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REASON, POWER, AND THE PROJECT
OF EMANCIPATION

Abstract. The focus of this article is the project of emancipation — alternately
known as the Enlightenment project, or the project of modernity. The principal
goal of this project is the elimination of domination and the emancipation of hu-
manity. Having originated during the period of the Enlightenment, this project
has powerfully shaped the course of European and world history. Yet despite cen-
turies of progress, the project has still failed to achieve its goal. The article tries
to answer one question: Why has the project of emancipation failed to achieve its
goal? In answering this question I focus on the work of Jurgen Habermas — argu-
ably the most important contemporary advocate of the project of emancipation —
and his proposed solution of this problem. My analysis shows that Habermas, as
many of his predecessors, still fails to solve the problem of exclusion. The failure
to solve this problem is the main reason why Habermas and the Enlightenment
more generally fail to eliminate domination and achieve emancipation. The ar-
ticle argues that in order to solve the problem of exclusion, our civilization must
transcend the paradigm of the Enlightenment. It proposes a new theoretical ap-
proach that transcends this paradigm. The distinct feature of this new approach
is that it is articulated around the process of creation. According to the new ap-
proach, the process of creation should be the main focus of our social practice. It
also discusses some general principles of the new social practice. Further research
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along the lines outlined in this article will be essential for creating and developing
new institutional forms that would embody this new social practice.

Keywords: the project of emancipation, the process of creation, Jurgen Haber-
mas, power, domination, and exclusion.

PO3YM, BJIAJIA TA ITIPOCBITHUIILKUI1 IIPOEKT

Awnoranig. Posrisgnyro mpoekt emaHcumariii (TakoX BiJOMHil SIK TPOEKT
[TpocsitHuiTBa ab0 mpoekT MojepHiamy). MeTa NMpoekTy — 3BUIbHEHHST Cy-
CIIJIBCTBA BiJl ycix (popM JIOMiHYyBaHHS 1 eMaHcHNallii JrocTBa. Bin 3apoanBcs
y niepiozi I[IpocBiTHUIITBA 1 MaB KOJOCAJIBHUI BILIMB HA XiJl iICTOPUYHOTO PO3BUT-
Ky sik €Bpornu, Tak i Bcboro cBiTy. Hespaxkaioun Ha Te 1110 JIIOJICTBO BKe KiJbKa
CTOJIITh HAMATAETHCS 3AIUCHUTH METY TTPOEKTY eMaHCUTIaIlii JIIO/ICTBA, 0 IUX TP
BOHA 3aJTMIIAETHCS HeNOCSKHOI0. Homy? ¥ momrykax BiIITOBI/II TPOAHATI3YEMO
po6oru IOprena Xabepmaca — OJHOTO 3 HAMBUAATHIIINX Cy4acHUX (hiocodis i
coriosioris. Y ¢Boix poborax XabepMac HaMara€ThCsi BUPIIIUTH TPOGIEMY JTOMi-
HYBaHHS 1 HAKPECJIUTH TLJISAX /IO 3/IHCHEHHS TPOEKTY eMaHcuaiii. Kputnanumii
anastiz pobir XabepMaca BUSBJISIE IPUUYMHY, YOMY BiH Ta HOTO IONEPEAHUKN He
MOTJIN KapIMHAIbHO BIVIMHYTH Ha TIPo6JieMy. BUCYHYTO apryMeHT, 3riiHO 3 SIKUM
y xoHIeniii Tabepmaca, sik i KOHIIEIIiSIX OTO MONepeHUKIB, TIPUCYTHINH BUHSI-
TOK, SIKUI € OCHOBOIO 1 TOJIOBHOIO MIPUYKMHOIO IOMiHyBaHHsI. BupirieHus mpobie-
MU BUHATKY 1 IOMiHyBaHHS BUMarae nojiojaanns napagaurmu [pocsitauiirsa. Bu-
CYBA€ETHCS TEOPETUYHUIN TXI, KWl A€ MOKIJIMBICTh BUPIIIUTH 1110 TIPOOJIEMY.
TosloBHUM y HOBII TapaUTMi € Te, 110 Ha BiMiHY Bij napagurMu [IpocBiTHUIITBA,
BOHA He BUKJIIOYAE ITPOIEC TBOPEHH:, a IPUIMA€E HOro sIK TOJOBHUI ITPUHITUIIL.
Taxuil miaxig ga€ MOKJIUBICTD MOBHICTIO YHUKHYTH BUKJIIOYEHHH, K€ CJIYKUTH
OCHOBOIO JIOMiHyBaHHs. PO3TJIgHYTO TOJOBHI MPUHITAIIM HOBOI CYCHIJIBbHO-TIOJI-
TUYHOI TIPAKTUKH, SIKa € BTIIEHHSM Ii€l mapaaurMu. BrasaHo Ha HeOOXigHICTh
MO/IAJIBIIIOT TEOPETHYHOI i TPAKTUYHOI poOOTH /It BUPOOJIEHHS IHCTUTYIIHHUX
(opMm, 1110 BTIJTIOIOTH 1[I0 HOBY ITPAKTHUKY.

Kmouogi coBa: mpoekt emancumnaiiii, mporiec TBopents, IOpren Xabepmac,
BJIaJIa, IOMIHYBaHHS, BUHSTOK.

YM, BJIACTb U ITPOCBETUTEJIbCKUI MMPOEKT

Annoranus. PaccmaTpuBaeTcst IpOeKT aMaHcUTIAIINK (TaKyKe M3BECTHBIN Kak
npoekT IIpocBerenust um npoekt Mogepuuama). Ilesb mpoekta — 0cBoOOsK I€e-
Hite 0011ecTBa OT BeeX (hopM IOMUHUPOBAHUS U OMaHCUTIANNST YesoBedecTBa. OH
3apoauscs B iepuoj [Ipocsernenus 1 mMes1 KOJ0ccaabHOE BIMSHUE HA X0/ UCTO-
puueckoro pazButus kak EBporbrl, Tak u Bcero mupa. HecmoTps Ha TO uTO Ueso-
BEYECTBO Y3K€ HECKOJIBKO CTOJIETU TIBITAETCS OCYIECTBUTD 1€JTh TPOEKTa IMaH-
CUTIAIIMY Y€JIOBEYECTBA, /10 CUX TIOP 9Ta 11eJIb OcTaeTcs HepocTukuMoii. [Touemy?
B momnckax otBeTa Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, TipoaHaausupyem paborsl IOprena Xabepma-
ca — OJTHOTO M3 CaMbIX BBIIAIOIINXCS COBPEMEHHBIX (PUI0CO(OB 1 COMMOIIOTOB.
B cBoux paborax Xabepmac 1mbITaeTcsi pa3pentuThb IpodieMy JOMUHUPOBAHKS 1
HAuepTaTh IyTh K OCYIIECTBJIEHUIO MTPOEKTa aMaHcuna. Kputudecknii aHa-
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sm3 pabot Xabepmaca BBISIBJISIET IPUUYUHY, TOYEMY OH M €rO TPEeANIeCTBEHHUKN
He MOTJIU pa3pentuTh 9Ty 1mpobseMy. CTaThst BHIIBUTAET apIyMEHT, COTJIACHO KO-
TOpoMy B KoHIenun XabepMaca, Kak ¥ KOHIIEIIUSIX €ro MPeANIeCTBEHHUKOB,
MPUCYTCTBYET MCKJOUEHNE, KOTOPOE SIBJSETCSI OCHOBOW U TJIABHOW TMPUYUHOM
JIOMUHUPOBaHUs. Petierne mpobieMbl HCKIOUYEHHS U JOMUHIUPOBAHUST TpeOyeT
npeojiosieHnd napaaurmel [IpocBemenns. BoiiBuraeTcst TeopeTuuecKuii moaxo/,
KOTOPBIiT Ia€T BO3MOKHOCTD PENIUTD 9Ty 1pobsieMy. [JIaBHBIM B HOBOII TTapa/nr-
Me SIBJIIETCS TO, UYTO B OTJINYUU OT napaaurMbl [IpocBeniennsi, oHa He UCKII0Ya-
eT MPOIIeCC TBOPEHMUsI, a MPUHUMAET €ro KaK IJIAaBHBIH 0Opa3yonii IPUHITHIL
Takoii TTOX0/1 JIaeT BO3MOKHOCTD MOJHOCTHIO N30€KaTh UCKITIOYEHHUST, KOTOPOE
CIIY>KMT OCHOBOW JIOMUHUPOBaHUA. PaccMOTpeHbl HEKOTOPbBIE IJIaBHbIE TTPUHIIN-
IIbI HOBOI 00IIECTBEHHO-TTOJIUTHYECKON MTPAKTUKH, KOTOPast SIBJISIETCS BOTLIOIIIE-
HUEM JJAaHHOI TTapajurMbl. YKa3bIBaeTCsl Ha HEOOXOAMMOCTH JaJIbHENIIel Teope-
TUYECKON ¥ TPAKTUYECKOI pabOoTHI [IJIst BBIPAOOTKN MHCTUTYITHOHAIBHBIX (hOPM,

BOILJIOMIAIOMIUX 9TY HOBYIO ITPAKTUKY.

KmoueBsbie cioBa: 1poeKT aMaHcHUTIAIMK, TTpollecc TBopenust, IOpren Xa-
6epmac, BJIACTh, JOMUHUPOBAaHNE, UCKJIIOUEHHE,

Problem statement. From the early
stages of civilization, dreams about a
just order have been at the core of hu-
man history. Much have changed over
the course of centuries but these dreams
preoccupy us today just as much, if not
even more so, as they have millennia
ago; and as in the past, they revolve
around the issue of power. What is an
equitable distribution of power? What
political order can achieve such distri-
bution? How can we organize our life
so as to achieve such equitable distribu-
tion? These and similar questions have
preoccupied us for a very long time.
There have been repeated attempts to
achieve this goal in numerous uphea-
vals and revolutions. Yet despite much
suffering and many human lives lost, we
are still no closer to this goal than we
were centuries ago.

Few traditions have devoted more
attention to this monumental task than
the tradition of the Enlightenment.

This tradition has dominated and con-
tinues to dominate our civilization for
the last two and a half centuries. The
belief in reason — our capacity for ratio-
nal thought — is the focal point of the
Enlightenment tradition. Those who
embrace this tradition hold firm to the
conviction that the power of our mind
is infinite, that there are no problems
we cannot solve, no limits that we can-
not overcome. Humans, in their view,
can and should use this power to orga-
nize social life in way that is rational,
equitable and just, and that would bring
freedom, prosperity, and happiness to
all members of society. Such was the
dream that inspired the Great French
Revolution, the American Revolution,
and many other revolutions that have
followed since.

Considering the main preoccupa-
tion of the Enlightenment project with
politics and society, power has, natu-
rally, been one of its major foci. Thin-
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kers of the Enlightenment argued that
using reason and rationality to con-
trol and guide power was the essential
condition of human emancipation. The
pursuit of this goal has been relentless.
It has produced many remarkable theo-
retical breakthroughs and has, in many
ways, shaped our current political and
social order. Yet despite many signifi-
cant achievements, the project of the
Enlightenment has failed to achieve its
goal that has proven to be very elusive.
Reason and power do not appear to be
any closer to each other today than
they were during the Age of Reason.
Moreover, some even argue that the
Enlightenment tradition is degene-
rating into some earlier forms of social
organization. Michel Mafessoli, for
example, argues that post-postmo-
dernity is characterized by the aban-
donment of individualism and a rever-
sion to neo-tribalism and nomadism
[1].

The Goal of the Article. By analyz-
ing the works of Jurgen Habermas, one
of the most important contemporary
advocates of the Emancipation Project,
the article will show the reasons why
the Enlightenment tradition has failed
to resolve the problem of emancipation.
It will also outline a new approach that
makes the solution of the problem pos-
sible.

Analysis of the works of Haber-
mas. Habermas, as many others [2],
sees domination to be the principal
obstacle to the realization of the eman-
cipation project. Like many others [3],
he sees exclusion as the main source
of domination. As Kahn observes,
for example, one persistent theme in
Habermas’s oeuvres is that “the state
has deeply ‘sedimented rules’ which,
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largely through legislative, judicial, and
administration regulation and reform,
force the exclusion of interests, that is
to say, the political articulation of the
aims and desires of the whole popu-
lation, in ways which are not readily
apparent” [4]. Therefore, determining
conditions that constrain exclusion is
Habermas’s major preoccupation.

In his solution of the emancipation
problem, Habermas places his hopes on
what he calls “communicative action” —
the concept he borrows from Hannah
Arendt but considerably rethinks —
and communicative reason that embo-
dies the logic of such action. According
to Habermas, communicative action
and rationality permeate intersubjec-
tive relations that populate the domain
that Habermas calls the lifeworld, or
the public sphere of interactions among
the equals [5].

In his view, discursive opinion- and
will-formation that take place in the
lifeworld should constrain the sphere
of strategic subject-oriented action
and serve as the source of its legitimat-
ing [6]. Habermas seeks is to insulate
the sphere of communicative action
from any attempts by strategic reason
to colonize it. The two spheres should
be completely separated “with posi-
tive law functioning as the mediator
and translator between the two [6,
p. 10]. Thus by creating conditions for
unimpeded and unfettered exercise of
communicative reason, by securing
control of communicative reason and
power over other forms of power and
rationalities, Habermas seeks to fulfill
the promise of the Enlightenment pro-
ject — creating social and political
order in which human reason would
reign supreme.




At first glance it may seem that
Habermas’s theoretical perspective
with its strong bias for radical demo-
cracy and the emphasis on communica-
tive reason provides a solution to the
problem of exclusion and domination.
However, on close analysis, his theory
reveals a paradox of the lingering subtle
and persistent presence of exclusion. As
it turns out, Habermas predicates his
solution to exclusion on ... exclusion.
He seeks, for example, to exclude stra-
tegic subject-oriented action and rea-
son from the realm of communicative
action. This fact has not escaped the
attention of several critics [7]. Amy Al-
len finds, for example, that Habermas’s
attempt “to attempt to insulate com-
municative action and power from the
pernicious influence of strategic power”
to be “unreasonable and unattainable
even at the conceptual level” |6, p. 4].

Habermas’s insistence on insulat-
ing the sphere of communicative action
from strategic reason indicates that he
views strategic reason as a diametrical
opposite of, indeed a threat to, com-
municative rationality. The question
is: why does he see the relationship
between strategic and communicative
reason in this way? Or, rather, under
what conditions one will see this rela-
tionship as antagonistic?

It is not difficult to recognize in the
dichotomy that Habermas constructs
between communicative reason, with
its orientation toward the object, and
strategic reason, which is subject-ori-
ented, the analogy with the traditional
subject-object dualism [8].

The appearance of the subject as
completely separate from the object
and diametrically opposed to it is pos-
sible only if there is a gap between

the two. Indeed, this gap is present in
Habermas’s theoretical perspective. It
is foundational, or constitutive of his
theory. It is not logically derived from
some other proposition, nor is it a pro-
duct of empirical observation. It is what
Kant has defined as synthetic a priori
judgment, or self-evident truth. It is
an axiomatic organizing principle that
Habermas uses to organize his know-
ledge about reality. Habermas does not
justify the positing of this gap. On the
contrary, he uses this axiom to justify all
other propositions in his theory. Haber-
mas accepts this axiom uncritically and
without proper consideration.
Habermas’s acceptance of this axiom
is hardly unique. The traditional dualis-
tic approach toward the subject-object
relationship has been and still remains
prevalent in our civilization. But chal-
lenges are not uncommon. One impor-
tant challenge came from Jean Piaget.
In contrast to Habermas who bases his
conclusions on theoretical consider-
ations, Piaget draws his observations
from the groundbreaking empirical
studies in child development that he
conducted over the years [9]. These
studies show that the subject and the
object are not separate from each oth-
er; in fact, they are intimately related:
both emerge as a result of the process
of creation. This process of creation
is the main focus of Piaget’s studies.
He has forcefully argued, for example,
that as the child constructs reality, the
child also constructs his/her own mind.
As one changes, so does the other. In
other words, the two are interconnec-
ted. They are two poles of one continu-
um formed by the process of creation.
And, as such, they complement rather
than oppose each other [10, p. 20—22].
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Habermas’ philosophical and socio-
logical views have been strongly influ-
enced by the theoretical legacy of Jean
Piaget. In his essay “Toward a Recon-
struction of Historical Materialism,”
for example, Habermas recognizes his
debt to the father of genetic epistemo-
logy when he writes: “Only the genetic
structuralism worked out by Piaget,
which investigates the developmental
logic behind the process in which struc-
tures are formed, builds a bridge to his-
torical materialism” [11].

However, in appropriating Piaget’s
legacy, Habermas has significantly de-
viated from the original. According to
the theory of communicative action,
communication constitutes the basis
of social life. It is, in Habermas’s view,
predicated on the ideals of truth, ob-
jectivity, and rationality. These ideals
are implicit in formal logical operations
that, according to Piaget, are charac-
teristic of the later stages of the child’s
development [12]. In his discussions of
the development of formal logical ope-
rations, Piaget has emphasized that
they evolve from concrete operations
that are ultimately rooted in the orga-
nism’s physiology and biology, that is,
in the sphere of unconscious functions
of the organism. In other words, by
inverting Piaget, Habermas has ex-
cluded from his frame of vision the en-
tire process of creation emphasized by
Piaget. With the removal of the process
of creation, the subject and the object
have emerged as irreconcilable and dia-
metrically opposed to each other.

The unresolved dualism in Haber-
mas’s theoretical perspective is the in-
evitable result of his failure to embrace
the process of creation discussed by
Piaget. The view of the relationship

344

between the subject and the object as
antagonistic sets the subject-oriented
action, or assimilation (to use Piaget’s
terminology) in opposition to the ac-
tion oriented toward the object, or
adaptation (in Piaget’s vocabulary).
Thus, Habermas’s theoretical perspec-
tive has set instrumental/strategic
reason against communicative rationa-
lity.

The exceptional importance that
Habermas attributes to rational con-
sensus puts the emphasis on common-
alities at the expense of differences.
Despite his acknowledgement of race,
class, gender, and minorities issues for
constituting more equal and autono-
mous relations, Habermas tends to
downplay if not outright diminish their
role in the sphere of communicative ac-
tion. Many feminists, for example, criti-
cized Habermas for paying too little at-
tention to gender differences [13]. Jean
Cohen, an observer undoubtedly sym-
pathetic to Habermas, reproached him
for his “peculiar blindness to gender
issues” [14]. Many researchers have ex-
pressed their skepticism about Haber-
mas’s “confidence in abstract reason”
as one-fits-all cure to address social
and political issues particularly rele-
vant to gender, race, and ethnicity [15,
p. 12]. There is, however, very little that
Habermas offers to dispel this skepti-
cism [15, p. 12]. He is hardly oblivious
to the fact of these exclusions from his
analysis but insists that they can only be
discussed in “the light of declared stan-
dards [of communicative reason]|”, thus
reducing them to precisely the abstract
rationality that the proponents of these
issues criticize and doubt. According
to Habermas, one can assess the op-
pression of ethnic, cultural, gender, and




other groups only “in the light of this
one basis standard [16, p. 466—67]".

Also, according to Habermas, the
adoption of communicative attitude
should serve the purpose of producing
consensus based on “criticizable vali-
dity claims.” Reaching consensus re-
quires the emphasis on commonalities
and the exclusion of differences. Com-
monalities, as useful as they may be
in maintaining social stability, gener-
ate stasis. Differences, by contrast, are
very productive and play an important
role in enriching our life and produc-
ing new levels of organization of reality.
The suppression and exclusion of diffe-
rences, again, voluntary or not, will cer-
tainly constrain the capacity and pace
of evolution.

The exclusion of the gender, race,
ethnicity and minority issues is indica-
tive of a more general tendency to ex-
clude social power — the power of mo-
ney, connections, and privilege — from
the list of potential threats in Haber-
mas’s idealized view of the communi-
cative sphere. Amy Allen has provided
a detailed analysis of this tendency in
her essay “The Unforced Force of the
Better Argument: Reason and Power
in Habermas’ Political Theory” [6]. She
concludes that given “the pervasive-
ness, depth, and systematicity of asym-
metrical social power relations — along
lines of class, gender, race, and sexual-
ity, for example — and given the ways in
which such power relations are consti-
tutive of the identities of their targets,”
Habermas’s expectation of blocking the
communicative sphere from the asym-
metries of strategic social power as un-
realistic, to say the least [6, p. 18].

One cannot omit from this rather
long list of exclusions that Habermas

introduces, the exclusion that one may
find particularly disconcerting. This
particular form of exclusion has to
do with the stringent conditions that
Habermas imposes on his communica-
tive agents. According to Habermas,
those who act in the communicative
sphere must possess a special attitude
and a number of competences required
to produce rational understanding and
consensus. First and foremost, they
should adopt the communicative atti-
tude, that is, they must abandon their
orientation toward the subject:

[ Clommunicative rationality carries
with it connotation based ultimately
on the central experience of the uncon-
strained, unifying, consensus-bringing
force of argumentative speech, in which
different participants overcome their
merely subjective views and, owing to
the mutuality of rationally motivated
conviction, assure themselves of both
the unity of the objective world and the
intersubjectivity of their lifeworld [17,
p. 10].

Communicative agents, according
to Habermas, have a responsibility to
“behave rationally.”

“O]nly those persons”, he writes,
“count as responsible who, as members
of a communication community, can
orient their actions to intersubjectively
recognized validity claims” [17, p. 14].

Habermas recognizes the stringency
of the demands that he articulates. “My
position”, he writes, “is that those who
understand themselves as taking part
in argumentation mutually suppose, on
the basis of the pre-theoretical know-
ledge of their communicative compe-
tence, that the actual speech situation
fulfils certain, in fact quite demanding,
preconditions” [18, p. 255]. But it is on-
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ly if these conditions and demands are
fulfilled that the lifeworld “would gain
a singular transparence, inasmuch as it
would allow only for situations in which
adult actors distinguished between suc-
cess oriented and understanding-ori-
ented actions just as clearly as between
empirically motivated attitudes and
rationally motivated yes/no positions”
[19, p. 145].

The requirement to adopt a special
kind of attitude, acquire particular
competences, and “overcome” subjec-
tivity certainly appears as a limita-
tion imposed on the individual. This
constraint on free expression creates a
problem with regard to the freedom of
the individual to which Habermas re-
mains strongly committed. Habermas,
however, deftly resolves this problem
by emphasizing the voluntary nature
of this renunciation of subjectivity. Ac-
cording to Habermas, the individual of
his or her own free will subordinates
himself or herself to what Habermas de-
fines as the “unforced force of the better
argument.”

The idea of a voluntary renunciation
of one’s own subjectivity is vulnerable
on two counts: theoretical and empiri-
cal. The self is a product of our creation.
The process that we use in construct-
ing reality around us also constructs
our self. Therefore, any changes that
take place in our mental operations
also necessarily lead to changes in the
way we see or approach reality. Con-
sequently, any attempt to suppress or
limit our own self, voluntarily or not,
must constrain our understanding of
reality. Can we impose such constraint
on ourselves? Can we undo what we
have already constructed? Can we un-
learn what we have already learned?
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The obvious answer to these ques-
tions is “no, it is impossible.” There-
fore, a voluntary or involuntary adop-
tion of a limiting constrain on our own
self is incapable of limiting anything.
The self is unlikely to be affected even
if we decide to adopt this attitude. It
will simply be foreclosed, bracketed,
and forced underground, to use Dosto-
evsky’s potent metaphor. Such volun-
tary bracketing will simply remove the
self from our radar of conscious con-
trol, which will render the self uncon-
trollable. The self is likely to reemerge
with vengeance and all the arrogance
of righteousness for making an effort to
deny itself.

The psychological qualities and dis-
cursive competencies that Habermas
requires for his communicative agents
are extremely demanding. Many prac-
titioners who have witnessed real de-
liberative forums have to acknowledge
that the Habermassian communicative
agent is a far cry from real participants
in such events. Numerous empirical
studies in psychology, politics, demo-
cratic theory and practice, and other
cognate areas lead to one inevitable
conclusion:

“..compelling evidence that the
maintenance of coherent beliefs and
preferences [that Habermas’s theory
stipulates] is too demanding a task for
limited minds”. Limited minds are ex-
actly what human agents possess ...
Quite simply, Habermas is reliant on
agents who, while explicable in theo-
retic terms, are practically unavailable
in psychological terms [20, p. 316, 328,
774).

This and similar conclusions sug-
gest that many real people do not fit
the image of a communicative agent




that Habermas has conjured. There-
fore, there is a very real possibility that
a large number of individuals will have
to be excluded from the communicative
sphere.

As Habermas himself has recog-
nized, exclusion is the source of domi-
nation. The above discussion shows
that Habermas’s theory presupposes
not one but a number of exclusions:
the exclusion of the process of creation
from the frame of vision, the exclusion
of the irrational and subjective from the
communicative sphere, the exclusion
of instrumental reason and strategic
power from the lifeworld, the exclusion
of differences and social power, and fi-
nally the exclusion of many real people
who may not qualify to graduate as
Habermassian communicative agents.
Exclusions, as many believe, do not
solve problems; they merely force them
underground from where they mani-
fest themselves in some distorted and
perverted form. Habermas’s exclusions
are no exclusion, and like any other
exclusion they must create an opening
for domination. As noble as Habermas’s
intentions are in completing the pro-
ject of modernity, the preceding analy-
sis indicates that the path he charts is
unlikely to meet these expectations
precisely on the terms that Habermas
himself accepts as necessary.

The main argument. The preceding
analysis shows that there are several
forms of exclusion that plague Haber-
mas’s theoretical perspective. As all
exclusions, these also open the path
toward domination. As one can see,
Habermas does not solve the problem
of exclusion and domination and with-
out such solution the realization of the
Enlightenment project remains very

much in question. But is there a way of
resolving this problem? Is there a way
to avoid exclusion? Can we create soci-
ety where there would be no exclusion
and no domination?

As the preceding discussion also
shows, the persistence of exclusions in
Habermas’s theory is traceable to one
fundamental cause: Habermas's failure
to integrate the process of creation into
his frame of vision. If that is the case,
then the path to solving the problem of
exclusion and domination lies through
the integration of the process of cre-
ation into our frame of vision. What
effect will this integration have on our
view of reality, the choices that will be-
come available to us, and the actions
we can take? What social and political
forms will emerge from our new vision?
It is impossible to provide detailed an-
swers to all these questions in one even
avery long paper. No one person or even
a group of people can accomplish this
task. It will require creative efforts in
theory and practice by many individu-
als. The best this paper can do is to pro-
vide some basic observations regarding
the main contours of such solution.

The first observation one should
make is that in contrast to Habermas’s
communicative model, the process of
creation does not work on the basis of
consensus, that is, by emphasizing com-
monalities and excluding differences.
On the contrary, differences play a very
important productive role in this pro-
cess. In the course of creation, differ-
ences are not suppressed or eliminated.
The creation of new and more powerful
levels and forms of organization require
the integration of differences, not their
exclusion. The early development of a
child provides a good illustration [9].
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Children are born with several re-
flexive functions — visual, audio, tac-
tile, gustatory, and olfactory — that are
rooted in the organism’s physiology.
These functions have nothing in com-
mon (except for the fact that they be-
long to the same child); they are, one
could say, totally incommensurable to
each other. Yet few months after birth,
the child succeeds in creating the level
of neural organization that coordinates
and integrates all these initially incom-
mensurable functions and create the
level of organization that is much more
powerful than any of these functions or
their sum total. This new level of or-
ganization offers much more powerful
tools that the child can use in his or her
relationship with reality. The process
of creation plays the key role in accom-
plishing this enormous task.

Let’s take, for example, two func-
tions: audio and visual. These two func-
tions are initially totally independent of
each other. In order to conserve them-
selves, these functions have to stay ac-
tive: the more they are active the better
they are conserved.

Initially, these functions have their
own specific activators: photons of light
and sound waves. As the child develops,
he or she coordinates these two func-
tions and eventually connects them,
that is, the child begins to “see”, when
s/he hears, and “hear”, when s/he sees.
In other words, when the child hears
mother’s voice, the sound activates not
only neurons related to hearing but also
neurons related to vision. The child be-
gins to look around searching for a fa-
miliar image. When the two functions
are combined, they are activated twice
as often than prior to their combina-
tion. As a result, each function is twice
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as active than before and, therefore, is
much better conserved. The mode that
conserves them better is selected for fit-
ness.

This advance in child’s behavior is
not a product of integration on the ba-
sis of commonalities — in fact, the two
functions have nothing in common; it is
a result of the integration of their dif-
ferences. There is no equivalent here
of Habermas’s “consensus-seeking” in
this integration. The process that cre-
ates this new and more powerful level
of organization — the level of symbolic
thought — integrates differences be-
tween the audio and the visual func-
tion, and thus conserves them. As this
example shows, the process of creation
works by creating new and more pow-
erful levels and forms of organization
that include less powerful levels and
forms (in this case the audio and the vi-
sual function) as its particular cases. It
conserves differences, rather than dis-
cards them.

It has been argued elsewhere [21]
that the process of creation is also a
system. It is a system that includes
other systems; its level of organization
includes all other levels and forms of
organization of reality — past, present,
and future. These new and more po-
werful levels of organization create new
possibilities and provide more power-
ful tools for realizing these possibilities.
In other words, the process of creation
creates power and this power empowers
us. Thus the process of creation is the
source of power.

If inclusion is the source of our
power, then by excluding differences
and creating conditions for domina-
tion, we diminish our power. Power
and domination have nothing in com-




mon. They are actually opposed to each
other.

The exclusion of people and ideas
inhibits the process of creation and re-
duces power that could be otherwise
produced by integrating differences
into new and more powerful levels and
forms of organization of reality. The
power generated by the process of cre-
ation offers new possibilities and new
choices that enhance our freedom. It is
for this reason, as some argue, that po-
wer is integrally connected with free-
dom, while exclusion and domination
are not [22; 23].

Since exclusion and domination do
not produce power, they cannot com-
pete with inclusion that generates po-
wer. By enhancing the process of cre-
ation and generating more power
through inclusion, we can eliminate
exclusion and domination — these two
principal obstacles to the realization of
the Enlightenment project.

The above suggests that the first
step toward the realization of the eman-
cipation project should be the recogni-
tion of the crucial distinction between
domination and power as two totally
different species. We should embrace
the process of creation as the process
that empowers us and incorporate it
into our frame of vision. This process
should become our main focus of our
social practice.

As this paper also suggests, when
we exclude the process of creation from
our frame of vision, we focus entirely on
particular product or products of this
process to the exclusion of all others.
Such exclusion opens the path to domi-
nation. And domination makes the pro-
cess of evolution and the generation of
new and more powerful levels of orga-

nization of reality more difficult, less
efficient, and often wasteful. The focus
on the process of creation works against
the preoccupation with specific pro-
ducts. With the focus on the process,
we will be less likely to absolutize these
products at the expense of the process.
We will try to conserve the process first
and foremost. The process of creation,
its unimpeded and uninterrupted evo-
lution should become our main preoc-
cupation, the most important product
by which we will judge our producti-
vity. We must unshackle the process
that increases our power and realizes
our potential.

Since the process of creation works
on inclusion and empowerment, the
greater the number of people who are
empowered through their engagement
in the process of creation the more
powerful we all are. The broader our
approach to empowerment and inclu-
sion is the closer we are to the realiza-
tion of the Enlightenment project. This
conclusion resonates with a variety
of perspectives that have become in-
creasingly visible and vocal lately in
connection with the perceived deficit
of democracy in the world. These per-
spectives (such as, deliberative, direct,
and participatory democracy) critique
liberal democratic theory and the eli-
tist practices of modern representative
democracy. They also advocate broad
empowerment of all members of society
and their inclusion into the process of
democratic decision-making [24].

Demands for broad empowerment
and inclusion are not unproblematic.
They raise a number of important the-
oretical and practical issues concern-
ing the relationship between broad
participation in decision-making and
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hierarchies; in other words, between
hierarchical and non-hierarchical in-
teractions, between leaders and those
they purport to lead. These issues have
been examined in detail elsewhere [25]
and do not need to be examined here.
There is one question, however, that
should be addressed for the purposes of
this article: Is the continued existence
of hierarchies an impediment to the re-
alization of the Enlightenment project
and the elimination of exclusion and
domination?

There are quite a few theoretical
perspectives that address the issue of
the continued existence of hierarchies.
While these perspectives serve as valu-
able sources of ideas, most, if not all of
them have one common problem: they
do not incorporate the process of cre-
ation in their frame of vision and, as a
result, they see hierarchies and net-
works as ontologically separate and op-
posed to each other [25].

In discussing the problem of hierar-
chies and leadership, one should keep
in mind that hierarchies and leaders
are not fortuitous and arbitrary pheno-
mena; they are not some tragic aber-
ration in human evolution, as many
opponents of hierarchies argue. They
are a product of this evolution. Non-
hierarchical interactions require regu-
lation. Regulation represents a level of
organization that is more powerful than
that of the entities it regulates or their
sum total. And a more powerful level of
organization means hierarchy.

The principal function of regulation
is reflective. In other words, it is non-
local and capable of detaching from and
reflecting on the entire system and all
the interactions among its subsystems.
Because of their location in the liminal
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space between the system and its envi-
ronment, hierarchies and leaders that
perform this function are in the posi-
tion to reflect critically (that is, observ-
ing at the same time the system and also
themselves as a part of the system) on
all interactions among the agents and
subsystems of the system. The latter,
by virtue of their position, can reflect
only on local interactions. For this rea-
son, leaders are in the position to per-
ceive new and more powerful levels of
organization created by all interactions
within the system, as well as recognize,
promote, and facilitate the consolida-
tion of these new levels of organization.
Their role in this capacity has nothing
to do with command and control, that
is, transmitting decisions from above to
those below and overseeing their imple-
mentation. Leaders must appreciate the
enormous creative power of local in-
teractions and be closely attuned their
variations. Since they rely, or super-
vene, so much in what they do on these
interactions, they should promote, reg-
ulate, and facilitate them, not obstruct
and disrupt them by trying to dominate
them. It is a sensitive and delicate, and
highly creative role that involves both
cooperation and two-way adaptation.
This role also has an enormous creative
component. Since systems constantly
evolve, they require integration of their
local and global operations. This inte-
gration is a function of leadership. In
order to integrate local and global le-
vels, leaders must express operations on
the global (regulatory) level in terms
of local interactions. This task requires
the creation of a level of organization
that has sufficient power to incorpo-
rate both local and global operations of
the system as its particular cases. It is




a highly creative role that ensures the
continued evolution of a system.

The relationship between the lea-
ders and those they lead cannot be one
of domination. It requires cooperation
and close interaction in the common
creative work that sustains the evolu-
tion of the system. Such cooperation
can only be effective if there is a ba-
lance between hierarchical and non-
hierarchical interactions, between hi-
erarchies and networks[25]. Leaders
should not see their role as that of ul-
timate arbiters whose word is decisive
and final — far from it. The notion of a
leader as the ultimate arbiter without
whom there will be chaos and instabi-
lity is due to a fundamental flaw in the
current view of reality that excludes
the process of creation from its frame of
vision. In this perspective, there are no
clear and rational validity criteria that
can help make an informed and objec-
tive selection of the choice that offers
the most power. As has been argued
elsewhere, this approach largely relies
on subjective choices of those at the top
of the hierarchy [25]. The reason why
we tend to defer decisions to leaders is
precisely because we do not have objec-
tive and rational criteria of validation.
In the absence of such criteria, all de-
cisions are subjective and equal. Re-
cognizing all decisions as equal is likely
to lead to chaos and instability and no-
body wants to argue for disorder. As a
result, the common current default is
to defer to the decision of those at the
highest levels of the hierarchy because
even a bad decision that preserves or-
der is deemed better than chaos and in-
stability. How many times have people
ultimately paid the price for limitations
of their leaders?

The evolution of human systems
vitally depends on mechanisms and
procedures for making decision on the
basis of rational and objective criteria.
The perspective that incorporates the
process of creation offers such criteria.
This perspective offers the approach to-
wards validating knowledge and mak-
ing decisions that is non-exclusive and,
at the same time, non-relativistic.

There is an extensive literature that
discusses inclusive ways of approaching
validation of knowledge and decisions.
Although there are numerous differenc-
es and even disagreements, the contri-
butions on this subject provide the ge-
neral contours for such approach [26].
As has been indicated earlier, the com-
binatorial power is what distinguishes
one level of organization of reality from
another. Therefore, we can use com-
binatorial power — or in other words,
inclusiveness — as one important crite-
rion for validating knowledge and deci-
sions. The more inclusive a decision, an
approach, or a theory is, the greater is
its combinatorial capacity and, there-
fore, the greater is its validity.

Legitimate disagreements should
not trigger power struggle where one
perspective seeks to de-legitimate and
eliminate another. Rather, they should
motivate a search for another, more in-
clusive (even if orthogonal) perspective
that would construct the level of orga-
nization that would dissolve dissonanc-
es; competing positions will become
particular cases in such comprehensive
whole.

Such approach stands in stark con-
trast to the dominant current practice
of knowledge production and decision
making that tends to be exclusive. Hi-
erarchies seek control over knowledge
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production and decision-making and
silence alternatives. Control over fund-
ing, exposure, publishing, appoint-
ments, and simply brute force provide
ample opportunities to enforce ortho-
doxy. More often than not, knowledge
production turns into an exercise of
power.

We can no longer afford a system of
validation that depends on conformity
and access to power. An efficient, de-
mocratic, and open system of knowl-
edge production and decision-making
should be based on a better under-
standing of what constitutes knowl-
edge and how it is produced. Such sys-
tem requires the institutionalization of
more open, inclusive, democratic, and,
ultimately, more rational practices in
validating knowledge and allocating re-
sources. As has been stated earlier, the
more inclusive a knowledge system is,
the more extensive is its combinatorial
capacity the more powerful it is. Inclu-
siveness and power (in the Goédelean
sense), not conformity to dominant
trends, should be the most important
criteria in assessing knowledge and de-
cisions.

Critical awareness and introspection
isanother important criterion. We often
pay lip service to critical judgment and
just as often forget that critical judg-
ment concerns, first and foremost, our
capacity to examine critically our own
premises, organizing principles, and
self-evident truths. We should exercise
a conscious and deliberate control over
our own ‘truths’ and unconscious biases
rather than allow old and tired ideas
that hinder knowledge production to
dominate. Critical awareness is essen-
tial for the efficiency of knowledge pro-
duction.
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Decisions we make — be they about
managing our enterprises, organiza-
tions, or governments — should always
be guided by one and only one consid-
eration: they should be always focused
on the continued evolution of the pro-
cess of creation of new and more power-
ful levels and forms of organization of
reality. Our decisions cannot be based
on power derived from the authority
of a hierarchy. Such approach is hardly
rational. There is only one source of
power for us humans and that is the
new and more powerful ways in which
we organize reality, including our own
mind. The organization of human sys-
tems, including our civilization, the
structuring of our public space should
reflect this understanding.

The above describes only some of
the aspects of the realization of the
Enlightenment project. We can realize
this project only by going beyond the
Enlightenment. This paper has only
touched on this rich subject full of in-
ternal complexities. We are still at the
very beginning of the path that leads to
the implementation this grandiose task.
As we advance along this path, we will
encounter many new problems, iden-
tify new issues, and offer new solutions.
As this paper has argued, the project of
the Enlightenment is, by definition, by
the very fact that it must be based on
inclusion, cannot be the work of one in-
dividual or even a group of individuals.
It must involve the entire human race.

Conclusion. This paper argues that
our civilization can realize the emanci-
pation project and eliminate domina-
tion. As this paper has shown, power
and reason are intimately related; and
both are related to freedom. In fact, all
three have the same source: they all




originate in the process of creation of
new levels and forms of organization of
reality. We have inherited this process
from the evolution that preceded the
emergence of the human race. The rea-
lization of the current and future possi-
bilities that this process has to offer still
awaits its fulfillment. The most power-
ful tool that we have, our consciousness
has not yet grasped the full import of
this process. It is our task and the task
of future generations to embrace this
process fully and use its enormous ca-
pacities for our benefit and the benefit
of the world in which we live.

Just like any other system, our civi-
lization can only sustain itself by con-
tinuing to evolve, creating new levels
and forms of organization. A system
that does not evolve disintegrates. As
has been argued elsewhere [25], rea-
lity does not tolerate status quo. In the
process of continued creation we must
produce new and increasingly more po-
werful tools for reconstituting reality in
eternal cycles of renewal.
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