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Abstract

This dissertation clarifies, discusses and elabsrah the method of Jirgen Habermas’
philosophical enterprise: rational reconstructibhe method is designed for a systematic
reconstruction of the intuitive knowledge of cong#tsubjects, as well as the collective
knowledge of traditions. By explicating a normatoantent inherent in a set of different
practices, a critical standard is established agawich actual practices can be evaluated.

In the first articleHabermas’ method: Rational reconstructibdescribe the method’s
main features, and based on this outline | demateshrow the method is employed in two of
Habermas’ research programs: formal pragmaticgtantheory of social evolution. In the
second articleHabermas and the political sciences: on the relaldp between theory and
practice | demonstrate how Habermas unites theory andipeaibhrough a mode of analysis
which is descriptive and normative at the same tintleen proceed to show how the method
is employed in Habermas’ theory of deliberative deracy.

In the third articleSocial philosophy: a reconstructive or deconstnetliscipline |
present the method of rational reconstruction keyafactor in Habermas’ transformation of
the original program Horkheimer established fotical theory in the early 1930s.
Horkheimer claimed that social philosophy shoulcthbemative and descriptive and at the
same time establish a dialectical relationship betwphilosophy and the empirically oriented
sciences. My argument is that rational reconstuatepresents a fruitful transformation of
this program. It enables the critical theorist tarkvboth normatively and descriptively at the
same time while the reconstructed core concepisratses possible a dialectical relationship
between philosophy and the social sciences. Theemrof communicative action is a critical
normative concepdescribingconstitutive ideals which at the same time candes to
normativelyassesshe quality of discourse. Furthermore, the concepicreasingly being
employed by empirically oriented political scietdishus establishing a dialectical
relationship between the philosopher and the saciahtist. This interpretation suggests that
the very fact that reconstructed concepts are ktaken up and used as starting points in
empirical theories is a kind of corroboration o theory.

In the fourth paperjustification and applicationthe revival of the Rawls-Habermas
debate | discuss the challenge from Rawls’ second majank, Political Liberalism | defend
Habermas’ against Rawls’ claim that his theoryosiprehensive and thus not able to give a
good account of political legitimacy for modern isties characterized by the fact of



reasonable pluralism. | also demonstrate that Hiahgrtheory of political legitimacy has
some crucial advantages as a critical theory wisictot to be found in Rawls’ conception.

An implicit theme in the different articles whichmade explicit in the introduction is
the relationship between philosophy and empiricaree. | argue that the research on
Habermas has not managed to grasp what | refex tteegphilosophy/science interplay due to
its lack of focus on the methodological aspectsatbnal reconstruction. Thus, the proposal |
defend is that reading Habermas through the lenatioinal reconstruction provides an often
missed opportunity to understand the complex @tatip between philosophy and science in
Habermas’ writings. This is important because efpglomises it holds for the cooperation

between philosophy and (social) science.
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INTRODUCTION!

The philosophy of Jirgen Habermas has been widddgtéd the last 50 years. In fact, his
work has been so much discussed that it is no tqpagsible to have a comprehensive
overview of the secondary literature. Embarkinglmproject of writing this PhD
dissertation, it was therefore surprising to fihdttthe method he has followed in his different
research projects has not been subject to morgafeHabermas characterizes this method as
rational reconstructionand it is this method which is the object of tstisdy® Throughout, |
shall argue that Habermas’ methodical innovatigmesents an interesting but problematic
way of confronting a series of basic questionsgoairig both to epistemology and ethics as
well as to political philosophy.

The method of rational reconstruction is desigioec systematic reconstruction of
“the intuitive knowledge of competent subjects”vadl as the “collective knowledge of
traditions”? This method is based on the assumption that therermative content implicit
in a set of social practices, and that collaboratietween philosophy and what Habermas
refers to as the reconstructive sciences can expltbis content. The explicated normative
content provides a critical standard against whictual practices can be evaluated.
According to Habermas, the normative content — tvloen be discovered through empirical
reconstructions of a set of different practice®nrstitutes preconditions for these practices.
However, in contrast to traditional transcendeptalosophy after Kant, rational

reconstruction is described as an empirical sciariteh yields fallible knowledge.

! The Faculty of Humanities at the University of Bem has recommended that “the PhD thesis can be a
monograph or consist of 3-4 articles with an intrciibn which outlines the overall argument and sumshe
essence of the articles. The introduction shoule the same length as a scientific article withia televant
field of research”. These are recommendations & fhagd to follow, although | must admit that tiroduction
has become a rather long article. See http://wwaanoihf/forskning/forskerutdanning-ved-det-humaisiss-
fakultet/forskerutdanningslopet/avhandlingen

2 However, it should be noted that in the last cewgilyears a growing interest in Habermas’ mettardle
found in works such as Iser 2008 and 2009, Gau8 aGthd b, Hedrick 2010, Honneth 2009 and Celikates
2009. Prior to this “second generation” of writings rational reconstruction a number of earliertdbations
should also be noted. The most important being Mit@a.978, Alford 1985 and Baynes 1989. For a more
comprehensive overview of the secondary literaseearticle 1 and 2.

% Habermas describes the method in different waysesimes as a reconstructive procedure and sonmetima
methodological attitude. In line with the estabéidHiterature on rational reconstruction | shallspeaking of
the method of rational reconstruction (see McCatt®y8:276 and Iser 2009:364). A method is a sysiema
procedure to obtain knowledge, and in the casatainal reconstruction it is a procedure for makimglicit
competencies and knowledge explicit. The term nafioeconstruction was not coined by Habermasstheen
employed by Hempel and a number of analytic phppdsos within the tradition of logical positivism asll as
by Lakatos. For the former, rational reconstruct®fconcerned exclusively with the logical andteysatic
aspects of sound scientific theorizing and the Kadge claims it yields” (Hempel: 1988:293), wher&asthe
latter, the research process is the object ofmraticeconstruction (1970). | shall not discuss ahthese theories
here as they clearly differ from Habermas’ undewitag of rational reconstruction.

* See Habermas 1979:9 for the first part of thisnitisn, and Habermas 1987:399 for the latter.



After introducing the concept of rational reconstion in 1973, Habermas keeps
coming back to this theme in a number of writingstshing from 1973 to 2011. Thus, the
primary motive behind the different articles insthiissertation has been to clarify and discuss
what the method of rational reconstruction is, ding these different texts together in a
systematic way. However, | have also attempteceteldp the method of rational
reconstruction in various directions, focusing bothempirical designs of research projects
which start out from Habermas’ key concepts as agllliscussing it against other
(re)constructive projects (Rawls, Honneth).

There are two main reasons for this focus on raticeconstructionFirst, Habermas
IS, in my opinion, able to provide important indiginegarding both how to do philosophy and
how empirical social sciences can enter into caatp@r with philosophy. But in order to fully
realize the potential of Habermas’ writings, inescessary to further develop some of the
themes Habermas himself has not treated in aaetiisf manner. In short, my main point is
that Habermas obscures the status of rational steation when stating that the hypotheses
produced by rational reconstruction shall be testduotectly by being used as “inputs in
empirical theories”. The importance of this poinggests a thorough elaboration which
Habermas has not been willing to give. Becausaisf t shall argue, a specific interpretation
of some aspects of Habermas’ writings on ratioeabnstruction is required.

This particular interpretation of rational reconstion yields a distinct understanding
of what | refer to as the philosophy/science ingrpwhich in my opinion is crucial both for
philosophy and for empirical social science. Thi#gsopher must draw on the findings of
empirical social science when working out its ba&sincepts, and these concepts must prove
their validity through successful application in@rncal research projects. | argue that
Habermas, at least to a certain extent, has lipet this challenge. But, and this is my
secondpoint, this dimension of Habermas’ thought is cegptured in standard interpretations
of Habermas, and the particular philosophy/scientplay is not sufficiently grasped in the
literature on rational reconstructibhus, the proposal which | shall defend in this

introduction is that reading Habermas through #ms lof rational reconstruction provides an

®> A more detailed description of the methodologaspects of the dissertation can be found in se&ibalow.
® In particular, as | shall argue in section D, idhe most important contributions to the literaton rational
reconstruction, produced by Mattias Iser and Da@Baalis have not captured what | refer to as the
philosophy/science interplay. The result is an ust@@ding of rational reconstruction which is napable of
bringing out its full potential.



often missed opportunity to understand the relatigmbetween philosophy and science in
Habermas’ writings.

In order to demonstrate this | shall start wittiscussion of three representatives of
what Habermas refers to as reconstructive scie@esmsky, Piaget and Kohlberg (A). This
entry into the writings of Habermas allows me tou® on a crucial aspect of his thinking: the
detranscendentalization of reason, meaning routjalythe knowledge achieved through
rational reconstruction is “not necessary, but higptical, not a priori but empirical, not
certain, but fallible” (Bohman and Rehg 2009). Ba#l reconstruction can be understood as
the means to this end. Based on this outline, ll shsequently present what | see as the
crucial characteristics of rational reconstructiang the division of labour it prescribes
between philosophy and the empirical sciencesl({@pgn proceed with a presentation of the
different results of the four articles (C). In thext section (D), | shall address some of the
other approaches which have recently focused anedtreconstruction, and in the final

section (E) | will present my main conclusion.

(A) THE RECONSTRUCTIVE SCIENCES: CHOMSKY, PIAGET ANKOHLBERG

On Habermas’ account, the reconstructive sciented® ‘Up the pretheorethical knowledge of
competently judging, acting and speaking subjexsyell as the collective knowledge of
traditions” (Habermas 1987:399). The relationsrepa®en philosophy and the reconstructive
sciences is a difficult topic which I shall retumlater?® but Habermas suggests both a
division of labour between these two approaches ahithe same time his conception of
philosophy draws heavily on insights from theoiatis such as Chomsky, Piaget and
Kohlberg. To understand this difficult interplaghall start by introducing some key aspect of
the work of these three. The reader should bearimal that these theoreticians are examined
here primarily to achieve a better understandingatfermas’ theories. Therefore, this
presentation will neither be complete nor exhaestivis rather an inquiry in the service of a

" This means that the introduction develops furfmne implicit themes which are introduced in thekes but
which are not fully realized there.

8 It should be noted at the outset that the terrodinstructive sciences” as a description for ChomBiaget and
Kohlberg is Habermas’ term. A more traditional lelvbich would probably be more in line with thefsel
understanding of these three would be to say tiegt &re cognitive scientists.

° Habermas describes it as a “delicate relationsfhiigbermas 1990 b: 34).



specific goal, and that goal is to achieve a beitelerstanding of rational reconstruction as
the methodical approach underpinning Habermasarekseprograms?

Habermas utilizes a central theme from each ofttreee thinkers he draws upon.
Chomsky’s universal grammar aims to reconstrugfuistic competence, whereas Habermas
transforms this idea in an attempt to reconstrantrounicative competence. Piaget
introduces a theory of a universal developmentitloegarding children’s cognitive
development, elements of which Habermas claimdeanansferred to collective learning
processes. While Habermas employs the formal aspéétiaget’s theory of cognitive
development, the substantial content is primanfiuenced by Kohlberg’s thoughts on the
demarcated stages of moral consciousness.

The reconstructive sciences provide Habermas witlodel for his own research: they
are all concerned with making an implicit universainpetence explicit. They also focus on
presuppositions, but the analysis of presuppostisnas opposed to Kant, empirical, not
transcendental. Chomsky is concerned with the ppasitions for grammatical competence,
while Piaget focuses on presuppositions for forop@rational development. Kohlberg
analyses the presuppositions for moral developrmferd, finally, they all understand their
investigations as developing research programshwdmwvance strong theoretical claims

which must be corroborated through empirical redear

Chomsky*

Noam Chomsky’s (1928-Syntactic Structuresom 1957 has transformed linguistitin
several areas. His nativist hypothesis which fotimesbasis ofenerative grammairs

regarded today as an important alternative to fiyelppdynamic, the behaviorist and the
social constructivist theories of language. Chondkyms that children are programmed to
learn language from birth, that linguistic develarhis as natural as physical development.
The disposition to develop language is universatctly correlated to structures in the brain.
These structures contain rules and principles dov bur language will be constructed. The

underlying assumption is that the brain is a ctilbecof modules, in which the various

19 Because the focus in this section is to achievetter understanding of Habermas’ method, | shulbiscuss
critically the way Habermas reads Chomsky, Piagdtkohlberg.

1 My exposition of Chomsky relies primarily on Chdysl965 and 2002, but also on Habermas 1979 and
Faarlund 2005. Chomsky'’s research program has ojgeélsubstantially since the early phase that | am
considering. An excellent account of this developt@an be found in Chomsky 1986.

12 chomsky maintains that generative grammar is aitisg science, and therefore his research faltieuthe
rubric of psychology (Chomsky 1986:5).



modules are specialized to handle different forfiaformation. One of these modules is a
language module.

Chomsky employs first a decisive distinction besweompetencandperformance
Competence concerns a language user’s unconsaioudddge of their own language, while
performance encompasses the manifestation of ttowledge, which would be use of
language in concrete situations (Chomsky1965:&hhmsky also notes that competence
involves implicit knowledge, and that it is notettly linked to the ability to make use of
such knowledge. The reason for this is that langueg (performance) cannot be an object
for reconstruction in the same way as an idealcedpetence. Chomsky further limits the
concept of competence solely to grammatical conmgetat being generative grammar’s
object of study.

Chomsky is preoccupied with how children can Idanguage as quickly as they do,
and in relation to this, presents his universahgrear. He localizes universal grammar in the
aforementioned structures of the brain and as&tshey form the starting point for a
language user’s eventual fully developed linguistmpetence. Chomsky conceives of
universal grammar as the initial state childrenksme into, being prior to the learning of a
first language.

This means that it is the capability for languadech is the object of study.
Generative grammar can therefore be defined agstamm of rules that in some explicit and
well-defined way assigns structural descriptionseantences” (Chomsky 1965:8). The task of
this science is ultimately to make explicit our anscious knowledge of our own langudde.

One of Chomsky’s central hypotheses is that lagguearning in children proceeds
through various states, and that these stateb@atme for all languages. There exists no
marked variance between different language groeyes) though there are pronounced
individual differences within any given group.

The fundamental question that Chomsky claims caimgpéheories of language
cannot adequately provide an answer to is this: ¢enwchildren learn a first language so well
and so quickly when there is a disconnect betweernput they receive and the competence
they acquire? Language mastery is successful moathal cases, while other cognitive
activities, such as mathematics, exhibit very largeation in the eventual competence a child
acquires. As mentioned, Chomsky regards humarengsidge using creatures born with a
grammatical brain structure. The language spegratnmars manifest their function when a

13 As Chomsky notes, the term ““generative” meanimot more than “explicit”™ (Chomsky 1986:5).



child begins to be exposed to linguistic inputhait first years of life. Put another way, there

exists both a universal and a particular grammar:

The grammar of a particular language, then, istsupplemented by a universal
grammar that accommodates the creative aspecugiidagye use and express the deep-
seated regularities which, being universal, argtechifrom the grammar itself
(Chomsky 1965:6)

The passage above is significant. Chomsky holdsieavarious directions in modern
linguistics have set too much focus on particutangmar. Understanding how children learn
language quickly and relatively independently & gnovided input requires the postulation
of a universal grammar. This, Chomsky says, maigsssible to explain how an open-ended
(infinite) system can be learned, yet another exar@homsky employs to criticize traditional
linguistics. The answer is that language is inénwhile grammar is finite. With the aid of a
limited rule set, one can thereby generate anitefimumber of sentences. It follows that there
exists an enormous creative potential in the coatlins of rules and words our language
contains.

On one level, generative grammar has the existehaeainiversal grammar as a
fundamental premise. In this sense it could be rgtded as a postulate. But Chomsky always
insisted that there was more to it than that. Hieety is based on observations and logical
conclusions. Observations concern two factors:dzéii’s ability to learn language quickly
and early in their development, as well as the ttaat language exists in all the cultures and
societies we know of. The logical conclusions iwesl the complexity of grammar and the
fact that children master their language as ealhay do, as well as the fact that children
have the ability to produce an infinite number tiértances from a finite grammar (Farlund
2005:138).

Still, the theory claims to produce hypothesesclwimust be subjected to empirical
testing. Part of the theory’s attractiveness muesh e understood on the basis of its ability to
come up with new hypotheses which are in needrtti¢u corroboration. Farlund claims that
there are primarily two ways the hypothesis of ensal grammar can be tested. First, by
studying the grammar of a concrete language, atwhske by bringing in data from new
languages (Faarlund 2005:139-140). The numeropsrieal studies carried out to test the
different hypotheses produced by Chomsky suggasstime of his hypotheses were too



strong. Still, generative grammar is clearly amtmgmost important paradigms within

linguistic theory today?

Piaget®

The Swiss biologist, psychologist and theoreti@éacience Jean Piaget (1896-1980)
originated the concept of genetic epistemologheaty of the origin and development of
knowledge. Genetic epistemology represents onleeoiitost important contributions within
cognitive developmental psychology. Piaget drewnupis extensive knowledge in the
natural sciences, such as biology and zoology, mugether with a longstanding interest in
epistemological questions shaped his writing. He®ty is considered cognitive because it
primarily focuses on the ability to interpret ancliate situations, to thereby rationally come
to a decision as to the best course of action.ePiagintained that there exists universal ways
in which to think and reason in problem solvingd d@imat this reasoning process develops
through qualitative stages. He arrived at this tgsion through a series of empirical studies
of children’s intellectual development.

Piaget claimed that cognitive development ocdursugh four qualitatively different
stages. These stages are identified ase¢hsorimotostage, from 0 to 2 years of age; the
preoperationaktage, from roughly 2 to 7-8 years of age;dbecrete operationadtage, from
7-8 to 11-12 years of age; and foemal operationaktage, from 11-12 years of age and
through an adult life. Thus, Piaget conceives efldarning process as decentration, where
the child’s perspective becomes less egocentriaraoré decentrated as the child matures:
“Cognitive egocentrism... stems from a lack of diffietiation between one’s own point of
view and the other possible ones” (Piaget quotdeeiterman 1997:6).

Piaget’s stage theory supports a theorgedfelopmental logicThe thesis builds upon

four assumptions. First, a child’s cognitive deypeh@nt must be said to contain clearly

1 n article 1 (p 468), | outline the characterigéatures of Habermas’ formal pragmatics. Here dalas takes
Chomsky’s idea of a reconstruction of linguistierqzetence as a model for his own reconstruction of
communicative competence. Habermas’ formal pragmmdtnitially called universal pragmatics) aims to
reconstruct, or to make explicit a universal comioative competence. This research program is glearl
modelled on Chomsky'’s thinking. “The assumptiothist communicative competence has just as univarsal
core as linguistic competence” (Habermas 1979126)vever, Habermas sees the innateness thesisasiig
for a pragmatic theory of speech acts. Communieatompetence is not innate, but acquired through
socialization. Thus, it makes more sense for Haberm regard this competence as a “result of ailegr
process that may — like cognitive development exgbense of Piaget’s cognitivist approach — follonateonally
reconstructible pattern (Habermas 1979:20).

15 My explanation of Piaget is primarily based ongetal 970 and 1972, but also Rarvik 1980 and Breiner
1978.



defined phases of intellectual development. In oti@rds, the process must be able to be
described as a discontinuous process rather thantauous one. A child’s development
exhibits qualitatively different stages, not jusjwantitative cognitive growth. Secondly, each
individual must progress through the same stagdsisame way. The formal operational
stage is therefore not achievable without havirgj fpassed through the previous stages.
Thirdly, the stages are hierarchically arrangece [Evel of the formal operational stage
represents a higher stage of development due tathéhat it includes elements from the
other three stages. Finally, each stage must totestin integrated whole, a holistic element
in Piaget’s thinking which | shall return to below.

The most important singular concept in Piaget#othtical framework is cognitive
structure (see Piaget 1970). The concept refdisetéorm or pattern cognition exhibits within
each of Piaget’s stages of mental developmentcotisitive structures are abstract objects in
the sense that they cannot be directly observésinidt possible to measure a cognitive
structure, despite Piaget’s perception of theneak On the contrary, Piaget asserts that we
can deduce cognitive structures’ real existenctherbasis of what the cognitigententin
the various stages have in common. Piaget’s arguismeoughly the following: no one has
ever observed, or directly measured the existehaa electron or a gene. Nonetheless, we
know that they have a real existence, thus it3e pbssible to postulate cognitive structures
(Brainerd 1978:18-19). These deep lying structaredocalized in the manner in which
infants, children and adults reason through angesptactical problems.

Cognitive structures are, according to Piagetheeiinnate nor statit® They evolve
and change in the course of the developmental psoddis process, which Piaget terms an
equilibration process, is made up of four charasties which are highly relevant to our
discussion. In general, an individual finds onegathin one of the aforementioned stages,
coinciding with the controlling cognitive structuii@ that level. These cognitive structures
are only able to negotiate a limited set of ch@ésn The organism, which is Piaget’s
biological form of expression, is then faced wittyjpe of information the given cognitive
structure is unable to successfully manage. Tiesgdgnitive structure is unbalanced,
requiring an adaptation which could negotiate tew,runmanageable information. The new
structures which are formed in this process theeedppear more stable than those at the

previous level. It follows that increasingly fewstuations are encountered which are capable

16 piaget specifically challenges Chomsky’s “innatenehesis” (see Piaget 1970:87) in a passage hth t
noteworthy title “Are linguistic structures socfakmations, innate or the result of equilibration?”



of stimulating an imbalance since the new cognisitractures contain a broader register
regarding the negotiation of novel challenges.

Piaget also develops a theory of moral developniégre, Piaget is primarily
concerned to show that there are two clearly ddfimays of thinking in moral questions:

First, one can act from nonsymetrical respect, hirctvone submits to the limits of
authoritative prescriptions, be it regulative orgmmal (restrictive morality). Secondly, one
can act from a position of mutual respect in whtbinpugh cooperation and agreement, one
arrives at moral action (reciprocal morality) (Ri#&r¥980:27). The fundamental hypothesis
Piaget develops and claims to have confirmed thrdug empirical studies, is that there is a
development in children leading from restrictiveraliy towards reciprocal morality.

Piaget started out by observing how children whieirgking and acting in play. This is
where his theory took shape and his hypothesitestém emerge. In order to test them, Piaget
told short stories to children, and afterwardsriieaved them. One example of this procedure
is sufficient here. It concerns children’s evaloatof consequence and intention (objective
and subjective responsibility) in the context ofrhful action. Piaget claims that children’s
justifications for such actions are of central imipdo what degree a child evaluates the
consequences of a harmful action, or whether pensarily focused on the intention behind
the action, can provide pointed information ab@stnictive or reciprocal morality.

One story was about a person who did harm withaderstanding that it could have
occurred (clumsy behavior). Another told of harmakhcame about due to a conscious act.
Piaget’s interviews, which were directly tied t@ thtories, showed that appreciation of
consequences sank with age, as the appreciatioteations increased. After 10 years of age,
there was seldom an answer that clearly showedl/soteevaluation of consequence, in
accordance with Piaget's expectations (Rarvik 128p:

Brainerd notes three important characteristichisf tmnethod. First, it finds itself
positioned between psychology’s two standard methibds neither a pure experimental
method (based on manipulation) nor a pure surwgystin which one only measures without
manipulation). The degree of manipulation appearsdrease with the age of the child.

Secondly, there are uncommonly few subjects (abiiim the studies, a point problematized

In article 1, | demonstrate how Habermas’ analyatisnalization as a dialectical process of leagnivhich
adopts much of Piaget’s view as to how the tramsitietween different stages occurs.



by Piaget’s critics. Thirdly, the procedure varies great degree from one subject to the

next. In other words, a standard procedure is dioegd to (Brainerd 1978:39-4F).

Kohlberg"®

Habermas has primarily drawn upon Lawrence KohisgiP27-87) work as it pertains to
moral development. Kohlberg, who studied under &iagrther refined much of Piaget’s
thinking in moral developmental psychology. On liasis of empirical investigations which
follow more or less the same formula as Piaget’'skwidohlberg presents three primary
levels for moral development. Each of these lelialstwo secondary levels such that,
together, there is a stage theory containing sfereint stages. These developmental stages
are universal, and should be traceable acrossralittontexts. They are also, as in Piaget’s
research, hierarchically ordered and irreversiblne direction of progress. Also for
Kohlberg, moral development is characterized bytithesition from the concrete to the
abstract, from the particular to the universal finch the egocentric to that which is marked
by mutuality and respect.

During thepre-conventionalor pre-moral level, a child’s action is not digpilished
by norms or rules. According to the theory, a cBihdws no concern for others, nor shows
any sign of acting from a feeling of duty. Whenhala evaluates their actions, it is done from
an orientation towards punishment and obedienaghtRiction means, in short, obedience to
authority in order to minimize punishment and maxmreward.

The somewhat more developed, or mature, formdtom within the pre-conventional
level is termed a naive instrumental hedonism. ddreect moral act is here defined as that
form of action which immediately satisfies one’srointerests, or in following rules which

accomplish the same satisfaction of self-intewsthis level, elements of mutuality and

8 1n article 1 (p. 474), | outline Habermas’ theoffysocial evolution. The theory of stages, the thied
cognitive structure, and the concept of decentnaf particular importance to Habermas. It i the content
of the stage theory which is of importance to Haimes, but it§ormal characteristics. Thus where Piaget’s
theory supports a developmental logic for individdevelopment (ontogenesis), Habermas arguesdonitar
developmental logic in social evolution (phylogasgd-urthermore, Habermas models his theory aisoc
development on Piaget’s equilibration process deisgy a dialectic process between the cognitivéntedogical
and the moral-practical sphere. Still, Habermaticges the way Piaget uses the concept of eqaitlior.
Following Piaget too closely on this point wouldpiiythe danger of committing the naturalistic fajla“Every
attempt to view the superiority of higher-level eslements, which are measured in terms of the italid
problem-solving attempts, strictly functionalterms places the specific achievement of cogsitivi
developmental theory in jeopardy. If what is truermrally right could be analyzed in terms of wisat
necessary for the maintenance of system boundarées;ould not need rational reconstruction” (Hab&sm
1990 b:34-35). Habermas thinks that Kohlberg's thé® corrected for these flaws.

9 My discussion of Kohlberg is based primarily ontitzerg 1981, but also on Habermas 1979 and Rarvik
1980.
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respect can be distinguished, but this is inteegreinly as an expression of the child giving

something in order to receive in return. Or as Halas phrases it: reciprocity is an element
of “you scratch my back and I'll scratch yours, nbtoyalty, gratitude or justice” (Habermas
1979:79).

At theconventionalevel there is an understanding that honoringdhaly’s, group’s
or nation’s expectations is valuable in itself, just something done out of self-interest. Right
action is thus defined by conformity to social eoénd norms. Kohlberg operates with five
characteristics at the conventional level. The fgsnarked by moral stereotypy, that a child
refers to particular people in their explanatiohsght and wrong. The second characteristic
is intentionality, or that an act is evaluated frtima intentions of the actor (cf. Piaget above).
The third is characterized by a positive, activd ampathetic description of that which is
morally good. The fourth is characterized by sévigjt or that a person is receptive to
recognition and criticism. The fifth characteriggddentification with a dominant person or
the goals they may have (Rarvik 1980:99-100 andieoly 1963:26).

The mature form of the conventional orientatioplaees the “good girl”, one who
primarily does that which adults wish from withiheav and order orientation. The child
orients themselves over time towards the desireadimtain the social order, achievable by
following socially given norms and rules.

At the post-conventiondkvel the orientation changes from forms of exaéauthority
such as parents or the social order, to an inteutanomous orientation where the individual
follows its own conscience. The individual orieitslf in accordance with contracts and
agreements where laws and rules receive a fixeasimgaSo far, this is very similar to the
conventional stage. There is, however, an impodéfd@rence. Individuals who find
themselves at this stage take a critical stancaridsvthe actual social norms. They think
reflexively, i.e., that they evaluate what theiplof action should be in relation to the
concrete choices available. Principle is paramaegardless of what others may think. This
stage differentiates itself further from stage$\@ 4 by being oriented towards democratic
group decisions rather than being oriented toweotsrete persons. Individuals are also
more engaged, and show a greater degree of duty #iry accept and respect the laws and
rules they are confronted with. The post-converaidevel is also divided into two stages.
The fifth stage thus represents a contractualgal lerientation, while the sixth stage is
defined by a universal ethical principle orientat{&grvik 1980:101).

At the pinnacle, the sixth stage distinguishesvben legal rights and duties and moral

rights and duties, in which the latter are saidattk higher. In this case, actions are not
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sufficiently justified merely through legal justition. Individuals orient themselves
according to their own conscience, and from abs({faomal) moral principles such as the
categorical imperative or the golden rule (Rgn8i8@:101 and Kohlberg 1963:28). Other’s
reactions to a given act are given much less creddrhe decisive factor is one’s own
conscience which is guided by some form of univeagon principle. Moral norms are
tested at this level according to how well they oaget the demands of universal validity.
Right action is therefore that action we can padeuall humanity is capable of accepting.
Individuals at this level are concerned with huregnality, and universal human rights are
prominent®

Kohlberg’'s famous Heinz dilemma is a good illustmatof the way he works.
Conducting research on the justification resporglamuld give to different moral dilemmas,

Kohlberg presented the following story and question

In Europe, a woman was near death from a very Ismdise, a special kind of cancer.
There was one drug that the doctors thought mige ser. It was a form of radium
for which the druggist was charging ten times whatdrug cost him to make. The
sick woman’s husband, Heinz, went to everyone lekio borrow the money, but he
could only get together about half of what it cé#t. told the druggist that his wife
was dying, and asked him to sell it cheaper ohilet pay later. But the druggist said,
“No, | discovered the drug and I'm going to makenapfrom it.” So Heinz got
desperate and broke in to the man’s store to gtealrug for his wife. Should the
husband have done that? Why? (Kohlberg 1981:12duaotHabermas 1990:39-40)

From the theorist’'s perspective, the crucial pa@ntot what the respondents thinks that Heinz
should do, but how they justify their recommendagiol he answers given enabled Kohlberg
to identify justifications belonging to each of thi& stages mentioned above. But the
guestions posed would also enable the respondentfieéxively engage their own pre-
theoretically grounded moral judgeméht.

2 |n article 1 (p 478), | demonstrate how Haberndpés the different stages introduced by Kohlbarg i
phylogenesis. And, as we shall see in the nexisedfohlberg is also relevant in a discussionhef status of
rational reconstruction.

21| can not go into in detail the massive critiquatthas been levelled against both Piaget and Kalere.
But | would like to mention the differeiypesof critique which are normally directed againgithresearch: 1) it
is a fundamental problem that children are idesdifas egoists from birth, thereafter to be so@dlinto moral
relations, thus becoming moral creatures. Critmstpout that psychological studies show that akitdvery
early on can show trust, comfort and be generotls ethers; 2) Piaget and Kohlberg focus primariy o
cognitive ability in children’s development. Emat®are therefore not given sufficient attentionCayol
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The model provided by the reconstructive scienaasperhaps best be summed up
using the term research program. Chomsky provigesadigmatic example: He considers
his own work and the many empirical projects caroat within the same tradition as open
ended, ongoing research programs always recejtirevision and the rethinking of their
basic concepts. Thus, instead of regarding therdiffice in opinion, as well as the many
revisions that have been undertaken within genergiammar as a serious problem, they are
considered as evidence that the discipline is altgestrength consists of its ability to
“provide answers to a range of empirical questams opens up a variety of new ones to
inquiry while suggesting a rethinking of others’h@nsky 1986:5). This conception of an
open ended research program, which shall geneypteheses which are to be tested
empirically, is familiar in science, but perhaps as familiar as a philosophical approach. In
the next section | will discuss how Habermas trams$ this ideal into a philosophical
research program.

For Habermas, it is also of vital importance thiaiget and Kohlberg are committed
neither to the relativistic nor the foundationatierstanding of competence. With the help of
a stage theory, being hierarchically structuredhdhat one at a higher level can be said to
have achieved letterinsight than that of the previous level, one capidithe trap of
relativism, while at the same time not being botmdny given form of foundationalism. This
is a crucial aspect of Habermas’ thinking. In fafatpy interpretation is correct, he considers
Piaget’s contribution to be able to transform, pogtmetaphysical fashion, some of the
crucial aspects of both transcendental philosophmy iKant, and dialectical philosophy from
Hegel:

The genetic structuralism of Jean Piaget provigdeisstructive model...
instructive for all philosophers I think, but parlarly to those who want to
remain philosophers. Piaget conceives “reflectivéraction” as that learning
mechanism which explains the transition betweemitivg stages in
ontogenetic development. The end point of this igraent is a decentered
understanding of the world. Reflective abstractgosimilar to transcendental
reflection in that it brings out tfermal elements hidden in the cognitive

contenf identifies them as the schemata that underli«miogving subject’s

Gilligan has criticised Kohlberg for underplayirtgetcare perspective in moral development, usingtthargue
that male and female reasoning differ substantid)yPiaget and Kohlberg's theories have both leticized
for ethnocentrism. There are obvious similaritiesaeen the higher levels in their stage theorieksthe type of
thinking that characterizes modern western socghip Their research has been criticised for b#iegretically
strong but empirically weak. For these lines oficsm see Santrock 1997 as well as Henriksen attésen
2000.
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action, differentiates them, and reconstructs thethe following higher stage
of reflection. Seen from a different perspective, same learning mechanism
has a function similar to Hegel's power of negatihich dialectically

supersedes self-contradictory forms of conscious(téabermas 1990 a%)

Thus, the empirically grounded claims which refualin the research of Chomsky, Piaget and
Kohlberg provide a model on which Habermas caneaehjustifications which resemble
those of the great German master thinkers. Thedationalism in Kant and the absolutism of
Hegel is avoided through empirical reconstructiohsompetencies and learning processes.
The model Chomsky provides allows Habermas an eérapneconstruction of the
presuppositions for communication oriented towagieement (Einverstandnis). The claim
Habermas gains from this analysis is that theeerisrmative pull operating in language.
Thus it gives him a foundation, even though ites & foundation rooted in transcendental
deduction of the Kantian style. Instead, Habermasonstructions are transcendental in a
weak sense (Habermas 1979:22).

The analysis would however not be complete if iswat given a historical twist.
Based on the idea that there is a complementaatiorthip between communicative action
and the lifeworld, where the lifeworld structureddimits the semantic horizon of
communicative action (Owen 1998:2), it is neces$aryiabermas to demonstrate how the
intersubjective structures which constitute différifeworlds develop. This developmental
perspective, which Habermas to a large extent rsanlePiaget and Kohlberg, provides a
model for Habermas’ Hegelian motives, allowing hoxdemonstrate how action-
coordination through language will always be histlty situated.

At this point we are in a better position to ursi@nd what | have referred to as the
philosophy/science interplay in Habermas’ writinBst before | can spell out the details, |
will present the key characteristics of the obgddhis study, the method of rational

reconstruction.

(B) HABERMAS’ METHOD: RATIONAL RECONSTRUCTION*

22| have altered the translation on two points.tFiree emphasis on the formal and content is irotiginal
German text, but not in the translation. Second,ranre importantly, the English translation hagf&tentiates
them, and reconstructs them at the next highege sthreflection”, whereas the German original has
“differenziert und auf der nachst hdheren Reflegginfe rekonstruirt”.

% This argument is spelled out in article 1.

24 Because paper nr 1 and 2 both present the basaipes of rational reconstruction in an almostritical
way, the presentation and discussion carried othtignintroduction is an attempt to present theeafr
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Habermas uses the term reconstruction in at leasdifferent, but related ways. First, it is
employed as eeading strategyas a way to read classics and other importantdgywho

have produced important texts relevant for his oggearch programs. Habermas’ reading of
Chomsky, Piaget and Kohlberg are examples in gaarg. In this respect, Habermas
reconstructs by taking different theoretical pasis apart and then bringing them back
together after correcting their insights from fumdntal flaws?®> Habermas refers to this
approach as a “history of theory with a systemienti’ (Habermas 1984:140). To Habermas
this strategy is as important for scientific resbaais other approaches. It demonstrates the
importance of the methodological approaches deeelap the humanities, and the different
readings are in need of validation in order toldgh their authority.

Now, Habermas characterizes this reading strateglyea“normal way of dealing with
a theory that needs revision” (Habermas 1979:96ny opinion this is a bit too modest. That
is because there is also a particular twist ta¢lelings that Habermas presents which
consists in the search for implicit themes or thdsgvhich are later abandoned. Recently
Deranty has given an interesting description of ith’s reading strategy which is also valid
for the way Habermas reads the classics. Deragtyearthat Honneth’s exegetical
reconstructions are based on pinpointing a “forthsconceptual road”. It consists in finding
in a certain text “highly evocative, programmandications not fully realised or later
abandoned” (Deranty 2009:%).

An example of Habermas’ reading which utilizes$hene reading strategy is found in
the way Habermas reads Weber inTheory of Communicative ActioHere Habermas
draws a distinction between an official and an tio@fl version of Weber’s theory of action,
claiming that the unofficial version could have bekeveloped into a theory of action which
could distinguish between communicative and insental/strategic action (Habermas
1984:279-286). This unofficial version of Webeh&ory of action is, according to Habermas,
implicit in Weber’s writings, but because it rema&implicit, it is in need of further

clarification?’

Habermas’ method in a somewhat different vocabudaid/to a certain degree focusing on differentstext
Habermas has increasingly dropped the prefix ratjia@nd has in his later writings been referring to
reconstruction (See Habermas 2011:291).

% |n Habermas own formulation: “In the present carios reconstructionsignifies taking a theory apart and
putting it back together again in a new form inasrtb attain more fully the goal it has set foelts(Habermas
1979:95).

% See also my review of Deranty’s book in Pederser02

27 Another important example can be found in Habetmea®nstruction of Hegel, where Habermas clainas th
Hegel in the Jena period introduced the possiltititgarry through an intersubjectivistic turn, aamning the
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| have followed a similar reading strategy. | claimat it is necessary with a
reconstruction of Habermas in order to achievegthas he set for himself. At different
moments, Habermas was explicitly concerned witmtieéhod of rational reconstruction, and
in explaining its status. However, as his work deped, he did not fully realize the theory’s
potential, and at some points seems to work oemifft premise® Thus, in order to fully
realize the theories potential, it has been necgs$sdirst systematically reconstruct the
method of rational reconstruction due to the faat it, in Habermas’ texts, has been
developed somewhat unsystematically. And secordsttitus of the theory was in need of an
explication due to the fact that Habermas himsekted this topic, but later did not follow
up, and sometimes presented his theories as i&thédgambled away” his original insights.

In addition to reconstruction as a reading stratétabermas is also using the term
reconstructive to “describe theories that seekaen the implicitly assumed normative
contents of empirically established practices” (etatas 2011:291¥ The term rational
reconstruction is first employed by Habermas in3L®*ior to that, in early works such as
The Structural transformation of the Public Sphengginally published in 1962, Habermas
located the idea of rational discussion in the eais public sphere. The idea of the public as
an arena where the force of the better argumend ceign was analysed as ideology, but also
as something more than this. However, the conaiudrawn was that the ideals embedded in
the public sphere could not be realised. On Habgwaan account it became necessary to
locate the ideals of the free and uncoerced coatiersdeepet® Thus, inknowledge and

Human Interestyriginally published in 1968, Habermas attemptgrtmund this ideal

transcendental mentalism of Kant, but later “gamlalevay what from hindsight at least appear to betiginal
gains” (Habermas 2003:176).

%8 An example might be Bernhard Peters’ criticisnHabermasBetween Facts and Normshere Peters claims
that it is not always clear whether Habermas’ thésrational reconstruction or normative theoryimore
traditional sense (Peters 1994:118-119). This aeguiis presented in article 2 page 394. Recentifpdrimas
has clarified the status of reconstructive thedrhe constitutional state in a way that looks ldeanswer to
Peters: “The system of basic rights at which omees at the highest level of abstraction is viltiua
indistinguishable in form from normative politidhleory” (Habermas 2011:291 note 16).

2 In his later writings Habermas has tended to dnepprefix rational and speak of reconstructivettes. The
term rational signals that focus is on the rati@sdects inherent in a given practice. For exantfdbermas
understands the raising and the defending of claisre rational enterprise, and it is this rati@sdect of
language use he is interested in as a reconsteutt@orist. But that does not mean that he doesecognize
that the non-rational aspects of language use asichetorical manipulation will be present as W&#e Ingram
2010:76).

% Habermas writes: “I have therefore proposed tati®the normative foundation for a critical theofysociety
deeper. The theory of communicative action shakkatthe potential for reason located in everyday
communicative practice. With this move it opendaipa reconstructive social science identifying tinead
spectre of societal processes of rationalizatiod,even trace them back beyond the threshold oemod
society. Then it is no longer necessary to limit skearch for a normative potentials to the streatdim public
limited to a specific epoch” (Habermas 1999:96,tmapslation; German original text: Vorwort zur Néage In
Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit, 1990).
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anthropologically. But this project turned out @ tnable to account for the intersubjective
dimension inherent in speech. Thus, Habermas hd®1¥, upon writing the postscript to the
new edition olKnowledge and Human interegtdabermas 1973), come to the conclusion
that it was necessary to start with a rational metriction of inherent normativety inherent in
a set of different practicés.

The method of rational reconstruction is foundaaidor four of Habermas’ research
programs’? the research programs which constitute the coktabrmas’ writings: in formal
pragmatics he reconstructs conditions of poss#slitor communication aimed at consensus,
in the theory of social evolution he reconstrubts patterns of development structures of
consciousness may follow, given that they devalogjscourse ethics he identifies the
conditions of possibilities for regulating humartiac through norms, and in his theory of
deliberative democracy he identifies conditionpogsibilities for coordinating modern,
pluralistic societies through positive I&i.

In his reconstructive enterprise, Habermas is aomekwith various kinds of
competencies as well as the collective knowledgeaditions. In the first instance, rational
reconstruction aims at uncovering intuitive compeeés carried by speaking, and acting
subjects. Habermas describes these competenagsragheoretical know how, making it
the job of philosophy and the reconstructive sasro reconstruct, and thus make explicit
the underlying rules which are presuppositionsstarth competencies:

Starting primarily from the intuitive knowledge cdmpetent subjects —
competent in terms of judgment, action and languaged secondarily from
systematic knowledge handed down by culture, thenstructive sciences
explain the presumably universal basis of rati@xalerience and judgment, as

well as of action and linguistic communication. ffdamas 1990 a:15-16)

31| can not give a full account of the developmerttiabermas’ work here. Excellent introductionshte t
transition in Habermas’ work from the structuralrtsformation of the public sphere, and up until his
introduction of rational reconstruction can be fdum Habermas (1999), in Bohman and Rehg (2009)raiger
(2008 and 2009).

%2 As argued above, Habermas conceives of his diffénterests as research programs in the same asnse
Chomsky: They are open-ended and tentative, amdithsic concepts must be revised through the paration
of valid criticism and on the basis of new empiriegidence. Thus Habermas distances himself fram th
foundationalism of Kant and the absolutism of Hegelnderstanding his own research as modelletien t
empirical sciences.

% The articles in this dissertation introduce hotioreal reconstruction is foundational for formahgmatics, the
theory of social evolution and the theory of deldisve democracy. A discussion of discourse etb&sbe
found in Pedersen 2011 a.
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Thus, rational reconstruction proceeds on the aggsamof a normative content located in the
deep-structure of different kinds of practices.slinbrmative content is to be found in
different competencies. These competencies candagéeld at a general level involving
cognitive and linguistic practices, or at a morgtitntionalized level focusing for example on
presuppositions for coordinating human interactithmsugh the medium of law. At the
general level Habermas is, for instance, reconstigicompetencies subjects must have as
language users, whereas on the institutionalizesl ldabermas is reconstructing
competencies subjects must have as participasnocratic practices. In the first instance
the reconstruction operates through conceptuaysisalwhereas in the latter, the
reconstruction comes closer to empirical resedfieinérmas 2005:385).

Now, what kind of method would be suitable fomiginhg out such competencies? In
answering this question, Habermas attempts to dstraie the difference between rational
reconstruction and traditional hermeneutic inteigdren. The relevant research must proceed
on the assumption that its object is symbolicaltyctured, thus requiring a performative
attitude from the perspective of the participaritisTassumption is shared with, and derived
from insight developed in hermeneutics. But ratioeaonstruction does not search for
meaning in a particular text or an utterance, eeitloes it analyse particular institutions or
instances. Instead it focuses on underlying rulesivthe relevant subjects are not
reflexively aware of but still have an intuitiveilty to master. These rules yield a normative
standard making it possible to criticize judgemeatsions or utterances (Habermas 2009:24-
25).

The underlying assumption here is that theredgfarence between a subject’s ability
to master a certain competence and the explicivledge of the rules making the same
competence possibfé Take the competence of forming a grammaticallyemirsentence as
an example: if a person makes the utterance “Samth@black cat?”, we would typically

reply stating that a correct thing to say would Ied you see the black cat?”. Thus, we have

3 Anne Granberg has made me aware of the Heideggeleaent in Habermas’ thinking on this issue. She
writes: “In his phenomenological analyses, Heideggeks to highlight the necessary preconditionshie®
understanding inherent in goal-directed action ld@ use, and to make explicit the tacit insights“always
already” have in our competence in handling impletsieln a not dissimilar manner, universal pragosati
operates by making explicit — through a reconsioact something we “always already” “know”(in therse of
being competent at) as communicative agents, abeéirtas’ universal pragmatics can thus be seen as an
analysis of the “how” of communication” (Granbel@02:3). For a discussion of Heideggers influencéhen
young Habermas see Matustik 2001:12-17. Habermas described himself as a “thoroughgoing Heideggperi
for three or four years”, lost his faith in his gdtlilosophical hero on the 25th of July 1953 upseding
Heideggers new uncommented republication of himthiction to metaphysics: “l was, as a studerthattime
so impressed witBeing and Timehat reading these lectures, fascist down to #tglistic details, actually
shocked me” (Habermas quoted in Matustik 2001:13).
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an example of criticism based on the correct undeding of grammar. According to
Habermas a number of different practices have afaetderlying rules which the
philosopher must bring out and can use as poidepéarture for critique.

Another example would be the way Habermas conseaeules and structures
governing the practice of democracy. According elbefmas democracy presupposes a
system of rights which can be reconstructed andayeg as a standard and point of
departure for criticism. Such criticism would fotaenple be directed at governments not able
to institutionalize rights which fulfil the explited standard®

So far, our focus has been directed towards iddalicompetencies. The method of
rational reconstruction, which focuses on the @gpion of intuitive knowledge is, however,
not limited to the reconstruction of individual cpatencies, but can also reconstruct “the
collective knowledge of traditions (Habermas 198%)3 In those cases, the object of study
for the reconstructive researcher is collectiverigay processes where the ambition is to
reconstruct “the emergence and the internal histbtiiose modern complexes of knowledge
that have been differentiated out, each under@esaspect of validity — truth, normative
rightness or authenticity” (Habermas 1987:398, B&y1h089:138).

Thus, Habermas distinguishes between synchronichtiechronical reconstructions
where the former deal with individual competenceey] the latter with the collective
knowledge of tradition2® When it comes to the latter, Habermas is concewigtlearning
processes, and with a reconstruction of the patiech learning processes might take.
Habermas first recognizes that in a strict sense anly individuals that can learn. But he
subsequently demonstrates that social systemsewsifjective structures can develop by
drawing on the learning capacities of individu@lad individuals can attain their
competencies, not in complete isolation, but byagng into the established intersubjective
structures (Habermas 1979:154). In this sensecibimes possible to comprehend the
dialectical interplay between the individual and tiollective domain. Thus, we are dealing
with different objects of reconstruction, but thelsiéerent objects cannot be understood
independently. This dialectic thus makes the diawgical reconstruction necessary because it

demonstrates how individual competencies discovmeigh synchronical reconstruction

% For the detailed argument see article 4.
% There are two versions of diachrone reconstructimtogenesis and phylogenesis. But Habermas’ thaeh
reconstruction is focused on phylogenesis.

19



can be allowed to develop according to the exiderngl of development in the collective
domain®’

Thus, the implicit or pre-theoretical knowledge gEssed by competent subjects as
well as the collective knowledge of traditions, i brought out by the researcher to
become available for the subjects themselves. Mhst be done using a number of different

procedures. One example is what Habermas refers tftoee maeutic method of interrogation:

the implicit knowledge has to be brought to congsiess through the choice
of suitable examples and counterexamples througtrast and similarity
relations, through translation, paraphrase anchsetbat is through a well
sought out maeutic method of interrogation. (Halzer1979:19)

With a maeutic method of interrogation, Habermagiisrring to a Socratic way of
conducting conversation. The point is to try todyae aware of what has until now only been
implicitly presupposed. By asking questions fromefally chosen examples it becomes
possible for the subject to realize their impllgiowledge or competence. Habermas’
favourite example is, of course, to use questiorferce subjects to realize that they are
committing performative self-contradictions, thegalizing what they must always already
presupposés

The results of the reconstructive endeavour anergetheories regarding human
competencies (Habermas 1983:260). But the stranmslthe reconstruction raises are not
apriori claims such as given by traditional tramgtental analysis in the tradition from Kant,
but instead fallible hypotheses which are operotdiamation and falsification. Thus,
philosophy must renounce the claim of any spedeéss to reality, and instead take on board
the self-understanding of the fallibilistic scieadélabermas 1992:38). Therefore, rational
reconstruction is not a distinghilosophicalmethod which claims to have its own access to
truth or a distinct object domain. This deflatedlerstanding of philosophy is modest
compared to Kant and the German idealists, but @walkicompared to Rorty and the

postmodernists:

37 Admittedly, the relationship between the syncheahand diachronical reconstructions undertaken by
Habermas was unclear to me in article 1. It isragdex and difficult topic that | hope the reflegthere have
clarified, at least to some extent.

% The maeutic method of interrogatioroiseexample of a reconstructive enterprise, and shooide
understood as reconstruction as such.
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Once it has renounced its claim to be a first s@ar an encyclopedia,
philosophy can maintain its status within the stfensystem neither by
assimilating itself to particular exemplary sciemoer by exclusively
distancing itself from science in general. Phildsppas to implicate itself in
the fallibilistic self-understanding and proceduationality of the empirical
sciences; it may not lay claim to a privileged asce truth, or to a method, an
object realm, or even just a style of intuitionttisaspecifically its own. Only
thus can philosophy contribute its best to a noluskee division of labour,
namely its persistence tenacity in posing questiomgersalistically, and its
procedure of rationally reconstructing the intwatpretheoretical knowledge of
competently speaking, acting and judging subjegtst- such a way that
platonic anamnesis sheds its nondiscursive charddtes dowry recommends
philosophy as an indispensable partner in the lootktion of those who are

concerned with a theory of rationality. (Haberm8982:38)

Furthermore, Habermas regards the rules and stasctuncovered through rational
reconstruction as invariant or universal presugpos for the practice analysed. It “advances
universalistic and thus very strong theses, bustatis it claims for those theses are
relatively weak” (Habermas 1990 c:116). Thus, a$ a matter of reconstructing
competencies carried by a particular group, buearg rational reconstruction aims to
uncover necessary competencies for the speciesrding to Habermas, the claims arrived at
through rational reconstruction describe a norneatimntent embedded in given practices
which overshoots the boundary of the particulactica analysed, enabling a context-
transcending normativity. (Olson 2003:276). Thus oan appreciate Habermas’ claim that
rational reconstructions are not designed to pre@ufmundation for a normative theory in

traditional sense:

In contrast to my famous colleagues — like RawIBlozick — | have never had
the ambition to come up with a normative polititedory. Even though that
makes good sense, | do not construct basic normesvi@ll ordered society on
the drawing board. | am much more concerned wighrélconstruction of the
factual based on the premise that socialized iddads involved in the

everyday practice of communication cannot aagb to orient their
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interaction in a consensual way. (Habermas quat&shus 2009:14, my

translationj®

Thus, instead of accepting that a social theorykhbe either normativer descriptive,
Habermas’ rational reconstructions aim to be bathhe same timdt is describing rules and
structures operative in a social practice thus nakiossible a critique of deviant cases not
following the standard of the rules and practi@nstructed’ However, this enterprise is
not directly prescriptive, as Habermas points nl8etween Facts and Normgractical
reason “does not give a direct blueprint for a rative theory of law and morality”
(Habermas 1996:5). It does not offer a concretenisf the good life, and it does not
prescribe directly any guidance for action.

Instead rational reconstruction focuses on the &wand procedural aspects of the
practices analysed. Thus, in formal pragmatics,drabs is focusing on formal, as opposed
to substantial conditions for reaching understagqdind in the theory of deliberative
democracy, Habermas maintains that the theorisspaaify the formal conditions required
for undistorted communication between equals, &anés it to the participants to decide what
substantive norms should be drawn upon and howttdrational reconstruction could thus
be made to fit with one of Habermas’ main ambitjdogpresent a less concrete alternative to
the reigning paradigms within ethics and law. lesth cases, Habermas distances himself
from all concrete attempts to present a theoryefgood life, focusing instead on the
procedural aspects of undistorted intersubjectiifitynportantly, as Specter has recently
demonstrated, “Habermas’ goal was to preserveging of the utopia of a workers society,
but to transpose its core values — freedom, egualitd solidarity — into a new, less
concretely pictured framework” (Specter 2010:18®) this end, the method of rational
reconstruction was ideally suited with its focustlbe formal rationality operating within
different practices.

Thus, the normative content which is to be recoestd is formal in kind, and not

directly prescriptive. Still, as | shall argue gction D, this does not mean that the

% This quote is both a good illustration of the imitens behind Habermas’ rational reconstructionl, a the
same time an illustration of how Habermas misuridads Rawls. As | demonstrate in the fourth paRewls is
also concerned to explicate latent ideals in modenstitutional democracies. The description of Reag a
traditional normative theorist who constructs hisdry of a well-ordered society without regardeality is
therefore misleading.

“%In section D, | shall elaborate on this point byuing against Daniel Gaus’ reading which suggests
Habermas’ theoris nota critical theory.

“1| cannot discuss here whether undistorted intgestibity represents a theory of the good life. Hahas takes
up this objection towards the end of Between FantsNorms, p 445-446.
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reconstruction should be considered strictly exgiary, as it provides a critical standard
against which actual practices can be evaluated.

By now we should have an idea of the characterfistitures of Habermas’ method.
Still, some pressing issues need to be addresgadiieg the status of the method as it is
situated between transcendental analysis and eraliesearch. In short, the question is this:
if reconstructive sciences are empirical scienaesneed an answer to how the hypotheses
put forward by rational reconstruction can be sciigé to tests. Habermas’ answer has two
steps. First, he claims that because rational sgnastion constitutes an alternative paradigm
to the scientistic understanding of science, tetrg of the theory cannot be modelled on the
testing procedures used in these sciences. Sedabdymas claims that the hypotheses put
forward by rational reconstruction should insteadtested indirectly by employing them as
input in empirical theories” (Habermas 1983:261).

As argued above, | think Habermas could have blsamer in his own discussions on
this particularly important topic. But | also thittkat an answer or a suggestion to this
difficulty can be found in Habermas’ writings. Whaabermas has in mind is probably that if
the reconstructed concepts, such as the conceptsrhunicative action, can be taken up
and used as a point of departure for empiricalarebe and yield fruitful results, that in itself
is a corroboration of the reconstructed hypothddiss would, in my opinion, amount to an
indirect testing of the results of rational reconstion*?

There is at least some support for this interpi@tah Habermas’ texts. In discussing
the delicate relationship between rational recoietitvn and empirical analysis, Habermas

discusses the work of Kohlberg. Here, Habermasngldéhat:

the validity of the normative theory is cast intwubt if the philosophical

reconstructions prove to be unusable in the comteapplication within the
empirical theory...If it cannot be done without viete and distortion, this
very failure of hermeneutic application is an iradion that the dimensions

*2 The detailed argument is spelled out in articln3hat article | argue that a number of empirieslearch
projects have been established to assess theygofadieliberation, taking the theory of communieataction as
its point of departure. In particular, | refer tad@uble number of Acta Politica with the tiinpirical
Approaches to Deliberative Democra¢jyowever, there are also a number of differentaegghes which
suggests that we are dealing with a distinct, tmature research program within political sciedeeone
researcher noted, “empirical research is boomimgedent”. The Discourse Quality Index (DQI) depeld at
theBern Interdisciplinary Center for Deliberative Stadis perhaps the most well-known instrument to measu
the quality of deliberation (Steenbergen et al 2088other important contribution within this fietaf research
is the deliberative polls developed by James FishkiheCenter for Deliberative Democraat Stanford (See
Fishkin 2009). The best comprehensive accountetidvelopment within empirical approaches to dedithee
democracy is given by Bachtiger et al. (2010).
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postulated are being externally imposed and ar¢heatesult of a

reconstruction from within. (Habermas 1990 b:39-40)

In my opinion these passages support the intetpyatbhave given above, and presented in
detail in article 3. However, the passages aremety dense and difficult to interpret,
something which underpins my conclusion that thlesees are not fully explicated in
Habermas’ own text§ For example, Habermas is not giving a detailedvansvhen it comes
to when the indirect testing can be consideredessful. Now, there are two questions here
which must be considered. The first is how it isgible to assess the success of an indirect
test, and the second is how an indirect test diffierm a direct test. Allow me to start with the
first question by using an example of what | regasn indirect testing procedure.

| have argued that an indirect testing might beiea through when the reconstructed
concept has been taken as point of departure fpireal research. One of the most
sophisticated attempts to operationalise the cdrafegpmmunicative action is the discourse
guality index (DQI). It is an attempt to capturéthe elements of Habermas’ discourse ethics
in a quantitative analysis of speech. If succes#fiid kind of analysis might be seen as a
corroboration of the theory. But what is the meadar success here? The DQI is
operationalising Habermas using 6 indicators: pgdtion, justification, common good
orientation, respect, constructive politics anchaaticity (Steenbergen et al. 2003:25-26).
Summing up their approach they state the followthighile we acknowledge the importance
of authenticity for deliberative theory, it causlkes greatest difficulty from a measurement
perspective”. However they think that apart fronthaaticity, “all other elements of
Habermas’ discourse ethics ... find a place withinDQI” (Steenbergen et al. 2003:28).
Thus their initial solution has been to leave antiogy out of the attempt to operationalise
Habermas.

This is an interesting example. On the one harapping authenticity might be taken
as an example of an unsuccessful application lbéary, which means that we should not see
the reconstructed hypothesis as corroborated. ©nttier hand, the DQI has been used in
many interesting studies of deliberation, despg®bvious blind spots. Thus, deciding what a
successful indirect testing requires is a diffiguestion. Furthermore, in a recent article the

group behind the DQI has recognized the probledraping authenticity turning to how

3| appreciate clarifying conversations with Kjartéach Mikalsen on this issue.
“4 Note that by Habermas’ discourse ethics the astseem to be referring to his general theory, andis
moral philosophy.
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that problem might be solved (B&cthiger et al. 20¥0e don’t need to go into the detailed
argument here. It is sufficient to say that if threblem at least in principle can be solved,
and a comprehensive operationalisation of recocigtitiuconcepts can be established, that
would serve as a satisfying corroboration.

Thus, in order for an indirect test to corrobora&eonstructed concepts such as
communicative action, empirical research must l@béished utilizing the reconstructed
conceptual apparatus and the soundness of thetiopatessations must be evaluated. It is
beyond the scope of this dissertation to carrysogh an evaluation. However, much of the
research carried out has been sound enough tosubgeHabermas’ concept of
communicative action to a certain extent must besicered indirectly tested and partially
corroborated. In section D below | shall use tlisatusion to argue against Mattias Iser who
claims that the empirical testing of Habermas’ aesle has not been carried out.

Based on this we can return to the second queSilmnexamples above constitute
what must be considered indirect testing. It isrect because it is not testing whether the
assumptions built into the theory of communicafiecéon are correct, but are instead testing
whether empirical analysis based on the concepbwimunicative action can be carried out
without “violence and distortions”.

By contrast, a direct testing would look for hypedghs within Habermas’ theories and
subject them directly to tests using standard $sciantific tools such as interviews and
surveys. One example of such a direct test wouli becus on Habermas’ claim that, in
modern constitutional democracies, the normatiVfeuselerstanding revolves around the idea
of citizens governed by laws given by themselvdss Tiypothesis could be tested directly,
for example, through some kind of in-depth intemsenhich where designed to capture the
citizen’s normative self-understanding. If thesieimiews where to give a picture of the
citizens normative self-understanding which contitad the reconstructed normative self-
understanding as reconstructed by Habermas, thatiwaeaken the reconstructed hypotheses
through a direct test procedure.

But even though my analyses have tried to show dreevmight see Habermas’

research program as corroborated, by being usigbasin empirical theories, there are still

*> Note that Habermas claims that it is not posdiblfalsify the reconstructed hypotheses directiyebse they
describe constitutive conditions for a certain ficac(article 2 p 402-403). Yet Habermas also ctaihat
research in constitutive presuppositions is “asagmiore and more features of empirical researcimitre we
depart from the level of generalized cognitive &nguistic practices and approach presuppositidns o
institutionalized and more or less conventionatpicas” (Habermas 2005:385). This means the hygethe
regarding the generalized cognitive and linguigtactices (for example the theory of communicatiggon)
cannot be falsified, whereas the hypothesis whikts 40 make explicit the citizens normative self-
understanding can be falsified through a diredtgescedure as the one described above.
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many questions to be answered. What kind of coradlmm is this? Which research program
is corroborated? | have argued that it is the thebcommunicative action which is being
corroborated, but that research program includesdbpragmatics as well as the theory of
social evolution. And after all, the research igied out within one of the other fields which
Habermas has contributed substantially: the thebdeliberative democracy. That means
that in a certain sense three of Habermas’ resgaograms are being corroborated through
empirical research carried out in the field of enepi approaches to deliberative democracy.
| can not discuss these questions here, but simgil/that much remains to be done within
this area.

Based on this outline of the reconstructive scieras®l the method of rational
reconstruction, which taken together are introducedetranscendentalize reason, | would
like to discuss what | have referred to as thegsiiphy/science interplay. We have seen that
according to Habermas, there is no philosophicahote no particular object domain left for
philosophy. Instead, the philosopher takes ondheas a stand in (Platzhalter) for empirical
theories which make strong (universalistic) empirdaims. If | understand Habermas
correctly here, the philosopher’s job is to trangf@nd synthesise the different claims put
forward by the reconstructive sciences, in the wayhave seen Habermas do with Chomsky,
Piaget and Kohlberg. They are all involved with ersianding universal competencies in
interrelated areas such as cognition, languagenémcction. For instance, Chomsky is read
as a figure who has introduced a “genuinely phipbscal idea” into his field of research,
allowing Habermas, as philosopher, to pick it upnsform and synthesise it with other
genuinely philosophical ideas, like the ones foumBiaget and Kohlberg.

But the complex interplay between philosopher saidntific research also includes
another dimension. The social scientist shall be sbemploy the rationally reconstructed
concept as a point of departure for empirical redeaere, the best example is, as | have
argued above, probably the empirical researchhhsbeen carried out by various political
scientists who attempt to operationalize the conoepommunicative action. The indirect
testing of rationally reconstructed hypotheses aaoprding to my interpretation of
Habermas, be achieved when this is done.

Thus the “delicate relationship” between philospphd empirical science is twofold.
First, the philosopher enters into cooperation whihreconstructive sciences making it
possible to establish a general theory, like tie®th of communicative action. Second, when
these theories, which have hypothetical statugl lsbdested, it involves a somewhat

different relationship with the empirical sciencksthat case, the scientist uses the
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reconstructed concept as starting point for his empirical research, searching for
possibilities for operationalisation, for exampéthe theory of communicative action. If
such a study reveals interesting results from apirgral point of view, this is taken as an
indirect test of the validity of the reconstructamhcept (communicative action).

This conception of the philosophy/science integrglaes not lead to dissolution of
philosophy, but on the contrary involves a “philpkization of the science of man”
(Philosophischwerden der Humanwissenschaften) (#1990 a:15Y According to the
interpretation | am giving here, this philosophiaatof the science of man can perhaps best
be grasped if it is presented as a two step proEass, with Habermas’ encouragement and
particular reading of what he refers to as recossire sciences, who defends strong
universalistic claims thus introducing a genuindgsophical idea. These research programs,
which include not only Chomsky, and Piaget, bub aétee work of Freud, Durkheim, Mead
and Weber are genuinely philosophical ideas indétiiee a detonator into a particular
context of research”. These programs bridge thebgapeen philosophy and empirical
research because “a philosophical idea is presearhbryo while at the same time empirical,
yet universal questions are being posed” (Habedf886 a:15). Thus, this interpretation of
the classics in social science focuses particutanlyhe philosophical aspect already operating
within a specific scientific paradigm.

And second, in my interpretation, Habermas consitiex own theory of
communicative action along the lines of the aboeationed research programs. The
philosopher reconstructs key concepts for the §eciantist (in close cooperation with the
reconstructive sciences), but the validity of thesecepts must be confirmed through their
success in social science. This second step cdoss ¢to standard empirical research in
which the scientist tries to operationalise phifdsoal concepts (such as communicative
action), and search for the right methods avail&ii¢he given case. For example, as argued
in article 2, a combination of document analysétipipant observation and interviews might
interestingly illuminate the degree of which comneative action is involved in decision
making procedure¥.Or, as argued above, a quantitative study of $pemated in the theory

of communicative action might give valuable infotioa about the quality of deliberation.

6 As Brunkhorst has noted, this is one of the mativeHabermas thinking which goes back to Marx whes
famously wrote about the realization of philosopimpugh the philosophization of reality (Brunkhorst
2009:218)

47 Again, this kind of procedure would amount to adiiiect testing because it is not testing whether
communicative action is operative, but merely usirag a point of departure for empirical research.
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Thus, on the bases of both of these steps, thecti@arelationship between philosophy and
social science once envisioned by Horkheimer caachesved.

The above argument focuses on the role of philogagktand-infor empirical
sciences that makes strong empirical claims. Payllog can no longer sustain its position as
judge that is, as equipped to have the conclusive wdreh it comes to knowledge claims
put forward by the different sciences. And neittan it function as ansher(Platzanweiser)
that is, as an instance telling the sciences wWieat $hould focus on. Instead, philosophy must
find its position as stand @ndas interpreter.

To emphasise the dual function of philosophy isangnt because Habermas does not
equate philosophy with rational reconstruction,retreough he sometimes writes as if that is
the case. Instead he regards the hermeneutigpiiatative function as equally important (cf.
Hedrick 2010:101). As an interpreter the philosopaan function as mediator on behalf of
the lifeworld, holding on to a totalizing perspeetiagainst the compartmentalization of
knowledge into different value spheres as descHtyed/eber. As interpreter operating from
a participant’s perspective, the philosopher cadiate and help balance the separated

moments of reason characteristic of modernity.

(C) THE FOUR ARTICLES

In the first articleHabermas’ method: Rational reconstructjiaghe ambition was primarily
threefold: to point out why Habermas has founceitessary to introduce what he refers to as
an alternative paradigm based on the method afrraltreconstruction; to clarify what the
main characteristics of the method are; and totmaibhhow the method is employed in two of
Habermas’ research programs, formal pragmaticseisaa the theory of social evolution. In
addition to this, | pointed out a tension in Habasiproject, a tension between his
reconstructive and transcendental approach.

The method of rational reconstruction is, accaydmmy analysis in this article,
chosen due to the ambitions Habermas had. The iamlas to establish a paradigm which
should be capable of describing normative resourndesgent in different social practices, thus
establishing a critical theory. It was thereforeessary to come up with a theoretical
alternative which was capable of this, and Habenmiags that neither the scientistic nor the

hermeneutical approach to social phenomena hauwesberces available for such a task.
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Somewhat simplified, we may say that the empirgcése committed to the descriptive and as
a result do not aim at a critical function, whergaslitional hermeneutics lack fundamental
criteria to serve as a basis for critique.

Thus a rational reconstruction was necessarymét@od has the following
characteristics: Under investigation is realitysgsbolically structured. The objective is to
reconstruct the deep structures which are considesgreconditions for different social
practices. This reconstruction aims at uncoverimigarsal competences in competent
language users, as well as the collective knowledgeditions. What is to be uncovered is a
pre-theoretical competence, a competence of whiglattor is not reflexively conscious.
Since these kinds of investigations are dependeatmosteriori knowledge, rational
reconstruction must be described as an empiricathse: a science which is critical,
constructive and theoretical all at once. Ratimaabnstruction as methodical attitude aims at
a theoretical and methodical pluralism. The hyps#isevhich are produced are tested by
using them as input in empirical theories.

Based on this method, Habermas first reconsthmtsthere are principles of action
coordination written into language itself. There,according to Habermas, some
presuppositions in language which we cannot detlyout committing a performative self-
contradiction. Leaving the technicalities asidés theans that when interlocutors enter into a
discourse, there is a normative pull operatingamgliage, a pull which instructs the parties to
let themselves be bound by the force of the batigmment. Communicative action is action
where the parties are prepared to be persuaddteldgrice of the better argument. Habermas
is of course aware of the fact that most discounseer realize this, but he nevertheless
claims that we must presuppose such an idealdbdise shall make sense at*all.

The investigations carried out in formal pragmationstitute what | have referred to
as a synchronical reconstruction. According to Halaes, there is an element of
communicative action in every context. But the @egof this kind of action coordination will
differ in different contexts. Therefore a diachmreconstruction is necessary demonstrating
how the intersubjective structures localized in nwn lifeworlds both make possible and

limit communication. This is because the lifewortmhstitutes a reservoir of common

“8| believe there is a fundamental flaw in the waytioduced Habermas’ transcendental- pragmatitairaent
in this article. | argued, on page 471, that Halasrglaims that it is beyond doubt that there isroomication
oriented towards agreement, and that it follows tha ideal speech situatiexists | did not make a distinction
between the existence of something and the fatiwtbdave to presuppose something. The transceaddent
pragmatic argument Habermas develops does not gigtithe ideal speech situation exists, but tleatannot
deny certain presuppositions without committingeef@rmative self-contradiction. | appreciate charify
discussions with Anders Molander on this topic.

29



meaning upon which we draw in everyday communicafidis diachronic reconstruction
involves learning processes in two different, mlated domains: the cognitive technological
domain and the moral-practical domain. In the tattee possibility for communicative action
is decisive. This is where social integration carsbcured, and Habermas reconstructs the
logic learning processes in this domain might fwllo

The status of rational reconstruction is discusgitl reference to how the hypotheses
produced by rational reconstruction can be tedtethis article the criticism | presented can
be summed up as Habermasipty fallibilism The argument was that there is a tension in
Habermas’ work between the method of rational retrantion, which claims to be an
empirical science, and the particular kind of tcaamslental argument employed by Habermas.
The problem | was pointing at was that it is ndfisiently clear what it means to say that the
hypotheses derived through rational reconstruaambe tested “by using them as input in
empirical theories”. Based on this, | concludedsgyhat “Habermas’ fallibilism remains
unspecified and without clear content”, and tha&t fdifficult not to see the argument as a
form of transcendental argument in disguise” (Aetit:480).

In the second articléjabermas and the political sciences: on the relalip between
theory and practicel demonstrated how the ambitions Habermas hasisamethod can be
traced back to some of his earlier writings ongitze political philosophy. With rational
reconstruction Habermas hopes to be able to umtay and practice through a mode of
analysis which is descriptive and normative atséee time. | then proceed to sketch what
rational reconstruction18and subsequently show how the method is emplayéthbermas’
theory of deliberative democracy. In the last sexdiof the paper | present a critique of the
“stiff dichotomies” prominent in Habermas’ work,cdiscuss whether empirical design can
reduce some of the problems that follow from tRisally, on the basis of these reflections
from an empirical point of view | discuss the temsbetween Habermas’ rational
reconstruction and traditional empirical approaches

In Habermas’ opinion, theories of the politicaVbdaken a problematic turn since
Hobbes. The focus on practical questions ablewe gn orientation to what is right and just,
which was so prominent in the times of the writiof\ristotle and other classical thinkers,
has, since Hobbes, given way to a scientificatiothe political. With this move, the practical
orientation of classical politics is lost. Habermats to address this by providing an
account of politics which is capable of deliveringight with regard to what is right and just,

“9 This section is only slightly different from thbaracteristic features of rational reconstructiatiioed in
article 1.
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while at the same time upholding the rigorous stathsl of modern scientific knowledge. A
decade later, he finds the solution to this chgkemational reconstruction, the method he
also uses in his most systematic contribution idgipal theoryBetween Facts and Norms

Habermas’ “two track model” of legitimate politidsaws a crucial distinction

between strong and weak public spheres, claimiagatcording to the implicit normative
self-understanding of democratic constitutionalestalegitimate lawmaking is dependent on a
well-functioning flow of arguments from the latterthe former. A system of rights which
guarantees both private and public autonomy iscassary precondition for this kind of

action coordination.

The rigid dichotomies in Habermas’ work are thepof departure for a gradualist
critique claiming that empirical approaches whigle@tionalize Habermas’ concepts can
overcome some of the problematic aspects such tictipation entails. The concept of
communicative action is taken as a point of departiis a critical normative concept, but it
is not clear how it can be utilized in empiricadearch, and it is not clear how communicative
a process needs to be in order to be considerdariate. Thus | argue that for empirical
purposes, it is necessary to establish an opesadtibreshold, and to operationalize the
concept of rational consensus, which is the outcoh@egenuine communicative process.
Based on this, | suggest that textual analysidignaatory observation and interviews can
make it possible to evaluate actual political psses, and at the same time open up for a
more gradualist understanding.

In the final section, | return to the status difa@al reconstruction in a discussion on
the testability of the fallible theory. I first shchow empirical research can never falsify the
constitutive presuppositions discovered througional reconstruction. In Habermas’
opinion, the point of empirical approaches sucthasone described above is rather to find
outto what degrean actual deliberative process can live up tgtiesuppositions inherent in
a given practice. | conclude by stating the impaseaof Habermas’ approach as it leads our
attention to the necessity of idealizations foriglogractices. | nevertheless repeat some of the
criticism discussed in the previous paper claimirj it is not clear how to test reconstructive
hypotheses.

In the third articleSocial philosophy: a reconstructive or deconstntiliscipline |
wanted to present the method of rational reconstnu@s a transformation of the original
program Horkheimer established for critical thewryhe early 1930’ies. The article is at the

same time a discussion of social philosophy ase@pline focusing on the social philosophy
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of Horkheimer, Habermas, Foucault and Honnéffhus this article differs structurally from
the two first articles, which are throughout retate the method of rational reconstruction.
Still, the method is central in this article, analdo think it holds important comparative
insights in discussing Horkheimer, Honneth and kaltagainst Habermas.

Max Horkheimer’s inaugural lecture at the Insttof Social Research has continued
to influence critical theorists of the Frankfurtt®ol. Horkheimer claimed that social
philosophy — the term initially used to describe #ctivity at the institute — should be
normative and descriptive, and at the same tinabbsh a dialectical relationship between
philosophy and the empirically oriented sciencescakding to Horkheimer, philosophy
should distinguish itself from the specialized scees through a focus on society as a whole.
Totality was conceived of as a regulative idea, faeds on totality should be realized
through interdisciplinary research. Importantly rkleeimer, who at this point was more
concerned to learn from the natural sciences thaniticise them, thought that philosophical
guestions had to be testable through empirical mean

My argument in this article is that rational restvaction represents a fruitful
transformation of this program. It enables thaaalttheorist to work both normatively and
descriptively at the same time while the recons&dicore concepts also make possible a
dialectical relationship between philosophy anddbeial sciences. The concept of
communicative action is a critical normative cortadgscribingconstitutive ideals which at
the same time can be usedhtormativelyassess the quality of discourse. Furthermore, the
concept is increasingly being employed by empilyoatiented political scientists thus
establishing a dialectical relationship betweengsopher and social scientist. The analysis
also points out how Habermas’ conception diffeosrfiHorkheimer’s because Horkheimer
claims that philosophical problems must be testblaugh empirical means, whereas
Habermas’ claim is that philosophical reconstrutdican be indirectly tested when they are
employed as input in empirical theories.

This interpretation suggests that the very faat the reconstructed concept are being
taken up and used as starting points in empirieries is the confirmation of the theory.
“Indirect” could then be taken to mean that theotlgas corroborated, not in traditional

empirical fashion, but instead through its sucegssihployment as a fundamental concept for

** The article was written at a time when | was faog®n social philosophy as a discipline. Herehis t
introduction | will not focus on that topic but tead present what | regard as important in theestratf my PhD
project focusing on rational reconstruction as ahoe.
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empirical research. Thus, in this article | deféfabermas against some of the criticism |
directed against him in the previous articles.

The comparative analysis in this article mighbatsntribute to some insight into the
method of rational reconstruction. If we adopt stidction introduced by Aakvaag (2009:36-
38), it becomes possible to distinguish betweendifferent kinds of insights which result
from such comparisons. First, comparisons migHtyiegativeinsights because we are made
aware of crucial shortcomings to a theoretical pecive when it is compared with another
perspective. Second, we might also obtasitiveinsights if we can combine the strengths of
two different theoretical perspectives, thus emapthe development of a better theory. The
comparison between Foucault and Habermas yieldstimegnsights because it demonstrates
Foucault’s “normative confusions”, to borrow a tefinom Nancy Fraser. However, it also
yields positive insights because it argues thatanstructive theory can employ
deconstructive tools as they have been developétbgault and his followers. The
comparison with Honneth primarily yields negatiusights because it demonstrates that
Habermas should have been less dismissive of tipgrieal insights of Foucault.

And finally, in the forth articleJustification and applicationthe revival of the Rawls-
Habermas debatd¢he challenge from Rawls, the most importanttjpali philosopher of the
twentieth century, is discussed. This article dugsdiscuss rational reconstruction explicitly.
Its contribution to the overall discussion in tdissertation is twofold. First, it continues the
comparative approach, assessing the strength adrias’ project against other social
theorists in the same fashion as the Foucault/Hbrowmmparison. And second, it elaborates
further on crucial aspects of Habermas’ politidailgsophy. In particular, it takes up the
guestion of the system of rights discussed in #wesd article, and elaborates on this theme
which was not satisfactorily treated in that paper.

Both Rawls and Habermas start out by working ugeoonstructing immanent
normativety within given practices. Rawls does gasing the idea of society as a fair system
of cooperation and the idea of the person as fndesqual as provisional fixed points which
can be taken as a point of departure for a cortgtruof a politically freestanding conception
of legitimacy. And Habermas does so through hismstruction of pragmatical
presuppositions immanent in discourse which sub=gtpucan be applied to the legal form.
The difference between these two strategies ipmaiarily to be found in the difference in
terminology between reconstruction and constructi@eause both share the ambition of

explicating inherent normativity. Instead, the eiffnce consists in Habermas’ insistence of
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this inherent normativity as necessary presupmostivhich can serve as grounds for further
reflections, against Rawls’ strategy which is mogtound, but to find a place to start.

The comparison with Rawls is primarily interestohge to the radical challenge Rawls
introduces to political philosophy in his secondonavork Political Liberalism According
to this challenge, a conception of political legiéicy must be freestanding due to the fact of
reasonable pluralism in modern societies. Rawlsnglahat such a freestanding conception
can not give an account of meaning, validity anthtwithout becoming a comprehensive
metaphysical doctrine incapable of coping withrgsonable pluralism characterizing
modern constitutional democracies. | argue thatddabs’ approach has the resources
necessary to face up to this challenge becausgppm®ach can also be described as
freestanding, although in a different way than Rawhus, this article yields positive insights
because it demonstrates that Habermas’ conceptipalitical legitimacy is able to meet the
challenge constituted by reasonable pluralismhAtdame time it yields negative insights
because it makes it possible to pinpoint severakwesses in both Rawls and Habermas’
approaches.

In the second section of the article | demonstnate Habermas’ discourse principle
(D), which represents a condensed formulation efatagmatical presuppositions outlined in
formal pragmatics, is applied to the legal formbkElianas regards the law as necessary in
modern societies, and gives it a functional justifion. Thus the system of rights is the result
of the interpenetration of law and the requirenfenjustification of norms. The system of
rights list a set of necessary presuppositionstdibjects who wants to coordinate their lives
through positive law. It constitutes a formal framoek which must be filled in by the
different legislatures in different constitutiordd@mocracies.

D. OTHER APPROACHES TO RATIONAL RECONSTRUCTION

As hinted at in the opening section, it is possibldistinguish between two different
generations of writers discussing the method abmat reconstruction. In the first generation,
prominent philosophers like McCarthy, Baynes, Peserd Alford presented and discussed
the method’s characteristic features primarily frasympathetic point of view, perhaps with
the exception of Alford’s rather harsh criticism.the second generation, younger, less
prominent, but probably more interesting work hasrbproduced by Gaus, Iser, Celikates,
and Hedrick.
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In this section | shall discuss two of these apphes, those of Iser and Gaus. Iser’s
bookEmpd6rung und Fortschritt. Grundlagen einer kritischTheorie der Gesellschaft,
focuses on reconstructive social criticism, thissdssing the method of rational
reconstruction in an interesting walyGaus’ bookDer Sinn von Demokratigises the bold
claim that Habermas’ project Between Facts and Nornssnot at all about social criticism,
but should instead be understood as part of aigéserenterprise.

Overall, Isers’ book has two main motivationgsgihe compares reconstructive
criticism, developed by Habermas, Honneth and Hinisdée superior to competing
paradigms such as constructivist critique (Ravitdgrpretive critique (Walzer),
worlddisclosing critique (Rorty), critique of ideay (Marx, Bourdieu) and genealogical
critique (Foucaultf? And second, Iser claims to be the first to systarally compare the
critical theory of Habermas and Honneth, and sulbseity claims to develop a position
which mediates between the two. Thus, the posiendefends is called a theory of
communicative recognition. | shall not focus onsthenotivations here, but instead discuss
how Iser describes the reconstructive critique.

Iser starts out by drawing a familiar distinctiogtlween immanent or internal, and
transcendent or external criticism. Immanent gsiitis critical based on standards drawn
from the very practice it criticises. It is critiaa demonstrating how these standards are not
fulfilled. Transcendental criticism, on the othanld, is critical based on norms which deviate
from standard values operating in a given pragteer 2008:9). On Iser’s account, one of the
strengths of Habermas’ position is that it effegyvunites the strength of both types of
criticism.

According to Iser, the approach shared by HabeanddHonneth is the left-Hegelian
focus on ideals inherent in social practices. Botlus on constitutive ideals which can be
reconstructed and used as starting point for ciétidn the case of Habermas, this ideal is
communication oriented towards understanding (\edigung) whereas in the case of
Honneth it involves a reconstruction of conditi@igecognition (Anerkennung).
Furthermore, both Habermas and Honneth incorpthatelea of transcendence from within.

Communication oriented at understanding and re¢iognare ideals which are operative in a

*1 This section draws on my essay written on Iseckt{Bedersen 2009). In addition to the book by, Iisshall

also be referring to two other texts by Iser omoral reconstruction (Iser 2004 and 2009).

2 Reconstructive criticism is considered superiomfem reasons: First, it incorporates a criticistmieh is both
immanent and transcendent at the same time. Tthig immoment of innerwordly transcendence considered
above. And second, it is the best form of criticiseczause it allows the theoretician to incorpotiateother five
types of criticism in a fruitful way. | considereiss argument on these two points as very convcin
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given practice, but at the same time points beyhrsdpractice to have universal validity (Iser
2008:13).

The diachronic aspect of reconstruction is alseartant for Iser. Both Habermas and
Honneth demonstrate how the reconstructed ideass{&digung, Anerkennung) can be
realized to different degrees depending on theldpugent a given society takes.
Reconstructive social criticism can criticise preses of development which do not fully
realize the possibilities available for communicataction and recognition (Iser 2008:294).
But in order to provide a sufficient framework ocritical theory of society, the theory must
also be able to account for the indignation (emp@y$ubjects feel when they are
systematically denied access to communicate, aecoghized.

According to Iser, the method of rational recamstion shall fulfil three tasks:

It shall justify the normative standards of a catitheory of society

2. It shall demonstrate the development from pre-motimodern society as a process
of progress
3. And third it must diagnose the potential for resmnste (Wiederstandspotensiale). (Iser

2009:364, my translation)

In my opinion, Iser has produced an illuminatimglgsis of reconstructive critique. In
particular | believe his project reveals interegtieatures about how a reconstructive
approach can function as a foundation for a ctitiv@ory. But Iser’s analysis primarily
focuses on the relationship between communicatiemted at understanding and
recognition, not on a discussion of how these &laed established methodically. Thus, there
is no discussion in Isers book of the particulabpems involved in making the implicit
explicit, or how to put reconstructed ideals td.teshall argue that this has serious
consequences as he abstains from discussing Hadjesti@nce on the reconstructive
sciences as well as the dialectical relationshipvéen the philosopher and the social
scientist.

In particular, Iser does not seem to be awarbefiany empirical approaches which
start out from Habermas’ concepts. He writes: “Haiaes has for sure only sketched this
ambitious research program. The necessary empiestihg and concretization has not been
carried through” (Iser 2009:366, my translatiom)my opinion, this is, as we have seen

above, not correct. The extensive use of Haberk&stoncepts in political science is the
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best example in this respect. Thus, my claim islg&x fails to grasp the complex
philosophy/science interplay, and draws the wrammtusions from his analysis.

At the same time however, there is also sometbamgect about Iser’s diagnosis of
Habermas’ research program. In my argument | hasesied on the way the theory of
communicative action has been employed increasinghyn deliberative approaches to
democracy. Thus, if my analysis is correct, thihesindirect corroboration of the theory of
communicative action. But Habermas’ ambitious redearograms include a set of other
theories and a range of other hypotheses whichlaoein need of further corroboration. And
it is not always easy to see how that can be aetiewth the other research programs
Habermas has developed.

Gaus’ reading of Habermas focuses particularlthensociological-explanatory
approach in Habermas’ writings. Both Iser and Gagsie that Habermas’ theory contains a
claim to explain how social order is possible indam societies (Iser 2008:93, Gaus 2009:9,
33)>* The difference between the two approaches is, hemaibstantial. Where Iser claims
that the explanatory approach exists parallel éar#itonstructive approach thus allowing
Habermas to develop a critical theory (Iser 2008:@2&wus claims that the reconstructive
approach is in fact an explanatory project whicbusth not be understood as a critical theory
at all. Thus, where Iser’s project is from the vetgrt designed to demonstrate how
Habermas, through rational reconstruction, carbéstea critical theory, Gaus’ project is to
show that that is not the case. In my opinion, Gaassdeveloped an interesting and radical
contribution to the literature of reconstructionisito this alternative we now turn.

Somewhat simplified, Gaus has two ambitions wighbdook. First, he develops an
alternative reading of Habermas, and second, heastithis perspective to argue against the
opinion that the EU cannot be legitimated on thlealdf the constitutional state. | will only
discuss Gaus’ reading of Habermas héfehis reading is radical because Gaus tries to
demonstrate that Habermas’ theory is not to be nstaled as a normative or critical theory.
He explicitly distinguishes his own approach frdroge standard interpretations which read
Habermas’ theory as trying to construct an idemhdard which can be used to criticise the

existing institutionalized reality, counting Isenang those who give standard accounts (Gaus

>3 One reason why Iser has reached this negativdusior when it comes to the philosopher/sciencerjiay

is perhaps — and here | am probably too speculatitvat the empirical approaches to deliberativeatracy
have mainly been carried through outside Germanyedisas outside philosophy, primarily from the gmective
of political scientists.

> A somewhat similar approach focusing on the exatlany aspects of Habermas can be found in Aakvaag 2
and 2010.

% | shall be discussing Gaus’ reading of Habermagd®n the book already mentioned, as well as ws Ga
2009 b.
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2009 a:10). He also claims that this standard nggidi problematic from the point of view of
political science which can not fulfil its poteritithis reading is not challenged. His
proposal is to read much of Habermas’ politicakwgs as reconstructive hypotheses which
are in need of empirical testing (Gaus 2009 b:110).

The importance of Gaus’ interpretation is thatlearly demonstrates that Habermas’
work is not a normative theory in the traditionahse. Through a rational reconstruction of
the normative self-understanding of modern cornstibal states, Habermas explicates the
meaning of the modern constitutional state opegatircollective consciousness. According
to this explication, the modern constitutional stapresents the ideal of legitimate political
power (Herrschaft) enabling the state to obtairh lmoaterial reproduction and normative
integration (Gaus 2009 b:125). However, there sxasthe same time a continuous tension
between this normative self-understanding anduhetfonal imperatives operating in the
economy and the administration. If | understandsGanrrectly, his point is that what | have
said here remains on the descriptive level. Habsmnapirically reconstructs the normative
self-understanding operating in modern constit@i@tates, and demonstrates how this self-
understanding is in conflict with economic and fawreratic imperatives.

Thus, according to this reading, the modern carigtital state constitutes an
institutional order which is capable of handling tieed for social integration in modern
societies. Habermas’ theory of the constitutiotatlesmust, in other words, be understood as
an important part of Habermas’ general sociologemetihe ambition is to present empirical,
as opposed to normative claims (Gaus 2009 b:lat@rdstingly, Gaus points out that such a
theory can still be normatively relevant becaug®atides the participants in practical
politics with a “pool of reasons” without arguing a practical or normative modus (Gaus
2009 b:124, footnote 44). For example, one migphpsse that participants in practical
politics might use the reconstructed normative-setlerstanding as a point of departure for a
critique of the factual circulation of power in &@n society.

The controversial aspect of Gaus’ reading is whethie entails that Habermas should
no longer be understood as a critical theorigs. dine thing to say that Habermas is not
following “a normative-practical type of justifigah”, and another thing to claim that his
theory is not a critical theory, but rather a detreconstructive hypotheses used to explain
the social reality” (Gaus 2009 b:124). Gaus forltgfimanages to show that Habermas’
theory cannot be reduced to a meught And he admits that it is difficult to distinguish
clearly between the two types of justificationsaiwed, one being normative and the other

descriptive. Still, he claims that the crucial gasthat the critical effect of a theory depends
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on the confirmation of the reconstructed hypoth&sisom this he concludes that the
explanatory, empirical approach is the approadovia@dd by Habermas.

In my opinion, there are some problematic aspettts @aus’ reading. In particular he
claims that, according to Habermas:

from communicative reason it is not possible tondaamy normative
conclusions. Instead, the term communicative reasfect the fact that
speaking and acting subjects unavoidably oriemhdedves according to
certain ideal norms, even though these norms iorete contexts can not be
fulfilled. (Gaus 2009 b:114, my translation)

This interpretation runs counter to my own intetatien which has focused on the normative
pull operating in language. | have argued that IHabsexplicatesdeals operating in a given
practice, and that he also wants to use thesesidsadtandards tvaluatehow these
standards are met in reality. According to Gaust, isinot the case.

If I understand Gaus correctly, he maintains thathypotheses produced by
Habermas’ reconstructions shall be put to theltgstmpirical social science. He suggests the

following two hypotheses as of particular importarar political science:

- the discourse-theoretical conception of the dentmccanstitutional state represents a
part of the collective consciousness, that isntbrenative self-understanding common
for all collective organizations coordinated througw.

- The concept of the constitutional democratic statéhe answer to the demand for
political legitimacy is not randomly chosen, buiristead a result of a social-
evolutionary learning process. It offers an anstweghe question of social integration
in modern complex societies and must be undersasambmplementary to other parts
of the normative self-understanding such as theeytnof justice and authenticity.
(Gaus 2009 b:110, my translation)

These are very interesting suggestions regardinghwitypotheses can be derived from

Between Facts and Normis would probably be possible to test such hypsés through

% “Entscheiden scheint mir jedoch das Argument i, skass der praktisch-politische “kritische Siritier
Theorie Uber das normative Selbstvestandnis voelGebaften erst unter der Voraussetzung zur Eotfgl
kommen kann, dass die theoretische Rekonstrukti@miAnspruch der Reprasentation sozialer Sachkerha
bekréftigen vermag”.
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standard empirical social science. As | see itandd, for example, assume that the core of
the discourse theoretical conception of the dentizccanstitutional state is that it is
constituted by citizens who are governed by lawsmgiby themselves. Through interviewing
and questionnaires for example it should be passdofind out to what extent people would
refer to the constitutive ideals made explicit Byianal reconstruction.

As | see it, Gaus’ perspective can be utilizedlidoify how the reconstructive
approach can best be interpreted. It is possibdstonguish between three different
suggestions:

- First, we have what Gaus refers to as the stdméading of Habermas: according to this
position, Habermas develops a standard versioomhative theory which constructs ideals
which can be read as prescriptions or guidelinestio actions.

- Second, we have the position which claims thdidfimas reconstructs a normative content
implicit in a set of social practices. This normatcontent provides a standard against which
actual practices can be evaluated. But it is n@fotly prescriptive in the sense of the first
position.

- Third, we have the interpretation of Gaus, emjsiag the sociological-explanatory
approach, claiming that Habermas is involved irscdptive enterprise and not in the
establishment of a critical theory.

As argued above, the strength of Gaus’ argumeantdemonstrating that the first
alternative is a misunderstanding of Habermas’reéotaims. However, this is not sufficient
to establish that the second reading should bepgipnd replaced by the third explanatory-
sociological reading.

The research program suggested by Gaus would grawiplortant insights for
political science as well as for other disciplindswever, | do not understand how such an
approach could be in line with Habermas’ claim thatreconstructed hypotheses shall be
tested indirectly by being used as inputs in erogiriheories. To me this seems more like a
direct testing of hypothesis found in the discouhs®retical conception of the legitimacy of
the state. And the problem with such a directbgstvould be that one could not falsify the
reconstructed hypotheses directly because theyibdesmonstitutive conditions for a certain
practice®’ Instead the indirect testing | propose focusekam the reconstructed concepts
can be taken as point of departure for empiriced¢aech, where the success of such empirical
programs indirectly confirms the result of the mestouction.

" See article 2, p 402-403.
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However, this objection does not necessarily ctutsta problem for Gaus’ reading.
In order to demonstrate this, it can be usefulrmgadraw attention towards some of
Habermas’ later writings on this topic. As we sdw\ae, Habermas pointed out that

Research in constitutive presuppositions is pacbotceptual analysis, a proper
job for philosophers. However, such a philosoph@rallysis assumes more
and more features of empirical research, the merdepart from the level of
generalized cognitive and linguistic practices apdroach presuppositions of
institutionalized and more or less conventionatpcas (Habermas 2005:
385).

This could be interpreted as if it were the hypsiheesulting from conceptual analysis which
should be tested indirectly by being used as impatnpirical theory, whereas the more direct
testing that Gaus suggests is a result of the ppesitions of more institutionalized practices.
If this interpretation makes sense, it would thagbssible to develop empirical research
along both of the lines suggested here, not haaripoose the one instead of the other.

But even if this argument is correct, | find itfaitilt to follow Gaus’ argument
concerning the status of reconstruction as a kfrdescriptive enterprise. After all, the testing
that | propose is a kind of test which allows sbs@entists to distinguish between legitimate
and illegitimate decision making procedures ushgdoncept of communicative action. Such
a procedure would obviously be regarded as noreatithe sense that it yields a standard,
and aims to criticise deviations from this standdifterefore, it does not make sense to claim
that the theory is either descriptive or normatives both, at the same time. Thus, the second

position suggested above is the one | defénd.

(E) MAIN CONCLUSION

My argument in this introduction suggests that Halaes theory constitutes a successful
transformation of Horkheimer’s initial program farritical theory. It is descriptive and
normative at the same time, and establishes actlzdérelationship between philosophy and
social science. This argument runs counter to Bstser who claims that Habermas’ project

%8 | have to admit, though, that some formulationariicle 2 document that the distinction betweenfitst and
the second alternative was not sufficiently cleame at the time of writing that paper.
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has not been realised, and it runs counter to D&aas’ suggestion that we should read
Habermas’ theory as explanatory, and not as &akitneory.

Given this general conclusion, the criticism brauginward in article 1 and 2 must be
modified. There, | argued that it was unclear howest the hypotheses put forward by
rational reconstruction, thus labelling Habermdisbiism an empty fallibilism. | still think
that Habermas is somewhat unclear on this pointabsuggested above, | now think that it is
possible to save Habermas from that kind of catiti This can be done by focusing on the
success of the different research programs initiateHabermas. In particular, | have argued
that the extensive research within the field of giog@ approaches to deliberative democracy
can be taken as a corroboration of some of Habémeamnstructive hypotheses. And as
argued above, | also find some support for thisrpretation in Habermas’ writings.

However, | have also argued that more work is meguboth when it comes to discussing this
understanding of the status of reconstruction alsd regarding the question of what
hypotheses it is possible to test from the othseaech programs Habermas develops. In
addition, the quality of research within empirieplproaches to deliberative democracy must

be evaluated.
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