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    Preface to the French Edition

    The unity of Popper’s thought, the inseparability of the epistemology of the natural sciences and that of the human sciences, of the philosophy of the sciences and political philosophy, became without doubt never more evident than at the time of the famous “positivist dispute” which stirred up German sociology for more than ten years, from 1957 to 1968. But it is well known that the conditions of its reception pay little attention to the unity of a work. The positivist dispute is itself a typically German product and it is not without reason that the acts1 have been published in French under a more neutral title, which itself, however, is not indisputable because of its misplaced reference to logical positivism: De Vienne à Francfort: la querelle allemande des sciences sociales. Undeniably, the Anglo-Saxon and the German receptions have engaged themselves into two different directions, the first because of its debate with analytical philosophy, the second because of its interest in “Reason in History,” that is because of its heritage of German idealism. As for francophone philosophy, it has made, just barely and belatedly, the connection, or rather the return trip between these two approaches, and the French “Popperians” have been first and foremost the philosophers of science, at a time when the Critical Theory of the Frankfurt School (and consequently also the “positivist dispute”) was hardly known in francophone circles. This was, by the way, the reason for my interest in the study of Jacques G. Ruelland since I had the privilege of teaching in Quebec… German philosophy.

     

    In its final form this study bridges the two wings of Popper’s thinking, political philosophy and philosophy of science, thus steering a middle course between the two major receptions. It offers the double advantage of providing a faithful presentation of Popper’s theses on the one hand, and of highlighting the links between the “falsificationist” theory of science and the liberal political thinking which together form the only way to an understanding of Popper’s attack on “historicism,” particularly Marxism. It does not overlook the exaggeration of this attack – recognized by Popper himself in “A Pluralist Approach to the Philosophy of History” – for, starting with the book entitled The Open Society and Its Enemies, Popper’s political philosophy is extremely aggressive (he would remark later in retrospect that it was his “war effort”), but makes an effort to stress the point of the controversies it has raised, to present the objections from the Anglo-Saxon camp itself, which are all but unknown to continental philosophy. In this way he facilitates an inquiry into the possibility of a critical application of Popper’s exhortations.

     

    The royal entry, the privileged access to the political implications of Popper’s thought is, beyond doubt, – and on this point Ruelland’s book does not pretend to offer anything new – the epistemology; that was, after all, at the bottom of the “positivist dispute,” but it took at that time this German dispute, in other words this conversation of the deaf, to reveal the political stakes, of which the accusation of positivism is obviously nothing but a gross oversimplification. The reason for that is that in the reception of Popper’s thought epistemology, and with it the idea of science, is the tree that hides the forest. Most often – in the best case, that is when Popper is not being assimilated with logical positivism (cf. the debatable allusion “The Positivist Dispute…”) –, political reflection intervenes like an appendix, a codicil or an outgrowth: some twenty pages in Renée Bouveresse’s Karl Popper2. Twenty pages so to the point, moreover, that they should have instigated, in the context of a general crisis of Marxism and of the whole philosophy of “Reason in History,” a debate much further going and much more radical when Éditions du Seuil published in 1979 La Société ouverte et ses ennemis. In his review of this work, which in any case did not, considering the context, pass completely unnoticed, Claude Mouchard opines that “it is necessary to examine the link between Popper’s epistemological analyses and his political perspectives3;” this is what Ruelland’s study makes possible. It is indeed guided by the conviction that Popper’s anti-historicist argumentation is at the same time epistemological and ideological. It makes it possible to strike a balance between this double motivation, of which it is however important before anything else to take notice if one does not wish to reduce Popper to his epistemology, but, with it and without allowing oneself to be taken in by it, to inquire about the significance and the political impact of his positions.

     

    Globally the importance of Popper’s contribution to epistemology is indeed setting the stage for a real discussion of its political significance. Despite its actuality, which inspires this foreword, and despite its own historical background – the background against which epistemology is written – Popper’s political thought, while it rarely leaves the reader indifferent, is all the more readily classified as polemic exactly in opposition to his “scientific” oeuvre. In some way Popper’s political thought is neglected, and, as Ruelland reminds us in his introduction, Popper had the greatest difficulty getting it published. This is especially true for The Poverty of Historicism, and Jacques G. Ruelland’s manuscript came indeed close to suffering the same fate; a Canadian evaluation termed it “too long on the points directly taken from The Poverty of Historicism” and suggested quite simply the elimination of the first part under the pretext that Popper himself had recognized the unsatisfactory nature of his essay. Well, satisfactory or not, The Poverty of Historicism is a major document of Popper’s thought, “a cardinal work,” says Ruelland, since it prepares the way for The Open Society but also because Popper worked on it for more than 20 years4, and because it is the mould for his political theses and perhaps also – the question deserves in any case to be asked – for the convictions underlying his epistemology. It came into being at the same time as The Logic of Scientific Discovery and the two books achieved maturity at the same time, while Nazism triumphed – so that these two cardinal books, the one about philosophy of science, the other about political philosophy, separate in the life and the work of Popper what I would call his “Weimar” period (even though he was Viennese) from his Anglo-Saxon period: two epistemological worlds, but also two political realities, between which Popper, Jewish by birth, had to choose when the Anschluss took place, and his hopes in the socialist party and even (for two months) in the communist party collapsed.

     

    Ruelland renders without adornments, through the clarity and even the laconism of his style, the intransigence of Popper’s political message, the polemical inflexibility which cost him irritated reactions, false processes and, still worse, his secondary standing in the work of this Anglo-Saxon philosopher of science who meddles in political philosophy. How could one forget, however, that Popper’s work has been conceived in the context of the Weimar Republic and that what annoys us (or has annoyed us in the years of flourishing left thinking!) what appears to us (or may have appeared to us) so unbearably “Anglo-Saxon” in the polemical assimilation of mythical thought, psychoanalysis, Marxism and Darwinism5 as well as in the violence with which Popper attacks the idea of totality – inseparable for the German tradition from “Reason in History” and from emancipation – is also one of the teachings of Weimar, whose significance we have really not yet begun to grasp than after “the end of the ideologies.” “Postmodern” revenge of critical rationalism? In any ease Popper remains a partner to face in a period of crisis of the “Great tales” the question of normativity, that is to say, for epistemology, the question of the articulation of norms and facts, which is equally a question of the socialization of science. After abandoning the saga of Totality this question lies more than ever at the heart of contemporary preoccupations.

     

    The Poverty of Historicism has both the qualities and the shortcomings of global attacks. Beginning with the haze that surrounds the precise meaning of the term “historicism,” which has so derailed the commentators even though Popper in his introduction explained his choice of “the somewhat unfamiliar label historicism.” “In The Open Society he has made a very special effort to distinguish what he means by ‘historicism’ from the Historismus of Dilthey, Troeltsch or Meinecke, which he characterizes as ‘historical relativism’ (‘historicism’ must not, of course, be mixed up with ‘historism’6.”) In fact it seems clear that in using this term Popper wanted to aim at not just one or some particular doctrines but at a theoretical-practical attitude, whose dominant trait is faith in history as a “great tale:” “By introducing it I hope to avoid purely verbal chicanes: for no one, I hope, will be tempted to wonder if one or the other of the points here in dispute belongs really, properly or essentially with historicism or even just exactly what is really, properly or essentially meant by the word ‘historicism’.” That certain aspects of Diltheyan historicism are implicated, notably the hermeneutical method, leads to the argument against totality as meaning. Here is both a strength and a weakness: on the one hand Popper understood lucidly that the dialectical method of Marxism can not function without hermeneutics (thus the moment of Gedankenganzes – “totality in mind” – realizing the structural coherence of a mode of production), and this is what the critical Theory has forced itself to make count against the reduction of the praxis to the technical model by presenting the theory of the praxis as a dialectic which links together the interests of knowledge of the empirical-analytical sciences and the practical interests of the historico-hermeneutical sciences; on the other hand, Popper’s abusive identification of the hermeneutic intention to the hypostasis of a totality of meaning does not recognize Marx’s warnings against the Hegelian confusion of the totality of thought with the totality of reality; for Marxism the speculative moment of totality serves above all to make the contradictions that threaten a mode of production from the inside apparent. “Every form that is made is but a passing configuration7.” Totality is of no interest except for the cracks that run through it and for its tendency to fall apart – a tendency that can however only be stopped by the hermeneutical construction of the Gedankenganzes. The dialectical method is in this sense “critical and revolutionary8” but it does not consist in “formulating Comtian recipes for the stew pots of the future” nor in determining once and for all history’s inescapable course. For the rest, it is rather vulgar Marxism that is in chapters 18-21 of The Open Society the aim of Popper’s attacks, Popper does recognize that “Capital elaborates only the ‘first step’ (of Marx’s historical prophecy), the analysis of the fundamental economic forces of capitalism and of their influence upon the relations between the classes. The ‘second step,’ which leads to the conclusion that a social revolution is inevitable, and the ‘third step,’ which leads to the prediction of the emergence of a classless, i.e. socialist, society, are only sketched9.” Moreover, at the time Popper wrote – he would later agree with this assessment in “A Pluralist Approach of History” – vulgar historicism was no longer fashionable in Marxist circles: for Horkheimer the meaning of history has become “u-topian” and can no longer inspire the revolutionary historicist utopism that Popper criticizes; for Benjamin (and moreover also for the Bloch of the Traces, in 1930) the hermeneutic moment of totality needs the allegorical interpretation which, confronted with the disjecta membra of an interpreted history, has no longer anything to do with the historicism to which Popper takes exception. Despite his “war effort” against all forms of totalism, which brings, in his eyes, inevitably with it the risk of totalitarianism, Popper would have written with The Poverty of Historicism a polemic essay that was not only contestable because of its assimilation of Marxism with vulgar Marxism and because his “concept” of historicism would allow putting Plato, Hegel and Marx (among others) in the same bag, but above all – an essay that, while not even ill – timed, would quite simply not be relevant.

     

    This hasty judgment would however be an injustice. In reality, what Benjamin, Critical Theory and to a certain extent, Bloch have conquered and faced in the thirties seems to me to be, aside from their nostalgia for the lost meaning which is one of the major traits of the historicist mentality as Popper characterizes it, equally one of the essential data of Popperian thinking, so today, its “Weimar” component and the principal motivation of his campaign against historicism. I am for that reason inclined to compare it more than is usually done with the protestation against the pretence of being in the meaning of history and of prophesying its end which one finds, for example, in the Theses on the Philosophy of History of Walter Benjamin.

     

    
      If Popper’s attacks on Hegel display a rare harshness and are, if possible, even more violent than his attacks on Plato, one would be mistaken if one overlooked here again not only the historical and political context but the philosophical one as well. The slogans of positivism and of Hegelianism which the protagonists of the 
      Positivismusstreit
       threw at each other’s heads could not cause one to forget that Critical Theory and Popper share after all the same aversion against dialectical onto-logic which categorizes with a little too much ease the singular and the particular under the All (“totalism”), and that one touches here on the fundamental motivation of Popper’s whole effort, his refusal of the abusive, “totalitarian” simplification of the multiplicity, also of the reduction and the mutilation which Adorno stigmatizes as a tendency to total administration. The whole philosophy from the years 20-30, even Bloch’s “open system” has as a common denominator the rehabilitation and the respect for the contingency, the “rescue of the singular,” (Adorno), even if it is at the same time animated, on the left as well as on the right, by nostalgia for the community, for the closed society, in which Popper sees the dream of an impossible return to forms of life that have perhaps never existed. One should take advantage of the reevaluation of Popper’s political thought to which Ruelland’s work is a spur, in order to give it a new place in this intellectual context and to allow oneself a chance for a better understanding of his “ideology”, his conception of the “open society” and his liberalism.
    

     

    The latter is inseparable from his criticism of historicist pretensions whether they are pro- or antinaturalistic, to make history into a science. For Popper history is the realm of contingency par excellence: “no conceivable development can be excluded on the grounds that it may violate the so-called tendency pf human progress or any other of the alleged law of ‘human nature’10.” It is in no way allowed to deduct norms from sequences of historical facts that have more or less successfully been arranged in formulas, nor, a fortiori, to impose such norms to them; that is why Popper cannot accept the utopian activism of historicists but at the same time denies history the quality of science. Seen from a philosophical perspective, his political thought proceeds from a radical questioning of every “great tale,” such as one finds in the theodicy that justifies suffering and Evil, in the Hegelian dialectic (which assumes in so many respects the heritage of the theodicy), or in a philosophy of the praxis that wants to put an end to suffering and Evil. Evil – to which I shall return later – is, with the experience of Nazism, the cross under whose weight the practical philosophy that sprang from German idealism has stumbled: from this station that has indeed petrified history and stopped it in its tracks, it has not got up again.

     

    Thus reestablished in its own time frame Popper’s political thought surely ceases to be the liberal-conservative appendix of the work of an Anglo-Saxon philosopher of science. Through his epistemology Popper has rather tried to bring an answer – a “scientific” answer – to a major crisis of modern rationalism, so that the inseparable bond between epistemology add political philosophy forbids to consider the latter as a reject (both in the botanical and the pejorative sense of the word) of the former. He has not stopped rising up, because that is a characteristic of one of the variants of historicism – the one called “antinaturalistic” – against every rigid distinction between natural and social sciences: “What I combated mainly, was Mannheim’s belief that there was an essential difference with respect to objectivity between the social scientist and the natural scientist, or between the study of society and the study of nature. The thesis I combated was that it was easy to be objective in the natural sciences, while objectivity in the social sciences could be achieved if at all only by very select intellects: by the freely poised intelligence which is only loosely anchored in social traditions11.” But this unbreakable bond between epistemology, historical theory, and political philosophy is paid for dearly (and is the apple of discord which comes back from all the critics addressed to Popper; Ruelland’s book offers a partial inventory of them) by the affirmation of a unique methodology which Popper founds on the logic of scientific discovery; if he does not bring scientificity back to the model of the natural sciences, Popper never oversteps the limits of “science” as he sees it. Certainly, Popper is not Hempel. He is neither a scientist nor a pronaturalistic historicist, which is what constitutes the originality of his position in the philosophy of science. On the contrary, he demands a reform both of the social sciences and of the natural sciences – a reform which concerns in the first place the consensual nature of their basic positions (Protokollsätze) by opposition to all empiricism and to all dogmatic pretence to “the truth,” and the adoption of the criterion of falsifiability. While for Carnap, for instance, a proposition has meaning if and only if it belongs to a scientific language, Popper separates criterion of meaning from criterion of demarcation (between science and non-science). A metaphysical proposition can be completely meaningful without being scientific, and metaphysical propositions have moreover played a decisive role in the birth of scientific theories before becoming an obstacle. It is in this sense that Ruelland proposes in his conclusion to consider history as a “super-research program” – a “metaphysical” program, he adds, in this respect remaining faithful to Popper. For Popper is of the opinion that a meaningful proposition can be maintained so long as it is not proved false by an argumentation that refutes it. In doing so, he is quite aware of the risk he runs of rendering fluid the demarcation line between science and non-science – unless one lays scientificity to observable predicates, as did Carnap. Popper refuses to do this. His elementary statements – or basic statements – are not statements from observation corresponding to immediate experiences. They are, on the contrary, always susceptible of being returned; they are fallible and cannot serve as a foundation except under the title of conventions within a given scientific community. Popper is here well and truly engaged against a consensual and historical conception of the constituent truth of all knowledge. But this apparent relationship to Apel and Habermas can not hide the deep divergence between critical rationalism and Critical Theory. For Popper the basic statements are not dependent on social, historical or political conditions, in other words extra-scientific conditions, but rather on the provisional non-falsifiability of these enunciations. The conventionality of the basic statements only appears to break with the independence of science from the social world, for, in Popper’s eyes, the scientist “decides” to admit an enunciation independent of his socio-historic situation and uniquely according to the present resistance of this enunciation to the critical proof of the falsification. This assimilation between falsification and criticism evidently deserves to be questioned: Popper’s conception of the “critical discussion” covers in fact only the possibility or the impossibility of a refutation and in this sense continues to obey intra-scientific criteria. In other words we are not dealing here with a reflection about the norms. At the point where for Habermas the normative elements that preside over the elaboration of all scientific theory can only be rendered conscious by way of a “historico-hermeneutical” rationality, Popper’s method of “critical conventionality” renews an epistemological monism that is dominated by the model of the natural sciences and, implicitly, by the model of the exact sciences.

     

    At this point the question of articulation between facts and norms arises. Is it not so that the social sciences are concerned precisely with that which is implicitly presupposed in the consensus about basic statements, and consequently about proof of falsification or refutation? Popper rejects any notion of dependence between knowledge and historical evolution or between knowledge and the situs, or the ideology, of the historical subject of scientific knowledge. Hence Habermas’ reproach addressed to him in the Positivismusstreit does not inquire about the ideological, social and historical conditions which govern the procedure of the falsification. He does not question science as a social formation – which causes a strong risk, one can not help noticing, of reducing his political philosophy to that for which it has been taken: a polemical outgrowth of his epistemology. In place of this interrogation Popper offers, according to Habermas, the evidence of an unquestioned tradition which he calls wrongly scientific consensus. While accusing him of “positivism” Habermas was certainly not unaware that Popper had resolutely distanced himself from all positivistic doctrines; nor was he unfamiliar with Popper’s notion that the mind “functions like a light beam that lights up the world in a selective manner12,” that is to say the notion of a mind that is not just a receptacle since it is indeed by the light of theories that we can grasp facts. This recovery of Kantian transcendentalism leads to the thesis that theories only produce provisional knowledge – by which Popper goes beyond Kant. Habermas reproaches him however that he has not gone to the end of this reasoning and has not asked himself what was the true nature of this evolving dimension of the theory that operates in the field of knowledge in a “quasi-transcendental” manner. If there are no synthetic judgments that are a priori universally valid, what takes their place and what is the nature of that which takes their place: At this point social and historical “quasi-transcendental” interests intervene for Critical Theory, from Horkheimer13 to Habermas interests which take the place of that unquestioned tradition that seems to lead back Popper to an internal and autonomous evolution of the sciences by virtue of the “logic of scientific discovery.”

     

    In fact Popper has asked himself about this unquestioned tradition and it is precisely at his investigation that he vows to history: “We need studies, based on methodological individualism, of the social institutions through which ideas may spread and captivate individuals, of the way in which new traditions may be created, and of the way in which traditions work and break down14.” The invalidation of history as a science does in no way limit the role it can play in his eyes in scientific research. There are certainly not in history explanations that obey to the nomological-deductive model, but only “historizing” explanations, that appeal, as often as that is possible, to the particular history of the particular discipline that can lend help to the historian – and that in so far as the aforementioned discipline can itself argue from a “scientific” status in the Popperian sense. Regionalized history does not belong to itself, it belongs regionally to other disciplines who meanwhile themselves risk not to be able to satisfy Popper’s requirements of scientificity. Under these conditions (if one accepts Popper’s conception) the best one can expect from history is, in effect, that it furnish a “metaphysical” program of research and that the divers regional disciplines that are implicated bring in their contribution while themselves submitting to the demarcation between science and non-science. What Popper refuses is only the possibility of “Newtonian” laws in history. But he does not oppose at all to forecasts of the type economists make (generally accompanied by the conservative proviso “all other things being equal”) which characterizes theories whose falsification remains in suspense). These forecasts bear more resemblance, in his eyes, to meteorology than to astronomy, for the laws on which they are based can always branch off in an unexpected manner. Nevertheless the forecast still remain possible to a certain extent, since societies, their life and their survival show invariances that make them not only conceivable but above all fit to live in. Popper rejects only, in The Poverty of Historicism and in The Open Society the existence of inexorable laws.

     

    What he expects of history is thus all at once little and much, which is what spurs us not to reduce his political philosophy to the secondary status of simply an afterthought. History is the domain of norms. By posing, in the last chapter of The Open Society the famous question “Has history any meaning?” Popper does not exclude at all the possibility that it may have just as little meaning as nature. He opposes all finality and all teleology, but in denying history the status of science and in refusing the possibility of deducting norms from facts, he strengthens simultaneously the moment of the invention of norms. These are set by men who, with their always partial knowledge of effective laws, even when they limit their actions to sociotechnical interventions, promote a sense which is not at all inherent in the material order and is in no way pre-existent to their action. While he denies the existence of general laws of evolution, Popper does not in any way limit this refusal to history; in fact, all prediction, even scientific prediction, is conditional, for it depends on the prevailing Protokollsätze about which the scientific community is in agreement at the moment under consideration. If he affirms that only science can allow knowledge and mastery of the world, both natural and historical, every scientific work is in his eyes fallible, hence open to revision – error is to Popper even more fertile than affirmation of that which is already known –, and it is precisely at this point that the critical discussion is articulated with the internal criterion of scientificity. The pluralism he preaches in politics while denouncing not just as ignorance but as swindle any notion of purpose or meaning in history which causes men to endorse, as if universally valid moral imperatives were at stake, ideas that have no scientific foundation and that can in no instance be deduced from facts or factual sequences, is the translation, in the field of norms, of his combat against all scientific dogmatism. His adversaries are in essence the same ones with which Horkheimer crosses swords in Traditionelle und kritische Theorie and, more explicitly, in Eclipse of Reason: intuitionism, empiricism, and logical positivism. On the subject of intuitionism and of logical positivism Horkheimer writes in Eclipse of Reason that “these two antagonistic schools suffer from the same disability: at a certain point both block critical thinking by authoritarian statements15.” Against this authoritarianism which he manifestly judges no less dangerous than “historicist totalism” Popper sets rational discussion, thus making pluralism the common denominator of epistemology and politics, which links the knowledge of facts and the invention of norms.

     

    What is the nature of this pluralism? Can one share Habermas’ argument that pluralism in principle only recovers the “positivist” meaning of an unquestioned tradition or at least the compelling logic of the internal evolution of science, or can one dare to search in Popper’s philosophy of history, that is to say, in his thinking about this tradition, the normative foundation of pluralism? Has Popper not in his philosophy of history given an outline of a more realistic conception of normativity than that of the “grand narratives,” which collapse at the time that he produced his “war effort,” a conception whose actuality reveals itself today? It seems to me that one may try to read in this light the last part of the book of Ruelland, dedicated to the connections between Popper, Hempel and Dray, two philosophers who have strongly marked the development of analytical philosophy of history. While the first one exerts himself to bring it in line with the positivist approach of the empirical sciences, the second promotes an approach known as “narrativism.” For Dray the writing of history should not aim at the establishment of laws, it develops from sufficient reasons for hypothetical explanations. This position, in direct contrast with Hempel’s, pushes to extremes, by making somehow a virtue of necessity, Popper’s refusal of all scientificity of history: history does not formulate universal laws, it consists of narratives. The bond between this conception and the refusal of totalism leads me to see here an approach that is useful today for posing the problem of normativity in a context of “widespread great talk” – as Louis Quéré put it in Des miroirs équivoques16 – that is to say of multiplication of “micro-narratives” which even affects the form and the distribution of scientific discourse (narrative-expressive and pseudo-epic in journalistic style) and characterizes globally the communicational space, postmodern publicity (Öffentlichkeit). Fragmentary narratives, even “opportunistic” ones – and not only in Popper’s sense – which can not lay claim to any normative universality. By attributing to history no more than a segmentary or at best regional validity and denying it the possibility of deducing norms from facts, Popper has put the finger on the eminently actual problem of collapse (in “historicist” language) or of impossibility (in Popper’s language) of a universalizable normativity. This is why he can help us to face the exhaustion of practical philosophy and the conjunction of performativity (instrumental action) and of expressivity (singular narratives), to which it has left the field open.

     

    To what extent can science (still) be a manifestation, even the driving force for the self-production of its existence and of its meaning by the mankind? Despite obvious divergences this question is common to Critical Theory and Popperian rationalism. Certainly Critical Theory does not renounce the historical dimension of emancipation, but its “historicism” is considerably weakened, or rather worn out: there is no longer any necessary coincidence between historical reality and “Reason in history,” “there is no assent of a social class upon which we can lay forever. Any segment of society can present a consciousness ideologically narrowed and corrupted, whatever vocation for truth its situation gives it17;” and Jürgen Habermas, in his Theory of Communicative Action proposes even to “free historical materialism from its philosophical ballast. […] The theory of communicative action is meant to provide an alternative to the philosophy of history on which earlier critical theory still relied, but which is no longer tenable18.” In the Positivismusstreit the major antagonism between Adorno and Habermas on the one side, and Popper and Albert on the other consisted in the point of view of the totality defended by the former; expressly linked to a dialectical conception of history, the emancipatory interest that, with the Habermas of Knowledge and Human Interests overtook the dualism of natural sciences and social sciences, fell under the blow of Popper’s criticism of historicism. From the moment that Habermas renounces these interests, his positions become singularly close to Popper’s: the criterion of “truth” is of a pragmatic order; for Popper as for Habermas critical rational discussion becomes the only guarantee for the validity of theories. Habermas, however, still hopes in this way to re-fund an universalizable normativity and consequently has to rely on the aptitude of all partners in the dialogue to practice an ethical argumentation. The effort of communicational action tends to reestablish an “unconditioned moment” without taking recourse to a pre-established norm; or if the “ideal consensus” only exists when realized in one or more empirical consensus, if the transcendental character of the norm can only become actual in an empirical social pragmatism, then its capacity to restrain the “little narratives” depends on the reality of social interactions, on the concrete forms of socialization. In the terms of pragmatism, it depends on the dominant games of the discourse. If these are performativity and expressivity, the normative moment vanishes and Habermas’ theory can only chose between two forms of the dominant deteriorated publicity: the “economic kind” as Lyotard terms it, and expressivity. The normative moment that she intended to reconstitute in order to resist them is abandoned, in the best case, to fragile constellations, even to a struggle of pragmatic encounters19. Certainly, in the face of a normative nostalgia of a Critical Theory that has had to mourn the demise of “historicism,” the question is no longer about transforming Popper’s pluralism into a Spanish inn nor of forgetting the extremely rigorous distinction Popper makes between purely scientific values and extra-scientific values, “interests which do not belong to the search for truth and the purely scientific interest in truth20.” The critical discussion is rather the sieve that allows to “fight against the confusion of value-spheres and in particular, to separate extra-scientific evaluations from questions of truth21.” I have simply wanted to suggest the actuality and the actualization that are made possible with a greater tolerance for what Max Weber, to whom Popper moreover owes much (and that is also his “Weimar” heritage), calls the “polytheism of values.” And this in political philosophy as well as in the conception of the consensualism of the basic enunciations, and of course in the interpenetration of those two spheres of which Popper orders scientific logic to give a clarification but from which he certainly does not a priori eliminate the reality: “We cannot rob the scientist of his partisanship without also robbing him of his humanity, and we cannot suppress or destroy his value judgments without destroying him as a human being and as a scientist. Our motives and even our purely ideals including the ideal of a disinterested search for truth, are deeply anchored in extra-scientific and, in part, in religious evaluations. Thus the ‘objective’ or the ‘value-free’ scientist is hardly the ideal scientist. Without passion we can achieve nothing – certainly not in pure science. The phrase ‘the passion for truth’ is no mere metaphor22.”

     

    As for the question of knowing if science can be the driving force for self-production of its “meaning” for the species, the refusal of...
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