

_est which mere]y “dirécts" the focus of epistemo]ogical concefns ‘and
[

"~thevappiication<of feason. _Rather, ‘the satisfying of this interestAis
a precondition‘of the‘very possibility of knowiedge.,.with an interest

. fuifilling this function of making knowledge p0551b1e Habermas has. an
) ";gﬁgument against both Kant and Hume on the one hand, responding to |
v Kant theoreticai know]edge is now contingent upon satisfying the

practicai interest in Emancipation, on the other hand concerning Hume,’

PR N
a 1



~in emancipation is not recognized and reaiized tnen knowledge is not

. BN ‘

o
\' i

there isinow an interest or’ value which serves" rationa] thought

~

and indeed makes it possibie.' Hume S notion of rational thought \ }'”‘

réfiects rationality as it is understood by anaiytic-empiricai thought. .-:

Habermas regards this instrumentai reason as misunderstdod when appiied

* to the empirical world, i.e. it is not pureiy calcu]ative, but- pre-

vvvvv

‘<the technical interest, and aiso he wouid reject it as being

vy«

siy 1nadequate as-a comprehensive account of- rational thought in

" genera'i Rational thought as it is.ried out by an individuai, a

‘ .member of/sqciety. and directed toward his. or her own self- understand* ’

' 4

‘»ing an@‘the’understaﬂding of society, is not pureiy caiculative and :
motivated by va¢§oqs subJective deilres and drives which all?"extﬁrnal"A
o the thought and i%; Spntent. Rather the knowledge-constitdtive ,f

#realities, and are "internai" to"he underst

interests are unkwersai disposhtions 1§? theij respective obgectified ,_i;;l_

ndiﬁb@ﬁf reaiity by deter-
X,

mining the nature of our experience of lt"l\é& hence, our know]edge. =

For. rational thought as engaged in by selfereﬁlection\ if the . 1nt%rest |

®

W . ~

:possibie S _.W

?

N One possibie response to this position 1s 51mp1y to assert that
)

]

" a ca}i«for radical epistempiogical critique wouid be sufficient to
achieve the same resu]ts as outiinegﬁabove. With such a critique there
','is no need for assuming or arguing for an interest in emanc1pation. |

Rather one is engaged in 2 strictly “theoretical“ endeavour. This; '

position hearkens back to Descartes and demands’ a response; Habermas‘s_v -

¥
repiy would beCio assert immediateiy that the successfu] empioyment of .

. the- program of radicai critique preeupposes the prior emancipation of ‘_,n,:

s s ’ : e 8



}.3 cal natu;b however the possible obstacles to knowledge which Habermasﬁn?

“ s

A

. the seif through se]f-reflection. 'Radicai critique presupposes that

ES

>

.

L]
L

e

Ei‘ forces externai to. tne 1nd1vidua1 g In modern times the work of Freud S

N reflection The wili.j.

AN AN
the oniy probiems to be considered are those of a purely epistemo}ogi-

K

is concerned w1th are ngt epistemoiogica] " but are instances of seif-‘-v

’

1mposed restrictionﬁpfiihe "wi]l“ to critique, promoted in tur‘:,bgf'

crit =

Given the possliip

self,‘if critique is L

o ‘{ ‘ ‘f _‘ '
manc1pation. Ultimate y crit1tai knowied is dependent upon the
% 95

1nterest 1& emanc1pation of the se]f. An interest An truth or knowi- -

’

e edge 1s not enough by itseif to attain this goa] Knowiedge of the ‘“

seif sin thts sense means that Tmn T4 free of seif imposed

deception. here the notion of "act;g%, rather than'the standard and

traditional understanding oﬂﬂreason as. stadﬂ"ngﬁback and criticaiiy

_ contempiating is far more appropriate Certainly seif-refiection

(3' ‘<, rg'\%

//

-

-’ ¢,in question or efF%%ting a thange infit., ,~ ~.iﬂ‘¥,:ﬁ?‘

invé@?bS such an elementa however, contemp]ation has the connotation of

'* passivity on the part of ‘the subject., On the other hand, emancipat-r

o 1ng“ anything c]eariy impiies qommitting an action regarding the thing

e ?7@ Oﬂ!}might wano to assert that rationa] thought is active in

)

This is prebabiy true, however, these are pureiy epistemoiogical

that it caicuiates and ana:yaes -the data it receives-or possesses,<,3 .'*'

LY

LRSI
b
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cbqnge cffected by sebf-reflection is a change 1n the, se]f and its“”

(y“

‘~"disposition toward certain notions--not through anaJyzing these not1ons

*
o

. either freeing the not1od’ or- freeing the” “se]ﬁ“ makes: 11tt1eHdiffer¥

R ence as they are two‘agpecgg of the same action.‘ In liberat1ng the_

1n this purely epistemological sense, but in causing the “releeqe of

these notions so they can be ana]yzed epistEmolog1Cal1y To spea;}of A

§ K

‘“nntioh" or' experiencem fqr cr1tique one 1s also 11bera¢ing the self

A

from a self 1mposed deception and a~

pgmatism wh1ch restr1cts the j

seﬂf 'S capacity forﬂthought and act

. 1fr To clarify further the‘“know-k:ge %fnstltutive" nature of . the

f emancipatory 1nterest, a comparison and contrast w1th the two other

#

actfons whicn change idea§ concepts, theoriessand ﬁeliefs etc.‘jTh:Lﬁ)

g

A

Lo
P2

j,cognitive interests is useful. THE s1gn1ficant feature of the fol]ow-“c

. 1ng paSsagf‘concerns the way in uhich the emancipa‘ 1n.teres»t s

VcJ?i?i“fundamental“ to the other twa 1nterests, and yet in another sense, the '

b 'relatﬁonship to/tham.~,

L‘emancipat&ry interest is c1a1med by Habermas, to be derivat1ve 1n 1ts

I .
Lt ¢ . L 3&5;
. “ i : - P .
L 'tw_‘; . . - SR
B

Compared ‘with the. technical and practical interestﬁ;tn know]edge,
. which 'are both grounded~1n deep]y rooted; structures of action and -
: experience--i.e. 1n the const1tuent elements~of social’ systems--the
“emanc i patory 1nt¢rest in. knowledﬁe has a derivative status. - It
uavantees the connection Beétween theoretical knowledge and an
‘objéct domajn' of practical 1ife which comes into existence as a.
'»$ result of systematically distorted commun1cation and thinly .Jegiti-
" mated repression.’ - The type. of -action and* experience correspond1ng

-

" tg.this object .domain, is therefore, ‘also derivative.: The experi-
-ence of this pseudo-natural object, domain is reflex1ve in.its pwn

jﬁ\way, {ntertwined as 1t is with actions aiming at the negation o0&
pseudo-na;ural ‘constraints: I experience the compu]s1on stemming
“ from. unana1yzed (but self-produced) obJectivations on]y at the

. point.where I become. analytically conscious of and try to” d1sso]vej,

_;?yrepressed interests.5 L e,

Y f : . ) .
i‘-ifh . S : e v - e ¥ E

i'thts: pseudo-objectivity which is rooted in ungonscious motives or. rg
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i eras begins by al‘rowing that the. interest in emancipation is not .
-/;: -

an interest originating in the er-form of the species; rather what'
lsy'lmpT ic;}t here is that the emancipatory ih‘t&r"est originates in the

N
[

socio-cu'lthral context and s dependent. for its "actua]ization," upon

- certain specific sodiaT relationships holding in that context From
the second sentence it]:ppears that the interest in emancipation @
J cannot be correctly described as " reality obJectifying as opposed

“ @:ﬂﬁlﬁer" Jn«terests. indeed the main function of the interest in

: emanci pation seems to be just the oppoéite i.em&i“ts primary roTe is |
that of "de- obJectifi’cationr Te. obaect doriain: of tAE, emanciﬁ%“tdry ﬁ

\ S
pintenest is composed of " p‘:do natural ob:jects." ile. ob,)ects which

Y

3 are regarded by the unreﬂective sub.}ect as being O'ntoiogicaTTy in--~ _

'Wdependenty(' ‘;:_;:ting in themseT ves) of h1m or her ahd real. Due to the

»-

ed censorship of the subject, these pseudo obJects appear to

| be beyond critique., Corresponding'!y, the Tiberating adtion' and experi-

‘ence. derived fiom the interest‘ in‘emancipation are. aTsoJ " derivative R

Y. given ﬁ B

2 object domaln L The experience 'f the action of Sel f-refiection coﬁes R

C .:_as a resuTt of the uncoveri ng of _ e true nature of thése " Pseq.do- C» .

' ”'obJects." ahd the sub.]ect coming to an awareness of their true nature

‘:; /\ The derwative or dependent status of the emancipatory interest ¥

.fﬁand the actions ref1ecting it are further characterized in the folTow-

'.0

, ing passage jrom Theory and Practice.‘ {: f ’. .

N This 1nterest can only deveTOp to the degree to which repressive
. force, in.the form of the “normativ@-exercises of power, presents- =
DA “itself, pennanentTy in structures) of distorted comunication--that
o is, .to the extent that” domination is institutiona]ized.7

L



There are two types of domination or coercion affecting the indiv‘lduai ,
who stands 1n need of the Hberating activ1ty of critical self-reflec-
tion. On the one »hand there is the influence exercised by 1nstitu-

.tiona]ized social forces of domination, on, the oti*' there is ‘the
reaétion of the dominated individual who represses this experience ‘and

| ¥ d riprets it as an. experience of a “natural«.“ force or an indepen- :

denta)‘eﬂity. the existence of which is not dependent on his&r her own .'

i f 'v the actigns of the indiv1dua]s of - the society. The ulti-

**5 r a‘mai:e~aim of Mtical theory is to free individuais, victims of th'iS

, e Before proceeding, it should be c]ari fied Just\ho\the ipter-
;95, est.in emancipation is both “fundamentai" epfster.aoiogicany, but yet

“ M‘derivative" when compared to the. other interests. It has al ready
;”?’f”&%%e&g&%ined how - the techmcai and practicai inserests " are "acti ve"

.( 1mﬁ‘laté1y.due tb the 1ife- form of the species and the environment ‘in .
_‘ which}t findsajtseif. These cogmtlve interests and correspondmg v
m e actions‘aqd modes of inquiry do not presuppose sel f-refiectien and the
| emancipatory i»nterest in order to yieid knowledge, Both interests can
bersatisfied on the one hand empir1ca11y, in terms of the needs of the
species in its life form, and on the other epistemologicaliy, in terms -
of gaining knomedge of their respective obJecti fied object domains. o

Self—refiection is not presupposed for the achievement of any of these

. gd'ﬂs' S o o , ' («.»;‘?
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, modeod% inquiry is capabie of criticai self~refiettionb and. on the .

A

.

f . 3 .
Th L e e P . . . Lo e

There are however two asoects of the inf]uences of the tech-

_nica] and practical interests which motivate the “devivation of the

emancipatory interest and self reflection Un the one hand. neither :

other hand both. interests éan promote the, exercise of forces of
demihance, which 1imit the freedom of the individﬁhl in society, and i,”'

Cy

'provide obstacles td knowledge. o T ) P W

gpeginning with the analytic-empirical method, as Habermas has 3"‘
shown it is not capable ‘of self-refiettion and a critiqde of its own o

foundations “The method itself is not self—ref]ective, but assumes

"standards and criteria beyond the JustificatiOh of the method, itself o

. -«

In terms then of ipistemo'logy, the method is not capable of radi.cai
-,critique._ Because of this 1imitation, individuals espgusing the !

approach become Victims of dogmatism--a dognatism made more undeSirable o

”due to the normative as. we]l as the theoretical inpiications On the

»-normative Side, the ana]ytic-empirical approach has sociai 4nfluence ~
"and exercises domination over the thoughts and actions of individuals
.when it becomes a s@cihl institution. Thus %sfhe standard of knowi-
_edge, the method, inits application to hpman soc1ety,pobjgctifies its -

subject mutter in- accordance with the techﬁica] cognitive interest and

) -‘instrumental action.. Briefly put when: the anaiytic empirica] approach

r 2

directs itself to society as an object. of invqstigatioQ it must pro-
vige normative Justification for itse]f .as is the case with any a!‘!&t
or impiication of soc1a1:p91icy.4 The response to this chal]enge for

such juétificatioh‘is to ‘equate "techne" with "praxis.” ,Societyfis 1

"asked to regard the resuits of this approach, i‘e.fthe'extension of

technical control of the environment where the‘environment is now

~society itself as, unquestionabiy, the best means of jmproving the L
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vexistence of individuais in societnﬁpéhieving the "good life. As has
}already been mentioned in this thesis, the credentials of. the method g

: are impressive' beginning with the industriai revoiution an unparai- A

iieied growth in.our dominance over nature; an equaiiy extensive growth v

1*

i fin predietive knowiedge._a vast improvement«in the materiai quaiity of ¢
.iife, etc. Undisputabiy e form of knowledge which is. bound to make |
< the trains run o time, it quickiy begins to blur the means~endg’dis- A

" “tinctien becoming almost an end in itseif qise. if‘qne adopts this

“-%abproach then theiibsitive vaioe of the result is already secured

:this mode of inquiry, at least as understood by Habermak is trans- 8

! ciose the effects of institutionaliie social- fo~ es, it {s doomed to B

‘ﬁemancipation are the on]y means bf makingf

"most, cosmetic changes. Incapabie ofdjhe’cri iq e necessary to dis-

-promote them ‘due to. their mediation of socio-iin "istic context

)

At this point then. the anaTytic—empiricai approath has become

social force. and self—refiection, together with the interest in

*

possibie.--‘ ‘~:“'i

Turning to the- cuiture} sc1ences and* ractical interest, ,'l“:.i
L ;

»

'VOQ

-

cendentaliy tied to accepting the given interpnetatiOns of theisociai'”” 3

“world. Serving as a medium for forfes of domination, the criticai

achievement and capachy of the cu]turai scieqces seems’iimited to at

The : derivative nature of the emancipato" 1nterest and se]f-

ref]ectton can be found in reiation to the deveiopment of 1nstitution-

‘alized sociai forces. Neither of the other. two modes of inquiry is

capable of either theoreticaifor normative critique of ‘such forces,

1ndeed, the technteal cognitive interest can even become such a force :

‘through its methodology. and the transcendentai conditioos of the

N »



, experiences had in terms of the socio-11nguist1c context oniy serve:top
wpromote the exi stence of these forces. J'e, ’w:“ - .*';;_Q f

.The "accuaiizjng of ‘the “potential“ for the emancipatory B
~f 1nterest and self—reflect1on is dependent upon the growth and effects "
'1 of. these 1nst1tutiona11ted sociaﬂ forces. In this sehse they~are .

?fder1Vative. vIn -strictly epistemo1ogical term:\ self—reflection 1s a

‘;.fundamental mode of critique encompassing both purely epistemo]og1ca1

'i;5¢cr1t1q“e and ‘the’ reV@ﬁ]‘"Q of non-epistemological inf1uences whichfhavejj“

L -;epistemolog'lcal imp]iéat‘lons. The critical significance of the se] f-

;ref]ective activity ds claimed by Habermas in the fol]owing passage

"v;. . + We can methodo1ogica11y ascertafn the knowledge-constitut1ve ]
interests of the nataraI ‘and cultyral ‘sciefces only once we have

\ '7‘75ej:uentered the dimensign of self-reflection. It ¥s in acconpl ishing L?

- - “self-reflection thairéason grasps itself as interested. Therefor,
L we come upon the fundamehtal” connection of" knowledge and interest
"“whenthe critical dissblution of objectivism, 'that fs the objectiv—‘
1 istie se]f-understandingdpf the sciences, which suppresses’ the %
.+ -contribution of -subjecti gctivity to the preformed“objects ‘of . \

’ ~;possible experience. . b0 © ¢ , -

~

";Here the ro]e of self—ref!ection is methd?o]ogical and epistemoIOQical

B T;In this passage Habermas accusesezﬂ% naturai and‘ﬁultural sciences of

o the Same error, that of 1gnoring -the contribution of subjectivity to

a _iengage 1n the "obJectivation" of ‘the "s

-+
‘VQ,N

fwthe “pregprmed objects of experience., éfor Habermas., both methods
bject matter". which they study
'The natural“sciences and the cultural sciences regard nature and tradi-

":tton respective1y as totally dete ning of the subdect. Mone specifi- yf'

ca]ly, aspects of these two, “reali ies, which in truth are depen
’;bupon the thought and actﬁon o? the subject ‘are. vie?:degs 1ny-

“things in- themsglves and hence as 1ndependent of or ediatediﬁy the

' i!:;fﬁsubject.. ibe experience of the se1f6ref1ect1ve activity ssolves

| 7’
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these obJectivations." reveaiing them to be products of - i:he subjec T»

and dependent upon it for their existence. . ', é\)
| On the side of patural scienfes, ‘this mediation by the s

. possesses two aspects. First mediation occurs in the’ form oii '-,. -

fintersubJective agreement of individua]s whose ianguage (gramm‘r

| "meanings and concepts etc.). originates from a given ‘socio=1, 3 ic;-‘

"Secondl.y. they are inﬂuei\ced in their decision by an overriding inter-

'est that of technicai control while it is clear how sel f-reflect’ion,

T

ngmranent critique, demonstrates the first case of mediation, itds.

\noi."c'lear how it derives the second: - The resolution of this issue ts

significant in the development af Habennas s thought, however, it’ o

_ . .
i \r\ )
" of this Ehapter. S N 0

i

<Y

L For the culturai scierices, Habermas s position would seem to be

- that’“ﬁe tradition is ob.iectivated as bogh a form of experience of
realit,y and, hence. as providing the transcendenta] limits for {pi ste-
B moiogical study The subjective influence, ’i'n this case, comes from -
"the seif imposed coerciqn of the individua'i on the ooé h‘ahd and the
‘actions of individuais actions» which constitute the e)g,i stence ‘of

o sociai forces that, in turn, mediate the tradition . Pnce’ again,

. .
§ e

s W

- hoWeve\ there is oopg,lear ;g.rigunent for th;,;p actical in,terestt

>,

Wthougli"Hlbennas peCOgni‘zes a ‘philoSOphical deBt to Fichte

5

L1

?

for making practicai reason ‘the basis of theoretical reason he must .

$¥

separaté himself from the latter s ideali’ﬁi .

& -

'i"v." .

. M’

,'contexg.- This' mediation involves the decision “through. inteMtivei '

agreement. to accept as va'lid certain empi rical observation’ statements.f. |

deserves a separate investigation which will be undertakerr in. Section 4 -

PR ATy
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' « + the 1ife of aself-coni!!&uting speciesusubject cannot be
conceived as the absolute mov t of reflection. For the condi-
tiong, under whigh the human spectes constitutes itself are not Just

:«those’posited by reflection. Unli&g the absolute self-positing of
Fichte's ego or the absolute movement of mihd (Hegel), the self-

- . formative process is hot unconditio 1t depends on the contin-
+ . gent conditions of both subjective and obJective nature:. condi~ -~
tions of the individuating socialization of interacting individuals

" on the one hand, and, on the other, those 6f the 'material ex-
¢hange" of communicatively cting persons with an environment that
is to be made technically controllable. Reason's interest is

o {“, emancipatfon; which is invested in the self-formative process of

w the species and’ permeates the movement of reflection, ‘aims at .
realizing these conditions of symbolic interaction. and instrumenta)
action; and, to this extent, it assumes the restricted form of the

.., practical and technical cognitive interest . . . the emancipatory

‘s interest itself is dependent on the interests in possible inter< -

" subjective action-orientation and in possibie technical control.9 4

/

-

' This passage deals with two issues: first Habermas distinguishes
his materialist position from the ideaiism of chhte and Hegel, second-

1y, he offers another hint. as to the relationsh

#
b

p between the emanci-

patory interest and the other two cognitive intérests.
i

habermas has argued for a life-form in which individua)s are '

.

‘-fdfﬁh‘ given“ a context constituted in the 1orm of nature which mustape

'controiied through instrumenttﬂ action, and a socio-iinguist c cont@&t

constituted by the communicative interactiaa of human being: . AV the

-

endof thislpassage. however Hahermas appearsfto want to stablish thf -

interest in emancipatiow as more extensive in its infiue ce, and this ff~’
et

'argument does not seem to bein agreement with that liyereSt deriva- 3

o ]

)tive background. ~In this argument reason s interes‘ emancipation

is present in the activities directed by the technica] and practigai |
;

'”é"qint eSts. However, in' order to avoid an apparent inconsistency inv

Habenmas s position one- might understand the “dependence of the

] interest~in emancipation,on the “1ower” interest in the sense,that_thef -



.
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emanCipatory interest‘“fe//;zes itself through the act:éities associ-

-

ated with the other. cognitive interests. Another wayJDf expressing

o this re]ationship would be to assert that the jnterest in emancipation

and .the actualization of ind1v1dua1‘freedomvoperates within the context
~and limitatians of the OerLtificationssof'the conmunicative and,

finstrumentai forms of: action.v‘ : - -
To concTude thislconSideration of the ~relationship between the
interest in emancipation on the.one hand,.and the technical and practi-
oai.interests on the other, there have been two points of attack: |
First, it‘hasfbeenfargued that the interest in emanCipation'and'the:aet' g
- of self-reflection are necessary conditions iorlcriticaily,‘as opposed.
to’dogmatiCai]y, asserted;knowledge eiaims. ‘The critiqde carried out
| by Habermas's self-ref1eCtion‘is direeted'toward all interpretations
of rea]ity, regard]ess of, whether these interpretations are formed in .
terms.of_the technical or,practica]‘cognitive interests. Second]y,_
not only is the'emancipating‘attimity of critieal»Seif—refiection the
bagig cor a]],critica1ly obtained know]edoe,‘the emancipatqry interest,vw
although in a sehsé*“dependent upon“ and "derivative“ initerms of the. '
“1ower" interests, does permeate these (nterests and their activities.v
This position, which demands the presence of the emanc1patory interest
in the act1v1ties corresponding to the. 1ower interests, is conSistent ‘
| w1th Habermas S p01nt of view'in his inauguraT address. As Werner L
'Marx10 pOints out, Habermas regards the interest in emancipati%n : |
as being the exere551on of humanity s goal, i.e. a society in which
ind1v1duals enjoy the combination of freedom and responsibility |

- ("Mindigkeit™). The presence of the emancipatory interest throughddt

Y
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~the history of,theispeCies.eXpresses the true meaning of history. for

Habermas (cf thapter 111, Section 3) Thus the derivative status of
“f

the interest.in emanc1pation does not 51gnify that ‘the other cognitive
interests are “prior" iogically or "existentiaiiy," e rather that the ,.
‘emancipatory interest begins to function w1th1n the context of ¢ reaiity P
as obJectified in terms of these "iower 1nterests but attehpts to

break out to grasp the soc1a1 reaiity beyond the methods of these

interests. L ‘-“‘ v«f} |
i ) |
Fina]iy, before closing this section, the issue of the ' neces-

[ sity" of the influence or actua]ization of the interests has occurred

here .in two forms: first, 1n terms of transcendenta] functions,

second]y, in. terms of" history Insofar -as” there is any ekperience of _

the wor]d the technical and prattical knowiedge-constitutive 1nterests
\

are necessarily functioning due to their transcendental 3tatus, These
interests'are invariantiin'themseives and constant. The Status of the

:emancipatory interest §s somewhat spec1a1 when comoaredvto the other _~\\;
: B 4 :
interests. '

/

Aithough the enanc1patory 1nterest is ciaimed by Habermas, to

T be. the interest of rationa] thought itself and to express the goal of

human history,,it cannot iay claim to a transcendental- function in

human experiehce. 1Its epistemological roie is critical as it acts in
concert with se]f-ref]ection, but, a]though it may be a necessary
‘/condition/ior individuals to understand reality as it actually is,

i.e. the/nature of thezsociai'forces of domination, it appears that the
interegt together, with se]f—refiection need a certain "disposition"

to felf-reflective and liberating action 1n order for the interest: and B

corresponding action to become active and infiuential Commenting upon

4
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Fichte's idea of se1f-ref1ection,'the interest'in freedom, and reason,
Habermas says, "In order to remove the blinders of this%ogmatism. one

-must first. have adopted the 1nterest in reason as one's own.“ll

-

/ /’ ‘It would seem that somehow the 1nd1v1dua1 must either freely
adopt or be persuaded through argument to adopt the: 1nterest in emanci-
pat1on or to engage in se{f reflection which w111 1nvolve emancipa-
t1on. Obviously Habermas does not hold a. mechan+stt$ v*ew of histony
in wh1ch the emancipatory 1nterest funct1ons as a h1§tor1ca] 1aw which
gu1des historical events and the actions of histor1ca1 1nd1v1duals -
toward some utop1an future where all will share in “Mund1gke1t Nor
1s;he about to condone the "Rousseau1an strategyﬂof forcing"fthem‘to
bé free. U1t1nately then, the success of the proaect that of critica1
se]f-ref1pct1on y1e1d1ng emancipat1on, is dependent upon the will of
the 1nd1¢1dua1 realizing, by his or her own choice, that as human
be1ngs their goal is freedom and that this goal is rational. Certa1n1y
the 1nd1v1dual might be influenced by the soc1a1 forces.of dominance,

' however, although this coerc1on and the- se]f-lmposed coerc1on of the
kvsub3ect_1tse1f, can }ead to self—ref]ection and the automat1c.e11m1na-
tion of the latter of these forces of domination, ft appears that the

~.

‘-f\uxjndividua1 must choose to adopt the-strategy of se]f—reflectfon.
o Habermas p]aces gredt we1ght on be1ng able to demonstrate that
| cr1t1ca] theory" can be chosen on the basis of both theoretica] .and
normat1ve Justificat1on. The union aof theory and interest, a un1on
expressed in the se]f ref]ect1on of rational thought means that the

choice for ‘critical” theory" as an approach to the understanding of .

society is a se]ect1on made on the basis of a rat10nal 1nterest"--the



~ problem of'the normatiu

‘1sm. In ‘the passage%

. * ) ) \2 N
interest of reason 1n emanc1pation. The 1mp11cati ns. of this posit1on
can be elucidated by comparing it to Popper s "critical rat1ona1ism." .

The rationa]ist attitude is characterized by the 1mportance it
attaches to argument and experience. 'But neither logical argument
nor experience can establish the rational{st attdtude; for only
those who are ready to consider argument or experience, and who
have therefore adopted this attitude already, will be impressed by
them. That is to say, a rationalist attitude must be: f1rst adopted
"~ if any argument or experience is to be effe tive,-and it cannot
therefore be based ‘upen ‘argument or experience.lé . ..

Here in Volume II of The Open Soc1ety and Its Enemies, Popper faces the

"dilemma of ju;tifying the choice to engage in the rationa11st att1tude

which. 1s the basrs of h1s own “crit1ca1 rat1onalism. ,I Theory and

Practice,l3 Habermas recognizes and credits Popper for espous1ng an

enjightened form of pos1t1vism. .Popper 3 not1on of an open soc1etyn

and the.vaTue he places on jndividua] freedom certainly putfhim beyond

_the thinking of those who equate technological deveiopment and‘its

application to society as the way to the ' good 11fe.

However due to Popper s adherence to the fact/va]ue dist1nc-

| tion as an aspect of rational thought, i.e. va]ues and interests must

be purged from thought ir order for it to be ratlona] .he confronts the

5‘3st1f1cation for’ choosing "cr1tica1 rational -

[

@doﬁﬁ@) -Popper concedes the dilemma h1mse1f——'”

u]timately. the ch01ce for ratlonalism is an 1rrationa1 dec1s1on
| Habermas offers another argument for the choice of the ratlon-z

alism which is ref]ected in his idea of “cr1t1ca1 theory " G1ven that

“he has overcome the fact/va]ue ’d\stinctlon and he nce is able to offer a

~union of theory and practice\based upon the_un1pn or_rat1ona1:thoughtA

and the interest in emancipatfon; Habermas claims that to opt‘for“,“
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y rational thought is a "rational“ choice The hasis'pf'this position is
! thatﬁthe interest in emancipatdon is not a value or subjedtive motive
”Coming to the argument from outside it.,gut rather? this interest is
_ inherent to rationakkthought itself. Again,‘one.is‘not to think of
the interesq.gn emancipation as a a!ychological drive or one of Hume's
passions. For- Habermas, this is a knowiedge-constitutive interest
u”ﬁ?which is shaqed throughout the species as it deve]ops through its
“_ history and u]timately functions as that which gives history meaning -
rland purpose. There can be little doubt that Habermas is courting
fessentiaiisn in his position.- It i;,difficult to imagine hin denying
a statement such as; “To be,free is to have actua]ized the essence of

being ‘human. * ConSider the foiiowing passage from Theorx and Practice."

Only a reason which is fully aware of the interest ip the progress
of reflection toward adult autonomy, which is indestructibly at .
- work in every rational discussion, will be able to gain trans-
~ cendent power from the awareness of its own materialiszC invo]ve-.
ments.14‘ ;
nThus fur Habermas, every rationai discussion is infiuenced by and has -
'as 1ts goal the 1nterest in the achievement of emancipation toward
L aduit autononw | |
| HoweVer what kihd of. advantage does this give Habermas over
Popper? -ATthough the-deci51on to adopt the interest in reason-as one s§
“own is a rationa] chOice, is 1ts being rationai enough to enSure that
Cit wil] be chosen? -There are ‘two stages in emancipation - the’ first is
| private, where the ;2d1v1dual through seif-reflection is iiberated from
' his or her self ~imposed coercion and the reifications defended by it;
A"the second is the coercion of the sociai forces which the individual isi,

Mf,now free to investigate and understand. The p01nt is\that regardless



"'of both the analytic-empirical and hermeneutic approaches to the
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of the ra{ionality of a praxis which would lead to the overturping of

the contemporary ‘spcial institutions. dﬁe will to do so is still

~necessary, i.e. regardless ofythe rationality and-correctness of the

choice or course of action,’an-act of will is necessary -and thfs act of

~will s notzguarahteed by the choice for the-action being a “rational“

choice. The will-to achieve rational autonomy and the wiil to engage
' l
in actions which Will bring this abOut are two different functions of

- the individual will Ignd hai*ng the former does not necessarily entail

} ."

that one will also have the latter. )

o /ﬁe'lact is that while the technical and ‘practical cognitive .
..

interests are necessarily Operational if there is. to be any experience

Cat all the emancipatory 1nterest is contingent in its capaCity to

4effectively influence UsS.

s

Section 2\ (} o \
This thesis has followed the development of Habermas's critique
/

gy

methodology of the soc1al sciences. At this pOint having conSidered

‘the arguments 1n detail, .and having analyzed the role to be played by

the introductibn of knowledge-constitutive interests, it is now time. to

'step back and asséss the nature of Habermas s critical strategy

In “The Analytical Theory of SCience and- Dialectics,” Habermas

. provides both a critical analysis of the analytic-empirical method and

points to problems which must be solved regarding the hermeneutical

TR approach Throughout this article Habermas Speaks of the “dialectlcal

»lapproach V' there is little in the way of explicit explanation as to

3
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reconstruct1on.

' Habermas ¢ontrasts the,implications of the analytic-empirical method

-what this phrase means. The essay is arranged so that Qith each issue

\
'

with that of the so-called "dialectical approach."' Put succinctly, the

dialectical approach is one.which appreciates the possibility of and

is

able to reveal the nature of a society that is'a dialectical. totality.

P

’Broadly sketched, the main concern fof this thesis has peen twofold:

o).tolc1ar1fy and investigate the nature of the critiques of the

ahé?yiic-empirical‘ano hermeneutic methods as offered b& Haberhos; and

b) to assess the.proﬁress'made”by Habermas toward the articulatioh of

~N

.a "critical theofy of society," prior to the introduction of "rational

The key aspects of Habermas S critique have been self- reflec-

“tion, 1mm§nent cr1tique and the notion of dialect1ca1 tota11ty., It

is

the last concept which is tﬁe driv1né force in Habermas.s "dialectical

it is'essentiai to“]ook to Theodore Adorno, es Habermas appears to

_which Adorno discusses the not10ns of "d1a1ect1cs" ‘and "dialectical
tota]wty." . '

.D1qlect1cs is the consistent sensé of non1dent1ty. It does not

begin by taking a standpaint. My thought is driven to gt by its
own inevitable insufficiency, by my guilt of what I am®hinking.

We are blaming the method for the fault of the matter when we

approach." In order to elucidate the notion. of “diaiecticalptotality,“

fo]low Adorno on this issue. -ket us now consider three passages in ’

object to dialectics on the ground . .. ; that whatever happens to

cal form of contradiction, and that . . . the full diversity of

~.noncontradictory, of that which is simpry differentfated w111 be

1gnored.15

N

In this passage Adorno expresses the notion of ”immanent critique.

essential feature of dialectical thought Dialectics does not take

come into the dialectical mill will be reduced to.the merely logi-"

the

an

a
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“standpoint"‘external to its subject matter. The "consistent sense of
nonidentity" occurs in\thought;because.of'a contradiction between a
\ "

o ) -t .
ﬁasition as\ft sappears" to be -and the position as it “really is." The /
difficulties are therefore internal to the position itself Qnd do not

arise from assumptions or points of view external ‘l:f3 3 J{ect matter
.under stydy. Adorno is distancing himself from the iija» ;at dialec- 7;£?‘
tics is a model imposed upon.its object from' the putside. Dialectics
is not a formal structure of axioms and. prificiples, but rathe’ a
feature of the 'subject matter itself. : | Y
| Not possessing any specific definition 3f knowledge and method,\
dialectics is at liberty to engage in total critique, embodying.the'y '
maximum defence against and threat to jdeology. It is in this eritical
spirit ‘that Habermas adopts Adorno s notion of soc1etal totality, and
uses it as a critical standard for methodology in the soc1al~sciences.
| As Adorno says: "Totality is not an affirnative but rather a critical
'category.“15 Simply the pOSSibility of soc1ety being an ideological
totality is Justification for the search for 4 new method-which can L
reveal the true nature of that totality. The content of this critical
notion asserts the possibility of soc1ety dominating and deceiving the
individuals constituting it.. Habermas s critical strategy is to- demon:
‘strate that the methods under consideration cahnot penetrate critically
beyond the “appearance of :the soc1ety ‘In itsustrongest‘form, this
demonstration shows not only the inability'to get beyondithe appear- @
ance, but the dependence upon or acceptance of the. appearance in order
that the method can yield epistemological results. In showing this

mediation - of method by deect,»Habermas is prOViding argument for (the
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ances which are provided in the form of the tradit1on.
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position that society is a,totqlitf. along with giving a'critique of
the method. ‘
In confronting the hermeneutical approach, and .its subject.

LS

matter, the gremmaf of ordinary language end the web of interpretations

N forming. the tradition, Habermas moves one step closer to the subject

matter he is really‘interested tn, the social forces which dominate
society‘as a dia]eciﬂcal tgtefity. * Qur experience of this latter realm
i's not based updn experience objectified in terms of instrumental

action end the tethnical cognitive interest. Rather; this realm is

| grasped by us in terms of that” web of meanings whlch constitutes the

‘tradition at léast that is how it must be grasped prior to the devel-
opment of a new methodology (critical theory) which wi]] allow us“to
comprehend this realm as it reelly is, .and not through the'mere anpear-

AN

Up to this point\-the critical role of the concept of "dialec-

™

' t1ca1 totallty" has been emphasized in Habermas's critique of hermen-

eutics. In this ‘context dialectica1 totality functions as a sceptical

~'.. argument, by po1nt1ng out a possible 1nf1uence on our experience, which
“the hermeneutlcal ‘does not have the power to 1nvestigate. An immanent

| “cr1t1que of hermeneutics, on. the other hand wou]d disc]ose the true

nature of the subject matter by dispJaxing‘the dependence of the earli-

er description of experience upon a new and prior level of experience,

a form of exper1ence which d1sg1oses a new “1eve1“ of reality, one

which medwates both the ear11er form of exper}ence and 1ts descript1on

'of the world.,

\ .
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. On the method‘s side, this new approabh'must not be mediated by -
the experience of the old form of know]edge 1.e. h;;meneutical experi-

" ence. The possipiiity of the disciosing of the mew. subJect matter
depends upon’ the absence of such mediatione' In the péychoana]ytic

model of investigation Habermas feels that he has found the method
which‘can provide the experience ‘which is beyond- the mediation of the

«

hermeneutical experienqe based on tradition. It is now time to iook

more closely at this approach.

Section 3 “ S ?

In Section 1 of this chapter, an attempt was made to C1arifyA
and support Habermas' s p051tion on the interdependence of knowledge and
the interest in. emancipation. There are two major difficu]tres_yet to
be faced: a) how, more precisely, is‘seif:refleCtian to accomplish
this task of,“uncovering“ the hidden experience; and b) what-are the
implications of this discovery,for know]edge and‘theicritical theory of
society. | ' | .

As was found in the previous chapter due to the nature of the
problem, one in which the: "falsehood“'is protected by self imposed
vcensorship and coercion on the part of the individual holding the<‘ ;
belief, ;welare denied'a "purely epistemo]Ogicai"“solution. In other
words, it would be futiie, even given that one shares a common base ;
of "epistemic principles,"17 to try to persuade an individual to
engage in epistemoiogical self- refiection with the hope of uncovering
the delusory beiief " The point made in Section 1 of this chapter is
that, regard]ess of the intentions of - the individua] his deSIre to ,.
&

4
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know the truth and to subject all beliefs to rigorous critique, because .

of this censorship by coercion he w111 not be able to“3ccomplish the |
taJk simply through recognized epistemolog1cal techniques and good

A1ntentions. The task is twofold: 'not only must the subject come to

realize the error of his belief but he must also be released from, the

. "causa]“ force which protects this belfef from criticism.

) Given a situatfon of self-imposed coercion, it is not surpuds-
ing that Habermas considers psychoanalysis as embooy!ng a useful model
for critical theory; however, the model 1tself 1s not without difficul-
ties. The fo}lowingvanalysis of psychoanalysis as a mooel for critical
theory grants Habermas's interpretation of the former method.

To begin with, Habernas regards psychoanaly $ as a celf-
reflective method. Self—ref]ection is nece;;ary fo:izritical theory
because it means that the method wi{l not become a victim of dogmatism.
Its critical |inquiry will be directed even against itself, .meaning that
its own fou etions must be opeo to critical scrutiny. The basis ofe
the. investigation of psychoanalysis will be provided by four compari-

. sons;‘made b Habérmas, between psychoanalysis and self-reﬁlection.
The first co parisoo runs as fol]ows:
Analysis»has immediate therapeutic results because the critical
overcoming of blocks to consciousness and the penetration of false
objectivations initiates the appropriation of a lost portion of
A ey e TyEte knowredoe: 1o e foreracsion 187 rHingoff. That
In this pas§ ge Habermas grants to psychoanaIysis_the dual achievement
of removing &locks to con;gioushess and recovering a o3t port{oo of

experience.

\
Psychoanalysis thus can be justifiably described as self-

ref1ec;lbe; %in reﬁovingiblocks to cOnsciousness and accomplishing the
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discLosure of false obJectivations and thus achieving critique. psycho-
analysis reflects and realizes the interest in emancipation. and also
successfully carries out.a critically epistemological inquiry. Both of
these achievements are preconditions-of seif—reflection. To so]idify
even further the psychoanalytic method's status as self-refiection it
might note that the false objectivation is shown to be erroneous on the
basis of the recovered- experience, which reveals the faisity of the
position. The implication of this situation 1s that one could argue
that the critique {s "immanent." It depends upon the history of the
individual s experience and not upon any external information. )

A confirmation and development of this interpretation is
provided by the next’passage. Here Habermas}claims that there are two
moments to .the psychoanalytic process. tHe cognitive and the affec-

' tive/notivationai ' ) : |
It 1is Critique in the sensg, that the anaiytic power to dissolve
dogmatic attjtudes inheres in analytic insightx Critique termin-
ates in a transformation of the affective-motivatipnal basis, just
as it begins with the need for practical transformation. Lritique
would not have the. .power to break.up false consciousness if it
were not-impeTled by a passion for critique . . .' the pressure of
suffering and the interest in gaining health are not only the
- occasion for the inauguration. of thgrapy but the presupposition of
the success of the therapy itself
On- the cognitive side, the gritique is_carried out due to the epistemo-
iogical discovery achieved by the analysis. The analytic insight
- tannot reiy on ¥nformation which it does not discover in the uncon-
sciousness and consciousness of the indiuiduai On the affective/
motivational side, the problem s stmilar to the issue discussed in
Sectionil\of ‘this chapter The subject must realize that there is a

* problem ah& must desire that it be remedied. Those who espouse pure

v
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qepistemorogical cr1t1qué must face the same difficulty. If truths are
to be found and falsehoods revealed, the individual must have a prior
interest in 'engaging in the proper investigation. In this sense, all
search for truth is on the same contingent footing.
Concerning the patient, he
. « . must be brought to regard the phenofieng of his 111ness as
part of his self. Instead of treating his symptoms and their
causes as external, the patient must be prepared, so to speak, to
assume responsibility for his illness. . .- ~DBecause analysis
expects the patient to undergo the experience of self-reflection,
it demands 'moral responsibility of the content' of the i%1ness.
For the insight to which analysis 1s to lead {s indeed only this:
that the ego of the patient recognize itself in its other, repre-
sented.b§ its {1lness, as in its own alienated self and identify
with it.20 .
The qgstruction of the false objectivation means that the belief 1nw
~something existing in-itself and independent of the subject is false.
U]timateiy, for™ any reification, the subject must take responsibility.
In taking responsibility for the reification and the cdercion, the
.subject is also recognizing his or her own 1¢;edom.
The last passage considers the analyst himself.
. « . -The analyst is required toundeggo analysis in the role of
the patient in order to free himself from the very nesses that
he is later to treat as an analyst. . . .
"+ « « The physician is inhibited in his own work of psychoanalytic
interpretation and misses the ¥ight constructions, if, under the
compulsion of unconscious motives, he also projects his own anxie-
-.ties onto his gartner or does not perceive of the patient's modes
of behaviour.? ,
Taken by ftself, the importance of this last comparison with self-
reflection indicgtes, once again, Habermas's concern for the:sanctity
of the object in relation to thg researcher (therapist) and his method.

The role of the analyst would ideally be analogous to the “Socratic



Mid- Wife," however, this neans that the ana]yst knows and is ab]e to

q . ask the correct questlons The only way to ensure that the ana]yst

is. ab]e to perform h1s task proper]y, i.e. w1t1out influencing the
patient 3 self—ref]ection‘due tovthe‘analyst‘s own se]f-«mposed and
unconscious coercions{ is to ensure»that the'analyst hjmself'has unaer-
,gone therapy beforehand. .~ | | N ﬁ
| '; + At th1s po1nt problems in the model beg1n to reveal them-
v‘selves The first difflculty takes the form of the necessity of the
analyst to have been a pat1ent prior to working as an analyst.- To end
a potential infinite regress of analysts one must presuppose that
‘ somewhere a]ong the way there is an 1nd1v1dua] who has managed to
subject hlmself successfu]ly 1n th1s mode of cr1t1ca1 se]f—ref]ect1on.
But even if th1s were the case, “how would one confirm thlS un1que
accomp11shment? Certa1nly analysis of this individual would prove
- nothing, as. he could be the victim of a m151nterpretat1on due to the
"compulsion and unconsc1ous motives" of the other ana]ysts »The on]y
ﬁw'opt1on wou]d seem to be this analyst s.success w1th other pat1ents
~ .This source of conf1rmat1on, however, also presents problems.

N Brief]y, the pat1ent ] 1n1t1a1 react1on to the therapxst S/
assessment" of the former $ unconscious s1tuat1on cannot be the source"
of conf1rmat1on as to the correctness and success of the’ "genera]
) interpretat1on and the 11berat1ng act1on of se]f ref]ect1on Ne1ther
' the pat1ent S own Judgment e1ther aff1rmat1ve or negatlve nor a

' change 1n behaviour is a def1n1t1ve 1nd1cat1on and confirmation of. the

‘success of the therapy e f“ltﬁ
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Habermas admits the difficulty with conf1rmation and claims

that re11ab1e corroboration is achieved through the “... . successful

continuation of a self-formative process, that is by the completion of

se]f%ref]ecfion, and not in any unmistakab1e way by what the patient

. saysfor'how he behaves."22 At the same time, how one is~to judge

"sudcessfu] continuation of a self formative process" is unclear at

th1s po1nt. Once more the prob]em of corroboration 1ntroduces 1tse1f
Fropd is r1ght in, insisting that on]y the further course of
-;analysis can decide a construction's (general interpretation)

usefu]ness or lack of it. Only the context of the self-formative
process as a whole has conf1nn1ng and falsifying power.23

How11s one to Judge the success of the self format1ve process? There

nare two pos1t1ons confront1ng each other in the ana1yst/pat1ent rela-

tionship. The "general interpretation’ functions like a genena] | //

o | K] » -“4 6 4 - » ° h ’ /
theory" in natural science, 1n ‘that. it represents a complex of-aspec /s
’wh1ch are universal to severa] spec1f1c cases of psych1atr1c d1stu -

bance. The genera] 1nterpretat1on functlons in an explanatory roée v
w1th regard to the source of the pat1ent S 111ness, and, of course, it
is the ana]yst s contribution to the relationship. From the/Pat1ent s -
side comes the agreement or d1sagreement with the 1nterpret/tton, b;Led
upon the apparent recovery of an exper1encewwhrch has been h1dden in
the unconscious. The patient’ s account however, cannot be accepted as
either conf1rmat1on or dis- conf1rmat1on of the correctness and. applic- -

ab111ty of the general 1nterpretat1on. But the prob]ems do not end

RS

here. .

i

What about the source of these interpretations and their

ep1stemo]og1ca1 status’ Freud»recodnizes the djfficu1ty and Habermas

sagrees.

‘ SN . S L
The analyst makes use of a preliminary conception of normality and
deviance when he regardS‘certain disturbances,of communication,

~
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‘behaviour, and organic function as 'symptoms'. But this conception
is obviously culturally determined and cannot be defined in terms
of a clearly established matter of fact: . . . If, however, what
‘counts as a normal.or deviant self-formative process can be defined
only in accordance with the institutional framework of a socigety, .
then this society as a whole coild itself be in a pathologi al
state when compared with other cultures, ,even though it sets the
‘standard of normality for the 1nd1v1dual cases 1t subsumes:

N

. : In an individuai neurosis we take as our starting point the

With this admission, the entire force of the hermeneuti 1 fgnnent*ilfV

contrast that distinguishes the patient from his environment,
which is assumed to be normal. For a group all of whose
members ‘are affected by one and the same disorder no such
»background‘couid exist; it would haVe to be foundﬂeisewhere

What Freud calls the diagnosis of communal neuroses requires an
investigation that goes beyond the criteria of a given ’nstitu-
tional framework.and takes into account the history: he qutura]

124

evolution of the human species; the 'process of :. fzdtion."s

R}

comes into play once again How does one av01d the"' erlences of

~tradition in order to discover the true nature of soc1a1'rea11ty T he

4 i

. context is somewhat altered, but the problem is ba51ca11y the same

'The cultural detenmination of norms of normality and dev1ance p]aces N

" the anaJysis and foundation of such notions-firmly,in‘the operating

realm of the cultural and hermeneutical. sciences. Once again, when ﬁﬁf*

confronted with the given socio-lTinguistic context as the foundatiqn :

- for investigation, Habermas turns to the species as a whole and/p'o's-w

sesses the optimism that somehow the integrity and "objectivity" of the
results will be preservedvfrom the effects of this.nelativistic con-
text, even though.the‘§tudies undertaken octur within the tradition of

the researcher. .The 'extent of this cultural determination seems to be

‘universal, as not even the self-formative process is beyond it. -Here

-~

again. the argument would run that our understanding of the seii-?orma-

| tiye~process-is'determined by the tradition from wnich~we interpret ‘it.
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Habermas gives the following account of Freud's response to
this chaIlenge ‘ | : - \
Meditating on the historica] re]ativity of the standards for what
counts as pathological led Freud from pathological compulsion at
the individual level to the pathology of society as a whole. Freud
conceives institutions of authority and cultural traditions as
temporary so]utigns of a basic conflict between surplus impulse
~potentials-and the conditions of collective self-preservation.
These solutions are temporary because, on the affective basis of
repression, they produce the compulsion of pathological substitute
solutions. But just as in the clinical situation, so in society,
_pathological compulsion itself is accompanied by.the interest in
its abolisdon. Both the pathology of social institutions and that
of indi"Mal consciousness reside in the medium of language and of
comnunicative action and assume the form of ‘a structural deforma-
tion of commun1cat1on.. 'That is why for the social system, too, the
interest inherent in the pressure of'sufferlng is also 1mmediately
“an interest in enlightenment; and reflection is the only possible
dynam1c through which it realizes itself. 4
Habermas s maJor add1t1on to and a]terat1on of thls position is the
po1nt of v1ew that the conflicts basic - to the species, in its striving
"for self—preservat1on.and‘soc1a11zat1on, takevthe form of work,
language and power The main question‘pdééd by this passage, however,
'-'concerns whether or not it- prov1des some sort of solution to the'
prob]em of conceptions of normality and Qev1ance ‘being.-culturally
determined. Given the possibility that institutionS'arefinvolv,d-1n
- . repression, one can infer that the notions of normality and’qévianéé
are not to be trusted. The society, as a whole, must be eméncipated
from the rebfessfon thch keeps these norms in place. The result of
) Habermasfs position, fo]lowing Freud, is a universal cohdemnation of_‘_
social institutions. If one takes th1s pos1tion and also claims ‘that
'soc1ety isa d1a1ect1ca1 tota]1ty, then cr1t1que is necessany How:
. does one avoid go1ng by the culturally bound notlon of norma]1ty?

For Habermas the precond1t1ons for normal behaviqur_andvnormal

e
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)

»

" cOmmunication is-the "ideal speech situationi" or, in other words, a

situation of undistorted communication. _This, condition is the standard

e

against which to measure any state of affairs that is conSide,ed

deviant and hence under suspicion of involving repression.

i

Jdeal speeCh“ situationy.indiv1duals communicate, externally andk
““internally," without the inf]uence of represSions ‘or coerc:ons, eitner
constious or | unconsc10us. Only in the ideal speech situation are the.
«subjects truly free ana emancipated.‘ Habermas needs such"an abso]ute‘
standard for normality and the condition of undistorted communicationl

. N | L N\ _

"provides it. R e L . co Ty

\\\,A L , "Y .

In the fol]owing passage the need for an absolute standard is

'expressed by Habernas in a comnent on F d-s»explanation'of human«

'history .

Freud: clearly set out the direction of the hist;r}\ef\tgg species,
determined sinultaneously by a process of self-production under .
categories of work and self-formative process under conditiens of
distorted conmunication, . . . Every step on the road to réalizing -
an idea beset:by the contradiction of violently distorted commun- -
ication is marked by a transformation of the institutional frame- .
. work and the destruction of ideoldgy. The goal is 'providing a
rational basis for the precepts of civilization': in other words,
an ®rganization of social relations according to the principle
that the validity of every‘norm of political consequence be made
dependent on a consensus arrived at in communication free from
. domination.2® . .

'Habermas is supportive"of Freud‘s interpretation of histdry and”the
implicit notion that history has meaning constituted in. terms of
tvcertain invariant goa]s For. Habermas the goa] is c]ear, and that is

i the free, rational and respon51bie individual, iess the condition of
';undistorted communication can be achieved, then such a goa] for human-

uityhcannot be achieved. In- ‘other words, only 1nsofar as the subJect or



; society is capable of .and does engage in undistorted communication can'
'it be: said to be emancipated -and, only in terms of emancipation canvl"'
the sceptica1 charge based on the notion of diaiecticai totaiity be. f
.countered for as we have seen emancipation as understood by Habermasg_
and Freud is'a precondition for: knowiedge.;‘w - -
Habermas has now’ located the standard which is‘necessary.

" however two questions 1mmed1ate1y present themse]ves a) What is the .
'origin of this standard? b) How is it to be applied? Concerning the
“first of these questions, criticai se]f-ref]ection is not the source’
}of this notion of an ideai speech situation. \ Habermas comments upon=‘

“this issue and the 1imitations of.. self ref]ection in the foliowing

e passage.

20"1We no 1onger find, in dialecticai 1ogic as in a certain way ‘Marx. -
. still did, the normative basis for a.social theory constructed with
" -practical intent. . Of course, the logic of -self-reflection, which
~traces back the formative ‘course of an‘ego's identity through all
invelutions-of systematicaiiy -di¥torted communications and brings’
. this anaiytnca]]y to this ego's awareness, can be. called "dialecti-
- cal" if it is the task of dialectics,.in ‘the sense of Hegelian :
.. “Phenomenology" (and of psychoanalysis which is not conceived in a-
' §cientistic manner), to reconstruct that which has. been repressed
. from the historical ‘traces of repressed dia]ogues. But what is . -
‘dialectical is then.only the structure of compuiston that dialecti-
cal- thought explodes by assimilating itself to it... . . Then,
* however, our problem is.merely differed. "For the structure of"
~ distorted communication is not u]tig?te, it has its basis in the
‘iogic of undistorted communication A ,

This passage ca11s for an assessment of . the accomplishments to be

| credited to psychoanaiysis as self- refiection. Habermas seems to be
-'saying here that the best to hope for from criticai self—refiection is
that it reveais the nature of the probiem, i.e distorted communica-'”
tion. Sel f- refiection does not revéal the structure that communication -
should possess, i.e. communication which is" undistorted " It tells us

-pnothing about what undistorted communication wou]d be iike.
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Self—reflection does, however, reveal a true experience of

\

'reality. an experience which has beeh hidden from consciousness..eln -

iChapter I of Knowledge and Human Interests. Habermas regards thls as;.

E the "determinate negatibn" Of the psychoanalytic process involving
t”the therapist and patient. But.what is the true significance of this

determinate negation? This is the challenge to Habermas offered by

| Michael Rosen in his work entitled Hegel's Dialectic and Its CritiCism; o

Rosen concentrates on what he describes as Habermas s .‘;,. analogy .

b

7‘between the path of determinate»negation and the progreSSive dissolu-
- tion of illusions characteristiclpf psychoanalySis. .';‘."28 The
f relevant passage from Habermas reads as- follows. o
,The\reversal of. consciousness means the’ dissolution of 1dentif1ca-
tions, the breaking of fixations and the destruction of projec- -
tions. The failure of the staté of consciousness that has been
. overcome turns¥at the same time into a new reflected attitude in

which the. situation comes to consc1ousness in an undistorted manner
© Just as- it is.29n‘_ o E

‘ . . o ,
lRosen takes issue with Habermas s interpretation of the results of
psychoanalysis. His claim 1s that psychoanaly51s cannot.be a model

for, ‘what he calls, rational progress. For Rosen, the process of
'disillusionment"is a form of progress in that the subJect 1s now free'

from certain constraints 0 that he is better able to pursue goals

. whose achievement was blocked due to this psychological obstacle. Howe

ever, given that one equates “rational progress with the "extending
of knowledge for Rosen, psychoanalysis has nothing to offer

Cognitive progress does not consist in. reJecting false theories
‘only, but 'in extending knowledge-by means of better ones. . . . The
analogy with psychoanalysis diverts attention from the fact that
Habermas's picture of determinate negation fails to prov1de an
account of ‘the generation of this new and better content. - Even lf
_there is .continuity between the initial form of life in which an
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agent holds a false theory and a subsequent one in which he has
~ abandoned it this is not sufficient to speak of progress. Common
- sense would say--more accurately, surely--that the person who has
done no more than reject a theory as false has ended up back where
he started.3 ]
"The Popperian roots of:RosenﬂsJoosition cannoﬁ,be_mistaken. :Epistemo-
'}logieglly;speakfng, the proeess;of;disil]osionmen; in psychoanalysis
':%s a soecifio instance of "theory falsif1cation’“, This interpretation
ru]es out the poss1bility of determinate negation.

. Clearly, Rosen 1s not correet in describing the results of
1ps§cnoana1ys1s,as s1mp1y and strictly instances of falsification.
'-Certainly, there is fa]sificaﬁion of a belief held by the oatient. and
one m1ght argue that the recovered exper1ence serves to falsify the
1 pat1ent.s erroneous belief. However, on the positive side, the patient
- sees the.sitoetfon fon’what it qs. The'distinction can be made as-
“follows:

.Fa]sifica;iOn: »

1 be}ieve that " x" is “R." .Hence I believe "Rx." However
th]S be11ef is fals1f1ed hence " -Rx" (where "-" is a symbol of neqa-
tion). In this situation, one is left with "-Rx" and there 1s no other

.'tneory present to serve as an alternetive account of " x |

‘ 'ADeterminate Negation: the psychoanalytic analogy X
‘I have the belief that-*Rx," but it is falsified.by infofmation

that}ﬂQx;" Hence, I am not left with an empty negation of “Rx," but

rather it is negafed by what serves immediately as a replacement |

' theory, "Qx." |

| | Djsi]]usionhent does not simply feisify a previously held

belief. On the eontrary, jt‘recovers-an experience which, not only

-
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_destroys the belief in a "pseudo-objeet."-but finds the source of that

belief in the subject himself. Une might argue that Rosen.does not

fully ygrasp the epistemological implications of the discloSed'eXperiz

ente. It is positive,experienée, experience with positive content,

which falsifies ‘the original belief. In learning that he is himself

‘responsible for the false belief the patient also learns the source of

A

the be]ief.
Hhi]e Rosen seems to have oversimplified the result of the.
psychoanalytic approach, there remains the issue introduced in the

passagye quoted on page 204 of this chapter. There, Habermas grants the

. power of psychoanalysis to reconstruct the history of the individual's

experience, through the recovering of repressed experiences, but this
1neeedtis the problem. The power of critical self-ref]ection_is ‘
limited toithe sphere of experiehCe and experience, once mereg which
is interpreted in.terms of nbrms. that are in turn derived from the
socio-ﬁinguistic cpntgxt{ As both Habermas and Freud admit, this
contextvitself is subject to batho]ogica]-inf]uences, and Habermas has

asserted that in the'ease'of the "dialectical totality," the forces of
the soctal reality mediate the 50cio-1inguistic'context to the point of
effecting changes in grammar ltelf

Habermas pinpoints the problem in the fo]]ow1ng passage from

| the essay entitled "On Systematica]ly Distorted Communicat1on.

If we consider everyday .interpretation within the range of ordinary
language or translation from one language into ‘another, or trained
linguistic analysis in general, .all of them leading to hermeneutic
understanding because of its explanatory power. That is, the

- disclosure of the meaning of specific incomprehensible acts or

. utterances develops to the same extent as, in the course of
reconstruction of the original scene, a clarification of the
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genesis of the fauIty mean1ng 1s achieved. - The What, the‘u
content of a systematically distorted manifestation, canno be .
'understood' if it is not possible at the same time - to 'explain' -
the Why, the owigin of the symptomatic scene with: referenc to.
the initial circumstanges which led to the systematfc d1§;ﬁ,tion
itself. However, undérstanding can only.assume an explale !~ny
function, in the strict meaning of the word, if-the semantig
analysis does. not depend solely on the trained applicatiofj;
communicative competence of a native. speaker, as is {the c&{gun
simple semant1i analysis, but is instead guideg/R} tuﬁﬁﬁe% A
'propositions. L2y ;foA ;

N e ; @gg |
Although "pos1t1ve" knowledge resu1ts from the psychoanalytic thérapy,

the f1na1 1nterpretation of the disclosed experience is external to the

“ﬁ”content of>this determ1nate negation. Along with that content to be

A

supplled by the pat1ent and - the exper1ence which he will recover the
theraplst supp11es, from hlS s1de of the conversation a background of
theoret1ca1 know]edge acqu1red wndependently of the psychoana1yt1c
self-reflection of the pat1ent

| The recognition of  the necess1ty for a background of theoreti-,
ca] know]edge signals a maJor change in the notion of critical theory.
'The_passageuquoted above ind1cates the extent’ of the validity of the
hermeneutical position. -Cfiticol se1f~ﬁef1ection cannot escape the
realm of experience whith‘ié mediated by the socig-linguistic context.
A This denies, in the instance‘of psychoanaiysis,'the possibility of a
standard arising from the basis of this eXperience. In claiming that
self-reflection's limit is to indicate the structure of distorted
cOmmunicatton,_it shouio be noted that,seleref1ectionvdoes'this o
through the experience of distorted communication, but has .no under-
standing of the conditions which‘héve not been met or how the ﬁElEi‘
have been broken. This knowledge} on the oart of'self;reflectton, .

would entail a grasp of the conditions-of undistorted comunication.



The solution to the problem posed in-the selection from bOn
Systematically Distorted Communication” involves the preconception.
on the part of the psychoanalyst, of the "structure of non—distorted
communication."32 At this point, - however, Habermas has gone beyond '
the bounds of psychoanaiytic research which 1s based on the experience

of the given soc10 1inguistic context. Habermas now introduces a new

theoretical approach, “rational reconstruction. - ‘ o

Section 4

In "A Postscript to Knowledge and Human Interests," Habermas

" apologizes for an oversight in ‘the originai text, i.e. his faiiure to
distinguish between “self-reflection" and "rationai reconstruction ,
\Ciaiming that the use of the term "refiexion“ by German Idealism
confuses two distinct notions,‘Habermas asserts the‘foliowing twofold
meaning of the concept.
. « o On the one hand, it denotes the reflexion. upon the :conditions
~of potential abi]ities of a knowing, speaking and acting subject as
such; on the other hand, it denotes the reflexion upon unconscious-
ly produced constraints to which a determinate subject {or a: :
determinate group of subjects, or-a determinate Species subJect)
succumbs in its process of sel f-formation.3
| The two different areas of operation‘demand-two very different
approaches to investigation. Habermas then goes on to distinguish.
between the two different methods what have been ca]ied 1n this .
thesis, “critica] seif—refiection,“ and “rationai reconstruction.
(a) Criticism is brought to bear on obJectsIof experience whose
pseudo-objectivity is to be revealed, whereas reconstructidns
are based on 'objective' data like sentences, actions, -cogni-

tive insights, etc., which are comscious creations of the
subject from the very beginning ,
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(b) Criticism is brought to bear on something particular--concrete-
1y speaking, on the particular self-formative process of an
ego, or group, identity--whereas reconstructions try to under-
stand anonymous systems of rules wich can be followed by any
subject at all provided it has the requisite competences.

(c) Criticism is characterized by 1ts ability to make unconscious
elements conscious in a way which has practical consequences. 24 .,
Criticism changes the determinants of false consciousness,
whereas reconstructions explicate correct know-how, 1.e. the
intuitive knowledge we acquire when we possess rule-competence,
without involving practical consequences.33u? .

The key element in the distinction for (a) is the'spurce and nature of
the object domain. Critica] sel f-reflection is fundamentally critical

and carries out a task of de-objectiffcation after.jt has successfully

reconstructed the position being investigated. . Rational reconstruction

i does not appear to have a critical function, but is engaged with

~ “objective" data, which do not .need critiques .The sburce for both sets

of data 15 the same, tﬁe conscious subject and his or her c#‘at1ons.
Thé‘distihdtion in (b"ié crucial because here Habermas
disfinguishes critical self-reflection and rational reconstruction
in‘terms of the re]ationsﬁip of’their respective forms of data and
results 6f their invegt{éatiOns ta history.. In describing critical
se1f-ref1ectioﬁ as directed solely toward the "particular® and the
“concrefe;" Habermas ties this form of investigation to a given
socio-]ingujstic ok’historical context. In trying to understand the
particular, critical self-reflection recognizes the limits of its con-
text and does not>rea11y escape thé sphere of operation‘of the cultural

sciences or hérmeneutics. Certainly psychoanalytic critique adds to

the information to be considered by these sciences and that data will

be controversial in that it will challenge accepted interpretations.
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However, the final interpretation of this new data will be achibved in
terms of the given socio-linguistic context. C(ritical seif-ré?Tection
remains at the eve) of experiences as they occur to individuals and
~which form their understanding of the worid To remain at the level of
'expressed experfence 1s to remain historical with regard to the subject
matter of study. o i A

Rationai reconstruction; on the other hand, attempts to under-
stand anonymous rules systems uhich are not determined and do not arise
~ from a given socio- iinguistic or historicai context. Rather they are
present whenever a subject displays a certain competence such as
1inguistic competence or being a competent speaker. In the case of
k ianguage and the competent use of it, such ruies are essentiai aspects.
of a species that engages in‘a life- form,which,invoives obJectifying <
reality in terms of communicative action.i Emphasis must be placed-on’
the ahistorical nature of the data considefed‘by rational reconstruc-
Cdone

Finally, in (c),. Habermas notes that critica] seif-ref]ection
‘acts in accordance with the winl to and interest in emancipation. “Its
goal is.partiaiiy to change the 1ife of the indiv1dua1 and hence is an
‘instrument of praxis. hationaiireconstruction, however, refiects no |
interest or practicaieintention. its task is to grasp rules and to
understand the intuitive hnoniedge obtained bj those nho display
competence in acting according ‘1o thése ruies | |

Discussing the nature and impiications of know]edge gained
through_rationai reconstruction, Habermasﬂsays ‘the following in _hggrx

&

and Practice.
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. . . this type of knowledge has always claimed the status of a
special, of a "pure" knowledges in logic, mathematics, epistemol-
ogy and linguistics today it forms the core of the philosophic
disciplines. This type of knowledge is not constitutive for the
objectivating sciences; accordingly, it remains untouched by the
technical as well as the practical interest. For .sciences of the
critical type, which, 1ike psychbtanalysis, make self-reflection »
into a method of procedure, reconstruction . . . appears to have a
constitutive significance. . . . It is only reliance upon recon-
struction which permits the theoretical development of self-gefléc-
tion. In this way reconstguctions therefore attain an indirect
relation to the emancipatory interest in knowledge, which enters
directly only into the capacity for self-reflection.35 ,

With this new form of ‘knowledge, Habermas introduces a new element in
support of establishing a "critical theory“ of society. Largely in
response to the combined threat of.relativism and .the effects of a
dialectical totality on even self-reflective forms of inveétigation:
Habermas muSt search for "absolutes.” The search, in fact, had already
begun with the introduction of knowlédge-constitutiQe interests and

. their transcendental functions. Having their source .in the life-form

of the species and being invariant as the qpndition§ for the possibil- ®
ity of any éxperiencé, regardless of the given histérical context,

- these interesgs, 1nvrg1ation to their objectified realms, are more

fundamental to our understanding of the world than the given socio-

. linguistic or historical context. In "A Postscript to Knowledge and

Human Interests,"36 Habermas remarks that these interests can be

established only through "rational reconstruction." Two examples of
rational reconStructjons involve>the "universal cohditions.of possidle
understanding" or the "general presuppos}tions of communicative
action."37 and the development‘of the moral congciousness of the

individual ego.38
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: c,he 1mp11cation of the Tatter can be expressed by the claim

that f? the . 1nd1v1dua1 deveTops morally accordlng to h1s or her
capac1ty for moraT act1on and Judgment then the individual will be
~in a position to achieve and enJoy adu]t autonomy.' Here aga1n is

Habermas s opt1m1$m concerning the natural deve]opment of the 1nd1v1d-

C uaT “and the natural development of hlstory--we are prdceed1ng toward,

"Mundjgkeit "j The dlff1cu1ty with achiev1ng th1s goal takes the form B
of forces in the social coﬁtext,‘self 1mposed coercion on the part of
the individual, and exper1ence determlned by the tradition.

The key to thTS moraT‘deveTopment is a social context which
promotes the ideal speech s1tuatlon and undistorted commun1cat1on.‘

Undbr such cond1t1ons.awh1ch presuppose the absence of coerc1on, the

| mora] deve]opment of the 1nd1v1dua] can proceed toits 1mp]1c1t goaT.

[

The success of und1$torted commun1cat1on, in turn, presupposes

and involves sat1sfy1ng the cond1t1ons for successful communicative
L LAk
action, or, in other words, the un1versa1 conditions of possible.. '

oo
s

understand;ng.‘ These cond1t1ons for comnun1cat1ve action are ex-

pressed by Habermas as redeemable va11d1ty c]a1ms. If the speaker

wants to part1c1pate in the process of achiev1ng an understand1ng (and,

for Habermas, the f1rst sentence uttered expresses the des1re 10 reach

mutual understand1ng39) then the speaker must raise certa1n va11d-»
k\}_f\fﬂTt}\cJa1ms. These claims meanuxhat the speaker does'the following:'

.The speaker® must choose a comprehens1b1e (verstindlich) expres-
sion so that speaker and hearer can understand one another.  The

. speaker must have: the intentfon of communicating a true-(wahr)
proposition .(or-a propos1tiona] content, .the existegntial presuppos-
-itions of which are satisfied) so that the heart¢r can share the

- knowledge of the speaker. -The speaker must want to express: His
1ntent1ons truthfu]]y (wahrhaft1g) so that the hearer can be11eve
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| . W’
the utterance of the speaker (can trust him). F1na11y, the speaker
__must choose an utterance that is right (richtig) so that the hearer
can accept the utterance and speaker and hearer can agree with one
another in the utterance with respect to a recgﬁn1zed normative
background.40 ; _

If these conditions are satisfied,'then communication"prdceeds 'undis-.

s

» ;,26¥bed." . o R

Returning to the 1ssue of psychoana]ys1s, it 1s now t1me to
assess the re]evance of th1s theoret1ca1 understand1ng for the ana-
~1yst S capac1ty in exp]anat1on. ~Let +5 grant that the psychoana1yst \
has an accurate understanding of the conditions for 50cce§sfdt wirun-

ica%ive action and undistorted communication. Thomas. McCart -« ma+ 3

o

the following critical observat1on concern1ng the ana]ogous situdtion
of the 1nterpreter and his text |

_Even when it is theoretically grounded in a universal- -pragmatic,
developmental-logical account of speech and action, the critical
1nterpretat1on of concrete social phenomena has an&grreducibly

“practical” moment. The interpreter cannot assume a purely
subject-object relation to the 1nterpretandum but must retain the
performative attitude of a participant in communication. He must:
take seriously the va11d1ty claims raised by the "text" and at the
same time critically examine them.4l

-

The main thrust of McCarthy's-criticism“is that' despite the theore£i¥
cal groundlng, when 1nd1vi?ua1s confront one another in a communicative

situation they must return to the ord1nary language s1tuat1on and, '
hence, are suscept1b1e to the 1nf1uences of the trqgnt1on.

In terms of psychoanalys1s, one now has a concept of normal
communication which is not bound to a spec1f1c socio-linguistic context
or.given‘society. However, given‘McCarthy's crdfique, one'is still
re]1ant upon ordinary language and hence, suscept]b]e to 1nfluences

from the tradition when one enters into the analytic dia]ogue or

therapy scenario with the pat1ent.

o
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In commenting upon the four validity c1aims,‘M¢Carthy makes the
following suggestidns as to how normal communication can be restored if

the claims are cha11enged;

At -the most basic level, if the very comprehens1b1l1ty of one's
~utterances is questloned communlcat1on can continue only if the
misunderstanding is cleared up in!the course of interaction (such
as through explication, e]uc1dation,,paraphrase, translation,
semantic stipulation). Assuming mutual comprehens1b111ty, consen-
sus is endangered if the truth of what one says is challenged.
This kind of disturbance can be overcome within the context of
interaction by pointing to relevant experiences, supplying informa-
~ tion, citing recognized authorities. . . . But it is possible for
situations to arise-in which the truth of what one says is chal-
lenged in so fundamental a way that communication either breaks off
. « . Or is continued at a different level, that of theoretical:' -
discourse in which problematic truth claims . . . are subjected-to
the force of argument and counterargument. Consensus is no less
endangered if oné of the interacting parties questions the inten-
tions of the other. . . . If communication is to continue on-a
consensual basis, mutual trust must be restored in the course of
further interaction as the good faith of each party becomes
apparent through assurances, consistency of action, readiness to
draw, accept and act on consequences. . . . F1na1]y consensual
basis of communication is d1srupted if one party's-right to per-
form the speech acts he performs is called into question, on the
grounds, for example, that his role or status does not entit]e(him
to do so, or 'that his acts contravene accepted norms and conven-
tions. . . . This type 6f disturbance can be removed within the
context of if interaction by appeal to recognized noms . . .,
accepted values, established author1t1es, and so on. But it is
possible for s1tuat1ons to arise in which the r1ghtness or approp-
riateness of one's speech actions are challenged in so fundamental
a way that communication either breaks off . . . or it is continued -
at a different level, that of practical d1scourse'in which problem-
atic nomms, ... ., are subjected to the force of argument and
counterargument.4é - ‘ o

Let us dea] 1mmed1ate1y with the f1rst and third potentla] prob1ems forv e

the breakdown of communicative act1on. Where comprehens1b111ty becomes

brobiematic, McCarthy suggests fexp]iéation, translation," and "para;
phrase," etc. A1l such strategies involve a given socio-Tingtistic
cqntext"énd ordinary{]anguage.' Once again the role for hermeneutics,

~» in such a sitwation, cannot be denied.
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'The third situation. where there is‘a 1oss of trustﬂ can be -

" solved in the ways suggested by McCarthy, or can degenerate into a

situation ¢ second potential type. Nith pers1stent fai1ure of

attempts at the restoration of mutual trust either commun1cation

breaks off compdetely, or all c1a1ms made by, one or either side are'

Id

subJected to the force of argument and counterargument.

As McCarthy notes, problems of the second and fourth types;t,*“
truth and rlghtness, "... . may call for stepptng_out‘ of a given
action context)and right 'into' a d1stﬁrstve situat1on.“43 In. such'a

s1tuat1on one Has gone beyond commun1cat1ve actton based on consensus

(where there is cormon recognition of validity c]a1ms ratsed by the

o

- speakers), to the level of an understandtng-or)ented commun1cat1ve

t

action in which this common recogn1t1on must be restored. Ir the case

of truth claims, the speakers enter 1nto‘“theoret1ca1 d1scourse" and 1nd
the case of rightness claims, they resort to pract1ca1 d1scourse ‘
N A detalled discussion of these two forms of dlscourse 1s beyond'

'fthe scope of this the51s, however certa1n aSpects of both are re]evant
4

to the present discussion. The success of either form of" d1scourse
‘presupposes what Habermas. cal]s the “1dea1Q§Beech situat1on.”44 The’
key feature of the 1dea1 speech situation is that 1t ru]es out coerc1on“

~and d1stort1on in commun1cat1ve 1nteract1on.
e
" Idea1 nenne Ich eine: Sprech51tuation, in _der Kommuntkationen n1cht
"+ nur nicht durch duBere kontingente. E1nw1rkungen, sondern auch _
nicht durch Zwange behindert werden, -die sich aus der Struktur der
Kommunikation selbst ergeben. Die Ideale Sprechsituation schliebt:
systematische, ‘Verzerrung der Komnun1kat1on aus. Und zwar’ erzeugt -
~ die Kommunikationsstruktur nur -dann keine Zwinge, wenn fiir alle
" Diskursteilnehmer eine symmetrische Verteilung’ der Chancen,
Sprechakte zu wahlen und auszufuhren, gegeben 1st.4 '
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- In this passage from "Wahrheitstheorien," Habermas>providesxan account
of the 1dea1 speech situat1on. The idea] speéch‘situation is one in
which: there are’ no coercions or externa] 1nf1uences operating 1n the
discussion. Even such 1nf1uences -which arise out of the structure of

W communlcation itse]f are ruled out. A]so, aTong w1th the exclusion

of systemic d1stort19n (1nst1tut10na11zed social forces wou]d be an
examp]e of the source of such d1stort1on of commun1cat1on) each part1— -
cipant in- the dlscuss1on must have equal opportun1ty to e]ect and
‘execute “speech acts. /// ’

The maln po1nt to be made of the present dlSCUSST n is that
the realization of the 1dea1 Speech situation presupposes that the -
individuals involved are lreadz emancipated. It is difficult to -
cOnCeive of how individua1s who.are not a]readygemancipated-onE .

ab]e to engage in “undistorted commun1cat1on or-the ideal speech

'_;situat1on or be. ab]e to satlsfy the cond1t1ons for successfu] commun1—

: cative action as mapped out by Habermas The argument here 1s similar
to that offered aga1nst the possibility of rad1ca] cr1tique w1thout a
prior enancipat1on. Under such cond1t1ons Habermas would seem to be
forced back into the ngen h1stor1ca1 or soc1o 11ngulst1c context in

'order to effect emanc1pat10n More than a standard is necessary to -
) ach1eve emanc1pat1on.‘ The main d1ff1cu1ty takes the form of the

ana1yst or cr1tica1 theor1st S. ab1lity to recogn1ze when the 1nd1v1dua1

' pis acting w1thout coerc1on, i e. when he has peen truly’ emanc1pated

- Presumab]y the future act1ons and growth 1n the cr1t1ca1 act1v1ty of .

the’ tndiv1dua] would be the sole indicator. S

FE,
T
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To conclude this chadter, rational reconstrUCtion 1s a radical
: 'deoarture‘from this historical motif-of earlier Frankfurt School think-
~ers. Critique is no‘ionger strictly'immanent. content to point out; in

the spirit of Adornofs notion of dialectics, the contradictions ina

«;'given soc1ety and its institutions. Habermas's notion of rationaf‘T

reconstruction is an attempt to get beyond the $0Cio- 1inguistic and

+ historical context in order to provide a foundation of theoreticai
know]edge which w111 function as standards for critique~-standards '
»externa] to .the resu]ts of immanent critique. Successful communicative
action, for Habermas, is the source: of critique, rationaiity, and the
vaiidating of ciaims to truth and rightness. Given successfu] communi-
‘tcative action, then a]i of these 1ssues ‘and thein\related prob]ems can
be sotved independently of. and immune to externa] and 1nhibiting infiuf »
enCes‘from the socio-linguistic or givenbhistorica]'context;-aoain, '

-provided'that one isiaTready emancipated

In terms of the new method Habermas ‘asserts the p0551b1]1ty.
of gaining non nomoiogicai and non- cu]ture bound know]edge of the |
~individual human. being . through rational reconstruction. Issues that“
vwere probiematic before, such as. the 1ntersubJective agreement of the :
' community of sc1entists wi'th regard to anaiytic-empirical know]edge, “
and the’ culturai sc1ences,tare no 1onger problematic for scientists’
engaged in rationa1 reconstruction. Habermas justifies this oosition
in terms offthg/t§5§3bf subJect matter and thé fact that it is not
reiated to the object domains of cognitive interests. On the other
- hand, it should be cautioned that, although the soc10-linguistic ‘

context did not mediate the social forces influencing tradition, it
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, | , N
certainly did serve to mediate our understanding of that world. For. .

Habermas, however, thls 1s not a concern with regard to rationa]

recdnstruction and its subject matter.

. In charging that se]f—reflect1on ‘finds ‘its 11m1t in demonstrat-
~ing 0&%} that there 1s und1storted communication, Habermas recogn1zes
that that which is based upon and re1iant upon the historical context
channot get beyond such a context. The subject matter of rat1ona1
reconstruct1on is beyond the h1stor1ca1 context and thus rmmune to -

“historical mediation, at least so Habermas would say.
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5
i
This thesis has been devoted to following Habermas' s critique

of the analytic-emp1r1ca1 and hermeneutica] approaches as adopted and
adapted 1n the social sc1ences and to the 1ay1ng of methodologica] and
epistemological foundations for a critical theory of soc1ety. Sqecia]
emphasis has been laid’ upon the following topics: a) the notion of
"dialectical tota]ify“ as a critical and sceptical eool for rejectiné E
~ the methodo]ogles Habermas ‘has cons1dered b) the nature of cr1t1ca1 v
. self- ref1ect1on and its 11m1tations. c) a clar1f1cat1on and defence of
var1ous aspects of d1a1ect1ca1 th1nk1ng involved with regard to the
: _cr1t1que of ana]yt1c7emp1r1ce1 science and the self- ref]ect1on of the
“ patient undergping ps&ehoanalysis; d) an_investigation of "hnowledge- ’
,constitdiive interests" with special emphasis on their ihterrelation-
'ships;.end e) a’brief considehatioh of.“retionel reconstrUEtidhE and
its impliéatidns hoh”critical theory. | g
a). The notfon.of "dia]eetf;a] totelityf'was found to function not

’es‘a;mode] or working hypothesis in a poeitfve,wey;.but'hather as ae“‘
"crifica1ieoncept deecribjng‘at 1east‘e dohential societal condition
with edverse effecté‘dn thevihdfvjduels éohstituting society and

demonsthating the need for-comprehenéive Ideologiekritik. Using the

~ notion of “totality" as a critical standard, Habermas argues that
neither the analytic-empirical nor the"hermeneutical approach is

capable of the necessary depth of Ideologiekritfk.‘ The'strueturing of

'Habermas S "d1a1ect1ca1 approach;" i €. the presuppos1tions of the

»’method of self~ ref1ect1on does not 1nvq1ve predetermining the -nature :

N
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of the object to fit the method, but rather foéces the method -to
respond to the possible nature of the obJect. ) ‘ '“(

b) Se]f ref]ection appeared in two contexts in this thesis.
First, it was analyzed in Hege]ian'termsfas a critique of the
ana]ytic-empirical method? Emphasis wa§ p]aced‘upon afclarifiction

of Habermas's immanent critique and 1nterpretatxon of ana1yt1c-

empirical science. Secondly, se]f ref]ec;ion was consxdered as 1t

functioned representing the interest‘in emanc1pation.. In this

instance, self- reflection, by ltself did not prove so successfu]
Both from comments by Habermas ‘and from the analysis of Rosen's ;

criticism, it is apparent that se]f-ref]ect]on fanled‘to ach1eve a.

- determinate negation or generate the’poSitive‘content'necessany for it

independent1y to constitute criticaT theory;f Insofar as self-reflec-
tion did lead to success in terms of emanc1pat1on and uncoverlng g
“hidden" exper1ence and knowledge, it needed to be supplemented by

rational reconstruct1on.;

» N !/.“y .

‘“E)V,An attempt has been‘hade throughout_thiS-thesiS’to c]ariﬁj 7

~ Habermas's use of termiho]ogy originating from German Ideansm,'

specifically from Hegel. Specia1‘attention was paid to the eoncepts

of "determinate negationﬂ‘ "immanent critique,?'“dia]ectiCa] coptra-

diction," and "mutual mediation," with the aim of makﬁngﬁthis-termin-
ology more accessible to those not shar1ng in the ph11osoph1ca1 tradi-
tion stemmwng from Hege]

d) The 1nterre1at1onsh1ps among the knowledge- const1tut1ve -

1

”1nterests, their: ep1stemo]oglcal roles and the1r realms of operat1on

1s probab]y one of the weaker areas in Habermas's grand prOJect. As
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has been seen in this study, the relationship between hermeneutical
investigation and the standards for accepting basic statements and the
meaning of science is somewhat blurred by Habermas's own analysis. The

%

self-reflective critique, which reveals a dialectical relationship

. J
~ between method and object, threatens  to place the entire scientific

endeavour within the realm of opération of hérmehéutics. However, to
avoid the relativity fnvolved and the possibility of linguistic ideal-
ism, the interest in technical control emerges aé not only dominaging‘
the.ianguagé internal to the analytic-empirical approach, but also as
somehow.simplifying the rOad'to‘consenSUQ'ambng thé'conmmnity of |
scftntists. | | |
e) The ihability of'§e]f-ref1ection td escape the historital d

context necessitated the'devg]opmént dfvratioﬁal reconstruction. The
"dialectical approach" is augmented by "bfivi]egéd" empifical sciehces.

t ) . . .
However, the task of ‘emancipation remains a problem within the histori-

-cal context demanding praxis along with non-historical and'species

“universal standards.

Habermas divides reality as it exists "fof—us" into fﬁree
distinct re#]msﬁ the world of physical things;. the world 3s understood
in terys of grammar, language and meénings as‘uséd by communicating ?‘
individuals; and the world of socfai instftutions and their‘gffects
upon members of sociefy. o

As individual subjects confronting rea]ity'and attempting to

undérs;qﬁd it, we do so largely in terms of language. Habermas sees -

the socio-linguistic context, hence specific ordinary language, as
. . N R Q .

reflecting the given “tbaditioh," which meéans, for Habermas, that there
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1% a serious limitation placed upongthe 1nd1viduai“s ab11ity to uhder-
stand. society, atEZin adult autonomy, and engage in praxis which can
achieve that end. On the oﬁé side analytic-empirica] science is
guilty of false objectivity regarding its objects, and on the .other,
 hermeneutics 1is guilty of fa]seeontologizing of the tradition. An |
attempt has been made, in th1s thesis to clarify some of the erroneous

and dubfous aspects of Habermas 5 fﬁtorwretation of Gadamer.
| The three realms of reality cpl]ide, however, Habermas is clear
on the point that the'inetitutionélized forces of dominance and the
reality objectified by insﬁrumenta] aciion~and fechnical cognitive
interest, both mediate the ﬁgcld interpreted }n terms of the trad1t1on
The crucial re]ationship,‘for ﬁﬁbermas, is that between the 1nst1tu-
tiona11zed forces of dominance in the $ociety, and the trad1t1on‘or the
Sociof1inguist1e context. The mediation spokenvof above is oné way in
each case, with tradition.not be{ng able to mediate the o;her two, b@tv
| serving only to mediate, in an epi;temologidal]y prohibitive‘way,efhe |
individual's understanding of either reality. The main imp}icatioﬁ of
this mediation is the difficulty that any inVestigation, dependént upon
~ordinary language and the prevai]ing‘web of meanings and interpreta-‘
tions in order to understand‘and explain society,}is ddomed to failure
:Because it'is‘dependent'upOn meanings which function to conceal social
forces -rather thén”disclo;e them.!

for Habermas, the most fundamenta] form of social act1on is

that geared toward reachlng an- understand1ng, i.e. commun1cat1ve

| act1on. Given that one is able to discaver the abso]ute cond1t1ons for

the success of commun1cat1te action, then one has a standard, that if *
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satisfied in practice wil] be independent of social forces of coer-

‘cion. Habermas attempts to escape the realm of ordinary language and
“the tradition, and to move to the universal cond1t1ons for the possi-
bility‘of successful communicative action in any historical context.
However, it must be remembered that the ideal speech situation is only :
an 1dea1 and demands the achievement of a precondition for 1ts‘realiza-
tion. Regardless of the epistemolog1ca] validity of this standard, 1n
order for 1t to be actua11zed in pract1ce, the society must be emanci-
pated beforehand. Hence, one has not escaped the need for an effective
~form of c;ifical self-reflection and the probJems 1nvolved with ”
returning to the historical context and liberating the individual fromv
the coercion'Ofvthe socio;political'aspects of the social‘life-world.
ﬁe must now ask just what Habermas 1eaues us witn,\outside of
some very valuable critlca1 cautions and arguments. The consensus“‘
theory of truth and the notion of the power of the better argument
which are discussed in "Nahrheitstheorien,"l 1eave room for both
'empirical scientific and hermeneutlcal contribut1ons to the process
of accepting or rejecting a truth claim. He wever, these are the' same

me thods cr1t1c1zed for their shortcomlngs repard1ng Ideo]og1ekr1t1k.‘

Before the consensus d the power ‘of the better argument can be worth.
much epistemologically, th consc1ousnesses engaged in the search for. _
truth must be freed from sel f-imposed coercion. . |

| In attempting to p1npo1nt a specific prob]em for cr1t1cal
theory, we might return to Popper's concern (cf. Chapter I) directed

toward the sociology of knowledge and soc1o-ana1ytic methods . . The

difficulty is one of checking, testing the claims made. Regarding our
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gainiﬁg knowled§e of ‘the physical or natural world, granting the role

W Habermas’gives to the té;hnica1 cognitive interest, it is easy to reach.
a consensus regarding such knowledge claims. There are testjnghprocea
dures and they are bublic. similarly with the practical interest and
hermeneutics, Uhdiéruptgd conversation and the successful restoration
of d1$1ogqe'after 9isrupyions are.pubfic foh‘thosg.involvgd and thosd
1istening in. In bo;h;fhese cases then there are publjc means of test-
169 the success or'fdilhre in‘satisfying the interest. The difficulty
dccurs with,thé satisfying of the emancipatory interest in the private
realm of the individual consciousness and unconscioﬁsness. How do 1
~or anyone else éest orvcheck"és to whether or not I am free from
rideblogicél 1ﬁf1ugnce} - o o | L

- Certainly my behavior is. the obvious means for others to make
N l ..

o

such a -judgment, hoWever, how can they be sure that their position is
- “not 1déologicai]y influenced? The problems Qith thé psycho-analytic -
| “modeT havé élfgédyvbeen dealt wfth_(cf, Chépter V) and need not be
reitera;ed.:_sﬁffice it to‘say/ihat uhti] Habqrmas finds“A successful
“_mpdehofainveétigatiph,.the absolute overgpming of idgd1o§y“seeh;

i 1mpqssjpié, LFinaliy. although there are still proﬁ]ehé-regarding a

~ faolproof method of Ideologiekritik, Habermas has succeeded in mounting

significant critical Chal}enges toward dpminaht me thods of aéquirihg

knowledge‘of’50c1e§y.' In exercising his own critical awareness he has,

at Teast, advanced the cause of total Ideologiekritik.
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