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PREFACE

In June 2019 Jiirgen Habermas turned 90. The University of Lodz, particularly
the Department of Ethics, honoured Habermas’s birthday by organizing the
international conference “Celebrating the philosophical and intellectual
achievements of Jirgen Habermas. Philosoph und Intellektueller in Zeiten des
Umbruchs. Zur Wiirdigung des Werks von Jiirgen Habermas aus Anlass seines
90. Geburtstages.” The conference took place in Lodz on 13—14 June 2019. It
attracted many scholars from Poland and abroad. Some of the articles in this
issue of “Folia Philosophica. Ethica — Aesthetica — Practica” are refinements of
the papers presented at the conference.

Unquestionably, Habermas is one of the most important thinkers of our
times. His work on communicative rationality and communicative action,
Theory of Communicative Action (German: Theorie des kommunikativen
Handelns, 1981) has transformed the social sciences. Between Facts and Norms
(German: Faktizitdt und Geltung, 1992) has had an enormous impact on legal
and political philosophy. Even a sketchy overview of Habermas’s work would
considerably exceed the boundaries of the preface, so instead of it we would like
to mention only his latest book Auch eine Geschichte der Philosophie, which
may be seen as an illustration showing how close and long-standing are the links
of the University of Lodz and its Department of Ethics with Jiirgen Habermas
and his work: the translation of this book into Polish is already underway. It is
being translated by Andrzej M. Kaniowski for the Lodz University Press.

In this issue of our journal, there are two articles about “familial disputes” in
which Habermas was engaged: Does Philosophy Require De-Transcenden-
talization? Habermas, Apel, and the Role of Transcendentals in Philosophical
Discourse and Social-Scientific Explanation and Habermas and Rawls on an
Epistemic Status of the Principles of Justice. On the one hand, Anna
Michalska’s article juxtaposes Apel’s insistence on the necessity of transcen-
dental reflection with Habermas’s relatively modest position on this matter.
Habermas, contrary to Apel, rejects transcendentalism and the idea of final
justification and opts for a formal-pragmatic reconstruction of a communicative
action. On the other hand, Habermas, as Krzysztof Kedziora’s article shows,
does not accept Rawls’s stripping political justification of philosophical
meaning. He emphasizes the role of universally valid principles of justice in the
realm of the political. Maciej Hulas, in his The Normativity of Habermas'’s
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Public Sphere from the Vantage Point of its Evolution, describes the transfor-
mations of analyses of a public sphere in Habermas’s works and explores its
normative foundations. Wang Xingfu argues for stronger universalism in the
time of the rise of right-wing populism and threat of authoritarianism. “We
should reclaim, as he writes, the priority of universal human rights to identity
politics, social issues to cultural issues, politics of distribution to politics of
recognition”. We are closing the issue of our journal with the translation of Flo-
rian Rotzer’s 1987 interview with Karl-Otto Apel about his project of a tran-
scendental-reflective justification. We have decided to recall it because Apel,
who passed away in 2017, was a close friend of Habermas and his fellow
philosopher. His philosophy, which he developed in the context of the linguistic
turn and American pragmatism, contributed enormously to Kantian tradition.
Together with Habermas, he was working on discourse ethics. He visited the
Department of Philosophy of University of Lodz in the mid-1990s where he
gave a lecture Sprachliche Bedeutung, Wahrheit und normative Giiltigkeit. Die
soziale Bindekraft der Rede im Lichte einer transzendentalen Sprachpragmatik
(Linguistic Meaning, Truth and Normative Validity. The socially binding Force
in the Light of Transcendental Pragmatics of Language).'

In the next issue of “Folia Philosophica. Ethica — Aesthetica — Practica” we
will continue publication of articles devoted to Jiirgen Habermas’s philosophy.

Andrzej M. Kaniowski
Krzysztof Kedziora

I Karl-Otto Apel, “Sprachliche Bedeutung, Wahrheit und normative Giiltigkeit: Die soziale
Bindekraft der Rede im lichte einer transzendentalen Sprachpragmatik.” Archivio di filosofia 55
(1987): 51-88. The translation of this article into polish contains some changes and addenda based
on the lecture. Karl-Otto Apel, Znaczenie jezykowe, prawdziwosé i normatywna prawomocnosé.
Spoleczna moc wigzqca mowy w swietle transcendentalnej pragmatyki jezyka, tam. Andrzej M.
Kaniowski, w: Jezyk, dyskurs, spoleczenstwo, red. Lotar Rasinski, Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN
2009, s. 269-305.
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HABERMAS, APEL, AND THE ROLE OF TRANSCENDENTALS
IN PHILOSOPHICAL DISCOURSE AND SOCIAL-SCIENTIFIC
EXPLANATION

Abstract

The heritage of transcendental philosophy, and more specifically its viability when it comes to the
problematic of the philosophy of social sciences, has been a key point of dissensus between Jiirgen
Habermas and Karl-Otto Apel. Whereas Apel has explicitly aimed at a transcendental-pragmatic
transformation of philosophy, Habermas has consequently insisted that his formal pragmatics, and
the theory of communicative action which is erected upon it, radically de-transcendentalizes the
subject. In a word, the disagreement concerns whether transcendental entities have any substantial
role to play in philosophical discourse and social-scientific explanations. My aim is to reconstruct
how Apel establishes a connection between transcendentals, qua the ideal communicative commu-
nity and the possibility of non-objectifying self-reflection. As I shall demonstrate, the principles that
transcendental pragmatics sees as underlying social actions are not to be understood in a strictly
judicial way, as “supernorms.” Rather, they should be conceptualized and used as a means for action
regulation and mutual action coordination. Against this backdrop, I show that the concept of the
ideal community provides the necessary underpinnings for Habermas’ schema of validity claims
and the project of reconstructive sciences.

Keywords
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bottom-up processes
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1. INTRODUCTION: A FAMILY DISPUTE

The heritage of transcendental philosophy, and more specifically its viability
when it comes to the problematic of the philosophy of social sciences, has been
one of the major focal points of dissensus between Jiirgen Habermas and his
fellow traveler, Karl-Otto Apel. Whereas Apel has explicitly sought to establish
a transcendental-pragmatic transformation of philosophy, Habermas has insisted
that his formal pragmatics, and the theory of communicative action that is erect-
ed upon it,' radically de-transcendentalizes the subject. In Habermas’s view,
transcendentalism is inextricably tied to the philosophy of consciousness from
which he, ever since the publication of Erkenntnis und Interesse,” has been
trying to break away.’ Apel, by contrast, has been of the opinion that philosophy
can only avoid the pitfalls of monologicality (or methodological solipsism) if
transcendentalism is not abandoned and, moreover, is radicalized. In a word, the
disagreement concerns whether transcendental entities have any substantial role
to play in philosophical discourse and social-scientific explanations.

The divergence between Habermas and Apel can be traced back to the
consequences that each of them derives from otherwise shared assumptions.
More specifically, both thinkers take it that language (i.e. speech) constitutes
a propositional-performative unity, and as such generates its own, intrinsic meta-
language, which is related to the first-order language in a self-corrective manner.
Apel and Habermas take this two-tier structure of language to be foundational
with respect to a special type of “sciences,” namely “reconstructive sciences™ or
“critical social science.”® What they have not been able to agree on is whether
the claims laid out by these sciences are universally valid, and hence infallible
(or even falsifiable). In the pertinent discussion, Habermas has been more
inclined to emphasize the limitations that his formal-pragmatic approach to
language imposes upon philosophy. Simply put, Habermas highlights the fact
that a second-order discourse cannot be treated as a final instance of appeal for
first-order communicative actions. Apel, for his part, has been convinced that

I As he himself emphasized, all too often the theory of communicative action is divorced from its
formal-pragmatic underpinnings (Jiirgen Habermas, “A Reply,” in Communicative Action: Essays
on Jiirgen Habermas's “The Theory of Communicative Action,” ed. Axel Honneth and Hans Joas,
trans. D. L. Jones (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1991).

2 Jiirgen Habermas, Erkenntnis und Interesse (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1968); Knowledge
and Human Interests, trans. Jeremy J. Shapiro (Boston: Beacon Press, 1971).

3 Jiirgen Habermas, “What is Universal Pragmatics?,” in On the Pragmatics of Communication,
ed. Maeve Cooke (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1998), 21-104.

4 Jiirgen Habermas, “Actions, Speech Acts, Linguistically Mediated Interactions, and Lifeworld,”
in On the Pragmatics of Communication, ed. Maeve Cooke (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press,
1998), 240.

5 Karl-Otto Apel, Understanding and Explanation, trans. Georgia Warnke (Cambridge, MA: The
MIT Press, 1984).
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a critical potential of self-referentiality could ultimately be made to manifest
itself in the form of “institutions of metaethics.”® Apel reasons that since we can
reflect upon the conditions of possibility for speech (communicative action) that
are embedded in it, we can also have discourses about these conditions, which
means in turn that we can put the principles as uncovered in the course of
formal-pragmatic analysis into the service of action regulation and coordination.
What this presupposes is that these principles can act as a general frame of refer-
ence for communicative actions, and hence must, on pain of the loss of meaning,
be considered as binding for all discourses and social practices.

My secondary goal here is to reconstruct the way in which Apel establishes
a connection between transcendentals, qua the ideal communicative community
and the possibility of non-objectifying self-reflection. As I shall demonstrate, the
principles that transcendental pragmatics deems as underlying social actions are
not to be understood in a strictly judicial way, that is, as “supernorms.” Rather,
they should be conceptualized and utilized as a means for action regulation and
mutual action coordination. Apel’s pragmatic version of transcendentalism is
predicated on the dialectic between the real and ideal communicative commu-
nity, and entails that every actor is capable not only of participating in specific,
convention-based practices, but also of attending to the way in which different
types of engagements (and “interests” associated with them) relate to one
another against the background of the general frame of reference (the coordinate
system for action), which is what endows social actors with the power to self-
regulate in the course of action, thus allowing them to act rationally, ethically,
creatively, and responsibly. Against this backdrop, I show that the concept of the
ideal community provides the necessary underpinnings for Habermas’s schema
of validity claims and the project of reconstructive sciences.

2. THE “RADICAL TRANSCENDENTALIZATION” OF THE SUBJECT:
APEL’S CRITICAL APPROPRIATION OF LANGUAGE-GAME THEORY

Apel’s point of departure is the classical philosophical problem, usually referred
to as the controversy over fact versus norms — or, in his own terminology,
explanation versus understanding.” The problem concerns the position of the
researcher — or, more generally, of the knower — with respect to the “object”
under scrutiny. Critically, according to Apel, there is much more at stake in the
controversy than mere methodological questions of the humanities and social
sciences: the significance and urgency of the problem stems from the fact that
our response to it is decisive when it comes to the shape of the project of modern
ethics.

6 Karl-Otto Apel, The Response of Discourse Ethics to the Moral Challenge of the Human
Situation as Such and Especially Today. Mercier Lectures, March 1999. (Leuven: Peeters, 2001).
7 Apel, Understanding and Explanation.
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Apel has developed his own view on the matter by way of a critical
appropriation of Wittgenstein’s language-game “theory” (LGT). He has shown
that, in some important respects, the theory is a continuation of the project of the
“radical transcendentalization of the subject” as initiated in the Tractatus.® The
manner in which Wittgenstein has gone about transcendentalizing the subject is
seen by Apel to be a source of both profound insights and pressing difficulties.
On the one hand, Apel is in full agreement with the Wittgenstein of Philosophi-
cal Investigations that a researcher is always-already an agent in the social
world. He therefore embraces Wittgenstein’s idea that only a firmly transcen-
dentalist position is able to overcome monologicality, and thus to preempt the
flooding of philosophical discourse with metaphysical speculation. On the other
hand, however, Apel is of the opinion that the postulate of internal (logical)
connection between intentions and performances (or means of expression) had
led Wittgenstein and his followers to exclude, without proper warrant, the very
possibility of an ideal language-game, which in turn had unintentionally given
rise to a kind of situationism that entirely rejects the possibility of meta-
-reference and criticism.

By way of a brief reminder, the idea that came to be known as the Logical
Connection Argument (LCA) has it that intentions and reasons cannot be treated
as causes in social-scientific explanations because intentions are logically
inseparable from actions that they motivate, and hence must be contained in the
description of every action to be explained (explanandum).’ In Apel’s somewhat
broadened formulation, LCA states that “the meaning of a goal intention, the
meaning of the situation assessment, and the meaning of the action to be
explained is an internal, conceptual-analytic, even logical relation.”'” The argu-
ment does not so much solve the problem of intentionality as it eliminates the
problematic altogether by making the subject and the object immanent to a per-
formance and a form of life that circumscribes it. The cost of this move,
however, is rather high.

As Apel points out, LCA is essentially a reformulation of the central thesis
of the Tractatus, according to which the difference between facts (states of
affairs) and acts (the means of expression) is of a transcendental, as opposed to

8 Karl-Otto Apel, “Wittgenstein and the Problem of Hermeneutic Understanding,” in Towards
a Transformation of Philosophy, ed. Glyn Adey and David Fisby (Milwaukee: Marquette
University Press, 1998), 1-45.

° Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, trans. C. K. Ogden (London: Kegan Paul,
Trench, Trubner & Co. Ltd.; New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Company, Inc., 1922); Philosophical
Investigations, trans. G. E. M. Anscombe (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1958); Charles Landesman,
“The New Dualism in the Philosophy of Mind,” Review of Metaphysics 19, no. 2 (December
1965): 329-345; Georg H. Von Wright, Explanation and Understanding (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1971); Peter Winch, The Idea of a Social Science and Its Relation to Philosophy
(London: Routledge, 2003).

19 Apel, Understanding and Explanation, 71.
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an ontological, character. As a consequence, Wittgenstein’s project as endeav-
ored in the Tractatus is afflicted with the problem of belief sentences.'' Belief
sentences entail a relative distancing between the subject and the subject matter,
in this case, between the subject and his or her own beliefs. Since, however, the
complementarity of facts and acts allegedly bars any form of cognitive
distancing, transcendentalism of this sort is left with no means by which to ex-
press its own tenets. Language-game theory hence forces us to concede that we
cannot have a meaningful conversation about that which is actually going on in
the course of interactions, which in turn makes social science and ethics non-
referential, and thus essentially meaningless and invalid.

The transition from the idea of a universal conceptual structure to a multi-
tude of paradigms (and forms of life) does not eliminate the problem of self-
-reference. To say that games are what make every discursive engagement
possible'? is to imply that the multiplicity of language-games conceals some-
thing universal, something that all games share. Simply put, we come up against
the problem of how second-order discourses relate to first-order ones, where the
possibility of the former is presupposed by the very concept of a language-game
understood as a universal horizon of meaning."?

According to LGT, every action which follows certain rules deserves the
name of a game, and this entails that we cannot exclude the possibility of an
ideal language-game. Now, according to LCA, the conditions of possibility for
game-playing (ideal presuppositions) must be fully encapsulated in a pertinent
game, and as such they cannot be thematized in an ordinary way, from the
“outside.” The problem is that, by definition, the ideal language-game refers to
other games. Therefore, LGT yields paradoxical results as regards the possibility
of an ideal language-game: according to one criterion (i.e. rule-following), an
ideal language-game is possible, but according to another (i.e. reference), it is
not. Once the possibility of an ideal language-game is rejected, we are left with
no criteria allowing us to decide whether or not a given game is admissible.
This, in turn, makes an ideal language-game possible as long as it is rule-based.
On the other hand, if were to exclude the ideal language-game on the grounds
that it is non-referential, we would have to resort to a meta-position that
specifies what being referential essentially means.

Overall, it is important to bear in mind that Wittgenstein’s conception of the
subject as a limiting concept (of the world or a form of life) can be seen not only
as an instrument to preempt metaphysical speculation, but also as an attempt to
eliminate the possibility of turning the subject into a subject matter of
philosophical analysis, and thus to save subjectivity from objectification. This is

1 Apel, “Wittgenstein and the Problem of Hermeneutic Understanding.”

12 Apel, Towards a Transformation of Philosophy, 165-166.

13 Ibid., 29-30, 200. Critically, the argument is not that all games presuppose the same horizon of
meaning, but that every game presupposes a unique horizon.
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what made this conception so attractive among those historians and social
scientists who were intent on revealing specificity and integrity of particular
cultures, historical epochs, and communities, Winch and Kuhn being the most
obvious cases in point. In other words, Wittgensteinians operate from the
premise that the threat of objectifying and taking a judgmental attitude towards
those under study can only be prevented if we concede that the subject is fully
enveloped in a performance and interaction, and hence that their linguistic and
non-linguistic actions can only be understood — in terms of both meaning (sense)
and reference — by those also involved in the interaction. These good intentions
notwithstanding, as soon as the distinction between means and goals is lifted,
language-games easily turn into trivial “word games” with no content and
relevance whatsoever.'* If goals and methods cannot be rendered independently
of one another, every performance becomes a goal in itself. In that case, there
are no goals or purposes, only self-defining utility functions, as Al researchers
would dub it."

In response to this kind of challenge, Apel accepts the basic premise of LGT,
but rejects the conclusion according to which it is impossible for social actors to
attend to the conditions of possibility for game-playing and to utilize insights
gained in the process to regulate future conduct. While conceding that there is
no meaning outside of an action, Apel at the same time points out that second-
order discourses are not so much based in a theoretic (third-person) approach to
their subject matters as they draw upon an “in actu” (engaged) type of reflection,
which spans over all possible orientations pertinent to social action. The
awareness of the essential interconnectedness between the possible orientations
underlies a dialectic of freedom and necessity, and enables actors to act in
a rational and coordinated manner.

3. THE IDEAL COMMUNITY AS THE TRANSCENDENTAL SUBJECT
AND REFERENT OF THE IDEAL LANGUAGE-GAME

According to Apel, the analysis of language-game theory shows that one of the
games — namely, the ideal language-game — stands out from all the rest. The
ideal community is the referent of an ideal language-game and signifies all
counterfactual components as being always-already present in every interaction
taking place in the real community. Put another way, the ideal community is
a means by which one extends oneself, so to speak, beyond one’s here-and-now
in such a way as to include in one’s self-definition and self-understanding all
types of virtual subjects with whom one can interact, as well as possible — pro-

14 Apel, Understanding and Explanation.
15 Gall calls this a functionalist fallacy: John Gall, Systemantics: How Systems Work and
Especially How They Fail New York: Quandangle/The New York Times Books Co., 1975).
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spective and retrospective — states of affairs.'® The ideal community and the real
community presuppose each other: whereas the real becomes intelligible only by
reference to the ideal, that which is ideal must be able to manifest itself bodily
in particular socio-historical conditions. In short, while the real community
represents necessities associated with pertinent social structures, the ideal
community signifies possibilities latent in our empirical selves and real
communities, and hence the means by which necessities can be negotiated in the
course of social exchange. The process is expected to enable a delineation of
new trajectories of social action.

In this regard, it is worth noting that although it may not be obvious to us at
all times that we partake not only in the real community, but also in the ideal
one, the latter nonetheless constitutes a phenomenological category in its own
right. The ideal dimension of our interactions is what reveals itself “in actu,” or
engaged, self-reflection.'” Absent the faculty to attend to that which underlies
the real community, we would not be able to consciously navigate it and, if need
be, change it. More precisely, to deny phenomenological accessibility of the
ideal community would leave us with two options, both of which are unsatisfac-
tory. We could either accept a deflationary view of transcendental entities,'®
which essentially strips the ideal norms of regulatory force, or otherwise assume
that the ideal presuppositions act as external forces with respect to social agents,
which in turn implies that these supernatural forces affect social interactions in
a purely causal manner."’

In other words, in actu self-reflection is meant to uncover a counterfactual
“space” of latent possibilities that are both anticipated in and presupposed by
every social involvement. For an action to be meaningful, participants must be
engaged in their current situation, but in doing whatever circumstances call for,
they are perforce — though not always fully consciously — implicated in
unfolding personal, as well as collective, histories that they have to make sense
of in order to be able to be genuinely present. According to Apel:

What is remarkable and dialectical about this situation, however, is that, to some
extent, the ideal community is presupposed and even counterfactually antici-
pated in the real one, as a real possibility of the real society, although the person
who engages in an argument is aware that (in most cases) the real community,
including himself, is far removed from being similar to the ideal community.

16 Cf. Charles Sanders Peirce, “The Law of Mind,” The Monist 2 (1892): 533-259.

17 Apel, Understanding and Explanation.

18 See Joseph Rouse, Engaging Science: How to Understand Practices Philosophically (Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 1996).

19 For an extended version of this argument, see Stephen P. Turner, The Social Theory of
Practices: Traditions, Tacit Knowledge, Presuppositions (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1994);
Explaining the Normative (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2010).
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But, by virtue of its transcendental structure, argumentation is left no choice
other than to face this both desperate and hopeful situation.?

In his Understanding and Explanation, Apel provides a demonstration of
how engaged self-awareness should be applied to modulate our understanding
of our activities, and hence contribute to self-regulation. As Apel points out,
scientific experimentation presupposes, as its conditions of possibility, two
principles that mutually define and restrict each other: the freedom of action on
the part of the researcher and the lawfulness of nature. To accept one to the
exclusion of the other is to commit an “abstractive fallacy,” and hence, to
become confused about what one is actually doing. Apel writes:

If we wish to understand an experimental interventionist action as such, we
cannot objectify it as an observable nexus of events in the external world. If we
could, we would of course again confront the Humean problem, and would be
unable to infer a causal necessity from the conjunction of phenomena observed.
Nevertheless, from a transcendental-pragmatic perspective, we must assume that
precisely this necessity obtains in the objectifiable external world (that is, its
meaning constitutes itself in relation to the external world) when we reexecute
our own interventionist action or that of others in a reflective, interpretive way.?'

For example, behaviorism (as a meta-position) fails the test of self-reference,
for the interventionist (experimentalist) actions that it undertakes with respect to
human subjects presuppose exactly what it implicitly denies those very subjects,
namely, a freedom of action and rational insight. In the course of self-reflection,
these basic conditions of possibility can be uncovered and used to motivate and
guide new inquiries.

We might say that, according to transcendental pragmatics, a proper
response to what is directly in front of us is conditional upon an ability to place
ourselves within a larger scheme of things, which, in turns, makes it possible for
different options (interpretations, action-orientations) available to us at a given
moment to be disclosed, and subsequently tested. Our basic condition is, then,
that of an essential tension, to borrow a phrase from Kuhn,?* between two basic
realities which dialectically support each other, but which can never be squared
in a manner reminiscent of how a language-game is presumed to fit its pertinent
life-form.

20 Apel, Towards a Transformation of Philosophy, 281.

21 Apel, Understanding and Explanation, 60.

22 Thomas Kuhn, The Essential Tension: Selected Studies in Scientific Tradition and Change
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977).
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4. HABERMAS ON THE METHOD
AND PURPOSE OF RECONSTRUCTIVE SCIENCES

The idea behind the project of reconstructive sciences is very straightforward.
According to transcendental and formal pragmatics, every social, communica-
tive action is based on certain pragmatic orientations towards the world
(subjective, objective, intersubjective), which give rise to so-called validity
claims (to expressive sincerity, propositional truth, and normative rightness).**
Together, these claims produce a three-fold, formal®* frame of reference that can
be unveiled and used for action coordination. This is not a top-down approach
because instead of being concerned with these claims in abstracto, we are
focused on how specific communicative actions embody them. Simply put, the
self-referentiality of speech means that concrete practices are able to “talk back™
to the “formal” rules which have been derived from such practices, as a result of
which a spiral of mutually corrective procedures is put into motion.

As Habermas notes, in order for the inquirer to be able to grasp the intuitive
knowledge of the speaker under study, he must already be in communication
with them. As he states in his discussion of Weber’s theory: “such a theory
opens up possibilities of learning that are grounded in a developmental logic and
that cannot be described in a third-person attitude, but can only be reconstructed
in the performative attitude of participants in argumentation.”*

All this means that in embarking on a rational reconstruction, the inquirer
must already possess a tacit, pre-theoretical sense of what it means to be
a competent speaker, whereas this sort of “knowledge” must be made manifest
in one’s own communicative engagement. In other words, for an inquiry to be
meaningful in the first place, the inquirer must redeem precisely the same
validity claims by which an ordinary speaker — the object of inquiry — is bound.
The inquirer does something for which he claims recognition by others, whereby
he lays claim to normative rightness. He also intends for his reconstruction to
match the reality of whatever is talked about in the communicative situation at
hand, and thus he lays claim to propositional truth. And, last but not least, the
inquirer wants his formulations to be fitting with respect to the content he wishes
to convey — he wants to be understood as realizing a particular communicative
intention — whereby he lays claim to expressive sincerity. All these claims being
open to scrutiny, a social-scientific investigation can only succeed in a commu-
nicative, interactive context.

23 Habermas, “What is Universal Pragmatics?” Later, he adds a claim to comprehensibility, but
I think this is implied in all others claims, and hence redundant. See Jiirgen Habermas, The Theory
of Communicative Action, Vol. 1, trans. Thomas McCarthy (Boston: Beacon Press, 1984).

24 Tnitially, Habermas referred to these conditions as universal (see “What is Universal
Pragmatics?”), but later downgraded them to merely formal properties.

25 Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action, 220.
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For Habermas, the ultimate goal (“telos”) of communication is mutual
understanding, which in turn allows reciprocal action coordination between
participants.?® Simply put, communicative competences cannot be proven or
disproven; they can only be improved upon.

5. HABERMAS’S REBUTTAL OF TRANSCENDENTALISM

In clear contrast with Apel, Habermas maintains that this pragmatic logic
eliminates the need to postulate incorrigible, a priori principles to account for
social action, and thereby is able to replace transcendental philosophy.
Habermas takes a fairly firm stand against transcendental philosophy already in
the essay in which the project of reconstructive sciences was first laid out.”’
In the first step of his rebuttal of transcendental philosophy, he provisionally
accepts the minimalist interpretation of the transcendental which has prevailed
in analytic philosophy,? on which the transcendental refers to the conceptual
structure which makes cognition possible. But even here, he says, the term
“transcendental” may be misleading. The reason for this is two-fold.

First, transcendental investigation as set forth by Kant is concerned with the
conditions of possibility for, at once, experience and objects of (possible)
experience,”’ which allegedly means that the experience to which Kant refers is
objectifying. Now, if transcendental inquiry were so extended as to include the
preconditions for communicative actions, the latter would have to be classified
as objects, and approached from a third-person, rather than second-person,
perspective.’® From a formal-pragmatic perspective, this is patently unacceptable:

The expression “situation of possible mutual understanding” that, from this point
of view, would correspond to the expression “object of possible experience,”
already shows, however, that acquiring the experiences we have in processes of
communication is secondary to the goal of reaching understanding that these
processes serve. The general structures of speech must therefore first be
investigated from the perspective of reaching understanding and not from that of
experience.’!

The second, and related, reservation has to do with the fact that transcendental
philosophy carries aprioristic connotations. Hence, “adopting the expression
‘transcendental’ might conceal the break with apriorism that has been made in
the meantime.”*” The problem here is that the Kantian framework cannot accom-
modate the type of investigations required by the weak interpretation of
transcendental philosophy:

26 Thid.

27 Habermas, “What is Universal Pragmatics?,” 39.

28 Ibid., 42ff.

29 Habermas, “What is Universal Pragmatics?”

30 1bid., 44-45; Habermas, “Actions, Speech Acts,” 240.
31 Ibid.

32 Habermas, “What is Universal Pragmatics?,” 45.
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Kant had to sharply separate empirical and transcendental analysis. If we now
understand transcendental investigation in the sense of a reconstruction of
general and unavoidable presuppositions of experiences that can lay claim to
objectivity, then there certainly remains a difference between reconstructive and
empirical-analytic analysis. Against this, the distinction between drawing on
a priori knowledge and drawing on a posteriori knowledge becomes blurred.>

Simply put, rational reconstructions, being as they are self-referential and
self-corrective, do not permit us to draw a demarcation line between a priori
(transcendental) and a posteriori (empirical-analytic) types of investigations and
claims, let alone to establish the former in a judicial position with respect to the
latter. In Habermas’s eyes, what follows from this is that the process of
uncovering the necessary communicative competences is as fallible as any other
endeavor in which standard critical-analytic methods must be put to use: “The
procedures employed in constructing and testing hypotheses, in appraising
competing reconstructive proposals, in gathering and selecting data, are in many
ways like the procedures customarily used in the nomological sciences.””*

Overall, Habermas is of the opinion that, in its alleged adherence to the
philosophy of consciousness and its reliance on a third-person orientation,
transcendental philosophy proves incapable of overcoming the stance of
traditional metaphysics. Whereas metaphysical speculation aims to derive the
totality of statements about the objective world from a set of basic principles
whose validation does not require an empirical proof, transcendental philosophy
is a mere mentalistic reaction to this undertaking, and more precisely, an attempt
to internalize the conditions of possibility for experience and its objects, which
is to say, reduce the objective to the subjective and mental.*®

6. FALLIBILISM AND THE FINAL GROUNDING

Habermas’s objection to apriorism touches the very heart of his disagreement
with Apel. Apel decided to follow Wolfgang Kuhlmann’s suggestion that the
ideal language-game is grounded in principally different types of statements
from those upon which first-level discourses are founded.’® As he points out,
“these statements can, as explications of meaning, be corrected under the pre-

33 Ibid.

34 Ibid., 46.

33 See also Jiirgen Habermas, Truth and Justification, ed. Barbara Fultner (Cambridge, MA: The
MIT Press, 2003).

36 Karl-Otto Apel, “Normatively Grounding ‘Critical Theory” Through Recourse to the Lifeworld?
A Transcendental-Pragmatic Attempt to Think with Habermas Against Habermas,” in
Philosophical Interventions in the Unfinished Project of Enlightenment, ed. Axel Honneth,
Thomas McCarthy, Claus Offe, and Albrecht Wellmer, trans. William Rehg (Cambridge, MA: The
MIT Press, 1992), 125-170.
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supposition they are true. But they are infallible precisely insofar as they state
necessary presuppositions of the principle of fallibilism.”?’” In other words,
fallibilism presupposes certain principles of critique that are not themselves
falsifiable; to contend that they are would be to undermine the very possibility of
a meaningful critique — that is to say, one grounded in validity claims — and as
such, to commit a performative contradiction.*®

Habermas, in turn, had judged that reconstructive sciences do not hinge on
a metalinguistic language-game. In his opinion, to assume otherwise is to
overstep the bounds of pragmatics.’’ The presuppositions of communication are
ideal and universal in the sense that (1) we cannot do without them, and (2) they
are never fully redeemable. But since these conditions are pragmatic (action-
bound), they cannot be turned into universally valid statements or rules of
conduct, for this would presuppose the need for some top-down, doctrine-driven
control over actions.

As Habermas observes, the principle of fallibilism is tightly linked with the
idea of justification and reason.*’ That is to say, fallibilism does not amount to
mere skepticism, but primarily is a consequence of the fact that regardless of
what we do, we always lay claims to validity, and hence are forced to self-
-validate in the eyes of others. This circumstance testifies to human rationality,
but it also entails that the process of intersubjective validation has nowhere to
stop and nothing to fall back on. The need for reason is universal, but there is
not a single reason that could escape the possibility of being countered by
another reason. It is in this sense that the claims of reconstructive sciences must
be, in the end, deemed to be fallible. According to Habermas,

This does not strip the validity claim redeemed with the help of these reasons of
one iota of its unconditionality. The fallibilist meaning of an argumentational
game takes into account only that universal validity claims have to be raised
factually — namely, in our respective context, which does not remain stationary,
but rather will change.*!

As far as Habermas is concerned, when offering the “final grounding,” Apel
commits an abstractive fallacy of a cognitivist type. In Habermas’s assessment,
Apel’s conception of the ideal community is “almost too Kantian,” and betrays

37 Apel, “Normatively Grounding ‘Critical Theory’,” 164n9.

38 See also Herbert Schnidelbach, “The Transformation of Critical Theory,” in Philosophical
Interventions in the Unfinished Project of Enlightenment, ed. Axel Honneth, Thomas McCarthy,
Claus Offe, and Albrecht Wellmer, trans. William Rehg (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1992),
7-22.

39 Habermas, “A Reply.”

40 Tbid.

41 1bid., 232.
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the author’s adherence to the long overcome Two Realm Doctrine.* Apel’s
proposal, that is, objectifies what is merely pragmatic with a view to establishing
it as a referent of a higher-order discourse, as if attempting to circumvent
intersubjective meaning and understanding that can only emerge from within
a communicative situation. Habermas hence sees no need to postulate anything
reminiscent of the ideal community, and states flatly that ideal suppositions are
nothing more than social facts.*’ He writes: “The presumption of fallibilism
refers solely to the fact that we cannot exclude the possibility of falsification
even given convincingly justified theories which are accepted as valid.
Otherwise we have not understood what ‘to be justified” means.””**

Note, however, that to say that the principles of communicative action are
fallible, or worse, falsifiable, is precisely to succumb to theory-centrism, and
hence to commit the very fallacy that Apel has been accused of committing.
Habermas’s argument concerning the fallibility of validity claims appears to be
based on equivocation: fallibility is once understood as criticizability that
promotes learning and leads to an improvement in the grasp and application of
universal principles, while on other occasions, it is conceptualized in terms
of quasi-empirical verification (falsifiability), in the course of which the
principles are systematically tested, rejected, and replaced by better ones.

This double meaning of fallibility is the key to Apel’s position in this
controversy. Transcendental pragmatics has it that while particular philosophical
and social-scientific propositions are fallible, the fact that each lay a specific
type of claim to validity is not. Since, in turn, every type of claim presupposes
the remaining two, what every actor is committed to is the ideal frame of
reference in its totality. On these grounds, Apel contends that Habermas’s
refusal to concede that his formal conditions for communicative action, which
are de facto universal, are not transcendental, amounts to a performative
contradiction.*’

As we have stated already, the dialectic between the real and ideal
community entails that for the a priori principles qua ideal presuppositions to be
meaningful, they must be enacted in real-life settings. The claims of the ideal
language-game are redeemable in the process of interaction, in the course of
which participants validate and correct their specific views on a given subject
matter, in exactly the way Habermas proposed. This means that Apel
acknowledges that the meaning of the ideal presuppositions changes from

42 1bid., 242.

4 Tbid.

4 Ibid., 232.

4 Apel, “Normatively Grounding ‘Critical Theory’.” Interestingly, Habermas advances a similar
argument against Robert Brandom’s normative pragmatics: Jiirgen Habermas, “From Kant to
Hegel: On Robert Brandom’s Pragmatic Philosophy of Language,” in Truth and Justification,
ed. Barbara Fultner (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 2003), 131-173.
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individual to individual, and from culture to culture, and that this form of
transcendental understanding is subject to improvement and reinterpretation. What
he refuses to concede is that the possibility of different interpretations makes these
conditions purely formal, i.e. contentless. Note that the concept of the ideal
presuppositions being purely formal presupposes a problematic distinction be-
tween synthetic and analytic statements, which Habermas otherwise rejects.

In order to facilitate a proper understanding of the distinction between the
fallibility of possible reasons and the infallibility of the presumption of reason,
let us briefly examine the manner in which the general (ideal) frame of reference
itself can be thematized along transcendental-pragmatic lines.

Transcendental pragmatics implies that we can put the ideal principles of
communicative action into service of the positioning of different types of action
within the general frame of reference — i.e. along the [-Thou-It coordinate
system — and in the context of other actions and practices. Such delineations are
error-prone, and thus require scrutiny and intersubjective validation. We may
disagree about, for example, exactly how much emotional distancing (third-
-person orientation) is necessary to ensure effectiveness of a medical procedure,
or endeavor to establish the amount of such distancing that is required in the
medical as compared to psychotherapeutic context. More generally, a sound dis-
course can be had about which of the three basic orientations is the best fit in
a given context. In virtue of the fact the three basic orientations denote three
legitimate, complementary ways of interacting with the world, one is free and
encouraged to utilize scientific knowledge and method in these sorts of
considerations.*®

Nonetheless, for the disagreement over such issues to be productive, we must
always follow the ultimate principle according to which the general frame of
reference should not be violated in the process of intersubjective validation.
While all interactions hinge on a changing dynamic of the interplay between the
three basic orientations, what is critical for all those involved is that their sense
of subjective meaningfulness, their commitment to reciprocity and responsibility,
and their sense of reality are, at the end of the day, left intact and preferably are
reinforced. The non-violability of the formal frame of reference is a moral
principle, arrived at through an engaged self-reflection, which is non-
-negotiable on pain of performative contradiction. It is in this sense that the
complexity of the transcendental subject is a grounding principle with respect to
the complexity of the lifeworld and communicative action as postulated by
Habermas.

On the transcendental-pragmatic model, self-reflection is a process that
strives to uncover actors’ preunderstandings of themselves, their actions, and the
world around them. Though this preunderstanding becomes refined and
modified — sometimes deeply — along the way, it remains a necessary precondi-

46 Apel, Understanding and Explanation.
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tion of communicative involvement. Therefore, understanding is not a result of
communicative processes in the same way in which explanation is a result of the
application of scientific method. By attending to the principles underlying
actions and practices, participants inevitably learn something new about
themselves, each other, and the interaction itself, which leads to a progressive
expansion and differentiation of the general frame of reference. Such processes
reinforce actors’ awareness with respect to their internal complexity that
matches the complexity of the world they inhabit. Put differently, self-regulation
in the course of interaction and mutual coordination of action are two sides of
the same coin.

Therefore, the ideal language-game, on which transcendental-pragmatic
inquiries rely, is no more objectifying than any other language-game; it is simply
meant to make the subject more aware of different positions that can be taken
as regards an issue at hand, and of how these different orientations can be
coordinated and integrated so as to allow a more encompassing frame of
reference to emerge. Thus construed, the ideal language-game is aimed at
working out new ways of social interaction, just as Habermas thought
communication should. Nevertheless, on top of this, transcendental pragmatics
entails that self-reflection is a basis for universally valid existential statements
about one’s fundamental condition as a human being and social actor, which is
necessary for each of the social actors to wholeheartedly accept and try to enact.
First and foremost, it invites us to acknowledge and embrace our internal
complexity and the fact that the striving for the expansion of the general frame
of reference is part and parcel of our life-form, of our being at once embodied
and transcendental subjects.

With regards to the latter assertion, one more misunderstanding must be
dispelled. Wellmer, for example, takes Apel to proclaim self-transparency of the
subject (qua the ideal community), and counters his position along the lines of
Derrida, by stating that the ideal communicative situation is redeemable only at
the end of human history.*’ I think it should be clear by now, however, that the
dialectic between the ideal and the real undercuts such an eschatological
construal. The ideal community is not the same thing as an ideal (perfect)
communicative situation. From the transcendental-pragmatic perspective, the
end of history can only be conceptualized as a full alignment between the ideal
and the real, whereas the human condition is that of irremovable tension
between these two realities, which is what fuels learning and progress. The
internal tension demands a constant dialogue, accompanied by self-reflection
that remains vigilant with respect to possible transgressions of the general frame
of reference.

47 Albrecht Wellmer, “The Debate about Truth: Pragmatism without Regulative Ideas,” in
Pragmatic Turn in Philosophy: Contemporary Engagements between Analytic and Continental
Thought, ed. William Egginton and Michael Sandbothe (Albany: SUNY Press, 2004), 93—114.
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7. CONCLUSIONS: WHAT DO WE GET OUT OF
THE CONCEPT OF THE IDEAL COMMUNITY?

The ideal community as conceptualized by Apel is neither an unachievable
goal, nor a necessary fiction. Primarily, it is a medium through which one can
come into contact with virtual subjects, and in the course of such an interaction,
make oneself, as well as others, progressively clearer to themselves. From
a transcendental-pragmatic perspective, to counterfactually assume the validity
of universal norms of communication is not simply to act as if our real-life
partners were fully rational, but primarily to attempt to formulate mutual
expectations based on the potential we all possess as at once real and
transcendental subjects, and to hold ourselves and one another accountable for
any breaches in this department. In short, the ideal community delineates what
we are capable of becoming based on what we have been, rather than simply
what we currently are.

Although in his later writings Habermas provides a phenomenological
analysis of each of the three worlds,*® he nonetheless insists that the formal
frame of reference is made up of immutable, if purely formal and essentially
contentless, validity claims and associated worlds. A strongly deflationary
construal of transcendental entities to which Habermas (explicitly) subscribes
entails that these formal conditions cannot be rendered independently of their
specific manifestations. In other words, in his rendering, norms are a direct
reflection of a given lifeworld, which amounts to a mild version of the logical
connection argument. As Habermas’s critics were eager to point out, the
recommendation to counterfactually assume communicative intent on the part of
social actors in fact legitimizes a given social order and all exclusion associated
with it.*” The concept of the ideal community removes the fallacious idea of
a one-to-one correspondence between ideal norms and a particular lifeworld,
without severing the connection between them. If we consider the frame of ref-
erence ideal in a strong sense of the word, validity claims will have to be
conceptualized as open slots to fill in. On that reading, norms qua validity
claims are not entirely contentless, for they delineate the basic dimensions of

48 See Habermas’s upgraded account of the three worlds laid out in Truth and Justification.

4 See, e.g., Michael Kelly, ed., Power: Recasting the Foucault/Habermas Debate (Cambridge,
MA: The MIT Press, 1994); David Owen, “Foucault, Habermas, and the Claims of Reason,”
History of the Human Science 9, no. 2 (1997): 119-138; Bent Flyvbjerg, “Habermas and Foucault:
Thinkers for Civil Society?”, British Journal of Sociology 49, no. 2 (June 1998): 210-233; Terry
K. Alajdem, “Of Truth and Disagreement: Habermas, Foucault and Democratic Discourse,”
History of European Ideas 20, no. 4-6 (January 2002): 909-914. Ejvind Hansen, “The Foucault-
-Habermas Debate: The Reflexive and Receptive Aspects of Critique,” Telos 130 (Spring 2005):
63-83; Amy Allen, “Discourse, Power, and Subjectivation: The Foucault/Habermas Debate
Reconsidered,” The Philosophical Forum 40, no. 1 (January 2006): 1-28.
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every lifeworld (the ideal community) that are amenable to reflection, and
therefore reconstruction. In other words, transcendental pragmatics entails that
each of the three basic orientations (subjective, intersubjective, and objective)
have certain phenomenological qualities that are constant regardless of particu-
lar objects and situations to which they apply. While we are always bound by
particular validity claims, each of the category of claims adds a specific
coloring to the objects and situations we are dealing with, allowing us to
distinguish between different approaches we can adopt toward the same thing. In
this light, meaning is that which emerges at the cross-section of “objects” and
our attitudes toward them.

Finding (or failing to find) a balance between these orientations also has
distinguishable qualities. We may have a sense that a certain imbalance can be
remedied, or we might experience helplessness. All this makes it possible for us
to conceive of intersubjective situations in terms of types, as opposed to
singularities and natural kinds. As mentioned before, the main requirement
which stems from the concept of the ideal community is that every move in one
direction (e.g. subjective) must be eventually compensated by proper moves in
the other two directions, that is, by adopting intersubjective-dialogical and
objective perspectives.

Further, the concept of the ideal community, which loosens the ties between
norms and settings to which they apply, enables us to distinguish a fourth
category in the validity claims schema that was not explicitly conceded by
Habermas. If we look at the schema from the perspective of types of persons or
objects — and by the same token, of types of interactions or communicative
situations — validity claims signify, the following categorization ensues.

The first category comprises a type of people with whom we, through the
process of so-called projective identification,’® identify to a considerable degree.
It is equivalent to the subjective world in Habermas’s sense. This type of people
are those whom we are likely to want to imitate, therefore we can refer to this
category as the realm of aspiration. For example, when we see people who
appear to have what we want, instead of trying to take their place, we can try to
learn from them and then to create proper opportunities for ourselves. Defective
attitudes along this dimension can result in an unmitigated competitiveness.
Another symptom of a disorder on this level is a tendency to compartmentalize
the social world into those who possess the same level of competence and
achievement as us, and those who are ranked higher and hence pose a threat to
be eliminated.

The second category, which we can call the realm of exchange, consists of
those people whom we deem supportive of and complementary to our own life-

30 See, e.g., Phoebe Crame, Protecting the Self: Defense Mechanisms in Action (New York: The
Guilford Press, 2006).
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-form. This category corresponds to Habermas’s social or intersubjective world,
and represents our ability to recognize others as equal, but distinct. The
important caveat is that we will categorize someone as a member of this
category only if they appear to have something to offer to us, and, ideally, vice
versa.

The third category — the realm of adaptation — represents the components of
our internal and external environments that are beyond our control, and that
force us to adapt. In light of Habermas’s categorization, this is the objective
world.’! Disturbances along this dimension manifest as a fear-propelled with-
drawal, or, conversely, arrogance and exaggerated forcefulness, an inability to
let things be.

The fourth and final category is not, strictly speaking, a category insofar it
designates our blind spots, people and things we cannot see or to which we are
indifferent. For this reason, it has no equivalent in Habermas’s system, which to
some extent explains the difficulties his project ran into and the criticism it
attracted. In short, the realm of blind spots designates a category of people who
are, from our perspective, beyond the sphere of mutual recognition and concern.

Mismanagement of the realm of blind spots results in indifference and
ignorance. Hence, this (non-)category is a reminder that there are things that our
current perception and understanding do not cover. In other words, this realm
alerts us to the fact that there are some things out there that are not yet
sufficiently real to us. Importantly, it takes conscious effort to realize that it
even exists. The challenge here is to actively screen oneself for possible blind
spots in order to facilitate proper categorization. In order to turn blind spots into
proper categories, we must self-reflect upon the existing patterns of action and
perception and try to imagine interactions that are possible, but not yet realized.
This form of self-reflection is a way to deal with negative aspects of projection,
the so-called splitting.”* By identifying and modifying habits of thought, action,
and perception in such a way as to incorporate new groups of partners into our
frame of reference, we simultaneously enlarge the real and ideal community.

In summary, then, Habermas’s validity claims schema implies that rational
action requires constant alternating between subjective, intersubjective, and
objective orientations toward problems at hand.” If there is no space between
these orientations as such and their manifestations in a particular setting,
however, then this process cannot be deemed rational and may be demonstrated
to merely reflect current external (socio-political) and internal (motivational)

31 See Habermas, Truth and Justification.

32 Crame, Protecting the Self.

33 See also Martin Seel, “The Two Meanings of ‘Communicative’ Rationality: Remarks on
Habermas’s Critique of a Plural Concept of Reason,” in Communicative Action: Essays on Jiirgen
Habermas’s “The Theory of Communicative Action”, ed. Axel Honneth and Hans Joas, trans.
Jeremy Gaines and D. L. Jones (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1991), 36-48.
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pressures to which actors are exposed and of which social actors may not even
be aware. Thereby, the concept of the ideal community, which provides a miss-
ing link between current states of affairs and future possibilities, remedies this
shortcoming and makes Habermas’s validity claims schema workable as
a means of bringing about progress.
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ON AN EPISTEMIC STATUS OF THE PRINCIPLES OF JUSTICE

Abstract

The so-called debate between Jiirgen Habermas and John Rawls concentrated mainly on the
latter’s political liberalism. It dealt with the many aspects of Rawls’s philosophical project. In this
article, I focus only on one of them, namely the epistemic or cognitivistic nature of principles of
justice. The first part provides an overview of the debate, while the second part aims to show that
Habermas has not misinterpreted Rawls’s position. I argue that Habermas rightly considers
Rawls’s conception of justice as a moral one. In the last part, I discuss two key questions raised by
Habermas. The first concerns the relation between justification and acceptance of the principles of
justice. The second concerns the relation between two validity terms: truth and reasonableness.
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1. OVERVIEW OF THE DEBATE

The debate between Jiirgen Habermas and John Rawls began in 1995 on the
pages of The Journal of Philosophy following the publication of their two main
works of political philosophy: Habermas’s Faktizitit und Geltung in 1992
(translated into English in 1996 as Between Facts and Norms') and Rawls’s
Political Liberalism in 1993. Habermas initiated the exchange with his
“Reconciliation Through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John Rawls’s
Political Liberalism.”* Rawls replied to Habermas with the text “Political

! Jiirgen Habermas, Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law and
Democracy, trans. William Rehg (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1996).

2 Jiirgen Habermas, “Reconciliation Through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John Rawls’s
Political Liberalism,” The Journal of Philosophy 92, no. 3 (March 1995): 109-131.
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Liberalism: Reply to Habermas.”® These two articles were supplemented by

Habermas’s reaction to Rawls’s response which appeared in 1996 as a chapter in
the collection of essays Die Einbeziehung des Anderen. Studien zur politischen
Theorie (translated as The Inclusion of the Other: Studies in Political Theory® in
1998) entitled ““Reasonable’ versus ‘True’, or the Morality of Worldviews.”

Reconciliation is mainly a “constructive and immanent” ¢ critique of Rawls’s
philosophical project of Political Liberalism, which Habermas still considers to
be an instance of a thorough and critical re-evaluation of Kant’s practical
philosophy. This means that his critique remains “within the bounds of a familial
dispute.”” It consists of three parts. In the first part Habermas questions whether
the design of the original position is appropriately constructed to fully express
impartial and deontological qualities of principles of justice. In the second part
he asks how to understand the requirement that a conception of justice gain
acceptance of reasonable comprehensive doctrines. Habermas suggests that
Rawls does not clearly distinguish between questions of acceptance and
questions of justification. As a consequence of this, Rawls seems to waive a
claim to cognitive validity of principles of justice. In the last part Habermas
argues that Rawls’s philosophical decisions, mentioned above, result in giving
priority to liberal rights over democratic self-determination: “Rawls thereby fails
to achieve his goal of bringing the liberties of the moderns into harmony with
the liberties of the ancients.”®

3 John Rawls, “Political Liberalism: Reply to Habermas,” The Journal of Philosophy 92, no. 3
(March 1995): 132-180.

4 Jiirgen Habermas, The Inclusion of the Other: Studies in Political Theory, trans. Ciaran Cronin
(Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1998).

> For the context of the debate see: James Gordon Finlayson and Fabian Freyenhagen,
“Introduction: The Habermas-Rawls Dispute — Analysis and Reevaluation,” in Habermas and
Rawls: Disputing the Political, ed. James Gordon Finlayson and Fabian Freyenhagen (New York:
Routledge, 2011), 1-21. The introduction also provides an overview of the earlier stages of the
debate. It was Habermas who was more engaged in commenting on and polemicizing with John
Rawls’s philosophy than vice versa. His main focus was naturally on A Theory of Justice and the
conception of justice as fairness, which he considered as an attempt, similar to his own, to
reformulate Kant’s practical philosophy. See also James Gordon Finlayson, The Habermas-Rawls
Debate (New York: Columbia University Press, 2019), where he elaborates on the aforementioned
introduction.

% Habermas, “Reconciliation,” 110.

7 Ibid. Habermas remarked later that “Reconciliation” had been meant as a review of Political
Liberalism and he had failed to fully appreciate its significance at that time. He acquired a proper
grasp of Rawls’s work “only gradually” and then was able to adequately understand his insistence
on the reasonable pluralism. Jiirgen Habermas, “Reply to My Ceritics,” in Habermas and Rawls:
Disputing the Political, ed. James Gordon Finlayson and Fabian Freyenhagen (New York:
Routledge, 2011), 283-284.

8 Ibid.
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As the title of his article indicates, Rawls focuses largely on responding to
Habermas’s critique without engaging in polemics about Habermas’s
philosophy. Rawls makes only two remarks on differences between his own
conception of justice and Habermas’s theory. The first concerns the different
standing of their positions. Habermas’s theory, claims Rawls, is a “comprehen-
sive doctrine” whereas his own is political.” The second remark concerns the
differences between the “devices of representation” they use to conceptualize
the moral point of view.'* The first remarks may explain why Rawls avoids any
polemical engagement with Habermas’s philosophy. According to him, there is
no real rivalry between their positions because they operate at different levels:
justice as fairness at a political level; the theory of communicative action,
discourse ethics, and so on at a philosophical level.

The subject of the last Habermas article, which marked the end of the debate
on account of Rawls’s death in 2002, is the relation between “reasonableness”
and “truth”, and the role they play in justification of principles of justice.
Paradoxically, the philosophical questions Rawls tried to avoid in order to
secure an agreement on his principles of justice shows how important and
inescapable they really are.!' The more we try to suppress them, the more they
impose themselves on us. Given that, in my view, the questions of justification
of principles of justice and their validity go right to the heart of Rawls’s project,
I will focus on the peculiarity of his approach to these issues.

2. DID THEY TALK PAST ONE ANOTHER?

Before proceeding, I will address one of the most frequently raised objections,
namely that the debate between Habermas and Rawls was misplaced because
they were not seeking to establish a common ground and instead worked on the

 Rawls, “Reply,” 132. I will not go into detail here. I simply point to Rawls’s account of the
comprehensive character of Habermas’s philosophy because it is crucial for his own philosophical
self-understanding. Rawls contrasts his own conception of justice which is limited to the domain
of the political and does not enter into philosophical controversies with Habermas’s theory whose
aims are more ambitious. He wants, Rawls writes, “to give a general account of meaning,
reference, and truth or validity both for theoretical reason and for the several forms of practical
reason,” Ibid., 135. There is no easy answer to the question of whether Habermas’s philosophy is
comprehensive in Rawls’s sense and Rawls’s is not. Yet, it is important to note that Rawls defines
the comprehensiveness of a doctrine by its engagement in philosophical controversies. His own
position is supposed to be free of them. I will return to this later. See: Joseph Heat, “Justice.
Transcendental not Metaphysical,” in Habermas and Rawls: Disputing the Political, ed. James
Gordon Finlayson and Fabian Freyenhagen (New York: Routledge, 2011), 117-134.

10 Rawls, “Reply,” 138-142.

"I The crude summary I have given is meant to give only a hint of the complexities of the debate
between Habermas and Rawls. Even if, as | mentioned, the death of Rawls ended the exchange
between them, it is far from having concluded.
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assumptions of their own conceptions. There is some validity to this objection.
Indeed, both Habermas and Rawls start from the assumptions of their own
conceptions and try to evaluate the position of the other in light of those
conceptions. Of course, this does not mean that they were not truly engaged
in the debate and only seized the opportunity to expose their ideas. This reliance
on the resources of their own theories seems not only natural but also to have
a decisive advantage. It enables them to examine the same problems that both of
their theories address from different points of view and to express them through
different philosophical vocabularies.'?

The more serious objection is that they misinterpret the other’s position
because their conceptions have a different “subject matter,” or “object
domain.”" Finlayson claims this misinterpretation goes back to so-called “early
debate.”'* Habermas regards Rawls’s conception of justice as fairness as a “gen-
eral moral theory,” that is, a theory of right conduct (“justice-qua-morality,” as
Finlayson calls it). As a consequence of this, he “depoliticizes and moralizes
Rawls’s theory of justice.”'* However, Rawls’s justice as fairness has been, from
the beginning, a political conception of justice (“political-cum-legal justice,” in
Finlayson’s terms). Unlike morality, the subject of justice is not all relations
between individuals, but rather the basic structure of a society, namely
a society’s main political and economic institutions.'® In other words, the princi-
ples of justice do not regulate all relations between individuals, but only a subset
of them. And they do so indirectly by regulating the institutions which in turn
regulate the conduct of individuals. These institutions can legally enforce the
conformity to their rules so the principles of justice are ipso facto political.'” So,
concludes Finlayson, there is no point of comparison between Habermas’s
discourse ethics and Rawls’s justice as fairness because when they use the term
“justice,” they have two significantly different things in mind.

After Political Liberalism and in his own Between Facts and Norms and
articles, Habermas continues to view Rawls’s justice as fairness as a Kantian

12 Finlayson, The Habermas-Rawls Debate, 8-9.

13 Ibid., 49-50. See also: James Gledhill, “Procedure in Substance and Substance in Procedure.
Reframing the Rawls-Habermas Debate,” in Habermas and Rawls: Disputing the Political, ed.
James Gordon Finlayson and Fabian Freyenhagen (New York: Routledge, 2011), 181-182;
Christopher McMahon, “Habermas, Rawls and Moral Impartiality,” in Habermas and Rawls, 201.
4 He means by “the early debate” Habermas’s writings about discourse ethics: Moral
Consciousness and Communicative Action, trans. Christian Lenhardt and Shierry Weber Nicholsen
(Oxford: Polity Press, 1990); Justification and Application: Remarks on Discourse Ethics, trans.
Ciaran Cronin (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1993). Discourse ethics was developed by
Habermas and appeared in German in the 1980s. I focus only on the alleged “misinterpretation” on
the part of Habermas.

15 Finlayson, The Habermas-Rawls Debate, 50.

16 John Rawls, A4 Theory of Justice (Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press, 1971), 7-9.

17 See Finlayson, The Habermas-Rawls Debate, 74.
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moral conception. It goes without saying that the resources of his discourse
theory of law and democracy allow him to state the objections to justice as
fairness differently than the resources of the discourse ethics did, or, in other
words, they allow him to make objections from two angles: discourse ethics and
the discourse theory of law and democracy, respectively. So, for example, in
terms of discourse ethics, Habermas may claim that Rawls does not correctly
conceptualize the moral point of view, while in terms of the discourse theory of
law and democracy, he may claim that the conception of justice as fairness
neglects the institutional framework of justice. I think Habermas is right here,
since there is an ambiguity in Rawls’s notion of justice. Rawls’s conception of
justice, notwithstanding his claims, seems to be more similar in some crucial
respects to a moral conception than a political conception in the Habermasian
sense, although it aspires to incorporate some functions of law into itself.

To evaluate Habermas’s equation between justice and morality, one needs to
first look at his distinction between morality and law, and then to see how the
notion of justice works in the conception of justice as fairness. Though
the distinction between morality and law cannot be easily mapped onto the
distinction between “justice-qua-morality” and “political-cum-legal justice,” we
could try to trace similarities and differences in order to answer the question of
whether Rawls’s conception of justice is either a moral or a truly political
conception.

According to Habermas, both moral and legal norms are “action norms,” that
is to say, they regulate interpersonal relations and adjudicate between conflicting
claims. It is not, therefore, the role they play which differentiates moral from
legal norms, but rather the way of achieving this goal. Morality is “only
a symbolic system,” or “a form of cultural knowledge” which means that
morality has a weak motivational force, whereas law is not only a symbolic
system but “an action system as well.”'® Law, thanks to its formal aspects,
overcomes this motivational deficit. Habermas uses Kant’s distinction between
“will” (Wille) and “free choice” (Willkiir)," “action” (Handlung) and “incen-
tive” (Triebfeder), “duty” (Plicht) and “inclination” (Neigung) in order to point
to three formal differences between law and morality.?° 1) Law, unlike morality,
has to do not with a will but with free choice. Morality deals with a proper way
of our self-determination, which, for example, is based on recognition of the
universality of binding (moral) law, rather than simply with choices we make. It

18 Habermas, Between Facts and Norms, 107.

19 The distinction between will and free choice can be understood as the distinction between our
legislative faculty, or our ability to give ourselves (moral) laws, and our executive faculty, or
capacity for choice. See: Julian Wuerth, Kant on Mind, Action, and Ethics (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2014), 236-254.

20 Cf. Immanuel Kant, The Metaphysics of Morals, trans. Mary Gregor (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1991), 45-47 (Metaphysik der Sitten, AA, 218-221).
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is enough, from the legal point of view, that one chooses to obey legal norms.
2) Law regulates “external relations of one person to another,”?' whereas
morality deals mainly with our inner, normatively determined attitudes toward
others, and deals only indirectly with external actions toward others. 3) From the
perspective of law, it is not necessary that our conformity to legal norms has
a specific kind of motivation, for example, our sense of duty. Acting in accord-
ance with the law is enough.?

Yet, Habermas differs from Kant in one crucial respect. He does not
conceive of the relation between morality and law in a hierarchical manner. This
means, for Habermas, that law is not morality expressed in legal forms. Legal
norms are action norms which are, from the outset, constituted through the form
of law. They are not moral norms which are first established independently from
their legal shape and then subsequently implemented in a constitution and
enforced via legal coercion. Certainly, legal norms should not, or even must not,
contradict moral norms, but this compatibility is not tantamount to the derivation
of law from morality.”> Morality and law are independent of each other in terms
of their “origins.” We may explain their mutual independence by the different
ways of justification of moral and legal norms.

As we know, the general condition of the validity of action norms is
expressed by the discourse principle (D):

Just those action norms are valid to which all possibly affected persons could
agree as participants in rational discourses.?*

This principle is so specified that we get two other principles. The first of them
is the principle of universalization (U):

A norm is valid when the foreseeable consequences and side effects of its
general observance for the interest and value-orientations of each individual
could be jointly accepted by all concerned without coercion.?

This principle expresses universality and impartiality which moral norms
presuppose. In other words, when we combine the principle (D) with the
requirements of universality and impartiality, we get the moral principle (U). On
the other hand, when we combine the principle (D) with the “form of law,”
i.e. formal aspects of legal norms, we get the democratic principle:

[...] only those statutes may claim legitimacy that can meet with the assent of all
citizens in a discursive process of legislation that in turn has been legally
constituted.?

21 Habermas, Between Facts and Norms, 105.
22 Ibid., 105-106, 112.

23 Ibid., 105-106.

24 Ibid., 107.

25 Habermas, The Inclusion, 42.

26 Habermas, Between Facts and Norms, 110.
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Further elaboration is needed to explain the overall structures of morality and
law, but this suffices, I think, to see how these two normative systems differ
from one another. We may turn now to Rawls’s notion of justice and see
whether it is similar to “political-cum-legal justice” or “justice-qua-morality.”

In A Theory of Justice Rawls regarded the principles of justice as a subset of
principles of right. The concept of right with two other concepts of value and
moral worth make up the whole of practical reasoning, or, we could say,
practical conduct. It does not mean that the principles of justice are derived from
the principles of right. Strictly speaking, there are no distinct principles of right
which would be analogous to moral principles in Habermas’s sense and could be
distinguished from principles of (political) justice. “Right” is a general term that
covers different kinds of principles. These principles are differentiated according
to their domain of application. Some of them are applicable to political and
economic institutions at the domestic level (the principles of justice) and at the
international level (the law of nations, or the law of peoples), while others are
applicable directly to individuals.?” I think the “politicization” of the principles
of justice in Political Liberalism has not changed anything here. The specificity
of the principles of justice both in A Theory of Justice and in Political
Liberalism is a result of their subject, i.e. a society’s basic structure, not of their
“political-cum-legal” aspect.

If we look at the role of the principles of justice, we will not be able to show
their specificity in this way. The role of the principles of justice is to assign
“rights and duties in the basic institutions of society” and to “define the
appropriate distributions of the benefits and burdens of social cooperation.”* In
other words, the task of justice is to regulate interpersonal relationships by
assigning rights and duties and to adjudicate between conflicting claims by de-
signing a just scheme of distribution of social goods. The principles of justice,
then, are simply general action norms in Habermas’s sense.

However, the question remains as to whether the principles of justice are
similar to moral norms or legal norms. I think the answer lies in how Rawls
conceives of the relation between the principles of justice and legal norms. The
principles of justice must be translated into positive law. Rawls envisages in
A Theory of Justice the four-stage sequence of implementation of the principles
of justice into legal institutions. This hierarchy of norms, from the principles of
justice through a constitution to particular statues, presupposes the relation
between morality and law that Habermas criticized. The derivation of legitimate
law from the principles of justice does not mean that they are the same or the
same kind. On the contrary, the principles of justice must differ from the legal
norms in which they are embodied. Whereas the justification of the principles of

27 Rawls, A Theory, 108-111.
28 Ibid., 4.
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justice is based mainly on reasonable and rational considerations behind the veil
of ignorance, the translation of justice into law requires us to take into account
not only reasonable and rational considerations but also other kinds of reason
like ethical (based on some non-political values recognized in a society),
pragmatic, and so on. We could say that the justification of principles of justice
requires a different kind of discourse than the implementation of them into law.

Furthermore, it is redundant to attribute the predicate “just” to the principles
of justice whereas it is appropriate to ask whether laws are just or at least are not
unjust. However, while the question of justice of laws is one thing, their
legitimacy is another. Laws may be unjust (at least to some extent) and
legitimate at the same time. As such, the question of justice of law is different
from, albeit related to, the question of the legitimacy of law.

One of the formulations of the principle of legitimacy holds that:

[...] political power is legitimate only when it is exercised in accordance with
a constitution (written or unwritten) the essentials of which all citizens, as
reasonable and rational, can endorse in light of their common human reason.?

Political power is exercised through law so the question of legitimacy of
political power is thus the question of legitimacy of law. A constitution, or its
principal elements, is justified on the grounds of the principles of justice. Then
laws, which are enacted in accordance with the rules of a just constitution, are
legitimate. It is worth noting that a just constitution confers legitimacy on laws.
To be sure, laws may be just as well, but their justice results from the fact that
they do not contradict the principles of justice, or, in other words, they may
inherit their “justice” from the principles of justice indirectly.

Though the aforementioned formulation of the principle of legitimacy does
not contain the requirement of discursive process of formation of law in which
all citizens partake, Rawls adds the condition of the justifiability of law (through
the use of public reason) which this requirement may entail:

Our exercise of political power is proper only when we sincerely believe that the
reasons we would offer for our political actions — were we to state them as
government officials — are sufficient, and we also reasonably think that other
citizens might also reasonably accept those reasons.

The idea of public reason specifies what kinds of reasons are appropriate when
we discuss “constitutional essentials” and “matters of basic justice.”*! These
reasons are “expressed in public reasoning by a family of reasonable
conceptions of political justice reasonably thought to satisfy the criterion of

29 John Rawls, Justice as Fairness: A Restatement (Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press, 2001),
41.

30 John Rawls, “The Idea of Public Reason Revisited,” in Political Liberalism: Expanded Edition
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2005), 446.

31 ]bid., 442.
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reciprocity.”? So the reasons which are appropriate in this discourse are, for the
most part, determined by reasonable political conceptions of justice. The other
kinds of reasons may be appropriate for other justifying discourses. Anyway,
this shows that Rawls’s principle of legitimacy is analogous to Habermas’s
democratic principle whereas Rawls’s way of justifying the principles of justice,
via the original position, resembles Habermas’s principle of universalization.
Thus, Rawls’s principles of justice are a kind of moral principles. Habermas’s
objection — namely that Rawls moralizes justice — seems to be well-founded. As
Habermas would say, the principles of justice lack the form of law to count
as principles of political justice.

To sum up, I have argued that Rawls’s conception of justice is not political,
at least in Habermas’s sense, but rather moral. The subject of justice, which is
the basic structure of society, does not settle the question. Political justice, as we
could say by analogy with law, is differentiated by its legal form. And this does
not mean the necessity of implementation of justice into law but the concep-
tualization of justice through the form of law from the outset. In other words, we
could say that Rawls’s conception of justice is political in the wrong way.

3. AN EPISTEMIC ASPECT OF THE PRINCIPLES OF JUSTICE

Habermas regards Rawls’s conception of justice as Kantian moral doctrine. If it
is so, as [ have tried to show, then the principles of justice must share with moral
norms “deontological, cognitivistic, formalist, and universalistic qualities.”* In
his debate with Rawls, Habermas discusses all of these qualities. He argues that
Rawls does not fully articulate the meaning of these qualities. I will focus on one
of them, namely a cognitivistic aspect of principles of justice. This deals with
two questions posed by Habermas:

32 1bid. The criterion of reciprocity is directly connected with the principle of legitimacy and the
idea of public reason. It holds that when citizens view “one another as free and equal in a system
of social cooperation over generations, they are prepared to offer one another fair terms of
cooperation according to what they consider the most reasonable conception of political justice”
(Ibid., 446). I will not pursue this in depth here, but I want only to suggest that reciprocity is a part
of the idea of reasonableness and that reasonableness itself determines our proper attitude to
others. We should treat others in a way that we can justify to them. As we have seen, morality
deals with one’s attitudes toward others. Compare what Rawls says about the moral duty of
civility: Rawls, Political Liberalism, 217; Rawls, “The Idea of Public Reason Revisited,” 444—
445,

33 Rainer Forst, “Discourse Ethics,” in The Habermas Handbook, ed. Hauke Brunkhorst et al.
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2018), 538; Habermas, Moral Consciousness, 196.
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I shall examine whether the overlapping consensus, on which the theory of
justice depends, plays a cognitive or merely instrumental role: whether
it primarily contributes to the further justification of the theory or whether it
serves, in light of the prior justification of the theory, to explicate a necessary
condition of social stability (1). Connected with this is the question of the sense
in which Rawls uses the predicate “reasonable”: as a predicate for the validity of
moral judgments or for the reflective attitude of enlightened tolerance (2).3*

In order to understand the gist of Habermas’s argument, we need to provide
a general overview of Rawls’s “political turn.”**> Rawls faced the problem of a plu-
ralism of irreconcilable doctrines (“‘comprehensive doctrines”) which are affirmed
by citizens in a democratic and liberal society. Some of these comprehensive
doctrines are entirely reasonable, i.e. their pluralism is “the inevitable long-run
result of the powers of human reason at work within the background of enduring
free institutions.”® In other words, citizens disagree over many matters of
fundamental importance and this disagreement is fully compatible with human
reason. The conception of justice, then, cannot be grounded on something so
controversial. An analogy with the Reformation may be helpful here. When
people shared the same religion, a political order could be based on it. When the
unity of religion disintegrated into particular confessions, the common ground of
a political order disappeared. Then the idea of religious tolerance began to form
gradually. This was, without doubt, a painful process but its upshot was the
acceptance of religious diversity, i.e. recognition of other confessions as
reasonable. The other side of religious tolerance was a conviction that political
community could not be organized around one religion. The foundation of unity
had to be sought elsewhere. Religion began to be perceived as lying outside the
domain of the political, though not necessarily in the private sphere.

Rawls generalizes the idea of religious tolerance. It is not only religion that
divides us nowadays, but also other kinds of beliefs, for example concerning
moral ideals, the good life, and philosophical problems. We should apply the
idea of tolerance to those beliefs and recognize them as reasonable but, at the
same time, exclude them from the domain of the political. They are no longer
suitable for the organization of the political community. Once again, we need to
look elsewhere for the common ground. Rawls locates it in some political ideas
like the idea of a society as a fair system of cooperation or the idea of the person
(or citizen) as free and equal with two moral powers: the capacity for a sense of
justice and the capacity for a conception of the good. Rawls thinks it is possible

34 Habermas, “Reconciliation,” 119.

35 Paul Weithman, Why Political Liberalism? On John Rawls’s Political Turn (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2010) gives an excellent account of Rawls’s “political turn.”

36 Rawls, Political Liberalism, 4.
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to build the conception of justice solely out of these ideas.’’ This is the meaning
of the term “freestanding.” In short, it means that the conception of justice is
justified only in terms of political ideas in conjunction with principles of
practical reason. Furthermore, “it is neither presented as, nor as derived from,”®
any comprehensive doctrines. It must be shown, however, in the next step that
the conception of justice may gain acceptance of such comprehensive doctrines,
i.e. it must become a subject of an overlapping consensus of comprehensive
doctrines. This raises a question as to whether this acceptance is a requirement
of social stability or adds something to the justification of the principles of
justice.

In his Reply Rawls attempts to dispel these doubts. He introduces the three
kinds of justification:

[...] first, pro tanto justification of the political conception; second, full
justification of that conception by an individual person in society; and, finally,
public justification of the political conception by political society.>

In introducing these three kinds of justification, the aim is to show how the
question of justification and the question of social stability are interconnected.
The pro tanto justification corresponds to the freestanding justification of the
conception of justice in terms of political ideas. Whereas the conception of
justice is pro tanto justified from inside the domain of the political, the full
justification is “carried out by an individual citizen as a member of civil
society,”*’ i.e. from the perspective of a particular comprehensive doctrine.*' To
carry out the public justification, we need to return to the point of view of the po-
litical conception of justice. The justifying reason here is the fact that all citizens
have carried out the full justification. In other words, the fact that the
overlapping consensus of reasonable comprehensive doctrines obtains is an
argument in favor of the political conception of justice.

There is no justification of the principles of justice without the fact of the
overlapping consensus as this fact is a decisive reason for them. The acceptance

37 The epistemic status of these ideas is controversial. Rawls claims that these ideas are “implicit
in the public culture of a democratic society” (Ibid., 15), which invites the contextualist
interpretation of Rawls’s political turn a /a Rorty. See: Richard Rorty, “The Priority of Democracy
to Philosophy,” in Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth: Philosophical Papers (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1991), 175-196. 1 will leave this aside, though I agree with
Habermas that Rawls does something more than simply articulate shared cultural beliefs. See:
Habermas, “Reconciliation,” 119-120.

38 Rawls, Political Liberalism, 12.

3 Rawls, “Reply,” 142. 1 use interchangeably the terms “the justification of the (political)
conception of justice” and “the justification of the principles of justice.”

40 Tbid., 143.

411t is not clear how the shift between these two points of view occurs. It seems that we do not
have access to a comprehensive doctrine other than from the outside. If so, then we do not have
the possibility to ascertain whether the justification really has taken place or whether it has failed.
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of the political conception by reasonable comprehensive doctrines, however, is
not the same thing as its justification.* The first and third kinds of justification,
I think, can be easily explained within the political conception of justice. The
novelty of the second kind of justification causes some complications, which
Habermas identifies as “a peculiar dependence of the ‘reasonable’ on the
‘true”*:

Practical reason is robbed of its moral core and is deflated to a reasonableness
that becomes dependent on moral truths justified otherwise. The moral validity
of conceptions of justice is now no longer grounded in a universally binding
practical reason but in the lucky convergence of reasonable worldviews whose
moral components overlap to a sufficient degree.**

To unpack Habermas’s criticism, we need first to look at Rawls’s method of
avoidance. This will help us to understand the shifting of the burden of justifica-
tion from political conceptions of justice to comprehensive doctrines. The
method of avoidance is a crucial element of Rawls’s political liberalism.
Adopting this method means that “we try, so far as we can, neither to assert nor
to deny any religious, philosophical, or moral views, or their associated
philosophical accounts of truth and the status of values.”* It does not mean that
the conception of justice does not presuppose philosophy at all. Rawls admits
that some philosophy “is implied by the political itself*° but its assumptions are
so uncontroversial and weak that it “leaves philosophy as it is.”*’ In other words,
Rawls wants to secure acceptance of his conception of justice, so he needs to
remove the sources of disagreement and not to engage in philosophical disputes.
He then lays out the conception of justice as freestanding, which implies, as
I have just said, some kind of epistemology and metaphysics, but also avoids
long-standing philosophical controversies. However, Rawls would not agree
with Rorty who claims we would fare much better without philosophy.
Philosophy is necessary*® but at the same time it is the source of disagreement.
The truly demanding tasks of philosophy, like showing the truth of the

42 See Anthony Simon Laden, “The Justice of Justification,” in Habermas and Rawls: Disputing
the Political, ed. James Gordon Finlayson and Fabian Freyenhagen (New York: Routledge, 2011),
142-152. There he tries to show how Rawls combines a political justification with a philosophical
one. In other words, he argues that Rawls perceives justification in practical terms, i.e. its aim is
not only to show the validity of the principles of justice, but also to provide a basis for an
agreement between citizens.

43 Habermas, The Inclusion, 77.

44 Tbid., 82-83.

4 John Rawls, “The Idea of an Overlapping Consensus,” in Collected Papers, ed. Samuel
Freeman (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999), 434.

46 Rawls, Political Liberalism, 10. See Finlayson, The Habermas-Rawls Debate, 125.

47 Rawls, “Reply,” 134.

48 1t is necessary because it responds to our need of justification of our actions, decisions and so on
to others. See note 32.
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conception of justice, are shifted to comprehensive doctrines. It seems to me,
then, that the term “method of relegation” would better describe what Rawls
really does than his own preferred term, namely “method of avoidance”. This
also explains the meaning of the phrase “pro tanto justification.” It is a kind of
incomplete justification which needs further elaboration, namely the full
justification, which can be carried out from within comprehensive doctrines.

The nature of the full justification may be clarified by referring to the dis-
tinction between two kinds of validity terms: reasonableness and truth. The
former refers mainly to the political conception of justice, while the latter is
restricted to comprehensive doctrines. The political conception of justice is rea-
sonable if it is pro tanto justified, i.e. it is the result of properly used procedure
of construction (it would be chosen in the original position), and it is in political
reflective equilibrium. It is worth noting that this kind of justification is public in
the sense that Habermas has in mind. It is based on reasons which are shared by
all reasonable and rational persons.*’ Comprehensive doctrines may (not) use the
term “true” to predicate validity of normative statements. It is up to a particular
comprehensive doctrine how to define “truth” in every case. Truth is thus not
public in Habermas’s sense and reasons we regard as true, and what we believe
to be true, may not be the same for every reasonable and rational person.

The terms “reasonable” and “true” are complementary in the sense that the
conception of justice, which is reasonable, may be also true. The question is
whether we need two validity terms and whether we are able to properly
conceptualize the differences between them. For Rawls, it seems, the term “true”
is stronger than term “reasonable” as we need the second kind of justification in
order to go through the whole process of justification. This, however, turns the
idea of justification upside down. Justification should be based on reasons which
are public in Habermas’s sense. If we agree on the content of some propositions,
but we do so for different reasons, we cannot be certain that our agreement is not
superficial and that justification is not illusionary. The principles of justice may
change their meaning within different contexts provided by comprehensive
doctrines. If we take the principles of justice out of one context and put them
into a different one, we may slightly (or radically) change their meaning. Think
of, for example, the two principles of justice of Rawls’s conception of justice
fully justified and endorsed by a Millian liberal comprehensive doctrine on the
one hand, and by Catholic doctrine on the other. If it comes to an application of
the principles of justice to solving some problems, for example an abortion, it

4 The term “reasonable” is so ambiguous and applied to so many subjects (a person/citizen,
a society, a doctrine, principles of justice, constraints on choosing principles of justice in the
original positions, pluralism, and so on) that its different meanings appear to lead to a vicious
circle. See James W. Boettcher, “What is Reasonableness?,” Philosophy & Social Criticism 30,
no. 5-6 (2004): 597-621.
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may turn out that we are not able to reach any agreement on proposed solutions
because our interpretations of the principles of justice differ so much.”

In order to overcome this difficulty, one may need to work out and justify the
conception of justice in terms of public, accessible to all person reasons, and not
in a monological but in a dialogical way.’' This conforms to the requirements of
moral discourse in which we try to settle the questions of justice. These
requirements may be satisfied by pro tanto or freestanding justification with the
original position, the veil of ignorance, and so on, if that kind of justification
were sufficiently enriched or reinterpreted. This, however, raises a question:
why do we need the full justification at all? From the point of view of Rawls’s
political liberalism, the answer seems to be obvious. We need the second kind of
justification in order to ensure that the overlapping consensus obtains. But this
presupposes that comprehensive doctrines, if they are reasonable, must remain
intact. The political conception of justice must not intervene with reasonable
comprehensive doctrines and must leave them as they are. As I have argued, this
turns the idea of justification upside down.

We may turn to the last question posed by Habermas: what is “the sense in
which Rawls uses the predicate ‘reasonable’: as a predicate for the validity of
moral judgments or for the reflective attitude of enlightened tolerance”?°* The
short answer is: both. I leave aside the second alternative, which is explained by
reasonableness understood as a part of the moral nature of persons, and focus
only the validity meaning of the term of “reasonable.” As I have said, Rawls
uses two validity terms: “reasonable” and “true”. Even if it can be said that
Rawls understands the wvalidity of moral judgments in terms of their
justifiability, he appears to accept many ways of justification, for example moral
realist, intuitionist, Kantian constructivism. These different kinds of justification
aim at truth whereas his own political constructivism, namely freestanding
justification, aims at reasonableness. The kinds of justification, which aim at
truth, are incommensurable. By contrast, the freestanding justification may be
reconciled with them. From this Rawls seems to draw a conclusion that
“reasonable” and “true” operate at different levels.

30 Rawls might claim that these differences in the interpretation of the principles of justice can be
accommodated into the reasonable and explained by the burdens of judgment. He admits that there
is more than one political conception of justice. There is “a family of political conceptions of
justice” (Political Liberalism, xlvi—xlvii, 450). I think the source of the pluralism of these political
conceptions of justice lies in a different way of organizing fundamental ideas at the level of a
political construction of principles (Ibid.). I have something different in mind, namely the
differences in the interpretation of the principles of justice already identified at the level of the
construction. These differences arise from within comprehensive doctrines.

51 Habermas, The Inclusion, 86-94.

52 Habermas, “Reconciliation,” 119.
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As we have seen, Habermas unambiguously identifies the validity of moral
judgments with their justifiability. Unlike Rawls, however, he does not accept
substantially differentiated ways of justification,> but only lays down the formal
condition that if a moral judgment is to be valid, it must be justifiable. The
process of justification must be actually carried out in an adequate discourse. In
the case of principles of justice, it is a discourse governed by the principle (U).
There is no place for different discourses for the same subject matter, i.e. the
principles of justice. Therefore, in Habermas’s view, the distinction between two
validity terms, both of which pertain to principles of justice, seems to be
incomprehensible because there is no need to introduce two different kinds of
validity terms for the same kind of judgments.

4. CONCLUSION

Remarking on the debate between Habermas and Rawls, Joseph Heat complains
that much of it became “sidetracked,” lapsing into “a relatively fruitless debate
over the relationship between ‘reasonableness’ and ‘truth’.”** I cannot agree.
The discussion about cognitivistic aspects of the principles of justice is far from
fruitless because it concerns a proper way of doing political philosophy under
the condition of pluralism. Both Habermas and Rawls want to remain faithful to
the Kantian notion of practical philosophy, but they differ in how to realize it.
Habermas wants us to put the pluralism of worldviews through formal
procedures of discourse in order to arrive at the jointly worked out we-
perspective. Rawls leaves, within bounds of the reasonable, the pluralism as it is
and seeks the common perspective elsewhere.
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THE NORMATIVITY OF HABERMAS’S PUBLIC SPHERE
FROM THE VANTAGE POINT OF ITS EVOLUTION

Abstract

The paper argues that the original normativity that provides the basis for Habermas’s model of the
public sphere remains untouched at its core, despite having undergone some corrective alterations
since the time of its first unveiling in the 1960s. This normative core is derived from two
individual claims, historically articulated in the eighteenth-century’s “golden age” of reason and
liberty as both sacred and self-evident: (1) the individual right to an unrestrained disposal of one’s
private property; and (2) the individual right to formulate one’s opinion in the course of public
debate. Habermas perceives the public sphere anchored to these two fundamental freedoms/rights
as an arena of interactive opinion exchange with the capacity to solidly and reliably generate
sound reason and public rationality. Despite its historical and cultural attachments to the bourgeois
culture as its classical setting, Habermas’s model of the public sphere, due to its universal
normativity, maintains its unique character, even if it has been thoroughly reformulated by social
theories that run contrary to his original vision of the lifeworld, organized and ruled by
autonomous rational individuals.
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The aim of this paper is to explore the normative foundations of Habermas’s
public sphere in the context of the vicissitudes they have undergone. The follow-
ing study is based on a fundamental presupposition, namely that the revisions
and corrective alterations that Habermas has introduced throughout the decades
into his original concept of the public sphere have not substantially changed the
normative foundation of this idea, which remains untouched at its core. Both
the initial unveiling of the notion of the public sphere in the early 1960s and the
later amendments up to the final one made in the 1990s have invariably drawn
on the same cluster of normative resources, which are the individual and
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universal freedoms of a human being, protected by corresponding negative
defensive rights.' Habermas sets his concept of the public sphere in universal
freedoms and negative rights.” He is profoundly convinced of their capacity to
solidly and reliably generate sound reason and public rationality, regardless of
time and circumstances.

The mobilization of ordinary people who had formed the first political public
sphere as a grassroots counter-move against the absolutist power, appeared to be
a natural self-protective reaction against the official regulation of intellectual,
moralistic and critical newspapers that served as milieus of unhindered debate of
ordinary people, it was also a nonconformist response of to a state interfering
into the individual freedom of labor and commodity exchange. This kind of
mobilization would not be possible without critical self-awareness developed
previously in debates on culture in the intellectually oriented literary public
sphere and without analogous belief in being a collective prime mover — this
very belief bolstered up the authority of critical argument. In such a joint union
that amalgamates the natural determination and capacity to defend fundamental
freedoms (unrestricted ruling over one’s own property) with the ordinary
people’s belief in being a collective prime mover, the originality of Habermas’s
stance is detectable — he creates a link between them two and joins into one
(a) the demands for fundamental freedom/negative defensive rights (self-
-sufficiency) and (b) the capacity for enduring self-determination (self-rule). In
this original combination he goes beyond the traditional dichotomy of liberalism
vs republicanism and this dialectical relationship is noticeable in his co-
originality thesis of private and public autonomy.

(1) To analyze the normative layers of Habermas’s public sphere with
a view to proving its immutability, we need to first outline the specific historical
context in which he forged his concept of the public sphere, viewed in social
theory thereafter as paradigmatic and an ideal one. We need also to trace the
journey that his concept of the public sphere has been one from its first
appearance in a form of an early liberal, historical and critical account in the
early 1960s, to the most recent unveiling in the 1990s as a component of
a democratic state, expounded in a concise systematic language with reference
to other invariants which altogether comprise Habermas’s unique notion of
democracy. (2) The journey in question commences with the scrutiny of the
bourgeois public sphere, delineated in his habilitation thesis Strukturwandel der

! Robert Alexy, A Theory of Constitutional Rights (Oxford: Oxford University Press, [1986] 2010), 167.
2 “The bourgeois public sphere could be understood as the sphere of private individuals assembled into a
public body, which almost immediately laid claim to the officially regulated “intellectual newspapers”
for use against the public authority itself. In those newspapers, and in moralistic and critical journals,
they debated that public authority on the general rules of social intercourse in their fundamentally
privatized yet publically relevant sphere of labor and commodity exchange”. Jirgen Habermas, “The
Public Sphere. An Encyclopedia Article (1964)”, transl. Sara Lennox and Frank Lennox, New German
Critique, no. 3 (Autumn 1974): 52.
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Offentlichkeit (1962). (3) Soon after its publication, it turned out that the
hermeneutical key that unlocks an insight into the very logic of the bourgeois
public sphere was to be found elsewhere, in his original thesis on the interde-
pendence between knowledge and human interests, described in Erkenntnis und
Interesse (1965/1968). In dealing with the normativity of the public sphere, we
need to identify those sections of Erkenntnis und Interesse that converge with
the fundamental premises of the public sphere from Strukturwandel der
Offentlichkeit. (4) The first significant indication of the future revisions to
Habermas’s concept of the public sphere are to be found in his work on the
systemic crises in advanced capitalism Legitimationsprobleme im Spdtkapita-
lismus (1973). We need to establish the degree to which the fundamental criteria
and premises of his original model can be met and realized in a democratic state
of advanced capitalism. (5) To grasp the moment in which the original concept
of Habermas’s public sphere began to drift away from its first historical-critical
account and towards the aforementioned systematic, jurisprudential and state-
democracy oriented explanations, requires touching upon the specificity of the
lifeworld organized and ruled by the partial systems within a total social system,
as portrayed in Rekonstruktion des historischen Materialismus (1976). (6) In its
final stage, Habermas’s model of the public sphere appears as the highest
authority over decision-making processes in a constitutional democratic state.
We need to identify, then, those areas of civil society (Zivilgesellschaft) which
maintain the normativity of its initial exposition.

1. RECASTING THE IDEOLOGICAL IMPASSE
AROUND THE PUBLIC SPHERE

The terms “public sphere” — as a communication arena accessible to all —and
“public opinion” —as a common view of people that together constitute
a collective singulative® such as nation or civil society — have been a mainstay of
modern social theory. However, it was Habermas who first managed to concep-
tualize them both. Unlike Lippmann,* Dewey,’ Schmitt,’ Heidegger,” Koselleck®

3 Shmuel Noah Eisenstadt, “Multiple Modernities,” Deadalus 129, no. 1 (2000): 8.

4 Walter Lippmann, The Phantom Public. The Sequel to ,, Public Opinion” (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1930), 39.

5 John Dewey, The Public and Its Problems, in The Later Works, 1925-1953, Vol. 2: 1925-1927,
ed. J. A. Boydston, B. W. Walsh Introduction J. Gouinlock (Carbondale & Edwardsville: Southern
[llinois University Press, [1927] 1988), 277.

¢ Carl Schmitt, Die geistesgeschichtliche Lage des heutigen Parlamentarismus (Berlin: Duncker und
Humbolt, [1923] 1961), 29.

7 Martin Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, (Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, [1926] 1967), 167-170.

8 Reinhart Koselleck, Kritik und Krise. Eine Studie zur Pathogenese der biirgerlichen Welt
(Freiburg/Miinchen: Suhrkamp [1959] 1973), 93-103.
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and Arendt,” Habermas neither perceives nor treats either term as mere variables
that are useful for diagnosing civil society’s awareness in participating in
political decision-making; for demonstrating the decomposition of critical
rationality; for pointing to failures in the functioning of state institutions that are
supposed to be democratic; or for measuring the human condition, etc. Instead
he explores the topics of the public sphere and public opinion through their
historicity, normativity, and functionality in the changing conditions of society,
the economy, and the state. The academic consensus'” regarding his early works
on the public sphere'' validates the unprecedented character of Habermas’s con-
ceptualization of the public sphere and public opinion, which helped him to
recast the prevailing pessimism of the debate that had developed over decades
and affected how they were perceived up to the 1960s. This pessimism was
a product of the masses’ increased accessibility to the public sphere that
emerged in the nineteenth century.'? As a result of this enhanced accessibility,
the sublime public rationality — reflected in the Kantian imperative that prompts
to utter publicly what one may think of as fragments of universal truth unknown
to the rest — began to lose its emancipatory distinctiveness and became
associated with the will of the masses which was more susceptible to manipula-
tion and less likely to be the repository of rational and critical judgments. In his
concept of the public sphere, Habermas effectively points to the possibilities of
how the potentials of the public sphere and public opinion are to be utilized in
building up an ideal civil society that is responsible and politically committed.

° Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition. Introduction by Margaret Canovan (Chicago/London: The
University of Chicago Press [1958] 1998), 54f.

10 See inter alia: Theodor W. Adorno, Meinungsforschung und Offentlichkeit (1964), Gesammelte
Schrifen, Bd 8: Soziologische Schrifen I, ed. R Tiedemann, unter Mitwirkung von G. Adorno, S. Buck-
Morss, K. Schultz, (Frankfurt/M: Suhrkamp Verlag, [1972] 1990), 532f; Franz Ronneberger,
“Organisierte Interessen und 6ffentliche Meinungsbildung”, Soziale Welt, 15. Jahrg., H. 1 (1964): 40—
46; Peter Hiberle, “Offentlichkeit und Verfassung: Bemerkungen zur 3. Aufl. Von Jiirgen Habermas,
Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit (1968)”, Zeitschrift fiir Politik, Neue Folge, Vol. 16 (1969), No 2,
273-287. See also the polemical works: Oskar Negt, Alexander Kluge, Public Sphere and Experience.
Toward an Analysis of the Bourgeois and Proletarian Public Sphere, foreword by M. Hansen, transl. by
P. Labanyi, J. O. Daniel, A. Oksiloff, (Minneapolis: The University of Minnesota Press, 1993);
Wolfgang Jager, Offentlichkeit und Parlamentarismus. Eine Kritik an Jiirgen Habermas (Stuttgart:
Verlag W. Kohlhammer, 1973).

11 Jiirgen Habermas, Christoph Oehler, Ludwig von Friedeburg, and Friedrich Weltz, Student und
Politik. Eine soziologische Untersuchung zum politischen BewufStsein Frankfurter Studenten (Neuwied:
Luchterhand Verlag, [1961] 1969); Jirgen Habermas, Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit.
Untersuchungen zu einer Kategorie der biirgerlichen Gesellschafi (Neuwied: Luchterhand [1962]
1990); Jiirgen Habermas, “Offentlichkeit,” in Staat und Politik. Das Fisher Lexikon, ed. E. Fraenkel and
K. D. Bracher (Frankfurt: Fischer Taschenbuch Verlag, [1957] 1976), 220-226.

12 Marek Czyzewski, Offentliche Kommunikation und Rechtsextremismus (L6dz: Wydawnictwo
Uniwersytetu L.odzkiego, 2005), 288-292.
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The evocative power of his concept of the public sphere in the 1960s turned out
to be a remedy for the political inertia that marked the postwar West German
society of the Adenauer era'’ and soon became the subject matter for surveys
and numerous critical studies both in Germany and abroad.

2. THE MODEL OF THE CLASSICAL BOURGEOIS PUBLIC SPHERE

Habermas invented his concept of the public sphere by adopting the bourgeois
ethos of eighteenth-century England, France, and Germany. In his early works
as well as in the later ones Habermas brings up the existence of milieus in which
public sphere developed simultaneously with the bourgeois one, namely the
plebeian class and a variety of small-scale businessmen groups (counter-
publics)."* The reason, however, why he excludes them from the process of civic
autonomy and public rationality formation is their inability to bring into that
process a new quality that might have changed it substantially. As Honneth puts
it, plebeian associations were devoid of the Enlightenment progressive self-
-awareness; their demands were also devoid of universality as they came from
existential privation; they generated and inclined to feed on short-term acts of
non-conformism such as strike and class struggle. Plebeian groups might have
formed their own spheres of public debate similar to the bourgeois one in terms
of culture and civility, nevertheless, the problems discussed within them did not
seem to have any significant meaning for the whole of society."

In this way, his classical model of the public sphere came into being with the
bourgeoisic which emerged at that time as an unique group within Europe,
becoming more and more independent and growing in its distinctive position in
the world of culture, social labor, and commodity trade. This fusion that has
bound the public sphere to the bourgeois ethos soon proved to have ambivalent
effects on the whole concept. On the one hand, bourgeois moral codes seemed to
be the most suitable means of conveying sound reason and common sense,
generated by universal individual values such as life, freedom, and property. No
previous age has ever managed to create more favorable conditions in
articulating individual freedom as well as fitting thereto negative rights to
protect them, compared to the intellectual and societal character of occidental
modernity. In those unprecedented conditions of modernity, the public sphere,
the free market economy, autonomous society, and participatory democracy had

13 “Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit” von Jiirgen Habermas, Michael Haller im Gespriich mit Hans
Ulrich Probst, Radio SRF 2 Kultur, 14. Mirz 2012, 1:39-2:21, 7:30-8:10, 10:16-10:29.

14 Craig Calhoun, The Roots of Radicalism. Tradition, the Public Sphere, and Early Nineteenth-Century
Social Movements, (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2012), 129-134; Craig Calhoun, “The
Public Sphere in the Field of Power,” Social Science History, 34, no. 3 (Fall 2010): 309f.

15 Axel Honneth, Das Recht der Freiheit. Grundrif} einer demokratischen Sittlichkeit, (Berlin: Suhrkamp
Verlag, 2015), 477f.
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for the first time achieved their objectified ontological forms'®. On the other
hand, such proximity to the bourgeois ethos left an indelible and ideological
mark on the public sphere and public opinion, according to which full civic
subjectivity is attainable only in an integral union of two personal statuses: the
first of which depends on education (Bildung); the second of which depends on
ownership of estate (Besitz).!” The bourgeois ethos adopted by Habermas as a
pattern and explanation of full public subjectivity has been raised by some of his
critics as an argument that challenges the most fundamental tenet of any public
sphere, i.e. its uncontrolled openness to an unrestricted number of people willing
to join or leave the arenas of public debate unnoticed, anonymously, and
informally.'® The objections made to the ostensible exclusivity of Habermas’s
public sphere seem to rest upon questionable factual premises. They draw upon
life experiences that differ from those of Habermas’s, and they appear to demur
at the bourgeois order with its prevailing specific imagining of social roles and
functions attributed in the eighteenth-century society to gender, property,
and the ability to comprehend. This dissatisfaction with the absence of both
plebeian groups and women in the mainstream (bourgeois) public sphere
appears to be the consequence of a disapproving outlook on the eighteenth-
century societal conditions seen through the lens of non-alternative equal rights
for all, that has been a distinctive mark of the Western world after the cultural
revolution of the 1960s."

16 Shmuel Noah Eisenstadt, “Public Spheres and Civil Society in Selected Pre-Modem Societies: Some
Comparative Observations,” Comparative Sociology 5, no. 1 (2006): 2; Charles Taylor, 4 Secular Age
(Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2007), 159-211.

17 Habermas, Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit, §4, 6f. “The fully developed bourgeois public sphere
was based on the fictitious identity of the two roles assumed by the privatized individuals who came
together to form a public: the role of property owners and the role of human beings pure and simple.
This identification of the public of ‘property owners’ with that of ‘common human beings’ could be
accomplished all the more easily, as the social status of the bourgeois private persons in any event
usually combined the characteristic attributes of ownership and education”. Citation after the English
translation The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere. An Inquiry into a Category of Bourgeois
Society, translated by Thomas Burger with the assistance of Frederick Lawrence (Cambridge MA: The
MIT Press [1962] 1991), 56.

18 Joan Landes, Women and the Public Sphere in the Age of the French Revolution (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1988), 7; Amy Allen, “The Public Sphere: Ideology and/or Ideal?,” Political Theory
40, no. 6 (December 2012): 822; Marie Fleming, “Women and the ‘Public Use of Reason’,” Social
Theory and Practice 19, no. 1 (Spring 1993): 29, 33, 38, 42f; Nancy Fraser, “Rethinking the Public
Sphere,” in Habermas and the Public Sphere, ed. C. Calhoun (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, [1992]
1996) (hereafter: HPSCal), 109-142; Keith Michael Baker, “Defining the Public Sphere in Eighteenth-
Century France,” in HPSCal, 198; Geoff Eley, “Nations, Publics, and Political Cultures: Placing
Habermas in the Nineteenth Century,” in HPSCal, 309f.; Seyla Benhabib, “Models of Public Space,” in
HPSCal, 89-93.

19 Dena Goodman, Public Sphere and Private Life: Toward a Synthesis of Current Historiographical
Approaches to the Old Regime, “History and Teory”, 31, no. 1 (Feb 1992): 14-20; Maciej Hutas,
Decydowaé samemu. Sfera publiczna jako “locus” autonomii wedlug Jiirgena Habermasa (Lublin:
Wydawnictwo KUL, 2019), 251-253, 524.
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Habermas derives the normativity of the bourgeois public sphere from two
individual claims that were viewed in the eighteenth century as self-evident and
sacred: (1) the individual right to an unrestrained disposal of one’s private
property in free market commodity trade and social labor exchange; (2) the
individual right to formulate one’s opinion in the course of public debates
through the engagement of cultivated minds and presenting it in the presence of
others. Both claims ultimately come down to individual freedom that
predisposes the person to an uninhibited self-determination. This is realized by
means of an unrestricted disposition of one’s intellectual capabilities and free
possession of one’s own property. Habermas takes the “bourgeois ideology”
—anchored to the world that guarantees individual freedom to internalize
universal human values (homme), and the freedom to dispose of one’s private
property acquired via the early liberal free market (Biirger-citoyen) — to be
universal, even if it was historically set and culturally attached to the European
Enlightenment. He asserts that what makes them universal is, firstly, the
openness to cultural content that is inherent in human nature and shared by all,
and, secondly, the systemic accessibility of a modern free market with its clear-
cut rules of participation applicable to everyone. Neither economically
conditioned inequality of access to education which makes possible the proper
comprehension of high culture, nor historically conditioned inequality of wealth
distribution which excluded the majority of the eighteenth-century population
from free market activities, contradict the inherent openness of human nature to
involve itself in the products of high culture (knowledge, esthetics, morality), as
well as the intrinsic openness of a free market to everyone with its codes of fair
competition by engaging knowledge, discipline, fortune, etc. Any kind of
interference on the part of an absolutist state in either of these claims, whether as
interference in free market processes or censorship of the free press, was viewed
as an invasion of man’s individual freedom which was held as sacred and hence
provoked opposition legitimized by codes of the new moral order of moder-
nity.** By making the bourgeois ethos a bulwark for protecting the normativity
of an early liberal public sphere, Habermas reached for the emancipatory
program of modernity which explains and provides moral justification for
ordinary people’s determination in asserting their fundamental freedoms as an
inherent part of their humanity. By pointing to historical and civilizational
coincidences that made up the circumstances for the bourgeois public sphere to
emerge, Habermas delved into the postwar West German society in a quest to
find repositories of the same self-awareness and the same instincts of self-
-determination that once helped the bourgeoisie to overcome its natural anxiety
over forming an open counter-front that challenged state absolutisms. Habermas
tried to instill in society the incentive for action, analogous to those which had

20 Taylor, 4 Secluar Age, 159-168.
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inspired the eighteenth-century bourgeoisie in the struggle for individual
freedoms, colonized by authoritarian powers. He strove to resuscitate the analo-
gous self-defense reflex against new forms of authoritarianism that in its own
manner continue to colonize various areas of the lifeworld, particularly in the
realm of political self-determination.

Habermas’s concept of the public sphere in its original formula comes into
being in the acts of the bourgeoisie’s non-conformity to the authoritarian policy
of an absolutist state, striving to control key areas of civic autonomy, i.e.
commodity exchange and social labor trade, as well as a free market of
information and public opinion. That very reaction ideally epitomizes the self-
defense reflex manifested in open dissent in which individuals publicly defied
the morally unjustified interference of external factors in the domain of sacred
individual freedoms. In the era of the formation of the free market, the
individual right that allowed one to operate freely in the realm of the economy
by following individual market strategies, realized at one’s own expense and
risk, was viewed as the most obvious instance of privacy,21 the violation of
which triggered justified opposition. Habermas managed to capture that
particular condition of psychological determination and recognized its role in the
historical activation of those unique normative resources on which the public
sphere feeds. The state’s interference in the right of unrestrained rule over one’s
own property was viewed in the early liberal world as an invasion in the realm
of individual freedoms famously portrayed by Locke: it impinged on the
economic condition of the nuclear bourgeois family affecting its existence under
the free market distribution of goods which was indispensable for living.

3. THE POINT OF CONVERGENCE - THE PUBLIC SPHERE
AND PRACTICAL INTERESTS

The normativity of Habermas’s public sphere, which emerged through the
spontaneous reactions of ordinary people striving to protect their innate
freedoms threatened by authoritarian absolutism, gains a significant boost on
account of its convergence with practical interests — those which come up
naturally in the midst of daily life. In his famous thesis on the joint union of
knowledge and human interests, which is a hermeneutical key to correctly
comprehending the logic of the public sphere,”” Habermas asserts that every-
thing that absorbs cognitive attention and what is really worth knowing should

21 Margaret R. Somers, “What’s Political or Cultural about Political Culture and the Public Sphere?
Toward an Historical Sociology of Concept Formation,” Sociological Theory 13, no. 2 (1995): 126.

22 Richard Sennett, The Public Realm, “Quandt,” available at: https:/www.richardsennett.com/
site/senn/templates/general2.aspx?pageid=16&cc=gb; Peter Uwe Hohendahl, The Institution of
Criticism (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1982), 271; Jiger, Offentlichkeit und Parlamentarismus, 67.
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come out and be reflected in concrete existential needs. Therefore, practical
needs delineate the very subject matter, the directions of human cognizance, and
finally they are to be reflected in action. Habermas developed this thesis, which
seems obvious prima facie, in the 1960s as a critical stance toward positivism.
He claims that the positivist annexation of theory, which led to its confinement
to the specialist taxonomy of methodological rigor, had distorted the primeval
meaning of theory, as well as its original purpose — that is, to explain and
interpret real problems which preoccupied people in their everyday lives.”> The
implications of this thesis for the public sphere in general and its normative layer
in particular can be identified as follows.

(1) Since an authentic public sphere always comes into being in spontaneous
reactions through which ordinary people strive to protect their practical interests
that are indispensable for their continued existence, it cannot, therefore, for the
same reason serve as a testing arena for any so-called non-committal views.
The issues which spontaneously enter the public debate are always practically
defined, and they are neither neutral nor indifferent. Any authentic public
sphere, notwithstanding different circumstances, constitutes a communication
arena that is intended for “uncompromised realists”: those who clearly
understand the consequences of unresolved problematic situations in their
everyday life. These are people determined to take up all possible, legally
permitted actions that may result in a concrete solution that is essential to their
vital interests. Making use of the public sphere as a means of testing new ideas
might turn out to be too dear a lesson for them to afford. The public sphere is
never the occasion for dealing with trivialities, but instead always seeks to
resolve issues that are vital for everyday living.

(2) Practical interests vital for everyday life function as filters that protect the
public sphere from an inundation of issues that do not have anything in common
with provision for continued existence. It refers, firstly, to the aforementioned
trivialities which, if included in public debate agendas, absorb participants’
attention and leave less room for those problems that are of vital interest.
Secondly, it is about protecting the component of critical rationality of those
participating, which may be affected by the influx of information in the era of
digital media. To refer to Lippmann, the large volume of news, regarding
a variety of unrelated incidents, hijacks the recipients’ attention and debilitates
their capacity of grouping these disparate items into clusters of meaning.** This

23 Jirgen Habermas, “Erkenntnis und Interesse,” in Technik und Wissenschaft als “Ideologie”
(Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, [1965] 1968), 146-151; David Held, Introduction to Critical Theory.
Horkheimer to Habermas (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980), 300; Andrzej Maciej
Kaniowski, Filozofia spoleczna Jiirgena Habermasa. W poszukiwaniu jednosci teorii i praktyki
(Warszawa: Kolegium Ortyckie, 1990), 176.

24 Walter Lippmann, Public Opinion. With a New Introduction by Michael Curtis, (New
Brunswick/London: Transaction Publishers, [1922] 1998), 358.
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is indispensable in understanding the complexity of events that occur in the
lifeworld. Practical interests are sobering to those who, by participating in public
debates, make fundamental adjudications that are to be observed further by all as
valid and legally binding. They work as stimuli of rational decision-making,
particularly amid conditions of ubiquitous information influx and the recipients’
impaired sensitivity, which prompts them to take a jaded view of many incidents
whose seriousness is a cause for concern but go unnoticed because of the
overabundance of news broadcast, e.g. reports on violence, accidents, hu-
manitarian and natural disasters, as well as a variety of random incidents.

(3) The thesis on the inherent interdependence of knowledge and practical
interests helps praxis to regain its original meaning which has been distorted by
two universalisms that have organized and ruled everyday life in the modern era:
market efficacy and instrumental rationality.” In the systemic logic of those two
universalisms, praxis has been equated with knowledge while action has been
subordinated to the quickest and most rational profit capitalization, preferably
via market.?® Praxis, meanwhile, goes beyond the narrow domain of market
efficacy and instrumental rationalization. The range of forms of praxis realized
in the modern world encompasses a diverse array of activities, many of which
have little in common with markets and instrumental rationality, but
nevertheless are indispensable for people in developing their personal integrity.
Economic success, for instance, is not only a consequence of some short-term
market strategies, as it may appear at first glance. It is, first and foremost, an
outcome of actions carried out by autonomous subjects who stick to and follow
the patterns set as a means of realizing their individual life plans.”” Regaining
the original concept of praxis, freed from its instrumental market distortions,
helps to reveal, among other things, the practical dimension of activities such as
contemplation or reflection on the world of ideas, transcendence, art, etc.
Practical interests that provide for continued existence are determining factors in
public debates: they help participants regain the sense of being in charge of
issues of utmost importance for long-term survival and all else that they face in
the routine of their daily lives. In decent societies, i.e. those that do not pursue
self-destructive ends, it is practical interests that delineate the directions in
which demands are formulated; they impart logical cohesion into arguments
being put forward; and they motivate to care for the substantive, ratio-critical
component of public debates and the adjudications made therein.

25 Immanuel Wallerstein, “Cultures in Conflict? Who we are? Who are the Others?,” Journal of the
Interdisciplinary Crossroads 1, no. 3 (2004): 505-521.

26 Michael Burawoy, “For Public Sociology. Presidential Address,” American Sociological Review 70
(2005): 11f.

27 Gerald Dworkin, The Theory and Practice of Autonomy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1988), 10-13; John Christman, “Autonomy, History, and the Subject of Justice,” Social Theory and
Practice 33, no. 1 (2007): 1-6.
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Recall the two aforementioned sources of normativity on which Habermas’s
model of the public sphere rests: (1) protection of individual freedoms by
making an uncompromising non-conformist demand for the inviolability of
fundamental freedoms and negative rights of individual self-determination; and
(2) the inseparable interdependence of knowledge and practical interests. Taken
together, these bring Habermas’s concept of the public sphere into line with
those civilizational achievements whose proper functioning is essential for
emancipation achieved by a life that lives up to one’s own visions and
aspirations.

Let us now track how Habermas’s model of the public sphere was modified
to respond to and accommodate further critiques and ascertain whether these
modifications stand up to the original basis of normativity.

4. NORMATIVITY OF THE PUBLIC SPHERE IN THE CRISES
OF ADVANCED CAPITALISM

Habermas made the first revision to his model of the public sphere in the early
1970s when dealing with the systemic crises of advanced capitalism defined as
societal conditions of a state that is free-market oriented, democratic, and
providing for the welfare of all. This revision, which has not resulted in any
substantial alterations regarding the normativity of his public sphere, was,
nevertheless, a harbinger that delineated the directions of future changes. In
Habermas’s view, the meotivational crisis, which disrupts the socio-cultural,
partial system, and the legitimation crisis, which upsets the partial system of
politics, signal vital deficiencies in the functioning of the public sphere, and
thereby clarify its normative premises that stand out when endangered.”®

The proper functioning of the public sphere, considered by Habermas to be
the way of societal emancipation, depends on how deeply it is ingrained in its
normativity. However, the normativity derived from the bourgeois ethos ceases
to function under the conditions of advanced capitalism in which the lifeworld is
organized and ruled by social partial systems: economic, political, and socio-
cultural. The historical coincidence of the systems organizing and ruling the
lifeworld on the one hand, and the comfortable living conditions provided by
a welfare state on the other, prompted Habermas to introduce some changes into
his original critical approach to democracy regarding its potential for securing
ordinary people’s political emancipation.

(1) Habermas sees the pretentiousness of formal democracy within the
political partial system — which on the one hand provides the state in advanced
capitalism with the essential minimum of its legitimation, while on the other

28 Jiirgen Habermas, Legitimationsprobleme im Spiitkapitalismus (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, [1973] 2015),
73.
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limits the political role of citizens to the right of a possible withdrawal of
acclamations bringing about legitimation endorsing those who hold positions
of political authority — as an instrumental misuse of those normative resources
on which his model of the public sphere rests, and which the bourgeoisie had
appropriated by standing up against the all-encompassing, absolutist state
control, making these resources an integral part of its cultural ethos.
Appropriating them required a price to be paid for the spontaneous and
hazardous act of non-conformism by ordinary people directed against the
overwhelming power of absolutism. Therefore, the very legacy of the public
sphere must never be reduced to a minor issue of political praxis that is
democratic in name only. Passivity, as an ordinary political condition of citizens
in formal democracy of advanced capitalism, is defined by Habermas as
a squandering of the emancipatory endeavors made by previous generations and
as a regression into the world of a new absolutism.”

(2) The normativity of democracy and of the public sphere is derived from
the unprecedented and unique marginal conditions of a specific temporality and
civic culture, i.e. the modern Occident. In this sense, it is non-replicable even if
it draws on the best resources of meaning available in the society of advanced
capitalism, such as scientism, post-auratic art, and universal morality. (a) Scien-
tific universalism, despite its all-encompassing nature, tends to break away from
tangible problems of real life, which call for concrete solutions. (b) Post-auratic
art turns out to be no match for the greatness of ethics and esthetics to the
measure of “the Republic of Letters”. (c) The generality of norms and autonomy
as part of universal morality is not ingrained in social reality. The only way for
the public sphere to retain its original normativity in advanced capitalism is by
its continuation, and this may only be possible by rummaging into those areas of
social life in which the repositories of the original normativity of the public
sphere based on individual freedoms and negative rights are preserved.*

(3) When traditional axiologies linking the public sphere with its original
normativity of individual freedoms and negative rights become obsolete,
Habermas points to a new way of getting at the resources of the same
normativity, i.e. consensus achieved within and through the specific terms of the
ideal speech situation. Despite its utopian character, he is convinced that
consensus can be attained, provided that it comes about spontaneously around
vital existential interests. These vital existential interests and their translation
into real existential conditions are what propel the automatism of the ideal
speech situation and consensus.

2 Tbid., 54-56.
30 Tbid., 120-125.
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5. NORMATIVITY OF THE PUBLIC SPHERE
IN THE WORLD OF PARTIAL SYSTEMS

A formidable challenge for the normativity of Habermas’s public sphere was
Luhmann’s famous thesis about the uselessness of collective identity for societal
integration in a world organized and ruled by autopoietic partial systems.’' The
fact that Habermas adopted a modified version of systems theory does not mean
that he renounced everything that comprised the essence of his model of the
public sphere, that is, individual emancipation of those participating through
their capability of self-determination. The most substantial difficulty he
encountered in realizing this vision, however, was the social, political, and
economic conditions of the systemic world, which were entirely different from
the transparent bourgeois order, with its clear-cut polarization of conflicting
sides (society vs. the authoritarian state) representing diverse interests and
clustered around different institutions of civil society: coffeehouses, salons,
Tischgesellschaften, etc. Transferring the model of Habermas’s public sphere
from the bourgeois setting to a systemic one without losing any of its essence
requires a maneuver which he describes as a shifting of normative sense. Such
a shifting of normative sense is brought about by identifying those forms and
those areas in which the public sphere’s original normativity remains after being
transferred from the bourgeois reality into the new conditions of the world
organized and ruled by autopoietic partial systems. This is the world in which:
(1) the integrating powers of traditional axiologies in society become obsolete;
(2) privatism has weakened the sense of democracy and political participation;
(3) technically specialized mechanisms of the political partial system has
brought about civic torpor resulting from apathy and a sense of impotence,
which in turn causes people to exclude themselves from participating in political
decision-making. In a world organized and ruled by the partial systems, former
demands made on the basis of traditional, bourgeois normative culture retain
their essential layer when reformulated and remade on the basis of universal
morality, which, in a pluralist society, replaces the traditional normative
orientations. The weight of the former liberal bourgeois normativity finds,
therefore, its new anchor in universal morality, which is not a derivative of
traditional normative orientations, but rather is produced through correctable
learning processes (Lernprozesse). Universal morality is manifested in general-
ity, in the universality of equal opportunities to participate in communications
which define identities and hence norms and values, as well as in the universal-
ity of humankind. The norms of universal morality are created in the individual
identity projections of those participating in communication, that is, in their
understanding of themselves in the broader perspective of the goals for which

31 Niklas Luhmann, “Offentliche Meinung,” Politische Vierteljahresschrifi 11,no. 1 (1970): 11-16.
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they are striving, as well as their own self-perceptions.*> The normativity as
derivative of universal morality is protected by Habermas’s notion of com-
munication that is discursive and experimental, drawing on reservoirs of
rationality such as science, philosophy, art, and religion.” Habermas does not
treat communication as a rival to tradition. Rather, he perceives in it a moral
vestige that remains after the potentials of traditional axiologies have expired.
He asserts that communication carried out within the ideal speech situation
guarantees continuity of those universal values that had been protected in the
bourgeois era by individual freedoms and negative rights. The grassroots
character of communication and its unofficial, diffuse, and apolitical nature (but
with the ability to influence the decision-making process made in the realm of
politics) are harbingers of the second unveiling of the public sphere, which
Habermas introduced after the collapse of the Eastern bloc when new heightened
demands for the idea of civil society heralded a new renaissance of the public
sphere.

6. NORMATIVITY OF THE PUBLIC SPHERE IN ZIVILGESELLSCHAFT

In this new iteration of the public sphere, universal morality as a continuation of
bourgeois normativity is anchored in the democratic structures of a constitu-
tional state. In the normativity of radical democracy Habermas discerns new
reservoirs of that normativity which provided legitimation to the public sphere
since its very inception. He singles out several invariants typical of his concept
of democracy, which he perceives as reservoirs that retain the original
normativity of the public sphere and offer an outlet thereof.**

(1) The first invariant to which Habermas points is the thesis on the co-
-originality of private and public autonomy, derived from the individual
subjective right. Habermas demonstrates how the Lockean notion of autonomy,
viewed as negative self-determination, and the inborn condition of every human
being (self-sufficiency) converge in a joint union with Rousseau’s notion of
autonomy, viewed as positive self-determination (self-rule). In this thesis,
Habermas overcomes the traditional dichotomy of liberalism vs. republicanism,
which converge and constitute a fusion of civic autonomy.** In this paper I argue,
that the critical mass in the public sphere formation exceeds in the moment in

32 Jiirgen Habermas, “Koénnen komplexe Gesellschaften eine verniinftige Identitiit ausbilden?,” in Zur
Rekonstruktion des historischen Materialismus (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1976), 115-118.

33 Jiirgen Habermas, “Glauben und Wissen. Friedenspreisrede 2001,” in Zeitdiagnosen. Zwolf Essays
1980-2001 (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 2003), 251-257.

3 Jirgen Habermas, Faktizitit und Geltung. Beitriige zur Diskurstheoric des Rechtes und des
demokratischen Rechtsstaats (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1992), 12f.

35 Ibid., 110-135; Jiirgen Habermas, Die Einbeziehung des Anderen. Studien zur politischen Theorie
(Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1996), 298f.
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which ordinary people (early bourgeoisie) cross the Rubicon of submission to
the policy of an absolutist state. This statement may be confusing in a sense as it
may give rise to the belief that Habermas derives his concept of the public
sphere solely from negative rights. Individual autonomy anchored to fun-
damental freedoms, individual emancipatory interests and corresponding
defensive rights endangered by morally unjustifiable policy of an absolutist state
reflect perfectly the psychological condition of those bringing historically into
being the first public sphere, it gives insight into the determination that ignites
the public spirit in people, it consequently seems to mark the starting point of the
public sphere as a first ring in the chain of its formation. In fact, however, both
in his early and later works Habermas attempts to embed “negative” freedoms in
the wider context of collective emancipation. The project of the early liberal
public sphere that originates in private autonomy turned out to be successful
thanks to the collective potentials of the critical deliberation in a search of
consensus over what may best safeguard the collective welfare (public
autonomy). The notion of private autonomy intertwined with the public one
which Habermas expounded in detail in the 1990s is implicitly present in his
concept of public sphere from its very beginning.

(2) The second invariant is the aforementioned communication accompanied
by communicative power brought about in the collective agreement of will,
which Habermas deems the source of just law. The communicative power
springs from the psychological moment when public debate participants activate
their natural communication abilities and from the intersubjectivity of everyday
language and its diversity. The complexity of everyday language, along with its
multifunctionality, is a reflection of the complexity and multifunctionality of the
lifeworld, which opens the public sphere to the wide range of problems that
ordinary people encounter in their daily routines.*

(3) The third invariant in which the original normativity of the public sphere
is retained is the neutrality of ideas, which provides for and guarantees all par-
ticipants in public debate common intelligibility under the condition of a plural-
ism of ideas. The neutrality of ideas enables the creation of a context of equal
position for diverse stances in the public debate.

(4) The fourth invariant is the openness of the public sphere to the lifeworld,
which signals the continuation of its inherent relationship with practical
interests.

When the model of the public sphere developed by Habermas is transplanted
from its original bourgeois setting to the reality of partial systems, it requires
anew model of a civil society that preserves the original notion of civic
autonomy in the world of partial systems. The bourgeois notion of civil society
(Biirgergesellschaft) draws upon its Hegelian and Marxian conception, in which

36 Habermas, Faktizitit und Geltung, 183; Jiirgen Habermas, “Hannah Arendts Begriff der Macht
(1976),” in Philosophich-politische Profile. Erweiterte Ausgabe (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1984), 228-231.
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autonomous individuals enjoy the freedom of decision-making and unrestrained
acting to fulfill their existential needs, certain in the knowledge that no outside
authority, that is to say, the absolutist state, would interfere into the realm of
their personal freedom and violate their right to self-determination. The new
concept of civil society no longer consists in autonomous individuals who issue
a challenge to authoritarian powers in acts of protecting the realm of their
personal freedom. Now, the challenge comes from grassroots associations
composed of autonomous individuals who collectively form a unanimous stance
resisting the lifeworld-colonizing powers of the partial systems. The civic
autonomy in the new model of civil society is manifested no longer in individual
unrestrained free-market interactions, but within the arena of free associations
with every member having the equal right of freely expressing one’s opinion. In
both variants of civil society, the basic claim of individual freedoms and
negative rights remains untouched. Habermas sees public opinion forged and
expressed within associations as a new form of that particular act of self-
determination which participants of the bourgeois public sphere had manifested
in the conditions of an absolutist state.*’

The civil society of the systemic world (Zivilgesellschaft) and the bourgeois
society of the first modern public sphere (Biirgergesellschaft) share many
common features. Both are independent of the systems of family, state, and
economy.*® Both share the potential to mobilize ordinary people in challenging
political organizations to reveal political processes and to generate and direct
public opinion.** Both share the potential for urging on and coordinating
collective activities that have an impact on the course of state policy, demanding
its transparency.* Both are formed in demands for negative freedom, which
furnish opportunities to participate in decision-making processes. Both create
aroom for positive freedom and solidarity within unofficial organizational
structures.*' Both generate diverse forms of involvement in politics, economy,
and culture — the diversity of associations corresponds to the diversity of the
roles that ordinary people assume in society: citizens, consumers, family
members, nation members, members of religious affiliations, etc. And finally,
both variants of civil society create an arena for public debate in which all forms
of privilege are excluded.*?

37 Habermas, Faktizitit und Geltung, 443f., 449f.

3% Heidrun Zinecker, “Zivilgesellschaft in Entwicklungslinder — konzeptionelle Uberlegungen,”
Politische Vierteljahresschrift 46, no. 4 (2005): 529-533.

39 Jens Steffek, “Zahmt zivilgesellschaftliche Partizipation die internationale Politik? Vom exekutivem
zum partizipativem Multilateralismus,” Leviathan 36, no. 1 (2008): 109f.

4% Gunnar Schmidt, “Zivile Gesellschaft und 6ffentlicher Raum,” Leviathan 23, no. 4 (1995): 565.

41 Brett R. Wheeler, “Democratic Pluralism or Pluralist Democracy: Jiirgen Habermas’ss Theory of
Constitutional Morality and its Institutions,” German Politics and Society 13, no. 3 (1995): 72f.

42 Michael Walzer, Zivile Gesellschaft und amerikanische Demokratie, mit einer Einleitung von
O. Kallscheuer (Berlin: Rotbuch Verlag, 1992), 66-79; Stefan May, ‘Zivilgesellschaft als
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The matrix of the civil society (Zivilgesellschaft) are associations which
institutionalize public discourses that strive to solve problems that are of particu-
lar interest to the general public. The effective articulation of these problems in
the public sphere — controlled by corporations and organized mass media, large
agencies monitored by political parties and flooded with propaganda — requires
a vehicle that will effectively introduce social interests into this world of
corporations, agencies, and institutions of organized capital. These vehicles are
associations.
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1.

Heinrich Geiselberger, writing in 2017, declares that we are now living in
the era of “the great regression” (“die groPe Regression”) and he suggests that
the world is “witnessing a reversion to an earlier stage of ‘civilized conduct.””!
As the world sees the global return of authoritarianism and the rise of right-wing
populism, the growing dominance of right-wing politics challenges the basic
tenets of modernity and progressive processes that had been ongoing since the
end of the Second World War.

Jiirgen Habermas argues that the moral-practical self-understanding of
modernity as a whole concerns the best polity, and the self-understanding
attached to universalist moral consciousness and to the liberal design of the
constitutional state.” For the duration of his career thus far, Habermas has sought
to improve this normative understanding of democratic constitutional state and
to envision the best practical way of realizing it. In this sense, we can say that
Habermas’s theory is a progressive reconstruction of modernity. His philosophy
is not only a counterpart to the great intellectual achievement of the democrati-
zation of Germany after the Second World War, but it may also be viewed as
a main spiritual resource of this process.

Importantly, Habermas is appreciated by intellectuals around the world,
including in the countries of Eastern Asia and China. It has been more than
thirty years since I began reading and studying Habermas’s work. In this time,
the thinkers of the Frankfurt School have been translated and published in China
and have had a great impact in Philosophy and the Social Sciences, where
arguably the most influential thinker among the School’s associates is
Habermas. His visit to China in April 2001 caused a major stir: the audience was
so large that the venue had to be changed repeatedly, and the talk eventually
took place in an auditorium that held thousands of people. The visit is
considered to be one of the most important academic events in China after
Bertrand Russell’s and John Dewey’s visits to the country in 1919. In Chinese
academia, Rawls and Habermas are recognized as the greatest democratic
theorists of the past thirty years. However, the social and political atmosphere
here is beginning to change. Many people are now questioning the efficacy of
the Western mode of democracy, and its associated theoretical discourses.
Cynicism is directed not only at Habermas and the Frankfurt School, but toward
the entire tradition of liberal democracy in the West as a whole. A phenomenon
resulting from this is that people who hold liberal democratic values are deemed
“white left,” a term (discussed below) that expresses profound contempt.

! Heinrich Geiselberger, “The Great Regression: Preface of the editor,” in: The Great Regression:
An Internationa Debate (Berlin: Suhrkamp Verlag, 2017), http://www.thegreatregression.eu/
preface-of-the-editor/#fn4 (accessed: October 28, 2019).

2 Jiirgen Habermas, Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law and
Democracy, translated by William Rehg (Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1996), xli.
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“Baizuo” is a neologism created by China’s netizens. Literally “white left” in
mandarin, “baizuo” refers to liberal elites, predominantly those in the West. One
Chinese scholar who interviewed adopters of the term explains its meaning and
connotations:

Although the emphasis varies, baizuo is used generally to describe those who
“only care about topics such as immigration, minorities, LGBT and the
environment” and “have no sense of real problems in the real world;” they are
hypocritical humanitarians who advocate for peace and equality only to “satisfy
their own feeling of moral superiority”; they are “obsessed with political
correctness” to the extent that they “tolerate backwards Islamic values for the
sake of multiculturalism;” they believe in the welfare state that “benefits only
the idle and the free riders;” they are the “ignorant and arrogant westerners” who
“pity the rest of the world and think they are saviors.”

According to the term’s users, baizuo is the main source of chaos and
conflict in the Western world today. For example, these netizens believe that
simply to quell the white left’s conscience, European countries have accepted
large numbers of Islamic refugees, which has led to terrorist incidents, as well as
financial burdens, in these countries. In these netizens’ views, the political
correctness preached by baizuo clouds their morality and values. In short, baizuo
(H ) is idiot (baichi, F17%i), a naive, simple, and narrow-minded liberalist.

It is important to note that “white left” does not only refer to Western white
people, but to all people who believe in political liberalism, cultural pluralism,
moral universalism, the welfare state, cosmopolitanism, ecologism, feminism and
gender politics. So, Barack Obama, Angela Merkel, and even the liberal Chinese
intellectual elite are all considered to be baizuo. In politics, many people who
claim to be opponents of the white left are also supporters of Donald Trump.

The term is now not only used by China’s netizens, but has spread to the
West and elsewhere, and is now even included in the Urban Dictionary.* In
2017, Fox News devoted a program to it; even in Germany the word attracts
public attention, and some conservatives agree with its criticism of the white
left. The emergence of the term, baizuo, and its spread in the West, signal the
global rise of right-wing populism.

In my view, the current crisis is not just a crisis of conservative neoliberal-
ism and the free market, but also a crisis of progressive new liberalism. Some
people directly claim the white left is a regressive left, because the program of
liberal left did not improve our society, rather than causes chaos and conflicts in
politics. We live in a complex and difficult situation, the prospect of progress is
fading, but the retrogression is becoming more and more obvious. If we concede
the normative ideal of the Critical Theory is liberal leftism, the challenge the
liberal left faces is also challenge the Critical Theory has to face.

3 Zhang, “The Curious Rise.”
4 https://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=baizuo (accessed: October 29, 2019).
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2.

The world in 2019 finds itself in a situation similar to that which Karl Polanyi
described in the 1930s: “Nineteenth-century civilization has collapsed.” In the
interwar period, he described how:

Democracy and Capitalism, i.e., the existing political and economic system, have
reached a deadlock, because they have become the instruments of two different
classes of opposing interests. [...] Fascism resolves it at the cost of a moral and
material retrogression.®

Today, I argue, we face the same deadlock. The neoliberal world order, and
its globalization project, is in a state of collapse; what follows is the rise of the
authoritarianism across the world.

What is the origin of this situation? Neoliberalism is often considered
a conspiracy of the neoclassical economists of Chicago University, while,
actually, New Left criticism and new social movements are major promoters of
neoliberalism. Since the 1960s, progressive liberals and new social movements
have criticized many aspects of the welfare states of advanced Western societies
as simply a different and less directly exploitative form of capitalism. Even
though this new form of capitalism alleviated some of the effects of class
inequality and the conflict of distribution in liberal capitalism, the rationalized
organizational form of industrial production and the omnipresent invasion of
state power into lifeworld nevertheless caused serious alienation and
dehumanization. To some extent, the progressives’ criticism has damaged the
legitimacy of the post-war liberal, democratic, and welfare state system. Unlike
social critiques of traditional socialism, new left and liberal democrats
developed a new style of critique, namely cultural critique or aesthetic critique.
The critique focused on the side-effects of homogenization and alienation
brought about by the welfare state, rather than the domination of the traditional
inequality of class relations and economic distribution in capitalist society. The
post-materialist values to which cultural critique or aesthetic critique appeal are
authenticity, creativity, spontaneity, elasticity and diversity, rather than
solidarity, safety of life and equality of wealth. The new critique is ambiguous
insofar as, on the one hand, it contains rational normative intent, while on the
other, it also has morally compromising effects. Just as Luc Boltanski and Eve
Chiapello analyzed in The New Spirit of Capitalism, the demands of cultural
criticism, such as autonomy, creativity, authenticity, and liberation, have been
absorbed and integrated into the system of new capitalism and have given birth
to neoliberal capitalism.’

5 Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation (Boston, MA: Beacon Press, 2001), 3.

¢ Karl Polanyi, Karl Polanyi’s Vision of Socialist Transformation, eds. Michael Brie and Claus
Thomasberger (Montreal: Black Rose Books, 2018), 8.

7 Luc Boltanski and Eve Chiapello, The New Spirit of Capitalism, trans. Gregory Elliott (London
and New York: Verso, 2005), 326-327.
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Nancy Fraser has pointed out that Donald Trump’s supporters are not only
disappointed with neoliberal globalization, but are also dissatisfied with progres-
sive new liberalism.® Arguably, progressive new liberalism represents a union of
cultural elites from social movements (feminism, multiculturalism and LGBTQ
rights) and business elites (from Wall Street, Silicon Valley and Hollywood) and
the former provide the latter with some strong arguments for rejecting the
welfare state. Progressive liberalism is Critical Theory with an emancipatory
intent, but its outcome is ambivalent: the ideals of diversity, empowerment and
singularity are shared by neoliberalism to enforce its own legitimacy. This is
peculiar to the situation today.

3.

Critical Theory, however, has encountered profound retrogression before. In the
darkest days of mid-twentieth-century Fascism, Walter Benjamin, Max
Horkheimer, and Theodor W. Adorno recommended that the aim of Critical
Theory should shift from seeking progress to resisting regression and the evils of
Fascism. In Theses on the Philosophy of History, Benjamin writes:

To articulate the past historically does not mean to recognize it “the way it really
was” (Ranke). It means to seize hold of a memory as it flashes up at a moment
of danger. Historical materialism wishes to retain the image of the past which
unexpectedly appears to man singled out by history at a moment of danger.’

Benjamin advocated dispensing with the ideology of progress, and he noted
that “vulgar Marxism” was a major proponent of progressivist ideology:

Social democratic theory, and even more its practice, have been formed by
a concept of progress which did not adhere to reality but made dogmatic claims.
Progress as pictured in minds of Social Democrats was, first of all, the progress
of mankind itself (and not just advances in men’s ability and knowledge).
Secondly, it was something boundless, in keeping with the infinite perfectibility.
Thirdly, progress was regarded as irresistible, something that automatically
pursued a straight or spiral course. Each of these predicates is controversial and
open to criticism.!°

Benjamin opposed blind faith in progressivism, arguing:

The tradition of the oppressed teaches us that the “state of emergency” in which
we live is not the exception but the rule. We must attain to a conception of

8 Nancy Fraser, “From Progressive Neoliberalism to Trump and beyond,” American Affairs 1, no.
4 (2017). https://americanaffairsjournal.org/2017/11/progressive-neoliberalism-trump-beyond
 Walter Benjamin, “Theses on the Philosophy of History,” in l/luminations, trans. Harry Zohn
(London: Pimlico, 1999), 245.

19 1bid., 252.
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history that is in keeping with this insight. Then we shall clearly realize that it is
our task to bring about a real state of emergency, and this will improve our
position in struggle against Fascism.'!

It would not be appropriate to apply Benjamin’s Marxist version of anti-
-progressivism exactly to the present situation, but the similarities between the
mid-nineteenth-century’s and today’s periods of regression are significant.
Horkheimer and Adorno also noted that the society of their times “instead of
entering into a truly human condition, is sinking into a new kind of barbarism.”"?
Despite this, they still believed that “social freedom is inseparable from
enlightened thought,” but their prediction of a “new barbarism” reflects the
danger of an uncritical orientation toward progress."?

And what is progress? Alain de Benoist writes, in A Brief History of the Idea
of Progress:

The idea of progress seems one of the theoretical presuppositions of modernity.
One can even regard it, not without reason, as the real “religion of Western
civilization.” [...] Progress can be defined as a cumulative process in which the
most recent stage is always considered preferable and better, i.e., qualitatively
superior, to what preceded it. This definition contains a descriptive element
(change takes place in a given direction) and an axiological element (this
progression is interpreted as an improvement). Thus it refers to change that is
oriented (toward the best), necessary (one does not stop progress), and
irreversible (no overall return to the past is possible). Improvement being
inescapable, it follows that tomorrow will be always better than today.'*

But human history is not a continuous, accumulative, and ever-improving
process; historical progress is often interrupted by disaster and declines into
regression. On the other hand, the concept of historical pessimism as optimism
(the idea that the past was bad, but the future will be an inevitable improvement)
is double-edged. The former leads to despair; the latter, which is easily believed,
to conformism. As Adorno said:

[Plrogress is not a conclusive category. It wants to cut short the triumph of
radical evil, not to triumph as such itself. [...] In this case, progress would
transform itself into the resistance to the perpetual danger of relapse. Progress is
this resistance at all stages, not the surrender to their steady ascent.'?

1 1bid., 248-249.

12 Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno, Dialectic of Enlightenment, trans. John Cumming
(New York: The Continuum Publishing Company, 1994), xi.

13 bid., xiii.

14 Alain de Benoist, “A Brief History of the Idea of Progress,” The Occidental Quarterly 8, no. 1
(Spring 2008): 7.

15 Theodor W. Adorno, “Progress,” in Can One Live after Auschwitz?, ed. Rolf Tiedemann
(Stanford: Stanford University Press 2003), 145.
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In the twenty-first century, it is important for contemporary Critical Theory
to listen to the voices of the previous generations, and seek new a new direction
for thought.

4.

Habermas’s theory is a theory of progressive reformism. It arises from the post-
-war era of progressivism, and is a grand discourse on improving the process of
progression. Richard J. Bernstein suggests:

One might epitomize Habermas’s entire intellectual project and his fundamental
stance as writing a new Dialectic of Enlightenment — one which does full justice
to the dark side of the Enlightenment legacy, explains its cause but nevertheless
redeems and justifies the hope of freedom, justice, and happiness which still
speaks to us.'®

By the time of introducing his theory of communicative action, Habermas
not only reconstructed the normative foundations of Critical Theory, but also
reclaimed the concept of progress for liberal thought. In an early work, he
proposed that: “Liberation from hunger and misery does not necessarily
converge with liberation from servitude and degradation, for there is no
automatic developmental relation between labor and interaction. Still, there is
a connection between the two dimensions.”'” I argue that the entirety of Haber-
mas’s subsequent work addresses, in some way, this early proposal. According
to Habermas, labor, or production, liberates the technical forces of production
and sustains human material life, whereas human interaction, or communication,
sets free the normative power that is contained in practical reason. The two
dimensions are interdependent. The concept of progress plays an important and
necessary function in Habermas’s theory, as David Owen notes: “In order to
practice a rational social criticism it is unavoidable to presuppose a conception
of social change that gives an account of progressive change.”'® On the imma-
nent criticism of historical materialism, Habermas explained:

The development of productive forces depends on the application of technically
useful knowledge; and the basic institutions of a society embody moral-practical
knowledge. Progress in these two dimensions is measured against the two
universal validity claims we also use to measure the progress of empirical
knowledge and of moral-practical insight, namely, the truth of propositions and

16 Richard J. Bernstein, ed., Habermas and Modernity (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1985), 31.
17 Jiirgen Habermas, “Labor and Interaction: Remarks on Hegel’s Jena Philosophy of Mind,” in
Theory and Practice, trans. John Viertel (Boston: Beacon Press, 1973), 169.

18 David S. Owen, Between Reason and History: Habermas and the Idea of Progress (Albany,
NY: SUNY Press, 2002), 173.
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the rightness of norms. I would like, therefore, to defend the thesis that the
criteria of social progress singled out by historical materialism as the develop-
ment of productive forces and the maturity of forms of social intercourse can be
systematically justified."

From The Theory of Communicative Action to Between Facts and Norms,
Habermas has built on his theoretical edifice. Thomas McCarthy sums up the
significance of Habermas’s Critical Theory, describing his thought as “empirical
philosophy of history with a practical (political) intent.” Since the 1980s, Haber-
mas has been fighting two battles: firstly, against neoconservatism, and secondly,
against poststructuralism. The former is conceived by Habermas as a theory of
modernization without modernity, while the latter he believes is a theory of radical
modernity without modernization. For him, neoconservatism is not sensitive to the
side-effects of the colonization of the lifeworld, and poststructuralism does not
pay adequate attention to the necessity of systems in modern society. Habermas’s
theoretical achievement is of monumental importance, providing a comprehen-
sive conception of progress that not only gets rid of teleological determinism
and teleology, but also successfully rescues its practical and normative content.

Habermas contends that the transformation from liberal capitalism to the
welfare state is a progressive process. The restrictions that the social welfare
state put on classical liberties cannot be understood as a negation of classic
freedom; rather it should be understood as state provision of the material
conditions for freedom for the public. The normative intention of the welfare
state is justifiable on a normative level, as it tries to eliminate social contingen-
cies induced by the capitalist system and enhance the real opportunities for an
equal use of legal freedom. But, for Habermas, “with such overwhelming
provisions, the welfare state obviously runs the risk of impairing individual
autonomy, precisely the autonomy it is supposed to promote by providing the
factual preconditions for equal opportunity to exercise negative freedom.”*’ This
is the dilemma of our times. In order to break the deadlock, he argues: “the
social-welfare project must neither be simply continued along the same lines nor
be broken off, but must be pursued at a higher level of reflection.”' Habermas
wants to improve progress with radical democracy. For him, in post-
-metaphysical times, political legitimacy originates together with private
autonomy and public autonomy. Deliberative democracy is the only way of real-
izing this ideal.

19 Jiirgen Habermas, Communication and the Evolution of Society, trans. and intr. Thomas
McCarthy (Boston: Beacon Press, 1979), 142.

20 Jiirgen Habermas, Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law and
Democracy, trans. William Rehg (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1996), 407.

21 Ibid., 410.
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However, the most urgent challenges we face today are not how to overcome
the paternalism of the welfare state, but how to save this system from neoliberal
globalization; not how to improve “the liberal design of the constitutional state”
with a more perfect form of deliberative democracy, but how to sustain the
liberal regime of the constitutional state in the face of an overbearing attack
from authoritarianism.”> Habermas is not naive and insensitive to social pathol-
ogy. His theory not only provides a more reasonable concept, but also diagnoses
various forms of communicative deformation in private and public life. But,
I note, the focus of his theory is more on the imperfections and dilemmas of the
process of progress, rather than on the danger of regression. For example, his
discourse theory of democracy is vigilant toward populism, but his criticism
targets an unrealistic image of a totalistic democracy of left-wing populism,
rather than the danger of authoritarianism posed by right-wing populism.

Habermas believes that over the last two hundred years, Europe has learned
to deal with various conflicts of modern society, such as the conflicts between
the holy and the secular, market and state, the individual and the collective, rural
and urban. The political framework of advanced Western society provides the
possibility of private and public freedom. However, these sentiments seem
premature today, just as Chinese liberals’ belief that the Enlightenment and the
normative beliefs of modernity were securely installed in their country. I argue
that Habermas makes an overly optimistic evaluation of Western developed
society, and fails to realize the possibility of retrogression. In The Theory of
Communicative Action, he points out, “the new conflicts arise along the seams
between system and lifeworld.”* According to him:

In advanced Western societies conflicts have developed in the last ten to twenty
years that deviate in various respects from the social-welfare-state patterns of
institutionalized conflict over distribution. They do not flare up in areas of mate-
rial reproduction; they are not channeled through parties and associations; and
they are not allayed by compensations that conform to the system. Rather, these
new conflicts arise in areas of cultural reproduction, of social integration and
socialization; they are carried out in subinstitutional, or at least extraparliamen-
tary, forms of protest; and the deficits that underlie them reflect a reification of
communicatively structured domains of action, which cannot be gotten at via the
media of money and power. It is not primarily a question of compensations that
the social-welfare state can provide, but of protecting and restoring endangered
ways of life or of establishing reformed ways of life. In short, the new conflicts
do not flare up around problems of distribution, but around questions concerning
the grammar of forms of life.?*

22 Tbid., xli.

23 Jirgen Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action, vol. 1, trans. Thomas McCarthy
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1985), 395.

24 Jirgen Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action, vol. 2, trans. Thomas McCarthy
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1985), 392.
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Habermas believed those new resistances and protests are a revolution which
signal the shift from the old politics to new politics. Looking back, Habermas
made his conclusion too soon. Even though the “new politics” succeeded in
many areas, it has not yet resolved the problems of the “old politics.” Even
developed Western societies have not tamed the vagaries of the market and
reached more just distribution of material wealth, nor have they eliminated the
threat of the resurgence of authoritarianism and religious fundamentalism.
The tension between capitalism and democracy, the universal morality and
ethnic identity have not reconciled. I believe the radical democratic ideal advo-
cated by Habermas is still a valuable ideal of human emancipation, just as
Habermas said: the modernity is an unfinished project, but first of all the
achievements and advances liberalism has made need to be secured to prevent
society from retrogression. This does not mean making a choice between
neoliberalism and authoritarianism, but that a new assessment of liberal
society’s values and goals is necessary.

I argue that universality has to come before cultural pluralism. We should
reclaim the priority of universal human rights to identity politics, social issues to
cultural issues, politics of distribution to politics of recognition. It does not mean
the latter terms are wrong, it just means the former terms are more important and
urgent to liberal democratic society.

In a complex modernity, good things do not come together. If there are
conflicts among the desirable values, we have to make choices among them.
Today, progressive liberalism must seek out a feasible solution to resist the
spread of right-wing populism and authoritarianism around the world, instead of
resting on its illusory laurels, even as the world falls into destruction. In past half
century, we learned lesson from history that the intention of social criticism and
its results often contradict one another. During this period, the progressive new
liberalism (the so-called “white left”) has dominated the agenda of left-wing
politics, left-wing politics has made a great achievements in political democracy
and liberalization of social life, but it is misleading to claim that the “new
politics” must replace the “old politics,” or that the “new politics” is the only
possible form of progressive politics. Today, it is easier for us to see that liberal
politics does not come down to a choice between beating drums or waving
flowers. We should rather concede that there are multiple types of progressive
politics. Some key concerns of the traditional left, such as economic security,
equality, prosperity, and solidarity are just as important as the more con-
temporary left’s fight for cultural diversity, social inclusion, empowerment,
representation and recognition. If the left gives up the requirements of economic
equality and social solidarity, there would be little to distinguish new liberalism
from neoliberalism.

For today’s Critical Theorists, to take a step back is, in this case, to take two
steps forward: only we can succeed in resisting social retrogression, can we start
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to setting up the agenda of progress again. I recalled Adorno’s notion above that
the liberal concept of progress “wants to cut short the triumph of radical evil, not
to triumph as such itself.” Finally, in these days of crisis for left liberal thought,
let us also keep in mind the famous motto attributed to Romain Rolland but
taken up and popularized by Antonio Gramsci: “pessimism of the intellect,
optimism of the will!”?
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Abstrakt

W wywiadzie z Karlem-Otto Aplem, jaki przeprowadzit i w roku 1987 opublikowat Florian Rétzer,
omowionych zostalo szereg watkéw rozwijanej przez Apla filozofii transcendentalno-
-pragmatycznej. Wywiad ukazuje, co bylo przedmiotem gléwnych sporow i dyskusji
prowadzonych w owym czasie przez tego obroncg rozumu i racjonalistycznej tradycji w filozofii,
ktory wystepowat przeciwko wszelkiemu radykalnemu sceptycyzmowi i znany byl przede
wszystkim jako filozof bronigcy tezy o potrzebie i o mozliwoséci dostarczenia uzasadnienia
ostatecznego. Karl-Otto Apel wyjasnia w tym wywiadzie, jak nalezy te tez¢ rozumie¢ oraz na
czym polega ostateczne uzasadnienie transcendentalno-pragmatyczne. W wywiadzie wyjasnione
tez zostaje, czym jest argument z performatywnej samozaprzeczalnosci, ktory wykorzystywany
jest w procedurze ostatecznego uzasadniania. W swych odpowiedziach Apel odnosi si¢ do krytyk
kierowanych pod adresem etyki dyskursowej, jej ,.formalizmu” o kantowskiej proweniencji
(krytyk zarzucajacych temu nurtowi etyki, iz prowadzi do likwidacji réznorodnosci i pluralizmu);
krytyczne uwagi kieruje pod adresem rzecznikdw postnowoczesnosci i postmodernizmu. W swych
wywodach Apel broni uniwersalistycznej etyki oraz Kantowskiego, czysto formalnego obrazu
cztowieka jako obrazu, ktory zarazem stwarza warunki dla kulturowego pluralizmu oraz
swobodnego artykutowania niezgody, a takze dla poszukiwania konsensu.

Stowa kluczowe
Apel, uzasadnienie, etyka dyskursowa, filozofia transcendentalno-pragmatyczna

* Podstawa przekladu: Denken, das an der Zeit ist, red. Florian Rotzer, Frankfurt a. M. 1987, s. 52-75.
Redakgcja ,,Folia Philosophica” pragnie podzigkowa¢ Wydawnictwu Suhrkamp za wyrazenie zgody na
opublikowanie polskiego przektadu rozmowy z Karlem-Otto Aplem, zamieszczonej w wydanym przez
Suhrkamp Verlag w roku 1987 tomie z wywiadami z czolowymi 6wczesnymi niemieckimi filozofami:
Denken, das an der Zeit ist. Tytut do publikowanego tu wywiadu a takze dotaczone przypisy dodane
zostaly przez Redakcjg ,,Folia Philosophica”.
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Florian Roétzer: Zwyklo sie dzis twierdzi¢, Ze dostarczenie ostatecznych
uzasadnien nie jest w ogole rzeczq mozliwg. Dochodzi do przedziwnych koalicji,
w jakie wchodzq ze sobq przy tej okazji najprzerozniejsze kierunki filozoficzne.
Pan jednak — idgc pod prqd — jest zdania, zZe nadal mozliwe jest wystepowanie
w filozofii z roszczeniem do ostatecznego uzasadnienia i ze dostarczenia osta-
tecznego uzasadnienia winnismy sie tez domagac. Dlaczego?

Karl-Otto Apel: Transcendentalno-refleksyjne ostateczne uzasadnienie w wy-
padku filozofii, szczegdlnie za§ w wypadku etyki uwazam rzeczywiscie za
mozliwe i1 konieczne. Jednak to, co ja przez to rozumiem, ma bardzo niewiele
wspolnego z tym, co maja na mys$li ludzie, méwiac o uzasadnieniu. Kiedy dzi$
kto§ mowi o ,,uzasadnieniu ostatecznym” (Letztbegriindung), to kojarzy si¢ to
z innymi tego typu stoéwkami, takimi jak, np. fundamentalizm, a wéwczas ludzie
my$la o Chomeinim lub tego rodzaju ruchach [spolecznych — red.]; albo tez
kojarzy si¢ z filozofig [wychodzacg od] tego, co pierwsze', a wowczas przedsta-
wiciele teorii krytycznej, tu, we Frankfurcie, sagdza, ze kto$ znéw chce uprawiaé
filozofi¢ w takim jej rozumieniu, jakie odrzucone zostalo przez Adorna.
Wszystkie te skojarzenia wprowadzajg w blad. Program ostatecznego uzasadnie-
nia transcendentalno-refleksyjnego jest wlasciwie bardzo umiarkowany, przy
czym tym stowem rowniez postuguje si¢ niechetnie, bowiem istnieje dzis§ fopos
skromnosci i umiarkowania. Wszystkie modne dzi$ kierunki filozoficzne chca
wszak odznaczaé si¢ skromno$cig i umiarem, no to i ja si¢ teraz, powiedzmy, do
tego dostosowatem. Ostateczne uzasadnienie transcendentalno-refleksyjne to
z jednej strony przedsigwziecie radykalne, z drugiej za§ skromne i umiarkowane
w tym sensie, ze to uzasadnienie wigzaco ustala tylko jedng rzecz, wskazuje
mianowicie punkt — co prawda bedacy punktem Archimedesowym — do ktérego
filozofowanie moze si¢ w kazdym momencie odwolywa¢. Chodzi tu o rzecz, co
do ktérej mozna mie¢ pewnos¢ (Es ist ein Punkt der Gewifheif), bowiem
W sposéb sensowny nie mozna jej podda¢ w watpliwos¢, a zarazem rzecz
pozostawiajacg jak najbardziej rozlegle pole dla fallibilizmu, by poshuzy¢ sie
stowem, ktdére przywodzi wspomnienie mej dtugoletniej dyskusji ze zwolenni-
kami Poppera. Jesli nie uzna si¢ istnienia dajgcych sie w sposob ostateczny
udowodni¢ warunkow mozliwosci fallibilistycznej nauki, to stowo fallibilizm
1 pojecia typu sprawdzenie czy obalenie tracg swoj sens. Jesli pojecia te maja

U Ursprungsphilosophie — termin uzywany przez Adorna, m.in. w jego krytyce husserlowskiej
fenomenologii; por. Theodor W. Adorno, Zur Metakritik der Erkennntnistheorie, w: tegoz,
Gesammelte Schriften, Bd. 5, Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp 1990, s. 7-244 (o filozofii
wychodzacej od tego, co pierwsze oraz o jej zwigzku z teorig poznania — patrz s. 20-40). W tej
adornowskiej krytyce filozofii tego, co pierwsze nie chodzi oczywiscie jedynie o filozofi¢
Husserla, tylko o wszelkie postacie filozofii, poczynajac od presokratykow, wyprowadzajacej
cato$¢ czy to bytu, czy poznania z tego czego$, co pierwsze, z tego czego$, co jest rzekomo
poczatkiem.
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by¢ dla mnie zrozumiate, to musza by¢ dla mnie zrozumiate okreslone warunki,
ktore pojecia te implikujg 1 ktoére mozna wyartykutowaé w okreslonych zdaniach.
Na przyktad, nie mialoby sensu dalsze mowienie o falsyfikacji, gdyby nie
istniato co$ takiego, jak prawda, co do ktérej w zasadzie mozna uzyska¢ konsens.
Istnieje wiec, co tu moge jedynie zasygnalizowaé, szereg warunkow, z uwagi na
ktore program Poppera moze dopiero mie¢ sens. Jesli byloby inaczej, jesliby nie
byto kryteriow, co do ktorych jest mozliwe ostateczne ich uzasadnienie, to idac
konsekwentnie za ta myS$lg, doszlibySmy do rezultatu, jaki pojawil si¢
u Feyerabenda: ze mianowicie nie mozna juz rozrozni¢ teorii naukowych, basni,
mitéw itd., a wigc doszlibySmy do punktu koncowego, do ktérego nie chca
dotrze¢ takze zwolennicy Poppera, a ktéry ja uwazam za absurdalny. Poprzez
refleksje nad warunkami mozliwosci tego, co si¢ czyni stawiajac filozoficzne
pytania, dochodzi si¢ do presupozycji, jakie z koniecznosci uznaje kazdy, kto
postuguje sie argumentami w sposob powazny. W porownaniu z wczesniejszymi,
racjonalistycznymi programami uzasadnienia to bardzo niewiele, jest to jednak
punkt, do ktorego, jak to juz powiedziano, mozna w kazdej chwili powrocic.
W czasach wspdlczesnych, w obliczu uprawianej obecnie totalnej krytyki
rozumu, uwazam to rzeczywiscie za nadzwyczaj istotne.

Roétzer: W filozofii angloamerykanskiej i w filozofii francuskiej krytyka rozumu
wigze sig¢ czesto z ideq radykalnego relatywizmu, a wigc z poglgdem gloszgcym,
iz rozne formy poznania sq rownoprawne, ale zadna nie moze byc
sfalsyfikowana przez inng forme. Feyerabend mowi o stylach poznania, sposrod
ktorych zaden nie jest w stosunku do jakiegos innego bardziej uprzywilejowany.
Czyz logicznym nastegpstwem programu ostatecznego uzasadnienia nie jest
proba przedstawienia pewnego wspolnego punktu odniesienia dla wszystkich
roznorodnych form dyskursu?

Apel: Zgodzitbym si¢ o tyle, ze w moim mniemaniu nie da si¢ obronic¢
twierdzenia, jakoby istnialy jedynie zupelnie niewspoimierne (inkommensura-
bel) gry jezykowe i formy dyskursu. Gdyby tak byto, to nie mozna by byto tego
powiedzie¢. Mozna wykazaé, ze postwittgensteinowskie typy relatywizmu, ktore
sa bardzo na czasie w antropologii kulturowej, a ktorych teoretykiem zostat
Peter Winch, nie moga by¢ wyartykulowane bez ciaglego popadania
w samozaprzeczenie (Selbstwiderspruch). Gdyby rzeczywiscie tak bylo, ze
forma zycia ludu Azande jest caltkowicie niewspotmierna z nasza, to wowczas
Mister Winch nie moglby jej zrozumie¢ i nie moglby chcie¢ powiedzie¢ o niej
niczego sensownego. Z drugiej jednak strony, tkwi w tym autentyczne ziarno
prawdy: totalnos$ci, a wiec formy zycia postrzegane cato§ciowo, zyciowe
totalnosci [widziane] w relacji do konkretnej jednostki [jako obiektu
oddzialywania totalnosci]| (Lebenstotalititen bezogen auf den Einzelnen), sa
zawsze gdzie$ ze soba niewspotmierne. Dlatego tez dzi§ nie mozna uzasadnic
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zadnych norm odnoszacych si¢ do totalnosci. Normatywne zasady, choéby etyki,
muszg mie¢ charakter abstrakcyjno-formalny, wowczas pozostawiaja one
zawsze jednostkom, czy tez poszczegdlnym formom zycia, zadanie realizacji ich
wlasnej zyciowej totalnosci, niepodyktowanej przez zadne formalne zasady.
Pozostawiony tu jest zatem pewien obszar swobody i to jest wlasnie tym, co
niewspotmierne. Nie znaczy to jednak, ze formy zycia jednostek, czy tez formy
kulturowe sg catkowicie niewspdtmierne 1 ze nie istniejg zadne nadrzgdne
zasady (Prinzipien), ktore wobec nich wszystkich zachowuja uniwersalng
wazno$¢. Gdyby byty one catkowicie niewspoimierne, to niemozliwe byloby ich
wzajemne wspotzycie, nie moglyby one realizowaé¢ swego indywidualnego
charakteru (ihre Individualitit) izarazem jednak ze soba koegzystowac.
Woéwczas nie byloby rowniez mozliwe, by mogly si¢ one wzajemnie uznawac,
awiec nie mogloby istnie¢ porozumienie miedzy rdéznymi istniejgcymi
w Swiecie kulturami. A to sa problemy, z jakimi jesteSmy wspolczesnie
konfrontowani. Przy tej sposobno$ci powinienem wspomnie¢ o jeszcze jednej
sprawie, odgrywajacej obecnie wielka role w dyskusji o postmodernizmie.
Twierdzi si¢ przeciez czesto, ze etyka odwotujaca si¢ do uniwersalnych zasad,
awiec etyka w sensie Kantowskim czy postkantowska etyka dyskursowa
miatyby ostatecznie prowadzi¢ do wuniformizacji cztowieka, do pewnego
przymusu, ktéry niemozliwym czynitby indywidualng realizacje zycia, a wiec
autentyczng realizacj¢ szcze$cia tak, jak jest ono rozumiane przez jednostki, czy
tez przez wspolnotowe formy zycia. Uwazam to za wrecz niebezpieczny btad
w mysleniu. Jest doktadnie odwrotnie. Jesli chcemy dzi§ mie¢ wspotistnienie,
czy tez pluralizm autentycznych form zycia — [w mys$l hasta] ,,Pozwdélmy
kwitng¢ wielu kwiatom”? — to musimy dysponowa¢ wlasnie uniwersalnymi
zasadami, ktore czynityby mozliwym wspdtistnienie tychze réoznych form zycia.
Bylo to zawsze zasada funkcjonowania prawa. Jesli ma by¢ urzeczywistniana
wolno$¢ dla wielu, to potrzeba takich zasad, ktore sa uznane przez wszystkich.
Nie sg to oczywiscie zasady bedace narzuconym odgornie przepisem na dobre
zycie czy na szczescie — tak jak chciata tego starozytna etyka przed Kantem
— lecz nadrzedne, formalne, proceduralne zasady, ktére pozostawiatyby
jednostkom znaczna swobode w realizacji tego, czego si¢ podejmowac muszg na
wlasne ryzyko i co musi by¢ wyrazem ich wlasnej kreatywnosci, ale co wtasnie
muszg realizowa¢ w pewnych ograniczajacych warunkach, wyznaczonych przez
uniwersalne zasady.

2 Sformutowanie to: Laft viele Blumen bliihen, przypominajgca hasto rewolucji kulturalnej
w Chinach (z ktorego zreszta w Chinach szybko zrezygnowano): ,.Niech zakwitnie tysiac
kwiatow”, bylo uzywane czesto i bywa uzywane, m.in. przez politykow niemieckich i austriac-
kich; stuzy ono wyrazaniu pozytywnego nastawienia wobec pluralizmu.
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Roétzer: Czyzby wiec etyka miata by¢ w obrebie dyskursu filozoficznego takg
dyscypling, ktorej przypada w pewnym sensie rola najwyzszej instancji?

Apel: Tego bym tak nie powiedzial. Wyobrazam sobie pewne uzasadnienie
transcendentalno-pragmatyczne, trafiajgce w punkt jednosci rozumu teoretycz-
nego z rozumem praktycznym. Szanse na filozoficzne uzasadnienie stwarza
w dzisiejszych czasach autorefleksyjnosé¢ dyskursu postugujgcego sie argumen-
tami; to za$ znaczy: w filozoficznym uzasadnieniu winno dojs¢ do ziden-
tyfikowania i1 ukazania tego wlasnie punktu, ktory zarowno w wypadku filozofii
praktycznej, jak tez w wypadku filozofii teoretycznej, na przyktad epistemologii
czy teorii poznania, jest punktem kluczowym dla przeprowadzanych przez nie
uzasadnien.

Rétzer: To uzasadnienie sytuuje sie, rzecz jasna, w obrebie obszaru, ktorego
ramy wyznacza majgcy miejsce w filozofii ,,zwrot lingwistyczny” (linguistic
turn), autorefleksja bowiem — wedle tego, jak Pan to widzi — bazuje na majgcym
kondycje jezykowq rozumie, w ktorego obrebie staje sie¢ mozliwe identyfikowanie
sprzecznosci [i samozaprzeczen] (Wiederspriiche) i w ten sposob stworzone
mogq zostac¢ podstawy do [przeprowadzania] uzasadnien. Samozaprzeczenio-
wos¢ (Selbstwiderspriichlichkeit) [moggca wystgpic wewnqtrz] argumentacji
Jezykowej bedzie jednak dopiero wowczas kryterium majgcym powszechng
waznosé, kiedy bedzie z tego mozna wyprowadzi¢ pewien rodzaj ontologii
wykluczajgcej samozaprzeczeniowos¢. Jezykowe samozaprzeczenia (Selbst-
widerspriiche) nie muszq jednak koniecznie oznaczaé, ze to, o czym jest mowa,
Jest przez to tylko falszem, ze by¢ moze samemu sobie zaprzecza. Na przyktad
Kant mowi o mysli o tym, zZe jest si¢ zmarlym, Ze jest to mysl, ktorej
w rzeczywistosci nie moge pomysle¢, gdyz jesli umartem, to juz nie mysle, a jesli
mysle, to jeszcze nie umartem. Mysl ta prowadzi zatem do samozaprzeczen
i dlatego nie ma dla niej miejsca w obrebie rozumu. Dochodzi przez to jednak do
wykluczenia pewnych tresci, a efektem zbudowanego na tym ostatecznego
uzasadnienia bytaby pewna zredukowana ontologia.

Apel: Rzeczywiscie w swej probie stworzenia ostatecznego uzasadnienia
transcendentalno-pragmatycznego wychodzg od kryterium, jakim jest samo-
zaprzeczenie, ktorego nalezy si¢ wystrzegaC. Jest ono wedlug mnie istotnym
kryterium ostatecznego uzasadnienia. Wszystko, czego bez popadania
w performatywne samozaprzeczenie nie mozna zakwestionowac, moze uchodzic¢
za ostatecznie uzasadnione. Stad tez nie mozna tego uzasadni¢ z pomocg logiki
formalnej w stylu, w jakim dawniej to czynit racjonalizm. Ostateczne
uzasadnienie polega na tym, ze wykazania niekwestionowalnosci dokonuje si¢
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refleksyjnie’. Tym samym dochodzi w pewien sposob do przekazania instruk-
tywnej wiadomosci (informative Auskunft) 1 wykluczone zostaje tym samym
wiele z tego, czego nie da si¢ powiedzie¢ bez popadania w reductio ad
absurdum. Nie nazwatbym tego jednak uzasadnieniem jakiej$ ontologii. Zostaja
przez to wyznaczone pewne formalne i proceduralne zasady, ktore uznawane
musza by¢ we wszelkim filozofowaniu. Przyktadem moga by¢ cztery roszczenia
waznos$ciowe [nieodtgczne postugiwaniu si¢] mowa: po pierwsze, przedstawia-
niu przeze mnie argumentdw musi nieuchronnie towarzyszy¢ roszczenie do
sensu, w czym w zasadzie musza partycypowac wszyscy partnerzy komunikacji,
nawet jesli empirycznie nie dane jest temu sprostac; nastepnie [przedstawianiu
argumentow musi towarzyszyC¢| roszczenie do prawdy, co do ktdrego muszg
w gruncie rzeczy zaklada¢, ze mozna mu uczyni¢ zado$¢ na sposdb, jaki jest
wlasciwy sadom, co do ktoérych mozliwe jest dochodzenie do konsensu; po
trzecie [musi temu przedstawianiu argumentdw towarzyszy¢| roszczenie do
szczeroSci, 1 po czwarte [musi temu] nawet [towarzyszyC]| uniwersalne
roszczenie do normatywnej stusznosci moich aktow komunikacji, ktore to
roszczenie musi by¢, ostatecznie rzecz biorac, spetniane w wypadku wszystkich
potencjalnych partnerow procesu argumentowania. Te cztery roszczenia wraz
z zatozeniem ich zasadniczej spetnialno$ci w idealnej wspolnocie komunikacyj-
nej sa tym, co wedlug mnie zaklada sie w sposob konieczny i czego nie mozna
zakwestionowac bez popadnigcia w samozaprzeczenie. Plyng z tego konsekwen-
cje zarowno dla filozofii teoretycznej, jak i dla etyki. Najwazniejsze sg dla mnie
obecnie te wynikajace dla etyki. Poniewaz jednak wprowadzit Pan do rozmowy
hasto ontologia, chetnie powiem co$ na temat paradygmatow filozofii pierwszej.
To, co onegdaj nazwano ontologia, pojmujac ja w duchu Arystotelesowskim,
a wiec filozofig pierwszg rozumiang jako metafizyka ontologiczna, nie moze dzi$
juz uchodzi¢, z uwagi na metodg, za filozofie pierwsza. Nie odpowiada to juz
naszemu wspotczesnemu poziomowi refleksji. Pierwszoplanowe miejsce nie
moze dzi$ tez juz przypas¢ temu, co po Kartezjuszu, a wtasciwie po Kancie, az
po Husserla, bylo transcendentalng filozofig §wiadomosci: temu, iz cofniemy si¢
ku, zasadniczo biorac, odosobnionej swiadomosci, zywigcej wiarg, iz moglaby
uprzedmiotowi¢ lub wzia¢ w nawias caly §wiat i mimo to pozosta¢ jedynym
odosobnionym podmiotem mys$lenia, ktory wciaz jednak miatby by¢ zdolny
poznawaé. Rowniez i1 to okazato si¢ iluzja. Wprawdzie jest mozliwe
przeprowadzenie radykalnej refleksji, w sposob, w jaki rozumiat to Kartezjusz
czy Husserl, ale nie wiedzie ona ku odosobnionemu cogito, ktére miatoby,

3 Trzeba tu pamigta¢ o rozroznieniu, jakim w swej koncepcji postuguje sie Apel, pomiedzy
,dowodzeniem” (tudziez ,,dowodem™: beweisen, Beweis) a ,uzasadnianiem” (tudziez
,.uzasadnieniem” — begriinden, Begriindung), a konkretnie: pomiedzy dedukcyjnym dowodzeniem
a refleksyjnym uzasadnianiem. Ta ostatnia procedura polega na identyfikowaniu i rekonstruowaniu
koniecznych warunkéow mozliwosci pewnej praktyki, takiej na przyktad, jak komunikowanie si¢
z pomoc3 jezyka czy argumentowanie.
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zasadniczo biorgc, wyekstraktowa¢ si¢ w drodze refleksji z publicznej dyskusji
iusytuowaé siebie poza nig, lecz wiedzie na powrot ku operujgcemu
argumentami (auf den Argumentierenden), bedagcemu zawsze czlonkiem pewnej
wspolnoty argumentujagcej, a tym samym ku owemu punktowi ostatecznego
uzasadnienia, ktory dopiero co naszkicowalem (z czterema roszczeniami
wazno$ciowymi i warunkami spetnialno$ci tych wazno$ciowych roszczen). Taki
bylby mniej wigcej stosunek tej transcendentalno-pragmatycznej koncepcji
ostatecznego uzasadnienia czy tez [na dzisiejszy sposdb rozumianej] filozofii
pierwszej do ontologii w rozumieniu przedkantowskim lub do filozofii §wia-
domosci wrozumieniu Kantowskim badz Husserlowskim. W S$wietle
ostatecznego uzasadnienia transcendentalno-pragmatycznego wszystkie te sta-
nowiska jawig si¢ juz inaczej, wszystko nalezatoby zbudowa¢ na nowo,
przyjmujac inng zupelnie optyke. Problemy dawnej ontologii pojawiaja si¢
W pewnym sensie ponownie, lecz oczywiscie nie w ten sposob, by mozna byto
zaprojektowa¢ metafizyczny obraz $wiata, kiedy to pewne podstawowe zasady
miatyby by¢ wprowadzane dogmatycznie jako aksjomaty. U mnie nie wprowa-
dza si¢ w takim sensie zadnych aksjomatow, nie buduje si¢ zadnego systemu na
modte dawnego racjonalizmu, lecz wraca si¢ wciaz jedynie do tego, czego nie
mozna zakwestionowa¢ bez popadania w performatywne samozaprzeczenie.
Wychodzac od czego$ takiego, probujemy zmierza¢ ku problemom, ktore
wylania zycie. Bardzo szybko dochodzi si¢ przy tym do hipotez lub do tatwo
dajacych si¢ obali¢ przypuszczen, ktore w kazdej chwili moga zosta¢ skorygo-
wane i wycofane, przy czym jednak — jesli si¢ juz nie da inaczej — mozna bedzie
zawsze wroci¢ do owego punktu, ktérego nie mozna zakwestionowaé bez
popadania w samozaprzeczenie. Jest to taki punkt pozwalajacy don zawsze
powroci¢ i1 sie¢ don odwolaé (ein Rekurspunkt), co do ktérego mozna mieé
pewnos¢ — tym wilasnie jest on i niczym wigce;.

Rotzer: Jest to jednak takze punkt, w ktorym poczgtek majq formy radykalnej
krytyki rozumu, nie tylko wspoiczesnie, lecz juz od czasow romantyzmu, ktory
probowat odejs¢ od hegemonii operujgcego argumentami racjonalnego
dyskursu i wkroczy¢ w inne obszary doswiadczenia, np. tworzgc sztuke majgcq
by¢ organonem poczucia jednosci (Einheitssinn) w filozofii. Kryteria
[przewidziane w] Panskim modelu dyskursu majg jednak taki charakter, ze na
przyklad estetyczne czy ekspresyjne formy wyrazu pod nie w ogole nie
podpadajq. W jakim stosunku pozostaje ten wszak ograniczony dyskurs
racjonalny do innych form dyskursu, czy to takich, jak ekspresyjne bgdz
estetyczne, czy to takich, ktore postugujgc sie Srodkami racjonalnego stawiania
pyvtan, pokazujq, ze istniejg przyjmowane w teoriach zatozenia, ktorych z zasady
nie sposob uzasadnié ani pojqc¢ intelektem?
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Apel: Znam bardzo dobrze t¢ totalng krytyke rozumu, z jakg mamy obecnie do
czynienia i traktuje ja jako rzeczywiste wyzwanie (die Herausforderung) wobec
mojego wlasnego programu, wobec teorii racjonalnosci i typdéw racjonalnosci,
wobec proby ostatecznego uzasadnienia transcendentalno-pragmatycznego. Jesli
jednak te proby krytyki wystepuja pod szyldem filozofii — jak to daje si¢ juz
zauwazy¢ w romantyzmie a w postmodernizmie staje si¢ czyms$ nagminnym — to
wiktaja si¢ one w performatywne samozaprzeczenie i uchylajg (heben ... auf)
swe wlasne roszczenie wazno$ciowe. Mozna to juz bardzo tadnie wykazac
w przypadku Nietzschego, podobnie jak w przypadkach Foucaulta, Heideggera
czy Derridy. Nie chce przez to bynajmniej powiedzie¢, ze filozofie te niczego
nie odkryly, ale zadanie, jakie wdwczas natychmiast staje przede mna, jest
zadaniem, mozna by to tak nazwac, filozofii pedantycznej. Zadaniem tym
jest takie sformulowanie tego, co zostato odkryte i co szczegdlnie lezy na sercu
owej krytyce rozumu, ktore pozwoli unikngé¢ tego, iz ona sama dokona
zniesienia samej siebie. Wowczas z pewnoscig juz nie bedzie chodzito o fotalng
krytyke rozumu, lecz staniemy przed problemem refleksyjnej autodyferencjacji
rozumu [dokonujacej si¢] wlasnie w mysl (im Sinne) teorii typow racjonalnosci.
Da si¢ wowczas rychto zauwazy¢, ze istnieja okreslone abstrakcyjne formy
racjonalnosci, ktore sa jak najbardziej stusznie krytykowane. Najlepiej, wedtug
mnie, wida¢ to w wypadku Heideggera. Jest zupelnym nieporozumieniem
twierdzi¢, ze logos zachodniego racjonalizmu jest po prostu identyczny
z logosem ,,zestawu” (logos des Gestells), ale jak najbardziej sensownym jest
twierdzi¢, ze to, co Heidegger nazywa ,,zestawem” (,,Gestell”’) jest abstrakcyjng
formg logosu, formg logosu techniczno-scjentyficznego, ktory w czasach
nowozytnych w niebywatym stopniu wysunat si¢, faktycznie, na pierwszy plan
oraz wiodt do wyprowadzania usytuowania cztowieka z tego, co zestawione,
czyli ze $wiata kontrolowanego przez technike, [czyli wiodl] jak to nalezy
rozumie¢: do autozmanipulowania (auch zu einem Stellen des Menschen aus
dem Gestellten heraus, also aus der technisch kontrollierten Welt herausfiihrte:
in dem Sinne der Selbstmanipulation). Tu krytyka jest oczywiscie jak najbardziej
nicodzowna. Ale zaktada¢ mozemy jedynie tylko to, ze to rozum jest tym, co
samo siebie krytykuje. Krytyka nie powinna sama siebie uniewazniac
(aufheben). Jesli w ogole jakakolwiek instancja moze odda¢ sprawiedliwo$é
temu, co jest sprawa estetyki, czy tez temu, co jest tym, co inne w stosunku do
rozumu (das Andere der Vernunft) (popedom, temu co spontaniczne, emocjom,
kreatywnosci), to tg instancja jest rozum. Nie mozna bowiem oczekiwac, ze to,
co jest tym, co inne w stosunku do rozumu, dokona tematyzacji rozumu, rozum na-
tomiast moze stematyzowac to, co wzglgdem niego inne. Rozum jako rozum
ludzki i skonczony musi jak najbardziej mie¢ to na uwadze (schon darauf
reflektieren), ze jest rozumem zapo$redniczonym przez to, co inne wobec
rozumu, a wigc, ze cztowiek posiadajgc rozum nie jest czystym rozumem, lecz
ze jego roszczenia wobec rozumu sg wysuwane w okreslonych, skonczonych
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warunkach, zaleznie od sytuacji, 1 ze sg juz woéwczas zawsze zaposredniczone
przez motywy innego rodzaju: nieSwiadomos$¢, popedy, takze interesy spoteczne.
Rozum musi wiec uznaé to, co inne w stosunku do rozumu i w refleksji
zidentyfikowaé oraz odstoni¢ to, ze konkretne motywy podmiotu rozumnosci
(des Trigers der Vernunft) sg przez to takze zawsze zaposredniczone. Lecz jako
filozof pedantyczny, jak si¢ sam chetnie nazywam, widze obecnie konieczno$é
przeciwstawiania si¢ filozofii pelnej blyskotliwych paradoksow (der geistreich-
paradoxen Philosophie) 1jej roszczeniu do totalnej krytyki rozumu, jak tez
widzg koniecznos¢ sprawdzenia, o co z punktu widzenia zdrowego rozsadku
mogtoby chodzi¢ w poszczegdlnych punktach krytyki. Mozna to przeprowadzié¢
szczegotowo. Na przyktad Habermas uczynit to wzorowo — przynajmniej pod
wzgledem formy — w swojej ostatniej ksiazce o ,,dyskursie nowoczesnosci”*
piszac o Foucaulcie, Derridzie, Bataille’u. Z tymi tezami nalezaloby si¢
obchodzi¢ w ten wlasnie sposdb, to znaczy dokonujac hermeneutyczno-
-rozumiejgcej interpretacji, a jednoczesnie stawiajgc mimo to zdecydowany opor
w punkcie reductio ad absurdum. O tym wlasnie 1 o zamierzeniach wczesnego
romantyzmu, ktore wiodg az do dzisiejszego dyskursu, nie wypowiedziatem si¢
jeszcze chyba w sposob dostateczny. Mozna przedstawia¢ te kwestie jako
kwesti¢ fego, co estetyczne ida si¢ akurat tego dokonaé, wychodzac od
ostatecznego uzasadnienia transcendentalno-pragmatycznego [danego za spra-
wa] racjonalnego dyskursu. Nie jest bowiem prawda, ze wychodzac od dyskursu,
nie zyska si¢ dostepu do wymiaru ekspresji. Jesli w refleksji zidentyfikujemy
i odstonimy strukture dialogu, to zobaczymy, ze istniejg tu trzy wymiary: po
pierwsze przedstawianie (Reprdsentation) standow rzeczy w wyrazeniach propo-
zycjonalnych’; po drugie, apelowanie, a wigc akty komunikacji kierowane ku
innym, czyli wymiar §wiata spotecznego; po trzecie za$, artykulowanie
subiektywnosci czy tez wlasnego wnetrza (des Ausdrucks der Subjektivitiit oder
der Innenwelt). Zadziwiajgce jest przy tym, ze te obydwie nie-teoretyczne i nie-
przedstawieniowe funkcje jezyka, te obydwa wymiary: wymiar komunikowania
si¢ 1 wymiar wyrazania samego siebie, nie s3 w zadnym wypadku jedynie
wymiarami, w ktorych wystepuja symptomy czy tez sygnaty, jak orzekt to Karl
Biihler®, lecz wymiarami odznaczajacymi sie zdolno$cia do refleksji symbo-
liczno-semantycznej. Moj $wiat wewnetrzny wyrazam nie tylko poprzez
symptomy postrzegane przez kogo$ innego, lecz sam mogg skierowac ku niemu
swg uwage 1 moge np. wyrazi¢C moje roszczenie do szczeroSci z pelng
odpowiedzialno$cig, wypowiadajac zapewnienia. W tym sensie nie sg to funkcje

4 Jirgen Habermas, Filozoficzny dyskurs nowoczesnosci, thum. Malgorzata Lukasiewicz,
Wydawnictwo Universitas, Krakow 2000.

5 Przez wyrazenia propozycjonalne (propositionale Aussagen) rozumie¢ nalezy sady w sensie
logicznym, czyli zdania, o ktorych mozna orzeka¢ w kategoriach prawdy badz fatszu.

¢ Por. Karl Biihler, Teoria jezyka. O jezykowej funkcji przedstawiania, ttum. Jan Kozbial,
Universitas, Krakow 2004, s. 37.
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wspolne ludziom i zwierzetom, jak twierdzili to jeszcze Biihler 1 Popper, lecz
specyficzne funkcje ludzkie, przynalezace do rozumu (logos), tak samo jak
funkcja wypowiadania prawdziwosciowych sadow, a takze funkcja apelatywna
zwigzana z roszczeniami natury etycznej i funkcja artykulowania ekspresji
(Ausdrucksfunktion) zwiazana zroszczeniem do szczeroSci i autentyczno$ci
— wszystkie one wspottworza logos jezyka. Jesli przyjmiemy to ostatnie za
punkt wyjscia, to tatwo dotrze¢ mozna do fenomenu autentycznego
artykutowania ekspresji i autentycznego odstaniania $wiata, co z kolei prowadzi
ku temu, co estetyczne.

Habermas poszedt juz tg droga w swej teorii dzialania komunikacyjnego.
Przyznaj¢ wszakze, ze pojawiajg si¢ tu trudno$ci, gdyz jesli punktem wyjscia
bedzie autentyczne wyrazenie samego siebie, to wcigz jeszcze nie bedzie
oznaczato osiggni¢cia spdjnosci, a tym bardziej pigkna dzieta [sztuki — thum.].
Sa to trudnosci, ktérych Habermas w swych ostatnich pracach rowniez jeszcze
nie rozwigzat. Niemniej jednak slusznie si¢ uwaza, ze od autorefleksji logosu
argumentacji prowadzi droga otwierajaca dostep do ekspresji (Ausdruck). Wcale
nie jest tak, jak sie sugeruje, jakoby ta szpetna racjonalnos¢ byta od poczatku
odseparowana od zamierzen, jakie maja ci, ktorzy chcg stematyzowa¢ fenomeny
estetyczne. Jesli w ogole mialoby si¢ o tym moc powiedzie¢ co§ sensownego
i relewantnego, to zawsze oznaczaloby odestanie do warunkéw mozliwos$ci
argumentowania. Do$wiadcza si¢ tego czasami w dyskusjach, ze ludzie
interesujacy si¢ tym, co estetyczne, literaturoznawcy 1 historycy sztuki, chcieliby
sami uwazaé si¢ za artystow lub za takich ludzi, ktorzy maja do czynienia
jedynie zirracjonalng ekspresja, ze nie chca oni dostrzega¢ tego, ze sami
naturalnie réwniez argumentuja 1 wysuwajg twierdzenia, a wigc, ze nie s3
wyrazicielami spontanicznej autoekspresji, za jakich chetnie by sie chcieli
podawac, lecz ze takze poddaja to refleksji i ze chcag wypowiada¢ sady
wysuwajace roszczenia waznosciowe. Nic im nie pomoze: sg w tej samej todzi
z tymi, ktérzy sa skazani na operujacy argumentami dyskurs, taczacy wszystkie
dziedziny wiedzy, takze nauki humanistyczne i estetyke, z filozofia.

Rotzer: Problemem dyskursu operujqcego argumentami jako tegoz medium,
w ktore wpisacé by sie mialy ze swg opor stawiajgcqg specyfikq wszystkie inne
formy dyskursu, sposoby Zycia i sposoby poznania, jest wszak ta okolicznosé, ze
ma on bardzo formalny charakter, tak jak Pan to przeciez juz wczesniej
powiedzial. W jaki wiec sposob w formalny dyskurs, ktory wysuwa roszczenie
prawdziwosciowe, majq si¢ wpisywac tresci? Czy relacja pomiedzy aspektem
tresciowym i formalnym nie jest catkiem dowolna?

Apel: Skoncentruj¢ si¢ na ostatnim na pytaniu o to, jak formalne dyskursy
nabieraja tresci. Sformutowalbym to w ten sposéb: dochodzi do tego, po
pierwsze za sprawg nauk, jak to bylo typowe w czasach nowozytnych, w ten
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mianowicie sposob, ze filozofia bada te tresci pod katem warunkéw ich
prawomocnosci. Z drugiej strony, dyskurs filozoficzny wzbogaca si¢ o tresci
pochodzace ze §wiata zycia. Otdz przedmiotem krytyki kierowanej pod adresem
tego abstrakcyjno-formalnego dyskursu jest wspomniana wczesniej przez Pana
opinia jakoby dyskurs 6w mial rozmija¢ si¢ z tym, o co wihasciwie chodzi
w zyciu. Czemu wigc dyskurs filozoficzny musi rzeczywiscie mie¢ abstrakcyjny
i formalny charakter? Jesli chce on broni¢ roszczen do powszechnej wazno$ci
o typowym dla filozofii charakterze — a chyba musi tak czyni¢ — to musi
zapewne pogodzi¢ si¢ z koniecznoscig pozostania abstrakcyjnym i formalnym.
Nie mozna chcie¢ jednoczesnie jednego i drugiego: mie¢ nacechowany
konkretng treScig indywidualny charakter i wystepowac z roszczeniem do po-
wszechnej waznosci, co jest po prostu integralnym elementem tego, co
filozoficzne. Sg dzi$ ludzie, ktérzy chcg usungé zréznicowanie dyskursow, nie
chcg oni np. zachowania réznic miedzy fikcja literackg a filozofia, czy tez
migdzy opowiadaniem historyczno-narracyjnym a filozofig. Na przykiad Rorty
stwierdzil, ze filozofowie nie powinni pisa¢ tak jak Kartezjusz, lecz tak jak
Marcel Proust. Uwazam to za nieco absurdalne, gdyz po pierwsze filozofowie
tego nie potrafia, a po drugie nie jest to tym, czego nie bez racji oczekuja ludzie
od filozoféw. To jest po prostu inny dyskurs. By¢ moze poréwnujac filozofig
i poezje mozna powiedzie¢, jak Holderlin, ze ,blisko mieszkaja na otchfania
przedzielonych gérach™’. Ja jednak cheé rozwigzania problemoéw filozoficznych
na drodze mnozenia dyskurséw uwazam za absurdalng. Wigkszo$¢ z nich nie
zdaje sobie sprawy ze swoistych przymiotdw, jakimi odznaczajg si¢ wysuwane
przez filozoféw formalno-uniwersalne roszczenia wazno$ciowe, ani tez nie
zdaja sobie sprawy z tego wszystkiego, co trzeba w zwigzku z tym poswigcic.
Przyktad przemawiajacy za koniecznos$cig istnienia formalno-abstrakcyjnych
roszczen wazno$ciowych zostal juz przeze mnie podany. Jesli np. chcemy
uzasadni¢ jaka$ etyke, to musimy sformulowaé zasady, ktoére czynig mozliwag
koegzystencje réznych indywidualnych form zycia. Zasady takie moga mieé
jedynie formalno-abstrakcyjny charakter, w przeciwnym bowiem razie bytyby
one tym, czym byly dawne utopie. Od czaséw Platona utopie chciaty wszystko
konkretnie z géry narzucié, to znaczy narzuci¢ konkretng forme¢ zycia, w ktorej
cztowiek osiagnalby szcze$cie, w ktorej realizowataby sie sprawiedliwo$¢
i w ktorej panowataby harmonia. Z tych totalnych, holistycznych roszczen
wynika zawsze zadawanie gwattu formom zycia. Skromno$¢ i umiar, jakimi
odznacza si¢ filozofia, polega wlasnie na tym, ze wyznacza takie formalne
i proceduralne zasady, ktore czynia mozliwym istnienie przestrzeni dla
indywidualnej realizacji zycia. Zadaniem filozofii nie jest opisywanie i wy-

7 Stowa te przytoczone sg za Heideggerem, ktory nawigzywat tu do Holderlina Pathmos-Hymne;
por. Martin Heidegger, Czym jest metafizyka? Postowie, tham. Krzysztof Pomian, w: tegoz,
Budowaé, mieszkaé, mysle¢, Czytelnik, Warszawa 1977, s. 56.
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jasnianie szczegdlow tego, w jaki sposob realizuje si¢ spontaniczno$¢ zycia i na
jakiej drodze doprowadza do nowych twoérczych dokonan. Temu stuzg inne
rodzaje dyskurséw. Bede wowczas czytal Huizinge — jego ,,Jesien sredniowiecza”
— Burckhardta, albo jeszcze lepiej poetow, aby sobie unaoczni¢ niebywale
zjawiska, by unaoczni¢ sobie spontanicznos$¢ jednostkowego zycia w konkretnie
danych warunkach. Wymaganie czego$ takiego od filozofii jest pozbawione
sensu, moze ona podja¢ si¢ wypetnienia jedynie wlasnego zadania, polegajacego
na wypowiadaniu najogoélniejszych mozliwych sadéw na temat warunkdéw zycia
ludzkiego lub warunkéw prawomocnosci ludzkiego poznania.

Roétzer: Hegel krytykowat to formalne kryterium Kantowskiej etyki, twierdzgc,
ze imperatyw kategoryczny bynajmniej nie dyktuje Zadnych tresci w sposob
wigzqcy. Czy etyka dyskursowa, argumentujgca w sposob formalny, moze podaé
stosowne kryteria, ktore wykluczqg mozliwos¢ usprawiedliwienia w sposob na
wskros racjonalny catkowicie szalenczego systemu? Adorno wskazat przeciez na
to, ze np. de Sade wyprowadzit ,,zlq” etyke przy pomocy w petni racjonalnych
argumentow. Czy w etyce dyskursowej istnieje argument przeciwko mozliwosci
zastosowania zasad formalnych w sposob ,,irracjonalny”, a wiec czy na
przyktad istnieje jakis pryncypialny argument przeciwko morderstwu?

Apel: W kilku swych przykladach zaktadal Kant pewne normy instytucjonalne
jako co$ oczywistego, jak np. wlasnos$¢ prywatna, a nastepnie wywodzil z tego,
ze nie wolno sprzeniewierzy¢ depozytu, gdyz doszloby przez to do uchylenia
odpowiedniego prawa, a wiec, ze nie wolno kras$¢, gdyz w przeciwnym razie
prowadziloby to do uchylenia prawa do wlasnosci prywatnej. Przeprowadzona
przez Adorno w Dialektyce oswiecenia, we fragmencie dotyczacym de Sade’a,
krytyka Kanta, jest moim zdaniem absurdalna. Jest ona — podobnie jak krytyka
Kanta przeprowadzona przez Foucaulta — wzorcowym przykladem nie-
porozumienia w kwestii zasady uniwersalizacji wtasciwe] etyce formalnej.
Wprawdzie to nieporozumienie — czy lepiej niezrozumienie — pokazuje, ze pilna
koniecznoscia stalo si¢ dzi$ przeprowadzenie nowego uzasadnienia — w ramach
filozoficznej teorii racjonalno$§ci — namnozonych przez Adorna typow
racjonalnosci: racjonalnosci formalno-logicznej, racjonalnos$ci instrumentalno-
-strategicznej (majacej istotne znaczenie dla Machiavellego, Hobbesa i de
Sade’a) oraz rozumu praktycznego w Kantowskim jego rozumieniu. Na ten
temat ukazato si¢ przeciez ostatnimi czasy kilka prac Habermasa a takze moich.
Jedno chciatbym tu zreszta zauwazy¢: twierdzenie Adorna, ze nie jest mozliwe
»wyprowadzenie z rozumu zasadniczego argumentu przeciwko morderstwu”
— argument, jaki podziela z Nietzschem i de Sade’em — pokazuje z nieubtagana
wyrazisto$cig, jak nieodzowng rzecza jest dzisiaj ostateczne uzasadnienie
transcendentalno-refleksyjne najwyzszej zasady etyki. Ten, kto nie pojmuje
argumentu z ostatecznego uzasadnienia (Letztbegriindungsargument), ten bedzie
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musial za wiarygodny uzna¢ réwniez inny argument Adorna i Horkheimera,
powtorzony w podobnej formie przez Elizabeth Anscombe i Maclntyre’a,
a mianowicie, iz moéwienie o prawie moralnym bez zatoZzenia boskiego
prawodawcy jest pozbawione sensu. Istnieje jednak pewna sytuacja
paradygmatyczna, w ktorej w sposob calkowicie wolny musieliSmy juz
zaakceptowaé uznanie wszystkich mozliwych partnerow w komunikacji za réw-
nouprawnione istoty autoteliczne: jest to ta sytuacja niepozwalajaca na wyjscie
poza nig i poddanie jej w watpliwos¢ (diejenige unhintergehbare Situation),
w ktorej stawiamy pytanie o waznos$¢ pewnej zasady etycznej.

Co si¢ za$ tyczy Hegla, to wystepujac przeciwko Kantowi, mial on, moim
zdaniem, w jednym punkcie racje: Kant nie dostrzegt tu rzeczywiscie pewnego
problemu, ku ktoremu Hegel celnie skierowal uwage swym pojeciem
substancjalnej etycznosci ducha obiektywnego. Postkantowska etyka
dyskursowa wypelnia pojawiajaca si¢ w tym miejscu luke. Istnieje bowiem
faktycznie problem, jak wyglada dochodzenie do konkretnych norm
instytucjonalnych, jak na przyktad nalezatoby odpowiedzie¢ na pytanie, czy ma
istnie¢ badz do jakiego momentu istnie¢ ma wlasnos¢ prywatna. W tym miejscu
moglby zadziala¢ na ptaszczyznie dyskurséw praktycznych mechanizm budowa-
nia konsensu. Nastepowaloby to mniej wiecej w taki oto sposdb: tym, co
odgornie dyktowane przez transformowany w duchu etyki dyskursowej
imperatyw kategoryczny, jest przede wszystkim to jedynie, iz wszystkie
konflikty maja by¢ rozwiazywane na drodze dyskursu praktycznego i to w ten
sposob, ze do glosu dochodza interesy wszystkich zainteresowanych i ze
zaproponowane rozwigzania pozwala¢ by mialy osiagna¢ konsens uznawany
przez wszystkich. Zgodnie z zasadg formalno-proceduralng wszelkie dyskursy
praktyczne moglyby si¢ toczy¢é na wszystkich ptaszczyznach, poczawszy od
tworzenia prawa az po nieformalne formy dyskursu, w duchu ich aprok-
symatywnego urzeczywistniania si¢. Na ptaszczyznie dyskursow praktycznych,
w ktorych albo obecni sg sami uczestnicy, albo ich interesy sg reprezentowane
przez wystepujacych w ich imieniu, nalezatoby wowczas dopiero przedstawié
konkretne potrzeby i1 wiedze ekspertow o przewidywalnych nastepstwach.
Uwzgledniajac te informacje o nastepstwach i skutkach ubocznych oraz biorgc
pod uwage znajomo$¢ realnych potrzeb samych zainteresowanych, nalezatoby
dopiero wowczas podja¢ decyzje co do konkretnych norm instytucjonalnych.
Dyskursy praktyczne sg wigc tym medium, za ktérego posrednictwem mozliwe
jest zrekonstruowanie tego, co u Hegla zalozone jest jako etycznosé¢
substancjalna oraz zmierzanie ku odbieraniu temu pozoréw naturalno$ci. Nie
zyjemy juz dzi§ w czasach, wktéorych fo, co zwyczajowo utarte (die
Ublichkeiten) obowigzuje bez zadnego nad tym namystu. Catkowicie na prézno
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Herr Marquard i inni chca powrdcié do utartych praktyk®. Zyjemy w czasach,
w ktérych wcigz potrzebne sg utarte praktyki i, oczywiscie, normy instytucjo-
nalne, ale sg to tez czasy, w ktorych wszystko to otacza splot dyskursow,
sprawiajacy, ze wszystko jest przedmiotem potencjalnej krytyki. Nie mozemy
juz tego zmieni¢. Kazdego ranka zaczyna si¢ to juz przy czytaniu prasy.
Wszystko podlega potwierdzeniu lub zakwestionowaniu w wyniku rozumowego
rozwazenia (Rdsonnement) — 1 to do tego stopnia, ze albo idzie si¢ w kierunku
utrzymania danego pogladu (Bewahrung), albo tez w kierunku jego zmiany.
Do tego jednak potrzebne sa ostateczne zasady proceduralne, okreslajace,
w jakich warunkach przebiega¢ maja dyskursy, ktore obecnie sa na wszystkich
ptaszczyznach czyms$ koniecznym do tego, by pracowa¢ nad dalszym postepem
w ksztattowaniu etycznosci substancjalnej, tego, co zwyczajowo utarte,
konwencji tudziez norm instytucjonalnych. Owe praktyczne dyskursy stanowia
mechanizm zaposredniczenia pomigdzy formalnymi pryncypiami a konkretnymi
potrzebami, takze konkretnymi informacjami, jakie musimy wspotczes$nie
posiada¢, by mdc ponosi¢ odpowiedzialnos¢ za decyzje, niezaleznie od tego czy
beda one dotyczy¢ sktadowiska odpaddéw atomowych, zaptodnienia pozaustrojo-
wego, czy inzynierii genetycznej. Wszystko to jest bardzo skomplikowane
1 zaposredniczone, a to, co teraz o tym mowie, jest zgota dyletanckie.

Roétzer: Kant sprowadzit swoje trzy wielkie pytania: Co moge wiedzie¢? Co po-
winienem czyni¢? Na co moge mie¢ nadzieje? do ostatecznego pytania — do
pytania, kim jest cztowiek? Wydaje sie, ze Kant byt zdania, ze takze formalna
racjonalnos¢ winna byc¢ zakorzenmiona w ,,obrazie” czlowieka rozumnego.
Wymierzona w rozum krytyka gtosi — by wyrazi¢ to dobitnie i czytelnie — ze my
w ogole nie wiemy juz, kim jest cztowiek, po czemu tez pojawiajgcej sie
wyraziScie heterogenicznosci nie da sig¢ juz zmeutralizowaé¢ w podmiocie,
rowniez w podmiocie postugujgcym sie mowq. Czy wiec racjonalnosé
proceduralna skazana jest na wlgczenie jej w jakiejs formie w antropologie, czy
tez moze sie miec za od niej catkowicie niezalezng?

Apel: Postawil Pan teraz pytanie dotyczace antropologii filozoficznej, pytanie
o istote cztowieka. Juz u Kanta odpowiedz na to pytanie nie byla taka odpowie-
dzia, jakiej udzielano na nie cho¢by w klasycznej filozofii greckiej. Odpowiedz
[Kanta] stwarzala znacznie szerszy zakres mozliwosci, byla odpowiedzia
wynikajaca z transcendentalistycznego podioza (von einem transzendentalen
Fundament aus), na ktorym tym, co z calag pewnoscig wie si¢ o czlowieku, jest
juz tylko co$ bardzo formalnego, cata za$ reszta jest zadaniem [pozostawionym
w gestii] samorealizacji cztowieka. Kant powiada, ze cztowiek jest istota, ktora

8 Por. Odo Marquard, Apologia przypadkowosci. Studia filozoficzne, thum. Krystyna
Krzemieniowa, Oficyna Naukowa, Warszawa 1994, s. 125-131.
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wszystko zawdzigcza¢ winna sobie samej, a wigc, ze wszystko staje si¢ dla niej
zadaniem. U Kanta nie ma juz jednoznacznie okreSlonej teleologii
jednoznacznie okreslonego powolania cztowieka, ktdra na przyktad u Arystote-
lesa byla jeszcze jak najbardziej wypetniona substancjalng trescia, ale sg jeszcze
pewne warunki mozliwosci bycia cztowiekiem, ktéore Kant zarysowatl swym
zlozonym z trzech krytyk systemem. Z tego powodu mogl on pytanie, czym jest
cztowiek, zestawi€ z pytaniem, co mozemy wiedzie¢, co powinnismy czyni¢ i na
co mozemy mie¢ nadzieje. Odpowiedzi pltynace z trzech krytyk daja odpowiedz
na pytanie o to, jakie bedg takze w przysztosci warunki bycia cztowiekiem. Daja
one nadto pewien zarys mozliwosci samorealizacji cztowieka.

Tymczasem uczyniony zostal kolejny krok w tym kierunku. Ustalenie
warunkow bycia czlowiekiem stato si¢ jeszcze bardziej formalne, jeszcze
bardziej transcendentalne. Nie mozna juz wyeksplikowaé zadnego konkretnego
wizerunku cztowieka, zadnego jednoznacznie okreslonego — konkretnego i sub-
stancjalnego — powotania cztowieka. Tq droga bedziemy musieli p6js¢ jeszcze
dalej. Dzi$ zakres tego, co cztowiek moze z siebie uczynié, stat si¢ duzo szerszy,
chocby technika i nauka rozszerzyly te mozliwosci. Cztowiek moze dzi§ na
przyktad zmieni¢ swoj kod genetyczny. Zadaniem cztowieka staje si¢ wowczas
okreslenie, kim on sam by¢ powinien. Nastgpnie jednak, w sposob jeszcze
bardziej radykalny pojawia si¢ konieczno$¢ rozrdéznienia pomiedzy empiryczng
realizacja a formalno-transcendentalnymi warunkami bycia czlowiekiem. Dla
wielu jest to bardzo nieprzyjemne i niemile, podobnie jak caly ten powro6t do
warunkow formalnych. Chcieliby oni pozosta¢ gdzie§ posrodku, gdzie w zasiegu
wzroku sa konkretne formy zycia. Nasz los zdaje si¢ prowadzi¢ w innym
kierunku. Jesli niebawem miatloby by¢ tak, ze bedziemy takze decydowad
o biologicznych warunkach naszego czlowieczenstwa i bedziemy mogli nimi
manipulowaé poprzez ingerencje techniczna, to woéwczas jeszcze bardziej
cofniemy si¢ ku warunkom bycia cztowiekiem, ktore ewentualnie mogtyby nam
da¢ do reki normy stuzgce odpowiedzialnemu ksztattowaniu siebie.

Juz dzi$ jest to widoczne w takich drobnych sprawach, jak ta, ze np. bez
specjalnych przeszkod bedziemy mogli wpltywaé na procentowy udziat kobiet
i mezczyzn w nastepnych pokoleniach ludzkosci. Nieprzyjemnym problemem
bedzie fakt, ze stosunek 50% do 50% nie bedzie juz miatl swego Zrddla
w naturze. Wowczas pojawi si¢ nowy problem odpowiedzialnej regulacji. Jest to
tylko drobny przyktad na to, iz wspodtczesnie bedziemy konfrontowani z wcigz
nowymi problemami odpowiedzialnej regulacji — az po jurydyzacje — co
rozwigzywa¢ beda musiaty komisje etyczne. Co6z innego mozna w tej sytuacji
uczyni¢, niz w obliczu wciaz rozszerzajacego si¢ zakresu odpowiedzialnos$ci
1 wciaz rosngcych mozliwo$ci samorealizacji powroéci¢ ku temu, co sktada sie na
warunki bycia czltowiekiem, przez co rozumie¢ nalezy, ze jesli ulegna one
naruszeniu, to cztowiek zniszczy samego siebie. Z tym ostatnim mielibysmy do
czynienia, jesli naruszeniu uleglyby takze okreslone warunki, ktére staja sig
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coraz bardziej formalne. Z chwila, gdy zaczynamy mowi¢ o tym [jedynym
prawdziwym] wizerunku czlowicka (dem Menschenbild), jesteSmy zmuszeni do
rezygnowania z okreslonych wizerunkéw cztowieka, przynaleznych konkretnym
formom zycia i skupienia si¢ na warunkach bardzo formalnych.

Roétzer: Czy to, czego sie podejmuje etyka dyskursowa — jesli formutuje sie to
w powyzszy sposob — nie ma charakteru skrajnie utopijnego? Czy sensownie
pomyslana etyka dyskursowa nie musiataby — jesliby nastepstwem rozwoju
technologii miatoby byc¢ uniemozliwienie bycia cztowiekiem — takze innych norm
dla rozwoju nauki, gdyz w przeciwnym razie mogtaby ona rozpatrywaé tylko to,
co sie juz faktycznie przebito i zrealizowato?

Apel: Po pierwsze, wypowiedziatbym si¢ przeciwko stosowaniu stowa utopia
w przedstawionym przez Pana sensie. Droga utopii jest najbardziej odlegla od
drogi etyki dyskursowej. Panstwo Platona bylo pierwsza proba rekonstrukcji
z filozoficznego punktu widzenia prostej moralnosci substancjalnej, zakwe-
stionowanej przez sofistow i1 Sokratesa; 1 jest to rekonstrukcja totalitarna,
stanowigca calo$ciowy projekt majacy zapewnic szczgscie jednostki i1 spoteczen-
stwa, harmoni¢ i cnotg [realizowane w ramach] jednej tylko, konkretnej formy
zycia. Jest to droga utopii, ktora przesledzi¢ mozna w catej zachodniej historii
utopijnych panstw i ktérg odnajdziemy w koncepcjach takich, jak Lenina czy
Mao. Tu mamy [Platonskich] kroléw-filozofow, natomiast wspolczesne wielkie
totalitarne porzadki wschodnie to porzadki zycia (Ordnungen des Lebens) — 1 to
nawet funkcjonujace. Sa to realizacje takiej wlasnie utopijnej koncepcji,
w ktérej holistycznie, jednolicie ma by¢ uregulowane cale zycie, a jednostka
wraz ze swa forma zycia ma by¢ wlaczona w te platonska celowo$¢. Porownanie
szczegotow platonskiego systemu z konstytucja i systemem pedagogicznym
w Zwiagzku Radzieckim byloby zadaniem niezwykle pociagajacym. Byloby to
obecnie oczywiscie zadanie dla filologéw. Problemu utopijnego panstwa nie
chciatbym jednak postrzega¢ jedynie w kontekscie polemicznym, jest bowiem
w tym co$ wspaniatego, jesli si¢ na to patrzy retrospektywnie. To catkiem zrozu-
miate, ze pierwszy mysliciel, ktory by uczynil swym zadaniem rekonstrukcje
etyczno$ci substancjalnej, poszedtby droga utopii panstwa i spoteczenstwa.
Obecnie mozemy powiedzie¢, ze jest to niebezpieczne i ze nie jest to droga
dyskursu i komunikacji, lecz droga ubezwlasnowolnienia wszystkich przez
jednego, ktory dobrze zorganizuje panstwo dla wszystkich.

Drugie za$ podejscie uwzglednia caly zakres dyskursu, to znaczy
przedstawianie wszystkich potrzeb przez samych zainteresowanych oraz
przedyskutowywanie do konca wszystkich problemow. Wraz z tym podejsciem
etyki dyskursowej polozone tez zostaja filozoficzne podstawy dla wszelkich
procesow demokratycznych. To w przypadku tego podej$cia w coraz mniejszym
stopniu moze by¢ odgornie zalecane to, co ma charakter substancjalny, ale mimo
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to natykam si¢ na sformutowania, ktorych i Pan wlasnie ponownie uzyl: ze
filozofia nie moglaby wowczas powiedzie¢ nic wigcej 1 wszystko pozostawitaby
w gestii innych sil. To nieprawda. Jest przeciez bardzo wiele rzeczy, ktore
narzuca zasada dyskursu. Takze instytucjonalna realizacja warunkow dyskursu
praktycznego, w ktorych wyartykutowane zostaja potrzeby i w ktorych
uwzglednia si¢ nastgpstwa 1 skutki uboczne proponowanych norm, ktore
formuluje si¢ w celu rozwigzania konfliktoéw, nie jest przeciez jaka$ btahostka.
Dyrektywa, ktérg zawiera zasada naczelna, wcale nie jest pozbawiona tresci,
w pewnym sensie nie jest ona takze pozbawiona substancji, tyle tylko, ze tre$¢ ta
obecna jest na wysokim stopniu refleksji, ta tre$cig jest mianowicie ciagle branie
pod uwage warunkéw idealnej wspolnoty komunikacyjnej jako ramowego
warunku dla rozwigzania wszystkich konkretnych probleméw. Wynika z tego
szereg ustalen normatywnych, ktore siggaja az tak daleko, iz zada si¢ od
jednostki zinternalizowania zasady etyki dyskursowej takze w przypadku
samotnego dziatania, zada si¢ np. zastanowienia nad tym, do czego zobowigzana
jest ona wobec zniedotezniatego wuja, ktory juz nie moze mowic. Jest to
charakterystyczny przyktad, jaki zawsze podaje si¢ przeciwko nam, gdyz w tym
przypadku etyka dyskursowa miataby nie mie¢ nic do powiedzenia. Jest to jed-
nak catkowicie btedne, gdyz nalezy sobie teraz jedynie zadaé trud prze-
prowadzenia eksperymentu my$lowego: nalezy sobie mianowicie wyobrazié,
czego zyczylby sobie w odpowiednim dyskursie stary wujek, gdyby mogt
méwi¢ 1 wyartykutowaé w zadowalajacy sposob swoje potrzeby. Kohlberg
okresla tutaj doktadniej miarodajne kryterium sprawiedliwo$ci jako ,,pelng
odwracalno$¢ role taking”. Dla etyki dyskursowej tego rodzaju eksperyment
myS$lowy bedzie w poroOwnaniu z rzeczywistym porozumieniem si¢ ze wszyst-
kimi oczywiScie zawsze rozwigzaniem gorszym.

Jest to procedura, ktéra musiataby uwzgledni¢ wszystkie owe stopnie,
o ktérych méwilem. Ale tego typu formalne postepowanie nie jest catkowicie
pozbawione substancjalnej tre$ci. Mowienie czego$ takiego budzi catkiem
btedne wyobrazenia, albowiem naczelna zasada etyki dyskursowej uzasadnia
przeciez ograniczajace warunki dyskursowego rozwigzywania problemow, np.
nadchodzacego upowszechniania koncepcji ,,komisji etycznych”, ktorych
powotywanie konieczne jest do tworzenia nieformalnych instytucji asystujacych
badaniom, nauce oraz technice, w ktdérych to instytucjach odpowiedzialnos¢
zbiorowosci w obszarze nauki i techniki wpasowana by miala zostaé
w organizacyjne ramy. Wszystko to jest wspolokreslane przez zasade naczelna,
ale oczywiscie nie tak, jak to si¢ przedstawia na archaiczng modte, a mianowicie
poprzez bezposrednie okreslenie cndt czy tez obowiazkéw w konkretnie danych
warunkach (vor Ortf). Nalezy takze przezwyciezy¢ dawny poglad, ze za
wszystko odpowiada¢ musi sam podmiot dzialania. W pelni stuszne jest, tak jak
si¢ to dzi$ czgsto mowi, iz jednostka nie moze przejmowacé odpowiedzialno$ci
za nieprzewidziane skutki kolektywnych dziatan naszych przemystowych
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spoleczenstw, a wigc np. za zanieczyszczenie rzek, czy tez powietrza. Jednostka
jest w tej sytuacji, ze tak powiem, bezsilna. Jesli wyjdzie si¢ od metodycznego
solipsyzmu, czego nastgpstwem byloby stosowanie zasady odpowiedzialnosci
w odniesieniu do kazdej jednostki oddzielnie, to woéwczas konieczne byloby
stworzenie nowego projektu utopii. Rzeczg konieczng jest jednak co$ zupehie
innego: jednostka musi stale uwzglednia¢ fakt, ze jest czastka znajdujacych sie
w trakcie realizacji kolektywnych przedsiewzigeé; ze zawsze juz jest ona
zaangazowana w dyskursy. Kiedy czyta co rano gazete, to wowczas orientuje sig,
w jaki sposob moze si¢ angazowac na miar¢ swych sil i kompetencji na wielu
ptaszczyznach organizowanej w dyskursach kolektywnej odpowiedzialnosci. To
wlasnie jest tym, co dzi§ mozliwe i konieczne, jesli w ogdle mamy szans¢ na
realizowanie etyki odpowiedzialno$ci. Wszystkiego tego nie ustalajg juz utarte
zwyczaje w taki sposob, w jaki bylo to mozliwe do pomyslenia w czasach
Arystotelesa. Z tego wzgledu takze, niewiele warte jest to, co na temat tego, co
zwyczajowo utarte czy na temat phronesis majg dzi§ do powiedzenia neo-
-arystotelicy. Nie zajmujg si¢ oni po prostu aktualnym problemem makroetyki
odpowiedzialno$ci w spoteczenstwach uprzemystowionych w obliczu kryzysu
ekologicznego. Wiasciwie dlaczego z ponowoczesnoscig i postmodernizmem nie
wigze si¢ przed wszystkim treSci wynikajacej z tego, ze stawia si¢ pytanie, czym
jest dzi$ to, co calkiem nowe? Co z calej sytuacji §wiatowej jest dzi$ tak nowe,
ze wykracza poza to wszystko, co w nowozytnosci uwazato si¢ za potozenie
czlowieka? Jest przeciez kilka rzeczy calkiem nowych. Po raz pierwszy np.
posiadamy potencjalne mozliwos$ci by zniszczy¢ ekosfere, ktora utrzymuje przy
zyciu nas ludzi i wiele gatunkéw istot zywych. Gdyby z tym powigzato si¢
pojecie ponowoczesnosci, to nie miatbym nic przeciwko niemu, ale to, co
osobliwe, to fakt, ze wigze si¢ je z zupelnie innymi rzeczami i przy tym
dyfamuje si¢ to, co w ogdle daje nam jedyng szans¢ reagowania dzi§ na
rzeczywiste sytuacje kryzysu. Rozwijanie etyki odpowiedzialno$ci jest tym, co
catkowicie Nowe, tym czego si¢ domagamy. W tym miejscu nalezatoby, ze tak
powiem, uzasadni¢ etyke postnowoczesng. Bylaby to woéwczas etyka
odpowiedzialno$ci w sensie etyki dyskursowej, ta znowu musiataby siega¢ do
podstaw, ktore zostaty wigzaco ustalone w klasycznej filozofii transcendentalnej,
np. przez Kanta. Czym$ najgorszym bylaby wiara w to, ze zasady uniwersalne
bytyby tutaj zbedne i ze mozna by bylo powrdei¢ do etyki indywidualnego
ksztaltowania swego zycia, a wigc do etyki stawiajgcej stare pytanie, jak
osiggna¢ szczescie. Nadal stawiam to pytanie, ale przesuneto sie¢ ono na drugi
plan. Pytanie pierwsze brzmi: jak to mozliwe, ze ludzie i formy zycia moga
wzajemnie koegzystowaé w sytuacji, gdy kazdy na swoj sposob dazy¢ ma do
autentycznej realizacji swego zycia. Uniwersalne zasady Kanta udzielaja tej
odpowiedzi.
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Rétzer: Lyotard wigze pojecie ponowoczesnosci z przemianami, ktore nastgpity
wraz z pojawieniem si¢ nowych technologii, w ten mianowicie sposob, ze
obecnie nastgpita zasadnicza zmiana stosunku czlowiek-natura. By wyrazié¢ to
w sposob klasyczny — czlowiek jest pierwotnie jakby otoczony drugg naturg,
formami sztucznie uksztattowanej realnosci, wymagajgcymi innych kategorii niz
te, ktore byly sformutowane w przeszlosci w odniesieniu do tego, co mogto by¢
uznane za realnosé. By¢é moze az do tego stopnia znajdujemy sie w okresie
przejsciowym, iz kiedy mowimy o realnosci czy iluzji, nie wiemy juz, o czym
mowimy.

Apel: Chodzi o rzeczy bardzo rdzne, ktore zostaty powiedziane przez Lyotarda,
Derridg czy tez Foucaulta. Wiele jednak z tego, co si¢ rozpowszechnia, jawi mi
si¢ jako co§ w najwyzszym stopniu osobliwego. Miedzy innymi Lyotard
polemizowat w roznych miejscach z konsensualng teorig prawdy i z konsensu-
alng teorig dyskursu etycznego w takich ich wersjach, w jakich reprezentowane
sa one przez Habermasa i przeze mnie. Argumenty przy tym stosowane sg tak
$mieszne, ze w ogodle nie moge ich zrozumie¢. Mowi si¢ na przyktad, jakoby
dazenie do uzyskania czego$ takiego, jak konsens stalo w sprzecznosci z roz-
maitoscig gier jezykowych i dyskursow i ze o wiele bardziej nalezaloby dazy¢
raczej do dyssensu, by mogly pojawiaé si¢ przede wszystkim innowacje, gdyz to
miatoby by¢ tym, co istotne. Sg to przeciez pol- czy ¢wiercprawdy. Mysla
centralng teorii konsensu w ramach etyki dyskursu jest przeciez stwierdzenie, ze
do osiggniecia konsensu dazy si¢ w warunkach pelnej swobody, a co za tym
idzie, tak czy inaczej, dochodzi naturalnie do dyssensu (Dissens). Dyssens
i konsens tworzg przeciez jedno$C. Jesli chciatoby si¢ zorganizowaé dyskursy,
w ktorych dazyloby si¢ nie do uzyskania konsensu, lecz do dyssensu, to
wowczas nie bylyby to prawdziwe spory na argumenty. Co$ podobnego zapro-
ponowat np. Herr Marquard jako rodzaj dyskursu estetycznego, w ktorym w ogoéle
nie dochodzi si¢ juz za pomocg argumentéw do zgody co do tez, lecz w ktoérym
od poczatku przewidziane jest, ze ,,rozkwitnie wiele kwiatow”. Gdyby na co$
takiego przystac, to wowczas zaprzepascilibySmy to, co stanowi istotg. Ani nie
bylby to juz powazny dyskurs, ani nie byloby to uprzejme. Jesli dyskutuje
z jakim$ cztowiekiem i moéwi¢ mu, no dobrze, powiedz czego chcesz, a ja
powiem czego ja chce i potem ,,rozkwitnie wiele kwiatow”, to dgzeniem naszym
nie jest wcale przejscie od roznicy zdan do uzyskania konsensu. Byloby to
przeciez absurdalne. Kazdy interes wypadlby poza ramy dyskursu, a i ja takze
nie traktowatbym juz partnera powaznie. Uwazam za co$ niegodnego cztowieka,
by da¢ pozna¢, ze nie jest si¢ zainteresowanym polemika. Jest rzecza oczywista,
ze nigdy nie osigga si¢ definitywnego, pelnego konsensu. Wiemy to wszyscy
z doswiadczenia. Tym, co faktycznie jest nam czgstokro¢ dane, jest dyssens co
do sensu wypowiedzi, ale nie moze to w niczym zmieni¢ faktu, ze jestesmy
skazani na to, by dazy¢ do konsensu ponad réznicami pogladow i konfliktami,
szczegblnie w sferze etycznej, prawnej i politycznej. Byloby nieskonczenie
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wielkim osiggnieciem, gdybySmy przynajmniej mogli zastgpi¢ taki typ dyskursu
jak rokowania, w ktorym gléwng rol¢ odgrywajg grozby i zachety, typem
dyskursu poshugujacego si¢ argumentami, w ktorym rola wiodaca przypadtaby
potrzebom i usprawiedliwionym interesom. Jak wiadomo politycy udajg, ze tak
jest. W mediach muszg przeciez wywolywaé wrazenie, jakby wszystkie te
niezliczone konferencje miaty juz taki charakter, przy czym wiemy oczywiscie,
ze najczesciej majg one charakter rokowan. W wypadku stanowisk repre-
zentowanych przez Lyotarda i w innej formie przez Marquarda mamy do
czynienia z zupelnym niezrozumieniem wlasciwej intencji znaczeniowe;j
[pojecia] dyskursu, jaka przyswieca Habermasowi i mnie — by¢ moze nie zostala
ona nawet przeanalizowana. Celem wolnego od przemocy dyskursu jest wtasnie
ujawnienie wszelkich momentéw spornych w interesie uzasadnionego budowa-
nia konsensu, nigdy za$ ograniczanie ich ujawniania, czyli na przyktad prze-
szkadzanie temu $rodkami nie-argumentatywnymi. Tym ostatnim bylaby metoda
dyskursu autorytarnego, ktory rzeczywiscie bylby, by powiedzie¢ to za
Foucaultem, ckspresja wladzy. Wiemy doskonale, Ze istniejg tego rodzaju
dyskursy, ale wiemy, ze moga istnie¢, przynajmniej zgodnie z istniejaca
tendencja takze inne rodzaje dyskursu. Dyskursy, bedace nie tylko wyrazem
zadzy wladzy, wzglednie §cierania si¢ systemow wladzy, lecz takie, w ktorych
rzeczywiscie sg reprezentowane poglady i potrzeby zainteresowanych, sg tym,
do czego nalezy dazy¢ we wspolczesnym Swiecie. Okreslaja one jedyne
humanitarne sposoby poszukiwania rozwigzan w przypadku istniejacych
przeciez prawdziwych roznic pogladow miedzy réznymi dazacymi do
utwierdzenia wlasnej pozycji systemami, a wigc grupami, panstwami i Spo-
teczenstwami. Dyskursy te nie moga by¢ zastgpione przez jakiekolwiek
dziatania estetyczne, w ktorych nie chodzitoby juz o wyksztatcenie konsensu,
lecz po prostu o rozwini¢cie wielu watkow, takze mozliwie jak najbardziej
egzotycznych. Pewne konwersacje czy rozmowy przy herbacie moga naturalnie
mie¢ taki charakter i nie mam nic przeciwko temu. To estetyczne dazenie
nie moze przeciez jednak by¢ na serio zaproponowane jako surogat dla
uregulowania naszych rzeczywistych réznic pogladoéw i konfliktow, do jakich
dochodzi we wszystkich dziedzinach w tonie spoteczenstwa S$wiatowego,
w ktorym codziennie chodzi o wspolprace przy rozwigzywaniu naglacych
problemow. Do tego potrzebujemy formalno-proceduralnego wzorca ksztattowa-
nia dyskurséw, w ktorych wprawdzie dazy si¢ do uzyskania konsensu, ale
w ktorych takze dozwolony jest dyssens w mozliwie jak najwyzszym stopniu.

Roétzer: W przypadku tego rodzaju teorii problemem zdaje si¢ jednak byc
przejscie miedzy teoriq i praktykq. Wypracowanie idealnej teorii dyskursu to
jedno, ale jak jednak nalezatoby jq przeksztalci¢ i stosowac w sferze praktyki?
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Apel: Jest rzecza oczywisty, ze nalezy zawsze czyni¢ rozréznienie pomi¢dzy
normatywnym idealnym uzasadnieniem, o jakim mowi teoria dyskursu, czy tez
odpowiadajaca jej etyka, a ich realizacja. Ale nalezy pamigtaé, ze jest to
niezwykle skomplikowany problem. Etyka odpowiedzialnosci musi tu stawié
czoto trudno$ci, ktora nie jest uwzgledniana w wigkszosci systemow
filozoficznych i etycznych odwotujacych si¢ do zasad. Wprowadzone przez
Maxa Webera rozrdznienie miedzy etykq odpowiedzialnosci a etykq sumienia
bardzo dobrze ujmuje ten fenomen. Filozofowie majg czgsto sktonnosé do
lekcewazenia tego. Jest to niezwykle powazny problem, ktérego nie dostrzega
wielu marzycieli ze wspdlczesnych ruchow pokojowych. W zasadzie nie
mozemy bowiem nigdy liczy¢ na to, ze na przyklad jutro rano o dziewiatej,
bedziemy mogli uczyni¢ rozumny nowy poczgtek, rozumiejac przez to zaakcep-
towanie przez wszystkich idealnych zasad (Idealprinzipien). Widaé tutaj, ze
musimy — myslac teraz kategoriami Hegla — nawigza¢ do historii 1 bra¢ pod
uwage historyczne odniesienia sytuacji (die Geschichtlichkeit der Situation).
Musimy zbudowa¢ przejécie pomiedzy prawomocnos$cia zasady a jej zastosowa-
niem w $§wiecie, w ktorym np. nie mozna liczy¢ na to, ze ludzie byliby zdolni,
czy tez chcieliby rozwigzywaé swe konflikty w oparciu o zasady etyki
dyskursowej. Zyjemy w $wiecie, w ktorym istnieja rézne systemy zorientowane
na utwierdzenie wlasnej pozycji, np. panstwa, ale takze ponizej poziomu
panstwa grupy gospodarcze czy spoleczne; wreszcie jednostki, ktére sg tez
zawsze takimi systemami zorientowanymi na utwierdzanie wlasnej pozycji
i nalezatoby by¢ na tyle szczerym, by wiedzie¢ o tym nawet na kongresie
filozoficznym, na ktorym kazdy uczestnik jest jeszcze jednym malym systemem
zorientowanym na utwierdzanie wtasnej pozycji, ktory gdzie§ w swej gtowie ma
swojg wlasng strategie. W takim §wiecie ma wiec znaczenie aproksymatywne
przydawanie wazno$ci zasadom etyki dyskursu. Konieczne sg do tego okreslone
zasady dodatkowe, ktore nazywatbym zasadami etyki odpowiedzialnosci.
OczywiScie mozna teraz ponownie operowaé takimi pojeciami, jak
Kantowska wtadza sadzenia czy Arystotelesowska phronesis, ale terminy te
przyslaniajg raczej problem zastosowania makroetyki do wspotczesnego
spoteczenstwa $wiatowego. Aktualnych problemow nie da si¢ poréwnac
z problemami zastosowania etyki konwencjonalnej, gdyz stoimy przed
zagadnieniem realizacji przynajmniej w pewnym minimalnym stopniu
konkretnych zasad etyki na ptaszczyznie planetarnej i migdzynarodowe;.
Wchodzg tutaj w gre konieczne regulatywne zasady politycznej etyki
odpowiedzialnosci. Chodzi o to, by zbudowaé pomost mi¢dzy racjonalnoscia
dyskursow budujacych konsens a racjonalno$cig strategiczng, takze racjonalno-
$cig systemowag w rozumieniu Luhmanna. Nie mozna powiedzie¢, ze jest to
jedynie zadaniem politykow, lecz ze w tym sensie kazdy jest po trosze
politykiem. Wyobrazmy sobie konkretne problemy, cho¢by problem matki
zyjacej] w rodzinie w Irlandii Poinocnej czy tez w Libanie, gdzie nie sa
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zapewnione normalne stosunki prawne i wcigz jeszcze codziennie staje si¢
w obliczu walki o przetrwanie. Jak w tych warunkach by¢ dalej moralnym? Jest
to problem mozliwo$ci wymagania od innych etycznosci, co migdzy innymi
poruszal Berthold Brecht. Oczywiscie i na to trzeba mie¢ odpowiedz, ta zas$
moze mie¢ jedynie bardzo formalny charakter. Chodzi mi przede wszystkim o to,
by w tym miejscu nie da¢ za wygrang — pokusa ta pojawilaby si¢ natychmiast
— inie stwierdzi¢, ze zndw widaé tutaj catkowitg bezsilno§¢ wszystkich zasad,
ze nie mozemy uczyni¢ niczego innego niz pozwoli¢ panowaé zdrowemu
rozsadkowi, jak to proponuje Mister Rorty: I'm just an American. Byly to jego
ostatnie stlowa podczas pewnej dyskusji etycznej w Wiedniu. Zapytatem go
wowczas: ,,Czy moge po prostu tak powiedzie¢: «I’'m just a Germany. Odnosit
sic¢ Pan do Dewey’a, ale Dewey dysponowal oczywiscie uniwersalnymi
zasadami prawa naturalnego, prawami czlowieka, traktowanymi jako ukryta
w tle, samo przez si¢ oczywista podstawa. Gdybym to ja powiedzial, to mogltby
Pan woéwczas spytaé, co to znaczy. Czy chodzi tu o «zdrowe poczucie
narodowey», common sense, jaki mieli posiada¢ Niemcy miedzy rokiem 1933
a 1945?” Przynajmniej my Niemcy nie mozemy sobie pozwoli¢ na tego rodzaju
powr6t do common sense. JesteSmy zmuszeni do namystu nad tym w $wietle
zasad. Stanowi to swego rodzaju korzy$¢. Nie mam zrozumienia dla ,,rozstania
z pryncypiami™. Zdecydowanie najgorszym w naszej dzisiejszej sytuacji mie-
dzynarodowej mogloby by¢ urzeczywistnienie owego rozstania z pryncypiami
w znaczeniu cofania si¢ ku potocznos$ci badz ku zdrowemu rozsgdkowi réznych
spoteczno-kulturalnych grup.

Wracajac jednak do naszego problemu. Chodzi o to, by dokonaé¢, majacego
ugruntowanie w zasadach, zapos$redniczenia migdzy uznang zasada etyki
dyskursowej i konkretng sytuacjg cztowieka w $wiecie, konkretna conditio
humana. Aby moglo dojs¢ do zaposredniczenia miedzy racjonalnoscia
strategiczng a racjonalno$cia dyskursowa, potrzebna jest zasada regulatywna.
Owa regulatywna zasada, by uja¢ to w sposob najprostszy, postuluje, iz zawsze
powinnis§my, wspolpracujagc z innymi, zabiega¢ o ksztaltowanie takich
warunkow, w ktorych tatwiej niz dotychczas datoby sie rozwiazywac konflikty
na drodze wzajemnej komunikacji i dazenia do konsensu, warunkow, w ktérych
rozwigzania oparte na uzyciu przemocy lub bgdace wynikiem rokowan, wsparte
na nakazach badz grozbach, mogtyby by¢ zastapione przez takie, ktore zaktadaja
osiagnigcie dyskursowej zgody co do usprawiedliwionych roszczen uczestnikow
sporu. Jest to idea regulatywna w dobrym kantowskim stylu, o ktoérej Kant mowi,
ze zadna tre§¢ empiryczna nie moze jej w petni odpowiadac. Zawsze tak bedzie.
Kant jednak mowi o niej takze, iz ona mimo to obowiazuje. Wielu ludzi moze
oczywiscie dostrzegac tylko dwa alternatywne wyjscia: albo urzeczywistnienie

° Por. Odo Marquard, Rozstanie z filozofig pierwszych zasad. Studia filozoficzne, thum. Krystyna
Krzemieniowa, Oficyna Naukowa, Warszawa 1994.



Nie bedzie pluralizmu. .. 103

idealnych zasad musi by¢ mozliwe w taki sposob, jak oczekiwali tego studenci
w roku 1968, czy dawne ruchy chiliastyczne: rano wyruszamy w gory,
wktadamy biate koszule, a Krolestwo Boze nadejdzie. Inng mozliwoscig bytaby
catkowita frustracja badz rozczarowanie i podazenie w kierunku cynizmu.
Rzeczywista sytuacja wymaga jednak bySmy wytrwali pomiedzy tymi
biegunami opierajac si¢ na regulatywnych zasadach idealnych. Oto niestychana
aktualno$¢ Kanta, oto styl tego mys$lenia zorientowanego na zasady formalne
iidee regulatywne, oto rozmach uniwersalistycznej filozofii. Jest on obecnie
potrzebny bardziej niz kiedykolwiek.
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