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La dies and Gen tle men, 

al low me, by way of in tro duc tion, a per sonal rem i nis cence.
I chanced upon the work of the Frank furt School for the first time in the

early sev en ties, when I thought that I had found in Habermas’ Knowl edge
and Hu man In ter ests an swers to the prob lems that had been sorely vex ing
dur ing a pre vi ous de gree of mine, on an thro pol ogy, at the Uni ver sity of the
Witwatersrand, in South Af rica. Prob lems es pe cially of a meth od olog i cal
kind, to do with the way that em pir i cal find ings of paleo-an thro pol ogy
were fit ted (or did not fit into) the con cep tions of sci en tific meth od ol ogy
that were cur rent at the time.1 But this is what hap pened: when I took
Habermas’ book to my so ci ol ogy lec turer, he re turned it with the words:
sorry, I just don’t understand it.

Later I re al ized that this in it self was re ally quite civil of him, be cause the
stan dard re sponse, from within the Eng lish-speak ing ac a demic world at the 
time, was a lot more force ful. Ob scu ran tist, un in tel li gi ble, teu tonic rub bish, 
un read able were some of the more print able char ac teri sa tions en vogue in
those years, and in an at mo sphere in which Karl Pop per’s The Open So ci ety 
and its En e mies was quite typ i cal it was not un com mon to en coun ter dark
sus pi cions con tain ing words like di a lec tics, Moskow, agents, use ful id i ots,
com mu nist pro pa ganda. Even in the late sev en ties a book as in flu en tial as

1

1 The same prob lems that have sur faced in re cent years on epistemological is sues sur -
round ing Dar win ist ex pla na tions of the fos sil re cord. c.f. Ste phen R.L. Clark: „De cons -
truct ing Dar win“, Alan Rich ard son Lecture, 1999.



Leszek Kolakowski’s Main Cur rents of Marx ism, in its dis cus sion of
Adorno’s Neg a tive Di a lec tics, the fa mil iar old tone of the Kommunisten -
fresser was still there: the best that Kolakowski could say about the book
was that it had „an ex tremely in tri cate syn tax“, which he im me di ately qual -
i fied with the sus pi cion that this „is ev i dently in ten tional“, and the re mark
that it was full of „He geli an and neo-He geli an jar gon“. „The pre ten tious
ob scu rity of style and the con tempt that it shows for the reader might be en -
dur able if the book were not also to tally de void of literary form“2. The
‘might’ in this sentence has never ceased to fascinate me.

That this at ti tude – to wards the fol low ers of Kant and Hegel – was more
than just the in ner-ac a demic ech oes of McCarthyism, the Cold War (in
Kolakowski’s case) and the leg acy of WWII is clear if we glance for a mo -
ment at the pop u lar phi los o phy books of the six ties. Rus sell’s His tory of
West ern Phi los o phy3, John Passmore’s A Hun dred Years of Phi los o phy4,
two im mensely in flu en tial books, were both based on what we would now
call an a lytic prin ci ples, (Rus sell is af ter all a found ing mem ber of an a lytic
phi los o phy), and that means that if the Eu ro pean, post-Kantian tra di tion
came up at all, then in vari ably in the kind of su pe rior tone which seems to
have be come de ri gueur for an a lytic phi los o phers ever since, when ever
they’re speak ing of the ‘con ti nen tal’ tra di tion. It’s pretty clear now, look -
ing back, that as far as Rus sell was con cerned, Kant and Hegel were terra
in cog nita. He had al ready set the tone in his dis cus sion of Humean scep ti -
cism, which for him – Rus sell – was the last word on the mat ter: „It is ... im -
por tant to dis cover whether there is any an swer to Hume within the frame -
work of a phi los o phy that is wholly or mainly em pir i cal. If not, there is no
in tel lec tual dif fer ence be tween san ity and in san ity.“ (647) Where, in this
dole ful clas si fi ca tion, Hegel was to be sub sumed was not dif fi cult to guess.
As late as 1985 John Passmore noted, of the World Con fer ence of Phi los o -
phy in Mon treal shortly be fore, „that con sid er able seg ments of the par tic i -
pants nei ther un der stood nor wished to un der stand what other seg ments of
par tic i pants were do ing, or why they were do ing it, even when the top ics
un der dis cus sion were, to judge from their ti tles alone, of com mon in ter -
est.“5 He too was being polite.
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2 vol. 3, p. 357
3 1946. (Ab bre vi ated be low to HoWP). 
4 1957. 
5 "Re cent Phi los o phers – A sup ple ment to A Hun dred Years of Phi los o phy„, 1985, p. 12.



 * * *

Twenty years later the sit u a tion has be come rad i cally dif fer ent. An a lytic
Phi los o phy has come to de bate a so-called ‘An a lytic/Con ti nen tal Di vide’6,
and now holds that con ti nen tal phi los o phy is, af ter all, per fectly ex pli ca ble
on en tirely an a lytic prin ci ples.7

There is the oc ca sional hic cup when in spite of the most in tense her me -
neu tic ef fort the likes of Nietz sche and Heidegger recalcitrantly re fuse to
sound as clear and pre cise as would be de sir able, but this is no more than an 
oc ca sional stu dent grumble. 

„Bad phi los o phers do not ar gue. They lack rigor, [they lack] clar ity and pre ci sion. 
Hence there is no point in en gag ing with them be cause they are no phi los o phers.
Since Nietz sche and Heidegger are not com mit ted to ar gu men ta tive clar ity and
pre ci sion in the an a lytic sense they are not phi los o phers. Tricky huh?“8

But as this con gress of ours dem on strates, an a lytic phi los o phy has been tri -
um phantly suc cess ful in its pro gram of se man tic col o ni za tion. That iden -
tity and on tol ogy could once have had mean ings quite for eign to those
which they have now ac quired in for mal logic, in Ar ti fi cial In tel li gence, in
those ar eas of soft ware de vel op ment con cerned with the in te gra tion of

3

6  „The fa mil iar con trast be tween ‘An glo-Amer i can’ and ‘Con ti nen tal’ phi los o phy was
never, of course, geo graph i cally ac cu rate. One had to in clude as ‘An glo-Amer i can’
most Finn ish phi los o phy, much Pol ish phi los o phy, and to re mem ber that if ‘An -
glo-Amer i can’ phi los o phy has roots in the Brit ish em pir i cal tra di tion it owes a great
deal to the Ger man Frege, to such Aus trian phi los o phers as the Vi enna positivists, Karl
Pop per and, fur ther back, Brentano. Nev er the less the con trast roughly worked. On the
one side lay Franco-Ger man-Ital ian phi los o phy, cen tring around Heidegger, Sartre,
Jaspers, pro phetic in style and, even when its out come was athe is tic, cen trally con -
cerned with the is sues which have pre oc cu pied the ol ogy. It al lied it self with lit er a ture
rather than sci ence and claimed that to be deep, to say some thing gen u inely new, one
was forced to be ob scure, call ing upon the poet’s right to twist lan guage to one’s spe cial 
pur poses. On the other side lay an a lyt i cal An glo-Amer i can phi los o phy, with clar ity as
its cen tral vir tue, the lin guis tic prin ci ples laid down by the Royal So ci ety in the sev en -
teenth cen tury still its guide, sym pa thetic to sci ence, de vot ing its at ten tion to epis te mol -
ogy, mind and lan guage, cen tring around Ryle, Ayer, Aus tin, Quine – broth ers from a
‘Con ti nen tal’ point of view, for all their dif fer ences.“ Passmore (1985): Re cent
Philosophers, p. 11. Stanley Cavell: (wikipedia) problem-solving versus
text-interpretation.

7 Leiter: „We are now liv ing in a ‘golden age’ of schol ar ship on Con ti nen tal phi los o phy,
al most all of which is pro duced by phi los o phers who are – again, in the sty lis tic sense –
‘an a lytic.’“ (c.f. re sponse to this here: http://www.cal vin.edu/~jks4/leiterresp.htm ) 

8 Stu dent blog com ment.



large masses of un struc tured data seems now a days to in ter est only a few
Mohicans in the his tory of phi los o phy, or in the dusty corners of literature
and aesthetics departments.

In short, An a lytic Phi los o phy has been en gaged, for the last de cade or
two, in an im mensely suc cess ful strat egy of cooptation9, for which the
triumphalism of the pop u lar Phi los o pher’s Gour met Re port seems quite
rep re sen ta tive: „Only an a lytic phi los o phers as pire to the level of ar gu men -
ta tive so phis ti ca tion and philo soph i cal depth that marks the great phi los o -
phers...“10 Ac cord ing to Babette Babich, the at ti tude seems to be: „... any -
thing con ti nen tal phi los o phy can do, analytic philosophy can do better“.

 * * *

How does one deal with this if like yours truly, you’ve one of these
die-hards who has spent his en tire philo soph i cal ca reer dwell ing on the
Frank furt School?

In pre par ing for this con gress I did some thing I have n’t done for many
years; I took down off from my book shelf the first book I ever owned in
Phi los o phy, and the book that im bued in me an abid ing fas ci na tion with
this sub ject that has stayed with me ever since. It is Bertrand Rus sell’s His -
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9 Babette Babich (2003): „On the An a lytic-Con ti nen tal Di vide in Phi los o phy: Nietz sche’s 
Ly ing Truth, Heidegger’s Speak ing Lan guage, and Phi los o phy“, in: C.G. Prado (2003):
A house di vided – com par ing an a lytic and con ti nen tal phi los o phy. 
„...the ad van tage of de ny ing any dif fer ence be tween mo dal i ties of phi los o phy is con sid -
er able be cause once the de nial is in place, con ti nen tal style phi los o phy can be dis missed 
as bad or even as ‘just not’ phi los o phy and this is needed both to jus tify one’s in at ten -
tion to the work done by schol ars work ing in the con tem po rary tra di tion of con ti nen tal
phi los o phy and even more im por tantly be cause an a lytic phi los o phy wants to try its hand 
at themes for merly left to con ti nen tal modes of thought. And such an an nex ation is se -
curely un der way. In ad di tion to self-pro pounded and bla tantly self-serv ing
internet-posted claims that an a lytic schools of fer stu dents the best op por tu ni ties for
study ing con ti nen tal phi los o phy, there are es tab lished an a lytic tra di tions of in ter pret ing
(or crit i ciz ing) Nietz sche, Heidegger, Levinas, Foucault.“ 
Some thing she does n’t men tion (in Dutch there’s the ex pres sion: je kan niet op alle
slakke zout leggen) is the pop u lar prac tice of smug gling in a cou ple of friends of one’s
own into, say, a reader on ‘Con ti nen tal Phi los o phy’, so that, e.g. into the fam ily por trait
of Lukács and Horkheimer, Sartre and Habermas there are in serted, with a bit of
‘Photoshop’-magic, a cou ple of bud dies of one’s own, as in: R. Kear ney/M. Rain wa ter
(eds., 1996): The Con ti nen tal Phi los o phy Reader. Or a typ i cal ‘Crit i cal The ory’
website, in which Horkheimer, Adorno, Benjamin, Fromm and Marcuse are el bowed to
the end of the bench, to make room for a putative ‘next generation’. (Illuminations –
The Critical Theory Website.)

10 Brian Leiter: „The Philo soph i cal Gour met Re port“, http://leiterreports.typepad.com. Ac -
cessed 14.5.2005.



tory of West ern Phi los o phy. Af ter dust ing it off (and winch ing at the co pi -
ous and ri dic u lous mar ginal notes I my self had scrib bled there al most forty
years ago) I found in it those ideas and as sump tions which in spired so many 
of my gen er a tion. I would like to list four of these as sump tions – which I
now no lon ger share – be fore teas ing out the con se quences for iden tity and
ontology in these two traditions.

• The essence of philosophy lies in logic and epistemology, and the
basis for epistemology lies in the enigmatic relationship of concepts
and objects, theories and sense certainty, ideas and facts. Theories
and concepts have something to do with the ‘real world’ (or at any
rate: have something about them which is ‘objective’), and
philosophy has no other and no worthier task than the study of this
relationship.11

• Logic and epistemology do not stand on their own – their proper
context is that of science and technology.12 Taken together, they are
the only bulwark we have against two great forces for evil in human
affairs: against the closed systems of theological or secular dogma
(operating as the intellectual self-interpretation of authoritarian or
totalitarian regimes of various kinds) and the chaos of pure
subjectivism which harkens only to that inner voice which regards
everything outside of itself as an „emanation of the ego.“ (HoWP
20) 

• With this last idea, namely the political effect of philosophical
doctrines, are connected two further assumptions. (i) that
Philosophy – properly understood as Logic plus Science – is the
guarantor of liberalism and constitutional democracy and: (ii) that
the eternal battle against dogma and subjectivism (in political terms: 
against tyranny and anarchism) is inherent in and permanently to be
fought out within philosophy.13

5

11 "... ev ery philo soph i cal prob lem," – I quote here from an in flu en tial pa per of Rus sell
pub lished in 1914, with the ti tle „Logic as the es sence of Phi los o phy“ – „when it is sub -
jected to the nec es sary anal y sis and pu ri fi ca tion, is found ei ther to be not re ally philo -
soph i cal at all, or else to be, in the sense in which we are us ing the word, log i cal.“ In
Rus sell (1914): Our Knowl edge of the Ex ter nal World.

12 Locke: the en light ened phi los o pher must be an „underlabourer“ to the em pir i cal sci en -
tist.

13 "Through out this long de vel op ment, from 600 B.C. to the pres ent day, phi los o phers
have been di vided into those who wished to tighten so cial bonds and those who wished
to re lax them. With this dif fer ence oth ers have been as so ci ated. The dis ci pli nar i ans have 
ad vo cated some sys tem of dogma, ei ther old or new, and have there fore been com pelled 
to be, in a greater or less de gree, hos tile to sci ence, since their dog mas could not be



• The history of philosophy and the history of analytic philosophy
‘are one’. (Less charitably: the history of philosophy is bunk;
philosophy is about problem-solving and technological progress,
and not about history.)14
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proved em pir i cally. ... The lib er tar i ans, on the other hand, with the ex cep tion of the ex -
treme an ar chists, have tended to be sci en tific, util i tar ian, ra tio nal is tic, hos tile to vi o lent
pas sion, and en e mies of all the more pro found forms of re li gion." (21/22) (Or to put it in 
the ter mi nol ogy of Karl Pop per, at about the same time: the de fence of logic and sci ence 
is also the defence of the ‘Open Society’ against its enemies.)

14 c.f. what Herman Philipse calls ‘The View’ („Analitici & Continentali – Bridg ing the
An a lytic-Con ti nen tal Di vide“; Tel-Aviv 1999.) „Most phi los o pher-sci en tists of the sci -
en tific rev o lu tion took the mod ern im age of na ture very se ri ously: they con sid ered it as
the true im age, while hylemorphism and many as sump tions in her ent in com mon sense
were deemed to be mis taken. As a con se quence, these phi los o pher-sci en tists had to ar -
gue that the men tal as pect of hu man be ings ei ther does not be long to (ma te rial) na ture at 
all (Car te sian du al ism) or is some how re duc ible to some thing that at first sight seems to
ex clude it (ma te ri al ism a la Hobbes or La Mettrie).“ ..."It will be ar gued that bridg ing
the di vide is less ur gent than it seems, since at nei ther side of the gulf is there suf fi -
ciently solid ground to build a bridge upon." http://xoomer.virgilio.it/flamusa/aviv.htm,
ac cessed 14.5.2005. This is a kind of ‘ideal type’ of An a lytic Phi los o phy’s con cep tion
of its own his tory. It goes some thing like this. Prob lems in mod ern phi los o phy of mind
orig i nated dur ing the rise of mod ern sci ence in the sev en teenth cen tury, a pe riod of his -
tory in the course of which the older, Ar is to te lian view of na ture came to be re placed by 
a much clearer con cep tion of the ‘ex ter nal world’. The phi los o pher-sci en tists were the
first to rec og nize the mod ern im age of na ture for what it is: the ba sis for ev ery thing else, 
and hence also the only ba sis for a study of Mind. One could re gard Mind – so goes the
ar gu ment – as some thing sep a rate from what the nat u ral sci ences tell us about the nat u -
ral world (the du al ism of Des cartes and his fol low ers) or one could try to show that
Mind is part of this nat u ral world, as the fol low ers of Hobbes and the ad vo cates of ‘uni -
fied sci ence’ have done; but that’s then the end of it: those are the only al ter na tives. The 
nat u ral sci ences are the only pos si ble ba sis for a ra tio nal ap proach to the ‘prob lem of
Mind’. 
An other way of putt ing it: the con ti nen tal/an a lytic di vide is also (per haps even pri mar -
ily) a mat ter of deal ing with com pet ing and mu tu ally ir rec on cil able historiographies of
phi los o phy. 
Not that this du al ism re mained un chal lenged. For the an a lytic tra di tion, the ac cep tance
of the illo cu tion ary as pects of lan guage was the grudg ing rec og ni tion of ar gu ments –
go ing back to Wittgenstein II – which showed the in dis sol u ble link be tween logic and
lan guage on the one hand, be tween sense cer tainty and its nec es sary com mu ni ca tion via
a sym bol sys tem on the other. Af ter Wittgenstein’s Philosophische Untersuchungen,
bar ri ers be tween for mal logic and em pir i cal de scrip tions, be tween ‘mind’ and ‘mat ter’,
be tween the ory and sub jec tive states, be gan to break down. The o ries of truth go ing back 
to Frege and Rus sell, them selves Car te sian in their cat e goric sep a ra tion of res cogitans
and res extensa, seemed less cer tain. Epistemologies which held that ev ery ques tion of
mean ing is in prin ci ple trans lat able into the lan guage ei ther of for mal logic or into the
de scrip tion of ob jects and pro cesses (the old Rus sell/Moore/Carnap/Schlicht line) did
not sud denly die out, but since Aus tin and Searle there was wide spread agree ment, at
least amongst pro fes sional phi los o phers, that such reductionisms were un ten a ble. Truth
and ob jec tiv ity could be re duced nei ther to for mal logic nor to pure de scrip tions de void



Now these four points are there in Rus sell’s think ing dur ing WWII (the
time of writ ing of his His tory) and they still de fine, in es sence, An a lytic
Phi los o phy more than sixty years later. They are, at the same time, the four
points on which Con ti nen tal Phi los o phy begs to dif fer. A gen eral comment
first.

Rus sell styl ized the his tory of phi los o phy as both ‘uni ver sal his tory’ and
as the his tory of his own Cartesianism, and in the pro cess tends to re duce
ev ery thing else to ei ther dogma or sub jec tiv ism. In do ing so he misses that
part of the Ju daic/Chris tian tra di tion which ex pressed a uto pi an ism (in the
sense of mod el ling an ideal so ci ety) and a po lit i cal ide al ism which he him -
self, in his po lit i cal work, did so much to em body. That the em pir i cal world
of ob jects and pro cesses (and the sym bol sys tems we’ve evolved to ma nip -
u late them: for mal logic, ex per i men ta tion, a me thodic ap proach to the con -
struc tion of the o ries) is sim ply un ac cept able as the last word on the hu man
con di tion is a con vic tion which has sus tained the Chris tian Church (build -
ing on both Jew ish and Greek an te ced ents) for more than two mil len nia.
The Jew ish in sis tence on eth i cal val ues and just laws, the clas si cal Greek
dis tinc tion be tween ‘the sis’ and ‘physis’, the Chris tian re jec tion of the
adaequatio rei et intellectus15 are rec og niz ably pres ent in the works of the
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of the sym bol ism of a nat u ral lan guage. No ‘p’ with out some one, a hu man sub ject, pro -
claim ing, at least im plic itly, that ‘p’ was true. From the point of view of what came af -
ter, this aban don ment of log i cal at om ism and log i cal pos i tiv ism in the sense of Rus sell
and Moore did not mean the aban don ment of the posi tiv ist pro gram as such – if by this
one means to say that only sci ence and tech nol ogy, backed up by a care ful anal y sis of
lan guage use, can be a ba sis for truth and ob jec tiv ity. It merely meant that for mal logic
and nat u ral sci ence was en riched by lin guis tics and neurophysiology (some times even
evo lu tion ary psychology) on the way to the Cognitive Science of today. In this
perspective, an analysis of speech acts – i.e. of the illocutinary aspects of language use – 
forced the incorporation of fields far removed from logic and mathematics, but did
nothing to shake the underlying dualism between facts/values, cognitions/emotions.

15 "Wie der platonische Idealismus sieht Augustinus in der Ne ga tion sinnlicher Neigungen 
den einzigen und darum wahren Weg zur Anschauung des reinen Seins. Ne ga tion des
Wandelbaren wird für ihn zur notwendigen Voraussetzung einer jeden Beschäftigung
mit Gott und seiner Offenbarung in Natur und Geschichte. Menschliches Denken soll
den Sinn göttlicher Manifestationen erst dann verstehen können, wenn es durch
Katharsis sich zur veri tas aeterna erhoben hat." Karl-Heinz Haag, „Warum das
mittelalterliche Universalienproblem nicht lösbar war“, in: Der Fortschritt in der
Philosophie, p. 37. 
Also Wal ter Schulz: „Für den christlichen Glauben ist die Welt ein Faktum: als
geschaffene wird sie vorübergehen. Die Welt gilt also nicht als eine ewige in sich
gültige Ordnung. Dementsprechend bestimmt sich der Weltbezug. Das ursprüngliche
christliche Weltverhalten ist durch eine eigentümliche Gebrochenheit geprägt. Man
nimmt Teil, und man darf teilnehmen an dem Geschehen dieser Welt. Aber man soll
sein Herz nicht an die Welt hängen. Der Mensch bleibt der Welt gegenüber ein



canonic au thors in which we now study the or i gins of mo der nity a mil len -
nium and a half later: Spinoza and Des cartes, Kant and Hegel.16 Not one of
whom would have, in their turn, ac cepted for even a mo ment the now con -
ven tional wis dom that im por tant philo soph i cal prop o si tions are an a lytic
truths, and that an a lytic truths are lin guis tic tau tol o gies. Not that these au -
thors were not con fronted, like ev ery one else, by the eclipse of the Feu dal
or der and the be gin nings of the world which Max Weber would later term
our ‘iron cage’: Sci ence and ‘The Mar ket’, na tional pride and for eign con -
quest, De moc racy and Sec u lar ism, in di vid ual hu man rights and so cial an o -
mie. But the ex treme nomi nal ism which char ac ter izes an a lytic phi los o phy
to day – the idea that the only phi los o phy of any con se quence is that of
‘con cep tual anal y sis’ – would have been for eign to them; it dates from Rus -
sell and Moore’s at tack on the Ide al ist tra di tion in Brit ish phi los o phy at the
be gin ning of the 20th cen tury,17 and can be pro jected onto an ear lier age
only at the cost of do ing procrustian vi o lence to the his tory of phi los o phy
it self.18
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Fremdling. Paulus bringt dies dialektische Verhältnis in der Formulierung des “Habens,
als hätte man nicht" zum Ausdruck.’ Das Grundgeschehen, das den Menschen wirklich
angeht und angehen soll, ist die Geschichte, in der Gott die Glaubenden aus der Welt
herausruft. Diese Geschichte ist für den einzelnen nur dann wirklich, wenn er für sich
selbst diese Heilstat Gottes ergreift, das heißt, anerkennt, daß Gott durch Christus die
Umkehr von der Haltung der Weltverlorenheit zu einem neuen Sein erwirkt hat, für das
nun der Bezug von Gott und Mensch allein wesentlich ist." („Die Dialektik van Gott,
Welt und Mensch im frühen Christentum“, in: Philosophie in der veränderten Welt, p.
253.) 

16 Not the worst ap proach to a study of Kant would be to seek the pur pose be hind the
Kritik der Reinen Vernunft a de fense, in the face of mod ern ra tio nal ism and em pir i cism,
of pre cisely that ‘oth er worldly’ noumenal sphere the def i ni tion of which is that it is not
ra tio nal, not em pir i cal, not log i cal, not un am big u ous, not for mal, and not clear – at least
not on a first read ing. c.f. Jon a than Is rael: „Ger many: The Rad i cal Aufklärung“ in: Rad -
i cal En light en ment – Phi los o phy and the Mak ing of Mo der nity 1650-1750, p. 628.

17 R.H. Lotze, F.H. Bradley, T.H. Green, An drew Seth, J.E.M. McTaggart, B. Bosanquet.
18 Jon a than Is rael: Phi los o phy was rad i cal; what’s re ally go ing on here is the ‘struc tural

change’ in phi los o phy, even more so than the pub lic sphere. „... the new Bi ble crit i cism
and rad i cal phi los o phy could eas ily be welded to a sweep ing rev o lu tion ary agenda.“ (Is -
rael 631). Spinoza was the ‘bol she vist’ of his time, and he was this on the ba sis of his
bi ble crit i cism and nomi nal ism. On ‘nomi nal ism’ c.f. Jerry Fodor: „A re vi sion ist ac -
count of the philo soph i cal en ter prise came into fash ion just af ter World War Two.
Whereas it used to be said that phi los o phy is about, for ex am ple, Good ness or Ex is tence 
or Re al ity or How the Mind Works, or whether there is a Cat on the Mat, it ap pears, in
ret ro spect, that that was just a loose way of talk ing. Strictly speak ing, phi los o phy con -
sists (or con sists largely, or ought to con sist largely) of the anal y sis of our con cepts
and/or of the anal y sis of the ‘or di nary lan guage’ lo cu tions that we use to ex press them.
It’s not the Good, the True or the Beau ti ful that a phi los o pher tries to un der stand, it’s
the cor re spond ing con cepts of ‘good’ ‘beau ti ful’ and ‘true’.“ (Jerry Fodor, 2004: „Wa -



But so much now for back ground. Let me turn now to the four ax i oms to
trace out their ef fect on the dis cus sion about iden tity, and col lec tive iden -
tity, on tol ogy.

Ax iom 1

Logic is the es sence of phi los o phy and ‘the prob lem of in duc tion’ is the es -
sence of logic.

What in An a lytic Phi los o phy19 is called the prob lem of in duc tion20 is dis -
cussed, in Kant and Hegel, and then through to Crit i cal The ory, un der the
head ing of re flec tion. The dif fer ence be tween these two con cepts is cru cial
for an un der stand ing of the dif fer ence be tween iden tity and on tol ogy in the
two traditions. 

In duc tion („a large and dif fi cult sub ject“, as Rus sell calls it21) is the prob -
lem of how we reach true and re li able knowl edge. If we can doubt nei ther
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ter’s wa ter ev ery where“ in: Lon don Re view of Books, 26, nr. 20, 21 Oct. 2004.) 
c.f. also Ray Monk: „Was Rus sell an An a lytic Phi los o pher?“ in Hans-Johann Glock
(ed., 1977) The Rise of Analytic Philosophy, p. 35. 

19 For pur poses of dis cus sion I de fine An a lytic Phi los o phy as that broad pro gram, var i -
ously called Phi los o phy of Sci ence, Phi los o phy of Mind, Cog ni tive Sci ence, Ar ti fi cial
In tel li gence, whose ba sic prem ise is that Phi los o phy in the tra di tional sense (‘Con ti nen -
tal Phi los o phy’) has been and can be re placed by the Nat u ral Sci ences and its meth ods.
(For mal logic, math e mat ics, sta tis tics.) 
c.f. Mi chael Dummet’s Or i gins of An a lytic Phi los o phy, in which phi los o phy is de fined
in terms of „the be lief, first, that a philo soph i cal ac count of thought can be at tained
through a philo soph i cal ac count of lan guage, and sec ondly, that a com pre hen sive ac -
count can only be so at tained.“ (p.4.) The ten sion with Wittgenstein’s Tractatus („The
world is ev ery thing that is the case... The world di vides into facts“) [quoted by
Horkheimer: mh_ct p. 143] is the old ten sion be tween em pir i cism and ra tio nal ism. 
c.f. Carnap: „... the whole of Science becomes Physics“, quoted in Horkheimer.

20  c.f. A.J. Ayer (1968): „The jus ti fi ca tion of In duc tion“, in, ibid, Or i gins of Prag ma tism.
„The main ob jec tion ... to Peirce’s at tempt to ex plain the mean ing of signs in terms of
their ob jects as well as their interpretants is that it in volves him in a vi cious cir cle. For
... he main tains, cor rectly, that a sign stands for some thing only in vir tue of be ing so in -
ter preted. ... Peirce tries to es cape from this cir cle by giv ing the interpretant a two fold
ob ject.“ 171. In the con ti nen tal ap proach this cir cle is not re garded as such a prob lem at
all, since ‘re flec tion’ is as much an in ter nal, psy cho log i cal pro cess as it cor re sponds to
events in the ‘ob jec tive’ world of causes and pro cess. 
One gets the im pres sion that it is just these kinds of dif fi cul ties which Ayers here dis -
cusses – of try ing to de fine truth as some thing to do with the ‘par al lel ism’ of sign sys -
tems on the one hand, ob jects and pro cesses on the other, which moved Pop per at about
the same time to aban don the no tion of a strict ‘adaequatio’ al to gether, as he did in his
ex change with Adorno. For Habermas, ‘objectivism’ is an at trib ute of hu man sub jects; it 
con sti tutes the ‘external’ world just as much as the ‘moral-practical’ stance does.

21 HoWP 641



the ev i dence of our senses nor the va lid ity of the the o ries on which the un -
de ni able prog ress within sci ence and tech nol ogy seems to be based, then
the ques tion arises: how do we get from the one to the other, from sense
data to true the ory, from ‘par tic u lars’ to ‘uni ver sals’. If we live in a
‘Tractatus’ world, then what is the sta tus of the the o ries that we for mu lated
about that world. What Hume had proved, ac cord ing to Rus sell, was „that
in duc tion is an in de pend ent log i cal prin ci ple, in ca pa ble of be ing in ferred
ei ther from ex pe ri ence or from other log i cal prin ci ples, and that with out
this prin ci ple sci ence is im pos si ble“. (647) That is, Hume’s scep ti cism
about ‘nat u ral laws’ and all ver sions of Pla tonic/Ar is to te lian logic dis -
turbed Rus sell as much as it had Kant a cen tury ear lier. He car ries on, from
the san ity/in san ity quote, above, to add, fa mously: „The lu na tic who be -
lieves that he is a poached egg is to be con demned solely on the ground that
he is in a mi nor ity... This is a des per ate point of view, and it must be hoped
that there is some way of es cap ing from it.“ (ibid.)22

Now Rus sell him self – who was as aware as any one else about the un re -
solved ten sion be tween the ra tio nal is tic and sensualistic poles within em -
pir i cism, be tween phenomenalism and phe nom en ol ogy, to use a dis tinc -
tion of Bruce Wilshire23 – seems to have ad vo cated his re stric tive con cep -
tion of phi los o phy (‘log i cal at om ism’) for much the same rea son that on the 
Con ti nent Max Weber had in sisted on the fact/value di chot omy in his
„Wissenschaft-als-Beruf“-lec ture at about the same time24: here at least, in
an un cer tain and in creas ingly war-torn world, was an area in which, even
on con ten tious is sues, con sen sus seemed at least in prin ci ple pos si ble. Du -
al ism was the price Rus sell, like Weber, was pre pared to pay for a mo di -
cum of con sen sus in at least in this one area of hu man endeavour, namely
the tech ni cal-sci en tific.25

But for those who fol lowed in his foot steps – just like Ger man Ide al ism
af ter Kant – this du al ism was deemed not ac cept able, and an a lytic phi los o -
phy to day looks back on a his tory in which this du al ism gets chal lenged in a 
num ber of wellknown steps – from Wittgenstein’s extention of logic and
math e mat ics into the area of lan guage, to Quine’s at tack on the dis tinc tion
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22 c.f. also Rus sell: „On the re la tions of uni ver sals and par tic u lars“ in: Logic and Knowl -
edge, 1956. Also: Stan ford En cy clo pe dia of Phi los o phy on line en try: „In duc tive Logic.“

23 Bruch Wilshire (2002): Fash ion able Ni hil ism.
24 http://www.textlog.de/weber_wissen_beruf.html
25 Con ceiv able that the cur rently mod ish char ac teri sa tion of an a lytic phi los o phy as be ing a 

spe cific ‘style’ re flects, once again, a widely shared con vic tion that a con sen sus on any -
thing sub stan tive is im pos si ble – least of all on the ‘large’ ques tions loom ing so threat -
en ingly on the horizon.



be tween an a lytic and em pir i cal knowl edge26, to Aus tin, to Searle’s and
Pearce’s thematisation of the pragmatics of logic and lan guage use27 and
the re jec tion of ‘sense cer tainty’ as an incorrigible foundation of
knowledge. 

I turn now to the ef fect of this on our un der stand ing of 

Identity

One has to re call that in the his tory of phi los o phy the con cept of iden tity
has been used in three quite sep a rate ways, and even in Kant they are not
kept all that an a lyt i cally dis tinct:28 
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26 W.V. Quine (1953:) „Two Dog mas of Em pir i cism“. [Fodor, op. cit: „Eas ily the most in -
flu en tial pa per of the gen er a tion, its re ver ber a tions con tinue to be felt when ever phi los o -
phers dis cuss the na ture of their en ter prise. In a nut shell, Quine ar gued that there is no
(in tel li gi ble, unquestion-beg ging) dis tinc tion be tween ‘an a lytic’ (lin guis tic/con cep tual)
truth and truth about mat ters of fact (syn thetic/con tin gent truth). In par tic u lar, there are
no a pri ori, nec es sary prop o si tions (ex cept, per haps, for those of logic and math e mat -
ics). Quine’s tar get was mainly the em pir i cist tra di tion in epis te mol ogy, but his con clu -
sions were pa tently ger mane to the agenda of an a lyt i cal phi los o phy. If there are no
con cep tual truths, there are no con cep tual anal y ses ei ther. If there are no con cep tual
anal y ses, an a lytic phi los o phers are in jeop ardy of meth od olog i cal un em ploy ment.“] 
The an cient sto icism con tained therein. Per haps also: scep ti cism about the util ity of
nam ing the ‘big’ is sues; a fear of hav ing them cheap ened and soiled: fear, death, de -
spair, hu mil i a tion – ver sus love, sol i dar ity, cre ation, pur pose, in tel li gi bil ity. In a me dia
world in which ev ery thing is trivialized and exploited, these too are dragged through the 
dirt, become stock formulae for commercial tear-jerkers.

27 Passmore: „Aus tin hoped to de stroy two doc trines: the first, that what we ‘di rectly per -
ceive’ are sense-data and the sec ond that prop o si tions about sense-data serve as the in -
cor ri gi ble foun da tions of knowl edge.“ (p. 453)

28 Neg a tive Dialektik (ND): „Das Wort Identität war in der Geschichte der neueren
Philosophie mehrsinnig. Einmal designierte es die Einheit persönlichen Bewußtseins:
daß ein Ich in all seinen Erfahrungen als dasselbe sich erhalte. Das meinte das
Kantische ‘Ich denke, das alle meine Vorstellungen soll begleiten können’. Dann wieder 
sollte Identität das in allen vernunftbegabten Wesen gesetzlich Gleiche sein, Denken als 
logische Allgemeinheit; weiter die Sichselbstgleichheit eines jeglichen
Denkgegenstandes, das einfache A=A. Schließlich, erkenntnistheoretisch: daß Subjekt
und Objekt, wie immer auch vermittelt, zusammenfallen. Die beiden ersten
Bedeutungsschichten werden auch von Kant keineswegs strikt auseinander gehalten.
Das ist nicht Schuld eines laxen Sprachgebrauchs. Vielmehr bezeichnet Identität den
Indifferenzpunkt des psychologischen und logischen Mo ments im Idealismus. Logische
Allgemeinheit als die von Denken ist gebunden an die individuelle Identität, ohne
welche sie nicht zustande käme, weil sonst kein Vergangenes in einem Gegenwärtigen,
damit überhaupt nichts als Gleiches festgehalten würde. Der Rekurs darauf wieder setzt
logische Allgemeinheit voraus, ist einer von Denken. Das Kantische ‘Ich denke’, das
individuelle Einheitsmoment, erfordert immer auch das überindividuelle Allgemeine.
Das Einzel-Ich ist Eines nur vermöge der Allgemeinheit des numerischen



• identity as a logical relationship: A=A (law of the excluded middle;
tertium non datur);

• identity as a psychological relationship: that of a human subject with 
attributes of will, volition, memory, perception – able to maintain a
more or less constant self-conception over time;

• identity as the ‘identity of subject and object’ i.e. as a thematisation
of macrohistorical processes, at the level of ‘universal history’. (The 
relationship between wholes and parts, between the ‘totality’ of
things and its components.)

Just how pe cu liar the re sults are of a fu sion of es pe cially 1) and 2) be comes
ap par ent if one looks at the way the en try ‘per sonal iden tity’ is han dled on
the widely con sulted, on line Stan ford En cy clo pe dia of Phi los o phy. Per -
sonal iden tity is ana lysed ac cord ing to sep a rate com po nents, and each com -
po nent is ex am ined for clarity and consistency. 

„What is nec es sary, and what is suf fi cient, for some past or fu ture be ing
to be you?“ 

Then co mes a list of in di vid ual themes from the lit er a ture: the ‘per sis -
tence’ ques tion, the prob lem of the ‘think ing an i mal’, the ‘psy cho log i cal’
ap proach, the ‘so matic’ ap proach. The rhe tor i cal ques tions are typ i cal for
this line of argumentation:

„What am I? What sort of things, meta phys i cally speak ing, are you and I
and other hu man peo ple? What meta phys i cal cat e gory, if you like, do we
fall un der? For in stance, are we ma te rial or im ma te rial? Are we sub stances, 
at trib utes, events, or some thing dif fer ent still? Are we made of mat ter, or of 
thoughts and ex pe ri ences, or of nothing at all?“

It is the dis cov ery of the lim its of this log i cal at om ism and ra tio nal ism (of
this „hypostatization of lo gos“, as Horkheimer called it), when ap plied to
‘mind’, which lies at the heart of Crit i cal The ory’s treat ment of the same
sub ject.29 For the young Adorno, 24 years of age in 1927, try ing to nav i gate 
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Einheitsprinzips; die Einheit des Bewußtseins selber Reflexionsform der logischen
Identität. Daß ein individuelles Bewußtsein Eines sei, gilt nur unter der logischen
Voraussetzung vom ausgeschlossenen Dritten: daß es nicht ein Anderes soll sein
können. Insofern ist seine Singularität, um nur möglich zu sein, überindividuell. Keines
der beiden Momente hat Priorität vorm anderen. Wäre kein identisches Bewußtsein,
keine Identität der Besonderung, es wäre so wenig ein Allgemeines wie umgekehrt. So
legitimiert erkenntnistheoretisch sich die dialektische Auffassung von Besonderem und
Allgemeinem.“ (Suhrkamp 1970, foot note to p. 143.) 

29 "[s]uch a hypostatization of Lo gos as re al ity is also a cam ou flaged uto pia. In fact how -
ever, the self-knowl edge of pres ent-day man is not a math e mat i cal knowl edge of na ture



his way be tween the shoals of pos i tiv ism, tran scen den tal ide al ism,
Husserlian phe nom en ol ogy and Hegel-Marx ism30, the dis cov ery of this
lim i ta tion was a for ma tive ex pe ri ence. The fol low ing quote is worth bring -
ing in full, since it marks the dif fer ence be tween the an a lytic and Crit i cal
Theory approaches to ‘mind’ with great clarity:

„It is this fact of ne glect ing the in ter nal as pects of con scious ness as the con sti tu -
tive con di tion of all ex pe ri ence which brings Freud to a cri tique of Psy chi a try and 
hence to the in au gu ra tion of the psy cho an a lytic method in the first place. Psy chi -
a try, a by prod uct of ex per i men tal Psy chol ogy ... was en tirely atomistic: and this
in an area where the atomistic mode of think ing was quite un able to deal with the
prob lems with which it was con fronted. With re gard to those men tal dis eases
whose phys i cal causes are not ob vi ous, for in stance the pa ral y ses, it knew no
other – and to day still knows no other – way of pro ceed ing than to name symp -
toms and then to clas sify and col lect these as ob ser va tions; which it then seeks to
unify, but whose re lat ed ness to the unity of per sonal con scious ness es capes it
com pletely. The symp toms, taken in the way that Psy chi a try treats them, are
mean ing less and iso lated. The Psy chi a trist is in deed able to con front the symp -
toms with the ex ter nal world and then to clas sify them ac cord ing to the way in
which they are re lated to this ex ter nal re al ity; he can, for in stance, speak of il lu -
sions when ever he meets, in his pa tients, ideas which are not in ter nally con tra dic -
tory (but which need to be re jected on the ba sis of ex pe ri ence) but he is never able 
to con tra dict these il lu sory ideas by re cur ring to the pa tient, even if he [the psy -
chi a trist] is quite pre pared to un der stand them. With that how ever the ex plan a -
tory power of con ven tional psy chi a try is ex hausted. The ques tion: why, when the
il lu sions have no sub strate in the ma te rial world, they should ex ist at all; why
they should ex ist in this par tic u lar way and not in an en tirely ar bi trary way, the
Psy chi a trist can not an swer. ... Since there is no knowl edge of the con di tions on
which the symp toms are based, it is not pos si ble for a law-like ex pec ta tion of fu -
ture changes to de rive from a de scrip tion of the clin i cal facts, and the pros pect of
suc cess ful treat ment is al ready hope less on this ba sis. The psy chi a trist [here
Adorno is quot ing Freud:] ‘has to con tent him self with the di ag no sis’ (i.e. a clas -
si fi ca tion of the symp toms) ‘and a most un cer tain prog no sis re gard ing fur ther de -
vel op ment’, (since it’s based on vague anal o gies) de spite a great deal of ex pe ri -
ence.’ Here ‘Psy cho anal y sis can do more. It pro ceeds on the assumption that
psychic phenomena have a meaning...’“31
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which claims to be the eter nal Lo gos, but a crit i cal the ory of so ci ety as it is, a the ory
dom i nated at ev ery turn by a con cern for rea son able con di tions of life." Max
Horkheimer (1972): „Tra di tional and Crit i cal The ory“ in: Crit i cal The ory, p. 198. 

30 He was writ ing his Ha bil i ta tion, Der Begriff des Unbewußten in der transzendentalen
Seelenlehre, at the time, – 1927 – which Hans Cornelius ad vised him not to sub mit.

31 GS 1, 229 ff. Writ ten in 1927, pub lished post hu mously. [own trans la tion]



Not bad for a young mu si col o gist, an tic i pat ing by de cades Charles Tay lor’s 
The Ex pla na tion of Be hav iour, and Georg Hen rik von Wright’s Ex pla na -
tion and Un der stand ing..

Within Crit i cal The ory this early ap pre ci a tion of psy cho anal y sis (and not
behaviourism or ex per i men tal psy chol ogy) as the proper point of de par ture 
for a study of the em pir i cal side of the hu man psy che was the start of an in -
flu en tial area of study, link ing Psy chol ogy to So ci ol ogy, which pro duced
such fa mous names as Erich Fromm, Her bert Marcuse, Jürgen Habermas –
and of course Adorno him self.32 It is no co in ci dence that psy cho anal y sis,
one of the most in flu en tial bod ies of thought of the last hun dred years, had
its very first uni ver sity pres ence at the Johann Wolfgang Goe the
Universität in Frank furt, un der the aegis of Max Horkheimer and the
Institut für Sozialforschung. Many feel that if it had not been for the re pres -
sion of Psy cho anal y sis by the Na zis our un der stand ing of ‘mind’ and the
psyche would be vastly more advanced than it is today.

In short: the an a lytic ap proach to iden tity – in the view of Crit i cal The ory
– is atomistic, ra tio nal is tic, unempirical, un re al is tic. It is typ i cal for what
the lead ing Bel gian psy cho an a lyst Paul Verhaeghe, fol low ing Lacan, calls
a ‘uni ver sity dis course’33. In this the uni ver sity spe cial ist is speak ing to the
un ini ti ated lay man, lay ing bare his/her log i cal fal la cies and brow-beat ing
him/her into ac cep tance of a pre sump tive uni ver sal per sonal pro noun:
‘we’, they’, ‘you’. This treat ment of the prob lem fol lows the pro ce dure of
‘log i cal at om ism’, mean ing that it names a num ber of ‘fac tors’ or el e ments
which are said to be es sen tial for an ‘anal y sis’ of the prob lem at hand. The
lis tener or reader is then ca joled into ac cept ing the im plicit nor ma tive as -
sump tions of the speaker. Whereas for Crit i cal The ory, there are ar eas of
our ex pe ri ence where it is not so much the an a lytic as the her me neu tic
which is the key.34
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32 Adorno et al (1950): The Au thor i tar ian Per son al ity. 
33 2003: Over normaliteit en andere afwijkingen.
34 c.f. Karl-Otto Apel 1979: Die Erklären-Verstehen-Kontroverse in

transzendental-pragmatischer Sicht. This is a book-length treat ment of his „Causal Ex -
pla na tion, Mo ti va tional Ex pla na tion, and Hermeneutical un der stand ing: Re marks on the 
re cent stage of the Ex pla na tion-Un der stand ing-Con tro versy“ in: G. Ryle (ed.) Con tem -
po rary As pects of Phi los o phy, 1976. In this con text a for mu la tion that I per son ally had
on my pinboard for years: „For Hegel, as for Ar is totle, the idea of law is pri mar ily that
of an in trin sic con nec tion to be grasped through re flec tive un der stand ing, not that of an
in duc tive gen er al iza tion es tab lished by ex per i ment ... For both phi los o phers, ex pla na -
tion con sists in mak ing phe nom ena te leo logi cally in tel li gi ble rather than pre dict able
from knowl edge of their ef fi cient causes.“ (G.H. von Wright [1971]: Ex pla na tion and
Understanding.) 



What now about the third of the mean ings of the con cept iden tity, that I
re ferred to above. I re fer to that om i nous and much-ma ligned ‘di a lec tic’ of
‘sub ject’ and ‘ob ject’ in his tory, which played such a prom i nent role in the
think ing of Georg Lukács and the Left-He geli ans af ter WWI, and is such a
de mon stra ble in flu ence in the work of the Frank furt School right through to 
Habermas’ The ory of Com mu ni ca tive Ac tion. Here also, the first task of the 
Frank furt School has been to thematize and make ex plicit those Ar is to te -
lian and Car te sian hab its of thought which per me ate the Uni ver sity sys tem
of the West ern world, and which An a lytic Phi los o phy has turned – in this
view – into a set of cog ni tive and epistemological blink ers. From
Horkheimer’s „Traditionelle und Kritische Theorie“, to Adorno’s Neg a tive 
Dialektik, to Habermas Erkenntnis und Interesse, the ‘cri tique of in stru -
men tal rea son’ has re volved around the phenomenological ‘rais ing to con -
scious ness’ of the tech no cratic and ma nip u la tive cast of mind which in dus -
trial is ation, sci ence and tech nol ogy, as well as the mass me dia have left on
pub lic dis course, and the ominous implications this has for de -
cision-making processes in politics. 

How this ‘di a lec tics’ works is not as un in tel li gi ble as the older ter mi nol -
ogy may make it sound. To do so it is nec es sary to say some thing about the
Frank furt School’s at ti tude to wards the mass media.

 * * *

Horkheimer and Adorno re corded, dur ing their ex ile years in the US, and
es pe cially dur ing their time in Los An geles and Hol ly wood, the be gin nings 
of a now global of news- en ter tain ment- mu sic- tele vi sion- and pub lic-re la -
tions in dus try (in re cent years ex tended by the internet) which has be come
the sole source of in for ma tion, po lit i cal opin ion, per sonal at ti tudes for an
ever-in creas ing pro por tion of the hu man race. Who ever now a days opens a
news pa per, switches on the tele vi sion, an swers his or her e-mails, speaks
on the phone, has no choice but to be pushed into the role of a con sumer of
prod ucts of a ‘cul ture in dus try’ over which they have not the least control.
What’s so problematic about this?

A re minder of the or i gins of Crit i cal The ory helps. For the Eu ro pean in -
tel lec tu als who, like the Horkheimer group, ana lysed the world with the
cat e go ries of Left-Hegelianism, the great cri ses of mo der nity – the first
World War, the Rus sian Rev o lu tion, the Wall Street crash of 1929 – were
seen as the re sult of po lit i cal de ci sion-mak ing pro cesses op er at ing un der
spe cific con straints: the con straints of the mar ket. They saw these cri ses in
other words as the re sult of too lit tle de moc racy. As long as it is the mar ket
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that has de ci sive in flu ences over po lit i cal de ci sion-mak ing pro cesses, the
bour geois world is con demned to an end less se ries of cri ses. Cri ses and
wars which have their real cause in the way in which es sen tial as pects of
our lives – ed u ca tion, the en vi ron ment, health, and above all: peace in in -
ter na tional relations – is not adequately served by market mechanisms.

It is this view of things which al low Horkheimer and Adorno, in the mid -
dle of WWII, to di ag nose the be gin ning of some thing which re ally be came
ob vi ous to ev ery one else only long af ter their death: the om ni pres ence of
mod ern mass me dia, in creas ingly be yond any thing that looks like dem o -
cratic con trol. Put dif fer ently: ed u ca tion, com merce, tech nol ogy, in for ma -
tion, ad ver tis ing and pro pa ganda are in ter con nected in a way which is un -
prec e dented for the hu man race, and could just be come fa tal in its con se -
quences. A fa tal ity which, from the per spec tive of Horkheimer and
Adorno, had to do with their anal y sis of the Weimar Re pub lic, in which a
highly ef fi cient Min is try of Pro pa ganda, by means of the me dia, had shown 
how easy it was to cre ate and ma nip u late xe no pho bic and rac ist prej u dices
in the en tire pop u la tion. The fear was: this was a model which oth ers could
em u late. This ex plains why, in the Di a lec tic of En light en ment, the chap ter
on the „Cul ture In dus try“ is fol lowed by a chap ter on Antisemitism. The di -
ag no sis of a ‘di a lec tic’ be tween mass me dia con tent on the one hand, con -
form ist-au thor i tar ian at ti tudes amongst vot ers on the other hand was spe -
cific to the Frank furt School. This ‘causal re la tion ship’ of con form ist-au -
thor i tar ian at ti tudes amongst the pub lic and the mass me dia – the lat ter both 
strenghening and ex ploit ing these at ti tudes com mer cially and po lit i cally –
was, ac cord ing to the Di a lec tic of En light en ment, the ‘to tal ity’ in which we
find ourselves. In it is to be found that „false identity of universal and
particular“ which is specific for modern mass culture.

„Fun is a bath of steel. The en ter tain ment in dus try com mands it in ces -
santly. Laugh ter be comes, in its hands, a be trayal of hap pi ness .. In the pho -
ney so ci ety of to day laugh ter has be come a kind of ail ment that has be fallen 
hap pi ness, pull ing it down into its de grad ing to tal ity. Laugh ter has be come
rid i cule, and the life which there, fol low ing Berson, is sup posed to break
through its own lim i ta tions, is in fact the be gin ning of bar ba rism, the
self-as ser tive ness which sees in ev ery so cial gath er ing the op por tu nity to
cel e brate its eman ci pa tion from scru ple. The col lec tive of the laughing
public is a parady of humanity.“ (DA 167)

In the „Cul ture In dus try“ chap ter of the Di a lec tic of En light en ment in
other words, writ ten dur ing the War, one reads about some thing which
now, in the view of many, has ma teri al ised. On the one hand the ten dency
to wards trivi ali sa tion, ‘dumbing down’, por nog ra phy and vi o lence, just
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wait ing to get trans formed „into the qual ity of or gan ised bru tal ity“ (165),
and which is such a bane for par ents and school teach ers; on the other hand
some thing one sees when one stud ies the ef fect of the me dia upon di sas ters
like ‘9/11’. Such im ages, which sur round the globe within min utes, which
are seen by count less mil lions of peo ple in al most ‘real time’, have a shock
ef fect which makes ra tio nal anal y ses of po lit i cal and eco nomic re la tions al -
most im pos si ble. Just how eas ily the an ger and fear re leased by such vi -
sions of hor ror in mil lions of peo ple at the same time can be a fer tile ground 
for po lit i cal instrumentalisation is something that we have seen in recent
years.

Let me now, by way of con clu sion, and as a way of get ting into the dis -
cus sion, re peat my open ing the sis:

1) There is a ‘di a lec tic’ be tween in di vid ual and col lec tive iden tity which is
real, which is om i nous, and which needs to be grasped if the hu man race is
to survive.
2) The study of this real di a lec tic is im peded by the long his tory of
Aristotelianism and Cartesianism in West ern thought, which pro jects onto
the ob jects of cog ni tion meth ods and prin ci ples which are ap pro pri ate and
fit ting for the ma nip u la tion of ob jects, but not for the guid ance of pub lic af -
fairs or for the un der stand ing of the human soul.
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