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Notes

Preface
1. George L. Mosse, The Crisis of German Ideology: Intellectual Origins of the Third Reich 

(New York, 1964), 13.
2. It is important to acknowledge that alternative traditions may well have very 

different histories of terms like “reason,” and perhaps not even precise equivalents in 
their vocabularies. As shown by the very suggestive series of Keywords edited by Nadia 
Tazi for Zone Books in English and translated into several other languages, no universal 
usage can be assumed. The ones treated in the series, which has essays from scholars in 
different regions of the world, are “gender,” “experience,” “truth,” “identity,” and 
“nature.” Unfortunately, there is none yet for “reason.” For one attempt to tackle this 
issue head on, see Wolfgang Schluchter, “Rationality—A Specifically European 
Characteristic?,” in The Cultural Values of Europe, ed. Hans Joas and Klaus Wiegandt, 
trans. Alex Skinner (Liverpool, 2008), 166–86.

3. William Edward Hartpole Lecky, History of the Rise and Influence of the Spirit of Ratio
nalism in Europe, 2 vols. (London, 1865). It immediately occasioned rebuttals by defenders 
of religion, e.g., John F. Hurst, History of Rationalism: Embracing a Survey of the Present State of 
Protestant Theology (New York, 1865). Among the most critical reviewers from a nonreligious 
point of view was the novelist George Eliot, who objected to Lecky’s idealist assumption 
of a rationalist spirit coursing through history. See her “The Influence of Rationalism,” 
in The Essays of George Eliot, ed. Nathan Sheppard (London, 1883), 257–71.

4. Wolfgang Welsch, Vernunft: Die zeitgenössische Vernunftkritik und das Konzept der trans
versalen Vernunft (Frankfurt, 1995).

5. Theodor W. Adorno, Philosophische Terminologie (Frankfurt, 1973), 1:18.
6. Ibid.



UWP: Jay: Reason after Its Eclipse page166

166
 

 Notes to Pages 3–4

Chapter 1. From the Greeks to the Enlightenment
1. Or the “Good.” See Plato, The Republic VI, 507b–509c.
2. Not all solar myths, however, were so closely identified with reason. In Roy Willis, 

ed., World Mythology: The Illustrated Guide (Oxford, 2006), there are discussions of Aztec, 
Egyptian, Chinese, Hindu, and other sun deities, but none stresses their connection 
with a rational ideal.

3. For a now classic account, see Wilhelm Nestle, Vom Mythos zum Logos: Die Selbst
entfaltung des griechischen Denkens von Homer bis auf die Sophistik und Sokrates (Stuttgart, 1940). 
For trenchant considerations of its limitations, see Richard Buxton, ed., From Myth to 
Reason? Studies in the Development of Greek Thought (Oxford, 1999), and Kathryn A. Morgan, 
Myth and Philosophy from the Presocratics to Plato (Cambridge, 2003). For another attempt to 
explain the origins of Greek rationality, see Helmut Heit, Der Ursprungsmythos der Vernunft: 
Zur philosophiehistorischen Genealogie des griechischen Wunders (Würzburg, 2007) and his “Vom 
Mythos zum Logos—ein Methodenwandel?,” in SpracheKulturDarstellungsformen: 
Methodenprobleme in der Philosophie, ed. Bettina Kremberg and Rainer Totzke (Leipzig, 
2010), 219–40.

4. For an extensive analysis of what he calls the “intertextuality” of philosophy and 
myth in this dialogue, see Daniel S. Werner, Myth and Philosophy in Plato’s “Phaedrus” 
(Cambridge, 2012).

5. See Morgan, Myth and Philosophy, for a thorough discussion of the linguistic stakes 
involved in the debate over myth.

6. The term also refers to comparable changes in other fields, for example, the 
emergence of evidence-based historiography in the work of Herodotus and Thucydides, 
who sought to go beyond legendary accounts of the past, and the development of a 
protoscientific medical practice by Hippocratus.

7. For a discussion of this distinction, see Luc Brisson, Plato the Mythmaker, ed. and 
trans. Gerard Naddaf (Chicago, IL, 1998), chs. 9 and 10.

8. Stanley Cavell, The Claim of Reason: Wittgenstein, Skepticism, Morality, and Tragedy 
(Oxford, 1982), 366.

9. Rodolphe Gasché, The Honor of Thinking: Critique, Theory, Philosophy (Stanford, 
CA, 2007), 351.

10. Logos can also mean “speech,” “discourse,” arithmetical ratio, and even musical 
interval. See Daniel Heller-Roazen, Dark Tongues: The Art of Rogues and Riddlers (New 
York, 2013), 9. The linkage with the divine word continues to animate theology in our 
own time. See, for example, the discussion of different forms of religious logocentrism in 
Graham Ward, Barth, Derrida, and the Language of Theology (Cambridge, 1995).

11. Under certain circumstances, however, logos also could mean narrative accounts 
of historical events, as it did in the work of the first Greek historian, Herodotus, whose 
Histories had nine books and twenty-eight logoi (e.g., on “The Story of King Croesus,” 
“The Rise of Cyrus,” etc.). What distinguished his historical accounts from mythical 
narratives was their reliance on the critical sifting of evidence and the plausible explana-
tion of events in human terms, rather than as effects of the intervention of the gods.



UWP: Jay: Reason after Its Eclipse page167

 Notes to Pages 5–6 
 

167

12. See Umberto Eco, The Search for the Perfect Language, trans. James Fentress (Cam-
bridge, MA, 1995). For a discussion of the complicated role of mathematics in Plato, 
see Ian Mueller, “Mathematical Method and Philosophical Truth,” in The Cambridge 
Companion to Plato, ed. Richard Kraut (Cambridge, 1992), 170–99.

13. The literature on the Greek idea of logos is very extensive. For a comprehensive 
view from a sociologist’s perspective, see Barry Sandywell’s series of “logological investiga-
tions”: Reflexivity and the Crisis of Western Reason (New York, 1996); The Beginnings of European 
Theorizing: Reflexivity in the Archaic Age (New York, 1996); Presocratic Reflexivity: The Construction 
of Philosophical Discourse (New York, 1996). The fourth volume, The Greek Enlightenment: 
Culture, Thought, and Reflexivity, is in press. For a useful overview of its uses, see the entry 
“Logos” in F. E. Peters, Greek Philosophical Terms: A Historical Lexicon (New York, 1967). 
Aristotle claimed in his Metaphysics that it was Thales of Milet who has the honor of 
being the first pre-Socratic who thought about nature rationally. For a critique of this 
claim, see Helmut Heit, “Did Rationality Originate in Ancient Ionia?,” Skepsis 15, 
nos. 2–3 (2004): 359–71. See also Herbert Schnädelbach, Vernunft (Stuttgart, 2007), ch. 1.

14. See G. S. Kirk and J. E. Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers: A Critical History with a 
Selection of Texts (Cambridge, 1963), 188–89 and 88.

15. For a helpful account of Plato’s late thoughts on the relationship between logos 
and true knowledge, see Alexander Nehamas, Virtues of Authenticity: Essays on Plato and 
Socrates (Princeton, NJ, 1999), ch. 11.

16. For a discussion of Plato’s position at different moments in his career, see 
Nicholas P. White, “Plato’s Metaphysical Epistemology,” in Kraut, Cambridge Companion 
to Plato, 277–310.

17. Aristotle, Politics, 1253a 9f. Significantly, “rationale,” like “reason” and “ratio,” 
is derived from the Latin verb reor, which means counting or calculating. The translation 
from Greek into Latin thus may well have given the concept a bias toward calculation. 
It should also be noted that not all Greeks agreed that man was the only rational animal. 
Plutarch in particular argued that animal intelligence could at times be understood as 
rational too. See the discussion in Stephen Thomas Newmyer, Animals, Rights, and Reason 
in Plutarch and Modern Ethics (New York, 2006), which shows the link between Plutarch’s 
treatises on animals and modern animal rights theory.

18. Hans-Georg Gadamer, Reason in the Age of Science, trans. Frederick G. Lawrence 
(Cambridge, MA, 1983), 35.

19. Leo Strauss, Natural Right and History (Chicago, IL, 1999); Ernst Bloch, Natural 
Law and Human Dignity, trans. Dennis J. Schmidt (Cambridge, MA, 1987).

20. Cavell, The Claim of Reason, 365.
21. Plato’s critique of myth can be found, among other places, in Phaedrus 61b and 

Timaeus 26e, but he himself used them in a number of places in his own argument, e.g., 
The Republic, allowing F. M. Cornford to remark that “in his ‘mythical’ manner, Plato 
amplifies and reinterprets the famous doctrine of Anaxagoras: ‘All things were con-
founded together, when Reason came and introduced distinction and order.’ Reason 
takes the place of Zeus, as Zeus had taken the place of Moira [fate].” From Religion to 
Philosophy: A Study in the Origins of Western Speculation (New York, 1957), 36. See also Julia 
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 Notes to Pages 6–8

Annas, “Plato’s Myths of Judgment,” Phronesis 27, no. 2 (1982): 119–43, which argues for 
the inclusion of the myths at the end of Gorgias, Phaedo, and The Republic in any discussion 
of Plato’s thought.

22. For a discussion of this linkage, see Schnädelbach, Vernunft, 20.
23. Jan Assmann, Of God and Gods: Egypt, Israel, and the Rise of Monotheism (Madison, 

WI, 2008), 13.
24. Lawrence W. Cahoone, Cultural Revolutions: Reason versus Culture in Philosophy, 

Politics, and Jihad (University Park, PA, 2005), 206.
25. See Robert Nozick, The Nature of Rationality (Princeton, NJ, 1993). For a discussion 

of the controversy it raised, see Geoffrey Galt Harpham, “Of Rats and Men; or, Reason 
in Our Time,” in Shadows of Ethics: Criticism and the Just Society (Durham, NC, 1999), 
99–119.

26. See Martin Kusch, Psychologism: A Case Study in the Sociology of Philosophical Knowledge 
(London, 1995), and his entry on “Psychologism” in the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 
Spring 2014 ed., ed. Edward N. Zalta, http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2014 
/entries/psychologism/, which brings the dispute up to the present. The term, introduced 
in the late nineteenth century by Gottlob Frege and Edmund Husserl, refers disparagingly 
to all allegedly extralogical grounds of logic. Another variant of the reduction came to 
be called “genealogy,” developed in particular by Friedrich Nietzsche and Michel 
Foucault to expose the extrarational sources of reason in contingent, historically variable 
networks of power relations. For discussions of genealogy, see Jeffrey Minson, Genealogies 
of Morals: Nietzsche, Foucault, Donzelot, and the Eccentricity of Ethics (London, 1985), and Béatrice 
Han, Foucault’s Critical Project: Between the Transcendental and the Historical, trans. Edward 
Pile (Stanford, CA, 2002). According to Hubert L. Dreyfus and Paul Rabinow, Michel 
Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneutics (Chicago, IL, 1983), “Foucault is not attacking 
reason but rather showing how a historical form of rationality has operated” (133). But 
like Nietzsche, he was determined to subvert the claim of reason to have transcendental, 
ahistorical grounds. A similar effort was made by Jacques Derrida in his Edmund Husserl’s 
Origin of Geometry: An Introduction, trans. John P. Leavey Jr. (Lincoln, NE, 1989).

27. A. A. Long, Greek Models of Mind and Self (Cambridge, MA, 2015), ch. 1.
28. For a feminist critique of its legacy, see Genevieve Lloyd, The Man of Reason: 

“Male” and “Female” in Western Philosophy (Minneapolis, MN, 1984).
29. See Kusch, Psychologism, 84. A later, more restricted definition of “logicism” 

referred only to the reduction of all of mathematics to logic, which was attempted by 
Frege and Bertrand Russell and then undermined by Gödel’s Theorem. See Neil 
Tennant, “Logicism and Neologicism,” in the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Fall 2014 
ed., ed. Edward N. Zalta, http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2014/entries/logicism/.

30. The British philosopher R. G. Collingwood sought to restore the question and 
answer matrix out of which logic emerged. For discussions, see Christopher Fear, 
“Collingwood’s Logic of Question and Answer against the Relativization of Reason,” 
and Giuseppina D’Oro, “The Logocentric Predicament and the Logic of Question and 
Answer,” both in Other Logics: Alternatives to Formal Logic in the History of Thought and Contem
porary Philosophy, ed. Admir Skodo (Leiden, 2014), 81–101 and 221–35.
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31. For a recent attempt to find a hard-wired, universally human psychological 
source for logic that tries to overcome the alternative between psychologism and logicism, 
see Robert Hanna, Rationality and Logic (Cambridge, MA, 2006). He argues for a cognitive 
protologic that is innate rather than learned.

32. For an example of its continuing power, see the attempts by twentieth-century 
French “philosophers of the concept” to defend the integrity of reason, derived largely 
from Spinoza, against “philosophers of experience.” The distinction was made by Michel 
Foucault in “Life: Experience and Science,” in The Essential Foucault: Selections from Essential 
Works of Foucault, 1954–1984, ed. Paul Rabinow and Nikola S. Rose (New York, 2003), 
465–78, to distinguish epistemologists like Jean Cavaillès and Georges Canguilhem 
from Henri Bergson, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, and Jean-Paul Sartre. In Logics of Worlds, 
Being and Event, vol. 2, trans. Alberto Toscano (London, 2009), Alain Badiou would employ 
the same distinction. For an account of the abiding power of Spinoza in recent French 
thought, see Knox Peden, Spinoza contra Phenomenology: French Rationalism from Cavaillès to 
Deleuze (Stanford, CA, 2014).

33. John Searle, Rationality in Action (Cambridge, MA, 2001), xiv.
34. Bernard Williams, Truth and Truthfulness: An Essay in Genealogy (Princeton, NJ, 

2002), 36–37.
35. Dante, The Inferno, canto 4.
36. The period saw the appearance of Confucius and Lao-tse in China, the Buddha 

and the Upanishads in India, the philosophers, historians, and poets of Hellenic Greece, 
and the Hebrew prophets. For a discussion, see John D. Boy and John Torpey, “Inventing 
the Axial Age: The Origins and Uses of a Historical Concept,” Theory and Society 42, 
no. 3 (May 2013): 241–59.

37. For analysis and critique of the intricate relationship between power and reason 
from a qualified Heideggerian perspective, see Dominique Janicaud, Powers of the Rational: 
Science, Technology, and the Future of Thought, trans. Peg Birmingham and Elizabeth Birming-
ham (Bloomington, IN, 1994).

38. See Burton Feldman and Robert B. Richardson, The Rise of Modern Mythology, 
1680–1860 (Bloomington, IN, 1972), for an anthology of texts exploring the meaning of 
myth. For a more analytic account, see Hans Blumenberg, Work on Myth, trans. Robert 
Wallace (Cambridge, MA, 1985).

39. For discussions of the troubling implications of the modern search for myth, 
focusing on the German case, see George S. Williamson, The Longing for Myth in Germany: 
Religion and Aesthetic Culture from Romanticism to Nietzsche (Chicago, IL, 2004), and Jean-Luc 
Nancy and Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe, Le mythe nazi (Paris, 1991). Both discuss Alfred 
Rosenberg’s Myth of the Twentieth Century as an example of the sinister evocation of myth 
against the Enlightenment tradition.

40. The most influential advocate of this position was Claude Lévi-Strauss, The 
Savage Mind, trans. John Weightman and Doreen Weightman (Chicago, IL, 1966).

41. See Glenn W. Most, “From Logos to Mythos,” in Buxton, From Myth to Reason?, 
40. He traces this argument back to the eighteenth-century German classicist Christian 
Gottlob Heyne.
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 Notes to Pages 10–12

42. For some of the Greeks, logoi designated any kind of discourse, rather than a 
philosophical one utterly distinguished from a rhetorical one. See the discussion in 
James Allen, “Aristotle on the Value of ‘Probability,’ Persuasiveness, and Verisimilitude 
in Rhetorical Argument,” in Probabilities, Hypotheticals, and Counterfactuals in Ancient Greek 
Thought, ed. Victoria Wohl (Cambridge, 2014), 47–64. Other essays in the volume show 
the ways in which probable reasoning (eikos) could also be accepted as valid, anticipating 
the more rigorous exploration of probability in the seventeenth century.

43. Hans Blumenberg, “An Anthropological Approach to the Contemporary 
Significance of Rhetoric,” in After Philosophy: End or Transformation?, ed. Kenneth Baynes, 
James Bohman, and Thomas McCarthy (Cambridge, MA, 1987), 447.

44. Ibid., 448.
45. Ibid., 452.
46. Nicolas F. Gier, Wittgenstein and Phenomenology: A Comparative Study of the Later 

Wittgenstein, Husserl, Heidegger, and MerleauPonty (Albany, NY, 1981), 187.
47. Ute Guzzoni, “Reason—A Different Reason—Something Different than 

Reason? Wondering about the Concept of a Different Reason in Adorno, Lyotard, and 
Sloterdijk,” in The Actuality of Adorno: Critical Essays on Adorno and the Postmodern, ed. Max 
Pensky (Albany, NY, 1997), 27–28. For a similar distinction between substantive “reason” 
and instrumental “rationality,” albeit from a neo-Thomist perspective, see Jeffery L. 
Nicholas, Reason, Tradition, and the Good: MacIntyre’s TraditionConstituted Reason and Frankfurt 
School Critical Theory (Notre Dame, IN, 2012), 10.

48. Guzzoni, “Reason,” 28.
49. Hartmut Böhme and Gernot Böhme, “The Battle of Reason with the Imagina-

tion,” in What Is Enlightenment? EighteenthCentury Answers and TwentiethCentury Questions, 
ed. James Schmidt (Berkeley, CA, 1996), 436–37.

50. Gernot Böhme, “Beyond the Radical Critique of Reason,” in Reason and Its 
Other: Rationality in Modern German Philosophy and Culture, ed. Dieter Freundlieb and Wayne 
Hudson (Providence, RI, 1993), 93.

51. Nikolas Kompridis, Critique and Disclosure: Critical Theory between Past and Future 
(Cambridge, MA, 2006).

52. Richard Campbell, “Reconceiving Truth and Reason,” in Freundlieb and 
Hudson, Reason and Its Other, 133–62.

53. Paget Henry, Caliban’s Reason: Introducing AfroCaribbean Philosophy (New York, 
2000), 180. Not all African philosophers identify reason with a Eurocentric imposition 
on local values. See, for example, Emmanuel Chukwudi Eze, On Reason: Rationality in a 
World of Cultural Conflict and Racism (Durham, NC, 2008).

54. For a defense of “rationality,” understood largely in functional terms, against 
“reason,” see Niklas Luhmann, “Social Theory without ‘Reason’: Luhmann and the 
Challenge of Systems Theory; An Interview,” in Freundlieb and Hudson, Reason and Its 
Other. There is also no agreement about the meaning of a distinction between “reason” 
and “rationality.” Thus, for example, reason sometimes gets confusingly conflated with 
“reasonable,” which has its own extensive baggage of connotations. Take, for example, 
the dichotomy posited by Harpham in “Of Rats and Men”: “Make a first cut, placing 
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on one side an acceptance of traditions, customs, conventions, institutions, the intricacies 
of the human heart, and context in general as factors in understanding and assessment 
and call this ‘reasonablilty.’ What’s left on the other side is the kind of understanding 
that recognizes the force of necessity, of laws without appeal, a faculty of comparison, 
demarcation, differentiation, logical entailment, and computation that may be called 
‘rationality’” (111). He then concludes, reasonably enough, that “each by itself is not just 
incomplete but unworthy. Unadulterated reasonableness would be spineless, inconsistent, 
unaccountable, pious, flaccid, indifferent; pure rationality would be imperial, rigid, 
narcissistic, terroristic, autistic” (113). There is much to be said for this argument, but the 
distinction he posits does not easily map on to other dichotomies with the same terms.

55. For a discussion of Schelling and myth, see Markus Gabriel, Der Mensch im 
Mythos: Untersuchungen über Ontotheologie, Anthropologie und Selbstbewußtseinsgeschichte in 
Schellings Philosophie der Mythologie (Berlin, 2005), and Gabriel and Slavoj ̌Zi†zek, Mythology, 
Madness, and Laughter: Subjectivity in German Idealism (London, 2009). This expanded notion 
of reason is not the same as the simple Romantic reversal of the superiority of logos over 
mythos, which as Hans-Georg Gadamer pointed out, “actually perpetuates the abstract 
contrast between myth and reason.” See Truth and Method (New York, 1986), 243.

56. Martin Heidegger, The Principle of Reason, trans. Reginald Lilly (Bloomington, 
IN, 1996), 110. άρχαί, αίται means principles.

57. Ibid. Heidegger identified ratio with reckoning based on the call for grounds 
and reasons. See the discussion in Hans Sluga, “Heidegger and the Critique of Reason,” 
in What’s Left of Enlightenment? A Postmodern Question, ed. Keith Michael Baker and Peter 
Hanns Reill (Stanford, CA, 2001), 50–70.

58. Jacques Derrida, “The Principle of Reason: The University in the Eyes of Its 
Pupils,” Diacritics 13, no. 3 (Autumn 1983): 7.

59. Ernst Bloch was another Western Marxist advocate of a broad notion of reason; 
see his discussion of the “Logos-Myth,” in Atheism in Christianity: The Religion of the Exodus 
and the Kingdom, trans. J. T. Swann (London, 2009), 192–203. There were, of course, 
comparable theorists on the right, for example Leo Strauss, who also faulted what they 
saw as the narrow and impoverished version of reason typical of modernity in general 
and the Enlightenment in particular. See Strauss, The Rebirth of Classical Political Rationalism, 
ed. Thomas L. Pangle (Chicago, IL, 1989), and Corine Pelluchon, Leo Strauss and the Crisis 
of Rationalism: Another Reason, Another Enlightenment, trans. Robert Howse (Albany, NY, 
2014). For a defense of a Straussian concept of “reason” as “wisdom” against “nihilistic” 
relativism, see Stanley Rosen, Nihilism: A Philosophical Essay (New Haven, CT, 1969).

60. There is a substantial literature debating the putative overlap in the philosophies 
of Heidegger and Adorno in particular. See, for example, Hermann Mörchen, Adorno 
und Heidegger: Untersuchung einer philosophischen Kommunikationsverweigerung (Stuttgart, 1981); 
Iain Macdonald and Krzysztof Ziarek, eds., Adorno and Heidegger: Philosophical Questions 
(Stanford, CA, 2007); Jan Rosiek, Maintaining the Sublime: Heidegger and Adorno (Bern, 
2000); and Alexander Garcia Düttmann, The Memory of Thought: An Essay on Heidegger and 
Adorno (London, 2002). Marcuse’s debts to Heidegger, with whom he studied in the 
1920s, are also widely acknowledged. See, for example, Andrew Feenberg, Heidegger and 
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Marcuse: The Catastrophe and Redemption of History (New York, 2005); Richard Wolin, 
Heidegger’s Children: Hannah Arendt, Karl Löwith, Hans Jonas, and Herbert Marcuse (Princeton, 
NJ, 2003); and the early texts collected in Herbert Marcuse, Heideggerian Marxism, ed. 
Richard Wolin and John Abromeit (Lincoln, NE, 2005).

61. Max Horkheimer, “Reason against Itself: Some Remarks on Enlightenment,” 
in Schmidt, What Is Enlightenment?, 360.

62. Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno, Dialectic of Enlightenment: Philosophical 
Fragments, ed. Gunzelin Schmid Noerr, trans. Edmund Jephcott (Stanford, CA, 2002), 5. 
It should be acknowledged that Horkheimer and Adorno often criticize myth as a false 
or phantasmatic way of coping with the mysteries of existence, which needs to be de-
bunked and replaced by rational explanation. For a discussion of this ambivalence, see 
Bo Earle, “Putting the Dialectic Back in Negative Dialectics: Modern Melancholia and 
Adornian Ethical Aesthetics,” New German Critique 35, no. 2 104 (Summer 2008): 40–46.

63. Theodor W. Adorno, History and Freedom: Lectures 1964–1965, ed. Rolf Tiedemann, 
trans. Rodney Livingstone (Cambridge, 2006), 150.

64. Ibid., 257.
65. Theodor W. Adorno, Metaphysics: Concepts and Problems, ed. Rolf Tiedemann, 

trans. Edmund Jephcott (Stanford, CA, 2000), 19.
66. Jürgen Habermas, The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity: Twelve Lectures, trans. 

Frederick Lawrence (Cambridge, MA, 1987), 309.
67. For much of contemporary analytic philosophy, dianoetic reasoning is privi-

leged. See, for example, the essays in Jacqueline P. Leighton and Robert J. Sternberg, 
eds., The Nature of Reasoning (Cambridge, 2004), where “reasoning is broadly defined as 
the process of drawing conclusions. Moreover, these conclusions inform problem-solving 
and decision-making endeavors because human beings are goal driven, and the conclu-
sions they draw are ultimately drawn to help them serve and meet their goals” (3–4). 
Continental philosophy, however, has more often been amenable to noetic intuition to 
one degree or another.

68. For a helpful overview, see the entries on “noesis” and “diánoia” in Peters, 
Greek Philosophical Terms. Michael Morgan, in a personal communication to the author 
on December 24, 2014, cautions against turning the opposition into distinct technical 
terms with fixed meanings and stresses the infrequent use of the latter term in Plato. At 
times, he notes, noesis can include propositional, inferential, and definitional knowledge, 
as well as direct and immediate intuition.

69. Plato, The Republic, 508 c/d. The relationship between sight, the alleged “noblest 
of the senses,” and reason has often been remarked. For recent discussions, see Jean-
Jacques Wunenburger, “Thinking with the Eyes: Philosophical Rationality and Visual 
Matrices,” and Frederik Stjernfelt, “Forgotten Twins: Reason and Visuality,” both in 
Transvisuality: The Cultural Dimension of Visuality, vol. 1, Boundaries and Creative Openings, ed. 
Tore Kristensen, Anders Michelsen, and Frauke Wiegand (Liverpool, 2013), 46–58 and 
75–86. For a study of the cultural origins of visually oriented “theory” in religious pil-
grimages to see sacred sites and objects, see Andrea Nightingale, Spectacles of Truth in 
Classical Greek Philosophy: Theoria in Its Cultural Context (Cambridge, 2009). On the less 
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conventional relationship between hearing and reason, which goes against the typical 
Enlightenment assumption of its link with vision, see Veit Erlmann, Reason and Resonance: 
A History of Modern Aurality (New York, 2014).

70. Parmenides, fragment 3.
71. For a discussion of the principle, in both Greek and contemporary thought, see 

Christopher Watkin, “Proving the Principle of Logic: Quentin Meillassoux, Jean-Luc 
Nancy, and the Anhypothetical,” in Skodo, Other Logics, 17–32.

72. Geometry was so important to the Greeks because it could exemplify both 
noetic and dianoetic reasoning. The triangle as an eternal form was accessible to the 
intuition and not dependent on mere sense experience, while Pythagoras’s theorem (in 
any right-angled triangle, the square of the hypotenuse [the side opposite the right 
angle] is equal to the sum of the squares of the other two sides) was amenable to many 
different inferential proofs.

73. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, trans. Roger Crisp (Cambridge, 2000).
74. Herbert Schnädelbach, “Observations on Rationality and Language,” in 

Freundlieb and Hudson, Reason and Its Other, 53. The reference to Gilbert Ryle is to The 
Concept of Mind (London, 1949), which defines a category mistake as a semantic error in 
which things of one kind are presented as if they belonged to another, or a property is 
ascribed to a thing that could not possibly share that property. Thus if you have a dispo-
sitional view of reason, it is a category mistake to attribute rationality to an impersonal 
system rather than a personal action. For another discussion of the distinction between 
dispositional and nondispositional notions of reason, see Schnädelbach, “The Transfor-
mation of Critical Theory,” in Communicative Action: Essays on Jürgen Habermas’s “The 
Theory of Communicative Action,” ed. Axel Honneth and Hans Joas, trans. Jeremy Gaines 
and Doris L. Jones (Cambridge, MA, 1991), 11. In most Anglo-American discussions of 
rationality, a dispositional model is assumed. See, for example, the essays in Leighton 
and Sternberg, The Nature of Reasoning.

75. Markus Gabriel remarks that Johann Gottlieb Fichte, Hegel, and Schelling all 
realized that “the postulate of an intellectual intuition does not help because it is itself 
formulated in a discursive, non-intuitive language, i.e., with the range of subject and 
object presupposed in every theory that is not thoroughly self-referential.” Mythology, 
Madness, and Laughter, 23. For a critical discussion of the complex interplay of noesis and 
dianoesis in Wittgenstein, see Rosen, Nihilism, ch. 1.

76. Herbert Schnädelbach, “Dialektik als Vernunftkritik,” in AdornoKonferenz 1983, 
ed. Ludwig von Friedeburg and Jürgen Habermas (Frankfurt, 1983), 75.

77. Theodor W. Adorno and Max Horkheimer, Towards a New Manifesto, trans. 
Rodney Livingstone (New York, 2011).

78. Ibid., 73.
79. Herbert Marcuse, OneDimensional Man: Studies in the Ideology of Advanced Industrial 

Society (Boston, MA, 1964), 125–26.
80. Michael Inwood, A Heidegger Dictionary (Oxford, 1999), 217.
81. Ibid.
82. Heidegger, The Principle of Reason, 28–30.
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83. The complexity of the Scholastic attitude toward reason is nicely captured in 
Walter J. Ong’s gloss on Peter of Spain’s thirteenth-century treatise De locis (On Places): 
“Peter discusses the various senses in which the term ratio is used. It can mean the defini-
tion or description of a thing or a power of the soul, or speech making something manifest 
(as in English, ‘the reason why this is done,’ etc.), or form as opposed to matter, or an 
essence. Finally, it can mean ‘a means for inferring a conclusion.’ This is the sense in 
which Peter takes it.” He adds, however, that Peter understands this to mean the creation 
of conviction, which suggests that “the key word in Peter’s explanation of ratio is thus not 
truth at all, but confidence or trust.” Thus, although in many respects anticipating the 
eighteenth-century Rationalists, Peter’s ratio “is supported not on the pillars of science, 
but on the topics or arguments of a merely probable dialectic or rhetoric.” Ramus, 
Method, and the Decay of Dialogue (Cambridge, MA, 1983), 65.

84. See G. H. R. Parkinson, ed., The Renaissance and SeventeenthCentury Rationalism 
(London, 2003). The humanists’ preference for Plato over Aristotle did not necessarily 
mean a return to Platonic rationalism. Humanists like Marsilio Ficino understood Plato 
as supporting a vision of God as an artificer, whose divine will had created the world. 
His student Pico della Mirandola saw humans as imitating God’s free will and thus 
capable of self-fashioning. The renewed appreciation for rhetoric in the Renaissance 
also moved it closer to Plato’s enemies, the Sophists. For a discussion of the importance 
of Stoic rationalism for the humanist tradition, see William J. Bouwsma, A Usable Past: 
Essays in European Cultural History (Berkeley, CA, 1990), ch. 1.

85. See Robert Voitle, “The Reason of the English Enlightenment,” Studies on Voltaire 
and the Eighteenth Century 27 (1963): 1735–74, and Frederick C. Beiser, The Sovereignty of 
Reason: The Defense of Rationality in the Early English Enlightenment (Princeton, NJ, 1996).

86. Ian Hacking, The Emergence of Probability: A Philosophical Study of Early Ideas about 
Probability, Induction, and Statistical Inference (London, 2006); Lorraine Daston, Classical 
Probability in the Enlightenment (Princeton, NJ, 1988).

87. Martin Luther, “Last Sermon in Wittenberg,” January 17, 1546, in Werke: Kritische 
Gesamtsausgabe, ed. Georg Buchwald, Gustav Kawerau, et al. (Weimar, 1914), 51:126. For 
an account of the various compromises offered in Catholic, Protestant, and Jewish 
circles during this era, see David Sorkin, The Religious Enlightenment: Protestants, Jews, and 
Catholics from London to Vienna (Princeton, NJ, 2008).

88. Beiser, The Sovereignty of Reason, 3.
89. Tom Paine, The Age of Reason: Being an Investigation of True and Fabulous Theology 

(London, 1996). The first edition appeared in 1794, and two subsequent editions with 
additional material were published in 1795 and 1807. The term “critique” came into 
popular use with Pierre Bayle’s encyclopedic Dictionnaire Historique et Critique of 1697. For a 
metacritique of the role of critique in the Enlightenment, see Reinhart Koselleck, Critique 
and Crisis: Enlightenment and the Pathogenesis of Modern Society (Cambridge, MA, 1988).

90. Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans. Werner S. Pluhar (Indianapolis, 
IN, 1996), 8.

91. Theodor W. Adorno, Kant’s “Critique of Pure Reason,” ed. Rolf Tiedemann, 
trans. Rodney Livingstone (Stanford, CA, 2001), 54. These lectures on the first Critique, 
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delivered in 1959, were more sympathetic to Kant than Adorno’s discussion (with Hork-
heimer) in Dialectic of Enlightenment. For an account of his changing attitude, see Peter 
Uwe Hohendahl, The Fleeting Promise of Art: Adorno’s Aesthetic Theory Revisited (Ithaca, NY, 
2013), ch. 1.

92. For a discussion, see Wolfgang Welsch, Vernunft: Die zeitgenössische Vernunftkritik 
und das Konzept der transversalen Vernunft (Frankfurt, 1995), 32–33.

93. The assumption that the body is inherently unruly and only the mind is rational 
has had its recent critics, who point to the lessons of cognitive science. See, for example, 
Mark L. Johnson, “Embodied Reason,” in Perspectives on Embodiment: The Intersections of 
Nature and Culture, ed. Gail Weiss and Honi Fern Haber (New York, 1999), 81–102. He 
argues that rational concepts are grounded in image schemas that derive from corporeal 
orientation, movement, and interactions. Thus, to take an example, the logic of moving 
through the steps of an inferential argument reflects the movement of the body through 
space. Although such a connection might be useful in helping us understand concept 
formation and the processes of reasoning, it is less helpful in grounding a notion of ratio-
nality based on the obligation to give and consider reasons for actions.

94. Long, Greek Models, ch. 4. The political implications of Plato’s rationalism have, 
of course, been heatedly debated for many years, with critics like Karl Popper going so 
far as to call him proto-totalitarian. See Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies, vol. 1, 
The Spell of Plato (Princeton, NJ, 1971). For a very different view, drawing on Hans-Georg 
Gadamer’s interpretation, see Lawrence J. Biskowski, “Reason in Politics: Arendt and 
Gadamer on the Role of the Eide,” Polity 31, no. 2 (1998): 217–44.

95. Seneca, Epistles, 66:32; Ad Lucilium Epistulae Morales, trans. Richard M. Gummere 
(London, 1917), 2:23.

96. Bouwsma, A Usable Past, 399.
97. For discussions of Weber’s thoughts on rationalization, see Wolfgang 

Schluchter, The Rise of Western Rationalism: Max Weber’s Developmental History, trans. 
Guenther Roth (Berkeley, CA, 1981), and Sam Whimster and Scott Lash, eds., Max 
Weber, Rationality and Modernity (London, 1987). For an account of the rise and fall of 
“modernization theory,” see Nils Gilman, Mandarins of the Future: Modernization Theory in 
Cold War America (Baltimore, MD, 2003).

98. Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, trans. Talcott Parsons 
(New York, 1958); for a selection of responses, see Robert W. Green, Protestantism, Capital
ism, and Social Science: The Weber Thesis Controversy (Lexington, MA, 1973). For a discussion 
of Weber’s response to Werner Sombart’s claim of the Jewish rather than Protestant 
origins of capitalist rationality, see Gary A. Abraham, Max Weber and the Jewish Question: 
A Study of the Social Outlook of His Sociology (Urbana, IL, 1992), ch. 6.

99. See Michael Walzer, The Revolution of the Saints: A Study in the Origins of Radical 
Politics (Cambridge, MA, 1982). He shows the ways in which the ascetic activism of 
seventeenth-century Puritans anticipated the vanguard parties of nineteenth- and 
twentieth-century socialism.

100. Beiser, The Sovereignty of Reason. He argues that the attempt of Cambridge 
Platonists and others to generate a rational theology to justify the moral teachings of the 
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Anglican Church amounted to a defense of medieval notions of natural law and a failure 
to understand the practical rationality developed later by Kant.

101. For a defense of the necessary embeddedness of rationality in tradition, see 
Alasdair MacIntyre, Whose Justice? Which Rationality? (Notre Dame, IN, 1988).

102. These distinctions could, however, be challenged by those who argue concep-
tually against the possibility of instrumental reason being distinguished from the delibera-
tive processes that also help form beliefs and intentions. See, for example, Joseph Raz, 
“The Myth of Instrumental Rationality,” Journal of Ethics and Social Philosophy 1, no. 1 
(April 2005): 2–28. Raz ignores the historical arguments of Weber and the Frankfurt 
School, confining himself entirely to debates within analytic philosophy.

103. Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, ed. Talcott Parsons, 
trans. A. M. Henderson and Talcott Parsons (New York, 1947), 324–92.

104. Ibid., 343.
105. Ibid., 339.
106. Ibid., 328.
107. The issue of who makes the rules in the first place, lending legitimacy to legality, 

is, of course, a difficult one. The debate in legal and political theory generated by Carl 
Schmitt’s assertion that constitutive law is always made in a state of exception in which 
unconstrained decision founds what are later binding rules and procedures continues to 
rage. It replays the contest between will and reason that theologians and philosophers 
fought out in nonpolitical terms for millennia. For discussions of Schmitt’s legacy, see 
David Dyzenhaus, ed., Law and Politics: Carl Schmitt’s Critique of Liberalism (Durham, NC, 
1998); William Scheuerman, Carl Schmitt: The End of Law (Lanham, MD, 1999); and Jan-
Werner Müller, A Dangerous Mind: Carl Schmitt in PostWar European Thought (New Haven, 
CT, 2003).

108. For critiques of the disenchantment hypothesis, see Jane Bennett, The Enchant
ment of Modern Life: Attachments, Crossings, and Ethics (Princeton, NJ, 2001), and Joshua 
Landy and Michael Saler, eds., The ReEnchantment of the World: Secular Magic in a Rational 
Age (Stanford, CA, 2009).

109. Michel Foucault, “Politics and Reason,” in Politics, Philosophy, Culture: Interviews 
and Other Writings, 1977–1984, ed. Lawrence D. Kritzman (New York, 1988), 75. Foucault 
was deeply hostile to what he saw as the pernicious impact of political rationality: “It 
first took its stand on the idea of pastoral power, then on that of reason of state. Its inevi-
table effects are both individualization and totalization. Liberation can only come from 
attacking, not just one of these two effects, but political rationality’s very roots” (85). For 
a more positive assessment of the idea of “reason of state,” see Friedrich Meinecke, 
Machiavellism: The Doctrine of Raison d’État and Its Place in Modern History, trans. Douglas 
Scott (New York, 1965). The Westphalian system, as it came to be known, recognized 
state sovereignty in opposition to the claims of the Church, allowing each state the right 
to declare its own official religion.

110. For an account, see Howard Caygill, Art of Judgment (Oxford, 1989), ch. 3, and 
Meinecke, Machiavellism, ch. 12. In Germany, it replaced what is called a Ständestaat, a 
corporate state in which traditional estates were more powerful than any centralized 
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monarchy. For an argument that they nonetheless remained important during the 
Aufklärung (the German Enlightenment) and were even imbued with a certain notion of 
rationality by the popular Enlightenment movement, see Jonathan Knudsen, “On 
Enlightenment for the Common Man,” in Schmidt, What Is Enlightenment?, 270–90. 
Later, Hegel would attempt to reconcile the residues of the corporate state tradition 
with the bureaucratic rationalism of the Polizeistaat, rather than pit one against the other.

111. A succinct account of the controversies over Wolff ’s ideas can be found in 
Jonathan I. Israel, Radical Enlightenment: Philosophy and the Making of Modernity, 1650–1750 
(Oxford, 2001), 544–52. Wolff was banned from teaching in any Prussian university in 
1723 by a royal decree of the reactionary King Friedrich Wilhelm I, and then reinstated 
to his old position in Halle with the accession of Frederick the Great in 1740.

112. Caygill, Art of Judgment, 107. Hans-Georg Gadamer stresses the pedigree of the 
tradition of jurisprudence, “which means sagacity in legal affairs. The very word itself 
recalls the heritage of practical philosophy that considered prudential the highest virtue of 
practical rationality.” Reason, 127. Kant, in contrast, would reduce prudence to a more 
modest, instrumental cleverness, contrasting it with the more elevated demands of 
moral obligation.

113. Foucault, “Politics and Reason,” 71.
114. For discussions of the concept in Foucault and after, see Mitchell Dean, Govern

mentality: Power and Rule in Modern Society (London, 2004), and David Owen, Maturity and 
Modernity: Nietzsche, Weber, Foucault, and the Ambivalence of Reason (London, 1994), ch. 9.

115. For advocates of soft governmental paternalism, see Richard H. Thaler and 
Cass R. Sunstein, Nudge: Improving Decisions about Health, Wealth, and Happiness (New 
Haven, CT, 2008), and Cass R. Sunstein, Why Nudge? The Politics of Libertarian Paternalism 
(New Haven, CT, 2014).

116. For a helpful overview, see John Cottingham, The Rationalists (Oxford, 1988). 
The period also saw many challenges to the hegemony of the Rationalist position, for 
example from such defenders of a God defined by his omnipotent will rather than his 
rational essence as the Jansenist Antoine Arnauld. For an account of Arnauld’s battles 
with Rationalists like Leibniz and Malebranche, see Steven Nadler, The Best of All Possible 
Worlds: A Story of Philosophers, God, and Evil in the Age of Reason (Princeton, NJ, 2010). The 
voluntarist alternative to a rational God had periodically emerged during the Middle 
Ages as well, initially in the Augustinian tradition and then by nominalists such as William 
of Ockham. Bouwsma notes that “Augustianism tended to replace the monarchy of 
reason in the human personality with a kind of corporate democracy. The primary 
organ in Aristotelian anthropology is not so much that which is highest as that which is 
central; it is literally the heart (cor) whose quality determines the quality of the whole. 
And that this quality is not a function of rational enlightenment is seen as a matter of 
common experience. The will is not, after all, an obedient servant of the reason.” A 
Usable Past, 25–26. During the Middle Ages, the classical Greek residue in Christianity 
seems to have grown more threatening to theologians with the rise of Islam, which had 
more faithfully preserved the Aristotelian heritage. One result was the nominalist critique 
of rationalist realism in the thirteenth century. For accounts of the rise of nominalism 
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and its abiding influence in secular modernity, see Hans Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of 
the Modern Age, trans. Robert M. Wallace (Cambridge, MA, 1983); Amos Funkenstein, 
Theology and the Scientific Imagination from the Middle Ages to the Seventeenth Century (Princeton, 
NJ, 1986); and Michael Allen Gillespie, The Theological Origins of Modernity (Chicago, IL, 
2008).

117. Perhaps the main dissenter at this time was Christian Thomasius, who, although 
embracing Samuel von Pufendorf ’s teaching about natural law, was more of an empiricist 
and sensationalist than a believer in deductive rationalism in the manner of Wolff or 
Leibniz.

118. There were variations in the relationship between intuition and reason in their 
work, for example in that of Spinoza. For one consideration of this issue, see Spencer 
Carr, “Spinoza’s Distinction between Rational and Intuitive Knowledge,” The Philo
sophical Review 87, no. 2 (April 1978): 241–52.

119. Leibniz did stress individual monads over abstract principles, and has been 
called a nominalist as a result. See Benson Mates, The Philosophy of Leibniz: Metaphysics and 
Language (New York, 1986), ch. 10. See also Daniel Garber, Leibniz: Body, Substance, Monad 
(New York, 2009), for a discussion of the continuities and discontinuities between his 
early materialist notion of corporeal substances and his later theory of monads as the 
basic building blocks of the universe. Spinoza, to acknowledge another difference within 
the Rationalist camp, preferred the idea of “common notions” to “universal notions.” 
See the discussion in Stuart Hampshire, Spinoza (Harmondsworth, 1976), ch. 3.

120. In his Novum Organum, the second part of his Great Instauration of 1620, Francis 
Bacon made a celebrated analogy between empiricists, who “like ants, merely collect 
things and use them,” and Rationalists, who “like spiders, spin webs out of themselves,” 
preferring instead the bee, “who gathers its material from the flowers of the garden and 
field, but then transforms and digests it by a power of its own.” Novum Organum, trans. 
and ed. Peter Urbach and John Gibson (Chicago, IL, 1995), 105. The later Enlightenment 
Rationalists were in many respects more spiders than bees.

121. Although mathematics is often understood to be the epitome of rationality, for 
example by recent French Spinozans, it is important to recognize that even here one 
can locate an expression of its limits. Thus, the existence of so-called irrational numbers, 
like π or √2, which cannot be written as simple fractions, suggest that mathematics resists 
being contained in a completely coherent system. Supposedly, when Pythagoras’s student 
Hippasus discovered their existence, his teacher was so upset that he drowned the 
messenger (or perhaps, it is said, the gods did the deed).

122. Here Spinoza is perhaps the best example. As Chiara Bottici has noted, in his 
thought “there is no ‘reason versus myth’ dichotomy because there cannot be any radical 
separation between objective reality and a subject who faces it. It is this eccentric ontology 
that enables Spinoza to recognize that myth and imagination are already a form of 
Enlightenment and can therefore play an important cognitive, ethical and political 
role.” “Another Enlightenment: Spinoza on Myth and Imagination,” Constellations 19, 
no. 4 (December 2012): 604.

123. Koselleck, Critique and Crisis, 109–13.
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124. Margaret C. Jacob, The Radical Enlightenment: Pantheists, Freemasons, and Republicans 
(London, 1981). The case for Spinoza is made by Israel, Radical Enlightenment. Precisely 
what in Spinoza fueled his reputation as a radical Enlightener has been the source of 
endless discussion. His critique of the divine origins of the Bible, plea for religious toler-
ance, disdain for miracles, and immanentist materialism were all threats to received 
wisdom, both theological and political. But his equation of God with a nature that was 
eternal, infinite, unchanging, and determined, and his uncompromisingly rationalist 
reading of existing reality, could be warrant for an uncritical affirmation of the status 
quo. Israel’s impassioned and erudite, if controversial, defense of Spinoza’s influence 
continued in several subsequent volumes: Enlightenment Contested: Philosophy, Modernity, and 
the Emancipation of Man, 1650–1752 (New York, 2006); Democratic Enlightenment: Philosophy, 
Revolution, and Human Rights, 1750–1790 (New York, 2011); and A Revolution of the Mind: 
Radical Enlightenment and the Intellectual Origins of Modern Democracy (Princeton, NJ, 2011).

125. For a compact discussion, see Leonard Krieger, Kings and Philosophers, 1689–
1789 (New York, 1970), ch. 7. He stresses the connection between their rationalist politics 
and their enthusiasm for science, especially in its materialist and mathematical form.

126. For an account, see Martin Jay, Downcast Eyes: The Denigration of Vision in Twentieth 
Century French Thought (Berkeley, CA, 1993), ch. 2.

127. Jean Starobinski, 1789: The Emblems of Reason, trans. Barbara Bray (Charlottes-
ville, VA, 1982), 43–45. See also Hubertus Kohl and Rolf Reichardt, Visualizing the 
Revolution: Politics and Pictorial Arts in Late EighteenthCentury France (London, 2008).

128. For an account that treats the cult and festival as events in the struggle for 
symbolic power during the Revolution, see Lynn Hunt, Politics, Culture, and Class in the 
French Revolution (Berkeley, CA, 1984), 62–66. One of the ironies of depicting reason as a 
goddess was the bias against women as rational participants in public life during the 
Revolution. See the discussion in Joan B. Landes, Women and the Public Sphere in the Age of 
the French Revolution (Ithaca, NY, 1988).

129. Burke, in fact, had seen a link with revolution even before the “Cult of Reason” 
in his Reflections on the Revolution in France, which appeared in 1790. As Darrin M. McMahon 
has shown, it was already a staple of religiously inflected counter-Enlightenment 
thought, indebted to Pascal, during the ancien régime. See his Enemies of the Enlightenment: 
The French CounterEnlightenment and the Making of Modernity (Oxford, 2001).

130. For some critics of the French Revolution, such as Alexis de Tocqueville, it 
was the fateful continuity between the rationalization from above of the ancien régime and 
the democratic rationalization of the Revolution that undermined the pluralist under-
pinnings of liberty. He located the latter in the aristocratic institutions, such as the par
lements, that had resisted monarchical centralization. See his The Old Régime and the 
Revolution, trans. Stuart Gilbert (New York, 1955). Burke’s defense of the unreformed 
British Parliament against the assertions of power by the crown anticipated in certain 
respects Tocqueville’s critique. In both cases, rationalization from above and below 
were seen as equally threatening.

131. For some commentators, Samuel von Pufendorf and Christian Thomasius, who 
were not squarely in the Rationalist tradition, were also important for the development 
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of the German Polizeistaat. See Ian Hunter, Rival Enlightenments: Civil and Metaphysical 
Philosophy in Early Modern Germany (Cambridge, 2001) and The Secularisation of the Confessional 
State: The Political Thought of Christian Thomasius (Cambridge, 2007). It should also not be 
assumed that the transition from a Polizeistaat model to a Rechtsstaat model was the simple 
replacement of one by the other. European states in one degree or another balanced the 
two, and there were later intellectuals who defended the ethical claims of common 
welfare. See, for example, the chapter on “The Ethics of Rational Benevolence” in 
James T. Kloppenberg’s Uncertain Victory: Social Democracy and Progressivism in European and 
American Thought, 1870–1920 (Oxford, 1986), which deals with late nineteenth-century 
moral theorists like Henry Sidgwick, who tried to combine insights from utilitarianism 
with those of Kantian ethics.

132. See Frederick C. Beiser, The Fate of Reason: German Philosophy from Kant to Fichte 
(Cambridge, MA, 1987), ch. 2.

133. For a recent account, see Stefanie Buchenau, The Founding of Aesthetics in the 
German Enlightenment: The Art of Invention and the Invention of Art (Cambridge, 2013). For a 
discussion of aesthetic discourse in France, see Francis S. J. Colemen, The Aesthetic 
Thought of the French Enlightenment (Pittsburgh, PA, 1971). The importance of the turn to 
the aesthetic in the later Enlightenment was recognized as early as Ernst Cassirer’s 
classic study, The Philosophy of the Enlightenment, trans. Fritz C. A. Koelln and James P. 
Pettegrove (Boston, MA, 1951), which significantly concludes with the lengthy chapter 
“Fundamental Problems of Aesthetics.”

134. Not all the senses, however, were given equal weight, as sight still remained the 
“noblest.” The more proximate senses, especially smell, were understood as more base, 
a designation against which Horkheimer and Adorno protested in Dialectic of Enlightenment. 
For a consideration of this issue, see Bradley Butterfield, “Enlightenment’s Other in 
Patrick Süskind’s ‘Das Parfum’: Adorno and the Ineffable Utopia of Modern Art,” 
Comparative Literature Studies 32, no. 3 (1995): 410–18.

135. Voitle, “Reason,” 1751. He notes that reckoning and calculation were under-
stood by some as synonymous with discourse, or the dianoetic reasoning we have seen 
pitted against the noetic in classical Greece. It might, however, be more useful to distin-
guish calculation from the process of giving and judging reasons, which has a more inter-
subjective and less instrumental implication.

136. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan; or, the Matter, Form, and Power of a Commonwealth 
Ecclesiastical and Civil, ed. Michael Oakeshott (New York, 1962), where he says “when a 
man reasoneth, he does nothing else but conceive a sum total, from addition of parcels; or 
conceive a remainder, from subtraction of one sum from another; which if it be done by 
words, is conceiving of the consequence of the names of all the parts, to the name of the 
whole, or from the names of the whole and one part, to the name of the other part. . . . 
reason, in this sense, is nothing but reckoning” (41). As Reinhart Koselleck observed, for 
Hobbes, “the rationally construed State was not a pure ‘state of reason’ like the one 
looked forward to in the next century; it was a State for people who would act against 
reason as frequently as reason would speak against them. . . . To Hobbes, reason was the 
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ending of civil war—a line that can also be reversed in its historical meaning: the ending 
of the religious civil wars is ‘reason.’” Critique and Crisis, 32–33.

137. See Jonathan Sheehan and Dror Wahrman, Invisible Hands: SelfOrganization 
and the Eighteenth Century (Chicago, IL, 2015).

138. For a general history of the rational choice movement, see S. M. Amadae, 
Rationalizing Capitalist Democracy: The Cold War Origins of Rational Choice Liberalism (Chicago, 
IL, 2003). For selections of relevant texts, see Jon Elster, ed., Rational Choice (New York, 
1986). For a critique of the claim that rational choices are made about preformed desires, 
rather than included in the process of determining those desires, see Searle, Rationality in 
Action.

139. How self-interest lost its negative valence and escaped being grouped with 
avarice and greed, which had been stigmatized by the medieval Church, is explained in 
Albert O. Hirschman, The Passion and the Interests: Political Arguments for Capitalism before Its 
Triumph (Princeton, NJ, 1977).

140. A. V. Dicey, An Introduction to the Study of the Law of the Constitution (London, 1885). 
He stressed three basic principles: no one can be punished except for breaking the law 
as proven in a court of law; no one is above the law and everyone is equal before it; the 
rights of private persons are safeguarded by judicial decisions.

141. See Aldo Schiavone, The Invention of Law in the West, trans. Jeremy Carden and 
Antony Shugaar (Cambridge, MA, 2012). He shows that Roman law was protected by 
an elite cadre of expert jurists who resisted political pressure but believed the source of 
the law was in tradition rather than current legislation. They also failed to extend their 
notion of the individual with legal rights to slaves.

142. For a consideration of its strengths and weaknesses, written by an associate of 
the Institut für Sozialforschung, see Otto Kirchheimer, “The Rechtsstaat as Magic Wall,” 
in The Critical Spirit: Essays in Honor of Herbert Marcuse, ed. Kurt H. Wolff and Barrington 
Moore Jr. (Boston, MA, 1967), 287–312.

143. See John D. Schaeffer, Sensus Communis: Vico, Rhetoric, and the Limits of Relativism 
(Durham, NC, 1990). By the eighteenth century, he notes, it came to mean “an organizing 
sense, an unreflective opinion shared by most people, the manners or social values of 
a community, the first principle of reflection, an innate capacity for simple, logical 
reasoning” (3).

144. Sophia Rosenfeld, Common Sense: A Political History (Cambridge, MA, 2011), 92. 
She shows that “common sense” could be marshaled both to affirm the status quo and 
to criticize it. While in the American context, it was predominantly critical, in that of the 
French Revolution, it was more often invoked in right-wing critiques of the allegedly 
rationalist utopianism of the revolutionaries.

145. As the historian George Clark noted, “the ‘reason’ of Voltaire and Diderot, 
the acid solvent which prepared the way for the French Revolution by discrediting the 
prejudices, the traditions, and the stability of an uncriticized social order, was not the 
rationalism of the physicists. It was merely common sense.” The Seventeenth Century (New 
York, 1961), 264.
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146. Carl Becker, The Heavenly City of the EighteenthCentury Philosophers (New Haven, 
CT, 1932), which was the target of an influential rebuttal by Peter Gay in “Carl Becker’s 
Heavenly City,” Political Science Quarterly 72, no. 2 ( June 1957): 182–99. For a more recent 
appreciation of its argument that ties Becker to postmodernist critiques of the Enlighten-
ment, see Johnson Kent Wright, “The Pre-Postmodernism of Carl Becker,” in Postmodern
ism and the Enlightenment: New Perspectives in EighteenthCentury French Intellectual History, ed. 
Daniel Gordon (New York, 2001), 161–77. It remained, however, a staple of conservative 
thought to condemn the eighteenth-century philosophes as utopian Rationalists. See, 
for example, Michael Oakeshott, Rationalism in Politics and Other Essays (New York, 1962).

147. “Reason,” in The Encyclopedia of Diderot & d’Alembert Collaborative Translation Project, 
trans. Felix Vo, http://quod.lib.umich.edu/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=did;cc=did;rgn= 
main;view=text;idno=did2222.0001.157.

148. Ibid.
149. Cassirer, Philosophy of the Enlightenment, 8. The contrast had been first formulated 

by d’Alembert and Condillac.
150. For a good overview of the reception, see Johnson Kent Wright, “‘A Bright 

Clear Mirror’: Cassirer’s The Philosophy of the Enlightenment,” in Baker and Reill, What’s 
Left of Enlightenment?, 71–101. He has been variously accused of writing high intellectual 
history only from above, ignoring questions of the social history of ideas, neglecting the 
relationship between the Enlightenment and political despotism, and underplaying the 
dark sides of the Enlightenment, including its domination of nature and gender bias.

151. Cassirer, Philosophy of the Enlightenment, 13–14.

Chapter 2. Kant
1. For an excellent account of Kant’s pre-critical works in the context of German 

metaphysical rationalism, which also shows his complicated relationship to the “popular 
philosophy” and proto-anthropology of the period, see John H. Zammito, Kant, Herder, 
and the Birth of Anthropology (Chicago, IL, 2002). It should be noted that Kant was among 
the first to extend the charge of “dogmatism” from theology to metaphysics.

2. Cited approvingly in Immanuel Kant, “An Answer to the Question: What Is 
Enlightenment?,” in What Is Enlightenment? EighteenthCentury Answers and TwentiethCentury 
Questions, ed. James Schmidt (Berkeley, CA, 1996), 39. Kant distinguished here between 
what he called the “public use of reason,” by which he meant the use made by scholars 
before the reading public, and the “private use,” which was the use made in the role of a 
functionary of the state (or a priest in a church). Whereas the former is free, the latter is 
subordinated to decisions made by the ruler, and thus not. The distinction sounds less 
odd if we think of the former as the open-ended process of generating laws through 
discourse and the latter as subsequent obedience to the laws that have been legitimately 
enacted.

3. Immanuel Kant, “Theory and Practice Concerning the Common Saying: This 
May Be True in Theory but Does Not Apply to Practice,” in The Philosophy of Kant, ed. 
Carl J. Friedrich (New York, 1949), 422–23.
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4. Reinhart Koselleck, Critique and Crisis: Enlightenment and the Pathogenesis of Modern 
Society (Cambridge, MA, 1988), 121. Koselleck, who was then very much in thrall to Carl 
Schmitt, did not, however, himself embrace Kant’s position, which he saw as an affront 
to the sovereign authority of “the political.”

5. See, in particular, Hannah Arendt, Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy, ed. Ronald 
Beiner (Chicago, IL, 1989).

6. On the Scottish Enlightenment, see Christopher J. Berry, Social Theory of the Scottish 
Enlightenment (Edinburgh, 1997). Kant’s maternal grandfather, it is often noted, was of 
Scottish origin.

7. See Samuel Fleischacker, A Third Concept of Liberty: Judgment and Freedom in Kant 
and Adam Smith (Princeton, NJ, 1999), and Mark D. White, “Adam Smith and Immanuel 
Kant: On Markets, Duties, and Moral Sentiments,” Forum for Social Economics 39, no. 1 
(2010): 53–60. The latter focuses on Smith’s Theory of Moral Sentiments rather than The 
Wealth of Nations.

8. Sophia Rosenfeld, Common Sense: A Political History (Cambridge, MA, 2011), 
221–24.

9. Onora O’Neill, Constructions of Reason: Explorations of Kant’s Practical Philosophy 
(Cambridge, 1989).

10. See Knox Peden, Spinoza contra Phenomenology: French Rationalism from Cavaillès to 
Deleuze (Stanford, CA, 2014).

11. On the long and vexed history of the idea of happiness, see Darrin M. McMahon, 
Happiness: A History (New York, 2006).

12. Perhaps the first statement of the principle came in Spinoza’s 1663 geometrical 
exposition of Descartes’s Principles of Philosophy. Part 1, axiom 11, says: “Nothing exists of 
which it cannot be asked, what is the cause (or reason) [causa (sive ratio)], why it exists.” 
Baruch Spinoza, Principles of Cartesian Philosophy and Metaphysical Thoughts, in Complete 
Works, ed. Michael L. Morgan, trans. Samuel Shirley (Indianapolis, IN, 2002), 108–212. 
For an account of the centrality of the principle in Spinoza’s philosophy, see Michael 
Della Rocca, Spinoza (New York, 2008). He shows that Spinoza’s naturalism was based 
on the privileging of causal explanation of a world that was inherently intelligible, a 
world in which teleology played no role. He argues for the two-fold use of the principle 
in Spinoza: a demand for an explanation of a given fact and an explanation of that fact 
in terms of explanation itself. For example, a thing’s goodness is not self-evident but 
demands an explanation in terms of its essential nature. The causal power of a thing’s 
nature to determine its qualities must then itself require explanation, which is found in 
the intelligibility of causation.

13. See Benson Mates, The Philosophy of Leibniz: Metaphysics and Language (New York, 
1986), 158–59. Mates argues that causes should be distinguished from reasons because 
the latter “belong to the category of propositions (thoughts, the senses of declarative 
sentences); they are good or bad, true or false, and they stand in logical relations to one 
another and to that for which they are the reasons. Causes, on the other hand, would 
seem to be things or events or circumstances—with all of which, unlike reasons, it makes 
sense to associate spatiotemporal coordinates” (160).
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14. On Leibniz’s belief in a natural language in which names and things were one, 
see Hans Aarsleff, From Locke to Saussure: Essays on the Study of Language and Intellectual History 
(Minneapolis, MN, 1982). Here he rejected the linguistic conventionalism normally asso-
ciated with the nominalist tradition.

15. Amos Funkenstein, Theology and the Scientific Imagination from the Middle Ages to the 
Seventeenth Century (Princeton, NJ, 1986), 198. Compossibility is Leibniz’s term for the 
compatibility of possible individuals in the same world.

16. See Brandon C. Lock, “Grounding the Principle of Sufficient Reason: Leibnizian 
Rationalism and the Humean Challenge,” in The Rationalists: Between Tradition and Innova
tion, ed. Justin E. H. Smith, Dario Perinetti, and Carlos Fraenkel (Dordrecht, 2011), 
201–19. He argues that the derivation of the principle of sufficient reason from the 
principle of contradiction does provide a foundation for its plausibility, if, that is, we 
accept the idea of the identitarian containment of a predicate in its subject. Funkenstein 
is not so sure. See Theology and the Scientific Imagination, 197.

17. Vincent Descombes suggestively claims that Leibniz betrays his modern sensi-
bility by basing his optimism on an explicit value hierarchy, “value” itself being a category 
not available to earlier cultures. “In so doing, it introduces the perspective of a subject 
who compares options and chooses the best one. The world’s beauty is no longer imme-
diately expressed by its order or the musical harmony of its parts. It is established only 
after passing through an order of values assigned by divine understanding to all the 
various possibilities available to it.” The Barometer of Modern Reason: On the Philosophies of 
Current Events, trans. Stephen Adam Schwartz (New York, 1993), 110. This argument 
dovetails with Heidegger’s complaint that Leibniz introduced subjectivism by stressing 
the need to “render reasons.”

18. This equation will be challenged by later philosophers, such as John Searle, 
who writes in Rationality in Action (Cambridge, MA, 2001), “causes are typically events, 
reasons are never events. You can give a reason by stating a cause, but it does not follow 
that the reason and the cause are the same thing” (107).

19. The most celebrated expression of that disillusionment was Voltaire’s “Poème 
sur le désastre de Lisbonne,” published in 1756, and Candide, ou l’Optimisme of 1759. For a 
general history of the quake and its aftermath, see Nicholas Shrady, The Last Day: Wrath, 
Ruin, and Reason in the Great Lisbon Earthquake of 1755 (New York, 2008). Adorno would 
later compare its effects with those of the Holocaust, arguing that “the earthquake of 
Lisbon sufficed to cure Voltaire of the theodicy of Leibniz, and the visible disaster of the 
first nature was insignificant in comparison with the second, social one, which defies 
human imagination as it distills a real hell from human evil.” Negative Dialectics, trans. 
E. B. Ashton (New York, 1973), 361.

20. See Jacob Viner, The Role of Providence in the Social Order: An Essay in Intellectual 
History (Princeton, NJ, 1976). There were also some philosophes, among them Rousseau, 
who made defenses of providence against Voltaire. See the discussion in José O. A. 
Marques, “The Paths of Providence: Voltaire and Rousseau on the Lisbon Earth-
quake,” Cadernos de História e Filosofia da Ciência, series 3, 15, no. 1 ( January–June 2005): 
33–57.
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21. Werner Hamacher, “The Quaking of Presentation,” in Premises: Essays on Philoso
phy and Literature from Kant to Celan (Stanford, CA, 1999), 261–93.

22. Hume seems not to have specifically mentioned the Lisbon earthquake in his 
work, but much of it was composed in its shadow.

23. On the issue of “probable reasoning” in Hume, see Claudia M. Schmidt, David 
Hume: Reason in History (University Park, PA, 2003), ch. 3. The major contemporary 
version of this kind of reasoning has come to be called “Bayesian,” from the work of the 
eighteenth-century mathematician Thomas Bayes. See Luc Bovens and Stephan Hart-
mann, Bayesian Epistemology (Oxford, 2003). It was developed as well by Pierre Joseph 
Laplace and Jakob Bernoulli, who argued from what later became known as the 
“principle of insufficient reason”—a different usage than Blumenberg’s synonym for 
rhetoric—or the “principle of indifference.” See P. Dupont, “Laplace and the Indiffer-
ence Principle in the ‘Essai philosophique des probabilités,’” Rendiconti del Seminario 
Matematico, Universitàe Politecnico Torino 36 (1977/78): 125–37, and Ian Hacking, “Jacques 
Bernoulli’s Art of Conjecturing,” British Journal of Philosophy of Science 22 (1971): 209–29.

24. Arthur Schopenhauer, On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason, trans. 
E. F. J. Payne (La Salle, IL, 1997).

25. Walter Benjamin, “The Lisbon Earthquake,” in Selected Writings, vol. 2, 1927–
1934, ed. Michael W. Jennings, Howard Eiland, and Gary Smith, trans. Rodney Living-
stone et al. (Cambridge, MA, 1999), 538; see also O. Reinhardt and D. R. Olroyd, 
“Kant’s Theory of Earthquakes and Volcanic Action,” Annals of Science 40, no. 3 (1983): 
247–72.

26. For a discussion of his changing attitudes toward the principle, see Béatrice 
Longuenesse, “Kant’s Deconstruction of the Principle of Sufficient Reason,” The Harvard 
Review of Philosophy 9, no. 1 (2001): 67–87. She points out that he distinguished no fewer 
than four types of reason supporting the principle: ratio essendi (reason for the being of a 
thing), ratio fiendi (reason for the coming to be of a thing), ratio existendi (reason for the existence 
of a thing), and ratio cognoscendi (reason for our knowing that a thing is what it is) (67).

27. For an account of the development of critique in Kant, see Willi Goetschel, 
Constituting Critique: Kant’s Writing as Critical Practice, trans. Eric Schwab (Durham, NC, 
1994).

28. Theodor W. Adorno, Kant’s “Critique of Pure Reason,” ed. Rolf Tiedemann, trans. 
Rodney Livingstone (Stanford, CA, 2001), 120. Translation emended.

29. See George S. Williamson, The Longing for Myth in Germany: Religion and Aesthetic 
Culture from Romanticism to Nietzsche (Chicago, IL, 2004) for the lure of mythology. For a 
discussion of the temptation of mysticism, see Frederick C. Beiser, The Romantic Imperative: 
The Concept of Early German Romanticism (Cambridge, MA, 2003): “there were at least two 
competing traditions of mysticism alive in German philosophy in the late eighteenth 
century. Very crudely, there was the mysticism of the Platonic tradition, which under-
stood mystical insight as hyperrational, and which made reason an intuitive power. There 
was also, however, the mysticism of the Protestant tradition, which saw mystical insight 
as suprarational, and which reduced reason strictly to a discursive power. The mysticism 
of the Protestant tradition ultimately had its roots in the via moderna, the nominalist 
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tradition of late medieval thought, which traces its roots back to William of Ockham” 
(63). He shows how important the former was for the early German Romantics.

30. For those who want to be walked through its complicated arguments, see 
Douglas Burnham and Harvey Young, Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason: An Edinburgh Philosophi
cal Guide (Edinburg, 2007). The number of different uses comes from Klaus Konhardt, 
Die Einheit der Vernunft: Zum Verhältnis von theoretischen und praktischer Vernunft in der Philosophie 
Kants (Königstein, 1979), 49.

31. Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans. Werner S. Pluhar (Indianapolis, 
IN, 1996), 31. It would, however, be mistaken too hastily to identify Kant’s defense of 
faith here as a brief for irrational belief, as it was a paradoxical “faith in reason” that he 
was applauding.

32. Hannah Arendt, Thinking, vol. 1 of The Life of the Mind (New York, 1978), 14. As 
Arendt used it, the word denken (in English both the noun “thought” and the verb “to 
think”) not only invoked the Enlightenment notion of Selbstdenken (thinking for yourself ), 
which she identified especially with Gotthold Ephraim Lessing, but also the multiple 
meanings developed by her teacher Martin Heidegger in What Is Called Thinking?, trans. 
Fred D. Wieck and J. Glenn Gray (New York, 1968).

33. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 5.
34. Ibid., 34.
35. Ibid., 63–64.
36. Ibid., 645.
37. Ibid., 495. The architectural implications of this metaphor, which suggests a 

foundation or ground as well as a systematic structure, are examined in Daniel Purdy, 
On the Ruins of Babel: Architectural Metaphor in German Thought (Ithaca, NY, 2011), ch. 3. He 
makes the point that for Kant, “the foundations of metaphysics crack because they are 
not laid out according to a plan. Far from wanting to establish philosophy on first 
principles, Kant wanted to demonstrate the futility of laying foundations for a new 
metaphysics” (58).

38. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 43.
39. Whether or not Kant was actually closer to Copernicus or to Newton in his 

view of science is discussed in Robert Hahn, Kant’s Newtonian Revolution in Philosophy 
(Carbondale, IL, 1988). In a wider sense, the metaphor was misleading, insofar as 
Copernicus had replaced a geocentric system with a heliocentric one, which displaced 
humans from their central place in creation. Kant’s critical epistemology, in contrast, 
moved the center of gravity of philosophy away from objects of knowledge to the subjects 
who constituted them. Whereas Copernicus can be placed in a narrative of narcissistic 
wounds, culminating in Darwin and Freud, Kant can be read as pushing back against 
that narrative, helping to restore human dignity. This reading is even more justified if 
we include his discussion of moral obligation in the second Critique. See Michael 
Rosen, Dignity: Its History and Meaning (Cambridge, MA, 2012), for Kant’s crucial role in 
the modern understanding of human dignity.

40. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 64.
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41. Ibid., 663. For an argument that Kant was never really a foundationalist, see 
Arthur Collins, Possible Experience: Understanding Kant’s “Critique of Pure Reason” (Berkeley, 
CA, 1999), ch. 8.

42. One of the most complex and contested of all of Kant’s procedures, “transcen-
dental deductions” were also applied in the other critiques and in his “Opus posthumum.” 
For the controversy over their meaning and plausibility, see Eckart Förster, ed., Kant’s 
Transcendental Deductions: The Three “Critiques” and the “Opus postumum” (Stanford, CA, 
1989).

43. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 303. Although Verstand is more often translated as 
“understanding” than “intellect,” Hannah Arendt notes that it was itself Kant’s rendering 
of the Latin intellectus and lacks all of the connotations associated with the German verb 
verstehen, which was so important in the hermeneutic tradition stressing the interpretation 
of meaning. See her Thinking, 13–14. For Arendt, “the need for reason is not inspired by the quest 
for truth but by the quest for meaning. And truth and meaning are not the same” (15).

44. Adorno, Kant’s “Critique,” 14.
45. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 343.
46. Longueness, “Kant’s Deconstruction,” 76.
47. For an analysis of this issue, see Herbert Schnädelbach, “Observations on 

Rationality and Language,” in Reason and Its Other: Rationality in Modern German Philosophy 
and Culture, ed. Dieter Freundlieb and Wayne Hudson (Providence, RI, 1993), 57–62.

48. W. V. O. Quine, “Two Dogmas of Empiricism,” The Philosophical Review 60, no. 1 
(1951): 20–43, reprinted in his From a Logical Point of View (Cambridge, MA, 1953). He 
identified analytic judgments with propositions that were grounded in meaning and 
synthetic ones grounded in fact, and then holistically challenged the distinction between 
meaning and factuality. Or to put it slightly differently, he stressed the inevitability of a 
linguistic mediation of even the most tautological of identities, which brought with it the 
subtle variations of meaning that could not be entirely squashed by the most stringent of 
definitions.

49. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 678.
50. For a discussion, see Thomas E. Wartenberg, “Reason and the Practice of 

Science,” in The Cambridge Companion to Kant, ed. Paul Guyer (Cambridge, 1992), 228–48.
51. Critics of Kant like Nietzsche would urge instead that we abandon the dry land 

and embark on the ocean, clinging if necessary to the debris of a shipwreck from which 
we fashion new meanings. See the discussion in Hans Blumenberg, Shipwreck with Spectator: 
Paradigm of a Metaphor for Existence, trans. Steven Rendall (Cambridge, MA, 1997).

52. See, for example, Susan Neiman, The Unity of Reason: Rereading Kant (Oxford, 
1994), and Konhardt, Die Einheit der Vernunft.

53. Neiman, The Unity of Reason, 59.
54. See Ernst Cassirer, Rousseau, Kant, Goethe (Princeton, NJ, 1945), and Richard 

Velkley, Freedom and the End of Reason: On the Moral Foundation of Kant’s Critical Philosophy 
(Chicago, IL, 1989). Whether or not “all men” included “the fairer sex,” whose immatu-
rity he condescendingly described in “What Is Enlightenment?,” has been a matter of 
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some contention. See Robin May Schott, ed., Feminist Interpretations of Immanuel Kant 
(University Park, PA, 1997). Rousseau, of course, was not himself free of misogynist 
prejudices.

55. For a discussion of Leibniz’s distinction, see Mates, The Philosophy of Leibniz, 119.
56. See Longueness, “Kant’s Deconstruction,” 81. For a discussion of Crusius and 

his criticisms of Wolffian rationalism, see J. B. Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy: A 
History of Modern Moral Philosophy (Cambridge, 1998), ch. 20.

57. See Frederick C. Beiser, The Fate of Reason: German Philosophy from Kant to Fichte 
(Cambridge, MA, 1987), chs. 2 and 3. On the continuing importance of Spinozism in 
the response to Kant, see George di Giovanni, “The First Twenty Years of Critique: 
The Spinoza Connection,” in Guyer, The Cambridge Companion to Kant, 417–48.

58. According to Beiser, “While Hamann and Herder insisted that we cannot 
abstract reason from society and history, Jacobi stressed that we cannot separate it from 
desire and instinct. We have to see reason as part of a single living organism, he argued, 
where it organizes and directs all its vital functions. Reason is not a disinterested power 
of contemplation then, but an instrument of the will, which uses it to control and domi-
nate the environment.” The Fate of Reason, 9. For an attempt to defend Jacobi, see Dale 
E. Snow, “Jacobi’s Critique of the Enlightenment,” in Schmidt, What Is Enlightenment?, 
306–16. He cautions against assuming that Jacobi was simply a counter-Enlightenment 
obscurantist, noting that “those who think of Jacobi as the apostle of irrationalism would 
doubtless be surprised to encounter Jacobi’s argument that the way to self-mastery is 
through the use of reason” (310).

59. John H. Zammito, The Genesis of Kant’s “Critique of Judgment” (Chicago, IL, 1992), 
311.

60. “Nothing here can escape us, because what reason brings forth entirely out of 
itself cannot be hidden, but is brought to light by reason itself as soon as reason’s common 
principle has been discovered” (Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 13). There has been a lively 
discussion in Kant scholarship about the success of his search for a unifying principle, 
with contributions by Paul Guyer, Klaus Kohnhardt, Susan Neiman, and others. For a 
summary discussion, see Pauline Kleingeld, “Kant on the Unity of Theoretical and 
Practical Reason,” The Review of Metaphysics 52, no. 2 (December 1998): 500–528. De-
fenders of the unity usually foreground the primacy of practical reason and see it as also 
providing the regulative ideal that motivates scientific method in the first Critique. 
What speaks against the perfect unity of the two, besides Kant’s often inconsistent 
formulations, is the fact that he argues that theoretical reason can lead to transcendental 
illusions, but practical reason cannot.

61. See note 116 in chapter 1.
62. Although introduced by Aristotle in his Nicomachean Ethics, prohairesis (προαίρεσις) 

was most extensively explored in the work of the Stoic Epictetus. For a discussion, see 
Rosalind Hursthouse, On Virtue Ethics (Oxford, 2001). For a general discussion of the will 
in Western philosophy, see Arendt, Willing, vol. 2 of The Life of the Mind.

63. Steven Nadler, The Best of All Possible Worlds: A Story of Philosophers, God, and Evil in 
the Age of Reason (Princeton, NJ, 2010), 245.
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64. For a good discussion of Kant’s attitude toward God and religion, see Allen W. 
Wood, “Rational Theology, Moral Faith, and Religion,” in Guyer, The Cambridge 
Companion to Kant, 394–416.

65. Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy, 515.
66. On the implications of this metaphor in Kant, see Dieter Henrich, Between 

Kant and Hegel: Lectures on German Idealism, trans. David S. Pacini (Cambridge, MA, 2003), 
ch. 4.

67. Kant, Metaphysical Foundations of Morals, in Friedrich, The Philosophy of Kant, 206.
68. An example of this usage can be found in the famous principle of Giambattista 

Vico, “verum et factum convertuntur,” which means truth and making are convertible. 
Kant’s claim that reason somehow “makes” us feel obliged, while admitting that we 
cannot rationally justify that feeling, has been called a “fetishist disavowal” of his recogni-
tion of the antinomies of reason by Henrik Jøker Bjerre, “Himself Nothing Beholds 
Nothing: On Schelling’s Ontological Isomorphism,” Filozofski Vestnik 34, no. 2 (2013): 
130. He argues that Schelling was more forthright in acknowledging that reason contained 
something more real than its practical or moral use.

69. Longueness, “Kant’s Deconstruction,” 82.
70. Kant, “Was heisst: Sich im Denken orientieren?,” in Werke, ed. Wilhelm 

Weischedel (Darmstadt, 1983), 5:277. For a discussion of Kant’s notion of “rational 
faith,” see Neiman, The Unity of Reason, ch. 4. Adorno notes that Kant’s claim that the 
categorical imperative is simply a given “contains all kinds of grimly authoritarian and 
irrationalist elements,” but then adds approvingly, it also contains “an awareness that 
the sphere of right action does not coincide with mere rationality, that it has an ‘adden-
dum.’” Theodor W. Adorno, Metaphysics: Concepts and Problems, ed. Rolf Tiedemann, 
trans. Edmund Jephcott (Stanford, CA, 2000), 116.

71. Ernst H. Kantorowicz, The King’s Two Bodies: A Study in Medieval Political Thought 
(Princeton, NJ, 1957). For a particularly imaginative reading of its implications for 
democratic theory, see Eric L. Santner, The Royal Remains: The People’s Two Bodies and the 
Endgames of Sovereignty (Chicago, IL, 2011).

72. Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy, 501–5.
73. Kant, Critique of Pure Practical Reason, in Friedrich, The Philosophy of Kant, 239.
74. Ibid., 241. For a devout Christian like Kant and many of the later Idealists, the 

idea of the transcendent becoming immanent in the world, quintessentially exemplified 
by the Incarnation, was not hard to fathom.

75. Kant, Metaphysical Foundations of Morals, in Friedrich, The Philosophy of Kant, 184.
76. Kant, “Theory and Practice,” 417. Because the ultimate goal of moral behavior 

is what Kant followed Cicero in calling the “highest good” (summum bonum), which acted 
like the cognitive ideal of the “unconditioned” as a practical spur to virtuous behavior, it 
might seem as if he hoped for the unity of happiness and moral righteousness. But, as 
Neiman notes, “virtue and happiness are too fundamentally heterogeneous to be unifi-
able. Rational faith is the means that permits us to live with the consciousness of this 
separation, allowing us to hope that the world will become a place more appropriate to 
reason’s needs.” The Unity of Reason, 179.
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77. Onora O’Neill, “Kant: Rationality as Practical Reason,” in The Oxford Handbook 
of Rationality, ed. Alfred R. Mele and Piers Rawling (Oxford, 2004), 100–101.

78. For an attempt to read Kant against the grain and argue that the moral senti-
ment of respect is inextricably intertwined with the somatic motivations of human 
behavior, see Jane Bennett, The Enchantment of Modern Life: Attachments, Crossings, and Ethics 
(Princeton, NJ, 2001), 133–37. A similar argument about the erotic underpinnings of 
Kant’s references to reason’s “needs,” “satisfactions,” “strivings,” and “affections” can 
be found in Yirmiyahu Yovel, Kant and the Philosophy of History (Princeton, NJ, 1980).

79. Friedrich Nietzsche, On the Genealogy of Morality, ed. Keith Ansell-Pearson, trans. 
Carol Diethe (Cambridge, 1994), 45.

80. Hannah Arendt, “On Humanity in Dark Times: Thoughts about Lessing,” in 
Men in Dark Times (New York, 1968), 27.

81. As Susan Meld Shell has noted, “God constitutes the one exception to Kant’s 
principle of ‘determining reason’ thus understood [as either an antecedent or conse-
quent cause]. God cannot have an antecedent reason for existing; but no being has its 
ground in itself (for then ground and grounded would absurdly be one); hence God is 
groundless—he simply exists.” The Embodiment of Reason: Kant on Spirit, Generation, and 
Community (Chicago, IL, 1996), 36–37.

82. Kant, Metaphysical Foundations of Morals, in Friedrich, The Philosophy of Kant, 206.
83. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 771.
84. Ibid., 202. Epigenesis was contrasted with preformationism, the former arguing 

for the gradual development of mature organisms, the latter for their being already 
preformed prior to their appearance. For a discussion of Kant’s attitude toward this 
issue, see John Zammito, “Kant’s Persistence Ambivalence towards Epigenesis,” in 
Understanding Purpose: Kant and the Philosophy of Biology, ed. Philippe Huneman (Rochester, 
NY, 2007). For a contemporary validation of the epigenetic argument, see Robert 
Hanna, Rationality and Logic (Cambridge, MA, 2006), 86–87.

85. Kant, “An Answer,” 58.
86. Michel Foucault, “What Is Critique?,” in Schmidt, What Is Enlightenment?, 392. 

For a discussion of Foucault on Kant, see Michael Meranze, “Critique and Govern-
ment: Michel Foucault and the Question ‘What is Enlightenment?,’” in What’s Left of 
Enlightenment? A Postmodern Question, ed. Keith Michael Baker and Peter Hanns Reill 
(Stanford, CA, 2001), 102–12. He suggests a link between Kantian notions of critique 
and the soft, hegemonic power of what Foucault called “governmentality.” According 
to Robert B. Pippin, however, what really marked Kant’s philosophy as a “wholly 
modern project” was his stress on the self-legislating, spontaneous subject who can 
critically decide what is a valid claim about the objective world and what is not. See his 
discussion in Modernism as a Philosophical Problem: On the Dissatisfactions of High European 
Culture (Cambridge, MA, 1991), 47.

87. Jürgen Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a 
Category of Bourgeois Society, trans. Thomas Burger and Frederick Lawrence (Cambridge, 
MA, 1989), 116.

88. Wilfrid Sellars, Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind (Cambridge, MA, 1997).
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89. The essay is included along with a collection of essays devoted to it in Amélie 
Oksenberg Rorty and James Schmidt, eds., Kant’s “Idea for a Universal History with a 
Cosmopolitan Aim”: A Critical Guide (Cambridge, 2009).

90. For a discussion, see José Antonio Maravall, Culture of the Baroque: Analysis of a 
Historical Structure, trans. Terry Cochrane (Minneapolis, MN, 1986), 189–90, and Reinhart 
Koselleck, “Chance as Motivational Trace in Historical Writing,” in Futures Past: On the 
Semantics of Historical Time, trans. Keith Tribe (Cambridge, MA, 1985), 116–29. That 
“fortune” was often coded female—the Greek goddess of luck was Tyche and the 
Roman was Fortuna—and “reason” male has not escaped the attention of a posterity 
sensitive to the undercurrent of gender politics in such traditional characterizations. See 
Hanna Fenichel Pitkin, Fortune Is a Woman: Gender and Politics in the Thought of Niccolò 
Machiavelli (Chicago, IL, 1999).

91. See Viner, The Role of Providence.
92. There is an extensive literature on the vicissitudes of the idea of progress. 

Among the most useful treatments are J. B. Bury, The Idea of Progress: An Inquiry into Its 
Origin and Growth (New York, 1955); Robert Nisbet, History of the Idea of Progress (New 
York, 1980); Sidney Pollard, The Idea of Progress: History and Society (Harmondsworth, 
1971); W. Warren Wagar, ed., The Idea of Progress since the Renaissance (New York, 1969). 
For an account of its earliest incarnations, see Ludwig Edelstein, The Idea of Progress in 
Classical Antiquity (Baltimore, MD, 1967).

93. According to Koselleck, the idea of a singular, unified species-wide history was 
developed only in the eighteenth century. See his “History, Histories, and Formal 
Structures of Time,” in Futures Past, 92–104. See also Funkenstein, Theology and the Scientific 
Imagination, ch. 2. He argues that “the many versions of reason in history from Vico to 
Marx are only speculative byproducts of a profound revolution in historical thought in 
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, namely the discovery of history as contextual 
reasoning” (206).

94. For a discussion, see Berry, Social Theory, 61–70.
95. Kant, “Idea for a Universal History with a Cosmopolitan Aim,” in Rorty and 

Schmidt, Kant’s “Idea for a Universal History,” 21.
96. For an attempt to spell out the assumptions behind this claim, see Henry F. 

Allison, “Teleology and History in Kant: The Critical Foundations of Kant’s Philosophy 
of History,” in Rorty and Schmidt, Kant’s “Idea for a Universal History,”  24–45.

97. Kant, “Idea for a Universal History,” 12.
98. Kant’s preference for a cosmopolitan federation rather than a single, universal 

world state indicates the pluralist aspect of his rationalism, which resisted the dogmatic 
belief that there is only one way to order the world rationally. For discussions of this 
issue, which has once again become very current, see the essays in Garrett Wallace 
Brown and David Held, eds., The Cosmopolitanism Reader (Cambridge, 2010). Several 
stress the debt owed by Kant and contemporary cosmopolitan thinking to Stoic notions 
of universal human rationality.

99. Kant, “Idea for a Universal History,” 14. For insightful accounts of “unsocial 
sociability” as a theme in early modern philosophy, see J. B. Schneewind, “Good out of 
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Evil: Kant and the Idea of Unsocial Sociability,” and Allen Wood, “Kant’s Fourth 
Proposition: The Unsocial Sociability of Human Nature,” both in Rorty and Schmidt, 
Kant’s “Idea for a Universal History,”  94–111 and 112–28.

100. Kant, “Idea for a Universal History,” 16. This phrase has been often appro-
priated by moderates hostile to the Enlightenment program of perfectibility, e.g., Isaiah 
Berlin, The Crooked Timber of Humanity: Chapters in the History of Ideas, ed. Henry Hardy 
(Princeton, NJ, 1998). For a discussion, see Paul Guyer, “The Crooked Timber of 
Mankind,” in Rorty and Schmidt, Kant’s “Idea for a Universal History,”  129–49.

101. Axel Honneth, Pathologies of Reason: On the Legacy of Critical Theory, trans. James 
Ingram et al. (New York, 2009), 14.

102. Immanuel Kant, “Of Beauty as the Symbol of Morality,” in Critique of Judgment, 
trans. Werner Pluhar (Indianapolis, 1987), § 59. Significantly, the link he posits between 
the aesthetic and the ethical is symbolic, not discursive or cognitive.

103. Kant, “Idea for a Universal History,” 22.

Chapter 3. Hegel and Marx
1. The tangled history of Kant’s early reception is well told in Frederick C. Beiser, 

The Fate of Reason: German Philosophy from Kant to Fichte (Cambridge, MA, 1987). See also 
Dieter Henrich, Between Kant and Hegel: Lectures on German Idealism, trans. David S. Pacini 
(Cambridge, MA, 2003), and Paul Frank, All or Nothing: Systematicity, Transcendental Argu
ments, and Skepticism in German Idealism (Cambridge, MA, 2005). For a discussion of the 
ways Kant’s ideas about history were developed in particular by Karl Leonard Reinhold, 
see Karl Ameriks, Kant and the Historical Turn: Philosophy as Critical Interpretation (Oxford, 
2006).

2. Although sporadically used before, the word “nihilism” was popularized by F. J. 
Jacobi as a rebuke to the subjective solipsism he saw in Kant and Fichte. For accounts, 
see Andrew Bowie, From Romanticism to Critical Theory: The Philosophy of German Literary 
Theory (London, 1997), ch. 1; Beiser, The Fate of Reason, ch. 2; and Michael Allen Gillespie, 
Nihilism before Nietzsche (Chicago, IL, 1996).

3. For an account, see Frederick C. Beiser, The Romantic Imperative: The Concept of 
Early German Romanticism (Cambridge, MA, 2003), especially ch. 9. See also his German 
Idealism: The Struggle against Subjectivism, 1781–1801 (Cambridge, MA, 2008), which argues 
that if subjectivism is understood as believing in the primacy of consciousness over the 
world or epistemology over ontology, the Idealists were not really subjectivists. Theirs, 
he claims, was closer to a Platonic idealism in which ideas were objective, not subjective.

4. Herbert Marcuse, Hegel’s Ontology and the Theory of Historicity, trans. Seyla Benhabib 
(Cambridge, MA, 1987); Herbert Marcuse, Reason and Revolution: Hegel and the Rise of Social 
Theory (Boston, MA, 1960); Theodor W. Adorno, Hegel: Three Studies, trans. Shierry 
Weber Nicholsen (Cambridge, MA, 1993). Although Marcuse’s first book on Hegel was 
written under the direction of Martin Heidegger and was thus prior to his involvement 
with the Institute for Social Research, it anticipates a number of his later concerns. For 
an overview of his attempt to marry Heidegger and Marx, and his ultimate abandonment 
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of that quest, see the essays collected in Herbert Marcuse, Heideggerian Marxism, ed. 
Richard Wolin and John Abromeit (Lincoln, NE, 2005).

5. For a discussion of Adorno’s debts to Schelling, see Andrew Bowie, “‘Non-
Identity’: The German Romantics, Schelling and Adorno,” in Intersections: Nineteenth
Century Philosophy and Contemporary Theory, ed. Tilottama Rajan and David L. Clark (Albany, 
NY, 1995). For a discussion of Horkheimer’s early debts to Schopenhauer, see John 
Abromeit, Max Horkheimer and the Foundations of the Frankfurt School (Cambridge, 2011). 
Horkheimer’s continued interest is demonstrated in his 1955 essay “Schopenhauer and 
Society,” Qui Parle 15, no. 1 (Fall–Winter 2004): 85–96, and his 1960 lecture “Schopen-
hauer Today,” in The Critical Spirit: Essays in Honor of Herbert Marcuse, ed. Kurt H. Wolff 
and Barrington Moore Jr. (Boston, MA, 1967), 55–71.

6. Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, 5. In the section of the Phenomenology where 
Hegel discusses the Revolution, entitled “Absolute Freedom and Terror,” he cites the 
Robespierrean cult, but, pace Marcuse, not positively. The universal consciousness and 
will underlying the Terror “hovers over the corpse of the vanished independence of real 
being, or the being of faith, merely as the exhalation of a stale gas, of the vacuous Être 
suprême.” Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. A. V. Miller (Oxford, 1979), 358.

What is, however, perhaps inadvertently expressed in this comparison with Robes-
pierre is the continuing importance of religion in Hegel’s understanding of reason. 
Whereas Kant had limited reason to make room for faith, Hegel claimed that “religion 
must be understood as rational. For religion is the work of reason as it reveals itself, 
indeed it is reason’s highest and most rational work.” The Philosophy of History, in The 
Philosophy of Hegel, ed. Carl J. Friedrich (New York, 1954), 168. For a discussion of Hegel 
on religion, see Emil L. Fackenheim, The Religious Dimension in Hegel’s Thought (Boston, 
MA, 1967). He cites the claim in Hegel’s Encyclopedia, “there is but one Reason. There is 
no second super-human Reason. Reason is the Divine in man” (223).

7. See, for example, Robert Wokler, “Contextualizing Hegel’s Phenomenology of 
the French Revolution and the Terror,” Political Theory 26, no. 1 (February 1998): 33–55, 
and Rebecca Comay, Mourning Sickness: Hegel and the French Revolution (Stanford, CA, 
2010). For an earlier and still useful study of his attitude, see Joachim Ritter, Hegel und die 
französische Revolution (Frankfurt, 1965).

8. Susan Buck-Morss, Hegel, Haiti, and Universal History (Pittsburgh, PA, 2009). 
Christoph Menke, however, notes that the Haitian rebellion was a struggle to secure 
rights that were already recognized, whereas the Hegelian dialectic of recognition was 
the precondition for the establishment of rights in the first place. See his “Hegels Theorie 
der Befreiung: Gesetz, Freiheit, Geschichte, Gesellschaft,” in Können Wir der Geschichte 
Entkommen? Geschichtesphilosophie am Beginn des 21. Jahrhunderts, ed. Christian Schmidt 
(Frankfurt, 2013), 73.

9. Jürgen Habermas, “Hegel’s Critique of the French Revolution,” in Theory and 
Practice, trans. John Viertel (London, 1974), 139.

10. In the preface to Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel followed this celebrated claim by 
explaining that “the whole is nothing other than the essence consummating itself 
through its development” (11). Accordingly, a serious account of Hegel’s thought 
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would have to follow its evolution over his career, although it might be questioned 
whether or not there was an “essence” at the beginning that was merely developing over 
time.

11. Adorno, Hegel, 140–41. Hegel’s argument against argumentation is made most 
explicitly in the Phenomenology (36–37), where he says it works only to destroy what it refutes, 
rather than seeing the partial truth in what is negated, and it presupposes a fixed subject 
that is not itself changed by the process of dialectical exchange between subject and 
object. Ironically, he seems to be contradicting himself here by making an argument to 
defend his refusal to argue. But, of course, Hegel’s point is precisely that contradiction 
itself is not an error but a way to the truth, which means his self-contradiction is perform-
atively consistent with what he is arguing!

12. Beiser, The Romantic Imperative, ch. 4.
13. See Hans-Georg Gadamer, Hegel’s Dialectic: Five Hermeneutical Studies, trans. 

P. Christopher Smith (New Haven, CT, 1976), ch. 4. For a consideration of his rejection 
of the ideal of linguistic clarity, see Adorno, “Skoteinos, or How to Read Hegel,” in 
Hegel, 89–148.

14. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, 22.
15. According to Habermas, the early Hegel did entertain the possibility of inter-

preting ethical community in terms of intersubjective communication in the lifeworld 
but ultimately abandoned this alternative in favor of a notion of a rational absolute spirit 
equiprimordially present in subject and object. See Jürgen Habermas, The Philosophical 
Discourse of Modernity: Twelve Lectures, trans. Frederick Lawrence (Cambridge, MA, 1987), 
ch. 2.

16. According to Beiser, it was Karl Leonard Reinhold who first moved in a meta-
epistemological, phenomenological direction in his Elementarphilosophie, developed in the 
early 1790s. See The Fate of Reason, ch. 8.

17. Hegel’s early insights are rescued in Axel Honneth, The Struggle for Recognition: 
The Moral Grammar of Social Conflicts, trans. Joel Anderson (Cambridge, MA, 1995), although 
he admits that “the consciousness-theoretic architectonics ultimately do prevail over the 
‘recognition-theoretic’ substance of the work. Hegel gives in to the pressure to project 
into the organization of the ethical community the hierarchical schema of the whole 
and its parts, in terms of which he had already laid out the constitution of the ethical 
community in Spirit’s act of reflection upon its own moments of externalization” (58). 
For a defense of the continuing importance of a dialogic notion of reason in the mature 
Hegel, see Pirmin Stekeler-Weithofer, “Verstand und Vernunft: Zu den Grundbegriffen 
der Hegelschen Logik,” in Vernunftkritik nach Hegel: Analytischkritische Interpretationen zur 
Dialektik, ed. Christoph Demmerling and Friedrich Kambartel (Frankfurt, 1992), 139–97.

18. In the words of the New Testament, “Be merciful, just as your Father is merciful” 
(Luke 6:36). The metaphor of a tribunal appears again, however, in Hegel’s borrowing 
of the idea that the “history of the world is the world’s court of judgment” from Friedrich 
Schiller, which he cites in Philosophy of Right in Hegel: The Essential Writings, ed. Frederick 
G. Weiss (New York, 1974), 306. Here, to the extent that reason is inherent in history, 
reason is still judging, but the fact that whatever has succeeded historically is judged as 
rational ultimately weakens the critical claim of reason.
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19. Hegel, The Philosophy of Right, in Weiss, Hegel, 264. The critique of Spinoza’s 
acosmism—which he counterposes to the more familiar complaint that Spinoza was an 
atheist—comes in the Logic in Weiss, Hegel, 163.

20. Gadamer, Hegel’s Dialectic, 56.
21. Hegel, Philosophy of Mind, in Weiss, Hegel, 251.
22. Hegel, The Philosophy of History, in Friedrich, The Philosophy of Hegel, 16.
23. Hegel, The Phenomenology of Spirit, 16 and 35. The latter phrase is also often trans-

lated as “the labor of the concept.”
24. See the account of its various uses in ancient Greek thought in F. E. Peters, 

Greek Philosophical Terms: A Historical Lexicon (New York, 1967), 36–37.
25. See, for example, Paul Guyer, “Thought and Being: Hegel’s Critique of Kant’s 

Theoretical Philosophy,” in The Cambridge Companion to Hegel, ed. Frederick C. Beiser 
(Cambridge, 1993), 171–210.

26. Michael Rosen, Hegel’s Dialectic and Its Criticism (Cambridge, 1982), 47.
27. Adorno attempted to respond to this charge during the Positivism Dispute of 

the 1960s by claiming that “if one contaminates by association dialectics and irrationalism 
then one blinds oneself to the fact that criticism of the logic of non-contradiction does 
not suspend the latter but rather reflects on it.” Theodor W. Adorno, introduction to 
The Positivist Dispute in German Sociology, ed. Theodor W. Adorno et al., trans. Glyn Adey 
and David Frisby (London, 1976), 66.

28. Despite Kant’s arguments for understanding’s ability to produce reliable 
“synthetic a priori” judgments about objects of experience, which went beyond the 
tautologies of purely analytic truths, Hegel charged that his philosophy remained largely 
on the level of analysis in the sense that it naturalized distinctions—subject/object, 
phenomena/noumena, cognitive judgments/moral judgments, etc.—that dialectical 
reason could overcome.

29. Friedrich Meinecke, Machiavellism: The Doctrine of Raison d’État and Its Place in 
Modern History, trans. Douglas Scott (New York, 1965), 273.

30. Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of World History: Introduction, Reason in History, 
trans. H. B. Nisbet (Cambridge, 1975), 78. For a discussion of Hegel’s ambivalent attitude 
toward happiness—he saw the period of the “unhappy consciousness” as only a tempo-
rary way station in the journey of the Absolute—see Darrin M. McMahon, Happiness: A 
History (New York, 2006), 367–73.

31. For discussions of the role of desire in Hegel, see Judith Butler, Subjects of Desire: 
Hegelian Reflections in TwentiethCentury France (New York, 1999), and Robert Pippin, Hegel 
on SelfConsciousness: Desire and Death in the Phenomenology of Spirit (Princeton, NJ, 2010).

32. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, 118. Hegel’s discussion of labor in the “master and 
slave” section of the Phenomenology is one of the mostly frequently analyzed in all of his 
writings, especially by those who see it anticipating Marx’s discussion of alienated labor 
in his early writings. Whether or not he was referring to real human labor or only meta-
phorically to the “labor of the concept” is at the heart of the debate.

33. For a discussion, see Charles Taylor, Hegel (Cambridge, 1975), 393.
34. The phrase “saving the appearances” has been traced to Simplicius’s sixth-

century commentary on Aristotle’s De Caelo, where it was used to warn against concocted 
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hypotheses designed less to get at the truth than merely to justify what appeared to be 
the case. In Paradise Lost, Milton refers to God’s amusement at attempts by pre-Copernican 
astronomers to explain the cosmos:

When they come to model heaven,

And calculate the stars; how they will wield

The mighty frame; how build, unbuild, contrive,

To save the appearances; how gird the sphere

With centric and eccentric scribbled o’er,

Cycle and epicycle, orb in orb.

John Milton, Paradise Lost, Book 8 

in The Portable Milton, ed. Douglas Bush 

(New York, 1966), 417

35. Hegel, Philosophy of Right and Law, in Friedrich, The Philosophy of Hegel, 226. For a 
discussion of the origins of this metaphor in Rosicrucian theology and Luther’s evoca-
tion of it during the Reformation, as well as the distance between Hegel and Goethe 
over its implications, see Karl Löwith, From Hegel to Nietzsche: The Revolution in Nineteenth
Century Thought, trans. David E. Green (New York, 1967), 13–18. Hegel, he argues, was 
“the last Christian philosopher before the break between Christianity and philosophy” 
(47).

36. For an account of the comic emplotment of Hegel’s historical narrative, see 
Hayden White, Metahistory: The Historical Imagination in NineteenthCentury Europe (Balti-
more, MD, 1973), ch. 2. The irony in Hegel’s account, it should be stressed, was not that 
of Kierkegaard or other defenders of paradoxical instability, which was much admired 
by later deconstructionist theorists like Paul de Man. For a discussion of the distinction, 
see Martin Jay, “Intention and Irony: The Missed Encounter between Hayden White 
and Quentin Skinner,” History and Theory 52, no. 1 (February 2013): 32–48.

37. The vicissitudes of his immediate reception are masterfully traced in John 
Edward Toews, Hegelianism: The Path toward Dialectical Humanism, 1805–1841 (Cambridge, 
1985).

38. Hegel, The Philosophy of History, in Friedrich, The Philosophy of Hegel, 19.
39. In the early 1780s, Moses Mendelssohn had warned that “the goal of nature is 

not the perfection of the human race. No! It is the perfection of the human being, the 
individual. Every single person is to develop his talents and abilities.” Letter to August 
von Henning, June 1782, cited in Manfred Kuehn, “Reason as a Species Characteristic,” 
in Kant’s “Idea for a Universal History with a Cosmopolitan Aim”: A Critical Guide, ed. Amélie 
Oksenberg Rorty and James Schmidt (Cambridge, 2009), 89. More recently, Barbara 
Herman referred to the essay’s “effacement of the individual moral agent” as the most 
“puzzling” and “provocative” of Kant’s claims. Barbara Herman, “A Habitat for 
Humanity,” in Rorty and Schmidt, Kant’s “Idea for a Universal History,”  150.

40. Habermas, Philosophical Discourse, 42. For “ironic laughter” it might be more 
accurate to say “comic” instead.

41. Hegel, Philosophy of Right and Law, in Friedrich, The Philosophy of Hegel, 224.
42. Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, 42.
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43. This charge was first leveled in an 1821 review by Heinrich Paulus of The Philoso
phy of Right, and became common in subsequent critiques of Hegel made by such hostile 
interpreters as Bertrand Russell and Karl Popper. See the discussion in Shlomo Avineri, 
Hegel’s Theory of the Modern State (Cambridge, 1972), 123.

44. See George Armstrong Kelly, Idealism, Politics, and History: Sources of Hegelian 
Thought (London, 1969), 323–33, for a discussion of the Verstandesstaat/Vernunftstaat distinc-
tion. The phrase “emphatic institutionalism” is Dieter Henrich’s and is elaborated in 
Habermas, Philosophical Discourse, 40. Gadamer, however, notes that “Hegel defended 
institutions not in a wholesale fashion but against the pretense of knowing better on the 
part of the individual. With his overpowering spiritual force, he showed the limits of 
moralism in social life and the untenability of a purely inward morality that is not made 
manifest in the objective structures of life that hold human beings together.” Hans-
Georg Gadamer, Reason in the Age of Science, trans. Frederick G. Lawrence (Cambridge, 
MA, 1983), 30.

45. For a discussion of Fichte’s 1813 lecture “Doctrine of the State” with its call for 
a “realm of reason,” see Ernst Bloch, Natural Law and Human Dignity, trans. Dennis J. 
Schmidt (Cambridge, MA, 1986), ch. 12.

46. Henrich, Between Kant and Hegel, 326–27.
47. Friedrich Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy, in 

Selected Works of Karl Marx and Frederick Engels (Moscow, 1968), 596–97.
48. Ibid., 597.
49. Ibid.
50. For a recent consideration of the debates over what Hegel’s dialectical method 

might have been, see Michael Forster, “Hegel’s Dialectical Method,” in Beiser, Cambridge 
Companion to Hegel, 130–70.

51. In Faust, Mephistopheles describes himself as “der Geist der stets verneint!” and 
adds “Und das mit Recht; denn alles, was entsteht, ist wert, daß es zugrunde geht” (“I 
am the spirit that negates. And rightly so, for all that comes to be deserves to perish 
wretchedly”). Goethe’s Faust, trans. Walter Kaufmann (Garden City, NY, 1961), 160–61. 
A more genuinely Hegelian insight could have been found in Alexis de Tocqueville’s 
famous argument in The Old Regime and the French Revolution that many aspects of the ancien 
régime were continued, if in modified form, after 1789.

52. Taylor, Hegel, 422.
53. Adorno, Hegel, 44.
54. See Richard L. Schacht, “Hegel on Freedom,” in Hegel: A Collection of Critical 

Essays, ed. Alasdair MacIntyre (Garden City, NY, 1972), 289–328.
55. See Frederic L. Bender, ed., The Betrayal of Marx (New York, 1975). For another 

consideration, which defends Engels against the charge, see Alvin W. Gouldner, The 
Two Marxisms: Contradictions and Anomalies in the Development of Theory (New York, 1980). 
For more on their relationship, see Manfred B. Steger and Terrell Carver, eds., Engels 
after Marx (University Park, PA, 1999). For a general consideration of the scientific claims 
of Marxism, see Paul Thomas, Marxism and Scientific Socialism: From Engels to Althusser 
(London, 2008).
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56. See, for example, the more nuanced argument in his letter of September 21–22, 
1890, to Josef Bloch, in The MarxEngels Reader, 2nd ed., ed. Robert C. Tucker (New 
York, 1978), 760–65. When a full-fledged “dialectical materialist” philosophy—the term 
was coined by Josef Dietzgen and popularized by Georgi Plekhanov—became the 
mainstay of Soviet ideology, Engels was taken as warrant for its adoption. Ironically, of 
course, Leninism was itself far more voluntarist, a reversal that has sometimes been 
attributed to his reading of Hegel during World War I.

57. For an attempt to trace this history, see Martin Jay, Marxism and Totality: The 
Adventures of a Concept from Lukács to Habermas (Berkeley, CA, 1984).

58. For a helpful discussion of the similarities and differences between Althusser 
and Spinozist rationalism, see Robert Paul Resch, Althusser and the Renewal of Marxist Social 
Theory (Berkeley, CA, 1992), 42–46, and Knox Peden, Spinoza contra Phenomenology: French 
Rationalism from Cavaillès to Deleuze (Stanford, CA, 2014).

59. The foundations of a full-fledged philosophy called “dialectical materialism” 
can be found in Engels. For the relevant documents, see Bender, The Betrayal of Marx, 
section 1.

60. Marx, “Notes to the Doctoral Dissertation” (1839–41), and The Poverty of Philoso
phy: A Reply to Proudhon’s “Philosophy of Poverty” (1847), both in Writings of the Young Marx on 
Philosophy and Society, ed. and trans. Lloyd D. Easton and Kurt H. Guddat (Garden City, 
NY, 1967), 64–66 and 484–85.

61. Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, in Tucker, The MarxEngels Reader, 
118. He goes on to mock the idea that “reason is at home in unreason as unreason. The 
man who has recognized that he is leading an alienated life in politics, law, etc., is 
leading his true human life in this alienated life as such.”

62. Friedrich Engels, Socialism: Utopian and Scientific (1880), in Tucker, The MarxEngels 
Reader, 686.

63. Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, 293–94.
64. Ibid., 314.
65. Karl Marx, “The Philosophical Manifesto of the Historical School of Law” 

(1842), in Easton and Guddat, Writings of the Young Marx, 99.
66. For discussion of his youthful Romantic period, see David McLellan, Marx 

before Marxism (New York, 1970), ch. 3. For a discussion of his literary interests, see S. S. 
Prawer, Karl Marx and World Literature (Oxford, 1976). On the issue of rhetoric, see James 
Arnt Aune, Rhetoric and Marxism (Boulder, CO, 1994).

67. Among the major contributors were Gerald Cohen, Jon Elster, John Roemer, 
Erik Olin Wright, and Alan Carling. Its main premise, to cite Carling, was that “societies 
are composed of human individuals who, being endowed with resources of various 
kinds, attempt to choose rationally between various courses of action. . . . No longer 
does the choice lie between agentless structure and structureless agency. It thus seems 
possible to sum up this whole change of perspective in one phase: the reinstatement of 
the subject.” “Rational Choice Marxism,” New Left Review 160 (November–December 
1986): 27–28. Sometimes also called “analytical Marxists” because they hoped to reconcile 
Marxism with contemporary analytic philosophy, the defenders of rational choice 
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Marxism never reached unified conclusions about the implications of their readings 
of Marx, e.g., over technological determinism in Marx or the role of functionalist teleol-
ogy in his philosophy of history. For critical analyses of the legacy of rational choice 
Marxism, see Terrell Carver and Paul Thomas, eds., Rational Choice Marxism (University 
Park, PA, 1995).

68. The debts are made clear in the most sustained and scrupulously documented 
exposition of the role of reason in Marx’s thought: Allan Megill, Marx: The Burden of Reason 
(Why Marx Rejected Politics and the Market ) (Lanham, MD, 2002).

69. Karl Marx to Arnold Ruge, Kreuznach, September 1843, in Tucker, The Marx
Engels Reader, 14.

70. For a discussion of Marx’s critique of Hegel’s defense of state bureaucracy, see 
Henri Lefebvre, The Sociology of Marx, trans. Norbert Guterman (New York, 1969), ch. 5, 
and Wolfgang Schluchter, Rationalism, Religion, and Domination: A Weberian Perspective, 
trans. Neil Solomon (Berkeley, CA, 1989).

71. Louis Althusser, For Marx, trans. Ben Brewster (London, 2010).
72. Karl Marx, afterword to Capital, vol. 2, in Tucker, The MarxEngels Reader, 302.
73. Megill, Marx, 52–53.
74. Once socialism was achieved, however, the proletariat as a distinct class would 

be dissolved into an emancipated humanity, which was no longer identifiable as a meta-
subject, having overcome its alienation from the objective world of its creation. In fact, 
that objective world in the guise of abstract capital had itself served as an alienated 
metasubject, albeit spawning its negation, the proletariat. In practical terms, before the 
moment of true universalization came, the socialist movement struggled with the question 
of how strictly to identify the active agent of revolution with the proletariat (itself a 
contested category with no fixed boundaries). At various moments in its history, it 
accepted “popular fronts” with other aggrieved groups—peasants, artisans, intellectuals, 
even lumpenproletarians—who would accept the lead of the workers in a broad coalition 
of the oppressed. At such moments, a more communicatively rational potential emerged 
to challenge that of a metasubject, whose singular consciousness could be embodied in a 
small, vanguard party.

75. The locus classicus of this assertion is the sixth of the Theses on Feuerbach (1845), in 
which Marx writes, “Feuerbach resolves the religious essence into the human essence. 
But the human essence is no abstraction inherent in each single individual. In its reality 
it is the ensemble of social relations.” Tucker, The MarxEngels Reader, 145.

76. For a discussion of the distinction between a dialectical contradiction and a 
“real opposition,” see Lucio Colletti, Tramonto dell’ideologia (Rome, 1980). There was, to be 
sure, an alternative notion of contradiction, associated with performativity more than 
logic, which was important for the communicative rationality developed by Habermas.

77. Habermas, Philosophical Discourse, 63. For an imaginative reading of Marx that 
attempts to rescue him from Habermas’s claim that he is beholden to a production 
paradigm that privileges labor over communicative interaction, see Moishe Postone, 
Time, Labor, and Social Domination: A Reinterpretation of Marx’s Critical Theory (Cambridge, 
1993), ch. 6. Although he concedes that the foundational role of labor is assumed by 
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what he calls “traditional Marxism,” Postone argues that Marx’s own position was more 
historically complex, identifying the centrality of production and the labor theory of 
value as a deficit of capitalism, not a virtue of the human condition.

78. For an extensive critique of these implications, see Megill, Marx.
79. John Rundell, Origins of Modernity: The Origins of Modern Social Theory from Kant to 

Hegel to Marx (Cambridge, 1987), 192.
80. For a Frankfurt School reading of Marx that contended it did, see Albrecht 

Wellmer, “Der heimliche Positivismus der Marxschen Geschichtsphilosophie,” in Kritische 
Gesellschaftstheorie und Positivismus (Frankfurt, 1969), 69–127.

81. Perhaps the most extensive consideration of this issue can be found in the work 
of Andrew Feenberg, for example, Alternative Modernity: The Technical Turn in Philosophy 
and Social Theory (Berkeley, CA, 1995); Questioning Technology (New York, 1999); and Trans
forming Technology: A Critical Theory Revisited (New York, 2002).

82. Karl Marx, The Difference between the Democritean and Epicurean Philosophy of Nature, 
in Collected Works by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels (Moscow, 1975), 1:25–108. Usually, 
the dissertation is taken to be on the side of Epicurus rather than Democritus, because of 
the former’s acknowledgment that atoms can “swerve” from their determined course. 
But according to Warren Breckman, this reading underestimates Marx’s critique of 
subjective idealism and atomistic individualism. See his Marx, the Young Hegelians, and the 
Origins of Radical Social Theory: Dethroning the Self (Cambridge, 1999), 259–71.

83. Postone, Time, Labor, and Social Domination, 381.
84. For two recent attempts to breathe new life into the concept of reification, see 

Timothy Bewes, Reification, or, The Anxiety of Late Capitalism (London, 2002), and Axel 
Honneth, Reification: A New Look at an Old Idea, with Judith Butler, Raymond Geuss, and 
Jonathan Lear, ed. Martin Jay (New York, 2008).

85. Taylor, Hegel, 419.
86. Marx, Capital, vol. 3, in Tucker, The MarxEngels Reader, 441.
87. For an expression of the fear of the “randomization of history and politics,” see 

Ellen Meiksins Wood, The Retreat from Class: A New “True” Socialism (London, 1986), ch. 5. 
Her target is the post-structuralist Marxism of Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe.

88. The pattern is repeated later in the century. See, for example, Dick Howard, 
From Marx to Kant (Albany, NY, 1985).

89. Theodor W. Adorno, Kant’s “Critique of Pure Reason,” ed. Rolf Tiedemann, trans. 
Rodney Livingstone (Stanford, CA, 2001), 120, 66.

90. Theodor W. Adorno, Minima Moralia: Reflections from Damaged Life, trans. E. F. N. 
Jephcott (London, 1974), 151, where he rehearses Walter Benjamin’s plea to credit the 
emancipatory value of “what might be called the waste products and blind spots that 
have escaped the dialectic.”

91. Immanuel Kant, Metaphysical Foundations of Morals (1785), in Friedrich, The Philoso
phy of Kant, 142.

92. Hegel, “What Is Philosophy?,” from Logic, in Weiss, Hegel, 29. His immediate 
examples of misology are those thinkers who claim that knowledge has to be immediate 
to be true.
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93. William Carlos Williams, “Landscape with the Fall of Icarus” (1960), in Collected 
Poems, vol. 2, 1939–1962 (New York, 1986). The other celebrated poetic response to 
Breughel’s painting came in W. H. Auden’s 1938 “Musée des Beaux Arts” (in Another 
Time [London, 2007]), which also ponders human indifference to the fall and the suffering 
it caused.

Chapter 4. Reason in Crisis
1. Eclipses of the sun are periodic occurrences, so it would certainly be possible to 

discern prior losses of confidence in rationality. But if we remain within the narrative 
posited by Horkheimer’s Eclipse of Reason (New York, 1947), the one most pertinent can 
be traced in the post-Enlightenment era in the West.

2. Georg Picht, “What Is Enlightened Thinking?,” in What Is Enlightenment? 
EighteenthCentury Answers and TwentiethCentury Questions, ed. James Schmidt (Berkeley, 
CA, 1996), 373.

3. Positing an inherent opposition between reason and power risks forgetting the 
ways in which they were so often intertwined. Not only could the social processes of 
rationalization be defined as extending the power of a certain notion of reason, but 
reasoning itself could be understood to depend on the power of the better argument. This 
Habermasian insight is expressed by Rainer Forst, who notes that “power is generated 
in the realm of reasons, in what people think, in what people believe they should think, 
in what they feel to be right, and so on. That is where power is generated. So arguments 
can be more or less powerful, just as theories can be. The argumentative sphere is never 
a sphere apart from power, regardless of whether good or bad arguments are being 
exchanged.” Wendy Brown and Rainer Forst, The Power of Tolerance: A Debate, ed. Luca 
di Blasi and Christoph F. E. Holzhey (New York, 2014), 55.

4. Johann Georg Hamann, “Metacritique on the Purism of Reason” (1784), in 
Schmidt, What Is Enlightenment?, 154–67. For a sympathetic gloss on Hamann’s response 
to Kant, see Garrett Green, “Modern Culture Comes of Age: Hamann versus Kant on 
the Root Metaphor of Enlightenment,” in Schmidt, What Is Enlightenment?, 291–305.

5. Paul R. Harrison, The Disenchantment of Reason: The Problem of Socrates in Modernity 
(Albany, NY, 1994). For another account, see Manfred Frank, “Zwei Jahrhunderte 
Rationalitäts-Kritik und ihre ‘postmoderne’ Überbietung,” in Die unvollendete Vernunft: 
Moderne versus Postmoderne, ed. Dietmar Kamper and Willem van Reijen (Frankfurt, 
1987), 99–121.

6. J. W. Burrow, The Crisis of Reason: European Thought, 1848–1914 (New Haven, CT, 
2000). See also Maurice Mandelbaum, History, Man, and Reason: A Study in NineteenthCentury 
Thought (Baltimore, MD, 1971), ch. 15, “The Rebellion against Reason.”

7. See Thomas E. Willey, Back to Kant: The Revival of Kantianism in German Social and 
Historical Thought, 1860–1914 (Detroit, MI, 1978), and Klaus Christian Köhnke, The Rise of 
NeoKantianism: German Academic Philosophy between Idealism and Positivism, trans. R. J. 
Hollingdale (Cambridge, 1991). According to Frederick Beiser, neo-Kantianism was 
given a mortal blow when its advocates supported the German cause in World War I. 
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See Beiser, “Weimar Philosophy and the Fate of Neo-Kantianism,” in Weimar Thought: 
A Contested Legacy, ed. Peter E. Gordon and John P. McCormick (Princeton, NJ, 2013), 
115–32. The coup de grâce was the famous debate in Davos, Switzerland between the 
neo-Kantian Ernst Cassirer and the phenomenologist Martin Heidegger in 1929, the 
best account of which can be found in Peter Gordon, Continental Divide: Heidegger, Cassirer, 
Davos (Cambridge, MA, 2010). In interwar France, neo-Kantianism was still a powerful 
presence in the figures of Léon Brunschvicg and André Lalande. And it should also be 
acknowledged that there were sporadic renewals of interest in Hegel, for example 
among late nineteenth-century British philosophers such as T. H. Green, Edward 
Caird, F. H. Bradley, Harold Joachim, Bernard Bosanquet, D. G. Ritchie, Samuel 
Alexander, and J. M. E. McTaggart, although their arguments did not survive the 
critiques of G. E. Moore, Bertrand Russell, and Ludwig Wittgenstein.

8. Martin Kusch, Psychologism: A Case Study in the Sociology of Philosophical Knowledge 
(London, 1995), chs. 7 and 8. He points to the impact of Frege and Husserl. For a discus-
sion of the continuing relevance of logic in another context, that of twentieth-century 
French thought, see Marcel Boll and Jacques Reinart, “Logic in France in the Twentieth 
Century,” in Philosophic Thought in France and the United States, ed. Marvin Farber (Albany, 
NY, 1968), 181–202.

9. Frederick Brown, The Embrace of Unreason: France, 1914–1940 (New York, 2014).
10. For analyses of this crisis, see Gerald N. Izenberg, Impossible Individuality: Romanti

cism, Revolution, and the Origins of Modern Selfhood, 1787–1802 (Princeton, NJ, 1992), and 
Jerrold Seigel, The Idea of the Self: Thought and Experience in Western Europe since the Seventeenth 
Century (Cambridge, 2005).

11. See G. S. Rousseau, ed., Organic Form: The Life of an Idea (London, 1972). See also 
the entry on “organic” in Raymond Williams, Keywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and Society 
(New York, 1976), 189–92.

12. That unification was evident in the relationship between life and death and 
between the mortal individual and the species. In the Logic, Hegel noted that “the defect 
of life lies in its being only the idea implicit or natural; whereas cognition is in an equally 
one-sided way the merely conscious idea, or the idea for itself. The unity and truth of 
these two is the Absolute Idea, which is both in itself and for itself.” Frederick G. Weiss, 
ed., Hegel: The Essential Writings (New York, 1974), 187. For a discussion of Hegel’s early 
interest in “life,” see Herbert Marcuse, Reason and Revolution: Hegel and the Rise of Social 
Theory (Boston, MA, 1960), 37–39.

13. Harrison, The Disenchantment of Reason, 188.
14. Peter Hanns Reill, Vitalizing Nature in the Enlightenment (Berkeley, CA, 2005).
15. For a discussion of it in the English context, see Raymond Williams, Culture and 

Society, 1780–1950 (New York, 1958), where he argues that there are five reasons organic 
became popular: “to stress an idea of ‘wholeness’ in society; to stress the growth of a 
‘people,’ as in rising nationalisms; to stress ‘natural growth,’ as in ‘culture,’ with particular 
reference to slow change and adaptation; to reject ‘mechanist’ and ‘materialist’ versions 
of society; to criticize industrialism, in favour of a society ‘in close touch with natural 
processes’ (i.e. agriculture)” (264). For a discussion of the continuing relevance of the 
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organic metaphor in contemporary nationalist and postcolonialist discourse, see Pheng 
Cheah, Spectral Nationality: Passages of Freedom from Kant to Postcolonial Literatures of Liberation 
(New York, 2003).

16. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, Goethe’s Faust, trans. Walter Kaufmann (Garden 
City, NY, 1961), 207.

17. The misuse of Darwinian evolutionary theory by “social Darwinists” to justify 
whatever succeeded in a struggle for existence is a familiar story. What needs to be 
acknowledged, however, is that in some respects it corresponded to Hegel’s use of 
Schiller’s dictum that “world history is the world court,” insofar as both invest value in 
the ability to survive the vicissitudes of historical struggle. A further question is the role 
of reason in the evolutionary struggle for survival, which is argued by commentators 
such as Robert Nozick, The Nature of Rationality (Princeton, NJ, 1993).

18. For an account of Simmel’s disdain for Kant and practical reason, see Frederick 
C. Beiser, The German Historicist Tradition (Oxford, 2011), 502–10.

19. Schopenhauer’s influence was delayed until his culture was ready for it after 
1848, some three decades after his major works. For a discussion, see Rüdiger Safranski, 
Schopenhauer and the Wild Years of Philosophy, trans. Ewald Osers (Cambridge, MA, 1990), 
ch. 24. Schopenhauer himself rejected the idea that his pessimistic philosophy was 
somehow an expression of his age, which would have been a capitulation to the Hegelian 
notion of a unified zeitgeist.

20. Arthur Schopenhauer, “On the Suffering of the World,” in Essays and Aphorisms, 
ed. and trans. R. J. Hollingdale (Harmondsworth, 1970), 47–48.

21. Arthur Schopenhauer, On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason, 
trans. E. F. J. Payne (La Salle, IL, 1997), 6 and 229. This is a translation of the 1847 
second edition, in which Schopenhauer more boldly connects his thesis to his mature 
philosophy.

22. Schopenhauer, On the Fourfold Root, 42.
23. As Heidegger would put it in The Principle of Reason, trans. Reginald Lilly 

(Bloomington, IN, 1996), being appears “not as ratio, not as Ursache [cause], not as Ratio-
nal ground and Reason, rather as a letting-lie-present that assembles” (110). Because of 
Heidegger’s suspicion of the biological underpinnings of vitalism, he cannot be grouped 
as one of its adherents. But he shared in their disdain for rationalism in most of its guises.

24. Harrison, The Disenchantment of Reason, 121.
25. As Arthur Danto has pointed out in the case of Nietzsche, “although he is often 

classified as an antirationalist, Nietzsche in fact opposes reason only when reason is 
opposed to life, or to whatever makes life possible. Like Hume, he considers that reason 
is or ought to be the slave of passions. . . . Depreciation of the body motivates depreciation 
of the senses, and the opposition between sense and reason has its origin in this distrust. 
Such theories of reason, not reason as such, are the target for Nietzsche’s antirational 
attacks.” Arthur C. Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher (New York, 1980), 81. For another 
defense of Nietzsche (and Foucault) against the charge of simple irrationalism, made by 
critics like Habermas, see Dominique Janicaud, Rationalities, Historicities, trans. Nina 
Belmonte (Atlantic Highlands, NJ, 1997), ch. 3.
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Gadamer also notes that “[the vitalist philosopher of history Wilhelm] Dilthey 
starts with life: life itself is ordered towards reflection. . . . There is knowledge in life 
itself. . . . Before any scientific objectification, life’s natural view of itself is thus developed. 
It objectivises itself in the wisdom of proverb and legend, but, above all, in the great 
works of art.” Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method (New York, 1986), 207–8. The 
concept of the “lifeworld” developed by phenomenology and later incorporated into 
Habermas’s notion of “communicative rationality” draws on this understanding of 
“life” as more than mere biological existence.

26. For a discussion, see Mandelbaum, History, Man, and Reason, 312–24.
27. Barbara Hannan, The Riddle of the World: A Reconsideration of Schopenhauer’s Philosophy 

(Oxford, 2009), 8.
28. For a recent discussion, see Paul Thagard, “Rationality and Science,” in The 

Oxford Handbook of Rationality, ed. Alfred R. Mele and Piers Rawling (Oxford, 2004), 363–
79. He discusses controversies over the identification of scientists with “confirmation 
agents,” “falsification agents,” “probabilistic agents,” and “explanation agents,” as well 
as the role of emotion in scientific judgment and the potential tension between individual 
and group rationality. Resisting the debunking of science’s claims to the disinterested 
pursuit of truth by “science studies” contextualists, he concludes by arguing that “a useful 
response to the question ‘Is science rational?’ is ‘Compared to what?’” (379).

29. This phrase became the defiant riposte to “vulgar Marxist” made by Western 
Marxists such as Georg Lukács and Ernst Bloch. The former, for example, finished the 
first version of his important essay “What Is Orthodox Marxism?” of 1919 by citing it, 
and giving Fichte the credit. See Victor Zitta, ed., Georg Lukács’s “Revolution and Counter 
Revolution (1918–1921)” (Querétaro, Mexico, 1991), 20. The frequent variation in attribu-
tion of the phrase is itself a performative confirmation of its substance.

30. Hans-Georg Gadamer, Reason in the Age of Science, trans. Frederick G. Lawrence 
(Cambridge, MA, 1983), 25.

31. Theodor W. Adorno et al., The Positivist Dispute in German Sociology, trans. Glyn 
Adey and David Frisby (London, 1976).

32. For a discussion of the opposition, see Alvin W. Gouldner, The Two Marxisms: 
Contradictions and Anomalies in the Development of Theory (New York, 1980). He resists the argu-
ment that Marx was responsible for “critical” Marxism and Engels for its “scientistic” 
betrayal, an argument that can be found as early as Lukács’s History and Class Consciousness.

33. Leszek Kołakowski, The Alienation of Reason: A History of Positivist Thought, trans. 
Norbert Guterman (Garden City, NY, 1969).

34. Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, 325–28.
35. Adorno, introduction to The Positivist Dispute, 51.
36. Foucault first introduced the concept in The History of Sexuality, vol. 1, An Introduc

tion, trans. Robert Hurley (New York, 1978), 141–45. It has been developed in numerous 
ways in connection with his concept of governmentality. It should be noted, however, 
that Foucault, for all of his stress on the link between knowledge and power, was never a 
simple irrationalist. Instead, he argued that the main theoretical problem since the 
eighteenth century has been “What is this Reason that we use? What are its historical 
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effects? What are its limits, and what are its dangers? How can we exist as rational beings, 
fortunately committed to practicing a rationality that is unfortunately crisscrossed by 
intrinsic dangers? One should remain as close to this question as possible, keeping in 
mind that it is both central and extremely difficult to resolve. In addition, if it is extremely 
dangerous to say that Reason is the enemy that should be eliminated, it is just as danger-
ous to say that any critical questioning of this rationality risks sending us into irrationality.” 
“Space, Time, and Power,” in The Foucault Reader, ed. Paul Rabinow (New York, 1984), 
249.

37. Georg Lukács, The Destruction of Reason, trans. Peter Palmer (Atlantic Highlands, 
NJ, 1981). Attempts have been made to salvage the value of aspects of its argument, but 
it is difficult to accept its wholesale condemnation of some of the most subtle minds in 
European thought. For the most recent defense, see Stanley Aronowitz, “Georg Lukács’ 
Destruction of Reason,” in Michael J. Thompson, Georg Lukács Reconsidered: Critical Essays in 
Politics, Philosophy, and Aesthetics (New York, 2011).

38. See Nancy Cartwright et al., Otto Neurath: Philosophy between Science and Politics 
(Cambridge, 1996). In the 1930s, when both were in exile in New York, Horkheimer 
and Neurath had a fraught relationship. See the discussion in Karl-Heinz Barck, “The 
Neurath-Horkheimer Controversy Reconsidered: Otto Neurath’s Erwiderung to Max 
Horkheimer’s Attack against the Vienna Circle,” in Otto Neurath and the Unity of Science, 
ed. John Symons, Olga Pombo, and Juan Manuel Torres (Dordrecht, 2011), 31–40.

39. H. Stuart Hughes, Consciousness and Society: The Reorientation of European Social 
Thought, 1890–1930 (New York, 1958). Not all social scientists during this era, of course, 
turned their backs on positivism or saw it as incompatible with reason. Émile Durkheim, 
in fact, contended that “the sole [ label ] we accept is that of rationalism. Indeed, our 
chief aim is to extend scientific rationalism to human behavior by showing that, con-
sidered in the past, it is reducible to relations of cause and effect—relations that a no less 
rational operation can then transform into rules of action for the future. Our so-called 
positivism is nothing but a consequence of this rationalism.” Quoted in Steven Lukes, 
Émile Durkheim, His Life and Work: A Historical and Critical Study (London, 1973), 72–73.

40. Hughes spends more time on a nuanced presentation of Croce than Lukács, 
concluding that “certainly it would be a great error to call Croce a Hegelian. But one 
can argue that Hegel was responsible for the most doubtful features of Croce’s 
thought—its tendency towards a schematic rationalism and its insistence on the perva-
sive role of a quasi-deity called ‘the spirit.’” Hughes, Consciousness and Society, 208.

41. Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, ed. Talcott Parsons, 
trans. A. M. Henderson and Talcott Parsons (New York, 1947), 92. For a comparison of 
Weber with Nietzsche and Foucault on the question of reason, see David Owen, Maturity 
and Modernity: Nietzsche, Weber, Foucault, and the Ambivalence of Reason (London, 1994).

42. Sigmund Freud, New Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis, trans. and ed. James 
Strachey (New York, 1965), 80. In the reception of Freud’s theories, there has been, of 
course, a strong resistance to “ego psychology,” which expressed waning confidence in 
the possibility and even value of a strong rational ego. For a succinct discussion of the 
difference on this question between “modern” and “postmodern” psychoanalysis, see 
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Alfred I. Tauber, “Freud’s Social Theory: Modernist and Postmodernist Revisions,” 
History of the Human Sciences 25, no. 4 (October 2012): 43–72.

43. Freud’s uncertain faith in the ultimate triumph of reason can be discerned in 
his evolving attitude toward the waning of religious faith. The relative optimism of The 
Future of an Illusion (1927) was superseded by the darker conclusions of Civilization and Its 
Discontents (1929), which grew even bleaker with the growing power of fascism.

44. This insight is later repeated by Dominique Janicaud: “The affective responsi-
bilities and quasi-religious investments in rationalism strangely allow it to forget a truth 
of experience: in reasoning too much (or reasoning tangentially to that which is in 
question), one falls into the absurd (or even worse); excessive rationality—one could 
say—is paranoid. Rationality itself can be paranoid; does its hubris lie in this originary 
potentialization—or elsewhere?” Powers of the Rational: Science, Technology, and the Future of 
Thought, trans. Peg Birmingham and Elizabeth Birmingham (Bloomington, IN, 1994), 
22–23.

45. According to Gerald Izenberg, Wordsworth wrote in 1805 about “the rationalist 
fetishizing of reason for defensive purposes, as a disguise for the irrational.” Impossible 
Individuality, 191.

46. Ernest Jones, “Rationalization in Every-Day Life,” Journal of Abnormal Psychology 
3, no. 3 (1908): 161–69.

47. Even before the impact of Frederick Winslow Taylor’s rationalization of labor 
in America, a comparable effort was made in Europe. See Anson Rabinbach, The 
Human Motor: Energy, Fatigue, and the Origins of Modernity (Los Angeles, CA, 1992).

48. For a discussion of the pervasive crisis of humanism, which concentrates on 
interwar France, see Stefanos Geroulanos, An Atheism That Is Not Humanist Emerges in 
French Thought (Stanford, CA, 2010).

49. Julien Benda, The Treason of the Intellectuals, trans. Richard Aldington (New York, 
2011).

50. Georges Sorel, Reflections on Violence, trans. T. E. Hulme (London, 1970). The 
term “romantic anti-capitalism” was introduced by Lukács, partly to describe his own 
pre-Marxist inclinations. For an attempt to redeem it, see Robert Sayre and Michel 
Löwy, “Figures of Romantic Anti-Capitalism,” New German Critique 32 (Spring–Summer 
1984): 42–92.

51. Georges Bataille, “The Solar Anus” and “The Rotten Sun,” both in Visions of 
Excess: Selected Writings, 1927–1939, ed. and trans. Allan Stoekl (Minneapolis, MN, 1985), 
5–9, 57–58.

52. Siegfried Kracauer, “The Mass Ornament,” in The Mass Ornament: Weimar Essays, 
ed. and trans. Thomas Y. Levin (Cambridge, MA, 1995), 81. He went on to say that 
capitalism’s “core defect” is that “it rationalizes not too much but rather too little” but 
did not really spell out what a sufficient rationalization would mean.

53. Peter Sloterdijk, Critique of Cynical Reason, trans. Michael Eldred (Minneapolis, 
MN, 1987), 311.

54. His larger statement is worth citing in full: “Rationality is the capacity to general-
ize, which beasts don’t have: as Locke said, ‘Brutes abstract not.’ Rationality is a capacity 
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for following logical arguments, for being consistent, for knowing what means lead to 
what ends (which is empirical knowledge), for needing to give reasons for what you do, 
which means giving reasons in terms ultimately of the ends you pursue, which we then 
examine to consider whether they really are ends which you think you are justified in 
pursuing, given how many other ends may be excluded. All that is rational, but a rational 
end which everybody else talks about—a rational purpose which is a well-known philo-
sophical concept (it has existed since Plato’s day) is to me not intelligible. I think ends are 
ends. People pursue what they pursue.” Isaiah Berlin, “In Conversation with Steven 
Lukes,” Salmagundi 120 (Fall 1998): 118.

55. It appeared as well in anti-Soviet leftist critiques, for example, C. L. R. James 
and Raya Dunayevskaya, State Capitalism and World Revolution (Chicago, IL, 1986), ch. 11, 
which argues that rationalism is “the philosophy of Stalinism.” The book was first 
published in 1950 and credited to the “Johnson-Forest Tendency,” a Trotskyist splinter 
group.

56. Max Horkheimer, “The Rationalism Debate in Contemporary Philosophy” 
(1934), in Between Philosophy and Social Science: Selected Early Writings, trans. G. Frederick 
Hunter, Matthew S. Kramer, and John Torpey (Cambridge, MA, 1993).

57. Ibid., 219.
58. This point is forcefully made by John Abromeit in Max Horkheimer and the Founda

tions of the Frankfurt School (Cambridge, 2011), ch. 3, which situates this essay among others 
he did in the history of Western philosophy at around the same time.

59. Later in the essay, Horkheimer suggests in passing that one of the progressive 
moments in their work can be found in “the relation of their concept of intuition to the 
history of rationalism, and in particular to the philosophy of Spinoza.” “The Rational-
ism Debate,” 229. This remark suggests a certain sympathy for a noetic as opposed to 
dianoetic concept of reason.

60. Ibid., 221.
61. Ibid., 222.
62. As he notes later in the essay, “In Lebensphilosophie, thought—which it accuses of 

being destructive—is understood in a particular form, namely as conceptually dissecting, 
comparative, explanatory, generalizing thought: in short, as analysis. To that extent the 
critique has a certain justification, for a number of rationalist systems have in fact 
confused this type of thought with intellectual activity tout court.” “The Rationalistic 
Debate,” 232.

63. Ibid., 227.
64. Ibid., 250. But then he added later in the essay, “materialist thought cannot 

offer a view of the problem of sacrifice that is valid once and for all. . . . It is not oriented 
merely to the self-preservation of the individual. For materialism, existence is by no 
means the highest or the only end” (258).

65. Ibid., 239.
66. Quoted in ibid., 240.
67. Ibid., 259.
68. Ibid., 260.
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69. Ibid., 264.
70. Bertolt Brecht had written of “living in dark times” in his famous 1939 exile 

poem “An die Nachgeborenen” (“To Posterity”), and Hannah Arendt used it for the 
title of her Men in Dark Times.

Chapter 5. The Critique of Instrumental Reason
1. For some commentators, the emphatic, objective, or substantive concept should 

be called “reason,” while the instrumental, formal, or subjective alternative is better 
designated as “rationality,” but in the usage of the figures we are discussing, no such 
terminological distinction was made.

2. For a nuanced account of the role of rationality in Horkheimer’s work during 
this period, see Hauke Brunkhorst, “Dialectical Positivism of Happiness: Max Hork-
heimer’s Materialist Deconstruction of Philosophy,” in On Max Horkheimer: New Perspectives, 
ed. Seyla Benhabib, Wolfgang Bonss, and John McCole (Cambridge, MA, 1993), 67–98.

3. Richard Wolin, “Critical Theory and the Dialectic of Rationalism,” in The 
Terms of Cultural Criticism: The Frankfurt School, Existentialism, Poststructuralism (New York, 
1992), 26. For another overview of the changes in Critical Theory’s ideas of reason, see 
Peter Uwe Hohendahl, “From the Eclipse of Reason to Communicative Rationality 
and Beyond,” in Critical Theory: Current State and Future Prospects, ed. Peter Uwe Hohendahl 
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the French philosopher Dominique Janicaud was to posit the following alternative defini-
tions: “subjective reason does not here mean only the reason, or pseudoreason, of indi-
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experimentally proven truths. Rather subjective reason is understood here as the relation 
that rationality as such maintains with itself, the modes of its self-affirmation (traditionally 
called dogmatism), its skeptical holding-in-suspense, its appropriation of its own contra-
dictions. The Kantian transcendental dialectic elaborates the problematic of subjective 
reason in this sense. Objective reason will designate a concern with the products of collective 
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noetic quality of Adorno’s aphorisms, especially in Minima Moralia, see Alexander 
García Düttmann, So ist es: Ein philosophischer Kommentar zu Adornos “Minima Moralia” 
(Frankfurt, 2004).

82. Theodor W. Adorno and Max Horkheimer, Towards a New Manifesto, trans. 
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MA, 1989). The three-decade delay in its translation into English reflected Habermas’s 
growing dissatisfaction with its concluding description of the decline of the public sphere 
in the twentieth century because of modern media. For a good account of its seminal 
importance in the development of his theory of communicative reason, see Peter Uwe 
Hohendahl, Reappraisals: Shifting Alignments in Postwar Critical Theory (Ithaca, NY, 1991), ch. 4.

13. For a very long time Habermas was reluctant to discuss these personal origins, 
but he finally acknowledged them in his acceptance speech for the 2004 Kyoto Prize 
given by the Inamori Foundation: “Public Space and Political Public Sphere—The 
Biographical Roots of Two Motifs in My Thought,” in Between Naturalism and Religion: 
Philosophical Essays, trans. Ciaran Cronin (Cambridge, 2008), 11–23.

14. Initially, Habermas did not distinguish very strongly between the German 
word Verständigung, which suggests the more modest goal of simply reaching an agreement 
about the meaning of an utterance, and Einverständnis, which means a consensus about its 
validity. But by the time of his 1996 essay “Some Further Clarifications of the Concept 
of Communicative Rationality,” in On the Pragmatics of Communication, ed. Maeve Cooke 
(Cambridge, MA, 1998), he had clearly separated them (320–21).

15. Habermas, Structural Transformation, 27.
16. Ibid., 83.
17. Albrecht Wellmer pointed out that Adorno shared with Nietzsche a fear that 

the generality of concepts was the “proton pseudos [original lie] of discursive reason,” 
arguing that “the ‘rigidity’ of the general concept as Adorno describes it, itself remains 
in a certain sense a rationalistic fiction. Wittgenstein pointed out that, as a rule, the 
grammar of our language shows us that words can be used in many and various ways, 
without our always being able to hit upon a ‘fundamental,’ ‘authentic’ or ‘primary’ 
meaning of words.” The Persistence of Modernity: Essays on Aesthetics, Ethics, and Postmodernism, 
trans. David Midgley (Cambridge, MA, 1991), 71.

18. For one account, see Martin Jay, “Should Intellectual History Take a Linguistic 
Turn? Reflections on the Habermas-Gadamer Debate,” in FindeSiècle Socialism and 
Other Essays (New York, 1988), 17–36.

19. Hans-Georg Gadamer, Reason in the Age of Science, trans. Frederick G. Lawrence 
(Cambridge, MA, 1983), 77.

20. Habermas, Structural Transformation, 256.
21. Jürgen Habermas, “Consciousness-Raising or Redemptive Criticism—The 

Contemporaneity of Walter Benjamin,” New German Critique 17 (Spring 1979): 43.
22. Habermas, Theory and Practice, 265.
23. Jürgen Habermas, in “Discussion on Value Freedom and Objectivity,” in Max 

Weber and Sociology Today, ed. Otto Stammer (New York, 1971), 64 and 66. Habermas 
was, however, also heavily influenced by Weber’s theory of modernization. See the 
discussion in Michael Sukale, “Jürgen Habermas und Max Weber: Eine Studie über 
Wert und Rationalität,” in Das Interesse der Vernunft: Rückblicke auf das Werk von Jürgen 
Habermas seit “Erkenntnis und Interesse,” ed. Stefan Müller-Doohm (Frankfurt, 2000), 344–75.
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24. Theodor W. Adorno et al., The Positivist Dispute in German Sociology, trans. Glyn 
Adey and David Frisby (London, 1976). In one of his contributions, “A Positivistically 
Bisected Rationalism,” Habermas argued that facts cannot be separated from values, 
for “as soon as we discuss a problem at all with the aim of reaching a consensus rationally 
and without constraint, we find ourselves in a dimension of comprehensive rationality 
which embraces as its moments language and action, statements and attitudes. Critique 
is always the transition from one moment to another” (219). A further argument he 
adopted from Karl-Otto Apel against Popper’s Critical Rationalism was its neglect of 
the pragmatic dimension of language in favor of a semantic-syntactical one, which 
privileged deductive over discursive reasoning. See Jürgen Habermas, Legitimation Crisis, 
trans. Thomas McCarthy (Boston, MA, 1975), 157–58.

25. For the importance of Habermas’s repudiation of the goal of full reconciliation 
between man and nature and among the various differentiated values spheres of modern 
life, see Axel Honneth, “Communication and Reconciliation: Habermas’ Critique of 
Adorno,” Telos 39 (Spring 1979): 45–61.

26. Jürgen Habermas, Toward a Rational Society: Student Protest, Science, and Politics, 
trans. Jeremy J. Shapiro (Boston, MA, 1970), 118.

27. Jürgen Habermas, “Psychic Thermidor and the Rebirth of Rebellious Subjec-
tivity,” in Habermas and Modernity, ed. Richard J. Bernstein (Cambridge, MA, 1985), 75.

28. Jürgen Habermas, Autonomy and Solidarity: Interviews, ed. Peter Dews (London, 
1986), 105. For a critique of the conflation of German political conservatives with French 
and other poststructuralists, see Martin Matu†stík, Jürgen Habermas: A PhilosophicalPolitical 
Profile (Lanham, MD, 2001), ch. 5.

29. Habermas’s sustained animus toward Nietzsche has been challenged by critics 
who claim he misses the nuances in the latter’s attitude toward reason. Dominique 
Janicaud, for example, writes, “not only does Habermas fail to understand that 
Nietzsche’s vision of scientific rationalization is not a blunt and brutal critique of reason 
in the name of a subjective or vital pathos, but he also fails to see that, if there is a critique 
of reason in Nietzsche, it is a selfcritique.” Rationalities, Historicities, trans. Nina Belmonte 
(Atlantic Highlands, NJ, 1997), 48.

30. Habermas, Autonomy and Solidarity, 102.
31. Jürgen Habermas, The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity: Twelve Lectures, trans. 

Frederick Lawrence (Cambridge, MA, 1987), 111.
32. Ibid., 110.
33. Ibid. For analyses of the critical role of “performative contradiction” in his debate 

with the poststructuralists, see Martin J. Matu†stík, “Habermas on Communicative 
Reason and Performative Contradiction,” New German Critique 47 (Spring–Summer 
1989): 143–72; and Martin Jay, “The Debate over Performative Contradiction: Habermas 
vs. the Post-Structuralists,” in Force Fields: Between Intellectual History and Cultural Critique 
(New York, 1993), 25–37.

34. Later, Habermas would pull back from the implication that he was equating 
Adorno with Heidegger. In an interview in Le Monde in 1993, he protested, “I would not 
mention Adorno and Heidegger in the same breath. . . . Adorno knew that even the 
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most radical critique of reason is dependent on the power of negation, which derives 
from reason itself. Unlike Heidegger he never became an opponent of the Enlighten-
ment.” Jürgen Habermas, A Berlin Republic: Writings on Germany, trans. Steven Rendall 
(Lincoln, NE, 1997), 59. There is a substantial literature now comparing Heidegger and 
the Frankfurt School, especially Adorno. See, for example, the essays in Adorno and 
Heidegger: Philosophical Questions, ed. Iain Macdonald and Krzysztof Ziarek (Stanford, 
CA, 2007). On Adorno’s debts to and critique of Nietzsche, see Karin Bauer, Adorno’s 
Nietzschean Narratives: Critiques of Ideology, Readings of Wagner (Albany, NY, 1999).

35. Habermas, Philosophical Discourse, 149.
36. Dasein is a term of art for Heidegger with multiple meanings. See the entry on it 

in Michael Inwood, A Heidegger Dictionary (Oxford, 1999), 42–44.
37. Habermas did concede that Adorno had hinted at a communicative notion of 

reason in one of his “few affirmative utterances concerning the unspoiled [nichtverfehltes] 
life. When in Minima Moralia Adorno actually tries to explain what he means by a mimetic 
association, not only with nature but also among people, he refers to [ Josef Freiherr 
von] Eichendorff ’s ‘distant nearness.’ So he has recourse to categories of intersubjectivity 
from which he abstains philosophically.” Autonomy and Solidarity, 99.

38. Summarizing the changes in Habermas’s position, which are made clear in 
Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law and Democracy, trans. William 
Rehg (Cambridge, MA, 1996), Lukas Kaelin writes: “he discards the Hegelian-Marxist 
picture of the entanglement of state and society as too general; he rejects a holistic 
conception of society in favor of a functionally differentiated one; and he revaluates the 
transformation of the public sphere by emphasizing the impact of secondary education, 
the critical potential of the public, and the interpretation strategies of the public to deal 
with media content.” “Virtual Ignorance: The Blind Spot in German Public Sphere 
Theory,” New German Critique 42, no. 1 124 (February 2015): 190.

39. Although Habermas is perhaps the most notable advocate of communicative 
reason, he was not the first to defend it. Karl Jaspers, for example, wrote in his 1947 Von 
der Wahrheit, “reason is the total will to communication. . . . It wants to make authentic 
communication possible and, hence, seeks to realize the honesty whose attributes are un-
limited openness and probing, as well as a sense of justice that wants all that arises from 
primal sources to attain its own validity, though also to let it founder against its limits.” 
Karl Jaspers: Basic Philosophical Writings, ed. and trans. Edith Ehrlich, Leonard H. Ehrlich, 
and George B. Pepper (Atlantic Highlands, NJ, 1994), 181.

40. For a typical Habermasian critique of noesis, see “A Conversation about God 
and World,” where he claims “while mystical contemplation is speechless, privileging a 
mode of intuition or recollection that repudiates the reasonableness of discursive 
thought, dialectical thought always criticizes the intellectual intuition, the intuitive access 
to the (supposedly) immediate.” Jürgen Habermas, Religion and Rationality: Essays on Reason, 
God, and Morality, ed. Eduardo Mendieta (Cambridge, MA, 2002), 157.

41. The comparison was already made at the beginning of Habermas’s career by 
George Lichtheim, who wrote that he “seems to have been born with a faculty for 
digesting the toughest kind of material and then refashioning it into orderly wholes. 
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Hegel, whom he resembles at least in his appetite for encyclopaedic knowledge, possessed 
this capacity in the highest degree, but he was cursed with an abominable style and a 
perverse fondness for obscurity, whereas Habermas writes as clearly and concisely as 
any empiricist.” From Marx to Hegel (New York, 1971), 175.

42. Theodor W. Adorno, Minima Moralia: Reflections from Damaged Life, trans. E. F. N. 
Jephcott (London, 1974), 50. For a discussion of the tradition of philosophical miniatures 
and thought-images in earlier Critical Theory, see Gerhard Richter, ThoughtImages: 
Frankfurt School Writers’ Reflections from Damaged Life (Stanford, CA, 2007). See also Andreas 
Huyssens, Miniature Metropolis: Literature in an Age of Photography and Film (Cambridge, MA, 
2015), for an account of the larger context in modernist writing.

43. Jürgen Habermas, Postmetaphysical Thinking: Philosophical Essays, trans. William 
Mark Hohengarten (Cambridge, MA, 1992).

44. In a 1936 essay, Marcuse had defended this latter position, which he identified 
with Hegel’s phenomenology and contrasted with the intuitive eidetics of later phenome-
nologists such as Husserl. See “The Concept of Essence,” in Negations: Essays in Critical 
Theory, trans. Jeremy J. Shapiro (Boston, MA, 1968), 43–87.

45. Habermas, “The Unity of Reason in the Plurality of Its Voices,” in Postmeta
physical Thinking, 122.

46. See Michael Allen Gillespie, The Theological Origins of Modernity (Chicago, IL, 
2008), for a full account of the nominalist revolution’s lasting impact on modern thought 
and its theological roots.

47. Jürgen Habermas, “Questions and Counterquestions,” in Bernstein, Habermas 
and Modernity, 197.

48. Habermas, Philosophical Discourse, 314.
49. Habermas, “Some Further Clarifications,” 311. Here Habermas was responding 

to the argument of Herbert Schnädelbach that rational dispositions were subjective 
before they were intersubjective.

50. Jürgen Habermas, “Communicative Action and the Detranscendentalized 
‘Use of Reason,’” in Between Naturalism and Religion, 27.

51. Herbert Schnädelbach, “Observations on Rationality and Language,” in Reason 
and Its Other: Rationality in Modern German Philosophy and Culture, ed. Dieter Freundlieb and 
Wayne Hudson (Oxford, 1993), 59.

52. Jürgen Habermas, “From Kant’s ‘Ideas’ of Pure Reason to the ‘Idealizing’ Pre-
suppositions of Communicative Action: Reflections on the Detranscendentalized ‘Use 
of Reason,’” in Pluralism and the Pragmatic Turn: The Transformation of Critical Theory, ed. 
William Rehg and James Bohman (Cambridge, MA, 2001), 16.

53. Jürgen Habermas, “Reconstruction and Interpretation in the Social Sciences,” 
in Moral Consciousness and Communicative Action, trans. Christian Lenhardt and Shierry 
Weber Nicholsen (Cambridge, MA, 1990), 31.

54. Wilfrid Sellars, Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind (Cambridge, MA, 1997). The 
original essay appeared in 1956. See also Robert Brandom and Kevin Scharp, eds., In 
the Space of Reasons: Selected Essays of Wilfrid Sellars (Cambridge, MA, 2007). For an account 
of its relevance to Critical Theory, see Kenneth Baynes, “Practical Reason, the ‘Space 
of Reasons,’ and Public Reason,” in Rehg and Bohman, Pluralism, 53–86.
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55. While Habermas was coming to appreciate the importance of communicative 
reason, what became known as Cold War rationality, developed in response to the logic 
of mutually assured destruction in the nuclear age, sought to reduce it instead to an 
automatic, algorithmic calculation of information with no reference to values, history, 
ideology, or human rumination. For a critique of its premises, see Paul Erickson et al., 
How Reason Almost Lost Its Mind: The Strange Career of Cold War Rationality (Chicago, IL, 2013).

56. Joseph Raz, “The Myth of Instrumental Rationality,” Journal of Ethics and Social 
Philosophy 1, no. 1 (April 2005): 15.

57. See Habermas, Moral Consciousness. For discussions of the implications of 
communicative rationality for ethics, see Seyla Benhabib and Fred Dallmayr, eds., The 
Communicative Ethics Controversy (Cambridge, MA, 1990).

58. Habermas, Legitimation Crisis, 120. Kant understood our inevitable feeling of 
moral obligation—the famous example he gives is the moral scruple felt when a prince 
asks someone to give false testimony against an honorable man as the price of avoiding 
execution—to be an unmediated and unjustified “fact of reason,” not something that 
had to be derived from a prior argument. For a defense of the moral “fact of reason” in 
intersubjective terms, which stresses the immediacy of the obligation to justify an argu-
ment to others through reasons, see Rainer Forst, The Right to Justification: Elements of a 
Constructive Theory of Justice, trans. Jeffrey Flynn (New York, 2012), 52–55. The basic 
premise of both versions is that there can be no prior ground for giving reasons, as such 
a ground would also itself be a reason.

A typical deconstructionist critique of Habermas—one that echoes Schelling’s 
critique of Hegel—is the claim, as Hent de Vries puts it, that “the motivation and ultimate 
grounds for argumentation cannot be conceived as argumentation.” Hent de Vries, 
Minimal Theologies: Critiques of Secular Reason in Adorno and Levinas, trans. Geoffrey Hale 
(Baltimore, MD, 2005), 123. But insofar as this assertion itself is based on the assumption 
that there must be a ground or reason for reasoning, it can be understood to imply the 
opposite conclusion.

59. Habermas, Between Facts and Norms, 4.
60. For an account that includes Lukács and the early Frankfurt School, see Andrew 

Feenberg, The Philosophy of Praxis: Marx, Lukács, and the Frankfurt School (London, 2014). 
The term also referred to the group of Marxist humanist Yugoslav philosophers grouped 
around the journal Praxis in the 1960s and 1970s. For an account, see Gershon Sher, 
Praxis: Marxist Criticism and Dissent in Socialist Yugoslavia (Bloomington, IN, 1977).

61. On Habermas’s rejection of Vico, see Martin Jay, “Vico and Western Marxism,” 
in FindeSiècle Socialism, 67–81. Against Habermas’s reduction of praxis philosophy to a 
mistaken notion of a metasubject knowing the world it has made, Axel Honneth has 
argued that it also can be understood as an alternative “in which the formation of the 
intersubjective consensus of a society maintained by cooperative efforts represents the 
guiding model. . . . This theoretical tradition of ‘praxis philosophy’ cannot be refuted 
with objections against forms of thought belonging to the philosophy of consciousness, 
but only with proof of the definitive limits of action theory and thus the unavoidability of 
systems theory.” The Critique of Power: Reflective Stages in a Critical Social Theory, trans. 
Kenneth Baynes (Cambridge, MA, 1991), xxxii.



UWP: Jay: Reason after Its Eclipse page222

222
 

 Notes to Pages 128–131

62. Whether or not he was fair to Marx, even the early Marx, has been a major 
point of contention among his critics. See, for example, Moishe Postone, Time, Labor, 
and Social Domination: A Reinterpretation of Marx’s Critical Theory (Cambridge, 1993).

63. Habermas, Autonomy and Solidarity, 177.
64. Ibid., 107.
65. Habermas, Religion and Rationality, 91.
66. Habermas may not have embraced the concept of “immanent critique” explic-

itly, but it characterized much of his work. See Titus Stahl, “Habermas and the Project 
of Immanent Critique,” Constellations 20, no. 4 (December 2013): 533–52.

67. See Jürgen Habermas, “Communicative Rationality and the Theories of 
Meaning and Action,” in On the Pragmatics of Communication, 183–214, for a discussion of 
Humboldt, comparing his own understanding of the Humboldtian legacy with that 
of Charles Taylor. For a helpful account of the general importance of Humboldt’s 
linguistics, see Lafont, The Linguistic Turn, ch. 2.

68. Habermas would return to Hegel’s mixed legacy in “From Kant to Hegel and 
Back Again: The Move toward Detranscendentalization,” in Truth and Justification, trans. 
Barbara Fultner (Cambridge, MA, 2005), 175–212.

69. See Maeve Cooke, Language and Reason: A Study of Habermas’s Pragmatics (Cam-
bridge, MA, 1994), for a discussion of this dimension of his work.

70. Jürgen Habermas, “Individuation through Socialization: On George Herbert 
Mead’s Theory of Subjectivity,” in Postmetaphysical Thinking, 149–204.

71. Wellmer, The Persistence of Modernity, 83.
72. Habermas was perhaps clearest on the importance of this function in his 1972 

essay “Consciousness-Raising or Redemptive Criticism,” where he pondered the possi-
bility that an expanded discursive will-formation in the future might have nothing to 
discuss unless content from traditional sources was redeemed: “Without the store of 
those semantic energies with which Benjamin’s redemptive criticism was concerned, 
there would necessarily be a stagnation of the structures of practical discourse that had 
finally prevailed” (59).

73. Habermas, “‘I Myself Am Part of Nature’—Adorno on the Intrication of 
Reason in Nature: Reflections on the Relation between Freedom and Unavailability,” 
in Between Naturalism and Religion, 182.

74. Jürgen Habermas, The Future of Human Nature, trans. Max Pensky, Helen Beister, 
and William Rehg (Malden, MA, 2003).

75. Marcuse’s residual Hegelianism was readily apparent in many of his works, but 
even Horkheimer could advocate as late as 1952 the “sublation of diremption” and the 
“unity of subjective and objective reason” as the result of the “work of the social totality, 
of historical activity.” “Zum Begriff der Vernunft,” 34.

76. Habermas, “Was macht eine Lebensform ‘rational’?,” in Erläuterungen zur 
Diskursethik (Frankfurt, 1991), 31–48. “The substance of a form of life,” he wrote, “can 
never be justified from a universalistic point of view. That also explains why a ratio-
nalization of a life world doesn’t necessarily—or even normally—make those effected 
happier” (48).
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77. Habermas, Philosophical Discourse, 301. For an argument that Habermas’s position 
nonetheless presupposes a holistic, comprehensive notion of reason, at least as a telos, 
see David Ingram, Habermas and the Dialectic of Reason (New Haven, CT, 1987).

78. Habermas, “Metaphysics after Kant,” in Postmetaphysical Thinking, 18.
79. Michel Foucault, “How Is Power Exercised?,” trans. Leslie Sawyer, in Hubert 

L. Dreyfus and Paul Rabinow, Michel Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneutics (Chi-
cago, IL, 1983), 210.

80. Jürgen Habermas, Communication and the Evolution of Society, trans. Thomas 
McCarthy (Boston, MA, 1979), 119–20. The reference to intrapsychic barriers alluded to 
Habermas’s understanding of Freud in terms of the internal distorted communication 
that produced symptoms, which could be alleviated through a process of self-reflection, 
affective re-experiencing, and the objective analysis of a therapist armed with psycho-
analytic theory. He developed this argument in Knowledge and Human Interests, where 
psychoanalysis was seen as a model of emancipatory practice.

81. David Lockwood, “Social Integration and System Integration,” in Explorations 
in Social Change, ed. G. K. Zollschan and W. Hirsch (London, 1964), 244–57.

82. See Nicos Mouzelis, “Social and System Integration: Habermas’s View,” British 
Journal of Sociology 43, no. 2 (1992): 267–88, and “Social System and Integration: Lockwood, 
Habermas, and Giddens,” Sociology 31, no. 1 (February 1997): 111–97.

83. Habermas, Religion and Rationality, 95. For Habermas to defend a procedural 
notion of reason, it was necessary to extend its meaning beyond the scientific method 
that was established by Descartes and others in the early modern period. For a discussion 
of the links between the Cartesian subject, science, and proceduralism, see Charles 
Taylor, “Inwardness and the Culture of Modernity,” in Philosophical Interventions in the 
Unfinished Project of Enlightenment, ed. Axel Honneth et al., trans. William Rehg (Cambridge, 
MA, 1992), 97–98.

84. Habermas, “What is Universal Pragmatics?,” in Communication, 6.
85. Albrecht Wellmer, “Reason, Utopia, and Enlightenment,” in Bernstein, Haber

mas and Modernity, 53.
86. Habermas, Legitimation Crisis, 108.
87. Habermas, “Public Space,” 16.
88. Traditionally, democracy meant the rule of popular will, but did not entail a 

necessarily rational component. For this reason, liberals were often highly distrustful of 
its irrationalist potential as mob rule. Indeed, for a long time “liberal democracy” was 
understood as an oxymoron. Habermas, in contrast, contends that rational will can be 
achieved discursively, overcoming the decisionist implications of irrationalist popular 
sovereignty.

89. Habermas, Philosophical Discourse, 315–16.
90. For an exhaustive list of the types of distinctions that magical thinking failed 

to register, see Thomas McCarthy, “Reason and Rationalization: Habermas’ ‘Over-
coming’ of Hermeneutics,” in Ideals and Illusions: On Reconstruction and Deconstruction in 
Contemporary Critical Theory (Cambridge, MA, 1991), 136. The contemporary version of 
the same deficiency, Habermas argued, could be discerned in the poststructuralist 
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leveling of the genre difference between philosophy and literature. See Philosophical 
Discourse, 185–210.

91. Habermas, “Metaphysics after Kant,” 17.
92. See Karl-Otto Apel, “Normatively Grounding ‘Critical Theory’ through Re-

course to the Lifeworld? A Transcendental-Pragmatic Attempt to Think with Habermas 
against Habermas,” in Honneth et al., Philosophical Interventions, 125–70. For Apel’s 
general position, see Karl-Otto Apel, Selected Essays, vol. 2, Ethics and the Theory of Rationality, 
ed. Eduardo Mendieta (Atlantic Highlands, NJ, 1996). For a recent updating of his 
difference with Apel, see Habermas, “On the Architecture of Discursive Differentiation: 
A Brief Response to a Major Controversy,” in Between Naturalism and Religion, 77–98. For 
an insightful discussion of their differences, see Peter Dews, “A Question of Grounding: 
Reconstruction and Strict Reflexion in Habermas and Apel,” in Critical Theory: Current 
State and Future Prospects, ed. Peter Uwe Hohendahl and Jaimey Fisher (New York, 2001), 
205–28.

93. Jürgen Habermas, “A Postscript to Knowledge and Human Interests,” Philosophy of 
the Social Sciences 3, no. 1 (1975): 171–72. It should be noted that one of the major differ-
ences between Horkheimer and Habermas was their contrasting evaluations of the 
pragmatist tradition. Eclipse of Reason reduces Peirce to a scientistic experimentalist and 
claims that William James and John Dewey reflected the business culture of their era 
when being practical meant anti-intellectual instrumentalism. That Horkheimer may 
have rightly sensed something dismissive in at least James’s attitude toward reason may 
be shown by the latter’s remark in Varieties of Religious Experience: A Study in Human Nature 
(Harmondsworth, UK, 1982) that among our mental faculties reason “has the prestige 
undoubtedly, for it has the loquacity, it can challenge you for proofs, and chop logic, 
and put you down with words. But it will fail to convince or convert you all the same, if 
your dumb intuitions are opposed to its conclusions. If you have intuitions at all, they 
come from a deeper level of your nature than the loquacious level which rationalism 
inhabits” (73).

94. Habermas, “The Unity of Reason,” 133.
95. Habermas hesitated to call the ideal of rational consensus fully regulative 

because he considered the expectation of communicative rationality an unavoidable 
pragmatic presupposition of speech. As a result, he argued that it overcame the Kantian 
distinction between constitutive and regulative. See Jürgen Habermas, Die nachholende 
Revolution (Frankfurt, 1990), 132. Still, the critical force came from its being a future 
possibility, not an inherent quality of the world.

96. Habermas, “The Unity of Reason,” 144.
97. For Hilary Putnam’s argument against the naturalization or contextualization 

of reason, see his “Why Reason Can’t Be Naturalized,” in After Philosophy: End or Trans
formation?, ed. Ken Baynes, James Bohman, and Thomas McCarthy (Cambridge, MA, 
1987), 222–44. He concludes: “If reason is both transcendent and immanent, then 
philosophy, as culture-bound reflection and argument about eternal questions, is both 
in time and in eternity. We don’t have an Archimedean point; we always speak the 
language of a time and place; but the rightness and wrongness of what we say is not just 
for a time and place” (242).
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98. Habermas, “The Unity of Reason,” 138–39.
99. Ibid., 142.
100. Ibid., 144.
101. Habermas, Between Facts and Norms, 323.
102. Habermas, “A Reply to My Critics,” 250.
103. Jürgen Habermas, “A Reply,” in Communicative Action: Essays on Jürgen Habermas’s 

“The Theory of Communicative Action,” ed. Axel Honneth and Hans Joas, trans. Jeremy 
Gaines and Doris L. Jones (Cambridge, MA, 1991), 225–26.

104. Martin Seel, “The Two Meanings of ‘Communicative’ Rationality: Remarks 
on Habermas’s Critique of a Plural Concept of Reason,” in Honneth and Joas, Communi
cative Action, 46–47.

105. Jürgen Habermas, “Modernity versus Postmodernity,” New German Critique 22 
(Winter 1981): 3–14. The original German title was “Die Moderne: Ein unvollendetes 
Projekt.” For a selection of essays discussing his complicated attitude toward modernity 
with a response by Habermas, see Bernstein, Habermas and Modernity.

106. Habermas, “A Reply to My Critics,” 235. Some of his supporters nonetheless 
urged him not to give up the utopian dimension of the earlier Critical Theory tradition. 
See Seyla Benhabib, “The Utopian Dimension in Communicative Ethics,” New German 
Critique 35 (Spring–Summer 1985): 83–96.

107. It has been argued by Gernot Böhme that it is first “through Kant [that] 
reason becomes a project. It is not a human gift but a discipline. The human being is not 
an animal rationale, but an animal rationabile, an animal that must civilize, cultivate and 
moralize itself in order to become a human being.” “Beyond the Radical Critique of 
Reason,” in Freundlieb and Hudson, Reason and Its Other, 89.

108. Johann Baptist Metz, “Anamnestic Reason: A Theologian’s Remarks on the 
Crisis of the Geisteswissenschaften,” in The Frankfurt School on Religion: Key Writings by 
the Major Thinkers, ed. Eduardo Mendieta (New York, 2005), 285–92; for Habermas’s 
response, see his “Transcendence from Within, Transcendence in this World,” and 
“Israel or Athens: Where does Anamnestic Reason Belong?” both in Religion and Rational
ity, 67–94 and 129–38. The link between reason and anamnesis, which goes back at least 
to Plato, also informed Marcuse’s stress on re-membering what had been sundered in 
the modern, alienated world. See Martin Jay, Marxism and Totality: The Adventures of a 
Concept from Lukács to Habermas (Berkeley, CA, 1984), ch. 7. Metz’s version did not mean 
the recovery of forgotten atemporal forms but rather the remembrance of the victims of 
the past.

109. Habermas, “Some Further Clarifications,” 309.
110. Jan-Werner Müller, Constitutional Patriotism (Princeton, NJ, 2007), 28.
111. Habermas, “Themes in Postmetaphysical Thinking,” in Postmetaphysical 

Thinking, 55.
112. Theodor W. Adorno, Negative Dialectics, trans. E. B. Ashton (New York, 1973), 

320.
113. See Peggy H. Breitenstein, “Negative Geschichtsphilosophie nach Adorno,” 

in Können Wir der Geschichte Entkommen? Geschichtsphilosophie am Beginn des 21. Jahrhunderts, 
ed. Christian Schmidt (Frankfurt, 2013), 82–105.
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114. The complexity of their attitude toward the idea of progress is best expressed 
in Adorno’s 1962 essay “Progress,” in Critical Models: Interventions and Catchwords, trans. 
Henry W. Pickford (New York, 1998).

115. Habermas, “Was macht eine Lebensform ‘rational’?,” 47.
116. Immanuel Kant, “Idea for a Universal History with a Cosmopolitan Aim,” in 

Kant’s “Idea for a Universal History with a Cosmopolitan Aim” : A Critical Guide, ed. Amélie 
Oksenberg Rorty and James Schmidt (Cambridge, 2009), 21.

117. Axel Honneth, Pathologies of Reason: On the Legacy of Critical Theory, trans. James 
Ingram et al. (New York, 2009), 11.

118. The concept was already in use in analytical philosophy, for example by Rudolf 
Carnap and Hans Reichenbach, as well as in Imre Lakatos’s philosophy of science. For 
a discussion of Habermas’s usage, see Jørgen Pederson, “Habermas’ Method: Rational 
Reconstruction,” Philosophy of the Social Sciences 38 (December 2008): 457–85.

119. Jürgen Habermas, Communication, and “History and Evolution,” Telos 39 
(Spring 1979): 5–44. For a useful summary and critique of the argument, see Michael 
Schmid, “Habermas’s Theory of Social Evolution,” in Thompson and Held, Habermas, 
162–80, and Pederson, “Habermas’ Method.”

120. Honneth, Critique of Power, 282.
121. Jürgen Habermas, Justification and Application, trans. Barbara Fultner (Cambridge, 

MA, 2003), 27–28.
122. Habermas, Legitimation Crisis, 15.
123. Habermas, “History and Evolution,” 42.
124. Habermas, Legitimation Crisis. In this work, the concept of a “rationality crisis” 

is reserved entirely for administrative rationality, not communicative. It is caused when 
“contradictory steering imperatives, which cause the unplanned, nature-like development 
of an anarchistic commodity production and its crisis-ridden growth, are then operative 
within the administrative system” (62).

125. Ibid., 15.
126. Habermas, “Some Further Clarifications,” 309.
127. Habermas, Legitimation Crisis, 142.
128. Habermas, Autonomy and Solidarity, 170.
129. For a sustained discussion of the importance of rational accountability in 

Habermas, see Maeve Cooke, RePresenting the Good Society (Cambridge, MA, 2006).
130. For a lucid presentation of Habermas’s evolutionary models and their problems, 

see Thomas McCarthy, The Critical Theory of Jürgen Habermas (Cambridge, MA, 1978), 
ch. 3, section 6.

131. For discussions, see David Ingram, “Habermas on Aesthetics and Rationality: 
Completing the Project of Enlightenment,” New German Critique 53 (Spring–Summer 
1991): 67–103; Pieter Duvenage, Habermas and Aesthetics: The Limits of Communicative Reason 
(Malden, MA, 2003); David Colclasure, Habermas and Literary Rationality (New York, 
2010). For my own earlier consideration of these issues, see Martin Jay, “Habermas and 
Modernism,” and Habermas’s response in “Questions and Counterquestions,” both in 
Bernstein, Habermas and Modernity, 125–39 and 192–216.
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132. Habermas, “Questions and Counterquestions,” 201.
133. Habermas, Philosophical Discourse, 7.
134. Jürgen Habermas and Josef Ratzinger, The Dialectics of Secularization: On Reason 

and Religion, trans. Brian McNeil (San Francisco, CA, 2006). See also Habermas, intro-
duction to Between Naturalism and Religion, where he concedes that Hegel was right to 
think that “the major world religions belong to the history of reason itself ” (6); Michael 
Reder and Josef Schmidt, eds., Ein Bewusstsein von dem, was fehlt: Eine Diskussion mit Jürgen 
Habermas (Frankfurt, 2008); and Craig Calhoun, Eduardo Mendieta, and Jonathan Van 
Antwerpen, eds., Habermas and Religion (Cambridge, 2013). Mendieta provides an appendix 
tracing Habermas’s growing interest in religion during his career.

135. Habermas, Religion and Rationality, 148.
136. Jürgen Habermas, Das Absolute und die Geschichte: Von der Zweispältigkeit in Schellings 

Denken (Bonn, 1954). For a different reading of Schelling, see Peter Douglas, “Habermas, 
Schelling, and Nature,” in Critical Theory after Habermas: Encounters and Departures, ed. Dieter 
Freundlieb, Wayne Hudson, and John Rundell (Leiden, 2004), 155–80.

Chapter 7. Habermas and His Critics
1. The extraordinary extent of the response is shown by the appearance in 1982 of 

René Görtzen, Jürgen Habermas: Eine Bibliographie seiner Schriften und der Sekundärliteratur 
1952–1981 (Frankfurt, l982), which was over two hundred pages long. 

2. A prime example would be Richard Rorty. See, for example, his “Habermas 
and Lyotard on Postmodernism,” in Habermas and Modernism, ed. Richard J. Bernstein 
(Cambridge, MA, 1985), 161–75.

3. Marie Fleming, Emancipation and Illusion: Rationality and Gender in Habermas’s Theory 
of Modernity (University Park, PA, 1997), and Paget Henry, Caliban’s Reason: Introducing 
AfroCaribbean Philosophy (New York, 2000).

4. Ian Hacking, “Styles of Scientific Reasoning,” in PostAnalytic Philosophy, ed. John 
Rajchman and Cornell West (New York, 1985), 145–65. To be fair to Hacking, it should 
be noted that he follows Donald Davidson in denying the absolute incommensurability 
of all conceptual schemes, while distinguishing between classes of assertions that can be 
reasoned about and are thus amenable to translation into other cultural vocabularies, 
and those that are not.

5. See, for example, Karl-Otto Apel, “Normatively Grounding ‘Critical Theory’ 
through Recourse to the Lifeworld? A Transcendental-Pragmatic Attempt to Think 
with Habermas against Habermas,” in Philosophical Interventions in the Unfinished Project 
of Enlightenment, ed. Axel Honneth, Thomas McCarthy, Claus Offe, and Albrecht 
Wellmer, trans. William Rehg (Cambridge, MA, 1992), 125–70. Other friendly critics 
like Richard J. Bernstein urge him to split the difference between Apel and Rorty by 
combining Kant and Dewey. See, for example, his “Jürgen Habermas’s Kantian 
Pragmatism,” in The Pragmatic Turn (Malden, MA, 2010), 168–99.

6. See, for example, Nicolas Kompridis, “Heidegger’s Challenge to the Future of 
Critical Theory,” in Habermas: A Critical Reader, ed. Peter Dews (Oxford, 1999), 118–52, 
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and Kenneth MacKendrick, “The Moral Imaginary of Discourse Ethics,” and John 
Rundell, “Imaginary Turns in Critical Theory: Imaginary Subjects in Tension,” both in 
Critical Theory after Habermas: Encounters and Departures, ed. Dieter Freundlieb, Wayne 
Hudson, and John Rundell (Leiden, 2004), 280–306 and 307–43. The complaint against 
his proceduralism continues to be voiced by friendly critics as well, for example, David 
Ingram, Habermas: Introduction and Analysis (Ithaca, NY, 2010), chs. 8 and 9.

7. See, for example, Joel Whitebook, Perversion and Utopia: A Study in Psychoanalysis 
and Critical Theory (Cambridge, MA, 1995).

8. See, for example, Jeffrey L. Nicholas, Reason, Tradition, and the Good: MacIntyre’s 
TraditionConstituted Reason and Frankfurt School Critical Theory (Notre Dame, IN, 2012). 
For another defense of the necessity of metaphysics, see Dieter Henrich, “What Is 
Metaphysics?—What Is Modernity? Twelve Theses against Jürgen Habermas,” in 
Dews, Habermas, 291–319.

9. See, for example, Gillian Rose, Hegel contra Sociology (Athlone, NJ, 1981).
10. For assessments, both favorable and critical, of his debts to Pragmatism, see the 

essays in Habermas and Pragmatism, ed. Mitchell Aboulafia, Myra Bookman, and Catherine 
Kemp (New York, 2002).

11. See, for example, Allen W. Wood, “Habermas’ Defense of Rationalism,” New 
German Critique 35 (Spring–Summer 1985): 145–64.

12. See, for example, Dieter Freundlieb, “Why Subjectivity Matters: Critical 
Theory and the Philosophy of the Subject,” Dieter Henrich, “Subjectivity as Philosophi-
cal Principle,” and Manfred Frank, “Against a priori Intersubjectivism: An Alternative 
Inspired by Sartre,” all in Freundlieb, Hudson, and Rundell, Critical Theory after Habermas, 
211–32, 233–58, 259–79.

13. For a comparison between Habermas and Lacan as theorists of language, see 
Peter Dews, “Communicative Paradigms and the Question of Subjectivity: Habermas, 
Mead, and Lacan,” in Dews, Habermas, 87–117.

14. See Vincent Descombes, The Barometer of Modern Reason: On the Philosophies of 
Current Events, trans. Stephen Adam Schwartz (New York, 1993). The simplistic opposition 
between French poststructuralism and German Critical Theory, always a bit of a carica-
ture, was even further undermined when Habermas moved away from the more tenden-
tious equations of poststructuralism with conservative irrationalism he had made in the 
1970s and early 1980s. He came to acknowledge certain strengths in Foucault’s work, 
and entered into a constructive dialogue with Derrida near the end of the latter’s life. In 
fact, when he died, Habermas wrote a tribute titled “A Last Farewell: Derrida’s Enlight-
ening Impact,” in The DerridaHabermas Reader, ed. Lasse Thomassen (Chicago, IL, 
2006), 307–8.

15. See, for example, J. M. Bernstein, Recovering Ethical Life: Jürgen Habermas and the 
Future of Critical Theory (London, 1995); David Ingram, Habermas and the Dialectic of Reason 
(New Haven, CT, 1987); Robert Hullot-Kentor, Things Beyond Resemblance: Collected Essays 
on Theodor W. Adorno (New York, 2006); Martin Morris, Rethinking the Communicative Turn: 
Adorno, Habermas, and the Problem of Communicative Freedom (Albany, NY, 2001); and Deborah 
Cook, Adorno, Habermas, and the Search for a Rational Society (New York, 2004). Albrecht 
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Wellmer has also urged a more generous understanding of the rational potential in art, 
which cannot be subsumed under communicative rationality. See, for example, his 
“Truth, Semblance, Reconciliation: Adorno’s Aesthetic Redemption of Modernity,” in 
The Persistence of Modernity: Essays on Aesthetics, Ethics, and Postmodernism, trans. David Midgley 
(Cambridge, MA, 1991), 1–35.

16. See, for example, Andrew Feenberg, “Marcuse or Habermas: Two Critiques of 
Technology,” Inquiry 39 (1996): 45–70; Andrew Feenberg, Alternative Modernity: The Technical 
Turn in Philosophy and Social Theory (Berkeley, CA, 1995); Steven Vogel, Against Nature: The 
Concept of Nature in Critical Theory (Albany, NY, 1996); and Samir Gandesha, “Marcuse, 
Habermas, and the Critique of Technology,” in Herbert Marcuse: A Critical Reader, ed. 
John Abromeit and W. Mark Cobb (New York, 2004), 188–208.

17. See, for example, Thomas McCarthy, “Reason and Rationalization: Habermas’s 
‘Overcoming’ of Hermeneutics,” in Ideals and Illusions: On Reconstruction and Deconstruction 
in Contemporary Critical Theory (Cambridge, MA, 1991), 127–51, and Anthony Giddens, 
“Reason without Revolution? Habermas’s Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns,” in Bern-
stein, Habermas and Modernism, 95–124. More recently, McCarthy has extended his analysis 
by focusing on the legacy of imperialism and colonialism, which was generally ignored 
by earlier Critical Theory. See his Race, Empire, and the Idea of Human Development (Cam-
bridge, 2009).

18. For a discussion of Habermas’s unsuccessful attempt to convince his compatriots 
of the need for “constitutional patriotism” in the reunification of Germany, see Jan-
Werner Müller, Constitutional Patriotism (Princeton, NJ, 2007). According to Müller, the 
term “passionate rationality” was actually coined by Dolf Sternberger, who was first to 
float the idea in 1971 (21).

19. Cristina Lafont points out that understood holistically, the background meanings 
inherent in the lifeworld cannot be reduced to the types of isolated propositional claims 
that can be tested for validity. See The Linguistic Turn in Hermeneutic Philosophy, trans. José 
Medina (Cambridge, MA, 1999), 222. Habermas has come increasingly to acknowledge 
the importance of pre-reflective meanings in the lifeworld, which cannot all be reflectively 
validated. As a result, one commentator has gone so far as to call his position a tacit 
“neo-primitivism” because of its reliance on premodern, prerationalized worldviews to 
generate the substance that is discursively validated. See Victor Li, “Rationality and 
Loss: Habermas and the Recovery of the Pre-Modern Other,” Parallax 11, no. 3 ( July–
September 2005): 84.

20. For an example of the reification charge, see Axel Honneth, The Critique of 
Power: Reflective Stages in a Critical Social Theory, trans. Kenneth Baynes (Cambridge, MA, 
1991). For the claim that the reconciliation is undertheorized, see Martin Seel, “The 
Two Meanings of ‘Communicative’ Rationality: Remarks on Habermas’s Critique of a 
Plural Concept of Reason,” in Communicative Action: Essays on Jürgen Habermas’s “Theory of 
Communicative Action,” ed. Axel Honneth and Hans Joas, trans. Jeremey Gaines and 
Doris L. Jones (Cambridge, MA, 1991), 36–48. For an attempt to conceptualize the 
interaction, see the discussion of “transversal” reason by Wolfgang Welsch in Vernunft: 
Die zeitgenössische Vernunftkritik und das Konzept der transversalen Vernunft (Frankfurt, 1995).
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21. Maeve Cooke, RePresenting the Good Society (Cambridge, MA, 2006), 53.
22. Honneth, The Critique of Power, ch. 9.
23. Nancy Fraser, Unruly Practices: Power, Discourse, and Gender in Contemporary Social 

Theory (Minneapolis, MN, 1989), ch. 6, and Fleming, Emancipation and Illusion. For another 
issue raised by feminist critics, the gender dimension of the ideal of an autonomous self, 
see Maeve Cooke, “Habermas, Feminism, and the Question of Autonomy,” in Dews, 
Habermas, 178–210.

24. For example, Thomas McCarthy argues that “rationally motivated agreement as a 
moral-political alternative to coercion may well involve elements of conciliation, com-
promise, consent, accommodation, and the like.” “Practical Discourse: On the Relation 
of Morality to Politics,” in Ideals and Illusions, 197. Albrecht Wellmer argues that “contrary 
to what Habermas assumed until recently, the conditions of a rational discourse are not 
identical with the conditions of a democratic discourse. The former can be formulated 
with the help of a metaprinciple of rational dialogue; the latter only with the help of a 
principle of equal individual rights; but the category of individual rights cannot be concep-
tually derived from any principle of rationality.” “Models of Freedom in the Modern 
World,” in Endgames: The Irreconcilable Nature of Modernity; Essays and Lectures, trans. David 
Midgley (Cambridge, MA, 1998), 27.

25. Albena Azmanova, The Scandal of Reason: A Critical Theory of Political Judgment 
(New York, 2012).

26. Jodi Dean, “Civil Society in the Information Age: Beyond the Public Sphere,” 
in Critical Theory: Current State and Future Prospects, ed. Peter Uwe Hohendahl and Jaimey 
Fisher (New York, 2005), 154–74.

27. David Runciman, Political Hypocrisy: The Mask of Power, from Hobbes to Orwell and 
Beyond (Princeton, NJ, 2008), and Martin Jay, The Virtues of Mendacity: On Lying in Politics 
(Charlottesville, VA, 2010).

28. For overviews of these interventions, see Robert C. Holub, Jürgen Habermas: 
Critic in the Public Sphere (London, 1991); Martin Matu†stík, Jürgen Habermas: A Philosophical
Political Profile (Lanham, MD, 2001); and Matthew G. Specter, Habermas: An Intellectual 
Biography (Cambridge, 2010). For a general overview of his career, see Stefan Müller-
Doohm, Jürgen Habermas: Eine Biographie (Berlin, 2014).

29. Seyla Benhabib, Critique, Norm, and Utopia: A Study of the Foundations of Critical Theory 
(New York, 1986), 252–53.

30. Amanda Anderson, The Way We Argue Now: A Study in the Cultures of Theory 
(Princeton, NJ, 2006), 173 and 176. She wants to rescue the concept of an “ethos” from 
those who identify it only with authenticity and charisma. It is, of course, always hazard-
ous to speak of “our” situation, as if there were a single story to be told. There are, in fact, 
many reversals and hesitations in the empirical record, but if we accept the necessity of 
some sort of rational reconstruction, then perhaps these kinds of generalizations are not 
without their merit.

31. Friedrich Kambartel, “Vernunft: Kriterion oder Kultur?,” in Philosophie der 
humanen Welt: Abhandlungen (Frankfurt, 1989), 27–43.

32. Wellmer, The Persistence of Modernity, 81.
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33. Habermas, “On the Relation between the Nation, the Rule of Law, and Democ-
racy,” in The Inclusion of the Other: Studies in Political Theory, ed. Ciaran Cronin and Pablo 
de Greiff (Cambridge, MA, 1998), 137. Perhaps his main target here was the legacy of 
Carl Schmitt, which had two different implications. One was the inevitability of adver-
sarial friend/foe relations, which meant that dissensus was a permanent feature of 
political life, either in existentially antagonistic form or in a more benign agonistic variety. 
The second was the positing of a homogeneity within the category of “friend,” which 
implied a prepolitical consensus that existed on the basis of some given communal soli-
darity (such as that posited by the Nazis).

34. For a general account of the seventeenth-century debate about the principle of 
sufficient reason, see Stephen Nadler, The Best of All Possible Worlds: A Story of Philosophers, 
God, and Evil in the Age of Reason (Princeton, NJ, 2010).

35. Martin Heidegger, The Principle of Reason, trans. Reginald Lilly (Bloomington, 
IN, 1996), 21.

36. Jürgen Habermas, “Some Further Clarifications of the Concept of Communi-
cative Rationality,” in On the Pragmatics of Communication, ed. Maeve Cooke (Cambridge, 
MA, 1998), 316.

37. Jürgen Habermas, “Freedom and Determinism,” in Between Naturalism and Reli
gion: Philosophical Essays, trans. Ciaran Cronin (Cambridge, 2008), 158.

38. For a recent account of reasoning that expands this point, see Anthony Simon 
Laden, Reasoning: A Social Picture (Oxford, 2012).

39. Arthur Schopenhauer, On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason, trans. 
E. F. J. Payne (La Salle, IL, 1997). The first root invokes causes or Gründe, which involve 
a change in the physical relationship not between isolated objects but between states of 
the complex relations among them. The second is “logical” and works with concepts 
and their entailments. The third, which Schopenhauer treated more cursorily, is “mathe-
matical,” by which he meant arithmetic and geometry. The fourth root was the most 
suggestive, because it was linked with Schopenhauer’s own later emphasis on the central 
importance of the will. It is the “moral” root in the Kantian sense of freely determining 
action and is grounded in the inner sense of subjective volition. Although lacking any 
serious demonstration that the will might be itself guided by rational deliberation or an 
obligation to follow formal principles such as the categorical imperative, Schopenhauer’s 
inclusion of it as a root of sufficient reason for action had the virtue of continuing the 
connection between reason and freedom that was so much a part of the Kantian legacy. 
Here we have a fully dispositional notion of reason as expressed only in human cognition 
and will, and thus directly opposed to the tradition that began with Anaxagoras, in 
which nature was itself ruled by rational laws.

40. Heidegger, The Principle of Reason, 26–27.
41. Ibid., 30.
42. See Laden, Reasoning, for more on the distinction between command and invi-

tation. It also should be noted that the invitation is to enter into a special kind of conver-
sation, one based on an earnest search for common ground and submission to the better 
argument, not a conversation based on competitive repartee, polysemic irony, and playful 
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wit. Perhaps the criticisms made by French poststructuralists of communicative ratio-
nality reflect the abiding tradition of esprit that retains much of its power today in France. 
Ironically, during the heyday of Descartes, baroque acutezze (wit) was the target of critics 
like Dominque Bouhours. See the discussion in John Schaeffer, Sensus Communis: Vico, 
Rhetoric, and the Limits of Relativism (Durham, NC, 1990), 63. But by the time of the salon 
culture of the Enlightenment, with its stress on sociability and conversation, esprit had 
won out. See Dena Goodman, The Republic of Letters: A Cultural History of the French Enlighten
ment (Ithaca, NY, 1994).

 By contrast, the weaker German tradition of Witz (wit), which developed in the 
Aufklärung as a response to French charges of lugubrious German earnestness, has had 
less of an impact. For a discussion of Habermas’s understanding of its ambivalent role in 
the early public sphere, as both a rebuke to scholarly pedantry and the preserve of an 
educated elite, see Carl Hill, The Soul of Wit: Joke Theory from Grimm to Freud (Lincoln, NE, 
1993), 18–19.

43. Friedrich Schelling, The Abyss of Freedom: Ages of the World, ed. Slavoj ̌Zi†zek, trans. 
Judith Norman (Ann Arbor, MI, 1997).

44. Axel Honneth, Pathologies of Reason: On the Legacy of Critical Theory, trans. James 
Ingram et al. (New York, 2009), 14.

45. The rhetoric of pathology is, of course, highly charged, drawing as it does on 
normative models of “health” and “illness” that may well hide culturally particular 
investments. But lest it be seen as a problem for the Critical Theory tradition alone, it 
should be noted that it is also used by both Husserl and Derrida to denounce an objectiv-
ist notion of reason based on a dubious transcendentalism. See Derrida’s discussion, 
which is based on Husserl’s Crisis of the European Sciences, in Jacques Derrida, Rogues: Two 
Essays on Reason, trans. Pascale-Anne Brault and Michael Naas (Stanford, CA, 2005), 
124–25.

46. The relationship between judgment, both determinant and reflective, and 
dianoetic reason is a source of some controversy. For a powerful rebuttal of the attempt 
made by Hannah Arendt to differentiate reason from reflective judgment, see Albrecht 
Wellmer, “Hannah Arendt on Judgment: The Unwritten Doctrine of Reason,” in 
Hannah Arendt: Twenty Years Later, ed. Larry May and Jerome Kohn (Cambridge, MA, 
1997), 33–52. He argues that “there was no place in her thought for a broader conception 
of rationality that would have allowed her to tie reflective judgments to rational argument. 
Such a conception of rationality would have to be located, as it were, in between the 
formal rationality of logical demonstration and the speculative rationality of what she 
called ‘thinking’—in between, that is, the rationality of intellect and the rationality of 
reason. For Arendt, what is in between these two rationalities, or one might even say, 
what mediates between them, is the rationality of judgment” (38–39).

47. Immanuel Kant, “An Answer to the Question: What Is Enlightenment?,” in 
What Is Enlightenment? EighteenthCentury Answers and TwentiethCentury Questions, ed. James 
Schmidt (Berkeley, CA, 1996), 58–64. The elitist implications of Kant’s notion of a tutelary 
relationship between those who were the self-designated enlighteners and those who 
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were in need of liberation from their “self-incurred immaturity” was already criticized 
by Hamann and others in his day.

48. Jürgen Habermas, “Communicative Action and the Detranscendentalized 
‘Use of Reason,’” in Between Naturalism and Religion, 49.

49. Ibid., 47.
50. Jürgen Habermas, Communication and the Evolution of Society, trans. Thomas 

McCarthy (Boston, MA, 1979), 200.
51. Habermas, “A Reply,” in Honneth and Joas, Communicative Action, 226.
52. Ibid., 231.
53. Cooke, RePresenting the Good Society, 17.
54. Ibid., 142.
55. Albrecht Wellmer, “The Debate about Truth: Pragmatism without Regulative 

Ideas,” in Freundlieb, Hudson, and Rundell, Critical Theory after Habermas, 198–99.
56. Jürgen Habermas, “Introduction: Realism after the Linguistic Turn,” in Truth 

and Justification, trans. Barbara Fultner (Cambridge, MA, 2005), 38.
57. Albrecht Wellmer, “Truth, Contingency, and Modernity,” in Endgames, 143. 

He adds: “This again is a performative idealization which may always turn out to be 
wrong, since retrospectively we might discover some external or internal constraints 
which prevented some—or all—of the speakers from saying what otherwise they could 
have said.”

58. Rainer Forst, “Justice, Reason, and Critique: Basic Concepts of Critical Theory,” 
in The Handbook of Critical Theory, ed. David M. Rasmussen (Cambridge, MA, 1996), 153.

59. Seyla Benhabib, Dignity in Adversity: Human Rights in Troubled Times (Cambridge, 
2011), 71.

60. Forst, “Justice, Reason, and Critique,” 149.
61. Hent de Vries, Minimal Theologies: Critiques of Secular Reason in Adorno and Levinas, 

trans. Geoffrey Hale (Baltimore, MD, 2005), 118. The book as a whole argues for the 
restoration of a nonbisected rationality in which noetic and dianoetic moments coexist, 
with the former explicitly indebted to a “minimal, albeit nonnaturalist, realism of the 
ab-solute—of ab-solutes, since we must think of the singularity in question as inherently 
plural” (109). Against the goal of a postmetaphysical reason, de Vries shares with Adorno 
a solidarity with metaphysics—and theology—at the moment of its—their—fall.

62. Agnes Heller, “Philosophy as a Literary Genre,” Thesis Eleven 110 ( June 
2012): 18.

63. Jürgen Habermas, “A Reply to My Critics,” in Habermas: Critical Debates, ed. 
John B. Thompson and David Held (Cambridge, MA, 1982), 234.

64. Herbert Schnädelbach, “The Transformation of Critical Theory,” in Honneth 
and Joas, Communicative Action, 13.

65. Joseph Heath, Communicative Action and Rational Choice (Cambridge, MA, 2003), 8.
66. Habermas, “Wahrheitstheorien” (1972), reprinted in Vorstudien zur Ergänzungen 

zur Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns (Frankfurt, 1984), 127–86, and Habermas, Truth and 
Justification, 5.
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67. Habermas, “A Reply,” in Honneth and Joas, Communicative Action, 232.
68. Habermas, “Some Further Clarifications,” 312.
69. Habermas, “Richard Rorty’s Pragmatic Turn,” in On the Pragmatics of Commu

nication, 343–82. Rorty also objected to what he saw as Habermas’s ambiguous use of 
rationality as a both cognitive and moral term. See his “The Ambiguity of ‘Rationality,’” 
in Pluralism and the Pragmatic Turn: The Transformation of Critical Theory, ed. William Rehg 
and James Bohman (Cambridge, MA, 2001), 41–52. This is an odd objection to make by 
a critic who has long abandoned the analytical philosophical fetish of clearly defined 
and monosemic language.

70. Allen Wood, in “Habermas’ Defense of Rationalism,” had criticized his excessive 
hostility to the perlocutionary dimension of speech acts (191), and Habermas took his 
criticism to heart. See his “Toward a Theory of Meaning,” in Postmetaphysical Thinking: 
Philosophical Essays, trans. William Mark Hohengarten (Cambridge, MA, 1992), 86–87.

71. Habermas, “Richard Rorty’s Pragmatic Turn,” 359.
72. See Lafont, The Linguistic Turn, for an extensive discussion of the dangers of 

reducing reference to nothing but an effect of meaning.
73. Albrecht Wellmer spells out the differences between Popper’s falsificationist 

theory and Habermas’s fallibilist theory, in “What Is a Pragmatic Theory of Meaning? 
Variations on the Proposition ‘We Understand a Speech Act When We Know What 
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