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CHANM WING-CHEUR

PHENOMENOLOGY AND COMMUNICATIVE ETHICS

When one regards the bfe-wordd a2 0he nomative fundament, one has
t face u problem: how can it be shown that such a position s
compatbie with the thesis that morality is autonomous? From the com-
municative ethics developed by Karl-Otto Apel and Tirgen Habermas,
one can find a possible way of demonstrating this compatibility.
However, the basie difference between Apels and Hobermas” concep-
tiom of communicative ethics s complicated the solution. Accordingly,
it I8 necessary for us to clanfy the difference between them, before
showing how communicative ethics can ot the same time maintain the
putonomy of mosality and the function of the Tife-world os the nonma-
tive fundument.

For phenomenologists, the signilicance of communicstive ethics: lies
naturally first of all in ita discussion of the role played by the life-world
— un importanl leading concept in phenomenology. But beyond this
peneral concem, we shall try bere 10 demonstrate that the difference
between Apel and Hahermas in communicative ethics reflects the
difference between Husserl and Merleau-Ponty in the phenomenalogi-
cal movement, Namely, in order to make clear the natore of the
difference between Apel and Hubermss, it is helpful to compare it with
the differenca between Hugserl and Merleau-Fonty.

Moreover, although it &5 not guite well-dbnown, Husserl has devel-
oped o systematic criticism of Kant's formalistic ethics in his unpub-
lished lectures of the Freiburg period. Regording the formalistic char-
pefer of the communicative cthics cluimed by Apel and Hibermas, it s
alao of interest (o sce whether Husserl's ennigue of Kantinn formaliste
ethics is also ppplicable to their commmunicative ethics:

Finally, by appreciating the critical function of commumicative ethics,
wo shall try to-show in what wiy communicative ethics can mediate the
thesis of the life-world as the normative fundament and the thesis of the
autcnomy of mormlity.

Both Husserl and Apel attempt to develop o new type of first philoso-
353
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phy (erxie Philosoplfie), While Husserl identifics the first philosophy
with # new kind of philosophy of conscitusness, 2., o transcendental
phenomenoiogy, Apel cquates it with & new Kind of philosophy of
language, |- a trunscendental pragmatics. In cégard (o the respective
development of their thinking, one can lsa discemn the following basic
correspondences between these two philosophers.

First, in Apel’s writings there is implied n kind of redoction which
functions like Hussed’s phenomenolomenl reduction. Such o reduction
leads us from a comventionu] domestic morlity [ komentionelle Biewen-
maorml) to g posteonventionsl universulistic morality (posrcoentionefie
wrvermriistivche Moml! One con anadogically call this “commumics-
tive-ethicad reduction”™

Second, the prinviple of universilization { [laiversalistermgrpringip
{11y has 4 stutuy within communicative ethics parallelling (e siats
of the principle of all pnnoples in Husserd's phenomenalogy. The
fovrmulation of the principle of imiversalization in communicative ethics
15 03 follows:

(1) Eoch valid norm sost falfil the condiion st the conegquences amd sde effecm,
whick prssumuobiy resull from iis geminn’ being follveed for the satisfactios of the
iwterests of eock mdEvidaal, con be accepred by ol people enncerned without any
comnplsine.

Althoigh this principle b introduced by Habormas, Ape! totally
pocepts 1t ond regards it as an adeguate esplication of the nommative
principle.”” Indesd, the principle of universalization in commumnicative
ethics, like the pnndpl: of all principles in Hisserl's phenomenology, is
conceived as a Rechiferigunpsprinzip of Begrilmduigsprisgin,

Third, fn claming that (L) i merely a Verfulrensprinzip, Apel, at
this point, and Hobermes (oo, exercises o kind of cudatic reduction., Bul,
unltke “eldetic redisction™ in the Husserlian sanse, “cidetie reduction” in
the Apelian {and Habermastan) serse only adimits a formal & priori hot
nod i material a poof, In peneral, the communicative a pnion, or, 10
particular, the normative-ethical conditions of the possthility of coms=
munication are purely fovmal in character. For example, (L) is

ke Demerapamsspensr seichcher Nowrmer, soadens et Perfrhrenapannzip _Elnﬂl
= yealen ovler internatidenen — prokiicchen Do & olearn fineliliche S
tepmiimdit wiendlen fodlee —

a8 i painted ot by Apel’ Fourth, both Husserl and Apel maintain the
possibifity a5 well ps the necessay of the “ultimate grounding of
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philosoply in general” ("Lembegtindung der Phifosophie iberfiaupr”)
While Husserl appeals to “ultimate gmuuﬂmg in cogito™ (*die Lercihe-
griincdiony (m cogim™)” Apel bases it “in die Nichthintergehbarkeir des
argiementatien  Diskirses.™  According to these two  philosophers,
owercoming skepticism is the major task of phifosophy, They believe
that the final tivmph of philosophy over any skeptical challenges and
hence the very passibility of philosophy itself can only be guaranteed by
the “altimate foundation” of philosophy. In this respect, they are
followers of Descaries. Bul while Husserl starts with the nofion of
“apodictic avidence,” Apel boeging with the concept of “pragmatic
contradiction.”
Fifth, for Husserl as well is for Apel, philosophy & etsentinl

frarrcendentd, Hahermas pointeout that

i dor “Argwonersanor therfimap” goutae rﬂpr.l' araen Herapnpid, qﬁu_rilil,r-.-.t.'r Anualye
mrchi-werwerarer. Regel pevasiond fiondwreenna) o e day el adenlia ' Beay abay -
werrse (e i die Reffeomnspiilesnphie.

That is to say, “argumentation in genernl™ has & place in Apel's
rranscendental pragmatics that corresponds exoctly to the position
ocoupted by “consciousness in general” in Husserls transcendental
phenomenology. In insisting on developing philosophy in a8 transcen-
dentul munner, both Husserl and Apel belong to the Kantmin tradition.

Finally. the concept of “résponsibility™ plays an important rode in
Husserlian transcendentnl phenomenology as well as in Apelian tran-
scendental pragmatics. With this concept both Huossed  and Apel
respectively introduce a iefeofogiral’ dimension in phenomenclony and
communicative ethics. In reehizing the regulative character of “npodictic
evidence,” the lnter Husserd has to conceive the intentional constituticn
of phjects as a teleological movement. Only with the conception of
mtenbionality as responsibility can Huosserl see the possbility of the
reglizmton of & complete account of the constitution of objects in the
world, According to Husserl, the search for apodicic evidence cin be
made possible only when the phenomenobogist himsell fulfitls the
ethical condition: “To be o responstiye philosophen!™ On the other
hand . Apel maintains analogically.

(L) snfhsr pmissre rdmafiche | . michy e e aler Etens dey banafingrentlanen i
Kurses fiir dve von den Folgen irer Anwenadieny. Benroffimen edeepiion i, soulem s
s el andf dee. Ebene cee pevebichishes opemen Anbatidvung Gie die Kiaselien ol
Nimrsichcndey Pringp dor Mavisemibaodonag, s i Siae dee Plcks zie Bereiliousg
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e it piihiaralisienea oader goch e su orgamisieseden jarkische Dikuren,
alkizepricrhar seie

As 4 consequence, in addifion o (L), Apcl infroducez in an auxiliary
munner “ein morslSch-soaregivehes Engingmungspeinzip (B 1o fact,
Apel formulntes (E) in the follovwing waoy:

Dan i Swatlursgrenifionen Divkarer . giiltige Frinzip sollte ooch ba dér Lissmg van
Interessenkonflikten in der Lebevmmsd, in der Kommunzntion nicld bandlungsentlasie
sinel mpenamter werden

Apel also emphasizes:

Pas i e angedeulets Ergllinguisssprnadp (B 5 gwar pelofmiood odenilier, aber
nichs am fabstnnileflan Telos det gumn febens, sondem am Telos der Beseitiging der
Hirdummisee, die dex Anwendung des mesnen Discurspringip (L) m Wepd sursn, '

The above thematization of the sirmlaniees beiween Husserd's tran-
seendental phenomenalogy nnd Apel’s version af communicative ethics
reminds ws of Habermas" complaing that Apsl “den Letztbepriindung.
sanspruch der Transzendeniolpragmintik seneu pof jene Indentifikation

v Anssaperwnhrieir und Gewissheitsedebnis, dye our im Beflexion

Nuchvolbeug einer vorglingig intuitiv vollzogenen  Leistung, o&h, nur
unter Bedimgungen der Bewysstscinsphilosophie vorgenommen werden
knnn,”™" Howewer, in order (o fully wiork ool the difference between
Hibsermmas aumd Agpel, i i helpful o stan withan expasition of Merkeau=
Poriy's erithque Of Husserl, Such o move s undemstandable of we realkee
ihat there fs 0 strong aofi-Cartesian tendency in Merleau-Pomiy's and
Habermas' philosophies,

I bried, one can summanze Merleau-Posty's entique of Husser]
e Tollowing theses,

(1) The Cartestan ulfimate grounding s impossibie; Like other
French phenomenologiss, Merleau-Ponty emphisizes the pre-givenness
of the life-wordd. Phenomenology for him is nothing but the explicition
of the = fopos of theaesthetic world,”

{21 Phenomenological reduction is essentinlly imeomplere. Accord- -
ingly, phenomenological reduction does not lead us w any Sworldless”

subjectivity,

(3) Eidedio reduction s pecessury only because we nesd the re;ulm"_
of the ideal to know and conguer the factuality of the world, Fixation
throngh eidetic varistion is merely o menns and is basically transitional,
The gonl is rather the tving stream of reality. In other words, “he views
ihe entive order of cisences merely 45 a provisional cosceeptunl rqul:m, ]

imposed on us by the choracter of langunge.™'*
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Puralleling Merlesu-Footy's critique of Husserl, Hobermas develops
a similnr objection against Apel. First of 0il, Hobermes rejects Apel's
thesis of “wlimate groundimg.” According (0 Habermas, Apel's ¢laim of
"ultimate grounding” results from “ciner inkonseguenten Rickkehr zu
Denkfguren, die er mil den enerplsch vollzogen Paradigmenwechsel
vimi der Bewusstseine-yur Sprachphilosophie selber entwerter hat™ "
Habermas himself regards communicative ethics as o kind ol recon-
structivie scienoe. MNamely, the presappasitions and rokes of argomenia-
tion vesult miher from o rabosal reconstroechien. As o reconsirictive
sdience, communicative ethies has 10 be supplemented by the empirical
svienoes. In general, a reconstrinciive science has (o e subject 1o the
empirical test. Sech a thesis of compleméentanty befween philosophical
theary und the empinc] sciences reminds us of Merdeau-Ponty's
phenomenoiogical positivism. Indeed, in granting & transitions] charse-
ter to eidetic reduction, Merbeou-Ponty also emphostzes the coopen-
tion between essential vanation and induciion,' Indeed, Merleau-Ponty
is well-conscious of the fundamentsl dvmimile chareter of nealliy,
Accordingly, *he views the entire order of essences merely a8 o
provistonal conceptual Ixaton™"™ Similarly, In granting the status of
recomsiructive -science to communicative cthics, Habsnmas (des o
averd the absolutization of moral theery, One can ascertiin that for
Hobermas: the metg=commuinily has 10 be “seosiive (o evervihing” or
“sensitive o the vamely of the situation,” As a matier of fact, Haobermis
claims that there no damage résults 1 the “ultmnte grounding”™ thesis
{s abolished." Such in antifundamentalistic position can also give us
the new possibility of estong the walhdily of communicadive ethics
Mumedy, it can well be incorporated into the dimension of the develop-
ment of moral and lega) consclousness ind hence be subject o indirect
Lestomg,

In nddition © Luwrence Kohlberg's six-stage classification of the
development of morsl conscioisness, Habermas introduces a séventh
stage, This = 0 stage of communicative othics. At thix highest sape,
“the principle of justification of norms 5 no [onger the monologicaliy
applicalile pringiple of universalizability but the communally followed
procedure of redeeming normativa validity clnims discursvely,” " With
this new principle for the justification of norms, Habermas is able o
find n possible solution Tor the problem of legitimation st the rutional
level, That is to say, the mtional reconstrictions of the conditions of
the validity of expressions provide s crirical standsrd 10 set beside
bvw-giving authority. Here one can see thal Habermas' theory also
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implies a Kind of communicstive-ethical reduction which leads us from
the conventional fevel of morality to the highest stage of the posi-
conventionsl level of morality® However, Habermas” version of the
comimunicative-cthical reduction is by no mesns (ranscendental, The
difference between Hobermus" and Apel's versions. of the communica-
tive-cthical redoction is quite similar to thal between Merleau-Ponty’s
ph:mm:nulnp’:_u] reduction and Huosserl's trunscendentul- phenomena-
logical eeduction. Moreover, it seems that for Habermas the necessity
of the communicitive-ethical reduction lies in the erica! function of
communicative cthics, Indeed, Habermas not only embeds this redue-
tion in the process of soouml evolution, snd hence admits the Teiviesrro!
characier of the communicative-ethical reduction, bul also emphasizes
that even communicative cthics themselves are rooted “in the horizon
of the life-world”. " Indeed. he explicitly points oot

Wi micht achon lser, o Eospmmeshiingen kmmuonikativers Hadelns, abse var alles
Heflexinn, Gelturgsansprische im Plarnl aafireten; it sme [Difereceiernng  resschen
Wihrherl end normetver Richhekeit aof der Ebeme der Arpomentslian nicht o
orwarien’!

On ithe other hand;, i spite of recognizing thal “Universalistische
Momlen sind auf Lebensformen angewiesen”, Habermas claims thit af
the post-conventional level of moral conscidusness

bied mich das pewofische Urnipil von den lodkalen Uhorinkonflen uod dor hsbarischen
Farbuny elner partikialaren Lebeniform: o8 konn sich micht |Goger ouf die Geliung
cligses iehenswebilchon Konbeases benilen,™

As a consequence, in distingidishing his thought from that of Merleau-
Ponty, Habermiag fails (o realize that the communicative-ethical redog-
fioat i essentially frcomplers,

Indeed, Trom o phenomenologeeal stundpoing, one con muke the
following  remarks in regard 1o Habermas™ exceplions: to Apelian
eommmunicative ethics:

First of all. Habormas, like Merleau-Ponts critiqee of Husser] which
rests on the conception of pre-reflective consciousness, bases hiy
critique of Apel op the notion of pre-reflective commumication, Ad-
cording o Habormas, we have o understand “the communication
community i e o plece ds a4 chmmunity of interaction and not of
argumentation, is action sod not as discourse.”?* In particular, we have
by recognize that "Der Streit um Morm bleibt, asch wenn or mit diskor-
siveen Mitieln gefithrt wird, im *Kampf om Anerkennong’ verworzed.”™
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Insofar s practical discourse Is alrcady operative in our life-workl
proxis; there s no need to introduce any prnciple of apphication of
eommunicntive elhice — a8 B cluimed by Apel. Only by overlonking
this dimension of pre-reflective communbention {and hence [alsely
identifying communication with reflective argumenitétion), is one ren-
dered unpble to see the grofwicnd relation between commuicarive
ethles nnd the ethics of responsibility. As a conseguence, by disclosing
the dimension of pre-reflective communication, ong can derive (he
sonelusion that “ultimate_ grounding™ in the Apelian sense s not only
prenecessary. but fmpossible, Such on effect s similar to that which
results when Mereau-Panty in hiy argument agaimst HussedT's thesis of
‘yliimate grosmding” woiks oot the dimension of pre-refective coul-
sciousness, Indeed, Merleau-Ponty tells us “dall Beflexion radiknl mor
it als Bewusstsein der Abhlingigkeii thres selbst von dem unreflekticr-
ten Leben, in dem sie ersthich, stindig und letztlich sich simierst,”

Secondly, according to Ernst Tugendhat, thore are actually two dif-
ferent motives underdying Husserl's phenomenology, Mamely, the “me-
tive of » entque of knowledge™ and the "dogmatic motive.” It is onty
the latter motive which lepds Husserl to the Cartésian position of
“ultimate. grounding " Such a teaching should help ihe proposents of
commumnicative cthics dispose their minds for the cntical Tunetion of the
communicative ethics bui at the smme tme againsr the thesis of
"Letrtbenrimdung.”

Finally, however, by limiting himself to “the point of view of idealiza-
tions of pure communicative action.” Habermas fails (o realize the

10

muaierinl presuppositions underlying his commumcative sthics”

n

It is well-known that Hegel criticized Koant's ethical formulism. Tn o
recent essay, Haobermias tries to show that Hegel's critique of Kantizn
formalism does not apply to communicative ethics,” However, Huy-
serl’s crique of Kane's ethicsl formalism remais unkoown 0 the
pablic. Tt is indeed interesting to look and see if communicitive ethics
can escape from Husserl's critique of formalizm.

In the unpublished part of his dissertation, so Kemn pomts oul:

Huissrs Kritk am der Kuntichen Eihik begiehd sioh — abgesehen von den ihlichen
incihodiichen Vermitfen — Briptsichlich sl dbe Verkeommp ener apeloriseted
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filskendon Wermumfl ool den doraus resaleorenden ehichen Pommalimma. Amslerer-
seils Pewerele e den Bantischen Gedanken giper menmley Bthik gaud dig sich nach
Humserl nher poreendiy eine motermle pafhmen mos) wnd guericller mies fonsanlen
Impeatives sowie e Kanische ke der Pllichi sshr hoch,"!

According 1o Huosserl, the status of Kant's formial ethics is quite similar
to formal logic. So, just as we cannt formally decide what is true
metely through the Hw of coniradiction, we cannod lormally decide
what is morally good merelv through the entegorical imperative. Futher-
more, Hisser] complains that the categorieal imperntive itsell i5 too
Isose, He writes:

Cfenter B8 sch mvit diesem Sat alks nachen. Doinan o jedem Fall dis Musime in
verschiedender Welse fosken, bakl diee bald jemes. bhall aflgemeinere, babd weniger
digemeine Uhsbinde in s anfoelmnen kinn, so ergeben ol verschisdens und
entgepenpesarie Maghchkeitzn der Verallpemeinaning, **

For Hussserl, the origim of Kent's *ahstraser formiafinm”™ lies m Kant's

Sepsuullsierung des Gefahls, bow. des Verkeoneo dor fihlesden {oder werbendon)
Fersumfr "

So, if one can free the moeral fecling from the sensualistic prejudice and
rightly recognize the “fecling”™ charscter of reason, then one can realize
that the valuating, sctive lecling alone can differentiate between nght-
ness and unrightness. Accordimgly, Huosserl's claims thar the obligating
( Werpflichendey is determined

aber michi blnl dicch eieen Ssrmalen fniperatly, somderm wesentlich such durch
matgrinle Morman™

Tn oifer words, according 0 Husserl, Kants formal ethics has o be
supplementod by material erfics,

Is Husserl's critigue of Kantian formalistie ethics also upplicable to
communicative-ethical formalism? This interesting question ¢an be
imswered in the following manner,

First of all, from the Husserlian standpoint, commumicative ethies,
despite it distinction from  Kanlion formadistic ethics, would be oo
“intellectunlistic” for failing to develop @ theory of moral fecling. It 8
true (hat the proponents of commumeative ethics sre content 10
concelve of the fundumental principle of communicative ethics, ie. (U)
aol g% 4 “Creneratfonspringdp inhalilicher Normen, sondern our ein
Verfalrenspringip fir die — realen oder internalisierien — praksivetien)
Diskurse, in denen inhadtliche Normen begriindet werden sollen,” But.
one might ask: "Has the communicative ethical reason not also &
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“fiiftlende” churacter?™ As u maner of fect, communicative ethicists
need arguments 1o support their position which excludes the = filfilemnde™
aspect of action from the dimension of morsl justification. In other
words, the proponent of communicative ethics has to explain why
moral feeling in the Husserfian sense oon contribule pothing 10 the
justification of moral norms, Indeed, if Hobormos now also admits “that
the “evidental dimension” of the concept of ruth is badly in need of
further clarficaton™ then, similardy, the dimension of moral feeling 1
the Husserhan sense should also be clorified m orespect o o full
explication of the concept of righiness, Moreover, in imerpreting (L)
av 0 Begrdngungspeinzip, the proponents of communicative ethics
cannot chinge its “loose” charncter as it is found by Husser] in Kant's
categorical imperative, For example, we cun easily find un intelligent
but morally imperfect person who is skillful ot setting convinemng and
wholly neceptable wrpuments before the publc o justly his sctions.
Accordingly, (U7 is not at all o sufficient condition for the justificntion
of moral norms. Husser] would atso uree us 1o go beyond the realm of
formal principle in the commumicative-ethical version and gtep into the
dimension of materinl norms, Indeed, a3 Charles Tavlor poants out,
there 15 & determinate ides of mankind underlying Habermns {nnd
Apel's) communicetive sthics snd such nn ddes isell s a product of
medern times.™ Mamely, in conformity with Habermas' own theory of
social evolution or with Apel's theory ol the logic of the development
of moral consciousness, the fse of o post-conventlonal communicative
ethics itsell presupposes the cutbreak of a new understanding of the
essence of humanity since the Enlightenment. Hence even the very
possibility of communicative ethies sl has 1o be grounded on certain
concrete, msteral life-world norms,

1t

Tt s true that both Apel and Habermas instst that (L) & & kind of
srounding principle. However, i ome discovers that each practical
discourse hes 1o start with or to presuppose an implicii ngreement
about norms | Nowm-Fimverindmnir), then one cannol deny that the fife-
world is as the normative fundement *michihintergebar” Indeed, the
limitation of (U} mentioned above shows clenrly that it s beller
understood a5 4 principle for eriticism than as a principle of justifica-
tion. Accordingly, its proper function Res primarly in providing n
procedure for the eritical exnmination (Priffung) of the vilidity of
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norms. As a matler of fcl, (LY m itself can neither generate nor ground
any norms: I cather points us o the possshibity of the ortical eximina-
Hom of norms faking us o the direction of requiting o justification.
Correspondingly, the ideal speech silustion can merely function 0z &
critical standand. This readjustment of the soitus of (L) not only
prowides ponew fopological determination of commumcative ethics, bt
also enables communicative ethics 10 exercise ity mediating lunction
betwsen the thesis of the Hle-world ns the normafive fundament and the
thests of the autonomy of morality.

Communicitive ethics  OCCUpHes B Umigue Posiion i COnbasE o
other twpes of ethical theory by forming oo essential aspect of moderm-
gution. The possbility of sell-criticism s o constitutive condition for
a rational society. Regarding the “moed™ norms of our life-workd,
communicative ethics provides us with a ratonsd apparatus or pro-
cedure for putfing this seli-crificism of society into reafity, Indeed, the
kind of self-crigicism made possible by communicative cthics. alsg
prevents the fife-world norms from degencrsting into o heleronomos

state. For the life-world norfs could become momlly heteronomous:

onky when they appear in the form of cocrcive order and with unchal-
lengeable suthority — mamely, only when they demond thet people
follow them blindly. Cnly when such a degencration happens, then the
life=world &y the normative fundament is incompatible with the autono-
mous character of morality, However, i all the life-world nomms are
kepl open 4o criticel discussion, then they would oot nppear o be
helermonomous or extérnnl, In fact, the possibibity of the critical exami-
nation of their vplidity not only eliminmtes their infallible charmeter, bat
als guarantees (heir rationally motivated agceptance by the people. To
be sure, on the level of post=conventional communicative ethics, the
pulonomoul charseter of mornlily 1= relpted primarly to the intersubs
jective consensos. Neveriheless, the process. of rationol self-criticism of
A society can only proceed 0 o pecemea] monner. Nemely, every
eriticism 122l & of & horieontal noure. There 15 no Tiational saff-
eriticim of o sociery that con be caroed oul st one Blow,"

Al the sime time, &% i shown obove, since the *better sreument™
approach or (he prgumentotive justification is just ome lorm of momd
groanding, it 15 1 mistake o redoce moral ratonakity o commumicative
rationdlity — though the Eatter i o component of the former, Indeed, in
a way comparalle 1o the rode plaved by perception m justifying natueal
knowledge, moral feeling in the Husserfian sense can also contnbule 1o

COMMUNICATIVE ETHICS i3

maoral justification, That is 1o say, there is wlso s pon-discursive: form of
justification within the ethical dimension. For example, saving a child
from falling into a well can be sufficiently justified by pure appeal to
our moral feeling, Certainty, in the present industrial society, the husman
situation is highly complicated, Accordingly, in order to solve moml
conflicts im a rationel manner, the necesaty of the communicative ethics
is undeniablie. Bui hore communicative ethies has o be understood as
lorm of rotional eriticism, Moreover, one must sdmit that oot all forms
of justification are disoursive. Finally, we can conclude that the com-
municative-ethicol spproach has 1o be supplemented by the phenomé-
nological-ethical approach. In general, this should show that a philosa-
pliy of consciousness cin cooperaie well with a philosophy of nguage.

Trenghat Universipy, Toleofumg
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WOLFGANG JACOB

ART AND CREATIVITY IN THE ENCOUNTER
BETWEEN THE HEALTHY AND THE ILL PERSON —
THE MORAL SENSE OF BEING [LL

Despite all effods o the contrary, the bosically negitive view ond
judgment of the ill person in soctal life, of ilness itself, and of the
handicapped person follows from a prejudice of soclety in general that
iv xtill hardly evercome. Erving Goffman designates this apparendly
meurmonntible fecling, which the ill or handicapped person evokes in
the healthy person, as n “stigma,” I seems that such a fecling expresses
noal only & lack of chanty on the parl of the strong for the weak, of the
bealthy far the ll, of those conscious of their strength for the frail and
infirm and the elderty too, but this feellng alo reveals thet we, the
so-called healthy, the vitnl specimens of the species homo papiens, do
mot want o be disturbed in the process of self-resdioasion which we
have set for ourselves a5 our gosl in life. From the ventage point of the
“sreat hesith™ ef 4 Fredroch Mietsche, the small. the weal, mnd the
handicapped are doomed, The pathic strocture of mon and his suffering
or afflicted existence 1% hardly considerad worthy of regurd in the social
conseignce or on the social scale of esteem. The ill person, the. person
in o morzl or exisfential crisis, the dying person. the person facing un
mcurable fllness leading inexorably to death, the severely handicuppes
person oF the person disfigured after un sccident, yes, even the per-
zon condemned 1o poverty hecouse of an unforeseen catastrophe or
economic ruin i worth litfle when measured by the law of life and
human desting in the social conscience. And this holds true although
such misfartune, which con befall anyone, often allews the affhcted a
certain latitude or permits him to fnd » miche for himself through
penerous offers of assistance by his fellowman,

The meaning of human misfortune, to which illness and handicaps
belong, s, however, in goneral niot reganded, much less experienced and
cndured, g5 & common problem by the wnaffecied,

This gravitetion wwards o primitive tarcissistic vitality, which re-
veals itself in the “navely healthy™ person, seems o0 be an indispensable
relic in w human socicty which declaredly lives by Darwinistic principles
instead of asking what it means 1o be flung into this existence with all
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