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traditions Habetrmas has cho_en'to-follow;dandhthrough

P . ST

| ABSTRACT .

ot
ol

,'f In 1964 at Heldelbetq, Habermas argued that ;

practical ch01ce 1n the p051t1vist philosophy of sc1ence.'

; The -onus of hlS argument was directed toward the’ unkenablllty

'-_tof the Kantlan d1st1nct10n between pure and practical

knowledge for an epistemology of the social sc1ences.

Habermas maintained that after ﬂegel 5 critique of Kant §
transcendental logic. . critique of knowledge which included
practical reason and. reflective Judgment had been removed
from the philosophy of science. Habermas S cr1t1que was
aimed at the type of p051tiv1st soc1a1 science that endorsed

-~

a method of objectifying soc1a1 reality and describlng it as

3

fact. Preconditions of meaning, presupposition,
subject1v1ty, and hlstor1c1ty were being 1gnored Underlying
hlS critique was the demand for a return to critlcal reason

1n the c1a551cal sense, w1th the aim of 1ntegrat1ng theory

and practlce in. a new metatheory for the social sc1ences. As’

. a consequence, Habermas advocated a practical self reflective

philoSophy for a critical theory of soc1ety.
This the51s argues that there are certain fundamentaly\‘P
contradicthns to be found 1n Habermas's more recent'

doctrlnes that have lead to the\cdntravention of his original

goals for cr1t1ca1 theory. Through an examination‘of the -

PR
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: crltzcal comparlson of hlS early work\a%;géhis later

'_”wrltlngs, we. hope to substantlate the cla1m that Habermas has

t

;.,{] falled to prov1de the type of self-reflect1Ve eplstemology

[
*‘for crltléal theory that was hls 1n1t1al goal. It.ls.oura

contentlon that Habermas s consensus theory the result oé

his attempt to formulate a methodobogy for Verlfylng truth

4

i
‘claims, falls prey to the same type of objeét1v1st1crstance
t ; s :

.he had so adamantly opposed.-

It ls'ourf;ntentlon to provide{support for® the notion

that Habéﬁmas's methOdological p;qpositions4have become
bounded by the idealistic conjecture that,there exists an

“x apriori interest structure determlnlng the. productlon of

t

knowledgei a structure whlch can Ee deflned 1ndependently in

, .

terms of ahlstorlcak constants. GUr conclusxons 1ndlcate that -

Habermasfhas, to date, been. unable\to 1nCOrporate
>

methodolqglcal categorles_for‘subjectiVely conStituted
meaning. We have s%uéht‘to establishcthat Habermas has
transgressed his goals for a dialectical metatheory Because
of_his reliance on an idealist definition of‘truth.vv

Our*ﬂimrwas/to trace what can be viewed as the
"objectivist dilemma in.Habermas to his formulations of an
apriori interest structure and its role in the determlnatlon-
of knowledge. After 1ntroduc1ng the problems we w1shed to
address in chapter one, the remalnder of ‘the thesis concerns.
itself with the goals Habermas 1n1t1ally outllned the
phllosophlcal tradltlons he has‘chosen to ut;llze, and hlS

N -

methodologlcal debates over object1v1sm. The f;nai sections

4
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LA ~ * CHAPTER ‘I
%4 .. uw#  INTRODUCTION -
4 ‘ . - - il . "’..' - - ' Lo Yo
In the opening pages of ‘T heogy and Pzggtigg ' Habermas -

S
oy

cddistigbuishes critical theory-from both philosophy and the
_philosophy of science "Critique is distinct because of
its reflections on its own origins ', (1974a: 8). Unlike tﬁe
I.deductive method of naturalistic social scbence and also
:-unlike the underlying presuppositions of a first-philosophy,
Habermas s critical method was to be constructed in a non-

premise fashion.. . Through the development of a new,

"~"dia1ectical metascience, Habermas believes he can overcome

"1the separation of theory and practice that is the result of

the- obJectivisms he associates with positivist social science

and the idealism of transcendental philosophies. .
3 TN
Habermas s pro]ect is one with an. epistemological as

'opposed to an ontological, empha31s. Rather.than begin with

.some normative.premise as to what shalI“cbnstitute
"
protctypical knowledge Habermas maintains that ". « . the

_u.critique of knowledge must begin by abstaining from any

‘ pre-Judgment about what is to count -as science (1974a.15).

~The illusion of objectiVity is,exemplified by a copy 'theoryf

of truth in the positivist philosophy of science.

| Alternatively, an appeal to the notion of pure theory

‘ characterizes what Habermas sees as the objectivist illusion L

o r‘
in certain traditional philosophies. In order to overcome-

I .2 T
EEE T : -
. . -

G
=
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' these false objectivisms.Habe?mas‘hagiproﬁoﬁed‘a”type:of

'complementa;it?fimodel, one aimed at uncovering the

.- metatheoretical bases of knowledge production.
Following the earlier Frankfurt theorists, Habermas

wants to implant a new methodology in the social soienges;
one built ugon the reintegration'of‘practical, normative‘;?
issues, given what is seen,ae a separation of “fact from
value/theory from praetioe. What is suggested is a:return to
‘critlcal reason in the ¢clagsical sense of. the termu ;Through
the - crlthue of ldeology Habermas hopes, ultlmately, to
uncover a methodology for dlscoverxng a 'new rationaiity'

Habermas's critique of ideology and its re;ationship to
a 'technocratic oonsciousness' has two interrelated, —_—
foundationai .aspects. 'On the one hand Habermas wishes to
develop the loea that post- 1ndustr1al societies are domlnated
- by a ec;ehtlstlc rationality. This thesis predomlnatesiln
hisemore methodological wfitings, and - deals more- specifically -~
w1th external (soc1etal) outcomes of the relatiqns:between

e &
technology, sc1ence, an& 1deology (i.e., Towards a Ratlonal .

Ség;etyf?ahd Legitimatjon Crisis). Habermas maintains that
traditiohal, valuehbased orientations for action (practical),c
.have;beeh increasiagly replaced by thetburpose—rational'mode

of action. The scientistic rationality of post-indﬁ%trialism
has been the motor behind the subsumption’ of the practical .
realm, the outcome of which has been the cultural hegemony of .

a sc1entlst1c ldeology (Habermas, 1971 1Q73(a)(b),<

1975(a)(b))f As a result of this stance, Habermas treats
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f‘what;he”sees‘asfthe false.objectivity of scientistic
~rationalism as the' fundamental cause of 'false
consciousness'.‘l | | o

The second component of Habermas s documentation of the
-arelationship between science and ideology deals with the
relation between the scientific enterprise itself, and the
production of ideology. This has been variously referred to
"as his metatheoretical or. internal critique (Giddens, 1976;
Overend, 1978). More specifically, this aspect of Habermas s
work. refers to theoretical disputes with' the neo- /
lpositivists.z o | S~

. Both theses are rooted in the notion that the
S

F A N

'ftechnocratic consciousness is guided by an apriori technical'

~

cognitive 1nterest in exp101t1ng nature.- The central thrux
of this underlying thesis is the idea that tﬁgdcreation of. a.
;'false—objectivity via scientism,'covers over this interest
by giving the appearance of neutrality.

What has ultimately been subsumed given the .

predominance of the technical cognitive interest, is both the

~

effect of value—rational ‘decisions. at the level of scientific-

enquiry; and the effect of ‘the practical ‘operation of

1decision making‘on what is still a.class based economy, at

~ the external . .or societal level .What this suspicion of a

pervasive false consciousness leaves Habermas to formulate is

‘an‘altefnative 'theory of 'truth'. o |
Critical theory condemns theories of absolute knowledge

and. formulas for ultimate truths. ‘Yet, its?purpose.is=the,’

e R e e




merger of fact and value at the metatheoretical leVel which,
in the final analysis, nece551tates the development of a
structure for - defining.the criteria for validating truth
claims. Tt is the,express purpose of critical theorists in
general to introduce values into methodological analysis in
order to expose 1deologica1 presupposition to rational
criticism. And as the reference to"false ~ consciousnes .
implies, there is a 'truei consciousness. Whether' it be, as
in the case of Marx, an ultimate determination of true from
false consciousness; or as for Marcuse, a determination of a .
true from false 'needs’'; orvas for Habermas, a distinguishing
bf true from false consensus; in ‘order to avoid the pitfalls
. of relativism, verification is an .unavoidable problem,

The question then remains as to whether Habermas S model
for verification of normative truth claims (the consensus
model) does not lapse into just another model reliant on the

transcendental justification of truth. -

- Habermas's post-1968 writing has been attacked for its
n'radicallreformist' posture and the resulting’loss'of a
selfereflective epistemology (Wilsdn, 1978; Apel, 1972i. It . i
is possible to identify a shift in Habermas's work based on
this transition to the adoption of a.radical reformism and
his,increasing preoccupation with the formulation of a
. ‘research pragram. |

The shift can also be“seen as a movement away from a
dialectical approach which stressed the idea of " »’« . the

object's preponderance over the concept'_(Wilson, 1978;199)




e e

. . . or the belief that the concept}cannot exhauét the thing

conceived (Adorno, 1973;5) to an emphasis on strategy and

interventionism. The tran51tion can also be seen as a/,/-~“-

movement frOm an 1nterest in subjectiv1ty and self-reflectlon,

to an empha51s on rational reconstruction. Flnally, the
, e e ‘ -

shift can be sunmarized in terms 8f the loss of a'critical

stance towards objectivism and ontology and the subsequent
emergence of these problems in the theoretical coherence of.7

<

Habermas 8 work.
/\b
The development of a consensus model for verlflcatlon bf
truth clalms\has entalled the elevatlon of ordﬁhary language

to a metalnstltutlon, the domaln where contradlctlon can be

,uncovered in Habermas s model. It is our aim to illustrate

how Habermas”creates a linguistic ontology and further: how
he attempts to ground'it'in a type of enancipatory o
determinism'which itself seems-tosfall prey to the same type
of objectivisn he hadjso adamantly opposed.

It is the purpose of this thesis to document the shift

'in Habermas's work through critical analysis; and further, to

attempt to show that there exists a basic dilemma in
Habermas's doctrines, one which has its genesis in his
conceptualization of a tripartite, apriori interest structure.

We also hope to substantiate the claim that Habermas's

“humanist 1eanings; which can be evidenced in his belief in an

eventual coincidence of freedom and reason stemmlng from an
inherent human 1nterest in emanc1patlon, have lead h1m to a

type of transcendently acqufred crlterion of truth.




l. P em “
lt iS‘our'intention to prowide support for‘the argument
that Habermas has been unsuccessful in his attempt to provide
a metatheory that would encompass the selgﬁreflective subject
and the dialectical qualities of the relationship between the

technical and practical realms. In his most receht works,

'Habermas, has been primarily concerned with the cteation of a

research Program based on the model of critical theory he had‘

developed e%rlier. His conceptualization of interests and

the relationship between interest, knowledge, and action form.

AV

the central.theoretical base upon which this program*hés

S

emerged.

c

Although Habermas' s conceptualization of interests seems

ambiguous, which becomes apparent if one attempts to sort ‘,

through the multiplicity of defining statements, there does gn:

S%em to be a major shift in their usage. In Habermas's early
work interests can be interpreted as not independent of one
another but ‘as dialectically interdependent, and they also
bcan be represented as 'ideal oonstructs', so that they are
not construed as existing in reality (Habermas, 1968)

Since Habermas's focus tﬁrned to the development of a
research program and the issue of legitimation crisis in late
capitalist societies.develop d as a central practical
concern, the'utilization of /lhis idealized constructs has

become highly controversia

. At thevcenter“of this

controversy is Habermas's suggestion-that because of an




,;emancipatoty cognikive.intéreSt, éhe_pqssibility of
justifying truth claimé thfough'tatioqal discéufse can become *
"a reality (Ové;epdf'1§59); As a conseqﬁehce_of this claim,
'idealfzeq consensuﬁi)cgn ngvlongef be interpreted as merelf
a heurist;c guide; bu% it has in;tead ﬁaken on,thé function
of jﬁstifying 1nteryention into the ﬁractical realm because
of Habermas's'assértioﬁ that verificgtibn of validity claims
can occur even if gnly‘througﬁ‘the best-approxiﬁation'of a
'rational discoarse’ (%5e., Legitimation Crisis, part III).
Ip contrast, Habermas initially‘maintained a clearly
‘Marxist stance toward the use'éf 'constants' in sociai
science. Support for the notion that Habermas originally
employed a negative-dialectic approach to the concept of

interest can be relatively.easily extrapolated from some of

: Bis early works. For-ihstancé, in Kngg;gége and Human -
Interest§ he says, ‘ "w : | |
The concept of "interest™ is not meant to imply a
naturalistic reduction of transcendental-logical
properties to empirical ones.  Indeed, it is meant to
prevent just such a reduction (1968:1966). S |
This type of stateméﬁt‘gives evidenéé in support of the
idea that Habermas took an.anti;anthrOpological stanée, as
did the_earlie: Frankfurt theorists. Yet there séemé
éUbsténtial reason to‘argue that Habermés has increésingly
moved'toward the adﬁption of an anthropological stance
himself (Lepenies, 1971; La-Capra,’,19-77)_-.v. o,
-;; ., This shift in Habermas's work,qanlgé traced to his-
LAY ) S L

formulation of a 'technocratic thesis' (i.e., Toward a
oy 2 : . R ’ '
Sria » and, Legitimation Crisis), the outcome of

"R
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,which’hasnbeen the cétegorizfng of 'labor' and 'interaction'

into dichotomous, polar opposités;.QWhat is sdggested in his’

technocrécy thesis is the subsumption of the practical realm

by the teohnical, which nécessarily implies the demise of

Marxist political economy. The result is the creation of
ahistorical categories (i.e., technical interest, practical
interest), and thus, ontological‘constahts. :

Although this argument will be dealt with at greater

. length, it is our purpose to provide illustration of a shift

in Habermas's work and to lend credence to the notion that
the result of the shift has been the .loss of idealized
constructions, and the forfeiting of a negative dialectic
approach. A prefatory exampio df Habermas's curfent<emphasis
on constructing a philosophical anthropology of knowledge is-

provided in Theoiy and Practice. . He says,

« « . in the constitution of scientific object
domains we merely extend the everyday procedure :
of objectifying reality under the viewpoints either
of technical control or of intersubjective.
communication. These viewpoints express. ’
anthroplogically deep-seated Interests, which direct
our knowledge and which, have a quasi-transcendental
status (1974:9). o '

'Anothervcriticism that will be aimed at Habermas is one

that is usually associated with'Popper's-'critical

ﬂrationaiism’. ‘fq is the criticism of 'piece-meal social
'engineepihg'. In his latest works, Habermas assumes that

-objectivity can be realized through the operation of rétioha

discourse, and this assumption' is used to justify ;ﬁe
possibility of reachingva.oonsehsds over validity claims.

This issue will be cfitica}ly analyzed in order to soppoft the
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idea that Habermas is currently committing the same type of,

objectivism as was the. focal concern of his previous attacks
on positivism and modern philosophy.

Habermas's attempt to support a method of rationally
justifying truth claims can also be subjected to.the_various.
criticisms traditionally aimed at humanist doctrines.' An
emphasis.on ontology and the promotion of a false
""objectivity, arg criticisms that are'ierivable from ideas
vllke: the belief in man as basically good the equating of

& -
reason with the will to ‘reason, man's search for freedom, the

'

notion of ultimate truth, and an underlying dniversal moral
‘order. lt is expected that this ‘thesis will show that these
notions are either implicit or can be explicitly illustrated
- as arising from the theory of an emancipatory cognitive
interest and Habermas's cons%nfus theory of truth.
Finally,,the theories of Communication "(a universal
pragmatics); ‘Soc1alizationf (acquisition of communicative . -
competence); and 'Evolution' (reconstruction'of historical
materialism), will be analyzed with the expectation of
prov1ding substantial evidence of HabermaSvs emphaSis on
ontology, and the presence of objectiv1sm in his recent work.'
An account of Habermas's theory of the development of
ego-identity will be made in order to attempt to illusfrate
how it invokes the problem of ontological realism. His
reconstruction of historical materialism and his program for
a 'universal pragmatics' will be discussed w1thgtne aim of |
showing how they lead to a false'objectivity. .It appears

b
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thaﬁ‘theee”two criticisms ‘can be equally levelled at each of

Habermas's general theories, and 4n attempt will be made to
. . ] e, . s, ] q
substantiate this argument. ’ : - :

2{\ Theoretical Background -

One:way of approaching an analysie of Habermae is to
focus on the concept of value;neutrality. The,notion that
sc1entlsts can suspend their own bellefs and values during i
the perlod of engagement with the subject of their scrutiny
has been embedded .in the conceptualization of the scientific
methed since its inception. However, the ecceptance of;the
idea of the objectiv1ty of the scientist, galned through an
objective scientific method has tended to mask the concept

of value-relevance at the gheo}etical.level of analysis.

‘By resurrecting the notion of value-relevance, the question

can be aeked as to the impact of tﬁeory choice, pre- A
suppositions, and aesumptions brouéht into theory‘ |
cdastructlon and alternat%vely, the effect of the evaluation
of uses of 301ent1f1c results on the assumption of value-
-neutrality (Hesse; 1978).

| Further, i£ would seem the propbs?tibn thaﬁ theories are
constraineg.but are ﬁnderdetermined by‘faets (Hegse) or
expressions (Quine), holds true not’only fo; the social
sseiences, bﬁt the natdfal sciences.as well. As a consequence

~of this, the discqssion of values, presuppositions, and

7
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_theory choice is a necessary corollary in science, but

particularly for the human sciences.

When natural science is considered in terms of its early.

positivist form and the doctrine aimed at assimilating social
-science towards those factors associated with it (i.e.,
‘control prediction, and immutable laws), value freedom
becomes a much larger issue. This was the view Habermas
adopted in his early wOrks and that which in”fact,
established the focal concern of his critical: ass\gsments of
objectivity in both science and philosophy. :Habermas S
criticisms.were aimed at the masking of intereSt'under the
guise of" scientific objectivity,vaﬁd at a more abstract
level, the subsumption of the practical realm by the
technical However, to consider Habermas s writings in

this area, in isolation, would be to unfairly circumscribe
his endeavours. Instead, the issues that have emerged_from

the methodenstreit, 3nd Habermas's subnghent role in the

[y

various- debates surrounding 'geisteswissenschaften' should be

established in order to give the attempt at surveying his-

works a broader perspectiver

Erglae;en:Verstehen v

The controversy over the appropriate-epibtemology for
the moral sciences known as the methodenstreit or erklaeren-
verstehen,.can be traced to the-naturalist-hUmanist;split
which arose during the Enlightenment. Critical to the .

debate were‘the reactions of :the Gefman idealists (i.e.,

e A ety kbt e = e s e .-




Schleiermacher,‘Scheler, Dilthey) to the attempts at
assimilating humanist disciplines towards the methodology of
Newtonian science. Their attack was directed at. the.
treatment of man as a fact of nature, and ‘the

empirical -analytic method of objectifying reality and
treating it as fact. In.contrast, they maintained that man
should be viewed, in thevmode of the action tradition, as a

construct; one possessing some particular qualities

non- existent in natube.

Although the conceptualization of verstehen has
undergone various changes over time, opposition to a
_mechanistic type of social science aimed at the prediction,
explanation, control of objective conditions, and the attempt
at lgw—like generalization has remained.

The first phase of the verstehen tradition can be said
to have~ ulminated 'in the work of Frederick Dilthey.

Emphasis was placed upon the subjectivity of human action and

-

thus, tn\\necessary separation of understanding (involving

reliving ';\Tebnis '--of evénts via historical analysis) from, .

scientific explanation.

Later, Max Weber was to reject the idea of the exclusive
reliving of a verstehen method and attempt an integration of
causal explanation into the methodology of the human
sciences. Weber emphasized that complete interpretive

explanation would require not only a grasp of sub]ective

meaning, but also a casual explanation.

12
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More recently, the hermeneutic tradition has been
influenced by phenomenology.‘ This can be seen most .

spec1fically in the work of Gadamer. The phenomenologyA

Gadamer has drawn upon however, is not that of the ‘U:

transcendental consciousness, based aon a knowledge free of
presupposition. Rather, it is a hermeneutic phenomenology,
characterized by the pre-eminence of the linguistic character
.of 'being in the world’, found in the works of Heidegger and
later, Paul~Ricoeur.3

For: Gadamer,‘verstehen is not seen as a method but as
the.condition of life and human subjectivity. nénguage is
the medium of understanding. Verstehen is thus “. . . the
mediation of traditions through dialogue, where tradition.is
the frame of meaning.constituted by a language communitye-a ‘
form of life" (Gadamer}bl§65:121). Gadamer would also

’,suggest that* there is no escaping the'historicity of any

~

particular traditlon and as a consequence, knowledge is boundl

to historic conditions. However, the understanding of
traditionslis possible, and the 'authenticity' of a
_tradition enables the 1nterpreter to learn the 'truth'.
lAlthough Habermasqs hermeneutic interest in 1ncorporating
'histor1c1ty and subjectiv1ty 1s sxmilar to Gadamer's, he has
engaged in a longstanding debate with Gadamer over both
”truth' and method' 1n hermeneutics. A discuSSion of the

nature of this debate will be presented in a following

- -

section.
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The schism between the empirical-analytic and the:
historical—hermeneutical traditions has persisted because of
the continuing dissent over the issue of a methodological:
lmodel for the social sc1ences (biology and phySics vs.

' history). Unfortunatelyi most arguments tend to polarize the
.distinction between the natural and humanist Views of man.
As a result,,the central area of concern has remained one of
differences in ontologies. Both Sides continue to label the
other reductionistu’ (Empirical social, sc1ence is*accused of
-reducing‘realityzto 'fact by objectifying social . phenomena,
ultimately creating some form of arbitrary deciSionism. The

historical- hermeneutic methodologies are accused of

g{relativism or conversely, historiCist determinism) As a

[N

consequence of this continued polarity, the empirical s

philosophy of science and the hermeneutic sciences remain
predominantly uncompromising towards one another.

The reason why Habermas's works appear fundamentally
important - in terms of the methodenstreit debate is because of
his attempts to go beyond the critiques of positiVism
assoc1ated with the Frankfu;t school.‘ A primary aim of
Habermas s work is the search. for means to ‘mediate science
ahd philosophy by answering epistemological questions rather
'than merely debating ontologies. It is Habermas s purpose
to ".= ., show what logical relations connect them

;..,‘

(generalizing sCiences and hermeneutics) on the level of

epistemology" (Habermas, 1979.3).

JH&A'




rQJJfHeidelberg in 1964 reopened the methodenstreit. This time
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3. The Goals of Habermas's Critical Theory

‘ The meeting of the German SOClOlOglcal Association in 1

the controversy focused on Max Weber s doctrine of value-.;’

freedom. The neo-MarXist pOSltlon, represented by Adorno,

Horkheimer, Marcuse and Habermas, emphasized the growing
separation of scientific knowledge from practical choice in ‘ ~.§

the pos1tiVist philosophy of science. ) - %

At its most fundamental level 'the argument was concerned “
w1th the untenability of the Kantian distinction betwﬁen pure ﬂE
. ‘ . %7

(theoretical) knowledge and practical knowledge for an
epistemeology of the soc1al-sc1ences. Habermas's position as
it was represented in Heidelberg is perhaps an appropriate
departure for an attempt at a coherent survey of*“MNis lnltlal

goals for critical theory

)

Thomas McCarthy has outlined the goals Habermas set out

for a reconstructed form of critical’ theory in 1963.

t]

Habermas wanted to: create a critical theory that would be ' , | i

. « . empirical and sc1ent1fic without being A
reducible to empirical-analytic science, ; S
philosOEhical in the sense of critique but not
of presubpositionless first philosophy, historical
without being historicist, and practical in the

-~ sense of being oriented to' an -emancipatory . .
‘political practice but not to technological A
administrative control (McCarthy, 1976:vii).

These goals represent what, if-they reach fruition. would be
the culmination of a critical theory that would mediate
between arbitrary decisionism and histor1c15t determinism.

\,
Habermas distances his work from “the verstehen tradition

Ce e




'

1nqu1ry in the natural and soc1al sciences (based on - the.
-clalm that the nature and relationship of the observer to the
sUbJect-matter are dlfferent) Instead, Habermas
dlstlngulshes emplrlcal—analytlc sc1ence from the cultural
sciences by malntaining they are founded on different
cognitive interests. He says:

@..v;<empir1cal analysis dlscloses reality from

the viewpoint of. posslble technical control over

objectified processes of nature, while hermeneutics

" maintains the: intersubject1v1tytgf possible action-

orienting mutual understanding ¥1968:191).

~In order to emphaeize the need for a critical theory of

hsociety,.Habermasn early works focused on an illumination of
the ob3ect1v1sms of both science- and philosophy.
Subsequently, much of his cr1t1c1sm was aimed at the masking
of lnterest under the guise of scientlflc objectiv1ty.
Habermas has formulated a materlallst .foundation for a theory
of sdience in an attempt to ground a structure that can be
used to compare the 1nst1tutlonal aims of the natural and
. human;st sciences, which igcturn will illuminate the
. differences in the internal cognitive structures of the
vsc;gnCes; In eséence; Habermas is attempting to develop a
new,'dialectical metascience.

Foilowing the earlier”?fankfurtitheorists and‘the;:.
interest in the radical.type of critique initiated by Marx,

Nietzsche, and Freud, Haberﬁag stresses the separation

between fact and value. Like HorkheiﬁéffaﬁdaMarEuse“befogel“ -

_hlm, Habermas "is- concerned- with- the. cleavage between Wu o .

...,..4.-‘;- - D..., ‘-,q,.......,“ W g e we o sab
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fact and value, deacrlptlon and evaluatlon, ‘science and -

- .. o e e
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criticism® (1975: ix), which has persisted in the empiricist
tradition because of the principle of value- neutrality.
Consequently, Habermas has been developing his own solutions

for 0vercoming the empiridal-normative split. Ultimately'

R

4however, any solutions he may advocate must deal with th\

problem of establishing the boundaries and conditions of \%ij

theoretical truth.

Amalgamating Science and Criticism

T

- The focus of Habermas' early work was on the elimination
of the problems of the false—objectivity that can result from
a positivist methodology (the objectivism of not analyzing
presupposition, theory choice, historicity, subjectivity,
etc.). Habermas suggests that methodological discussions
carried on under the label of logical. positivism\(i e.,
discussions of the utility of an analytical,framewcrk, the
expedience of research strategies, the choice of methods, the
fruitfulness of hypotheses, the interpretation of results:

etc., are metatheoretical discussions, and do not follow

rules different from those of any critical discussions of

'practical' questions. In contrast to the formulation of
deductions at ‘the theoretical level, metatheoretical

arguments*"‘“ ratidnalize attitudes by means of the*- - -

Justification of a choice of standards‘ (Habermas, 1971 7) ’

< e

'As a consequence of this~stance, Habermas would assert that»—~

B self reflection, traditionally the reserve of philosophy,

2‘shou1d be applied in all the sciences.

17
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Habermas' aim is the incorporation of the critical
analysis of values and’presuppositions at the metatheoretical
‘level of theory construction. ~What he wants to accomplish is
the integration of aspects of a number of 'action' approaches
at this level, ineluding: phenomenology (Schutz and
Garfinkel), linguistic sociology (Wittgenstein and Winch),
‘and hermeneutlcs (Gadamer's incorporation of hlstor1c1ty and
subject1v1ty (Wolff, 1975:811-827). However, Habermas wants
to go beyond hermeneutics, and thus beyond the level of
‘understanding’ )subjectivity (Wolff, 1975:811-827). He wants
to provide a critical theory that will uncover the genesis of
meaning and traditions. He says,

Confronted with the idealism of the hermeneutics
daveloped for the sciences of the mind, critical
sociology guards itself against reducing the meaning
complexes objectified within social systems to the
contents of cultural tradition. Critical of ideology,
it asks what lies behind the consensus,: presented as
fact, that supports the dominant tradition of the time,
and does so with a view to the relations of power
surreptitiously incorporated in the symbolic structures

of the systems of speech and action  (from Ihgg;x_ggg
Practice, in Wolff, 1975:824). o

Habermas's aim is-the construction of a new, 'objective'
science of society. The corresponding methodology would be

dependent on the development of what he con31ders is a

loglcally conelstent depﬂh-hermeneutlc--taken from Freud's

: model of psychoanaly815. However, this qoal is Habermas ]

vspec1f1catlon of ‘the differences 1n cognlt;ve alms of the o
fa;scaenees, a drstxnctlbn»whlch is based on a eoneept of o N
qua51 transcendental cognltiVe 1nterests | Given'hisvgoals,

and the primacy of 'interests' in Habermas's work, critical
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.theory would ultimate Y culmlnate in the posslblllty of ideal.

' '_speech 81tuatlons based on a consensus theory of truth.

In order to philosophically ground a critical notion of
truth Habermas, followin&“Horkheimgrf attgmpts a materialist
-radicalization of Hegel's dialectical approach. Wi;h the aim
of somehow comihg between écience andlphilosophy, Habermas
incorporates £he category of the histofical subject-~the
knowing actor--into his.framework. Therefore, he gives up,

. e e thé thedlogically motivated belief that progréss--
whatever it might be--is in any way guaranteed. . ."
(McCarthy, 1975:xi), since history becomes'depéndent on not
only 'interaction' (syﬁbolicaily—mediated:commupication), but
also upon the aecisions and actions of historical subjects.
! However, Habermas is left with a hecessarily, context-—
bounded critical theory, since the concept of a'universal‘
'history in tg; Hegelian sensé is rejecEed. What remains is
~ the rule that, ". . . thought robted as it isvin actual
history, can never survey the whole of history as a pre-given
totality" (1975 :xi). Therefore, Habermas has the problem of
formula£ing a concept of truth since his materialistic
critique'rejects Hégel's concept of a system of to;al,truth:
Critical £heory, with its fundamental concern for
uncoverlng 1deologlcal 1nterests (and a981m11a§;ng toward an
emanc1pat10n of truth and freedom), is elther left with merely
lnterpretatlon of human action, and thus the hermeneutlcal

‘problem of relativism; o'.alternatively, leaves itself open

to the criticism of objegtiyism (i.e., the question can be

[
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asked as to why critical theory itself would not be
susceptible to idtologicalvpresuppositiOn).
Habermas's a\swer to the problem of presupposition in

critique would seem to lie in the realization of 'undistorted

communication' the possibility of which, in turn, is grounded -

@

in an emancipatory interest. However it is at this junctu:e‘n,‘,

that Habermas's work becomes 1ncre351ngly problematic. One
dilemma can be seen in the status of cognltlve interests and
thelr relationship to one another. R._Bubner points to
" indiscriminancies in terminology when he eays, ", . .
interests regularly denote empirical or naturalistic leepings
which require critical eprsu;e,v‘cognitive interests"are
‘elevated to the level of'apriOri.certitude and thus at least
partially shieldeé against further ﬁheoretibal inquiry
(Bubeer, What is Critical Theory, in Dallmayr, 1972:217).

Habermas hlmself has conceded to a lack of clarity in
his formulatlon of the relatlonshlp between interest and
knowledge. He ma1nta1ns there is a need to, ". . .
differentiate more clearly between empirical interaction and
the validation of knowledge‘claims" (Habefmas; in Del;mayr,
_1972:218). However, even given that the.status of intereste
remain,undefinitive in Habermas's wrifings, there seems at
least one significant change in their‘role.

Habermas's early work was characterized by an emphatic
disavowal.of the use\of anthropologicel coﬁstants. He

criticized attempts, at,

P
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.'.r. cgtaiogamng*anthropological constants, by . .
stating that a science which- clung to such "donstants
would- become uncnitical,_and would finally lead up to
a dogmatism w1th*pol1t1cal 1mp11cationsh a danger
that was "so much. the -greater since it would claim the

. objectiveness of science (Lepenies, 1971: 214)
This anti-anthropological stance can be confirmed by

reference to hIs-own=work on 1nterests. Habermas says,

«
(1]

.« o e the concept of "1nterest“ is not meant to imply a

naturalistic reduction of transcendental logical properties

.

“to empirical ones" (1968 196) T | '» R

HOWever, there has been a Shlft in Habermas s work away

. -

‘from this critlcal attitude toward the use of constants.

Thls Shlft can be traced to the polarization of 'labor “and

1nteractlon which stems from the dichotomizing of technical

and practlcal 1nterests., Habermas can now be 1nterpreted as.

R -

faccepting the ‘use of ahlstorical, and thus universal, 1nvar1ant

categories. The result can be characterized as a shift to

‘rational reconstruction', with the subsequent loss of

T T Ty

dialectlcal analy51s and the self—reflecting, epistemologlcal
subject (LaCapra, 1977:255). -Although an attempt at
substantiating this claim will be left to following sections,
some prefatory remarks concerhing the general nature of
'interests' in ﬁabermae's work are~in order.

Underlying Habermas's program for establishing a
consensus theory of truth is the thesis of the interest
'constituted nature of knowledge. Habermas has drawn upon
bilthey's differentiation between types of knowledge'and‘the_
respective interests. Interests are given an apriori status

in,Habermas's framework. He says, "I term interests the

)
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basic orientations rooted in spetific fund:menﬁal

conditions of the possible reproduction and self- -constitution
of the human species"™ (1968:196). |

) ‘Distinct cognitive interests underlie the technical
practical, and critical-emancipatory realms. In addition,
knowledge can take on three possible forms including". ..
information that-expands'our_powerlof technioallcontrol,-
interpretations that make possible tne orientation of action
iwithin common traditions, and analyses that free
consciousness from. its dependen%% on hypostatiZed powers" |
(1968 313). The three forms of knowledge are linked to the
mediums of social organization and self-formation'which
include,«work, -language,. and power, respectively.

mediums. Einally,,the specific knowledge constitutfve'

-s—interests (which arise from work, language,'and power), also

correspond’ to three modes of inquiry- naturalism,
hermeneutical interpretation, and critical theory
(Figure l) _ |

It is from this tripartite structure arising from,
Habermas's affirmation.of pragmatism's notion of interest°
constituted knowledge that he believes a new critical

metascience can emerge; one based on an inherent human

interest in emancipation from constraint. Fundamental to his

progrqm.for uncovering the metatheoretical bases of knowledge
production are: the use of a dialectical method for

uncovering‘presuppositionf(or ideology), a psychoanalytic

N

Knowledge-constitutive interests become recognizabie in these -
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{method for reconstructing self formative processes, andt'

'consensus theory of truth. .However, - underlying these

.‘methodological choicesSis Habermas s particular formulation ~v.

of what is to constitute ‘a self—reflective science of man.

~

His adoption of a self reflective epistemology and the

’traditions he—has drawn upon in developing hfs theory are the

sub]ect of the following chapter.»:i

g

-

A S il i

3
- TN RN

IRTEARIE




'NOTES

S

1. \The ideological distortion, designated scientism, can be

seen as the fundamental determinate of false . o

consciousness (Overend, 1978: 3).

a logical relatior/ between_scientific. methodolbgies and J

: ... the informatien : Ghey produce will not be addressed.;'The”
WA *‘issue dealt with here is that of -objéctivism as the :
- outcome . of logical positivism s reliance on presenting
the world as a description of facts. R .

2. The dispute over E%ether Habermas is maintaining there ismf

..3.ggA'c9mprehensive examination 'of the verstehén t@adition
~ from Dilthey forward is- presented by Anthony Giddens,-
"Habermas on- Hermeneutics®, In J. W. Freiberg (Ed.),
1979:39-740. ,




CHAPTER II
SELF-REFLECTION AND CRITICAL THEORY

\
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*Habermas adVOcates the use of a self-reflectlve'

- e

; methodology in hls attempt to bévercome the object1v1st

&

iliu81on he associates with the arbltrary decisionism of the
empirical—analytic sciences and the historicism of the
interpretative sciences. The meaning he attaches to the

“+

since it has an historical character. =

Habermas's use of a critical form of self-reflection can

be likened to that put forward in warious other radical
critiques. Aims such as: a reduction of illusion, the
uncovering of false consciousness, the release of underlying

- ideological preeupposition, and the use of a critical

. (depth-Termgneutic) -method; - are’representéd..ifi. works as: . .. . -

,diverse as those of Freud, Marx and Nietszche. Habermas's

»

model can be seen to share these alms, yet the partlcular

4 s '»‘*-‘...p b B T

: tradltlons he has drawn upon must be dlstlngulshed 1n order

“to attempt to substantlate a crltique of hlS model.

: Habermas bases the distinction he draws between crlthue e

S

'and the methodologles ‘of the sciences: “on the abllity of a

critical method to reflect upon its "own origins" (1974:3).

The illusion of.objectivism in both positivism and
_ 3 .

historicism is traced, by Habermas, to the concealment of-

interest in undisclosed presupposition. As a consequence,

) L. R - . LT : 26
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his'is an attempt to provide’a‘critical metatheory<that'will
allow for the freeing of the'distorted communication of
systematically controlled knowledge production. His claim-_
that information is necessarily bounded information in the,
sc1ences is grounded in his position towards the relationship

' between interest and knowledge.

Habermas maintains tHat knowledge is interest

- constituted. He utilizes an extension of this notion by

suggesting that information arising from science and
philosophy is controlled by a technical and a practical
cognitive inEerest respectively.' Therefore, whereas
,empirical-science*poses technical questions aimed at the
organization and control of goal-directed means, practical
questions fall within the domain of the interpretatime

sciences and are, posed with a view to the acceptance or

- - <

rejection of nogms {197833)n * 0 e ) Cee

The- dichotomization of technical and practical interest
is taken one step further when Habermas suggests that there
is 'a systematic relationship between the . logical structure
- of*a" science and the pragmatic structure of . the possible
- applications of the inﬁormation generatedfwithin its
frameWork; (l§l4r3). .However, rather than taking a
'paradigmatic approach to knowledge, Habermak proposes a

complementarity thesis’ (Apel 19752 Simmons, 1975).

Based on a dialectical interpretation of the relation-

ship between the technical and practical realms, he sets out’

a program for merging a hermeneutic-method at the

AY




metatheroretical level of analysis.- The solution is designed
to provide a mechanism for uncovering the interests that
underlie information generated within 'closed' systems ‘of
discourse. What Habermas suggests is that, although
unrecognized, methods aimed at explanation of facts and those
aimed at revealing intersubjective communication should not ¥
be polarized because ‘they actually presuppose one another.

K. 0. Apel clarifies this point when he says:

N

Nobody can just understand' without presupposing
factual knowledge - « o and no natural scientist can
explain anything without participating in inter-
subjective communication (1972:312).

The fundamental proposal-of a complementarity thesis of
this sort is‘therefore, aumethod th:t can'dialecticallyA
medjiate betweeh'scientific and hermeneutic language systems.

In order to provide this rEformulatedvcritical-method,
Habermas draws on a succession-of traditions associated with
critical reasoning'and self-reflectiVe study. He believes .
that by reintroducing a self-reflective epistemology he ca"
develop a methodology for uncovering ideological pre-
supposition. ‘The progression of literature he draws uponlhas
its roots in-the classical notion.of.negative reasoning;

This progression deserveSvexplication_before awcritical

comment can be introduced.
]
N

. Y
1. The Foundations of Radi’l Critigue ./

Habermas's use of classical Gree?‘*fheoria in the

‘criticism he directsltoward the illusion. of obJectivity in

’

the sciences has itsvcounterpart in his formulation of the

28
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"genesis of critical reflection.” Negative or dialectical
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‘Preasoning, Tike cosmology, .can be«teacéd Yo Greek schools of

3
By,

: thol)g"ht.";‘”‘7 ;hg.~ PRI . 'f4 i ’ \\ ,” ? *ff_””fﬁlimé;m?
Dialectical. thinking has its roots in the methods put ‘ff?;hf

forward by Plato (l.e., the unconcealment of truth) which 'Lthv-iﬁ
required the use of 'reflectiVe' negation in order to o

rseparate essences‘from appearances. It‘can also be traced to
the Socratic method of dialogic,,negative reasoning and the
power of falsification in ruling out expressions of what is
only appearance. In addition, the linking of theory and
practice in. the dialectical sense can be extracted from

’Socratic questioning in which there was assumed a need for'
uncovering the interest constituted nature of knowledge in

}order to reveal essences. Or as Schoyer suggests, Socractic
critique was used .to uncover conventional mystification and
thus 'release a changed praxis in the individual s life
(1973: 1s5).

However, as abconsequence of Habermas's acceptance of
the classical critical idea of negative reason, he also
at empts to. amalgamate the assumption of the emancipatory

- terest of reason into his systematization of cognitive e }:~-5“~:
| interests; This humanistic notion of an emancipatory »

. cognitive interest runs throughout Habermas s works.

Although this idea underlies the onus of. the criticism that
»will later be directed at his works, it is hecessary to
discuss ‘the other‘raditions Habermas relies on in his -

4 attempt to vindicate hisvown methodological approach. .-




o LAs

uwy:twofold,
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1." Habe;mas 5 Reformulatlon -of Historlnal Materlallsm ;;

Y a

R The assumptlpn of . the goss;b;l;tywof reallzlng a unlty
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between freedoﬁ and reason whlch arose w1th the Greeks, 1s
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artlcuiated in Habermas‘s framework through an analyels oﬁ

nw,movement f:omwKant, th:gugh“Hegel,wto_Marx.“ U51ng the

'tran31txons whlch took. place 1n this progression, Habermas
-

attempts to ground a reformulatlon of Marx's materlallst

radlcallzatlon of Hegel. o e
[ 1 K3 ey ° !
@ Habermas 8 purpose fOr returnlng to Kant's work is ] .
) ¢ R = @ﬁ . REES AR I ast EEE LI S
Flrst, he uses Kant to establish his concern with

| v
'the separation of the phllosophy bf(sc1enee from philosophy

by -referring to Hegel's critique of Kant*s’trenscendental
logic. This idea is used in the argument directed at
objectivism in sCience; .Sec0nd, and‘more'salient to this
discussion is Hahermas's use of Kant in re;establishing the
"eoncept of'self-reflection.

Habermas seeks the rev1ta11zat10n of the cla381cal
relationship of theory and practice. For thls reason he
dismisses Kant's separation of 'pure' and 'practical'
knowledge“(i;e., his-inaugural address in Heidelbetg). In
conjunction with this rests Habermas's denial of Karnt's °

delineation of physics as the ~source of prototyplcal_
knowledge for the study of man.

Although Habermas wants»to utiliie’Kantfs critique of
knowledge, he disaligns his views from Kant'slatteﬁpt at

N

formulating presuppositionless philosophy, and thus,




" bias: Instead"“‘;,. the critique of:knowledge must begin
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criticises Kant's conception of .science for ‘its normative  ~. -~ = -

.by. abstaining from any prejudgment about what is to count as

S

o

 ~the Kantian notion of self- reflective critique from its

science (1968 15) What Habermas means to do is to abstract

transcendental ‘logical framework. He dismisses- the notion of

a presuppositionless epistemology and attacks Kant for

condoning apriori, unrecognized assumptions. "From the very

start the enterprise of a critique of pure speculative reason

assumes the normative cogency of a specific category of

knowledge® (1968:14). 7 T
Another Kantian conception that Habermas disavows for

its normative status i{s the ego. Kant uses a ", . . complete,

fixed ‘knowing subject. .« " (Habermas, 1968 15) and in doing

so implies that consciousness is prior to experience.

Habermas,uses Hegel's 'immanent" critique of Kant tp

establish his rejection of the Kantian ego. He says ". . .

L The observing consciousness of phenomenology knows that it

9]

itself is incorporated in the experience of reflections as
one of its elements" (1968:16).

Habermas also uses Hegel's critique of Kant to enhance
his own argument at an even higher level of generality:
Through Hegel's critique of Kant's transcendental logical,
Habermas wishes to illustrate the presuppositions underlying
Kant's supposed-presuppositionleSs philoSophy. These pre¥
-suppositions are subsumed by Habermas under the categories of

pure versus practical reason, the self—conscious ego versus
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‘- "the ego of 'free will' and the critique of knowledge versus

the crltique of rational action (1968 16 17). Habermas
relies on the argument that Hegel effectiuely abolished the .
concept “of transcendental consciousness by radicalizing the

critique of knowledge through the method of determinate

negation (1968:19).

Hegel subjected the presuppositions of Kant's critigue

of knowledge to self-criticism, and thereby showed there

could be no fixed point of determination (1968:19). Self-

self-formative process. = - , ) \

The critical consciousness with which the theory of-
knowledge begins its examination is obtained as the
* result of phenomenological observation as soon as the
latter becomes transparently aware of the genesis of
. its own standpoint by appropriating the self-
formative process of the human species (1968:19).

However, although Habermas extracts Hegel's
radicalization of self-reflection and epistemology from his

overall frameﬁork, he rejects Hegel's doctrine of absolute

‘knowledge. - For although Hegel revealed the emheddeﬁhess of

consciousness in the individual historical learning process,

he went on to align his views with the postulates of the

Mphilosophy of identity (Habermas, 1968:5), and thus to

undermine critical reflection by accruing to an absolute

- idealism. The effect, Habermas wants to suggest, was the .

loss of Kant's inclusion-of 'practical'reason and reflective
judgment' (1968:4)‘in the critique of knowledge.l .

Habermas uses Marx's.materialist ra&icalization of Hegel
in Ordervto demonstrate how'the'objectiyism of Hegel's

32

, reflection then becomes .the.only method of uncovering the: - - -
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thevcategory of man the producer to the philosophy of e
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philoSophy'can be eradicated. Marxian materialism is drawn
"upon as a means of providing Habermas S epistemology with a

subjective source of knowledge. Hegelian'idealism forfeits‘

Sle @

_:identity which, Habermas maintains, was the teason Hegel was

u7concnete~negaxibnmwifhbut“actepting Hedel¥s” appeal o

:hindered from '.'. . unambiguously radicalizing the critique

of knowledge" (1968:24).
Habermas wants to abstract a materialist critique from

Hegel's idealist system. He wants to retain the concept of

& ‘P-Q@hﬁ(“dﬁ’vl"i‘u.vo_"‘l'
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universal hiStory, Consequently, he relies on Marx's
critique as the source for inverting the historical subJect '
(and thus the effects of man's decisions and actions) into
Hegel's dialectical method. Habermas ‘wants to use Marx's
historical materialism to counter hegelﬂs idealist conception

-

of absolute. knowledge; For ". . . thought, rooted as it. is

in actual history, can never survey the whole of history as a

pre—given totality (McCarthy, In Habermas, 1975a:xi). _
However, ‘although Habermas utilized Marx's materialist

revision of Hegel and thus his notion of Ehe dialectical

relationships between the forces -and relations of production,

he wants to remove what he designates as the scientistic

_aspecg‘of Marx's philosophical works by reformulating

historical materialism. Habermas uses Marx S concept of
social. labor as a synthe51s “,ﬁ. ; as the category of.
A

mediating objective and subjective nature:. . . ." (1968 29)

in order»to remove Hegel's idealist notion of history from

)
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Marx, to be medlated by soc1al 1abor ; . e “At the human

and the objectlve nature ‘of hls env1ronment“ (1968:27), - Yet

,relatlonshlp with nature 1s seen by Habermas, as Lt was by
_ level-nature separates out into ‘the. subgectlve nature of man

‘although'labor is recognized as a natural process it is

also embued with the special quallty of belng able to act

upon the environment ;\.- "Although a natural process, Iabor

1s at the same tlme more than a mere natural process, for it

D

- -

[~ K . . . »
W Sre s

regulates mater1a1 exchange Wlth nature and’ constituteés a-

world"

‘(Habermas, 1968-28)

Habermas credlts Marx w1th the recognltlon of the

.

dialectlcal medlatlon between the forces and relatlons of

production. Although Marx 8 theory was--based on- a. model of

production ". .". it dves not eliminate from practlce the

structure of symbolic interaction"_(l968;§2).¥ However, - '

. LIPS

4

Habermas assigns this recognition'to Marx's works on

"politigal}econpmyﬁalone.

“ . 1

was always recognized. in Marx's methodologlcal wrltlngs, lt

was reduced to instrumental action at the philosophical level’

<

says:

B AL R R N e e . .
~ because of Marx's concéﬁtlon of the role of science. He

Thus, in Marx's works a peculiar disproportion
arises between the practice of inquiry and the
limited philosophical self-understanding of this
inquiry. In his emplrlcal analyses Marx comprehends
the history of the species under categories of
material activity - and the critical abolition of
1deologles, of 1nstrumental action and revolutlonary
practice, of labor and reflection at once. Bilt Marx
interprets what he does in the more restricted
conception of the species' self-reflection through

f',’l‘ ) - 4 A-V_ . 4‘1:.. —'-(5. .' o "T e ‘,‘ = e ,,@v

© . v .

'_the conceptlon of the evolutlon of the hﬁman speciés ”“Man g ’*'*m-"

He suggests that whlle the dlalectlc
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““fWhat’Habefméﬁjislchtepﬁiﬁélﬁé'that M§fX"1d§tﬁ$ight“qffthe;:-f~-
reiatiohship'betweeh.the forcéé'éhd'féléiioﬁéﬂéf production

in”hisfmovément toward the use of a natural scientific method"

“the<wqy{ihiwhighﬁmafk?eQnt§1QQﬁ§SZtd;;ealgz;ng;thq;;;‘?7
ff“intentiqn:9f a re§11y7radical;2éa.§f1§1q9§[9f7;;'_iﬁ"
. knowledge, 1In fact,.:it even prevented Marx from =~

.understanding his own mode of procedure- from this .
point of view (19685421;’7w-"w,q;;gt«¢?15,,f.-‘mnd

for the“stgdyzqf man. The economic law of motion of modern

‘ soqiety;'depiéted’by‘Marx as ?nat&ral_layi after‘the model of

,,,,,

. Physics, is used as'an'example'of-positivist ontoiogy L

- el

kHabéfﬁaéj’ISGQEJS{:uZEaQEEmQS;WQg;gth9gefqrq gpé%ygthe Same

criticism he attaches to empirical-analytical methodology,

tha:Kof equating natural-scientific knowledge with the

production of knowledge itself. . Im essence, what Marx -is

- -\ seen to ignore is the effect of interests (technical

‘ cognitive\intgrg;tSY on the production of scientific

. ‘knowledge when he.attémpts to illust:afe,the scientific

character of his adalyéis._

By appealing to-a positivistic conception of science at

the philosophical‘1é9é1,~Habefmas éﬁggeSts*MagX"lbséS'the

thrust of a éritical—téflective method aimed at the

uncovering of ideology. ~He says:

Science in the rigorous sense: lacks precisely this
element of reflection that characterizes a critique
investigating the natural-historical process of the
self-generation of the social subject and also making
the subject conscious of the process; To the extent
that the science of man is an analysis of a ’
constitutive process, it necessarily includes the
self-reflection of science as epistemological
critique (1968:46). o '

a

LI Y -

vow
b

“Ighbikjéiphé&sbmﬁe¥mqggr1§liﬁs qpngepf of synthesis is -
-nét convélved broadly’ enoughy i ordér: to explirat e u
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) As philosophical categories, labor (forces ‘of production) and

- instrumental action.

re T - omenin
-

interacgion Lrelations of production) are redueed to

. o - N e

- However, in.order to correct what is .seen as the

reductionist aspect -of Marx's epistemology, Habermas must

B

introduce a methodology with -the capacity to reveal the
.bistorical genesis of thought. This was also the task left
the earlier Frankfurt theorists, and one that deserves
extrapolation in order to shed some light on the context in

which Habermas's own ‘platform arose and the dilemmas it

. addressed.

PR

3. 'Self-reglection and the Consensus Theory of Truth

H : \
_Habermas rejectvaarx's epistemology on the grounds that

he reduces seli—reflectionwto that“gained through
instrumental activity ". « « Marx deludes himself about the
nature of reflection when he reduces it to labor™ (1968:43). .
The source of this problem is- attributed to Marx's limiting
of what are actually two processes of synthesis to a
synthesis through social labor alone. What Habermas is
suggesting is that although Marx correctly revealed the two
categories of,social practice as 'instrumental action' and
'communicative action' he was wrong in his determination of
"the self-generative act of the species' when he connected
their effect singularly to prodUction.. The result was that
productive.activity and the relations of production then

L 4
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appeared ". . meteiy as*differentiaspepté_pf'thé”sahé" e

Process” (1968353, .z oo - oo L

4"‘.l

;v - Habermas ‘want¥-te -drav.# broader distinctién betwéen-the™ =

.l;ﬁeégnjéélwahdupnactdcalwrealﬁsL;ahd tg do’Sé ﬁé‘ﬁugfﬁﬁfégéﬁ;iv'ff
"a"héh'”rédibéiiZSﬁibﬁféffHeéel's_éialgctiCQ His*argument_i>1‘; fﬁL;
'_qgaihst Marx's version of historical‘mséé;ialisﬁnfgcﬁées on
- what hé feels is the~ﬁeed_to further separate the
'self—gener&#i&é pﬁo;ess', acquired through productive
activity, from the 'self-formative pracess?, developed

through critical-revolutionary activity, in a history of the

self-constitution of the human sbeéies.(1968:55). He says:

« « « 1f the institutional framework does not subject _
all members of society to- the same repressions, then- - -
the tacit expansion of the ‘. frame of reference to
include in social practice both work and interaction
must necessarily acquire decisive importance for the

. eonstruction of the history of the species and the
question of its epistemological foundation
(1969:54). ot = e A

Once the level of technological"development has enabled
the production of sufplus,-and thus its distribution, the
role of the institutional framework must be considered for .
the-effects it produces itself upon society. More
specifically, Habermas points to .the qleaane of'sociéty intoV
ciasses and the role of the institutioﬁal“frﬁmewofk in
maintaining its segregation. The~se1f-cdh§titutioh of
séecies then becomes more than th;'histo;y of the increasigg
power of control over nature through labor. The suppreséion

of men by the institutional framework must be equally

considered. With the advent of class structure, society can
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no longer.pe.gqqsidefed “e o % a3'6ne'éin§le subject”

(Habermas, 1968:54), . | o

;- - Habermas clarifies this - stance when he says: .
But as we 'now 'see, the self-formative process.of .

" tHe species does not coincide with the genesis of the

--subject of scientific-technical .progress. Rather,

~ this 'self-generative-act', ‘which Marx comprehended
as a materialistic activity, is accompanied by a
self-formative process mediated by the interaction of
-class subjects either under compulsory integration or
in open rivalry (1968:54). Son T :

This stance has a cbrfeéponding impact on-Habermas's
particular consEruction of 'synthesis'. For in synéhesis, as
ip the process of constitution of épecies, the relationship
between man and natufe Eannot be limiﬁed to the restricted

categorical framework of groéuctionf(l968:55).» The synthésis

of technically exploitable knowledge which, throdgh labor,

&
W

th%Y are interdependent” (1968:55). His pufpoée is td

leads to a substitutioh of machines for men, has its
counterpart in the.self—refled%ivé'cépaéitngfﬂinteractibﬁ'to
lead to an eventual freedom from ideological”delusion.3

Yet at .least in his earlier Qorks, Habermas ‘is not

delimiting a categorical separation between the production of

technical ‘and practical knowledge, nor their separation in

actual historical situations. He is emphatic about thd®heed
to posit a dialectical relétionShip between the twofreaims._ :

He says, ". .". The two developments do not converge. Yet:

augment Marx by providing a dialectical framework for
interpreting the relationship between the '‘self-generative and

self-formative proéesses and their synthesis ". . . Marx

tried in vain to capture this dialectic of forces of
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‘productlon and relations of productlon .« . dlalectlc must
remain unclarified as long as the materlallst\concept of the

: SynthGSlS of. man and nature is restricted to the categorical.

framework of productlon" (1968 55)

-

Synthe81s, in Habermas's framework is desiéhéted as a-

dialectical synthesis of two processes. . While synthesis
through labor mediates tHe social\subject with external"
nature as its objective, synthesiS'through struggle, ". . .

.

mediates two partiél subjects of society that make each other

- . [ 4
into objects" (1968:55) meaning social classes. Further,

these processes are represented as dialectically interlocked;

" for. as a synthésis through labor ". . . brings about a

theoretical~technical relation between subject and object; ¢

synthesis through struggle brings about a theoretical-

*

practical relation® (1968:56). -

] N
An interplay between the two processes 1s seen to lie in

the productlon of knowledge. Knowledge is represented as a

v
n

synthesis of ". . .. experience and form of the mind"
(1969:56), yet Habermas locates this synthesis in both
processes of medlatlon, the technical and the practical.
However, ih order to ground the notion of the dialectical
interplay betﬁeeﬁ the formation of proéﬁcﬁive and reflective

knowledge given ;hé’shorfcomings of Marx's epistemology,

Habermas finds it necessary to return to Hegel's treatment of

dialectic ". . . The only QOdel that presents itself for
synthesis of the second sort (self-formation) comes from

Hegel" (1968:56).

- e e e e e
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Yet at the same time Habermas, like. Horkheimer before

'}him, is faced with the problem of falling into the Kﬁ\ M,

unscientiflc utopianismnof‘the-left-Hegelians; He must:at»‘

{ . '
once retain the Marxfan disclosure ". . . of the mechanism of

progress in the experience of reflection" (1968:43), and thus
the significance of the knowing subject in history, while at

the same time‘not submitting to a determinlstic view of

scientifically

uided history nor to Hegel's concept of

lodged in the philosophy of {dentity..

In aligning his view with Marx's integration of the
'kn wing subject' Habermas must incorporate a category which
wilv reflect the effects of the decisions and actions of

higtorical subjects into his framework. Consequently, he

'—//

must give up the Hegelian ideai.'. . . the theologically
motivated belief that progress—~whatever it might he—~is in
any way guaranteed®” (McCarthy, In Habermas, 1975:x1), which
also implies a rejection of Heoel's universal history and
thus a rejection‘of univereal truths,

If this view is accepted in its entirety however, it

necessitates an adherence to a historical, context-bounded

notion of truth. Truth could only be defined in terms of its
limitedness, which leaves a c¢ritical method of determinate
negation exhausted in relativism, since ". . . thought,

rooted as it is in actual history, ‘can never survey the whole

~




"of history as a pre given totality" (McCarthy, in Habermas,

1975 xi)

<. -
’

Critical. theory must acquire a distihct notion of truth
if it is to be as Horkheimer suggested ". . . a type of
critique of 1deology that refers every thought back to the
historical situation in which it arose to the real context of
interests behind it" (McCarthy, In Habermas, 1975: x;
| Otherwise critique is left with a relat1Vistic

interpretation of humeq.action, or alternetively leaves
itself open to the‘problem of objectivism associated with the
universalistic notions.of truth it criticizes (i.e., If this
last definition of truth were accepted, critical theory
leaves itaeﬁf open to the question as ‘to why 1ts truth claims
-would not be suscepgible to ideological presdpposition).

In an effort to overcome this dilemma of the
verification of truth claims, Habermas constructs a model
based on a 'linguistic"refofmulation of historical
materialism. He assigns-to:interest an apfiofi role“in the
constitution of knowledge.4 ]HOwever, aithough,interests'are
assigned tﬁe position of what it is that'estabiishes "; .
the unity of the constitutive context between action and
experience" (Habermas, 1974a:9), in which knowledge»has its
roots; Habermas also maintains interests are, in turn, "... .
the result of a life-form dependent on.labof and language"
(1974a:9). The queries which have arisen overvwhether“ |

Habermas has retained the dialectical status he. gives to

. , . |
interests here have bheen left to our later discussions
S
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concerning his efforts to utilize a self-reflective method

for verification purposes in a'consensus theory of truth.

-
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The argument that hes been presented was’ based
- predominantly on extractions. fromQChuptef’One of,'

'Knmme_ﬂsi_umn_r_n_uuﬂg

‘Habermas quotes Marx s definition of lebor et,some length
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in ‘this section of | wled and Hum; nuv ~ .
Pertinent to this: discussion is Marx's statement thet,
"Labor is above all. a process in which man through his

exchenge with nature' (Merx, In Hebermas, 1968 27).

,Although this conceptuelization put forward by Habermas

must be ‘'dealt with at greater length, at this point it
may suffice to simply limit the discussion. to his -
critique of Marx. . . ,

The neture:of.the-dilemmas thet"arise from the roie of

interests will be discussed in following sections.

‘own action mediates, reguletes, and controls his material

A




CHAPTER III
OBJECTIVISM
The inability to incorporate human subjectivity has been
" the central tenet of many criticisms aimed at a positivist
philosophy of science. Works as diverse as Heidegger's
existential phenomenology, Husserl’s’ phenomenolgy, Gadamer s
hermeneutic philosophy and the neo-Marxism of the Frankfurt
school, share the common 1ntention of exploding the myth of
obgectivity which is associated with a naturalistic approach
to the study of man. - The basis of this commonality stems from
‘the intention of recovering the claSsical notion of the
relationship betweenithought and action, or theory and
.- practice. | |
viMuch.of.Habermas's early work was devoted to the theme'of
Athe loss ofithe classical notion of praxis by a'philosophy‘of'
science that became increasingly concerned with instrumental
rationality and the reconstruction of technical rules which

govern action. What Habermas suggests is that althohgh

social philosophy_has'benefited from the advent of scientific

rigouriand an. increased production ofiknoﬁledge, the
‘practical doctrine and the recognition-of'the interdependency
of theory and praCtice has been forfeited;“ |

| The classical doctrine is characterized by an

inter- relationship between social philosophy and pract1ca1

action. Habermas maintains,however, that this relationship
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has been misinterpreted by both traditional philosophy and

tgj philosophy of science. In order to outline the structure*

theory and practice, it is necessary to make reference to

- works like Ihgg;y ggd P;a ctice, and ngglg ge. ggd Humgn

1. ihg hggts of Objectivism N -

"In his early work Habermas attempted to show how the
classical Greek noti;n of ~theory. has .been misconstrued by h
both traditional philosophy and the philosophy of the social’
sciences.’ What he attempts to articulate is that the idea of
ob]ective knowledge in both disciplines is based on a false
conception of the mesning of classical 'theoria', and that
the result has been the persistence of objectivisms. A |
scenario of this argument may serve as a background for
establishing Habermas' purposes for choosing a critical

methodology}

In the Greek_tradition, theory'implied "theoria', or thé

" process of gaining\the:ability to transcend the confinements
.0f the conditions of human relations, and contemplate the ..
cosmos. The’ term theory was derived from 'theoros' who was
someoneg sent to 'view' public celebrations. Through theoria,
- he. could transcend the event itself (Habermas, 1968: 361). It
is from this process that the concepts of. transcendance and

impersonal or obJective observation can be seen to have been

‘derived. . f” ""_ Cos
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However,.theorla was also a alalectlcal conceét. ‘As
Schoyer p01nts out, ". ; . theoria was d1alect1cally~related;
on the one hand to the dialogue between the active man within’
society, and on the other, to. the théaﬁetical transeenaenee; |
of human thlnklng" (Habermas, l975b 28). What was 1mp11ed
was that through theorla (or a theoret;cal attitude) one
- could undergo a mlmesls . an enlighteriment, which revealed *
the order of'the coemoe. This was not simply a project of
tfanscendehce io&ever, but necessarily included the
transformatioh of the philosopher himseLf. .Or as Habermes
expleins, the philosophet manifests the prOportione of the‘
cosmos, which‘he sees in nature,hﬁithin himself "Through
the souifs like?ingitself to the cesmos, thebry enters
the conduct ofdlife".(Habermae, 1968:302). Eurther’

". « . in ethos theory molds life to 1ts‘form and is
reflected in the conduct of those who subject themselves to
vlts d1sc1p11ne" (1968.302).
| Although’a dialectical rel&tibnehip'existed hetween
theo?y and practtce in the G:eek tradition, the process of
- mimesis also iﬁpiied.the possibility of understending the
order of the cosmos, or the ideal world order. What was
suggested was that true.knowledge could be attained through
the transcendence of the human envirenment into a oneness

- with the'cosmos, and‘that there then occurred a reflectien

back uﬁon the environment. Ultimately then, this prpcess

leads to a unity between thepryhand praxis.




'Habermas suggégts that'thisftranscehdence presupposed
the separation between being and time, which forms the
foundation of ontology (1968:301). He says, "Theory

sets .aside Beinglfor the Logos as an entity purged of

inconstancy and-uncertainty" (1966:286).3' In theoria the

.. phllosopher can separate himself from the temporal world and
uncerta}nty, which allows him access to the 1aws of nature.
The'signlflcance of Habermas's explanation of the greek
Eonception of theoria becomes apparent in his discassionshof
the aesimilatioq of’a positi?istif/ghilosophy ofvsoience '
toward what is"pérceived as the Greek ideal. _Aithough it
does share certain commonalities, Habermas maintains. there

has been a forfeltlng of the orlglnal role of prax1s as 1t

appeared in the Greek tradition.

2, Objectivism and Positivigm n

The Greek notion of theoria 13.31§n1f1cant to an
analysls of Habermas s early work because of the comparlsonsz
he draws between its definltron and, the selffunderstanding of
Lthe‘sciences. ‘%t a moatbgeneral 1evel, he suggests both the
cultural and hatural sciences share the classical conception
of ". . . descrihing a structured reaiity within. the horizon
of the theoretical attitude" (1968:303). However, his
comparison of theory in the Greek sense and its meanihg for
a positivist philosophy:of soience has a greater relevance.

For Habermas, the emplrlcal-analytlcal sc1ences share

the basic ontology of Greek theory He hays,.“.vm . both are

47 -




48

committed to antheoretical attitude that frees thosé who. take
it from a dogmatic association‘with the natural interests of
life and their irritating influence; and both share the
cosmological intention of describing’the universe

»
theoretically in its lawlike order, just as it is"

(1968:303). .The modern philosophy of science shares a belief

in objectivity gained through method and a notion of the
existence of universal laws which Habermas had distinguished
as the ontology of 'Being"of the classicsi tradition1 Yet
positivism has provided an innovation to theory construction
that has covereé over the originai meanino given to Greek
theoria. The strict emphssis in modﬁrn positivism on the
separaaéon of fact and value abstracted from Kant's
separation of pure and practical reason, and known variously
as value freedom, neutrality,.or objectivity, has reanlted in
the loss of the pragmatic functions of classical theory.

The practical efficacy which theory maintains in the

Ggpek tradition represented by the relationship between

theoria and kosmos, an@’himesis‘and bios theoretikos

(1968:304), has been uSurﬁed by the modern methodological-

prohibitions -on ‘prescriptive’ analysis. Whereas‘the.aim, of

Greek theoria was tne achievement of a unity between the fiS'

and the 'ouchti and.tnus-the incorporation of knowledge into

the practice of life, scientism makes the claii of objective
7.

neutrality and the corresponding banishing.of‘values from the

description of fact. As Habermas summarizes, "The




’i.
conception of tﬁeory as a process of cultivation of the
person has become apocryphal” (1968:304).

In attempting to separate fact and value a positivist
philosophy of science must presuppose the p0531b111ty of
separating knowledge from interests. . That this is a
fallac1ous sepatatlon created by the illusion of ijectivity,

is the idea that forms the dore égzﬁabermas's argument.
: L e

In contrast to positivistic jmethodological tenets,

Habermas argues that underlying bodh. the institutional aims,
and the social practice of the empirical-analytical sciences
is‘a deeply-rooted cognitive interest|  He describes this
ihterest as oee directed at prediction and control over

social behaviour through the formation of rules, formulated

by a technical cognitive interest. Underlying this notion is

the idea that, ". . : there is systematic’relationship
between the loglcal structure of a sc1ence and the pragmatic !
structure of the pos31b1e appllcatlons of the 1nformat10n
generated within its framework" (Habermas,-1974a:8).
Eurtﬁer-elaboration of this notion, andba-discussien of
the implications arising from the conceptualization of
1nterests in Habermas's work . w1ll be left to a follow1ng
section. The cr1t1c1sms he alms at pos;t1v1sm~s copy_
theory' of reality hqwever,_share certaln;chara;te;istics in

: EO : ) : T
common with critiques put forward by a wide variety of other

‘anti-positivists (i.e., Schutz, hermeneutic theorists,

Cicourel, etc.). A discussion of these eéiticisms should

—_—
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serve as a background to ascertaining the-nature of Habermas'

goals for critical thecry. |

.. Critiques aimed at the positivist_nethodology share'the
idea that positivism, by treating facts as pictures of -
reelity independent of.the knower, has.circumyented the

subjective constitution of the world. What has been lost is

the conception of man as a knowing subjeét, as an active Ny

.

participant in the constitution of the social world. To‘
ignore the apriori social constitution of facts, is to'ignore
that all sociological concepts'are 'second level’ constructs
(Schutz); the-first-levei constructs being those e e .

through which social actors have already prestructured the
social world prior to its scientific investigation™ (T. |

McCarthy, In Habermas, 1979:xi).

Habermas poskts this type‘of argument in his critique of

‘the philosophy of science. Qhrough an historical
reconstruction of the history of positivism, Habermas wants
to demonstrate that the 'knowing sub]ect' as a system o
reference has been. discarded because of the replacementg§%
"e o & epistemology by the philosophy of science" (1968:68).
His reconstruction of'the history of positivism voices the

concern that philosophy, and the notion of a multiplﬁcity of

different theories of 'possible knowiedge', has been reduced-

by positivists to the philosophy of science, a philosophy of

/7

scientific method _ 'ﬁ

» . . ) . )
Habermas maintains that theory construction in the

empirical-anaiyticél sciences is comprisad of the formation

B it

50

i a8 2 i A e B A SR W et AR, A £ MR

o veads




-y

“»

[ et

51

4

of ". . . hypothetico—deductive connections of propositions;
which permit the: deduction of lawlike hypothesis “with
empirical content” (lel :7). He interprets_hypotheses as
statements ". . . about the covariance of observable events"

(1968:308) . 'Further, empirical-analytical knowledge is

possibly predictive given the-statements about observable

everits and thg-establis‘ienb of a set of initial conditions.

" The p01nt underpinning this discussion, however, concerns the

.possible prejudicing of’ the.meanfng of such predictions.

Habermas says: ~~x§ﬁ& .'wff .

In controlled observation, ﬁhich often takes the f
of an experiment, we generate Initial conditions “an
measure the results of operations caid fed out under
these conditions. Empiricism attempts to ground the
objectivist illusion in observations expressed in
basic statements. These observations are supposed to
'be reliable in providing immediate evidence mithout
the admixture of subjectivity (1968:308). Ly

Yet hypothetical statements about observable events
can't alone depictffacts. What is ignored is the subjective
process of the social constitution of facts.

Habermas returns to traditional philosophy's empnasis on
epistemology in order to recapture what he insists has been.
discarded by positivism; ". . . the constitution of the
objects of possible experienbe' (1968:68) Positivism has
restricted epistemological 1nquiry into the meaning of
knowledge to methodology, a methodology guided by rules of
theory construction. In turn, positivism's protection-from
attack is grounded iniscientism-or *¢ . . the conviction that

we can no longer understand sciemce as one form of possible

knowledge, but rather must identify knowledge with science"
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(1968:4). wWhat is lost is reflection on the origin of
meaning or, the 'theory of knowledge'. It is Habermas's aim
to return to the study of the epistemological and subjective
foundations of knowledge by moving away from the ontology and
\.objectivism of positivism. This necessitates putting the
experience of reflection and the knowing actor into the
forefront. | |
By removingﬁpnilosopnical transcendental teflection,
what the modern philosopny of science disregards is the-study '
of the;genesis of an observational language and the roots of
e e rules for the combination of symbols™ (1968:68).
Habermas points out that deciding on the validity of
statements is ultimately dependent on a‘keference to
synthesis.5 ,
By ignoring the knowing'subﬁeCt as the’system of -
reference, positivism transgresses the transcendental basis
of the objective 'world of facts'. It opts for description
of uﬁgyersal lawlike connections between fac&s and dismisses
the basis of objects,J& analysis as they are constituted
. . . apriori in‘the self-evidence of our primary
'_life-vorld"(l§68:3ﬂ4). The study of the genesis of
' knpwledge'is replaced by methodological rules and the
.~determination of the .validity of statements, after the fact.
: From its inception (i.e,, Comte) positivism discounted

metaphysics by reducing it to pre-scientific imagination. A

strict separation of science and metaphysics was to be

-
Y

maihtained in order to guarantee objectivity. Metaphysical

«-
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problems were no longer important because explanation was to
be restricted to the explanation“of facts, As. Habermas says
of Comte's analysis "He uses positive to refer to the actual

in contrast to the merely imaginary . ... what can claim

- certainty in contrast to the undecided"” (1968:74). The idea

of unity in the metaphysical sense, that ". . . based on the
unity and interconnectedness of. being as whole" (1968:75),
was ‘displaced by a 'unity of method'.

Science asserts the priority of method over suéstance
only with the aid of scientific modes of procedures.
‘The certainty of knowledge demanded by positivism
thus means simultaneously the empirical certainty of
sensory- evidence and the methodical certainty of
obligatorily unitary procedure (1968:75).

Patadoxically, while dispelling metaphysics positivism }

itself was caughtvin Ehe metaphysical dilemma of
’ [

:“disting&ishing essence from appearance. . Habermas attempts to

illuminate the details of the paradoxical position of
positivism by tracing tﬁe arguments of the positivists
themselves (1968:74-98). After elaboréting the split of the
philosophy of science from the philosighical notion of
knowledge, he suggests that through positivism's scientistic ;
understanding of itself, it has come to equate all knowledge -
with scientific knowledge. Positivists have attempted to
ground the argument for séience;s control over;fpuref
knowledge through the delineation of the object'domain of
science, a domain that can be defined '.‘.'. only by
methodological rules of inquiry"” (1968:86).

Habermas uses Ermst Mach's 'doctrine of elements} as an

illustration‘bf the attempt by positivists to equate reality

-
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with the sciéntific object domain (1968:81-89). .One of the
basic §6a15»of Mach's doctrine waslto;baqgsh the metaphysical*
separation between 'things themselves' and their 'essence},.~ »
In order ﬁo do this the cleavagé was melded and theyfﬁérgwyt
reduced to phenomeha (1968:81) . o
Mach's doctrine of elements is an attempt to _
explicate the world .as the sum*total of facts and, at
the same time, the facts as the essence of reality
(Habe;mas, 1968:81).

Mach suggests that facts have two'moments ". . . the
immediake power of conviction of sensations in an ego and the
impingement,oﬁ bodies or things independent of the ego"”
(1968:82)..‘H6weveg, although facts ére both givén by
senﬁgtioh (a psychic process) and exist as bodies (physical
existence), Mach posits that there is no need of a
distinction since facts in both cases are cSmposed of the same
elements.6 |

Sensations, like physicél characteristics, ére the

elements out of which reality is constituted. However, as

the focal concern of Habermas's criticism suggests, if

sensations are taken as elements of reality, it Qould then be
difficulty tobdeny the role of consciousness. If facts are
seen to lie in sensation the positivist view loses
credibility since it unsuccessfully attempts to avoid the
function of consciousness ". - . in whose horizon sensations

are always given” (Habermas- 1968:83).
. &
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The elements of reality~would be not sensations but
‘the consciousness in which they are connected. The
facts would once again have to be grounded in a
construction behind the facts; in other words, they
would have to be interpreted metaphysically
(Habermas, 1968:83). S -

In order to.avoidithe problem of the possibili;y of the
de:ivation of facts from a_;knowing ego', Habermas maintains
that Mach treats the egé,as a "fact amongy facts" (1968:84).
Facts are ". . . what is known by the ego‘and they cop? the
elements of things that were independent from the ego"
(Schroyer, 1975:1208). The outcome of'Mach's objectificatipn
of sensations into ’;7;7;:what exists in itself" (Habermas,
1968:85), is the élevation of facts to the status Sf essence
and the consequent dismissal of Eubjectivity; fhe ego
becomes merely ", . L ajtransitory combination of changing
elements" (Habermas,_l968:85)_ J
| Although'Mgch's doctrine grounds science in/an ontology
of fact, modern positivism has rejeégga his solution because
of its psychologisfic charadte£'(uitiﬁately Mach would
maintain.all cogni;ive activity can be reduced to empiricéf;
measurement baﬁéa.on the modelfdﬁ”physics). Yet;NHabevmas

would make the argument that Machf@ﬁtentral precepts have

t.
N

remained. Modern positivism stili'cangot justify reflection
of itself (1968:87). The pgg}ulate of objectivism (copy
theory) negates the need%&?réfeflecéige inquiry into the
subjective constitution'éf:reality since the distinction
between the subject and bhegobject of_knowlédge is thought

o,
unnecessary, given that: ?
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« « « reality is the totality of facts. « « .« The
possibility that 'facts' might be constructed in a
synthesis that was not given in the fact-elements
cannot be admitted by a method that holds that _
reality (including the mediating ego) is the totality
of facts (Schoyer, 1975:120). _ '
Modern criticaI positivists, although they reject the
'systematic positiv1sm' of Comte's law of three stages, still
o .
stress -the strict segaration of philosaphy and scientifi§
-
knowledge put forward by the critical positivism of Ernst
Mach.. There renains a beliefjthat". .« o philosoﬁhy"is an - v
) : ‘
analysis of experience, and is in no way a systematic account
of the universe" (Schoyer, 1975:117). what has also,been
retained sis the'paradoxical:attachment»to a philosophy of
history, one which ". . . sees the progress of human society
tied to the advancement of sciencej (Schoyer, 1975:118)ﬂ
. What conceals this.normative conception of science is
the ob]ectivistic way it is conceived. Because 'fact' is
given the status of essence, it follows that objective ' ' !

knowledge can only be derived from 1ts.re1ation to the object’

falma o cAiadn el S aTeom e the ke f . e s

domain of science. Science can then cogfelve of itself as

" creating facts that’ are unaffected by the ™. . .'constitutlye

e

activity of scientific praxis" (Schoyer, 1975:12ﬂ), since
from this point of view, scientific work F; . . is the .
adaptation of thoughts to facts' (Mach,‘guoted In Schoyer,
1975:128). | | |

Q

Habermas s critique of positivism proceeds by way of -

analysis of its foundations in ontology and ob]ectivism."‘He




Vp;i observer was guaranteed a way of insight into the objective
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”:traces these problems to the breaking away of the philosophy

of science from traditional philosophy. Based on a belief '

-ethat through the neutrality of the scientific method,

.knowledge could be separated from interests (the. constraints

, of interwsubjectiVity). positivism replaced the theory of

’kncwledge with' methodology and—the idea of science as. the o e

~ﬁ sole source of knowledge. Through the scientific method, the

‘nature -of the world.

"By circumventing the subjective constitution of-social
‘reality, positiVism can make the claim that the metaphysical
problem of distinguishing between essence and appearance had
been dispelled by an objective scientific method. The‘copy‘
theory of reality provided the ontology of facts. Facts,.

gained through the scientific method would disclose essence.

Like other anti-positivists, Habermas maintains ‘that the .

: supposed objectivity of positivistic social science is based

~on an objectivist illusion stemming from the attempted

J;"
assimilation toward the method of the natu;al scienqes._ éé
also makes’thd/::iimvthat the notion of pure theory~inhthe

" philosophy of: science is grounded in a misconstrued
"interpretation of classical theory.,;;--; L

Theory in the sense of kthe classical tradition only
- had an impact on life because it was thought. to have
.discovered in the cosmic order an ideal world . .
‘structure; ineluding the prototype for the order: of A
the human world. Only as cosmology was theoria also :
.capable of orienting human action (Habermas, ‘ ‘
1968 306) : R -~ :
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What has been lost is the idea of the dialectical ’
.interplay between theory and praxis. what is necessary; if
Vthe discovery of obJective knowledge of this dialectic is to
be’ acquired, is the incorporation of a historical-hermeneutic
'method at the metatheoretical level of theory construction.
‘However, building this new metascience will require overcoming

the ob]ectivism that Habermas argues it too possesses.

|

3.

Habermas's critique of objectivism and ontology doeslndtifg'
stop with the ~argument he directs toward positivism, it has
instead a dual function.; His aim is the illumination of the
.iobjectivisms of both. science and philosophy and he uses
similar criticisms to attack the hotion of a presupposition-‘
less philosophy and the determinism .of historicist theories.v
: While Habermas maintains ‘that the integration of a subjective
historical method is mandatory for dispelling the ahistorical
nature of a positivist methodology, he is equally criticaI of R
inverting an unreflective philosophical ‘'stance at the
.metatheoretical level of inquiry. -t y' T s
| Critical theory is posited as. a solution to the problem
of focussing away from the constitutive contexts and
Confronting the subject matter with an obJectivistic posture
which is the attitude emersed in positivistic science.

Alternatively a critical theory” also offers a solution to the .

problem engendared by the philosophical paradigm which takes "

the view that its ‘own origin has itself. ontological primacy




' - B N | o " _
(Habermas, 1974a:3). Both these problems, Habermas would

maintain, have .as their gene31s a misconstrued notion of

classical theory. : , _ : °

Although*the cultural or hermeneutic sciences and

. p081t1v1sm harbor dissenting conceptions of how to study man

“w(erklaren verstehen), they share the notion of the

*

theoretical attitude, which they believe is derived from “the

classxcal conception of pure‘theory. Even though the

;sciences cannot be linked to classical'cosmology and the

,search for laws of naturai order, they share w1th pos1tivism

the belief in the ability of the observer to gain: 1nsight
through the theoretical attitude.

'However much the hermeneutic sciences postulate a

special access via understanding, and however little .

- they may be concerned with the discovery of general
laws, they nevertheless share with strict science a

i - methodological awareness~-of the importance of the
.theoretical . attitude, and of describing a structured
reality from a theoretical point of view. In effect
nineteenth-century historicism has become the
positivism of the non-natural sciences (Habermas,
1966 287) '

. L 4 ’
Habermas uses Husserl's phenomenology, as it wasnz

depicted in in order to

~ further explicate, the problem w1th a dependency upon the

theoretical attitude. Through a critique of Husserl,

Habermas is able to connect what he sees ‘as the ob3ect1v1sm

&

.. of both science(and philosophy, or more spec1f1cally, the

error in maintaining either an appeal to pure analysis or
pure transcendeMtal reflection ’ based on cla381cal theory.

Although Ha%ermas agrees with Husserl s denial of thqéi

_ purported objectiv1ty of the empirical social sciences, he

~ e

59,

G




also condemns Husserl's appeal to pure theory as object1v1st
in’ltself Husserl was concerned with what he felt was the
. crisis of abandonlng the dictates of pure theory on the part
of the emplrlcal-analytlcal sc1ence. He postulated that
empirical science hed abandoned the Greek notion of théory
and therefore, knowledge was'no lonéer related to the
practical interest of life. As a consequence, the
objectiv1ty purported by science was an illusion..

Husserl suggested that sc1ence, in taking on.the
attitude that ". o . the world,@ppears objectiyely'as(a
universe of facts whose lawlike connection can be grasped
descriptively" (Inegabermas,,1968:304j, commits the error of
objectivism. The underlying ". .- . meening-generative .

" subjectivity" (In Habermas, 1968:305) is ignored.° Knowledge Fff
cannbt be set free from intereet hecause«thiS-’productiye
subjectivity’ 1s covered‘over by - the 111u81on of objecﬂivity.
Scientists then, do not free themselves from ". . . interests
‘rooted in the primary life-world" (In Habermas, 1968:305).

Husserl offers his form of transcendental phenomenology
as a cure for object1v1st 111u51on in emplrical science. His
central focus is placed upon the re-lntroduction of the
c1a351cal Greek notlon of pure theory. Huseerl would reveal
the flaw in scientific objectiyity by reVealing the ". . .
,'constitution of facts (In Habermas, 1968=3OSJ and thereby
uncovering the connection between . knowledge and 1nterest

within poslt1v1sm. Further, he would appeal to' pure’ theory'

and'connect it to the conduct_of_llfe."Th;s would 1deally

o




61

. ’ .
create,the formation, among theorists, of a ". . . thoughtful

and ehlightgned mode of life" (In Habermas, 1968:362), in the _

glatoniC'gensé.u

-

Habermas agrees with Husserlisicriticism of the
oﬁjectivistvillusion in the sc?ences. Science loses
'seif-refiection' by adherence to an imégeﬁof a world of
". . . facts structured in a lawlike-mannér'.(1968:3a5).
However’,. Habermaskmaintaihs‘that Husserl is commifting the

~ same typé.of error by appealing to thefGreek notion of

theory. For rather than a representation of knowledge set
.

free from intérests, the classical notibn of theory was built
upon interests.

'« « o theory in the traditional sense was related to
life because of.its claim to having discovered the
~paradigm of order in Nature and man. It was only in
this, its cosmological role, that Theoria had the
power at the same time to orient action. But just

.for this reason Husserl ought not to expect
educational processes to emerge from a phenomenology
_ which has transcendentally purged the o0ld theory of
. its cosmological content, and which consequently
- merely sticks to something like a theoretical

attitude in an abstract kind of way. What was needed
was not a re-alliance of knowledge with interest by
an extension of the influence of theory into -
practical life; on the contrary, theory through the
very conc€alment of its true interest had acquired a
pseudonormative power of its own. Though criticizing
the uncritical objectivism''of the scieneces, Husserl =
succumbs to another objectivism, and one which had
always been latent in the traditional concept of
theory (Habermas, 1966:29¢), ... .= .

Theory in the élassicai.sénse waéﬁa;w§§§ ass6cIated with.
afcosmology. It derived bseudonkrmatiQéfpéwetfffom.theavv'
cohcealment of actual interesi‘(1968:3ﬂ6); nAs a.éonsgduence
of Huéséflis appeal to this form of-theofy; élthdugh-hg'

rightly asserts the nebd Eorfstudying the preconditions of
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' the meaning of:propositions that will uncover
knowledge-constitutiue interests, he succumbs to another -

objectivism.. In oppositibn to Husserl, Habermas maintains

~

‘that objectivism in science exists because it holds on to the
remnants of the ciasfical notion of theory.”
The suspicion of objectivism exists because of the
ontological illusion of pure theory that the sciences
still deceptively share with the philosophical .
tradition after casting off its practical content
- (Habermas, .1968:387). _
Habermas' s answer to the objectivisms he reveals lies in
his particular formulation of a dialectical self-reflective
metatheory which ultimately is to coalesce in a consensus
theory of truth. Consequently, Habermas s doctrine for
verifying truth claims becomes the subject of the. following

., »
chapter.
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NOTES

1. A most concise presentation of Habermas's argument
concerning the misuses of the notion of theory is found

in the-—dappendix to Knowledge and Human Interests.

2. This process depicts what-is meant by a classical unity
between theory and practice "In this way theory extends
over into the practical life by means of an adjustment or
adaptation of the soul to the ordered movement of the
cosmos: Theory imprints its form on life and, in the ethos,
is reflected in the attitude of the person who subjugates
himself to its discipline" ‘(Habermas, 1966:286).

3. 'Logos' is used here in reference to pure; or theoretical
truth. -

4. The type of argument Habermas uses to attack the
scientism invoked by the ‘'picture’ theory of reality
employed by the positivist philosophy of science is aptly
summarized by Schoyer "The circularity of scientism and
the denial of the constitutive activity of the subject

- derive from the belief that knowledge in a sense copies
reality. This belief can be called the postulate of
objectivism. . . . While this conception of knowledge as
a 'picturing' of reality is itself the tacit epistemology
of common sense, it reappeared in the philosophy of = .
science as the assumption that the progress of knowledge
improved the correspondence between facts and the world.
'Facts! therefore became the essential reality and, as
such, were equivalent to an ontology. .. . . The :
postulate of objectivism therefore negates the necessity

.. for a reflective inquiry into the subjective conditions
\0f possible knowledge" (£§§SChoyer, 1975:120). . o

5. By 'synthesis', Habermas is referring to that conception
used in a self-reflective philosophy. He says, "From
Kant through Marx the subject of cognition was
comprehended as consciousriess, ego, mind, and species,
Therefore the problem of the validity of statements could
be ‘decided only with reference to a synthesis,mno matter
how much the concept of synthesis changed with that of
the subject. 'Explicating the meaning of the validity of
Judgments or propositions was possible through recourse
to the’genesis of conditions that are not located in the
same. dimension as that of the contents of the judgment or
propositions™ (1968:68). : .



- Mach uses the example of a color (as a physical .object”
‘and as a psychological object) in order to illustrate |}

that "It is not the. material that is different in the tiwo
areas, but the orientation of the investigation" (Mach,
1911:14, quoted In-Habermas, 1968:82). What he attempts

~then is the closing of the gap between physical and

psychalogical inquiry. - Habermas suggests, however, that

- he is”successful only at the cost of divesting 'color' of

e « + 1lts subjective quality in both cases" (1968:82).
o N : - e
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) CHAPTER 1V

SELF-REFLECTION AND THE CONSENSUS THEORY OF TRUTH

1. Intereet and Knowledge

There has been a great deal of dissent over the
interpretation of:the role of'interests in Habermas's
framewo;k (i.e., Dallmayr, 1972; Scnoyer, 1971; Albert,
1974; Lacapra, 1977; Wilson, 1978 Overend, 1977) which,
at least partlallyy stems from the ambigu1ty of their

definition in Habermas writlngs. The lack of a substantlve

agreement, however, nece581tates a speculatlve inquiry which -

should remain accountable only to Habermas's work itself.

+ The following argument therefore,nnenresents‘an
intekpretation of the contingenciea Haoermas seems to placea
upon'interest. ThiS‘speoulato}y account is necessary in
order to provide a framework for a later critical M

assessment.

e Although interests are purported to underlle the

prodUctlon of knowledge, Habermas s ‘early efforts deplct the
-relatlonships between the 'social mediunms' (work, language,
and power) and 1nterest to be an lnxerdependent one. When he

refers to interest as an - invarlant concept in works 11ke ,ﬂ

Knowledge and Human Interes ’ he makes it clear.that he means

invarlance only in the sense of the invariance* of .

—

- self—preservation as a generallzed and idealized notion of

- what has been an historically invariant interest.’ Yet in

65 '
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Theory and Practice, Habermas seemekclearly to'rid the
concept of intereste of their ideal typical character. by
defining them ae "o e invariant and abstract' (1979a:9).

In Habermas's early work, the technical, practical, and
emancipatory cognitive interestéﬂconstitute themselves in a |
dialectic with the mediums of work, language, and power.

For, although Habermas maintains that the three forms of
<_information produced by the technical, practical and critical
realms are guided by the respective cognitive interes;s, he
also asserts that ". . . knowledge~constitutive interests .
take fgrm in the‘mediums of work, language, and power’
‘(1968:313). knowledge ptoduced from interests is-not metely_
a representation of modes‘of su&bival; but_interests, in
turn, take ehape and'are'molded by historical situatipns

. "What may appear as naked survival is always in ite roots a
historical phenomenon. For it is subject to the ctit}tion of
., what a society intends for itself as the good life;
(1968:313). ” . |

It appears that Habermas intends a dialectical
interpretation of the relationship between knowledge and
interest. However, when his notion of Self-reflection is
considered in light of its telationship to‘the uncovering of o
interests it is not ‘at all clear that a dialectical N
interpretatfon is maintained Lo . o

Although interests, as they ‘'were defined in Habermas ]

eatly work,  act as a guide for the production of knowledge in,

society, they themselves are effected by the natdre of

T A
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~Production and types of communicative rule systems that

differ among societies. This dialectical interplay between'

. interests and historical situations appears to be the source

of Habermas's use of the term quasi-transcendental'
interests. While the interest in self-preservation remains
invariant and abstract (Habetmas, 1974a), cognitive interests
maintain an interdependent relationship with‘the-social
environment. o
Although the roots'of the demise of interests as an

idealized construct can be extrapolated from statements like
that in Theory and Practice, where they become constants,
Habermas definitely made qualifying remarks in early works.

Kngw;edge and Human Interegts, Habermas distinguishes his
;i:from a Freudian interpretation of self-preservation. This
"interest remains more intricately tied to the material world
than it does in Freud's model, "Freud. . . conceives the
institutional framework in connectiod with the~repression of
instinctual impulses. In the system of self—preservation
this repression must be universally imposed, independent of a

class—specific distribution'of goods and misfortune"

(1968:276). 1In contrast, Habermas"' s determination of the
role of the interest in self-preservation transcends the.
'instinctual' connotations it carries idﬁbreudian theory._vHe

says-




R

68

)

Even the interest in self-preservation, natural as it
seems, is represented by a social system that
coppensates for the lack in man's organic equipment
and secures his historical existence against the.
force of nature threatening from without. But
society is not only a system of self-preservation.

An enticing natural force, present in the individual
as libido, has detached itself from the behavioral
system of self-preservation and urges toward utopian
fulfillment (1968:312). '

The loss of this qualification plaéédvupon¢

- self-preservation exemplifies the shift’in Habermas's work,

which will be the topic of the following chapter. As
Habermas becoﬁes more methodological in h;s focus, théie.is
an increasing ' loss df'the dialectical ‘nature of both the
categories of cognitive interest, and the distinction between

work and interaction. When cognitive interests remain only

‘quasi' transcendental, as in Kngwigdge and Human Interests,

£ 2

they can be interpreted as boph dialecﬁicél and as ideal

typical constructs'whi&h ceuld prove useful as heuristic

guides. However} it is our purpose to show that  in later ' ‘ §
Qritings, interests become polarized.consfaﬁts which are used

as a means for gi;ect anal?sis‘of‘historical situations.

These polarizations will be used to ilIustrate the source of j

what appears the objectivist dilemma in Habermasfs_mo:e

‘recent work.

¢

¢ . I
In trying to overcome a relativistic notion of truth by >

formulating a qonsensua,lhepry based on the psychoanalytic
method, it would seem Habermas can now be criticised for &
allowing the possibility of a false objectivity in this own L\\

model. The roots of this pfoblem stem from his_huhanistic'
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'alliance to the power of self—reflection as a release for the
emancmpatory 1nterest in freedom and reason. .

For Habermas, "Reason also. means the w1ll to reason“
1968: 314). For this stance alone he can be cr1t1c13ed for
’appeallng to the humanistic notion of the possibility of .7
reallzlng at some future date, a utopian community where
there exlsts a unity betweenvlnterest and freedom. HoWever,

" the llkelihood of creating an ob3ect1v1st ontology seems to
1ncrease w1th Habermas 8 acceptance of a humanistic doctrine
that incorporates . 1deas like: the equating of reason with the
will to reason, the belief in man as basically good, the
notion of ultimate truth, and an underlying universal moral
order, etc. Habermas relies on the- notion of self-reflection
as it arose from critical philosophy, w1th the admixture of
Freud's concept of self-preservation as an interest, as the
‘basis for establishing the emanCipatory 1nterest as the
interest of crltical theory.2 ‘The interest in emancipation
is reflected in the drive’ for selfeoreéervation, and reason
adheres in this interest.

However, the interest in self-preservation is nﬂt
defined indeoendent’of its rootedness in the'milieu'of*work,
ianguage, and power in Habermas's framework. What surfaces
_from the logical proar\ssion between the soc1a1 mediums,
interests, and reason, is the use of linguistic

reconstruction as a method for uncovering the ideological

makeup of interest. He says: ’ IR _ | o o
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.+ . what raises us out of nature is the only thing |
whose nature we can know: language. Through its
structure, autonomy and responsibility are posited
for us. Our first sentence expresses unequivocally
the intention 'of universal and unconstrained -
consensus (1968 314).

For Habermas, the emancipatory cognitive interest of a
critical theory of society: " ... aims at the pursuit of
reflection (1968 314), and it is through the acquixing of
self- reflective knowledge, via .the critical analysis of
language, that Habermas believes he can posit the thesis , o
~that ". . ..in the power of self-reflection, knowledge and
_interest are one" (1968:314). His goal then becomes ‘one of
expanding the inherent drives of the emancipatory cognitive
‘1nterest (the search for reason and freedom) into a - ‘ | _
theoretical framework of cognitive interest that will allow
for the obJectification of the ". . . basic orientations that
are rooted in the specific fundamental conditions of the o "ﬂd
possible reproduction and self-constitution of the human
‘species, namely woik and interaction' (19682 196) [’The method

he draws upon as a means of gaining ob]ective knowledge is'

based,oanreud s psychoanalytic model.

2. PSychoanalysis and Objective Knowledge'

Habermas belieVes he has found a nQGEl'which
incorpnrates all three forms of knowledge-constitutive
interests in Preud's psychoanalytic method ‘ Although he

~would suggest ‘that the comprehensiveness of this model was
not ‘recognized by. Freud himself he wants to utilize it as a

4

.model that. can make ‘the transition from the analysis of the Lo




'rationalization process at the individual level, to the’
_ analysis of ideology at the level of collective action.

Habermas wants to draw a parallel between repressed

-

consciousness of the individual and false consciousness at
the social level.; He says: |

From. every day experience we know that' ideas serve
often enough to furnish our actions with justifying
- motives .in place of tHe real ones. What is called
‘rationalization at this level is called ideology at
the level of collective action. In both cases the
manifest content of statements is falsified by -
consciousness’ unreflected tie to interest, despite
'its illusion of autonomy (1968: 311).

Psychoanalysis is looked upon by Habermas as a method

'I

,;that incorporates an emancipatory aim (the freeing of

) “underlying rationalistic processes), with methods of both the,i

empirical-analytic and interpretative sciences. fhis :
-combination is dealt with by Freud at the individual level of
f:analysis.- He not only lgoked upon psychoanalysis -as a‘

f'natural scientific enterprise, but as a hermeneutic endeavour_

- which proceeds as a dialogue between the therapist and

patient._ Knowledge gained through the reconstitution of the

‘personal history of a’ patient can ‘be " used not only

:“ff;instrumentally, as ‘a means of prediction and control of

:?_behavior, but also as a means ‘of freeing formerly unconscious
purposes or ends through communication between the analyst

and patient._'

Through the communicative process between the analyst

_andnpatient the type of self-reflection Rabermas is proposing

;for critical theory can occur. The underlying reason that
Ainheres in the interests of the patient can be brought to o

o

7



' light. As’ Habermas says, *Freud encounters this unity of

:interest in abolishing this compulsion'

reason and interest in: the situation in which the physician -]
: /

Socratic questioning can aid a sick person 'S self-reflection

only under pathological conditions and the corresponding

(1968 287).

7

Habermas disagrees with Freud's~interpretation of

‘self-preservation as a direct need, independent of cultural

'self-preservation absolutely cannot - be. defined independently '

"of the cultural conditions represented by work, language, and’

s’conditions "The interest of self-preservation proceeds in

accordance with the’ interest of reason. But the interest of

power" (1968 :288). Habermas would still like to apply the

psychoanalytic technique to the study of societal development

o however. To do so he must retain the attitude that man has

1 an immediate interest in enlightenment, one akin to that of

the patient s need for abolishing compulsion. He says M e

'_for the social system too, the interest inherent in the

pressure of suffering is also immediately an interest in

y-enlightenment, and reflection°is the only possible dynamic

'dmost fundamental issuéi Qppear below.

‘through which it realizes itself' (1968 288).-:-v

However, Habermas s analogy between the process of

therapy in. psychoanalysis and that of a mode of critique of

society seems problematic. Although a great body of

literature has accrued on this topic, some of what seem the
c- »-\;»« : . . S .

RS

: Leaving aside the problem of psychological reduction, o

the domination of repre .interests a patient ma overcome
Y
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is not a domination controlled by others,‘it is rather, a
self induced state of consciousness. There is a further
problem given Habermas s notion ofaa pre-existing consensual

system, since in psychoanalysis the patient enters therapy

voluntarily, anhd both parties (analyst -and patient) share the '

'interest in the betterment of the patient. This emancipatory
goal of psychoanalysis dges not seem easily generalizable to
an interest in 'enlightenment' in society. Before these
issues can be dealt with further, however, it is necessary to
outline Habermas s program for a 'depth hermeneutic' method

as he would apply it to social‘theory.

The central tenet of this thesis has been the claim that

‘there is a marked distinction between Habermas s

_“metatheoretical platform laid down in his early works and his

more recent endeavors to formulate a research program for
critical inquiry. The purpose of this section is to outline
the methodological program Habermas ‘has begun to construct

- with models like.,the theory of communicative competence, the

| V-f“model for discursive will formation, the theory of .

-,generalizable interest, and the consensus theory of truth.

It is hoped that this outline will render comprehensible.

- the’ claim that Habermas 8§ work has lost the dialectical

f}-notions that could be attributed to his earlier formulations

. of the relationship between theory and practice.a Qur}aim3is:

el ‘ . Uk
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to show'that by utilizing ‘rational reconstruqtion as a

method for verifying truth claims, Habermas cannot avoid

'/./“’Iosing the 'knowing actor' as a category of knowledge

o production. He loses the critical concept of the object s
preponderance over the concept',.and the subjectivity »
embedded in historical situations, by adhering to a model

that claims to prOVide for the justification of truth claims

on the basis of a proposed equality in discourse by an ‘ideal’ '

academic community. Finally, it is hoped that this outline
Will provide prefatory evidence for the idea that Habermas
has moved toward an idealist replacement for historical
\materialism by submitting to ailinguistic ontology.‘
Habermas“s attempt to'cOnstruct-a7methodology for the
Justification of truth claims is presented as an alternative

to the critical rationalism of neo—positiVists like Popper

Ta

‘3;y and Albert.' He bases his argument ‘on the idea that knowledge

cannot progress ‘when argumentation is locked into a process

of “, .‘. refuting deductive arguments (19753107) . The
progress of knowledge depend' ”'~tf}n .substantial‘
vtarguments, the conceptualization of.which is taken from the
" pragmatist tradition (8pec1fically, Pierce and Toulmin)
o Substantial arguments are those governed by explanations
and justifications that attempt to ",’a’. provide rational

grounds for. the recognition of validity claims“ (1975a:1?7)

'In contrast to. the method of the neo-positivists, Habermas v

\
\

"y suggests ﬁhat substantial arguments ”;" are based on.
| . ) : R f

| . : . . i
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logical 1nfg:ence§, but are notiexhaﬁsted’in,deduct;Vé
systems of statemeﬁts' (19755@1&73;

.Habermas has laid dqwﬁ certainirdlés that are hecéssary
to é model of ';atiohal discourse’ iﬁiit }s‘;o uncover |
' Systemétically distortéd’commUnication. First;‘diséou:se i§
disfinguished as éommupiéation . . . that is rem0ved‘froﬁ
. the contexts of éxperience and action” i975{iﬂ7);' Second,
Habermas formulates 'universal vaIiditf claims"fﬂif must be
:ecqgniZed\by ﬁhe'participants 1njé discbdtse;' He'saYS:‘

The speaker must choése a ¢omprehensibie exp}ession

so that speaker and hearer can understand one
another. The speaker must have the intention of

communicating a true proposition (or a'propositional

content, the existential presuppositions of which are
satisfied) so that the hearer. can share the knowledge
of the speaker. The speaker must want to express his
intentions truthfully so that the hearer can believe:
the utterance of the speaker (can trust him). .
FinaTly, the speaker must choose an utterance that is
right so that the hearer can’accept the utterance and
speaker and hearer can agree with one another’in the
utterance with respect. to a recognized normative -

- background (1972:2, 3).° | '

Thifd, the pogsibilityof,jugginglprobléméticidormS'ég
problematié opinioné to”be true is_depgndentAon’ﬁhg &bsén¢e
of céhétraint {n communicative disédufse (as oppbsed;to |
ordinary interaction). 'Therefor€, EhelétruCtu;e of‘discoutsé
must 1néludéé | | | H

. .'. that?thefbrackéﬁgdgvalidifyVEIdLmsrof
assertions, recommendations,; or warnings are the

- ‘exclusive object of discussion; thgt‘papticinnts4"*,_t

. -themes and contributions are not restricted except
. with reference to the goal of testing the validity
claims in questions, that no force except that of the

better argument is exercised; and that, as a result,

all motives except that of the cooperative -search .
for truth are excluded (1975a:187, 188). o

v

-

!
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"Finally, the justification of truth claims depends on an
apriori willingness of participants to. want to. reach, and

- believe they can reach, a consensus.

These conditions, under which the notion of idealized

consensus is founded, are bgsed on various assumptions

_Habermas must make before operationalizing his model.. These f A

asSumptions include- the participants' awareness &g\their
ntentions in making the statements they do and adhering to

e norms they do,'and ﬁurther, that they are accountable'

- for and can justify their stances, the presupposition that a

true consensus is poSsible, the. idea that ‘generalizable

‘ interests' can be accurately determined where generalizable

interests are “taken to mean . . ._needs that can be'r‘_' -

communicatively shared'%ﬂi975 hb&), the presupposition of an

' interest in freedom and reason and a notion of 'the good

life' and finally, an assumption of equality between , S [

participants in a discourse. The conditions under which

‘equality would be assured are founded on. those Habefﬁas ‘sets

for the structure of communicative discourse -(as previousl@

mentioned, 1975a 1@7, 108)..

", Habermas reco nizes the dilemma incurred by suggesting

an accountabilihy of beliefs on the part of participants in

N‘se.,-:e s s, “We know that institutionalized actions y .

fdo not as a ru,e fit this model of pure communicative action' o

s(aabermas and Luhmann, 1971 120, quoted In Habermas, o

1975a xvlg
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P ' - Given the possibility of systematic distortion Habermas
‘must %upply a definition of truth that incorporates a |
'.criterion that can :be used to distinguish true - consensus from
"_.; false consensus. Truth is defined as warranted |
| assertability (Wirklichkeit und Reflexion. Festschrif fut
;tWalter Schulz, 1973 239-4ﬂ quoted In Habermas, 1975a:xvi).
‘The criterion for Justifying truth claims is based on the
power of 'the better ar@ument' in the pragmatic sense. If'inv
t-'the context of discourse, and providing it is conducted under

the conditions specifie

_for the structure of discourse, a
N A !

~consensus is expressed, _.as maintains a"rational~
¢ ;:;2-will' necessarily governs the consensus. He suggests further,
;;that 'The discursively'formed will may be called rational'
A " because the formal properties.of-discourse and of thev
-deliberative situation sufficﬁently guarantee that ar

A

»consensus can arise only through appropriately interpreted
1

, generalizable interests' (1975a 198) ., Habermas believes he
pan pf’side rational gtdunds for hts consensus theory and
Ca avoid the pitfalls of - syntactical and semantic
reconstructions with a pragmatically defined rational
reconstruction of 1anguage.3 |
.'\ Via the 'communicative competence model Habermas
wishes to construct a method for analyzing speech acts. What
‘:3he is dissenting is the argument put forward in linguistics

iffor the inapplicability of speech (as opposed to language) to v_

o T

 for %;1 analysis. In: contrast to thie view, Habernas asserts
“ 'that

utterances' the basic unit of speech can be studied



P

not unlike Jsentencesi the basic unit.of language (1979-26).
For Habermas,vthe distinction between language and speech'

rests merely -on the - separation of linguistics from universal

pragmatics, rather than on. the inapplicability of speech acts
‘to formal analysis.? |
."?{ . Consensus Theory in Practi

The central problem with an ‘attempt at a critique of
Habermas's consensus theory of truth.is determining whether
the. 'idealized' conceptualization of a consensus over.
'validity clains is retained in the post-1968 works. Yet it
would seem that to spite Habermas' arguments to the contrary
(i e., Frankel, 1974) there can be a significant case made

for the view that Habermas has. endorsed a radical reformism'

in his later works. This type of reformism and the possible |

pofitical policy implications it could engender are reflected

in Habermas s mofe recent metatheoretical works (

undversal pragmatics, rational reconstruction,.the
theory of evolution). .If thisihasvheen the case,_the e oan“.
also be an.argument made for the idea thathabermas ] As given
up the possibility of a dialectical approach aimed at. 4
_incorporating subjectivity and has, as a result, left his
E work open to the criticisms of false objectivity and reliance
on an ontology of man.’ | , | Hh' | |
. Habernas s adoption of radical reformism', can be
vtracad to the transition in- his works after 1968 This

transition is nost clearly reflected in works like




’
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»Legitimatidﬁ‘Crisis,”and Toward a Rational Society. A pre- .

’ dominating claim found in these works 1s the notion that
post 1ndustria1 soc1et1es are characterized by the |
subsnmption of the ‘ actical realm by the technical. A.v
systems theoretic 1s sed as a means of depicting the
unidimensionality of dern 1ndustria1 societies. The
0problem it seems Habermas is faced with is one of Justifying
a piecemeal' social engineering approach, given the lack of
conflict in the system he describes.
In‘order to suggest that a motivation crisis (a major
‘theme in ng;;;ma;;gn_gﬁmgig). 1s a possibility, or that
educatiOnal institutions use a rational consensus model in
iorder to create policy proposals (Toward a Rational
§ggig;1), Habermas must forfeit an ideal typical notion of
truth.' What He is suggesting in these, his most'empirical
‘works, is that 'validity.claims' could in reality, be
Justified- and moreover, that they could be justified in the

relative ‘absence of objective conditions of class conflict.S

, Habermas seems to be attempting to substantiate the loss of a

purely idealized' notion of truth~\hrough the construction

of a methodology for the rational reconstruction of -

1{4:.

legitimacy claims. Yet, by maintaining that consensus can be

reached in the absence of conflicting objective conditions,
he appears to be transcending the incorporation of 'being

and tlﬂ% that was a core consideration in his earlier~m

werk. oy




Whereas it may be feasonablé to suggest'that truth as an .

: idéélized'notjdn is not effected by action or experience,

wheﬁ‘consensus ceases to beimefély'é heuf;stid tool and L

becomes a basis for4makiﬁg'pbiicy‘dgciéfbns, it must be

' - -drounded in historical reality. Giveh the absence. of
v o objective bonflict‘in Habermas's assessment of-post-

'.Lndustrialism,,the possibility of grounding a consensus
. theoty_qf trutb in reality,.éegms whol;y dependent on a

trapscen&éntal Emani}patory interest.
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NOTES

Although Habermas's defining statements over the status’
of interests  in his doctrine are ambiguous ‘at various
junctures, the appendix to ynd Human Interests
provides some discussion that would suggest his ‘initial
intention was to make interest an idealized constructi

The concept of self-preservation is abstracted from Freud
with a materialist qualification taken from the Marxian
interpretation. This argument is presented on p. 287 in

,

Habermas accuses empirical-analytical models of
language reconstruction of being essentially models
of linguistic behaviorism. " They are solely directed at
sensory experience of observation whereas language
reconstruction is directed to understanding and ". . .
the meaning of alternatives™ (Habermas, 1979:9).
Habermas wants not to limit reconstructjon to the object
domain (language itself), but instead to extend analysis
to speech, utterances that arevabktractgd from language.

He says, "I would defend the thesis that not only language

but speech too--that is, the employment of sentences in
utterances--is accessible to formal analysis" (Habermas,
1979:6). This is’' his purpose in order to facilitate the
goal ‘of a universal pragmatics, that of the systematic.
reconstruction of .". . . the intuitive -knowledge of

competeéent .§pbjects“'(Habermas. 1979:9). . o

The 'téchnocracy.thesié' indicatgs,thaf the pfobability
of crisis in post-industrial societies is very unlikely.
Emphasis is placed on the ability of the state to manage

‘crisgis in.its role as, ‘steering mechanism'. By

~inferring the—practical_rea}m has been subsumed by the

technical via the control of knowledge production,
Habermas appears to have rid this thesis of the

'possibility of contra®iction. Both A. Giddens (1978),

‘and A. ,Van de Berg (198)) present succinct discussions of .

K' -
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CHAPTER \Y

OBJECTIVITY, CONSENSUS, AND EMANCIPATION ‘

. L | . ‘, R

It is our purpose'to illustrate'that the dependency of

'Habermas 8 consensus theory of truth upon an interest in
domination-free dialogue*cannot free itself fromwth;- -
suspic1on of 1deological distortion, the proposition it is
set out to v1ndicate.b In order to further elucidate our
'contention it is necessarx to.more‘clearly articulate tﬁe
guldelines Habermas has adopted for defining the relationshlp
between knowledge and 1nterest. T . . N

' " In formulating a. general statement about the ‘
relationship between knowledge and human interests Habermas
reduces his argument to a number of control theses, those of
_1mportance herefpeing those concerned w1th an apriori.
interest structure and the powers of self-refleqtlon. It is ’
our intention to 111ustrate the dependence of Habermas

fiod .
later works upon what he defined earlier as an independent,

ncipatory cognitive 1nter€§t in thé evolutionary movement
:::::;n:he\ggsty of knowledge and 1nterest. A seemingly o

'appropriate guide for the discussion that follows would be

‘ certain key statements abjgracted from the appendix to

It is Habermas 8 contention that thﬂbe forme of possible
:knowledge (technical,,communicative, emancipatory). ". oo

%
: x
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. empirical science the hermeneutic method in order to

' _of the dialecthal interplay between the observer and tho = Al-

. object domain of the hermeneutic cincle. Yet, having

h.of self-reflecti'n. As Habermas states:

' program for a 'new' metatheory,'one aimed at the uncovering

iof the- various interests, seems ultimately, to be grounded in
' emancipatory cognitive interest of the human species. i

“?orms of scientific enquiry, in actuality, presuppose one'

‘another.l As a consequence, he proposes a merger of _ o
_ introdué?Ithe questibning of value rational action at the

:lHabermas is left to deal with: the problem bf relativism;

‘ldeclared thi clajmed objecthity of herneneutics ;o be a’

originate in the interest structure”, and subsequently ‘these
'Knowledge const tutive interests take form in the mediums of

work, language an _power (1968: 313). Interests are thus o

-

given an apriori tatus.; The problem of ~uncovering the

Jo
configuration o the various interests is left to- the power .

‘The human terest in autonomy and responsibility is
not mere fancy, for it can,be appréhended
apriori. . . . 1In self-reflection knowledge for the °
sake of knowledge attains congruence with the
interest in autonomy and responsibility. . . in the
power of self-reflection, knowledge and 1nterest . are
one. (1968 314). ,ﬂ

And it is the emancipatory COgnitive interest which ", . .

aims at the pursuit of reflection (1968 314). Habermas‘s

a dependency on an inherent - will to reason ’ or the

Habermas has attempted to show that the two divergent

»
N

metatheoretical ‘level of analysis. Necessarily then,

\

since accepting a hermeneutic method entails thevacceptance\—“”j

.Y
NV ;,
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false objectivity (i.e., Habermas s critique of Gadamer s

recourse to tradition and authority as givens), Habermas must

transcend the proposed synthesis of empirical and historicist
'methodologies. He must, therefore, define the conditions of

objective truth..v

Habermas s purpose is the introduction of valuation into
3social scientific methodologies. Through the use of a 2_ p
.process of verification through practical discourse, Habermas

'vhopes to ground what he sets out as the distinctions hetween

- \

critical analysis and an objectivistic philosophy of science. o

He wants to prove that Eritical theory qan overcome ‘i . _
objectivism through 'reflection on’ the origin of knowledge.
fMethodological questions must hot solely be aimed at the

s

Vf. . . rationally goal directed organizag&ohfofvmeans'

”l974a-3).- Given these goals,

O

yg“normative truth claims.? © -i' é? '.' o .{_,ﬂy -

For Habermas, the objectification process which bccurs

PR

'.with tbs construction of a soientific object domain is unlike .

_-that which occurs with the socialization of an individhal o

.



“honly\in‘the‘senSe that’realityxis,objectified'based

explicitly on the viewpoints, "“. . ., elther of technical

control or of intersubjective %emmunication' (1974a: 9). Thus

'his distinction between empirical-analytical and” the

_ HIStorical sciences, and the- interests these viewpoints

express.- Further "*. . . these viewpoints express

‘V‘anthropologically deep—seated interests, which direct our

knowledge (1974a-9). Because of what Habermas sees as the

loss of a self-reflective epistemology in the philosophy of

.85

science( however, there is no subsequent recognition of these

underlying interests.;- ~ S S
« « o the sciences do not incorporate into their
~methodological understanding: of themselves this basis
of interest which 'serves as the apriori link between
“origins and the applications of their theories
(1974a 9). : &

- v o

It is~therefore Habermas's aim to developna“self-reflective

methodology that has the capacity for the incorporation of

:\,

uncovering its: ideological origins.

- psychoanalysis because of its propensity for self—reflective

Habermas has chosen a reformulated version of

analysis, and also because of its emphasis on merging

‘<’empirical ang hermeneutic methods.

\

By treating psychoanalysis as an analysis of language
aiming at reflection about oneself, I have squghtrto
show how the relations of power embodied in
.systema ically distorted .communication can be

-~ attacked directly by the process of critique. . .
insight can then coincide with emancipation

It is at this juncture,-with the positing of a psychoanalytic

-~model as the method of a self-reflective critical theory that




\\./"‘. .
L

Habermasfswreasoning does not always'appear consistent. ‘What

he seems - to imply is that the interest in emancipation from f
distorted communication is inherent in the'ZanaCity of |
self-reflection. The process-by which an investigator would
uncOVer the distortions, however, relies. on Habermas s

consensus model of truth.

"Truth, in Habermas's framework, posits itselr in
language, for it is in language that- interests take form .
"o interests ’are the result.of a life-form dependent on
labor and language" (1974a:9). Habermas had introduced this

notion in Knowledge and Human Interest.

What raises us out of.nature is the only thing whose
nature we can know: language. Through its structure,
autonomy and responsibility are posited for us. Our:
first sentence expresses. unequivocally tHe intention
of ‘'universal and unconstriined consensus (1968:314).
"As a result of this s;ance, not onlv the emancipatory
interest but the possibility of consensus itself is given an-
apraori status. The impetus fOr uncovering the truth that
lies. embedded in interest constituted knowledge. comes from
the emancipatory interest. The method'advocated for
uncovering distortion is that of self-reflection through the
discursive redemption of validity claims. Yet
self-reflection, in turn, seems to have two components: that
of reflection of one's self, and that of a rational
reoonstruction of rule systems (1974a-22 -23). Habermas's use
of a psychoanalytic model is characterized by both these |
components. Communicative discourse ‘occurs only through

rational reconstruction, - however, for reasoned .

. e o
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justifapation' bannpf,occur merely thfough_seif-reflection
{1974a:39). Thus, discourse is not constituted by
.‘psychéanalytic.dialogue alone for3

- . « what is reasoned justification within the

conte of acts of reflection on oneself bases itself
on thqgketical knowledge which has been gained
independently of the reflection on oneself, namely,
the rational recopstruction of rule systems
(1974:22). - S e

B

"’,This, then, is a general outline of the program HabermafZiie

~ .

advocates for uncovering truth. It would seem hé'makeg_aq,
.attempt. to circumvent the likelihood of objectivism with his
util;zatioh of 'rational reconstruction'. 'However,. its ties

to what can be viewed as the foundations of objectivism

e - -

(i.e., transcendental categories) are reinforcéd by

'Habermas"s framework.
It is only reliance upon reconstruction which permits
the theoretical development of self-reflection
"(1974a:24). . . . Reconstructions, therefore,. . .
- attain an indirect relation to the emancipatory
: interest of knowledge, which enters directly only
fhto the capacity for self-reflection (1974a:22).

'Given the'rolés of eméncipatory intgfest and reflexive
explanation in Habe:maé, the cOnditioﬁé for a'hew&petathebry
cannot be satigfied by~q§£e1y finding.a synthesis of

( .eﬁéiriga;ranalytic”aﬁd.ﬁéfﬁeneuﬁiC‘methods. His aim is the ,.‘

critique @f"distorted communication and thus, the uncovering

of 'false consciousness'. The hermeneutic method cannot

ffer the 6bjectification required to copfirm the existence
Mfﬂ;gqologicalAdistortion;' Hermeneutiéar.inalysis remains
-tied to the subjective constitution of the world and a =

relativistic~under§tanding of history. . .

!
'




i In hErmeneutic terms, this (false consciousness) is _
. ¥ .meaningless; consc{ousness cannot be false, adequate,
true, or .anything else--it simply is. . . it is not
part of the brief of hermeneutic- historicism to
enquire whether ideology or consciousness is -

’_appropriate to an obgective situation (Wolff
' 1975 825) - )

u"

While Habermas wants to.use a hermeneutic ‘method as a |
means of incorporating the analysis of subjective meaning,. .
intentions,,and the normativelguidelines ‘of action, he wants .
to go beyond what he sees’ ‘as the inability of hermeneutics to '

'deal with bhe ' 5\. object context in which those meanings

.i-ﬁ:,'

are 10cated'-(Wo1ff, 1975:824). On ‘the other hand, HabermaS'
«wants to’ connect what he sees as the obﬁectivistic posture of

the hermeneutic view of tradition as a given (i. e., his
debates with Gadamer) R

1 .‘.‘ -
Y

Confronted. with the idealism of the hermeneuti
developed for the sciences of the mind, critica
sociology guards itself against reducing the meaning
complexes objectified withinvsocial systenk to the
contents of cultural tradition. Critical of
ideology, it asks what lies behind the consensus,

- presented as a fact, that supports the dominant
tradition of the time. cer . (Habermas, 'In Wolff,

( 1915 824).0 ‘ s e S

e

Ideology critique must. simultaneously go beyohd the

relativism of histoﬁicism by incorporating scientific !
generalization andrtranscend“its objectivism by "e o .
demonstrating the factors and interest which underlie

beliefs. . . (Wolff, 1975-82'5)'.

-

n order to create general theoreﬁs about ideological
distortion, Habermas s critique of hermeneutics must

‘ .

presuppose the validity of the objectification techniques of

‘the .analytical theory of scienceé. As Pilot points out,

- “ » N




~Alternat1ve1y,-however, Habermas

problem is that he must legitimize a critical method that can

Habermas 8 ".,.;. critiquebof hermeneutics presupposes the
) _ \

ideology-free validity of generar hypotheses“ (1968 460),,»

”
v -

(generality is the precondition foi their testability).
. v T

critigue of empirical-

.analytic sc1ence, ".'}-. presupposes the ideology~free
Y

'.structure of hermeneutics" (Pilot, 1968 460),‘since it is

only through a hermeneutic method that the understanding of

- the 1ntention component of action can be understood.

_V'However, -an 1deolog§~free hermeneutics would in turn be

dependent upon analytical procedures for uncovering the ‘~

objective constraints underlying tge‘pre-understandings’

embedded in tradition.4 - L _'“ .,ﬁ ; .
This type of c1rcular1ty in the presentation of

ﬁ'bermas .8 attacks on methodologies represents what can be

seen as the source of a- fundamental contradictlon in7his

model. ‘\t is at this juncture that Habermas must document the

principles of a- metatheory thatyw1ll have the capacity to

.

transcend the object1V1sms of the methods he criticises. The.

objectify the constraints placed upon language as a medium of
domination, w1thout succumbing to the p0881blllty of
1deological distortion 1tself As Pilot suggests:

~ This contradiction in the critiques rests upon an
incomplete disjunction, for the presuppositions of
both critiques could differ from both procedures

. eriticized. It would then be'’ necessary to
fdemonstrate ideological structures, indepsndently of
both, with the help of the emancipatory cognitive
.interest. But this presupposes its independent
legitimation (Pilot, 1968:460)

b dinca a Stk Lt




2, 7T e Communicative Consensusxuodel < Q

To amalgamatezan objective method of analyzing
language, while trying to retain the rudiments of a
self-reflective epistemology, Habermas turns to rational

», "‘ [ \
reconstruction. Although he attempts to- illusttate how his

particular u.e of reconstruction (i. e., 20wards a Theory ofﬂ':
ggmmgnigative Comge;eggg, 1979; ggmmunicatign and the

Evolution of Societg, 1979) will offer a means of uncoverfng

normative guidelines for action; the assumptions that he lays

“Sut in arguments like that found in Ihgg;y;gnﬂ_ﬁ;gg;_gg ‘- %”

e

‘appea:\ts/make his proposed program an uhlikely possibility.
Rational reconstruction, as it was outlined in Theory
‘gnd_gzagtigg; is the component of ‘a self-reflective method
that mak es objectification of the rules that underlie pre-—‘
understanding possible. Yet, it is Habermas s contention

that this occurs, 'independently { implying an independence

'from action and experience.'.It i\\through rational

‘”Areconstruction that ‘Habermas- expresses the-possibility of'a~"~_";vwm

method for revealing theoretical knowledge, pure knowledge
somehow transcendentafly acquired "It is because of this

argument that'Habermas s.earlier claimgito a dialectical,‘
F“self-reflective analysis Seemigo-be in dangerf | ‘

ﬁis only recourse in justifying~this claim to an acdeSS<
» toﬂknowledge separate from action and experience lies in the

allegation that rational reconstruction has an ‘indirect'

link to the.emancipatory interest through’ selg-reflection,

although the exact'naturefdf this linkage has. never been

" 99
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clearly‘specified.sj In thls way an lndependence is glven to

the aprlorl interest in emanc1patlon. As T. Overend p01nts

\

':out, Habermas glves 1ndependence only to aprlorl interest
L s

‘structures and in thls Way .his positzon becomes ane of
o monlstlc fallacy Habermas is claimlng e zh@t the

recognltlon of the aposterior subject-object relatiion 'is

N ¥
-

_dependent upon the aprlorl,lnterest structure. e e "
(Overénd, 1977 123) o
Overend goes on to make the further allegatlon/that by

emheddlng knowledge 1n an aprlorl interest\structure, K s

.’ L

u'Habermas’s method of - self-refleculve analyshs leads to an

lnf;nlte regress of'lnterest structures.
X . . .4’

.« . if 'we are: to have knowledge of such an aprlorl
‘interest structure it must itself be the object term-
of a subject-object relation. But, if this is the

- case, the recognltlon of such a relation is dependént

‘upon another prior apriori interest structure,‘whlle
this interest structure if it is to have 'object’
‘status is, in turn, dependent -upon another prior
1nterest structure (Overend, 1977: 123)

. . P

_&M“m~lt would follow from thls argument that in order to
determine an objectlve meanlng for any particular case,
Habermas has to grant independence to some' aposterlorl
relation between knowledge and interest. This'appearsvto be

the role of language in his system. He gives to. lYanguage an

ontological primacy which, in itself, seems to constitute a

contravening of his Original goals. At the 'same time he also’

separates language from action and expériengg:
X - e
Through the method of rational reconstruction ﬁeaning is

somehow transcendentally gleaned through the objectlflcatlon

of language. The upshot is:;hat Habermas has severed the

)
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amalgamation'of 'pure‘ and practical' nﬁason even though his’

1nit1al goal had been to find a synthesis. Although these'

ey

seem: the logical outcomes of Habermas formulations, the
lack of. sfpllc1t detailing makes a preCLse critique
impossible For . instance.

+ «. . the claim that. language and meaning are in
. someway ontologically distinct, and that, ipso facto,
one ‘can separate language from- meaning is clearly -
false. Yet Habermas' doctrine:of nonism leads  him to .
" such 'distingtions, as relation r (Hence langdage) is
independent, while ‘relation R {hence meaning) is
dependent in status (Overend, 1977 124). -

N

Given the obscurity and . lack of spec1f1c1ty in

-

Habermas é work, it becomes necesqary to sift through some of

oA A

the more relevant CrlthlsmS which have—accumulated over the
E possible false objectiv1ty in Habermas. R ' g

[

One way of approaching the mpltiplic1ty ‘of critical
comnents that Habermas writings have engenderéd is to turn:
'to those,concerns voiced by K. O. hpel.f Although their works
are\closdiy aligned, the differences that can be'elaborated
1llustrate most compellfngly that the*genesis of objectivism
(if indeed it does exist in Habermas) springs from his
postulate over the convergence of knowledge and emanc1patoryv -
1nterest-;r, “reason and the 'will' to be rational.

Habermas s reliance on the postulate of autoﬁowy and
responsibility and their cbnvergence w1th an’ emancfpétory
interest may not only suggest a questionable logic, but»it
' also creates the susp1Cion of a 'social engineering approach
to practical questions. ' Apel has suggested Habermas has ,’

o

narrowed the relationship between knowledge and interest to



an'extreme. Apel himself advocates a greater separation .
- LY S
_between 'reflection' and political involvement. He says

* + w, the assumPtion that such emancipation has immediate

'political reperCUSsions is anl'idealistic illusion « o .

(Apel, In F. Dallmayr,.19723219), in his comments concerning

‘the alleged COincidence of . reason. and emanCipation at the
o)

3

'highest level of philosophical enquiry.
-The apriorism of Habermas s program is attacked for its

-.pOSSIble volitical implications. For instance. in'contrast~

o what lies implicit in Habermas, Apel asserts that
political partiCipation necessarily exposes the individual to
the ". . . ambiguities of concrete situations and lacks the

comfort of apripri certitude"j(Apel, in F. Dallmayr,

1971: 239). Apels .criticisms appear well founded if ) : Lo

Habermas' goals for the application of his consensns model R -%
N » B . . ‘ . ;

of trnth to the realm of social action are taken as an

accurate depiction of the general direction his stance

leads.

Habermas has laid out the rudimentary deSign of his

'

consensus model in A Theory of Communicative Compgtence. In

closing statements of the article he outlines how the model
may be applied in social analysis. He makes it clear that
his notion of an id‘al speech situation does not preclude an

'idealizeqd' conceptualization of consensus; -but rather that -
ideal speech conditions are'contingent upon 'empirical

limitations'




% I#'defining ‘his use of 'idealization in an idealnspeeqé

»_situation, he makes the assumption that ". . . we imagine-the
» s s
actual motivations of the actor being identical'with ‘the

,linguistically apprehensible intentions of the speaker RN
(1970 373)., This assumption is based on. the understanding of
motivations as the basis of all action and further, of
language as the medium in which all motivation is organized.
Thus, for Habermas the 'ideal' speech situation does not

1.
presuppbse an ideal conceptgflization of consensus in, for ey

~-

instance, the Weberian sense.- c '
[4

For Habermasrxthewideal speech situation is not merely a | (" |

' " .

theotetical abstr' ;'on-but can occur'in reality. However,

g the assumption that all actions are -
3

y motives which coinc1de with the .

Habermas is not

LI r,controlle
intentions of the actor speaker' (197@ 373). Although he ‘
posits his method as a means of gaiming apcess to subJective
meaning, he does not suggest all motives can be immediately
known.- Instead, he suggests‘that,to some degree motives are
". . . excluded from public communication and‘fixed to aapre-‘
linguistic symbol oﬁganization o e o ."(19770:?13}.ArWhat
tollows from this statement elucidates the connection‘Habermas
wishes to drawfbetween the production.of knowledge and

| underlying intérests. And it is-this'postureithat‘Apel

triticizes for its potential as an ‘idealist illusion .

What Habermas postulates is a direct linkage between- the
production of knowledge and,the interest in political
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The greater the share of pre~linguistically fixed
motivations which cannot be freely converted in
public communicatign, the greater the deviance- from
“the model of pure communicative- action. . .., these

e gigiatibns increase in proportion .to the degree of }
ression which characterizes the institutional ,
system within a given society. . . the degrqtvof |
repression depends in turn on the developmenktal stage
of the produc¢tive forces and on the organization of
authority (1970:374), - . , . ' :
This.étaﬁeméﬁt éatr}eS'several‘imglications§v<Fir5t; it
'sQéQesié an almost:'lqtentional"rélapionshiﬁ'?etweéhlthe
"intérést in tephnicalﬁexplgitaﬁility‘by those in power, and
the'subversion of what is not 'publically com@uniéated;.
Second, it‘implies thie need for ajlingurstié reconstruct}on.
of underlying, or hidden, motiéés} sin§e Habermas makes the
assumption that ". ... the‘motivqtianalwbése of all actidnéis
o:gapized linguistically. . . . ('{9793:373}; Third, by
 haintaining that motives kept‘ff§m‘pub£icléommu cétion até
the result of rebrESSIOh by-the‘political instiijinn of a
~ :spciety, Habermas is suggeSting the gxistenée of~fals?
| consciousnesﬁ. This carries thé‘subsequent iﬁplicatiénfof
"theineed'for'a.'f:eeing'vffdm the réstraihts of the
ideoiégicai distdrtions‘of a ;epressi?p’p¢11tidal sffucture’h:
through;{communicative,éompetence'.

'fiﬁail};'the:earlie: portion of his paper was devo;ed to
an-giéboration o§ a'méthod that could‘be used as a vehicle bk:
.fqr unéovqring'thé distorted or rep:esséd communication this
is;aﬁement alludes to. vHabgrmas uSes Chomsky‘s écéountwof
 ;1inguistic éompetence' éﬁd adds to it his own formulation of

'~fcommuni¢ative competence or, ". . . ;he basic quaiificatidn .

_of speech éﬁ¢';ymbolic interaction (role-behavior on thé.p§r£f ﬁ



- of the'participant, in deéining what) . . .’mastery of an
ideal speech situation“ (1970:367) would encompass. A
communicative competence on the part of participants in an’

.).

1dea1 speech situation must therefore, be presupposed. The

"g'aim of discourse at this 1evel is the uncovering of j}i7 -

categq;ies of motives: or V1ews of life. that are based on .

)

distributiohs of what Habermas terms, i%ialogue-constitutive

universals'

 FIGURE i1

" . ‘.' - Semantic Universglg

vgprig;i _ aposteriori
intersubjective dialogue-constitutive cultural universal
«luniversal ’
monological"'”ﬁ versal cognitive universalsﬂofk
T = emes of perceptive and
interpretation v motivational -

o o constitution-
(Habermas, 1970:364) A

It is with the aid of dialogue-constitutive universals
that-Habermas hopes to dev1se an aVenue for uncovering
distortions 1n communicatr%?. He suggests,"It should be
possible to demonstrate‘the deformations of pure |
intersubjectivity, induced~by the social structure, on'the
basis of asmeetries in the performance of dialogue rules.
The uneven distribution of dialogue-constitut1Ve universals

'1n standard communication between 1nd1v1duals and social

hgroups 1ndicates the particular form and deformation of the

°
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intersubjectivity of- mutual understanding which is built into

<ij.the social structure (1970 372).' Ultimately, Habermas sees
‘lthe possibility of a general semantics evolving from the _5‘
v“theory of communicative competence based on the possibility
of -a categorical framework of potential views gf life being
.constructed from distributions of\dialogue-constitutive"'
universals. o S p,,' S ..f;'i*wy,« |
By tying the relationship between knowledge and interest
to thb institutional structure via the degree to which

'motives' are repressed, ultimately Habermas is left with the

necessity of showing the existence of 'constraints"upon pure,‘

,communication. He must ‘show how his particular method of
’rational reconstruction canfovercome the reductionism of
other systems for reconstructing language universals (i e.,ﬂ-
given his critique of correspondence or pictures theories of ”
- truth in the empirical philosophy of science). For it is ‘at
this point that Habermas must show how - a dialectical
‘terplay between an objectified scientific language of .
explanation and the interpretation of practical historical
reality can occur., ‘ _ _
ﬂn the following éhapter it is our purpose to attempt to
vestablish the dependency, in Qhe final analysis, of
Habermas's model for communicative competence upon the
r’jindependent legitimation of the emancipatory cognitive
;'v'sinterest. The argument will focus .on Habermas s 'technocracy

thesis' in an attempt to explain why, in the absence of a |

substantial indication by‘Habermas of the existence of

&
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'.constraints in post-industtigl societies, he must rely on’ the

\7'ffas§nmption that there is an evaluti&nary movement toward

>*emanc1pation. An assumption that appears to have ‘no
ﬂ=materialist counterp;rt, ‘and. which as a result, can be..
 “attacked as idealism._ | |
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This is tﬁe drgument he sets out in the article,
"Rationalism Divided in Two", In A. Giddens (Ed4d.),

Positivism and.Socidlogy, 1974.

In order to illustrate the roots of Habermas's argument,
the following-discussion will rely on excerpts from-Theory

Thls appears to be an attempt to overcome the varlous
criticisms levelled at -the psychoanalytic model as a
model for ‘the social, sciences (i.e., inequality between
analyst and pat;ent, psychologism, underlying consensus,
willing subm15310n .on the part of the patient).

Habermas would ‘maintain that the acceptance of tradltlon

-as 'given', by hermeneutics makes it incapable of
-ihcorporating an analy31s of the 'natural constraints'

(Pilot, 1968), place upon language as a medium of
domination and’ power.

The role of aposter10r1 reconstructed meaning remains a
hlghly controversial issue in regard to Habermas' actual
intentions. (The matter is succinctly addressed by T.
Overend, 1977, 1978).

The concept of dlalogue—constltutlve universals and the
table that ‘follows requlre further explication. Habermas

4

explainS° "Some meanings are apriori universal in.as much .

as they establish the conditions of potential
communication and general schemes of interpretation;

‘-others are’ aposter10r1 universal, in the sense that’ they

represent: invariant features of contingent scopes of
experience which, however, are common to all cultures.

‘For that reason we differentlate between semantic -

universals which process experlences and semantic

" universals which make this processing possible in: the
- first. place (i. e.,,aposterlorl, apriori). Furthermore,

some Mmeanings are lntersubjectlvely universal in the
sense that they are fixed in structures which first

._develop with the cultural level- of linguistic
'communication itself; other meanings are: monologically

universal in as much as they refér to structures of the
solltary human organlsm prior .to all communication.
Therefore we differentiate between semantic universals

" which precede all socialization and semantic universals

which are linked to the condition of potentlal
socialization (monological/lntersubjectlve) The

of semantic unlversals (1970:363).

_combination.of these points of view comprise four classesj

29



| ' CHAPTER VI
TECHNOCRACY AND THE EMANCIPATORY INTEREST -

é

\

.With the formulation of a 'technocracy thesis' Habermas

) turns to ‘the problem of constructing a practical philosophy
‘of history'. To get at the “apriori structuring of the
normative order, and to thuslfuhcoyer' the motives for action
that have heretofore heenfcouered over hy a scientistic
,ideology,nHabermas must develop a method capable of
‘ estahlishing the material»contradictions a technocratic
ideology leaves in its wake. )

In order to avoid decisionistic and determinist
pitfalls, Habermas wants to utilize a dialectical method ‘that

/
has’ the capacity to interpret: the value implications of

escientific theories and simultaneously, avoid falling prey to
‘dialectical utopianism. In other words, he requires a method
that can come between science and transcendental

- philosophies. As a consequence, he proposes a method of

'contingent dialecticsf; a method which he maintains - 4.f{w'
is/nyt an apriori principle of thought,-it does not take
"nplace prior to and underlying all history (1974a-321).

| Instead, a- contingent dialectics arises from the actual
contradictions that inhere within the structure of domination
of a society itself. A contingent dialectic '.‘.l;’is as
contingent as the dominattég conditions of labour whose inner

contradiction and outer movement it expresses (Habermas,

o
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‘l974a:319). The dialectic itself represents the
contradictions which exist in an ideologically distorted
society and the relationships between individuals in that
society,“-lt’is'theretore, not a method, but instead must be
expressed through dialogue, a critical dialogue behind which
lies the interest in emancipation from domination.
Dialectics must then be ". . . understood from within the
dialogue- certainly not itself as dialogue’ but as a
consequence of repression (Habermas, 1974a:318).u

" By turning against distortion, a critical dialogue also
turns dialectics against itself since it is in dialectics
‘that repression. is expressed.. A critical dialogue will
expose the constraints which ekist‘upon'freedom and at the
same time transcend dialectics 'Dialectids_fulfilled in
practice is simultaneously transcended dialectics” (Habermas,,f
1974:319). This procedure, theoretically, would perform the
dual goals of exposing constraints :n human action and as a
result, free thought from ideological distortion. At this

point Habermas would suggest antranscended ‘dialectics

-

represents the culmination of what is its original intention
or ".' . . a dominatlon-free dialogue which could be
universally practised” (1974:314); This statement is
.illustrative of Habermas's reliance on an apriori interest in
emancipation to the development of a critical. dialogue.

In order to fulfill the goals of 'contingent
diaiectics ,.Qabermas must demonstrate two things; First, he

must be able to émpirically verify the existence of



" We will, however, brieflyvdeal'here with the logical

192

'constraints' and th@ ‘actual’ contradictions‘they enerQe
from. Second, he must somehow produce an lndependent'
legitimdiion for an apriorilfnterest_in domination-free
dialogue. ?If he cannot satisfy'these two conditJons, it
would seem his. program becomes one of a 'diélectdcs of.
utopian 'reason'\l A discussion of the problems éngendered by

the first ‘condition will be left to the section that follows.

' , & .
consistency of legitimating an apriori iqtegest'in

emancipation in terms of Habermat"™s 'practicel' phflosophy of

history. o g
to \ \ : ﬁ‘ ’
Given Habermas's total framework, it would séem

s

emancipatioh would occur through-.the emancipation of
4 N _

¥

"'landuage' from distortion. His philosophy of history is

grounded in-a principle where "._... the unity of" knowledge ' \'

and interest proves itself in a dialectic that takes the \;]

historical traces of suppressed dialogue and reconstructs

’fWhat has been suppressed” (Habermas, 1968:315).' Yet language

is also seen as a 'form of life' in Habermas's system, a

medium through which society.is created. It would seem -

therefore, language is 1nexorably bound up in ideological

distortion itself. How then is it possible for language not
to present' an ideologically distorted view of emancipatlion?
And how is.it that the '1dea of emancipation does not
succumb to distortion? w | '

The only recourse would prove-itSelf in hauing an -

apriori knowledge of 'true} emancipation. Yet this would




i trangcendental status and a submerge

L
"W

seem to‘desﬁroy Habermas's platform f&% a.Tcdntingent"

dialectids. It would demand that‘the.dbsérver have a
‘society); and if this

knowledge ¢an be apprehended apriori in théPinterest in

knowledge of the future (emancipated

‘

emancipation, it would demand that the dialectic of the
interegt in emancipation Be_apprehended aﬁjiori. This
then is no longer a 'contingent dialectics','§§£ggting itself

in presen£ conditions, but a dialectics of'utopi&n:reason.
As Pilot argues, given that the interest in emancipation

]

.

"o, . is structuréd-dialectically, yet nevertheless can be

apprehended apriori, then its dialectic too must be ﬁésited

apriori. . .. ." (1968:467%). . )

O
L O,
v . ;\ b}

This argument is based on the notion that cognitiﬁ@;

c

interests have a dialectical relationship to the production

of knowledge; yet it is never entirely clear whether »

. A N ""‘x

cognitive interests maintain their dialectical status or not_
: , @
'in Habermas's various definitional statements. As one author

points out:
« « +» the status of cognitive interests, their
relationship to one another, and.their relation to
~ the ideal! speech situation, which appears. as' the
epitome of the emancipatory interest, jare
problematic. And Habermas is divided between a
dominant self-understanding in terms 6f clear and
distinct cognitive interest with an abriori or quasi-
~intimation of
overlapping, supplementary relations ips which place
his own categorial determinations in question. The
emancipatory interest seems at times/ to be beyond the
technical and practical and other times it seems to.
refer to the overlapping supplementary relation
between them. . . . (LaCapra, 1977:256-258).
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However, even given the rather cloudy status of cognitive -
interests; it does appear possible to discern a definite
trend in Habermas's work toward the dichotomization’of
interests, and a ;esulting polarization of the concepts of.
'work' and 'interact on', or alternatively, the technical and
practical realms of action. It 'is the problems that this

split has engendered that will be dealt with in the following

section.
Y

A

.1l. The Technocracy Thesis: Constraint; and'Constants

Habermas's position towaro defining the status of
cognitive interests appears to oscillate between a
negative-dialectical perspective (i.e., "basic orientations
rooted in specific fundamental conditions of the possible
reproduction and self-constitution_of the human species. . ."
(1968:196)), an attitude yhgre they are defined as inter-

' dependent and quasi—transcendental; and the implication that
they are transcendental,nobjective categories. 'However, his
'goals for a new metatheory and the subsequent emphasis:on‘the
justification of truth claims leave interests as ahistorical,
transcendental constants, with the consequent demise of their
dialectical status. |

. Along with Habermas's critique of the objectivisms of
empirical—analytical and historical sciences came a strict-
separation between the interests he sees to underlie the ’
“Qinformation generated. Yet, the solution he offers, a-

£ :

sé&{@reflective critique of ideology, appears to be whdlly

o\\ T



- relevance and the importance of normative constraints placed'
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dependentfoh“an 'emancipatory' interest on the part of the
observer,' By making critical enquiry dependent on an apriori - Zi
emancipatory interest, Habermas transcends the conditions of a |
‘materialist*critique. ihe apriorism of the interest
structure removes interests from their constitution in the
social world They become ahistorical categories and by

doing so, lose their relationshﬁp to the object domain.
Habermas goes beyond the claims of a critical rationalism
aimed at functional_correctness, or falsificatioh; instead he
claims the interest in emancipation will‘be a lever for - e
actually finding the underlying truths of distorted'
communication.

Because of the suggestionithat interests underlie the
production of knowledge, Habermas must transcend the
methodologicallrules of the critical rationalism-of the _ -
neo-positivists. He ignores the fact that the
'Underdeterminancy' principle is now commonly‘accepted,in
the philosophy of science (Hesse, 1978). He also ignores the

allowances made in curreht. positivistic theory for value-

upon researchers by<the,objec€ive world. As even Popper
admits "« « . what is usually called scientific objectivity"
'_is based to some extent, on social institutions (1957:155).

By depicting all knowledge as’ interest constituted and

by polarizing technical and practical interests, Habermas -
should not be able to make concessions to a critical

rationalism directed at 'success' or ffunctional-correct
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_criteria of consensus. He must instead rely on an
alternative mode of justifying normative truth claims through
'rationally reconstructing' hidden motives.  In the final \
analysis however, Habermas cannot overcome the objectivism-of i
what he overemphasized as the positivistic claim to value-~

- neutrality, without submitting his own doctrine to the
ddngers of objectiviém itself. Ironiéally,'Habermas's

' "post-1968 writing (Specifically, Leg‘timation Crisis), has
itself become fﬁfused with a systems-theoretic; a change

Vﬁiarqg}y due to his adoption of 'radical reformism' via

. . e
'pilecemeal social-engineering'. Unable to empirically -
deménstrate the existence of objective conditions of

’ N ‘

'constraint’ inxpost—iqdustrial systems, Habermas's

technocracy stance usurps his claim to a self-reflective

epistemology. As one critic puts it:
Habermas' switch waéjﬁhe shift from negative
dialectics and the objects preponderance to a more
'positive! attitude featuring grasp strategy, and an
explicit theoretical endorsement of piecemeal social
engineering. . . . To be sure, a new ‘faith in the
possibility of a contrived universal recognition
premissed upon the demonstration of 'communicative.
competenge', even withint¢the reality of an unfinished
and exploitative social reality, informs his
post-1968 vision of social change through open-
dialogue (Wilson, 1978:194).

" Ultimately, the search for 'reason"theﬂ ceases to be
problematic, it becomes an analytical} ahiétorical given, in
the communicative consensus model.

' Habermas, by applying a'typologyﬂdf.dichotomous, poiar
opposites (work and interaction) directly to.tﬁe_analysis of

history and society (LaCdpra, 1977), has jettiédhed not only

a8
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the dialecticalynotion‘of the object's preponderanoe ovez,the
thing conceived by positing an identity theory ‘through
language, but he also falls prey to the problems of |

determinism. The linguistic ontology whicp.characterizes.his

N

later works forces him into the same historicist dilemmas he

had so avidly criticized.
' ~

~— -

—

»

Anthropologqical Constants and tneﬁTechnicaI/Practica;
Dichotomy

-The division Habermas ‘draws between technical and

practtical cognitive interestsfhas burgeoned over into.his,

methodological writings on'post—industrialism. The result

has been a polarization of all  the various concepts he uses

in his:barsonian-like depiction”of social action.. The
followinglfigure, an‘outcono of Habermas's oiscussions of
Universal Pragmatics, illustrates his dichotomization »
‘techniques. Although formulated as 'idealized' cases, it is
difficult to envision how the‘goncepté.oontained in these® .
kinds of typologies can overcome the criticism of an ‘
arbitrary decisionism, given Habermas's communicative

-consensus model.
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FIGURE III

"Social Actign

CommunicativeAciion e Strategic Action
Action Oriented " Consensual Openly " Latently
to Reaching Action Strategic Strategic
Understanding . . Action ‘ \ .

Manipulation - Systematically
. .Distorted

» " Communication
(Habermas, 1979:209). C

The dichotomies Habermas const:ucts are ultimately
reducible to the distinction between labor and, interaction
(the technical and practical realms) and the interests which
constitute them. The central thesis which emerges from the
dichotomy between technical/practical is Habermas s
'technocracy thesis'. The thesis is premissed.on the idea
that the practical iealm*has been subsqmed-by the téchnical;

or at least to the:degree where there are fo measurable

signs of .coming crises over the contradictions of

late~capitalist societies. The repercussions of this type of

social theory pointhto the complete dependency of political
decisions uponitechnico—scientific’ones.

The thesis essentially implies the futility of applying
a Marxian class analysis to western societies since it
reveals the lack of evidence for determinable class '
interests', 1In effect, what Habermas is arguing‘is‘that

Marx's labour theory. of value can no longer be htili;ed'since
¢ : i . ’:




science and technoiogy have become the pre-eminent productive
gorce and as a consequence ". . e.menihave lost a |
consciousness of the dualism of work and interaction
(Habermas,vl97l lﬂ5). Classes are no longer identifiable
groups because of the ability of state-regulated capitalism
"to avoid economic crisis and, sinuitaneously, protect the
interest of the capitaliSt'power structutedx The role of the
state as a 'steering~mechanism' is central to Habermas's
portrayal of late-capitalism. He says: |
. ,". in state regulated capitalism, the political
system has incorporated an interest which transcends
latent class boundaries in preserving the
compensatory distribution facade (1971 199).
In other words, Habermas is lamenting the v1rtua1 hegemony of‘
a false, technocratic consciousness.‘tThe onus of this
pervasive faise consciousness is singled out as the
- reification of science in socio-cultural- life. As the
ideological nucleus off}he 'new' consciousness this results
in ", . .ythe elimination of the distinction between the
practical ‘and technical" (Habermas, 1971t113). Hahernas's
only recourse in the construction of an‘ahalytical model has
been what, for all intents and purposes, seems the creation
of just another determinist model of history.

Habermas seems to have reverted to the use-of the very
notions he\so adamantly opposed in his early works, by )
.implying that . o o the organization of human nature will
not change anymore. .« o e (Lepenies, 1971:220), since the,
technocratic ideology has subsumed the interest in

domination—free commun@cation. This position seems clarified

.o B A T DR e s e ST IPRIN YA
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by his statement that ". . . men‘ha@ellost a consciousness of
xthe"dualism of work and interaction. . . . “ (1971:105) # The
result of this stance can be seen in the increaslng recourse .
by Habermas, to the use of anthropological ahistorical
categorles. As early as 1971, he suggested the ". . .
technocratic_consciousness will sacrifice this'practical
interest to the expansion of our power of technical control.’
Thus the reflection which thls new ideology calls for must
penetrate beyond the levelfoé particular historical class R
1nterests to disclose the fundanental interests of mankind
Ceeam(eTen): | | - /o
u ‘By removing interests from~cultural or historical
contents, Habermas breaks away‘from the guidelines he hao once
imposed. He can show no objective indicators of constralnts
1mply1ng the contradlctlon—ladeness of society, and further,
he is forced to justlfy the concept of emancipatory interest
solely on the grounds of .an anthropology of 'reason'. All |
this xuns .in direct contrast to hlB orlginal attacks oh thev
use .of anthropologlcal constants 1n soc1al theorlzlng As
Lepenies argues, "Habermas criticized attempts at
1 catalogulng anthropological constants, by stating that a
science- whlch clung to such constants would become |
uncrltlcal, and would finally lead up to a dogmatism with
,polltical 1mp11catlons, a danger that was 8o much the greater
since it would claim the obJectlveness of science"

, (1971:214).




2. Transcendlng 'Technocracy

Habermas more recent works, those dedlcated to the
disclosure of a research program (the theories of.

communlcatlon-—a ‘universal" pragmatlcs, soc1a11zatlon—-

-vacqulsitlon of communlcative competence, and evolution--

! '-reconstructlon of hlstorlcal materlallsm (1979), can be

;Vinterpreted as a further movement toward an 1deallst

reconstructlon of social actlon and a’ deterministic model of
~

the ' evolutlon of reason. As was pointed'out an earlier

discu831ons, Habermas s communlcative competence model

N

sufferg - from the dllemma oi\the aprlorisms of consensus and
emanc1S;tlon. As a consequence, ‘there seems no substantial

,.indlcatlon, in the works reviewed that hls doctrine for a

. unlversal.pragmatlcs does not reduce . tO'a humanistic‘ontology

v

of man, one grounded only in the bellef 1n an 1nherent 'will
to be rational'.

Although it is not our purpose to provide detailed
ldescrlptlons of the 'socialization’ and 'evolution' theories
since they are presented as preliminary, heuristic guides
(Habermas, 1979: :205), there appears-some evidence to support
the allegatlon that these theorleexmay only increase the
movement toward ontology and objectiVlsm.' The basic goal of
Habermas .8 formulatlon of ratlonal reconstructlon in

universal pragmatics is to use it as a means for asse851ng
the '1ogic of development in: terms of both the theory of
soclalization and that of evolutlon. Habermas s_‘

reconstructlve method for justlfylng truth clalms alms at a
e d\- .

_
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) merger»of hermeneutiCS. analytic language philosophy (Rawls, °

v»:Lorenzen. Apel). and’ cognitive developmental psychology. in

'4;an attempt to: construct a theory Mo . structurally
;:ﬁfclarifies the historically observable sequence of different
"levels of justification and reconstructs it as a :
hdevelopmental -logical nexus" (Habermas, 1979:205) He turns
to Piaget s cognitive deve10pment psychology as a.possible

‘method for overcoming the split between 'formal' and
empirical‘ analysis in the reconstruction of language.
. Habermas maintains the theory introduced by Piaget has

led: .- ' - K %

to a type of research determined by a peculiar
connection between formal and empirical lysis,
Jather than by their classical separation.® The
expression 'transcendental', ‘with which we associate
& contrast to empirical science, is thus unsuited tq
characterizing, without misunderstanding, a line of
research such as universal'pragmatics (1979:24)

“The specifics of theouse Habermas ; intends for this particular
farm of paradigm is left in this fFEher vague - stats. along
sids the equally vegue conclusion that "o . behind the
terminological question, ‘there stands the systematic question
concerning the as-yet insufficiently clarified status of
: nominological empirical sciences of the reconstructive type"
'(1979=25) )
It seems reasonable, however. to interpret universal
'i:pragmatics as ths basis for justifying the potential use of
'"universel validity claims for interpreting the progress of
“knowledge. In an. attempt to circumvent the dogmatism of

\

'classical metaphysics (i ., ontology.'natural psychorégy,

.....
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cosmology,_etc.)'in his formulation of the histbry‘of-the

3

species, Habermas wants to present ". . . a weaker version,

which is not open to familiar criticisms of the objectiVism
L4

of philosophy of history" (1979 139)

7
¥

Habermas wants to av01d the pitfalls of demanding, of
history, a unilinearity, necessity, or irreversibility,'by
separating ". the dynamics of development. S
(development of structures) 2'. from the process through
which the empirical substrates develep“ (1979:140) Yet the
substitute he offers assumes there;is a rational,
,.recbnstructable-logic to the de&elopment of. social -
structures, one that Habermas”implies‘can possibly'bel
uncovered through the inversion of a'model of cognitive
"development. He argues.

The history of technology is probably connected with
the great evolutionary advances of :society- :through-
... the evolution of world views; and this development
might, in turn be explicable through formal
structures of thought for which cognitive psychology
has provided a well-examined ontogenetic model, a

» model that enables, us to place these structures in a
developmental logical order (1979:148).

To a§01d delVing into the intricacies of what is yet an
unfinished methodological program, a quotation from |
Habermas's article, "On Soc1al Identity may supply a
.sufficient indication of the general trend his program. is
taking. . The" article documents Habermas 8 ver51on of the

a

gemeinschaft/gesellschaft-fike distinction between

‘4°traditional and modern societies, and the relationship of"the ;“'°1’f‘

o 3 . N
;'indiVidual to the respective ‘social institutions. RS T

e - - i T R TIe R " e T e e
.._,_,,_;U_.i_.‘...‘j-n-_'.';,,-_...»u:“g,»._',_ [ AT )




. the human.species undergoes a very slow learning process

\

\
3
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. Using'ﬂhe terminology of cognitive psychology, Habermas
documents the transition from tribal societies, characterized ' 2
by a unity between the individual ‘ego' and the group:

transitional sbcieties, characterized by teasily' l— itimized
;institutions (ite., Habermas cites petiods during which
'1,universal;geligdons arose'){ and modern societies,
characterized byxan 'alienated I' (1974c:91-95).

\
In his concluding statements, Habermas elucidates what

seem definite indﬁcators of the determinism embedded in his

T

model, ones stemming from the 1nability to produce ob]ective
conditions of constraint. In his description of the modern,

'rational' identity e argues,

- The new identlity of an as yet emergent global society
cannot find articulation in world images, although it
must, of course, presuppose the validity of
universalisticd moral systems. The latter, however,
can be linked ith the basic norms of rational
discourse. This in itself is a step in the direction *
of a collective type of i entity which, as I have

- indicatged, is grounded in the consciousness of
universal and equal opportunity to participate in
value and norm forming learning processes
- (1974c:100).

.....

moving toward a slightly different_approach to grounding the - °
. connection between interest and reason.- This is particularly
evident in his adoption of Piaget s development psychology.

1

What is new, is the concept of ego development which appears o

- - ] -
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to'have been superimposed upon Habermas = notfon of.. the» %ifo”' Cee

‘_historical development of the technical and practical realms.

- T “ o
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*As one author argues,.‘. {,. he now seems to be arguing that

(J‘
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: (interdependent Q;th fhe development of productive forces).of
successively higher 1g§éis of moralepfacficel consciousness
.'. . with norms andovaihes becoming ever more
universalistic® (van den Berg, 1980:474).

However, the dilemmas Hebermas faces do not seem to have
changed. The problem of producing objecqive proof of the
'universalization' of values merely repiaces its counteroart
of'elucidatiné congraaictions in late-capitalism. Ultimately
Habermas appears to offer no real alternative to the problems
engéndered in the works of the early Frankfurt theorists; for
in the_final analysis~his.propositions reduce to the
- humanistic belief in the 'good-life‘ and its coincidence with
| reeson. )

_ Habermas seems to have found no way ont of the dilemma
which has tcaditionally plagued humanistic philosoohies which
dedlere their belief in the inevitable unity between'freedom
and reason. There seems no_defensible'evidence of a
discovery of a means of,transCending the.p:obabie ohjecgidism
of an apriori interest.structure. Ultimately, this Hay stem
from a fundamental contradiction in the humanist.docttine
iEself. The belief in the eventual unification of freedom

and reason,‘as Joseph Schumpeter demonstrated f.». .‘;s‘.\

':inherently contradictory°'1f there is such a thing as apriori
q'reason, men cannot be truly free to choose, if men are to be
“truly free to choose, they must also be able to choose o

N

" ,,"unzeason (1959, pp. 235usa I van'den’ Berg;’ 1986:453).
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This argument félﬁws one put forward by Pilot

(1968:442-469). | .- |

Habermas's reconstrugtive method for justifying truth
claims aims at a merger of hermeneutics, analytic
language philosophy (Rawls, Lorenzen, Apel), and

.cognitive developmental psychology, in an attempt to o

construct a theory ". . . that structurally. clarifies the

.historically observable sequence of different levels of

justification and reconstructs it as a developmental-

" logical nexus" (Habermas, 1979:285).

The title Habermas chooses illustrates the connection he

wants to make with developmental psychology--Stages of

-t A




CHAPTER III'

CONCLUDING REMARKS

1. Summary and Conclusigg

This thesis can beﬁsummerized as an attempt to elucidate -
. the genesis and type of objectivism that has arisen in
[}

Habermas' doctrines for a critical social theory. Although

we heve,sought to show a basic agreement with Habermas' qsals

for a 'complementari>y' model in the philosophy of science, we

.also hope8 to uncov;r the{sources for the incompatibility
between his consensus model and tne incorporation of
categories oﬁ:subjectiVeiy constituted meaning. Not only
have we found. it Questionable as to how metatheoreticai
issues could be addressed by Habermas (i.e., the influence of
presupposition, object choice, boundary decisions, etc ) at
the level of theory construction,abut the concept of the
dialecticalhrelationship between :the subjective,and objective
realms appears to have been forfeited.

Reflection( conceived as it is in Habermas's framework,
removes itseif from real conditions. Reflection cecomes'a'
reflection cattied on in a tealm of 'knowing' observers who -
somehow ‘'have the power to transcend normative constraints and
decide the true nature of the distortion (or domination)
Aresidiné'in language. Although much of Habermas's early work
'.Qas devoted to explication of the dialectical and contingent

relationships among interest, knowledge, and action; the

117
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roots of an obJectivistic use of language reconstruction, via
his belief in an actual historical evolution of non-:f”
repressive communication4 could also be detected

In 1968 Habermas plainly arficuiated the need ‘to

~ overcome the-pseudonormative role.science had taken for

itself by defining scientific knowledge as prototypical

.Modern methoedalegy, too, gains pseudonormative force
by first taking a particular category of traditional
knowledge as the prototype of science. It then. ,
generalizes “the. procedures that -make possible the

e ety : o
S et oo e e i et AR

It
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--...reconstruction of this knowledge and converts them-. . . ...

'into a definition of science (1968:14). - - -.

The aim of critical theory -became’, that of overcoming the

obJectivist posture of a philosophy of. science that_ makes the

‘claim of value neutrality, one ‘based on a belief that an

access to 'pure’ knowledge occurs via the rules of scientific

TR an ~an
.

TR
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method

It was through the use’ of a dialectically conceivéd,a,‘.

self-reflective methodology that Habermas hoped to overcome
objectivism. Thus, interests were not. always represented as
merely apriori determinants of actien.

The interest in the preservation of life is rooted in
life organized through knowledge and action. Thus
knowledge-constitutive interests are determined by
both factors. On the one hand, they attest to the
fact that cognitive processes arise from life
structures and function within them. On the other

, hand, however, they also signify that the form of
socially reproduced life cannot be characterized
without recourse to the specific connection of knowing
and- action. . . . (Habermas, 1968:211-212). -

Yet, it is also in Kgowledge and Human Igte;egtg that

‘Habermas outlines the framework that makes language a

metainstitution, one in which domination can be uncovered

'\\“.‘

fag )




.. .g,uthrough'its structure,;autonomy and responsibiiity are

. posited for us" (1968:314).‘ We-haye‘attempted‘to illustrate
that Habermas's'particuigx platﬁorm for lanquage
'reconstruction, combined with his beiief in.the emancipatory
interest as the power behind an ". . . evoiution toward\
autonomy'and responsibility -(1968:315), have been the major
factors behind what we have tried to .substantiate as a
pervasive idealist illusion in his doctrines.

’ In attempting to formulate a postscript tovan analysis
of Habermas, it is necessary to present some conjecturesv

’.about the probable implications of his mare current efforts.
‘éa"‘ ‘It ‘'would seem Habermas is now working on the theoretical~

vmerger of a\cognitive'development-psychoiogy and systems

»w-ww"m'rtheery\with what was the focus of bis earlier writings, or a

L T v ol o e .
KR

o type of phenomenological Marxism.{ In short, what appears tofu
* be. OCCurriﬂg iss the superimposition of a linguistic onology
"upon Habermas _early interests in a social theory designed to
infiltrate the subjective constitution of meaning. Our
purpose has been to attempt to bring out the dilemmas
engendered by Habermas's rather complex merger of various
philosophical and methodological traditions and to try to

«Q

substantiate what we. propose are the repercussions of his
stance,fbased on'certain logical contradictions inherent in_
his assumptions. In order to summarize this critique, we

. would like to propose that it is Habermas' humanist leanings

;which Have been theé most salient factor behind the

‘contradiction5~in his work.

1




From his'humanist vantage point, the idea that either

Y

the human sciences and/or interactions among individuals are

_guided to some extent by an instrumental motivation is

3

unacceptable to Habermas. Unfortunately, the humanist
attachment to the potentially Yconscious' actor and the
corresponding aversion to constraints placed upon freedom by -

unequal social structures, seems - the underlying determinate

to what is evidenced as the idealism of Habermas s doct;ine.

. For example, even without the benefit of substantive proof,

and in fact his work indicates the opposite, Habermas still

maintains that the 'fundamental contradictions' of post-..

‘industrialism persist. The burden of proof therefore, is

~

left to the idealist con]ecture that there exists an. apriorL~

/

interest structure which can ‘be defined independently in N
‘terms of- ahistorical constants.,?Q
Habermas s original plan for establishing a reformulated

Marxist social theory, ‘one having the capacity to integrate

a re-cloaking of the old dilemmas faced by other.humanist
doctrines. In other words, Habermas seems to. offer no..new.
evidenie for a way out of the fact/value dilemma.

Exactly how the analysis of values can be incorporated

" at the metatheoretical level, withoht leaving a- methodology

unguarded prey for objectivism-is still a query that can be
legitimately directed at his work. By attempting to avoid
the relativism of the hermeneutic circle Habermas has o

increasingly moved toward the adoption of a model for

’

!

>0

-

: practical reason, would seem to have- become nothing more than - -
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~ uncovering 'universal truths'. For 'Habermas, truth cannot be

S L e L. ' e e e st
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found in the authority of tradition as he glaimS'isgth;‘beliéf

that creates an objectivist distortion in hermeneutic
methodologies;_not-is@iﬁ;found*in the"khowing-égé' of anydi

Husserlian-1like phqﬁqmenoiody. “Instéad,,for Habermas, truth

~lies in an apridri.conseh$u$ found in language itself. vet,

as has been indicated by discussion: surédundihg “the: = .

Habermas/Gadamer:débaté,}the role language is designated in

.Habermas' formulations remgihswprohlemétic."' R

For inStancé; 
' Habermas coﬁcedes that language can be described as
functioning in the manner of ‘a metainstitution, one
on which all socie:alhinstltutions;are_dependgnt N
e « « . However, Habermas.alse Sees-.that -language as

' the context..of- traditioh revealed in speech must also . -.

be seen as dependent on sotietal Processes which do
not manifest themselves completely in language. . . .
(Misgeld, 1978:181). [I.e., labour and domination]..
[ s PRI o .

L e
- A 5

" How the observer transcends tradition to uncover distorted

commdnicagion—givqn this dialectical interplay- between
language, labgur ahdAdd@ination is a question that forces
Habermas into a pqﬁenéially obfectivist position.

If Habermas wants to assume there are n§ 'privileged

knowers', as was clearly‘his intentign in the critiques'aimed

'aﬁ;t(amsggn¢gg§al phgnomenologies, ;hep QQV.the_obsefvg?

- o

:‘fﬁéﬁﬁméé,Ffreé"bf.t:adipiqnf;tovpetféim*éfiiiQué_remains o

¥

ffébiematié.‘fWhat'seemé‘tolfollow:ffém fhiS‘iéTthe:fadE"

-that-Habermast$con§ensus4model remains dependent upon

' privileged acéuisition of khowledge, which is also the

conclusion drawn by‘tﬁdse who have criticized his radical

reformist stance.

rs
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‘ senSe, occurs because the political reaim deals with

It is Habermas s post -1968 reformist .stance that most

clearly articulates the problems arising from his humanistic

'assumptions. Whil\\committed to the practical aim of

political }nvolvement, Habermas's'liberalism“leads him:to-thé

same type of dilemma/7he empiricist faces; The dialectical

interplay of a democ acy,_when conceived in”the ptactical

o g >

"present"conditions. However, theg'formal'-democracy

P e e

---Habgrmas’ envisions removes itself from the’ practical realm .

because it becomes dependent an a type of reflection that

assumes PR the-detached air of a transcendental

spectator, purveying thd’human condition from the perspectivé

':;of an accomplished destiny. . . . (Dallmayr, 1972:lﬂ§).

In works like Toward a Rational Society, Habermas argues

" for a 'repoliticization' of universities. .The crux of this

argument is the aim of’uniting theory and practice in

academic study by introducing critical argument of social

- nérms, What is. presupposed is the possibility of consensual

agreement reached by an enlightened' academic community over

the legitimacy of*normative issues. This process ‘must being,

Habermas suggests, in the politicization of the university

-fjitselfe Issues concerning the transmissioh of technfcally

._,exploitable knowiedge and the motives ‘that lie behind the use

of universities for this purpose, could be- attacked by
participants in the symmetrical~-type diSCourse Habermas

N
envisions for his consensus model This attitude has led

him to comment - that ". . . both attitudes of political

B
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.'55~emahcipatory determinism, Habermas ‘dllows hfmself to separatefﬁ

O

consequence and‘motives that form the university as»a
scientific institution and a social organization. . . ."
;(1971:9), should be subject to critical discussion.

The difficulties that lie behind his 'politicization’

¢
argument are, _again, dependent on the role of the

Tt e s

emancipatory interest in Habermas s doctrine. Based“on,whatw
. hé considers the possibility of undistorted' communication

between academic participants in a discourse, Habermas allows
h the distinction between knowledge and practical political

issues to erode. Because of his adoption of a type of

the interests of participants in a formalistic discourse from
the practical realm. As Apel has éuggested, the'difficulty
in his attitude resides ™. . . in a certain contraction of.
the categorical framework, in the tendency to collapse

theoretical reflection and political practice under the aegis

of the stipulated emancipatory interest. . . ." (In Dallmayryl_

~ [ Y L I P b e

1972:93) T R _-uwﬂ‘:;':;

-

"In the final analysis, it would seem this posture breaks

e e e ARATE,

from Habermas 'S commitment to a: dialectical mediation between‘v

pure and practical reasone In effect, he divorces ..<r?~

theoretical reflection from the practical realm through the.

' formal .rules of discourse’ and’ yet’ gives its participants the,“f“‘t"‘

role of deciding practical political issues. No longer
>
“then, can pure theoretical reflection be seen to have simply
~an interest in a formal idealized ndtion of emancipation for

_ the purpose of theoretical~argumentation. Instead, Habermas




gives to. theoretical reflection the role of transcendentally’
\ !
justifying the nature of conditions within the realm of -

intersubjective interaction,» It would seem then, he makes
the same sort of claim he so adamantly opposed. in his

critiques of,transcendental-phenomenologies in works like

- Knowledge and Human Interests.

2. Some Variations and Alternatives

The history of the humanist attempt to mediate

empirical and hermeneutic approaches, whether under the guise

of pragmatism, ordinary'langhage~philosophy, or_existential

phenomenoclogy, holds to the general principle that man must be

studied as a conscious agent rather than-an object. Unlike
Habermas,'however, not all representatives of theseh

traditions seem to fall into the dilemma of a transcendental‘

idealism. Whether this is only a reflection of less detailed

a n_u‘a

methoddiogicaf programs or in fact, ‘a clearer recognition of

dialectical boundaries, is an issue that largely lies beyond°'“

the boundaries of this thesis.‘ However, a mention of some’
‘_ plausible alternative5~to'Habermas's dependence on the
‘~emancipatory interest may both;" reaffirm the’ need for a
paradigm complementarity in social science, and possibly
elucidate the benefits of lessl'wholistic' methodologies.~
. By moving away, from thegstrictffommitment to uncovering
ideologically distorted communication through the discovery.

of generalizable interests, it may be possible to more

closely approximate a methodological platform that could .

124 .

A

SN eI ke e e e e




of the observer and the subjective definitions of the actor.

'As one author argues, "o o & the sociologist s
'Tself—reflection on his own process of concept formation,

" instead of removing 'bias'/ should remain in dialectical

tension with his study off the actor's formation of concepts

Y

'in everyday life. . . . " (Brown, 1980:85).

To presuppose-an.unbiastosition on the part of the
observer, which is essentially what Habermas claims by an

unprejudiced counsel of equal partners in an ideal speech

situation, opens the way to imposihg arbitrary, sclentistic

frules upon experience. A more realistic attempt at dealing

e

with the infinite complexity of evesy day life would probably
align itself with the assumption that‘knowledge always‘
remains'partially relative. g;om'this it would_follow that
knowledge gained through a dialectical mediation between the

observer s objectifications and the indicators of the
I

vsubjective constitution of meaning by the actor can be aﬁ"

least 'partially’ predictive. In other words, there seems
nq, need to presuppose the necessity of an eventual '
determinate negation of obJective conditions. L

&gven Freud, upon whose psychoanalytic approach,Habermas‘

has'based'his consenSus model,—did not conjecture the

vnqpessity of the synthesis of reflection.2 Reflection should

not be defined in terms of an ultimate synthesis of knowledge
and interest if a method” is to remain dialectical As Jack

Douglas stipulates, ". . . we create truth from withinuby

125

" maintain a dialectical mediation between the objectifications
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':ﬁfinding whag works, wHat enables us to understand explain, "

f{piece*tgge;her, ang- partially predict our social world. a~,,‘i}°

S P, Co
..our knowledge necesSarily remains partially relétiVe, ALY
situated, and reflexive. . . (1980 5). ‘v7w “4 ‘:;,;1}1;

By avoiding recourse to universaliStfc constructions

through the acceptance of a‘doctrine of partial relativism~it
‘may be possible to allevipte both the observational
f:reductionism of logico-deductive designs, and the postulate

‘of explanation by casual or mathematical laws, without

slipping into a transcendental idealism. Approaches that.

'vattempt to medLate between methodologies that treat man as

a puppet who responds to environmental stimuli and those

Jgrounded in _the subjectivist reduction to a unique,

'knowing ego'; must retain their dialectical status by not
succumbing to a: doctrine for the ultimate justification of
truth claims. Unfortunately,,it is - this appeal to'

verification that seems the factor responsible for

4Habermas 'S transgression of his original -goals for critical

i
theory. " In reviewing Habermas' goals, if one were to

. separate- out problems like: locating the role of science as

a product of specific historical Processes,. gaining an - -
understanding of the ideological boundaries of science in

practice, and supplementing the scientific method . with
\

,dialectical reasoning, then there is reason to believe
'Habermas. shared well established goals with other theorists
"committed to the ‘onstruction of alternative models for

'scientific inquiry?

126
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o Ahistorical treatments of human action,'and‘fif ';-% .

- 7 =

e e ‘the- study of man to stimulus-response criteria and thereby

a4y » Ay .v«prv-,,,‘, = E R e ~ wu - E TR ugrn R R hd

CL “lgnw-,are unequipped to- deal wit —‘irration,
Behagidurmandﬂthe §%bjective interacti

' predetermined boundary conditions. Thi.fallacy of

R VRO - IS - - R T S S ) <

objectivitymdreated by a strict adheren e to behaviourist y
models and the resulting re-structuring of experimenthl
A ' boundary conditions, would seem to vindicate anti-empiricist
o ‘ a?guments.‘ So§tod” is there a well grounded argument for the
# need to integrate the study”of s&?en@ﬁ“as prgcﬁical, e

- history-

bo&hd enterprises

.

w | ‘
The production of - theoretical knowledge is not B

transcendentally constituted but rather, always remains-tied
to real historical c0nditions. By going beyond a purely
idealized conception of truth, a methodology ultimately loses

g its connection to practice, to the historical activity of
scientists as one dimension of human activity specific to
society(ies). Arguments over the proper mode of dYScourse
for the human sciences remain merely exercises in scholastics
when proposals are: isolated from the practical realm.

‘ Although emphasizing the importance of merging theqry
and practice .is reminiscent of- Habermas' goals for critical
theory, the dependence of his program on. an apriori interest
structure, and ultimately, on a determinist theory of an
interestlin~emancipation, circumvents the'conception of a

p consensus model as an idealized, heuristic guide.' what has

Tt

> vt B3 e SR A A R S © v e P owAe R

methodologies grounded'in a picture theory of truth, reduce o

.motives for &“'”

s t’hat‘ Y¥ie butsige L
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g occurred is the development of t;anscendental, ahistorical

o . [ -

-7

‘categories, and thus, the loss of the subjective category,

"man the 'knowing actor'

While Habermas S - thesis of complementarity (the.

) complementarity of understanding and explanation) may be

productive as an alternative ‘approach to the study of human
action, it remains so, only as long as it is tied to a-
method  for the dialectical mediation of understanding.

Habermas's program becomes undialectical when he posits a

_psychoanalytic method for the 'verification' of truth claims.

-QWhat;is;lostfop givingptheremancipatory inferest an ... ..

independent role is the hypothetical nature of a

psychoanalysis grounded in dialectical logic. Habermas

leaves himsélf'openrto the_criticism‘that he is proliferating

just;another form of dogmatic historicism by maintaining the
inevitability of the merger‘of‘reason and interest. For to
remain dialectical a psychoanalytic'dialogue must ". . . be
a hypothetical sketch which remains within the cr1tic1sm

.fl‘_T‘d "<"’

frame of intersub]ective communication and, so far as-

emancipatory practice is concerned has the character of a

proposal .o ,f (Apel, in Dallmayr, 1977-312).

The potential usefulness of psychoanalysis to theories
aimed at merging scientific objectifications and some txpe of
phenomenological explanation should not be disregarded \;
because of the problems entailed in Habermas. The problem;>

of psychological reductionism, the inherently unequal i
-y

\

‘relationship between the analyst and patient, and the ‘

128




o critical ‘theory, Ricoeur 's hermeneutic phenomenology offers n

129

, erSuppositionhoﬁtthe,uiILingness of-the patient. to submit to
vv,analfsis,~must‘bewtaken into consideration when proposing a
psychoanalytic method for.the social sciences. Yet, these
problems may not be insurmountable if psychoanalxsis is used
only as a heuristic tool in.the formulation of a paradigm '
for’complementarity; Paul Ricoeur can be ‘sited as a theorist.
mho.not only draws from as varied a tradition as Habermas,
but does so without moving beyond an ideal conception for the
use of the psychoanalytic method.

While sharing many of Habermas' original goals for

a v -

N .

an alternative to Habermas s idealist dilemma. Unlike
Habermas, Ricoeur s platform is not grounded in an apriori
interest structure, but is based on a triangular dialectic
represented by the relations between perception, knowledge,
-and action. Ricoeur strongly emphasizes his commitment to
‘the notion that a dialectical analysis remain open to further
interpretationlat alI'times; Rather than predict an ultimate
. collapse of the distinction between dialectical categories, |
" as Habermas does with knowledge and~interest, Ricoeur
- maintains that each term in the dialectic further
w»'dialectizes"itself. That is, each term_has the tendency to
both problematize or question itself, while also dogmatizing
or sYStematizing itself. The figures.that appear below
illustrate the basic structure of Ricoeur s triangular

-dialectic. _ S | . .
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: FIGURE' III
. , - T .
- Paul Ricoeur's Trianqular Dialectic
’,//;/Perception;\:;\\
- T JKnOoW1eidvge‘ N P S Action Ct ‘~'_A -7 Af:' ! -_'»»‘
<«
| B FIGURE IV~ .. . .
Igg;gggfigugation of Per gegggggh‘ggowlegge and Actiona »--n;ée
- e e e- T J’l swz ) N zlq » .°I.p°f:?.°;'_','. RO T Tt &‘l_..‘.. : ’."9 s . R
Perception A TN : ;'.‘ Knowledge
(knowledge and action) .. s (perception and action)
’ ) . ) . 'I }'
1 . ‘,A .
t Al .
" [ ] ": ’
‘\ . 4"AC‘t‘i°‘.n‘. v F] ’
'S ' - *. B . T
. (perception End:kndwledge) . ’

- .
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(abstracted from Rehorick 1974:169).

I SR

Like Habermas, Ricoeur's program is grounded in a

proposed merger - of hermeneutic and empirfcal methods, and hei
utilizes the. traditional verstehen argument for -
‘distinguishing the difference between the explanation -of
.scientific regularities in the generalizing sciences, and.
'interpretative understanding in the individualizing sciegces.

similar to that found in Habermas, there is a division of

methodological analysis into empinﬁcal, hermeneutical, and

‘u};;:" critical categories; but Ricoeur remains,aligned to a

N
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'dialectical conception of interpretatiOn that: appears to-*;f’vf

ufs
« e .postponed synthesis'.......: (Ricoeur,,in Rehqrick,‘ n,

e~ -

..--. 342..'7-‘..-',.\,':4»0..'4“ B

,avoid the pitfalls of positing an identity theory by recourse R

to absolute knowledge criteria. For Ricoeur, the critical
method must presuppose an non—finite dialectic of

interpretation. “The- critical method '-;' uncovers the'r. R

‘relevance.of.thevfacts,of experience of,objective scientific

disciplines by placing these facts into a 'dialoguef:withgtheéfa'

va

'findings of phenomenological philosophy. . . . However, the

resolution in a third term always assumes the form of a ”‘

‘e vd e W T Srg s r'ﬂ"*7.“.'i>'-‘"~v LI

1974: 129).

Ricoeur, like.Habermas, wants to use Kant and Hegel to

X~

_fsetglimitsﬂon,HuSSerlis phenomenology...Kant!s concern for .

~ -

epistemology and Hegel s dialectical conception of history

are viewed as checks on Husserl s identity theory of

Ratis < gt ay

knowledge. For Ricoeur, eSsence is not to be considered as a

W g " .
-

real thing, but as an ideal object.: As a consequence, he :

rejbcts Husserl's method of eidectic reduction as a means of,

ultimately, gtasping some’ eternally 2true!: essence.. At;the -

'same time the inductive logic of the natural scientif{cﬂ

method is criticized for its failure to recognize that

Ny ¥

g o, o
science is a second-order experience. Scientific statement T

.r,l

P

is based on the scientist's perception of :he world and as a-
result, it is always contingent upon the e;perience ‘of Yo
historically-bounded conditions. |

| Ricoeur has followed Merleau-Ponty 'S attempt to ground

'intentionality asva-d{alectical process between what is -

-
’
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L e v~<m.experjehced in the world and the process of. “giving: meaning to oo

.

!">
»‘n‘h‘\\?:.,ouo

’”’perceptions.o What is suggested is-that“intention is. not,_in

‘‘‘‘‘‘

““its origin, objectiver meaningful ;’Rather, man-encountens ; r;{jf

;jlevel (i e.,Athis notion has its roots in Merleau—Ponty s’

i

'7fthe worid both contingently, and non= cognitively at..a: primary

- . Sl % e,

critique of Descartes). Meaning arises from second—order
perceptions, it is based therefore, on the 'interpretation'.-
of experience.

~While sharing with critical philosophy the interest in

uricovering the interplay between pre-cognitive or pre--

conscious'usuhjective intention, and the objectifying process

~qu

. . y
> e e
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whereby meaning is conferred upon perception, Ricoeur - appears

. to be more successful in avoiaing the objectivist dilemma

that seems . to plague Habermas S conSensus model., By not
offering a program for an. ultimate,.yerification, of truth
¢laimsy it ma{ be Ricoeur can utilize a psychoanalytic mpdel
for interpreting the dialectical mediation between subjective
rEports and the ob]ectification of those reports in
observational language, without succumbing to the potential
dogmatism engendered by ahistorical categories. Ricoeur
wants to use psychoanalysis as a heuristic tool where truthh «
remains always the potentially questionable truth of
interpretation. Only in this way does truth remain.an;
'ideal' type. d -

While Ricoeur separates his philosophy from that of

Merleau-Ponty by insisting -upon the need to incorporate -a

linguisticror, hermeneutic component to a phenomenology of

V)
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~ As Merleau-Ponty foresaw- A S

- DR

,.philosophy that defines truth as anything but contingenta
'55.f0pting £or the partial relativism of interpretation does 1ead

5:1t° a.theoretical reductionism, yet it may be the only way of

:::::

”:guarding against a mechanistic dogmatism of a social _
'scientism cloaked in the myth of- technocratic objectivity.
It may be only through the phenomenological choice of a. .. .

~‘relativistic-ideal notion of truth that the dialectical

mediation between man the producer and man the product of his

social world can be preserved in the philosophy of science.

’

Truth is’ fot " found in certain historical agents nor .
in the achievement of theeretical consciousness, but;
in the ‘confrontation of the two, .in their practice, -
and in their common life. . . . (tians. by

John 0O'Neil, 1978: 28).

3

/' Complementarity approachesedo offer ways of merging

philosophy and the philosophy o} science.* Theitr protection

from objectivism, at least for now, seems to lie in

'revisable' definitions of truth. Habermas' early goals for

. acritical theory with a practical“intent promised the

possibility of sublating the duality of ideographic and

7nomothetic studies through an 1nterdisciplinary,

-

o complementarity model -for the philosophy of science.

“Unfortunately, it seems the raising of ‘an apriori interest

strutture to an anthropology of knowledge haS'usurped,the ‘

h]

role of the dialectical mediation of subjective and objective

communication,

-

»

A Lperception, it would seem they share an opposition to any " - - e

~



" termihology that should : _ e
n';icgoyggqll:prcqraﬁ;faéﬁkﬁﬁQﬁglasgsgexplanatLGH%éppééfé;{pff'°?’“'f'f
--encompass thé parameter SRR

suceinctly: "Habermas.h ternal
" "model of man with the phenomenologists' internal
" Consciousness ‘model to “produce a contorted o .
. phenomenological Marxism that iétatns~nothingrbut-the"”"f”“ '

i e PN : by hs B A N STt
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1. ;Although_thgrbnsegmsxno¥genefal.qpnsensus;over the . . .

"Bé”apﬁriéaftoldescttbefHabermas{sv;,,

S of Haberméds'-dilemmas most. .. .- =

as merged the external puppet... .. .. - . .-

I

name Marxism.and the weaknesses ©f the rationalist

. phenomenological model"

‘That reflection remains _
. the Freudian model of psychoanalysis is an assumption N

.(1980:89).

open to critical re-evaluationm in

made in other hermeneutical-dialectical approachgs. o o

-~

i.e., methodological st

(i.e., Paul Ricoeur, trans., 1974:160-176).

rategiéshéimedvat-acknpwledging

the 'knowing actor', ‘the application of grounded theory, ~ A
dramaturgical and ethnogenic approaches, alternative

_conceptions for the use

P

of psychoanalytic dialogue.
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