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NATIONAL UNIVESITY OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION
THOMAS MOLNAR INSTITUET FOR ADVANCED STUDIES

WORKING PAPERS

Attila K. Molnar

The problem of good order. Burke’s and Tocquevilles
tradition of the criticism of modernity

Contemporary moviegoers are very familiar with gnisdramas. These
stories are exciting because the hero has to he lanad strong in the interest of
justice and truth in a world where there is no tawmplement justice. The ever-
innocent hero in these stories finds himself in @lev where there is no law,
where force alone arranges human relations. Amongpners there is no
consensus, common sense, or intersubjective nomchwould control the acts
of individuals and decide their conflicts apartnfrdife-and-death struggle. While
the prisoners’ world is so chaotic, it is also vsetyctly organized and conditioned
by means of walls and iron cages, by detailed tialde and by the fact that their
spatial moves are strictly regulated. However, thgulation is not carried out in
a normative way, most of the imprisoned has neceepted these limitations.
The walls and iron cages define illegitim condiBowithout necessitating any
obedience or loyalty — the personal moral problérab@dience does not emerge
concerning the walls and iron cages, they do netinestification. The walls and

cages represent a kind of naked force for peomy #orround, and from their
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point of view these are arbitrary. These walls eaages are not legitimate among
prisoners, in as much as they control people witheierence to their normative-
moral imagination, because the world of prisonacks$ any norms. This world is
chaotic without a sense of justice and self-conts the only effective
controlling agencies for them cannot be legitimite the controlled. In these
stories there are two kinds of arbitrariness ocdsr one among the prisoners, the
other from outside (walls and fences), and the tneate conditions of eternal
chaotic struggle. Probably a good example for paisadox is the modern image
of the market. On the one hand, people refer tsit field of struggle among
unlimited self-interests, where force — coming freaonomic talent — is the only
relevant factor, but, on the other hand, marketeisn as something that operates
under strict, “objective” rules and laws which aredependent of the
righteousness or self-interest of agents.

Too much or too little control, and control in gealethat is, the problem
of order and freedom is one the oldest problemsowial and political thinking.
My supposition in this paper is that there is nolyane kind of control — an idea
opposed to the originally Whiggish view of modernstbry as progress in the
direction of more freedom and less control. Theagaxical notion of too much
control and too much freedom at the same timetlgeranodern, at least it is a
paradox which became dominant in the critique oflemnity after the French and
industrial revolutions. Both events questioned élkesting controls in social life
and focused attention on the possibility of themeation of the wished new kinds
of control. It has been widely referred to as thempmenon of decline of religion,
old and established customs, morality and authdgity even if the emergence of
modernity created new problems, the answers webe tmund in the traditional
ideas and concepts.

The social paradox of Chaotic Prison seems to lee résult of the
demolition and evaporation of norms and laws ad askthe adherence to them.

This paradox, i.e. the coexistence of chaos andatiss, is rather typical in the
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criticism of modernity. The notion suggests thathes people nor governors are
bound by any moral limits. Somehow, there is toahliberoum arbitrium and,

at the same time, it seems not to exist any molmsé& thinkers who were
sensitive only to one side of this paradox, wanegtier liberation or order.
According to these images there is chaos and ayaothdefencelessness,
serfdom; the same world, however, is perceived m@gonm, homogeneous,

systematic and despotically controlled or manipadat

*

The origin of the image of Chaotic Prison can benfb partly in Plato’s
texts and partly in the Exodus, two texts which #me sources of most of our
common ideas. Plato did not really favour democrécy he hated tyranny even
more. His main criticism of democracy was thaegulted necessarily in tyranny.
I will not try to provide a thorough-going analysiEPlato’s text, rather turn to his
description of democracy, where he points out suices as money-minded
thinking, uninhibited wishes, and the loss of teese of moderation.

»And he lives on, yielding day by day to the desitehand. At one
time he drinks heavily to the accompaniment of fthee, at another he
drinks only water and is wasting away; at one tingegoes in for physical
exercise, then again he does nothing and carem@bhing; at times he
pretends to spend his time on philosophy; oftertakes part in public
affairs; he then leaps up from his seat and says @wes whatever comes
into his mind; and if he happens to admire militangn, he is carried in
that direction, if moneyed men, he turns to makmaney; there is no plan
or discipline in his life but he calls it pleasaritee and blessed, and he

follows it throughout his time®.

! Plato 1974, 561
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»,And you know that in the end they take no noti¢ethe laws,
written or unwritten, in order that there shouldno sense be a master over

them” 2

The ,spirit of anarchy” and ,exaggerated libertyurn democracy
necessarily into the serfdom of tyrantnecause people start to look for certainty
Thus, limitlessness is connected to tyranny anftiger; for Plato the two poles
are opposite to each other only in logic, but mosacial practice, which is not
logical at all. Whilst in Plato’s description ther® a chronological succession
between chaos and tyranny, and both are connext@dhtorality, in the Exodus
serfdom and unrighteousness exist together. Béfaré&xodus, the Jews lived in
serfdom, they lived under the despotism of pharabtmvever, the Jews were
morally corrupted, they had idols and foreign gollse promise of Canaan was
not only a promise of collective freedom, a lifetbvaiut serfdom, but also of a
moral upgrading. Obedience to divine law liberatee people from unjust
worldly power because by adhering to this law tlieg peace and harmony
without any necessity for a system of coercionnsuee peaceful cooperation.

The two phenomena are connected — freedom andrtanality, tyranny
and immorality. In the&City of GodAugustine spread the idea in Christian thinking
that, as a result of original sin, the lack of tfagh and morality are necessarily
connected to arbitrary power or coercion. (SeexiW. and XIX) From the point
of view of the present paper, this imagecnfitas terrenais highly important. In
thecivitas terrenathe original sin results in vain, wilful, lustfahd self-interested
people who are necessarily in conflict with eadieotand only the arbitrary force
of wordly magistrate may implement some, relatieage among people. Since
there is no morality among people in theitas terrena this power is necessarily
arbitrary from their point of view, and it cannoé lmorally legitimated. It is

meaningless to think of morally conditioned powdrew people are an immoral

2 Plato 1974, 563
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mob. In this social setting the controlling agemeynot depend on the approval
of immoral individuals. The citizens of the city ofian, civitas terrena can
approve only sinful things, thus their control cahand should not result from
their will. In order that those corrupted individsiacan coexist only a despotic
power can control and oppress their licentiousf@sthe sake of relative peace.
The solution is true faith and the love of God, ethicreate real peace among
people, and in this case — if man is obedient td Ggeople do not need any
human control. The more people can live peacefwilyrout outer controlling
agency, the less they need a despotic powerah important point for us that in
Augustine’s thinking there is only one kind of fgitone proper love. Sin and
sinful self-love are not other kinds of human att#, but the lack of the real and
true one. Everything that exists is a creation @fdGand God cannot be the
creator of sins. So thavitas terrenais not another kind of society, another order,
but the lack of order. There is only one type afesy the apoliticativitas Dei So
the world of chaotic wills and despotic power i$ another order, but the absence
of any social order. Perhaps, | do not have to esige how critical this
Augustinian view of human world is. Its critical teacy describes the normative
image of the City of God as the only real order.almy other case, power is
arbitrary, unjust and tyrannical, independent oy amorms the subjects might
have. The idea ofivitas terrenais too close to the metaphore of the Chaotic
Prison to suppose this similarity is merely acctden

The paradox of Chaotic Prison was used rather oftencriticize
modernity, so this idea is not only normative, éimerefore critical, but it is anti-
modernist. Edmund Burke was one of the firsts wiseduthis illuminating
paradox to criticise emerging modernity, that e social results of the French
revolution. For Burke the pre-modern/modern brakd & dramatic character. He
characterized the French state and society (thathes collapse of society in
revolution) as a state in which there were toorgjrand unjust controls (the new

ones) and the lack of controls (the old ones) mfeis.
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This paradoxical view was connected to his deepvictan that society
and control cannot be created rationally, and Itle#th social relations and control
are non-rational. The effort of revolutionariegégonstruct the human world only
demolished if Burke wrote that individual actions, behaviour &r@e arbitrary,
confused on the interpersonal level, thereforeits experienced as chaotic on
this level; on the other hand, the government coinated an enormous amount of
power, but because of the lack of obedience, thvergment was able to control
people only by means of the continuous presenasakéd force. Such people
were apt to break laws and rules as soon as thelgl@oked the other way. On
the interpersonal level, people were immoral anlfulyiand they did what they
want. And the same mob attitude characterizedetielutionary government — it
was not limited by the sense of divine law, govesndid what they wanted. On
both levels, force, coercion alone might organiaméan relations. There were too
many rules and limits, but, at the same time, thexee no rules and limits. From
this point of view the question is not whether éhés natural law or not; for
Burke, the important point is that in former tingeople assumed that natural law
existed and adjusted their actions to this supptsedwhich was embedded in
tradition. So the natural law was taken for grantetiadition.

Burke refused the atheism of radicals as dangdmsasciety, because for
him atheism was connected to amoral individualigmthe mean time a system
of French conspiracy is gaining ground in everyntou This system happening
to be founded on principles the most delusive iddbat the most flattering to the
natural propensities of the unthinking multitude... phedominant inclination
towards it appears in all those who have no ratigiwhen otherwise their
disposition leads them to be advocated even fquatesn”? In his description the
radicals have a twofold character: they are amaral they harm natural law

because of their blind faith in their own reasdmeréfore they endanger the very

% See Oakeshott's metaphore on the Tower of Balseghott 1999,
* Burke 1992, 237
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existence of society. Revolutionary politics wereem and under-moralised:
independent of and even in opposition to traditionarality and religion, and by
eliminating traditional morality and life they elimated the sources of obedience
and the moral limits of power; at the same timdtsrefforts to spread the perfect
morality and religion, this politics representednew kind of tyranny. Burke
depicted the revolutionary politics and its resassanarchic and despotic at the
same time. The consequence of a politics which amreconstruct society was
not the creation of a new order or a new sociaty rather the end of any society
or order, and the end of freedom which supposedettigence of society and
order. Therefore, ,they [revolutionaries] have fdutheir punishment in their
success® If power goes beyond the barrier, it overturns aegtroys itself.
Many ,even in France, have been made sick of theiories by their very success
in realizing them"”

In the description of the new world there are twipasing categories:
chaos and the lack of freedom. The new world i®ttband despotic at the same
time: ,people at once in bondage and confusfon”.

This new world stems from the original sin: ,I8pirit lies deep in the
corruptions of our common naturéThe rationalized state is both more and less
efficient than the earlier state was. Only thosepte can be ruled who are apt to
be obedient, and the means of revolution are nificent to form the habit of
obedience. In Jacobinism, bonds cannot remainestabdl certain, and amidst
social and political uncertainty and limitlessnéissre is only one measure for
everything: self-interest. ,That what was done narfee was a wild attempt to

methodize anarchy; to perpetuate and fix disordibat it was a foul, impious,

° Burke 1987, 34

® Burke 1992, 195

.the monster of a Commonwealth cannot possibly litleat at any rate the ill contrivance of their
fabrick will make it fall in pieces of itself” (Blee 1992, 230)

" Burke 1992, 115

® Burke 1992, 54

Burke 1991, 265

N
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monstrous thing, wholly out of the course of marature”*® Violent politics is

the only possible form of politics in chaos whishthe very result of rational plan
for social reconstruction.

The new world is not only chaotic but also despatd violent, and these
characteristics are much worse than in the casnyfprevious political power.
According to Burke, after the revolution power rénsan a new and irresponsible
form, it is more violent, without limits.

It is to delude ourselves to consider the statd-aince, since their
Revolution, as a state of Anarchy, it is somethargworse. Anarchy it is,
undoubtedly, if compared with Government pursuihg peace, order,
morals and prosperity of the People. But regardimdy the power, that has
really guided from the day of the Revolution te ttime, it has been of all
Governments the most absolute, despotic and desotd effective, that
has hitherto appeared on earth. Their state is amtAnarchy, but a series
of short-lived Tyrannies.. France has no publicisithe only nation | ever
heard of, where the people are absolutely slaveshe fullest sense, in all
affairs public and private, great and small, eveowth to the minutest and
most recondite parts of their household concertts”.

.Individuality is left out of their scheme of Govenent. The state is
all in all. Every thing is referred to the produmti of force; afterwards
every thing is trusted to the use of it. It is tary in it's principle, in it's
maxims, in it's spirit, and in all it's movemenie state has dominion over
minds by proselytism, over bodies by arms... Frahes, since the
accomplishment of the Revolution, a complete uniiys direction. It has
destroyed every resource of the State, which depepdn opinion and the
good-will of individuals. The riches of conventiisappear... the command

over what remains is complete and absoldte”.

19 Burke 1992, 83
1 Burke 1991, 87
12Burke 1991, 288
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Revolutionary politics militarized political life yo demanding greater
sacrifices from citizens, referring to dangers,iégsd situation and permanent
state of emergency. This new power is ,the disptdyinconsiderate and
presumptuous, because unresisted and irresistibteprity”*® This power does
not win obedience from the affections of peopleibtdrces them and is based on
their fear-*

.1roops prevailed over the Citizens... Twenty thousaegular
Troops garrison Paris. Thus a complete Military @ovnent is formed. It
has strength, and it may count on the stabilityhait kind of power. Every
other ground of stability, but from military for@nd terror, is clean out of
the question... The whole of their Government, inoiigination, in its
continuance, in all its actions, and in all its aesces, is force; and nothing
but force. A forced constitution, a forced electianforced subsistence, a

forced requisition of soldiers, a forced loan ofrmay”.*

The common character of chaos and tyranny is th#t Are opposite to
the recognition of divine, natural or any kinds tfnscendental limits
independent of the will of individuals. The evapgaa of these limits creates
chaos in everyday life, in the face-to-face relaiand tyranny in public life. The
only alternative to society based on customs, ticad, habits is a chaotic and
rebellious one which is under the coercion of it power. ,Kings will be
tyrants from the policy when subjects are rebetsnfithe principle™® A new
tyranny emerges necessarily because, trying tonstaect a new and perfect
society, revolutionaries ruined the old one andtegepeople into a chaotic and

turbulent mass. According to Burke, the result waisa new order, but the lack of

13 Burke 1987, 34

14 Burke 1992, 119
15 Burke 1991, 89-90
18 Burke 1987, 68
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any order and society, where power is necessamfnhical, that is, outside the
control of citizens. The ,will to power” is the gnmotive of the mob as well as
politicians, both groups are the same: they arbawit any sense of limits beyond
their will. The radicals ,will find themselves erggad in a civil war with those
whose cause they maintait’”.

The paradoxical description of revolutionary Frarwas connected in
Burke’s case to a critique of rationalism. Ratigsral is per definitionemin
conflict with society, because the Cartesiatio opposes existing traditions,
prejudices, lifeworld, and political rationalismets to transform the social setting
in accordance with abstractions alien to existiogety. The Humean critique of
rationalism was widened by Burke, who emphasizadl pblitical rationalism not
only eliminated existing society and obedience, lutthis way unintendedly,
undermined its own normative power. The point washim that there was only
one kind of normative power and obedience, and these rooted in tradition.
Rationalism on the other hand hopes that contrsl diaer possible methods
which differ from the normative one and requiretinei coercion nor obedience.
However, Burke emphasized the vanity of this hopke result of political
rationalism is that when the institutions, tradiso religion, habits limiting and
supporting the power at the same time demolishedaothly possible way of
control is the limitless and uncontrollable force:

,you have industriously destroyed all the opinioaisd prejudices
and, as far as in you lay, all the instincts whistpport government.
Therefore, the moment any difference arises betwgsir National
Assembly and any part of the nation, you must hraceurse to force.
Nothing else is left to you, or rather you havet labthing else to

yourselves™?®

17 Burke 1992, 92
18 Burke 1987, 194
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,On the scheme of this barbarous philosophy, whscthe offspring
of cold hearts and muddy understandings, and wischs void of solid
wisdom as it is destitute of all taste and elegatmws are to be supported
only by their own terrors and by the concern wheelech individual may find
in them from his own private interests.. These ipudifections, combined
with manners, are required sometimes as supplemesasietimes as

correctives, always as aids to lai®.

The necessary result, originating from the natufesaciety, is not
government but enforcement. Tradition is the thedem rooted in the ancestors’
experience, so the wisdom embedded in tradition im@ym about the long-term
effects and side-effects of actions, thereforeitiad limits the human mind and
activity in terms of these effects not evident sarcially and epistemologically
atomized minds. This intersubjective wisdom is opbrtly conscious and not
systematized, but they are ,natural”, that is,ttacid taken for granted by their
owners. Montaigne and Hume spread the notion ofirttportance of custom in
social life, and Burke re-emphasized that the noharacteristic of custom was its
origin in the continuous past of social life. Thignsficance of the concept of
tradition-lifeworld was that it replaced the contepsociability and sympathy as
explanatory ideas of social life. The idea of ttadi-lifeworld is inherently
normative, critical: if sociability and sympathyeanatural characteristics of
human beings, it implies that people will live inocgety forever. But if social
existence is a result of intersubjective, commonwedge rooted in the past,
society will receive a normative meaning: non-histl society, any kind of plan
to reconstruct society is meaningless and harnafiddcial existence. After the
collapse of the tradition-lifeworld, the coexistenof human beings is still
possible, but it is not society with its self-organg and self-sustaining

intersubjective meanings and normative order. Theeal descriptions of

19 Burke 1987, 68
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modernity, whether they are critical or not, agtieat tradition has been fading
away, but on the other hand, a stronger and nosepal dependency and control
is emerging. For Burke, tradition was not a formation, an eternal phenomenon,
but rather a way of thinking and a form of humadesrthat was highly valued

and vis-a-vis the revolutionary world in France.

For Burke, order was an important condition of tfueedom, but he
thought that order of freedom that was consciogsgated rather than having
emerged historically was impossible, and the expent to create such order to
be a monster, ,an opinion at once new and persegigia monster®® The order
without historical precedent instituted by revobmaries or rulers iab ovoalien
to people and therefore coercive. A new power i&némited, because it is new.
However, limitation is not a value in itself, onllge historically emerging and
taken-for-granted normative limits are valuablee Tihtentionally introduced new
controls and limits refer toatio in opposition to existing tradition. And they are
tyrannical because they do not acknowledge anytifigmlaw or morality above
themselves; the new power tries to create anddote laws and morality, rather
than to accommodate itself to the existing ones.

Chaos is seen as a result of the inefficient operatr the falsehood of the
ordering principles of rationalist and/or demoaratévolutioneries and social-
engineers. Desintegration in any form was one eftbt subjects of the 1990
century European thinking. But the interpretatiéth@ new age — modernity — as
crisis was not necessarily premodern. Even modefream Comte to Marx — saw
their age in crisis.

The best follower of Burke was a continental authédexis de
Tocqueville. Tocqueville depicted the same pictafe Chaotic Prison in a
somewhat different context. The Chaotic Prison T@mcqueville was not a
consequence of the activity of sinful radicals, Ithe result of the necessary

democratizing tendency in Western societies. Rialtyi Tocqueville was more

2 Burke 1991, 467
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pessimistic than his tutor, Edmund Burke, but baftithem described modernity
in a critical way by this paradoxical picture.

.t cannot be absolutely or generally affirmed th#te greatest
danger of the present age is license or tyranngremy or despotism. Both
are equally to be feared; and the one may proceee@asily as the other
from one and the same cause: namely, tiemteral apathy which is the
consequence of individualism®.

»The principle of equality, which makes men indegemt of each
other, gives them a habit and a taste for followimg¢heir private actions no
other guide than their own will.. disorder musttargtly reach its utmost
pitch and that, every man drawing aside in a déférdirection, tha fabric
of society must at once crumble away.. For theqiple of equality begets
two tendencies: the one leads men straight to iedéence and may
suddenly drive them into anarchy; the other conslitbem by a longer,

more secret, but more certain road to servituée”.

The explanation of this sociodox is that peoplel@mocracy behave and
think in the same way, same style, they become hemepus, but nonetheless
they remain unpredictable, heterogeneous and editateveryday life.

In Tocqueville's description, the American way binking is rationalist
and individualist - individuals do not trust anylodrhis ,heterogeneous and
agitated mas$® ruined tradition and authority, so these peoptiaracterized by
-envy, hatred, uncharitableness, pride and exatggbiself-confidence" — mistrust
the judgement of one another. ,Everyone then attergpbe his own sufficient
guide... Thus that independence of mind which etyuslipposes to exist is never
so great, never appears so excessiv@his voluntarist individuality is connected

2L Tocqueville 1994, vol. Il 370
22 Tocqueville 1994, vol. Il 287-8
% Tocqueville 1994, vol. II. 58

4 Tocqueville 1994, vol. II. 7
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to the elimination of traditions and authority aslwas to the tyranny of public
opinion. For Tocqueville, as for Burke, traditioncentaing the experience and
wisdom of past generations — was somehow the emsodiof eternal law of
God. So a rebel against tradition is also a repairst God.

~What force can there be in the customs of a coumthich has
changed, and is still perpetually changing, itsedpin which every act of
tyranny already has a precedent and every crime example, on which
there is nothing so old that its antiquity can savé&om destruction, and
nothing so unparalleled that its novelty can preaviérirom being done?...
What strength can even public opinion have retaimdten no twenty
persons are connected by a common tie, when n@ra nor a family, nor
chartered corporation, nor class, nor free institut, has the power of
representing or exerting that opinion, and whenrg\atizen, being equally
weak, equally poor, and equally isolated, has dn$ypersonal importance
to oppose to the organized force of the governniént?

.In the age of equality all men are independent eazich other,

isolated, and weak?®

The loss of tradition is the loss of rules, limibats, and such loss results in
unpredictable, that is, meaningless actions: ,evwean, at his own will and
pleasure, forsakes one portion of his forefathersed and retains another; so
that, amid so many arbitrary measures, no commlencdan ever be established,
and it is almost impossible to predict which acsiomill be held in honor and
which will be thought disgracefuf” Democracy progresses amongst ruins that

are its own creations, and it ,constantly advanodtie midst of the disordeend

% Tocqueville 1994, vol. I. 328
% Tocqueville 1994, vol. II. 15
2" Tocqueville 1994, vol. 1l 241
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the agitations of a conflict... hence arises strange confusioh?® (Emphasis is
added)

The chaotic effects of democracy strangely opposeqieville’s other,
oft-quoted view of democracy in which the emphasien the tyranny of public
opinion over individuals and on the homogeneitynafividuals’ mind. It seems
at first sight as if all the minds of the Americamere formed upon one model, so
accurately do they follow the same routd"Whilst every individual insists
desperately on his freedom of thought, democradgesé impossible by means
of the equality oflife conditions. Democracy controls individuals by these
conditions and much less by normativity. ,In denaocy... all men are alike and
do things pretty nearly alike... men and things alm@ays changing, but it is
monotonous because all these changes are &fikeid ,(I)t is the vehemence of
their desires... perturbs their minds, but disoigdi their lives®* For Tocqueville,
the expressive, rebellious and romantic individisahot the alternative of the
tyranny of democracy, but these are correlated q@hena, two sides of the
sociodox of modern democracy. The problem with daay is the lack of the
sense of moral limits. It ,may be asked what weehadopted in the place of
those institutions, those ideas, and those custdmogr forefathers which we have
abandoned. The spell of royalty is broken, buta Imot been succeeded by the
majesty of the laws. The people have learned tpigesll authority, but they still
fear it, and fear now extorts more than was foryn@did from reverence and
love... we have destroyed those individual powerlsclv were able, single-
handed, to cope with tyranny?.In the state of equality and equal weakness, force
is seen by everyone as ,the only argument for tleegmt and the only guarantee

for the future™® Democracy is worse than what went before.

2 Tocqueville 1994, vol. I. 11
2 Tocqueville 1994, vol. I. 267
% Tocqueville 1994, vol. II. 228
1 Tocqueville 1994, vol. II. 229
%2 Tocqueville 1994, vol. 1. 10
% Tocqueville 1994, vol. 1. 10
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Of course, a lot of authors wrote about the elimiamaof good old rules,
morality and the lack of any new ones in the preséhe modernists typically
hope that they can create or detect new rules,mesality or a new kind of social
control in the place of traditional morality. Buin the other hand, since Hume
and Burke, we have become familiar with the notiiat mind, tradition,
lifeworld cannot be created rationally and intenéily. These important
phenomena of social life are unintended resulth®factivity of many people and
generations, and if there is an intention behirr ttmergence, it is the ,invisible
hand” of Providence.

After all, democracy can exist in America, becausebesides the
republican effects of self-governing townships -eréhis a common religion
limiting individuals from inside. Religion supporteemocracy by means of the
limitation of thinking. However, these limits aretnwhimsical, according to
Tocqueville, but true, whilst the forced limits miiblic opinion over the individual
mind are arbitraryand against freedom. ,Thus, white law permits the
Americans to do what they please, religion prevénésn from conceiving, and
forbids them to commit, what is rash or unjuét’Liberty especially needs
religion, because in despotism there is a politattrol, but in a free society
political control help and limited at the same tidg religious morality from
inside. ,Religion is much more necessary in theubdip which they set forth in
glowing colors than in the monarchy which they @ltait is more needed in
democratic republic than in any others. How it asfible that society should
escape destruction if the moral tie is not stresigglal in proportion as the political
tie is relaxed?® As in Biblical thinking, man has to be obedientGod (as in
Paradise) or to another man. Liberty and orderexast side by side, if (the true)
religious morality governs individuals. But if thigorality evaporates, public

opinion and bureaucracy will replace it, and theié be too much control from

% Tocqueville 1994, vol. I. 305
% Tocqueville 1994, vol. I. 307
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without and too little order, too much liberty atite absence of liberty at the
same time. ,But what now remains of those barrigrsch formerly arrested
tyranny? Since religion has lost its empire oves #ouls of men, the most
prominent boundary that divided good from evil \®&dhrown everything seems
doubtful and indeterminate in the moral worlds;gerand nations are guided by
chance, and none can say where are the naturéd lnihdespotism and bounds of
licence”3® Later on, he continued: ,| doubt whether man ceer esupport at the
same time complete religious independence andeeptlitical freedom. And |
am inclined to think that if faith be wanting innfij he must be subject; and if he
be free, he must believé®.

It is worth recalling Augustine: only true faith gatove can liberate man
from serfdom and the rule of other men; whilsténeneous love and its product,
self-love necessarily brings about the dominatibman over man. In democracy,
neither the government, nor people are obedieateimal moral laws, that is why
they are voluntarist without any sense of limitsyd, government is despotic,
while people’s lives are chaotic. The life is witihofreedom and order. The
evaporation of Christian religion, and with it, tegaporation of tradition and
customs, means the elimination of any intersubjiégti the individual stays
alone. ,Thus not only does democracy make every foiaet his ancestors, but it
hides his descendants and separates his contemegadiram him; it throws him
back forever upon himself alone and threatens enetid to confine him entirely
within the solitude of his own heart®. Despotism, just like democracy, goes
together with atomisation of society and the absai@ common lifeworld.

,Despotism, which by its nature is suspicious, Sedke separation
among men the surest guarantee of its continuaswed, it usually makes
every effort to keep them separate. No vice of huneart is so acceptable

to it as selfishness... Thus the vices which despgiroduces are precisely

% Tocqueville 1994, vol. I. 327
3" Tocqueville 1994, vol. II. 22
% Tocqueville 1994, vol. 1I. 99
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those which equality fosters. These two things ipewumsly complete and
assist each other. Equality places men side by, sideonnected by any
common tie; despotism raises barriers to keep them asundes; former
predisposer them not to consider their fellow coeas$, the latter makes

general indifference a sort of public virtud® (Emphasis is added)

Despotism is particularly dangerous in the age @hakcracy, because
democracy by nature tends to eliminate common ntgrahd, by doing so, to
bring about the condition of despotism; while despty to do the same
intentionally. The closer the members of a demagceae to the citizen afivitas
terrena the more despotic democracy becomes. The lactomimon morality
brings about chaos, unpredictablity in everydag iifhich makes the people of
democracy give more and more power to governmeshiagdministration in order
to somehow cope with and regulate the unbearabBosch,the dread of
disturbance and the love of well-being insensildgd democratic nations to
increase the functions of central government astiig power which appears to
be intrinsically sufficiently strong, enlighteneaid secure to protect them from
anarchy™*°

Therefore, one form of democratic despotism is &heve mentioned
public opinion; the other one is bureaucracy. sltelasy to foresee that time is
drawing near when man will be less and less ableraduce, by himself alone,
the commonest necessities of life. The task ofgineerning power will therefore
perpetually increase, and its very efforts willend it every day. The more it
stands in the place of associations, the moreimdilviduals, losing the notion of
combining together, require its assistance: thase causes and effects that
unceasingly create each oth&The numberless particular mind can never result
public good and order, so they have to be implesterfrom without by

% Tocqueville 1994, vol. II. 102
0 Tocqueville 1994, vol. 1I. 301
“I Tocqueville 1994, vol. II. 108
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bureaucrats. The individual in a democracy ,exwstly in himself and for himself
alone... Above this race of men stands an immensetatelary power, which
takes upon itself alone to secure their gratifaragi and to watch over their fate.
This power is absolute, minute, regular, providemd mild... For their happiness
such a government willingly labors, but it choosede the sole agent and the
only arbiter of that happiness; it provides foritlsecurity, foresees and supplies
their necessities, facilities their pleasures, mgasatheir principal concerns,
directs their industry... what remains, but to sghaem all the care of thinking and
all the trouble of living™? Like Burke and unlike the modernists, the new kiné
control, limitation did not fire Tocqueville withnéhusiasm, rather they terrified
him. For Tocqueville, the alternative of the desput of public opinion and
benevolent bureaucracy was not the romantic, undedinexpressive individual,
but the one who is regulated by the common Chnsedigion and customs.

The important point in Tocqueville’s description the danger of
bureaucracy. (Since Max Weber, the danger of a hkewl of despotism
originating from bureaucracy has been a commonptasecial thinking. But this
problem was not realised by"™@entury liberals who hoped that societal progress
of could be achieved by the benevolent social exeging of bureaucrats. J. S.
Mill typically did not worry about new kinds of depdency and bureaucracy, but
trusted its enlightened and enlightening power.)sltworth pointing out that
Tocqueville, Carlyle, and later Weber saw the esseri the new kinds of power
of bureaucracy in the creation and the limitatidrife conditions by restricting
alternatives, which is opposite to the old-fashtbnermative rules and authority.

But much as the mass, containing atomized andl®etig individuals,
needs the benevolent power of bureaucracy, thefieidnals are not obedient
even to them, because the common religion and msswhich used to create the
habit of obedience has disappeared. ,They are aigtumpatient of regulation,

and they are wearied by the permanence even ofdhdition they themselves

“2 Tocqueville 1994, vol. II. 318
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prefer’®® And ,this same temper, carried with them into pcdil life, renders
them hostile to forms, which perpetually retardaorest them in some of their
projects™®* This kind of man perpetually oscillates between servitude and
licenceé.”® (Emphasis is added) This kind of people, lackihg thabit of
obedience and the sense of normativity, need a kied of control, which is
conditional, factual, and not normative, as Sainm$, Engels and Lenin named
it, with utopical tone, the administration of thafj “Replacing the government of
persons by the administration of things” becameomidant idea among the
Moderns, describing the withering away of the staid the emerging promised
land of non-authoritative ordé&f. But the administration of things was
experienced by many people not as liberation froendtate authority, but as the
reification of people under the irresistible powéstate.

If individuals are not embedded in intersubjectigiations any more — that
is, if they have fallen out of the governing anihiting tradition which was a
stock of the experience of previous generationsciety either collapses as such,
or else it receives a new meaning. And indeed, rtfeaning of society in
modernist thinking differs from that in the thougdtft critics of modernity. The
elimination of customs and tradition-lifeworld godsand in hand with
licentiousness and ungovernability, because theimdition of tradition-lifeworld
means the elimination of normative limits of indivals from within. Thus, this
social change has resulted in the self-loving, lociofl citizen ofcivitas terrena
who does not acknowledge any limits above himself.

The Moderns tended to understand society in ternthef Newtonian

science, as something containing objective and amgdable laws and facts. The

“3Tocqueville 1994, vol. II. 330
“ Tocqueville 1994, vol. II. 326
“>Tocqueville 1994, vol. 1. 93

“**Bloom, 1946, Adamiak, 1970, Vernon, 1984

4" As Raymond Aron wrote: “the totalitarian regimdstfeze twentieth century have shown that
if there is one false notion it is that the adnthaigon of things can replace the government of
people. It has emerged very clearly that if you ttaradminister all objects you must control all
individuals at the same time”. Aron 2003. 175.
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laws of society (or of human nature) presupposemt thuman beings are
unchanged, the history or the accumulation of eégpee does not important at
all. Revolutionary thinking — whether rebells ordaucratic experts — might hope
to restart human history and creating the finalefgeembracing emancipated and
prosperous people because they claimed to hav&nbwledge of these laws
which supersede historical experiences. By thefaastudy of the existing
artifical and unjust society, the Modern hoped isxaver the laws of society. By
means of these alleged laws the Moderns would Hasen created the
permanently accessible natural society, univemsdleternal and rather utopical,
combining moral and political happiness. Becausethidé knowledge every
generation may begin the world over again to attahmpnatural society.

The Newtonian science interpreted the world asaionimy acting forces —
so occult as the ,gravitatioff’— and facts, which can be described by rational
laws and set boundaries for human actions. Thenatknowledge may use these
forces and facts, but no-one can eliminate themedom is possible among them
— that is why Max Weber used the metaphore of ,icage” for the rational
bureaucratic rule. This view was so widespreadadlyen time of Burke, that his
friend, Adam Smith criticized its engineering “hegt degree of arrogance” years
before Burke"?

Burke, Tocqueville and others emphasized that aiiyhdid cease in
modernity, while a new kind of power emerged wiselems to be greater. In this
new situation, similarly to individuals, power seeito be arbitrary, even if it
refers to an universal rationality. The ,bureaucratdividualism results in their
characteristic overt political debates being betwae individualism which makes

its claim in terms of rights and forms of bureaticrarganization which made

“8 See Francis A. Yates 2002

9 The man of system ,seems to imagine that he aamge the different members of great society
with as much ease as the hand arranges the diffpieces upon a chess-board. He does not
consider that the pieces upon a chess-board hae¢heo principle of motion besides that which
the hand impresses upon them; but that, int het gtesss-board of human society, every single
piece has a principle of motion of its own, altthge different from that which the legislature
might chuse ti impress upon it.” A. Smith 1984.iM2.17.
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their claims in terms of utility... The mock ratality of the debate conceals the
arbitrariness of the will and power at work inrnésolution.” (Macintyre 1985, 71)
Arbitrariness means arbitrariness from the poinwvieiv of the intersubjective,
common sense, habitual morality, i.e. unreasonab&ionalism, as any
tyrannical, is meaningless in terms of traditidesorld. Even the benevolent
power, just like every individual decision, is nssarily arbitrary because of the
lack of common and habitual morality.

Beside Tocqueville, Carlyle was another importasitofver of Burke’s
image of the Chaotic Prison. Unlike Tocquevillerl@la was romantic, but both
of them continued Burke’s critical view of modegnilLet us remember that in
Tocqueville’s case modern despotism was not coeddotthe government, but to
impersonal life-conditions and the bureaucracy mlimig or at least influencing
them. When these authors used the image of Chansion, they spoke about too
much and too little control, they refered to thiengtation of old controls and to
the emerging new ones, respectively. In conneatitth the notion of too much
control, Tocqueville mentioned new kinds of contrel mass opinion and
administration —, which, due to their newnessniabken form. When he depicted
the weak control over individuals, he refered te tiaken-for-granted norms

limiting their ambitions.

*

Traditionally, the problems of control and rule garts of natural law
thinking. As early as Hooker, we can find two iptetations of the law of nature:
it could mean normative rules (like the abilityremalise right and wrong), and it
could also mean ,factual’, non-normative necessitigginating from the nature
of things. While normative/moral laws can be brokgrrulers — and, in this case,
they become tyranns —, factual or “objective” lavannot be broken or any

lawbreaking necessarily results harmful consequerBarke identified tradition
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with the normative laws of nature, and for him @sumportant that the normative
laws of nature made social life and liberty possibl

During modernity the notion of factual social laarsd the search for them
became increasingly popular. The emerging sociahse at the beginning of the
19" century undermined the notion of normative laws nafture, whilst it
emphasized the importance of factual social lawild/ normative laws was
increasingly interpreted as human creation, anlyitcanvention or even ideology,
fale consciousness, the allegedly rational or nafly found factual social laws
were seen as certain, universal, necessary andfidalte pointing towards
human progress in any sense. The latter ones @gthin unintended social
phenomena, and the emerging social science inogdgshoped to acquire the
knowledge of these laws in order to create a dgeelcsociety, to control the
human progress for sake of all. This way of thigkiwas connected to the
progressivist movement which hoped to eliminatermdnative — “oppressive” —
controls and to create new and liberated societynegns of new norms (New
Christianity, Religion of Humanity, etc.) and/octaal social laws.

This kind of “hidden hand” explanation originatesbrh the search for
causes. The notion of order of tradition-lifewowds succeeded by the notion of
the system of mutual and causal dependence, andndtien of historical
evolutionary formation of the tradition-lifeworldas succeeded by the notion of
causal, necessary processes and trends: ,Orderotising but necessity...
connected chain of causes and effects” — wrote Ib&tth>° In this notion of
society, it is a network of impersonal, unchangeald covert necessities, causal
relations. None of the motions man underwent wamtsmeous or free, these
were dependent on causes, wholly out of the reddhsoown powers. Man ,is
continually impelled by causes, which, in spitehwhself, influence his frame,

modify his existen¢a@lespite of his conduct... every movement of hisation, he

%0 d’Holbach 1984 vol. I. 63
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was nothing more than @assive instrument in the hands of necesstty
(Emphasis is added) This argument of causal-funatioecessities, based on the
notion of factual laws inherent in social life, waslated to utilitarian and
instrumental meanings in d’Holbach’s case. The ioaigprogram of 18-19
century rationalism was to discover these factoalas laws in order to create a
new and final moral order on their basis. The emegrgocial science did not
enjoy the sense of chaos, but was terrified by @ied to cope rationally with
chaos. The Modernists can be differentiated frogirtbritics by means of their
optimistic view: both of these groups sensed soha®s and the erosion of taken-
for-granted traditional morality and institutionatder, but the Modernists had
strong hopes for a new and better society resuftmm the scientific control. As
d’Holbach wrote: ,Nevertheless, confusion... ismog but the passage of a being
into a new order®? The Modernists have tried to create a new ordéchwvyould
be based on the necessities operating in socidgrality... ought to possess
stability; to be at all times the same, for all thdividuals of the human race; it
ought neither to vary in one country, nor in one &gm another... we must take
for the basis of morality the necessity of things”.

The opinion that the virtue of people is not a pretition of order and
what is more the useful action, serving public aedfand prosperity, in this world
are against the inherited morality spread slowly, ibhad an evident liberating
effect: responsibility, duty or intention in genlerare meaningless concepts in a
mechanism — in the contemporary language: struetuom by impersonal causes.
From the notion of Providence and unintended cameseces the image of amoral
human world emerged, what can be known and dondriatenodern sciences as
sociology, economics, etc. This amoralizing disseuwas built around the
metaphore of mechanism, liberating the common @eapt! their governers from

1 d’'Holbach 1984 vol. I. 81-2
2 d'Holbach 1984 vol. I. 67
3 d’'Holbach 1984 vol. IIl. 91

1101 Budapest, X. Hungaria krt. 9-11. | Tel: (12-4®00
Email: mota@uni-nke.hu

25



responsibility’® Therefore, this amoralizing social scientific tkiimg has elective
affinity with modern mass democracy. This metaphpresupposes moral
equality of people, therefore there areartstoi, and there is not even need for
them. Virtue and character are not important at lsdcause of the impersonal
nature of human order and progress.

The Modernist, liberal as well as leftist thinkereferred the factual social
and allegedly natural laws to traditional moralityolving forum externunmand
internum they thought it was possible to organise a spamtere control was
excercised mainly by factual social law — the adstiation of things —, where the
necessities of impersonal social laws would replabedience and traditional
conventionall normativity. This hope for this newndk of knowledge of these
laws and of control supported the millenarian hépethe withering away of
state. Social laws allow allegedly impersonal and-arbitrary control instead of
normative rules. While normative control works ierms of right-wrong,
meaningful-meaningless, this impersonal control ksom terms of effective-
ineffective adaptation (useful-useless).

In the 19" century, sociology was a moral science, as indase of
J.S.Mill and Durkheim, and one of its basic proldemas the experience of
anomie, that is, the collapse of traditional mayadéind authorities, controls from
within and without. This experience of chaos wakeleed by Durkheim as
anomie. It was connected to the search for ,objettor factual social laws
which could explain unintended social phenomena w&hith were thought to
offer the most effective methods of control apaoihf the intentions (traditional
morality or anomie) of the members of society. ,€uivity” became one of the
most important characteristics of these social Javesause ,0bjectivity” means
that these laws are out of the scope of human Wikse laws can be used by
social engineers, but nobody is able to resist floece. Therefore these laws are

more convenient means for governors than normatiles and orders, because

5 Ezrahi 1995
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the latter ones allow alterations, disobedienceilsivhhe so-called “objective
social laws” do not carry the problems of obedieand justification. Modernists
suggested these laws because of their marvelldigeaty in social control.
Somehow, the more emphasis was added to thesectiobjsocial laws” in social
thinking, the more sceptical social scientists bszaabout the normative
interpretation of the law of nature and tradition@brality. This modern ideal of
control can be well seen in Roussedtrsil:

»There aretwo kinds of dependence: dependence on thimgih is
the work of nature; andependence on mewhich is the work of society.
Dependence on things, beingn-moral does no injury to liberty and begets
no vices; dependence on men, being out of ordeesgiise to every kinds
of vice, and thorouh this master and slave becomtuaily depraved. If
there is any cure for this social evil, it is to foeind in the substitution of
law for the individual; in arming the general walith a real strength beyond
the power of any individual will. If the laws of tians, like the laws of
nature could never be broken by any human powegrertience on men
would become dependence on things; all the advastafja state of nature
would be combined with all the advantages of sodit#¢ in the
commonwealth. The liberty which preserves a mamfrdace would be
united with the morality which raises him to vitru&eep the child
dependent on things onlyLet his unreasonable wishes meet with physical
obstacles only, or the punishment which resultsnfrbis own actions,
lessons which will be recalled when the same cistantes occur agairit
is enough tgprevent him from wrong doing without forbidding hiondo

wrong'. > (emphasis is added)

It is easy to see the advantage of this sort pfrob in the case of control

by means of objective social laws there is no mpeesonal domination and

5 Rousseau 1974, 49
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dependence, and together with this, the problembeflience also ceases. In the
emerging situation, there is no need for normatggimation any more, because
this control is not normative, but factual. It ismpossible to rebel against or
deviate from these laws, therefore obedience astifigation are not questions
any more. The use of these social laws for contrelthen ,things”, that is
»objective” condition controls human actions — aail the necessary arbitrariness
of power. The advantage of this sort of controltssmore effective, impersonal
and non-normative nature. These characteristicedfi)put aside the problem of
normative legitimation, and (2) may allow any kimd individual morality,
therefore modernist hoped emancipatory effects fthiw ideal of control. This
control liberates government as well as individuatsm moral bounds: the
individual may think and live as he wants, and lefent rational bureaucracy
may also act as it find it fitting. In this casevgonmental activity does not claim
any moral support from citizens, as it can worleetively without a legitimating
moral consensus. ,The very wordsey andcommand will be excluded from his
vocabulary, still more those aluty and obligation; but the words strength,
necessity, weakness, and constraint must havega fdace in it’® The control
based on factual social laws is recommended forgtheernment in modernity
partly because of its efficiency, and partly beeattss kind of control is not
bound normatively by any existing morality and tdeato work even without
taking them into consideration. Thus, the emerg@fdhkis sort of control may be
interpreted as a liberation, because it does ned ma@y kind of virtue or common
moral behaviour of citizens, and furthermore, thired of control is supposed to
be able to reform and improve society, becausantveork effectively without the
intentional moral support of people.

Rousseau‘s view and hope became rather widespmetd icentury social
theories. These theories characterised modernitythiey impersonal, factual,

»objective” non-moral laws and necessities comiragrf them. As Simmel wrote,

%6 Rousseau 1974, 53
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hierarchical order and dependence exist in modemvith a sense of moral
liberation: ,superordination and subordinatioe guite indispensable means of
organization and their disappearance would desingyof the most fruitful forms
of social production. It is thus our task to presersuperordination and
subordination as long as they have these positimsexjuences, while at the same
time eliminating those psychological consequenbas make such relationships
abhorrent. This goal is clearly approached to theaerg to which all
superordination and subordination become merelyhnieal forms of
organization, the purely objective character of chhino longer evokes any
subjective reactions™ During the 18 and 28" centuries, social relations have
been increasingly interpreted as factual laws aedessities, determinations.
Whether the significance of this kind of relatioipsbr its recognition has grown
IS an important question, however, it lies outdige scope of the present paper.
Their attitude towards these factual, impersona emmoral social necessities
differentiates modernist thinkers from those whe aritical of modernity.
Modernists have interpreted these relations asdilvg processes which might
create a new society that combines freedom and r,ordecountability,
predictability. In this context, order was followdy system, and freedom was
pushed back into private life. In modernist thirkirthese factual necessities
advance the increase of individual freedom. ,If tition of the personality as
counterpart and correlate must grow in equal measuthat of objectivity, then it
becomes clear from this connection that a strieteolution of concepts of
objectivity and of individual freedom go hand imkla. on the one hand the laws
of nature, the material order of things, the olyechecessity of events emerge
more clearly and distinctly, while on the other see the emphasis upon the
independent individuality, upon personal freedoppruindependence in relation

57 Simmel 1990, 336
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to all external and natural forces becoming morm ranre acute and increasingly

stronger™®

*

What the 18 century optimists hoped, the 120" century people
worried. There was a critical and anxious inteigtiet of the same experience of
emerging modernity. In Carlyle's description, theage of chaos in everyday life
and that of impersonal necessities received a rrdifferent colouring. Together
with romanticism, he picked up the line of Burkergtique of rationalism. Chaos
and the necessary tendencies of impersonal despotese interpreted by Burke,
as well as Carlyle, as the results of spreadinigralism and the experiment to
create rationally a new society. In this interptieta means-end rationality is both
a sign and a means of the new sort of impersorthtlaspotic control: ,we should
be tempted to call it (present age), not an Heryotional, Philosophical, or
Moral Age, but above all others, the Mechanical Agés the Age of Machinery,
in every outward and inward sense of that word;afe which, with its whole
undivided might, forwards, teaches and practicesgtieat art of adapting means
to ends™® This way of thinking was thought to be the mostgkous in politics,
where it was becoming increasingly dominant. lma@ety which works like or is
thought of as a mechanism, a machine, men ,are tguided only by their self-
interests” and ,the faith, hope and practice ofrg\mne founded on Mechanism of
one kind of other®® This society is and is seen by its members to gpreat wheel
with necessary rotations.

Carlyle was frightened by the “objective social $dvgocial thinking had
just revealed, because these could take freedbberam arbtrium— away. ,For
it is the ‘force of circumstances’ that does eveiny; the force of one man can do

*8 Simmel 1990, 302
% Carlyle 1869, 317
% Carlyle 1869, 326
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nothing... We figure Society as a ‘Machind.In Carlyle’s thinking, the
instrumental and calculating rationality was coredcto the notion of
impersonal, factual necessities, dominating pedpls.not too hard to notice the

"2 on Weber's

impact of Carlyle’s criticism of the ,steamengindilithrianism
famous metaphor of the iron cage of bureaucratiomality. ,If Mechanism, like
some glass bell, encircles and imprisons us’.®® (emphasis is added) For Carlyle,
on the one hand, mechanism meant the organizatiadsrelations based on
instrumental, calculating rationality, which retats and type of institutions
flooded even religious life, but mainly politicsndhe other hand, it meant a
notion of society characterized by impersonal faktiobjective” necessities
against the individual. He saw the man of his age eripple who needed the help
of mechanisms, and, exactly because of this hleipnan could be controlled by
the developing life-conditions determined by meda$ms. As opposed to him,
modernists were enthusiastic about the possibaftyeconstructing society by
means of these factual social neccessities, bedhesethought these factual,
“objective” necessities to be much more effectiveant moral control.
Furthermore, modernist regarded factual laws tbdagating, because these laws
were amoral, that is, they could work without angral support. They operated as
»invisible hands” without any intentional or morstipport from the members of
society. This state of social life filled romansioi with anxiety.

As earlier Adam Smith, Carlyle advocated socialeordgainst social
system. Whilst Carlyle typically connected the exg®ce of too much control,
which originated from the use of factual, amoradl &objective” social laws and
necessities, to instrumental, utilitarian ratiotyalHe described the chaotic state
of his age as a result of the elimination of a camiy shared and taken-for-
granted, and in this sense ,natural’, moralitynterpersonal relations. The sense

of a chaotic, unarranged and disorganized condafointerpersonal appeared on

®1 Carlyle 1869, 334
%2 Carlyle 1897, 172
83 Carlyle 1869, 340
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the interpersonal level. ,Things... are growingotisdient to man... no man feels
himself safe or satisfied* And ,that waste chaos of Authorship by trade, that
waste chaos of Scepticism in religion and politigs, life-theory and life-
practice”® He links chaos to a certain type of man, to at,sdrheart, from
which, and to which, all other confusion circulaieshe world”®® It is hard not to
notice the reference to Augustin&€witas terrenawhich is a result of a type of
man characterized by a particular type of intentiseif-love, disobedience and
libido dominand).

The sense of chaos or anomie has been, and stiatier general.
However, in this tradition of the critique of modgy, chaos is not the necessary
concomitant of the transition to modern societyf lmuseen as a collapse of
society, because this tradition holds that only foren of society to be possible:
the society based on common tradition-lifeworldstJas in Augustine's case, for
whom there was only one possible real order: theetbat came from God; in his
negative theology, nothing could exist without Goditention. Sin is simply the
lack of right action, so there is no such thingaasanomic social order: anomie is
the absence of social order. The ,chaotic, ung@arof Devil, not of God®’
.Unnature, what we call Chaos, holds nothing inbitt vacuities, devouring
gulfs”.?® Following this view, modernity is not a new andfefient kind of
society, but the lack of any social order (evem éxists a social system), because
it is without the traditional lifeworld which conteed God’s moral laws. There is
no modern morality, thus there is no other possitdg of social relations that
merit the label of “society”: ,we have departed taway from the laws of this
Universe, and behold now lawless Chaos and inanmeth is ready to devour

us!”® In Carlyle’s case, as in Burke’s or Tocquevillesse, the sense of chaos

% Carlyle 1919, 6

% Carlyle 1897, 184
% Carlyle 1897, 158
¢ Carlyle 1919, 85
%8 Carlyle 1919, 137
% Carlyle 1919, 28
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went hand in hand with the sense of too much cbrittis age was depicted as

,hothing but Mechanism and Chaotic Brute-Gods”.

*

However, this critigue of modernity, the view ofadtic prison, is not
typical only among our ancestors, it is rather gahe contemporary social
thinking, as well. | would like to illustrate thigsew by citing just two examples
from two different kinds of thinking.

In Macintyre’s case the sociodox of Chaotic Prisorather clear. On the
one hand, he often refers to the moral disordée disorders of moral thought
and practice” as something that goes together with ,privateteabness™? He
called the type of man characterising this diso@er,emotivist”, which means
that there are no interpersonal moral criteriapddiads of justice, generosity and
duty. , The specifically modern self, the self thdtave called emotivist, finds no
limits set to that on which it may pass judgemetiie emotivist self lack any
such criteria™?

.-Whatever criteria or principles or evaluative alieances the
emotivist self may profess, they are to be consdu@s expression of
attitudes, preferences and choices which are theesenot governed by
criterion, principles and choices which are therussl not governed by
criterion, principle or value... the emotivist sedn have no rational history
in its transition from one state of moral commitinenanother... It is a self

with no given continuities*®*

The emotivist self does not acknowledge any intgesiiive criteria,

common measure, or limits above the individual wdigal wishes, and regards

O Carlyle 1919, 231
I MaclIntyre 1985, 2
2 Maclntyre 1985, 8
3 MacIntyre 1985, 31
" Maclntyre 1985, 33
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society to be simply a field of struggle of randovills. But this modern man
doen’t seem to be too modern, at all. It takes &ftato’s depiction the Epicueran
Callicles in theGorgias™

Macintyre’s anti-hero is Max Weber, in whose thintk the endless
struggle and incomparativity charaterise the warddvalues, which determines
the goals of human actions, and there is only one &f intersubjective criteria:
the efficiency of rational bureaucracy, that i€ thilitarian effectivity in terms of
means and ends. That is why Macintyre describesemag as bureaucratic
individualism which means unpredictability on thaterpersonal level, in
lifeworld, and strict predictability on the levelf ®oureaucratic planning and
control of society at large, that is, on the leg€ladministration of things. The
typical man in modernity is expressivist. He platés critique of modernity -
where the processes of moral-epistemological demtiaation (everyone has the
right to create the categories of right and wroagg elitism (some experts with
qualifications and methods have the right and doitgrganize other members of
the society in terms of their administrative-tecahiknowledge) coexist - in the
framework of the sociodox of emotivist self and daucrats: ,The contrast
between this democratization of moral agency arel d¢htist monopolies of
managerial and therapeutic expertise could nothaepsr’’® But they coexist in
modernity.

,But in fact what is crucial is that on which tl®ntending parties
agree, namely that there are only two alternativedes of social life open
to us, one in which the free and arbitrary choicafs individuals are
sovereign and one in which the bureaucracy is ssgar precisely so that it
may limit the free and arbitrary choices of indwals... the politics of
modern societies oscillate between a freedom wikialthing but a lack of

regulation of individual behavior and forms of aaitivist control designed

5 See Wilson 2008
® MacIntyre 1985, 32
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only to limit the anarchy of self-interest... buoeeacy and individualism
are partners as well antagonists. And it is in tienate of this bureaucratic

individualism that the emotivist self is naturadyhome”’”

However, one may say that this view of sociodotyscal mainly among
conservatives, and the modernists are modernistusecthey think it possible to
create a different society which works by means dalifferent and new kind of
amoral, liberating and effective control based ohjéctive social laws”. But the
sociodox of the Chaotic Prison has not been thearwatives’ exclusive property.
For example, Marx described capitalism as the gteugf egoistic individuals and
at the same time as a system dominated by iron dhwecessities and “objective
social laws”, which view is also a mixture of chaasd defencelessness to
despotic control.

The same sociodox can be found in Weber’s writings, Nevertheless,
Weber continued the romantic or Nietzschean ciigd rationality when he
connected the notion of too much control to ratibyan the metaphor of the
.ron cage”. Habermas, together with other membwrdhe Frankfurt School,
borrowed this line of argument from Weber in thalgsis of the relation between
rationality and domination in modernity. Habermaaswparticularly interesting in
this tradition of critique of modernity, because lre an ambiguous view about
modernity. And while he continued the critique e¢hnical rationality, he tried to
save optimist hopes connected to rationality sithee Enlightenment. His later
effort resulted the concept of communicative radidgp with utopical tone and
consequences, developed in several volumes.

In his view, modernity as such is basically full @dnflicts and lasting
immorality, that is,civitas terrena even if the root of these conflicts is not the

"Maclntyre 1985, 35

»The bifurcation of the contemporary social wontda a realm of the organizational in which ends
are taken to be given and are not available faomat scrutiny and a realm of the personal in
which no rational social resolution of issues iaikbale.” (MaclIntyre 1985, 34)
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immorality of men, but the instrumental and funotibrationality. ,We can speak
of the ‘fundamental contradiction’ of a social fation when, and only when, its
organizational principle necessitates that indiglduand groups repeatedly
confront one another with claims and intentionst thee, in the long run,
incompatible””® This world of necessary conflicts is opposed te thorld of
communicative action (communicative rationalityhieh is a sort of millenarian
community where neither power and authority, narflicts exist, and which is a
terrain of mutual understanding and harmony. Indbmunicative community,
the old problem of European tradition, that of subordination of man to man
would not exist any more.

Meaning is something opposed to chaos. The basictiin of world-
maintaining interpretations is to cope with chabst is, to master contingency
and making some order in the world. Chaos is tbk & nomos(custom, law),
that is, the loss of meaning. Meaning is closelpnexted to order. Habermas
does not speak about ,too much freedom”, but Hestal lot about the ,loss of
meaning”, that is, about the experience of intespeal chaos. Chaos means the
lack of a meaningful and ordered social world inakhman is able to orient, that
is, the actions of others are not clearly contindpert more or less foreseeable and
the motivation of others’ actions is meaningful,atthis, intersubjective.
Meaningful social order involves the existence @maomon, intersubjective
explanations for invisible-hand-like, unintendedhsequences, too. The loss of
meaning, or Berger's notion of the ,homeless mindEfers to the sense of
everyday chaos or anomie. The loss of meaning, httreeless mind or the
complaints about licentiousness refer to the utstabd inscrutable nature of
everyday life and the concomitant conflicts. Andnéaningful social order is lost,
normativity is also lost. It does not seem too hitardonnect the notion of the loss
of meaning to the idea of Chaotic Prison. The modass of meaning seems to be

the same experience as was described in the stahge a'ower of Babel. In the

8 Habermas 1980, 27

1101 Budapest, X. Hungaria krt. 9-11. | Tel: (12-4®00
Email: mota@uni-nke.hu

36



story of the Tower of Babel, disobedient peoplé tbeir common language, they
lost any intersubjectivity and any chance for ustirding and meaningful
cooperation. They were dropped into a meaninglesstingent world in which
any cooperation or any meaningful social relatiendme impossible. The people,
incapable of orienting and mapping their social l[dijoare disordered. In this
story, chaotic world is not connected to the notidrioo much liberty, but to the
loss of meaning. Habermas’ critique of modern el is not a complaint about
licentiousness, but about the loss of meaning andpiacity for communicating.
He explains this loss of meanings,effects of the uncoupling of system and
lifeworld”,”® that is, something uniquely modern. (Emphasisided) The loss of
meaning as a special phenomenon of modernity essaltrof the rationality of
system-integration which is fused with the politisgstem (the state). The loss of
meaning is the result of colonization of lifeworty highly effective system
integration. So, the experience of intersubjectol@os is connected to the
technical rationality, using “objective social-ecomcal laws” to administer the
things.

Habermas explains the sociodox of Chaotic Prisonairtheoretical
framework borrowed from Lockwood. The system-in&tigm divorced from the
social one (lifeword), a process which was follovigdthe colonizing attempts of
system-integration, that is, system-integratioastrio shape social integration in
accordance with its own functional needs, indepetigeof the historically
emerging elements of tradition-lifeworld. Becaudetlte invasion of system-
integration (instrumental and functional rationglit lifeworld becomes
meaningless, fragmented and chaotic. Hume’s or @sirkritique of rationalism
was based on the argument that society, that asljtion-lifeworld cannot be
created rationally, and even the attempt to doesoalishes society and freedom.
One can find the same argument targeted againsummsntal and functional

rationality of modernity in Habermas who develogesl critique of the big and

® Habermas 1995, 318
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arbitrary welfare state in terms of system-intagratHe perceived the loss of
freedom as a result of the "iron cage". The irogecs ,,an administered, totally
reified world in which means-end rationality andndoation are merged®
Following Weber, Habermas exploits the traditioagument of anti-rationalists,
which describes rationality as a means of arbiti@ower, and something that
homogenises life-styles and results in the losm@hning. Despite its reactionary
or anti-Enlightenment origin, this argument is mthommon among the members
of the Frankfurt School. In this critique, ratioityl as the means of a new kind of
power, is responsible for modern anomie becausedamolishes both
intersubjective normative tradition-lifeworld andormativity in politics: ,a
colonization of lifeworld by system imperatives thdrive moral-practical
elements out of private and political public splsevélife”.?

This invasion of system-integration into traditibieworld was brought
about by the attempt to create obedience (engimgenass loyalty). This attempt
was not successful, its unintended result, howegethat ,the communicative
practice of everyday life is one-sidedly rationadisinto a utilitarian life-style®?
The loss of meaning is a consequence of the fragtien of tradition-lifeworld
caused by this attempt of system-integration taterea new and functionally
convenient lifeworld. ,This communicative infrastture is threatened by two
interlocking, mutually reinforcing tendenciesystemically induced reification
andcultural impoverishment”.®* (Emphasis is added) So, the old modernist hope
for administration of things by means of “objectigecial laws” unfortunately
succeeded, and this success resulted the meamsirig®sorld of modern age.
The system-integration (political system) is insiagly independent of lifeworld,
that is, increasingly norm-free, which is nothing brbitrariness from the point of

view of individuals. And this norm-free system-igtation invades lifeworld and

8 Habermas 1995, 333
81 Habermas 1995, 325
82 Habermas 1995,

8 Habermas 1995, 327
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deprives it of its intersubjective, common normatstructures. This colonization
is the supercession of normativity by instrumerdat functional rationality:
,when interactions are no longer coordinated viemmand values, or via process
of reaching understanding, but via the medium othexge value... they
transform social and intrapsychic relations intstismental relations® This
colonization of lifeworld results in ,a loss of nmeag and freedom?”, that is, chaos
coexists with the loss of freedom. What is necgsdar freedom is an
intersubjective, meaningful order and not a system.

But with the loss of meaning the possibility of mative consensus, that
Is, legitimation is also lost. Habermas, in a ratbienilar way to Burke, writes
about the necessary failure of the attempts toneegi mass loyalty, obedience.
The ,political system... cannot produce mass lgy@ltany desired amounf®.

»A legitimation deficit means that it is not posl&ilby administrative
means to maintain or establish effective normatsteuctures to the extent
required. During the course of capitalist developimehe political system
shifts its boundaries not only into the economistay but also into the
socio-cultural system. While organizational ratidiha spreads, cultural
traditions are undermined and weakened. The resmlugadition must,
however, escape the administrative grasp, for trads important for
legitimation cannot be regenerated administrativelfFurthermore,
administrative manipulation of cultural matters h#se unintended side
effect of causing meanings and norms previouskgdfiRy tradition and
belonging to the boundary conditions of the pdditisystem to be publicly
thematized™®
This inherently conservative view about non-ratlpreonstituted

character of intersubjective morality was used lwkB to explain the chaos of

8 Habermas 1995, 336
8 Habermas 1995, 347
8 Habermas 1980, 47
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the Revolution, just like Habermas used this argunte explain the loss of
meaning and the demolition of social integratiofeWorld) in the welfare state.

»The cultural system is peculiarly resistant to adistrative control.
There is no administrative production of meanin@he procurement of
legitimation is self-defeating as soon as the motdgrocurement is seen
through. Cultural traditions have their own, vulaéte, conditions of
reproduction. They remain ,living” as long as thegke shape in an
unplanned, nature-like manner, or are shaped witlernfeneutic
consciousness... A cultural tradition loses prdgiseais force as soon as it is
objectivistically prepared and strategically empddy In both cases
conditions for the reproduction of cultural traditis are damaged, and the
tradition is undermined®’

Tradition, i.e. lifeworld sets limits to action, btradition as such bounds
administrative or any rational action, too, becaig@nnot be manipulated. The
enlightened effort to liberate people from the hegwl of tradition resulted a
meaningless world, a chaos like the Tower of Bastdl, people experienced the
emergence of an irresistible new sort of control.

By means of its media (power and money) the noge-fyolitical system
is growing too big and invades lifeworld in ordershape it in accordance with its
own needs. Without the support of tradition-lifewdpithe political system cannot
gain legitimation. It is true that the norms ofditeon-lifeworld do not limit the

8 Habermas 1980, 70-1

.a logic of development of world-view on which tlimperatives of system integration have no
influence”. (Habermas 1980, 8)

-administrative planning produces unintended utisgttand publicizing effects. These effects
weaken the justification potential of traditiongigbermas 1980, 72) ,We have seen now that the
state cannot simply take over the cultural systemad, that expansion of the areas of state planning
actually makes problematic matters that were folyrarlturally taken for granted. ,meaning” is a
scarce resource and is becoming ever scarcer."eftf@s 1980, 73); ,...Steering media... fail to
work in domains of cultural reproduction, socidieigration and socialization; they cannot replace
the action-coordinating mechanism of mutual unéeding in these functions. Unlike the material
reproduction of the lifeworld, its symbolic repradion cannot be transposed onto foundations of
system integration without pathological side effecfHabermas 1995, 323)
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will of individuals and political system any mogut the lack of obedience to this
norm-free, arbitrary political system (which isioaial from its own point of view,
but arbitrary from the point of view of citizensicreases the extent of the rational
invasion into lifeworld. Habermas’' view is based d¢me traditional dual
conception of power/authority in social thinkingn @he one hand, Habermas
refers to normative control which allows the po#iibof disobedience, and
therefore needs obedience, that is, legitimatiorthe other hand, he also refers to
control via media which shape conditions and allmnalternatives, and therefore
does not need obedience, that is, legitimation. [&tter form of control is norm-
free: based on rational social and economical lawsperates via ,factual”
conditions. Its media make the modern welfare diavestrong (second kind of
control), but at the same time, the chronic absesicamass loyalty, obedience
highlights its serious deficiency in regard to finst kind of control. That is why
the welfare state tries to engineer the first kaiccontrol (that is, legitimation,
obedience) via the second one (that is, rationakploiting its media for
condition-formation).

Putting aside Habermas’s modernist optimism, whstlpposes that
lifeworld can be recreated by communicative ratibya his diagnosis of
modernity fits in the tradition of social thinkingescribed above. The loss of
meaning is a loss of normativity in everyday lifestead of normative control, the
political system deploys a norm-free control whatbes not require obedience.
»In this process, free communication can be remlaanly by massive
manipulation, that is, by strong, indirect contrSi” Through its media, the
political system attains an omnipotence (both poaed money is based on
utilitarian means-end calculation), but it sufféiem a deficit in legitimation and
obedience. Habermas’s utopia is a lifeworld whicreg place to communicative
activity, meaningful and mutual, without coerciomdaassymetrical relations - a

vision similar to the civitas Dei. But in this imey, society is a civitas terrena

8 Habermas 1980, 83
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which, because of its utilitarian rationality, |ackormativity, where only an
arbitrarily forced control can sustain a relativeape and cooperation. And this
control (power) cannot be norm-bounded, since noharge evaporated from
lifeworld, and they cannot be recreated by a rafiase of money or power. The
members of system-integration (political systerhg, technocrats, see themselves
to be rational, but from an outside perspectivey thppear to be not reasonable
but arbitrary, because their activity is determinkeg an instrumental and
functional rationality which, by its origin, has thong to do with any reason
embedded in existing tradition-lifeworld. But theseno return to Paradise; in
modernity, tradition-lifeworld and normativity haeeased to exist, so even if the
political system would like to anchor its activitynorms of tradition-lifeworld, it

would not be able to do so.

*

The colonization of lifeworld is the implementatioof the explicit
predictability-needs of several organizations agjathe opaqueness of common
life. Any predictability that existed in lifeworld/as always limited, it was only
probability, and even though there were boundariesy were fading away.
Individual freedoms, just like predictability, wehenited in tradition-lifeworld.
The project of the Enlightenment tried to enhanoéhltogether by means of
creating new norms and new way of regulation by meeaf “objective social
laws”. An important difference between modernitsl their critics is that the
former think of the elimination of tradition-lifewldl as emancipation, while the
latter interpret this experience as anomie. Theenudt hoped that the new way
of regulation is emancipatory and effective meanseform social world at the
same time. As Dewey put it: ,The effective contobltheir powers is not through

189

precepts but through the regulation of their caadit™ At the same time it was

8 Dewey 1993, 75
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clear that “the conditionality of action is at odaith the idea of freedont If
actions are conditionally compelled, influencedesen determined, the human
action can be modified or controlled by means o tlbjective” scientific
knowledge. The modernist hoped to make a moraltyebevorld by means of
amoral scientific knowledge, but with the experiera liberation many other
became dissatisfied with this kind irresistibléaaal control.

The non-normative (,objective” or despotic) limitais do not need
legitimation, i.e. moral justification because thdg not need obedience. The
critics of this new sort of control often point dbat it is not manifest, it uses the
,objective social and economical laws and necessiti but it is always
ambiguous whether these “objective laws” or thatal system using them are
.responsible” for the situation. (From the pointvaéw of the present paper it is
not important whether these “objective laws” readlyist or not; and whether
social engineers are able to use them for theipgaes or not.) One of the
essential statements of this tradition of the quid of modernity is that power,
norm-free control has become increasingly hiddehiarsponsible.

In this paper | tried to illustrate a paradoxicahage of society (a
sociodox), spreading after the collapse of theamotf the laws of nature. This
image is based on the critique of two basic pressippns fundamental in
sociology. The first one is that there are no ndivealaws of nature (,natural”
normativity); an idea which led to the notion tleaery moral claim is arbitrary.
The other presupposition important for the selfgmaf sociology is about the
existence of objective social laws, which can bscalWered by sophisticated
methods and can be used rationally for controlpegple. The presupposition of
social and economical laws is inherently conned¢tethe new kind of control
which tries to shape conditions. Since Adam Snutle of the main activities of
social science, and also the basis of its claimbfing a legitimate science, has

been the search for the meaning of unintended Isptianomena. Since the

 Turner 1992, 22
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Wealth of Nationssocial and economic thinking had to reflect upio® problem
of an ,invisible hand”, that is, how people achies@nething which was not the
part of their original intents. Smith's explanatiétm account for unintended
consequences lay with Providence, but the socia@neses secularized the
invisible hand and offered plenty of explanations this phenomenon. When
critics of modernity refer to rationality as anesistible means of control, they
mean the supposedly discovered rational explarabbthe ,invisible hand”. The
use of “objective laws” helps controlling agenctescreate situations in which
people can act only in the desired way, or to resmhe goals which were not
intended by any subject.

The critics of modernity agreed with their opposenthe moderns or
progressives, in their caesural demankthe Chaotic Prison has been a
characteristic thread in the modernity-as-crisiterpretation of the last two
centuries. Instead of a theory of modernity itaismetaphore. The common
elements of the above mentioned examples of thedmc of the Chaotic Prison
are: (1) that liberated modern people means theirgition of tradition-lifeworld,
its norms, limitations and meanings which resuits ichaotic, meaningless world
where individuals are mutually defenceless agahestarbitrary will of others; (2)
that society, interpreted as tradition-lifeworldnoaot be created rationally; (3)
that the parallel phenomena of increasing powerdmuleasing authority, results
in anomie, legitimation problems and the emergesica new and irresistible
form of control. The new is never taken for granted something alien, thus
arbitrary in terms of existing norms of historigaéistablished common tradition-
lifeworld, so, new control is always felt to be raaoercive than the customary
one. The sense of ,unnaturalness” of the new kincbatrol is brought about by
the fact that it does not acknowledge the habittiadtomary limits which could
bound the controlling activity of the political $gm. But the new kind of control
typically tries to redraw these limits, it always$teapts to define its own

conditions and borders, that is, it tends to bédefining, which is to say it
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knows no limits. The closer the description of moatg is to Augustine’sivitas
terrenaand the meaningless world of the Tower of Babélene vain, self-loving
individuals are in eternal conflict and strugglee tmore the political and social

control looks (and/or is) arbitrary and despotic.

1101 Budapest, X. Hung
Email: mota@uni-nke.hu

45



References

Adamiak, Richard, The "Withering Away" of the Stafe ReconsiderationThe
Journal of Politics Vol. 32, No. 1 (Feb., 1970), pp. 3-18

Aron, Raymond;The Dawn of Universal Histoyydoston. Basic Books, 2003.

Berger, Peter L — Brigitt BergeFhe Homelesss Min&®enguin Books, 1973.

Bloom, Solomon F., The "Withering Away" of the Stafournal of thélistory of
Ideas Vol. 7, No. 1 (Jan., 1946), pp. 113-121

Burke, EdmundFurther Reflections on the Revolutions in Frantelianapolis,
Liberty Fund, 1992

Burke, Edmund, Reflections on the Revolution in  France
Indianapolis/Cambridge, Hackett Publishing, 1987

Burke, Edmund;The Writings and Speechesol. IX. Oxford, Clarendon Press,
1991

Carlyle, ThomasPast and Present.ondon - Toronto, 1919

Carlyle, ThomasO©n Heroes, Hero-worship and the Heroic in Histokyndon,
1897

Carlyle, Thomas,Signs of the Timein: ‘Critical and Miscellaneous Essays’,
London, Chapman and Hall, vol. Il. 1869

Dewey, JohnPolitical Writings Hackett Publishing, 1993.

Habermas, Jurgehgegitimation Crisis London, Heinemann, 1980

Habermas, Jurgerhe Theory of Communicative Actiovol. I-1l. Cambridge,
Polity Press, 1995

d’'Holbach,The System of NatyrBlew York - London, 1984

Maclintyre, Alasdair,After Virtue. A Study in Moral Thegrizondon, Duckworth,
1985

Oakeshott, MichaelTower of Babelin: On History Liberty Fund, Indianapolis,
1999. pp. 179-210.

1101 Budapest, X. Hungaria krt. 9-11. | Tel: (12-4®00
Email: mota@uni-nke.hu

46



Plato, Republi¢ translated by G.M.A.Grube, Hackett Publishing @amy,
Indianapolis, 1974

Rousseau, Jean-Jacqudsmile translated by Barbara Foxley, Everyman’s
Library, London, 1974

Simmel, GeorgThe Philosophy of MonefRoutledge, London - New York, 1990

Smith, Adam ,An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the WealtNations I-
. vols., Liberty Fund, Indianapolis, 1981

Smith, Adam,The Theory of Moral Sentimentsberty Fund, Indianapolis, 1984.

Tocqueville, de AlexisDemocracy in AmericaLondon, Everyman’s Library,
1994.

Turner, CharlesModernity and Politics in the Work of Max Wep&outledge,
1992.

Yates, Francis AThe Rosicrucian Enlightenmehiondon — New York, 2002.

Vernon, Richard, Auguste Comte and the Witheringagwf the StateJournal of
the History of Ideasvol. 45, No. 4 (Oct. - Dec., 1984), pp. 549-566

Wilson, CatherineEpicureanism at the Origins of Modernit®xford University
Press, 2008.

\:\ 10L#
1101 Budapest, X. Hungaria krt. 9-11. | Tel: (12-4®00
Email: mota@uni-nke.hu

47



