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A tradition of the criticism of modernity

Nowadays, moviegoers are very familiar with prissamas. These stories are
exciting because the hero has to be strong imtieeast of justice and truth in a world
where there is no law to implement justice. Theréweocent hero in these stories
finds himself in a world where there is no law, whéorce alone organizes human
relations. Among prisoners there is N0 consensu®NN sense, or intersubjective
norms which could control the acts of individuatsl @lecide their conflicts apart from
eternal struggle. While the prisoners’ world is &waotic, it is also very strictly
organized and conditioned by means of walls an@sag detailed time-table and by
the fact that their spatial movements are strietyulated. However, this is not carried
out in a normative way. The walls and iron cage$inde conditions without
necessitating any obedience - the personal etipicdllem of obedience does not
emerge here. The walls and cages represent a kiiodce for people they sorround,
and from their point of view these are arbitrarjhe$e walls and cages are not
legitimate among prisoners, in as much as theyrabpeople without reference to
their normative-ethical imagination, because, asave mentioned, the world of
prisoners lacks any norms. This world is chaotithaut a sense of justice and self-
control, so the only effective controlling agendessinners cannot be legitimate and
non-normative at the same time. In these storieetare two kinds of arbitrariness or
forces: one among the prisoners, the other frommi@eit and the two create conditions
of eternal chaotic struggle. Probably a good exanfpl this paradox is the image of
the market. On the one hand people refer to it @aldhof struggle among unlimited
self-interests, where force is the only relevantda(this picture is rather far from the
premodern view on ‘fair’ which means - up to nomutuality, the ethics of Gospel
(Mathew 17.); but on the other hand market is seesomething that operates under
strict, ‘objective’ rules and laws which are indegent of the will or self-interest of
agents.

Too much or too little control, and control in gesdethat is, the problem of
order and freedom is one the oldest problems imbkaod political thinking. My
supposition in this paper is that there is not amg kind of control - an idea opposed
to the originally Whiggish view of modern history progress in the direction of more
freedom and less control. The paradoxical ideaoof huch control and too much
freedom at the same time is rather modern, at likasta paradox which became
dominant in the critique of modernity after the il and industrial revolutions. Both
historical events questioned the existing contrmolsocial life and focused attention
on the possibility of the re-creation of new kindk control. It has been widely
referred to as the phenomenon of decline of religadd and established customs and
morality. (A clear example is the notion of the kedr on the one hand, the market is
seen as a field of eternal conflicts between monaded people, while on the other
hand, the market is thought to be governed bytstan laws of economics.) But even
if the emergence of modernity created new problehesanswers were to be found in
the traditional ideas and concepts. | am goindligtrate this paradoxical critique of
modernity by means of a few significant authors.

The social paradox (sociodox) of Chaotic Prisomseto be the result of the
demolition and evaporation of norms and laws a$ asthe adherence to them. This
sociodox, the coexistence of chaos and despotsmather typical in modernity, the
age after the industrial and political revolutiod$e notion suggests that neither
people nor governors are bound by any limits. Sawelthere is too much libero



arbitrio, and, at the same time, it does not exist more. Those thinkers who were
sensitive only to one side of this sociodox, wantgther liberation or order.
According to these images there is chaos or anactiydefencelessness, serfdom; the
same world, however, is perceived as uniform, hanegus, systematic and
despotic. Both despotism and chaos lack any naomispth states of human world
there is only will (the will of one or the wills ohany) and it is the strength of will
which determines everything. Neither despots namao people acknowledge any
limitations above their arbitrary will. In this dodox, the peculiarity of modernity is
that despotism (omnipotent over-control) coexisithvehaos and ungovernability
(impotence, and chronic disobedience and conflcit®ng individuals). Of course,
the problems of too much and too little controtjerand freedom have a long history
in our culture. But this sociodox, an image whidnrects the notions of too much
and too little control and interprets them not Heraative but as inherently related
phenomena, is rather modern. The French and thestimal revolutions questioned
the traditional controls and thematized the problemtheir recreation or the
implementation of new kinds of control. Howevergpwf there are new problems,
these are experienced mainly in terms of old natidm this paper | try to illustrate
this critique of modernity via some of its influaltrepresentatives.

The origin of the image of Chaotic Prison carfdaend partly in Plato’s texts
and partly in the Exodus, two texts which are tbarees of most of our common
ideas. Plato did not really favour democracy, beithated despotism even more. His
main criticism of democracy was that it resultedeassarily in despotism. | will not
try to provide a thorough-going analysis of Plati@st, rather turn to his description
of democracy, where he points out such vices asegomnnded thinking, uninhibited
wishes, and the loss of the sense of moderationd /e lives on, yielding day by day
to the desire at hand. At one time he drinks hgadeithe accompaniment of the flute,
at another he drinks only water and is wasting avedyone time he goes in for
physical exercise, then again he does nothing amescfor nothing; at times he
pretends to spend his time on philosophy; oftetakes part in public affairs; he then
leaps up from his seat and says and does whatewsescinto his mind; and if he
happens to admire military men, he is carried &t dtirection, if moneyed men, he
turns to making money; there is no plan or disogin his life but he calls it pleasant,
free and blessed, and he follows it throughouttihig.”™ ,And you know that in the
end they take no notice of the laws, written or dtten, in order that there should in
no sense be a master over thérThe ,spirit of anarchy” and ,exaggerated liberty”
lead democracy necessarily into the serfdom opalésn, because people start to
look for certainty. Thus, limitlessness is conndcte despotism and serfdom; for
Plato the two poles are opposite to each otherionlygic, but not in social practice,
which is not logical. Whilst in Plato’s descriptidimere is a chronological succession
between chaos and despotism, in the Exodus ser&hmimmmorality exist together.
Before the Exodus, the Jews lived in serfdom, tinesd under the despotism of
pharaohs. However, the Jews were morally corringty had idols and foreign gods.
The promise of Canaan was not only a promise décile freedom, a life without
serfdom, but also of a moral upgrading. Obediencditine law liberates the people
from worldly power because by adhering to this ldey find peace and harmony
without any necessity for a system of coercionnsuee peaceful cooperation.

The two phenomena are connected - freedom anahrtouality, despotism and
immorality. Augustine spread the idea in Christiaimking that, as a result of original
sin, the lack of true faith and morality are neeeds connected to arbitrary power or



coercion. From the point of view of the presentgraghis image of civitas terrena is
highly important. In the civitas terrena the org@irsin results in vain, wilful, self-
interested people who are necessarily in conflith vwach other and only arbitrary
force may implement some, relative peace amonglpe8mce there is no morality
among people in the civitas terrena, this powereisessarily arbitrary and cannot be
morally legitimated. It is meaningless to think mbrally conditioned power when
people are an immoral mob. In this social settihg tontrolling agency cannot
depend on the approval of individuals. The citizehthe City of man, civitas terrena,
can approve only sinful things, thus their conttahnot and should not result from
their will. In order that those corrupted individsi@an coexist only a despotic power
can control and oppress their licentiousness fer shke of relative peace. The
solution is true faith and the love of God, whickate real peace among people, and
in this case - if man is obedient to God - peoglendt need any human power. The
more people can live peacefully without outer colfitrg agency, the less they need a
despotic power. It is an important point for usttimAugustine’s thinking there is
only one kind of faith, one proper love. Sin andfgi self-love are not other kinds of
human attitude, but the lack of the real and true. Everything that exists is a
creation of God, and God cannot be the creatoinst $o thecivitas terrenais not
another kind of society, another order, but th& laicsociety and order. There is only
one type of society, thevitas Dei So the world of chaotic wills and despotic power
is not another order or society, but the absen@®oifal order. Perhaps | do not have
to emphasise how critical this Augustinian view safciety is. Its critical potency
describes the normative image of the City of Gothasonly real society. In any other
case, power is arbitrary and despotic, independeiainy norms the subjects might
have. The idea ofivitas terrenais too close to the Chaotic Prison to suppose this
similarity is merely accidental.

The paradox of Chaotic Prison was used rather efteniticize modernity, so
this idea is not only normative, and thereforei@alt but it is anti-modernist. Edmund
Burke was one of first who used this illuminatingrgdox to criticise modernity, that
is, the social results of the French revolution. dharacterized the French state and
society (that is, the collapse of society in retiol) as a state in which there were too
strong controls (the new ones) and too weak caftbe old ones). This paradoxical
view was connected to his deep conviction thatetp@nd control cannot be created
rationally, and that both social relations and oardre non-rational. Burke wrote that
individual actions, behaviour became arbitrary,faead on the interpersonal level,
therefore life was experienced as chaotic on thigll on the other hand, the
government concentrated an enormous amount of pdwermecause of the lack of
obedience, the government was able to control pebplmeans of the continuous
presence of force. Such people are apt to breek dad rules as soon as the guards
look the other way. On the interpersonal level pe@pe amoral and wilful, and they
do what they want. And the same ,mob” attitude ahtarizes the revolutionary
government - it is not limited by divine law, gowers do what they want. On both
levels, force, coercion alone may organize humétioas. There are too many rules
and limits, but, at the same time, there are nesrahd limits. From this point of view
the question is not whether there is natural lawmair for Burke, the important point
is that in former times people assumed that natiasal existed and adjusted their
actions to this supposed law which was embeddéadition. So the natural law was
taken for granted in tradition.



Burke refused the atheism of radicals as dangdmssciety, because for him
atheism was connected to individualism. ,In the me@e a system of French
conspiracy is gaining ground in every country. Téystem happening to be founded
on principles the most delusive indeed, but the tnftstering to the natural
propensities of the unthinking multitude... A predaamt inclination towards it
appears in all those who have no religion, wheemilse their disposition leads them
to be advocated even for despotishThe radicals have a twofold character: they are
immoral and they harm natural law because of thiend faith in their own reason,
therefore they endanger the very existence of gockRevolutionary politics were
over- and under-moralised: independent of and dwmeopposition to traditional
morality and religion, in eliminating traditionalarality and life they eliminated the
sources of obedience and the limits of power; atsdime time, in its efforts to spread
the perfect morality and religion, this politicpresented a new kind of despotism.
Burke depicted the revolutionary politics and #sults as anarchic and despotic. The
consequence of a politics which aims to reconstsociety is not the creation of a
new order, or a new society, but rather the enangfsociety or order, and the end of
freedom which supposed the existence of societyoaddr. ,They have found their
punishment in their succesb.If power goes beyond the barrier, it overturns and
destroys itself. Many ,even in France, have been made sick of theiories by their
very success in realizing thenf.”

In the description of the new world there are twpasing categories: chaos
and too little freedom. This world is chaotic aresgdotic at the same time: ,people at
once in bondage and confusidhAnd this new world stems from the original sin:
,It's spirit lies deep in the corruptions of ourmmon nature® The rationalized state
is both more and less efficient than the earliatestOnly those people can be ruled
who are apt to be obedient, and the means of reenlare not sufficient to form the
habit of obedience. In Jacobinism, bonds cannoaieistable and certain, and amidst
social and political uncertainty and limitlessndbgre is only one measure for
everything: self-interest. ,That what was done irarfee was a wild attempt to
methodize anarchy; to perpetuate and fix disordéat it was a foul, impious,
monstrous thing, wholly out of the course of marature.® Violent politics is the
only possible form of politics in chaos which ietkery result of rational plan for
social reconstruction.

The new world is not only chaotic but also despatiti violent, and these
characteristics are much worse than in the casangfprevious political power.
According to Burke, after the revolution, power ens but in a new and
irresponsible form, more violent, without limitscanften concealed. ,lIt is to delude
ourselves to consider the state of France, siree Revolution, as a state of Anarchy,
it is something far worse. Anarchy it is, undouliyed compared with Government
pursuing the peace, order, morals and prosperitgeoPeople. But regarding only the
power, that has really guided from the day of tedRution to this time, it has been
of all Governments the most absolute, despotic degpotic, and effective, that has
hitherto appeared on earth.. Their state is noAerchy, but a series of short-lived
Tyrannies.. France has no public; it is the onlyamal ever heard of, where the people
are absolutely slaves, in the fullest sense, irafdlirs public and private, great and
small, even down to the minutest and most reconddds of their household
concerns.® ,Individuality is left out of their scheme of Gavenent. The state is all
in all. Every thing is referred to the productiohforce; afterwards every thing is
trusted to the use of it. It is military in it'sipciple, in it's maxims, in it's spirit, and



in all it's movements. The state has dominion awerds by proselytism, over bodies
by arms... France has, since the accomplishmetiiteoRevolution, a complete unity
in it's direction. It has destroyed every resouatethe State, which depends upon
opinion and the good-will of individuals. The richef convention disappear... the
command over what remains is complete and absbititRevolutionary politics
militarized political life demanding greater sam#s from citizens citing the dangers,
besieged situation and permanent state of emerg&hcy new power is ,the display
of inconsiderate and presumptuous, because ur@sasid irresistible, authority®.
This power does not win obedience from the affestiof people but it forces them
and is based on their fegr, Troops prevailed over the Citizens... Twenty thouba
regular Troops garrison Paris. Thus a completetdiyliGovernment is formed. It has
strength, and it may count on the stability of tkiatd of power. Every other ground of
stability, but from military force and terror, i¢ean out of the question... The whole
of their Government, in its origination, in its ¢omance, in all its actions, and in all
its resources, is force; and nothing but forceoedd constitution, a forced election, a
forced subsistence, a forced requisition of sofgierforced loan of money™ The
common character of chaos and despotism is thhtdret opposite to the recognition
of divine, or natural, or whatever kinds of transdental limits independent of the
will of individuals. The evaporation of these lisiitreates chaos in everyday life and
despotism in public life. The only alternativestociety based on customs, traditions,
habits is the anarchistic, rebellious one whictumsler the coercion of military or
economic power. ,Kings will be tyrants from the igglwhen subjects are rebels from
the principle.*® The new despotism emerges necessarily becaugag tto
reconstruct a new and perfect society, revolutiesaruined the old one and melted
people into a chaotic and turbulent mass. The tresgs not a new order, but the lack
of any order and society, where power is necegsdabkpotic, that is, outside the
control of citizens. The ,will to power” is the gnimotive of the mob as well as
politicians, both groups are the same: they arkowit any sense of limits beyond their
will. The radicals ,will find themselves engagedartivil war with those whose cause
they maintain.*® The paradoxical description of revolutionary Feameas connected
in Burke’s case to a critique of rationalism. Ratiism isper definitionemin conflict
with society, because the Cartesian ratio, whatévisy opposes existing traditions,
prejudices, lifeworld, and political rationalismets to transform the social setting in
accordance with abstractions alien to existing etgciThe Humean critique of
rationalism was widened by Burke, who emphasizatfblitical rationalism not only
eliminated existing society and obedience, buthia way unintendedly, undermined
its own normative power. The point was for him ttfa¢re was only one kind of
normative power and obedience, and they were raotgddition. Rationalism on the
other hand hopes that control has other possiblhads which differ from the
normative one and require neither coercion nor @nee¢. However, Burke
emphasized the vanity of this hope. The resultaditipal rationalism is that when the
institutions, traditions, religion, habits - that society - limit and support the power
at the same time, the only possible way of consrahe limitless and uncontrollable
force: ,you have industriously destroyed all thenogns and prejudices and, as far as
in you lay, all the instincts which support goveemh Therefore, the moment any
difference arises between your National Assembly any part of the nation, you
must have recourse to force. Nothing else is ¢eftou, or rather you have left nothing
else to yourselves. ,On the scheme of this barbarous philosophy, Wt the
offspring of cold hearts and muddy understandiragg] which is as void of solid



wisdom as it is destitute of all taste and elegafmes are to be supported only by
their own terrors and by the concern which eachviddal may find in them from his
own private interests.. These public affectiongnlemed with manners, are required
sometimes as supplements, sometimes as correciivesys as aids to lawt® The
necessary result, originating from the nature aiety, is not government but force.
Tradition is the sedimentation of the wisdom roote@ur ancestors’ experience, so
the wisdom embedded in tradition may inform theglterm effects and side-effects
of actions; tradition limits the human mind andiatt in terms of these effects not
evident for atomized minds. This intersubjectivesdeim, measures are only partly
conscious and not systematized, but they are ,alifuhat is, taken for granted by
their owners. Montaigne and Hume spread the naifdhe importance of custom in
social life, and Burke re-emphasized that the n@aracteristic of customwas its
origin in the continuous past of social lifeThe significance of the concept of
tradition - lifeworld was that it replaced the cept of sociability as an explanatory
idea of social integration. The idea of traditiotifeworld is inherently normative,
critical: if sociability is a natural characterstf human beings, the implication is that
they will live in society forever. But if social estence is a result of intersubjective,
common knowledge rooted in the past, society witleive a normative meaning: the
non-historical society, any kinds of plan to redoamnst society is meaningless and
harmful. After the collapse of this tradition -diforld, the coexistence of human
beings is possible, but it is not society with seslf-organizing and self-sustaining
intersubjective meanings. The several descriptiohsnodernity, whether they are
critical or not, agree that tradition is fading gwaut on the other hand, a stronger and
non-personal dependency and control is emerging.Beuoke, tradition was not a
formal notion, an eternal phenomenon, but rathevag of thinking and form of
human relations that was not modern.

For Burke, order was an important condition of tfredom, but he thought
that order that was consciously created rather Haarng emerged historically was
impossible, and the experiment to create such dalée a monster, ,an opinion at
once new and persecuting is a monst&rThe order without historical precedent
instituted by revolutionaries or rulersad® ovoalien to people and coercive. A new
power is never limited, because it is new. Limdatis not a value in itself, only the
historically emerging and taken-for-granted limithe intentionally introduced new
controls and limits refer to ratio in opposition ¢aisting tradition. And this new
power is a dictatorship because it does not ackeayd any limiting law or morality
above itself; the new power tries to create andothice laws, rather than to
accommodate itself to the existing ones.

The best follower of Burke was a continental auttfdexis de Tocqueville.
Tocqueville depicted the same picture of Chaotisdpr in a somewhat different
context. The chaotic prison for Tocqueville was aatonsequence of the activity of
sinful radicals, but the result of the necessamnal@atizing tendency in Western
societies. Practically, Tocqueville was more pegdimthan his tutor, but both of
them described modernity in a critical way throtigis paradoxical picture. It cannot
be absolutely or generally affirmed that the gretattanger of the present age is
license or tyranny, anarchy or despotism. Botheayaally to be feared; and the one
may proceed as easily as the other from one ansatine cause: namely, tlggneral
apathy which is the consequence of individualisth.”The principle of equality,
which makes men independent of each other, givemth habit and a taste for
following in their private actions no other guideh their own will.. disorder must



instantly reach its utmost pitch and that, everynndgawing aside in a different
direction, tha fabric of society must at once crienhway.. For the principle of
equality begets two tendencies: the one leads itnaiglst to independence and may
suddenly drive them into anarchy; the other corgltitem by a longer, more secret,
but more certain road to servitud®.The explanation of this sociodox is that people
in a democracy behave and think in the same wayesatyle, they become
homogeneous, but nonetheless remain unpredictaleleeryday life.

In Tocqueville's description, the American way binking is rationalist and
individualist - individuals do not trust anybodyhi$ ,heterogeneous and agitated
mass®® ruined tradition and authority, so these peopleharacterized by ,envy,
hatred, uncharitableness, pride and exaggeratdecadldence” - mistrust the
judgement of one another. ,Everyone then attengtset his own sufficient guide...
Thus that independence of mind which equality seppdo exist is never so great,
never appears so excessivé’. This voluntarist individuality is connected to the
elimination of traditions and authority as welltaghe tyranny of public opinion. For
Tocqueville, as for Burke, tradition was somehow émbodiment of eternal law of
God. So a rebel against tradition is also a repainst God. ,What force can there be
in the customs of a country which has changed,isustill perpetually changing, its
aspect, in which every act of tyranny already hgwexedent and every crime and
example, on which there is nothing so old that dtdiquity can save it from
destruction, and nothing so unparalleled that dselty can prevent it from being
done?... What strength can even public opinion metened when no twenty persons
are connected by a common tie, when not a man,anéamily, nor chartered
corporation, nor class, nor free institution, hias power of representing or exerting
that opinion, and when every citizen, being equaléak, equally poor, and equally
isolated, has only his personal importance to opposthe organized force of the
government?; _In the age of equality all men are independehteach other,
isolated, and weak? The loss of tradition is the loss of rules, lirtitas, and such
loss results in unpredictable, that is, meaningbet®ns. ,,every man, at his own will
and pleasure, forsakes one portion of his forefath@eed and retains another; so
that, amid so many arbitrary measures, no commiencan ever be established, and it
is almost impossible to predict which actions Wil held in honor and which will be
thought disgraceful? Democracy progresses amongst ruins that are ita ow
creations, and it ,constantly advanced in the madghe disorders and the agitations
of a conflict.. hence arises the strange confusion.

The chaotic effects of democracy strangely opposeqieville’s other, oft-
qguoted view of democracy in which the emphasisnishe tyranny of public opinion
over individuals and on the homogeneity of indiatii mind. It seems at first sight
as if all the minds of the Americans were formedmpone model, so accurately do
they follow the same routé® Whilst every individual insists desperately on the
freedom of thought, democracy makes it impossilyienieans of the equality dife
conditions Democracy controls individuals by these condgi@and much less by
normativity. ,In democrarcy... all men are alikedado things pretty nearly alike...
men and things are always changing, but it is nmrmis because all these changes
are alike.®® It is the vehemence of their desires... pesutheir minds, but
disciplines their lives*For Tocqueville, the expressive, romantic individisanot
the alternative of the tyranny of democracy, basthare correlated phenomena, two
sides of the sociodox of modern democracy. Thelprolwith democracy is the lack
of limits and the lack of the sense of limits.may be asked what we have adopted in



the place of those institutions, those ideas, hodd customs of our forefathers which
we have abandoned. The spell of royalty is broken,it has not been succeeded by
the majesty of the laws. The people have learnetbspise all authority, but they still
fear it, and fear now extorts more than was forynpdid from reverence and love...
we have destroyed those individual powers whichevaie, single-handed, to cope
with tyranny.® In the state of equality and weakness, force é 38/ everyone as
sthe only argument for the present and the only rgue for the future®
Democracy is worse than what went before. Of cquadet of authors wrote about
the elimination of good old rules, morality, etand the lack of any new ones in the
present. The modernists typically hope that they ceeate or detect new rules,
morality, or a new kind of social control in thepé of any morality. But, on the other
hand, since Burke, we have become familiar with rtb&don that mind, tradition,
lifeworld cannot be created rationally and intenélty. These important phenomena
of social life are unintended results of the atyivof many people and generations,
and if there is an intention behind their emergentces the invisible hand” of
Providence.

In spite of the above, democracy can exist in Aozrbecause - besides the
self-governing townships - there is a common rehgwhich limits individuals.
Religion supports democracy by means of the linoitabf thinking. These limits are
not arbitrary, according to Tocqueville, but trwehilst the forced limits of public
opinion over the individual mind are arbitrary. %) while the law permits the
Americans to do what they please, religion prevehtsm from conceiving, and
forbids them to commit, what is rash or unju¥triberty especially needs religion,
because in despotism there is a political contool, in liberty it is replaced by
religious morality. ,Religion is much more necegsar the republic which they set
forth in glowing colors than in the monarchy whitiey attack; it is more needed in
democratic republic than in any others. How it assible that society should escape
destruction if the moral tie is not strengthenedpmportion as the political tie is
relaxed?®® As in Biblical thinking, man has to be obedient3od (as in Paradise) or
to another man. Liberty and order can exist sideithg, if (the true) religious morality
governs individuals. But if this morality evaporgteublic opinion and bureaucracy
replace it, and there will be too much control &allittle order, too much liberty and
the absence of liberty. ,But what now remains obsth barriers which formerly
arrested tyranny? Since religion has lost its eepier the souls of men, the most
prominent boundary that divided good from evil igedhrown everything seems
doubtful and indeterminate in the moral worlds;ddgnand nations are guided by
chance, and none can say where are the naturas lohidespotism and bounds of
licence.®® ; ,| doubt whether man can ever support at the essime complete
religious independence and entire political freedémd | am inclined to think that if
faith be wanting in him, he must be subject; arlaeifoe free, he must believ&.1t is
worth recalling Augustine: only true faith and loz@n liberate man from serfdom and
rule of other men; whilst the erroneous love arsdptoduct, self-love necessarily
bring about the domination of man over man. In demcy, neither the government,
nor people are obedient to eternal moral laws,ithahy they are voluntarists without
any sense of limits, thus, government is despotiile people’s lives are chaotic. The
evaporation of Christian religion, and with it, tlevaporation of traditions and
customs, means the elimination of any intersubjigtithe individual stays alone.
»Thus not only does democracy make every man fdngeancestors, but it hides his
descendants and separates his contemporaries fromttihrows him back forever
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upon himself alone and threatens in the end toimemim entirely within the solitude
of his own heart®® Somehow, despotism goes together with atomisatissociety,
the absence of a common lifeworld. ,Despotism, Whiy its nature is suspicious,
sees in the separation among men the surest gearaftits continuance, and it
usually makes every effort to keep them separate.vide of human heart is so
acceptable to it as selfishness... Thus the viteshadespotism produces are precisely
those which equality fosters. These two things ipauasly complete and assist each
other. Equality places men side by sideconnected by any common fidespotism
raises barriers to keep them asunder; the fornegligposer them not to consider their
fellow creatures, the latter makes general indifiee a sort of public virtue®
(emphasis is added) Despotism is particularly demgein the age of democracy,
because democracy by nature tends to eliminate commmorality, lifeworld and, by
doing so, to bring about the condition of despotigrile despots try to do the same
intentionally. The closer the members of a demagci@e to the citizen o€ivitas
terreng the more despotic democracy becomes. The lackrmimon morality brings
about chaos, unpredictablity in everyday life whiolkes the people of democracy
give more and more power to government and admatieh in order to somehow
cope with and regulate the unbearable chaos: i&ddof disturbance and the love of
well-being insensibly lead democratic nations tor@éase the functions of central
government as the only power which appears to bensically sufficiently strong,
enlightened, and secure to protect them from aydf®hOne form of democratic
despotism is the above mentioned public opinioa;dther one is bureaucracy. , It is
easy to foresee that time is drawing near when miinbe less and less able to
produce, by himself alone, the commonest necessitielife. The task of the
governing power will therefore perpetually increamed its very efforts will extend it
every day. The more it stands in the place of agsons, the more will individuals,
losing the notion of combining together, require assistance: these are causes and
effects that unceasingly create each otfkiThe individual in a democracy ,exists
only in himself and for himself alone... Above thege of men stands an immense and
tutelary power, which takes upon itself alone touse their gratifications and to
watch over their fate. This power is absolute, rtenwegular, provident and mild...
For their happiness such a government willinglyolab but it chooses to be the sole
agent and the only arbiter of that happiness;avigles for their security, foresees and
supplies their necessities, facilities their pleasumanages their principal concerns,
directs their industry... what remains, but to spgaiem all the care of thinking and all
the trouble of living.*? Like Burke and unlike the modernists, the new kifd
control, limitation did not fire Tocqueville witéhusiasm, rather it terrified him. For
Tocqueville, the alternative of the despotism oblmu opinion and benevolent
bureaucracy was not the romantic, unbounded, esipeegdividual, but the one who
is regulated by the common Christian religion-caso The important point in
Tocqueville’s description is the danger bureaucrpoges. (Since Max Weber, the
danger of a new kind of despotism originating frdmreaucracy has been a
commonplace in social thinking. But this problemsweot realised by fdcentury
liberals who hoped that societal progress of cdaddachieved by the benevolent
social engineering of bureaucrats. J. S. Mill tgflicdid not worry about new kinds of
dependency and bureaucracy, but trusted its eehgldt power.) It is worth pointing
out that Tocqueville, Carlyle, and later Weber ghe essence of the new kinds of
power of bureaucracy in the creation and limitatidrconditions, a kind of restriction
of alternatives, which is opposite to the old-fasigid normative rules and authority.
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But much as the mass, containing atomized and®etfg individuals, needs
the benevolent power of bureaucracy, these indalglare not obedient even to them,
because the common religion-custom which useddaterthe habit of obedience has
disappeared. ,They are naturally impatient of ragah, and they are wearied by the
permanence even of the condition they themselveterpf®;, ,This same temper,
carried with them into political life, renders thdrastile to forms, which perpetually
retard or arrest them in some of their projeétsThis kind of man ,perpetually
oscillates between servitude and licen€eThis kind of people who lack the habit of
obedience and the sense of normativity need a nes &f control, which is
situational, factual, and not normative.

If individuals are not embedded in society any meothat is, if they have
fallen out of the governing and limiting traditievhich was a stock of the experience
of previous generations - society either collapsesuch, or else it receives a new
meaning. And indeed, the meaning of society in madethinking differs from that
in the thought of critics of modernity. The elimilmam of customs, tradition-lifeworld
goes hand in hand with licentiousness, ungoverntgabbecause the elimination of
tradition-lifeworld means the elimination of limjtsieasures above individuals. Thus,
this social change has resulted in a citizencieftas terrenawho is self-loving,
conflictual and does not acknowledge any limitsvabbimself. Burke, Tocqueville
and others emphasized that authority did ceaseddemity, while a new kind of
power emerged which seems to be greater. In thig sieuation, similarly to
individuals, power seems to be arbitrary, evehnéfers to a universal rationality. The
Loureaucratic individualism results in their chdeaistic overt political debates being
between an individualism which makes its claim ennts of rights and forms of
bureaucratic organization which made their claimsarms of utility... The mock
rationality of the debate conceals the arbitrasnasthe will and power at work in its
resolution.*® Arbitrariness means arbitrariness in the relatidgth intersubjective,
common rules, habitual morality; rationality is maegless in terms of tradition-
lifeworld. The power, just like every individual dsion, is necessarily arbitrary
because of the lack of a common, habitual mordifguorld.

Beside Tocqueville, Carlyle was another importatibfver of Burke’s image
of the Chaotic Prison. Although Carlyle was romantihilst Tocqueville was
classicist, both of them continued Burke’s criticabw of modernity. Let us
remember that in Tocqueville’s case modern despotisas not connected to the
government, but to impersonal life-conditions aheé tureaucracy which shaped
them. When these authors use the image of Chaasior? they speak about too much
and too little control, they refer to the new andtlte old controls, respectively. In
connection with the notion of too much control, Goeville mentiones the new kind
of control, which, due to its newness, is an afam. And when he depicts the weak
control over individuals, he refers to old, custoymataken-for-granted rules.
Traditionally, the problems of control and rule @arts of natural law thinking. As
early as Hooker, we can find two interpretationghaf law of nature: it could mean
normative rules (like the ability to realise righutd wrong), and it could also mean
Jfactual” necessities originating from the natufesociety. While normative rules can
be broken by rulers - and, in this case, they becdespots - social laws cannot be
broken by anyone because of the harmful conseqeemieke identified tradition
with normative laws of nature, and for him it wagpiortant that the normative laws of
nature made social life and liberty possible. Butthe other hand, during modernity,
the idea of factual social law became increasingipular. The emerging social
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science at the beginning of the last century undexdhthe notion of normative laws
of nature - because of their arbitrary, non-ratiamaracter - whilst it emphasized the
importance of factual social laws. The latter ogesld explain unintended social
phenomena, and the emerging social science inogdashoped to acquire a
knowledge of these laws in order to create a dgeelsociety. This way of thinking
was connected to the progressivist movement whogted to eliminate old normative
controls and to create new society by means of newns (New Christianity,
Religion of Humanity, etc.) or hidden social lawEhis kind of "hidden hand"
explanation originated from the search for cau3é® notion of order of tradition-
lifeworld was succeeded by the notion of the systdémutual and causal dependence,
and the notion of historical formation of the fiste was succeeded by the notion of
causal, necessary processes and trends: ,Ordething but necessity... connected
chain of causes and effecf€.Society is a network of impersonal, unchangeabte a
covert necessities. None of the motions man unddrwas spontaneous, these were
dependent on causes, wholly out of the reach ob\Wis powers. Man ,igontinually
impelled by causes, which, in spite of himself, lugnce his frame, modify his
existence despite of his conduct... every movement of hisation, he was nothing
more than gpassive instrument in the hands of necessity (emphasis is added)
This argument of causal-functional necessitiesethas the notion of laws inherent in
social life, was related to utilitarian and instemal meanings in d’'Holbach’s case.
The original program of 18-1Bcentury rationalism was to discover these factual,
objective social laws in order to create a newi, egernal moral order on their basis.
The emerging social science, as opposed to todhg's)ot enjoy the sense of chaos,
but was terrified by it and tried to cope with chaationally. The modernists can be
differentiated from their critics by means of theptimistic view: both of these groups
sensed some chaos, the erosion of taken-for-gramdéelitional morality, but the
modernists had strong hopes for a new and betteretgp man and control.
,Nevertheless, confusion... is nothing but the pgesof a being into a new ordét.”
The modernists have tried to create a new normatigter which would be based on
the necessities operating in society. ,Moralitgught to possess stability; to be at all
times the same, for all the individuals of the hamace; it ought neither to vary in
one country, nor in one age from another... we rtalst for the basis of morality the
necessity of things>® This project was represented in social sciencepdsitivists,
like J.S.Mill and Durkheim. They tried to replaceisting personal traditional
morality - which they thought was arbitrary, coudictory, unintelligible - by a
rational and real one. Funnily enough, the modethisking labelled the taken-for-
granted lifeworld as arbitrary and as humanly @éat and since the Reformation,
radical thinking has been suspicious of everytthinoganly created, above all, of the
Catholic Church -, whilst they labelled the new ality and new kind of control and
institutions as natural, although these were oyergated, invented and implemented
by people in front of the very eyes of their conpemaries. The modernist, liberal as
well as leftist thinkers preferred the factual sbdiaws to traditional, personal
morality; they thought it was possible to organesesociety where control was
excercised mainly by factual social law, where tieeessities of factual social laws
would replace obedience and traditional arbitragrnmativity. That is why the
modernist way of thinking was very sensitive toiabtaws, and an elective affinity
joined social science to these political wings. i8loaws allow conditional (factual)
control instead of normative rules. While normateantrol works in terms of right-
wrong, meaningful-meaningless, conditional contwarks in terms of effective-
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ineffective adaptation (useful-useless). The lattee is commonly called functional
or technical rationality.

In the 19" century, sociology was a moral science, as incee of J.S.Mill
and Durkheim, and one of its basic problems wase{perience of anomie, that is,
the collapse of traditional morality. | call thetiom of anomie a sense of chaos. This
sense was connected to the search for ,objectigeiaklaws which could explain
unintended social phenomena and which were thot@luffer the most effective
methods of control apart from the intentions (thadial morality or anomie) of the
members of society. ,,Objectivity” became one of thest important characteristics of
these social laws, because ,objectivity” means these laws are out of the scope of
human will. These laws can be used by social eegidout nobody is able to resist
their force. These laws are more convenient meangdvernors than normative rules
and orders, because the latter ones allow altesgtidisobedience, whilst objective
social laws do not carry the problems of obedieand legitimation. Modernists
suggested these laws because of their marvellofisieaty in social control.
Somehow, the more emphasis was added to factuial $@es in social thinking, the
more sceptical social scientists became about dnmative interpretation of the law
of nature and traditional morality. ,There awe kinds of independence: dependence
on things which is the work of nature; amttpendence on menvhich is the work of
society. Dependence on things, bemomn-moral, does no injury to liberty and begets
no vices; dependence on men, being out of ordeesgise to every kinds of vice, and
thorouh this master and slave become mutually degrdf there is any cure for this
social evil, it is to be found in the substitutiohlaw for the individual; in arming the
general will with a real strength beyond the powekany individual will. If the laws
of nations, like the laws of nature could neverlyeken by any human power,
dependence on men would become dependence on;thihtie advantages of a state
of nature would be combined with all the advantagéssocial life in the
commonwealth. The liberty which preserves a mamfrace would be united with
the morality which raises him to vitrue. Keep tidat dependent on things onlylLet
his unreasonable wishes meet with physical obstactaly, or the punishment
which results from his own actions, lessons whiclilve recalled when the same
circumstances occur againit is enough tgrevent him from wrong doing without
forbidding him to do wrong’ ! (emphasis is added) It is easy to see the adva@ofag
this kind of control: in the case of control by msaf factual social laws there is no
more personal domination and dependence, and &geidith this, the problem of
obedience also ceases. In the emerging situati@re tis no need for normative
legitimation any more, because this control is notmative, but factual. If it is
impossible to rebel against or deviate from ordelsedience is not a question any
more. The use of factual social laws for contrevhen ,things”, that is ,objective
situation” control - covers the necessary arbir@ss of power. The advantage of this
kind of control is its more effective, impersonaldanon-normative nature. These
characteristics (1) can put aside the problem ofmative legitimation, and (2) may
allow any kind of individual morality. This kind afontrol liberates government as
well as individuals from moral bounds: the indivadlunay think and live as he wants,
and the government may also act as it wants. fidase governmental activity does
not claim any moral support from citizens, as it csork effectively without a
legitimating consensus. ,The very wordseyandcommandwill be excluded from
his vocabulary, still more those aluty and obligation; but the words strength,
necessity, weakness, and constraint must havega [dace in it.** Therefore, the
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control based on factual social laws is recommeridethe government in modernity
partly because of its efficiency, and partly beeatiss kind of control is not bound
normatively by any existing traditional moralitycdams able to work without taking
them into consideration. Thus, the emergence of tbrm of control may be

interpreted as a liberation, because it does netl ey kind of virtue or common
moral behaviour of citizens, and furthermore, thrsd of control is supposed to be
able to reform and change society, because it cark wffectively without the

intentional support of people.

Rousseau‘s view became rather widespread I dehtury social theories.
These theories characterised modernity by the isgoed, factual, ,objective” laws
and necessities coming from them: ,superordinao subordination are quite
indispensable means of organization and their gsa@ance would destroy one of the
most fruitful forms of social production. It is thwur task to preserve superordination
and subordination as long as they have these y®sitinsequences, while at the same
time eliminating those psychological consequended thake such relationships
abhorrent. This goal is clearly approached to titerg to which all superordination
and subordination become merely technical formsogfanization, the purely
objective character of which no longer evokes amjextive reactions>® During the
19" and 28" centuries, social relations have been increasimgbrpreted as factual
laws and necessities, determinations. Whether tgeifisance of this kind of
relationship or its recognition has grown is an am@nt question, however, it lies
outside the scope of the present paper. Theiudéitowards these factual, impersonal
and immoral social necessities differentiates mmdethinkers from those who are
critical of modernity. Modernists have interpretéldese relations as liberating
processes which might create a new society thabows freedom and accountability,
predictability. In this context, order was followbyg system, and freedom was pushed
back into private life. In modernist thinking, tleefactual necessities advance the
increase of individual freedom. ,If the notion dfet personality as counterpart and
correlate must grow in equal measure to that ofahjity, then it becomes clear from
this connection that a stricter evolution of cortsepf objectivity and of individual
freedom go hand in hand... on the one hand the tdwsiture, the material order of
things, the objective necessity of events emergeerolearly and distinctly, while on
the other we see the emphasis upon the indepemugintduality, upon personal
freedom, upon independence in relation to all ewtieand natural forces becoming
more and more acute and increasingly strontfer.”

However, there was another interpretation of thleesaxperience of emerging
modernity. In Carlyle's description, the image bfas in everyday life and that of
impersonal necessities received a rather differeatouring. Together with
romanticism, he picked up the line of Burke’'s quie of rationalism. Chaos and the
necessary tendencies of despotism were interpisteBurke, as well as Carlyle, as
the results of spreading rationalism and the erpamt to create a new society
rationally. In this interpretation, means-end naélity is both a sign and a means of a
new kind of impersonal and despotic control: ,wewdd be tempted to call it (present
age), not an Heroic, Devotional, PhilosophicalMaral Age, but above all others, the
Mechanical Age. It is the Age of Machinery, in ev@utward and inward sense of
that word; the age which, with its whole undividedght, forwards, teaches and
practices the great art of adapting means to efidarid this way of thinking was
thought to be the most dangerous in politics, whemgas becoming increasingly
dominant. In a society which works like and is thbuof as a mechanism, a machine,
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men ,are to be guided only by their self-interestedl ,the faith, hope and practice of
every one founded on Mechanism of one kind of 8tPfeThis society is and is seen
by its members to be a great wheel with necesséayions. Carlyle was frightened by
the factual social laws social thinking had juste@ed, because these could take
freedom away. ,For it is the ‘force of circumstascéhat does everything; the force of
one man can do nothing... We figure Society as actihe™>’ In Carlyle’s thinking,
the instrumental and calculating rationality wasrgected to the notion of impersonal,
factual necessities. It is not too hard to notlee impact of Carlyle’s criticism of the
,Steamengine Utilitarianism® on Weber's famous metaphor of the iron cage of
bureaucratic rationality. ,IfMechanism, like some glass bell, encircles and
imprisons u4.> (emphasis is added) For Carlyle, on the one haeghanism meant
the organizations and relations based on instrushecdlculating rationality, which
relations and type of institutions flooded evemgiels life, but mainly politics; on the
other hand, it meant a notion of society charan¢eriby impersonal factual, objective
necessities against the individual. He saw the afdns age as a cripple who needed
the help of mechanisms, and, exactly because gftthis man could be controlled by
the developing life-conditions determined by med$rauis. As opposed to him,
modernists were enthusiastic about the possilofiseconstructing society by means
of these factual social neccessities, because tih@yght these factual, objective
necessities to be much more effective than monatreb Furthermore, they regarded
factual laws to be liberating, because these laa®amoral, that is, they could work
without any moral support. They operated as ,ifleshands” without any intentional
or moral support from the members of society. Tsiate of social life filled
romanticism with anxiety. But Carlyle advocatediaborder against social system.
Whilst Carlyle typically connected the notion obtauch control, which originated
from the use of factual, amoral social laws andemsities, to instrumental, utilitarian
rationality, he described the chaotic state ofdgse as a result of the elimination of a
commonly shared and taken-for-granted, and in #feigsse ,natural”, morality in
interpersonal relations. The sense of a chaotiiranged and disorganized condition
of society appeared on the interpersonal levelind@#.. are growing disobedient to
man... no man feels himself safe or satisfi¥d,That waste chaos of Authorship by
trade, that waste chaos of Scepticism in religiod politics , in life-theory and life-
practice.®* He links chaos to a certain type of man, to at,sbmeart, from which,
and to which, all other confusion circulates in therld” °* It is hard not to notice the
reference to Augustine’zivitas terrena which is a result of a type of man
characterized by a particular type of feeling (e, disobedience, libido
dominandi). The sense of chaos or anomie has leehstill is, rather general.
However, in this tradition of the critique of mod#y, chaos is not the necessary
concomitant of the transition of modern societyt isuseen as a collapse of society,
because this tradition holds only one form of stycie be possible: the society that is
based on common tradition - lifeworld. Just as ug#éstine's case, for whom there
was only one possible order: the one that came f@Gwod; in his thinking, nothing
could exist without God’s intention. Sin is simghe lack of right action, so there is
no such thing as an anomic social order: it isath@ence of society. Modernity is not a
new and different kind of society, but the lacksoiciety, because it is without the
traditional lifeworld which contained God’s moraws. There is no other kind of
morality, thus there is no other possible way dfiglorelations that merit the label
'society: ,we have departed far away from the lafvthis Universe, and behold now
lawless Chaos and inane Chimera is ready to da&ti® The ,chaotic, ungoverned,
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of Devil, not of God.?* ,Unnature, what we call Chaos, holds nothing irbiit
vacuities, devouring gulf$® In Carlyle’s case, as in Burke’s or Tocquevillesse,
the sense of chaos went hand in hand with the s#riiee much control. His age was
,nothing but Mechanism and Chaotic Brute-Goffs.”

However, this critique of modernity, the view ofadtic prison, is not typical
only among our ancestors alone, it is rather géme@ntemporary social thinking as
well. I would like to illustrate this view by citgjust two examples from two different
kinds of thinking. In Macintyre’s case this sociade rather clear. On the one hand,
he often refers to the moral disorder, ,the discsdg moral thought and practi¢é”
as something that goes together with ,private mbitess™®® The type of man that
characterises this disorder is called ,emotivisthich means that there are no
impersonal criteria, standards of justice, gengroand duty. ,The specifically
modern self, the self that | have called emotiviatls no limits set to that on which it
may pass judgement... the emotivist self lack amh <riteria.”® ,Whatever criteria
or principles or evaluative allegiances the emstigelf may profess, they are to be
constructed as expression of attitudes, prefereasdschoices which are themselves
not governed by criterion, principles and choicdscW are themselves not governed
by criterion, principle or value... the emotivigifscan have no rational history in its
transition from one state of moral commitment totaer... It is a self with no given
continuities.”® The emotivist self does not acknowledge any intgiective criteria,
common measure, or limits above the individual, esghrds society to be simply a
field of struggle of random wills. Macintyre’s aiftero is Max Weber, in whose
thinking the endless struggle and incomparativinaraterise the world of values
which determines the goals of human actions, aretethis only one kind of
intersubjective criteria: the efficiency of ratiortaureaucracy, that is, the utilitarian
effectivity in terms of means and ends. That is WacIntyre describes modernity as
bureaucratic individualism which means unprediditybon the interpersonal level, in
lifeworld, and strict predictability on the level bureaucratic planning and control of
society at large. The typical man in modernityxpressivist. He places his critique of
modernity - where the processes of moral-epistegicdd democratization (everyone
has the right to find out the categories of righdl &rong and the convenient actions)
and elitism (some experts with qualifications anetmds have the right and duty to
organize other members of the society in termsheir tknowledge) coexist - in the
framework of the sociodox of emotivist self and daucrats: ,The contrast between
this democratization of moral agency and the eéliti®nopolies of managerial and
therapeutic expertise could not be sharperBut in fact what is crucial is that on
which the contending parties agree, namely thatthee only two alternative modes
of social life open to us, one in which the fred anbitrary choices of individuals are
sovereign and one in which the bureaucracy is soyer precisely so that it may limit
the free and arbitrary choices of individuals.e golitics of modern societies oscillate
between a freedom which is nothing but a lackegjutation of individual behavior
and forms of collectivist control designed onlylitmit the anarchy of self-interest...
bureaucracy and individualism are partners as waethgonists. And it is in the
climate of this bureaucratic individualism that tleenotivist self is naturally at
home.”?

However, this view of sociodox is typical mainly ang conservatives. The
modernists are modernist because they think itiplesto create a different society
which works by means of a different and new kincwaforal, liberating and effective
control based on factual social laws. However sth@odox of the Chaotic Prison has
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not been the sole property of conservatives. Thedaemst Marx described capitalism
as the struggle of egoistic individuals and atgame time as a system dominated by
iron laws of necessities; this view is also a migtoef chaos and domination. The
same sociodox can be found, as | have already am&dj in Weber's writings.
Nevertheless, Weber is closer to the romantic emadern critique of rationality, as
he connected the notion of too much control tretiity in the metaphor of the ,iron
cage”. Habermas, together with other members oFthakfurt School, borrowed this
line of argument from Weber in the analysis of thkation between rationality and
domination in modernity. Habermas is particulameresting in this tradition of
critigue of modernity, because, as a leftist, hes lam ambiguous view about
modernity. Modernity as such is basically full @ndlicts and lasting immorality, that
IS, civitas terrena, even if the root of these Botsfis not the immorality of men, but
the instrumental and functional rationalittwg can speak of the ‘fundamental
contradiction’ of a social formation when, and omien, its organizational principle
necessitates that individuals and groups repeatedtfront one another with claims
and intentions that are, in the long run, incompkei””® This world of necessary
conflicts is opposed to the world of communicatiaetion (communicative
rationality), which is a sort of millenarian comniynwhere neither power and
authority, nor conflicts exist, which is a terraof mutual understanding. In the
communicative community, the old problem of Europdaadition, that of the
subordination of man to man would not exist anyenor

Meaning is something opposed to chaos. The bagictibn of world-
maintaining interpretations is to cope with chatist is, to master contingency.
Chaos is the lack of nomos (custom, law) as wethadoss of meaning. Meaning is
closely connected to order. Habermas does not saeakt ,too much freedom”, he
talks about the ,loss of meaning” much more oftémt is, as | have already
mentioned, another side of chaos. Chaos meanac¢heof a meaningful and ordered
social world in which man is able to orient, thatthe actions of others are not clearly
contingent but more or less foreseeable and thevatimin of others’ actions is
meaningful, that is, intersubjective. Meaningfutisb order is also the existence of
common, intersubjective explanations for invisibbnd-like, unintended
consequences. The loss of meaning, or Berger'smofi the ,homeless mind”, refers
to the sense of everyday chaos or anomie. Theofosganing, homeless mind or the
complaints about licentiousness refer to the umstamd inscrutable nature of
everyday life and the concomitant conflicts. Andmeaningful social order is lost,
normativity is also lost. It does not seem too hardonnect the notion of the loss of
meaning to the idea of Chaotic Prison, becauseeXample, Augustine mentioned the
Tower of Babel as an instance for civitas terrdnahe metaphor of the Tower of
Babel, disobedient people lost their common langué#tey lost any intersubjectivity
and any possible integration. They were droppeal antneaningless, contingent world
in which any cooperation or any social relationdme impossible. People who are
incapable of orienting and mapping their social ld/@re disordered. In this story,
chaotic world is not connected to much liberty, tauthe loss of meaning. Habermas’
critigue of modern lifeworld is not a complaint abdicentiousness, but the loss of
meaning and incapacity for communicating. He exydaiis loss of meaningas
effects of the uncoupling of system and lifewdtld The loss of emanating as a
special phenomenon of modernity is a result ofrdt®nality of system-integration
which is fused with the political system (the stateis called the colonization of the
lifeworld by means of media of system-integration.
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Habermas explains the sociodox of Chaotic Prisom tineoretical framework
borrowed from Lockwood. The system-integration doeal from the social one, a
process which is followed by the colonizing attesnpt system-integration, that is,
system-integration tries to shape social integnatio accordance with its own
functional needs, independent of the historicallgesging elements of tradition-
lifeworld. Because of the invasion of system-in&tigm (instrumental and functional
rationality) lifeworld becomes fragmented and cilmadiume’s or Burke’s critique of
rationalism was based on the argument that sodledy,is, tradition-lifeworld cannot
be created rationally, and even the attempt toaddesnolishes society and freedom.
We can find the same argument targeted againstumsttal and functional
rationality in Habermas, who developed his critiqpighe big and arbitrary welfare
state in connection with the nature of system-irgtegn. He perceived the loss of
freedom as a result of the "iron cage" - a notaen from romanticism via Weber.
The iron cage is ,an administered, totally reifigdrld in which means-end rationality
and domination are merge"Following Weber, Habermas exploits the traditional
argument of anti-rationalists which describes ratlity as a means of arbitrary power,
despotism and something that homogenises lifesstgled results in the loss of
meaning. (Despite its reactionary origin, this angat is rather common among the
members of the Frankfurt School.) As a means aéva kind of power, rationality is
responsible for modern anomie because it demolidisge normative tradition-
lifeworld and normativity in politics: ,a colonizan of lifeworld by system
imperatives that drive moral-practical elements otitprivate and political public
spheres of life(This invasion of system-integration into traditilieworld was
brought about by the attempt to create obedienngir{eering mass loyalty). This
attempt was not successful, its unintended relsoWever, is that ,the communicative
practice of everyday life is one-sidedly rationatisnto a totalitarian into a utilitarian
life-style." The loss of meaning is a consequernicéhe fragmentation of tradition-
lifeworld caused by this attempt of system-inteigrato create a new and functionally
convenient lifeworld. ,This communicative infrastture is threatened by two
interlocking, mutually reinforcing tendenciesystemically induced reificatiorand
cultural impoverishment’’’ The system-integration (political system) is irsiagly
independent of lifeworld, that is, increasingly mefree, which is nothing but
arbitrariness from the point of view of individual&nd this norm-free system-
integration invades lifeworld and deprives it &f imtersubjective, common normative
structures. This colonization of lifeworld resuits,a loss of meaning and freedom”,
that is, chaos coexists with the loss of freedorhaWs necessary for freedom is an
intersubjective, meaningful order and not a systérhis colonization is the
supercession of normativity by instrumental and cfiomal rationality: ,when
interactions are no longer coordinated via normd @alues, or via process of
reaching understanding, but via the medium of emgbavalue... they transform social
and intrapsychic relations into instrumental relasi.”®

But with the loss of meaning the possibility of mative consensus, that is,
legitimation is also lost. Habermas, in a ratherilgir way to Burke, writes about the
necessary failure of the attempts to engineer rgsdty, obedience. The ,political
system... cannot produce mass loyalty in any désamount.*®; A legitimation
deficit means that it is not possible by admintsteameans to maintain or establish
effective normative structures to the extent resgplii During the course of capitalist
development, the political system shifts its boureanot only into the economic
system but also into the socio-cultural system. [&/lorganizational rationality
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spreads, cultural traditions are undermined andkerezd. The residue of tradition
must, however, escape the administrative grasp, tfaditions important for
legitimation cannot be regenerated administrativétyrthermore, administrative
manipulation of cultural matters has the unintendiel@ effect of causing meanings
and norms previously fixed by tradition and belongto the boundary conditions of
the political system to be publicly thematizé®.”, The cultural system is peculiarly
resistant to administrative control. There is nmauiistrative production of meaning...
The procurement of legitimation is self-defeatisgsaon as the mode of procurement
is seen through. Cultural traditions have their pwulnerable, conditions of
reproduction. They remain ,living” as long as thiake shape in an unplanned, nature-
like manner, or are shaped with hermeneutic consaiess... A cultural tradition loses
precisely this force as soon as it is objectivadhc prepared and strategically
employed. In both cases conditions for the reprodueof cultural traditions are
damaged, and the tradition is undermin&dTradition sets limits to action, but
tradition as such bounds administrative or anyorati action, because it cannot be
manipulated. By means of its media (power and mpti&ynorm-free political system
is growing too big and invades lifeworld in order ghape it in accordance with its
own needs. Without the support of tradition-lifeldothe political system cannot gain
legitimation, that is, obedience and loyalty. Ittrsie that the norms of tradition-
lifeworld do not limit the will of individuals angolitical system any more. But the
lack of obedience to this norm-free, arbitrary podil system (which is rational from
its own point of view, but arbitrary from the poiot view of citizens) increases the
extent of the rational invasion of lifeworld by sys1-integration. Habermas'’s view is
based on the traditional dual conception of povarity in social thinking. On the
one hand, Habermas refers to normative control hwiatows the possibility of
disobedience, and therefore needs obedience,sthiggitimation; on the other hand,
he also refers to control via media which shapealitimms and allow no alternatives,
and therefore does not need obedience, that ismegjon. The latter form of control
is norm-free: based on rational social and econaintéws, it operates via ,factual”
conditions®? Its media make the modern welfare state too stfsegond kind of
control), but at the same time, the chronic abseofcenass loyalty, obedience
highlights its serious deficiency in regard to fhist kind of control. That is why the
welfare state tries to engineer the first kind anfitcol (that is, legitimation, obedience)
via the second one (that is, rationally exploititsgnedia for condition-formation).
Putting aside Habermas’s modernist optimism, wisigpposes that lifeworld
can be recreated by communicative rationality,d@gnosis of modernity fits in the
tradition of social thinking described above. Thessl of meaning is a loss of
normativity in everyday life: instead of normatigentrol, the political system deploys
a norm-free control which does not require obedengn this process, free
communication can be replaced only by massive nudatipn, that is, by strong,
indirect control.®® Through its media, the political system attainsoamnipotence
(both power and money is based on utilitarian manas calculation), but it suffers
from a deficit in legitimation and obedience. Habas’s utopia is a lifeworld which
gives place to communicative activity, meaningfot anutual, without coercion and
assymetrical relations - a vision similar to theteis Dei. But in this imagery, society
is a civitas terrena which, because of its uti@arrationality, lacks normativity,
where only an arbitrarily forced control can sustairelative peace and cooperation.
And this control (power) cannot be norm-bounded¢asinorms have evaporated from
lifeworld, and they cannot be recreated by a rafiarse of money or power. The
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members of system-integration (political systerhg technocrats, see themselves to
be rational, but from an outside perspective thegear to be not reasonable but
arbitrary, because their activity is determined dy instrumental and functional
rationality which, by its origin, has nothing to daith any reason embedded in
existing tradition-lifeworld. But there is no retuto Paradise; in modernity, tradition-
lifeworld and normativity have ceased to existesen if the political system would
like to anchor its activity in norms of traditiorfieworld, it would not be able to do so.

The colonization of lifeworld is the implementatioof the explicit
predictability-needs of several organizations agfaihe opaqueness of everyday life.
Any predictability that existed in lifeworld, wasaays limited, and even though there
were boundaries, they were fading away. Individueg#doms, just like predictability,
were limited in tradition-lifeworld. The project thhe Enlightenment tried to enhance
both together by means of creating new norms. Desfs failure, ever since this
project, there has been a common experience ofwaamel enforcing opinion, a
monster. An important difference between modesngsid their critics is that the
former think of the elimination of tradition-lifewldl as emancipation, while the latter
interpret this experience as anomie.

The non-normative limitations (despotic as well, &tual”) are outside of
society, so they do not need legitimation, becaheg do not need obedience, which
is an old dream of utopian thinking. The critics,tdctual” control often point out
one of its important characteristics. Namely, thét kind of control is not manifest, it
tries to exploit the ,,objective social and econaahitaws and necessities”, but it is
always ambiguous whether these objective lawsepdtiitical system using them are
.responsible” for the situation. (From the pointwaéw of the present paper it is not
important whether these objective laws really exastnot; and whether social
engineers are able to use them for their purposesot) One of the essential
statements of this tradition of the critique of raodty is that power, norm-free
control has become more hidden and much less reipen

In this paper | tried to illustrate a paradox imadeociety (a sociodox) which
spread after the collapse of the notion of the lafusature. This image is based on the
critique of two basic presuppositions fundamemasaciology. The first one is that
there are no normative laws of nature (,naturafnmativity); an idea which led to the
notion that every moral claim is arbitrary. Theeatipresupposition important for the
self-image of sociology is about the existence aftdal social laws, necessities,
which can be discovered by rational methods andoeamsed rationally as a means of
controlling people. The presupposition of sociatl @tonomical laws is inherently
connected to the new kind of control, which triesshape conditions via universals
like power and money. Since Adam Smith, one of th&n activities of social
science, and also the basis of its claim for beiriggitimate science, has been the
search for meaning of unintended social phenom8mee theWealth of Nations
social and economic thinking had to reflect upam phoblem of an ,invisible hand”,
that is, how people achieve an end which was ndtgddaheir original intent. Smith's
explanation to account for unintended consequetegesvith Providence, but the
social sciences secularized the invisible hand aifeted plenty of explanations for
this phenomenon. When critics of modernity referrationality as an irresistible
means of control, they mean the supposedly disedveational explanations of the
.nvisible hand” and the instrumental-rational ueé these functionally rational
explanations. The use of such explanations, whedtheyr are correct or not, helps
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controlling agencies to create situations in wipelople can act only in a certain way,
or to reach some goals which were not intendedlgysabject.

The social evaluation of everyday morality, norleeive habits and
prejudices was a reaction to Cartesian rationaéisthpuritanism. Descartes, who was
uneasy about the idea that thinking could be a ymbdf customs, directed his
scientific method to depart from customs and trawlitifeworld. Tradition was also
an enemy for puritans, because tradition was eduat¢gh Catholicism and the
existing social world which they saw as somethinfus and rotten. The re-evaluation
of tradition-lifeworld took place mainly among tEaglish sceptics and in Scotland in
the 18" century”, but its earlier examples in social thinking walso targeted against
innovating reformatioA®> For them, the morality of everyday life, customeant
regularity and meaningful relations regardless lwdirt origin or the existence of
arguments. This world meant the society for themd, i contained natural, taken-for-
granted and efficient normative controls and limsen though these were not
always clear and were rarely reflected upon. Thplegasis was a reaction to the
failure of the efforts for rational justificatiomd systematization of morality in thel7-
18" century. This failure resulted in the demolitiohtiee normative meaning of the
law of nature, and in the increasing fashionabler@sits ,factual” interpretation.
This early rationalization project was indirectly avantgarde in the demolition of
existing tradition-lifeworld and its limiting, coralling norms. The common elements
of the above mentioned examples of the sociodakh@fChaotic Prison are: (1) that
egoistic (sinful) man means the elimination of thad-lifeworld, its norms,
limitations and meanings which results in a chaotieeaningless world where
individuals are mutually defenceless against tHatrary will of others; (2) that
society, interpreted as tradition-lifeworld, canbet created rationally; (3) the parallel
phenomena of increasing power and decreasing atytivanich results in anomie,
legitimation problems and the emergence of a newviaesistible form of control.
The new is never natural, never taken for grantédsbmething alien, thus arbitrary in
terms of existing norms of historically establisheammmon tradition-lifeworld, so,
new control is always felt to be more coercive tkiaa customary one. The sense of
Lunnaturalness” of the new kind of control is brbtigbout by the fact that it does not
acknowledge the habitual, customary limits whichlddoound the controlling activity
of the political system. But the new kind of comhttgpically tries to redraw these
limits, it always attempts to define its own comwhts and borders, that is, it tends to
be self-defining, which is to say it knows no limifThe closer the description of
modernity is to Augustine’s civitas terrena and rtieaningless world of the Tower of
Babel, where vain, self-loving individuals are iter@al conflict and struggle, the
more the political and social control looks (and&)rarbitrary and despotic.
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The wisdom of institutions: in between the realityof mass individualism and an
utopia reloaded

The praxeological starting point of present papesimply that human beings
act, that is, they have goals and purposes andttiigp achieve them. But goals,
means and situations can be understood only byinguRyle’s phras€ - thick
description. That is, all the people on the Kossghare, in Budapest, standing side
by side and shouting seem unreasonable and irghtidfaybe, someone will say so.
But they protest, they want the Prime Minister aingary to go. So, without this thick
description we cannot understand them. Apart froadenn social science, people’s
ideas, their knowledge and its origin is at sta#leas are important because of their —
although not logical — consequences. The convistemd ideas people hold say a lot
about their actions, their choices, about the 8dna they can perceive and answer.
Ideas can incite passions and revolutions or magemate them, as well. Apart from
the basic presumptions of modern social sciencégeonomics, people’s actions can
be less explained by impersonal “forces”, “causas’some other favourite toys of
these moderns sciences. Focusing on people’s vestedests some usually
presupposes that these are given, however, nothistigrians of ideas but political
actors are also well aware of the significance ndériest formation. This paper is
interested in some epistemic aspects of globatinati

Modern soothsayers prefer talking about necessitigdicitly negating moral
and intellectual agency of man. Referring to tedbgical, economical or political
necessities they imply that man does not act, buslacted upon. My generation in
Hungary was grown up in an intellectual life ofedbile state, where any criticism
concerning socialism was put aside by referringetmnomical or geopolitical
necessities. This kind of scientism neglects to ¢ghag attention to the role of ideas
and debates.

I'm going to focus on the problem of the origin our knowledge:
globalization has mad problematic the reasonab¢ebgsiemolishing our institutions,
a space where wisdom may emerge from trial and,eara from the interaction of
several generations and contemporaries. Our pastltve relevancies for our action,
namely, most of our knowledge came from the pagt.rtdy act reasonably according
to our past experiences and knowledge.

1,

Globalization is the steady decline in importan€enational boundaries and
geographical distance as constraints on mobilitd aonnections. Technological
innovation made connection easier, but mainly ecooal and religious, and later
political motivation moved this process.

According to globalists the key political issue air time is to ensure the
potential gains of boundlessness. In globalistkinigp boundaries are not perceived as
wall defending something (let's say, “our world” ‘mur home made order”), but as
divining lines which may make conflicts, enmitiesdaarrest world peace, harmony
and its economic blessings.Global co-operation and global institutions and
arrangements are seemed to be fruitful to elimjratat least to control the problems
inherited from our dark past, full of limits andmitations. But, what is more,
according to globalists, the blessings of globdimaor openness cannot be reached
without conscious efforts. Paradoxically, they mlagovernments to lower or even
abolish all man-made barriers, first of all, natistate created one, to mobility of
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goods, money, people and ideas. Beside clearingviyein front of globally free
movement of anything, nation state has meaning labaljst agenda only as a
corporation with the Prime Minister as chief exacait

Progressives have been supposing that the origiouofpresent problems,
conflicts is the lack of adaptation to the changgwironment/necessities. If we
change, we adapt ourselves to a situation deschieitiem, and this adaptation —
commonly called “progress” — may result a worldeffeom problems and conflicts.
The only source of our present problems, resentragainst globalisation is mal-
adaptation to the environment. Adaptation, thatigngeper definitionems always
good. The question is not whether such a progredgespeople happy, but it makes
them happier than they would otherwise have be@mceQpon a time, progress and
its necessities were interpreted as nation buildmdpy as globalization.

Globalization usually classified into economicachnological, political and
cultural branches (the last means, first of ak Anglosaxon mass culture). But the
dominant theme, | guess, the mismatched natioatdstand global markets. Anxiety
concerning globalization is often labelled as xdvapc or worst, while globalists can
see mainly the rosy possibilities of the phenomemtowever, our tradition contains
the Pythagorean and Aristotelian aversion from bieessnessafpeiror), and the
positive evaluation of limits perag. The first is somehow chaotic, indefinite,
indeterminate and infinite, that is, formless, afevachanging and in flux. In the
context of globalization nation states usually awtad to self-determination and
safety, that is, therefore limits and boundariegameed their traditionally positive
meaning.

Political and cultural globalization meant that rihds one and rational,
therefore context-free and universalizable solufmmall social, moral and political
problems. Universalism has an elective affinityrationalism in politics and moral
thinking® Diversity of cultures and contingency of situasaare seen as obstacles,
potential source of danger for modern harmony, tisatfor peaceful political
hedonism. Diversity and contingency are seen damgeras potential sources of
conflict.

This universalizing and rationalist way of thinkingalled commonly
modernity, means the eradication of traditionatdmically emerged identities and
knowledge, and the emerging homogeneous and easihjpulated mass society
without moral or physical limits and boundaries.isThomogenizing universalism
created the political nation as well, an universabde of associationyia the
elimination of local institutions as competing awilies and loyalty claims by
centralized nation state.

The question is whether globalization is simply thexent step in the
modernization process, which was preceded by the®matate? In this case, the
conflict between globalists and nation states wobkl a home affair of the
progressives. Or, are the conflicts around globbn something different?

2,

Some liberal and Marxist thinkers presuppose tbhahemy (or technology) is
the infrastructure of society, the basis which medi the politics, ethics, culture,
identity, the so called super structure. Marx wriotd he Poverty of Philosophjat
the hand mill gives us feudal society, the steani mdustrial capitalism, so
productive forces, technology determine the humeations, social, political and

other aspects of human life.
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Labor is organized, is divided differently accomglino the instruments it
disposes over. The hand-mill presupposes a diffetiersion of labor from the steam-
mill. Thus, it is slapping history in the face tant to begin by the division of labor in
general, in order to get subsequently to a specifistrument of production,
machinery... Under the patriarchal system, underdaste system, under the feudal
and corporative system, there was division of laibathe whole of society according
to fixed rules. Were these rules established ®geslator? No. Originally born of the
conditions of material production, they were raigedthe status of laws only much
later. In this way, these different forms of theision of labor became so many bases
of social organization. As for the division in therkshop, it was very little developed
in all these forms of sociely.

The socialist experiment was based upon this, HBeeca materialist
metaphysics. Ironically, this experiment soughirtwoduce new economic laws by
means of political power. It was really a systenthaf sense of centralized panoptical
surveillance in economics as well as in other sghef life. But contrary to socialist
experiment, capitalism is not a system — it does$ boilt up from blocks,
interconnected by necessities. Even if there arbajleconomy and technology, these
do not define politics or culture, that is, the raaxf our political association and our
idea of good life. Many critics as well as supptef globalization presuppose a kind
of economical-technical over-determination. Of sayrtechnology is not neutral. It
spread the importance of efficiency against wisdamd phronesis plurality,
judgment. Still, even in case of socialism it may false to talk about necessities:
there were several kinds of socialism; and theee eardless versions of political
society connected to market economy. My point & #ven if there are economical
and technological constrains, it depends on ouraimamd political imagination and
knowledge, what kind of political society and wdylife may emerge.

Both critics and supporters of globalization agtleat this economical and
technicalphehomenomproduces the decline of nation state or any kinstate. And if
they are right, what is emerging instead?

The dominant criticism of globalization is charaidcally anti-capitalist, it is
a criticism of free market which cannot be cong&dllby the existing nation state
institutions and legislation. And nation state eers by these critics as a quasi-
Socialist state: a means to reduce the unwantedtsfof market economy. Criticism
of market may refer to the consequences of fre&e@hand competition, like poverty,
unfairness, exploitation. Or, this criticism mayirgoout that pure and perfect
competition is an ideal, and there are always paelations; non meritocratic values
but networks and force decides the competition.|8Vkhe first criticism says that fair
competition results unfair results, so it is bduk kst criticism teaches us that there is
no fair competition, what is called this way is e veil of pure power relations,
oppression or exploitation.

Globalization is often described as economical @uthnological dominance
or, at least, dependence, but in both cases itdMaila control from without of nation
state. The modern conception of Sovereignty obnastate eroded, decision allegedly
made by the majority of voters has been becomiagasingly irrelevant.

But, it can be said that the conflicts of globatian are home affairs: these are
conflicts between industrial and agricultural proeits and buyers or consumers.
Practically, everyone is consumer, but less ansl pesple are producer, less and less
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people are involved in the labour market. So, fbbalization vs. nation state conflict
may appear as the conflicts of producers and enesi

Mainly the producers are sensitive for global cotitipg and they claim
reinforced state sovereignty to defend them —ithaheir market position - by means
of market control and redistribution. As | can seation state and state sovereignty
for them mean the productivist or welfare state alvhis an opaque and anonym
redistributive structure — irresponsible but sustidlyy manipulative. Still, they hope
more access to its control than to the deeplypoesible and anonym global market
and institutions. However, anti-globalists do m@cessarily prefer nation state.
Instead, they prefer state or any other regulasiggncy. Society has ceased in the
sense of self-regulation, and nation state asferdift kind of self-regulation method
followed it. Globalizatison means that social omgrdoes not seem to be national, it
seems not to be correlated with nation state, bilt several agencies which govern
from distance by trans-national regulatory appaatGriticism of market and
globalization are not only against competition, bl#o for some version of statism,
because state as such seems to them eligiblelfaosgrol.

Our question is rather simple: what kind of poétisociety we live in?

Does the proposed mode of life differ in the caGeither globalist or anti-
globalist? What is called nation state is a ret@rahtive to globalized way of life? As
| can see, both are based on political hedonisnmeass individualism.

The promise of mass individualism is the satistactof material wishes by a
rational and universal organization — let it be Mfamarket or some trans-national
(bureaucratically regulated) association. Theigemmingly only one task, the opinion
management, that is, keeping at bay those opinidnesh are potentially dangerous
for the peaceful mass consumption. Those who dighe peaceful consumptions are
not heretics, but they are trouble-makers, speakatg speech. The today dissidents
are those who are loyal to some particulars: they r@ot revolutionarigsbut
traditionalists, nationalists and religious peoftelay, called fundamentalists). They
are, first of all, anti-hedonist and anti-seculayithat is, they refuse founding the
moral and political order only upon human empirisashes. These contemporary
dissenters claims moral or religious limits agabstindlessness.

Political hedonism would found order on the satiBta of human wishes, and
allegedly accept any kind of whimsical wishes, ¢f@re it describes itself as tolerant,
apart from those so-called oppressing norms whiohldvlimit human wishes. So,
every community and institution, fist of all theucbhes, are bigot and against human
freedom. Of course, political debate with theselerant institutions is impossible,
therefore, they must be excluded from the neutrblip by the honest moderns.

3.

In the following section | describe the epistemtaation in mass democracy,
with special reference to post-socialism.

The modern mass democracy created a strange foimdigidualism on mass
scale: mass individualism combined the radical humghts thinking with market
liberalism. Whilst the first emphasizes rights et duties, the last spread the view
that anything can be solved by human choices. Bigiooth thinking flatter to mass
individuals: there is no bad choice, one has thletsito do whatever he wants.

Egalitarian democracy is often criticized becausé&srelativism, and mass
individuals are frustrated because they value fostrhis difference from the others,
but nothing is worth differing, nothing is bett&an anything else. They may choose,
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but they may not choose well. Even making a valudg¢ment is seen as moral
failure, and neutrality or tolerance are the masffgrred virtues. There is no wrong
choice or life-style, and anything make them upgleat makes them remember for
their conscience or the morally good. Today, alaiicalism cannot be explained by
the authoritative activity of churches, from thising of view it is most important that
even the existence of churches makes mass indisideenembering for right and
wrong.

The frustrated and angry mass individuals selficemt, still they claim
security by the state, in practice, they claim argateed life-style. It means that the
main task of the state today is the eliminatioriha unpleasant results of the wrong
choices of mass individuals. The political hedonisould build political order on the
satisfaction of human desires, and it can callfitekerant, because formally it accepts
any claim and labels any moral as oppressive, whichld limit these desires and
wishes. Neutrality is able to get relativism andldvdsm dominance by expelling all
morals from public life, which would limit desires.

Present democracy, people believe, can satisfysivaeeds, and, really, it
renders easily all contending beliefs inoffensiveidiculous. In modern democracy,
on general, and in post-communism, in particulae, anly legitimate public belief is
egoism and the private pursuit of economic welkgeiThe dominant political
hedonism claims productivist or welfare state, amekes all ideas unattractive and
unpopular, unless they appeal to economic interéiststrength is not in its forced
liberal ideal, but rather in its renunciation dfideals, apart from empirical individual
well being. By means of an apolitical economicat asocial policy, democracy
created a consumer culture as Tocqueville foreseere generations ago.

Modernity is rationalization, universalization anohassification. Mass
individual, rooted out from communities and indiibas, is solitary, alienated
therefore more vulnerable and destitute. Modertesta well as economy inimical
towards collective identities, as potential souwteonflicts and technically not easily
manipulated. The pre-modern institutional-commuf@dal) control was replaced by
state bureaucratic controls, agencies which govenm distance, and wisdom by
alleged technical rationality.

Today everything is justified or legitimated by fitsctional contribution to the
empirical satisfaction of mass individuals, jugelin Plato’spigs’ polisbased on the
merely appetit€’Anything limiting human wishes is labelled as de&por inhuman.
Because, only the claims for the satisfaction opieical wishes are legitimate issues
in public life and the means to satisfy them, puldibates limited only to them.

The presently dominant utopia in public’s mind cected to the self-image of
productivist state. One of its elements is thd dbiminant hope of progress, that is,
the promise of an ever improving world in termssafisfaction of empirical desires.
Progress, hopefully, will result harmony of the mamic interest of all members of
society or world is a modern idea, opposing Momtaig teaching that the gain of one
is invariably the damage of others, no man prdifitsby the loss of others. The
other element of this utopia is universalism, timalfend of conflicts emerging from
nations or from other particulars. This hope anahpse of the end of conflicts, that
is, finally politics, is an anti-political. The meths’ political hope is anti-political.

Economical-technical globalization contains the piaa promise of anti-
politics: the administration of things, managepalicy characterized by protection,
peace, harmony and security. The difference betWibenals and socialists — two
branches of moderns — is that liberals think thidepis able to consolidate itself by
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means of economics (economic cooperation and/ompettion). But today nation,
particulars are anathema for both liberals andadists.

4,

As David Hume wrote in his essaf the First Principles of Governméht
government is always government of the many byfeélae But — as one may read in
Hume’s essay or in la Boetielhe Politics of Obedience. The Discourse of Volynta
Servitudé® — power is always ultimately on the side of thevegoed, and the
governors have nothing to support them but opinilfrpublic opinion is ultimately —
continues this tacitly contractual argument — resgude for the structure of
government, it is also the agency that determinéether there is freedom or
bondage. Therefore, the struggle for freedom ornf@aning is not resistance to
tyrants or oligarchs but resistance to the pubtimion. A little bit later, Tocqueville
and J.S. Mill taught us that the fight for freed@nd against tyranny is not the
struggle of the many against the few, but of miesiagainst the majority. At least,
since la Boetie and Hume knowledge of common pedye gained political
significance.

Instead of physical force, are able to manipulate dentralizing and
homogenizing social life — therefore, modern dormambased on hegemony over the
allegedly open minded mass, emerged after thewdisin of independent institutions
and moral. Because the present governments baspdputar consent, one of their
main activities is opinion management. That is wiass communication has became
so widely discussed. Mass communication is not linpplitically relevant but a
constituent part of power network. In our systemetiand bureaucratically managed
world revolution seems to be impossible, but theolts here are typically directed
against mass media headquarters, as the symboégants of power.

Instead wisdom, public is dominated by the arhitess of post-modern multi-
culti (bloody, pathological identities, tribalisnand fundamentalist rationalism and
the rhetoric of economic over-determinism. But,piiesof utopical hopes, modernity
much better characterized by mutual mistrust aedabk of loyalty to any authority
in case of conflict. ,It seems we trust our leadensr neighbours, our visitors, and
even our own future behaviour, less and le¥s.”

Global politics and economics, just like modernioratstate, are managed by
abstract manipulation of social engineering. Resjility is fading away: no space
for it in the thinking dominated by economical, igo&l, technological or whatever
necessities

By emerging huge organizations the democratic pserof representative self-
control is also fading away. These organizationsiaga consent by mass scale
manipulation via the mass media and the mediumasfey and power.

5,

Men are quarrelsome as well as cooperative/conakhgwnature. But, even in
the case of rational benevolent and enlightenedersasand even in case of a world
without nations, conflicts may emerge among indraild. The tragic sense is that euvil
or sin cannot be eliminated from this world, therefdecision has to be made. In our
present world, however, we can see that no onedagssion makers; their reason, the
ground of their judgment is usually not evident arad consensual. Even if there is
universal rationality and our managers would bee abl implement their rational
knowledge, they couldn’t bring about loyalty.
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The weakest point of our present political exiseerscthat it promises the end
of conflicts, but in case of the emerging conflictscisions do not seem to be
reasonably from the point of view of people invalva conflicts, therefore decisions
are hardly accepted. The idealized neutral politiosild be separated from the moral
consciousness of people. Therefore, there is antants disloyalty towards state or
global organizations, because the knowledge usdteim are so far from common
people’s intersubjective knowledge. And without egney consent, only force or the
presence of sanctions and mass scale manipulaagrcampel people to be obedient.

Both the bureaucratic rationalism and whimsical snasdividualism are
meaningless in the everyday life, both are far aasn intersubjectivity. Even the
rationality of bureaucracy is seen whimsical frone tshared wisdom of common
people, because it, like a god, giveth and taketlaya On the other hand,
globalization in everyday life practices means aseeof irrelevance and dis-
functionality of our knowledge created by our slkiateial and error efforts in
interpersonal relations and by free discussiomleas.

Whilst the common argument against globalizatidarseto locality, as a place
of identity, | don’t follow this line of argumenthe contemporary fashion of identity
would smuggle pre-modern values into our presest-pwdern context, resulting
relativism and anomie. Talking about locality megasticulars (little platoons), first
of all institutions like parishes, schools, fanslieetc., but instead of identities
connected to them, | focus on the intersubjectieecbntained in them.

Men are not good or bead, they can be improveccbasked. Men are able to
keep the permanent threat of evil at bay by coostg shared moral rules,
institutions and traditions. Reasonableness, thawisdom of institutions came from
the free trial and error learning process. Thiglkaf knowledge is cooperatively and
interpersonally constructed moral and practicalesul and not impersonal,
administratively created and/or applied, manipatatitechniques. More these
constrains via the medium of money and power — are impersonan(iaistration of
things” by Engels, Lenin and their modernist folera), and further away from
everyday life, the more these are harsher. Livimgcommunities and institutions
people not only creates indirectly practical andrahoules, but, also indirectly, the
sense of obedience and loyalty emerge in them. Iboyarmation, participation,
responsible decision-making, reasonableness, tokeself-regulation and education
of the next generations — the very problem why peopmass democracy complains -
happened in our institutions in the past. Insttsi are the objects of our loyalty and
affection, and the repositories of much human wisde formed by the collective
experience of previous generations.

Shared wisdom capital leads to trust, respect, emdmitment to work
together. Wisdom, emerging and learnt intersulgétivn institutions, contains skills
like conflict negotiation, listening, cooperatiohVisdom is proper or, at least,
probable understanding of ordinary experiences slll in judging in borderline
cases in face of this uncertainty. It tends toaase with experience. This kind of
knowledge refers to the long term consequencesesept actions, considers probable
side-effects, makes people be able to make reasopéns and strategies for the
future, to monitor them and to detect early warrsign of difficulties, and to assess
their significance.

Anti-globalist, by criticising neo-liberalism, magfer to dominance and over-
control of market as well as its chaotic and whaakinfluences to (local) life. But
the age before globalization was dominated by Kewame redistributive and
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productivist state, its disciplinary apparatus andveillance in the name of progress
or guarantied life — even if this surveillance vedlegedly democratic, that is, self-
imposed. And the redistributive and productivisttstmay be slightly better from my
epistemical point of view, it corrodes bureauckticinstitutional wisdom just like
the phenomena called globalisation.

Modern society has no time for wisdom: it emergasng) long period of time,
and to acquire it is also along process. Howewey, farm of mass individualism
claims instant gratification and sees institutionsddom only as barriers. Moderns,
whether supported the idea of nation state or sogtianal organizations and the idea
of one nation, were apt to remove institutions eachmunities containing wisdom as
the barriers to progress — whatever progress means.

Uninformed by the wisdom tradition, data, infornoati knowledge, intellect,
expertise, strategies, open society can be orghitngenanipulating techniques to be
exploited, degraded. Open society, apart from Pdgpatopia, doesn’'t contain
individuals searching fro truth or falsehood, bwass individuals easily manipulated.
We live in age in need of wisdom. Technical andaargational achievements of
science and technology have made the Moderns igmoselom or practical
knowledge, traditions contained in institutions. déons tend to ignore that A wise
group — containing diverse and decentralised mesnbaenakes better judgements or
solve problem better than experts with kind of iGedtions or credentials.
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The problem of political knowledge and action in tle criticism of Modernity

Since the first reaction to the political and mdvildernism in the 18century
there have been continuous efforts to criticize khederns’ concepts and hopes
referring to political knowledge and action. Thancern with political epistemology
and action became much stronger during tHec@mtury.

Many years before Churchill said higon moton democracy, democratic
constitution had achieved a position similar tosth@f monarchy during the Middel
Ages. As monarchy was seen as the best regime dplgéduring the Middle Age,
democracy could reach this status in the politicadking at the beginning of the 90
century. Democracy and the sovereignty of the pebptame inevitable, the regimes,
later labeled totalitarian, referred to people, t8mce then the issue of good regime
became a taboo and political thinkers left it. ®di thinking shifted into the area of
political epistemology and action theory. The issud the nature of political
knowledge and political action allow people to thiabout good life and human
condition apart from the actual constitutional ower structure of state.

The criticism of Modern politics referred to chasgéke democratization,
massification, revolutions, totalitarianism and thelfare state. These institutional
and visible changes in the character a politicensee be connected to a characteristic
notion of the nature of political knowledge andi@tt As it is well known, Oakeshott
connected rationalism to the new prince and the class in politics, who wouldn’t
spend too much time with the slow and uncertainnieg of tradition and practice.
Or, let me mention Popper’'s paper published on iat@gmd violence, where he
connected the wrong version of rationalism to esdorent and utopia-building
efforts, and hisOpen Society- written by one of its enemies — is huge Nurember
Trial to convict Plato and Hegel because of the &aodotalitarianism. Ironically, the
idea, that the interpretations of the nature ofitipal knowledge and action are
connected to specific regimes can be read backlato’® Republic Oakeshott’s,
Strauss’ and Voegelin’'s work in general combined thiticism of contemporary
regime with criticism of Modern political epistenogly and action theory.

Those authors who didn’'t enjoyed the political Medem perceived two
different kinds of dangers coming from the epistlgal presuppositions of
Moderns. One of them is commonly called rationalismhilst the other is called
relativism. Ironically, the second one commonly lakgped as a result of the first one.
According to critics, in both case, the epistemaalgand moral (action theoretical)
mistake result the loss of good order. Modernityépicted typically as a kind of
Chaotic Prison.

On the one hand, according to rationalist, politikaowledge is logical
sequences following logical rules, therefore thisreo need for personal judgment.
These 28 century critics of political Modernism emphasiztheé need for personal
decisions in morality and politics, which cannot bminated from a free and
responsible man.

Modernist thinking started partly as an epistemclaigdebate in the literature
at the end of the 17century, and leading figures modern politics faeshtheir claims
on epistemological arguments called Enlightenmbtttderns emphasized the break
between past and present, and the irrelevancepefriexces, knowledge coming from
the past in the understanding of the present sitst alternatives and dilemmas.
Modern originally meant ,what is at hand” (from thatin modq.

31



For the critics of Modernity, not only the naturfetlee political knowledge and
action differed from Moderns’ epistemological hogesl promises, but the elements
of this knowledge, too. For them, the history ofitozal thought has become a part of
the answer to the problem of practical wisdom indelmity. The emerging role of the
history of political thoughts in the political edaton and thinking seems to have
affinity with a non-Modern notion of political kndedge and action. It is not clear
how political knowledge may emerge. What we maywkne that usually those
people’s moral imagination is better who had cladseducation, who studied the
Ancients.

It seems to me that the history of ideas is inral kaf discursive coalition with
those thinking which criticizes Modern politics. Neimply because of Lovejoy, but
history of ideas excavates old and maybe forgosigmes, dilemmas and debates. This
coalition may be well interpreted really as theelelf the Ancients’ view of man and
the humanan condition. This criticism of politigaModern was connected implicitly
to the Ancient standpoint. It seems that theredssaursive coalition between certain
epistemological and political positions. As theiabsciences were in coalition with
reformism, progressivism and welfare state, theran elective affinity between the
criticism of politically Modern and the history pblitical ideas.

Scientism and Social Engineering

But not only the break with past, authority andliian what is important for
us, but the very nature and the object of knowle@¢g/ant in political action were at
stake. The late 1and the first half of the 20century were dominated by the social
scientific thinking, imitating the natural sciencBocial science has been implied
society which can be known and mapped with cestaiahd can be formed and
reformed by using scientific knowledge; and padticaction was interpreted
increasingly as a naturally reformist activity. $miew of knowledge combined with
social and political reformism during the”leentury, and later with the democratic
hope that humans can be self-governing and obedielyt laws, institutions and
relations created by them.

An important part of scientism was the "hidden Haexjplanation originated
from the search for causal laws. The notion of paddradition was succeeded by the
notion of the dynamic but stable system of mutual eausal dependences, and the
notion of historical-providential formation of th@st one was succeeded by the
notion of causal, necessary processes and tre@user, is nothing but necessity...
connected chain of causes and effettdr this social deism society is a network of
impersonal, unchangeable and covert, law-like retes. None of the motions man
underwent was spontaneous, these were dependeatusas, wholly out of the reach
of his own powers. D’'Holbach: Manis, continually impelled by causes, which, in
spite of himself, influence his frame, modify hisstence, despite of his conduct...
every movement of his duration, he was nothing rii@e a passive instrument in the
hands of necessity®

The original program of 18-19century scientism was to discover these
factual, objective social laws in order to createeav and eternal human order by
utilizing them. The emerging social science, asoged to today's, did not enjoy the
sense of chaos, but was terrified by it and trizatdpe with chaos rationally. The
Modernists can be differentiated from their critigs means of their optimistic view:
both of these groups sensed some chaos, the emistaken-for-granted traditional
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morality, but the modernists had strong hopes farew and better social world.
,Nevertheless, confusion... is nothing but the pgesof a being into a new ordéf.”

This scientist version of rationalism emerged fravhiggism (see Locke)
which combined the progress of science and Enlighént to that of liberty, the tory
Sceptics like Droyden, Swift and Johnson turneengitbn toward the compulsory and
monopolistic nature of rationalism. Since then, bi@sis of the criticism rationalist
political epistemology is individual freedom.

Carlyle was important follower of Burke’'s image thfe Chaotic Prison. In
Carlyle's description, the image of chaos in evayytife and that of impersonal
necessities, coercing from without, received aemthifferent colouring. Chaos and
the necessary tendencies of despotism were intedhras the results of spreading
rationalism and the experiment to create a newespaiationally. Carlyle was
frightened by the factual social laws social thimtkihad just revealed, because these
could take freedom awayFgr it is the ‘force of circumstances’ that doegsxhing;
the force of one man can do nothing... We figurei®p as a ‘Machine™’ In
Carlyle’s thinking, the instrumental and calculgtirationality was connected to the
notion of impersonal, factual necessities, the ipue/ used the latter Mechanism,
like some glass bell, encircles and imprisons®dg8ut the lack of freedom connected
to chaos in Modernity which ischaotic, ungoverned, of Devil, not of G6d.The
sense of chaos went hand in hand with the senseoafuch control. His age was
,nothing but Mechanism and Chaotic Brute-Gotf8

This project was represented in social scienceqlypndiy positivists, like
Comte, J.S.Mill and Durkheim, etc. They tried tplaee existing personal traditional
morality - which they thought was arbitrary, coudictory, unintelligible - by a
rational and real onebased on social laws. Furenlgugh, the modernist thinking
labelled the taken-for-granted life-world as hunyaaleated, whilst they called the
new morality and new kind of control and institutsoas natural, although these latter
were overtly created, invented and implementeddmnpfe in front of the very eyes of
their contemporaries. The modernist thinkers preterthe factual social laws to
traditional, personal morality; they thought it wasssible to organise a society where
control was exercised mainly by factual, therefionpersonal social laws, where the
necessities of factual social laws would replacedsnce and traditional normativity.
That is why an elective affinity joined social saie to reformist political wings.

Social sciences searched for ,objective” social slawhich could explain
unintended social phenomena and which were thot@tuffer the most effective
methods of control apart from the intentions of tkembers of society. ,,Objectivity”
became one of the most important characteristicshese social laws, because
»objectivity” meant that these laws are out of #o®pe of human will. These laws, if
they were found, can be used by social engineacs,nabody is able to resist their
force. These laws are convenient means for refammatbecause do not allow
alterations, disobedience. Modernists suggestesktiaavs because of their supposed
marvellous efficiency in social control.

As Rousseau wrote:There are two kinds of independence: dependence on
things, which is the work of nature; and dependemcanen, which is the work of
society. Dependence on things, being non-morals doeinjury to liberty and begets
no vices... Keep the child dependent on things omlgt. his unreasonable wishes
meet with physical obstacles only, or the punistinvgmch results from his own
actions, lessons which will be recalled when theeaircumstances occur again. It is
enough to prevent him from wrong doing without fidding him to do wrong*®*
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This kind of control would liberate government asliwas individuals from
moral bounds: the individual may think and liven@swants, and the government may
also act as it wants. In this case governmentavigcdoes not claim any moral
support from citizens, as it can work effectivelyjtheut a legitimating consensus.
» 1The very words obey and command will be excluded fiis vocabulary, still more
those of duty and obligation; but the words strénghecessity, weakness, and
constraint must have a large place it it?

Therefore, the control based on factual social lawshen ,things”, that is
»objective condition” control the actor’s will foration or available means - is
recommended for the government in Modernity pardgause of its efficiency, and
partly because this kind of control is not boundnmatively by any existing and non-
rational traditional morality and is able to workithout taking them into
consideration. During the T9and 28 centuries, social relations have been
increasingly interpreted as factual laws and newessdeterminations. Their attitude
towards these factual, impersonal and immoral $oo&cessities differentiates
modernist thinkers from those who are critical obdarnity. Modernists have
interpreted these relations as liberating procesgesh might create a new society
that combines freedom and accountability, prediktab

Moderns partly hoped to solve the problem of lgyadihd obedience by
supposing that rule can be replaced by the admatish of things. Saint-Simonian
and Comtean, or Marxist-Leninist social engineeargehhad a vested interest in this
version of political activity. According the scigsit promise, action wouldn’t be a
result of prudential judgment, but the recognitminscientific necessities, whether
Marxian or other. If political knowledge is a kimd technéand politicians are social
engineers, each problem could have a solution paltical education would be only
to create, collect and transmits this technicaMdedge. Someone could understand a
situation according to models, and he would beassd from decision making and
responsibility connected to it.

“Society”, as the phrase spread in social sciensesomething impersonal,
where blind causes, forces and laws works. Suadegshtician could be those who
knows them and can apply them.

Contrarily, anti-scientists implied that humans areral beings in the sense
that they are not mindless billiard balls who angler impersonal forces, but moral
beings with moral imagination, capacity to realigeod and bad, and deciding
somehow. They have ideas, gained from numberlesgirees by numberless ways,
by which they interpret themselves, their situagi@md perceive alternative actions
and make decisions. Making a difference and thaagpto realize distinctions in the
world are this idealized actor’s characteristics.

The 50s and early 60s, characterised by the Erddenfogy debate, was the
period when the political philosophy re-emergedetsm waned much earlier than
the economic problems of welfare state startedoRalism was not able to deal with
the problem of Cleopatra’s nose. (Pascal: Thou@js) The perception of modern
mass democracy as barbars inside the gates, pblhiedonism and statism was
combined a reaction in political and moral epistEgy. It is also suggested that
rationalism and political Modernism were able toearlier mainly because of their
promises, but in vain. The promises only partly Idobe fulfilled, the basic
characteristics of politics and human conditiondrévchanged at all. Therefore, the
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failure of the Modern political hopes, like certgimnd guaranteed way of life (vivere
sicuro), has made the anti-Modernist political egm®logy and view of action
plausible.

This return of the political philosophy was conmetto the decline of the
optimism of Moderns and social sciences. The attdnalism spread as criticism of
scientism, and its popularity rose with that of ipcdl philosophy and with the
growing disappointment from social sciences. Thenns&ream of anti-rationalism
and criticism of Modernity came from Central ands8aurope where rationalism was
perceived as alien: something French or British.stDevsky's criticism which
opposed emotion against the scientist version tbrmalism; Schopenhauer who
emphasized the dark motivations in human actionsfziiche who explained the
difficulties of modernity by the loss pre-Socratitipnysian thinking; Ténnies model
of Gemeinschafaand Wesenwille Burckhardt’'s on individuality; Kuhn’s notion of
paradigm; Wittgenstein’s language theory; Berliplsiralism; Popper's notion of
incommensurability;Schmitt’'s decisionism; M. Polanyi on implicit anderponal
knowledge; Husserl and Alfred Schiitz on life-worédc. One may add Voegelin’s
works on Gnosticism and new political science, &tuss’ criticism of value-fact
distinction and the idea of neutrality in socialesces. | must say, in this context
Oakeshott was a honorary Easternemnssi

Looking for family resemblances, their common thenmay be that 1,
rational, systematic cognition of human world meited and fallible; 2, human actions
are typically do not rational, and the human warésh exist because of non-rational
elements like habit, prejudice, custom, piety,;&¢rational action is not necessarily
good, it may ruin human world; 4, rational actiomymwork but only in this non-
rational human environment.

These reactions did not bother too much how totifegte political action,
decision-making and coercion, instead, they empbdsihat decisions and coercion
are inherent in political action, and any hopeltmi@ate them from public life is anti-
political utopianism or hypocrisy. Let me turn ntmthe relation between the Modern
democratic self-image of contemporary regimes dmd #anti-rationalist political
epistemology.

Moral Absurdity vs Democracy

Not necessarily all critics of scientism were aationalist or against the
Modern project, Rawls and the liberal casuistrygeneral obviously continued its
Kantian version. Beside the scientist version,rAbeasuistry is the other dominant
wing in the 28 century rationalism: the industrious casuistsrilier busy
mathematician mangés of the Anglo-Saxon universities’ political and mira
philosophy departments, hope they are able to fqarticular political actions and
institutions by using logical arguments without sareposing particular political or
cultural values. The liberal casuist version oforadlism implied that:

- that human world is rational and can be known retily, therefore
consequences of human actions can be foreseennséisiiities are clear;

- using rational arguments universal consensus camdaged, therefore
in the emerging rational community there is lesd &ss need for arbitration and
coercion.

The Modernist hope — men’s self-government may a@pl God’s or
institution’s rule — has an utopian-antinomian s&gnand it continued the Lockean
tradition which hoped that coercion can be domasttt or finally eliminated from
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politics. Tory sceptics just like 19th century Gams romantics rebelled against this
whiggish optimism and started to emphasize thetratlin as inherent parts of
political activity: Dilemmas are dilemmas becauseytcannot be rationally resolved.
(Palto, Eutyphron 110 b-d).

SOCRATES: And what sort of difference creates gramidl anger? Suppose
for example that you and I, my good friend, ditieout a number; do differences |of
this sort make us enemies and set us at varianiteome another? Do we not go jat
once to arithmetic, and put an end to them by azsum

EUTHYPHRO: True.

SOCRATES: Or suppose that we differ about magrstudie we not quickly
end the differences by measuring?

EUTHYPHRO: Very true.

SOCRATES: And we end a controversy about heaviigiricdy resorting to 4
weighing machine?

EUTHYPHRO: To be sure.

SOCRATES: But what differences are there which aaoe thus decided, and
which therefore make us angry and set us at enmityone another? | dare say the
answer does not occur to you at the moment, aneftre | will suggest that these
enmities arise when the matters of difference heejtist and unjust, good and evil,
honourable and dishonourable. Are not these thatpabout which men differ, and
about which when we are unable satisfactorily tcide our differences, you and |
and all of us quarrel, when we do quarrel?

EUTHYPHRO: Yes, Socrates, the nature of the diftee about which we
guarrel is such as you describe.

SOCRATES: And the quarrels of the gods, noble htby when they occur
are of a like nature?

EUTHYPHRO: Certainly they are.

SOCRATES: They have differences of opinion, assgguabout good and
evil, just and unjust, honourable and dishonouralileere would have been no
guarrels among them, if there had been no suchrdiftes—would there now?

EUTHYPHRO: You are quite right.

SOCRATES: Does not every man love that which hesleeble and just an
good, and hate the opposite of them?

EUTHYPHRO: Very true.

SOCRATES: But, as you say, people regard the daimgst some as just and
others as unjust,—about these they dispute; antheee arise wars and fightings
among them.

EUTHYPHRO: Very true.

o

Coercion seems to be necessary because practicglbssible to find good
reasons to persuade all member of the politicalnaanity. Political Modernism was
a radical interpretation of contract theory: theypéd and aimed to form social
relations. Politically Modern means the hope thabpgle is able to take into their
hands their own life, they will be our own mastelgjman condition can be
completely understood and controlled. Consequendigything resists human
understanding and control — because it is opaqdeuamtelligible — is arbitrary and
oppressive. What is worst, enemy of human progeesgs happiness. Moderns are
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rationalist because they are not able to accepy:flee sense that humans must trust
something what is out of their control.

The anti-rationalist critics — apart from the Lsftcritics of the age — didn’t
dispute the goodwill of rationalists, instead, thelyallenged the potentiality of
political knowledge. As Aristotle (Politics 1262apascal (Thoughts 358) or the
already mentioned Burke, they separated intentfaacton from results. Because of
the unforessen and often unpleasant consequencekerstanding the human
condition contains a piety toward the human waald:acceptance of its fuzziness and
that our knowledge of human world is rather limited

The emphasis of the narrowness and necessary eafierf of our knowledge
is a pessimistic or tragic view, because man mustendecisions on morally and
cognitively uncertain epistemological basis. He mast in a fuzzy human world
where he is still responsible as Oedipus was. iBialits are responsible for unforeseen
consequences. And what is more, often morally wiactgpbn may result some public
good, what is the real absurdity for rationalist.

Hobbes’ and Machiavelli's Augustinian view of humeondition re-emerged
with the anti-rationalist backlash. The non-ratio@&ad non-knowable nature of
human world involves the necessary imperfectionpofitics. Even a thorough
rationalist like Aquinas who represented an optilmisiew on human world and
epistemological potentiality to know it, taught tleamergency situations didn’t have
laws. As he wrotenecessitas non subditur lefumma Theologica, la llae, q. 96,
a.6), andnecessitas non habet lege(Summa Theologica, llla, g. 80, a.8) If not
always, but in certain situations, calledcessitas human condition is morally
obscure and absurd. Why it is the nature of pali®vhy does our epistemological
imperfection involve moral absurdity and need ttdggroism from political actors, as
Weber taught in hiBolitics as Vocatios

The Aristotelian—neo-Thomist prudential thinkingoab political action is
optimistic, supposing that virtues and propriety te achieved at least potentially,
even if not actually. But pointing to the imperfawture of political epistemology
involves the tragic view of political action andetimorally absurd nature of human
condition.

If the human world is not rationally ordered andséems to resist to its
systematization as well as rational understandingyans must part the certainty and
clearness of maths in political and moral life. Santi-rationalist view of political
knowledge and action undercuts implicitly democréaaged on the notion of self-
government and responsibility, and welfare staté bareaucratic ethos based on
certainty and responsibility. How could anyone esponsible for his action without
certain knowledge about its consequences? Howla@uone be responsible for his
action in an ethically absurd world full of dilemsacontingency, dominated by
Fortuna and unforeseen situations interpreted asmséquences”. The refusal of
optimistic epistemology of rationalism may involae pessimistic view of human
agency and political settings.

The anti-rationalist stream of political philosoptgme together with a piety
concerning human condition in general, and poliircsparticular. However, this
disillusioned view of politics hasn’t turned awagm it. Instead of evacuating politics
as a dirty activity, these thinkers suggest théitipal action is incomplete and tragic,
sometimes heroic because in spite of the besttiateand prudential circumspection
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of actors, the consequences may be something whilrent. Still, it is necessary
activity, if someone does not want to let the ghlpover.

As Thomas More wrote in hidtopia: “It is even so in a commonwealth and
in the councils of princes; if ill opinions cannie¢ quite rooted out, and you cannot
cure some received vice according to your wish@s,mpust not therefore abandon the
commonwealth; for the same reasons you should orsake the ship in a storm
because you cannot command the winds.”

Anti-rationalist thinkers, as it is often said, aa¢her anti-theoretical. Someone
may say, as JS Mill did, that they are simply ddypeople, and he could be right. But
inherent in anti-rationalism that at least the hamarld is to complex to describe
and systematize into a logically consistent the@wye couldn’t talk about an anti-
rationalist school, because there are so manyoressiYet, at least in the field of
political thinking, anti-rationalist shows some fiamresemblances. Although, the
anti-rationalist thinkers do not bother too muchthwiexisting institutional
establishment, but the above mentioned Platonistdtelian connection of political
epistemology and institutional settings implies tththe criticism of political
modernism and anti-rationalism is a covert refusél mass democracy and
bureaucratic welfare state. The issues of dilemdeision, coercion, unforeseen
consequences for which the actors yet responsblehe tragic elements in politics
instead of rational consensus fabrication or stieradministration of things (social
engineering) turned away the attention from the &tott hope concerning humans
capacity to reform their world.

Oakeshott’s writings are concerned with modaubris. It presupposes the
belief in absolute knowledge and the possibilitydgdtinguishing Appearance from
Reality. The other presupposition of this hubrighe belief that the political and
social order can be reshaped by rational planmraccordance with whatever vision
of well-being we may choose.

The central belief of modern western progressivaugit since the French
Revolution is belief in the power of human will $bape history in accordance with
whatever visions of the good life we may entertainpractice, to escape from the
human condition and politics. Rationalism is notyoan epistemological mistake
about the possibility of guiding practice by abstrrational principles: it is inspired
by the false belief that by doing so, human beicgs detach themselves from their
embeddedness in tradition and thereby prepare the far them to become self-
creators.

Oakeshott was not the only one who critized thigehand illusion in the 20th
century.
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Political reality and the failure of democracy

The realism of contemporary political thinking ikat it accept liberal
democrarcy — the Anglo-Ssaxon winner of the conipaetiamong regimes during the
20" century — as the best imaginable regimes. Inréspect, the mainstream political
thinking defends the political status qui, justlils it happened in the often looked
down Middle Ages. On the other hand, beside thatigen — the winner is always right
and just — of political theorist, one may see daterkind of moralism among them.
The liberal political thinking has tried to find mad justification for the institution and
praxis of liberal democracy. This moralizing efftobk the form of liberal casuistry, a
virulent praxis in the present academic life.

The political science in the $0century focused on the idea and practice of
procedural democracy as the evolutionary winnerthaf competition of regimes.
Supposedly, this liberal democracy is the viabld anherent regime of our main
values like justice, liberty, etc. Many years bef@hurchill said hidoon motabout
democracy, democratic constitution had achievedositipn similar to those of
monarchy during the Middle Ages. As monarchy wasnsas the best regime by
people during the Middle Age, democracy could redtk status in the political
thinking at the beginning of the ®Ccentury. Since then the issue of good regime
became a taboo and political thinkers left it.

Political thinking shifted into the area of polaicepistemology and action
theory. The issues of the nature of political kredlge and political action allow
people to think about good life and human conditiapart from the actual
constitutional or power structure of state.

1, Dirty hand dilemma — action theory and moral emstdogy

The problem today called as the dilemma of dirtydsais not a contemporary
one at all, it is inherited from the Greeks. Sagsagaid in his Apology that ,he who
will really fight for the right, if he would live \en for a little while, must have a
private station and not a public one.” (Apology &2h) Politics seems to be morally
problematic since it was invented by Greeks.

Plato referred to politics as opposing justice, fian politics and morality
seemed to be irreconcible. (Even his ideal stateldvbe based on a white lie about
the gold, silver or bronze nature of several pepglee problem is that morally right
motives are not always results right consequencessmmetimes wrong motives or
only wrong means results morally acceptable outcoB#emmas are dilemmas
because they cannot be rationally resolved. Thestoure whether this perplexities
limited to politics (see Plato’€utyphron 110 b-d) or the moral dilemmas are
necessary part of human life and are “neitheresyatically avoidablenor all soluble
without remaindet; 1°®

People referring to moral perplexity of politicattars usually mention two
types of action: Violence, enforcement and frauénipulation. Both seem to be
necessary because practically impossible to firmigeasons to persuade all member
of the political community to co-operate.

Since Thucydides through the democrats of Frenalolggon up to president
Obama’s tutor, there are disturbing connection betwarguments for Dirty actions
and democracy. S. Alinsk?, president Obama’s tutor wrote in hRules for
Radicals, A Pragmatic Primer for Realistic Radigaills chapter titledMeans and
Ends:
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“The practical revolutionary will understand Goetke“conscience is the
virtue of observers and not of agents of actiom’aiction, one does not always enjoy
the luxury of a decision that is consistent botthwaine’s individual conscience and
the good of mankind. The choice must always béhfodatter. Action is for mass
salvation and not for the individual's personal \&ion. He who sacrifices mass
good for his personal conscience has a peculiarception of “personal salvation”;
he doesn’t care enough for people to be “corruptéal’them...

2, Political reality — human condition

What are the characteristics of politics or humandttion which make acting
there morally problematic? Why is it that morakdimas are more typical here and in
economics than in other fields of human life? Hoan ¢he human condition be so
absurd that right results often can be achieveg bylwrong actions?® In general,
may one suppose that human condition allows morgght life? Or, if there are only
extraordinary situations — called emergency — wbeople is forced to commit
morally wrong actions, why there such situations?als the human condition, or at
least politics, not simply unordered, but moralbgard as well?

One of the main issues for Thucydides beside tfende of Athenians’ power
politics was the effective action in politics. Hefended their politics by means of a
so-called “realist” description of politics. Potieil actions were characterized as
strategic, snake-like rational carrying one’s iaggr The honest and successful
Athenians think of people as assertive and ruthlegghout real moral
considerations® In this description human beings are without maatcern, they
motivated by angry, envy, fear self-interest arel whll-to-power. Therefore they can
be made to co-operate only by enforcement, violemoe fraud®’ (See Hobbes’
Leviathanch. XIlIl.) He didn’t wrote that some men some tavae motivated by the
will-to-power, but he taught that all men alwaystivated by that. Naked force is
simple the necessary means to find our way in thwdaor to create order.

One may read similar ideas concerning politicaloacin St. Augustine’s,
Machiavelli’'s and Hobbes’ works, who interpretedmfan condition as containing
sinful or amoral, masterless people. Defendershef rhorally problematic actions
interpret usually human nature and political rgadi$ inherently amoral, which can be
ordered only from without by force. Beside the aatity (i.e. the sinful nature) of
political reality, it is game-like. Those involvew politics are not only motivated by
self-interest, but they want to get power aboveheatber, therefore it is like other
activities as trade or battle. Because politics uabthe human relations and
arrangements, in absence of consensus concernaagagyder or proper relationships,
people have to be forced to accept the arrangencesdised by winners. But, on the
other hand, power needs support and loyalty as we&annot be based only on fear.
Therefore politics is continuously unstable: enéonent and violence to get power
seems to be a part of the game, but power cannst @ithout some voluntary
support and loyalty, i.e. legitimacy, as well. TBat hands dilemma refers to an
important characteristic of politics: its actorseirested mainly in results, so utility is
more significant here than motivation. And finalbgople who argue for dirty actions
imply or emphasize usually the separation of pubhd private life. They say, that
private moral obligation cannot bind action for sa&i public interests.

Plato’s dialogues answered partly to Thucydides eMgued for democracy in
Athens. He — just like his antagonist, Thucydideseparated just life and morality
from politics2°® Accepting this separation some people have bepim@do eliminate
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politics altogether by faith, by institutional refos (as the elimination of private
property), by bureaucratic-scientific expertise loy communicative action and
deliberative democracy.

- agnostic argument
Human condition contains the anxiety because sofitknowable character.

Although, cave dwellers closed into their perceptaf shadows without hope to
convert, they have to act. The uncertainty and hadvaurdity of human condition in
general, and politics in particular is that eveghtly motivated action may result
wrong consequences, and, on the other hand, wranghrated actions or wrong
means may result right consequences. As St. Augugtiit, the human condition is
opaque where we may have only probable knowledgetahe others intention and
our situations. Man may know only partially the sequences of his actions.
Therefore, human condition is not chess-like asr&mmet® described, it more
opaque: it is without clear rules and knowledgeceoning the others’ approximate
intentions.

The problem of Dirty hands shows that mainly iniged, man are faced
conditions and tasks which exceed his facuft&&ut this view on politics or human
condition in general doesn’'t have to conclude thl@mmas or conflicts can be solved
only by means of violence and fraud.

The notion of non-intended consequences, sidetsffechidden hand, called
by modern as latent function, refers to this tragigronic situation: man have to act
and be responsible in unknowable conditions. Thelaasant hazard of failure is
always present, but is also makes roonlib@mrum arbitrium.

- sin, self-interest, amoral human nature

Plato’s description on demos is similar to those I&i. Agustine depicted the
civitas terrena or Machiavelli the Renaissance citizens and Hslibe Puritan faith-
warriors. Human nature is sinful according St. Astque, not the love of God, but the
love of ourselves (i.eamor su) motivates most people. In Machiavelli’'s and Hadlbe
works man is depicted as masterless, rebellious disitonest amoral being with
whom is meaningless or useless to argue or makageeement. As Machiavelli
wrote:

“In addition to this, human appetites being ingdie (because by nature they
have to be able to and want to desire everythimgl & be able to effect little for
themselves because of fortune), there arises ancmnis discontent in the human
mind, and a weariness of the things they possdsshwnakes them find fault with the
present times, praise the past, and desire thedutlthough in doing this they are
not moved by any reasonable caus¥”.

- truth claims

Conflict, antagonism seems to be perennial, ineedude, but not only because
of the biases, interests, limited resources andopagies. A serious source of these
antagonisms is the very idea of justice and libarg other transcendental knowledge
which aims to abolish politics, struggles and ecdonent and violence altogether.
(See Plato’s philosopher turning back into the ¢dwee rebirth of Platonic issues has
problematized the taken for granted relationshipwwben the political order of cave
dwellers and truth claims, and turned the attentothe agonistic and authoritative
nature of politics emerging from the ambiguity &fims referring to justice or liberty.
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Divine madness must be overcome but it can neven lsempletely kept out. The
European political — intellectual as well as indtdanal — tradition cannot cope with
this problem, there seems to be a continuous ffluxadence, enforcement to secure
peace. Historical achievements are fragmentarybaoken. Both the institutional and
the intellectualist approaches set aside the vwalemd enforcement used by political
authority. However, neither of them can fulfill $hhope. Both the truth claims coming
from maniag and the several imperfections and contingencessarily result conflicts
and dilemmas. Therefore de-liberation and the comemt enforcement seem to be
smuggled unreflectively into the practice during firocess of creating political unity
from plurality.

According top this view, human condition is notfgegulating or self-
ordering, order can be only political to overconferadical plurality coming from
numberless sources. There is no substitute fotigmliif by politics we mean the
several ways in which authoritative decisions areved in a world in which there are
different opinions, interest and views about theppaes of government, proper
arrangements of human relations.

3, Argument for strong state power

The so-called ‘realist’ view of human condition atieé acceptance of dirty
politics are combined with the claim of strong axeec power in St. Augustine’s,
Machiavelli’'s and Hobbes’ thinking. While they htdte above described tragic view
on human condition, they accepted wrong actiong onlpublic life and only from
politicians, but not in the private life. Why issb? The moral separation of private
and public, that is, in the private life moral igtiey can be better valued than public
good, presupposes not only that public is more mapd than personal moral
integrity, but also the conflicts between certamblc goods (like order, power,
welfare, etc.) and morality.

As Machiavelli wrote, again:for where the entire safety of the country is to
be decided, there ought not to exist any consideratf what is just or unjust, nor
what is merciful or cruel, nor what is praisewortby ignominious; rather, ahead of
every other consideration, that proceeding oughbé¢ofollowed which will save the
life of the country and maintain its liberty™?

And “a prince, especially a new one, cannot observaralke things for which
men are esteemed, being often forced, in orderaiotain the state, to act contrary to
faith, friendship, humanity, and religion. Therefat is necessary for him to have a
mind ready to turn itself accordingly as the wiradsl variations of fortune force it,
yet, as | have said above, not to diverge frongihed if he can avoid doing so, but, if
compelled, then to know how to set abdut'if

According the defenders of dirty actions, politiGtuation is not normal
situation, but a rather specific one, because #storation of order, decent life
requires to use means that are forbidden in otbkist The worldly magistrates create
order in the above described ambiguous human d¢ondiherefore those who create
and keep order can claim the privilege of immoakar they are burdened by the
duty of committing immoral acts and the concomitdistracted conscience.

If there is no any order, rules in human conditidnshould be created by
violence and fraud. Politics is not a part of humature, but it completes it. Because
men are immoral and apt to use force and fraudtiggohnd state should create order,
a chance for good life. Politics is not the elintioa of violence and force, but their
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use ?gainst themselves. State, based on enforcemsettte visible Dirty Hand
itself.

Even good, moral people commit sinful actions beeanf the tragic nature of
human condition, but politician is obliged to comitiiem. Policy is necessary in an
immoral world: )how one lives is so far distant from how one oughtve, that he
who neglects what is done for what ought to be dsoener effects his ruin than his
preservation; for a man who wishes to act entitghyto his professions of virtue soon
meets with what destroys him among so much tteilig **° (See also Machiavelli’'s
A description of the methods adopted by the Dukkn¥ao when murdering
Vitellozzo Vitelli, Oliverotto da Fermo, the SignBagolo, and the Duke di Gravina
Orsini)

Apart from the ciceronian tradition, St. Augustinddachiavelli didn’t simply
wrote that utilitas more important in politics thdionestas, so wrong action is
necessary in politics, but they taught that wr@ogion may result right political
results. Later this absurd view of human world vsgsead into human affairs in
general by Mandeville and A. Smitha wise planner will never reprimand anyone for
any extraordinary activity that he should emplother in the establishment of a
Kingdom or in constituting a Republic. It is wédieh, when the deed accuses him, the
result should excuse him; and when it is godd

An important argument for the use of violence anfbeeement is the Goddess
Fortuna or as Aquinas called it contingency. Ifréhes a continuous and unforeseen
flux and change in human affairs, how an order loarcreated in it from without?
Goddess Fortuna, referred to the unforeseen coesegs of actions, took the role of
Providence of God’ The arguments for dirty, that is morally probleimactions,
presupposes that these unpleasant unforeseen aenseg can be eliminated by force
or fraud*® but we cannot find clear analysis of these effedt®nforcement and
fraud. What is more, the more radical is Fortumals in the description of political
reality, the dirtier actions are claimed to checkrhe continuous flux and change of
human condition dominated by Fortuna vindicatecegular and powerful state to
create order anyhow'® Because God left theaeculum it is dominated by sin,
chance, contingency and Fortuna, state is necessamg state means the
institutionalized use of enforcement to create grde. a right consequence of dirty
actions.

In spite of his latent agnosticism, Machiavelli fed rules of actions for
politicians. An important part of this dilemma isetfickleness character of human
condition. But if it is true, how one can supptisat force or violence will cause fear,
and fear will motivate the claimed action from urdieys. But fear may result angry,
as well, therefore violence should be prudentiasigd**°

Namely, if one supposes that political situatiome apaque, how can he
maintain that force, violence, fraud or any dirtgi@an would result the hoped results?
This argument for dirty actions supposes what vedissed at the beginnings of the
argument: the fully knowable character of humanagions.

This morally absurd view of human condition used jistifying morally
problematic actions, but this agnosticism may bertowned against the argument for
dirty actions, as it was did by Montaigne. He tauthiat prudence and even prince’s
force is too weak to dominate Fortuna: (See hiaye®8Y DIVERS MEANES MEN
COME UNTO A LIKE END) “What have our lawmakers gained with chusing a
hundred thousand kinds of particular cases, andeaalslmany lawes unto them? That
number hath no proportion with the infinite divéysiof humane accidents. The
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multiplying of our inventions shall never come lte variation of examples. Adde a
hundred times as many unto them, yet shall it oltavi that of events to come there
be any one found that in all this infinite numbérselected and enregistred events
shall meete with one to which be may so exactipgognd match it, but some
circumstance and diversity will remaine that maguee a diverse consideration of
judgement. There is but little relation betweene actions that are in perpetuall
mutation and the fixed and unmoveable lawgsk. Xl Of experience

Montaigne’s criticism radicalized the agnosticwiehuman condition is so
much changeable that one cannot put general ruleecoing the necessity of dirty
actions like violence and fraud. (see ch. XXXIHat fortune is oftentimes met withall
in pursuit of reasonXLVII. Of the uncertaintie of our judgemegriccepting that
human world is radically chaotic and without seffposed rules, one may ask how
politicians can know rules for effective but didgtions? If it is true that people’s
actions cannot be predicted, why politicians magehto act consistently by immoral
prudence? (ctOf the inconstancie of our Actions

»1he like | thinke of these politike discourses.at/part soever you are put
unto, you have as good a game as your fellow: dexviyou affront not the apparant
and plain principles.” (Of Pretence)n human affairs, mainly in politics, no one may
get certainty about the consequences of an actiohpdy can foresee, therefore
political actors are without good argument for gl or fraudulent actions. One
doesn’'t have good reason think that dirty actiofl s more successful than any
other.

Not only violence but even laws are unable to sohee problem of political
order because the ambiguities of actions and smtcan be decided only by
enforcement. The more laws are created to maker,otide more enforcement is
needed. The rational control of human conditiorwen foresee of the consequences
of actions are practically impossible. Neither ydigiction, nor amoral rationality is
able to liberate people from this absurd and trap@&racter of human condition and
human epistemological.

4, Undermining the epistemological presuppositiafs democracy and
rational bureaucracy

- The Dirty hands dilemma means that someone krtbe/situation and the
means to reach the wished outcomes. If the meawsiped as wrong, it is maybe a
mistake, because the action is from right motive ianesults good consequences, just
like medicine contains sometimes poison. But, ihmparceive right action as morally
problematic, it means that his faculty to orientat@self in moral and political world
is limited. *** Moral claim may cause only irresolvable dilemmas &rbulences in
political or individual life. Because of the chategtstics of human condition and
humans’ handicapped faculty to get proper knowledge actions, moral
consideration is tragi@ab ovo It creates only irresolvable individual and pobd
perplexities. Moral dilemmas are not resolved blimieated by tyrants and the
Moderns by arguing for the separation of politiesvd moral claims.

If human condition is full of traps and perplex#tjecannot be solved, less by
philosophers, the best if one takes them easy withny anxiety as Lucian wrote in
his Menippus:The life of the ordinary man is the best and npostient choice; cease
from the folly of metaphysical speculation and inginto origins and ends, utterly
reject their clever logic, count all these thingsei talk, and pursue one end alone--
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how you may do what your hand finds to do, and@e yay with ever a smile and
never a passiolt*

The Dirty hands dilemma points to a pious accegari@dugustinian theology
in which the world is morally absurd and opaqueyticgent, and to the refusal of the
Pelagian or Gnostic hope of redeeming Modernitycokding to St. Augustine our
knowledge is limited, action always has side-effeahd contains some failures,
therefore the democratic ideal of self-control,f-s@mination is impossible. The
acceptance of this human condition requires hunibat basic attitude of Christian
religion. Otherwise, man will always feel oppressedl servile. And tranquility is
fleeting at best, human beings are not rocks. @xrdind instability are perennial
possibility. The yearning for a world without pat# (dirty actions) is self-destructive.

Because of the unforeseen and often unpleasaneqoasces, understanding
the human condition contains a piety toward the dumworld: an acceptance of its
fuzziness and that our knowledge of human worldhiker limited. The emphasis of
the narrowness and necessary imperfection of cowlatlge is a pessimistic or tragic
view, because man must make decisions on moralty @ygnitively uncertain
epistemological basis. He must act in a fuzzy humamld where he is still
responsible as Oedipus was, still he is respon$ibblanforeseen consequences. And
what is more, often morally wrong action may resdaine public good, what is the
real absurdity for a rationalist.

- Social reformism and the pragmatic hope for the @frblitical philosophi?®
were combined not only with critical descriptionfafman world, but with an
arrogant pretence of knowledge, too. Politicallyddm means the hope that
people are able to take into their hands their bfenthey will be their own
masters, human condition can be completely undsastand controlled.
Consequently, anything resists human understaratmgcontrol — because it
is opaque and unintelligible character — is intetgd as arbitrary and
oppressive, what is worst, enemy of human progaesishappiness. Moderns
are rationalist because they are not able to aquept: the sense that man
must trust something what is out of his controllitRal relation, just like
human condition, contain humility, an arch-enemygmgressives. Top u it
blunty, progressive politics has emerged fom tlopiat hope for aworld witot
the need for humility.

- The Augustinian view of human condition and poétiaction re-emerged
with the anti-rationalist backlash. The non-ratioaad non-knowable nature
of human world involves the necessary imperfectibpolitics. Even Aquinas
who represented an optimistic view on human womd @pistemological
potentiality to know it, taught that emergency aitons didn’t have laws. As
he wrote:necessitas non subditur le@T, la llae, g. 96, a.6), antkcessitas
non habet legem(ST llla, g. 80, a.8) If not always, but in cemtagituations,
callednecessitashuman condition is morally obscure and absurd.

If the human world is not rationally ordered andaems to resist to its rational
understanding as well as systematization, humars$ pauit the certainty and clearness
of maths in political and moral life. This antid@talist view of political knowledge
and action undercuts implicitly democracy basedhemnotion of self-government and
responsibility, and welfare state and bureaucratitos based on certainty and
responsibility. How could anyone be responsible i action without certain
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knowledge about its consequences? How could anlyenresponsible for his action
in an ethically absurd world full of dilemmas, cmigiency, dominated by Fortuna and
unforeseen situations interpreted as “consequencélé refusal of optimistic
epistemology of rationalism may involve a pessimisiew of human agency and
political settings. According to Dirty hands dileramthe conflictuous human nature
and the absurd human condition cannot be avoidestefore self-government is
hopeless and simply a present fraud.

If one would accept Thucydides view on human naturehe Dirty hands
dilemma, how could he found consensual or libeesthdcracy? The modern hope of
intellectuals has been being the moral psycholdgKant, Rawls and Habermas,
which is based on the idea that everyone is redunrerally to take the perspective of
everyone else, and thus project herself into tlierstandings of self and world of all
others. (Habermas’ presupposition of communicatieéion - situation would be
inclusive, coercion free, open and symmetrical -ulfoeliminate decision and
violence and fraud altogether.) And doing so, raloagreement will emerge
somehow. But agreement and rational consensuslusony. Politics is not an
exchange of opinions but a contest for power. iealitdecision does not announce
that the other party was morally wrong, simplyythave lost. There is no rational, no
non-authoritative solution for plurality and corgency. Instead of rational agreement
there can be coercion, authority, bargaining, maatmn.

The “Dirty hands dilemma” would also mean that nhommmunity
impossible apart from its constitutional form, amgmnoral action didn’t cause too
much hard in it. This dilemma refers to an unplaeasguestion:Does political
morality exist at al? Or, politics is a tragical activity as one magrte for example,
from Weber'sPolitics as Vocationand not only its radical moraliziation a la Kamt
Rawls , but its modest vesion of Cicero or Aristafl impossible altogether.
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In Defence of Practice: Oakeshott reads Michael Pahyi

In the case of every author the question of themuatity always arises. If there
is any thematic unity in Oakeshott’'s work, one asé it is the defence of practice:
the defence of practice from the distorting effeatsphilosophy, science, history,
rationalism, teleological state and the severaitipal and intellectual effects of the
rise of the masses. In his thinking, practice wasnected to a matrix of ideas like
tradition, Lebensweltall of which refer to reasonable action. Ratitsral teleological
state and thdgnoratio elenchiwere seen by him as demolishing practice, i.e.
reasonable interpretations of contingent situatenms reasoned deliberations. In other
words, his aim was the conservation of conversafibn

In Oakeshott’s epistemology the most important meds the practice. It is
clear that the notion of practice took on differemanings in his different works, but
he insisted on it. While in hiExperience and its Mod®s he separated practice from
history, science and philosophy, and tried to defene from the others, in his later
works he wrote on science, history and even philbgdand theorizing) as activities
containing their own practice. The result of thnsftsin Oakeshott’s interpretation of
practice in his post-war works is a much wider akéhe notion of practice, built on
tradition and authority.

Without a doubt the influences of several authoa:m de detected in
Oakeshott’s thinking. However, in this paper | wblike to emphasize the German
influence: Dilthey’s, Heidegger’s, but most of Michael Polanyi’s influence. The
last name is significant because Oakeshott refeordg to a few authors, but his
programmatic paperRationalism in politics(1947) starts with references to two
Hungarian emigré scientists’ works, George Poélydew to Solveand Michael
Polanyi's Science, Faith and Socielf Both of them pointed out that science is far
from representing a definite and different mentpkration. Both Oakeshott and
Michael Polanyi aimed to undermine the epistemailalgiclaims of the opposed
political thinking and activity. Polanyi's descrign of scientific activity supported the
broadening and transformation of Oakeshott’s owtonoof practice. (Since another
important resource, according to his referenceRationalism in Politic¥’, for his
main theme, the defence of practice, was Confuslanhe may be called a kind of
»political taoist”: tao is proper functioning, act, which follows a pattern inherent in
a given activity.)

Oakeshott’s life-long effort was to tell something the hopelessly dry
utilitarian Anglo-Saxon audience. His debt to Hegel the British idealist is well
known, but in case of his core theme, the defefiqgwaxtice, we should keep in our
mind Heidegger's famous workshop metaphorBeing and TimeThis metaphor
points to fore-structure, fore-conception presupdosn any activity or theory.
Everyday life is basically pre-theoretical, and dgiger emphasized that practical
activity is more fundamental than theory makingcéwing to Heidegger, practical
understanding cannot be regarded merely as ananfgade of theoretical knowing.
The practical understanding of a person engaged iacwity is not_simplydifferent
from theoretical or philosophical understandingsAastotle teaches us, but it is prior
to the theoretical understanding of a person lapkim in a detached manner.

Let us consider the cobbler in his shop as he ws#s to make shoes. How is
it possible? Ordinarily, the equipment is so retwrand, so handy that we are not
explicitly aware of it as such. For example, in na@ning away at the sole of a shoe,
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the cobbler does not notice the hammer. Rathetotbigs, in effect, transparent. For
the tools to work right, they must be ,invisiblai the sense that they disappear in
favour of the work being done. Tools and meanings wseful because they are
reliable. In their reliability they disappear in/ér of the work to be done with them.
Tools and meanings become visible, paradoxicallyerwtheir reliability vanishes:
when they are missing, when they don’t work, or wiieey get in the way. When the
cobbler reaches for a tool and cannot find it, wadmmeakdown of some sort occurs in
the activity of work, the work world suddenly becesnlluminated in a way that it is
not when he is engaged in working. The set of esfeg relationships that constitutes
his world becomes revealed precisely because tbhettnfunctioning of the work that
is a constitutive element in those realtionshigsreow upset by the missing tool. The
cobbler realizes that he cannot finish the shoeavbith he is working without the
tool. The questions arise: how, why and who remdkliedool or meaning?

As with most conservatives, Oakeshott was not ginmpérested in conserving
the existing society. He did not look upon the vehas wholly rotten, for he saw some
pockets of practice worth defending the ruins edition: ,we have no resources
outside the fragments, the vestiges, the reliassadwn tradition of behaviour which
the crisis has left untouched.” (RiP 59)

Oakeshott on science and practingexperience and its modes

Oakeshott was only slightly interested in the pdolohy of science, the part of
the Experience and its mode®ncerning science is the shortest. Science sttte
him because of its supposed dangerous effects ¢duysegs expansion into practice,
because of itsgnoratio elenchi ,we have now to consider the consequences of an
incursion of scientific thought into the world afggtical experience. And my view is,
of course, that such an incursion causes no lees @&nd confusion in the world of
practice than that which follows, in the world @fence, from a similar incursion of
practical thought.” (E 312) Criticizing the expamsist science — originating from
Newton’s Optica where he generalised the methods of natural seiemother fields
of understanding - Oakeshott tacitly accepted thsitpist self-interpretation of
science, mainly J.S. Mill's and Russel’s positiwistsion of science. ,there is little in
the history of folly to which one may compare th&atuation which the modern mind
has conceived for 'science’.” (E 312) (On the othand, as early as iBxperience
and its modese tacitly used the criticism of facticity and etjivity of scientific
outlook emerged in German idealism such as Dilthend Husserl's works, and
Heidegger’'s lecture oRriticism of Facticityin 1923.) Oakeshott’s tacitly accepted
positivist notion of science supposes that scieéno®n-personal and ythe whole of its
knowledge — apart from its presuppositions — is mmomicable. Michael Polanyi
criticism of this interperation of science attack#tese points, underlining the
authoritative and traditionalist, that is, the picad nature of scientific understanding.

In Experience and its modgsactice as a mode exists for the sake of actions,
that is will — sub specie voluntatisit means that science and history, just like
philosophy are not activities because these diften practice. ,Practical knowledge
is nor a conclusion of reason, but of intuitiont 6 reflection but of instinct.” (E
252) Practical experiences are instinctive, randomational and beyond control.
Referring to religion as practigear excellenceas ,merely practical experience at its
fullest” (E 292), Oakeshott seems to use the typl&19" century opposition of
science and religion as two different and mutuakglusive modes of understanding.
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Practice or volition (that is, religion and morg)it,everywhere implies and
depends upon an unrealized idea, a 'to be’ whichasyet'... practice is activity...
practices takes the form of explicit change.” (E2Here | would not like to go into a
detailed analysis of Oakeshott’'s well-known notioh practice. For my present
purposes it suffices to assert that practice isiagtand as such differs from the other
modes and philosophy. Science, history and philogagre explicitly beyond the
scope of practice; talking about the practice cérsme or history is a categorical error,
that is, something demolishing the coherence andnmgs of each mode of
understanding. liExperience and its modssientists and historians have to put aside
their practical interests, as engaging in pracfice activities) they must not use
scientific or historic ideas, if they would not éikio demolish the coherence (i.e.
meaningfulness) of practice. Here Oakeshott sestitis to follow Aristotle’s
differentiation ofpraxisfrom contemplationphronesisrom eidos

Michael Polanyi on science

Michael Polanyi started his career in biology ahémistry in Budapest, later
he conducted physico-chemical researches in Gerrfrany where he moved to
Britain in 1933. He was a scientist far removedrfrine academic life of philosophy,
and his interest in the philosophy of science gpraainly from political motivation.
In particular he was perturbed by the extent tocWwiWestern intellectuals succumbed
to the influences of Nazism, Socialism, and thesdef planning. His keenly felt and
direct political experience was the collapse of iélatively liberal Habsburg Empire
and the failure of liberal democracy in the WeirRapublic. Like many others of his
generation he looked for the causes of the collapskese parliamentary systems as
well as of the fashion of planning which phenomema@s the target of Oakeshott’s
criticism in his post-war works. His answer wast tesponsibility did not lie with the
residues of premodern society and thinking, likadition, authority and ugly
prejudices. But rather that the Enlightenment wasiehow responsible for these
present problems. His criticism of the epistemalabipresuppositions of the
Enlightenment was not at all unique — this criticisvas not only well spread in
Romanticism, in German idealism, but it was at hianthe British tradition as well,
for example the Moot-circle (T.S. Eliot and Ch. B@nm) gave similar answers.
Polanyi wanted to defend free society just likeefrecience endangered by false
epistemological claims in science, politics andnecoy.

Both Polanyi and Oakeshott found the core of fajsistemology in the idea of
context-free, self-creating knowing and acting. éwcling to Polanyi the idea of
context-free knowing and acting tries to explicae criticize any knowledge in order
to be able for absolute self-definition. Becauséhef perfectionist hope, the follower
of this epistemology, consciously or not, demolsstiee tacit knowledge needed in the
practice in every meaningful activity, even_in s@ie itself Polanyi as a practicing
scientist — he educated several Nobel Prize winlilegsLeo Szilard, Jeh Wiegner
and his son, John C. Polanyi — proved that the afaetting scientific knowledge did
not differ from the way any other knowledge is acegl In Aquinas’s term: science is
not scientiabut opinio which is not certain, true understanding but pbbddased on
authority and earlier experiences known from traditHe emphasized that modern
science was based on tradition, authority, pressippos and faith forming a context.
And the scientific activity contains a lot of ane@cisive non-conscious steps and
elements. The empiricism of Bacon, Locke and Newdsnwell as the Cartesian
rationalism supposed certain and perfect knowledgal opposed tradition and
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authority. This epistemological error dominant anesce was called ,,objectivism” by
Polanyi. Polanyi continuously spoke about the tradi and practice of science
opposing its ,objectivist” interpretation. He sharthe criticism of Oakeshott and
many other German post-Romanticist idealists raggrdscience as a not
epistemologically but only in its premises diffeyirmode of experience from
knowledges used in everyday life. This criticisntudsed on the idea of fact or
facticity. Polanyi aimed — as Kuhn did later — &nterpret scientific activity and its
tradition.

Knowledge in science is undefined just as in treeaa biking or tea drinking.
The pattern of invention, knowing and acting is ffaene — a non-conscious striving
for coherence, an activity pursued without cledesuPeople have two different kinds
of knowledge: explicit knowledge — word, signs -daacit knowledge existing in
activity. This latter knowledge is not reflectivié,is acritical, logically it cannot be
controlled or argued against. Tacit knowledge @t tdecision making according to
tacit measures. Scientific invention — i.e. finditigg hidden coherence of nature —
happens the same way as the learning of any acthatarning an activity is a non-
reflective finding of pre-existing coherence.

Polanyi based his idea of science on the problemlatb’sMnenon how we
know that we don’t know something. Or in Oakeslsa@nguage: why we look for the
intimation of tradition. Polanyi’'s answer is thaevook for knowledge because of
non-conscious perception of coherence problemsentinon just like learning a
practice follows the pattern described in the Gegsychology — we integrate clues
not consciously and uncontrollably into a new whdlais integration, getting new
knowledge presupposes indwelling into theoriessyppositions, knowledge. Getting
knowledge and learning practices presuppose a fakegranted acceptance of a
context. Scientific invention is making or findimpherence, and it originates in the
perception of a problem, i.e. from the sense oblecence. So, scientific activity is
the same as any other meaningful activity — if neginl or reasonable means
nothing else than the coherence of elements innéexb it starts from a sense of
incoherence and it results in the unconscious rigaif coherence. The capacity of
scientists to perceive the presence of lasting eshas tokens of reality in nature
differs from the capacity of our ordinary perceptionly by the fact that it can
integrate shapes presented to it in terms whichpgreeption of ordinary people
cannot readily handle. Explicit rules of methodglag science can operate only by
virtue of a tacit coefficient, the ideal exactitulas to be abandoned. The process of
perception is akin to scientific discovery and eag an activity. And science is an
activity, a practice akin to everyday practiceshegTsolution of riddles, the invention
of practical devices, the recognition of indististtapes, the diagnosis of illness, the
identification of rare species, and many other ®whguessing right include seem to
conform to the same pattern. Among these | woubtude also the prayerful search
for God.” (SFS 34) Scientific perception, inventias well as verification — the
problem of propriety, i.ephronesis- is based on personal and not wholly rule-bound
judgements as in case of other practices in everyiga and here Polanyi emphasized
personal judgement as opposed to automatic ruleAfslg or syllogism. ,The
scientist’s task is not to observe any allegedlyem procedure but to get the right
results.” (SFS 40) Finding natural laws ,is not dand cannot be done, by aplying
some explicitly known operation to the given evidemf measurements.” (SFS 22);
,our decision... cannot be wholly derived from anypkoit rules” (SFS 30) ,The
rules of research cannot usefully codified atlake the rules of all other higher arts,
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they are embodied in practice alone.” (SFS 33) Asatning how to do scientific
researches based on imitation and intuition, iels— intuitive finding of something
hidden, i.e. consistency — controlled by authorityniversity ,also imparts the
beginnings of scientific judgement by teaching pinactice of experimental proof and
giving a first experience of routine research. Bdull initiation into the premisses of
science can be gained only by the few who possesgifts for becoming independent
scientists, and they usually achieve it only thfoatpse personal association with the
intimate views and practice of a distinguished ®@5(SFS 43) Learning in science
is also based on and presupposes the presencthofigu

For Polanyi the pattern for understanding scientiiscovery is the theory of
the burgler, that is, the way we understand a tstlaan everyday life. The process of
apprehension of reality is the same in science aseryday life. In both cases the key
idea is intuition which is per definitionem ,alwaysperfect.” (SFS 36) It seems to be
not too far from Oakeshott’s idea of the intimatiaf tradition as the reasonable way
of finding proper actions in several practices. uatly Polanyi used ,intimation”
alternatively to intuition. (SFS 81)

Another similarity between scientific activity aother practices is that actors
do not need to be conscious of clues integrateddobherence. Even more, most clues
stay hidden, they belong to tacit knowledge. Theaidf tacit knowledge opposes
rationalism which for Oakeshott meant the idea ofeady made inventory of
everything necessary — information, measures, tetds — for an activity. As Polanyi
pointed out describing scientific activity, both sgientific activity and in everyday
practices we know much more than we can formullte. use of tools, measures, the
identification of a situation, etc. requires takhowledge and these are the
unconscious activity of our mind. Science as arheopractice may be conducted
only in a misty context. ,The premisses underlymgnajor intellectual process are
never formulated and transmitted in the form ofrded precepts. When children learn
to think naturalistically they do not acquire axypkcit knowledge of the principles of
causation.” (SFS 42) It happens as premisses afgtitcare in general transmitted
from one generation to the next. They are learnhtgtligent imitation of the adult in
context. , This training can be supplemented by @ogcbut imitative practice must
always remain its main principle.” Painting, musand scientific discovery and
verification, etc. can be learned only by pract{&=S 43)

Science is not simply the same as any other memiagtivity, i.e. practice,
but the other point is that problem solving, inwegt i.e. finding a new coherence is
not a conscious or reflective activity. So, sciehas a practice which does not differ
basically from any other practice, and thereforergdic knowledge or knowledges
pretending to be ,scientific’ in politics or ethicannot claim any superiority above
knowledges of everyday practices. Deliberating kst understanding or inventing in
science is tacit integration of clues, which prgmges indwelling, that is,
unproblematic, tacit acceptance of clues, meaningsls, etc. Understanding in
science or understanding of a situation in everylii@y presupposes indwelling,
therefore problematization of or reflection on Wigole context (tools, meanings, etc.)
is not simply impossible, but it would demolish angasonable, meaningful —
coherent — action, perception, invention, becaus@stor meanings may help
understanding only if they are taken for grantesl.ofir attention focuses on a detail —
a tool or a meaning — it loses its helping functionacit understanding of a situation
or tacit finding proper, meaningful action: for tasce Heidegger's example of the
inappropriate hammer. If we listen to the hammaet aail, we are not able to fix
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something properly. When people focus their attentio details, they lose their
indwelling, the tacit acceptance. And with the lagsindwelling, people lose the
chance of meaningful, proper action. Thereforeaherstretched claim for reflective
knowledge, methodical activity demolishes meanengs meaningful activities.

The basic non-reflective, non-analytical naturehaman understanding — in
science as well as in everyday practice — means

1, that so-called ,objectivist” epistemology is astake even in science, and
scientific activity does not differ from any other,

2, the totalizing claim for reflective or analyticknowledge is against all
meaningful activity in science itself too,

3, tacit knowledge by defintion cannot be expodednplanted, indwelling is
a slow and tortuous process which cannot be skippedby new people, and

4, this epistemology is responsible for our paditiand moral problems. The
formalization of the totality of our knowledge rafag to an activity and then the
trying to act following this precepts demolish twivity itself.

Oakeshott on practice in his post-war works

In his post-war works Oakeshott used practice inider and therefore
changed meaning. He wrote about the parctice dfriiag, science and history
without even mentioning the danger or problemigsforatio elenchior criticizing
pragmatism. He may have done this because he useticp in an altered sense
which separated practice/tradition from rationalignd not from the different modes
of experience. In this new meaning practice retetee skill or being at home in a
meaningful activity: the knowing how. While earliee aimed to defend practice from
science by separating them strictly, in his post-warks he refers to science as
having its own practice, that is, practical knovgedso he defended practice, i.e.
meaningful, coherent activities (including sciencedm the claims of a positivist
notion of science (rationalism) by pointing out ttheven science works as our
common everyday practice. Therefore science canmaat claims for a more certain
or superior kind of knowledge than knowledge usedveryday practicepfironesi$.
Oakeshott’s criticism of scientism attacked maitig claims in politics and morality
supported by supposedly superior epistemology, ithatationalism. In his post-war
works it is not science or history as such, bubheatthe mistaken epistemological
claims (and political and moral claims supportedtpthat seem to endanger practice,
now connected much more to tradition and authoniyn the earlier notion of practice
used inExperience and its modes

The meanings of practice and tradition — notioredusterchangeab!$? — in
Rationalism in Politiceand inOn Human Conduas close to Dilthey'gyeistige Welt
and Husserl'd ebenswelt,Being at home” in the world (in hiSower of Babglas a
characteristic of practice was not mentionedxperience and its modefhe notion
of ,being at home” refers to the unproblematic mataf practice, that is indwelling
which is a precondition of propriety in practicpsyception, etc. This non-Aristotelian
notion of praxis was opposed to the rationalist epistemologicablidand became
dominant in Oakeshott’s post-war works. (To ted thuth, there are references to this
notion of practice already iBxperience and its modesd inOn Human Conduct
when Oakeshott wrote about the philosopher’'s walatito common, cave-dweller
people. However, here tacithess and mental mist rere something specially
characterising practice or practical knowledge, thase refer to non-philosophical
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modes of knowledge.) Total self-transparency tuvos to be impossible, because
human beings are thrown into a world of deeply iddsal, historical practices that
can never be made fully explicit.

In Oakeshott’s criticism, rationalism is opposegbtactice. Rationalism meant
for him a way of thinking which supposed and claintiee possibility of context-free
knowing as well as action. This radical epistemyplotakes radical actions possible.
Practice, tradition andebenswelare connected notions because of their emphasis on
the necessity of taken for granted context in neaBke, proper human thinking,
speaking and acting. As Oakeshott emphasized ipdgswar writings, meaningful
knowing and reasonable action can be imagined dnljhe actor dwells in a
historically pre-formed and inherited context. Ostkatt was not clear whether the
rationalist (context-free) knowing and action wasy impossible or dangerous.
However, rationalism was seen as corrupting exggpiractice, that is meaningfulness
and reasonableness. Practice-traditiebenswelseems to be not any knowledge or
context at hand. It differs from heritage, becatsethe sedimentation of the wisdom
rooted in our ancestors’ experience and its frek r@sponsible conclusions, so the
wisdom embedded in practice-tradition may inforre tbng-term effects and side-
effects of actions. The idea of practice-traditicebenswelis inherently normative,
critical: if meaningful knowing and action are re#suof intersubjective, common
knowledge rooted in the past, context-free knowang action are meaningless and
harmful for practice.
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Oakeshott onartes liberalesand political agency®®

Learning achieves fine things through taking paimg, evils one
acquires of themselves without any pains. Demadit

Although Oakeshott disdained mass society and dmeamitant enterprise
association, he accepted the status quo as maessaththe political thinking of his
age, without any effort to criticize or justify aparticular political institutiort>° He
abandoned the issue of political regime, and imsteg as many others, focused on
political knowledge. OakeshottRationalism in Politicslike many other works since
Plato’s apocryphaFirst Alcibiades, focused on a classical issue, the problem of
political knowledge, what its nature is, where cae get it and how? For Oakeshott,
political education is nagéx ducarenot leading someone into the truithhas nothing
to do with justice and the world outside of caveetlers. The cave-dwellers cannot
get practical knowledge from political philosoph&ko escaped from the prison of
conditionality. Here Oakeshott wrote against theaif political action “under the
guidance of an independently and premediated iggblas opposed to tradition’
However, at the beginning of th®n Human Conduche didn't argued against
ideologies in general, but only against the caesplanations of "alleged scienc&¥”
as psychology and sociology, using the vocabuléfaws” and “process” instead of
practice. Here he criticized the “categorical maddtconfusion” and “rubbish™ of
modernist social sciences where “ignorant armiastcby night™® It is a little bit
embarrassing that Oakeshott traced back them torBaanti-rhetorical phraseré's,
not verba”, but he seems not to reflect to Hobbes anti-rheabgpcogram of civic
science.

The lack of Oakeshott’'s critical reflection to Hasb anti-rhetorical and
scientific program is rather surprising. Hobbesnokd the restoration of hierarchical
order with the construction of civic science in the Cive the Elements of Lavand
the Leviathan™*> What is more, Hobbes perceived the plurality anbijextivity of
individuals as dangerous for public peace, theeefmw aimed to eliminate them from
public life. In the “Preface” oDe Cive,Hobbes wrote about a hypothetical golden age
when there was full authority, but it was ruinedthg debates of private peopf&.
According to him, the debate can never result amsise and peace, only authority can
create and keep theffhe roots of debates and rebel are the naturengige and
the man rebellious nature, so these seem to b gianuman condition. Opposing the
optimism of Milton’s Aeropagitica Hobbes lamented: “what bloodshed hath not this
erroneous doctrine caused, that kings are not supdpo, but administrators for the
multitude! Lastly, how many rebellions hath thisiropn been the cause of, which
teacheth that the knowledge whether the commankisig$ be just or unjust, belongs
to private men; and that before they yield obedericey not only may, but ought to
dispute them!.. They kept empire entire, not byuargnts, but by punishing the
wicked and protecting the good... [people] nor weheyt kept in peace by
disputations, but by power and authority... privatennbeing called to councils of
state , desired to prostitute justice, the onlyesiand wife of the supreme, to their
own judgments and apprehensions; but embracin¢sa &nd empty shadow instead
of it; they have begotten those hermaphrodite opmiof moral philosophers, partly
right and comely, partly brutal and wild; the causef all contentions and
bloodsheds™®’
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Hobbes saw civic science as weapon against hunoarpess, rebelliousness
and fights in the “The Epistle Dedicatory” B Corpore!*®“The tongue of man is a
trumpet of war and sedition™*® Political chaos connected to the disorder of
languagée?®® Rhetoric can be effective from the same causeshwhjuestion its
efficiency, i.e. the limited capacity and opaquareeter of human mind. Speaker and
Fortunacan exist only in a contingent world, where deldtiens are needed and may
happen. Rhetoric and practice can exist only inofiegue human condition, therefore
the civic sciencesgientia civilig aimed by Hobbes not only opposed rhetoric, but it
had a different view on human condition, too.

It is a part of the nature of language that its mregs, mainly the metaphdf§
are ambiguous, debatable, therefore language riadiferation. Because language
lacks natural standards, it may not exist in pcactvithout authority deciding the
ambiguities. Language needs authority, thereforannot found it.

“But whatsoever is the object of any man's appetitdesire, that is it which
he for his part calleth good; and the object oflfase and aversion, evil; and of his
contempt, vile and inconsiderable. For these wofdpod, evil, and contemptible are
ever used with relation to the person that usedimtithere being nothing simply and
absolutely so; nor any common rule of good and tevibe taken from the nature of
the objects themselves; but from the person of nien, where there is no
Commonwealth; or, in a Commonwealth, from the pertbat representeth it; or from
an arbitrator or judge, whom men disagreeing dmaltonsent set up and make his
sentence the rule theredf*?

On the other hand, not only language need authdniy authority works by
words**® That was the reason why, mainly in Bghemoth Hobbes refused the
Protestant practice of Bible interpretation andhleuts teaching ofola ScripturaIn
the chapter X. oDe Cive Hobbes refused the basic element of rhetoricethes and
invention. According to the chapter ch. Xl Dk Cive rhetoric and thestudia
humanitatisare the root of political evil in general. In thieapter V. of th&lements
of Law one may find the refusal ofprudential and in the next chapter the
enthronement of maths as a perfect and universalodstrative method.

Hobbes needed civic science as not linguistic efoee preceding debates and
fights. Thus, not the practice of civic sciencet g conclusions can found order and
support authority. It presupposes a different wehlah rhetoric: civic science’s world
is transparent for human mind, containing clearsahtelations which can be known
and by them eliminating the uncertainties of huroandition.De Civehopes that the
science created on the pattern on geometry can gaople from ambiguity and
fights** So, the epistemological uncertainty, plurality atbates are the sources of
civil wars. **° Hobbes taught that ethics and politics can bense® and the civic
science can be useful to achieve the wished aimspublic peace. Therefore, he
proposed civic science where “everything is bestlemstood by its constitutive
causes”, like “in a watch, or some such small egigif® Civic science describes the
human word as a contest of “blind forces” insteddtre “twilight of obscure
ideas"*’

In the Experience and its Mode®akeshott understood science as a
guantitative discipline, but later he emphasizesl ithpersonal, mechanical character
of social sciences in which “a society is underdtas a process, or structure, or an
ecology; that is, it is an unintelligent ,going-griilke a genetic process, a chemical
structure, or a mechanical system. The componentdi® system are not agents
performing actions; they are birth-rates, age gspupcome brackets, intelligence
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guotients, life-styles, evolving 'states of so@sti environmental pressures, average
mental ages, distributions in space and time, 'raimbf graduates', patterns of child-
bearing or of expenditure, systems of educatiatissics concerning disease, poverty,
unemployment, etc. And the enterprise is to maksahdentities more intelligible in
terms of theorems displaying their functional idegendencies or causal
relationships... It is not an impossible undertakiBgt it has little to do with human
and nothing at all to do with the performances sdignable agents. Whatever an
environmental pressure, a behavior-style, or tlstridution of gas-cookers may be
said to be correlated with or to cause (a riseha duicide rate? a fall in the use of
detergents?) these are not terms in which the elajian agent to do or say this rather
than that in response to a contingent situation iandn adventure to procure an
imagined and wished for satisfaction may be undedktlt is only in a categorical
confusion that this enterprise could be made t®apo yield an understanding of the
substantive actions and utterances of an agéht”.

It was clear for Oakeshott that theorems concerhingan agency alter from
those of mechanics or watches because of the igtatjve character of human Iif&
Even the expression, “social science”, aiming tduce human actions to causal
relations, is a “ruinous categorical confusion” &ese it supposed to investigate
human conducts “as if they were nonintelligent comgnts of a ‘process’, or the
functional constituents of a ‘system’, which do hate to learn their parts in order to
play them. The design here is to remove humanraeina utterance from the category

of intelligent going-on™>°

2,

In the past, political education was for the princehe political class, let's say
gentlemen as the ambitious Alcibiades. Hntes liberalesand rhetorical education
declined with the genre of the mirror for prina@écula principum)The education
and character of the prince and the political clasee seen important because of the
good governance. It was not a question that somshboald rule, therefore it was
important that the ruler should be virtuous maad aot a tyrant. Erasmus wrote in the
Education of a Christian Prince “In navigation the wheel is not given to him who
surpasses his fellows in birth, wealth, or appeagabut rather to him who excels in
his skill as a navigator, in his alertness, antisndependability. Just so with the rule
of a state: most naturally the power should beusted to him who excels all in the
requisite kingly qualities of wisdom, justice, moalgon, foresight, and zeal for the
public welfare”**! So politics is personal.

In the pre-modern world, people lived in hierarehinstitutions, therefore the
practical question was for them: “How we should @da the good decision
makers?”; “What kind of character may help thenpiactical decision making?” The
only alternative for hierarchy was thought anar¢hg, horrible chaos. But during and
after the Reformation the idea of horizontal, tisatnon-hierarchical and egalitarian
relations spread, which could be based on faitlowe, later on rational consensus or
mutuality. In the 16-18th century the contractuadipproach to good order replaced
the monarchism of the Middle Age and the Renaissa@ontractualism asserted that
government can exist only by the rational consdnthe governed, men can live
together as brothers, with minimal enforcementctading to Reason” and “united in
one Body”. This contractual hope to eliminate eoéonent was followed by scientism
after the failure of the contractual remaking olifgzal and social relationships during
French Revolution.
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After the failure of contractual reconstructiontafman world, the new hope
was scientism. Firstly, it supposed a basicallyliegan, still non-chaotic human
world. Its main question was, if not the authoofyhierarchical institutions, like state
or church, what can arrange people in peaceful@adin. As Tocqueville noted: “In
the ages of equality all men are independent ol edler, isolated and weak. The
movements of the multitude are not permanently epiiby the will of any
individuals; at such times humanity seems alwaysdberence of itself. In order,
therefore, to explain what is passing in the wondn is driven to seek for some
greater causes, which, acting in the same mannalloour fellow creatures, thus
induce them all voluntarily to pursue the samekra his again naturally leads the
human mind to conceive general ideas and superiisdactaste for thent®” The
character of citizens as well as political class wadervalued by the egalitarian and
scientist interpretation of politics.

Secondly, this social scientific approach to thederstanding of human
condition was, rather ironically, based on the idé&rovidence. This understanding
of human cooperation presupposes that morality ativation of actions are out of
question, because an invisible hands or some hidaieses, forces, or mechanishis,
system&* explain the on-goings. The modernist social s@srtave claimed to find
these hidden and non-moral causes and forceshagaffered “regularities which do
not have to be learned® but can be used by politicians to manage ratigrtai
political society for better future.

In the pre-scientific view, the human conditiorstjlike the motivation of each
person in it, is opaque. Man is an unity of oppgsend endless diversity of
inclinations, and the invincible difficulty of ageynis that we understand backward,
but we must act and deliberate forward on the sdmakis of guesses and past
experiences. Modern scientists have abandonedrtdidem of moral motivation of
actions coming from plurality and uncertainty ofntan condition, and started to
create an amoral language of social and politicanees. As Yaron Ezrahi wrote:
“sociology, political science, economics, psychg@log@nd other modern social
sciences was amoral discourse on human behaviuBecause of “the difficulties
of knowing other persons, of inferring their "réll their true motives and intentions,
from their outward behaviour”, modern social sdsstimplemented the machine
metaphor and the notion of impersonal causes.

Oakeshott reacted against this scientist view ofidiuaffairs mainly in th&n
Human Conduct but he seems not to note Hobbes anti-rhetoricajegt. The
“fraudulent claims of the so-called social sciefit¥scall the self-interested or
calculating action as thanly reality, and according to them every moral consideration
are only hypocritical appearances and uselessrfderstanding and controlling on-
goings. Referring to Thucydides’ and Mandeville&ritage, the basic and debunking
experience of social scientists is that people bgfyocritically refer to moral values.
Science as such, in this view, is a version ofisgalor Epicureanism: humans are
motivated by calculable self-interests, materialssel joys. Therefore, social sciences
presuppose a human being different from thaandés liberales In social sciences
neither individual action is moral, nor it shoul@,bbecause social and political
arrangements are unintended consequences of gatreased by hidden forces.

The motivation and the consequences of action eparated since St.
Augustine in our culture, and politics has beente®a increasingly around
consequences. From this point, the importance @fmbral considerations or moral
judgments of actors have been undervalued. Theaiziog social sciences offered a
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vocabulary of “machine metaphor and concomitantionst such as equilibrium,
balance, and self-regulation” and alleged techriqaenanipulate human relations for
peace, harmony and progress, without claiming mactbns of individuals or their
moral re-education. In the ®@entury, in the dominant view of market or demogra
the ideal situation is a balanced one — see thasphof “checks and balances” — apart
from the equal actors’ moral considerations or abtizrs.

This view on political leadership as social-engimege needs technical
knowledge of social relations to manipulate therthvain emancipatory ethos: there is
no need for moral education or moral control oizens, because of the irrelevance
the morality of individuals. Therefore, social-emggrs could take the robe of
emancipator from moral constrains as in the cadeaof Popper’s open society. The
point is not whether someone is virtuous, but wéette has to bother himself with it
or not. Modern political thinking have de-emphaditiee importance of the character
of political actors because of the alleged ratipnaehineered political arrangement
which excludes enforcement.

Not only the sort of knowledge containedartes liberalesthe education of
phronimoilong ago, differs from that of the modern socielkesce, but their basic
presuppositions concerning human being and humaditcan are antithetical. Both
contractualist and scientist view of human agencyed the attention to non-personal
elements in politics, like institutional settingsdarational knowledge used for
continuous re-reform.

If political actors’ moral considerations don’'t reat political agency —
reinterpreted as engineering or reforming experisgy be liberated from the moral
dilemmas, uncertainty, risky decisions, responsikd and conflicts coming from
moral pluralism and uncertainties of human conditidradition, authority, faith and
uncertainty have been thought as non-scientific reovdprogressive, whilst scientific
knowledge has been increasingly seen as solutiopdidical debates, dilemmas and
perplexes.

According to the self-image of mainstream soci&rsees, these are interested
in a disinterested comprehension of the play aragts. Whether politics is seen as a
battlefield or a self-regulating machine containidgecks and balances, political
science itself amoralizes the very activity, it gaged to understand. According to the
mainstream, political results are not connecteth&actors morality, basically they
motivated only or mainly by their interest. Sucdekainderstanding of political
situations and actions can be based only on thsabed realist anthropology. The
normative element of this view emphasis proper exybrtable institutional setting,
instead of the moral character of the politicaksla

3,

Oakeshott opposed practical knowledge to the raliem of bookish action.
At this point, he followed Hobbes in refuting thosetors who “trusting only to the
authority of books, follow the blind blindly*>® In this dichotomy of practice and
rationalism, is there any place fartes liberale® Artes liberalesconnected strongly
to books, even if criticizing wise follies as tReaise of Folly.

If morality is a language which can be “learnedyan being used™”” where
is a place foiartes liberal® In theOn Human Condug¢iOakeshott connected human
agency to theGeistesgeschichf8® because reading juts like acting needs some
hermeneutical practice: “The starting-place of andois a state of reflective
consciousness, namely, the agent’'s own undersigdihis situation, what it means
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to him”.*®! In the world everything is known to man “in termwhat it means to
him. A human being is condemned to be a learneals® meanings have to be
learned”*®? Writing about the liberal education he wrote: “triag to read or to
listen is a slow and exacting engagement... It isnieg to follow, to understand and
to rethink deliberate expressions of rational cangness; it is learning to recognize
fine shades of meaning without overbalancing ifte kunacy of “decoding”; it is
allowing another’s thoughts to reenact themselvesre’s own mind...and one may
learn to read only by reading with care, and onbnT writing which stand well off
from our immediate concerns: it is almost impossilbb learn to read from
contemporary writing™?®

It's no wonder that Oakeshott trusted the educatiaapacity of reading,
because in our tradition reading is connected teameducation:lectio transit in
mores:® This tradition didn’t want to eliminate arbitratidrom human agency, he
wanted only to educate and discipline it.

The aim of liberal arts as an educational actistgharacter formation, and
not the import and fabrication of institutional tsggs and manipulating techniques. It
would educate people, because it presupposes thatence and the cultivation of
the character of political class, ideally thbbronimoi and it understands political
agency aprudent particularismSo it seems that not only in practice, but by mseaf
reading as well one may get some practical skBls.means of liberal education,
person may become “being able to see connecti@isatlow one to make sense of
the world and act within it in creative way$® Meanings, partly explicit and partly
implicit, interpret situations and keep relatiopsactices and selfs. Joseph says in
Thomas Mann’sloseph and his brothetbat leadership is not in hand, but in mind, it
means the ability for overview, i.e. to see measjrgpherence and incoherence in
situations and in actions. Agency often means answeo empirical desire or
difficulties, but political agency is typically née Joseph’s ability. According to the
fans of liberal education, one may get this sengjtifor meaning, coherence and
incoherence in this education, but — and that'sotgmt — nobody knows exactly
how. This education is about morality in senseatfdiscipline, about reflection but
not about technical skill or representation of ieg; it's overtly a slow and time
consuming process, admittedly opaque and the nesallto confessedly uncertain. So,
it is an aristocratic practice, proper for thoseovalpply for political agency for its own
sake, and won'’t be in despair in case of unsuaglessblic career.

There are three different arguments about the atiome between liberal
education and political agency.

a, Presupposing that life is a “continuous intellat adventure®®® one willy-
nilly deals with human intelligence. According tes happroach meaning is the
common element in reading and acting: both cortteértintelligent proceduré®’ of
understanding. The two characteristic elementshetoric, separating it from civic
sciences, are metaphor and invention. “The metaphdherefore, the original form
of the interpretive act itself, which raises itsébm the particular to the general
through representation in an imadé®.Invention is a “capacity to perceive the
analogies existing between matters lying far apad, apparently, most dissimilaf®
The vocabulary of understanding and rhetoric ikelatlose to that of practice and
morality: contingency, alternatives, deliberationcertainties, perplexes, propriefy
and in practice like in understanding the judidadulty of mind should be used. In
aesthetic education or in games one may learn ¢odgféerences and to practice
judgment” without real responsibility.
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Politics is an art without rules and aiming to fiddcorum in the midst of
opposite and irreconcilable expectations, andtargslucation is basically the same in
every arts because of the cultivation of intuijirédgment.

The knowledge contained in agency is not scienkifit artistic, so it is never
completed. From Classics, just like from practioag may learn that no-one can
control his life. And that's fine. Culture, opposed science, is an unfinished
emotional and intellectual journey connected terih educatiori’?

b, Beside the similarities between in the intellettactivity of practice and
reading, reading may make reader reflect to himseldl may help forming humility
and self-criticism. For example, von Kleisflhe Prince of Homburgnd Michael
Kohlhaasare about moral luck, dilemmas, justice and resibdity “Being human is
a historic adventure... Know Thyself meant learn tow thyself. It was not an
exhortation to buy a book on psychology and stiidy meant, contemplate and learn
from what men, from time to time, have made of gmgagement of learning to be a
man”!"

This moral stance of reflection is experiencedaagestrain from within,
traditionally called as the “inner man”. Not saiothl, but the normative self-
reflection is human, that is, knowing that one &et®d or are acting against his notion
of proper or good behavior. Liberal education tums attention to dilemmas or
perplexes, to the tragic sense of agency, andflactiag to them one may realize his
limits. Prudence may start by this eliminatiorngbris

c, The voice of poetry was important for Oakeshbéicause it may liberate
one from the constrain of his time, situation &ndrrant engagements, from the
muddle, the crudity, the sentimentality, the irgellal poverty and the emotional
morass of ordinary life*’* “Becoming educated is itself an emancipatidfi'Liberal
education takes individual into another world, @ndiberate mind from hegemonic
intellectual fashions and from the professionallyraw expertise. On the other hand,
the poetical character of liberal arts refers ®gharch for intuition. Logic, arithmetic
or syllogism cannot lead to new insight, but someha the play of free association
of ideas new insights may emerge.

4,

The relation between liberal education and modeamésciences seems to be
not too friendly. Oakeshott wrote that “social sdes... damaged liberal learning”
because of using the mask of scieléeThe decline of liberal education has been
connected to an attack from social science argoingdheir alleged relevance and
usefulness and to the massification of societywiae about the “cruder subversion
of liberal learning” associated with an apocalyptiew of “collapse which now
threaten us” and the “abolition of mah™

The liberal education was associated with the gardh. In the contemporary
academic life liberal arts are pushed back into hienanities. Oakeshott didn’t
perceived only social sciences and the fashioneohrtics as dangers for liberal
education and civility, but “culture philistinestpo!’® Liberal education could
survive only in a closet far from any practicalensgdnce. The contemporary liberal
education can be found mainly in departments falgwthe philosophical ideal,
searching speculative truth and beauty. The idéajentleman declined, and the
philosophical ideal of open rational discussion iagntruth, called deliberative
democracy is strong today. Political and moral kimg has been being dominated
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partly by the liberal casuistry, i.e. analytic psbphy, and partly by several
emancipating versions of post-moderns.

Liberal education was connected originally to thee@nian republicanism, to
the philosopher in action, who takes part activalyolitical-moral community and
tries to find the propriety. Cicero’s phrases qua libero sunt dignasas been and it
is still aristocratic, claiming freedom and leistifeand aiming public leading roles.
So otium may effect somehownegotium Emphasis is on both “effect” and
“somehow”. One of the scandal concerning liberalication is the lack of its
methodology and the highly probable results arrivedt.

Political agency described above does not onlediifom social engineering,
but overtly opposes the dominant political ideahadrally free and consensual, only
technically and impersonally dominated people. tabeducation as education for
political agency is about decision making. But thetion of decision contains
enforcement, because making decision among congpetlaims means to
overshadow some, therefore a decision always m&#nscing some people and their
claims. No decision can be perfectly founded, theey be always some criticism
concerning it, thus the ideas of decision and #beducation oppose a wall-to-wall
consensus and implying enforcement.
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Conservatives’ Paradox

The Master said “Men all say, ‘We are wise’; butirige driven forward and
taken in a net, a trap, or a pitfall, they know hotv to escape.”
The Doctrine of the Mearl€onfucius

‘Conservative’ is a rather ambivalent label in Hang as maybe in other post-
Communist countries today. It was used, around0199 refer to hardliner or
dogmatic Communists, who insisted uncritically avme radical dogma. More
recently it has been used for those who opposett@mamunists and the post-
Communist world. Because of our recent past, speople say that there is only a
Socialist (or Communist) tradition, therefore canatives must be Socialist, and the
non-socialist political tradition was demolishedridg the last 40 years.Mutatis
mutandis the same can be said about Western mass denesrasiwell.

The ambivalent meaning of the term ‘Conservatieéérs to the problematic
relation of Conservatives to the existing worldward them. And from this point of
view, no difference can be seen between the Coatbere of the West and those of
the post-Communist world. In both cases, the @bk their relation to the present
and to the recent past that has resulted in trsepte

Conservatives are not always or necessarily forstatus quo For them the
main difficulty is in finding institutions worthyfgreservation, institutions that have
not been distorted to the point of being no longerth preserving. Whilst in post-
Communist countries totalitarianism made this peablclear, in Western liberal
democracies the welfare state, mass society, a3 mdture have raised the same
guestion: What do Conservatives want to conservdany Conservatives look
around the world and do not like what they findhelf complaints about the loss of
tradition and authority — to mention only some faies of Conservatives —
expresses this distaste. But it is not really nthe; very founders of Conservative
thinking, like Edmund Burke, were not satisfied thgir world. One may find the
same phenomenon among the German Conservativautievalries at the beginning
of the twentieth century, or among the Anglo-Sax@anservatives during the
seventies and eighties. These examples show hkatritical attitude toward the
world is not only common among Conservatives buith \t, they often fall into the
sin of rationalism, of seeing the dissatisfyinggarmt as @roblemto be solved.

The double problem of sorting out a tradition’sat@n to the present while
taking either an accepting or a critical stanceam@the contemporary world is not a
Hungarian post-Communist peculiarity. Nor is couagsm easily confined to
merely historical horizons. An idealized past lyagirows up abstract ideals. Karl
Mannheim, for example, at one time interpreted €oraive thinking as
traditionalism, but later mentioned it as a formutdpian mentality®* It is simply
not true despite Oakeshott’'s noting the consergaticapacity for delight that
Conservatives are generally delighted at what fimely

The concern of this essay is whether Conservataade critical of the world
around them and not rationalistic or ideologicahat same time. Can the criticism of
the present and recent past be combined cohemgittiyreverence towards tradition
and authority; that is to say, can that criticissist being transformed into an appeal
to abstract principles standing over and agairestititual, inherited world in which we
live?
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Conservatives’ criticism of the present is not iemrout in a modern
Enlightenment style, negating the existing worldha name of a better future. Their
criticism is based on tradition, which is not aniguarian notion in the Conservative
mind, but one that refers to ideas of proper aadarable action, and good order.

| would suggest that we should resuscitate the@r@igiormative meaning of
tradition: it is not anything at hand, but onlyattwas tried and proved to be gd5d.
Tradition answers indirectly to the Aristotelianegtions: What should we do? And,
what can we do?

No doubt, tradition is selective. As Nietzsche 6!, man cannot live
without both memory, and oblivion, but both of theme selective. The notion of
tradition implies that this selection is not whiged| but it refers to experience and
judgments of the past. It is worth differentiatimgdition from heritage. Heritage is
what is at hand; it refers to inertia and usageriteige might even include some ruins.
However, the notion of tradition is normative bexaut refers to practices that have
been probed and tested, explored, and found tdéguate. The authority of tradition
arises from this experiential finding of satisfagtess, and confers a presumption of
goodness in what is. The original notion of triahtis normative, because God
reveals himself in history; therefore what couldvste a long period of time and
many tests and trials is probably from God.

The oft-mentioned trial and error learning proce$dradition or practical
experience presupposes the freedom to make comefysdecisions, and to form
interpersonal relations. Lucky countries may lefiom their successes, but in the
case of a not really lucky country, like Hungargople may learn from failures as
well. But even in this case, tradition needs foeed The modern form of tyranny,
totalitarianism, cannot create political traditiaanly meaninglessness. In the past
under tyrannical politics some tradition might egeesbecause pre-modern tyranny did
not interfere in everyday life practices. Pre-modgranny only creamed off the
harvest and took the nicest girls. Only the Eribgled absolutism of the eighteenth
century started directly to refashion people’s ahters and practices in order to
construct a new worlf* Therefore, not simply tyranny as such may derholis
tradition, but mainly the modern social tyranniescause these tend to interfere with
the free trial and error learning process in alnesstry practice.

The more tyrannical politics interfere with everydaactice, the less space is
open for meaningful activities in economics, fanifg, housing, and other areas. Of
course, tradition may be initiated by force, chargmeculation, or imagination, but
only the free deliberation of several generaticas give authority to institutions or to
knowledge. The failure of Socialism shows the neglassness of forced actions. It
collapsed by itself. Today, there is no Socidlatlition, only a dusty heritage.

Beside the threat from totalitarianism, we can nedtom Tocqueville’'s
description of democracy that egalitarianism oppdsadition, too. Epistemological
egalitarianism (a refusal of intellectual authorlyd of any kind of epistemological
asymmetry) brings about epistemological chaos wablitical consequences.
Tocqueville tells us that democracy coheres witimantal homelessness where
everything is opened up to a borderless discussidmadition, like authority, is
“aristocratic,” in at least this negative sense +-aillows and even welcomes
distinction, and to learn its intricacies take®tdf time and effort. And contrary to
egalitarianism, this learning process is based be tecognition of definite
significances. Tradition is based on differencésst of all, the difference of master
and disciple; secondly, the difference of impor&andradition teaches us to dare to
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enhance or highlight something, it teaches us tkenaadifference between good and
bad, important or less important, noble and ignobte. Making a difference is not
democratic. Making a difference means pointingato author, toa text. In
Tocquevillian terms, it means an historiographimgple of explanation in terms of
individual deeds, not impersonal social movementfococes’.

A World Without Tradition?

It must be asked whether the conservative ideahat reflectiveness —
whether depicted by Burk& or by Oakeshott in hi©On Being Conservatiy&®
reminding us of Bagehot’s famous remark on thegogt delight of the present state
of things — is or is not incoherent with the cricattitude toward contemporary
culture and politics. In Burke’s case criticism swdirected against French and
English radicals, while in Oakeshott's case, it wlagcted against the welfare state
and mass society.

‘Rationlaism’ is what Oakeshott called the moraldf reflection, and the
politics of the book. Perhaps Burkdkeflectionwas itself a step towards rationalism
and this or any paper reflecting on tradition siyngadrries on this original sin — the
fall into ‘traditionalism’. Talk about traditiorsinot the same as living in and being
embedded in tradition. Talking about tradition is a job dear to a Cathalican
Oakeshottian, but C. S. Lewis’ warning should beagk kept in mind that “analytical
understanding must always be a basilisk which killsat it sees and only sees by
killing.” 8" Although Conservatives are eager to refuse idgedoand, because of
that, most of them prefer the term ‘Conservativethe label ‘Conservatism® the
pursuit of political identity, self-definition, anthobilization after World War 1l tends
to create canons, dogmas. Are the contemporargéfoatives modern ideologues
who accept some Conservative principles, but wdak&lto refashion them in terms
of rationalistic idelas to pursue “perfection ase tlerow flies"? Or is the
rationalization of Conservative thinking more osdenecessary in a world without
tradition and authority?

Rationalism, that is, ideology and dogma-makingnas rare among today’s
Conservatives, maybe, partly, because of the adtlal origin and education of many
of them. But, on the other hand, it seems to na they have to face up to
rationalization as a more or less necessary reguthe intellectualization of and
reflection on tradition. The modernists and thashef French Enlightenment forced
them consciously to argue for tradition. As Buvk®te: “It has been the misfortune .
.. of this age that everything is to be discu$s&t.In order to defend tradition people
had to reflect on it, which resulted in some dognadion of tradition. Moderns
forced tradition-bound people to give reasons leirtprejudices and institutions, to
argue for them. This was a victory not over Covestives, but over conservative
habits’®® And it seems to me that there is no return tomdgrelapsarian, innocent
world. Any effort toward a reflective return toetlunconscious and non-reflective
way of thinking and acting seems to be ‘writingvoater’.

Because tradition is a key idea for Conservatiths, assumption of the
evaporation of tradition undermines Conservativiekihg itself. But besides the
inevitable creep of rationalism, can one see otrewers among Conservatives
concerning tradition and existing world?

One common answer is that tradition is any knowdedgd institutions at
hand. While this notion of tradition is far froradicalism, it may not bring about
conflict or debates, because it is not criticalhaf contemporary world. If one accepts
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that tradition is simply ‘what is,” he will accommiate himself to the status qtid,
whatever it is, as Voltaire’s Pangloss did in Kandide’®® This domesticated,
uncritical interpretation of the tradition is netre and is welcomed by moderns. The
engines of progress will eventually transform tlestdr future into the worser past;
Pangloss will be reincarnated as Hegel.

At this point, the question can be raised: arditicn and authority substantial
categories or do these refer to a certain modenofvledge and action? Do the
notions of tradition and authority refer to soméstance, commonly called good life
or good order? Or may anyone have authority; magitton emerge anywhere and
with any content?

What | am suggesting is that the content of traditis not a chance
occurrence, even if it has emerged by chances. t\Wha handed over has some
worth because it has survived. On the other hdrahy knowledge and institution
may be tradition, what differentiates traditionrfréashion? This interpretation would
wash away the cultural and political differentiasobetween the Conservatives and
moderns or post-moderns.

A second, rather common answer to the question ofhsé&vatives’
relationship to the contemporary world in lighttbkir appreciation of the past is a
nostalgia or melancholy because of the disappearafcthe old good world of
tradition. As Burke wrote characteristically:

The age of chivalry is gone. That of sophistecgnemists; and calculators
has succeeded; and the glory of Europe is extihgdidorever. Never, never more
shall we behold that generous loyalty to rank aex, shat proud submission, that
dignified obedience, that subordination of the hedwich kept alive, even in servitude
itself, the spirit of an exalted freedom. The undpat grace of life, the cheap defense
of nations, the nurse of manly sentiment and henterprise, is gong>

While this habit is not alien to us, we have to slearly, that it assumes that
the tradition is already gone and is irrelevantontemporary life. It is defeatist: So,
finally, we lost. With this assumption, Conservafi’ task is only to slow down
inevitable changes, but the future does not betorigem.

A third answer is the so-called Conservative retiofu(Nietzsche, Spengler,
Hans Freyer, Ernst Jung, Arthur Moeller van derdRju They were optimistic about
the capacities of human will and action, but presged the total loss of tradition.
They opposed modernity and hoped to create a naw neav institutions, and a new
order worth conserving. But is there any otheraspthan to bury thinking and action
based on tradition? Must today’s Conservativesy-wily follow the German
“Conservative revolutionaries”? Or is the politic§ slowing down the only
alternative? If Pangloss and Burke seem too asgem and too nostaligic,
respectively, it hardly seems more sober to takthestandard of remaking the world
in the pseudo-classicists image.

So What?

Once upon a time, the Hungarian born John Kekesdabkchael Oakeshott
what could be done in a country where the existerideadition, mainly a political
one, was problematic. Oakeshott's semi-joking amnswas, “That’s your problem.”
Actually, that is our problem. But as | can se®] as | have mentioned, it is a rather
common problem of the West, as well. As Oakeshiotself wrote, entertaining the
thought of a crisis-point in a tradition at whickeeything seems lost:
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If, in order to meet this crisis, there were somteady, unchanging,
independent guide to which a society might resbrtyould be no doubt be well
advised to do so. But no such guide exists; weehaw resources outside the
fragments, the vestiges, the relics of its ownitiaa of behaviour which the crisis has
left untouched.RIP, 50)

To turn to one of, if not the major crisis to whi€hakehsott directed his
attention, we should look at his well-known criicis of the modern productivist
state, and of mass society. Faced with what Orteghlabelled the ‘revolt of the
masses’, emphasizing the revolutionary intent @& timconscious crowd and the
civilizational stakes, and what others called, tdeliless uncalmly, the ‘crisis of
modernity’, Oakeshott undertook to ‘shore the fragts against our ruin’, to gather
the relics and dry bones of tradition, and to testar contemporary ears the best of
ancient and modern political wisdom. He faced ‘prablem’.

May a nonreflectivequiet common senser the plain man’s practiceselp
guide human agents toward proper action? Fromeaupgkto Oakeshott we may read
many complaints about the evaporatiorsdftlichkeitand the homeless mind, as Peter
Bergel® called it many years ago. Some explain the spoéaationalism in terms of
the loss of certainty and the rise of an intellatfroletariat who may have only his
chains to lose. But as Burke was forced by thadfreevolution, so the welfare state
and New Left of the sixties forced the Conservatit@ reflect on the world around
them and on their presuppositions and prejudid&st one may stop here. It is not
necessary to go further and to make a catalogueadition or Conservatism, which
seems to be a widespread tendency. The philosaguestion is whether one is able
to found and demonstrate universally a way of dfel prejudices. But these efforts
are against the old habits of Conservatives whoedhprejudicebecausdhey do not
know their raison d’etré®

Is there any viable traditional knowledge at hamdhie contemporary West or
in the post-Communist countries that could steghip of state? Or is it necessary to
become rationalist and ideological? In the lattase; it would not be a different
epistemology, or a different mode of thinking ardtireg, but only different dogmas
that would differentiate Conservatives from thgaponents. Obviously, there must
be some tradition at hand, and not only in museanas traditionalist communities.
Of course, there are routines in everyday practidag the real issue is the existence
of moral and political traditions that may helpiosnaking judgments in borderline
cases.

In spite of centuries of critical destruction areformulation of traditions,
there are traditions in some islands of the lifdd/asuch as churches, libraries,
vineyards, and families. These islands help wsvaryday life where we do not stand
alone, homelessly, in a barbaric, meaningless Iglnaot moderated by tradition.
But it is not the answer | am looking for. Thelrssue is the existence of moral and
political traditions, not simply vestigal tracesabpast mode of life quaintly preserved,
propped up by sentiment, tariffs, and sunk costew could the warmth of family
life, the cool of the cellar, or the quiet of arliby help actors in political situations?
Before the spread of the rationalist ideal of paditaction as technical expertise using
systematized knowledge, political education folldweolybius’ ancient ideal, which
used past events as a stock of experiences andpksaout of which political actors
might develop a tacit knowledge of situations acias.

While contemporary situations and problems do wotespond in detail with
the past, the practical skills for proper and reabte action, and the keys for
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understanding current, non-routine situations, lwawlerived from learning about past
situations. Of course, such derivation does ngipka via explicit, conscious
inference. Skillful apprehension of the past, lkker skills, involves learning how to
judge and not merely the assimilation of informatidBecause these skills exist only
in practice, they can be learned only by persoadi@pation. This ‘participation’ is
an engagement to learn from the past, a questidiremponse procedure as opposed
to a merly personal reflection on first principlésit it is alwayssomeoneeflecting
and engagingomething— in that sense, personal and direct.

The European, Greco-Christian tradition of autherstill at hand. We rely
upon the same authors that past generations rghed. Of course, just as we do not
redesign the fire station during a fire, no one ldooe so crazy as to rush into a
library and initiate his diligent study of the cd&ss when he is facing a non-routine
situation, a ‘crisis’ or ‘emergency’. In bordedirtases our tacit knowledge springs to
the fore; of course, this presupposes an alreagyhac moral and political educiton.
We must face the new already armed with the ap@tpns of the old.

This interpretive situation, broadly conceivedbecoming widely recognized
as the starting point for grappling with the prablef prudence or practical wisdom
today. While the meaning of traditon remains ispdite, tradition’s importance does
not. One might assert, (melo-)dramatically, “we afl traditionalists.” During the
recent decades historians of ideas have contributaot only in Hungary — to public
debates by their archaeological excavations ofcastland texts. In the fields of
political and social thought, scientism seems totanbe defeated, and the dominant
mode of thinking is rather reflection on, or intefation of, one author or tightly
grouped subtraditions of several authors.

History is the history of situations, and the dgg@n of situations is always
“thick description,” to use Ryle and Geertz’s plerdS The description of situations
or of experiences are thick, because they contaichnmore in a “many-layered
sandwich” than can be expressed openly, or disdumsalytically: In another idiom,
“There are also many other things that Jesus ditljflthese were to be described
individually, |1 do not think the whole world woulcbntain the books that would be
written” (John 21:25).

The great authors are great, partly, becauseeofribh and ineffable contents,
of which some may be put into predicative statesiewhilst many other elements
will be reflected only in the studies, commentariand appropriations of later
generations. But even the not yet reflected megname involved in the great authors’
texts. Because of this “thick” character of graathors’ texts no one can argue for or
against all the meanings imbedded in them. Thegstbf political or social learning
is its own history.

To say that knowledge and experience come fromitimad means that
knowing and acting properly are never wholly a erattf present ideas; they are
situated in a context of meanings originated frtwe past. Because of that, what is
radically new cannot be reasonable, and what isoregble cannot be wholly new.
The boundlessly free man and his action cannonderstood by others; thus, what is
presented as freed from all linguistic, social h@toric moorings must be heard as
senseless babble.

Because the notion of tradition is usually conng¢dte Conservatives, it may
be important to point out, that the rediscovergahe past authors is not tradition yet.
Leo Strauss and his method of “close reading” ssepdhat the original meaning of
texts can be found and reconstructed apart from thet time gap between us and the
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texts, and the commentaries concerning the authBtsauss’ methodology promises
to jump over the tradition of commentaries. Bus tiretching back does not differ
too much from the hope of radical enthusiasts amlidylgenedphilosophes who
hoped to jJump back to the original meaning of tlesiils, or to understand directly
what a Founding Father really intended. Thus, evlsitrauss himself was aware of
traditions of thought, of commentary and interptietg his approach tries to work
back beyond these, to what seems alone sufficienithoritative to meet present
crises: the original. However, this risks lapsimgo a rigidly technical way of
handling texts.

Traditional understanding is a cultivated mentdih not the application of a
technique. Traditional knowledge is fused with ade& of life, with a kind of
practice; therefore, traditional knowledge is paedo Thus initiation into a tradition
is always character formation, too, implying theegetance of authority as such. That
is, the traditional learner apprentices with theagrauthors, submitting to them while
being unsure where they will lead him. As Maclatwrote:

The reader was assigned the task of interpretiegtéit, but also had to
discover, in and through his or her reading of ¢hiexts, that they in turn interpret the
reader. What the reader, as thus interpreted dyekis, has to learn about him or
herself is that it is only the self as transfornieeugh and by the reading of the texts
which will be capable of reading the texts aright. The person in this predicament
requires two things: a teacher and an obedient tinas what the teacher, interpreting
the text, declares to be good reasons for trangfgrioneself into a different kind of
person — and a different kind of reader — will tunnt to be genuinely good reasons
in the light afforded by that understanding of tagts which becomes available only
to the transformed self. The intending reader toakave inculcated into him or
herself certain attitudes and dispositions, cenaitues, before he or she can know
why these are to be accounted virtues. So a meehtreordering of the self has to
occur before the reader can have an adequate sfamgahich to judge what is good
reason and what is not. And this reordering reguobedient trust, not only in the
authority of this particular teacher, but in thatlee whole tradition of interpretative
commentary into which that teacher had had eatdidrim or herself to be initiated
through his or her reordering and conversitH.”

Conservatives are apt to think that the proper seabonable moral and
political action is the result of individual chatacand virtues rather than a pretended
philosophical truth or scientific facts and lawt.is never certain that someone will
act according to the models found in classic texi$,his understanding of situations
presented in them, and of judgments and decisioademn them, will probably
influence his practical knowledge, as well as Hiaracter. Therefore, as Oakeshott
and our tradition say, education in the sense afatdter formation may be the answer
for the dilemmas of tradition presented in thisagss

What distinguishes a human being, indeed what ttotet a human being, is
not merely his having to think, but his thoughts beliefs, doubts, understandings,
his awareness of his own ignorance, his wants,emrtes, choices, sentiments,
emotions, purposes and his expression of themteramces or actions which have
meanings; and the necessary condition of all orcditlyis is that he must have learned
it. The price of the intelligent activity which istitutes being human is learning.
When the human condition is said to be burdensevhat is being pointed to is not
the mere necessity or having to think, to speaktaratt (instead of merely being like
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a stone, or growing like a tree) but the imposgibbf thinking or feeling without
having slowly and often painfully learned to thisdmething.**®

Today, to extol tradition is to swim against theeti Although having to learn
“slowly and painfully” may eventually be a humaregicament as widely recognized
as our interpretive one, authors like Mcintyre @akeshott are, at least for now,
quite rare in being willing to tell us the price becoming human in a world
dominated by the flashy promises of fundamentatisbnalism on the one side, and
on the other, a casual cynicism that calls itsplbst-modernism’. Traditional
knowledge deals with forgotten, lost political anral dilemmas, problems, and
experiences. It is thanks to the continual resason of authors out of textual
entombment in dark and dusty archives, and thairmeo life’s playing fields that we
have notions — time-tested, if not eternally voathd ideas — of good order, proper
action, justice, freedom, and law. Although tagalans, modern Enlightenment
philosophes and post-moderns have all promised our emanoipatrom the
tormenting compulsions of the past, it is always #uthors mediated to us in a
tradition of thinking and acting who can liberageftom the simplifying limitations of
contemporary intellectual and political fashions.
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The limits of knowledge: violence and good order
or the arrogant pretense of knowledge

The 20" political science focused on the idea and practiteprocedural
democracy as the evolutionary winner of the contipetiof regimes. Supposedly, this
liberal democracy is the viable and coherent regrineur main values like justice,
liberty, etc. Many years before Churchill said ha&a moton democracy, democratic
constitution had achieved a position similar tosth@f monarchy during the Middel
Ages. As monarchy was seen as the best regime dplg€during the Middle Age,
democracy could reach this status in the politicadking at the beginning of the 90
century. Since then the issue of good regime be@ataboo and political thinkers left
it. Political thinking shifted into the area of pgalal epistemology and action theory.
The issues of the nature of political knowledge aoditical action allow people to
think about good life and human condition aparifrthe actual constitutional or
power structure of state.

This institutional framework was complemented bg tlevival of political
philosophy of the Platonic paradigm in the second pf the 28 century, mainly
focused on political knowledge.

This revival happened without real debates or §ighithough after the World
War Il. Karl Popper set Plato in an intellectualrdlmberg trial because of his alleged
totalitarian, that is, closed society hints: theused Platonistradition would base
political authority on superior knowledge of justicStill, the present dominant
thinking in political philosophy goes against p&r Karl, at least in the emphasis of
the Platonic issues. The revival of political pedphy was a criticism of the dominant
(social) scientist and rationalist thinking abowlifics, disorders and derailment of
modern ideologies but, still, it continued willygi some presupposition of
Enlightenment. Namely, that the politics is a guestof knowledge, and only the
origin and characteristics of this knowledge amguable. So, political epistemology
became a focus of political debates. The issudisigaradigm is the nature and the
origin of proper political knowledge: Whether itaadlessly perfectable, that is, it can
be wholly coherent and certain in its consequences, is opaque, fragmented and
uncertain. Although this revival took the problefrjustice into the centre of political
thinking, again. But Rawls’ project is not interagtif one would like to understand
politics. His question was: What would institutions look likéhey were designed by
people who were already agreed on a set of priesipif justice?

Against Popper’s interpretation, it seems to me tibday the mainstream sees
Totalitarianism as the culmination of modernitydfich distinctiveness of modernity
consists of the rejection of pre-modern politicallpsophy: for example the discourse
on democracy refuses implicitly the Platonic-Artst@n thinking!®® The emergence
of political philosophy correlated with the modértass of confidence. Leo Strauss
interpreted crisis of modernity as a result of nradenihilism: modern man no longer
believes that he can know what is good and batt agd wrong. Strauss kicked in
door with the ancient question: How can we sepaaateptable and unacceptable
regimes? He connected the problem of missing idepustice to the theologico-
political problem. According to Strauss this thepbm-political problem is whether
“men can acquire that knowledge of the good withehich they cannot guide their
lives individually or collectively by the unaidedfats of their natural powers, or
whether they are dependent for that knowledge @mBiRevelation”. The Moderns,
and typically the modern social sciences decided thllemma on behalf of
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immanency, so they imprisoned people in their eivgdinvorld where the question of

liberty or good order cannot even asked. The Malsought and allegedly found the
final resolution of the theologico-political probte which resolution would be based
on Reason or immanency (named as empirical sciegaehst transcendence (named
as metaphysic). This modernist hope was connecotedvtholesale re-conception of

the human condition. Moderns rejected any tensowvatd the divine ground, they

denied transcendence or took it for irrelevantpablic affairs.

1, The Platonic position is thathe just... is advantageatgAlcibiades 116d)
andignorance is a cause of evilalcibiades 118a). According to thieuthyphrq the
source of problems in politics is the struggle agopinions concerning justice, so
the lack of proper knowledge.

They have differences of opinion, as you say, agootl and evil, just and
unjust, honourable and dishonourable: there wouétvéh been no quarrels among
them, if there had been no such differences-widetnowEuthyphro 110)

Therefore, the basic problems in politics seemdadnflict and knowledge,
and by learning justice, one may overcome conflidstually, the successful
politician would be that person who could abolistitges.

2,

Let me turn now to the issue of being otherworldlythe world. In the other
often quoted texts of Plato — tiRepublicand theApology- on the relationship of
justice and philosophers and political communitye way find a much more
ambiguous interpretation. As it is well known, Sdes was accused by disturbing the
youth’s mind, because he justified his actionsdfgnring to hisdaimonion a source
of knowledge and action outside of the terrain of political community. From
Socrates’ story it seems to us that truth claim rbayperceived as dangerous for
political community, as well as it may be harmfal the agent representing it. So,
referring to justice may be a source of conflicidat may cause political damage
instead of advantage.

The whole dialogue oRepublicon justice is situated outside of the city, like
Plato’s school thédcademia Later on, in the cave metaphor, it can be reat ttie
philosopher turning back into the cave may be ladglbeaten or even killed. The
knowledge of justice or, at least, the talking abpustice in public seems to be
disadvantageous in the existing political community

From theRepubli¢ we may conclude that the knowledge from withthé is,
not intersubjective shared knowledge of cave dwselleay be a source of conflict,
therefore it is dangerous. Therefore the wise wtily away from it. Politics is a
dangerous place for the friend of justice. Accogdio Plato the problem is the cave
dwellers’ character. And because the city cannaivsecame, the best if philosophers
stay away from public life, they eaeudaimonian private life. (Apology 32a) It may
point to a strange direction: Plato was a realisd \think that politics cannot be just,
referring to good order in public stirs up peace.

Theoria, transcendental knowledge in its origiralse, as such seems to be
problematic to cave dwellers, theory seems to f®ewant in politics. As we may
read in the Doctor Faustus, a criticism of modataliectuals,;Thaeshad fallen into a
ditch while walking round scanning the skies. Thgecmetaphor turns our attention
to the epistemologicddybrisand conflicts may emerge from it.
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While the knowledge of justice is connectedhtusin the Republi¢ what is
dominantly interpreted by moderns as rationality,the Phaedrosphilosopher is
connected tanania the gift of god$° In the SymposiunPlato also connected the
philosopher to mania (Symposium 218b). In fPleaedrosPlato enumerated the
different types ofmania what is often called insanity because of its@ffen human
life.?%* (249e)

It might be so if madness were simply an evil; thetre is also a madness
which is a divine gift, and the source of the daseéfblessings granted to men.
(Phaedros 244a)

Madness means irresponsibility and breaking soo@ms and customs,
breaking withaidos (shame) in which Plato trusted in sotagoras (332c) Divine
madnessthieia mania channeled through poets, prophets and philosepbkea kind
of possession (lon 534b-e). It is outside of dismar reason, outside of
intersubjectivity and social and empirical lifetridnscends reason. Divine inspiration
is coming from without, later called by Christiaas Grace or conscience. Divine
inspiration may joined to an act of chaos or etcsftatnzy, therefore in thRepublic
Plato turned against poetry because it would desnotirder and peace, stirring
irrational emotions of the appetitive part of tloells

So, mania results transgressive behavior: transigre®f socially established
rules and transgression of border of our world. idams not only vehement, but he is
violent, too. The activity of people referring wsfice not only creates turmoil, but it
is violent in itself.

Before the class based analysis of political figirtd conflicts done by Guizot
and later continued by the Marxist thinking, entass and inspiration were the
commonly thought as the sources of political calesi Enthusiasm, the main issue
of the 18" century moral and political thinking after the Tiwar launched by the
Puritans, and inspiration were seen as coming fiteenotherworld and take people
beyond the norms and established social patterns.nbn-rational, non-discursive
and intuitive disposition demands the abandonmergason, and it may be defective
or even evil. Since then, enthusiasm caused canisproblems in our thinking.
People are seen mad because they do not takeansideration the consequences of
their actions.

Maniac is an ambiguous figure because it is asoorathe one hand, but only
this type of man — a philosopher, prophet or poetan step out only from the
common world of cave dwellers and import some keoge from without.
Therefore, maniac is a sign of the transcendentaldmndependent from us but
influencing us. Intrusion of transcendental mayodaf human mind and may cause
numberless personal or social calamities, andeabdiginning no one can certainly tell
the authentic truth claim from madness.

3,

Talking about liberty and justice is talking abogbod order, proper
arrangements of people. Thus, this talk is politibacause by talking about them we
reflect on human relations, and their change bydwmill. But on the other hand,
people perceive order, justice and liberty, or nttssm by implicitly referring to
transcendental knowledge. Teensoriumof transcendence, as Voegelin interpreted
it, means that thesycherealizes itself as ,in this world” but not only f,ahis
world”.?%?
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Learning and experiences may teach man a lot ofwladge, but not
everything. The knowledge cannot be derived fronmanent world is called
transcendence. Man is transcendental being simpbause he is able to perceive
something else than himself and impressions from five senses. He perceives
something which may limit him and, at the same fimay liberate him in immanent,
empirical world. Man is transcendental because shahle to step out from his
empirical experiences and to get a context in whiah experience is meaningful.
Transcendence, apart from its content, seems tolidezating, but liberation
(transgressing andiolentig) goes hand in hand with conflict. Knowledge oftices
and liberty, weather it is connectedrntousor tomania has an oblique relationship to
practice — this obscurity refuses the possibilitydeological or dogmatic practice.

The idea of good order is interpreted by many apiah or perfectioniét®
Later on, in the Modernity the idea of good ordmkt after the mechanism and it was
connected to scientism. Generally, the idea of goater is connected to Christian
Platonism’ peace and harmony, to the lack of eefment and conflicts, to a kind of
anomic freedom, to geometrical clarity, often ttiorality, and more and more to
hedonism. Although, the ModeRepublican, liberal, communitarians converge in
their assumption that success lies in the elimaratirom a regime of dissonance,
resistance, conflict and struggle. They would amnfipolitics to the juridical,
administrative or regulative tasks of stabilizingmal and political subjects, building
consensus, maintaining agreement... free modernaaljem political conflicts and
instability.”?%*

While the ideal of just and free human world is alsupeaceful, without
conflicts, violence and enforcement, the truthrokgireferring to justice or liberty and
other transcendental ideas potentially undermimgspalitical order. These claim are
violentia, that is, transgressing which provokeoecément in order to create some
order and peace. While Plato theoretically recagphithe conflictual potentiality of
truth claim, this dilemma came into practice by i€tnity. The dilemmas and
ongoing conflict between force and morality, immaece and transcendence, peace
and justice are the backbone of Christian thinkibalitics is interpreted paradoxically
both as an activity using force and as an actwiityjinating force by just laws. From
Plato onward, our tradition is full of complain altdhe allegedly divine inspiration
which stirs up emotions, morality, human order.Kireg about transcendental or the
so-called prophetic knowledge is partly the problghorder and non-technical, non-
rationally calculable innovation. Crossing boundaan be interpreted both as the
liberation from the yoke of conventional order asdthe danger of chaos.

Ambiguity of crossing the boundaries is a charastier dilemma of our
tradition. Keeping some order is a basic aim oftjgs| therefore the transcendence is
often perceived as a potential danger which shbaldomesticated somehow, at least
linguistically by the secular ,public use of rea&é. Because of the obvious
potential danger of the transcendence, politicelkérs and actors tended to keep it
somehow at bay.

The practice of political control of transcendeaseold as the tension between
politics and religion, but its probably first thetical formulation emerged only as a
side effect of Investiture Wars by Marsilius of Badwho argued against Rome,
ordering truth claim behind the claim for this-wdiyl peace. He formulated
theoretically what had been the practice, thaths, divorce of peace from justice,
order from transcendental truth claims.
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The attitudes of political thinkers towards tramstence can be well
characterized by the famous front page of Hobbesidthan, where the two types of
weapon that the state uses are symbolized. Onniheside, there are the instruments
of force (swords, guns, battle flags etc); on ttieepthe symbols of ideas and religion.
In sake of peace or security of guaranteed lifeesstate must use and control both.
As one may see in case of Marsilius and Hobbeg, thain arguments were peace
against truth claim of religion.

The invasion of transcendence — whether it is dalacred / charisma /
sublime / religion / conscience, etc. — into humbfe can carry different
consequences. The power of resistance and trarsiomcoming from religion is a
continuous dilemma of the Christian tradition. Hoan false prophets or the second
becoming be detected? Is a sectarian group madigeda activities lead to violence,
or else it is sane because its purpose is liberditam an evil power? Do the existing
laws and order, and the power of government reptebe prevention of chaos and
the preservation of peace and security, or elsedheoppressive and evil?

Or, because of this epistemological problem, ¥gatth keeping transcendence
at bay? Or, can the attempt to achieve the towbfuof truth claim and political
society be dangerous? This dilemma points to aspemxceptance of Augustinian
theology in which the world is morally absurd anghque, contingent, and the refusal
of the Pelagian or Gnostic hope of redeeming matyerAccording to St. Augustine
our knowledge is limited, action has always sideet§ and contains some failures,
therefore the democratic ideal of self-control,f-s@imination is impossible. The
acceptance of this human condition requires humibt basic attitude of religion.
Otherwise, man will always feel oppressed and Eendind tranquility is fleeting at
best, human beings are not rocks. Conflict ancaimity are perennial possibility.
The yearning for a world beyond politics is seltttactive.

4,

Political order needs some overcome of radical ghlyr coming from
numberless sources. There is no substitute fotigmliif by politics we mean the
various ways in which arrive at authoritative demis in a world in which people
legitimately hold different views about the purpeeé¢ government and the manner by
which it should be carried on. Political situatisnnot normal situation, but a rather
unique one, because the restoration of order, déibemnequires to use means that are
forbidden in other fields.

Conflict, antagonism seems to be perennial, ineedude, but not only because
of the biases, interests, limited resources andopagies. A serious source of these
antagonisms and need of enforcement is the veeyafigustice and liberty and other
transcendental knowledge which aims to abolisheratiften politics, struggles and
enforcement and violence altogether.

The modern hope of intellectuals has been beingnbeal psychology of
Kant, Rawls and Habermas, which is based on tha tbat everyone is required
morally to take the perspective of everyone els®l #hus project herself into the
understandings of self and world of all others.l{éfanas’ three presuppositions - this
situation would be inclusive, coercion free, oped aymmetrical - would eliminate
decision and violence altogether.) And doing saional agreement will emerge
somehow. But agreement and rational consensusllusory. Politics is not an
exchange of opinions but a contest for power. iealitdecision does not announce
that the other party was morally wrong, simplyythave lost.
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There is no rational, no non-authoritative solutidor plurality and
contingency. Instead of rational agreement there b& coercion, authority,
bargaining, manipulation, procedural or instituabarrangements.

The rebirth of Platonic issues has problematized thken for granted
relationship between the political order of caveellers and the intellectuals truth
claim, and turned the attention to the agonistid aaothoritative nature of politics
emerging from the ambiguity of truth claims.

Divine madness must be overcome but it never bept=iely lacking. The
European political — intellectual as well as indtdanal — tradition cannot cope with
this problem, there seems to be a continuous ffluxadence, enforcement to secure
peace. Historical achievements are fragmentarybaoken. Both the institutional and
the intellectualist approaches set aside the vwalemd enforcement used by political
authority. However, neither of them can fulfill $hhope. Both the truth claims coming
from maniag and the several imperfections and contingencessarily result conflicts
and dilemmas. Therefore de-liberation and the cartemt enforcement seems to be
smuggled unreflectively into the practice during irocess of creating political unity
from plurality.

Divine madness and violence (truth claims) oppalseddeal of civility as an
absence of forcé” Violence is barbarism, it is against civilizatidBivilization is a
creation of mind, an intellectual process. Althougiday the dominant discourse
connects truth to peace, the violent potentialnyf tauth claim should be clear. Peace
and harmony, if at all, may be after the victorytroith, before that, truth claims will
create just the opposite. Like the mythical lanegs/(Moses or Romulus for example)
who created felicious order, but they started thwiolence.

The potential delegitimation of political order tBferring transcendental truth
claim was started in philosophy by the Plato whe wevare of the potential conflict
between immanent order (the cave dwellers) andg¢erdence (the philosopher), and
he reflected to the dilemma of philosophghat should he do with his transcendental
knowledgeafter he has retirned into the cave? While it eéiseoretical recognition of
the dilemma of the short term conflictual potentyabf truth clai , this dilemma came
into practice by Christianity.

Before it, religious community coincided with a pichl one, religions were
connected to an ethnic group ompalis. But, by Christianity the specific religious
community appeared, in which anyone could be mendpart from his origin,
political loyalties or legal status. The only criten for the membership in this
specific religious community was to accept thatugesas theCristos At the same
time, however, Christians refused the cult of Rorgads and the Emperors, that is,
they were disloyal to the political order. The amp@ce of specific religious
community meant that the border, marker, symbold myalty of political and
religious communities ceased to overlap each otAed even more, these two
different communities might have got into confli@®ince the early Christianity the
loyalty claims of religious or political authorieare continuous source of conflicts
and debates in our culture. Since that time inGhastian world the transcendental
truth claim could have caused conflicts in the imera political order. Christianity
broke apart the two aspects of communitiessacerdotiumand regnum —, and
separated them. In spite of the Erastinians, ymaBtine practice and the alliance of
throne and altar, one should see the uniquenetigsofluality in Christian tradition
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and the well-known devaluation of poltical ordeNd* man can serve two masters”
(Matthew 6, 24); and “We ought to obey God rath@ntmen.” (Acts 5, 29)

The history of typically Christian dilemma and daetfbetween political and
religious communities can be followed since St. éatme. The worldly and amoral
order — thecivitas terrena— can exist only by means of the naked force awiep of
worldly magistrate, because the sinful men areald¢ to create order and peace by
themselve$®” On the other hand, he claims the presence ot human affairs:
“remove justice, and what are kingdoms but gangriafinals on a large scale®®

The dilemmas and ongoing conflict between force armdality, immanence
and transcendence, peace and justice are the beckibcChristian thinking. Politics
is interpreted paradoxically both as an activityngsforce and as an activity
eliminating force by just laws (and the same paxaui@ay be told concerning state or
political society)%°

Talking about transcendental (or the so-called Ipetip aspect of religion) is
partly the problem of order and non-technical, natenal innovation. (However, in
the Greek thinking one may also find the mad Goydgoamsgressing the accepted
norms, an unspeakable, unthinkable and the chsel$.)itCrossing boundary can be
interpreted both as the liberation from the yokecohventional order and as the
danger of chaos.

Ambiguity of crossing the boundaries is a charastier dilemma of our
tradition. It may have liberating as well as chaaifects at the same time. Keeping
some order is a basic aim of politics, therefoeetthnscendence is often perceived as
a potential danger which should be domesticatedebom, at least linguistically by
the secular ,public use of reascil®. Because of the obvious potential danger of the
transcendence, political thinkers and actors temolé&eep it somehow at bay. It seems
to me that Moderns have preferred keeping awaystendence from public affairs,
which project has been called commonly as the adezed politics.

The practice of political control of transcendeaseold as the tension between
politics and religion, but its probably first thetical formulation emerged only as a
side effect of Investiture Wars by Marsilius of Badwho argued against Rome,
ordering truth claim behind the claim for this-wdly peace He formulated
theoretically what had been the practice, thaths, divorce of peace from justice,
order from transcendental truth claims.

The attitudes of political thinkers towards religiand transcendence can be
well characterized by the famous front page of H@blheviathan where the two
types of weapon that the state uses are symbol3edhe one side, there are the
instruments of force (swords, guns, battle flag3; en the other the symbols of ideas
and religion. In sake of peace or security of goted life stylestate must use and
control both As one may see in case of Marsillius and Hobthest main arguments
was peace against truth claim of religion. Butheir case peace meant only the lack
of conflict, but not internal, psychic and mentatisfaction, too.The peace — today
security — argument of later political theoristp, to our recent defenders of neutral
state, interprets peace without any transcendeetalance, onlyas the lack of
conflicts and fights

The dilemma is that very political, this-worldly gers may come from both
the loss of transcendental measures of humanswndrhrelations, and also from the
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penetration of transcendental truth claims intos-thorldly affairs. Without
transcendental measures — like the idea of truttjce, liberty, etc. -, how would
people be able to realize whether their order isdgqust and free or not? While
transcendental truth claims mean obvious dangeeXmting immanent order, it may
sink into tyranny whithout these measures.

The strength of the contemporary neutral or secstige is not in its forced
liberal ideal, but rather in its renunciation dfideals, apart from empirical individual
well being. Democracy created a consumer culturd @asjueville foreseen some
generations ago. From Roman historians to de lati®@be and Montesquied?
tyranny was connected to the well-befiyTherefore, well-being is not necessarily a
sign of good order. This republican tradition wanssthat not only coercion, physical
force and censorship may be used by tyranny. Taereangel faced evils, too. (See
Huxley's Brave New World)

- 1, man is a transcendental as well as immanengpéis transcendental
knowledge may undervalues the immanency (namingpjiist, servile and the like)
which is connected to imperfection, enforcemenihgyand politics;

- 2, commonly there is conflict between these *tdsee the returning
philosopher’s problem with cave dwellers);

- 3, there no certain measure or method can betsesive this ambiguity, to
separate pure chaos from perfect order or etesaie

The dream of transparency and shared knowledge

The Modernist and today democratic hope — men’sgeslernment may
replace God or institutional enforcement — hastapian stance, and it continued the
Lockean tradition which hoped that coercion canl@@esticated or finally eliminated
from politics. Tory sceptics just like 19th cent@Bgrmans romantics rebelled against
this whiggish optimism and started to emphasizeatfiiitration as inherent parts of
political activity: Dilemmas are dilemmas becauseytcannot be rationally resolved.
(Plalto,Eutyphron110 b-d).

Coercion seems to be necessary because praciicglssible to find good
reasons to persuade all member of the politicalnsanity. Political Modernism was
a radical interpretation of contract theory: theypéd and aimed to form social
relations. Politically Modern means the hope thabpgle is able to take into their
hands their own life, they will be our own mastelgjman condition can be
completely understood and controlled. Consequendigything resists human
understanding and control — because it is opagdeuamtelligible — is arbitrary and
oppressive. What is worst, enemy of human progeegs happiness. Moderns are
rationalist because they are not able to accepy:fdlee sense that humans must trust
something what is out of their control.

Because of the unforeseen and often unpleasane@o@asces, understanding
the human condition contains a piety toward the dnumworld: an acceptance of its
fuzziness and that our knowledge of human worlaiiser limited.

The emphasis of the narrowness and necessary mepierf of our knowledge
is a pessimistic or tragic view, because man muatenrdecisions on morally and
cognitively uncertain epistemological basis. He maest in a fuzzy human world
where he is still responsible as Oedipus was. iBialits are responsible for unforeseen
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consequences. And what is more, often morally wiactgpbn may result some public
good, what is the real absurdity for rationalist.

Hobbes’ and Machiavelli's Augustinian view of humeondition re-emerged
with the anti-rationalist backlash. The non-ratio@&ad non-knowable nature of
human world involves the necessary imperfectionpofitics. Even a thorough
rationalist like Aquinas who represented an optilmisiew on human world and
epistemological potentiality to know it, taught tleanergency situations didn’t have
laws. As he wrotenecessitas non subditur lefumma Theologica, la llae, q. 96,
a.6), andnecessitas non habet lege(Summa Theologica, llla, g. 80, a.8) If not
always, but in certain situations, calledcessitas human condition is morally
obscure and absurd. Why it is the nature of pali®Vhy does our epistemological
imperfection involve moral absurdity and need ttadggroism from political actors, as
Weber taught in hiBolitics as Vocatio®

The Aristotelian—neo-Thomist prudential thinkingoab political action is
optimistic, supposing that virtues and propriety te achieved at least potentially,
even if not actually. But pointing to the imperfewture of political epistemology
involves the tragic view of political action andetimorally absurd nature of human
condition.

If the human world is not rationally ordered andséems to resist to its
systematization as well as rational understandinogyans must part the certainty and
clearness of maths in political and moral life. Santi-rationalist view of political
knowledge and action undercuts implicitly democréaaged on the notion of self-
government and responsibility, and welfare staté bareaucratic ethos based on
certainty and responsibility. How could anyone esponsible for his action without
certain knowledge about its consequences? Howla@uone be responsible for his
action in an ethically absurd world full of dilemsacontingency, dominated by
Fortuna and unforeseen situations interpreted asmséquences”. The refusal of
optimistic epistemology of rationalism may involae pessimistic view of human
agency and political settings.

But inherent in anti-rationalism that at least thuenan world is to complex to
describe and systematize into a logically consistesory.

Both the institutional and the intellectualist apgehes set aside the violence,
enforcement used by political authority. Howevegjtmer of them can fulfill this
hope. Both the truth claims in rationalism comingni manig and the imperfection
of practical knowledge in the skeptic approach ssarly presuppose freedom, and
result conflicts and dilemmas. Therefore de-liherat and the concomitant
enforcement seems to be smuggled unreflectivetytim practice- irrespectively of
whether it is based on the idea of institutionabgedures or any version of
intellectualism — during the process of creatinfitigal unity from plurality.
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Mania: The Dilemma of Truth Claims: being otherwoldly in the world.

The 20" political science focused on the idea and practiteprocedural
democracy as the evolutionary winner of the contipetiof regimes. Supposedly, this
liberal democracy is the viable and coherent regrineur main values like justice,
freedom, etc. This institutional framework was céenpented by the revival of
political philosophy of the Platonic paradigm ireteecond part of the 9Gentury,
mainly focused on political knowledge.

Intellectuals as a social group emerged in politiicdats in the 18 century.
Although, this label was used for a social groagshiould be clear that intellectuals
emerged in politics, and they identified themselweth a special political stance
supported by an allegedly special knowledge — sohimgtlike the clerics’ role in the
religion. Since then the identity of intellectualsas closely connected to justice
(whether it is liberation or emancipation from ecomcal, racial or gender
inequalities) and critical self-reflection of padial society. Intellectuals from the
beginnings presupposed that some standard ofgsoéiisted outside of politics; and
also, they identified themselves gladly with theedards, and their political activity
with the implementation of them.

The revival of political philosophy in the seconaripof the 28 century was
the revival of the Platonic paradigm, focusing aditical knowledge. This revival
happened without real debates or fights, althodtgr the World War Il. Karl Popper
set Plato in an intellectual Nuremberg trial beeaoSits alleged totalitarian, that is,
closed society hints: Platonist tradition would dogmlitical authority on superior
knowledge referring to justice. Still, the preseddminant thinking in political
philosophy goes against poor Sir Karl, at leaghanemphasis of the Platonic issues.
The revival of political philosophy in the seconarpof the 28 century by focusing
on political knowledge was a criticism of the doamt (social) scientist and
rationalist thinking about politics, disorders atetailment of modern ideologies

but, still, it continued willy-nilly some presupgition of Enlightenment.
Namely, that the politics is a question of knowledgnd only the origin and
characteristics of this knowledge are arguable. @fdifical epistemology became a
focus of political debates. The issue in this pamadis the nature and the origin of
proper political knowledge: Whether it is endlesplgrfectable, that is, it can be
wholly coherent and certain in its consequencesit @ opaque, fragmented and
uncertain. This revival took the problem of justioto the centre of political thinking,
again. But Rawls’ project is not interesting if oweuld like to understand politics.
His question is: What would institutions look likethey were designed by people
who were already agreed on a set of principlessiige?

Against Popper’s interpretation, it seems to met tha mainstream sees
Totalitarianism as the culmination of modernity.eTHistinctiveness of modernity
consists of the rejection of pre-modern politicallgsophy., or example the discourse
on democracy refuses implicitly the Platonic-Artst@n thinking?*®> The emergence
of political philosophy correlated with the modértass of confidence. Leo Strauss
interpreted crisis of modernity as a result of nradenihilism: modern man no longer
believes that he can know what is good and batt agd wrong. He kicked in door
with the ancient question: How can we separatepaable and unacceptable regimes?
He connected the problem of missing idea of justiwethe theologico-political
problem. According to Strauss this theologico-peait problem is whether “men can
acquire that knowledge of the good without whicleythcannot guide their lives
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individually or collectively by the unaided effortd their natural powers, or whether
they are dependent for that knowledge on DivinedRdion”. The Moderns, and
typically the modern social sciences decided thesydma on behalf of immanency, so
they imprisoned people in their empirical worldrfravhere the question of liberty or
good order cannot even asked. The Moderns soughtabegedly found the final
resolution of the theologico-political problem, whiresolution would be based on
Reason or immanency (named as empirical scien@)sigranscendence (named as
metaphysic). This modernist hope was connectedwbalesale re-conception of the
human condition. Moderns rejected any tension tdviae divine ground, they denied
transcendence or took it for irrelevant for pulaftairs.

Intellectuals have been using the taken for gra@iedstian idea of conscience
as a model for the creation of their own sociaital role, namely they claimed
specific attention because the precondition of la@tgerment and reform is a critical
self-reflection and self-scrutiny , the realizatiohsins is the first step in therdo
salutis this rebirth of Platonic issues has problematizbd taken for granted
relationship between the political order of caveetlers and the intellectuals truth
claim, and turned the attention to the agonistid aaothoritative nature of politics
emerging from the ambiguity of truth claims.

1,

In the apocryphaflcibiadesdialogue one may read that Socrates teaches his
pupil, Alcibiades in order to reach political susseand by doing so he implies the
importance of knowledge in successful political i@ct But not any kind of
knowledge is important for the political succe$sigeds the knowledge of justice. At
the beginning Alcibiades seems to be rather “rBalihat is, he argues for the
separation of justice and successful politicalaacti

| think, Socrates, rarely are Athenians advised Hralother Greeks, which is
more just or more unjust; for such things they dedi are obvious; so passing over
these they consider which will be advantageousactjre.

For these, | think, are not the same, the just greadvantageous, but many
really profited by committing great wrongs, and et | think, doing just actions
gained no advantagé€Alcibiades 113d)

And Socrates’ answer to this position:

SO. And what if you should be sailing on a shipntivould you think whether
it is useful to hold the tiller inward or outwardnd in not knowing you would go
astray, or turning it over to the pilot would yoedp silent?

Alcibiades Turn it over to the pilot.

SO. Then you do not go astray about what you dordiv, as long as you
know that you don't know?

Alcibiades. It is not likely.

SO. So are you aware that mistakes in practicebaause of this ignorance,

thinking one knows when one does not know?

(Alcibiades 117d)

Finally, Alcibiades accepts Socrates’ position, tthahe just... is
advantageous (Alcibiades 116d) Intellectuals seem to contirmne of the basic idea
of this text: ignorance is a cause of evils and the shameful lohdstupidity
(Alcibiades 118a). According to thieuthyphrg the source of problems in politics is
the struggle among opinions concerning justiceghedack of proper knowledge.
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They have differences of opinion, as you say, agootl and evil, just and
unjust, honourable and dishonourable: there wouaVénr been no quarrels among
them, if there had been no such differences-widcetnow?Euthyphro 110)

Therefore, the basic problems in politics in that®k works are conflict and
knowledge, and by learning justice, one may overoronflicts. Actually, the
successful politician would be that person who da@ldolish politics.

2,

Let me turn now to the issue of being otherworldlyhe world. In other often
quoted political texts of Plato — tiiepublicand theApology- on the relationship of
justice and philosophers and political communitye way find a much more
ambiguous interpretation. As it is well known, Sdes was accused by disturbing the
youth’s mind, because he justified his actionsdfgnring to hisdaimonion a source
of knowledge and action outside of the terrain of political community. From
Socrates’ story it seems to us that truth claim rbayperceived as dangerous for
political community, as well as it may be harmfal the agent representing it. So,
referring to justice may be a source of conflicidat may cause political damage
instead of advantage.

The Republicis rather disturbing from this point of view. Tiole dialogue
on justice is situated outside of the city, likatBls school thécademiaLater on, in
the cave metaphor, it can be read that the philesourning back into the cave may
be laughed, beaten or even killed. The knowledgpisiice or, at least, the talking
about justice in public seems to be disadvantagdaushe existing political
community. So, asmall remnant: perchance some noble and well-ea@acpersoh
contemns and neglects politics. (Republic 496b)

Those who belong to this small class have tasted $weet and blessed a
possession philosophy is, and have also seen eraiugk madness of the multitude;
and they know that no politician is honest, nothere any champion of justice at
whose side they may fight and be saved. Such amapde compared to a man who
has fallen among wild beasts --he will not jointie wickedness of his fellows, but
neither is he able singly to resist all their fiernatures, and therefore seeing that he
would be of no use to the State or to his frielaasl reflecting that he would have to
throw away his life without doing any good eitherhimself or others, he holds his
peace, and goes his own way. He is like one whitheirstorm of dust and sleet which
the driving wind hurries along, retires under theelier of a wall; and seeing the rest
of mankind full of wickedness, he is content, Iy dre can live his own life and be
pure from evil or unrighteousness, and depart iaggeand good-will, with bright
hopes(Republic 496c-e)

From theRepublic we may conclude that the knowledge of justica source
of conflict, therefore it is dangerous, therefdre wise will stay away from it. Politics
is a dangerous place for the friend of justice. d&dmng to Plato the problem is the
cave dwellers’ character. And because the city care overcame, the best if
philosophers stay away from public life, they eauadaimoniain private life.
(Apology 32a) It may point to a strange directi®ato was a realist who think that
politics cannot be just, referring to justice irbpa stirs up peace.

Not only the understanding of the relation betwpelitics and the knowledge
of justice is different in thélcibiadesand in theRepubli¢ but the understanding of
the knowledge, too. In the first one, knowledge jadtice is resembled to the
knowledge of helmsmen’s practical knowledge refgyrio the ability of making
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proper judgment, proper understanding of situatiand conditions, knowledge of
limits and characterized by flexibility. Howeven the Republicthe dilemma of the
knowledge of justice does not refer to practicabwledge, but to theoretical one.
Here, because of the confrontative character airth@he knowledge of justice) and
action, public life may be dangerous for philosagh&ho therefore should be forced
to take any political role. Theory as such seemBea@roblematic to cave dwellers,
theory seems to be irrelevant in politics. As weymead in the Doctor Faustus, a
criticism of modern intellectualg;hges had fallen into a ditch while walking round
scanning the skies. The cave metaphor turns oantaih to the epistemological
hybrisand conflicts may emerge from it.

While the knowledge of justice is connectedhtusin the Republi¢ what is
dominantly interpreted by moderns as rationality,the Phaedrosphilosopher is
connected tanania the gift of god$'® In the SymposiunPlato also connected the
philosopher to mania (Symposium 218b). In fPleaedrosPlato enumerated the
diffezrlgnt types ofmanig what is often called insanity because of its@ffen human
life.

Thus far | have been speaking of the fourth antdlesl of madness, which is
imputed to him who, when he sees the beauty oh,emrttransported with the
recollection of the true beauty; he would like lyp dway, but he cannot; he is like a
bird fluttering and looking upward and careless thie world below; and he is
therefore thought to be mad. And | have shown ohisll inspirations to be the
noblest and highest and the offspring of the higke$im who has or shares in it,
and that he who loves the beautiful is called &tdyecause he partakes of {249¢)

Mania is not simply the source of the knowledgd, ibis the largest blessing
and is coming from gods.

| told a lie when | said" that the beloved oughttept the non-lover when he
might have the lover, because the one is sane tfaather mad. It might be so if
madness were simply an evil; but there is also dmaas which is a divine gift, and
the source of the chiefest blessings granted ta (Réraedros 244a)

Madness means irresponsibility and breaking soo@ms and customs,
breaking withaidos (shame) in which Plato trusted in his ProtagoB82¢) Divine
madnessthieia manid channeled through poets, prophets and philosepkea kind
of possession (lon 534b-e). Mania is outside ofcudisive reason, outside of
intersubjectivity and social and empirical lifetridnscends reason. Divine inspiration
is coming from without, later called by Christiaas Grace or conscience. Divine
inspiration may come from an act of chaos or eicstanzy, therefore in thRepublic
Plato turned against poetry because it would desnotirder and peace, stirring
irrational emotions of the appetitive part of tloells

So, mania results transgressive behavior: transigre®f socially established
rules and transgression of border of our world. idams not only vehement, but he is
violent, too. The activity of people referring wsfice not only creates turmoil, but it
is violent in itself.

Before the class based analysis of political figirtd conflicts done by Guizot
and later continued by the Marxist thinking, entass and inspiration were the
commonly thought as the sources of political calesi Enthusiasm, the main issue
of the 18" century moral and political thinking after the Tiwar launched by the
Puritans, and inspiration were seen as coming fileenotherworld and take people
beyond the norms and established social patterms.nbn-rational, non-discursive
and intuitive disposition demands the abandonmergason, and it may be defective
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or even evil. Since then, enthusiasm caused canisproblems in our thinking.
People are seen mad because they do not takeansideration the consequences of
their actions, and they hurt the existing commorm® A maniac is stand out the
taken for granted world and refusing the shamelijkstany modesty, therefore he is
outside of conventional social control.

Maniac is an ambiguous figure because it is asoomathe one hand, but only
this type of man — a philosopher, seer or poetnr-stap out only from the common
world of cave dwellers and import some knowledgerfrwithout. Therefore, maniac
is a sign of the transcendental world independ®amh fus but influencing us. Intrusion
of transcendental may deform human mind and magecawmberless personal or
social calamities, and at the beginning no one aatainly tell the authentic truth
claim from madness.

3,

Talking about liberty is talking about good orderpper arrangements of
people. Thus, this talk is political, because wigeot on human relations, and their
change by human will. But on the other hand, pegq@eeive order, justice and
liberty, or miss them by implicitly referring to ammscendental knowledge. The
sensoriumof transcendence, as Voegelin interpreted ithégpsycherealizes itself as
,in this world” but not only ,of this world*® Learning and experiences may teach
man a lot of knowledge, but not everything. The Wwlsaige cannot be derived from
immanent world is called transcendence. Man isstrandental being simply because
he is able to perceive something else than hineadf impressions from his five
senses. He perceives something which may limit &imd, at the same time, may
liberate him in immanent, empirical world. Man rariscendental because he is able
to step out from his empirical experiences andetoagcontext in which the experience
is meaningful.

Transcendence, apart from its content, seems tibéemting, but liberation
(transgressing and violence) goes hand in hand euttilict. Knowledge of justice,
weather it is connected twousor to manig has an oblique relationship to practice —
this obscurity refuses the possibility of ideola@dicor dogmatic practice. (see
Oakehott, Strauss, Voegelin).

The idea of good order is interpreted by many apiah or perfectioniét®
Later on, in the Modernity the idea of good ordmkt after the mechanism and it was
connected to scientism. Generally, the idea of goar is connected to peace and
harmony, the lack of enforcement and conflicts, iadkof anomic freedom,
geometrical clarity, often to rationality, and maed more to hedonism. Although,
the ModernRepublican, liberal, communitarians converge initlessumption that
success lies in the elimination from a regime ssdnhance, resistance, conflict and
struggle. They would confine politics to the jucal, administrative or regulative
tasks of stabilizing moral and political subjectsjilding consensus, maintaining
agreement... free modern subjects from political laiafand instability”#%°

But truth claims, referring to justice potentiallpdermine any political order.
While Plato theoretically recognized the conflidtpatentiality of truth claim, this
dilemma came into practice by Christianity. Theedimas and ongoing conflict
between force and morality, immanence and transseg peace and justice are the
backbone of Christian thinking. Politics is intexfad paradoxically both as an activity
using force and as an activity eliminating forcejlst laws. From Plato onward, our
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tradition is full of complain about the allegedlyvide inspiration which stirs up
emotions, morality, human order. Talking about $@ndental or the so-called
prophetic knowledge is partly the problem of orded non-technical, non-rationally
calculable innovation. Crossing boundary can berpreted both as the liberation
from the yoke of conventional order and as the dan§chaos.

Ambiguity of crossing the boundaries is a charastier dilemma of our
tradition. It may have liberating as well as chaaifects at the same time. Keeping
some order is a basic aim of politics, therefoeetthnscendence is often perceived as
a potential danger which should be domesticatedebom, at least linguistically by
the secular ,public use of reasoi®. Because of the obvious potential danger of the
transcendence, political thinkers and actors tenolé@ep it somehow at bay. It seems
to me that Moderns have preferred keeping awaystendence from public affairs,
which project has been called commonly as the adezed politics.

The practice of political control of transcendenaseold as the tension between
politics and religion, but its probably first thetical formulation emerged only as a
side effect of Investiture Wars by Marsilius of Badwho argued against Rome,
ordering truth claim behind the claim for this-wdiyl peace. He formulated
theoretically what had been the practice, thaths, divorce of peace from justice,
order from transcendental truth claims.

The attitudes of political thinkers towards religiand transcendence can be
well characterized by the famous front page of Habh eviathan, where the two
types of weapon that the state uses are symbol@adthe one side, there are the
instruments of force (swords, guns, battle flag3; en the other the symbols of ideas
and religion. In sake of peace or security of gotrad life style, state must use and
control both. As one may see in case of Marsiliud Hobbes, their main arguments
were peace against truth claim of religion.

The invasion of transcendence — whether it is dalacred / charisma /
sublime / religion / conscience, etc. — into humbfe can carry different
consequences. The power of resistance and trarsiomcoming from religion is a
continuous dilemma of the Christian tradition. Hoan false prophets or the second
becoming be detected? Is a suicide-bomber a maakigty or is he a martyr? Is a
sectarian group mad because its activities leatbtence, or else it is sane because its
purpose is liberation from an evil power? Do théstxg laws and order, and the
power of government represent the prevention obslend the preservation of peace
and security, or else they are oppressive and evil?

Or, because of this epistemological problem, ¥gatth keeping transcendence
at bay? Or, can the attempt to achieve the towbfuof truth claim and political
society be dangerous? It points to a pious acceetah Augustinian theology in
which the world is morally absurd and opaque, cw@nt, and the refusal of the
Pelagian or Gnostic hope of redeeming modernity.

4,

Mania, and its results, intuition and enthusiasmrewaevalued by
contemporaries as a check on rationalism. (see sbakeon poetry). All human
experience (interpretation of situations, thatnmsganing and decision) owns some
poetic elements: they are contingent, fragmentet! larcertain. Action is always a
failure, because the is cannot fulfill the ought kmowledge is limited, action has
always side-effects and contains some failuresetbee the democratic ideal of self-
control, self-domination is impossible. The accapta of the human condition
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requires is humility, a basic attitude of religio@therwise, man will always feel

oppressed and servile. Tranquility is fleeting asthb human beings are not rocks.
Conflict and instability are perennial possibiliffhe yearning for a world beyond

politics is self-destructive.

Political order needs some overcome of radical ghlyr coming from
numberless sources. There is no substitute fotigmliif by politics we mean the
various ways in which arrive at authoritative demis in a world in which people
legitimately hold different views about the purpeeé government and the manner by
which it should be carried on. Political situatisnnot normal situation, but a rather
unique one, because the restoration of order, dééemnequires to use means that are
forbidden in other fields.

Conflict, antagonism seems to be perennial, ineedude, but not only because
of the biases, interests, limited resources andopagies. A serious source of these
antagonism and the need of enforcement the veayallgustice and liberty and other
transcendental knowledge which aims to abolisheratiften politics, enforcement
and violence altogether.

The modern hope of intellectuals has been beingntbeal psychology of
Kant, Rawls and Habermas, which is based on tha tbat everyone is required
morally to take the perspective of everyone els®l #hus project herself into the
understandings of self and world of all others. Alwihg so, rational agreement will
emerge somehow. But agreement and rational conseigsillusory. Politics is not an
exchange of opinions but a contest for power. iealitdecision does not announce
that the other party was morally wrong, simply,ythieve lost. Instead of rational
agreement there can be coercion, authority, barggimanipulation, procedural or
institutional arrangements.

Transcendence and political hedonism

Contemporary mass democracy means a rather unpgsemic situation. |
supposes that the institutional framework, thaths,arrangements of immanent order
can affect the intrusion of transcendental knowéedg

The present mass individualism acknowledges onlpiecal desires and
power to efficiently satisfy them. The source ofégent statism is the claim of mass
individuals for guaranteed life style. The seculad state, without any transcendental
truth claim, can get loyalty only by the promisewfiversal association supporting
anyone’s rights to satisfy whimsical desires. Besithis task, the only serious task of
present political order to keep those views andefsefar from people, which may
challenge the existing order. The leading art ditipe in our age is opinion and
attitude fabrication on mass scale and to keepaobentially dangerous view at bay by
criminalizing them as hate speech, radical, troubéder or something like these.
Only those views are seen as serious and consliderabich stay in the context of
presuppositions of this secular order and refey tmtechnical details how to improve
it. Order based on political hedonism seems todberdnt, because it accepts any
human empirical desires. But it is intolerant caonoey beliefs referring some
transcendental meaning.

Today’s democracy seems to be far from force orkang of “hard” politics.
Present democracy, people believe, can satisfysiveeeds, and, really, it renders
easily all contending beliefs inoffensive or ridmuws. The dominant political
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hedonism claims productivist or welfare state, amekes all ideas unattractive and
unpopular, unless they appeal to economic interests

The strength of the contemporary secular statetismits forced liberal ideal,
but rather in its renunciation of all ideals, agaotn empirical individual well being.
Democracy created a consumer culture as Tocquéeibseen some generations ago.
From Roman historians to de la Boetie and Montesquiyranny was connected to
the well-being. Therefore, well-being is not nez@dy a sign of good order. This
republican tradition warns us that not only coangiphysical force and censorship
may be used by tyranny. There are angel faced, évds The quest for perfect society,
providing well being and missing conflicts, hasulesd apathetic citizens who are
seems to be intolerant of any belief which couldtudb or limit their empirical
satisfactions.

Any order perceived as perfect and waterproofimiical to transcendence. In
Huxley's Brave New Worldpeople are blind to Shakespeare’s tragedy, byt dne
free in terms of sexual promiscuity. In the immareenf paradise — in pigs’ republic
as Plato called it — now there is a recent anxabtyut the loss of meaning, i.e. the loss
of truth claim in a world where sensations and ahipheasures alone are worth living
for; and anything transcendental — as justice, fyeaneaning, etc. — is put aside
because of its potential conflictual and empiricadlr rationally non verifiable
character. Any infusion of transcendence into tsliis interpreted as dangerous
because it may hurt neutrality, that is, it mayeptilly provoke fights, and it would
limit humble hedonism, the very legitimation of peat political order.

The conflict between political hedonism and transiemce is that the first
measures everything only by human empirical seasek argues that anything is
worthless or non-existing, which cannot be tracadkbto them. This conflict may
appear as the problem of relativism, because bwhhedonism of democracy and
relativism presupposes Protagoras’ humanism: “Mathé measure of all things”.
Therefore, the intrusion of transcendental intoeord experienced by many as an
absolutist danger for democracy and welfare sgcurit

Political hedonism and contemporary idea of secotaneutral state involves
the danger of a world without transcendence, i.aodd which is closed into the
limits of secular reason and which is without devimsight, a world where the
perennial questions of meaning, liberty and trutymot even emerge. The case of
Laszl6 Tokeés, the Reformed priest who started the proteshaggCeausescu’s tyranny
in Romania in 1989, shows that even the most sepelaple of the world may learn
from the religious people’s epistemological dissw® that is, truth claims. His
strength and self-confidence came from withoutydferred to his conscience. Von
Trier's famous movie, thBogville, shows that a democratic community may became
amoral and tyrannical, using moral discursive raas@and in this case justice may
arrive only from outside.

Divine madness must be overcome but it never bept=iely lacking. The
European political — intellectual as well as indtdanal — tradition cannot cope with
this problem, there seems to be a continuous ffluxadence, enforcement to secure
peace, and truth claims. Historical achievemergdragmentary and broken. Both the
institutional and the intellectualist approachesasgde the violence and enforcement
used by political authority. However, neither oémm can fulfill this hope. Both the
truth claims coming frommaniag and the several imperfection and contingency
necessarily result conflicts and dilemmas. Theette-liberation and the concomitant
enforcement seems to be smuggled unreflectivetytim practice- irrespectively of
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whether it is based on the idea of institutionabgedures or any version of
intellectualism — during the process of creatinditigal unity from plurality.
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On good order: peace and conflict, immanency and &anscendence

The separation of religion and politics, church atate is typically discussed
in terms of freedom. People argue for separatiseture the liberty of conscience, or
recently the religious liberty, in general. Talkiagout liberty is talking about good
order, proper arrangements of people. Thus, tlksiggpolitical, because by talking
about liberty we reflect on human relations, patesnd their change by human will.
But on the other hand, people perceive order dmettli or miss them by implicitly
referring to transcendental knowledge. Therefooedgorder or liberty is not simply a
political matter, but in a sense religious, toopértant political issues are religious
and vica versa Of course, there are historically many answersh® problem of
liberty and many of them are anti-political in teense that they hope the end of
conflicts and enforcement. These anti-politicalveers decided the thelogico-political
problem of human wickedness by hoping or presupgoshe sinless man and a
coming antinomian world without enforcement (as &arkKingdom of Goals or
Rousseau’s Democracy).

The ongoing conflict between politics and (transtarial) morality based on
the idea that evil in man is ineffaceable, theref@s long as there will be men, there
will be malice, envy and hatred, and hence themmaibe a society which does not
have to employ coercive restraifit®

History

Starting with history of a problem is already adietical decision. This
historical approach of problems presupposes noy anteaction of the Ancients
against the Moderns, but a certain view of the humandition in which both the
notions of the boundlessly autonomous and the iplastan are unacceptable.
According to the first one, man may be whatevemlaats; while the plastic man
would be a kind of billiard ball impacted on by ierponal (“social” or “historical”)
“forces” — whatever these means. Whilst the fisgilain everything by empirical and
whimsical needs, the second has an elective affinith materialism — typical in
Darwinism and sociology —, because it explains mactions by his environment;
and both notion of man refuse thigerum arbitrium and the transcendence. Focusing
on the history of ideas and debates suppbsesum arbitriumand man who thinks
about what he does or what he wishes. This inteffive mode of thinking is
sensitive for the immense variety of elements agyb kaken into consideration in the
interpretation of situations and decision makirgjtdas an elective affinity with the
emphasis of the complex web of culture and traditibherefore, this approach is a
continuous introduction into our culture and it hasdiscursive coalition with
Hermeneuticé?® Intelligent understanding, following the idea®éstaltpsychology,
means ordering a lot of keys. What we may hopésftw be acquainted with as many
keys, point of views, as possible and some capacityrdering them. The view of
human condition I've referred is based on the vetga of contingency (the
consciousness of differences of contexts). It taunsattention to the epistemological
finitude of human mind, the opaqueness of humam tlie futility of the search for
certainty and the burdens of reasoned judgemehte anti-modernism of historical
approach originates from the excavation of ideasy@solved but forgotten problems
and dilemmas of our cultureAlgumentationgeschichte)without a teleological
approach to history.
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The Moderns sought and allegedly found a final ltggxn of the theologico-
political problem, which resolution would be bassdReason against Revelation, or
immanency against transcendence. According to ltsuss this theologico-political
problem is whether “men can acquire that knowlealghe good without which they
cannot guide their lives individually or collectlyeby the unaided efforts of their
natural powers, or whether they are dependent liat knowledge on Divine
Revelation** This hope was connected to a wholesale re-comrepfi the human
condition. The Moderns, and typically the Moderrciab sciences decided this
dilemma on behalf of immanency, so they imprisopedple in their empirical world
from where the question of liberty or good ordenruat even asked.

The reflection to the politically problematic potel of transcendence was
started about Plato who was aware of the poteotiaflict between immanent order
(the cave dwellers) and transcendence (the philggopHe reflected to the
philosophers’ dilemma: what should they do withitheanscendental knowledge?
But it was only a theoretical recognition of thidechma, while in practice this
dilemma came into being by Christianity. Before ti@&hristianity, religious
community coincided with a political one, religiowere connected to an ethnic group
or apolis. But, by Christianity the specific religious comnity appeared, of which
anyone could be member apart from his origin, alitloyalties or legal status. The
only criterium for the membership in this communitgis to accept that Jesus was the
Cristos At the same time, however, Christians refusedthieof Roman gods and the
Emperors, that is, they were disloyal to the pwditiorder. The appearance of specific
religious community meant that the border, markgmbols and loyalty of political
and religious communities ceased to overlap eacbroAnd even more, these two
different communities might have got into conflisince the early Christianity the
diverging loyalty claims of religious and politicalithorities are continuous source of
conflict in our culture.

In spite of the Erastinians, the Byzantine pracéied the alliance of throne and
altar, one should see the uniqueness of this gudit Christian traditiorf?®
Christianity broke apart the two aspects of comryunisacerdotiumandregnum-—,
and separated them. As Panikkar wrote “In Wessgory the relationship between
politics and religion has been beset by the follgvdilemma: either religion and
politics are considered to be identical (Caesapgpa, theocracysacrum imperium
and all types of totalitarianism), or else oneited against the other as if religion and
politics were mutually incompatible and antagonis$tirces (Church and State, sacred

and secular, God and Caesar, and all types oflibar)” 2%

The dilemmas and ongoing conflict between force mnmdality, immanence
and transcendence, peace and justice are the baldfoChristian thinking. This
paper is interested mainly in the epistemic refabetween religion and politics rather
than the institutional separation of church andestand the regained relevance of
religion?®’, mainly from the point of view of liberty and goodeder.

Types of religiosity

In recent works one may find at least three difieraodes of religiosity, apart
from denominational or geographical differentiaio\s even casual review of the
books and articles written about the relationshgtwieen religion and politics, or
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state, will make clear that religion describedhede three different modes from the
point of view of politics.

Civil religion. One of the common subjects in sociology of religis the
guestion of the religious or quasi-religious intgn of society. Since Bellah's
studied®® on civil religion, the integrating religion hasdrecalled ,civil” religion.
Civil religion is the religion of the members of political community when the
political and the religious community are the sa@wil religion is a mixture of both
religious and political meanings and symbols. & ¢hse of civil religion, religion can
preserve its community characteristics and relereanimn public life, but its price is
the adaptation to politics or sometimes its inseatalization by politics. This
religion expresses and saves community and pubtéatities, community border,
motivates common actions and integrates communitgil religion is political
religion because it mobilizes - overtly or coverlfor common political aims and it
directly legitimizes the order of political commtniand authority. Therefore civil
religion is connected more strongly to politicalstitutions, attitudes, laws,
responsibilities, duties and rights than to persémae. While civil religion means a
kind of homogeneity, it provides a rather wide margd freedom in private matters
because it emphasizes public expectations ratlar $trict personal religiousness.
Thus, this kind of religion adapts itself to modelifferentiated society. The cross is
taken together with the flag, a nation can be t@sen people of God, the political
community, authority, and institutions can be skwed.

The very expression of civil religion was creatgdRpusseau consciously to
resolve the duality of religious and political conmmities and loyalties, and the
disturbances coming from the infusion of transceedento immanent ordéf® The
notion of civil religion, although it can be tracbdck to the classical philosophy and
the Church Fathers, was hammered by humanist segrétbr minimal, common
religion apart from denominational differences (8eeutopias of the 16-17century),
and bypolitiquesof the same age, who were also interested in paadestability of
state. The spread and formation of this idea @figion” can be seen as an
intellectual effect of conflicts of Reformation.

The Renaissance of Cicero and the stoic thinking the word ,religion” into
the pre-modern political thinking. jibe Natura Deorum” Cicero used this word in a
worldly context, without any reference, of course,true faith or salvation: ,with
piety, reverence and religion must likewise dis@pp&nd when these are gone, life
soon becomes a welter of disorder and confusiom @ all probability the
disappearance of piety towards the gods will ertel disappearance of loyalty and
social union among men as well, and of justicdfitsiee question of all virtues®° It
seems to be significant that the word ,religion'texed into and was introduced by
republican political thinking, alongside the emerge of the idea of ,politics”; and
this import originated from a highly sceptical authCicero, whose arguments against
dogmas and certainty spread in thé" X®ntury. Thus, the idea of ,religion” was
joined to a scepticist view on the possibility eftainty about truth. In the Ciceronian
context, it was not salvation that gave divinitydapiety an importance, but their
peaceful consequences to the Romesnpublica In a fragment oDe Natura Deorum
we can find a decisive meaning of religion: ,Ciceras aware that the objects of
men’s worship were false. For after saying a nundfethings tending to subvert
religion, he adds nevertheless that these mattegetaot to be discussed in public,

lest such discussion destroy the established oeligf the nation®3!
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Machiavelli in his Discourses on Livyintroduced republicanism with the
notion of ,religion” to European thinking. Here, Rtaavelli wrote three chapters ,on
Roman’s religion” (Chapter XI-XIIl in Book 1.). Irthis text, he used the word
sreligion” in a Ciceronian meaning, wholly from tip@int of view of political society:
.feligion as a thing altogether necessary if hehat to maintain a civilization
[civilita]”.?*? ; ,the religion... was among the first causeshef happiness of thatty
(Rome). For it caused good order, and good ordé&emgood fortune, and from good
fortune arose the happy success of enterprises.tfndbservance of the divine cult
is the cause of the greatness of republics, saigdain for it is the cause of their
ruin. For where the fear of God fails, it must be eittiet the kingdom comes to ruin
or that it is sustained by the fear of a prince,ishhsupplies the defects of
religion”.?** (emphasis added)

From its early use, the notion of ,religion” hadsaeptical meaning, this
notion, significantly, was indifferent to doctrindlfferences, arguments about truth.
»1hus”, wrote Machiavelli, "the prince of a repubbr a kingdom should maintain the
foundation of the religion they hold... All thindglsat arise in favour of that religion
they should favour and magnifgven though they judge them falé& (emphasis
added)

The dogmatic conflicts and religious civil wars toe 16-1%' centuries cast
doubt on dogmas because of their social-politicalsequences. A need for peaceful
co-existence between people of different faiths rgesk Thus, the image of
universitas fideliumbased orconscientiaand dogmatic tenets slowly became worn
out, and ,religion” took its role. The meaning,oéligion” from its early day in the
16" century meant control, and it did not refer to mag, but first of all to a set of
shared, common moral rules.

The meaning of ,religion” was indifferent to theitin, because it did not refer
to salvation. It lacked a defined content: it waspy a form of opinion, of thinking.
.Religion” meant immanent moral rules with this-wdly consequences, and it
bracketed the afterlife future of man. ,Religionasvseen as useful from the point of
view of the peace of political society. Besides Miagne’s essays, this republican and
highly sceptic meaning can be found in Bodin’s iwgs, who was the godfather of
the modern notion of ,state”. Indeed, Bodit€sllogiumwas not published until the
19th century, but his other work, tt8x Books of the Commonwealitas widely
read. And it had a decisive role in the creatiorowf ideas about sovereignty, state,
politics - and we can find the same use of ,reldion the Six Booksas in the
Collogium ,Even atheists agree that nothing so tends to gheservation of
commonwealth as religion, since it is the forcet #taonce secures the authority of
kings and governors, the execution of the laws,dtbedience of subjects, reverence
for the magistrates, fear of ill-doing, and knigle and all in the bonds of friendship.
Great care must be taken that so sacred a thingdshot be brought into doubt or
contempt by dispute, for such entails ruin of teenmonwealth?®® The point of
view of worldly, ,political” peace - and its expsertthe politicians - triumphed over
the questions of truth and otherworldly salvatiorand its experts, the clerit€
»However great superstition may be, it is more talde than atheismFor the one
who is bound by some superstition is kept by te af the divine in a certain way
within the bounds of duty and of the law of natuf&”

It is important for us that the notion of ,religibnvas created by worldly
people, politicians by profession, whose main igés were the peace of political
society, control from within and without, obediencather than eternal truth and
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salvation. ,Religion” referred to the inner-worldbponsequences dides as such -
whatever its content might be. Machiavelli and Bodiere characteristically non-
believers.

The notion of civil religion focuses on the intetijya and legitimating
functions of religion in the political order. Howay this notion of religion is always
goes together with the interpretation of state olitipal community as a kind of
church, that isuniversiatas fideliumwhere all members have the same more or less
communal beliefs. ,Let us walk by the same rulé,ug mind the same things.” (I.
Tim. 2.8.)

The notion of civil religion was transported intaropresent thinking by
Gallican Catholicisni® As it is well known, the notion of civil religionriginated
from Rousseau’®n Social Contractvhere he stated that the in idealized pagan times
.each State, having its own cult as well as its @@nernment, made no distinction
between its gods and its law/s”.

Rousseau followed Marsillius of Padud%argument, who wrote that the
highest value was the peace, and the church attit claim was worthless in
worldly affairs, if it would have break the peadepolitical society?* In all cases of
civil religion thinking, the conflict of truth-clan and peace-claim was decided on
behalf of the last’?

Private religiorf*®

Private religion solves the conflict between raligiand politic by adapting to
politics, as well, but its adaptation is differéram that of civil religion. In this case
religion evacuates any practices, institutionsldgeof thinking claimed politics or
economics. Both fields have been dominated inangdsiby the idea that morally
wrong and self-interested actions can result gooldmg run, and expertise in these
fields means how to manipulate non-ethical despassions and actions. Privatized
religion accepts the de-ethicization of politicsdagconomics. “Religion has been
privatized in modern societies, it is claimed, agsult of the progressive weakening
or disappearance of the public framework of religidbelief and apprehension...
Belief has become a matter of private chof¢é&But the public — private separation
are hardly meaningful practically and theoretically J.S. Mill's separation of self-
regarding actions from the other regarding difes.

This mode of religion emerged at least from twangs in Christian thinking:
partly from the Christian notion of conscience aract and personal relation to God,
and partly from the practical need for religiousetation of each conscience, apart
from its content.

1, The intellectualist tradition (Plato, Aristotl&toics) supposed that man
always strives for good. If he does wrong, it isdaese of the lack of the knowledge of
good. But already in Euripides’ pl&}8 the problem was formed that humans often
know what is good, still they do not act accordiogtheir knowledge. This age
formed the idea of conscience syneidesis— which referred to our common
experience: sometimes people know what is goodthmit actions don’t follow it,
therefore they shame themselves. So, against thridt view, the Hellenistic
syneidesis (conscientiadupposed the duality of human soul and moral *fife.
Syneidesisvas a human feeling of shame and fear produceithddknowledge that
one's personal action in past had been wrong. dintnhe capacity to experience this
reaction as well as to posses the knowledge thgitnsause it. St. Paul importéd
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the idea ofsyneidesisnto Christianity and connectexyneidesigo Christian faith. In

the Patristic thinking conscience became the higpesition of authority in moral
guestions. It is always sin to act against conseie@ontra conscientiam agere
peccatum®*®

Already in the Patristic thinking the problem ofetluniversal existence of
conscience was problematized: if each of us hasowemce, how can some people be
sinful, criminal, atheist, etc.? If each of us l@mscience, how the wrong, sinful
action is possible? The Patristic answer was thert mas created with conscience
but in many cases it “sleeps”. Good emotion was seethe sign of healthy, good
conscience, whilst bad emotion as the penalty @ingrconscience. Conscience can
direct man’s action with a deontic force via feginit punishes the sinful action or
thought by bad feelings, sorrow and fear, whileewards good action and thought by
pleasant feelings, joy and hope. Still, the erraseor sleeping conscience may go
with good emotion as well. So, good emotion wamnsage a sign, but not as an
evidence of good conscience.

The intellectualization of the meaning of consciestarted by Philip de
Chancellor who differentiatedonscientiafrom synderesisaas two distinct powers of
human soul regarding moral problem$His problem was again: if each of us has
conscience, how sin is possible? He answered t globlem by differentiating
conscientiafrom synderesisand by the idea thatynderesisvas from God, therefore
naturally universal and always infallif& but conscientiawas individual, and it
might make mistakes or it might sleep. AccordingAtguinas’ Summaeveryone has
synderesishy nature. It was not even lost by the damrigghderesicontains the
eternal moral laws, so humans are born with monalWkedge which, however, was
distorted by original sin. But original sin didndestroy this inborn, innate moral
knowledge of each man.

In this model,conscientiacan be bad or make mistakes, but $iyaderesis
never, because it is from God, it is humans’ inboraral knowledge. Errors of
conscientiamay originate from the not proper order of humawegrs, that is, the not
propersyllogism and errors may originate from the defective iliédl practical reason
(the propositio minoy, which is not inborn but learnt in human life dalamaged by
the Fall. Thusconscientiawas not interpreted as always trustworthy: becatfigbe
original sin human individuals cannot trust unreedty their ownconscientia Self-
righteousness was balanced by suspicion regardidiyidual conscientia,by the
reflection to the possibility of erroneous conscief?

Conscience's direct relation with God was the arigi sense of individual
dignity and confidence. As Luther said in Wormscéhnot so otherwise, here | stand,
may God help me. Amen.” Failing to follow the diets of one’s own conscience was
considered to be sinful. And this conscience wamn sas the basis of Christian
antinomian freedom: a true Christian doesn’t nemtis| government, or any other
human inventions, (that i$orum externumbecause he is directed by his infallible
forum internunconnected directly to God.

The age of casuistry, the 16"12entury popularized the idea of conscience.
This conscience was an inner discourse reflectiBxamine yourselves whether ye be
in the faith.” (Cor. 13.5.) The casuistry turne@ thttention to the intrinsic nature of
action: motivation and situation were the importelement in judging an action. The
good conscience meant that the man had to knowmgtGod and the Law, but his
own motivations and situations, as well. Individuas not only responsible for not
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violating his conscience, but he was also resptmsfbr the formation and
functioning his conscience.

The casuistry, willy-nilly, had important part imdividualisation of mind.
Namely, the casuistry reflected to the problem thadry situation differed from any
others, so every situation needed a new decisionnaw interpretation. This idea
from the legalistic thinking was taken into thdgilus thinking®® The real question
was then: Who might make the judgement (individuat, church, or parish
community)? The Puritan argument for the non-chiyrchierpretation and judgement
was that situations were so varying that it wagyewee’s own responsibility to make
the proper judgement.

The plurality of conscience became value only ie tnglish Civil War
Puritanisn?>* Earlier it was explained even by Puritans as tasult of human
fallibility and episcopacy (that is, the bad ingtibnal context). Milton in higOn
Divorce implied that good conscience — a sign of good <Gilan — can be detected by
psychological well being, by good emotions. He adyfor divorce by emphasizing
that any one who disturbed man’s emotions and nmaweangry, sad or confused,
hurt his conscience. Any molestation — from a wifean authorityforum externum-
was interpreted as troubling the good conscieneeaBse Christian ought to follow
the order of his conscience, he also committedeferdl his own good conscience.
But only individual can decide what or who molestahis emotional well being and
endangers his good conscience, so only he can jotlgers’ (i.e. a wife or a
magistrate) claim concerning hfiTr.

If this ,black box” kind of conscience may be thevereign in moral
qguestions, that is, its moral judgment cannot bleeédsfrom without, practically
everyone may judge in moral questions accordingiganomentary desires, interests
or passing whims. This conscience will always séawthe actor wants to hear, so
this interpretation of conscience lost its origiaintrolling function. This modern
conscience fused with will, it become arbitrangttls, the very opposite of its original
meaning. The idea of conscience was turned frorigldsinto a sword during the
modernization.

2,

The story of the religious toleration, an importatement in the identity of
present Western political order, is rather wellnand immense academic indiustry
is built around i£>® The contemporary political and social theory prefexplaining
private religion as a result of compartmentalizatiof society, that is, allegedly
autonomous spheres, mainly politics and economye hamerged during the
evolutionary history of modernization, which spremould be the clear reign of
power and technical rationality. These two sphams practices in them have been
seen as par excellence secular and free from @msion of transcendence. But this
argument for privatization of religion put aside tiotalizing character of religion.

The old conflict ofsacerdotiumandregnumwas redefined as the private and
free sphere of faith and the public sphere of doree (politics)*>’ The idea of
toleration emerged side by side the notion of slias a sphere might exist without
consensus and ancient virtues, most in evidentliMachiavelli’'s The Princeand
Hobbes’Leviathan In case of Bodin or Hobbes one may see cleady tiie main
argument for tolerance is the reason of state:ldrdoce may induce revolts:
x<disjunction of temporal and spiritual domains waseady being advocated as a
technique for strengthening the sway of seculaersulover nonreligious matters.
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Privatization of religious disputes or the withdedwof public officials from
theological controversies was acclaimed a sovetgigmhancing.... the cause of
religious toleration succeeded chiefly becauserdved advantageous to power-
wielders, humane respect for rights of conscienmogiging little more than a figleaf
of morality for an otherwise self-interested polié? Until the liberalism, tolerance
was not seen as moral value, but as functionah®mreason of state. The emergence
of politics as a secular sphere and the de-pddton of religion, that is, the
limitation of transcendence was the result of salvdights. Tolerance and the
sovereignty emerged as the alternative of endledswars originating from endless
and undecided truth claims.

In the Collogium heptaploromeghat is,Collogium of the Seven about the
Secrets of the SublimBodin’s main interest was how the harmony of stete could
exist together with a variety of different opinioabout human and divine affairs.
.Nothing is more destructive in a state than fdizens to be split into two factions,
whether the conflict is about laws, honours, oigieh”.?*° In Bodin’s France almost
everyone was at odds and angry with one anothdroae of his basic axioms was
that a pest more dangerous than civil discord cooldarise. ,A change in religion
has more dangerous consequences, namely upheayalbiic affairs, destructive
wars, even more calamities from plagues and torsnehtlemons*® We can read
practically the same sentences in @i Books,where they refer to the political
wisdom of pagan antique ,states” and also to tlaetfre of the Turk$®* Because we
cannot decide which religion is true, ,it is saferadmit all religions than to choose
one from many®® It is clear that, in a sceptical way, ,religion’eant a form without
any reference to its substangkeam not concerned here with what form of religis
the best2®

Bodin’s conclusion was that ambiguity in matterdath cannot be removed,
and as these debates cannot be decided by reasmmargument, it is laudable to
abstain from discussions of divine matters. Froes¢htwo premises he concluded
that the state should be tolerant, indifferenthia &ffairs of divinity. ,Since”, Bodin
writes, ,the leaders of religions and the priesteave had so many conflicts among
themselves that no one could decide which is traerg all the religion, is it not
better to admit publicly all religions of all peeglin the state, as in the kingdom of
the Turks and Persians, rather than to exclude Boe# we seek the reason why the
Greeks, Latins, and barbarians formerly had norogetsy about religion, we will
find no other cause, | think, than a concord andhoay of all in all religions™?®*

Hobbes regarded politics of conscience, that & réfierence to transcendence
as deadly seditious to political ord&?.Politicians, the experts of this worldly order,
transcendence was ambiguous, something that maysdfal as well as dangerous.
Sovereignty didn't interfere into conscience orflytiabstains from interfering into
matters of order. It also means that politics, tisatorder doesn’t represent the
citizens’ thinking, who live in it, and this orde@an and should hold free from
transcendence. The limitation of conscience tovgig” matters was the price what it
should pay for its unmolested freedom from authesf®

Prophetic religion

If privatized religion is characterized as irrelat&n public life, civil religion
can be described as corrupt, because the seardidoance resulted adaptation to the
worldly affairs. Prophetic religion is a third mqdeis relevant but not adapted to this
world. Instead, it aims to change it, it has sone@ndic force coming from the
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transcendental. This mode of religion can easilyléeected because of the conflicts
follows from it. “I am come to send fire on the tharand what will | if it be already
kindled?” (Luke 12, 49) Any normative criticism amoral politics — recent neutral
statzeG§ — refuses those ordering of values, whichldvexclude values from public
life.

The invasion of transcendence — whether it is dalacred / charisma /
sublime / religion / conscience — into human lifa carry different consequences. In
the civil religion thinking people tended to refi¢o the legitimating and integrating
effects of religion, but it should be clear thatrialy have revolutionary effects, too.
The power of resistance and transformation comigfreligion or transcendence
connected to meaning and truth claims is a contisugilemma of the European-
Christian tradition. How can false prophets or $keond becaming be detected? Or,
because of this epistemeological problem, is ittivéeeping transcendence at bay?
Or, can the attempt to achieve the total fusiorfaith (truth claim) and a certain
society be dangerous?

Probably, politics tended to limit the public redexe of religion because of its
unforeseen consequences. In the case of its limdledance, its subversive effects
can also be restricted. And as the politics termlscdntrol more and more its
environment to reduce any disturbing or unforeseéinences, and this situation is
called as social security, transcendence is pulsaekl from public life. Still, | have to
emphasize that prophetic religion is not simply @i’ it refers to individual
morality, too, because political order is also aywélife, and anything questioning
the dominant way of life has public relevancies.

Defender of political or immanent order may reftisis kind of religiousity,
let it be neutral state or tolerant democracy. @ easily find many people today
refusing prophetic religion in the name of freedaf conscience, or peace and
harmony, and tolerance or economic progféss.

Prophetic religion, a critical infusion of transdemce into empirical order is
not rare in religious literature, the Bible is omlly example for it. Still, modern social
and political thinking is rarely reflected to ittdbably Max Weber’'s works one of the
best examples for the interpretation of propheglgion. In hisThe Protestant Ethic
and the Spirit of Capitalist® he described the ethic of vocation and this-wgrld|
ascetism which deeply and radically changed théevmmis’ everyday life. His —
probably — most important question was: how cabe®? In general, Weber was
interested in the changing effects of religion -timg about charisma and sacred he
focused on it, not to its integrative or order ntaiimng effects —, but is was clear for
him that the first condition, what religion hasret in order to change the world
around it, is to differ from the existing way ofeliand order. My point here is that in
Weber’s thinking it is clear that not adapted religcan change its environment.
Search for relevance doesn’t need necessarily aocoation, but criticizing or
prophetic religion can be relevant as well. And thiode of religion, transcendental
knowledge may change the empirical world. The Rtatd ethic prescribed a life
style and attitude wholly different from the latesissance or Mediaeval traditional
ones. The same interpretation of the critical, é¢f@e potentially changing, nature of
religion is the backbone of his historical sketdhthe rationalization process in the
West. As one may read in higconomy and Society, the rationalization process
originated from religious needs, like resentmehgoticy and search for religious
experience.
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As the history of the notion of the other two moda#sreligion shows, the
fundamental purpose of political — at least, distug — control of religion has been
being to prevent sedition or conflicts. If each ntam claim — as it happened to the
case of rhetoric of conscience — direct relatiotrdascendent justice and can criticize
the order around him, the empirical order and #age may collapse. Referring to
conscience’s claims and freedom may justify heamittons, but everyday life cannot
go without boundaries; the transgression by eackt mesult the collapse of any
borders and selections. The wisdom concerning ggbientiality —Nemo iudex in
causa sua- can be learnt from Aristofi& or from Old Testamerit Therefore, from
very practical reasons of empirical order, peogleehreflected to the problems might
emerge from each man’s claim to have direct relatto God or eternal truth. The far
from perfect solution was the religious communitye intersubjective character of
religion.

The idea of consciena®iginated from the Hellenistisyneidesisand its Latin
version, theconscientiareceived the meaning of an inner secret of arviddal in St.
Jerome. But, originallgonscientiameant knowledge shared with othéiGon” or
“Syn” means “with”. The original meaning aebnscientiawas the shared aspect of
knowledge. Of course, intersubjectivity, sharedcpca domesticates prophetic
religion, it takes away its edge and tension towtael empirical world. A religious
community, church, is intersubjective relationsohtemporaries, relation of living to
the dead generations, therefore it is not the secipublic use of reasorf”
Practically, there is no epistemical, only thisiabdike keeping the potential dangers
of transcendental truth claims at bay.

Transcendence and political hedonism

The conflict of religious and political communityacerdotium — regnunafter
the crisis of Reformation was decided on behalthef last. “The essential principle
claimed by each state was sovereignty, a qualgyipusly attributed to God... The
modern sovereign right of kings did justify kingislimited power. Each state denied
that any other institutions were above it. The Reasf State... was not to be
challenged by the mystery of the churéff”.The irrelevance of transcendence was
forced by political decisions, and the politicadtiory of the Christian countries deeply
influenced the religiosity in these countrféS.lt supposes that the institutional
framework, that is, the arrangements of order ¢tactareligious life and knowledge.
In the following section | describe the rather wmqepistemic situation of
transcendence in mass democrarcy, with speciakrafe to post-socialism.

The modern mass democracy created a strange foimdigfdualism on mass
scale: mass individualism combined the radical humghts thinking with market
liberalism. Whilst the first emphasizes rights et duties, the last spread the view
that anything can be solved by human choices. Bigiooth thinking flatter to mass
individuals: there is no bad choice, one has thletsito do whatever he wants.

Egalitarian democracy is often criticized becausé&srelativism, and mass
individuals are frustrated because they value fostrhis difference from the others,
but nothing is worth differing, nothing is bett&an anything else. They may choose,
but they may not choose well. Even making a valudg¢ment is seen as moral
failure, and neutrality or tolerance are the masfgrred virtues. There is no wrong
choice or life-style, and anything make them upgleat makes them remember for
their conscience or the morally good. Today, alaiicalism cannot be explained by
the authoritative activity of churches, from thising of view it is most important that
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even the existence of churches makes mass indisideenembering for right and
wrong.

The frustrated and angry mass individuals selficemt, still they claim
security by the state, in practice, they claim arguateed life-style. It means that the
main task of the state today is the eliminatioriha unpleasant results of the wrong
choices of mass individuals. The political hedonisould build political order on the
satisfaction of human desires, and it can callfitekerant, because formally it accepts
any claim and labels any moral as oppressive, whichld limit these desires and
wishes. Neutrality is able to get relativism andldvdsm dominance by expelling all
morals from public life, which would limit desires.

The present situation is usually called tyrannytbyritics. Even the notion of
tyranny — the traditional name for wrong politicabime combined with wrong life-
style — presupposes some transcendental idea af god bad, right and wrong.
Without it one hardly state that the present pmditregime in not the best available.

The mass individualism does not make judgementss dot value actions, it
is proud of this alleged neutrality and tolerandetually, it thinks amorality the
highest level of morality, where there is no goodad, thus there is no bad decision
or way of life. Those bold persons or institutiomsich warn, even unintentionally,
mass individualist people for good, evoke anger fangl from them. Tthis anger one
source of the keen reaction against any intrusioimamscendence into the empirical
world. (The other source, as I've mentioned abdremscendence may upset this-
worldly order, so today this intrusion means theslof security of well-being.)

The present mass individualism, and mainly its jsosbmunist version,
acknowledges only empirical desires and power ficieftly satisfy them. As Pope
Benedict XVI wroté’":

“The essential problem of our times, for Europead &r the world, is that
although the fallacy of the Communist economy hasnbrecognized, its moral abd
religious fallacy has not been addressed.”

The source of present statism is the claim of nhadisiduals for guaranteed
life style. The secularized state, without any $iamdental truth claim, can get loyalty
only by the promise of an universal associationpsufing anyone’s rights to satisfy
whimsical desires. Besides this task, the onlyosiriask of present political order to
keep those views and beliefs far from people, whiely challenge these rights or the
relations of existing order. The leading art ofificd in our age is opinion and attitude
fabrication on mass scale and to keep the potbntiEingerous view at bay by
criminalizing them as hate speech, radical, trombdder or something like this. Only
those views are serous and considerable, whichirstdne context of presuppositions
of this order and refer only to technical detaitsvhto improve it. Order based on
political hedonism seems to be tolerant, becausscéepts any human empirical
desires. But it is intolerant concerning moral &islireferring some transcendental
meaning. Not plurality is new in modernity, buéttlominant secular thinking.

Today, mainstream thinking identifies democracyhviiberty and good order.
The history of the notion of democracy shows ug thefore Rousseau it had a
definitely bad meaning, only Rousseau idealized tis On Social ContractWhen
someone talks today about the relation of religgad politics he refers implicitly to
present democracy. And today’s democracy seemse farlfrom force or any kind of
“hard” politics. Present democracy, people beliesa&n satisfy diverse needs, and,
really, it renders easily all contending beliefeffensive or ridiculous. In modern
democracy, on general, and in post-communism, micpéar, the only legitimate
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public belief is egoism and the private pursuieobnomic well-being. The dominant
political hedonism claims productivist or welfareate, and makes all ideas
unattractive and unpopular, unless they appeactmamic interests. Its strength is
not in its forced liberal ideal, but rather in rsnunciation of all ideals, apart from
empirical individual well being. By means of an bfical economical and social
policy, democracy created a consumer culture asquedlle foreseen some
generations ago. Maybe, the “dictatorship of wellRly” seems to be overstatement,
but from Roman historians to de la Boéffeand Montesqui€l® tyranny was
connected to the well-beirf§® Therefore, the present well-being is not neceysari
sign of good order. The republican tradition wausghat not only coercion, physical
force and censorship may be used by wrong ordesreTare angel faced evils, too.
The quest for perfect society, providing well beargl missing conflicts, has resulted
apathetic citizens who are seems to be intoleraahy belief which could disturb or
limit their empirical satisfactions.

Democracy overtly worships the limitless in scigrexts and economy, and it
hopes opening undreamt opportunities by technicedyonal knowledge which
allegedly would liberate men by helping them intcolting their environment and the
consequences of their actions. And, although, demagcallows chaos in everyday
life, as we can read in Plato, it is rather oftexers as closed immanent and
meaningless world. Democracy is proudly open to kafilds of technological,
economic and sexual ,revolutions”, but opposes langt that would question its
apolitical status quo.

The intrusion of transcendence is rather often mhm@e madnessmanig
because of its influences. Plato in Risaedrusgives us a taxonory of god-given
mania (Phaedrus 244a — 249e), and mania is ofteosep to reason. Since Plato the
phenomenon of enthusiasts — those who possesgeddy is a continuous subject of
reflection. In Plato’s description the man possedseGod is thought mad because he
do not concern this-worldly affairs and behaves #mndks unconventionally. The
maniac, the enthusiasts steps somehow out fromaheext of the taken for granted
order. Still, in case of Plato, this man is ableesszape into the world of ideas. His
dialogue on poetic and philosophic inspiration p®bo claim that people are able and
have to go beyond discursive reason, they candealsit.

But also from Plato onward, our tradition is fulf oomplain about the
allegedly divine inspiration which stirs up emosomorality, human order. Talking
about transcendental (prophetic aspect of religiomartly the problem of order and
non-technical, non-rational innovation. Howeverthe Greek thinking one may also
find the mad Gorgon, transgressing the accepteshs)can unspeakable, unthinkable
and the chaos itself. Crossing boundary can bepirgted both as the liberation from
the yoke of conventional order and as the dangehabs.

Ambiguity of crossing the boundaries is a charastier dilemma of our
tradition. It may have liberating as well as chaetifects. Keeping some order is basic
aim of politics, therefore the transcendence igrofberceived as a potential danger
which should be domesticated somehow. Because efolivious danger of the
transcendence, political thinkers and actors tertdekkeep it somehow at bay. The
notions of civil and private religion are two chetexistic attempts for it. It seems to
me that moderns have preferred the last solutios,keeping away transcendence
from public affairs, which project has been calledmmonly as the secularized
politics.
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The practice of political control of transcendenaseold as the tension between
politics and religion, but its probably first thetical formulation emerged only as a
side effect of Investiture Wars by Marsilius of Bad The attitudes of political
thinkers towards religion can be well characterizgdthe famous front page of
Hobbes’Leviathan where the two types of weapon that the state aisesymbolised.
On the one side, there are the instruments of f@werds, guns, battle flags etc); on
the other the symbols of ideas and religion. Inesak peace, state must use and
control both. As one may see in both case of Marsiland Hobbes, their main
arguments was peace, and as it is often quotedHtolobes, noweritasfacit legem

Transcendence intrudes human life by reference® ®tarnal meaning called
justice since Plato. Of course, in Platonic and Jstimian imagination peace and
justice/truth were combined. In their case peacanhaot only the lack of conflict,
but internal, psychic and mental satisfaction, tdbe peace arguments of later
political theorists, up to our recent defendersnefitral staté® interpret peace
without this transcendental relevance, only adablk of conflicts and fights.

One may find references in the Platonic thinkingtlte very political, this-
worldly dangers coming from the loss of transcetalemeasures of humans and their
relations. As I've quoted above, St. Augustine afsksn those who insist on the
immanency of political order: “remove justice, awtlat are kingdoms but gang of
criminals on a large scaleé®®® Without transcendental measures — like truthjgast
liberty, etc. -, how would people be able to realizhether their order is good or not?

Inglehart and Norris in their receiSacred and seculd have explained
secularization by welfare state’s security. Theajdbat the order perceived as perfect
and waterproof is inimic& to transcendence, can be read in HuxI®rave New
World where people are blind to Shakespeare’s tragedyydople are free in terms of
sexual promiscuity. In the immanence of paradise tieere is a recent anxiety about
the loss of meaning, i.e. the loss of truth clamnaiworld where sensations and animal
pleasures alone are worth living for; and anythnagscendental — as justice, beauty,
meaning, etc. — is put aside because of its pafectinflictual and empirically non
verifiable charactef®® Any infusion of transcendence into politics iseimireted as
dangerous because it may hurt neutrality, that msay potentially provoke fights, and
it would limit hedonism, the very legitimation ofgsent order.

The conflict between political hedonism and transiemce is that the first,
often called secular humanism, measures everythihgby human empirical senses
and argues that anything is worthless or non-egstivhich cannot be traced back to
them?®’ This conflict may appear as the problem of relatiy because both the
hedonism of democracy and relativism presupposesaguras’ humanism: “Man is
the measure of all things”. Therefore, intrusionrahscendental into the present order
experienced by many as an absolutist danger foodexay and welfare security.

Charels Taylor, referring to experience sociefyldbnisgesellchaftwhere
indivuduals are for immanent emotive experiencegues that here a new kind of
religiousity has emerged, characteristically spadity without transcendenég® That
is, this spirituality — without any conflicts witthe existing order — focusing on
individuals’ immediate emotive experiences withodeontic force and the
transforming potential of transcendence.

The present dissidents are called traditionalfstisgamentalists, people who
refuse hedonism and secularism, and who refusediogrorder only to empirical
desires. These dangerous people refer to justieealse the legitimation of present
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order is based on the satisfaction of empiricairdssthose who refer to a higher
authority than individuals, are seen as antidemimocoa worse.

| guess, mainly in post-socialist countries likenejione can more sensitive to
the lack of transcendental criticism. Although, theent dominant theme probably the
dangers of ,religious fundamentalism” for peace dedthocracy, I've tried to depict
the conditions of political hedonism — pigs’ repgaphas Plato called it —, the danger of
a world without transcendence, i.e. a world whigltlosed into the limits of secular
reason and which is without divine insight, a wonldere the perennial questions of
meaning, liberty and truth may not even eméfgélhe case of Laszl68kés, the
Reformed priest who started the protest againsu§&szu’s tyranny in Romania in
1989, shows that even the most secular people eofwtbrld may learn from the
religious people’s epistemological dissonance.

As it is well known the first mention of the walf separation of church and
state can be found in Thomas Jefferson’s lettéhedDanbury Baptist Association in
1802. In spite of its long history, the separatit@bates have been typical in the US
public life mainly during the second half the™@entury. These debates shows clearly
the political nature of this issue. Separation,neifeit is desirable for the sake of
liberty, cannot be a demonstrative rational act tdrms like church, state, politics
and religion need always interpretation involvingdgments, and separation in
practice needs arbitration. For example, religiedscatio® can be or not in public
schools? Even if someone accepts the idea of depgrahy would the prohibition of
religious education in public schools hurt the pipe of separation? The expansion
of state during the #dcentury pushed back religion into the so-callddate life, and
separation meant more and more separation fronalsidei in general. The wall of
separation seems to be impermeable only from oreztdin: religion shouldn’'t be
public, but state or public issues may invade ithi® so-called private spheres, like
education or thinking.

Present liberal democracy contains two differeatlittons from the point of
view of separation. Firstly, for thaufklarist thinking - which is for a secular and
neutral state, and would not allow any role forigieh in public life - religious
arguments are definitely forbidden in politics agaéential source of conflicts and as
the archaic relics of pre-modern world. It also neethat religion is private matter and
no state agency may ask it. Therefore this view lwarsold as tolerant, but is for a
narrow secular notion of pluralism. The other itiad relevant for our topic
interprets politics as a field of several competintgrests apart from their origins.
Following this thinking religious groups and intst® are naturally are parts of
politics, just like trade-unions or any other pressgroups, and religious arguments
are as legitimate in politics as anything else.

On good order

What we may hope is a quest for an understandinguof fundamental
problems, dilemmas without the quest for deternaretiutions which may fall into
dogmatism. Interprerative human sciences can riey@e or promise certainty, only a
limited plausiblity; it may never hope exhaustivedacomprehensive knowledge of
situations and human motives. One reason of oueratioty is that people know
always more than they are able to tell.

Against the Marxist or Machiavellian heritage whiemphasizes that only
force exists, our thinking on good order basedhenpresupposition that man is moral
being: he has moral claims concerning himself aaddiations. Therefore, his actions
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do not simply come from the feel and satisfactidrhis empirical desires. Acting
presupposes some sense of good and bad, some nbgwmod order and good life.
However, one may find that the reference to justiekes conflict, because everyone
sees justice on his own sitfé.Because of these conflicts coming from the debates
about justice, some people expect us to give updba of good order. But in the
world of relativism only the force and manipulatidhe Leninist or Machiavellian
politics may stand. The perception of order is ajue power of human mind, and it
cannot be explained empirically.

The tragic sense — I've referred above — is thatagwsin cannot be eliminated
from this world. But how can we know the good? Malues, but valuing is important
— making some order by means of hierarchy andréifiees.

Learning and experiences may teach man a lot ofwlauge, but not
everything. The knowledge cannot be derived fronmanent world is called
transcendence. Man is transcendental simply bedsugeable to perceive something
else than himself and impressions from his sem$egperceives something which may
limit him and, at the same time, may liberate hissimmanent, empirical world. Man
is transcendental because hi is able to step out fis experiences and to get a
context in which the experience is meaningful. Ef@ne, he is able to perceive God
and to look for meaning. As Heidegger puts, intetggion of situations (or a text)
involves fore-conceptions, fore-structure. One magerstand the first letters of a
sentence by fore-having the meaning of the whatéesee?*?

Let's imagine a drawing: each line is wholly meahass, they seem to be
whimsically long or short. But if someone is albeldok at the drawing from proper
distance, he’ll realize the meaning of the drawprgbably a face. At this point, he’ll
be able to perceive the meaning and significanaeaoh line of the drawing, he’ll be
able to judge each line. What seemed to be easlemsical, now gets meaning.
Perceiving the meaning one perceives the order.

The moral claim of man can be caught in terms déoand chaos: “for what
is most important to meet with among men is not gimgn ordering, but ordef®
Perceiving order is the sign of human mind, andingakrder is a continuous effort of
human actions: he is “the only animal that hasedirfg for order, for propriety, for
moderation in word and deeff*

Traditionally, meaning and order are connected, ljke meaninglessness and
disorder. Without order “no knowledge of the fa¢¢he earth; no account of time; no
arts; no letters; no society; and which is worstabf continual fear, and danger of
violent death; and the life of man, solitary, pooasty, brutish, and shod®> The
tragic view of thein de siéclecontained both the sense of meaninglessness andg.ch
(See Nietzsche, Max Weber) Chaos is somethingdratithe notions of sin and evil
connected to it. The human arts — like practicGasgliages, laws and political societies
— emerged to reduce chaos.

The idea of good order is interpreted by many dsnd of utopianism or
perfectionism®® because of the immense influence of PIR&publicand Theaetetus
Later on, in the modernity the good order took raftee mechanism and it was
connected to scientism. But generally, the ideganfd order is connected to peace,
harmony, the lack of force and sin, a kind of armfméedom®’, geometrical clarity,
often to rationality, and more and more to hedonism

The notion of good order, | describe here, statihywan as we can know him,
and not from a possible man of future. Instead afis®eau’s methd¥ — who wrote:
“Let us begin therefore, by laying aside facts, tfeey do not affect the question.” — |
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would travel with Aristotle who teaches us in theomachean Ethicthat let’s take
man as we find him. Because our dilemmas and pmbleoming from man’s
epistemical and moral fallibility, and from plurgli contingency and opaque character
of situations cannot be resolved — at least upotw &, our expectation concerning
good order should be take into considerationdbigditio humanaFor man, the good
life or good order is not a waterproof solution forything®® The notion of good
order is not necessarily related to perfection.

The perception of order is being at home in a 8ina Being at home is
simply to know the probable conditions and consaqges. But in most situations, one
may know only some elements of his situation arel risaction of the other may
always be astonishing. As Georg Simmel wrote akootving and not knowing the
consequences of our actions: “We are all alikectiess player in this regard. If he did
not know, to a certain extant, what the consequenta certain move would be, the
game would be impossible; but it would also be isgiale if this foresight extended
indefinitely”.3°® Human efforts seeks to limit this contingencieschsating practices,
institutions, i.e. some order, but in this resghete is no progress — order may always
fall back into chaos, civilization into barbarism.

Uncertainty involves irresponsibility: one cannoesponsible for the
unforeseen consequences of his action. Respohsilitiat is, our moral character
supposes a more or less ordered world, where #nerprobable consequences. But in
politics, in the world of force and conflicts congsences are far from logical,
demonstrated conclusions or certainty. The caselinfl Teiresia®"’, the seer or
Montesquieu’s stofy? on the blind who knows much better his world as dthers,
show us that the meaningful and known world isetptal with a rational-mechanical
one which is based on clear and demonstrated phkasciThe sense of lost order and
the search for order, security and certainty, saradteristic during the last centuries,
have resulted several efforts to build systemsthagory or in practice, where any
consequences can be foreseen. In a system, canidisafe people would be liberated
from the pressure of choice and the tragic anxittst we are responsible for our
actions in a world where results are rather dolib@é course, this tragic sense is less
characteristic in everyday life, but typical in ead politics.

Good order seems to emerge by chances, “progresisved in zigzags, by
constant readiness to readjust to reality. A dhtdige is the longest distance between
two points. And the bloodiest®® As one may read in Shakespear€he Tempest
people of the age of scepticism during the 18-t@ntury were still aware of that
reason does not walk in a straight line to tilfHJsually, people realize it only after
its disappearance: “the owl of Minerva takes itghfl only when the shades of night
are gathering®®

The notion of good order, I'm for, presupposesithperfect human condition
I've described, the world of conflicts, not resalvd@ilemmas and demand for decision,
that is, liberty. Imperfection comes from immaneasyhuman fallibility, contingency,
plurality — resulting the conflicting nature andngalexity of evidences, differences
about weighting of considerations — the vaguenésemcepts, borderline cases, etc.;
but also from the tension between transcendenthimmanency.

Any hope for a perfect solution for our problemsl alemmas, a hope for the
eternal kingdom or the end of history would elimienberum arbitrium that is,
decision.Liberum arbitriuminvolves change — liberty in a perfect world magd us
only into imperfection, and who on earth would loecsazy changing for the worse.
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Liberty presupposes that world still can be imphve® The price what man has to
pay for liberty is conflicts and authority.

The usual perfectionist solution for dilemmas isdfng ,one very simple
principle” — let's say, for the separation of statel church, politics and religion —, as
J.S. Mill called in hisOn Liberty®*” This so-called ,geometrical method” supposes
that actions are logical deductions from principighout the burden of judgement of
practical reason, and that dilemmas can be easliyed by means of separating
principles. Lovejoy called these people ,espiritmplistes®®, following
Burckhardt®®® famous phrase dterribles simplificateurs”.The claim of finding one
simple principle for separation is a claim for sotydilemmas once for all, supposing
that one is able to achieve perfection and no gssrexceptions cannot be in the
future. This basically rationalist habit of mindnst only arrogant but seems to me
self-revealing. Our culture and the freedom acldeweit contains numberless not
resolved dilemmas, like religious community vs.ificdl one, truth and morality vs.
force, criticism vs. humility, etc. But, | tend think that the solutions for these
dilemmas are not only out of the capacity of humand, but these resolutions are
undesirable, maybe, because the eternal contaalié the father of thing®?®
Although, the present public thinking is dominabgdfundamentalist rationalists, who
hope to find the eternal solution for the dilemmatween religion and politics,
transcendence and immanency, or post-moderns (k&niar Machiavellians) who
tend to think of world only in terms of power aratde, | would propose a different
approach. The good order was not a result of griesibut of ongoing debates, and it
contains debates about truth claims that transtleedolay of majorities or power
relations. Reaching the limits of normative poéti¢theory, instead of the hubristic
hope to find waterproof solution for arrangemertsetigion and politics, | suggest
disposing the weight of our arguments so as to firapriety** and, mainly in my
post-communist context, emphasizing the semantid amotivating potential of
religion. My argument does not not simply followsetsceptics’ a priori arguments
about radical uncertainty, because in any dispath bides are equally likely and no
statement is more true than its denial. Althougim, tend to enjoy this argument
concerning the rationally defined limits of ratitibg in this paper I'd refer to a
posteriori arguments. Namely, historically one nfiag severals cases where people
decided on one side of this dilemma, and later tteafized the probability and
significance of the other side of this dilemma.piactice, people may not suspend
judgement even in hard cases, but as we may dee,oia — earlier or later —, they
turned on the opposite direction for a while.

What Western civilization has achieved and may htpeachieve is an
unsteady balance of transcendental truth claims raohative expectations and
immanent order.
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Conclusion

Michael Oakeshott’'s work is a subtle and unfornlagotiation of freedom
and tradition; “skepticism” and confidence in tlesaurces of the Western tradition;
conservatism and the celebration of the present.ndpneither his actors are always
engaged in an “irritable search for ordéM?He could accept confusion and he
thought that one task of political and moral thimkiis to make the people able and
enjoy the chaotic world as it is.

One aspect of this issue is Oakeshott's mlatd modernism on the one
hand, and postmodernism on the other. “Modernisere trefers to the family of
views which accord epistemic and often metaphysc@remacy or sovereignty, to
the natural sciences, and either absorb or elimimdber voices as well. Post-
moderns reject the sovereignty of the scienceshengrounds that every voice,
including science, is constructed and thereforeitrarlyg. This (self-refuting)
unmasking is often followed by a call to restruetunstitutions, including even
language, along egalitarian lines. Postmodernigenatlaims to celebrate pluralism
or diversity, while giving voice only to the prazi. Whilst one may see common
points in the pre-modern and post-modern thinkthgre are obvious differences, as
well. One of them, at least in case of Oakeshatiles of law and the role of authority.
Modernism in politics means the continuous effartttansform politics from the
maintenance of traditional arrangements into a mpama science that conducts an
ongoing struggle—often accelerated in wartime, roftalled war--against whatever
presents itself as social imperfectiiiand aiming an utopical, harmonious end state
by means of re-education or managerial manipulatiopeople, based on hedonistic
calculus®'® Rationalism is identified by many as the politiead moral epistemology
of moderns, and typically, the political conflicted modernity are connected to
epistemological debates, too. They cannot “toucythemg, without transforming it
into an abstraction; [they] can never get a sqoeeal of experiencé™

Oakeshott was ambiguous concerning modernity, lsecdne was both in
modernity and against it, he realized the ambiva@erwithin modernity, but he also
was keen to avoid the modernist seduction of utdpimpe (“end of history or
Kingdom Come”). Modernity is inwardly divided agatnitself yet paradoxically
united, balanced by means of this polarity. Thelemoist failing is to surrender to the
temptation of the extremes; its challenge is tgpkibe polarity and not to attempt to
resolve it. The core of human condition is a fusadnopposites, as Carl Schmitt
described the Roman Catholic Church. A veneraldéoty of political thought has
tried to reduce this incongruous complex in moderder to the rationalism of a
single principle, a single explanation, a unifystgucture or pattern of authority, but
there is little evidence or conviction that it Haesen successful. To the contrary, we
are left with the suspicion that not only the mederder rests on a contradiction that
the theoreticians will never untangle, but that ikahe very secret of its success, as
well as the sign of its mortality.

To realize this paradox of order defines the corstere thinker. The
dilemmas of politics are ultimately dilemmas in thenan condition, eternal in both.

Political rationalism may work only in regimes tlaaé without internal
polarity and plurality have become privatized wparficial. Oakeshott refused a
theoretical optimism of, for example, progress aslation for everything. A balance
of polarity, or antagonism, is dynamical and is barseen only in history but rarely in
action. As his peer, Hannah Arendt put it: Wesfmiitical tradition since Plato has
attempted not to comprehend the political, butsicage from politics altogeth&
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“Ambiguity is a mark of the richness of our cultures dynamism, and the
danger is those who would kill it by the musculafoecement of a single “voice” or a
single idiom in a voice. It corresponds, on thacgical level, to ambivalence, of the
conflict of practices and pursuits, as in the twatcary “styles” of politics (faith and
skepticism, or later, enterprise state and ci\sbagation).”

Oakeshott did not seek to resolve these contraurifibe completeness of being
cannot be achieved in one mode (voice), but itaostpractice, religion, poetry and
philosophy. The notions of tradition, language, practice, sel&ctment, self-
disclosure, conversation, voices, idioms, undedstan(as opposed to explanation),
sensibility, and so forth—characteristic terms @&k&shott’s thought—all belong to
what one might call the aesthetic quality of cudturHe followed the linguistic and
hermeneutic turn of his age as well as the trams@al turn.
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