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Introduction

In May of 1935 Edmund Husserl, while giving a lecture in Vlenna, proclaimed that
the European nations were s1ck and that Europe itself was 1n a crisis!.. In his lccture
entitled Philosophy and the Crisis of Eurapean&!umamry Husserl set out to present the
elements of the crisis through an advocation of thg “concept of Eurade as the historical
teleology of the infinite goals of reason"2; an advocation which demonstrated how the
European 'world' was the prodlict of the ideas of reason, or, as he chose to call it, the

spirit of philosophy. According to Husserl, the -crisis is, therefore, the failure of

rationalism to extract itself from the superficiality attributed to it through its close

association with naturahsm and objecnv1sm'3 For Husserl the value of reason and its
infinite ob;cchves in the realm of the spirit have been completely undermined through its
identification with science; the latter, being a pure and exact study of the material world,
cannot explain the working of the human psyche and spirit. The crisis of rationalism lies
primarily in its viewing of humanity through the eyes of an 'objective’ an& ‘objectifying’
science thereby reducing the status of spirituality in man to tha£ of a mere object, and

having the effect of alienating the subjectivity of r%an from his consciousness.

e

In h7mous work The Crisis of the European Scienceé and Transcendental

Phenomgnology , Husserl defines in very clear terms the crisis as being related o the

_—

: -
eclipse of the classical Greek congipiof reason and its replacement with a rationality that

. ———
is "merely fact-minded" and that makes "merely fact-minded people"4. Whereas, claims

Husserl, true Reason:

-

.
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is the explicit theme in the disciplines concerming knowledge (i.e. of
true and genuirte, rational knowledge), of true and genuine valuation
(genuine values as values of reason), of ethical action (truly good
acting, acting from practical reason); here reason is a title for
“absolute,” “eternal,” "supertemporal,” “unconditionally” valid ideas
and ideals. If man becomes a "metaphysical” or speczﬁcaﬂg

"

philosophical problem, then he is in question as a rational being..."

L4

This very concept of reason surpasses empirical rationality in its capacity to relate to

knowledge that surpasses the material, the factual. According to Husserl:

All #hese ‘metaphysical” questions taken broadly ... surpass the
world understood as the universe of mere facts. They surpass it
precisely as being questions With the idea of reason in rmﬁ And
they all claim a higher dignity than questions %f fact, which are
.subordinated to them even in the order of inquiry.

In this sense, Husserl is making a distinction between, feleological reason and
instrumental reason. The former is seen as superior to the latter due io its infinite
nature. Teleological reason implies the presence of a spiritual telos in humani‘ty whic};
cannot be detected nor defined through scientific research, for the latter is incapable of
going bcyohd what is observable and what is caiculablc. Scientific, ordnstrumental
reason is based upon mathematical precesses which are but means to an end. It is in its
nature neutral, it can neither pass judgement, nor can it argue a cause or a belief, it can

: N
merely present facts upon which man can base his decisions. If that is the essence of

b

scientific reason, it would seeim rather questionable to treat its presence as a crisis.

By all means, Husserl does not dispute the efficiency of science. He, however,

does dispute a certain confusion which he treats agalc essential promoter of the crisis.
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This confusion consists in the restricting of rationality, the essence of human reason, to

the status of instrumental reason. This restriction is considered a crisis as it suggests
the stifling of the expression 6f the spiritual telos which was considercci-as the promoter
of human reflection, consciousness and most of all cultural advanccment It is w1thm
this context that Husser! is in favour of teleologlcal reason in particular, and of

philosophy in general. For Husserl, the crisis of modernity is a crisis of reason whose

primary victim is man.

Husserl's work, although the object of much opposition?, has the merit of havmg
been one of the ﬁrst in the twentieth century to have succeeded in defining the crisis of
modernity as the crisis of rationality on the.one hand, and of subjective
self-consciousness on the other. Although the present work does .not intend to study
the theory of transcendental phenomenology, it dc;es_ aim to study the crisis of
modernity such as it was defined by Husserl through tl:e anlalysis of a much more
recent theoretical devclopment of the crists, namely that which is found in the work of
Alasdair Maclntyre. The choice of Maclntyre's work is based upon the fact that it
defines the crisis of modernity as the failure of rationality, and it proposes a solution
based upon what MaclIntyre demonstrates as the failu;re of the project of subjective
self-consciousness in the age of Enlightenment. According to Maclntyre, this project,
which is represented in the Kantian theory of ctﬁics, aims to rendc} morality subjective
while claiming for it a universal status, This project combines for Maclntyre a twofold
development: it at once proclaims acute individualism whilé emphasising\the
impossibility of deriving moral obligation from fact. Hence, it declares the separation

of 'Is' from 'Ough!t', thereby discrediting philosophy, for the latter's 'metaphysical

L
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nature' has been taken to mean the science of things transccndmg what is natural or
physical. The scparauon of facts from values and the belief in subjective morahty are
seen to give rise to a dlssolunon of a unified social theory of morality without wluch no
teleology is deemed possible.

Maclntyre's work possesses a unique quality in its diversity of analysis (namely on
the socio-political, economic and philosophical levels), and more importantly in the
very solution he presentstto modem society. In After Virtue (1981) MacIntyre, aware
of the "metaphysical" status of philosophy (which is due to its derivation of obligation-....
from facts) in m-odernity, attempts to render Arist_otelean téleological reason applicable
to modern thought by ciivorciﬁg" it from its anthropological vision of man whi(;h claims
that man is 'social' by nature.” With this purpose in mind, MacIntyre, through a
demonstration of the impossibilitsr of the realisation of a subjective teleological reason
which he attributes to the evident failure of the project of Enlightenment to affirm the
concept of subjective self-determination, will be shown to have arrived at a

'~ philosophical impasse. This i'rr'il;lisé'é"i's“ generated dué 10 the dtteitipt which MacIntyre
makes on behalf of philosophy: to render teleological philosophy rational; hence, to
subject it to the same type of reasoning which directly negates it. This project will be
shown to be sclf—defeatingl Its study will bring to light the contradictions and the
possibilities that face the realm of philosophy in particular,\ and that of humanity in
general. For, it af once tries to deal with the contradictory issues in philosophy (namely
of the possibility of the realisation ef teleological subjectivity as the new type of modem

freedom), and overcome them to reach a philosophically rational solution.
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This work attempts, through the study of Maclntyfe's project, to provide a

definition of the crisis of modernity as not fr:lcfely that of reason, but also of
subjectivity. To do sc;, three theoretical elements will be presented: the concept of
reason, the importance of the study of history as either an evolution towards progress
or towards decline, and the definition of tﬁc nature of man. The above three elements
constitute the basis for the discussion undertaken in this study. They at once aim to
define the crisis and show its relevance to history and to the nature of human teleology s -.
found expressed in modern society. The definition of these elements will take shape
throughout the course of this essay, their purposé consists in dembnstrating the intricate’
connection that philosophy makes between reason, the nature of man and his outlook
for a teleology in history. All three elements are held, by modern socio-political
authors, to be essential to the study of tﬁc crisis of mocfcmity whose historicﬁl bases are

located in the Age of the Enlightenment.

Despite of the presence of the notion of human advancement towards liberty

through the power of human reason in the Renaissénéé; theageof ﬁﬁiightenment has
often been chosen by modem socio-political thinkers, such as Herbert Marcuse, Jiirgeh

Habermas and Alasdair Maclntyre among others, as,the age within which man

recognised that, as Hegel stated: ' '

Never since the sun had stood in the firmament and the planets
revovied around it had it been perceived that man's existence centers _
in his head, i.e. in Thought, inspired by which he builds up the J
world of reality. Anaxagoras had been the first to say that noyz

governs the world; but not until now had man advanced to the

recognition of the principle that Thought ought to govern spiritual
realityS.



It is during this period that a concrete deveIOpment.in ‘almost all areas of
socio-political life has taken place. This age laid foundations in the sciences for the
industrial rcvolutmn, in thc soc10-poht1cal dcvclopment of the modcm state as a result of

| the thunderous French revolution, and in the teleology of man through a unique
development of a new concept of reason. Dcspne of the dwemty of its achievements the

age. of Enlightenment sought with great enthusiasm and candou%@%ahsauon of a

-

unified 'end": that of the liberation of the individual from the limitations of his reality.
Through the development of the sciences came an industrial system that meant to free
_ ‘man from ma.tcrial want; in the socio-political upheaval of the French revolution came the
dismanhing of the old social.order whose tradition imposed a heavy burden carriéd ouf

through its cusiom and religion.

In the French revolution men affirmed their human rights in a charter that advocated
liberty, equality and fraternity' as not mere political demands, but also as
anthropological, ontological fact. The French revolutionaries when declaring a universal
equality were merely echoing the claims made by earlier Renaissance scientists and
philosophers such as Geronimo Cardano, Philippus Paracelsus and Johannes Képler
among others, whose scientific knowledge led them to judge humanity by what may be
called its 'cover’. Humanity, in this tradition, was seen as 'matter in motion' whose
biological and spiritual constitution was identical to that of earthly nature. T'his entailed
the assumption that humanity is homogeneous and is subject to the physical laws of
nature. Thus identified, humanity lost rr;uch of its subjective superiority as opposed to

nature; ‘even in the realm of reason, man's superior faculty came to be considered as a

)
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mere reflection of that of nature. However, it is through man's mastery of this faculty,

that he becomes capable of seizing his freedom. It is also th:ough this faculty that he may

rise from the mere status of an animal to that of a Gc-d9

Hence, it is evident that the motor behind the tremendous socio—pdlitical changesin

modernity lies pﬁmarily in the significance of the concept of reason. Reason imr

eighteent_h century thought was perceived as a vehicle which could elevate man to a stage
| hof absolute liberty. It is absolute, for man is now not only capable of liberating himself
through scientific discoveries from material want, but he is also capable of achieving a
social and political expression of his autonomy; the actualisation of an expression of his
existential freedom incited the belief that what he has realise‘d within him wasx'the faculty
61" decision and of creation. Man's confidence injhis faculty of reason stems from the
material success amassed in nature due to the 1l Itt:r's failure to resist the unravelling

power of scientific reason. In the Enlightenment man's realisation of his freedom could

/
not be expressed in terms of the philosophy of U‘XGrceks, nor of the Epicureans, nor of

the Renaissance, it was a freedom of a hedonist nature, freedom to be rid of the insecurity -

of existing. It is a freedom which was expressed in material acquigition and measured in

calculable terms. ‘It was devoid, at least to a greate extent, of spirituality.

The positing of human liberation as a type of freedom from mdterial wanr€hggests

the dominance of matter over spirit. It has been noted by modern ghilosophers!? that this

dominance indicated the impoverishment in the human conccptioj of the actual value of

humanity in this age. The rise in scientific discoveries a(nel it promotion of a higher

level of human subsistence, turned the hopes of the age\ towards the overcoming of

/’M—"—H"‘-,.
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social discord through the ehmmauon of scarcity. this became more acutely evident in th_'%
phllOSOphy of the French socmhsts such as Comte de Samt-Slmon, Charles Fourier, and
Auguste Comte; hence those who saw. t}_xe,.reahseuon of human equality to reside in an f
equality that can be measufe’d; one_tﬁat"ie demonstrable and ;;hysically realisable. The age
of Enlightenment askedlf_or eeeults in all domains of social development, therefore; the
realisation of "liberty, equality and fraternity" had to tak.e shape within a social system
that is capable of bringing them about in reahty thereby suggesting that llberty is liberty

from material necessity, and equahty and fraternity are goth materially demonstrable The

spiritual dimension of all three demands was thereby, to a great extent, undermined.

It is the above mentioned situatien that drove I:Iegel in the nineteenth century to call
the condition of hurnanity as the state of 'sl':uiritlessness‘. Development in seience and the
fall of philosophy into obscurity gave rise to the phenomenological works of Husserl and
Heidegger who den:lonstmted all too clearly the inadequacy of science as a medium of
human understandmg, while smultaneously discussing the lot of humamty as being
alienated from its very ‘ego’ or ‘Being’, i.e. 1ts 'humari’ s¥if!1. On the socm-polmcal
plane, Max Weber called the human condition that prevalled since the age of
enlightenment as the “dlsenchantment of the world" whose consequences were the
development of structures based upon empirical reasonmg ‘thereby stripping the social
institutions from any humane quality!2. Although su\ch a de:zelopment, claimed Weber,

Lmeant to promote the development of privatised and rational individuals, it had a converse'

* effect: man was found in a society that was mechanised, dehumanised and unfree13.\
A , —
Even in recent pu {icatio-ns of authors such as Habermas and Maclntyre!4, one, can
: - .

explicitly read of dur crisis of education, of ethics, of thoughtful human content.
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Moreover, this complaint is not merely heard on the philosophical level, but also in the

fields of economics, of sociology, of politics and of thcology.‘ Journalists in magazines

such as Time have also written abput crises/found in the ethical values of the public, and”
the latter's indifference to their envi nt and their world!.

Upon confronting such highly disturbing literature one is left with many questions
such as : How has humanity, despite of_its\historical search for freedom, come to
imprison itself wi:thin a world of its own creation? If, since the onslaught of the
Renaissance, man has searched for his self-affirmation through the realisagion o£ his
subjectivity, why is he presently, and has been for the last three centuries, weaving the
very cloth with which he masked his own humanity? and‘ﬁﬁally, how is he to recover, if
at all, the traces of his origit.al quest for true freedom of the human subject? These are
questions which will be addressed in this work; however, since the space given cannot
allow the answering of these questions in their required fullness, Alasdair MacIntyre's

work has been chosen as a representative of current philosophical appraisals of the crisis

problems of the modern age, and has addressed the questions posed above; it is through

the use of other sources that his work will be analysed while primarily concentrating on

the addressed problems.

—--Alasdair MaclIntyre's claim that modern socié‘ty is suffering from a false sense of

liberty is also shared by several modern philosopher§ such as the members of the
Frankfurt school, Mafc'usc and Habermas among others, who also tend to find much in

common in. the philosophy of Max Weber. Throughout his writings Maclntyre has

of modernity, Maclntyre throughout his career has studied thoroughly the socio-political |

10



probed tirelessly for the reasons underlying the dissolhtion of the relationship between
individual and community as it is expressed in the morality of the age. According to
Maclntyre the developmcnt of }he"modem concept of freedom, articulated by Kant and
later by Hegel, has given men'the illusion of liberty. Maclntyre claims that thbée
doctrines allow the individual "to supply his own morality, and at one and the same ti.me,

to claim for it a genuine un1versa11ty"15 Maclntyre cIaxms that "men see themselves in

- the grip of personal powers and forces which are in fact their own forms of soc1a1 11fe,

the fruits of their own actions falsely objectified and endowed with independent

existence”. He also sees them as incapable of realising that they believe in their freedom

in areas of their lives "where the economic and social forms are in fact dictating the roles -

they live out". These illusions, for MacIntyre "constitute the alienation of man®17,

In his recent work After Virtue (1981) Maclntyre is committed to the identifying of two

major aspects: first, the lost morality of the past which he views as being imbedded inthe

socio-political environment, and of evaluating its claims to objectivity and authority;
second, he aims to make good his claim regarding the specific character of the modem
age where he accepts Weber's socio-political appraisal regarding the role of instrumental
reason in the ‘disenchanimént of the world’, and which he identifies as being emotivist in
character. According to MaclIntyre, emotivism is the ethical expression of modern society
that claims that no objective and impersonal moralsstandards exist; hence implying a
complete rejection of the social values that are believed to transcend history through

tradition, MacIntyre's posing of the problem of modernity while identifying it with the

Weberian doctrine of rationalisation and the modern emotivist tradition provides an _

important link between system(socio-political organisations) and huma;lity (modern man)

1



within which the problem of the failure of man to accomplish and’exercise his right to

self-determination can be posed. o ’ ' :\/ {4

It is through the quahﬁcanon of the morallty of the modern age as emotnnst that
Maclntyre presents his- argum)ent concermng the total d1551pat10n of the teleological
concept of reason into the present instrumental reason where the latter tends to dominate
all face.ts of modern socio-political life. Through a historical and philosophical
examination of modern and classical morality, MacIntyre seeks to show that the

Aristotelean ethics, when divorced from their biological connection with the teleology of

man, remains objective and is yet to be rei;_nplemented in modern society. MacIntyre's

affirmation of the dissolution of morality through his close study and interpretation of the .

emotivist tradition renders his solution rather weak and lacking ‘in any realistic
development. In his study he explicitly shows the anomic condition of the modern man,

however, he remains attached to a self-made illusion picturing the awaiting of a miracle

that may transform modern society into a Greek type Aristotelean polis. Analysis will

show that MacIntyre's conclusions are based upon implicit hypotheses that ultimately
lead him into such a pessimistic outiook. Responding to MacIntyre's theory, several
questions arise permitting, not only the locating of the theoretical loopholes prevalent in
his analyses, but also the formulation of a theory conce’ming the crisis of the modern
individu_al based upon his socio-political relations. The questions that are posed within
the comext of MacIntyre's work will also serve to answer those originally posed above.
They are: first, why has Maclntyre chosen the age of enlightenment as the .unique

deveioper of instrumental reason; would this have occurred at an earlier perftﬁgd how?

Second, why can Maclntyre not follow Hegel to a post-Kantian notion of the possibility -

- ¢
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of moral self-determination (Sittlichkeit)? and thirdly, why is the conéept of reason not a
sufficient explanation for his account of modern moral crisis, and-as 4 | Lasis for his

conclusion? ‘ T

To ariswer these questions this work has been organiscd in three chapt&rs. Chapter
one's main‘pgrposé is the presentation of the crisis of modernity. It is divided in three
sections;._-section one is concerned with the presentation.of the crisis of modernity as the
crisis. of .Scientific Value Relativism or instrumental reason which gave rise to the creation
of the fact-value dilemma; the latter signifies the imBssibility of deriving moral

obligation from facts about hu_n;an nature. Section t;uo is concerned with the presentation
| of tl;e nature of tel'eolvogical reason and Maclntyre's account of Emotivism which
represents in his anaiysis the moral theory of modern society. Section thrcg aims to
provide a brief an:/ of some of the modern arguments concerning the crisis of modem
reason. These arguments are shown io be divided in two traditions., The members of the
Frankfurt School who object to modern instrumental reason and compare it with Classu:al
teleologlcal reason are shown to havcia vision of history a§ a decline; the sccond is
rcpresentcd in Habermas' theory of communicative action which treats hlstory in terms of

progress towards 'reason’.

The second chapter aims to provide a thorough account of MaclIntyre's philosophy
and a statement of his appraisal of the project of the Enlightenment. This chapter

demonstrates the outline of his argument conccfni_qg the failure of the latter project to

establish a rationally defensible morality. Although Maclntyre's argument is shown to be.

quite similar to the Hegelian appraisal of the same project, MaclIntyre is shown to be

13
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incapable, due to his own theory of man and society, to follow Hegel to a Post-Kantian
theory of subjecté_\g,.-self-detérmination. Also it is in this chapter that Maclntyre's
philosophical elements of his own presentation of a rationally defensible theory of

human teleology are presented and analysed.

i
7

T
Chaptgp‘three is primarily concerned thh the presegfation o\the\shortcommgs

present in MacIntyre s sehution. These conm& pmarily of the latter's refusal to accept
the presence of a Sllb_]CCthl‘ty in humamty. For MacIntyrc the fatlure of the pro_1ect of the
Enlightenment represer@)he impossibility of the Iiresence of & moral order based upon
“universal subjectivity", thereby indicating that any solution for the crisis of modernity
must undertake a project to anmhlhate the presence of i 1nd1v1duahan1\and replace it with an
Aristotelean theory of society. In thJ.S sense, MacIntyre is not treatmg the modém crisis
as a crisis of reason and subjectivity combined, rather it is a cnsm of reason and of
society, caused by the illegitimate apd-ifnpossible demands of instrumental reason. The
second section -of this chapter disputes the fact that a theory of "universal subjectivity"

cannot exist by showing that the Enlightenment project is not the inventor of either the

. L
individual or the universal theory of subjectivity, rather these elements were present in the .

philosophy of the Renaissance wherein a false fusion between a dialectical conception of
freedom occurred. This su'ggcstion attempt‘; to clarify the questions regarding the
interconnection between the three elements: reason, historicity and human nature, and
those which I have posed above concernmg thc reasons for which modern man has not
succeeded in achieving a freedom which was at once spiritual and material. It is also in

view to search for the reason underlying the incoherence of the Kantian theory of the

categorical imperative, which is taken to represent the failure of the Enlightenment project

14



and of the impossible existence of a theory of "universal su

concerned to expound.

bjectivity" that this study is

15
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. Chapter One: Elements Of the Crisis

In The Eclipse Of Reason (1974) Max Horkheimer definés the crisis of modernity as:

.

The crisis of reason [which] is manifested in the crisis of the
individual, as whose agency it has developed... The individual once
conceived of reason exclusively as an instrument of the self. Now
he experiences the reverse of this self-deification. The machine has
dropped the driver; it is racing blindly into space. At the moment of
consummation, reason has become irrational and stultified. The
theme of this time is self-preservation, while there is no self to
preserve.l '

In this short passage Horkbeimer has succeeded in pointing out the most salient
elements of the crisis that have been widely discussed in numerous lines of philosophical
thought. For some time now modern society has been seen as suffering from a crisis

* which has been often associated with ‘reason’, of which the individual is taken to be the

!

primary bearer, and so it seems its primary victim. Reason in modernity has become

‘unreason’, its irrational tendencies towards infinite material accumulation no longer
. : . L
serves its purpose for mere. self-preservation; rather, it has become an instrument of

oppression, not merely of those it deprives through its unsatiable machine, but of the_

- very individuals it is said to serve. Man in modern society can be said to be\hc victim of
'a tug of war between 'reason’ that is scientific, which is incapable of guiding him in
questions concerning metaphysics on the one hand, and 'human nature' that tends
towards the knowledge of spirituality which lies beyond any given or possibly proven

experience on the other.

w [
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According to Horkheimer, this 'supposed' split between the nature of man and the
type of reason that man is currently applying,ié due to the rise of individualism which
took place at the end of the middle ages and at the éutset of the Renaissance, while

"reaching its highest magnitude in the age of enlightenme;lt.' Horkheimer states here that
once the individual "conceived of reason e:ﬁclusively as an instrument of the self" reason
became 'irrational' and the individual's selfhood fell into ‘nothingness'. 'HoWevér,
modern reason has become irrational as opposed to what ‘rational’ sta‘te of _‘reason’? and
consequently, man's identity has become 'monexistent' with reference té what other?
What Horkheimer léft implicit in his definition of the crisis is the reference to an earlier
concept of reason that originated with classical Greek culture wherein a vision of the
nature of reason, of hum‘anity and its 'end’ were explicitly formulated in the writings of
the ancient Greek philosophers Plato and Aristotle, whose work repfesent the scholarly

reference to social scientists concerned with the search for the ideal state of social

existence.

Classical reason is seen as the original model, the authentic definition of the process

| of human intellectual activity to which it is posited as its end; Reason is teleow
} the sense that it is not an immediate 'given’; rather it is posited as the end result of a
— serious intellectual enterprise. In comparison, modern reason is considered as irrational,
—forih its very being itisa gwe{njﬁ@r\{ls to an end that lies beyond § ;\t. Modern reason is
instrumental because it is used as means to an ultenor end. Classical reason, when

achieved, aims to an end that is purely social and that reaches towards the social 'good’

which is, for Aristotle, embodied in a city state (Polis). Modemn reason, on the other



hand, is irrational in its very purpose, for the 'ulterior' end to which it aims is not social
nor must it be considered a 'good' by others; rather, it is an individualist 'good' that may

not have any benefit to others, but may in reality contradict the latter's interests.

The bipolarity of the two cdncepts' of reason, tclcological and instrumental, may only

' appear plausiﬁle when an understandihg of each concept is acquired. Itis the purpose of

this chapter to demonstrate the plausibility of its claim as to the existence of a crisis of
-

modegnity, as well as to provide an account of its essential element, reason. To attain this

end, section one is concerned with defining the very nature of modem scientific reason;

its basic premises, its origins and their theoretical implications will be demonstrated .

through a study of Amold Brecht's theory on Scientific Value Relativism. Also, a study

of various texts written by Max Weber wjll help illustrate the actual implementation of
Scientific Value Relativism in the socio-pbﬁfical organisation of society. .

Section two shall present MaclIntyre's formulation of the crisis which is based upon

‘his study ‘of modern scientific reason wherein he demonstrates how the doctrine of

emotivism is the very expression of Scientific Value Relativism. MaclIntyre's evaluation

»
responsible for its neglect. A closer, view of teleological reason will be taken within the

context of MacIntyre's analysis.

Finally, section three shall present an overview of the crisis that is found in the work
of the follbwing modern socio-political ‘philosophers: Herbert Marcuse, J urgen

' Habermas, Max Horkheimer and Theodore Adorno. Despite of the diversity found in

[ Y
s
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their analyses, these authors affirm that modern society is ailing of a crisis of reason
which is prevalent in all facets of its modern socio-political life.

Scientific Value Relativism in Social Science

Nature and Nature's laws lay hid in mgh:
God said "let Newton be’, and all was light 2

From the Renaissance onward the mental outlook in the western world differed ffdm
that of the medieval period in two important ways: the diminishing authority of the church
and the rising authority of science. The rejection of ecclesiastical authority did not come
as an immediate ‘reaction to the espousing of scientific theory, rather, it came in
connection to the study of the Greek and early Roman philosophies. On the other hand;
the first considerable irruption of scientific knowledge came in the publication of the
Copernican theory in 1543; however, this theory did not become important until it was
revised by Kepler and Galileo in the seventeenth century. This development announced
the beginning of the long struggle between science and dbgma, wheérein the traditionalists

seem to have fought a losing a battle against the new knowledge.

Scientific knowledge, whether theoretical or practical® was welcomed for two basic
reasons: theoretically, its. teachings had none of the institutionalised bearings of the
church; those who acceptcé or rejected it were free to do $0, for it simply appcaled to
their reason. Moreover, it did not, like Catholic dogma, lay down a complete system that
provided man with a concrete plan for his morality, his hopes and the future of th%

universe. Science provided simply whatever at the time was scientifically ascertained; it
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provided a knowledge that could be seen in all fts elements and properties, hence it

provided tangible truth. Science did not merely provide theoretical bases for the learned,
but it also provided practical innovations for the masses. As theoretical sciences, found |
in the work of Renaissancé scientists such as Kepler ang‘i }’aracelsus, provided ground for
. the understanding of the world, so practical science pro;-.ided means with which to alter
the world. The practical importa_nce oftsciencc could be seen in the inventions of
Leonardo ba Vincti in architecture, and in Galileo's improyement on the a::ticlcs of war.
Today one could discern with much ease the role scienée had in the creation of &om?c
bombs and other dangerous weapons. The triun}ph of science has been mair ly‘due'to its
practical utility, and in the common view there ﬁas been a tendency to div::ivit from its
theoretical dimension, thereby making of science a mere technique rather than a doctrine.
Theoretical science came .to be associated in every day life with its results that were
demonstrated through its practical dimension thereby letting theorjgfall into obscurity.
Aiongside the development of science, came the emancipation of sockcties from the
power of the church which ultimately led to a dissolution of com@unal ties, as well as to
the rise of individualism whose acuteness could be seen to intensify as the evolution of
historical events reached the age of enlightenment. In philosophy the acute call for
subjectivity could .be grasped in ‘thc philosophy of Descartes who built all knowledge
from the certainty. of his own being, and who would only accept clearness and
distinctness as the criteria of truth, which was also subjective. On the social level, the
afnanf:ipaﬁon from church authority left two gaps in the human social condition; the first
consisted in the bfeaking down of communal ties; the second was the inherent dissolution

of a unified system of values. Practical science with its efficient technique in the ordering -
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of reality was building up in men a certainty with regards to their power, only its

realisation was not irid;'vidualiét, but collective. New scientific innovations demanded the

collaboration of a fremendous amount of human power as means for 1ts efficiency. One
author suggested that a seventeenth ccnfu_xy man would have been ablc to do more things
for himself on a desert island than would a man of our century. HoWever, this
collectivity is not comparable with the collectivity of a Greek cify state, for this scientific
unifier, unlike religion and Greek ethics, is ethlcally neutral: it gives ' men the possibility
to perform wonders, but it does not and cannot mdlcatc to them what wonders to
perform. Looked at in this way science is inadequate. In the practical realm it gives
complete answers as to 'hgw' odﬁe. may perform a task; whereas on the qilestion 'to wha;
end’, scientific reason is silent. Ends no longer fall in question, only the effectiveness of

the process is valued. It is at this point that the question concerning the validity of the

applicability of scientific method as an adequate theoretical system according to which -

man ¢an organise his‘social life, his aspirations and his telos can be raised. There are

philosophical arguments that either support or reject such a proposition, therefore before
espousing either position, a look at what scientific method can and canmot provxde in way

to help man in his decisions concermng the orgamsanon of his life-world must be taken.

For this purpose we now turn to a definition of Scientific Method, as well as to a study of

the theoretical components of the philosophical doctrine of Scientific Value Relativism,

Science! true daughter of Old Time thou art!
Who alterest all things with thy pcering eyes:

Why preyest thou thus upon the poet's heart,
Vulture, whose wings are dull realities?

E.A.Poe
Sonner-To Science

i
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Science, a word derived f{om the Latin scienria meaning;'knowledge?; is a
systematic and unbfased study of the world, including every thing that can be seen or

detected in nature, man, and society, and the knowledge that grows out of such a study.

Science is based upon the assumption that there is some order to the world-that i 18, that

~ some events appear to happen as a consequence of some other events. Scientists try to

understand, explain, and predict the manner in which everything in the world behaves
. - J

and acts. .To do so, they study various objects, forces, and events - such varied

phenomena as stars, atoms, chemical reactions, social groups, and human attitudes.

| Science's flexibility is based , in the first instance, on its method. The Scientific Method

is not a specific set of rules for discovering new scientific knowledge. Ra;her, 1t is the
general procedure that‘ sc1ennsts generally follow. -Any acceptable scxennﬁc inquiry has
to comply w1'th a procedl_lre that involves the studying of an identified problem through
observation, description, fneasurement, acceptance, inductive and deductive reasoning,
testing, correcting and pfec?icting“.

-

Scientific inquiry.is not a simple mechanical process whose unthinking mechanism is

| ?&sgned to produce a given product Scxentlﬁc inquiry requirés from the outset, namely

the act of definition of a subject of i mqmry, the insight and expenence of the humin mind.
The selection of the problem supposes in advance the already active processes of
observahon classxficauon and induction. Scxentlfic Method cannot offer a substltute for

L8
the creativity of the human mind. It, as Brecht stgtes,"merely insists - at least in its

exclusive interpretation - that all ideas, however h ardous, mechanical, or creative in

b
their origin, must finally be processed in line with Scientific Method in order to become a

.
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part of the body of science”®. An idea is only considered scientific when it is capable of

withstanding the scrutinizing test of Scientific Method.

G s

~

Sciéntiﬁc Method is based upon subjective study which relate primarilj to the
observer's own conception of reality. Due to its subjective nature every empirical study
is left open to challange in science ( here§tudy extends to encompass the process of
observation, description, classification and logical reasoning). Even theories that have
stood extensive tests, and that are called Laws, are not regarded as absolutely true

statements. Rather, they are viewed as approximately true statements which will be

changed, extended, and improved a&W knowledge is discovered.

1

) N

Since the object of this work will not profit from a thorough discussion of the
numerous stages of Scientific Method, it suffices for us here to relay the specific meaning
of certain notions that will be of interest to the discussion on Scientific Value Relativism.

These notions consist of the observation, truth, reality, and logical reasoning. -

Empirical observation in its very being is a process which demands a certain type of
selectivity of objects to be studied. It, therefore, demands that the mind selects through
intentionality the objects and subobjects of observation, using several prior knowledge, - )

conceptions and experiences which may effect the very outcome of the inquiry.

Both types of observations, extrospective and introspective, are primarilysubjective
in nature. 'Extrospective’ observation, or observation which focuses on objects that lie

outside the self, is relatively less subjective than introspective observation which signifies
~ T
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the act of observation within the self, where there is only one subject that observes itself,
‘Extrospective' observation profits more from the possibility of others having a parallel,
impression regarding the same object. However, it should be emphasised that eveﬁ
. 'introspective’ observations are generally ‘understood’ by others although the same exact
experience was not felt by them. This understanding stefs from what Brecht calls as
“consubjectivity”, which he defines as the ability to have parallel impressions among
different subjects. Brecht uses 'consubjectivity' rather than 'intersubjectivity’, because it
expresses "the Yruth of the common-sense assumption that one and the same thing often
causes parallel impressions in different human-beings"7; wher'ggg intersubjectivity’
denotes the process of intercommunication. It is vital to realise that consubjectivity is

necessary for intersubjectivity, as the latter is necessary for the existence of science.

Empirical observations are completely dependent on the observer's power of
discrimination, personal interest and even physical capacity; for the means of
observations depend totally on the limits of our humén structure;, and in case of
introspective observation, they are limited by our emotional well-being. It is for this
reason that Logicians emphasise that "immediate" empirical knowledge does not exist8,

and that a verification of our observations is in order. ‘

‘The criteria for the acceptance of an observation which is subjectively made depend
entirely upon the degree to which it corresponds objectively to an actual fact. Scientific
Method accepts an observation as a fact on the basis of a) sufficient accuracy in th€ refx)rt

made, b) correct and adequate information, ¢) a support of the observed facts on actual

25
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facts®. However, one may be tempted to ask what are actual facts? Facts are mainly what

is held as the truth, According to Brecht, there are two main definitions of truth. The

first corresponds mainly to reference to events that have been historically related (events

such as 'Germany was defeated in World War ). These truths may not have been

observed, but are recorded as having actually existed. The second sensé refers to a
staternent (such as 'John F. Kennedy was assassinated’ ) is true or untrue. In this
sense, a statement made that has not been recorded is not a proven truth and it may be

erroneously accepted as truth although the said historical fact did not occur, and vice

versa.

Scientific Method accepts the first type of knowledge as truth. According to this
method only empirically tested, valid, verifiable hypotheses.are considered truthful. This
type of classification of the truth demonstrates the gulf between the truth that is held in
faith and in religion, and scientific truth. Elements in religion that are taken for truth may
not be accepted in relation to Scientific Method, for the latter will only retain as truth that
which is empirically verifiable. This distincfion is important for the analysis of Scientific
Value Relativism, since the latter is the application of Scientific Method ?o the realm of

philosophy, the acceptance of certain philosophical elements is denied to those that are

ot empirically verifiable,

" Questions concerning the significance of fact and truth are seen to be directly
connected to the question of subjective, and objective facts. Until now the definition of
“actual fact" as opposed to "subjective fact" is rather ambiguous, for the latter must be in

accordance with the former to be accepted as truth, but the very definition Scientific
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Method makes of 'objective fact' is still wanting. According to Brecht, an objective fact

corresponds to what is 'real’. Scientific Method!does not claim to be able to answer with -

certainty what is reality,:it-rathcf encourages scientists to accept what exists as ‘real’.
Scientific inquiry, unlike philosophical inquiry, is not concerned with the Platonic or
Christian Truth which lies Beyond the phenomenal world. Scientific inquiry attempts to
Ashow what is 'real’, to verify its existence, but it does not enter into questions of
metaphysics. The objective fact, althoughlontological in character, deals with the
question of 'Being as Being' not in the metaphysical sense, but rather in the
phenomenological sense. Modern ontologicﬁ studies have recenﬂy’attcmi)ted to direct
ontological qucs-tions away from the realm of metaphysics into the realm of

‘phenomenalo,

In this respect, a question of reality is directly associﬁted with the actual world. The
world for the scientist is reality; its study provides him with the truth regardmg his
expcnenccs within it. Sc1ennﬁc Method cannot enter into inquiries on mctaphysmal
questions, for the latter's very existence cannot be proven by science. Nevertheless,
science gloes not deny metaphysical existence, it merely considers it as a'reahn on which
_science has to remain silent. | ' | o

Scientific Method demands that a hypothesis (a proposition so stated that its truth r'nay
be tested by making certain observations), formulated as to the nature of 'reality’, Iqé fully
proven through logical reasoning, the léttcr being strictly analytical. Reasoning is
aﬁalyﬁcal whena conclusi;m is derived from a proposition without adding anything to its
meaning. To say that ‘all birds can fly' and an eagle being a bird, it too can fly, is a

strictly analytical statement. The conclusion is derived strictly according to the meaning
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- of the statement 'all birds can ﬂy'. This statement does not conclude what is an eagle,

nor does it explain the act of flight, it merely deduces the fact that in bemg defined as
bird, an eagle can fly. This consututcs the nature of deductive reasomng

Deductive rcasoﬁing is analytical due to its strict adherence to thé meaning of-‘thc
ﬁroposition, and for this reason it is considered in Scientific Method as the absolute
truth. In the same time logical reasoning ceases to be analytical whenever a proposition
adds something to the meéaning of a given term or proposition; it, as a consequence,
becomes a 'synthetic’ rather than an 'analytic' statement, The concept of eagle must fall
within the definition of a bird; otherwise adding it to this deﬁni-tion of 'bird' will alter the
meaning of the proposition thereby rendering it fallacious. One may pause here to ask the
following question: if deductive reasoning is the process of turning generalisations into
statements that apply to certain other observed facts, and that these statements must be
analytical, hence mt;st not be altered in mcani'ng, how are statements generated, and
where do they come from? The answer is based upon the second type of scientifically
accepted reasoning, Induction. Inductive reasoning is the process of generalising from a
number .of observed facts. Induction consists of putting together the subjective
observatioﬁs into a pattern or generalisation. For instance, if ond-is acquainted with ﬁ\'rc
or six businessmen who, although residing in dxfferent cities, vote for the conservative
party, one would conclude by induction that there is a rclahonshxp between the business

world arid the ideology of the conservative party. On the other hand, the process of

deduction consists of applying a principlzesto arrive at a conclusion!l. From the example

of deduction cited above, one reasons that "all birds can fly', hence one can infer that if .

an eagle is a bird, it too can fly. Reynolds, a social psychologist who has written a

-
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useful introduction to empirical theory calls mductkn rescarch thcn~theory and
deduction "theory-then-research"12.

Both methods of reasoning can also be found in antiquity: Plato's logic exhibited in
Parmenides is deductive, whereas Aristoteléén research, which included the collection of
data in the field of politics, physics and biology among others, cmpidys the inductive
approach. In the Renaissance, Francis Bacon in 16_20 wroti | of the "two Ways of
searching into and discovering truth". The first, he stated, relies “on the most general
axioms, and from these principles, the truth of which it takes for settled and immovable,
proceeds to judgément arid to the discovery of middle axioms." The second which is the
method he recommended "denves from the senses and particulars, nsmg by gradual and

unbroken ascent, o that it arrives at the most general axioms last of all" The first

method Bacon refers to is deduction; the second, and the one he prefered, is induction!3.
So far we have discussed some of the concepts of Scientific Method, what is now
needed is an explicit statement as to the principles that make it into a theory. Although
Scientific Method is primarily based on the result of i'ts experiments,»it, -nevertheless,
contains a certain number of a-priori principles. On th.is subject Brecht introduced a
distinction between at least two types of a-priori principles; the methodologically
repudiated a-priori and the immanent methodological a-priori. The first represents "all
notions, propositions, or postulates thatare extraneous to the system or method of
thought undcrwhic’p the inquiry is conducted". It is any proposition %ot_intmduced in
line with Scientific Method. This type of a;priori is rejected due to its "positive and

substantive character”, as they are propositions of the most hallowed type, such as "there

.



is an almighty God", or “All men are equal," or " All power corrupts”. Such propositions

are not admitted by Scientific Method as a-priori irrespective of experience. They are

considered in scientific discussions as "out of order”.

On the other hand, the immenant methodological a-priori is not ruled 'out of order’,

but, rather underlies the Method's operations although it too cannot be ‘verified through

scientific inquiry. This type of a-priori includes " 'consubjectivity'; the ability of

observations to disclose "facts"; causality, or at least regularity; and some human freedom -

of will"14, In the strict sense, Scientific Method does not incorporate these assumptions,
but it, nevertheless, allows the scientist to accept them without being, considered as

guilty, in using them, of violating the standard rules of procedure. The justification of

the use of such "immenant methodological a-priori”, which are themselves not reached

throngh Scientific Method lies primarily in the last instance "on the practical gound that
only such knowledge as is supported by" experience and logical analysis is/ capable of a

conclusive transmission from person to person”, or the ability to transn-\it,knowledge qua

knowledge from person to person; hence "intersubjectively transmitted knowledge"15.

Scientific Method's exclusivity is based upon a type of knowledge that is both.
transmissible and value-free. Both concepts are important to-oyr discussion , for such an

exclusivity denies the recognition of any type of knowledge that either cannot be

transmitted intersubjectively, or a type of knowledge that, instead of presenting

knowledge in th\efonn/c;;' mere 'evidence’, presupposes the presence, of a 'value'in its

very content. Scientific Method is zealous to cx{hy ‘evidence' that cannot be

transmitted, and in the same manner, when an ‘evidence' is transmitted no criteria for its -

ral
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acceptance or rejection is to be presented as a result of its transmission. This type of
transmission of knowledge has succeeded within the realm of natural science, wﬁcre
matter is easily subject to empirical reasoning; however, how is this exclusivity possible
when Scientific Method is applied to questions involving morality, social organisation
and religion? Is Scientific Method applic(able to questions concerning human values?
Thqsc are the very type of questions that involve the théory of Scientific Value

Relativism.
Is and Ought!

The t.heory of Sci'entiﬁc Value Relativism deals with the acceptance of Scientific
Method in the realm of philosophy. According to Brecht "Scientific Value Relativism '
holds that: |

1. the question whether something is 'valuable’ can be answered

scientifically only in relation to

a) ‘some goal or purpose for the pursuit of which it is or is not

useful (valuable), or to .

b) the ideas held by some person or group of persons regarding

what is or is not valuable;

and that, consequently, :

2. itis impossible to establish scientifically what goals or purposes
s are valuable jrrespective of ' .
a) the value they have in the prusuit of other goals or purposes, or
b) of someone's ideas about ulterior or ultimate goals or
purposes.16 . \

T

-

Scientific Method is, therefore, capable of taking into account, or of classifying the

* type of purposes which are pursued by people at some definite place and time; it can
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calculate the suitability of the means to achieve these chosen pruposes. It can also
provide an assessenient of the quality of a pgrsaﬁ character such as courage and

patience, as well as the quality of a thing, such as a knife's sharpness etc.. Howéver,

Scientific Method cannot determine the kind of pursuit that an individual should

undertake. In essence, Scientific Method cannot state in "absolute termis, whether the

purpose pursued by us is good or bad, right or wrong, just or unjust, nor which of

several conflicting purposes is more valuable than the other”!7. Scientific Method can_

only answer such questions in a "relative” manner with reference to other comparable

purposes that are being pursued. Through its discovery of the meaning of the purposes

that are valued, Scientific Method can influence their pursuit or their abandonment, but it

can never say so in 'absolute’ terms. It gelferally presents the evidence, normally
T

presented through the meaning, or the demonstration of the consequences that the pursuit

of a certain purpose may bring about, but it does not demand an acceptance of this
evidence, nor does it qualify it with an ‘evaluative' term.
. —~—
Scientific Method's limitation lies, then, in its inability to claim itself as the provider
of ethical determinable values. In its very subjective nature, Scientific Method is

incapable of making a claim to universality. It is rather concerned with ﬂ%tudy of

unique combinations of circumstanccs that'm% not e repeated in the future, It is for this

very reason that Scientific Method is unable to enter into the questions posed in normative

“theory. Posed clearly in normative theory is the question of 'values' or ‘norms' to which
ry y q

man's activity 'ought’ to aim. However, Scientific Method is primarily concerned with
‘evaluaiions' and not with 'values'. It can observe what people value, and consider as

valuable in a concrete sense, such as jewels or money or health.  But the question of
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whéthcr these things are really valuable, apart from the purpéses they serve and from the

consequences they can produce, is not a thing that Scientific Method can inspect in the

empirical realm, or the realm of 'Is'. Upon calling: ultimate purposes or moral qualities . .

‘values' apart from personal appreciation, it is meant that they are values that 'ought' to

be achieved; or be approved. This cannot be achieved through Scientific Method, except
in relation to an ulterior human purpose, or some human evaluation. In other words,
Scientiﬁg: Method cannot establish itself or any other value as a teleology, it is simply the A
empirical method, the means, used for the achievement of an ulterior 'end'. This defines
the very nature of modern reason which has come to be known as "instrumental reason”,

and of which Scientific Method is the ultimate expression.

However, the definition of the nature of "instrumental reason' does not fully explain
the danger§ of its application to socio-political life. Illustrating the effects of its
application is the demonstration made by Max Weber of the nature of the modern state.
Weber, in his lectures on "Politics as a Vocation", as well as on the 'na.turc of
‘Bureaucratic Organization” gives a thorough demonstration of the effect of the
application of 'rationalization’ on the modern socio-political system. Through the latter's
application,Weber shows the rise of a process of 'differentiation’ of value spheres,

namely , law, morality and culture wherein the implications of the inability of Scientific

Method to assert a connection between fact and value comes in full view. Moreover, the '

effect of this rationalisation does not lie merely in the public sphere, but extends to the
private sphere; this extention finds its highest expression in the formal separation of the
private and public spheres in the very distinction between ‘objective’ an(yv'Subjectivc'

s

law. d
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In Politics as a Vocation, Weber argues that the modern state bases its legiﬁﬁaﬁm of
domination in virtue of legality, hence in virtue of the belief in the validity of legal statute

and functional 'competence’ which is based upon rationally created rules . This type of

domination is seen by Weber to be "exercised by the modern 'servanﬁ)f‘the state’ and by"

all those bearers of power who in this respect resemble him". The maintenance of
political dpmination is made necessarily through an administrative apparatus that
“requires that human conduct be conditioned to obedience” to the bearers of legitimate

ik

power. The maintenance of this apparatus requires a specific type of administrative

'division of labour' which maintains the "'separation’ of the administrative staff, of the.

ac.lnﬁnisu‘ative officials, and of the workers from the material mean; of administrative
organizaﬁbn"ls. The administrative staff is also bound by obedience to the power holder
for several rea;;ons; on the ﬁersonal level, the material reward, and social honor whiéh is
based upon respective wages act as an appeal to entice the joifing of the bureaucracy.
However, on a more functional level, the 'division of labour’ ;{vithin the gystem engulfs
the individual civil servant on both the professional and persona] level ofhis l;eing within
its machine without which he cannot have meaning or use for his existence!®. However,
the civil servants afe not alone in being dependent on tﬁe bureaucratic system, the public
Is seen by Weber to be incapable of demanding its annihiliation due to its own hopeles

incapacity to organise its affairs, as well as its ignorance of the functioning of

administrative tasks.

™~

In this same article, Weber makes an important distinction between political control

‘ . 7’
and economic control. In his discussion regarding the revolution that occurred in
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. Germany in 1918, he acknowledges the success of the revolutionaries in gaining control
over the political apparatus through public elecfions; however, Weber e’xpresseé doubt as
to their success in "carrying through the expropriation within the éapitalist enterprises”.
This apparant distrust of thé power of the political body is indicative of Weber's
recognition of the vast influence of thg capitalist system on the organigaﬁon and
application of political power. Seen in thi; light, the holders of legitimate political power
within the capitalist system remain impotént whén it comes to the control of their own
cm;m:y. This is seen by Weber to indicate the major contradiction found v(zithin the
capitalist - dcmocfratic states, wherg capitalism pushes for bureauc'racy and lack of etl_'los,
and democracyis based u\pon ethical considerations. ch':re the bureaucratisation of the
state reveals again the p;o@lem of the separation of fact and value in Scientific Method.
For such bureaucratisation, which is primarily based upon the rationalisation of law and

its procedures instituted to serve the incrgasing complex demands of economic life

through the judicial system, cannot remain complete, it either bverrides democracy's

claim for ethical justice expressed in "equality for all”, o it remains dissatisfied with its -

own progress towards total dehumanisation of the ruling apparatus. In either ¢ase, s

constant friction between the ideology and the practice of the state gives rise to a total

differentiation and incoherence between means (bureaucracy) and ends (democracy)20.

Bureaucratic authority whether in a state or a capitalist enterprise is organised in a

manner that maximises efficiency and the application of objective methods through the

careful institution of a division of labour within its working structure. Its authority is

expressed through jurisdiction in specific areas usually supplied through rules, laws or

administrative regulation. Its principles, whether public or private, are firmly distributed
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accordmg to hrerarchy where the lower ofﬁces are subordnared to, and ehecked by t.he

thher offices. Moreover, office management presupposes thorough and experl; trarnmg

This is true of private enterpnses and of state officials. Bureaucracy 1s, thercl‘oro, ';_ ;'5'

orgarused in a manner that closely resembles the operations of Scientific Method The B

'vocation' of a bureaucranc official resembles the 'vocation' of a scientist whose trammg
and the apphcanon of Scientific Method is not merel; a 'vocation', but also a dury Asit
is the duty of a scientist to be true to his observations, and to operate the testing of his
hypotheses ina professronal and scientifically objective manner, so it is the dury of the
offrcml to. be legally bound to promise not to exploit his po®tion for rents or
emoluments Accordmg to Weber, "enterance into an office, including one in the private
economy, is consrd—ered an acceptance of a specific obligation of faithfy! management in
return for secure exiotenCe"zl.- ‘Bureaucratic organisation presupposes a strong demand

for administration, and a strong and stable social differentiation wherein the official has a

greater esteem than the governed, and whose position is guaranteed by law and order.

Bureaucratic organisation developed at an accelerated speed due to its technical
efficiency, and thus superiority over the other modes of social organisafioh. Its efficient
machine-like performance reassured the governed public of the high degree of certainty in
the fulfilmentof the increased demands for individual rights and their protection on the
one hand, and the increased control of communication facilities on the other. Weber
points out that in the modem state it is primarily the capitalist market economy which
demands the institution of an efficient bureaucratic administration. Business management
rests upon. increasing precision, steadiness, and, above all, speed of operations which it

achieves through the application of the elements of Scientific Method in the organisation
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of' itg adr.ninjslrative body. Its derr@d for further administrativé orga;nisation in the
mstxtunons ‘of the state signifies 1ts need to further the process of work dehumamsatmn
within Lhe very 'body’ that advocates 1deolog1cal and teleological expressmn of the
‘public. | o

Iﬁ its very nature, bureaucratisation allox{xf, if not dcmam':ls, the application of
specialised administrative tasks accordiné: to purely 'objective coﬁsiderations.
According to Weber, "objectivity" in business means "a discharge of business according
to "calculable rules” and 'witﬁout regard for persons"'. The latter expression indicates
the ideology of the ‘market', and in .gc‘ncral all activities made in the pursuit of naked
ccononﬂc interests. The principle of "calculable riles" is seen by Weber to stand at the
heart of bureaucratic success - for in its specific nature, which is d?:hindcd by capitalism,
'bureaucracy feeds on the "dehumamzatxon of its funct:lons Bureéucracy flourishes
when it succeeds in eliminating any expression'of love, hatred, and all purely personal,
irrational, and emotional elements which escape calculation. For Weber, this

scientifically based process " is the specific nature of bureaucracy and it is appraised as its

special virtue"22, - ' ‘)/_V

The Icgiﬁmaﬁoﬁ‘ of the domination of theﬁ@ being primarily based upon the legal
system is also subordinated to the effects of bureaucratisation. Its subordination is based
upon the rational interpretation of law according to formal conceptions that is seen to
stand in opposition to adjudication, and which is bound to sacred traditions . The latter
being supported by judgements based upon ethical or other practical valuations is

._considered unapplicable due to its failure to deal with rational issues. Formal (rational)
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justice, or as Weber refers to it as empirical justice, is rendered superior through the

drawing on of 'analogies' (similarities) based upon the interpretation of concrete '

'precedents’. According to Weber, only the empirical justice can be "sublimated and

* rationalized into a 'technology™?®, whereas traditional or Kadi-justice may only advance

to a prophetic break with tradition, and hence cannot be employed within rationalised

units. A further bureaucratisation of the state and of the law is seen by Weber to bring

about a clear distinction between an "objective” legal order and the "subjective rights"” of

the individual which it (the legal order) guarantees. As a result there appears a dichotomy

of laws, namely public law and private law. The public laW tends to regulate the relations

between the 'public authorities’ and the 'subjects’; whereas the private law regulatés the
relationships of governed iqdividﬁals amongst themselves. This separation of public
from private law reveals a conceﬁtual separation of the state as the. maker of laws from all
personal “authorization” of individuals. Through this, the power of the state succeeds in
transcending individualist existence thereby rendering the very idea of/individualist
freedom a sham. According to Weber, such a separation would have only become
possible due to the "complete depersonalization of administrative management by
bureaucracy and the rational systernatization of law toyealize the separation 6f public and
private fully and in principle"2. : ;?
~

Through the Weberian analysis of the modem state, one may venture to state that the
several contradictions arising from the adherence of the principle of the socio-political
struciure to the logic of Scientific Method are primarily based upon the latter's inability to

bridge the gulf between facts and values. The bureaucratic apparatus is defined by Weber

" to be the very example of a machine whose socio-political dimension lies in contradiction
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with its irery essence. For the machine may only solve problems that appear in the realm

~of reality, and cannot reflect upon problems of values, which are the very occupation of

the socio-political realm. Ijue to its value-free nature, bureaucratic apparatus is also a
meahé to an 'end' that is primarily associated with its leader. For Weber, the effects of
bu:eaucq@ the socio-political system depend "upon the direction which the power
ﬂsing fhe apparatus give to it ... very frequently a crypto-plutocratic distribution of power
- has been the result"25, The problem of fact and value appear in the con&adictiox; existing
between the _capifalist system's drive towards total mechanisation and dehumanisation of
labour, and the operation of the democratic ideology representing the teleology of the
state. Here, the economic capitalist structure's demands for private accumulation tends to

contradict the 'end’ of the state which tends towards the equality of all.

The above discussion aimed to present the natu}e, the assets and short-comings of
modern ‘instrumental reason’. It also hoped to point out, at least in the introduction, the
reasons that lay behind the adoption of instrumental reason as the ticket towards the
ultimate liberaﬁon of hurnanity from the shackles of religious dogma. The latter crumbled
in the face of the rational logic of Scientific Method thereby allowing the material
emancipation of the individual to take place. However, its decline left, nevertheless, a
gap in the unity of social ethical values due to Scientific Method's inability to solve the

f‘fact and value dilemma. This pafticular short-coming of scientific logic is considered as
the primary reason undérlying the symptoms that are shown by modern socio-political
writers to ;;lague western civilization. In a general sense, these writers tend to bring

about a discussion of the failure of the concept of ‘instrumental reason' through a

% .
* comparison with classical 'teleological reason'; it is to a brief exposition of the latter's
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nature, assets and shortcomings that we now tumn.

k4

Eclipse of Teleological Reason

“The notion of teleology pertains to the doctrine or study of ends or final causes,
especially as related to the evidences of design or purpose in nature; such a design is
normally seen as exhibited in natural objects or phenomena. The 'final cause' of an
occurrence is an event in the future for the sake of which the occurrence takes place. An
inquiry into the nature of these events will ultimately bring about the appearance of the
qucstxon 'why?' When one asks ‘why?' concermng an event, one may imply either of
two things. One may imply: 'What is the purpose of this event? or one may imply:
"What are the circumstances that caused this event? The answer to the former question is
a teleological explanation, or an explanation of final causes; the answer to the latter
question is a mecharjstic explanation, or an explanation that involves‘ the expertise of
Scientific Method. Although both questions concern the same event, only the
mechanistic question leads to scientific knowledge, while the teleological question does
not. This distinction is not the product of modem scientific method, rather it originated in
the philosophical discussions that took place in early Greek philosophy between the
Atomists on the one hand, and Socrates,.Plato and Aristole on the other., The A;onli;ts,
unlike the teleological philosophers, soughi to explain the world without introducing the

notion of purpose or final cause; they asked a mechanistic question , and gave a

mechanistic answer.

In Science of Logic, Hegel also made the distinction between 'Teleology' and
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At
Mechamsm He based this distinction on the identification of the opposition between

’

causae efficientes and causae f nales hence, bctween cfﬁment and finai causes. The

importance "of this distinction is seen by Hegel to determine a view of the "absolute
~essence of the World" as based upon either a "blind natural Mechanism" or upon an

understanding which determines itself by its ends. This antinomy of world view is seen

by Hegel to. be directly linked to the antinomy of "fatalism or determinism and:

freedom"26. Mechanism is fatalist in the sense that it_manifests through the use of

"'efﬁcient causes" no self-determination. It does so because it posits its determinateness

in the "object' that lies outside it; in a direct sense, its product is not, a finality in and for
— .

itself, rather it is the means to another end that is in itself finite. Whereas in Teleology,

the content is primary; for teleology presupposes a "Notion" that is determinate in and for

itself, and “therefore, self -determining”. Teleology, according to Hegel, makes a

definite distinction between form and content, where the latter determines its unity. The

teleological content cannot be finite, nor trivial, for in its very nature it is a totality that

. aims towards infinity. The true essence of Teleology may be, and indeed for Hegel, has
been trivialised through the positing of finite objects as its end thereby rendering it
insignificant and even contemptible. Due to the absolutist character of teleology, the

positing of finite objects as an end, will necessarily drive "a more universal thought
L

..[to] feel infinitely cramped or even nauseated"2”. Hence, for Hegel, the very essence
of freedom lies in the infinite rather than the finite. K

Unlike Scientific Method, teleology asserts that reason does not merely lie in the
individual mind but also in the objective world - hence, in relations among individuals

and social classes, in social institutions, and in nature as a whole. In classical Greek

‘37
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philosophy, such as those envisaged by Plato and Aristotle, and in German Idealism,

systems are based upon an objective theory of reason wherein is found defined a

hierarchy of all beings which include rna;n and his aims. The quality of -man's life is
| judged by the degree tq which it is harrn'onious with this totality, Its objectiyc nature is
used to measure the quality of human thoughi and action. Within this teleology
subjective Teason can havc no expression; it significs a one-sided expression of the
universal rationality from whlch facts concerning all things and bemgs were derived. In
companson to subjective sc1enufic reason, objective reason concentrates on the ends

rather than the means. In the Platonic Republic it is only those who are capable of

acknowledging objective reason that can organise the state in a manner that allows the

‘h
maximisation of the chances for the community to live a happy and successful life. The

doctrine of objective reason puts more emphasis on the accomplishment of the greatest

good, rather than on the means to achieve it.

Subjective reason on the other hand, represents the acute preoccupation with the
means used towards the achievement of a given end. In its very nature subjective reason,
as we have seen above, concentrates upon the relationships of an object or concept to a

' purpose, not to the object or concept itself. This signifies the importance of the object or

concept for some other purpose than in itself; hence, subjective reason can only talk of .

means, not ends. The relationship between the two concepts of reason is not merely one
of opposition, for as Horkheimer points out, the objective concept of reason or logos

contained subjecnve expressions within it. In Platonic phllosom Idea is perccwed

through the intellect of the thinking subject. However, if this is so, how and why has the

'concept of reason shifted from the objective to the subjective realm.‘ﬂiorkhcimer gives an -
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answer to this question by stating that this shift which defines “_the present crisis of
reason consists fundamentally in the fact that at a certain p’oiﬁt_thinking either became
incapable of conceiving s.uch objectivity at all or began to negate it 4s a delusion"28,
Although this does not answer the quesfi.on how this shift came about, it, nevertheless,
defines the very condition of the crisis of reason. A discussion on how this process has
taken place will be taken up in chaptcr three on the dcveIOpmcnt of 1nstrumental reason in

the Renmssance

The subjectivisation of reason is claimed to be at the very roots of the crisis of

*

modernity due to its immediate implications on the theoretical and practical levels. In its

very nature, subjective reason posits the determination of a Purpose for itself as an

xmposmblhty Issues pertaining to ideals, ethical’ questlons, political ideology, in other
words all our ultimate decisions are made to depend on something other than‘ reason.
This has been shown in the z;bove secnon concerning the applicability of instrumental
reason to qucsuons of value. In this sense, ulumate ideals acquire a SubjéCtIVlSt view,
where they ag; conmdi:rcd as "matters of choice", and where the concept of truth becomes
meaningless‘ when considered as a moral virtue. In essence, values such as truth become

relativistic, subject to personal interpretation.

As teleological or objccﬁve reason is in its ver); nature absolutist, it does not admit of
the relativisation of values. Teleclogy, derived from the Gregk Telos meaning the 'end’
does not assume a different end for each accidental man, rather the conception of end is
apphcd by Aristotle to thc whele of nature. According to Aristotle all matter is

deterrmned towards the reahsatlon of some form which constitutes its end. In hlS
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philosophy there is a constant movement from matter to form, or from the ‘potential’ to

the 'actual'. For Aristotle matter holds within its primary state the potential to amrive in its

final _stagc'of developnient to its preconceived end. Hence, just as a seed holds within its
. being the ijotcntial to become a tree, so has the fetus within its being the potential to ;

become a political citizen. Similarly, the primary material of family association mégzhcs '

r

its 'end’ in the constitution of the state. The state, representing in Aristotelean -

philosophy the moral life, is the supreme association which i;lcludes other associations
like the family: its end is the good life which involves in its nature other subordinate
ends, like that of the quality of life or friendship29.
. .,
The ﬁbsoluter-character, or the infinite content of teleology is primarily moral. In
Aristotelean phil(:;sophy, men have by nature an aim, a goal, such that they move to a
specific telos; this aim can only,be embodied within the totality of natural te]cology. which

represents in this particular case the social good. Aristotle's philosophy aims to give an

. account of the good which is at once local and particular - thans located in and partly

defined by the characteristics of the polis - and yet it is also cosmic and universal 30, The
combination bet;vcen the absolute (moral) and the infinite (universal) allows the teleoclogy
of man to be defined in moral terms within an infinitely defined notion of end. This
explains Hegel's distinction between the form (universality) and the conte‘nt (morality),

wherein the latter may never embrace a trivial and immediate character.

The universal character of teleology implies a sense of unity and harmony, just as one
finds in nature, which engulfs the whole of man, his life, family and community. The

smooth progression towards this harmony consists in the unity of purpose to which all

4
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natural phenomena evolves. Hence, one finds in the Aristotelean view the individual
virtues the mbral values and the constitutional laws as evolving through the same
nucleus towards the universal end. Aristotelean virtures, for instance, are those quahtn:s

whose possess:on and practice leads tq\the state of eudaimonia meanmg happiness,

 blessedness and prosperity, and the lack of which hinders the rnovcmcnt toward that

telos. It is important to point out that the exercise of these virtues and their achievement
does not mean that once achieved the individual will Live suchi_a life. On the contrary, it is
the constant exercise of these virtues that is the essenﬁal element of such a life.- Here the

' . - - . 1] . [
virtues are not means to an end, but rather constitute in their very being the end. This

- definition of the 'good life’ li'qs_ in glaring contrast with the subjectivist view of the 'good

life' wherein the latter is measured in relativistic terms to the acquisition of some

' ’

measurable value. Eince instrumental reason cannot judgé what is good and bad, the
very exercise of the Aristotelean life can only be termed as good or bad with respect to
some mcasu-rable criteﬁéi, such a&kﬂlg*'gi’ze of the house, income ... etc. The question as
to the value of human qualities in thepr soc1o—pol1t1cal and cultural behaviour cannot be
posed. Within the realm of Sc1ent1ﬁc Value Relatw:sm all values that pertain to morality
are bracketed and are left to subjective evaluation thereby dismissing the very possibility
of the existence of a harmonious moral end within socicty wherein a multitude of often
contradictory value-judgements have appeared. This development has been idenﬁﬁed by

Maclntyre among others, as being symptomatic of the crisis of modemn culture.

In his recent work After Virtue, MacIntyre dxscussed three major charactenstlcs

whlch he found defined the nature of modern soc1o—poht1ca1 debates attempting to

_advance specific moral values. The first falls primarily in the category of the fact-value

'

& .
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dilemma. Maclntyre provides three debates each of wh1ch advances an argument which
is logically vahd and whose conclusxon does indeed follow from the premlscs
v

However, all three debates prcRnde rival premises from which it 1: rather impossible to

choose only one conclusion according to ‘rational' criteria due to the c'qual plausibility of

~ the other two. This occurs for two reasons. The first, and the one presented by

Maclntyre, claims that all three debates base their arguments on prcglises which rely upon
rival normative views and which are also quite different from the others thereby allowing

| ] :
them to be all ‘possible’ conclusions and to completely negate each other at one and the

same timc. Maelntyre gives as an example in the first argument premises that invoke

justice and innocence that are at odds with those which invoke success and survivalPl,

The facility found in the use for dlfferent arguments diverse and rival normative conccpts |

is shown by MaclIntyre to occur due to modern society's lack of the possession of an

“established way of deciding” between such claims, The second reason lies in close

association to the first, holding that the absence of established norms in society is”

primarily based upon the subjective character of valhe-judgements. Due to the application

of Scientific Value Relativism, the questions on moral values have been primarily

associated with the deciding subject. This éxplains the reason why MacIntyre would call _

moral debgtes as a "matter of assertion and counter-assertion”. Moreover, MaclIntyre
claims that this rivalry for the assertion of oneJ value as opposed to another does not
merely take place within public debates, but also within the mind of the subject himself, |
Before entering any form of debate, the moral agent needs to have a set of unassailable

criteria according to which he has settled his chome of values. If this criteria does not

exist he may not be able to convince anyone of his moral assertions. .
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However, faced with Va system that views values as belonging to the s;ubjcctive realm,
how does this agent succeed in asserting his own established subjective moral code in
public. In other words, how does hé succeed in convincing others of his own views?
The answer to this lies in the second characteristic which is defined by Mac-:Inty;'c as the

= .
establishment of such arguments in a rational and impersonal manner. The appeal to the

7

relationship between speaker and hearcr.‘Y'According to MabIntyre tljis type of impersonal

W . .
consideration of this or that value is uttered in a manner as to appear independent of th

criteria adopts the use of objective standards such as "justicé, or generosity or duty” as a

goed according to which a moral decision is taken. However, this cannot occur under -

the normal criteria of subjective reason whose very natur';"does not include the passing of
dcc19{6ns on valucs, and even Icss dﬁ universal values. “This development signifies the
. madequacy of subjective reason as Lhé ruler and guide of modern man on the one hand, *

and is symptgmatic of the passing of morality from a state of order to a state of disorder-
on the otheri The latter explanation is seen by MacIntyre to be the reason behind which

he feels it necessary to "construct a true historical narrative in which at an earlierstage

moral argument is very different in kind"32, and which constitutes the third characteristic.

" When reflecting upo'nkthe nature of morality throughout history, MacIntyre claims that
‘modern evaluvation of mgrality tends to be "persistently unhistorical” in its treatment of
moral philosophy to the extent that Plato, Hume and Mill are treated "as contemporaries
both of ourselves and of each other”. Such a melange is seen to have led to an
abstraction of these writers from the "cultural and social milieus in which they lived and

t.hought" thereby allowing the history of their thought to acquu'e a false "independence

ﬁoMe rest ot‘g\culmre"”. This homogenisation of philosophy in history, or more
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precisely this complete distinction of empirical history from philosophy has given rise not

merely to the false independence of philosophy from culture, but also to the belief that the

" diverse expressions of moralfty in history is but a different expression of the same moral

content. The latter condition explains the acceptance of the existence of various rival

normative concepts as valid moral utterances. Within this-context the effect of Scxcnuﬁc :

Value Relauv1sm can be seen as having induced through its mcapac1ty to bridge the -

fact-value différence the differentiation between empirical history (fact) and philosophy

(value), thereby altering the nature of the content and the understanding of .both

disciplines.

Scientific Value Relativism's effect on moral theory can be seen as embodied in
emotivism. According to Maclntyre, "emotivism is the doctrine that all evaluauve
judgements and more specifically all moral judgements are nozhing but expressxons of
preference, expressions of atntudc or of feeling, insofar as they are moral or evaluative in
character"34, Here emotivism can be defined as the very expression of Scientific Method
where 'Is' and ‘Ought’ are completely separated. Values are separated from facts in the
sense that only facts can be dlscussed In terms of scientific reason whereas values,
being subjective in character are neither true nor false, and " agreement in moral
judgement is not to be secured by any rational method, for there are none”. Maclntyre's

claim regarding the emotivist theory, wherein objective and universal criteria for morality

and ultimate values are strictly unavailable.

The emotivist doctrine concerns itself with the theory that the meaning of uttered

sentences is a direct expression of moral judgement. In uttering the sentence “this is

f"
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| good" C.L. Stevenson claims that its 1rnphcat10n suggests "I approve of th1s, do so as

well" wherem the moral judgement of the speaker is expressed and aims at one and the

'same time to alter through its very expression the moral decision of thg__hearer”. Despite -
of its success in charact-erising the dilgmma of modern society's incapacity to bridgg the
-fact-value gulf, Maclntyre claims that emotivism, as a theory of the meaning of érécrtain
type of sentence, fails for three different reasons. First, emotivisin's claim to the at;ility ‘
of identifying the types of feelings of-approval or disapproval that are the expression of
the utterer's moral attitude is seen by MaclIntyre to be unfounded. In the first insfance ifs

- explanation of such expressions occurs in a circular f:shion where express'i"ohsuare
explaihed thiough morality and vice versa. Emotivism is seen to attempt the explanation
of a faculty (morality) of which it is itself ignorant. This type of attitudinal explanaﬂon as

expressed by a specifically moral judgement is seen to have "become vacuously circular" |
“by Macintyre.
@ ‘ -
The second reason for its failure lies in emotivism's concentration on the meaning of
sentences as the utterances of moral Judgements, rather than the use the speaker makes of
these sentences in his manner of speech. A sentence uttered in 2 menacing tone does not
necessarily exprcs% in its meaning a sign of disapproval, but it might very welldosoin
the tone and facial expression of the speaker, which in itself makes up the effect on the/
Pearer. Maclntyre gives the example of the angry school-master who may vent his
’fceling's\‘p\f frustration and disapproval at the young boy who has just made an
arithmetical n;"i\s\take:_'scven times seven is forty-nine!"6 in this situation the tone and the

facial expressions define the utterance of the schoolmaster’s feelings and not the technical

meaning of the sentence uttered. Herein the emotivist theory may be rejected for placing
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its emphasis on the meaning of the utterance rather than on its use. However, it must be

stated that the use of an utterance cannot be proved through logical reasoning due to the ‘

difficulty of its measurcmcnt and classification. The tone of the voice of a speaker, his
physzcal disposition portrayed in the characteristics of his face Wthh mlght be
conmderec_l as pleasant by some and unbearably repulsive to others, ...etc, contain no
c'onsistancy in observation thereby promoting the refusal t10 qualify moral utterance as
purely based upon the use of speech. To suggest that emotivism may be considered
applicable in basing its critgria on the use rather than the meaning of sentences, as
MaclIntyre does, is to su;ggest that emotivism bases its theory upon what might appear to

it as ‘irrational' or 'unreliable’ observable criteria for its conclusion.

The third reason consists in emotivism's attempt to characterise as "equivalent in
' meaning” two types of expressions, namely subjective decisions and evaluative
i expressions (including morality), which are exposed thrc“nu/gh Scientific Method to be
JImpossible to equate. Above, it has been discussed t.hrouéh MacIntyre's reflection on the
characteristics of the crisis of culture that the very expression of a subjective moral
preference, in order to acquire validity, must be expressed in an dbje‘c:';tiyc and universal
manner. Here in the véry theory of emotivism a similar contradiction arises. Emotivism,
in its very claJm "that there are and can be ro valid justification for any claims that
objecnve and 1mpersona1 moral standards exist and hence that there are no such
standards" falls in contradiction with its very theory when attempting to equate subjective
personal preference and moyal evaluation, wherein a suggestion to the latter's universality
is indicated. Expressed in mathematical terms emotivism is suggesting that a=objective

standards(values)=0 is equivalent to b=subjective standards(fact)=x. Given such criteria

)
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thcf uation a=b cannot occur, unless b=0 as well, theréby negating the very existence of

subjective standards, a claim that is completely inconsistent with Scientific Method.

L4

This very attempt has been expressed by MacIntyre to be reflected in the reasons

underlying the acceptance by D. McCarthy, J.M. Keynes, L. Strachey, and V. Woolf of

G.E. Moore's Principa Ethica 37 wherein the latter proposes three assertions rather than

arguments. The first assertion cohcerns the definition of the 'good' as an indefinable
»

property which is b'as'ec_l upon the use of intuition. Second, that the right action is

. utilitarian in character; its value depends on its efficiency in maximising the 'good'. And

finally, the 'greates good' is primarily found in "personal affections and aesthetic

enjoyments”. According to Maclntyre, the falseness of the first assertion and the highly
contentious nature of thewther two leave many questions unanswered as to the reasons
many highly intelligent and perceptive people have in accepting such a theory. The
reason suggested claims that it is " the need to ﬁﬁd objective and impersonal justification
for rejecting all claims éxcept those of personal intercourse "38 which lies behind their
acceptance of Moore's theory. Emotivism corresponds to the need of universal validity
in its very attempt to be an "empirical thesis"” about the use of moral and other evaluative
expressions as if they were "governed by objective and impersonal criteria” when all
account of such criterion is no longer possible on the one hand, and when the very object
of study falls in contradiction with'thg: theoretical bases of empirical Scientific Method on
gne other. |
Maclntyre's discussion on the emotivist theory seeks to achieve two primary

objectives. In the first place, Macintyre §eeks to define the crisis of modernity to be
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mainly embedded in the decline of morality due to the application of empiﬁéal Scicﬁlific
Method to the various clenients olf culture. Maclntyre sees this decline to consist in three
~ -stages. The first stage consists i-n the use of objective and impersonal standards as the
rational justification for the existence of Jparticular policies, actions and judgemcnts
thereby rendering them susceptible fo rdtional justification. The second stage finds thcﬁe
objective and impersonal standards incapable of withstanding the process of rational
justification; this failure brought on not merely the disintegration of the policies and
actions they supported, but also of the complete break-down of these very standards.
The third stage represénting the emotivist age, is found to secure an implicit acceptance of
the theory which claims thz;t objective and-impersonal standards cannot be made good;

this, although implicitly recognised, is, as shown above, theoretically untenable.

Maclntyre's second objective consists in aiming, through a historical and
philosophigal analyses, to deny emotivisrn's claim that "every attempt: whether past or
present, to I;rovide a rational justiﬁcatiém for an objective morality has in fact failed"
thereby asserting that no objective and impersonal standards exist, or have ever existed.
Maclntyre through his study wishes to call into question and decry the verdict that
emotivism conferred upon the whole history of moral philosophy wherein it aims to
obliterate the distinction between present and past with respect to the evolution of
objective moral standards. Thc;. effect of the emotivist theory on modc;.m culture consists
in the applying of the final blow to the residue of applicable moral standards that has
trickled through the ages to modernity. The emotivist theory doe_s not merely define the

- moral standpoint of modern man, but also indicates the marked loss and degeneration of

culture. 'In his aim to decry emotivist claims, MacIntyre seeks to characterise the modern

[N
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culture as emotivist, and also to describe the lost mbrality of the past and to evaluate “its
claim to objectivity and authority" through a historical and philosophical examination of

Aristotelean philosophy.,

In After Virtue, Maclntyre defines the social content of emotivism as entailing "the
obliteration of any genuine distinction between manipulative and non-manipulative social
. relations". This further entails the obliteration of the Kantian moral distinction between a
moral and an immoral conception of subjectivity, for it does not make the distinction
between the treatment of others as means or as ends. In the emotivist tradition "others are
always means, never ends”. The disintegration of the Kantian vision is both indicative of
the second stage of -the decline o{morality cited above, and in the same time indicates the
failure of values to be rationally justified through Scientific Method. Questigns of ends
are seen in the emotivist tradition as questions of value upon which empirical instrumental
reason has to remain silent, The conflict arising bétween rival values cannot be rationally
settled. As a result men in society are forced to choose arbitrarily, according to their
needs (defined by Moore as personal desires) between political parties, classes, notions,

moral causes and ideals3?. .

&
Within the social context the emonwst theory is expressed through the characters of

modem society. According to MTacIntyrc each society expressed its moral’ standard
. through certain characters. For instance the role of the Head-master in Victorian England
and that of the professor in Wilhelrﬁjnc Germany gave concrete bases for the mioral code
of their age. Characterising the modern moral attitude are two prominent professions: the

manager and the therapist. Both ﬁrofcssions hold, for MacIntyre, the epitome_of the
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emetivist tradition’s separation of fact from value, of professional life from private life,
Although at first glance the function of both professions may seem completel&
u(lcomparable; nevertheless, they have mahy aspects in common. The man;ager whether

engaged in the bureaucratic or the pnvate sector, has a profession which demands thc

knowledge of

'lablc techniques which allows the maxmusauon of profit. I‘IIS
profession, while demanding of him a certain type of spcc1ahsanon, gives him a |
predetermined end: the maximisation of profit within a given period of time. The
methqu he uses are purely rational and the result are calculable. The therapist, on the
other hand, is. trained to deal with human conflicts, his object consists in resolving
néurotic problems and redirecting confused human éapacities into channeled productive
energy. His profession demands, just as the manager's, certain specialised scientific
knowledge and at the same time poses for him a predefined end: efficiency . However,

unlike the manager who works primarily with calculable matter, the therapist deals with

. individuals to whom he can only relate on rational and scientific level; questions relating

to value judgements cannot be answered if they presuppose the giving of 'person‘al
advice'. The therapist, like the manager, is not able to "engage in moral debat;a". Here
within the social function of both professions is cxpr;zssed the Scienti'fic Mcmcil}..
separation between fact and value. Both. chz:racters are concerned with facts: the first ‘
with material availability, the second with the observable symptoms of a mental
disturbance; neither may allow an expression of values, for they are relegated to the
subjective realm. Here Maclntyre, as does Weber, defines the application of emotivism
into the social context as the identification of a lack of a commonly accepted code of

ethics wherein a lack of a common social ‘end’ is also indicated.

-«
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The crisis of modem society is seen to lie in the social end's relegation to the realm of

matter which is in itself measurable and calculable. The emotivist tradition's characters
are not defined through a fusion between the social and the personal attitudes an.d moral-
content; on the cqhtrary they are defined primarily through a bifurcation of the modern
social existence between 'bureaucratic’ organisation within which ends are imposed and
are not considered as subject to rational justifications and a personal realm wﬁerein

judgement on values need not be subjected to rational inquiry, but that are not allowed to

have an objective and impersonal socio-political expression. This crisis is not merely felt -

on ths sotial level through the absence-of a common telos, but it is also and most
’importantly present in the crisis of the individual who is seén to acquire a sovereignty
which "in its own realm lost its traditional boundaries provided by a social identity and a
view of human life as ordered to a given end"#?. The establishment of subjective
morality signifies the deprivation of the self of its own qualities. 'Through the
development of a value-free society, the human self is seen by MacIntyre to have become
"criterionless, because the kind of tglos in terms of which it once judged and acted is no

longer thought to be credible"4!.

MacIntyre's unigueness of style lies in his capacity to discuss the crisis of modernity
on the bases of both historical a\nd philosophical levels. Also, Maclntyre in After Virtue
bases his analysis upon a study of what he terms as the failure of the Ehlightenment
project whose examination permits the study of the crisis of the individual and his

demand for liberty on three planes: moral, social and political. MacIntyre's definition of

the crisis permits the rﬂsingﬁfﬁ\estions regarding the implementation of 'instrumental

)
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reason’ within the social context, the role it plays in the constitution and interpretation of
modern thinking, and the possibilities that are left for the resolution of modern
~Socio-political problems. It is in this sense that MaclIntyre's work has been chosen to
demonstrate the problem of modem thought. Also, it is this that differenitiates him from

the other modern authors to whose definition of_ the crisis we now turn.

Modernity, Reason or Unreason?

1

The crisis of modernity as the crisis of reason has acquired several interpretations by

modern socio-political thinkers. While Marcuse, Adorno and Horkheimer perceive it'as

the natural outgrowth of an 'irrationalist' evolution of modern capitalism, Habermas
conceives it as the ‘potential’ for the 're¢enchant1nent‘\>f the modern man. This antinomy
of vision lies partially in the authors' view of histoXicity, as well as in the method of
analysis. The members of the Frankfurt S'chool have a tendency to view the modern
world in contrast to the world of the ancient Greeks, hence in comparing modem
instn.lmen_tal reason to classical teleological reason. Such analyses hold within‘their fold
a conception of history that is regressive in character; for in such analyses modern society
is seen as the product of devolution rather than evolution. Habermas on the other hand,
has adopted a Hegelian vision of history where society and humanity in general are seen
to evolve in a spiral fashion towards the realisation of a higher stage of rational
consciousness which is infinitely superior to all prior rationality attained in history. This
very distinction of historical views is important to the present enterprise; for as
Maclntyre's analyses tend to join in their conception of history those implied in the work

of the members of the Frankfurt School, the very solution he reaches will be shown to
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have fallen in the very category of the view of regressive historicity, a solution which
carries within its composition notes of pessimism whose negation lies in the realm of the
superhuman. This, however, does not impl).( that the analyses made by Habermas
provide a more fruitful solution; they simply signify the zeal to define and deal with
modern problems through the use of classical critiques and the assets of modern reason.
It is Habermas' attempt to use classical sources while meaning to go beyond their given
scope of analysis which is considered as insightful. This, it should be emphasised, does
in no way discredit the value.and extent of the Frankfurt School's contribution to the
knowledge of the contradictions which are shown to reside in modern western societi:es.
The object of this section is twofold: first, it aims to provide a brief discussion of some
lof the most prominent studies made on the crisis of modemity. Second, it aims to
provide an alternative éssessmcnt of the crisis, one which is not purely dependent on a

" definition of the crisis as the eclipse of teleological reason. This alternative is suggested

in the theory of communicative actiorrfound in the philosophy of Jiirgen Habermas.

In Culture et société Marcuse took on the analysis of the significance of

industrialisation and capitalism in the work of Max Weber. In a short article42, Marcuse

attempted to point out the following ¢oncepts: First, that contrary to Weber's claim as to

“the neutrality of science, science itself through its practical application acquires
necessarily values that are foreign to it whi_ch come to"be expressed in other fields
(economy, bureaucracy, politics, ...etc). However, that in its formal conception, modern
reason may not judge the question of ideal-beinkg allows the question of what ‘ought' to
be to fall into ‘irrationalism', Second, that western instrumental reason which lies at the

heart of the capitalist industrial system is responsible for the development of a certain type
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of dominatjon: total mechanigal and mccl}anising bureaucracy. The idea of modern
reason as mechanical is the notion which founds and invades all. Third, that capitalist
rationality is abstract in character. This "abstract” rationality is concrete when it becomes

"domination", calculated and calculable, a domination over nature and man.

While in the Congress of Verein fur Sozialpolitik in 1909, Weber maﬁe a definite
diainction between 'Is' and 'Ought’ where he exclaimed science's powég;to speak of ;hc
nature of 'being' rather.than of what 'Ought' to be. On the latter subject Weber claimed
. that in thé. question of the distinction between 'Ought' and 'Is',"ce n'est pas que je

sous-estime le premier (le devoir-étre), mais bien l'inverse: c'est que je ne puis accepter

que des problémes d'une portée universelle, aux implications immenses, des problémes

qui, en un certain sens, comptent parmi les plué grave qui puissent émouvoir un coeur

humain, soient transformés ici en une question de technique économique, une «question

de productivité», ..."43, | Here Weber defines the very nature of modern reason as

calculating and technical in character and that in its very nature it may not énglobe
: - ~ W

questions of a universal impact. For Weber, scientific data may not, for they cannot,

fortn values for the "devoir-étre”. This distinction is seen by Marcuse to contain two

counter-effects. On the one hand, by stating the incapability of science to deal with

values allows the latter to be also dissociated fr&m?thc quajification of reason, hence’

allowing it to fall into irrationalism; on the other hand, it also presupposes the high

development of the modern industrial system through modern mechanical reason toward

an unidentified social 'end’ which has the merit of rendering the very function of the

capitalist system irrational in character. The latter point demands further explanation.

, @
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For Marcuse there occurs necessarily in Weber's arlzﬂysis the possibility _for science

to adopt a "value" which is universal in character. To prove this he gives an example

- where political economy became the servant of the expansionist policies of the "Politique

%

de force nationale™ which denies science's claim for value-ncu&ality. The very value
that is invested in modern reason may not, in the same instant,.bc subjected to the criteria
of scientific testing, due to the latter's claim to value neutrality. Science is seen to acquire
such valu-es in practice rather than in theory; the political economy is réﬂ%nally conceived

to serve as a simple process of material production, however it acquires its value of an

aide to expansionist policies when looked at in terms of -its practical application.’

Likewise, the theory of bureaucratic organisation in its theoretical conception tends
towards efficient management, whereas in practice it acts as an instrument of
"domination” which in its mechanical nature tends towards the dehumanisation and
domination of man. Bureaucracy is technical reason applied to socio-political
[Qrganisation; it ca@uce and transform raw materials (nature and man), where this
transformation is the object of a scientific and methodical machin: whose rationality

organises things and men.

4

L)

Accofding to Marcuse, whether in the capitalist industrial system, orin the organised

i
hierarchy of the bureaucratic machine, or more precisely, whether in the case of material
domination ovef men, or ﬁomination of man over man, the irrationalism of the modern
society remains apparant. Formal rationality becomes irrationalist in its very lack of a
decisive 'end’ which is aimed at in and for itself. In becoming a fheory of domination,
formal rationality is subordinaped; due to its internal mechanistic rationality, to a different

rationality, that of domination. In the extent that it does not surpass its norm of
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calculation 'and its preocc_upafion with facts and figures, it becomes- détermined "de
I'extérieure” by something other than itsclf, it becomes a simplé expression of the
"matérielle". fn tﬁis sense formal reason as the instrument of domination is the
management of technical knowledge and becomes the reification of reason, or as Marcuse
calls it "la réiﬁcaﬁoa-co;nmc raison -, l'apothéos< de la réification"45, How_e%cﬂ this
- very finality is self-repudiating for the very instrument that dictates to it its objective
| functio-n is also an instrument, a means, and there exists no means "in itself*. For in the
capitalist systerh it is not merely the satisfaction of needs that is ‘aimcd at in the final
instant, but as expressed in Weber's analysis there is more than the mere object of
satisfaction that underlies the activity of the capitalist economic system, ﬂ{c ulterior motive

is seen to reside in the concept of profit.

Marcuse sees the very ruling of political, industrial or bureaucraticg systems as
.

irrational in character, in the sense where the functioning of these syst_ems”is reduced to
the mere execution of mechanical and calculable processes. Here Marcuse is directly
attacking the very separation of fact from value, where the systems that affect in a direct
manner the lives and thoughts of men are subordinated to the realm of fact and excluded
from any value content. Through the use of "charismatic” leaders of the bﬁreaucraﬁc
machine, men in Lh’e "democratic" system are allowed to have the false feeling of liberty
by desposing of certain leaders and voting for their replacement. Their freedom is a

sham, for the very structure of the bureaucracy, its system of domination which is in
| itself irrational in character, is not altered through the replacement of political leaders.
Bureaucracy is a machine that is oblivious fo its temporary driver. The type of

democracy that is organised through such a machine is of a character that Weber calls

"Plébiscitaire” or plebian which is " I'expression de I'irrationalité devenue raison"46,
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In view of the analysis of the irrationalism ?f the modern society, Marcuse suggests
that although the technicality of the system is needed for the progress of economic
satisfaction, the processes of mbchanisationlneed not rule the thought of man. Marcuse
sees the possibility of the appearance of a new ratlonahty that is qualitatively different

from the one presently adopted. This new rationality excercised by free men does not

necessiate the presence of the antinomy between formal and material rationality. Dueto

the lack of the néutrality of "the machine" there must appear a new rationality that is
capable of shaping the finality of the driver. Hence, in Horkheimer's own terms, the

"machine” will be retrieved by the driver it temporarily disposed of, reified.

Horkheimer and Adorno# are also aware of the irrationalism of formalised reason.

In the Dialectic of Enlightenment they stated that "pure reason became’ unreason, a_

faultless an‘d insubstantial mode of pxl'ocedure". It is also apparent to them that the crisis
of rﬁodem culture is primarily associated with the méchanisation of reason, where the
latter is seen as " the organ of calculation, of planning; it [reason] isjneutral in regard to
ends; its element is coordination"3. Following a sum}a(kattern of analysis as cited in
Marcuse's work, Horkcxmer and Adommo view the development of reason as revealmg an
organisation of hfe as a whole which is depnved of any substantlal goa] The lack of
purpose or goal resides in the fact that organisation of a certam pu1rsu1t supercedes in
principle the value of its very -outcome. Unlike Marcuse, their analyses concentrate on
the effect of this reification of reason on the quality of socio-political and cultural life.

Both authors hold that the "instrumentalisation of reason" endangers the very quality
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of reason as an instrument. The quality of reflection wil:hbut a markcd'g;; is seen to
. reduce the very sharpness of this reflective faculty. Horkheimer for i instance, views the
very separation of intellectual labour from manual labour as an assault on the value of
humanity as a complete social and biological entity. Moreover, through the
mechanisation of reason, even subjective reason loses "all spontaneity, productivity,
power to discover and assert new kin-ds of content - it loses its very subjectivity"4®. This
type of degenration in the realm of social evolution is seen to féparallel to the

tremendous upswing in the development of a substantial growth of the productive forces.

The formalisation or the mechanisation of reason has been deemed by both authors to

guide the human intellect towards "stupidity”. The latter is the necessary and immedijate

product of the 'leveling' of society, where all individuals are boaxed, through the demand

of labour market, into the development of similar patterns of thought, as well as similar
expectations. Itis also "stupidity" in the very acceptance of irrationalist stereotyped ideas
that are picked up and abandoned at the will of their charismatic leaders. The process of
Teveling’ of reflective capacities, claim Horkheimer and Adom;), is used as an instrument
of the imperialist state. The state succeeds in controlling its population by stripping it of
any source of autonomous reflection; this is done through the making of the state as the

ultimate arbitor™, The concept of dommauon through bureaucracy is also common to the

philosophy of Horkheimer and Adomno.
[
Resulting from the analysis of the Frankfurt School is a vision of modem reason as a
process of calculating technique whose 'end’ has been reduced to the material plane. Its

very use culminates in the founding of the social 'end' on irrationality. Moreover, the
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use of'reason as means rather than an end, poseé the problem of a marked increase in. the
"leveling of social conceptxons" through the power of reifying social orgamsauon Wthh
allows the pcrfcchon of the process of domination to take place. The apphcanqn of
formal rationality to the organisation of state bureaucracy assures the extcntlon of the
process of dommanon from the mdusmal sector, where man is subjected to matter, to ‘the
public sector where man 1s subjected to man through state mechanism. The present shift

from tcleologlcal reason to instrumental reason is seen as a process through which the

power of the individual is 1mpovenshed not only in his liberty on the pyblic level 51, but

also the very realm of subjectivity of which boasts the modern man is also-annihiliated.

Lihcfty, 'eSpccia]ly the essential liberty of reflection is stunted; the liberty to reflect has

now become a thing of the past whose only rccovcéry lies in the teaching of history52,

The Weberian conception of ratio;lality proposing _the distinction between matters of
facts and matters of values, his notion of rcsponsibilitry, and his quasi-existentialist
understanding of ultimate value choice§ are seen by Albrecht Wellmer to "articulate the
world-view of someone for whom it is a matter of moral authentlmty and mtellectual
honesty to no longer look for pbjective meaning or ulnmate values in the domain of

“~

empmcal facts". Accordmg to Weber “the world obj'ecnvely speaking, is devoid of

meaning and of values, can only be claimed by somebody for whom the process of

disenchantment is a process of disillusionment, i.e., a process of enlightenment"53,
Unlike the reactmn this method of d1fferent1at10n récelved from MacIntyre and members

of the Frankfurt School Habermas saw the process of enhghtenment as having made

salient strides in gains in freedom, autonomy and social rationality. Unlike Adomno and.
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Horkheimer whdsaw in the Dialec:fic, of Enlighte;lmeﬁ the appearance of domination and
lack of freedom, Haberamas beii;ves in" the ‘positive\results ‘arising from 'cultural
_differentiation’ _(that is the separation of the 'value sphcre;s' of ‘sciencé, morality, art).
Habcnnas"_project consists\*in expioriqg ways in which the "hnfqlfilled project of
modcmity'} can be realised through the institutionalisation of emancipatory learning
processes which will increase the possibilitiy 6f the existence of a ratiﬁnal society. This
pro_lect is thcoreucally dependent on his attempt to construct a complete theory, of

ratlonahty54

Habérﬁlas' construction of a critical theory is primarily interfwined with the uée of
language in modern socic'ty. ‘The ifnportance of language lies ir its pbwcr of transmitting
knowledge through intersubjectix%’?:ommunication. Analytical philosophy through its
search to give fqundations for knowledge gave a relativistic answer where the "finding of
linguistic analysis (ideal or ordinary) is distorted by abstracting fl’Ol’:"l the sécial dimension
‘of our shared linguistic practices"S5. The abstractness of the "linguistic tun" seemed to
Habermas to necessiate the existence of a “social turn”, a project that lies at the heart of
Habermas' work. Upon entering this project Habeﬁnas began to vlrork on a new tradition
which sea-rchcd to question the limifations of the previous traditions, whether analytical or

dialectical, materialist or historical.

L)

Facing the analytic tradition's limitation, Habermas observed that L@e notion of 'social
;')ractice' was conceived as self'-cvident a given on which inquiry was based. Following
this observation Habermas. took to explain the notion of ‘social practice' by basing it

upon a dlstmcnon between two categories: labour (pul’fioswe rational action) and
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interaction (communicative action). These categories originate in the distinction between

Techne and Praxis, where Techne is the type of purposwc action exhibited i in makmg and

fabncanng (Poeszs) and Praxis stated in Aristotelean terms, is Lexzs (speech) aformof

human mteracuon exhibited in 1ntersubject1ve communication®, ‘Due to the importarice
of the understandmg of ‘social practice’ as being inherent in both labour and language,
~ Habermas asserts that the epistemological and systemic claims of philosophy have to be
carried out.as social theory. Moreover, in such a social theory philosophy must realise
that its claim to an autonomous expression is, and always has been, distorted by soc;ial
‘restraints and forms of social dominationS7. It is in this sense that Habermas conceives
of the "critical” side of his social theqry. For Haﬁermas, a critical social theory not only
descﬁbps social rcalily,'but also criticises it and looks for ways to alter it. Hence, the

sHabermasian theory underlies a "practical intent".
) ~

, .
. . : P
Within the context of modern debate on the fact-value sepamtion Habermas seems to

be intent on akdmg two equally unacceptable alternatives. On the one hand he does not
want to accept that the validity of fundamental nogms is demonstrable through
‘Horkhcuner' “traditional theory”, and on the other hand, he is equally opposed to the
relativist contention cIalmmg that these concepts are arbitrary; in the sense of being
‘simply a product of convention or of biological adaptation. Although, according to
Habermas, the validity of these principles may not be demonstrable i{l a complétely
compelling manner, he sees, nevertheless, 'good reasons"for their acceptance38, It is in

: : wr
his latest work that Habermas attempts to develop atheory of "communicative rationality"

¢ Which is to serve as a basis for a critique capable of providing a normative foundation for
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critical theory. In this second sense, critical theory's function is also the reconstruction
of the basic norms which guide it. Habermas' deepest intent in his account of
communicative rationality lies originally, and in its.purest form in its "important attempt

L]
" to overcome the aporias of a theory of society with a practical intent"9,

>
In his latest work Habermas, while develo'ping a theory of communicative rationality,
directed three major objections to current philosophical trends. Against the Marxist
tradition, Habermas claims that the bourgeois forms of universalist morality and la;.v
cannot be considered as merely an ideological rcﬂ;action of the capitalist mode of
p‘roduction. ‘Despite of their emergence at the same time as the capitalist regime, they
*  should be viewed also as being "expressive of an irreversible collective learning process
which must be distinguished from science and technology”. Here Habermas is indicating
the importance of the content of social norms and social practice, thereby emphasising his
‘distinction between labour and interaction. This same distinction is evident in his
criticism of Weber where he states that the emergence of universalist morality and lcgal
conccptxons, and human rights, "represents a type of rationalisation procéss' which has to

be categorically chstmgulshed from rationalisation in the sense of formal and bureaucratic |

rationalisation”.

On the political organisational levels, as well as on the claim of irrationalismydirected
by the members of the Frankfurt School, Habermas states that the essential idea of a
rational organisation of society, hence an organisation of societ; which is based upon
free agreement among its membcrs; is, although distortéd, alrea'dy in éxistcnce within the

democratic institutions, the systems of legitimacy and the "self-interpretations” of modem
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industrial societies. According to Habermas "for this reason alone a'critical analysis of
modern societies can share a common normative ground with its object of analysis and

.€an assume thc form of an immanent critique"69

In his theory of communicative rationality Habermas makes the distinction between
Social Infegration and Systemic Integration. The first operates through the coordination
of action orientations of individuals in society; the second operates through the "steering
media" lik; money and power in&ependenzly of the action orientations of individuals6!.
Habermas claims that only in the modern world is real life separated from the world life;
thus creating a: "decentering of "world conceptions” . which equals Weber's
"disenchantment of the world", the latter existing due to the differcﬁtiation of legality
from morality which became evident after the rationalisation and the institutionalisation of
economic and administrative systems. ‘\ﬁhc latter process brought into existence the
separation between formal law from the sphere of moral discdurse and moral orientation.
According to Habermas, in the modern world there is a connection between "system" and
"life-world" which is achieved in the interdependence of ;lgothl forms of integration.
Habermas sees the forms of systemic integration as necessary for the simplification of the
problems of social int:agration; communicative action is not an adequate mechanism of
"action coordination” so as to be able to carry the whole process of integration on its own

in modern western society. It is for this reason that systemic integration needs to be

insﬁmﬁonaliseq, for in its very nature "it presupposes forms of social integration and
o _
Jegitimation of basic laws and institutions"62, This basic form of interdependence
» _

between the two systems of integration will result in the free association of producers in
=Y
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the fully rat'i()'naliscd life-world. The full rationalisation of the lifc-wbrld does not imply a
complete reconciliation between formal and moral laws, but it indicates a "readjustment”
of the laws to cor;lply with moral and normative judgements. It is in Habermas' opinioﬁ
that the autbnomous character of systemic rationalisation which separated it from
normative constraint embodied in the life-world allowing it to "instumentalize the

life-world and threaten to destroy it"63;

In the above discussion I have attempted to provide a sketch of the most prominent
characterisation of the.srisis of modernity. The object of the exposition consists in
demonstrating the reality of the crisis, as well as the divergent approaches and solutions
that.are available. It should be noted that despite of the diversity of analyses the crisis as
that of reaso}lﬂand rationality and its implications upon the socio-political level are
invariably prominent. The choice of Maclntyre's work as the ot)jé;ct of discussion does
not reside solely in the above mentioned elements; rather it res'ides primarily in1 his
analytical development of the case for the crisis of modernity as based on ;kot merely the
crisis of reason, but also on the crisis of man. The above cited authors (apart from

.
Horkheimer who provided a short discussion on human subjectivity in the Eclipse of
Reason ) do not treat the crisis of modernity as a crisis of humanity as such, but more as
a crisis of critical theory. It is to a further study of Maclntyre's theory of the crisis of

modernity that the next chapter tends to expound.
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Chapter Two: The Enlightenment And MacIntyl;e's Project

In After Virtue MacIntyre suggests that the crisis of modern morality and the roots of
cmotiQism stem from the project underta.kcn. in the philosophy of the Enlightenment to
render morality subjective. This project is seen by Maclntyre to have given rise to two
main problems: First, the individual moral agent, freed from social hierarchy and
teleology, came to conceive of himself as sovereign in his moral authority. Seco;d, the
inherited and partially transformed rules of morality have now been left without a social
setting wherein mey could exercise their m{eological character, and have now to be found
some new status and function, In order to understand the historical and social factors

underlying the coming into being of tht; Enlightenment project, it is best to quickly sketch
an outline of the spirit of the age.

The Enlightenment is the period representing a complex of dynamic dialectical
tensions in the socio-political matrix of the eighteenth century. The matrix included,
among other elements, an increased tension of conflicting class interests, questions on the
role and behaviour of political and ccclesiasticzil authority, religious ar}d"ﬁi&a}\
convictions, the rise in the importance of science due to the results of its significant
progress, challange to values, a change in the views of history, the appearance of new
economic tlleo;'ies, conflicting views as to the nature of man, and over all political
dissatisfaction. Major eighteenth century tensions centered around a proverbial
tug-of-war between the role of nature and culture, individual and community,

traditionalism and anarchy,

The Enlightenment's most noted historical development resides in the work of the
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French philosophes. Although found frequently in constant conflict amongst themselves,
tiley, nevertheless, had much in common, The author 6f the article Philosophe in the
Encyclopédie defined a philosophe as one who “trampling on prejudice, tradition,
universal consent, authority, in a word all that enslaves most minds, dares to think for
himself, to go back and search for the clearest general principles, to admit nothmg except
on the testimony of his experience and hlS reason'l, The ph:losophes were in general the
fighters for the new spirit of reason whose primary objective lay in the achievement of
social, economic and political progress. The notion of progress took on many forms:.
Almong these were the conviction that an improvehent in socictj( can improve the quality
of human life, and that this improvement is particularly dependent of the inﬂueﬁce of the
enlightened group on public opinion. Their ideas were mainly based upon a rejection of
religious considcrations_and an emphasis on individualistic and critical spirit. Inspite-of
their varying degrees in religious belief, the philosophes made a distinct ;‘,cparation
between every day social existence and the role of the church. This separaﬁ;)n relegdted
the author:igy of the church to the "salvation of souls", and not to the social, political or
economic conduct of society. The concerns of the latter fields lay in the hands of critical
reason whose’judgement and efficiency ensured thc_ progr;:ss of hum_an affairs. Religious
organisations were perceived as secular interest groups whose only concerns lay in the
attainment of their own benefits. The critique of the religious organisation brought in its
wake a complete rejection of religious beliefs thereby promoting atheistic and materialistic
tendencies. Almost all movements by the philosophes, expressed in secularism or in
humanism, advanced the conviction that, above all else, man is to be the ruler of his own

life on earth and that he must act in 2 manner that would enlarge his control over it.

The concemns depicted in the Enlightenment are not, and cannot be seen as.the mere

4
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~product of a century's reflection; rather théi/ must be seen as the product of a graduaily
formed state of mind whose ancestors can be traced throughout history. The dynamic
tensions that characterise the Enlightenment can be traced with relative ease to the
Renaissance period. The latter signifying "rebirth”, or more precisely the "birth" of
modern man which expressed in its wake tI;e earlier demand of the individual to an
aﬁtonomous existence. When the philosophes asserted the demand for individual
autonomy, they were merely formulating a louder, more emphatic cry of the demand of
the Renaissance man, a demand for liberty. The reaction against the control of individual
thought by the church found to lie at the origin of seventeenth century freethinking
(libern'n ) movement would not have been possibh; to voice by Renaissance writers such
as Pico Della Mirandola and Marsilio ?icino; but their views on the nature of man and its
importance “as the center of the world and the universe” made this freethinking
movement possible centuries later. It’\was movements such as the Protestant
Reformation, an outcome of diverse socio- political and cultural tensions marking the
decay of Catholicism, which was responsible for the decline of the hegemonic power of
the Roman Church and which expressed the growing public contempt of the cIcrgy and
church organisation. The degeneration of the latter diminished to a great extent the belief

in the truth of the divine scripture which in turn gave rise to the development of

hedonistic tendencies.

Religious conflicts and the development of dwerse conflicting groups of
fundamentalists, such as the Jansemsts and Jesuits in France emphasised in the mind of
many Frenchmen God's incomprehensibility in human terms which tended to abolish his
absolute goodness, The religious disputes which were described in great skill by Pascal

in Lettres Provinciales (1656-57), were made the object of public discussions wherein the

¢

[+]

74



"

public would distredit both parties. These disputes expanded in sphere to enter political

affairs in the eighteenth century2,

-

.

Faced with such social disinteggation thc-intellectua-l development of the age turned :
towards the establishing of an iaeology wh'rch_ would Pprove more effective and less
domineering than religious dogma. This philosop § came to be expressed in the
Cartesian Meditations. Despite the objections it raise:IDescarte‘s method- rationalistic
deduction from 'clear ideas’ and the basing of truth upon lcriti‘t‘:al reasoning - became the |
guide of French intellectuals, Represented in the Cartesian spirit was the doubting of all
traditionally entrenched knowledge in favour of the in-dividual'hm.‘ind wherein man was to é .
find the criterion of certitude. All knowable experience had to be reduced to rnechz.mit:\ail
steps, and later into mathematics, hence, to measurables. The world and nature were
consfdercd a machine that was indirectly built by God, but which functioned on basic

mechanical principles. All living beings, including animals and men were also seen as

* machines, but of 2 more complex kind. Men were merely distinguished from animals bj/-

the presence of a soul. It was through the Cartesian method that the new reason,

- calculating and calculableg, came to be applied to nature, men, and all other forms of .

éxistenée, whether social, economic or political in nature. The application of this method
came to be widely used not merely in the realm of.sciencc, but also in establishing the
truth of religious divinity. The latter, based upon spiritual revelation, became totally
discredited; its very being and the values it stood for were put into qu;stion. In the
eighteenth century the divine truth came to be subordinated to individualist, scientific
truth. .

-

Although it was Descartes who first introduced the application of the Scientific
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Method, it was not until Newton succeeded in his theory of universal gravitation
(Principia Mathematica, 1687) that an acceptance of the view of the universe as a machine
became widely acclaimed. The realisation made the idea of applying universal laws to
social and political problems, for nature and for huméﬂity more and more real. The latter

. possibility emphasised the need for an interaction between intellectual developments and
scientific progress since the latter's applicability depended upon the transformations in the
former. These transformauons consisted of such changes as the dlsmantlmg of
traditional notion of the cosmos, the application of mathematics (geometry) to space, ancl
the invention of higher mathematics. Thinkers of the Enlightenmént came to cite the
advance of sclence as the main argument against the reestablishment of the plulosophy of
the ancients. This debate amounted to the distinction betwcen happmess and
unhappiness- the former bcmg the result of the progress of science and technology
affecting all facets of human experience. This involved the change in governments, laws,

education, economic and social structure. Scientific Method became the bible for the

“faith of the Enlightenment"3; whereas unhappiness signified the lack of such progress,

The claim made by the Enlightenment thinkers as to the positive product of the
application of Scientific Method and reason to the social world came up against an

intellectual impasse, that of morality and politics. In the sphere of moral values the

eighteenth century encountered its deepest intellectual crisis. Based upon authoritarian .

and supernatural grounds, moral values came to be put in question since their validity
was not easily expressed in terms of modern reason. Seventeenth and eighteenth century

e N .
studies of human nature made continuous adherence to traditional moral values

questionable. Effective works made by Restif and Laclos? emphasised the evil
N .
tendencies in the e‘ssential nature of man.
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Elghteenth century thmkers struggled with the definmon of concepts such as "virtue,"
pleasu:e, and the "good" bringtig into chrect conflict the traditional views and the
newly acqmred knowledge of human nature. It was not unt11 the appearance of the work
of Dav1d Hume that the 1mp0551b111ty of ratxonally justifying morahty in terms that would
convmce the n_1d1v1dual- of their validity became known. This demonstration coupled with
Rousseau's critique of the society which he described as essentially immoral underneath &
hypocritical guise gave rise to a greet deal of scepticism as to the validity of the moral
virtues maintained in society and in the scriptures.

%ﬁecﬂy linked to the problern of morahty was the questlon of politics and
government The relationship between morahty and politics resided in the on- goxng
relatmnstup between individual and society. Both psychologlcal and political concepts of
the time made a ctalm as to the dependence of man's development of his *social ‘
cqlléciousness‘of the, govemtn'ent, law a’nd education. Ensuing. from the conflicts or
morality there appeared tvs‘/'o _iéixiﬂicdng views on politics. On the one hand, there wa; the

dergand that the social laws be identical to the nature ofe mg hence in the name of

pleasure seekmg, or on the other hand, that the state should shape and mold the

~ individual's behaviour to coincide with its own demands. ' The Enlightenment 51gn1ﬁes -

the mventlon of various political theories that reflected the given writer's view of human

I

“nature; each writer based his moral and political theory on his own conception of the

quality of human nature, on the kind of life man was destined to live, and on man’s place

in the "creation”.
G .

"]

- The incapacity of thg Ertlightehment thinkers to solve the problem of merality and

%, . . : : o

-
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politics is séen by modern wnters in this particular work by MacIntyrc, to havc

developed into a more chronic social disease, a deep crisis of which modern western

soc1eues remain to suffer. In a series of arucles and books MacIntyre s deep interest in

the problem of modern morality can be easily traced In A Short strory of Ethics ( 1966)
he presents a superb dlscussmn of the changcs whxch occurred in the use of ethical
language together with an account of their correspondmg stages in soc1a1 evoluhon The
account of the latter cuImmated in the expositiont of several mddern theones of ethics of
which Maclntyre selected the moral theory of emotivism as the representativc of modern

morality, and which he discusses in greater detail in his latest book After Vzrme ( 1981)

It is m thls publication that he exphcxtly formulates his theory on the decline of social

‘morality and presents a theorehcal solution to the crisis of modemxty.

The present chapter will outline the philosphical bases of Maclntyre's argument
concerning the failure of the "Enljghtenmént project”. According to MacIntyre the failure

of the Enlightenment thinkers to bridge the gulf between 'Is' and ‘Cught' is due to their

' appli—cation- of instrumental reason, or Scientific Method's rationality to the solution of the

problem on the one hand, and to their attachment to the individualist theory on the other
Further theoretical elements are brought forth through a comparative study of MacIntyre s

and Hegel's conceptions of history, subjectivity and freedom. Finally, a presentation of

nature of man and society will be made. N

Basic Elements In ‘M\m:ﬂztyrgﬁ Philosophy

. -
El

Maclntyre's analysis of modern moral philosophy has its foundations in A -Shart

.~ MacIntyre's solution for the crisis of modernity, as well as its ensuing implications on the -
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 History of Ethics. In his first book, MacIntyre sets the grounds for the development of
his argument in After Virtue alloi;ving him to characterise the crisis of modern morality,

give explanations for its development, and propose a possible'-solu_tion. In the History

of Ethics' MacIntyre defines several elements pertainir;g' to the nature of mofality whose

breakdown due ‘to transitions from one social formation to another causes a distortion in
their use through an alteration of their meaning. A primary example of this is stated in the
definition of agathos or the good in the Homeric society, and its later interpretation in the
Greek cify state. In the foqncr, agathos defines the social role of 'a Homeric nobleman
norn:lally referin.g to the latter's courage, skilfulness and success-in war and peace. The

u'ansmon from the pre-classical to the classical Greek culture is shown to bring with ita

' d:stomon in the use of tradmonal terms. Agathos no longer expresses the quahty and

social role of its owner, rather it has come to mean 'nobleborn'>. This deprives agathos
of ité reference to the quality of actions of its owner. In this sense agarhos may be
refeﬁng_ to anyone who is born of a noble family, whether courageous or cowardly,
" skilful or clumsey, successful or fa‘il‘ing. Similarlfy, the notion of virrue has also been
. altered. In the Homeric society, the man who is capable of executing his social funcﬁon
correctly has virtue; whereas in the classical sense, virtue now denotes not the quahtles
that pern'ut the execuhon of a function, rather it denotes certain human qualities that have
- no relation to the function in question. Virtue has become a personal quality, one which
resembles our modern definition of a moral quahty It is MacIntyre's contention that
modern language - and also to a large extent the practice\of morality - is suffering from 'a
grave disorder’ arising from "the prevailing power of an idiom in which ill-assorted
conceptual fragments from various parts of our past are deployed together in private and

public debates which are notable chiefly for the unsettlable character of the controvérsies

. 4 -
thus carried on and the apparent arbitrariness of each of the contending parties"6. This
< @
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aﬂo ties in with his defintion of the emotivist tradition discussed above. The very nature

of emotivismvreflects the distortion in meaning, the diversity of use and the historical

view of moral expressions in modem society.
) - .

The breakdown of the social formation causes in the same process the seeping of
distortions in the meahing‘of evaluative predicates. This radical change gives rise to the
need to find new social definitions of the human virtues. The uses of words such éis
agathos, virtue, and justice become unstable thereby raising doubt as to the nature on

these very expressions. According to MacIntyre, the distortions appear as a result of the

breakdown of the 'single moral order? in which all moral expressions have a specific

meaning. The breakdown occurs due to the moral expressions’ dependence oﬁ the
structure of the social formation itself. There is a narrow, identical relationship between
the social role and moral expressions necessiates the appcara.nck of distortions of meaning
as the very structure of society colIapges. In such a society, it is not the individual who
imparts through an act of person;l judgement evaluative expressions, for the latter do'not
reside in humanity as such but are normally generated by society to approve or condemn

individual actions portrayed in their specific social roles. A breakdown of this society

causes inevitable weakening of the moral exprsssions transmitted through history.

-y

»

The above analysis reveals Maclntyrg's attachment to an Aristotelean view of society.
For Aristotle the polis is not only the primary unit of society, it is also prior in nature to
the individual. In this respect Aristotle states: "that the whole is necessarily prior (in
nature) to the part” thereby expressing the predominance of the social to the jndividual.
This also appears in his qualification of the plirsuit of ethical life. On this subject he

states:

[
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1 "

True, the end of the individual is the same [in kind] as that of the
political community, [and from that point of view we might also say
that the end of the individual is the Good of man]; but, even so, the
end of the political community is in degree] a greater thing to attain
and maintain, and a thing more ultimate, than the end of the

individual 8, "

In the Ethics Aristotle is noted to have subordinated ethics to politics, this is seen by
Barker not to mean for one moment "that political 'raison d'état’ can over bear ethics, but
only that 'community ethics' (the ethics of a political community living under a
constitution which enshrines 'a way of life') is a highér stage in the march of human
deVeIOpmént than ‘individual ethics"?. In the Aristotelean philosophy the ‘political
community’ is also the 'ethical community’ in which the individual is but a functioning
part, a social role whose 'fulfillment acts as the deterrﬂining factor of the moral

expressions associated with its actor.

o~
,,f

" ."The bfeakdown‘ and disintegration of the social order gives risé not merely to
distortions in meaning of moral expressions that are held'by. the sc_)—cigt)‘/ in gen'eral; ;ut
also, it gives rise to relativistic interﬁretations. The theory of subjective relativism is not

. seen to be the product of modern reason, but has its equivalent in the philosophy of the
Sopfhists. MacIntyre makes a distinct - although implicit;para]lel between the relativism
of the Sophists and the modern emotivist tradition1?, The Sophists' philosophy attempts
to answer two $pecific needs: the establishing of a coherent set of definitions to the moral
vocabulary, and of explaining the principles of a good life in the city-state. Their

education has a direct and specific objective that,of defining the elements needed for the

establishment of a successful career in the city-state. The need for the establishment of a

i
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moral vocabulary is necessary for jhe acccomplishment of their enterprise, for in the
classical city-state politics and ethics are intertwined. Hence, for Protagoras, the man
who has virtue is the man who is successful in public city life. To acquire virtue or

success he must learn Techne, the craft, or skill of public oration in order for him to mold

his hearers successfully.

-

The Sophists' relativism emerged in their establishment of a theory of knowledge

which is based on perception. Protagoras’ statement that "man is the measure of all

things; of the things which are , that they are, and of the things which are not , that they

are not,"!! has been interpreted by Plato to mean that the notion of truth is based upon the

perception of each individual percipient. In this sénse, the ‘truth' can have as many

-

meanings as there are men. The state’of 'being' also falls in question. There are no

criteria for 'being hot' or 'being cold', there is only the truth that each person perceives.
Reality of the condition and nature of things becomes also questionable. The theory of
relativism falls in direct opposition with the Homeric type society, where all is ordered

and given a function which is also qualified according to a specific norm.

If the concept of truth suffers from the evaluation of each man, then it would suffer

even more when comparing one state's constitution and laws to another. The dilemma
within which every individual finds himself immersed pertains to findin?He answers as
to which state must one belong, and to what rules must one adhcré? The ﬁucsﬁons What
am I to believe? How do I live? do not simply eongcern the followers of the Sophists_, but

they are also questions that are posed directly or indirectly by modern social individuals.

Having lost faith in the conventions {whether religious or cultural) these modem men are -

advised by a complete philosophical tradition to act in accordance with nature: to act

82



according to their natural inclinations. The latter are readily supplied by these aspiring
philosophers, and the modern dilemma is settled, right? Maclntyre answers 'no’. The
reason lies in the distinction one makes between nature and convention. A man who lives
according to the rules of society is a man of convention. Whereas a man who acts
according to his own precepts in or out of a state is a man of nature. When evaluated in
moral terms, the latter is considered as nomgoral and premoral. Such as this premorat or
presocial man is evaluated whether in philosophical inquiries of the seventeenth and
-eighteenth century, or in the Sophist tradition, the presocial or premoral attitude appedrs
primary, and the nature of the social man is secondary. In the Greek version of the

natural man, Plato demonstrates (through Thrasymachus) that this premoral and presocial

man is not the child of nature, but rather is the very defintion of the Homeric hero!2.

According to this MacIntyre claims that the very definition of the natural man,
whether in Greek or liberal philosophy, does not refer to man in a state of savage nature,
but it merely indicates the nature of a man that comes from an eaflicr age. The reason for
which he is considered 'natural' resides in the fact that he reprcs;:nts a set of moral
expressions which are no longer valued in socie&. The actions which were considered
as brave, courageous and skilful come to be described in the nc-w society as brutal,
aggressive and selfish.

3 .

In establishing this distinction MaclIntyre succeeds in making two main points. First,
that the relativist tradition has succeeded, through its theory of subjective knowledge, to
render incoherent the theory of the natural man. It does so in failing to distinguish
between the concept of man who stands outside society and is able to. question its

. conventions, and the concept of the man who stands outside the society, hence, an
: . ‘ \
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a-social man. The failure to make such a disti‘nctiqn gives risé to an error in the
establishment of a coherent identity of the natural man (hence of the man who does not
belong to a society)i The latter having been evaluated according to what classical society
thought of the moral qualities of the Homeric hero (hence, aggressivity, brutishness and
selfishness) has come to be associated with a psychological makeup that is simple to
define: hp has one objéct in\mind, and it is narrowly defined. To achieve it he will
follow the rules of the convention.and use the mastery of rechne for its accomplishment.
Hencc; it is according to this psychological insight of tﬁc‘S.ophists in the nature of man
that their education is based. The second point made. by MacIniype consists in the very
parallelism the first point has with the psychological nature of the "natural man " of
Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau and Kant. Although he does not explicitly §t2te it, MacIntyre
resolves to demonstrate the errbn_eous results of l'thc attempt to base theories of political
and sociological intent on a formulation of a subjective theory of the "natural man".

-

The relativism of the Sophists gives rise to questions as; to the nature of knowledge.
According to Socrates "virtue is knowledge"13, The knowledge which constitutes virtue
does not simply indicate the knowledge of what is and what is not - it is hence not the
Sophists’ rechne -, rather it is the ability to recognise relevant distinctions and a capacity
to act. In this sense Socrates joins both virtue and techne among which he does not allow
any distinctions. For Socrates no one who is the possessor of knowledge acts contrary
to what he knt‘)“ws. Within this very virtue is a natural impulse to act upon what one
believes is right. Aristotle objects to the Socratic theory of knowledge by suggestingl that
“the most important thing is not to know what it fs, but how it arises; we do not wish to
knm{ what courage is, we wish to be courageous,"14 thereby making tﬁe distincjtion

" . between knowledge and action. This brings to mind the Kantian theory of the
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"categorical imperative” which claims that the development of a universal subjectiire
consciousness rendcrs it imperative thiat the man in possession of such consciousness.
must act upon it through the making of universal moral maxims; to this theory MacIntyre
in After Virtue makes an.Aristotelean objection!5, It is both MacIntyre and Aristotle's
contention that the’ mere knowledge of what is right and wrong remains subjective- which
also indicates the inconsistancy of its application - unless there appears a social authority
capable of neccssiating‘its' inforcement. For Maclntyre the rnakiné aﬁn/oral concepts.
cannot be done through a mere philosophical inquiry such as that of the Sophists, rather
there must be "rules which could be taught and learned, rules which are socially
established and socially shared"6 in order for the meaning of the moral expressions to be
socially applica_ble. Maclntyre agrees with the Socratic employment of deﬁniti_ons for _
they suggest the sez;rch for objective standards of morality, and they also demonstrate the

. . . .
fact that in the Greek city state "moral usage has ceased to be clear and consistent”17,

s

The Project Of The Enlightenment

g Itis upon these basic philosophical analysis that MacIntyre constructs his study of the

" modem crisis of morality, In Afer Virtue, as well as in other earlier articles!® Maclntyre .
formulates a theory associating the total disintegration of a collective moral set of values
with the Age of Enlightcyment. Maclntyre contends th'at the project of the philosophers
of the Enlightenment to ren&er morality subjective has given rise to two épecific -although

- interrelated- problems. On the one hand, t;: subjectivisation of morality cmphasised the

already present process Jf social breakdown. On the other hand, it helped mask’
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bureaucranc dommauon by giving the mchwdual a false sense of liberty, For MacIntyre

mdmduahst moral' phxlosophers share in both the liberating and the constricting
characteristics of bourgeois society. They represent both the genuine advance in human . -
liberation which it represents acd'iis specific form of human alienation". Indiv’itiﬁalist_
philosophy creates the latter condition due to its incapacity to develop a teleological theofy
of social existence. Its theory does not allow the bridging of the gap between the |
universal and the particular, nor can it consolidate the individual and his community.
This dissociating effect of universal and particular, of individua! and commuﬁity is seen
by MacIntyreato constitute the alienation of man from his own forms of social life by
falsely objectifying their actions thereby endowirig them with independent existence; they
are equally convinced of being "free agents in areas of their Iife where the economic and
social forms are in fact dictating the roles they live out”". Both illusions, liberty and ¢
independence, contribute to man's "loss of the grasp of his own nature"19,
o 4

The Age of Enlightenment’ #o€s not merely signify the rise in the value and status of

science, but it also rcpé‘escnts’t/hc onslaught of social class dissentions and the intellectual
and scientific pursuﬁt of the understanding of man, through reason rather than through \
religious advocation. Although this age characterised most of Europe, Maclntyre sees the
elements of the 'pfoject' to be mostly characteristic of northern Europe where the
secularisation of Protestantism rcprcsennng the change in belief, ;md hence the very stage
at which a new set of dcﬁmtlons of moral expressions was 16 order. This is also
acCompanied by a shift in the status of the Latin language - which is very close in its
interpretation of moral cxpr.gssions to the Greek language - from being first to becoming

second. MacIntyre's theory suggcsts. that a breakdown in the coherence and unity of a |

set of moral expressions occurred with the development of the Protestant ReformationZ0,
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It is for this reason that he chooses Kierkegaard and Kant as the representatives of this

age and prominent developers of the project.

Kierkegaard depicts the Crisis of the modern man to be primarily grounded in the
latter's dissipation in the race and in society. Society for Kierkegaard is the ultimate
lcause for the alienation of man from hi‘s proper nature, reflective subjectivity. Man in
modern society becomes a stranger to others and to himself, He is stricken with
'spiritlessness’, selves become "mirages," "ghc_:sts," "shadows," "living dead". "The

man suffering from this condition is the "unhappiest man" who

cannot become old, for he has never been young; he cannot become
young, for he is already old. In one sense of the word he cannot -
die, for he has not really lived; in another sense he cannot live, for
he is already dead. He cannot love, for love-is in the present, and he
has no present, no future, and no past; and yet hs has a sympathetic

" nature, and he hates the world because he loves it. He has no
passion, not because he is destitute of it, but because simultaneously
he has the opposite passion. He has no time for anything, not
because his time is taken up with something else, but becausé he has

no time at all 2! , A

{

The social man is an entity with no purpose and no capacity to reflect; he is guided by

forces that lie outside him and that consfitutc g life,

In the same work Kierkegaard presents a theory of ethical choice. The latter entails
the possibility of a free choice be't;vcen two distinct modes of' life: aesthetic or moral. The
reason lying behind this pzssil?ility of choice is the freedom to define one's subjectivity.
For Kierkegaard the realisation of the self depends on subjective liberty; on this subject
‘ hc states: "But what, then, ishthis self of mine: If I were to define this, my first ahswer

would be: It is the most abstract of all things, ang.yet at the same time it is the most
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concrete - it is freedém"?z. 'This freedom of choice is seen by Maclntyre to be done so
that the "pringiples whi.t':;l_l-."dcpict thcbethical way of life are to be adopted for no reason,
| but for a choice that lies be);ond reasons, just because it is the choice of what is to count
for us as a reason"23, The lack of the presence of an objective value, a purpose becomes
prominent when attempting to answer MacIntyre's question: "How can that which we
adopt for no reason have any authority over us?" or in other words, the act of choosing'
does not imply the presence of any’ criteria which acts as its reinforcer. The act of
choosing is in itself subjective, thereby rendering its actual implementation on the social
. level questionable. Also, the very nature of the ethical choice - which is valued by
Kierkegaard - signifies the limitation oii choice between two distinct statés of moral
existence and behaviour, whereas Kierkegaard.is suggesting that the freedom ot:a the
individual resides in the making of chgccs; however, these choices are in themselves
limited in nature and in number. This incoherence in Kierkegaard's moral theory is seen

by MacIntyre to reflect “a combination of novelty and tradition ... which is the logical

outcome of the Enlightenment's project to provifie a rational foundation for and -

justification of morality"24. Kierkegaard's incoherence is an indicator of the earlier
incoherences of Kant's moral theory. The latter is taken to be a "typical and supreme

¢ representative of the Enlightenment”. »”
2

The Kantian enterprise is expressed in the reflection that "twa things ﬁﬁ 'thc mind
. with ever new and increasing agmiration and awe ... the starrymbové and the
mord law within"ﬁ.ﬁut against the eighteenth century background of rising scientic
progress and a hesitant, if not diverse, mc:r@fJ at{itude of Protestantism, Kant's interests
are uItimate\ly connected with the proposition of a comprehensive system of the universe

-
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in which the foundations of scientific knowledge and morality are guaréntecd.' Kant
objects to the sccbticism regarding morality's validity and sees it as residing in the
seeking of basis for certainty where it cannot be found, namely in the content of
experience?s. Kant's Lhc_ory undertakes a complete study of the nature of thought in
order to show how one is able to obtain certain knowledge of both scientific empirical
* facts and of moral laws. - o |
. ‘ r-
The theory demonstrates by an analysis of what Kant came to call "categories of
understanding” the guarantee of the universality’ of scicnﬁfic knowledge. These
cdtegories are the forms of all possible knowledge and are not ETWM
content. For example, it is the nature of the mind to 'think that‘cvery actioﬁ is connected
to a cause. The principle of causality, being one of the categories of understanding, does
not come into being as a result of an experience, on the contrary it is its very existence
that orders experiences causally. The.certainty of the presence of causes of events is
derived from the mind and not frc;m experience. As cxpenencc explains the action, the
mind explains to us what necessarily. happened. Thesc categones are "a-priori" in
character such that they are not derived from experience. They are the necessary
preconditions for empirical knowledge. Experience is not taken to be a mere passive
reception of impressions; it involves the active grasping and understanding of

perceptions, and without the 'a-priori' categories by means of which one orders and

com;;rehcnds perception, it would be formless and meaningless. According to Kant,

“concepts without perceptions are empty; perceptions without cdnccpts are blind"??, |

bl

: —
Kant's theory of k}lowledge makes two important claims. First, because causal

relations are formulated in the instant the categories are applied to experience, then
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is the™will . The validity . of this pre

-

knowledge cannot be derived outside of the realm’ of experience. The realm of

experience, or nature is devoid of any values that are not also shared in the categories. In

this sense, nature becomes neutral, it is neither moral, nor does it presuppose in its

phenomenal existence the image of a moral agent, or a God. The sécond characteristic is o

seen by Maclntyre to reside in Kant s indifferent attitude as to thc afﬁrmanon of a basis
for knowledge, such as one finds in the Cartesian medxtanons Kant seems to take the
ma_themat:cal knowledge and Newtonian mechanics for granted and inquires about the
consistancy of our contepts with them. This is also reflected in his moral theory. Kant,

states Maclntyre, takes the existence of ordinary moral consciousness for granted?8, for

he treats them as 'a-priori', a given.

While defining the theory of the universal moral imperative, Kant introdudés-the
theory that the validity of a moral prmc1plc is based upon the a-pripri ;nncxples of
morahty if itis to be bmdmg on all men. In other words, that a universally binding moral
principle must be based on an a-priori founddtlons In Kant s view, moral conscmusness
is umvcrsa.lly bmdlng on all men, and that 1ts prcsence 1S necessary ; moral pnnmples are
valid for all rational beings. The certainty of such an a-priori cannot be studied through
empiric;all sciencé for the latter concentrates on data such -as human desires and
inclinations which vary from one individual to another. The universal pﬁnciplc is based
upon the premise if all men are rational, morahty is valid in rational beings, then all men

are mora] or have the consc10usness

f this universal morality; what men need to apply it
ise is based upon a test of consiStency as the
fundamcnta} principle of thc moral la categorical imperative: right actions are
those which conform to principles one can consistently will to be principles for all men;
wrong actions are those based upon maxims that a rational individual could not will that

e
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all men should follow?. ‘. | B : S
According to Kant, through the use of the categorical imperative men are capable of
distinguishing between right and -wrong actions. This is.not merely based on the
consistency test, but it is also a means for directing acti'on ‘and controlling behaviour. Its
- binding effect lies primarily in each man's recognition of its rational nature; it is man's
conﬁciousness of its rational binding principle that secures its existence. In the instant of
its recognition all men need is the will to apply it. The falct that it is not applied daily does
not deter Kant, for he ¢laims that its validity is not solely based upoh its daily use.

The will in the Kantian thcdry.of ethics has a prominent position, for no other aspect,
whether health, wealth, or intellect is "unconditionally good". The good will is not good
because it achieves good results. Even if it were unable to attain the ’E:n.ds it seeks, it
remains good in itself and has a higher worth than the superficial -things gained by
immoral actioﬁ's. A good will, according to Kant is good " simply by virtue of the
volition", that is, "it is good in itself, and considered by itself is to be esteemed much
higher than all that can be brought about by it in favour of any inclination, nay, eveﬁ of
the sum total of all inclinations ... Like a jewel, it would still shine by its own light, as\a{

thing which has its whole value in itself"30,

.

The nature of the good will is primarily associated with the concept of duty: a good
will is one which acts for the sake of duty. The value of moral actions consist in thelr
conception as duty. Actions Wthh give rise to good results are not praiseworthy 1f they
do not occur in accordance with duty; in this instance they are not moral actions. For

example, a man preserving his life in conformity to duty is acting ar:rcﬁ-ding to duty, but
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not:from duty; whereas a man who preserves his life when it has become a burden, only

because he feels that it is his duty to do so, is n&ora!ly (::orrect This however, does not

.

mdlcate that Kant claims that doing ones duty should be unpleasant he is, rather mak.mg
the dJSUncnon between the actual desire, or the actual expression of good will and the
gxpression of ulterior motives. The efficacy of dutifulness is best discerned when it
stands alone or in opposition to other motives. “The extreme drudgc;'y of the ekample
given by Kant is not made to disapprove of ordinary human motives such as hap_lai;iess,
but to best illustrate his point. r _

Kant's first ethical proposition, then,. is that a moral act must be done from duty in
orderfor it to be morally praiseworthy. His second proposi'tion is closely associated to

. _ , .
the first: an act done from moral duty derives its worth, not from the results it produces

but from the principle by which it is determined. It is hence based on "the principle of

volition by which the action has taken place,

ithout regard to any object of desire"31,
Both proposmons allow Kant to give a definition of-duty: "dury is the necess\'ity of acting

Jrom respect for the law". Hence the morally right action is executed solely in reverence

-~

of the law, and its unique and unconditioned worth is\derived from it: "an action done _

from duty must wholly exclude the influence of inclinatign, and with it every object of the
~ .

will, so that nothing remains which can determine the will except objectively the law, and

(Y

subjectively pure respect for this practical law,..."32. The nature of this very law

consists in the test of consistency of the:categorical imperative which involves the

generalisation of maxims where one would remain attached to those whxch he wills to be

universal and discard those which he conld not will to be universally vahd

»
In his theory of morality, Kant establishes a complete distinction between the
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" categorical imperative and hypothetical imperatives. The former is an unconditional
dlrechvc which prcscribes'?iétions to be done because of the moral worth of the maxim,
and not for the sake of some other hurnan inclination. The hxp'othetical imperative is a
conditional directive which prescribes what ought to be done for the achievement of a
desired end or purpose. For example, 'one ought not to murder as amétter of principle’
is a categorical imperative, whereas 'if you want to avoid punishmeat, you ought not to
Kill' is a hypothetical imperative. MacIntyre argues that the Kantian version of categorical
imperative does not and cannot provide a coherent basis for its utterance. When one

utters a Kantian moral precept he states: “yoﬁ ought to do such and such”, "why?" "There

is no reason. You just ought'33. This utterance makes the 'cﬁstinction between a
condifiénal and a non-conditional pre‘ccpt, but it does not express the universal character
qf morality, nor the universal character of the moral uttefed. MacIn"ty.re cla@ms that this
inconsistency in Kant's theory is present due to modern society's lack of a rational,

objective criterion fo\r deciding which of the moral precepts are valid moral imperatives. |
. on the other hand will suggest in section two of chapter three, that Kant is abic to affirm
that the categorical imperative is universal due to his belief that men are aware of their

universal subjectivity. This subject will be discussed in greater detail in chapter three

below.

Kant's moral theory presupposes that man utters his moral precept to himself, and is
therefore in a position-to accept or reject it. His obedience to tht; precepts he utters does
not irﬁply an obedience to any other being than himself. In this context neither society
nor the teachi;lgs of God may decide the validity of a moral imperative, for the individual
is put in a position where he can rationaliy decide for himself the moral to follow. His

autonomy puts him in a position to judge by himself if what God commands is right .
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. The possibility t6 do so gi\}es rise to the presence of a moral authority which is in no need -

of the instruction of a divine moral agent.. In thi§ sense a u‘niversal, objective criterion for

morality cannot exist. Also, this subjectively imposed moral authority cannot exist in

in the precept "love thy neighbour" may only exist within a social and rcfigious context.

In his discussion on practical reason, Kant presupposes the belief in God, freedom and

immortality. God is capable of crowning virtue with happiness; however, since in the
social life happiness is undetermined and cannot be associated with darthly virtue,
immortality and the bromise of happiness in the next life is required for the establishment
of a motive for virtue. Freedom in this sense is a presupposition of the moral imperative,
or the action of choice. The choice of the categorical irnperativ.e signiﬁcs a recognition of
duty mﬁwholly separated from any existing social role or purpose.
: -

According to MzicIntyrc, Kant's theory of the categorical imperative acts at least in
ﬁo ways as a representative of the emerging individualist capitalist society. In the first
instance, this theory renders the individual morally sovereign; it enables him to reject any
outside moral authority, It leaves him with a set of moral precepts that are lav..rs, and
which act in a negative rather than a positive sense. Kant's laws indicate what man

should not do, rather than what he should. The adoption of a moral law is taken by the

subject to refrain him from falling prey to his immoral inclinations, but not to give, hima

specifi¢ 'end’, a purpose for which he must act in a moral way, This type of ;norality
does not promote social formation, it allows the leading of a life which is compatible with

telling the truth, keeping promises, ...etc.

- The second point stated by Maclntyre concerns the test of consistency. In Kant's
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doctrine of the categorical inperative no indication is made as to when and why must one

——

formulate a maxim and subject it to the test. In fact, Kant's theory appears to be

dependent on an already existing morality from which man is to choose the maxims that

appeal to him through the test of consistency; the validity of the maxim'also depends in
_

\ kY . Y
return on the fool proof method of the test. However, thig test for Maclntyre is not

. considered as reliable because one may invent through a play on words a maxim that will

&

appear as universal while preventing through the citation of specific, unique situations the

others from applying it. As an example MacIntyre claims that one may universalise the.

maxim that one may break promises whenever it is in his own advantage to do so. The
‘ oy
formulation of such a maxim would proceed as follows: "I may break my promises only

when ..."34. This formulation would not have succeeded for thé clause” only when" is

conditjonal rather than unconditional as a categorical imperative should be. Also, it _

signifies the expression of an inclination rather than a deterrent from an inclination,

MacIntyre himself in the same text noted the negative implication which is present in the

Kantian moral theory33. Although theoretically MacIntyre's illustration of the .

unreliability of Kant's test is not convincing, one may agree, nevertheless, with the claim

it attempts to raise concerning the unguarantéed consistency in the application of a

- subjectively determined morality withir-a§ocial setting. This is further amplified by the

absence of a set goal, a perceivable end to-which the application of this moral virtue
would serve as a vehicle. However, this unreliability did not concern Kant for his theory

presupposed the presence of a universal recognition of subjectivity.

The Enlightenment project, of which Kant is considered the leading author, sought to
justify morality through the application of key premises characterising specific feature or

features of human nature through which rules of morality could be explained and justified
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as being those rules whlch a being possessing such a human nature could be expected to

accept, and hence perform35 The Kantian theory, or the Enhghtcnment pro_lect aimed to g

justify morality in terms of human nature through md.wxduahst postulates rather than to a

set of soc1a11y constructed and administered laws. - ~

4+

. ® :
According to MaclIntyre such a project is bound to fél due to its 'very structure and

purpose. To illustrate this, he compares the Kantian morality to traditional Aristotelean
ethics. The traditional morality present in the Nichomachean Ethics constitutes the
instruction of practical reason and experience that aim to transform man's human nature
as it happens to be ¢(hence human nature in i& crude form) into human nature as it could
be if it reached its telos. This form of morality cannot base its main attributes on the
human natulrc in its crude form, but- on the coming-into-being of human nature
transformed by the/rgalisation of its telos. In its proper traditional form, morality carries

within its structure elements that must lie in opposition to the original crude nature of

rﬁan so that it can transform it. Traditional" morality's essennal element consists of the

bringing into light of the 'human’ telos; its instructions have an end whlch is identical to

that of the soc1ahscd individual. The realisation of this social end holds obligational
overtones: if on is to reach his sociaily given end, he must follow the moral teachings of

society. As it is noted above, traditional morality distinguishes three stages of moral

development: The original human nature in its crude unjnformed state, the process of,

transformation, or the coming into being which coﬁsists mainly of the application'of a set
of moral rules of each social role, and finally, the realisation and perfection of this end.
‘R

The failure of the Kantian project is seen by MacIntyre to consist in the emphases it

L placed on th'e\ﬁrst two stages, and the complete dxsregard for the third. For, as the ethlcal
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evaluation is necessarily basec-l on a morality which is deﬂ\;ed from the original crude
nature of man, the realisation of human nature if it reached its telos cannot exist; in its
very nature, the Kaﬁtian theory cannot indicate a moral telos, for the process begins and
ends in the subject. The subject is already moral, he has no moral end outside of his own

sphere of reflection and moral development. The Kantian moral theory being a/fiitx-of

"novelty and tradition" expresses the necessity of a moral imperative, but dist
+
separating it from the social content. In its distorted form, traditional moral iprecepts

become a series of arbi% subjective expressions which are devoid of any socially
applicable dimension. This distortion indicates for MaclIntyre the absence oz)common
soctal telos; the latter condition consists in the application of the rational Scienfific Method

by Kant to the s@f.l sphere thereby necessiating the separation of fact /ﬁoﬁ value in the

social content leaving-an, with a narrow subjective view of his won\d, alienated from

society and purposeless.

> |

3 N \ \ ‘
' ~ J »
Maclntyre's critique of the subjectivity of the Kantian philosophy a&ﬁs‘undcrlying

presentation of a socially fragmented modern society resembles to a great extent Hegel's
. critiqﬁe of the "reflective philosophy of subjectivity". In a forward to a book by Hinrich
Hegel describes the "evil of the present time" as "the fortuitousness and caprice of
subjective feeling and its opinions associated with the cu!tzfre of reflective thought which
has proved to its own satisfaction that spirit is incapable of knowing the truth"37. In a
close study of the work of Kant, Fichte -and Jacobi, Hegel s;ts out to demonstrate that
* eighteenth and nineteenth century theories on "reflective subjectivity” are the intellectual
expression of the social, political and religious breakdown of modern life.

In Lectures on thc; Philosophy of Religion, Hegel defines the term reflectio’n as "the

—

[
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action that establishes oppositions and goes from one to the other, but without effecting

their combination and realizing their thorough going unity". Reflection is understanding;

it is primarily an analytical activity which allows the making of disﬁqctions and the

establishment of antitheses. It is also “thought" which "sticks to fixed determinations and

 the distinction of one thing from another: every sq’éh limited abstraction it treats as having

a subsistence of its §wn"38. The nature of the philosophy of "reflective subjectivity"
cannot combine but separates (entzweit). It can divide (trennt) but cannot unite, it

-

alienates but cannot reconcile39,

‘ Hegel believes that the most pronounced statement of "reflective subjectivity" resides
in Kant's critical philosophy. It is evident for Hegel fhat this "reflective” characteristic
can be perceived in Kant's theory of knowledge prcsentéd in his Critique of Pure

. . . . v - .

Reason. Kant's distinction between conbcpt and possible experience effected a clear

distinction between subject and object. This separation of “éubject and object brought his

theory of knowledge to a halt, for this very separation indicates the impossibilityh\ of

knowledge. Kant's distinction between the concepts or categ?s‘es of undcrsténding and

the experiences forces him to distinguish between the things as we conceive them, and
the things in themselves (Ding an sich). The latter remains to be an absolute limit to the
reflective acﬁvitLof the knowing subjec't. This absolute opposition of subject and object
renders the knowledge of the object by the subject impossible.
. . ; | )

Hegel views the Kantian critical theory of epistemology as a failure for it leads to an
extreme type of subjectivism due to which the individual is incapable of knowing or
acknowledging an objective end. According to Hegel Kantian "ol?jectivity" is "to a

certain extent subjective. Thoughts, ... although universal and necess}u’y categories, are

+
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only our thoughts - separated by an impassable gulf from the thing, as it exists apart from
J
our knowledge. But the true objectivity of thinking means that the thoughts, far from

being merely ours, must at the same time be the real essence of the things, of whatever is

an object to us"40. The antithetical relation of subject and object pertains to a
development of a subjectivity that is forever alienated from the objective knowable world.

With regards to morality Hegel's assessment of Kant's second Critique states that:

'

As theoretical reason is opposed to objective sensuousness, so
practical reason is opposed to practical sensuousness, to impulses
and inclinations. Perfected morality must remain a beyond [ein
Jenseits]; for-morality presupposes the difference of the particular
and universal will. It is a siruggle, the determination of the
sensuous by the universal; the struggle can only take place when
the sensuous will is not yet in conformity with the universal. The
result is, therefore, that the aim of the moral will is to be attained
only in infinite progress*!.

The dichotomy of Kantian philosophy is seen by Hegel to exist in both theoretical and
practical reason. As theoretical reason seeks to bridge the gap between a-priori categories
and a-posteriori sense-data, practical reason tries to bridge the gap between moral ide%ty
and empirical reality. The opposition which separates the knowing subjccf t:rom the
empirical object is internalised in practical reason as the conflict between universal,
objective categorics'and subjective desires of the individual42. The internalisation of the
conflict gives rise to a shift from alienation in the world to self-alienation. It is Hegel's
view that the implication of the implementatior\n of practical reason develops a fundamental
contradictioﬂ where the realisation of morality is at one and the same time its negatibn.

The separation of ‘Is' from 'Ought’ must occur if any moral action is to take place. The

moral duty as'a result becomes an unrealisable must (Sollen) or an unreachable =

" beyondness (Jenseits). Life becomes an unbearable burden within which man aims to
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reach an end which is in principle unrealisable.

* In spite of the apparent similarities between Hegel's analysis of the philosophy of
reflective subjcctivity' and Maclntyre's analysis of thé failure of the Enlightenment
project, MacIntyre, cannot be branded a Hegelian. -Much of their differences--lie\in)hgi]r

v1sxon of the theory of the historical cvolunon of man. Hegel's v1ew of history is that of

a dlalcctlcal progress containing within it a dnve towards rational consciousness brought

on by a series of dialectical (opposmon-reconmhauon) processes in the course of human
hlstory The achievement of hliman conscicusness 1s the product of the accomplishment
7 of a historical progress - hence, the crisis of today is seen as a cns1sy\;vh1ch will bring in
its resolution a higher degree of conscmusness leadn}g yet again to another cr‘isis whose
;'esol.ution will attain again a higher kﬁowledge and consciousness of subjective freedom.
History signifies a continual, progress towards a higher leve! of human conscim}sness
through reason which, unlike understanding or 'reflection’, represents for Hegel a higher
. mode of thought which sets the distinctions made through the process of 'undérstanding'

back in movement, thereby bringing them to an "over-arching unity". Rationality is seen

to involve a "clear consciousness of distinctions: between subject and object, self and
. . <
other, the rational and the affective"43, -

It is this view of hist_ory as progress towards the rational consciousness of subjective
freedom which allows Hegel to regard philolsophical "reflective subjectivity” not simply
"as a false direction in philosophy, but as a trend which necessarily came into being and
whose errors also bear the stamp of necessny" Hegel's evaluation of the faxlure of

teflective subjectivity’ attempts to show the "logic of this necessity and of the lnmtanons

‘it entailed"44. Historically, I-Ic\gfl atiemptcd to show that "reflective subjectivity"” is the

N
N
<

100



[

product of the contradictions of the present and that this constituted its historical
justification and its historical achievement. However, as a provider of a solution to the

. r .
contradiction it exposed, "reflective subjectivity” is a failure. This is clearly stated in

Heégel's study of the second and third Critiques of Kant's philosophy. The assessment

Hegel makes of the latter demonstrates its incapacity to reconcile the very contradition it

exposed. As a matter of fact, the Kantian "categorical imperative” emphasises the

contradiction rather than attempts a reconciliation.

Maclntyre on the other hand, far from viewing historical evolution as a progress

towards rational consciousness, sees historical evolution - especially in terms of the

evolution of the social formations and its accompanying devolution of moral language -

as a decline, a distortion of human consciousness expressed in the distortions found in

moral discourse. Reason and its essential role as the telos of social existence and

interaction, becomes distorted, its significance and its clearness of purpose within the

social context becomes obscured as the subject becomes aware of his own being and is
alienated from 'socie'ty. 'The rise of subjective consciousness as the Hegelian concept of
historical progress represents for Maclntyre the very breakdown of social formations
through which a_distorﬁbn in the moral vocabulary caused by alteration in the evaluation
of social roles,}and hence of values occurs. For Hegel, the process of subjective
consciousness commenced with the appearance of religion where man while avowing his
devotion to God became separated from his community. MaclIntyre sees religion as much
of ifier as the Greek city-state; the actuai division set in with the Protestant

Reformation#3 which provided man with completely altered views of his own nature and
of his telos. Therefore, what Hegel sees as a distinct realisation of subjective

consciousness developing against the community's, and later the Church'’s abuse of its

]
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powers, Maclntyre sees as a disintegration in the unity of social practice of virtues.

Hegel's theory of the progress of human consciousness in history is deeply
intertwined-with his idea of freedom. Hegel's theory on the dialectic of progre.s;s is
expressed through an explicit demonstration of the coming into consciousness of
subjective freedom. Ac'cprding to Hegel the progress towards reason is alvﬁays a drive
towards an extention of th}:_ exercise of responsibility; and freedom cannot be extended
without increasing understa"ngling. It is on these grounds that Hegel connects the notion
of a historical pr'ogfcss towards freedom in rationality. With respect to f:reedom Hegel

writes that "this idea itself is tiw actuality of men - not something which they have, as
men, but which they are"46, Helipe, for Hegel, the concept of freedom is not merely a
by-product of modernity, it is an essential characteristic of the nature of man which
fashions history and guides the essence of human existence. In this historical progress
the realisation of subjectivity through reason is paramount. But reason is not
instrumental, it does not seek to separate, it seeks to reconcile the oppositions existing
between human freedom and nature, the iﬁdividual and society,.the subject and the
world, and the finite and inﬁn‘ite spirit (man and God); this reconciliation does not mean
simply "undoing;" ‘for Hegel there is no question of returning to our primitive condition
before the separation of subject and object. On the conu-ary/hc aspires "to retain the fruits

of separation, free rational consciousness, while reconciling this with unity, that is, with

nature, society, God, and even with fate or the course of things"47,

This is highly contradictory to MacIntyre's theory. In the first instance, MacIntyre

plainly objects to the fact that there is, or has been a notion of an ‘individual'. According

to MaclIntyre, the "project of Enlightenment" is the "inventor” of the “individual ",
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Maclntyre also objects to the notion of rights which he defines as those "which afe 7
allcg;d to belong to human beings as such and which are cited as a reason for holding .
that people ought not to be interfered with in their pursuit of life, liberty and happiness". ‘
He also ﬁnd's it odd that there should be "human rights”, hence riéhts attachcd "to human
.beings simply qua human beinés" is a concept that did not arise before the close of the
middle ages, a fact which ‘suggests that "there are not such rights, and belief m them is

one with belief in witches and in unicorns"48, It is clear from MacIntyre's argument that

there is no such thing as an individual, and the rights for such a fictious entity are equally

illusory, just as the notion of a subjective morality is an outrageous lie.

\

Maclntyre cannot follow Hegel into a post-Kantian théory of ‘Sitﬂict;keit' because for
him man is incapable of self-determination, of freedom of thought or othc;'\vise of action.
The failure of the Enlightenment project is not a step towards higher subjective
consciousness, rather it signifies the absolute break with tradition, a break which he sees
as almost irredeemable for it suggests in its very being the first stage in the process of
social, and hence moral degeneration. It means the complete disintegration of social -
values, and 6f an overall dissolution of the value or quality of human life. Unlike Hegel,
Maclntyre cannot accept this development in a positive Iigh;, as t;1é g:on‘ling into being of

unity; for him it signifies rather the beginning of the end.

Maclntyre's theory of the individual and society is Aristotelean in character. Man
within society is not a subject, but is a functic;ning par't, an object. His morality is not his
own, it is not an expression of his being as a human being, it is merely attached to his
capacity to execute his social role to a perfection thereby acquiring a specific moral

characteristic. His life, his whole existence is consumed within a society in which he

*
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exists as a mere insu'urhent. The fulfillment of any 'subjective’ tendency can oniy have
an expression on the public or political sphere. Hence, for an individual to attempt to
stage his own life as his 'end’, rather than having his 'end’ be set in the Polis, is the
primary factor in the breakdown of the unity of the social f‘ormation. Morality, a concept
which is completely associated with the social roles becomes distorted as a shift is made
from one social system to another, from'onc 'end'to a multiplicity of individual ‘ends".
At the same time Maclntyre disclaims the suggestion "that the self is and becomes

nothing but the social roles which it inherits", for the self distinguished from its roles
S

"has a history and a social history ..."%9, According to MacIntyre, the self is c;pable of
passi1'1g judgement on situations c;nly when it has a socially established criteria for
evaluation. ‘The emofivist self is incapable of judgement due to the absence of such
criteria; it has no criteria to judge by_._ In his view, the modemn democratised self has "no
necessary social content and no nccessafy social identity". It can be anything, "because it

is in and for itself nothing". The self is "'no more than 'a peg' on which the clothes of the

*

role are hung"50. For MaclIntyre, the emotivist self is "entirely set against the social .
world ... the social world is everthing, the self is therefore nothing at all, it occupies,g

social space ... the self is in no way an actuality"5!, This is the plight of the modemn

man, o

Nevertheless, Maclntyre's characterisation of the emotivist character above,
resembles his characterisation of the individual in classical society. On the subjective
level, the Aris‘totelean man is subordinated to the social role he is forced to live out. The
"judgement” of which Maclntyre boasts is not his own, it is based upon the socially set

criteria; the classic?{ man when found within a society which is for example emotivist is

L]
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as lost and as inadequate as MacIntyre's characterisation of man and his nature. For
Maclntyre, man is -pxl'imarily a social rolc,'a'n entity whose shape is entirély molded by its
social environment. His self-realisation is but the adéquate expression of the sdcial role
he lives out in society. He resembles in his very being an empty and transparent vessel
whose content varies with respect to the factors, that surround it or occupy it. Man in
essence is vacuous, he is in need of a social cfontext and a social content to héwe an
identity, a self. Subjecteﬁ to such nature, he can never have an identit‘y.of his own; his
nature is always determined By some "older social formation”. Without his social content

he is then nathingnéss. His 'telos’ must always be 'objective' because he has no

subjectivity.

A lacuna appears in MacIntyre's theory as he does not give any apparent reasons for
the change and transference of one social formation to another. Although he brands this
historical change as a demonstration of the process of deteriofation or distortion of ‘)thc
moral language énd usage, he does not suggest reasons for this shift. Moreover.

¥
although he defines the rise of individualism as an 'invention' he does not give a
historical explanation of this act, nor does he discuss the conflict between individual and
community. A deniai of man's subjectivity does not eliminate its existence nor does it
explain the need for its development. Nevertheless, it is upon this definition of man and

his nature that he bases his solution to the crisis of modemnity.

Maclntyre's Project

It is Maclntyre's contention that ever since the belief in Aristotelean teleology has

' been discredited there appeared multiple attempts to justify morality. It is through the
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result of Nietzsche's critiquesof the plausibility of modern moral philosophies that

_MacIntyre can vindicate the validity of the Aristotelean philosophy. Nietzsche contended

that the morality of the European society since the classics has been a sham, a di‘sguise '

for the will to power; he also showed that its plausibility could not be rationally justified.

In his theory of the Ubermench Nietzsche presents 2 man who "if he cannot lead, he goes

alone; then it can happenltflat he may snarl at some things he meets on the way ... he
'

wants no "sympathetic” heart, but servants, tools, ...jf.cre 1s a solitude within him that
is beyond appeal"2, According to MacIntyre the Nieteschean concept of the "great man”

“represents individualism's final attempt to escape. from its own consequences”. Its

stance "turns out not to be a mode of escape from or an alternative to the conceptual

scheme of liberal individualist modemity, but rather one more representative moment in

- its intemnal unfolding"33. By eliminating the plausibilty of Nietzsche's moral theory,
Maclntyre is now able to suggest that the modern crisis' solution consists in the

"restatement of the Aristotelean tradition in a way "that restores intelligibility and

rationality to our moral and social attitudes and commitments"S4.

According to MacIntyre the rendering of the Aristotelean tradition "rational” as such
requires the elimination of thi'::c incoherent characteristics in Aristptclcan philosophy.
First, Aristotelean teleology presupposes‘ the presence of an irrational theory of
inetaphysicai biology. The latter is primarily associated in Aristotle's belief that some
men are by nature free and other slaves, and that man is by nature a political animal.

These are all suppqé’itibns which render Aristotelean teleology unacceptable in modern

standards. Second,it has been noted by Barker35 among others that the Aristotelean

teleology is limited in wn concern with the city-state as an 'end’ while ignoring the

-
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growing expansionism of the Roman Empire whose déchOpment presented a glaring
alternative; hénce, Maclntyre viéwing the same limits of the Aristotel;:an teleology
suggests that the city-state be viewed in "z;n historical prespective as only one - even if a
very important one - in a series of social and political forms in and through which the
kind of self which ;:an exemplify the virtues can be found and educated". Thirdly,
MaclIntyre dispﬁtes Aristotle's dislike of conflict thereby ordering its elimination or
management. Maclntyre's argument is sufprisingly Hegelian in the sense that he does
see that it is c;n}y "through ﬁonﬂict that we learn what our ends and purposes are"36.
#

Maclntyre proposfcs to perform his enterprise through a particular study of the hdistory
of morality by dividing it ix four particulﬁr periods: the Homeric sagas, the classical
city-state, the medieval period «nd the utilitarian period of the eightegnth to the nineteenth
century. This historical study is rmeant to show the rcgulari‘ty in the presence of 'virtues'
as qualities in society, whether Homeric or utilitarian. MacIntyre attempts to demonstrate
a common feature in history: that of practice. The concept of practice becomes paramount

. )
to his theory as it identifies the presence of virtues with their social implementation. For

. Maclntyre "practice” signifies any social form of cooperative social activity whose

accomplishment requires the exercise of human exellence for a common goal. Practice is,
therefore, not simply the mechanical or technical exercise of chess playing onl'bascball
batting, it is rather an activity which is considered internal*to a given 'telos'. It is
-‘:ilntemal' in the sense that its very activity carries within it an end which is not associated
to external goods such as money and fame, but to 'internal’ discipline of the soul; the

discipline in virtues refers to such qualities as sportsmanship, honesty and justice. The

pleasure of executing the exercise should not be separated from its purpose; it is therefore

'internal’ pleasure. It is similar to Aristotle’s view of the good life for man, which is not
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an end that is accomplished through the accomplishment of some deed in particular;
rather it is the very practice of virtues that is at once the means and the end, and which
constitutes the good life; hence, the virtues are also internal means to the good life for
man which is an 'end’ that is at once public and private. Hence, for Aristotle the private
practice of virtues is also internal to the social end which is also the good life for man,

- thus allowing the end of man and of society to be one with each other.

]

The very concept of practice is not complete if divorced from the overriding. -

conception of the telos of a whole human life; a life that is conceived as a unity. Unity
here does not signify the Hegelian vision of a union between opposites, rather it identifies
the hann-c;nious unity of the virtues exercised by the individual for a given telos. It is the
unity of ‘purpose and of the means to achieve it. Maclntyre intends to provide an
adeciuate teleological account which is defensible and not related to Aristotelean
. métaphysical biology. Through an account of the human telos as the "good life fo'r man';
6:1 the one hand, and a historically derived theory of virtues embedded in the normal
constitution of society on the other, gi\'re Maclntyre the ﬁossibility of allowihg the
Aristotelean virtues to transcend metaphysical biology of teleology by becoming
associated with the "good for man", the latter being the reason for which man would
practice these virtues; hence the human telos is the "good for. man" and the means consist

in the practit:‘e.Qf the virtues,

) \

/ \
However, this solution carries within its folds an implicit 'a-priori': the Aristotelean a

-priori concerning the nature of man, hence "man is by nature an animal intended to live
in a polis". Man without a polis for MacIntyre, who also advocated the vacuity of the

self, would acquire a similar definition as that which is given by Aristotle who stated that

108



\

such a man is a "poor sort of being, ... he is like the man of whom Homer wrote in
denunciation: 'Clanless and Lawless and hearthless is he"57. This a-priori is i‘r} Brecht's

definition a 'classical type' which points to postulates that are considered true or

necessary irrespective of experience or anterior to it; " in other words not derived from
pe .

experience and considered valid"s8. These are a-prioris that are normally rejected bi

Scientific Method in general primarily for their prevalent arbitrariness; they are ruled out

of order. i

-~
~

‘-

At least in this respect, Maclntyre's attempt to render. Aristotelean telcoloéy free of
metaphysical biology failed. Its failure is Ugse& in the first instance on the impossibility
of the separation of the elements of metaphysical biology frorﬁ Aristotle'g teleology. This
impossibility I contend is due to the direct relationship existing between the éonccpt of
reason and its capacity directly to characferise human nature. Aristotle’s teicology cannot

be retained without the retentign of its ensuing characterisation of the nature and telos of

man. As Maclntyre attempts to render Aristotelean teleoloé‘y rationally defensible, he

commits to one of two things: he either alters the very nature of the 'telos' by instigating

or implying a differenl_ug_(u.l:e—o\f man, or he alters the nature of man through an alteration - A

of his end. Hence, any attempt to alter one part will imply the altering of the other.

LS
L]

A%

The strippiﬂg away of metaphysical biology from Aristotelean teleclogy in order to
render it rationally defensible does not remain consistent with the presupposition of
man's being as social "by nature”. This incompatibility gives ris;e to several
contradictions which will be disc.ussed in more detail in the next chapter; here iMsuffices
to state thet a rationalisation of Aristotelean teleology will surely give rise to a

rationalisation of man's*nature, hence to a view of man in terms of what is demafistrable
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and explicable through direct proof, and not through a classical a-priori. In one Sense

. MaclIntyre's characterisation of the nature of man as vacuous is in accordance with the

rationalist theory, whereas his theory of teleglogy being instituted within the practice of
virtues in s?cicty indicates the Aristotelean theory of teleology with its metaphysical
biology. |

-

"He is also not concerned with the knowledge arising from the numerous historically
documented conflicts between individual and community. Here too the arbitrariness of
hfs analysis prevail in the solution; for MacIntyre man is necessarily born in a society that
shapes him. His life (good life in society's standards) should, through practice, aim
towards this pregi.ven social standard; any déviétion from it is,éxplained through the

incoherence of the practices which sets in due fo a sudden and unacknowledged social
change. Herf; Maclntyre can be seen to be expressing a Platonic view of the perfect state.
Plato in the Laws states that the Republic will eventually idisintegrate due to the
impossibilty of the constant flawless expression of the Ic‘fea in the realm of phenomena.
'Could MacIntyre be expressing a Platonic idea of the virtues rather than an Aristotelean

idea of the mean ? This may well be the only answer to his historical study of morality.

Maclntyre's historical study of morality is specifically based upon the theory that
moral discourse becomes less intelligible as social formations are replaced by others, the
latter rcpresénting but a distorted coﬁy of the original. It is evident that, in this sense, the
ﬁse of individualism doe_s ﬁot reveal the necessary presence of "individuality" as such,
but it is rather the expression of.a distorted and misunderstood moral language. Also,
such a'distortiop is seen as independent from any specific 'individualist’ reaction, it is

rather a social deterioration brought on by rime. In his denial of any préscnce of
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. ‘individualist' action the conflict between individual and society cannot take on the same

significance as it does for Hegel and Marx. It cannot be interpreted as the individualist

cry~for feedom, for there can be no such thing; it is merely the expression of a morally
di_storted society. In the sar;xc‘way, society can nevei' become oppressive, it is merely the
oppression brought on by a;\clistorﬁon of"thc moral language that is being expressed.
N

Maclntyre's characterisation of _t_he individual also resembles to a great extent a
Platonic shortcoming. Barker discusses Plato's destruction of the basis of personality by
demonsu'atmg the implied vacuity of the citizens of the Republic. For garker "0 often it
is true that it is an meffccnve unindividual typc of mind which 1gcnt1fies itself with a
wide range of i mterests as the character of such a citizen. Maclntyre's assessment of the |
individual can be objected to, as does Barker to the Platonic idea of the citizen when he
states: "we must first know ourselves as separate individuals, in order to transcend such
knowledgq, and to know ourselves as part of a wider order, and as serving a wider
purpose. it is exactly this power of icnowing ourse}ves as separate individuals which
Plato really destroys, ..."3%, Plato does so through the abolition of property, an action
which has been interprzted by Hegel to constitute Plato's denial to humanity of its
subjectivity. In Chapter three below, it shall be shown that both Plato and MacIntyre

resolve to abolish the essence of subjectivity in order to preserve social unity.

Like Plato and Aristotle, MacIntyre does not seem to concern himself with the very
oppressive nature of the "distorted” virtues. Although his solution points back to a

society wherein the virtues expressed were coherent , he ignores the very oppressive

nature of these societies which abounded not only through slavery, but also through state

oppression of tarmers and artisans. Not every citizen in Athens was arespected man, for
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his function had much to do with the respect he received. Although Aristotle did
associate the valie of the virtues with man rathei‘ than with his Homeric social function,

. hY .
he nevertheless, considered men of virtue as relating to one class of Athenian noblemen.

Hence, unconsciously Aristotle remained to express Homeric standards. The definition

of an "Athenian nobleman” did not include those who were not owners of slaves, nor did .

it include those Hellenistic farme£s who lived in the outgkirts: of Athens. Even if Aristotle
was t_:ot ’ex?ressing a Homeric evaluation of _virtﬂcs, would not the distortion that
occurred in the transition from the Homeric society to that of fourth century Greece be a
hindrance to the purity of the Aristotelean virtues, even in Maclntyre's standards?
Undoubtedly they must if MacIntyre's theory is to rema}in consistent thereby admitting
that even Aristotelean philosophy is not the perfect model of socie_,ty which he claims it to

be.
AN

In this chapter I have attempted to demonstrate the content of MaclIntyre's philosophy
wlﬁlé placing it within its intellectual ax:d historical content. MacIntyre's study of the
crisis is shared by several authors primarily on the analytical level wherein the crisis is
~ seen as due to the eclipse of teleological reason and its replacement by an instrumental
reason which separates facts from values. The uniqueness of his analysis lies in his
soluﬁon, for it reveals how the theory of man should be seen as connected with the
theory of reason; since it is my contention to demonstrate that the crisis isnot merely a
crisis of society, but also of the individual, Maclntyre's formulation seemed perfectly
suited. MacIntyre's conclusion in After Virtue states that "unless that tradition

(Aristotle’s) could be rationally vindicated, Nietzsche's stance would have a terrible

i

plausibility"é0 thereby indicating the absence of ‘any<\modcrn alternative. By modern I

mean an alternative which stems from a modemn comprehension of humanity, of its nature
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and demands and of its aspired telos. Can this suggestion be true? Are we caught in
; such a crisis as to not be able to hope for a better solution than that which might bring us

' _back in history to antiquity? It is to a study of these questions that c)hapter three
- addresses itself.
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beginning, and which was destined to endure ag long as the name of the Roman Empire

was used among men ..."
Maclntyre, After Virtue,)i/?'. p. 153 :
The Politics of Aristotle b, § _ \
Amold Brecht,Political Theory, ibid, p. 99
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Chapter III: Anthropologiéal Telos: Freedom or Servitude?

When describing the state in which individuality has come to be expressed in modern
society, Horkheimer pleads the case for the modern individual and his suppressed

autonomy. Of this case he states that:

/

From.the day of his birth, the individual is made to feel that there is
only one way to get along in this world - that of giving up his hope
of ultimate self-realization. This he can achieve solely by imirgrion,
. He continuously responds to what he perceives about him, not only
consciously but with his whole being, emulating the traits and
attitudes represented by all the coilectivities that enmesh him - his
play group, his class mates, his athletic team, and all the other
groups thar ... enforce a more strict conformity, a more radical
surrender through complete assimilation, than any father or teacher
in the nineteenth century could z'm,ése 1

.k

Horkheimer’s discussion is not intended as an outright attack against society, rather it
is an attack against the diverse characteristics of individuality. Itis a critique of a so'ciety
which aims to mold humanity into rigid social forms designed to benefit society itself,
This type of society is seen by Horkheimer to be expressed not merely in modern society
but also in ancient Greek society. Both tended towérds a homogenisation of humanity
through social arbitrary means.

It is not Horkheimer's contention to eliminate society, nor socially conceived virtues,
rather he views the problems giving rise to conflict between int;lividual and community as
due to the process of 'leveling' of huma;l identity within a collectivist society. For

Horkheimer:

the most esteemed personal qualities, such as independence, will to
\ .

‘116



Jreedom, sympathy, and the sense of justice, are social as well as

individual virtues. The fully developed individual is the

consummation of a fully developed society. The emancipation of

the individual is not an emancipation from society, but the

deliverance of society from atomization, an atomization that may
* reach its peak in periods of collectivization and mass culture 2.

-

Horkheimer agrees with MaclIntyre on the importance of the society in the shaping of

the lives of its members. He does not, however, agree with MacIntyre's definition of the

nature of man, nor does he believe that it is solely the role of society to "form" the -

individual through adherence to a set of virtues. Horkheimer does not admit to the theory
which implies the shaping of man and his views. In this respect Horkheimér states that
"in reliquishing his prerogative of shaping reality in the imagé of the truth, the individual
submits himself to tyranny". The latter conditionlis seen by Horkheimer to "irﬁpair
individuality"- as society demands each individual to "shift from himself'3. For
Maclntyré, this cannot happen, for the impairment is not simply of individuals, but is

primarily an impairment of society which p?oduces impaired citizens.

Maclntyre's solution, hence his call for the reimplementation of Aristotelean
philosophy in modern society presupposes the presence of "objective” or teleological
philosophy of progress which, although lies in opposition to the subjectivist philosophy,
is also oppressive of the individual's autonomy. According to Horkheimer, objective and
subjective societies'in their demand for progress and its elevation to a status of a
‘supreme ideal’ disregard the contradictory character of any progress which gives rise to
the mechanisation and oppression of the natural tendencies thdt dwell in societ,
especially in individuals. The idealisation of progress whether in terms of classical

4 - , . .
virtues or in terms of modern materialism becomes static thereby rendering any natural

-
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opposition to these progesses impossible to vc_)icz for Horkheimer "both objectivist and

subjectivist forms of philosophy - forget about man". _Here Horkheimer seems to be
pointing out what MacIntyre ncglects He is pomtmg o?ut the shortcomings of society

with respect to individuals, Although MacIntyre spcaks of conflict as the pnmary

contributors to the knowledge of sometyz he does not procec& to treat the conflict of -

individual and society as a conflict signifying the differences in, or what Horkheimer
calls as -the "natural contradictory tendency" of, the huma;l character. Rather Mac(Intyrc
treats it as a social "distortion”. This historical treatment of the coming into being of the
dissolution of culture leaves. the individual with an absence of will and termination.
The individual ;loes not guide changes in society, he merely subn‘uts to changes brought
on through ume, he is definitely not the maker of his own dcstmy, in his theoretical
conception MacIntyre is also guilty of ‘forgeting .about man'.
' 3
This chapter is divided into two sections. Section c;ne a;lswers.the question why the
. solution of MacIntyre's project is inadequate in dealing with the very crisis he defines. It
putslin question the basis for the definition of the 'nature of‘ﬁr'nan' and shows how
‘Maclntyre's project is deemed a failure in this respect. It also takes a closer look at how

his theory of teleology fails to come to terms with its th‘coretical basis, namely how in

ignoring the role of subjectivity, the very objectivity of Lhé telos is thereby undermined.

Section two aims to provide an alterative to several aspects of philosophical
analysis. On the historical level it argues that it is during the Renaissance and not the
Enlightenment that the rise of individualism and its accompanying instrumental reason

came into being- It is the "rebirth’ of the classics and the rise in scientific advancement

o

*
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that brought info béing the separation between man and community. On the philosophical
level, it argues that the Renaissance philosophy of man did not possesswong but tWQ
deﬁnitigns of the concept of freedom. The first was primarily associate:d with sciencc‘
“;herein the individual was considered a biologically 'natural bei‘nlg' whose liberty

consists in his overcoming of his material necessity; in other words the first conception of

freedom represented modern instrumental reason. The second conception of freedom -

' 'c_alled for self-realisation wherein man can only know his place in nature after his
accomplishment of self-knowledge. This I called freedom as the realisation of subjective
self-knowledge through a telgological subjective reason. It is teleological because reason

is the telos, the end of humanity; it is also subjective because it necessitates the realisation

of self-knowledge as means to reach the end.

The argument consists in the contention that only instrumental reason was chosen in

the Renaissance due to its material power, its capacity to materialise changes in reality. -

The teleologicé.l subjective reason became engulfed by the first thereby giving rise to t.ﬁe
Kantian theory of the categorical imperative, which held that subjt::ctive self-realisation is
a given thereb'yif:?illowing him to take for granted the presence of 2 universal
consciousness of subjectivity, hence of a universal equality. My argument suggests that
this false combination between the two Renaissance conceptions of freedom, ‘if
proven,will allow the retention of a theory of ‘subjectivity which is not instrumental but
teleological. It should also provide an alternative to either classical teleological reason or
subjecti;re instrumental reason. In the process of analysis the argument shows the
reasons behind this false combihation, as well as thc-manner with which the

Enlightenment inherited instrumental reason found exemplified in the writing of Thomas
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Hobbé-

Why Maclintyre's Project Had To Fail? -

MaclIntyre's project is primarily based upon an Aristotelean teleology rationally
defensible, freed fromy any trace of an arbitrary metaphysical biology. His theory of a
social telos is based upon the virtues whose constant ‘practice’ is to lead man to the good

life'. The concept of the 'good’ includes within it the virtues of justice, courage and

‘temperance. The good defines the specific characteristics of excellence of men who move

by nature towards.a specific felos. The very concept of the good dbes not merely
embrace the "local and the particular” but also what is "cosmic and universal”, The good
in essencerdefines human nature's telos as such on a local and universal plane. The

'good life for man' is therefore exdaimonia or broadly translated happiness.
- . -

Unlik&kﬁiﬁstoilc, MicIntyre makes the distinction between means and ends. For
Aristotle the end is also thc .mean_'s. For Maclntyre, it is the practice of virtues which is
the means towards the end. This type of practice which is discussed above is internal in
character thereby joining the Aristotelean definition of end while making the modemn
distinction beiween means and ends. Internal practicing of virtues is made to contrast
with e.xrernal pracnce The latter's object consists in the practicing of virtues which lie
outside the deﬁmuon of the good life"; they ai%{{;cuted with a view to external goods
such as money, recognition and fame. Internal prgctice of virtues signifies the execution

of virthes for their own sake. It is in MacIntyre's view that although they are distinct,
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they are also interconnected. They are connected in the sense that they should beget each
other. Theydo so through the virtue of excellence. The perfection of th1c intémal practice
would eventually beget happiness of an external nature. For example, a fencer who
excels in his sport will eventually receive mf;dals and fame; however, his excellence must
ncéessarily stem from a deep appreciation of the sport in which he has developed several
virtues such as courage, sportsmanshi;and patience, as well as other physical attributes ‘
such as agility and quickness of mind. The factor which effects the internal practice of
these virtues resides in thessport itself and from the conscious perseverance of its
supporting institution wherein standards for excellence are necessarily maintained.
A\ . \_’../

In Maclntyre's attempt to make a disfinction between the means and ends he joinstoa
certain degree Hegel's df.:ﬁnition of teleology. Hegel sees the structure o‘f teleology to

resemble Kant's method in the third Critique wherein the latter introduces a distinction
between relative or external, and internal adequacy to an end 5, According to Hegel,
. Kant's achievementYjes in his introduction of the teleological theory of a reflecting faculty
of judgement thereby making a connection between the universality of reason .and
subjective intuition; he also succeeded in dist.inguishing between the reflective universal
faculty of reason and thc'deterrnining faculty which allowed him to consider the lattcr.to
merely subsume "the particular under the universal”. The subsuming nature of the
universal is "an abstract which becomes concrete only in an other, the particular”. The
~end is therefore the "concrete uni\lrcrsal which contains in itself the moment of
particularity and externality, and consequently is active and is the impum repel itself

from itself"6. Kant succeeded in presenting the notion of 'life’ or the Idea as the outcome

of a syllogistic argument wherein there exists a major premise, a minor premise and a
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" conclusion. This is how Hegel has come to view the ﬁroccss of end-realisation,

According to Hegel, this process is realised through three stages of the end: Subje‘csﬁvc
end, the Means to the end, and end-realisation. In this process the end is reahsed through
the other, through the means, hence, in externality; what allows this other to be
subsumed in the universal is the reflective teleology of {he subjective end, the latter being
expressed through intentionality of the Idea of the end. According to Hegel, this
externality does got affect the nature of the telos, rather the relation between the telos, the

subject and the other constitute the "truth which is in and for itself, whlch judges
objectively and absolutely determines external objcct1v1ty"7 The relation between the
three factors is syllogistic3, hence whose outcome or end isi__ry_:_c_:,essarily internal, it
expresses an internal truth, "The End" is seen by Hegel "to be the c;omplementary third

term of Mechanism and Chemism; it is their truth"S.

The syllogistic argument of teleology is constructed in a manner as 'to extend from the
partiéular to the universal through the ‘other’. According to Hegel in the centrality of the
objective sphere the concept of the subject discovers and posits the "negative point of
unity”. Through the positing of objective realm as the "notion-determination”,
subjectivity has now posited its determinateness in externality thereby rendering its very
unity as "self-repelling” while admitting a process of "self-preserving” unity. This
expresses the unity of opposites or the unity of freedom and necéssity. The end is here
expressed as g;ubjectivify's impulse towards external self-positing. According to Hegel
the external positing of subjectivity channels force and cause from accidental and
opposing effects into -the content which must be “reasonable” in its existence. Its

“reasonableness" is due to its ¢apacity to express "the concrete notion which preserves
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the objective distinction in its absolute unity"19. This unity of opposites by virtue of its

own self-relation is seen by Hegel to combine both "intro-reflection of form" and .

"individuality". The nature of this mﬂccﬁon is "(1) inner universality of the subject, and
(2) Reflection outwards"; it is in this manner that the end remains subjective while its
activity "is directed against external objectivity”. As the telos of the subject the end is
11:ow"'.this total intro-Reflection of Objectivity, and is so immediateiy"“. As objectivity it
is first posited as sclf-dethnéﬁon or particularit:y distinct from the concrete form; it is
also finite although it is posited in infinite subjectivity. This is so due to the form it takes
wherein the determinateness is expressed through objective indifference thereby acquiring
the form of a "presupposition‘\'. Its finite character is mainly associated with its need to
express its objectivity in reality. The subject's need to express its objectivity renders its
self-determining activity, or identity "immediately external to itself, and as much as it is

intro-Reflection it is Reflection outwards"12.

This subjective positing of the end contains within it an absolute negative unity who;e
ovecoming presupposes the necessity to transcend the "positing of the negative as against
the subject”. This positing, being the first step in the negation of the objective wdrld,
does not realise the end but rather it sigﬁifiés the‘means, the first step to the end. For its
very realisation the eqd requires a means, "that is, a Mea:n, which at the same time has the.
shape of an external Determinate Being, indifferent to the End itself and to its realisation”.
The means for Hegel represents the "formal middle of a formal syllogism;-it is external as

against the extreme of the Subjective End, and consequently also against the extreme of

the Objective End"!3; in its particularity the nature of the means is indifferent to the

I
purpose it serves, its place can be taken by any other. The means is also a particularity
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only because "it is determinateness in relation to one extreme and universal in relation to
the other"14 thereby rendering its very nature to belong to relativity and is expressed
through others. The relationship of the means to the end is purely external, its only

immediate relation is present in intro-reflection found in the realm of the subject. Hence,

. the end remains at first as merely "external determinateness" in the means, and so it is -

realised outside it as a "negative unity"; the means itself is a “mechanical object" which is
shaped by the end as a mere "determinateness and not as siniple concretion of the

- totality"!3, The end as an "activity" and not a mere impulse or "tendency" remains in

need of an objective return to itself in order for it to acquire its totality.

Due to the external relationship of the means to the end, the process of realisation of
the determinateness of the means will always be external to the end. It can oﬁly reach the
objei:tivity of the end by transcending this externality through intro-reflection. In Science
Of Logic Hegel argues that t};e very nature of the means, as an activity which émﬁes
within it the "Notion" of the end remains subjective unless this "Notion"” reaches beyond
subjectivity to include the universality and infinitude of the "objective”. The consistent
presence of the "Objecﬁvé Notion" in the two previous stages, hence through the

"Subjective End" expressed in intro-reflection and through: the means posited by this End

ensures the realisation Qf the end. The end is here realised through its Other to which it is |

identical and whose very embodiment is subsumed in the "Notion". The product of the

means being dn external abject becomes the Objective Other, whose identity is subsumed
and transcended by the "Objéctivg Notion". For Hegel the full realisation of the end
through its identical Other cannot be the product of a finite Notion of Subjectivity, rather

it is the product of a subjective activity within which the Objective and "Univerkal
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Notion" is necessarily present, and which in turn directs and shapes its action, hence its

L, .
means. In this respect Hegel explains:

the subjectivity of the finite Notion contemptuously casts aside the
Means - and, reaching its goal, has reached nothing better than this.
But the reflection that the End is reached in the Means and that in the
fulfilled End the Means and mediation are preserved, is the last
result of the external End-relation, - a result which, after
transcending itself, this relation has exhibited as its truth!$,

According to Hegel this process of end-realisation represents the passage of

"Subjectivity or Being-for-self of. the Notion ... over into its Being-in-self or

Objectivity”. In this process the Notion or the Idea determines itself in such a manner -

that its concreteness or particularity is external Objectivity, and its concrete unity is
* self-realisation. Within its very process of realisation lies the unity of opposites, where
the identity of Objectivity is the simple Notion, hence immediate Objectivity, but it is in
the same time a process of mediation and "is that simple immediacy only through the

datter as self-transcending mediation"17.

Hegel's theory of teleclogy presents a process of end-realisation which is at once
teleological and employs Means for its external actualisation. The realisation of the end is
primarily connected with the intro-reflection of subjective determinateness; hence it is
based ubon the subject's capacity to perceive an Objectivity and to employ means by
which the Notion of Objectivity may be rcalis;ed. It, therefore, presupposes a certain

development of subjective consciousness for its realisation.
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" MaclIntyre's theory of teleology employs just the sai'ilq conception of means to ends
wherein the means is not necessarily conducive to the end intended but becomes so in the

event that its moving purpose is identical to the end. Let us consider Maclntyre's

example of the child and chess-playing18. According to MaclIntyre in order to tempt the
child to play chess one must tempt him by appealing to his subjective ends, hence by
proposing to give him candy if he plays the game and to increase the amount of candy if
the child wins. Motivated by this subjective end, the child will commence fo play chess,
a process through which he will inadvertently acquire a knowledge of the virtues
connected to chcss-'plz_tying through frequent practicé. According to Maclntyre this
process will eventually teach the child certain analytical skills thereby giving him the
virtues found in the practice of chess-playing. These virtues will become part of the
child's personality, hence anﬁq_uncing the realisation of the end which is the impre§sion
of certain characteristics through means (practice) in the character of the child. This
example would not have been accepted by Hegel due to the lack of one major element, the

element which necessarily brings about the realisatiok\of the end, subjective

© consciousness.
(1

r

The child in MacIgtyre's example is completely unconscious of thefa't)iult's design;
this unconsciousness will necessarily lend to the failure of the enterprise. The child's
interest lies primarily in the acquisition of candy and not of virtues, hence the game he
plays will constantly lie as an externality to\his own subjecﬁv\e end. At best the child will

learn.the technique but not the virtues, for the concept of virtues is not Present within the

s'ubjective end. In the case that certain virtues are transmitted they are transmitted in an -

unconscious manner thereby reducing the effectiveness of end-realisation. The Means in
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this sense is not the carrier of a subjective Notion of bbjcctiyity, rather it carries a simple
Notion of finite subjectivity which cannot achieve objectivity for the consciousness of the

Objective Idea is lacking.

The impossibility of the realisation of teleology in MacIntyre;s theory results from the
lack of individual consci.ousness through which a distinct telos can be posited. This
lacuna is directly related to Maclntyre's complete disregard to individuality within
society.” Again, it is clear that MacIntyre's theory of socieq'r and the realisation of the
telos is derived from the premise that there is no such thing as "individuality" and that the

individual is a vacuous human entity whose actibns are primarily based upon the content

of the social virtues; the latter define his criteria for judgement and his moral character.

This aspect in MacIntyre's theory raises at least one pertinent question: Why does
MaclIntyre arrive at this definition of the nature of man, and how docs/itfaffect his

solution? To answer it , it is best to look first at what normally defines ﬂﬁnaturé of man.

In the Politics Aristotle distinguishes man from the rest of the animal world through

his power of reason. On this Aristotle states that:

It is the peculiarity of man, in comparison with the rest of the
animal world, that he alone possesses a perception of good and evil,
of just and unjust, and of other similar qualities; and it is association
in [a common perception of] these things which makes a family and
a polisis,

nAccording to Aristotle man's nature distinguishes itself from that of the animal in its

unique possession of the faculty of reason. Man, accoi-ding to Aristotle, due to his

power of refiection has managed to reach the summit of organic life. In fact, human

.\

i
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nature since the dawn of hisfory came to be associated and defined with reason.

According to Aristotle:

It would be a strange thing to rmake the happy man a solitary: no one
would choose to have all the good things in solitude; man is a being

meant {ar political association, and whose nature it is to live with
others<0.

’

. R .
-Man in this classical tradition is seen to possess a nature that is rational, and whose

‘end’ or 'telos' can only be realised wi.thin a polis. The latter is positeq by nature as the
end to which man"moves to develop and realise his innate capacities. There is a
distinction between the highest ‘end' and the human ‘'end'. The highest 'end’ is the
social 'end’ or the 'good' to wﬁich everything must ;tim; whereas the human ‘end’ is the
development of reason that will allow it to aim for the highest 'end2!, Man's capacities
may only be realised within a polis which is considered as the highest dcsirallnle ‘end’; the
latter being desired for itself and not for the achievement of some other objective. The
faculty of 'reason’, when fully developed, is that which allows man to aim rationally for
the highest 'good’ which is embodied in the realisation of a political association. This
statement reveals two essential points concerning man's role and nature within his social
context, First, the community is a social whole of which man can only beseenas a part;
to this end Aristotle states "that the whole is necessarily prior (in nature) to the part"22,
Seconc;, Aristotle claims that the whole is prior to the part in the sense that the part
presupposes it; the idea of the whole must first be there before the part can have or
exercise a function. Here, man's nature and its pott;,ntialities can only be exercised
. according to the limits of the socially imposed role; all other qualities are necessarily

deprived of any immediate expression. Human nature is therefore as diverse as the
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number of the identified social roles beyond which all other elements are socially refuted.

Modem man is also identified with reason. Thomas Hobbes defines the nature of
man through an instrumental definition of reason. Human reason is seen by Hobbes to
be the .rheans to one 'end": the dgsire to accumulate and actualise endeavours; reason thus
defined is purely mechanistic and egocentric, and so, Hobbes acknowledges, is tﬁe
nature of man. Man is seen by Hobbes as a vacuous individual, devoid of any will or
determination. His own desires are the product of the interplay of the external objects on
the five human senses. This interplay affects the- movement of human emotions and
solicits an outward reaction from the human body; the latter reaction is defined as the
endeavour or tﬁc appetite or aversion, Tﬁe power of reason is normally used as the
faculty that allows him to calculate how to arrive at his desire while avoiding av::rsions.
Man's rationality is no longer an 'end', but it is rather a mechanical device allowing him

to arrive at his desired end in the most.direct manner.

For Hobbes, man is vacuous, his only motion is propelled by the world that

surrounds him. His will is not his own, it is dependent on the objects displayed before

him. On this Hobbes states

-

%
that which is really within us, is anéﬁ’: Motion, caused by the action
of externall objects ... So, when the action of the same object is
continued from the Eyes,Eares, and other organs to the Heart; the
reall effect there is nothing but Motion, or Endeavour; which
consisteth in Appetite, or Aversion, to, or from the object moving?3

Although the Hobbesian man employs reason as an instrument, he is, nevertheless

'
-

v
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acutely identified with its very presence, with its very nature. Just as Aristotle concei-ves
of man as a naturally social being whose end is to live in a Polis due to the nature of his
reason (which is defined as socially wlco{ogic‘al), Hobbes also sees man as the reflection
of the nature of his reason. In this sense, Hobbes identifies man with a nature that is
calculating and devoid of any social inclinations. Reason in the Hobbesian philosophy is
also defined in these very terms. It is therefore understood that both teleological and

instrum;ntal reason define in their own terms the nature of man.

The above exposition of the definition of the nature of man and its direct connection
_to the definition of reason is important to our analj/sis in at least two respects: First, it
~ explains the criteria upon which humanity based its own conception of its Being and
‘telos. Second, it shall be used to demonstrate the basic reasons underlying Maclntyre's

'failure to render Aristotelean teleology rationally justifiable. As each tradition constructs

~ . . -
its own definitions on specific bases, a justification of one tradition by the other will

result jggpdiatcly with difficulties which render the enterprise questionable.

Although a study of the method according to which both teleological and instrumental
reason define the nature of man is important, it does not specifically demonstrate how
Maclntyre, while uéing a teleological vision of sddiety, succeeds in denying the
individual his subjectivity. In other words, there remains the mystery regarding the
philosophical bases ‘upon which MacIntyre built his theory of human nata@g. This will be
shown to have been inherited from the Platonic conception of the rights of man within the
Republic. The following exposition is made through Hegel's critique of Plato.

In Lectures on the History of Philosophy, Hegel makes a distinction between
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substantial morality and reflective morality?4. Substantial morality rcpresdcnts the
principle of common Greek morality which is alréady established in society and has in, -
general the relation of the "substantial”; it is, therefore, socially‘maintm'ned and is divine.
On the other hand, reflective morality is the E:xprcss_ion of the Subjective will of the
‘individual. It is the action based upon individual reflection and not on the prescriptions
of state institutions. It is the action of individuals which jtems froql their own
convictions, and after moral deliberation. Individuals come themselves to a decision and

determine their actions accordingly.

According to Hegel this distinction is not to be found in Plato's writing. Plato's
concern concentrated on the need for subjective evolution in relation t0 the state, but he
neglected the recognition of freedom of the individual conscience and his rigimt to
subjective refiective moraliéy. According to Plato "the content is but the whole; the nature
of the individual, no doubt, but as reflecting itself into the universal, not unbending, or as
having absolute validity; so that practically the state and the individual are the same in
essence”25. Although Plato does include the individual subject in the empirical actions of
the will, he does so while conceiving man in the universal sense. Plato's systems of
reality in the moral realm includes all the functions pertaining to the common wealth, and
the Supplying of daily individual wants such as agriculture and cattle rearing. He

however, relegates these functions to the realm of external necessities, hence, as lyin
¥

outside of the Objective Idea; they are found universally without being developed OU
the Idea of the mind itself. | ' —<

£

Plato's theory of the state is basically concerned with the notion of jusdce. In .

r

N
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'speaking of justice Plato meant "that the mmd in its totahty makes for itself a law as
ewdcncc of the existence of its frecdom In a highly abstract sense my personality, my
altogether abstract freedom, is present in property"25, Since justice is for Plato the entire
being which realises itself when each man learns to do the work he is pom todo to a level
of perfection, then it is only as "deténnined.- individuality that manAreaches what is law for
him; only thus does he belong to the universal Sptrit of the State, coming in it to the
universal of himself as a "this" "27. Hence, what Plato calls 'uhiversal" comes into being
and is realised necessarily outside of the Idea, while expressing a content which is
identical to it. Hence, the realisation of the Idea must be done through a function ‘which
is a means, the latter in turn acquires its intent thrdﬁgh.thé subjcctive'will of the
individual, within which the Objective Idea is necessarily preSent and which demands an
act of subjecuve rcﬂecuve decision for its enactment.

o
According to Hegel the "individual conscience proceeds fr(;m the subjectivity of
free-will, connects itself with the whole, chooses a pos’;tion for itself, and thus makes
itself a moral fact"?8. This very aspect of individuality is ignored by Plato who felt that
this very subj‘ective quality of individual social existence is what had wrought the ruin of

Greece. 1t is therefore not surprising that Maclntyre who seems to have adopted a

"Platonic view of historical social evolution proceeds to deny the individual his

0

subjectivity as well. MaclIntyre's theory of teleology has succeeded in inheriting the

shortcoming found in classical Greek philosophy. While this explains the criteria

according to which the nature of man is defined, as well as the reason why Maclntyre -

develops such a theory of human nature, it does not explain how this theoretical

development affects the theoretical outcome of his solution.
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The answer to the above question lies primariiy in the theoretical makeup and purpose
of Maclntyre's solution. The latter consists in his rejection of the Enlightenment project,

~.of its attempt to render moralify subjective, hence of its separation between 'Is' and
'éugﬁt‘. MacIntyre's solution consists in rendering Aristotelean teleology dg:t:ensiblé by
ridding it of all objectionable characteristics, hence gharacteris;tics which cause it to be
considered as ratfonally untenable, and wﬁich brought on its rejection by modern
Scientific Method. Maclntyre's. project is not successful, and its lack of success is due to

. L -
this very attempt to join the old with the néw; to render a teleological theory of reason

\‘Epplicablc within the rules of instrumental theory of reason. The failure resides in his
very attempt to separate Aristotelean teleology }“rom its mctaphysica/l biology within
which it defines the nature of man. To separate these two concepts involves the very

alteration of the nature of both. However, before discussing the elements of the failure of

MaclIntyre's project, let us study the elements of his solution.

In his discussion of the failure of the Enlightenment project MacIntyre aspires to
demonstrate the incoherence of a project which aimed to render morhliéy subjective. In
this sense it aimed to separate the realm of fact from the realm of value, a separation
which meant to give the individual the liberty to decide his own values, hence his
freedom for self-determination (Sittlichkeit), MacIntyre's definition of the crisis of
modem society demonstrates how the failure of the project succeeded in separating fact
from value and in giving a false sense of liberty to the individual. Liberty is false because
men have now become separated from their social system, a sepﬁration which gives the

individual the sense of liberty while at the same time subjecting him to a "reality" that is
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of his own malcing; hence by subjecting him to a system in which he lives but from
which he is aliénated. ' This separatxon glves man a sense of liberty that is-a §hmn

\
because it is the socml system which transcends his liberty thereby restricting it.

MacIntyre’s project seeks to provide an alternative to the Enlightenment project which
is meant to undo what the latter succeeded an%estabhshmg, hence to reintroduce a
teleoioglcal phxlosophy which is capable of bndgmg the gap between facts and values.
. Maclntyre's analysis has led him to propose an Aristotelean teleology which is based
| upon a theory of virtue. However, in order to render this tel.eology applicable to mo;:lem
society, Maclntyre took on the task of relieving it from its arbitrariness, mainly from the -
elements which render it rationally untenable. , )
-. . ‘ : ‘\
Maclntyre set out to achieve his ohjective through several steps: Firs\, he attempted to
separate the Aristotelean teleology from metaphyeical biology, hence from the positing-of
a teleology in nature. To achieve this he forwarded a theory of the virtues. In his
analysis he speaks of nirtuea in the plural rather than a virtue in sing'ular in order to make
Kffe?.\‘sﬁnctio.n between the authentic theory of virtues as opposed to the modern idea of

virtue. Virtues stand for the evaluative predic\a\t_ei which describe the excellence in the
per;ormance of certain social roles. This is distinct from virtue which has acquired in
modern society the meaning of a quality of persons and is primarily connected with
sexual behaviour. In basing his theory on the virtues MacIntyre's success is twofold:
threugh a historical study of the nature of virtues, MaclIntyre affirms m‘ia presence of

virtues in society rather than through a teleology in nature. Hence, through a historical

* study it is possible to show that the presence of virtues transcends social formations.
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Also, the very nature-of the virf;xcs which ascﬁbcé them to action, or social roles rather
thanto a mctaphysicél quality in man allowls Maclntyre to bridge the gap between 'Is’ and
‘Ought’.- It does so as it shows that thc'evaluation of Ilnan is done in terms of the results
of his actions rather than in terms of some inpalpable quality whose evaluation varies
with the personal criteria or reflection of the subject. Evaluative criteria based on the
practice of activities places the evaluativeness in:he social realm and divorces it from the
subjective realm, thereby denying the- individual the freedom of subjective
self-determination. It is mcréforc imperative for Maclntyre to deny the individual this
subjectivity in order for hirﬁ to reach a solution which ;llows him the bridging of the

fact-value gap.

The theory of virtues presupposes a social teleology. The latter is an end which is
posited within the social life itself. Man is bound to aim towards "the good life" in
society, hence according to the virtues. The virtues are then posited in s.ocicty as the
means whose practice will achieve the 'good life for man'. Man's telos is bound to
society and to the achievement of the virtues which implies that man is basically social
and aims to live a 'good life’ within society, guided by social rules. Man's telos lies in

contradiction with the type of nature Maclntyre attributes to him. For according to

Aristotle, reason is the telos of man within which he also defines his nature. Reason,

telos and human nature are all social; the structure of human teleology is syllogistically
derived Qherein the telos is reached through a subjective acknowledgement and positing
of its objectivity in the means which is also an objectqtluough which the telos is realised,
if only externally. For Aristotle, Reason is social teleology, man is social by nature;

therefore man's telos is reason. Whereas MaclIntyre states: Virtues are social, man
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practices virtues, man is social. For Maclntyre man is neither virtuous nor social, he
becomes both as he pracrices virtues in society. A question is bound to arise at this point:
if man is neither virtuous nor social, why would he enter a society and practice the stated
virtues and posit them as his telos? Only a Hobbesian may answer this qucsﬁon; an
Aristotelean may not. The Hobbesian would say that it is the necessity to pr;aserve his
life which would prompt him to enter into the commonwealth and accept all arbitrary laws
of society except those which might put his life into danger. An Aristotelean can only
affirm that it is man's nature, being primarily social, which prompts him to enter into
society. Man is "by nature” a social and political animal whose 'end, the "good life” can
only be achieved in a polis. As to Maclntyre, the answer consists in the fact that the
individual was never outside of society, he therefore has never rﬁade tixe choice to enter
within it. This answer.r.cmains to lack an answer to'the sécond part, why would man
posit the virtues as his means to an end, why would h;"not posit material accumulatiof,

agriculture,...etc as means to the same end? MacIntyre remains silent.

Another question may be raised: if MacIntyre aspires to render Aristotelean teleology

applicable to modern society, why does he seem to affirm a Hobbesian theory of the state

and of man? In fact, theoretically speaking, MacIntyre hzj.s failed in his enterprise, and
his failure consists in his attempt to render Aristotelean teleology rational. Aristotelean
t:leology is strictly assoFiated with a theory based upon human nature. Man, for
Aristotle is soc.al, he is so by nature. It is this very nature of man which permits
Aristotle to develop a teleological theory of society. Aristotle bases his theory on
metaphysical biology. Similarly, Hobbes also bases his theory of the state on a definition

of human nature. Man, for Hobbes, is an empty entity w_hose actions are directed by
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outside sources. The Hobbesian man is basically asocial; he is rational, only this

' rationality is not social, it is subjective. This is the very rationality which defines modern

instrumental reason, and which is prevalent in Scientific Method. In order for MfcIntyrc

“to render Aristotelean teleology "rational" hc‘subj_ccts it to the methods of scientific
reasoning, hence, he subjects it to a rationality which demands the separati-on .of Ts'
from 'Qught’. This subjection results in the stripping of Aristotelean philosophy of .its
basic prémise, the nature of man. As the nature of man becomes vacuous and non-social
the Aristotelean theory of teleology crumbles leaving in its stead a series of seemingly

arbitrary laws of virtee and of society. | ‘ 3

In Chapter two above, I have demonstrated MacIntyre's use of a classical a-priori
which contradicts his own purpose, that of rendering Aristotelean teleology rational.
This very use of classical a-priori and his inability to maintain an Aristotelean theory of
teleology should be seen as two sides of the same coin. In order for MacIntyre to
presﬁ;)posc the dominance of society he must establish it on such an a-priori which ho]ds
within its folds Aristotelean metaphysical biology. His inability to perform both lies
primarily in his attempt to mix the ancient with the novel, a shortcoming which he pointed

out as bringing about the failure of the Kantian enterprise in his critique of the

Enlightenment project. )

MaclIntyre's refusal to recognise the presence of human subjectivity has still further
implications. According to MaclIntyre, the possibility of the implcmentaiion of
Aristotelean teleology in modern society is based upon his view of the individual as a

Vacuous cntity. Man is seen to be an entity which is completely formed within society; it
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is flexible because it is légking in any specific content. To this theory there are two
implications which become highly interrelated. First, his view of man as vacuous fmas
1 been shown above td signify the presence of the basic traits of the Hobbesian liberal

man. From this implication rises another which can be expressed in the following

question: How does MaclIntyre envisage the coming into being of the transition from the

modern social formation to a society which has adopted his solution for é'rationaliscd'

Aristotelean theory of teleology? In other words, how is man, a vacuous entity incapable
of self-determination, to choose the road toward the virtues when he is presently 'living
within a society which corrésponds to his nature (henci the nature Maclntyre attributes to
him)? Maclntyre's answer in After Virtue is highly unsatisfactory, for he suggests a
solution similar to that which is made at the turning point in history which took place after
the decline of the Roman Empire: he suggests a construction of "new forms of
coml_nunity within which the moral life could be sustained so that both morality and
civility -might survive the ... new dark ages which are already upon us". The
construction of these new communal forms, he suggests, is to be made through a slow
‘evolution in history of virtues; as to the latter's possibility for survival, MaclIntyre states
"if the tradition of the virtues was able to survive the horrors of the last dark agcs; we are
not entirely without grounds for hope"?%, Maclntyre's solution reflects again a Platonist
view of histary. According to Plato, society is able to recover its purity through a slow
and steady return to its origins. Howcvclr, neither Plato nor MacIntyre are able to suggest

how is man to decide to turn from his present society towards another which is guided by

social virtues.

Again, Maclntyre's shortcoming resides in his refusal to accept the very need for a
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theory of suﬁjectivity within his theory of teleology. ‘Human cons?iousness is not always
achieved en masse th!un a precise social setting, it has been seen throughout history to
-arrive gradually as it is expressed throggh constant heroic attempts of individuals.
Maclntyre's analysis suggests that society is now at an impasse awaiting the miraculous
. appearance of a "very different St Bencdi_ct". His pessimistic conclusion and the failure
' of his projec‘t stem from his affirmation that there is no such thing as human subjectivity,
and it is for this reason that one is forced to wait for a miraculous upturn in society. In
fact, Maclntyre's analysis, his belief in the predominance of society over man, and his

equal horror of the upserge of individualism lead him, as it did Plato, to deny human

subjectivity a social expression, while suggesting a society which can only be based upon

an expression of the human will.

-

An Alternative Suggestion?
8

This section I will try to disputc the fact that Kant's failure was actually based on the
combination of "ancient and novel" traditions, and would suggest that Kant's failure‘is
based upon the very type of philosophy that the Enlightenment inherited from the
" Renaissance. In an exposition of the false fusion of a dialectical concept of freedom in
the Renaissance, I will show that the implication of the presence of the consciousness of
a universal subjectivity gave rise to the failure of the Kantian project. In essépce, the
Kantian project's shortcoming will be shown to be based uporgn}rlicr philosophical
shortcoming. This exposition's purpose is twofold: first, it attempts to resituate the

historical period of the rise of individualism from the Enlightenment to the Renaissance;
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and second, it attempts to show that, unlike Mathtyrc'_s premise which states that th;:'
failure of the Enlightenment project indicates that there is no such thing as subjectivity,
indeed there is subjectivity, but that its very expression was stunted due to the presence

of historical and theoretical iinpediments.

The above suggestion does not indicate an immediate resolution of the fact-value

dilemma. It does, however, try to give an explahation to the rise of such aldilemma of

which the Kantian theory is the expression. It also attempts to give hope as to the

realisation of a universal subjectivity which might join the particular with the universal
thereby giving rise to the presence of a consciousness of a morality which is the

- expression of a much higher consciousriess of the human mind.

In his famous work Lo Spaccio Della Bestia Trionfante, Giordiano Bruno talks of the

possibilities that 'lay open to the power of the human will. In the followiﬁg passage he

gives this advice: ¢

L
Let us put in order the heaven that intellectually lies within us (che
intellectuallemente @ detro di noi) - and then that visible heaven that
presents itself bodily to your eyes. Ler us remove from the heaven
of our mind the bear of roughness, the arrow of envy, the foal of
levity, the dog of evil calumny, the bitch of flattery; let us ban the
Hercules of violence, the lyre of conspiracy ... the Cepheus of hard
heartedness. When we have thus cleansed our house and created
our heaven anew, then, too, shall reign new constellations, new
influences and powers and new destinies. Everything depends on
this higher world, and out of contradictory causes must necessarily
flow contradictory effects. Oh we happy ones, we truly blissful

. ones, of we only rightly cultivate our minds and our thoughts. If
we want to change our condition, we change our habits; if we want
the former to become good and better, the latter should not become

" worse. If we purify the drive within us, then it will not be hard to
pass from this transformation in the inner world to the reformation
of the sensible and ourter world 39, -
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Bruno's doctrine of man's will and its power of transformation both spiritually and in

the realm of nature helped set the pace for humamty whose valiant strides .made .

tremendous leaps towards civilisation. Bruno's phﬂosophy, mfluenced by the German

philosophy of Nicholas Cusanus, meant to break away*from the tradxponal chains of

medieval scholasticism to provide a new ground for man. ‘Renaissance philosophy
signified in history the awakening of humanity to its subjectivi'ty. Man became aware of
his own being as the maker of history rather than the object of its very evolution. In its

wake, this philosophy meant to bring a resolution, an equilibrium to man's
s g

consciousness of his subjectivity in nature, community and divinity. Man in the

Renaissance was considered the centre and the initiator of all activity, whether economic,
socio-political or spiritual®!. In her book Renaissance Mdy, Agnes Heller described this
awakening of humanity as a 'd;namic' activity that held in its sway a plurality of human

values. The 'dynamism’' of man and the multiplicity of his vﬁuqs were derived from a
. direct result of the disintegration of the unity of the ideal man. Heller stressed that a
"plurality of human ideals emerged within one and the same concept of man", hence "the
most contradictory human ideals cannot themselv_es be interpreted except by a dynamic
concept of .man"32. the latter conception held that there is a concept of man and an ideal
of man; the first was founded on the idea of depravity, the second on grace. The
contradictions which ensued from their combination could not but promote a human
activity which searched endlessly to acquire grace and shun depravity. To do so,
Renaissance man emerged as a seeker of his own private salvation; his methods of

achie?vement were guided by a "philosophy ...[that] came to derive all morally positive

action from self-love (and altruism), from rational egoism, or from the categorical

P '
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“impeérative3. This suggests the break up in social unity and the development of the

social origins of Scientific Method and the project of Enlightgnment. o

Medieval christiaxﬁty's emphasis on grace as being the responsibility of the individual
developed a shift from all that was communal to all that was private in the Renaissance.
The stress oﬁ the dynamism of the individual was linked to the atrc‘)phy of social values,
hence exaggerating the .tcnsion which existed between man and society, Custom was

.wholly separated from éthics, so that social ties were no longer based on a system of
virtues, such as those cited Hy MaclIntyre of the Athenian virtues which were considered
as a social duty, but these were ethical elements which demanded far reaching individual
decisions. Custom is seen by Heller to have become a set of stereotypes that rﬁgulate

el

. conduct in all its details, hence creating tremendous tension between the possibility of

freedom_ and the kind of freedom that really existed. Here custom has become what

Maclntyre calls as social 'characters' that have no other function but to introduce the ‘

individual to a set of rules which are no longer defined by a tmditional- moral congept, but
merely to indicate the function of his given role or character. Heller argues that as a result
of the growing social and technical division of labour the stereotypes have become
numerous, while involving man Jess and less, and incrcasinglj building up the
-personality in a variety of often contradictory sterotypes. To Heller "people not only
ceased to think of the content of dema-r.lds which thege stereotypes made, but also abotit
the way they applied them. Custom because of its mechanical character always 'gives

up’ and becomes helpless in the face of new phenoinena'_'“.

This shift in responsibility from community to individual brought with it several

[ -
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" changes in man's attitude towards his society which took on various forms. In the field
of etlucs and social norms there developed a twofold split in tradition. On the one hand,
. there was an exaggerated cmp%asm on various ethical practises whgh demanded that their

development be expressed into concrete systems of morals whose values were not basic,

but very much partial, local and customary. These 'values' were normally oréanheﬂ'i)y
the members of the social strata who adopted those which corresponded to their various
interests. On the other hand, there appeared a general human attitude bound up with
certain abstract norms { hence, what MaclIntyre would c?ﬂl as certain fragments of abstract
traditional valfes), where unlike traditional prescriptive values defined by the society,

men chose on the basis of certain positive ethical attitudes, the right values by which to

abide in their active life. The social norm developed into a unity of heterogeneous

principles whose value content tended to be contradictory thereby acting as a hindrance
rather than an achievement of a unified goal. Social custom, claims Heller, was not

considered as hindrance because "in and of itself it is bad or wrong, but because it has

-]

become bad, become wrong, for developing reality had pulled the carpet from under

it"33, T

4

i

Renaissance society's traditional values crumbled in the face of the 'dynamié' activity

of man and its social modes of conduct were thrown into complete disorder. Traditional
values such as 'courage' and the 'good' took on a completely new and individualist
meaning. The traditional virtue of ‘courage’ defined in Aristotelean ethics as a mode of
social integration came to be understood as what Heller called "civil courage", defined
with reference to the ability of each man to hold his own against 'social degeneration’
through rcépecting and -abiding by his own principles. The 'good' defined by Plato as

] f
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the inpalpable ‘truth’ and by Aristotle as the social 'end’ became what is merely possibie.
According to Geronimo Cardano the pursuit of ethical life does not take on a social telos, *
rather it finds its expression within the possibility of each man. For Cardano: "I
determined upon a course of life for myself, and in this my purpoée was not six‘lgle or
.constant ...; I acted a? seemed advantageous when each occasion arose''36, | Cardano's
_ doctrine implied that one may know what is good, but thgt one must act according to {
what.is possible. Here the 'good' took on not only the limits o’f possibility, hence
diminishing the need for constant striving towards a higher eihical achievement, but also
indicated that the good is what one acknowledges as his own and not that of the
community as a whole. The cus.to;'nary demands of th::cbmmunity became external
demands on the ‘end’ of the individual Which did not necessarily coincide with the 'good’
he has chosen. The unity of the ct.hlcaI/W1th1n the cormnumty dissolved into a plethora of
| mutua_ﬂly COI'}!T&dlCtOI'y Systems of value and into a variety of interpretations of individual
virtm;.s, again often mutually contradictory”37.

The end of the Renaissance period saw a further need for the advocacy of human
freedom which was exprgséed in terms of freedom from ;naterial want in the classical
liberal tradition on the on&e\lhand,’ and the r‘;alisation of human subjectivity within the
realm of reality on the ﬁﬁcr; it should be emphasised that these two conceptions of
freedom are distinct in the very dependence of each on a specific type of reason which
also defines a specific type of human nature. The scientific or material definition of
freedom is based on instrumental reason and a definition of man which associates him -

with the 'materia], whereas the second definition of freedom suggests a teleological theory

of redson and hast universal subjectivity as the realisation of humanity. Despite of their
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distir;ctncsg from one another, both conceptions of freedom were present at some
instance in the work of the same Renaissance philosopher. For example, Gi;)rdiano
lBruno‘s call for freedom through reflective subjectivity, was also the one who saw in
science the vehicle towards liberation. Renaissance thought represents the birth of these
two conceptions; it ‘répresents a time in which a tremendous Tise in the number of
speculative ideas for the future took place. ‘It is therefore understood that a certain
amount of incolierence, or more precisely a mixture of several conn-zidictory ideas was
present in one and the same philosophy. Although in this study there is a decided call for
a distinction between both conceptions, it is done for two specific reasons: First, to make
an earlier distinction between the two concepts of freedom which were to be inherited by
sthe philosophers of the Enlightenment. Hence, to make an earlier distinction between the
birth of the conceptions of the classical liberals on the one hand, and the authors
advocating freedom as the realisation of universal subjectivity (Rousseau and kant in
particular) on the other, Sécond, this distinction aims to show the differences and the
connections between the two conceptions of freedom, as well as the contradictions which
arose from their synthesié which was the form in which the age of Enlightcnment"

received the fruits of Renaissance philosophy.

The demand for freedom was seen by Heller as a " sign that the old natural
communities were breaking up, and that mankind was entering a new era of its
socialisation, in which process (the process of becoming free) an unbounded activity
would dominate"8. The result of this social dissolution gave rise in the Enlightenment to
a demand for socially tangible resiﬂts. It was in the Enlightenment that man developed a

society within which modernity remains to dwell and suffer from an acute sense of
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spiritlessness and human alienation. Man, despite of his efforts to reconcile matter with

spirit is seen to have failed and is in need of reassessing his original goal. Man's failure

consists in his inability to express his own subjectivity within society.. This is due ,as I

will try to show, to the Renaissance's inability to actualise the conception of freedom as
the realisation of-unive‘rsal human subjectivity, hence the realisation of the individual of
his essential equality to all other human subjects.
. ’ . A

In the following eprsition it will be argued that Hobbes, and all the philosophers
wh;) followqd him in ﬂie Enlightenment took the universal realisation of human
subjectivity as a given, thereby basing their theories on grounds that were in reality
sécially unfounded. This theoretical shortcoming will be shown to have arised due to

the false amalgamation of the two concepts of freedom in the Renaissance. This is meant
wd

to suggest that in effect this type of freedom did not materialise, not because there is no |

sﬁch thing as 'l;;rhan.sﬁiajecﬁvity' such as it has been suggested by Maclntyre, but on the
contrary, that this type of freedom as the realisation of 'universal human subjectivity' is
yet to be achieved, and that it is man’s present alienation which will force man to realise
his own mistake, a process by which he will be able to correct it. ‘

-

In his Oratio Hominis Dignitate the Renaissance humanist Pico Della Mirandola,

while celebrating the. birth of the individual, gives man the following message:
: .

..you (man) can degenerate to animality or be reborn towards
divinity ... Animals bring forth ... from the bodies of their mothers
everything they ought 1o have. The higher spirits are, from the
beginning or soon afterwards, everything they will be for eterniy.
But for man, the Father conferred, at the moment of his birth, the
seeds and germs of every form of life. Those which he cultivates
will grow in him and bear fruit. If they qre the plant seeds, he will
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vegetate, if he follows the senses, he will become an animal; if he

cultivates the power of reason within him, he will become a celestial

creature; if he follows intelligence, he will become an angel and a ‘
son of God*°.

Pico's doctrine in the Oration on the Dignity of Mari is noted by Burckhardt to
summarise with "grand simplicity” and in "pregnant form" the entire f)urp'ose of
Renaissance philosophy: that is to establish the identity of man and his new relationship

“to community and God. Man's new identity is "dynamic" and is no longer seen as a” -
product of society (such :;15 that found in the polis) nor is he a simple creation of God
with a limited life and nature. Man, states Cassirer, "breaks through every such
barrier"40 for his activity is no longer associated with his being; rather it is filled with

fantastic possibilities allowing him to attain unprecedented heights.

Theories regarding man expressed in’Renaissance phi‘io/sophy respond to a much
greater need than simply the glorification of the human silbject; rather they are also an '
expression of man's optimism and of his confidence embodied in his own nature and its
diverse possibilities, to be realised only' when left unchained fromi the shackles that
hindered ité development. For until the dawning-of Renaissance the status of the
individual wés nccessarily‘ inferior to that of the collective body. Illustratiné this
tendency is Walter Ullman in his bc;ok The Individual and Society in the Middle Ages,
where he states that.traditional society arrived at "the theory that the individual dici not
exist for his own sake, but for the sake of the whole society. This organological thesis

was to lead in time to the full-fledged integration theory of the corporate body politic, in

which the iadividual is wholly submerged in society for the sake of the well-being of

society itself'#l. It was thus prevalent that the Aristo.clean vision of the ultimate end
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positéd in the collective body of fhc polis remaincd intact until it was shaken t6 the |
ground by the awakening of Renaissance man. There, in the Renaissan'.ce, man began to

' cultivaté the idea of his supreme worth and proclaimed it rather opé‘nly. Italian humanists
such as Petrarch concluded that “nothing is admirable but the soul in comparison to
which if it is great nothing is great", and Marsilius Ficino described the human soul as

"the greatest of all miracles in nature ... the centre of nature, the middle term of all things,

the series of the world, the face of all, the bond and julicture of the universe"42,

.

This same age did not merely bring man to admire his own nature, but also to admire
the God-given nature from whose knowledge he was inspired.- The Renaissance finds
man's relationship to nature paradoxical. On the one hand, certain philosophers such as

3 _ ' L
Paracelsus and Kepler hold that man is identical to nature but on a smaller scale; he is,
therefore, incapable of learning about himself without learning and understanding nature;
and on the other hand, Renaissance philosophy draws a sharp distinction between subject
and object, where nature is just that object. Philosophers such as Pico Della Mirandola,
Giordiano Bruno, Carolus Bovillus and others hold that the fteedom of man and its
fullest expression can only be attained when man arrives at what Pico calls "the power of
Reason" that is of "reflexive knowledge", knowledge of the self. According to Pico:
it is not being that prescribes once and for alf the lasting direction

' which the mode of action witl take; rather the original direction of

action determines and places being. The being of man follows from
? . hisdoing; and his doing is not only limited to the energy of his will,

bur rather encompasses the whole of his creative powers. For all

true creativity implies more than mere action upon the world. It

presupposes that the actor distinguishes himself from that which is

acted upon, i.e. that the subject consciously stands opposed to the
object 43

o N\
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Here the Socratic virtue of "know thyself" is present only it has a dlfferent end; it is
no longer the Platonic good' of society associated with the 'truth’, rather for the
Renaissance man, states Agnes Heller, it became a "tr‘uth " that "was one; it could be
compelled and it could bq grasped, in all its mystery and complexity; it bore a human
face"44. 1t is seen as the truth that allows the man who grasps it the mastery, not only of
material nature, but also, and most importantly, of his destihy. Here the liberation of

man can only come from the truth he finds within; the realisation of his subjectivity is

hence paramount.

This paradoxical relationship gave rise to the divelopmént of a diaiectical of the nature
of man which in turn gave rise .to the éppearance of a dialectical expression of freedom.
The first definition whose leading scholars were mainly scientists, such as Paracelsus
and chlcr\,'brought an identification of man’s humanity, his intellectual capacities, with
a material :vorld that could never be ’rcflectivc, but could only inspire reflection.
Paracelsus’ argument claiming that man could learn nothing from himself, and that his
knowledge emerged from his immediate surroundings providing him with experience,
could- only emphasise a belief in the vacuity of the individual 'self’, and a total
identification of man's capacities with 'the material. Kepler, also in his th.eory concerning

the reflection of man's humar}ity in nature claimed that it was but a reflection of the

macrocosm (nature) on the microcosm (inan)*3, The second tradition, while keeping in

common the same elements (man, nature) and a similar theory (microcosm, macrocosm)

with the first, saw man'’s relationship with nature as not of equality but of superiority.

For Bovillus the microcosm is the reproduction in thought of the macrocosm, the

stricture cf the two systems is the same, but while the macrocosm is substantial, the

A NUP AN
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microcosm is the intellectual mirror of that substantiality. Bovillus, as qudted by Heller,

states that "the world has a maximum of substance and a minimurm of knowledge. Man

has the minimum of substance, but a maximum of knowledge"46. Despite of the
multiplicity of human possibilities expressed in the Renaissance, the nature of man and
his relationship to natural phenomena was, nevertheless, firmly expressed in line with
these two definitions.

Thci significance of these bipolar conceptions lies in their definition of the nature of
man as such; for the Renaissance did not merely celebrate the 'birth' of man, but it also
helped in the qualification and definition of his nature and his 'end’. ‘Those authors of the
first definition sharing Paracelsus’ and Kepler's vision identified human nature with the
material objective world; they studied man through the eyes of scientists, hence
qualifying him as a biological entity whose spirit is identical to nature whom Kepler
deemed as "mechanically structured"4?. With nature regarded as the "divine
watchworks”, man’s identification to it gave rise to the ‘assumption that even his
rationality was also 'mechanical". Map in this tradition was reduced to mere natural
phenomena whose being could be known through" little more than mechanically applied

scientific observation. Man's end was also identified with that of nature : namely that of

continuous regeneration. This view implied that humanity regenerates itself in a cyclical

>
fashion repeating identical patterns throughout history thereby affirming that man is not a

product of a "historical evolution". Here a teleology of being does not lie in reason, for
reason has become mechanical, incapable of finality; it can only be used towards an 'end"
that lies outside it. Reason has become a means to an ulterior 'end’, that of the liberty'

to ‘regenerate’. This definition was to find a direct political expression in the philosophy

\
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of Thomas Hobbe_s,_.

The second definition represented i)y those sharing the vision of Pico, Bruno and-

Bovillus, contrary to the vision of the first, insisted on making the distinction between
man and nature. They were not merely content with the distinction made between man as
‘subject’ and the fnaterial world as 'object’, but also extended it to claim that human
realisation as subjecthood through action could not materialise before man was made

aware of this very distinction. Man's nature is seen as departing from its essential being

which it shares with nature as part of its reality through the four steps which Bovillus
calls "esse, vivere, sentire, intelligere "8, the last being the accomplishment of 'rcﬂ?xjvc
knowledge', or self-consciousness. In this tradition man is seen as a being filled with
potentialities whose ultimate 'end' consists in the realisation of self-knowledge through
which the knowledge of the cosmos may be achieved. "Reason”, in this tradition states
Cassirer,"is the power in man by which 'mother nature' returns to herself”, it is hence the

“passage from the' object ' to the 'subject’, from simple 'being' to 'consciousness of

self"4%. For Bovillus objective nature is incapable of realising its own self-knowledge,

only nature embodied in man can intellectually, after having traversed the four mental

stages of its journey, reach its consciousness of self. Here 'reason' is posited as an -
tag Y po

‘end’; however, this teleology of 'reason’ is no longer that of the Greek polis which is

social, rather 'reason’ is an 'end' that is ‘universal'. The universe represents the unity of

nature and that of humanity. Humanity no longer appears in nature as a mere part of the

universe "but as its eye and mirror;" and, indeed, states Bovillus "as a mirror that does

not receive the images of things from outside but that rather forms and shapes them in

itself"30, It can do so because it is the intelligent expression in nature. It is only man
Lo
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who can grasp nature's totality in its 'principle’, rendering him the very cehsciousness
wherein nature finds its most eloquent intellectual articulation.
- A

The dynamic nature of Renaissance man gave rise to a dynamic concept of freedom.
Although both definitions combine to call for an essential universal equality of humanity
they define and achieve it differently. In the purely scientific tradition equality is based
on the physical criteria that are considered as given. Man is seen to be-equal in his
‘natural constitution' as a living bioloéical being. He is-thu:s identified as another
expression of a mechanically conceived naturab phenomenon. The definition of freedom
aswni\;ersal consciousness of subjectfvity sees man as a subject whose ‘divine' nature
surpasses phenomenal nature in its superior intellectual i)'otenﬁelities. His force is seen to
reside in his capacity for ‘self-consciousness’; a consciousness of his subjectivity in
nature. Equality is found in the potential whose development is left up to the
consciousness of the individual of his subjective possibilities; he may, as Pico so
eloquently stated "degenerate to animality or be reborn towards divinity...". Moreover,
unlike the scxenuﬁc definition, the teleology of man may not be realised in mere matter,
for man is worthy of higher achievement: that of the development of the superiority of his
intellect. Matter cannot l:e that towards which humanity aims, for it lies beneath
humanity in value. This has been clearly stated by Pico in his criticism of astrology
where he suggests that subjective universal freedom may only exist when the
determination of man's will is the result of his own mind and not affected by any cosmic
influence; for, according to Pico as stated by Cassirer:

To accept astrolo_@{ means o invert not so much the order of being

as the order of v --it means making of ‘'matter’ the master of
spirit3! ¢

— P
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This view of astrology emphasises Pieo's rejection of the expression of subjectivity
through the material sphere. It appears even more signiﬁcz;nt when taking into account
the popular view of astrology in Renaissance thought. As'trology imp’arted a ‘spiritual’
character to the stars and to the effect of their movements rendeﬁng their activity, their
effect on earth and its inhabitants an act of God, a spiritual-ramer than a material effect.
Pico's achievement in his rejection of astrology is twofold. He aims to free the concept
of God from its status as the eternal dweller of the cosmos and elevates it to fhe realm of
inpalpable spirit ﬂlereby reducing the stars to their substantial being while leaving man to
shoulder the responsibility for his own development and of the result of his own actions.
Pico emphasises that ‘man's potentiality develops through his own will and not through
the expression off the material object upon it. Man, through the realisation of his own
‘worth’ and 'dignity’ should be able to impress his will upon the natural, and contrary to

the Hobbesian man, his will is innate and superior to the power of attraction of matter in

nature.

In Pico Della Mirandola's philosophy one may find expressed in all its sireplicity the
formula for the achievement of individual autonomy, namely that of individual
responsibility. Pico and Bruno put tremendous emphasis on the will of the individual as
the shaper of his destiny. In this tradition one may recognise the idee that generated such
tremendous historical development embodied in the French revolution. However, this
idea alone could hardly spur on a revolution if left unaccompamed\vnh a theory that

would give it means for action: that theory was expressed explicitly in the scientific

tradition of Kepler and Paracelsus. Science, and its methodical, mechanical and concrete
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mastery of nature through reason, appeased the incertitude concerning humanity's

potentialities through its very efficiency. The later Renaissance found refuge in science
due to the latter's demonstration of infallibility in terms of its theoretical claims to
knowledge. Knowledge in the Renaissance had also a dynamic interpretation; it was at
once knowledge of matter and of spirit. In the scientific definition man's spirit was not
wholly separated from that of matter due to man's subjection to the laws of nature, hence
the laws of physics and of regeneration. The definition of man as the owner of a
subjectivity capable of universal self-c'onsciousness emphasised the knowledge of both
worlds while keeping constant the superiority of the human spirit to material nature. Man
was considered a natural being who was, nevertheless, chosen to articulate the beauty
and intelligence of which nature was denied the expression; hence knowledge here
extended from the realisation of the 'subject’ of his 'subjectivity' to the expression of this
knowledge of nature and of self in an artistic form. It should be emphasised, however,
that the knowledge of the spirit necessarily preceded that of objlectivc nature. Inspite of
these essential teleological differences, the Renaissance definitions of freedom affii-med
that man's realisation of his independence would have to find an expression in the

objebtivc world, hence through an affirmation of his capacities; an affirmation that can

withstand traditional scepticism. Needless to say this affirmation found its expression |

through the demonstration of scientific discoveries and scientific reason.

Scientific reason, as indicated above, was considered /as the scientific definition’s

'means’ to a teleology of nature. What occurred here is thit this very type of reason that
was the 'means’ of the scientific definition became the 'telos' of freedom expressed

through a universal subjective teleology of reason. This occurred because the latter
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%, definition, although seeking tHe realisation of human subjectivity not in the mate}ial but
rather in its intellectual potentialitics, expressed the realisation of its telos in the objective
world or reason. Since this very 'telos' met witl; 'scientific reason’ as its limited means
for actualisation , it succumbed to a feigned unity with the telos of the scientific definition
thereby binding it automatically to the world of matter. Freedom as the realisation of a
co;a;ciousness of universal subjectivity can only be realised through-'reason' which it
posits as its 'end'. In its very nature this type of freedom has to be réziii’Sed in concrete
terms in the social world. Its expression in the social world needs a society which is
aware of the subjectivity of the individual and. which is ready to undertake the
establishment of such freedom. This, inspite of the definite development and rise of
individuality in the Renaissance, was not socially possible. Tﬁe social structure of the
Renaissance was still hierarchical and subordinated to the power of the Catholic
Church’2. The very realisation of this freedom presupposed the existence of a society
which is receptive of such freedom. Hence, incapable of gaining social expression,
freedom as the realisation of subjectivity met with the rising power of instrumental reason
through which it can be expressed, if only partially, ;)n the concrete material plane. With
instrumental reason it found a common notion of freedom, this was material freedom‘
‘rather than subjective freedom. However, since freedom as universal self-consciousness
can only be realised throuéh a 'liberating’ concept of reason, its rea;isation in the
Renaissance could only be achieved through scientific or instrumental reason. Hence,-
equality in subjectivity, became in the Hobbesian sense, a given, it is no longer to be
achieved but is already an achievement which in turn gives rise to consciousness of an

equality based on the material plane.

-

One may be urged to ask the results of this theoretical amalgamation of beth concepts
)

L -

155



of freedom. Theoretically, as Alasdair MacIntyre will quickly point out, the definition of

freedom as the realisation of universal subjectivity becomes the ideological bases, the

spiritual dimension of liberty exprcs‘sed in material means. Freedom as universal
subjectivity whose telos is instated in the realisation of reason (which is now considered
as instrumental) reaches its own realisation within instrumental reason, thereby beconﬁng
* the ideological means to a material end (freedom from necessity). Several ideological
mbdiﬁca;ions have now taken place, most importantly (and this will agpear in a radical

manner in the philosophy of the Enlightenment which is responsible for the outbreak of

the French revolution) with regards to the essential nature of man andhis telos. In the

followinig paragraphs I will try to illustrate the jferation in the ideology which freedom as

the realisation of universal subjectivity affected upon entering the scientific ideology of

instrumental reason. However, it should be emphasised that this is an apparant unity

\
signifying the eclipse of freedom as self-consciousness' essential charactaristic: the

éclipse of reason as the telos of subjectivity.

Man as the possessor of 'dignity’ and moral 'worth' has become the possessor of

calculating and precise reason. The man whose "soul” as Ficino states "is not made up of
the single parts that form the maérocqsm; rather, it is directed according to its intention
towards all of these parts, but without ever being completely fixed or exhausted in any

one direction. And this direction comes not from without but from within the soul itself.

No overpowering fate, no violence of nature draws the soul down to the sensible world;

nor does it passively receive divine grace that raises it up to the super-sensible..."53, has

become the man of the industsial revolution whose soul seems forever enchained to the

—

world of matter. Human splritlial self-knowledge became identical with physical -
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knowledge of the material universe.i The vision of man as a part of nature which is
endowed with the intellectual capacity to perceive and articulate its essence was dropped
to be repiaced by the instrumental reason's vision of man whose very being is subject to
the material laws of physics. This transition reduced the knowledge of the quality of
humanity to a question of quantitative measures. Man car know himself through :ci‘cncc,
a process of knowledge that reduces everything t- matter beyond which man is
" considered a non-entity emptied of all spiritual content. Man, nevertheless, retained a
fragment from the defintion of-freedom as the realisation of uni{rcrsal subjectivity,
concerned with his realisation of self-knowledge and subjectivity in the real world which
was to be achieved in the realisation of reason. However, since the co'ncept of reason
adopted was that of the sciencés, it seemed as if the realisation of the telos of freedom as
urzjversal subjectivity became a given when one attained instrumental reason, As aresult

'subjectivity’' became synonomous with instrumental reason thereby auowing the spiritual

side of humanity to fall into oblivion.

The 'end’ of humanity remained identical to that found in the definition of liberty as
freedom from necessity, but with one more ideological dimension. Liberty from
traditional chains that inhibited the 'subject's’ expression, as well as liberty as the
realisation of human equality' were retained, however, their attainment took on a material
twist. Subjectivity and freedom of the intellect became synonomous with freedom from
material want, and the achievement of subjective universal equality became materially
obtainable. In the fusion of these two conceptions of freedom the spirituality of the
human subject became indispensable for the actualisation of individualism in active

socio-political upheavals such as the French revolution. It appeared so, simply because
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matter alone could not inspire humanity into revolt; matter needed a human dimension
through which it lodged itself, although artificially, in the mind and spirit of humanity. It

is through its very precise study of humanity's search for idealism that mechanical reason

couid take hold and control humanity. This is the form in which the age of enlightenment

" received the philosophy of the Renaissance; the latter's very product as fusion of both

conceptions of freedom was best illustrated in the liberal philosophy of Thomas Hobbes
' f .

whose work and position in history will be shown to be the illustrator of the period of

transition between the two ages.

The Age of Enlight_enmcnt received from the Renaissance the synthesis of a strug'gle
between the conception ‘of freedom as the realisation of universal subjecl;lvity through
self-consciousness and the conception of freedom as the overcoming of necessity. The

last of the Renaiséance philosophcrs, 'I'Homas Hobbes, illustrated the predominance of

the latter conception. In his philosophy, Hobbes attempted to free man from an

overbearing and hierarchical society by suggesting to reduce the dcfr;lands of society toa

mere collections of laws which are subordinated té)kthe purpose of human life
preservation. These laws represent the set of rules which define the notions of 'good’
and 'bad' in society. The equation of laws v\u{h social ethics necessarily associates
Hobbes' theory of ethics with his political theory. In one sense this association may
appear Aristotelean in character; it, however, differs from Aristotle's theory at least in one
prominent feature, the material and conscious acknowledgement of human equalityr. In
order to discover the importance of the latter we must first look at how. Hobbes' political
theory is the generator of his theory on social ethics.

Hobbes' most radical views were expressed in the Leviathan wherein he presents a

ke
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moral philosophy which is directly related to his psychological theory in which he
constructs his mechanistic conception of motivation, By oppésing the prevailing notion
of his time, that which held that the mind and body are different substances, he maintains-
that mental phenomena are nothing but physiological motions. His method of
psychology appears more strlklngly in his mechanistic analysis of voluntary actions.
These he relates and sees as a variety of "animal motions" which he calls endeavours,
hence predispositions to act in a certain direction, Endeavours are H‘Q'nanically initiated
by sensory stimuli, inspired by the action of imagination and memory, and guided by a
calculated appra:sal of the 51tuat10n\ The most important kinds of endeavours are desires
and aversions. Desires create the impulse to pursue objects, and aversions move one to
avoid objects. Endeavours are not merely the chief determinants of behaviour, they are
also the basis of evaluation. ‘This relativist evaluation of objects suggests that no objects
or actions are intrinsically good, hence, good by their very nature, Values are thcrcforc
transient, because the desire for a specific object in one moment may change to
indifference or aversion in another. This entails that the same object may be desired,

hated or perceived with indifference depending on the individual percipient.

A second éspect one finds in Hobbes' psychological theory is his théory of the nature
of man. Man is purely egoistic. He is depicted as the possessor of a nature which is
entirely selfish and devoid of .an).! genuine feelings of sympathy, benevolence, or
sociability. Every man is an individual whose main and sole preoccupation is the
gratification of his immediately perceived desires, and his success in maintaining a
continuous flow of gratifications is considered as the measure of the degree of his

happmess The means through which he attains his desired object is 'power’. In the
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state of nature men have in general approximately the same degrees of power, mental and'

physical. Within the condition of constant struggle of equivalent 'powers”, intense
competition arises thereby eliminating virtually all chances for an individual to achieve
happiness and, what is more grave, it can threaten his very existence34,

It is at this point of the argument that Hobbes conceives of the voluntary collective

organisation of individuals who are driven to it by the use of calculating reason. Within

this organisation laws are enacted with the acceptance of every individt?al to obey themn;

oy -

these laws are mainly set to provide for the presence of the necessary and sufficient
conditions of survival within which the conditions for moral obligation is present As

professors Albcrt, Denise and Peterfreund tell us "whatever is in accordance with the law

of the sovereign is right, whereas that which deviates from it is wrong. Hobbes thus *

establishes civil authority and lgw as’the foundation"of morality"55, Hobbes seems to
argue that morality should be vested in -thf; hands of social authorities who constitute the
legislative power through the use of law. Although the power of the legislative authority
is.shown to be absolute in the Lev:arhan it mcrely constitutes a limited amount of laws

which forbid or allow, it cannot guide the behaviour of man in the actions of every day

life. How is man to know what to do? 1t is surely not society who will dictate his daily

behaviour, it is rather his natiye which will guide him towards this knowledge; his nature -

will dictate to him, according to its own knowledge of its own subjectivity and its
desires, the laws with which to abide. The latter are specifically based upon the

knowledge of his universal equalityq‘with other individual subjects. ~

According to C.B.Macpherson3¢ the subordination of the individual to the

)
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commonwealth is based upon Hobbes' theory of obligation. For Hobbes, man is seen to

be morally obligated towdrds the commonwealth, because of the latter's capacity to

promote the preservatiomef, the individual's life. Here Hobbes has been taken by
post-Hobbesian theorists to be derivihg 'Ought’ from 'Is'. This is deduced from his
affirmation that men ought to accept the arbitrary rule of the sovereign because of the evil

which dwells in human nature. In other words, Hobbes is claiming that due to the fact

. that men are observed to be naturally evil, they 'ohght' to follow the laws within society .

in order for them to attain self-preservation. This derivation of 'Ought' from 'Is' is seen
by Macpherson to depend on an a-priori condition. According to Macpherson the moral

obligation "can only be met if the society is one in which individuals are capable of seeing

themselves as equal in some mspg more important than all the respects in which they are |

unequal”, hence it is only in such a society "can it be said, and accepted, that there is no

reason why any man should claim s:pcrior rights"57, Theref?re, Hobbes' theory of

sociét}', despite of its prevalent s'scientiﬁc and mf;chanistic explanations of human nature,
implies, never.theless, the need for the recognition of the existence of a "universal
subjectivity”.

’

-
-

Hobbesian philosophy, as it appears in tl}e middle of the seventeenth century, is
representative of the type of philosophy with which the Age-of Enlightenment was
presented. Hobbes'.theory on the moral obiigation presupposgsfﬁe presence of

subjective self—consciodsncss acquired on a universal level thcrebg' indicating that the
. definition of freedom as t_he reéilisation of subjective self-consciousness has been taken as
a given by the definition of freedom as liberty from nece;ifity. If my argur;'lent is correct

it would be valid to assume that such a realisation of freedom as subjective
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self-consciousness was never realised, for its very articulation was limited by the

hierarchical social system of the Renaissance, and by the very effectiveness of

instrumental reason. - Pico, among other humanists, was aware of the incapacity of this

type of freedom to be expressed within the Renaissance society; he is quotéd by Cassirer

as saying:

In the rigid hierarchical system, the value of freedom must always

- seem something foreign, something incommensurable and

* . irrational”, because the order of mere being does not capture the
meaning and the movement of becoming>8.

Hobbes' political theory is based upon a theory suggesting in implicit terms an
» acquired social sense of equality, of subjective self-consciousness. Man is seen to have
recognised that as a biologicai creature Me is equal to all other men, he is therefore
conscious of his own subjective equality. This supposition‘ caused”the failure in the
accuracy o%Hobchian political theory. According to Macpherson:
The supposed factual equality from which ke [Hobbes] argued
directly to the necessity of political obligation was the equal ability
of men to kill each other, which in the hypothetical state of nature

entailed an équal insecurity of life and possessions. This supposed
equality is not, however, a sufficient basis for political obligation of

men in societySS.

.4'5'
Evidently, Hobbes' theory corresponds to a belief in the obvious knowledge of the

"natural condition of mankind" which is gailable to who ever wants to observe it. This

! does not merely entail that he supposes the presence of an equality among men, but that

this said equality is also widely known, hence, that men are conscious of their equality in -
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society. This however, as Macpherson points out, was not the case. For the equality
-within the hypothétical state of nature was not to be found within society, nor was the
‘consciousness of such an equality evident in seventeenth century England. Hobbes'
‘ political theory represents the synthesis of the false unity between the two conceptions of
frédom which occurred in the Renaissance. It demonstrates, also the type of
incoherences which were inherited by the philosophers of the Enlightenment of which
Kantian philosophy is a pr’imary example. |

Kant's theory of the moral categorical imperative is based upon the supposition that
all men are subjects, they are aware of their subjectivity as one which is at once parﬁcular
and universal. It is their awareness of this which giyes them the possibility of

formulating maxims which are only valid when they are universally applicable. Kant's

theory has within its folds the latent belief in the actual preseﬁce of such a subjective

consciousness within society. The natural man is for Kant a man who is already within
society, whose consciousness of himself and 'of the universe is pacutély developed.
- Moreover, Ka}rlt's support of the French revolutidn stems from his belief that it is the
expression of the comfng into being of this consciousness and its success in completely
transforming the ideological basis of the social iﬁéﬁtuﬁons. The French revglut@on meant
for Kant the translation of this type of consciousness into action, IiO;‘. the transformation
of thesé very institutions in order to obtain a socially instituted 'freedoﬁ frf)m necessity'
which was the actual purpose of the masses who stormed the Bastille and beheaded the
French nobility. The very institution of the Age of Terror suggésts quite plainly that a

consciousness of universal subjectivity was not at hand; it did not in any ideological

pattern follow the subjective consciousness of the Italian humanists. Where would the
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French revolutionaries fit in Pico's scheme? One must realise that they did "fall into
. animality" for they were not employing their 'reason’, they were, as the Hobbesian man,

following their 'senses’. - ¢

If the suggestion that the Renaissance philosophy rcpresents“a false unity between the
dialectical conceptions of ﬁeeﬁom is correct, then it can be concluded that free&om as the
realisation.of subjectivity through self-consciousness is a conception which has been
taken as a given upon which the philosophy of the Enlightenment built its project for

'rat'ionalising morality. This suggestion indicates that the said definition of freedom is yet
to be achieved thereby implying that humanity is not necessarily atkan impasse as
' MécIntyre is'suggesting. In its‘very nature this conception of freedom needed the .
alteration of the stifling social conditions found in the Renaissance for its realisation; does
this suggest tha;t Hegel's philosophy of History, and Habermas' belief in the
"re-enchantment of the world" are awaiting conditions for their establishment? It is at
least perfectly clear that the men who wrote of the will of man were aware of man's
potentiality, it is therefore in cur hands that lies our own reaénchantment, and it is up to

us to follow C.S.Lewis' advice which states:

f

I do not think that all who choose wrong roads perish; but their
rescue consists in being put back on the right road. "A wrong sum
can be put right: but only by going back till you find the error and
working it afresh from that point; never by simply going on. Evil
can be undone, but it cannot ‘develop’ into good®®,

~

The crisis which is upon us is not merel&&a crisis of 'reason’ its major resolution does

not merely lie in a comparison between teleology and instrumentality, it is also a crisis of



Al

subjectivity within which the modern individual presenﬂy dwells. The realisation of the
individual can only be made possible when the application of the teleology of reason
within sociefy extends to recognise the role of the subjective end within teleology. It is
therefore paramount to regard the philosophy of the Renaissance man as an expression of
humanity's deepest ambitions, to regard it not as a lifeless artistic qxprqssion, but also as

the expression of man's ultimate purpose.
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The Crisis Revisited

1
In the present work I have attempted to demonstrate how the crisis of modemnity may

- be conceived as the domination of the Scientific Method of all fields of epistemology. -

Through the presentation of the work of several modern authors, with a specific .

concentration on the work of Alasdair MacIntyre, the present work aimed to demonstrate
the method with which modernity is dealing with ts cx'isis; and suggests that this same
method is that of Scientific Method. ‘This method studies the problcfns prevailing in
mod#n society in a compartmentalising rather than a totalising manner. The breaking
down of the elements of the crisis into the object of study of several modern disciplines
such as economy, political science, sociology, communication, and the like is not merely
indicative of the infiltration of the Scientific Method into all domains of epistemolt)gy, but
it is also indicative of a grave problem which has occurred within the process of thinking
itself. Through the study of the crisis in different unconnected (or at least distinct)

" disciplines there arises a definite lack in the unity of the whole. One comes to analyse the

crisis as does MacIntyre i.e. by concentratmg on one part of the problem while

completely undemumng the other. In MacIntyre's case, this resulted in his claim of a

supremacy of society and a denial of human subjectivity This occurred due to

MacIntyre's emphasm on the predominance of socmlogy over other fields of study (thls

he makes explicit in his book After Virtue). With such a view there is no totality, no

teleology, but tyranny and overwhelming.social domination. Maclntyre's failure

represents in essence the crisis of modemity and its thought.

e

To clarify. this point one must look at the manner social élements are pitted against
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each other in modern political theory. When an author thinks of the problem of society,
such as MaclIntyre does, he forgets about man; similarly, when he thinks of the problem
of man, such as does Nozick, he forgets about society. In this thought there exists a lack
of harmony, wherein both society and man can coexist without a proverbial tulg-of—;var. ,
It seems that in the struggle between individual and community, the latter almost zﬂways
emerges as the winner. This power struggle between individual and communit)}hnhy
only subside when the community includes within its telos (end) not merely its own
survival, but also the positive growth of its members. This type of community may only
attain its equilibrium when it can promote the recognition of the universal subjectivity of

its members. Using Horkheimer's terminology, society must ‘'remember man',

In order to emphasise the Idea of a 'unity', this work has tried to point out seve_rdl
theoretical links between reason, human nature and the creation of a political association.
It has tried to show the dependence of the definition of the nature of 'man' tQche
definition of 'reason’, and the product of the latter two's association as a dh&t'linkm\
the theory of the state. It has tried to demonstrate that this type of assobiéﬁon is not
merely the characteristic of the Greek society, but alsq of modern liberal society. In view
of such an assoc'iaﬁon , it would be then impossible to maintain a vision of society similar
to that of Maclntyre's: i.e. in an exclusive mode, completely separate from any
expression of anhuman nature or will. As one views sc.>cicty he cannot see it as separate
from humanity, and when one views man he cannot vicW him as devoid of any
substantial willful content. The theory of teleology itself aims towards an overarching

unity between man, social telos and externality (the Other). Within this process no

element can be undermined, any break will cause the deformation of the telos and will
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hinder its realisation.

Itis thert;.fore the object of this work to point out the manner with which fnodemity
fails to arrive to a solution to its crisis. This is seen as due to its failure to view the
‘problem in terms of an interconnected, hence unified, set of factors rather than in terms
of negative, stratified elements among which reigns the law of causality. This failure is
prevalent in the manner it searches to overcome its crisis, which is plainly represented in
the philosophy of A. MacIntyre. The answer to the crisis according to MaclIntyre is
l;ased upon the success in the rendering of philosopHy rationally defensible which entails
the subjection of philosophy (normally a totalising science) to modern Scientific Method,
hence, reducing it to a science. This very reduction, as we héve seen m the case of
Maclintyre's analysis, becomes fhcoretically inco;npatiblc with the realisation of a

4

teleology of the state due to the elimination of one element: in MacIntrye's case, it is the
elimination of human subjectivity and the subjective end, an elimination th.at the
sﬁggcstiorin chapter three above tries to dispute and replace. However, one may be
tempted to pose the following qﬁestion: what of the results and the shortcomings of the
alternative s;lggcsted? In other words, how is a recognition of the historical origins of

individualism and the remaining possibility regarding subjective self-consciousness are

capable of providing a solution to the crisis, and how is this solution to be realised?

The suggested alternative is important for several reasons. In the first instance, it
provides a suggestion indicating the importance of the Renaissance in the study of

philosophy in general, and in political theory in particular, Its importance stems not from

its apparent results as such, but from its capacity to indicated with much clarity the’
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original intentions of the 'reborn’ individual. It demonstrates man's changing perception
of his world and of his own telos. It also demonstrates man's awakeness to his
.humanity, to- his own human capacity and worth, This recognition is vital to the
understanding of the developments whichoccurred in the social and political spheres in
the Enlightenment. Hencé, a recognition of the historical origins of individualism as the
product of earlier chaissance thought is vital to the understanding of the concept of man

- by the Enlightenment project theorists.

In essence, it is through the study of the prevalent philosophy of man in the
Renaissance that one was aiale to demonstrate the presence of an original notion c\>f a
‘subjective teleology' and explain its nature and purpose. In MacIntyre's analysis one
may get the impression that a théory of a subjectivity is a Kantian invention. It is
certainly not Kantian, but it is a product {af Renaissance phil.os0phy‘s awareness of
hﬁr,na.nity and its demand to be recognised as a holder of an 'end’ in itself, and not merely
a vessel which is discarded whenever society is no longer in need of it. This does not,

however, answer the question how does this recognition provide a possible solution to
the crisis? -

The suggestion by all means does not imply a solution, it merely indicates a lacuna in
the modern approach to the analysis of the crisis of modernity. However, its own
recognition of this lacuna leaves us with many suggestions for a solution, of which I will

only suggest one obvious example in order to illustrate the benefit of the suggestion,

The recognition that a 'universal consciousness of subjectivity' is yet to be achieved,
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and that unlike the thought of late Renaissance and Enlightenment thinkers it is not a
given, an already acquired achievement. The fact that this is not a given can be illustrated |
in the presence of relations of domi;iance and power in all human association, as well as
the glaring use of violence agaiq_ﬁt others even in capitalist societies such as the United
States. - This recognition suggests that consciousness has not yet embraced the universal,
it rcmainslto be subsumed in the particular. This also suggests that in such a case no
teleology may come into being thereby allowing society to drift endlessly in irrationalism.
This suggestion lies in accord with the account of the crisis of almost all of the modern
theorists mentioned herein (with the exception of perhaps Habermas). It, however,
differs in one specific manner: it aims to provide the missing element to the process of
end-realisation. It does not simply explain the present 'spiritlessness’ of modern man ;13
'thc result of instrumental reason, but goes beyond this to show that both classical and
modern societies did not succeed in arriving at a teleological theory of society due to their
denial of the 'subjective end', hence due to the fact that they both 'forget about man'.

As a solution, the recognition)f the possibility of the realisation of a universal
consciousness of subjectiyity is n;)t reliable on its own. Such a process is hard if not-
impossible to measure, and its efficiency in the solving of the modemn crisis may be put
into question. For its applicability, it needs to be implemented within a wider social
scope. In its nature, it strongly suggests an increase in the promotionu of social and
universal consciousness which are only realisable within a certain social context, This is
not to slip into the solution suggested‘ by Mac'Intyre, it merely suggeéts that in o;'der for
such a consciousness to be highly developed it does not merely suffice to depend on the
power of the individual for its realisation, i—t should also be practiced onl the sogial level.

1 . R
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This suggestion differs from Maclntyre's in one important sense: it does not in any

manner suggest the nonexistence of human subjectivity. The success of the realisation of
this 'consciousness’ would be based on a theory of knowledge promoting awareness of-

the relationship of the ‘self' to the ‘Other’. It i, in this sensethe overcoming of human -

alienation from the 'Other’, a'universal blending of particulars into an overarching unity,
As a theory of knowledge it is able to suggest a unified telos whose implementation

cannot be imposed as Maclntyre is suggesting, it has to develop through human

awareness in order for it to be actualised.

-

The crisis of modernity is, as MacIntyre claims, a crisis of society, and as Husserl

claims, a crisis of man. In essence, it is both, because one cannot exist without the other.

Perceived thus, the crisis cannot be solved if one concentrates upon one or the other, it_

has to be derived from a unified study of both. Their coexistence and interdependence

- demands the recognition of their prevailing individuality within their ultimate unify.
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