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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Theoldadagy ou s houl dndt | udayldnotbemaeo k by
apropos when used of two of the most significant philosophical, moral, and cultural
critiques of thewentieth century: C. S. Lewis (189®64) andlhe Abdition of Mar®
and thgoint work of Max Horkheime(18951973)and Theodor W. Adorn(190369)
in their Dialectic of Enlightenmerft At first glance, these twhooksappear
unimpressive in staturg-lowever, eachvork attempts a philosophically rigoroasd
substantive account of the precarious state afraffor humanity in their timeReleased
in the same year (1944)oth books were written during, and greatly influenced by, the
horrors ofWWII, the tragedies of the Great War still fresh in the authmidds And
yet, intriguingly, there appears to be no reciprocal influence (or even an awareness of the
other) in either direction between the authd¥etwithstanding, the authors explore
many common themes including the following: thstoryof Western civilization, the
nature of reason and rationality, human nature, the sutipgett relation, the question of
ethical normativity, the human struggle against and conquest of nature, the increasing
detachment of science from practical life, the eaching dominance of industry and
technology in the form of a growing technocracy, and the resulting loss of personal

liberty and dignity through increasing forms of dehumanization in mass culture and

1 C. S. Lewis;The Abolition of Man: Reflections on Education with Special Reference to the
Teaching of English in the Upper Forms of SchoBisidell Memori&Lectures,15th Series (London:
Oxford University Press944; repr,. New York: HarperCollins, 2001Hereafter cited adbolition.

2 Max Horkheimerand Theodor W. Adorndialectic of Enlightenment: Philosophical

Fragments Cultural Memory in the Preserad. Gunzkn Schmid Noerr, trandEEdmund Jephcott
(Amsterdam: Querido, 1947; repgtanford CA: Stanford University Press, 200PereafteDialectic.

1



society. In this regard, both works belong to gk@minentcorpus of twentietitentury
conservative and radical critiques of the excesses of Enlightenfméki&rung
though® adistorted view of rationalitya grourdless system of morality, arsd
dehumanizing approach to cultérer Enlightenment rationalism

This dissertation argues, by way of critical comparative analysis, that Lewis,
given his Christian theological and philosophical foundations, provides the more cogent
and coherent evaluation of the probleimsWestern civilizatiordue tothe excesses of
Enlightenmentationalismthan the critical theorists Adorno and Horkheim&he
argumenin defense othis thesidegirs with a critical summary and analysis of the main
|l ines of t houg hAbolitooandAdarnoand Horkheimé éialecscod
each treated separatelyhe goal i20 provide the reader with carefulexposition and
explication ofthetwo works, drawing on current scholarship in addition to providing new
insights where possible. Nexirovidea critique ofthe two works basd on three
central themegationality, morality, andculture | give special attention to the many
fascinatingsimilarities between Lewis arsidorno andHorkheimer, whilealso
concentrating on thieey differences in theioveralltheories evaluationsand
conclusions. epr i mary goal is to demonstrate the
arguments, higreatempropheticand poetiosision, and the truth of the Christian
worldview over against the atheistiio-Marxist alternative propounded Bydorno and

Horkheimer

Background and Provenance

It would help to begin with a brief discussiontbé historical background to
the authorand the provenance of their two work3espite the great confidence in
modernman6s cr i t i c alenomousskidesin sciansfic and tedhnolagscal
progress, those living within the first half of the twentieth century found themselves

surrounded by forms of human bondage and barbarism: the collapse of the Weimar



Republic, the rise of Hitler and Nazism, tharific persecution of Jews throughout

Europe, the battles of WWII, the expansions of state power into various versions of
totalitarianism, the growth of abusive sce@conomic as well as technocratic powers,
increasing control of individuals and soci#tyough efforts of social conditioning and

social engineering, and so fort@.onsequentlythe authorsharemanysomber themes

and deep concerns regarding the uncertain success or failure of Western civilization,
which seemed to waffle upon a precipide.fact, many commentators and critics of the

two books have described each as offering an alarming, dystopic vision of the future,
especially in light of the major social upheavals and human atrocities of the 30s and 40s.
Yet, it is in thishistoricalcontext that Lewis and Adorno and Horkheimer write their

major philosophical, moral, and cultural critiques.

C. S. Lewis andThe Abolition of Man

Lewis was born in Belfast, Ireland, of devout Christian parentslatér
moved to Oxfordo pursue universy studies in which he greatly excelled. He eventually
was awarded a teaching and tutoring post at Magdalen College, Oxford, in 1925, where
he briefly taught philosophy and later Englighaving abandoned his Christian
upbringing in his earlier years, peofessed to ban avowed atheist. Howevam,time
Lewis became intellectuallyigkatisfied with hisatheismandthusbecame more open to
considering and experimenting wibther modes of thoughE&ventually, after many
twists and turns along the way his spiritual journeyLewis convertedirst to theism in

1929 and later to Christianity in 1931

% Lewis sums up this (philosophical) journey succindlyon t he i ntell ectual side
progresshdé been from Opopul ar realism6 to Philosophical I
Pantheism to Theism;afidr om Thei sm t o ChrTihset iPdigtryi.md sC.Re.r elseswi SAT

Allegorical Apology for Christianity, Reason and Romantiglsondon: JM. Dent, 1933; reprwith
preface, London: Geoffrey Bles, 1943; reprith illustrations by Michael Hagu&rand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1997200.Lewis describes his journey and eventual conversion in greater detail in his
autobiographical worurprised ly Joy: The Shape of My Early Lifeondon: Geoffrey Bles, 135 repr.,
San DiegoHarcourt, 1966)Also, eC. S. Lewis to his brother Warren Lew@c¢tober 1931in The
Collected Letters of C. S. Lewiml. 2,Books, Broadcasts, and the War, 193149 ed. Walter Hooper
(New York: HarperCollins, 2004Y-8. In addition, numerous biographers of Lewis have written on the

3



After his conversion to Christianity, his writing career began to finally take
shape, and he would later garner great literary farhieh has lasted tthe present His
first publishedoook of moral philosophy appeargd1933,his allegorical workrhe
Pi |l gr i mgiswhRRlehg coatsasts Christianity with vargextreme philosophies
of life. But, Lewis is moravell-known for his delectable childrn 6 s f ant asy novel
Narnian Chronicles; his theological and philosophecelysis of thessues of pain and
suffering in higtreatise ormhe Problem of Pairhis satirical theological musings The
Screwtape Lettersindhis celebratedBC broadcastalks which were eventually
published as the clasditere Christianity* Given thecloseproximity of a number of
these works to his writing @bolition, theyaregleaneddong with several of his essays
for important insightsnto his viewsreflectedin the book.
As the first president of the Oxford Socratic Cland due to his regular
participation in this forum, Lewis was accustomed to engaging some of the leading
philosophers of his day on a variety of isstig3ne of the reoccurring topics weee
debate over the objectivity or subjectivity of moral valudtalterHo oper expl ai ns,

now enough had been said both at the Socratic meetings and elsewhere to indicate that a

subject, includingGeorge Sayedack: A Life of C. S. Lewignd ed. (WheatonlL: Crossway, 1994);
David C. Downing,The Most ReluctarConvert(Downers GrovelL: InterVarsity, 2002); Roger Lancelyn
Green and Walter Hoope. S. Lewis: A BiographglL.ondon: Collins, 1974)Bruce L., Edwards, edC. S.
Lewis: Life, Worksand Legacy4 vols.( Westport, CT: Praeger, 2007); afldn Jacts, The Narnian:

The Life and Imagination of C. S. LeWidew York: HarperCollins, 2005 or further reading on the life
and writings of Lewis, seRobertMacSwainand Michael Ward, edsThe Cambridge Companion to C. S.
Lewis(Cambridge: @mbridge Univesity Press, 2010); Colin DuriezZhe C. S. Lewis Encyclopedia: A
Complete Guide to His Life, Thought, and Writif@géheaton, IL: Crossway, 2000; repEdison, NJ:
Inspirational, 2008

“ See all of the following by C. S. LewiShe Problem of PaifLondon The Centenary Press,
194Q repr., New York: HarperCollins, 200I)he Screwtape Lette(tondon: Geoffrey Bles, 1942; repr.
with additional letter and additional prefaceTd®e Screwtape Letters and Screwtape Proposes a, Toast
1961, repr., New York: HarprCollins, 2001); anflere Christianity(New York: Macmillan, 1952; repr.
New York: HarperCollins, 2001

°For a detailed account of Lewisd involvement i
Hooper, fAOxf or di®G S.Bawis atthe BreadtiTable and Gther Reminiscenced.
James T. Comd\ew York: Macmillan, B79; repr, New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1992 the
context of this forum, Lewis interacted with many notable philosophers, including William Stevenson, C.
E. M. Joad, HH. Price, J. D. Bernal, H. D. Lewis, Conrad Lorenz, and, quite famously, G. E. M.
Anscombe, among many others.



number of theologians and philosophers were seriously questioning winetteewere
any such thing as an objective mof al | aw, a

Moreover, according to Lewis6 former pupil a

spent a good deal of time in 1942 studying the ethics of other religidns a
philosophical systems. At about this time, he also learned from some of his students
of the existence of school textbooks that taught that all literary and moral values are
subjective. By coincidence, he had recently been sent a cdpediontrol of
Languageby two schoolmasters, Alec King and Martin Ketley, which horrified him.
Such a view seemed to him to destroy all human stability and to dehumanize man as
a rational being. He therefore jumped at the opportunity to campaign against this
view when he was invited to give three lectures at Durham Univefsity.

Thus, according to Hoopewh en Lewi s accefgwthedntual i nvi t at i
Riddell Memorial Lectures at the University of Durham on 24 February 1943, he chose

as his subjectadefensef t h e Mandad, Lewisdelivavethree lecturegon

three separatedayis)n t he Physics Lecture Theatre, of
time a constituent collegof the University of DurhamThe titles of his three lectures

we r Blenwifnout Chests 0 MWhlye 06 and AThe owhiwrowould i on of Me

laterbecome the chapter titles of thablishedbook®

®Hoopet fAOxforddés Bonny Fighter,o 143
" SayerJack 300301
®Hooper, fAOxfordoébs Bonny Fighter,o 143.

°L e wleactudes werenFebruary 2,25,and26Thi s i s consistent with the
letter writing between February 23 and February 27, both of which represent letters written from Magdalen
College. Thus, Lewis was gone from Oxford during the dates of Februg§,2ilring which héraveled
with his brother Warren Lewis to the city of Durham, and then northward to the village of Newgastle
Tyne, where he delivered the | ectures at LKwisngds Col | ¢
The Collected Letters of C. S.is, vol. 1,Family Letters 1908931, ed. Walter Hooper (New York:
HarperCdiins, 2004). Regrettablydiscrepant accounexistof the actualyearadf he b ook ds publ i cati
Hooper in an editorial notesays the book was published by Oxford UniversitgsBron January 6, 1943
Lewis, Collected Letters1:545.But, this would mean the publication of the book preceded the delivery of
the Riddell Memorial Lectures, and yet many scholars claim the book was a result of the lectures and
published later that sasryearMalcolm Guite writesfi The book consists of the th
Lectures that were delivered by Lewis at the University of Durham in February 1942 at the height of the
Second World War. . . . The lectures were themselves publishéteasbdition of Mani n - January 194
Ma | ¢ o | mThe Abolitien of M&nFrom LiteraryCritt i sm t o Pr op hrQ. $.tewiRatsi st an
Poet 6s,eCMichaeleNard and Peter S. Willianfsreword by Vernon White (Eugene, OR: Wipf
and Stock, 2016) 5 However,Michael Wardis surely correct in claiming h e breleadervas
January 1944A quick online viewing of images of the first edition of the book confirms this date. See
MichaelWardThe Abol ition of Man: C. W Mordlitg(bogoslight, Cl assi ¢ Es
2017), 1n1

r
3. ¢
ce,



Although tebookis thin in statureit is thickin substanceln a certain sense,
this shorttreatisewas a long work in progres For Lewis had been steadily developing
and refining his ideathat would appear in theook for a number of years in other short
papers, essays, and lectures going back to as early a&’19%@h G. West, Jprovides
the following helpful summary dhe development okbolitionin relation to some of

Lewi sO0 ot & the time Hawtitesn g s

The main ideas iithe AbolitonofMat an be found throughout
writings and lectures, especially those that date from the 1940s. In fact,d éws
firsttalkont he BBC ( AThe L aroaddast Augustal®dl)Mealt ur e, 0
with natural law. The talk was published in 1942 in the collection tBleddcast
Talks and it ultimately became the first chapteMsre Christianity Some time
later, Lewis apparently worked on a speech covering much the same ground as the
Riddell lectures, but for another audience; his text was published aftezatisats
t he essay AmndomFeBruanyi8,cl843 @nly a couple of weeks before the
Riddell ledures), Lewis presented atalkhhtée Oxf or d SoclfVede i ¢ Cl ub
Have Christos Eafhitchse @oreiss tiwhiabtn RFeasitt h Mat t
previewed part of the Riddell |l ectures by
teachings share considerable coom ground with the moral teachings of other
religious and philosophical traditions. During themsner of 1943, Lewis published

Y Eor exampleJames Patrick explains,

When in 1922 he tried, unsuccessfully, for a fellowship at Magdalen Collegessly he submitted
wa s tThe Hegethonyiof Moral Valugand posed the existence of natural ks the resolution
of the argument beten utilitarians and idealist§itled fiThe Practical Hegemony of the Moral
Valuepit became the penultimate lecture in the course in moral philosophy Lewis taught as
substitute for E. F. Carritt in 1924,

James Patk, A The Heart dés Desire &ndlelwésLasdlao Moltesa| RPheé $ 0 s(
Pilgrimbds Guide: C. S,d. Daeidvwils, 7@85 (Grand RapidsA Eetdman$, Wi t ne s s
1998),70. Curiously, Hoopeseems to suggestat Lewisdid not write this essay until 192According to

Hooper, during 1924, Lewis wrote a number of papers ¢
Val ues . @olletted Watters1:623r. However, in Lewisédé diary entry for
how htheegain a 6di ssertationd on t he AlbBgRoadBefgre Mef t he mor

The Diary of C. S. Lewis 192927, ed.Walter Hooper (San Diego: Harcourt, 19934, Apparently,

Lewis begarnthe work as part of an application for a MatghFellowship, which he did not receive.

Moreover, he continued to work on this paper for a few years for other fellowship opportunities only to be

passed up each timde commaets on his progress onwritifgi s fAdi ssertati om@am on Augustt
Septerber 1,all in 1922 87, 96 98). Then, there are possible further references to it in his entries for
March 29 and April6L 1 of 1924 (225, 229). On January 8, 1924, I
O6Hegemony of Mor aMarch6al9zdgpewis givies ah actoant gf how Ine read a paper by

this title to the Oxford University Philosophicaociety in Manchester College (298). Cf. C. S. Lewis to

Albert Lewis, March 9[7?], 1924, in C. &ewis, The Collected Letters of C. S. Lewisl. 1,Family Leters

19051931, ed. Walter Hooper (New York: Harperllios, 2004), 62425. The last time he mentions the

paper is on May 12, 1924, for which he describes ho
paper which | am sending Mind and alteringthe n di n g . Al MLRoadi3Z22Hooper writes: f
several years prior to his appointment at Magdal en,
Mor al Val ue s Middbut hevewmulsishedeand, asfabas | can disciweg loger ext ant . 0

In preface taC. S. Lewis Selected Literary Essayad. Walter Hoope(1969; repr.Cambridge Cambridge

University Press, 1979), xivnl.



AThe Poi son oahesSuythatislargely a syroopsidioé Abolition of

West continuesvith oneimportantfurther connection

However, perhaps Lewisds most intriguing
The Abolition of Martame in the novelhat Hideous StrengthThere Lewis
depicted in fictional form the dire social consequences that follow from a
Nietzsclean science allied with the tools of government bureaucrats. In many
respectsThat Hideous StrengtiindThe Abolition of Marare parallel bookthat
ought to be read togethk.
Much moreis saidin the pageso follow about these works mentionbg West,as well
asother works by Lewiss theyarerelevant to the examination bisideasand
argumentsn Abolition.
Lewis achievedenormousacclaimas a writerput helaterbemoanghe fact
that, despitéts beingone of his personal favorites, most peopére notevenfamiliar

with his book Abolition*® It seemseoplesimply found (and continue to findhe book

1 John G. West, JrThe C. S. Lewis Readérs E n ¢ y cdd.degffeyD. &chultz and John
G. West, Jr(Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 3998 s . v . iThe Abolition of M
Hooperds editori al n o tn&hristian REflectidised. WatevHopper, 460N Et hi cs, 0
(London: Geoffrey Bles, 1967; repGrand Rapid: Eerdmans, 19953/nl. L eBroadeast Talks
(London: Geoffrey Bles, The Centenary Press, 1942) was published in the D& @ase for
Christianity (New York: Macmillan, 1943), and reprinted as bks. 1 andMeye ChristianityFor L e wi s &
talk at the Oxford Socratic@h,t i t | ed Al f We Have Christds Ethics, Doe
Matter20 see di scussion i n Hoolg3rd., FAGxafldrydd sseBRorCny SEi dhe
Poi son of SnChristercReflestionsadanWaiter Hooper72-81 (London: Geoffrey Bles, 1967;
repr, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995

2West, fAThe Abol i pensothe bank witiMaerpoetic life &omiDsavido
LyndsAagDiabbg descri bing the Tower of Babel, and hence t
shadow of that hyddeous strength saxine and mor e it i Fhattdideols&SmeggthhA 6 C. S.
Modern FairyTale for GrownAUps(London: J&in Lane the Bodley Head, 1945; repr., New York:
Scribner, 2003)In the preface t@hat Hideous Strength he descri bes the book this w
story® about devilry, though it has beAboltichofi t a seric
Man. dohn Bremer refers tbhat Hideous Strength s tythelogital counterparto the philsophical
Abolition of Man dohn Bremerfi A Br i ef O0OBiilmgr &p h . Lewis Rdaders6é Ency
Jeffrey D. Schultz and John G. West, Jr. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing Housg52.988phasis

added. Interestingly, George Orwell wroteaimeview ofThat Hideous Strengffi PI enty of peopl e in
age do entertain the monstrous dreams of power that Mr. Lewis attributes to his characters, and we are
within sight of the time whensuh dr eams wi | | be rf@eiScientsibd ke  @Gweorr,gee Or

review of That Hideous Strengtlioy C. S. LewisManchester Evening Neyw&ugust 16,1945,
http://lewisiana.nl/orwell/.

For further insightful and detailed discussion of the context surrounding the writing of
Abolition,s e e Mi c h a &He Abolitienwofeviars ,C.A S. Lewi sd6s PRSI osophy of }
Lewis: Life, Works, and Legacyol. 3,Apologist, Philosopher, & Theologiard. Bruce L. Edwards, 107
31 (Wesport, CT: Praeger, 2007) Mor eover, for expl imesdedPeankreefi,f t he boo
C. S. Lewis for the Third Millennium: Six EssaysTtve Abolition of Man (San Francisco: IgnatiueBs,
1994)

Blewiswritesi And | 6 m s o pAbditors o Man it és almosttmy favorite
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too difficult of a read compad with his more populdevel writings In Abolition,

Lewis makes numerous references to literary works natgrezable by the general

public; hegrapples with complex philosophical ideas and concepts related to areas of
metaphysicstheology,epistemology, anthropologgthics,aestheticsandliterary

criticism; andheincorporates variouSreek and.atin expessons unfamiliar to most

throughout the textin fact, Georgesayer explaingiNone of the few reviewers of the

first edition seem to have realized its importadce. Yet , he fNow,t her expl a
however, it is generally seen as his most important pamahdethe best existing defense

of objective values and the natural l&l. Like Sayer manyscholarshaveheaped praise

upon the book, highlighting in laudatory termstismendousmportance and influence

for Western societyWalter Hooperforexample descri bes it as fia boo
opinion, an all but indispensable introduction to the extirpusof Lewisiana as well

as fApossibly the most lucid and®BabelLe defense
Edwards describes the waaks L @most sudtained critique ofdldirection of

western thought'® Gi | bert Meil aender comments, fAPer haj
Lewisb6bs treatments of ethical theory is the

titled The Abolition of Man'4 Whatthese scholars recognize and appregjaes

among my books butingenéra has been al most t oQ & Lewiggo MagyWidis ed by t he
ShelburneFebruary 201955 in The Collected Letters of C. S. Lewisl. 3, Narnia, Cambridge, and Joy

19501963 ed. Walter Hooper (New York: HarperCollins, 2007), 567. Javheldouston provides further
confirmation of Lewi sd t esltaskeddews orodne oecasson, pfalrtiei al i ty t ¢
books he had written, what did he consider the most important Christian message he had given? With no

hesitation, hisrel v was, Ot he t hr ee |ThecAbdlitiorea$ Mahin 194243¢ at Newcast
together with my recent novdijl We Have Faces ( 1956) . 0 J&mes IMewiHefars€Comger n

t he Fut ur e KadwingBuDwming(Spring/2005),
http://www.cslewisinstitute.org/CS_Lewiss_Concern_for_the Future_of Humanity pagel

4 SayerJack 301
®Hoopere d i thotet s Lewi s, 4AOHooBehi c § O&f or d6l43. Bonny Fi g
®Bruce L. Edwardsi Deconstructi on and ORelhsebfWestetnat i on: C.
Textualityp Journal of the Evangelical Theological Socig8;, no. 2 (1986): 20ATLA Religion
Database with ATLASeriglEBSCChost

7 Gilbert Meilaenderin Schultz and West. S. Lewis Readéis Ency ¢l epedi aEt hi cs
and Morality ©



beyondLewis the gifted popular writer tcewis the seriousmoral philosopher, ethicist,
and archdefender othe tradition ofnatural law theoryn Western civilization M. D.
Aeschl i man des emarabseveho Hagdoerne snorats illuminate and
promote Natural Law thinking than anyone else intHt@@ nt i r y . o
Lewis describes himself accordingly: nl
dogmatic Christian untinged with Modernist reservations and cdsurti
supernatur al i srthroughouhiseritinfsullevis expressesra de@p
commitment tdraditionalChristianity and, inversely, an aversion to modernismiting
of the fAhorrible feroci t*YThiawadaapsisiemhthemes of mo

throuhout L ewi s 0,adDavid€. Davniygstatesfi Téwe words that nearly

always connote somethingwrochge aded or di stastef ul in his b
6 h u ma n?%" Speaking.ofthisnore progressivenindeddetractorsLewiswrites i | t i s
certainl yminnodte dodl irbeelriagli ous peopl e who | i ke m

contrary it is precisely among them that | find (next to Marxists) my most hostile

c r i f?iWhetherreligious or Marxist, higitics had embracetthe very thing Lewis

¥ M. D. Aeschlimanijn Schultz and West. S. Lewis Readéfls Encyc| epedi aTao. 0 Fo
a further exampl e AHolitianbneRoman €dthalie sodatandethicdl thowghs 6
Cardinal Ratzingerbts (| acemnurkRope deeénecdiretd XV Caibi $ e
January 25,1988 Car di nal Rat z i Brigiieg88, voh 18(a. @ (Februarg5e 1988);
reprintedin theCanadian CSL Journalo. 63 (Summer 1988);8. Also, see Stephen F. Haywardyiew
of The Allition of Man by C. S. LewisNational Revievws7, no. 21 (November 19, 2015):-75,
MasterFILE PremierEBSChost For a similar, yet Protestant, specifically Southern Baptist perspective,
consider the early praise of William O. Carvavyiew of The Almlition of Man by C. S. LewisReview &
Expositor44, no. 3 (July 1947): 37%7,ATLA Religion Database with ATLASerigEEBSChost

Ylewis,i On Et4hi cs, 0

2 C. S. Lewis to Warren Lewigebruaryl8,194Q in The Collected Letters of C. S. Lewis
vol. 2, Books, Broadcasts, and the War, 1938149 ed. Walter Hooper (New York: HarperCollins, 2004),
350.

“David C. Downingi Fr om Pi |l |l ar t o P o and@uwreneGritcals m: C. S. Le
Discourse) Christianity & Literature46, no. 2 (1997): 16 ATLA Relgion Database with ATLASerials
EBSChost Also, for further reading on Lewis and modernjseeMargaret Barbara Hileyi As pect s of
Modernism in the Works of C. S. Lewis, J. R.R Tol ki en and Rbbdss, Umversity\if | | i ams 0 (
Glasgow, 200§ http://theses.gla.ac.uk/1814/.

22C. S. Lewisto Mr. Talbot April 18,1946 in The Collected Letters of C. S. Lewisl. 2,
Books, Broadcasts, and the War, 193849 ed. Walter Hooper (New York: HarperCollins, 2004)y.
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adamantly resistedhe modernization of religion, sociegnd culture. By contrast,

Lewis thought of himself as®fispokesman for C

Max Horkheimer, Theodor W. Adorno,
and Dialectic of Enlightenment

Adorno and Horkbeimerbegartheir careers asecular Jews aralvid Marxists
firmly committed to dialectical materialism and the goahebcial revolution of the
proletaria®® In time, however, they began to modify theiiews due to the rise of
fascism in Germangnd dsewheren the1930s. They eventually became founding
members of th&rankfurt Institute for Social Resear@®BR), or thelnstitut flr
Sozialforschungalso called the Frankfurt School, where they elaboratedsetev

version of what in philosophy is lbed critical theory.®

2 C. S. LewisfiDe Descriptione Tmporum & Seilected Literary Essaysd. Walter Hooper
(1969; repr.Cambridge: Caioridge University Press, 1979)2.1n 1954 Lewis deliveredhis famous
inaugural address 8agdaleneCollege,Cambridge wherehe was made the Chair of Medieval and
Renassance English Language, a post created especially for Lewis upon his departvafdaten
College, Oxford, where he had served as professor and tutoeddytwenty yearsSee Stephen Logan,
Aol d West €OurmimdsaRenascenchl, ro. 1 (198): 6386, Academic Search Premier
EBSChost

%4 For further reading on the life and writings of Adorno and HorkheimerSseenJarvis
ed, Adorno: A Critical Introduction(London: Routledge, 1998Nigel Gibsonand Andrew Rubin, eds.
Adorno: A Critcal Reade(Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 20p2romHuhn ed, The Cambridge
Companion to Adorn¢Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 20@lerard Delantyed, Theodor W.
Adorng 4 vols.(London: SAGE Publications, 20pMartin Jay,Adorno(Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1984JamesSchmidt ed, Theodor AdorndBurlington, VT: Ashgate, 2007 Stefan
Mdaller-Doohm,Adorno: A Biographytrans.Rodney Livingstone. Cambridge: Polity Press, 20Détlev
ClaussenTheodor Adorno: One Last Gieis trans. Rodney Livingstone (CambriddéA: Harvard
University Press, 2008Yvi Rosen Max Horkheime(Munich, GermanyC. H. Beck, 1995 andJohn
Abromeit,Max Horkheimer and the Foundations of the Frankfurt Sckidelv York: Cambridge
University Pess, 2013)

% Hazard Adams and Leroy Searle explain,

In 1930, Max Horkheimer became the director of the Institute for Social Research in Frankfurt,
and under his leadership theaaled Frankfurt School took shape around an ambitious intellectual
(and poitical) progam of philosophical criticismHor k hei mer 6s own phil osophical
on a rigorous critique of positivism and a pervasive commitment to examining the historical and
social conditions under which modemdustrial society has emerged.1933, the institute moved to
Paris and later to Columbia University, just beftive Nazi occupation of France.

Hazard AdamsndLeroy Searle, edsCritical Theory Since 1966l allahassee: Flada State University

Press, 1986), 68&dornolater servedhs director of thénstitutefrom 195669.See Hor khei mer 6 s
inaugural address as director of the Institute, in Max Horkheiin@rh e Pr esent Situation of
Philosophy and the Tasksaia | nst i t ut e f onBetv&endhilasbphyraedksSectienck:, 0 i

Selected Early Writingd-14, trans.G. Frederick Hunter, Matthew. &ramer, and John Torpe$tudies in

Contemporary @&man Social Thought, ed. Thomas McCart@garbridge, MA: MIT Press, 1995-or

1C



Horkheimer distinguishdsetweerfi t r a d ithedryandfad roi t i c41 6 t heor
The formeremphasizethe independence of the human mind, or critical apparatus, from
the world it observeand its application of conceptual systemghe purely objective
pursuit offacts andknowledge. This type of theorizing seeksitihize science and
technology fothe manipulation of nature for human purpos@stical theory by
contrastengages in socieconomiccriticism with the aim othetransformation of
society as a whole, anilde liberation ohumanity from oppressive social structuaes
economic conditions The newy revisedcritical theory howeverpecame concerned
with the problem of social domination in the various forms thiabik, and its advocates
were increasingly disillusioned by the inability of traditional Marxist theory to account
for the persistence of this domination. Jirgen Habermas, pupil of Adorno, second
generatiormember of the Frankfurt School, and presentatdical theorist explains,
ACritical Theory was initially developed in
disappointments at the absence of revolution in the West, . . . It was supposed to explain

mistaken Marxist prognoses, but without lkdan g Mar x i § tYetibathtthent i ons. o

further reading on the historical developmant founding of the Frankfurt School and critical theory, see
Martin Jay,The Dialectical Imagination: A History of the Frankfurt School and the Institute of Social
Research, 1922950 Weimar and Now: German Cultural Criticisd®8{ 3; repr.Berkeley: Uniersity of
California Press]1996); Susan Buekorss, The Origin of Negative Dialectics: Theodor W. Adorno, Walter
Benjamin and the Frankfurt InstituelassocksUK: Harvester Press, 197 7oltan Tarr,The Frankfurt
School: The Critical Theories of Max Hdneimer and Theodor W. Adoriidew York: Schocken Books,
1985);JudithMarcusandZoltan Tarr, edsFoundations of the Frankfurt School of Social Reseékzw
Brunswick NJ Transaction Books, 1984andRolf WiggershausThe Frankfurt School: Its Histg,

Theories, and Political Significan¢g€ambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1994).

% Max HorkheimerfiTr adi t i onal a nmCriteal ThedrycSelected Bssagsr y , 0 |
trans. Mat t h eRvankfurt an©O\da:.oSnHiseherVerlag, 1988pr, New York: Gntinuum,
1995) Whereas scholars differ in their use of capitalization for the expression, some @riting|
Theorywhile otherscritical theory, this paper will use the latter throughout, except in quotations where the
former is used. For further réimg on critical theory, se@avid Held, Introduction to Critical Theory:
From Horkheimer to Habermatondon: Hutchinson, 1980JohnOé Ne i | | , OnXotibahTheos d .
(Lanham MD: University Press of America, 198%redRush, ed.The Cambridge Copanion to Critical
Theory(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 20@avid Rasnussen, edHandbook of Critical
Theory(Oxford: Blackwell, 199§ Seyla BenhabitCritigue, Norm and Utopia: A Study of the
Foundations of Critical TheorfNew York: Columlia University Press, 1986andStephen Eri@ronner
and Douglas MacKay Kellner, ed€&ritical Theory and Society: A Read@tew York: Routledge, 1989

3 ¢rgen Haber mas, fAThe Entwinement of Myth and E

A d o r n @he €hilosapical Discourse of ModernityTwelve Lecturgdrans. Frederick Lawrence
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1987), 116.
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oppressive regimes of Hitlerds Germany and S
Marxists to become pessimistic regarding any possibility of human emancipation from

these growig forces of social control videgeintervention. Centralized planning and

socialized ownership of the means of production had not usheredlamgeel forutopia,

but instead had onlsesulted irtotalitarianism and fascism. Adorno and Horkheimer,

both German Jews, experienced this fiatd as they were forced to emigrate to the U.

S.duringthe rise of Nazism. Hencthey began to advocate for a major shifemphasis

from practice (or praxis)n the form ofpolitical activismand radical revolutionary

measuresto a more theoretit¢aritique of society and cultur®.

Consequetty, anew theory was needed to account for the continued control of
people within society by those in power. An
discovered dgialecticat work within all the advanceaddustrial nations which mandated
the di minution of O6free subjectivityd under
t echnol og i“°cThid dialeaticbetweer ratienalization and authoritarianism,
characteristic of bourgeois capitalism, he calleditteei al ect i ¢ of enl i ghten
target forcritiquevas cal | ed @i n STherEnlightemtert,land medarsismn . 0
in general, represented as the attempt to rationalize the efarltureand human nature
according to the concepts of moderresciewith its corresponding ideology of

positivism, was now seen as the primary instrument of oppression used by those in power

2 The members of the Frankfurt School believed that

only a radical change in theory and practice can cure the ills of modern societyalgspabridled
technology. Every onsided doctrine is to be subjected to criticism, including Marxism: an
emancipating proletarian revolution is not inevitable, and thought or theory is relatively, though not
wholly, independentf social and economic foes.But since theory and its concepts are a product of
social processes, critical theory must trace their origins, and not, like empiricism and positivism,
accept them and thereby indirectly enddtmeprocesses themselves.

M. J. Inwood,The Oxford Comgmnion to Philosophyed. Ted Honderich (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1995 . v . AFramkfurt School .

®BrianJ. Shawfi Reason, Nostal gi a,itcal MhéoryosMakh at ol ogy i n t !
Horkheimerg Journal of Politics47, no. 1 (1985): 16&\cademicSearch PremierEBSChost
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to subjugate the massedence, modern rationality waeemediefectiveand

oppressivé® Moreover AlbrechtWellmer explains,

A goal of the pr diisergique ttwreugh atcalabdrationa n s f or mo
between philosophers, economists, and psychoanalysts into a critical theory of
society that would be adequate for the social and historical constelladtcextbted
after thegreat war.In 1933 the institute was closed by the Nazis, but Horkheimer
iucE%(leded in hiding its funds from the Nazis and reestablished thaeénstiew

ork.

It was during their exile idmericathat Adorno and Horkheimer produced their

groundbreakig work,Dialectic of Enlightenmentonsideredhe foundational text

expoundingheir newcritical theory®> Commenting on their purpose for writitige

book the authorsvrite, A What we had set out to do was nc
humanity, ingead of entering a truly human state, is sinking into a new kind of

b ar b a* This barbarism represented the state of the vaottiithe condition of

humanityin the first half of the twentieth century all appearancesg)stead of

progressively leadg mankind upward and onward to emancipation from

%Y. Sherratt explaingiFrom the earlier Marxist belief that the source of repression resided in
social and economic factors, the Frankfurt School moved to argue that the source of societal repression lay
in inadequate forms a@éason. . . O00bjectifying,6 6reifying,6 6instr
survival not human emancipation or indeed enlightened understanding of ary kibl.  SfhAed oran a
and Hor khei mer 6s C o, b@rigsp lourralffor theHistdryi ofjPhitosophg e 3
(2000): 526,Academic Search PremidEBSCQnhost emphasis original.

A1 brecht Wel | mer , SofidRese@rchi Anintemationdl Quanedyy , o
no. 3 (Fal2014): 705MasterFILE PremierEBSCQhost Also, seeTho mas Wheat | and, iThe Fr a
School s I nvitati on demannPoliics & Sonidig?, ao. BJ(Rall 2004132, t vy, O
Academic Search PremigEBSChost and Thomas Wheatlan@ihe Frankfurt School in Exile
(Minneapolis: University of Minnega Press, 2009).

32 For example, Jeffrele r f referstt echobbé 6B raaadk bimihceal text o
canonicat e xt of cr i t i c afiDialecticeofoEnlighteamedRecbrisidescg,New Earman

Critiqueno.117 (2012): 81, 83Academic SearcRremier, EBSChost S| av o jwr Git ek A Wi t h

Western Marxism, it was, o fDialecicofEnlghtenmActbsmwellasd s and Hor |k
Hor khei merés numerous essays on the o6critique of inst
shift from concrete socipolitical analysis to philosophiecant hr opol ogi c &lavojGegekal i zat i c

AFrom Hi story and T@dDakdic o€CEnligisteninentu s n e s sNewd@eanc k , 0
Critique no. 81 (2000)11213, Academic Search Praar, EBSChost For a detailed discussion of the
historical development ddialectc,c, see t he foll owing: t Gwzelnd®hnidor 6s aft el

Noerr,i The Position of o6Dialectic of Enl iojnbitlecttment 6 i n t
217-47; James Schmidi, Language, Mythol ogy, and Enlightenment: Hi
A d o r Dialdctic of Enlightenmera Social Research5, no. 4 (1998): 8038, Academic Search

Premier, EBSCGOhost

33 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, xiv.
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authoritarianism and liberation to a truly human way of ttie, Enlightenmenrthad been
an abject failure.

The original text oDialecticwas completed in 194dn a mimeograpic
edition), but the work vas not published until 1947This publication was circulated for
over twenty years until a newer edition was published in $8@%h English version was
not available until 1972 In their preface material, Adorno and Horkheimer describe
how closely theyorked together in the writing @ialectic. Theydisclose @A No one
who was not involved in the writing could easily understand to what extent we both feel
responsible for every sentence. We dictated long stretches togetHigldetic derives
its vital energy from the tension between the two intellectual temperaments which came
toget her 7° wivanthdcloseness inthoughd and development oif tverk,
andfor the sake otonvenience in continually making comparisons and contrasts with
Lewis, henceforth have chosen to adopt the convention of referrirgdornc
Horkheimer asa unity of authorship Of course, differencdsetween them exist and are

notedin the paper where relevarftor examplethey acknowledge having different

3 Interestingly, the American edition 8bolition was published the same year (1947) as
Ador no and Biaecti, wtdch wes wriitan in Americéin Los Angeles, California)lhey
started their work as early as 1942. Horkheimer and Ad@riadectic, xiii. It is noteworthy that they refer
totheirbookas a Afr agment , 0 ahaorefical projectoas amhale. fachtiieorigioal t hei r t
title of the book wa®hilosophical Fragmentsvhichwas relegatedtb he b oo k hisissubt i t | e.
significant because it reveals that they viewed the work as being incomplete. Indeed, an appendix to the

book includes further fragmentary materi al related t
ANotes and -B3lMdelbhtoerkbhse,ro wri3ings, they further expand o
themes.@ rei ssuing the book in the 1969 edition, they re

now and have largely determined ouefatheoretical writings(xi).

They note thabetween the publication of the 1944 and thé718ditions of the book, no
significant changes were made to the origteat, but that the last thesis (VI\yas added after the war
(xix). Since the original publication, the book has amassed a total efghdaces: the original
(1944/1947), an ltalian edition (1962/196éihd the 1969 editioMhese prefaces are significant for many
of thecentralideas, concepts, and themes are succinctly summarized within them, providing a kind of key
to unlocking the wrk as a whole.

% See Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. AdorBiglectic of Enlightenmentrans. John
Cumming New York Herder and Herder, 1972; repr. New York: Continuum, 199 wever , Jephcott d
translation (2002) is the one used throughout this détsemt

3¢ Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, xi. The book was dedicated to Friedrich Pollock, with

whom AfAwe binstitut ftir Sariplforschuagnce again, with the idea of taking further the concepts
formulated inDialecticd ( x i i ) .
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fintellectual temperames® a n d t hrdndatesnto asgmificantdistinction in

their writing styles. Horkheimer imuch more lucidvhile Adorno isat times very

opaque makingit fairly apparent who contributed what to each chapter of their

collaboraive efforts*” Moreover, thigprofessional and literamyollaboration, not to

mention their endearing friendshigould continue throughout thegaching and writing

careersas they workedlosely together on a numberwbrks, especially through the 40

and 50sfurther developing what wamly fragmentary irDialectic.
Adorno-Horkheimerdisappointedly admifi Th e b oundéreadersonly f o

graduallyo®

Reactions to the work have been, of course, mixed depending on whether

or not one is sympathetto their cause. However,any,bothfriend and foealike,

comment on the authorsod as Werkedampes t he bookad
Habermas refers to thzialecticas fit heir bl acke BtThewmbser adhil i
pessimismtheir diffi cult writing stylein placesthe translation of their German thought

forms into English, as well as thdilghly complex theoretical analysis aklpto explain

t h e bpooor&cépton byhe general publicNevertheless,agarding their later

assessent of the workAdorno-Horkheimerwrite,

We do not stand by everything we saidhe book in its original formThat
would be incompatible with a theory which attributes a temporal core to truth
instead of contrasting truth as something invaeiabthe movement of historyThe
book was written at a time when the end of the National Socialist terror was in sight.

S"GerhardRichterw i t es on the difficulties of translatin

AAdornods German, and t he t hou gdytesidtamtdottransldtiolisnact s, i s
writing is both strange and foreigMfremd even i n i ts O@hardgRicieafi VBh oGeesr man . 0
Afraid of the Ivory Tower? A Corarsation with Theodor W. AdornilMonatshefté®4, no. 1 ($ring

2002): 10Academic Search PremiedEBSChost

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic,xi. Thei r di sappoi nt ment heounds sin
general reception &bolition.

¥JurgeHaber mas, fAThe Ent wi ne me n treadidgDidleygtic & and Enl i g
Enlightenment 6 t r ans . T NewmGarsan CritiquRe(Spring/Summer 1982)3, Academic
Search PremierEBSChost In this regard, a major influence on Horkheimer was the writings of German
philosopher Arthur Schopenhauer (17B80), who was notorious for his philosophy of pessimism. See
MaxHor khei mer , A Sc h Cptigue bftnstrementdl Behsp§3-8Htrans.iMdthew J.
O 6 Do n n e, Rddicad ThinkersNew York: Seabury Press, 197dpr, New York: Verso2013,
Kindle.
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In not a few places, however, the formulation is no longer adequate to the reality of
today. All the same, even at that time we did matarestimate the implications of
the trandion to the administered worfd.

Moreover, orthe changes the world sincehewriting of Dialectic, they notehow
continued political division and conflictevealt hat t he fhorr ot has beer
For ths reason, they argue the critical theory model they degdisystill needed for
engaging in negative critique sbciety and culture
Furthermore, Adorn¢iorkheimerc o mme n t whatinattera tbday is to
preserve and disseminate freedom, rather thaccelerate, however indirectly, the
advance toward the administered wdr |l d, we ha
Thus, thispaper drawupon theimumerousessays and books, writtenior to and after
Dialectic, especially as these writingssst in clarifying, showng the further
dewelopment of, and even illustratimpanges in their ideas and arguments presented in
not only fragmentary bulsogerm form inDialectic. In fact, one recommendationtcs
begin withthe earlier essays of Horkheam for example, those containedhis Critique
of Instrumental Reasoor his bookEclipse of ReasonThese essays present in a more
digestibleform some of the fundamental concepts and theiale=n upn Dialectic.
Another helpful work iecollectiono f Hor khei me Criical Teesrgsomes t i t | ed
written beforeDialectic and some after. This work is essential to showing the evolution
of Hor k hei mmadudirsgevensome gunprising developments in his ideas and
attitude towards traditiomaeligious viewdate in life Adorno haslsopublishedseveral
bookson a variety of tpics similar toDialectic, such asvorks on metaphysics,
epistemology, ethical theory, and notahgsthetics, for example, &sthetic Theory

A greatintroducton to Adorno is his aphoristically writtéMinima Moralia, which also

40 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, xi.
41 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, xi.

42 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, xii.
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contains further insights into themes fr@nalectic. For an advancedgcomplex
presentation, analysis, aagplication of critical theorgs a method of determinate
negationapplied toa variety of twentietitentury philosophical positons see Ador noods

Negative Dialectic§®

The Need for a Critical Comparative Analysis

Quite captivatingly, the auth®@approach the past, present, and future
unfolding ofthehuman drama from two radicaltiifferent points of view on the
ideological spectruf on the one hand, traditional Christianity, and on the other,
atheisticneo-Marxism. This makes a comparative critical analysigeir visions for
humanity all the more intriguingspecially given thenanyareas ofemarkable
agreement as well asticipatedandsharp disagreement. For bottnalysesthe fate of
Western civilization rests onkaife edge, whilgheir diagnoses, prognaseand

prescribedsolutions could not be more drastically diéfet in theiroverallassessments

Literature Review

Consideringhe fascinating historical background and eanbf their writings,
includingmanytantalizingconvergences and departuriess astonishing thaew

scholars haveloselyexaminedheuncanny parallelismbetween thesevo watersheds of

3 See the followindrom Max HorkheimerDawn and Decline: Notes 192831 and 1950
1969 trans. Michael ShawNgew York: Seabury Press, 197&ritique of Instrumental Reasptrans.
Matthew J. O6 Do nn el INewYbDrk: 8dahury Préss, d97¢epa, NewYork eks@ r s (
2013, Kindle; Eclipse of ReasofNew York: Oxford University Press, 194igpr, New York: Continuum,
1996) andCritical Theory: Selected EssaysansMat t hew J. QFadlduntaneMain:Set al .
Fischer Verlag, 1968gpr, New York: Catinuum, 199%; the original German collectioBesammelte
Schriften Herausgegeben von Alfred Smith und Gunzelin SchmidrN@9 Bande Frankfurt am Main: S.
Fischer Verlag, 1983996); and personal correspondenéd, ife in Letters: Selected Correspondered.
and transEvelyn M. Jacobson and Manfred FacobsonTexts and ContextsdeSandra L(Gilman.
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2008Iso, from Theodor W. Adorndvlinima Moralia:
Reflections from Damaged Lifeans. E. N. F. JephcottaRical ThinkersKrankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp,
1957 repr.,London: Verso, 2006 Negative Dialecticstrans. E. B. Ashtorgnd ed. (Frankfurt am Main:
Suhrkamp, 1968epr.,New York: Continuum, 1995 Aesthetic Theortrans. and ed. Robert HuHot
Kentor, Bloomsbury Revelations (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 18&x, New York: Bloomsbury,
2013) and the original German collecti@esammelte Schriftehlerausgegeben von Rolf Tiedemag8,
Bande Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp Verlag, 1979099.
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twentiethcenturycriticism. In spite of all the splendid treatments of these works
separatelynot many writerdiave discussed thetogether This istruly astounding
considering the vast amount of secandéerature availablenthe authors and their
writings.
Giventhe radical, leftist ideology of the Frankfurt School, it appears the
staunchlyconservative, traditiondlewis has not been on the radar of the devotees of the
two patron saints of critiddheory, AdorneHorkheimer. Unfortunately, | have yet to
find any scholars or commentators sympathetic to the Frankfurt School neskiingt
tiesto Lewis in heir published worksAmong Lewis scholarship, it has also been rather
slim pickings, with a occasional comment on the connection in pas$indost
recently, Alister McGratimakesa brief contributiorconcerning the linkn hissuperb
intellectual biography of Lewi& Also, philosopher and theologian, Norbert
Feinendegen, ihis published dodral dissertation (in German) draws some comparisons
bet ween the two works as a smal love@rt of his
critique of modernisit® Additionally, Sanford Schwartz briefly mentions this
relationshipn a footnoteofoneofh§ st i mul ati ng studies of Lewi

trilogy.” One revi ewer , c o mergigingri ennga rokns ,S cehxwealr a i zndss,

4 Speakingf specificallyliterary critical theory (postmodernism, deconstructionism,
poststucturalism, etc.), Downing writef,| n gener al , readers of C. S. Lew
in critical theory, and readers of critical theory have not shomohit er est i n Lewi s. 0 Down
to Postmodernism, 01609.

> See Alister E. McGrattThe Intellectual World of C. S. LewiShichester, UK: Wiley
Bl ackwel |, 2014) , chap. 3, titled AA Gleam of Divine
55-81. MdGrath devotes two short paragraphs to discussing the work of Atmridneimer inDialectic
on the concept of myth as part of a muc®). broader di sc

“® SeeNorbert FeinendegemMenkWeg zu Christus: C. S. Lewisaritischer Denker der
Moderne(PhD dss., University of Bonn, 2008Norbert FeinendegelenkWeg zu Christus: C. S. Lewis
als kritischer Denker der ModernRatio Fidej bd. 37 Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet, 200Bhe suggested
English translation ofeinendegein s t Thinking asia Road to Christ: C. S. Lewis as a Critical Thinker
of Modernity

“I'n part, Sanford Schwartzés writes,

Lewi sds di s s eganteiofanodern thdught bears aestrikthg resemblance to that of
Max Horkheimera d T h e o d o Diale&tit of Emlighterementl947), written at the same
moment and from a very different mbion the ideological spectrufhe kinship is based not on any
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brilliant observation and the fascinating lines of thought that run from it might have

deserved a chaf Thsdissermtiomtteneptsas verite that shapdeand

more
Methodology

This dissertatiorprovidesa criticalexplication andcexamination, first and
foremost, of t he ApolitionardrAgornéHeox tk h e @ifateelicedvei s 0

Although theDialectic was originally published in Germanu$ewhat is considered the
bestEnglish translation of the bookTheexploration of theetwo textsinvolvesa
focusedjntensive study otachchapterof each bookwhile providing a distillation of
t h e a keyitieasrasdbemainlines of thé respectivearguments

In addition tometiculouslyprobing these twavorks | draw extensively upon
t he whol e cor pus ,wlfere iolm@so aeemslyermasedto thersguesi n g s
hand with the goal of furtheexplainingthe central ideasf the two primary textsWhile
treating the latter as a springboard for reading these authors together, | make heavy use of
their othemwritings for the purpose of furtheritical comparatie analysis Thisincludes
an inwestigation otheir manypublished books, essays, and collections of letasrsyell
asboth personal and professional correspondence.

Furthermorethis researchs informed by the wide array of secondary

literature written on Lewis and AdorAdorkheime, including books, published and

immediate influence but on the longstanding similarity between conservativadiadl ccritiques of

the Enlightenment. As intellectuals from all camps struggled to comprehend the current crisis of
European society, some came to regard the rise of totalitarian terror not as a defection from the
Enlightenment but as the ultimate devetemt of its distinctive type of rationality. In this respect,

both Lewis and Horkheimer/Adorno should be situated along the spectrum that includes Mann
(Doktor Faustus1947), Orwell Nineteen Eightyrour, 1949), Camusifhe Rebel1951), and a

variety of philosophers, social scientists, and historians who sought to explain the moral collapse of
modern civilization and to restore, revise, or replace the rationalisagedf the Enlightenment.

Sanford SchwartZC. S. Lewis on the Final Frontier: Sciencedathe Supernatural in the Space Trilogy
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2009)9293n28

“See MalcomGuitei C. S. Lewi s: On Bo tRBligids Stueliess of t he War .
Review37, no. 2 (2011): 8ATLA Religion Database with ATLASerigEBSChost
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unpublished dissertations and theses,-p@gewed journal articles, reviews, periodicals,
speechesnterviews,online sources, and other research materials that appear to make a
significant contribution to the scholartiyscussion of thessues This fidd of literature is

vast and sayreatcareis taken to narrow the scope of inquiry to the appropriate squrces
which illuminatet h e a assent@athesriés andonceptsas well ageveal new
connectionspoints of ontact,andotherconsiderations along the way.

Finally, | consult several resources related to nineteamith early twentieth
century currents of thought and historical events. These provide the needed background
and contextual information necessarydarleaer understanding of the various
influences on the authors and theorks. This investigationpers new vistas for fresh
exploration of the intellectual climate, religionsitgeist andpolitical andsocial
landscape within which the authors weeeloping their major philosophical, moral,

and cultural critiques’

Personal Interest

The life and writings of C. S. Lewis have ha enormougmpact on my
intellectual and spitual development over the yearsam greatly indebted to Lewis for
thepresenshape of my ChristiaweltanschauungSimilarly, a great numbeowf
Christian philosophers and theologianer timehaveattested tdhetremendous
influencethe readingf Lewis has had on their own pilgrimage as well.

My first encounter with ewis wasot his fiction butis apologetic works

9 Moreover some inspiration for the approach taken in this dissertation comes from the work
of Hiley, who in her own thesis on Lewis encourajese adi ng t he wor ks of Lewis aga
moder ni st c¢ dmherabsiaotrslaplbiesé ! @ recent years, the wor ks of
C. S. Lewis, JR. R. Tolkien, and Charles Williams have increasingly found academic acknowledgment.
However, no real attempt has yet been made to evaluate their writings in terms of the literature of the
twentieth century. The present thesis aims to remedy this omission by reading the works of the Inklings
against those dheir modernist contemporariési As pect s o fl LMevbe thepresemt, 0
dissertation seeks to read LewgainstAdorno-Horkheimer. Another brilliant treatment that deserves
mention for a model of critical comparative analysis is ByranWeeg o n e r AThe Subject of E
Critique, Reason and Religion in the Thought of Theodor W. Addvias, Horkheimer and Paul Tillich
(PhD diss., Harvard University, 20fLProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global.
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While attendingcollege ata secular university, pursuing studies in philosophy and
religion no less, | experienced the pressures of learning to articulate and defend a
traditional Christian perspective an environment that, if not hostile, was eitheldly
opposedo or wholly indifferentto biblical Christianity Like so many believers, | found
great solace in LewisO0O cogent r-mspisngni ng, the
imaginative appealThroughouthe years, | would routinely go back to him for
intellectual nourishment as well pareenjoyment. It wasonly later that | was
introduced to Lewi s 0 Itonfesdthato hasd enteved thtough g s . An
the wardrobe and becomg@ermanentitizen ofthe enchanted land dkwisiana, a true
Narnian at heaywith loyalty and allegiance to the True Kimfy
Furthermore, Lewis has been one of the key inspirations for my desire to teach
and write professionally. | am enamored whb study of philosophy, especially its
integration with theologyapologetics, and ethics'his haseen the focus afot only my
academic pursuits but also my vocation as college instructor, and hence a committed,
life-long learner One of my personahd professional goals has been to bring together
bothmy admiration for Lewigndmy aspiratiorfor scholarship Given the wealth of
Lewisiana literature, it is extremely difficult to find @pic on Lewis that some scholar
has not already thoroughly pled, harvestedand devoured Accordingly, when |
stumbledupoth he i ntri gui ng c o rAbostiontanddAdosne bet ween Lev
Ho r k h e Diateetic, @ seemed like a golden opportunity to make a unique
philosophical contribution to the field of Lewis starship Hence, the idea for this
dissertation was conceived and at last is born.

Finally, ome might find it odd, to say the least, to compare the urbane writing

®I'n Lewi s6 The Chr oAslanthe @reat Lioh explairie thei childrene r i e s ,
Edmund and Lucy Pevendiehat i n their world Al hawovwemedyntoat her name.
name. This was the very reason why you were brought to Narnia, that by knowing me here for a little, you
may know me Cbhb% LetvisThe \foyageroiethe ®awn Treadéondon: Geoffrey Bles]952;
repr, New York: HarperCollins, 1994247.
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of critical theorists like Adorndlorkheimer to a Christiawriter popularly known for his

c hi | sbhooksmatliput a talking lionOf coursel.ewis was an atheist thinkerrfthe

early years of his life, and mangcluding Lewis himself, have written about his

intellectual conversioto Christianity. Moreovemlentiful scholarly treatments ar

available on Lewis the popular theologian, apologist, moralist, fantasist, satirist, literary

critic, essayist, poet, epistolisgiencefiction writer,and more. But, not as readily

acknowledged by all, Lewisasalso greatlynspired and influencethe generation of

philosophers after himHehas hacanenormousmpact on the philosophical enterprise

in general both for Christians who hawaly gradually discovered and expounded upon

his moretheoreticaideasas well as noiChristians who have beéorced to respond to

his manyrationalarguments Lewis offers some of the most brilliant philosophical

insights, while addressing many of the leading philosophical issues and concerns of his

time (and yetheremains timeless)For this reason, amongamy others, more should be

written aboutLewis thephilosopher With extraordinary precision ardgical analysis,

coupled withanincredible literary erudition and imaginative capaditgyis delivered

scathing critiquesf manymajor movementke belieed were inculcating dangerous and

destructive ways of thinking (or not thinking) in societye thought ofhimself as being

born out of time, as belonging to the A0l d V
the past, one committed walking dowrnthe ancient patbf wisdom, knowledge, and

virtue. Whatismore he set out to deffeansdh itahdeesde, o ant i q
ist agnant 0 mo d e agaiostthetmbdern igrniovatioms rthdt wére biecmming

so increasingly fshionablean hisday.Downi ng, wri tes, #AEngl andods
1940 before a seemingly invincible Germany felt familiar to him, and he later relished his

role as torchbearer for 6we fewd against t he

moder ni s m >} Imdeed kewig setzhis toroh to writing his philosophitalir de

*1 Downing, Most Reluctant Convers1.
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forced TheAbolition of Man

Brief Outline of the Following Chapters

The followingis abrief description(or roadmayp of thefollowing six chapters
of thedissertation Chapter2 closely examinet he mai n | dleokien Thé L e wi s0
goalis simply toindicate and explicate the key concepts and arguments of the book,
chapter by chapter, verse by ver3dis isprimarily a descriptive endeavor for the
purpose of <cl| ear | yashepresertshelna This exgminatwwi s 6 Vi e ws
providesthe needed grist for the mill féine critical comparatre analysis of Lewis and
AdornoHor k hei mer 6 s di dntheissuesghe ghapters fo &olbow.i v e s

Likewise, dhapter3 emulats the same sategydescribed abovéut shifs the
focus to arexaminaion of the main ideas of AdorAd o r k h e Diateetic. Osice
again,thegoalis to indicate and explicate the key concepts and arguments of the book as
they are developed throughout its principlaapter divisions This primarily descriptive
studyseeks to clarifAdornoHo r k h e i me rtiegoffevthem wlhus ahe main
lines of argumentatioare presentetth preparation for th&urther critical analysiso
come

Chapterdt, 5, and repregntthe heart of the dissertatioithe thorough
investigationob ot h  Alhionsnd AdorneH o r k h e Diafeetic lays the
proper groundworkor the more intensive, critical comparative analysis of these two
works. Eactof thechaptes 4 through éharrows the scope of the discussion to oinine
following central themes for purposes of comparison and contaéisinality, morality,
andculture Here thegeneraktrategy for each chapter incletbe following (1) a
critical examination of theraas of agreement between the authors, (2) a critical
examination of the areas of major disagreement between the authors, (3) a critical
comparative analysis of the competing assessments of the pra@asdsotsated witthe

excesses of Enligahment rationégm, (4) a critical comparative analysis of the
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competingdiagnoses, prognoses, and proffesetlitionsof thewriters and finally, (5) a
caseis madefor the greater insight artgetter argumenhL ewi s cr i ti que comp
the fundamental errors astiortcomings of the critical theorists.

More specifically, chaptet shows how, although perceptive of the ironic
mythological employments of reason by those who thought the Enlightenment had
championed the triumpdf reason ovemyth, AdornoHorkheimergo too far in their
critique of Enlightenment rationality, resulting in a sgdffeating view of human
rationality altogether. This hasghinfortunate resutif making their critique groundless
and even selflestructive. Lewis, by contrast, articulatesl defends more balanced
epistemology that both recognizes and avoids the extremes of Enlightenment rationalism,
thus making for a superior critique

Chapter5 argues that AdorneHorkheimerfail to provide arobjective basis for
ethical normativity. They rightly critique the Enlightenment project for its reduction of
reasot o0 Ai nstrument al reason, 0 which restricts
about material realities, absent of anyradgualities. However, Adorablorkheimer fail
to replace what the Enlighbment project abandondth an alternative basis for making
objective moral judgments. This presents an insuperable difficulty in their attempts
offer avalid moral critique of the barbarism, for example, of the Nazi persatutithe
Jews Lewis, on the other hand, makesuperb and powerful case for natuaavy s the
basis of objective moral values and moral judgments, necessary fluséfigd moral
critique.

In chapte6, the results of the argumentation of the pwasitwo chapters
culminatein an evaluation of whakdorno-Horkheimer ternthe culture industry Here
there is more surprising agreement between the authors than can be found in the previous
chapters The authors express a shaoeticern about the use fopagandapolitical
and economic powesciencefechnology, and industty manipulate and control the
masses, with the fearful prospects of social conditioningteengineering o new
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humanity Yet, despite some areas of agreement, Adétarkhe mer 6 s cul t ur al C |
i's surpassed by Lewisod0 greater insjagdhts i nto
ultimately what is truly needed for mankind to break through the dialectic of
enlightenment
Chapter7, the concluding chapter, begiwith a brief summary of the work
accomplished in the preceding chaptdriglentify various areas for further fruitful
exploration that lay outside of the scope of the dissertafldmsis followed by a
discussion othe significance of botAbolition andDialectic for the past, present, and
future. Finally,l conclude witha brief defense of Lewihetwentiethcentury

philosopher.
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CHAPTER?2
C. S. LEWIS ANDTHE ABOLITION OF MAN

Introduction

This chapter closely examisithecentral ideas, themes, acdncerns
presented il e w iThe Abolition of Mart The primary goal is to indicateoordinate,
and explicate the key concepts and arguments of the book. Thigfly a descriptive
endeavor for the purpose of presénedthemyThar t i cul a
examination overall providghe needed materidbr the critical comparative analysis in
thelaterchapters to follow.Lewis advises his critics and interpreterditdhd out what
the author actually wrote and what the hard words tresachwhat the allusions were to,
and you have done far more for me than a hundred new interpretations or assessments

coul d @& itisin thisispirit and with this intention thate rest of this chaptés

written.
AMen without Chestso
Lewis beginshis firstchapter with a line taken from the old English Christmas
carol titl ed A.UShelmegoesh $& e raemt Stome word to

sl ew t he P The vebegefecstioithe ttagic acapprecorded in the Gospel of

1 C. S. LewisThe Abolition of Man: Reflections on Education with Special Reference to the
Teaching of English in the Upper Forms of SchoBisidell Memorial Lectures,5th Series (London:
Oxford UniversityPress ;1944 repr, New York: HarperCollins, 2001Hereafter cited adbolition.

% Lewis, An Experiment in Criticisnf1961; repr.Cambridge: Canbridge University Press,
2006) 121

% The fuller lyric fromthiscarolsips : A Thi s di d HRdegriesodslybewilder/ af fray /

Sohesentthewordtoslap/nd s | ew t h danBradey, bdeghedanguinBeok of Garols
(London: Penguin Books, 1999), 363.
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Matthew, chapter2, when King Herod ordered the killing of all the male children of

Bethlehem under the age of two. This is both a curious and intriguingpveaymence

adiscussion of thenodernstate of educationAl an Jacobs comments: @ASu
havebeen a kind of macabre | oke textbooksMhwi sd6s par
these lines? But no: Herod could but kill the body; our teachers (he thinks) are killing

our childrenés soul s, &Thds, llewisatemptségrabhi® mor e g
r ead e r s auithahis tingettlingassatiation, which speaks to the gravity of the

situationhe intends t@xplorein therest of thechapter(and the book as a whole)

The Dangerous Philosophy
of The GreenBook

Lewis begins by introducing book hénhadreviewed that was supposed to be a
textbook on English grammar for .fdeys and gi
explains howhe became greatly alarmed by whatdseerned to ba dangrous
philosophyembeddegdknowingly or unknowinglywithin the text. In hisffort to avoid
impugningtheclar act er or mo authore kewis referd Gaeis dmb o k 0 s
Titius andThe Green Book The real authorareAlec King and Martin Ketleyandthe

bookThe Control é Language: A Critical Approach to Reading and Writing

* Alan JacobsThe Narnian: The Life and Imagination of C. S. LefMsw York:
HarperCdiins, 2005), 174.

® Lewis, Abolition, 1. This would be the equivalent of high school level students.

®JohnG.Westy r . expl ains, fiLewis probably called this
cover is green; the reason he referred to its authors mathes of Gaius and Titius is more obscure.
There are several figures from antiquity with those names, but it seems likely that Lewis chose the names
because they were used in ancient |iterature for il
empl oyed i n Bohg® WeshJrfheC.ayS..0 Lewi s Re aalldeffreydd. Encycl opedi
Schultz and John G. Weskt. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1998)y . A The Abol i ti on
Ma n . 0 BrAde &dwarddc o mme hewis possBssean uncanny ability to uncover the hidden
assumptions and veiled agendas submerged in otherwise innocent texts. He knew that seemingly innocuous
theories of art and literature, tucked away in obscure undergraduate texts and freshman anthologies, tend to
influence society in dramatic ways overtimé BrRdcwarLds, fADeconstruction and R
S. Lewi sé6 Def ens e Joufnal ¥éhe Evengetical TheoldgicahSodigs, yng. (1986):
206,ATLA Religion Database with ATLASerigEBSCChost

L

" Alec King and Martin KetleyThe Control of Language: A Critical Approach to Reading and
Writing (New York: Longmans, Green, 1939).
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Without pillorying the original authors or their intentions, Leexplains that
he thinks the general tendency of the work engenders a particular way of thinking (or not
thinking) that was detrinrgal to those who acquired®itHe summarizes this tendency as
the belef in two propositions( 1 that &l sentences containing a predicate of value are
statements abouttemot i onal st at ethavdll suthts@atensepteasek er , 0 ( 2
unimportan®’ This entails thaall statements of value aneerelyor only subjective
expressions of the speakero6s fetglForngs and no
Lewis, this subjectivistviewpointis not only gravelymistakenbut alsoextremely

dangerousind destruiive for those who embrace'ft.

Sublime, pretty, or whatevef? Lewis provides an example froffheGreen
Bookto illustrate how its authors reinforce this particular philosophical position. The
examplerecounts an event &amuel Coleridge ovkearing a conversation of two
tourists while visiting a waterfalf: The first tourist called theatural wondefi s u b | i me &
whil e t he s ec o nCdleridgaapdrozead ofithe firsijpdgneentb y . 0

disapproved of the latterGaiusand Titiuscomment thataccording td_ewis,i Wh en t he

8 Lewis,Abolitton, 1. Contrast Lewisd modest censure here
Lewi s 6 d ptipough aeecy livell writtenThe Abolition of Maris not very courteously written. Gaius
and Titius, the authors of tligreen Bookand later another author, Orbilius, are held up to contempt and
ridicule. The whole argument is external to the enemy oppo&edttempt is made to understand their
position, to get inside their skin, to see things as they see them, and consequently be able to show them why
they are wrong@  J . Ri Rdatcarsgt i on of Man: A Lecture Given in L
1992t o Mar k the Fifti et h TheAbvolitoneffMa@r § c oMag22020S. L e wi s 0 s
http://userox.ac. uk/~jrlucas/lewis.html (minally published inTheology]NovemberDecenber 1995]
44556). However, as the pages to follow will show, Lugascr i t i ci sm i s wunfair as Lewi
what Lucas suggested he should have done.

® Lewis, Abolition, 4.

ctf.C.S.Lewisi The Poi son o fChitiab Refectiorised.iWaltar, Hbopér n
(London: Geoffrey Bles, 1967; repGrand Rpids: Eerdmans, 1995)

M Lewis is referring to Samuel Taylor Coleridge (17734) English poet and philosopher.
According to Arend Smil de, ALewi s appears to be refer
Recollections of a Tour in Scotland, A.D. 1§p8blished in 1874, edited by J. C. Shairp), and he relies on
the Green BooKor the way he cites it. Dorothy was the sister of William Wordsworth (4I88D, English
poet) and was making t hArend®mirl dv ,t hid u osiceagindd 8Cso | eerrd dAylel.
Lewis, The Abolition of Mapd a ¢ cMag2s202) http://lewisiana.nl/abolquotes/.
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man saidrhis is sublimghe appeared to be making a remark about the waterfall . . .
Actually . . . he was not making a remark about the waterfall, but a remark about his own
feelings. What he was saying was rgdlhave feelings associated in my mind with the
w o r Sublidedor shortly,| have sublime feelingsd Moreover,says Lewis, they
contnueA Thi s confusion is continually present i
be saying something very importaiiout something: and actually we are only saying
something about® our own feelings.?od

Lewis draws out a number of problematic implications of the teaching of Gaius
and Titius based on t ht 8utbheforeeaminingthese | i tt 1 e p
problems he first draws the readerds attention
ponsasinorum® The confusion, which Lewis charitabl:
inadvertenceo on the part of Gaius and Titiu
in theuse of languagearpnically, the very subject ofTheGreen Book More
specifically, the erroinvolvesdrawingthe conclusion that the statemdthis is sublime
has the same meaning as the stateineaée sublime feelingsClearly the former is
offered as a description of an object beyond the subject, whereas the latter is intended as
a description of the subjectdés feelings. Se
taken up shortly) as to whether or not the qualitguddlimitybelongs to the gbct or is a

projection of the subjectds emotions, Lewi s

12| ewis, Abolition, 2.
13 Lewis, Abolition, 2-3.
14 Lewis, Abolition, 3.

! Pons asinorun{ d@sseébridgedorthefi Br i d g e o f originally @ metligval w a s
expression used to refer to Eudidifth proposition in book one of hEElementof geometry, which states
that the base angles of an isosceles triangle are equal. In logic, it refers to a test used to determine the
middle element of a syllogisn&enerdly speaking, the expression refers to a point in a theory, problem, or
formula the difficulty of which serves as a critical test of the ability or understanding of students, thus
distinguishing the brighter ones from the foolish or inexperienced onefiagkes) ill equipped to proceed
any further in their studies. S&élew World Encyclopedija s . v. @A Pons Asinorum, 0 acces:s
http://www.newworldencyclpedia.org/entry/Bridge_of Asses.
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Acorrelatives, and therefore almost the oppo
which make a man call an object sublime are not sublimengsehut feelings of
vener¥WAceordingly, a more accurate descriopti
would be not have sublime feelindsut| have humble feelingsin the presence of an

object thoughor felt to be sublimethe emotional reactioproduced is one of humility or

feelings of lowlinessThusa c c o r d i n geductm adabswrdusa@umentGaius

a nd Tacdountastlde followingillogical and counterintuitive resufiYou are

contemptiblaneand have contemptible feelings fact thatYour feelings are

contemptibleneansMly feelings are contemptibléd

Inculcating a particular habit of mind. Returningto the central issue at
hand, Lewisexplainshow Gaius and Titils a p pincucateshn their pupila general
tendencytha t h ey wtd 4l predicates ef matliddiWhether or not this iaius
and Tintdntioruosdesire Lewi s is concerned fiwith the e

certainly have on®Hefugherslarifieswhat iedogsansidoesinat d . ©

16 _ewis, Abolition, 3.
7 ewis, Abolition, 4. Cf. Lewis on theise of emotional language:

One of the most important and effective usEknguage is the emotiondt.is also, of course,
wholly legitimate.We do not talk only in order teeason or to informiWe have to make love and
quarrel, to propitiate and pandoto rebuke, ansole, intercede, and arouse. The real objection lies
not against the language of emotion as such, but against language which, being in reality emotional,
masqueradés whether by plain hypocrisy or subtler sdiceid as being somethinelse.

He further writes,

We must obviously not call any utterarf@motionab language because it in fact arouses,
evenbe ause it must ltisnotcanseeafter allfithid Gewnans hafie surrendeced,
fil love yowd may all be true statemenébouimatter of factAnd of course it is the facts, not the
language, that ause the emotion. . Statements about crime are not criminal language; nor are
statements about emotionsagssarily emotional languadsor, in my opinion, are valupidgenents
(fthis is goodhfthis i s bado) e mpprovabanddisappraval oot aegre to me to be
emotions.

C. S. Lewis Studies in Word®nd ed. (1967; reprCambridge Cambridge University Press, 2006), 314
15.

18 ewis, Abolition, 5.

19 ewis, Abolition, 5.
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meanby thiseffect

| do not mean, of course, that he will make any conscious inference from what he
reads to a general philosophical theory that all values are subjective and trivial. The
very power of Gaius and Titius depends on the fact that theyeahagl with a boy:
aboy who thinks he i s amdhasnamption thatethici Engl i s h
theology, and politics are all at stake. It is not a theory they put into his mind, but
an assumption, which ten years hence, its origin forgotten apiegsnce
unconscious, will condition him to take one side in a controversy which he has
never recognized as a controversy at all. The authors themselves, | suspect, hardly
knovzvowhat they are doing to the boy, and he cannot know what is being done to
him.
In sum, unbeknownst to the student, he/she will likely absorb a general
philosophical theory and a particular habit of mind from readimgGreen Book Given
the student 6s yout hthatthewerkipstensiblganeztmopkaand t he f
English grammartheimpressionablstudents not expecting to be indoctrinated in
theories about ethics and value theory. Nevertheless, the edatatethod adopted by
Gaiusand Tituwhas t he effect of cutting ced,tain rut
certain fundamental presuppositions that wil

outlook and orientation to the world.

Modernist (Mis)Education

Lewis expressegreatc oncer n about the vé&isi ous Apr ac
modernistapproach teducaton. To illustratehe pointsto another example that Gaius
and Titius use to discourage a particular form of writing in their students. Gaius and
Titius criticize thewritingstyleof an adverti sement for a fdpl ea
descriptvelaguage that appeal s t obyintogoratirgader 6s s el
references to fiplaces that havé'lswisi king ass
agrees that the advertisement is poorly written, and that a good teacher of English

composition vauld compare this piece side by side with stb&s from better writers

20 |_ewis, Abolition, 5.

21 Lewis, Abolition, 6.
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order to highlight the differences in their quality of writing. In this case, the better

written piece would be whichever one does a superior job communicating the intended
emotins associated with the passages esgjon. According to Lewis, this would be a

il esson wor tahsatweeadd hiemd £l dnsteadGaiusiand i t er at ur e
Titius focus ondebunkinghe various claims and allusions made in the advertisement,
presumably attempting to disabuse the reader of any deceptive hopes of having any real
adventures at allkke whatthe advertisement describes. Lewis grants that their
conclusions may indeed be true, but his educational concern here is that Gaiusuand Titi
do not make it clear that this same process of debunking can be applied to examples of
good literature just as well as bad ofitdloreover, Gaius and Titius fail to provide their
readers with the actual tools of discovery that would enable them topajspely and
effectively criticize any work of literature along these lingfwus the pupil will learn

nothing about literaturenstead, Lewis says,

What he will learn quickly enough, and perhaps indelibly, is the belief that all
emotions aroused bgdal association are in themselves contrary to reason and
contemptible. . . . Gaius and Titius, while teaching him nothing about letters, have
cut out of his soul, long before he is old enough to choose, the possibility of having
certain experiences whic¢hinkers of more authority than they have held to be
generous, fruitful, and humanhe.

%2_ewis, Abolition, 7. Lewis offers suggestions ftinis comparative approactirawing from
the works of Samuel Johnson and William Wordswdftlo. r  f ur t her i nsioghts into Lewi
educatio, see C. S. Lewi§i T hdee d of an 0 Eimlgmage andh Im&indiian.oEksayd and
Reviewsed. Walter Hooper (Cambridge: Cambedg Uni ver sity Press, 2013) ; C. S.
Sy | | arbmage add Irmagination: Essays and ReviesdsWalter Hooper (Cambridge: @mbridge
University Press, 2013). Also, sktark Pike,ii E d u ¢ a The Abolition of Man in Contemporary
Perspectives on S . Lewisd Abolition of Man: Hi, edtGayney , Phil osop
John Anackeand Timohy M. Mosteller {ondon: Bloomsbury, 20)7Steven RLoomis and Jacob P.
RodriguezC. S. Lewis: A Philosophy of Educatidtew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 200¥icolas R.
Pertler,ii C . S. Lewi s and t he PThe Abolidon of MariR Rhetoioand c a | Tradi ti
Philosophy of Educatian(PhD diss., DuguegnUniversity, 2014)ProQuest Dissertations & Theses
Global.

% Lewis now adds to his list of good examples: Charles Lamb (1838), English essayist
and poet; Virgil (7619 BC), Roman poet; Thore@8rowne (16082), English polymath; and William de la
Mare (died c. 1290), English philosopher and theologian. Elsewhere, Egprissses a similar concern
regarding theeachingof a modernist hermeneaif suspicion among the young. See Lewsperiment
in Criticism, 93

241 ewis, Abolition, 8-9.
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Jacobs describes Gaius and Tihius i this way:fi [ heysee the prime task
of a teacher to bdisenchantmenunweaving the spell of valdaden language so that
children control it r &tThigimterpretatiomisdpms,ng contr o
especially considerinfheGreen Boo& s r & ahe Conitrdl ¢f eanguage
Furthermore, the control of language in this way is symptomatic of a modernist view of
rationality, which casts suspicion on qualitative, emotional, and Jatien language in
general, in preference for a more quantitative, rationalistic, or scientific account of
phenomena. The modernist refuses to be duped or taken in by mere subjective

appearances, emotions, and values word, propagandand so the schoolboy is

fencouraged to reject the lure of the O&6Weste
in so doing he wild/l prove himself a knowing
cash %8

Throughout his criticism, Lewis cautiousot to challeng&aius and Titiug
motives granting that they fAdo not fully reali z
farr eaching consequen & @scourse, thaviitdrsimighte fullya | | y hav

aware of what they are doing and have the explicit intention of producing what Lewis

% JacobsNarnian 175; emphasis added.

% Lewis, Abolition, 9. Throughout this chapter, Lewis focuses primarily on Gaius and Titius
and theirGreen BookAt this point, he offers a parallel example in anotherk, whose author he refers to
by yet another pseudonym, Orbilius. West expladin§, he second Engli sh text Le
chapter is cited as being authored by O bild.i s. 0
i de
L

=
S—Hwn

C
u h e

Reading and WritingfcEnglish( 1 936) by E. G. Biaggini. Lewi sods ti
likely a reference to Orbilius Pupillus, an infamous grammarian known for inflicting beatings on the
Roman poet Hor ace whOdysseyx eVdecshti im@i Thi éenmoAdoaonfe r Man . o
acknowledges the superiority of Orbilius over Gaius and Titius. LeMaglition., 1034n7. Nevertheless,
Orbilius engages in the fAsame operationd using the #fs¢
as Gaius and Tita(10). More specifically, Orbilius seeks to debunk the use of anthropomorphic language
by some writers in referring to animals (in this case¢e
Orbilius simply sets out to refute these anthropomorphismdopés not address why the piece being
examined is badly written, or how it compares with others that arewsigten. According to Lewis, the
consequence is that the students reading Orbilius will lose out on some of the natural, ordinate affections
towads At heir ponies and dogs, 0 wil/l receive fisome inc
will gain fAisome pleasure t h e-satisfaciianithatkheayamgi ngnes s, 0
beyond being duped by such silly writing (11). Sadl L s ¢l ai ms, AAnot her | it
heritage has been quietly aken from them before t

e wl s

i n c
e wi tl e
t h ey

27 Lewis, Abolition, 11.
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calls variously Athe tr oudsfiemmeend waptehpooou tt hceh efisutr

These writers fimay really hol d ttlmabhimalshe or di

or large waterfalls are contrary to reason and contemptible and ought to be eradicated.

They may be intending to make a clean sweep of traditional values and start with a new

s e ? If 9o, this represents ghilosophicalrather than dterary position. Thus, the

readerof The Green Boow i | | be disappointed to | earn he

amateur philosophers where he expected the w
In the end, Lewis still gives Gaius and Titius the benefit of thdotthat

rather than disseminating their philosophical views in a dishonest and deceptive manner,

they probably Aslipped into ito for a variet

criticism is a difficult endeavor, and it is much easier to @kihd of debunkingsaius

and Titius have done. Lewis explains, ATo 6

commonplace rationalism, i*Sewnd;lewisrsays| most an

Gaius and Titius have simply misunderstood the greater edualatieed of their time.

He explains,

They see the world around them swayed by emotional propadhdg have

learned from tradition that youth is sentimedataind they conclude that the best

thing they can do is to fortify the minds of young people agamsition. My own
experience as a teacher tells an opposite tale. For every one pupil who needs to be
guarded from a weak excess of sensibility there are three who need to be awakened
from the slumber of cold vulgarity. The task of the modern educatot i® cut

down jungles but to irrigate deserts. The right defense against false sentsents i
inculcate just sentiment®8y starving the sensibility of our pupils we only make

them easier prey to the propagandist when he comes. For famished nihtee w
avenged and a hard heart is no infallible protection against a soft'head.

A third, ofipreafsomndesr t hat Gaius and Titi

28 |_ewis, Abolition, 12.
29 ewis, Abolition, 12..
%0 |_ewis, Abolition, 13.
% Lewis, Abdition, 1314.See Peter J. Schakel, fAlrrigating Des

Christian Refection: A Series in Faith and Ethlds(2004): 2129. The Center for Christian Ethics at
Baylor University, http://www.baylor.edu/ifl/Chstianreflection/Inkligsarticle&schakel. pdf.

34



conviction that 1t is the responsibility of
destroyingo t h &rHswewer, Lewis points out that it is their debunking procedure that

will have a more lasting impact on their pupils.eBworsethis process of debunking

turnsout to be like th@roverbialsnake eating its own tale, a sd#feating procederin

the end.

Ancient vs. Modern Education

According to Lewis, Gaius and Titius f ac
Adi fferent from t ha&%tHemékesalearthatthegnaderrpr edeces s o
educatioal approachiuns against the grairf the great teachersofold Un t i | qgui te
modern times all teachers and even all men believed the universe to be such that certain
emotional reactions on our part could be either congruous or incongruodisheigved,
in fact, that objects did not meraigceive, but couldnerit, our approval or disapproval,
our rever ence?dhisamaunt$ conCelmprti. dgeds approval
appellationsublimeand disapproval gbretty, in describing the waterfall. The former
response was a better fit thdue tatter to the nature of the waterfall, and he could assume
the tourists agreed certain expressions or responses were either moradedesseo
their corresponding objects. dditionally, that they indeed were descriptions about the
objectsandnaa bout the touristsd emot iistkorbeany whi ch mi
agreement or disagreement over the responses
disagree witlThisisprettyy f t hose words simply described t
absud; if she had saitlifeel sickColeridge would hardly have repli&tb; | feel quite

well. 3

32 Lewis, Abolition, 14.
33 Lewis, Abolition, 14.
3 Lewis, Abolition, 14-15; emphasis original.

35| ewis, Abolition, 15.
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Regarding the ancient educational methdoh@with Coleridge, Shelleyf
and Traherné’ Lewis draws poignant examples from the works of Rf4wristotle,*
and Augustiné®in the WestHindu*' and Chines® philosophy in the Easaind Jewisf?
teaching from the Middle EasiThese numerous and culturally varied examiilestrate
theancient premoderr) view that an objective order of reality exists, which can be

known and understood by the human mind, whech requires certain apppriate

% percy Bysshe Shelley (179822), English Romantic poet. Shelley, comparing the human
sensibility to an Aeolian ke, explains the difference between the two in that the former has a power of
Ai nternal adjustmento whereby it can fiaccommodate it s
Lewis, Abolition, 15-16; quoting ShelleyA Defense of Poetr{1840), Par1.

%" Thomas Traherne (16384), English poet, clergyman, and theologian. Lewis quotes
Traherne: ifiCan you be righteous unless you be just ir
made to be yours and you were made to prize them accoadingth e i r v Abolitio®,.1& qubtiegwi s ,
TraherneCenturies of Meditation§l908),1.12.

to Pl ato, Lewis says one must be tr
rained t o faetlkeobe thingsevhich veallg are pleasént, ng, di
Abwolgion,al 6; ditindiPdatoleafva? 653 and ThedRepubdic3.402a.

¥Lewis stat
whatheougt , 0 to be a

, A AT
rai ne
Avristotle, Nicomachean Ethic8.1104h 1.1095b

i s that the aim of e
ed Adoaliteon, B6f guoirgt i ons 6 or
Nioft u
gree

e}

“Lewis describes Aug
affectionsinwhicevery object is a
Abolition 16; referring to Augustinelhe City of God 5.22.

efheai ¢oodi if
at kind of d

o ©

“Lewis writes, fAln early Hinduism that conduct i
conformity tq or almost participation in, tHetad that great ritual or pattern of nature and supernature
which is revealed alike in the cosmic order, the moral virtues, and the ceremonial of the temple.
Righteousness, correctness, order Rbe is constantly identi€d with satyaor truth, correspondence to
reality. . . . [T]he Indian Masters say that the gods themselves are borrRththen d o bey it . 0
Abolition, 17; citing an entry o nEndyéapaylih of Raligios and Btiics [ H i
vol. 10, ed. John Alexander Selbie, Louis Herbert Gray, and James Hastings (Edinburgh, UK: T. & T.
Clark, 190827).

“Lewis explains, AThe Chinese also spawak of a gr
It is the reality beyond all predicates, #igyss that was before the Creator Himself. It is the Nature, it is
the Way, the Road. It is the Way in which the universe goes on, the Way in which things everlastingly
emerge, stilly and tranquilly, into space and time. It is also the Way which evershmalad tread in
i mitation of that cosmic and supercosmic progres
ritual ,Adalestay&i t hies har mony wi t hAbblifon 48; qotinghat i s p
Confucius,The Analects of Gducius trans. Arthur WaleylLondon: Allen and Unwin1938), 1.12.

sion,

rized
“Lewis relates, fAThe ancient Jews Abolkomwi se prai s

18; citing Psalm 119:151. Lewis in a note elaborates on the Hamethf or At r dngthatihe c | ar i fy

Hebrew term meant more thaarrespondengebut emphasizes concepts such as reliability,

trustworthiness, faithfulness, and permanence-8rii®; emphasis original). Cf. C. S. LewRgflections

on the PsalmfLondon: Geoffrey Bles, 18B; rept, San Diego: Harcourt, 20D58-63.
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emotional responses on our part as Well.

Introducing the Tao. Throughout the rest of the book, Lewis refers to this
common conception of objective reality shared by the ahtéachers and sages as the
Tao which hedefineas fit he doctrine of objective val ue
are really true, and others really false, to the kind of thing the universe is and the kind of

t hi ngs *Whs isalso&known ashe doctrine ofatural law, andhas roots in

“E|l sewhere, Lewi
in his essay AChri st

S
I ani

Every virtue is éhabitu® i.e., agoodstock responsdr. Richards ver candidly recognizes this

when he speaks of peopieagridden by their vicesr their virtues 0 . . . But we want to
ridden.| do not want a sensitivity which will show me how different each temptation to lust or

cowardice is from the last, how unig, hav unamenable to general rulédsstock response is

precisely what | need to acquirBloral theologians, | believe, tell us to fly at sight from ations
tofaithorchastityl f t hat i s not ( fstockdfstereotpedrfitoaventibsab wor ds) a
respoise, | do not know what is.

C. S. LewisChristian Reflectionsed. Walter HoopeflLondon: Geoffrey Bles, 196Tepr, Grand Rapids:

Eerdmans, 1995), 225; emphasis originalLewis refers to the work dffor Armstrong Richards (1893

1979),the British linguist and literary criticand his book3he Meaning of Meaning.923) andPrinciples

of Literary Criticism(1924).Speaking ohis references to RichardsAolition, Lewis writesfi As  f or hi s
being the precursor of nMyreen Bookillains, yes.But as in him it is all abovboard, a theory advaed

for adult consideratioand argued for, thelie no crime in it, only erroiThe Green Book smuggled it in

without argument in a book on a slightly different subject, for children, without piobalng even aare

that it was controversiaRichards walks up to our mental front door aimjsthe bell 6 C. S. Lewis to
Dorothy L. SayersNovember7, 1947, in The Collected Letters of C. S. Lewisl. 2,Books, Broadcasts,

and the War, 1931949 ed. Walter Hooper (New York: HarperCollins, 2008),0-11.

“5 Lewis, Abolition, 18. This is the equivaht of what Lewis refers to in bk.cf Mere

Christianityv ar i ousl y as: AThe Law of Nature, o6 Athe Law of |
Wrong,bavwitchfe fair play or decent behaviorC.®%r morality
Lewis, Mere Christianity(New York: Macmillan, 1952crepr, New York: HarperCollins, 2001).

Nevertheless, some critics havVaeforretekirgmothissmversal wi t h Le wi

standard of morality or doctrine of objective value. For example, Kathryn Lindskoog and Gracia Fay
Ellwood write,

In Abolition he usesithe Ta® as shorthand fdlatural Law or First Principlélhis word choice is

perhaps unfortunate. It is hard to believe that Lewis read, received (to use his own language) and

savoredthdao TeChing Taoi smbés scr i ptilaode the mostédccwateramdl uded t hat
succinct term for the moral law. Although the Tao is finally inglifaaccording to th&ao Te Ching

it is best described dhe Flowy fithe way things changefithe Lifed or fithe Sourceé To follow the

Tao is indeed to live morally, for it requires respecting the lowly and avoiding oppression and pride.

However, the &0 ultimately accepts the status quo, whether good or evil. Lewis might have done

better to stay with the term moral law, Natural Law or, if he preferred Chinsse u g h t it he Wil
Heaven. 0

Kathryn Lindskoog and Gracia Fay EllwodgdC. S. Lewaw; WNheéeukawThen Our Heart
Christian Centuryl01, no. 35 (November 14984): 1060ATLA Religion Database with ATLASerials

EBSCChostl n fact, Lewis does not Taolle @hingnoridaesrliewisciger i t y wi t h
this work anywhere ir\bolition. I ndeed, AsdortieecChiriesesall Iksow is fifenalects

transl at ed begwisWdobneBededsriffths, S&tember 27, 1948The Collected Letters of

C. S. Lewisvol. 2,Books, Broadcasts, and the War, 195319 ed. Walter Hooper (New York:
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Jewish, Platonic, Aristotelian, Stoic, Christian, and Oriental philosophical and religious
systems. On this conception of thao, certain qualities in things demand certain
responsesn our partwhether wdike, desire, or make them or not, irrespective of our

person&opinions, emotionyr attitudes Accordingly, Lewis explains,

And because our approvals and disapprovals are thus recognitions of objective value
or responses to an objective order, theeefmotional states can be in harmony

with reason (when we feel liking for what ought to be approved) or out of harmony
with reason (when we perceive that liking is due but cannot feel it). No emotion is,

in itself, a judgment; in that sense all emotiansl sentiments are alogical. But

they can be reasonable or unreasonable as they conform to Reason or fail to

c%form. The heart never takes the place of the head: but it can, and should, obey
it.

By contrast, the teachingsn d f t h e Thev@reen Bdokeactude the
possibility for this kind of discernment between what is reasonable or unreasonable
regardingg he connect i oemationsandreality.eFor soch jadgmsents

depend upon an external, objective standd@ut, the philosophy of @ius and Titius

HarperCollins, 2004881 Cf. Lao Tsu, Tao Te Chingtrans Gia-fu Feng and Ja& English, with
introduction byJacob NeedlemafiNew York: Vintage Books, 1989

JeanBethk&| sht ain offers t he chowdofithe teimhagforanal ysi s of |
referring to Natur al Law: AOf course, this assimilatdi
context, | would suggest. There are times when we want to clarify distinctions and differences; other times
when we want to makthe strongest case we can that a core or cluster of shared recognitions persists.
Writing this particular essayApolition) , L e wi s t o o BeantBetkke Elshtaifif berAbdlitiarc k . 0
ofMan C. S. Lewi sds Presci en €eS. Lewgas hilosophergTruthh i n g s
Goodness and Beaytsd. David Baggett, Gary R. Habmas, and Jerry L. Wall®owners GrovelL:

InterVarsity, 2008)89n10. For a similar take, see Gabriele Greggerge€,. S. Lewis and the Rej
t h e Dialag:;,Adournal of Theology2, no. 2 (Summr 2003): 122Academic Search Premier

EBSCChost Furthermore, according to Arend Smilde, Lewis may have derived the idea for using the

Chinese tChraml ferso BhéRhibbsophp af thekGood LifE930),which he read in January

1940. 0 ARmioltchea,i ons and A ITHe AliitionrofsMag; af. LeWis,CdBectedL e wi s ,

Letters 2:321,324. In this connection, see AdaBarkman,C. S. Lewis & Philosophy as a Way of Life: A

Comprehensive Historical Brnination of His Philosophical Thought&llentown, PA: Zossima, 2009

174-75. Finally, Lewis reveals another clue for his choice of the expredsotin preference to an English

alternative, in hi\ Preface to Paradise Losterehe quotesthework @ hr i st opher Dawson: A Th
conception of a universal order is also of fundamental importance in the religious development of India and

Persia. It appears in the Rigveda . . . under the name of Rta or Rita. It is usually translated as Order or

Right, butit is difficult to find any equivalent for it in modern English since it is at once cosmic, ritual and

moral. €. S. LewisA Preface to Paradise Log1942; repr.L.ondon:Oxford University Press, 1961), 73;

emphasis added; citing Christopher Dawdemgress and Religion: An Historical Inquiffzondon: Sheed

and Ward, 1929), chap. 6; repxith foreword by Christina Scotintroduction by Mary Douglas, The

Works of Christopher Dawson, ed. Christina Scott and Don J. @¥iashington DC. The Catholic

University of America Press, 2001).

t o Co

46 ewis, Abolition, 19.
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denies such a standard existsvalue judgments areeducibleto the subjective

emotions of the individual Mor e ov er ,Nowtlkewmationwhus considered i

by itself, cannot be either in agreement or disagreement with Relh$onrational not

as a paralogism is irrational, but as a physical event is irrational: it does not rise even to

t he di gn i*tThus,beffurteerexplainsfi @ n view, ithe world of facts,

without one trace of value, and the world of feedingithout one trace of truth or

falsehood, justice or injustice, confront one another, amdmgrochement s po®si bl e. o
Theunfortunateresult is an absolute separatlmtween, on the one hamdind and

emotion and reality on the other.

Propagationvs. propaganda. Lewiselaborates furtheranh e fAeducat i onal
predi caambat i 6duc a tofootheanbderp edochtdTaeproblem is
different depending on whether the educator stantién or withoutthe Tao. If one
adherestoth€éaothen t he goal of the educator is to
which are in themselves appropriate, whether anyone is making them or not, and in
making which the ve fHoweet, theview taken bn@aiusand n s i st s

Titiussets up amnbridgeable chasm between appearance and reality, which logically

4" Lewis, Abolition, 20. A paralogismrefers to a piece of illogical or fallacious reasoning that
appears on the surface to be logical or vdlalvis at times unfortunaeusest he t er mmofii rrati ona
when what he really meansrisn-rational. This created a great deal of confusion in his famous debate
with G. E. M. Anscombe ovéris argument against naturalismhis bookMiracles, catsing him to
later revise cha8 of the book to clarify the disiction of termsSee C. S. LewidMliiracles: A
Preliminary StudyNew York: Macmillan, 1947repr., with revision of chai8, London: Collins
Fontana Books, 196@epr, New York: HarperCollins, 2001)ikewise, the better term to use here

would be norratio n a | i nstead of irrational. Notice in the ab
with the related distinction between Areasonabled a
in mind the idea of nonational or alogical. Hencég says thé iartri on al doeenotemm| &r i s e

tothe level oferrooFor furt her discussi on onWateriooged debate wi't
AOxfor ddéds Bo €nSyLewsd aptietBeeakfash Tablmand Other Reminisceededames T.

Como(New York Macmillan, 1979repr, New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1992); Richard L.

Purtill, Lord of the Elves and Eldils: Fantasy and Philosophy in C. S. Lewis and J. R. R. Taikien

ed. (San Francisco: lgnati us, e&9L0se MisFaiech3ge#e52i al |y App
andVictor ReppertC. S. Lewi sbés Dangerous | dea: (Oowmneref ense of

Grove IL: InterVarsity Press, 2003), 228 and 4571
“8 Lewis, Abolition, 20.

491 ewis, Abolition, 21.

39



results inan epistemological skepticism and moral nihilism. From the standpoint of one

operating outside of thBag, modern educators, toaintain consistengyan only regard

ial | esteas equally nerational, as mere mists between us and the real objects. As

a result, they must either decide to remove all sentiments, as far as possible, from the

pupil 6s mind; or else encourage somé#é senti me
their intrinsi c.o®Buyanyreasemsotiered for acceptante of the y
newly selected sentiments are under mined by
debunking sentimentpuasentiment@asnothing butexpressions of subjective emotan

responses’

Lewis explainhhowt he educati on of ol dméhwas a Kkin
transmitting manhood to m&Ahethmedarw édumar @
attempt to eradicatfalse emotions o mes at t he price ibtfto di sabl ir
make objective valugidgments. The logic goe¥alues are nothing but sentiment.
Sentimentaremerelysubjectiveexpressions of emotionTherefore, values anly
slbjective emotional expressian3he result is that it becomes impossiblentke true

judgments about what kinds of behavior are reasonable or unreaseiugtler wrong*®

%0 Lewis, Abolition, 21.Noticehisu s e o f t hrationabgsearabdveliscussioh

* Lewis offers a further example afjust sentiment in the accounttbé Roman father who
told his son it was a sweetu(ce and seemlydecorun) thing to de for his countryLewis, Abolition, 21-
22. Yet, Lewis explainghatit appears Gaius and Titius have chosendle ofdebunking sentiment
altogetherLewis statesfi Pr opaganda i s their abomination: not becal
ground for condemning it (or anything el$ejt because they are betterthamthr pr i28).ci pl es o (

52 |_ewis, Abolition, 23.

*3David Mills says of Lewisfi | Tine Abolition of Manhe argued that the danger to our
language comes not first from political and economic causes but from a philosoptuicahe rejection of
theTao, rejected as much by artists, intellectuals, and political leaders in Eragdhd Nazis they were
fightingoDavid Mills,iTo See Truly through a Glass Darkly: C. S.
Corruption oThe amiglugargiemé@®s iGui de: C.,edSDavidMillwi s and t he
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998} 6. Mills notes how Lewis, irAbolition and inThat Hideous Strength
anticipated ma nyaboufthe@arrupdadn bféasguagseat.Sd ewissThat Hideous
Strength: A Modern Fairfale for GrownaUps(London: John Lane the Bodley Head, 19¢5r., New
York: Scribner, 2003)MoreoverMillswr i t es t hat fAwe mus®©thhTmewaadtren obj ect i
revelatior® to object to propagata. If there is no right and wrong, those who want to use words as
weapons to gain power over others have every right to do so, or, more accurately, since rights themselves
reflect a moral order, therestf us have no right Yotbbpegh. a HKi bhbks, DAT
130
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Ironically, this makes the studewtiinerable andusceptible téhe very things Gaius and
Titius sought to protect the student froimseideologiesempty rhetoric andemotional

propaganda

Modernism + Moral Subjectivism
= AMen without Chestso

Drawing uporthe ancient tripartite division @he human soulLewisargues
thattheregrettable consequenagéthis process of inculcating subjedty is what he
termsii Mewni t hout I&lbaiefit ssbjectivismdauses the chest (the heart, or
the will) of man to atrophy, and so the defining elemeitiumhan natures eradicated, or

abolished. He explains,

Without the aid of trained emotis the intellect is powerless against the animal

organism. ... We were told it long ago by Plato. As the king governs by his

executive, so Reasoninman mustruletiter e appeti t espirited means ¢
element dhe head rules the belly throutite chesi the seat, as Alanus tells us,

of Magnanimity, of emotions organized by trained habit into stable sentiments. The

Chesd Magnanimityy Sentimend these are the indispensable liaison officers

between cerebral man and visceral man. It may even déhsaiit is by this middle

element that man is man: for by his intellect he is mere spirit and by his appetite

mere animat?

>* Lewis, Abolition, 24-25. Alanus ab Insulis, or lain de Lille (c. 11251203),French scholar
and poet. Lewis refers tas poemDe Planctu MturaeProsa( A Nat ur eds Compl ainto or AT
Kindo), whi ditman viceCm the tdadic divisionmfrhuman nature, compare Lewis:

Ethically . . . the triad is Reason, Emotion, and Appetite. Reason, seated in the head, governs the
Appetites, seated in the abdomen or beneath it, by the aid of the more fully humariliaed c
emotions which were located in the thorax; such things as shame, honor, pitgsgetit, affection.
This ethical triad was accepted for millennia. . . . On the psychological level the individual triad
depends on the doctrine of the triple s@&ut the wordanimahad a larger and less exclusively
religious range of meaning thaoul filifed would sometimes be a better translation. There is
vegetable soul, common to all plants, which gives only life; sensitive soul, which gives life and
sensationand rational soul, by which we think. Man of course has all three: when things are going
right inside him, his rational governs his vegetable through his sensitive.

C. S. LewisStudies in Medieval and Renaissance Litergtece by Walter Hoopel966;repr.,

Cambridge: Cabridge University Pres2000), 5859; emphasis original. Furthermore, Lewis writBs, n

this densely populated universe a very peculiar position was allotted to Man. . . . Christians had always held
that a man was a composite creatarémal rationale and that it lay in his own choice to be governed by

his reason or his animality. But that choice could produce order or disorder only within the limits assigned
to him by the hierarchy of being. He could become a saint but not an arsgehish man but not a pigo

C. S. LewisEnglish Literature in the Sixteenth Century, Excluding Drafiiee Oxford History of English
Literature, vol. 31954, repr.London: Oxford UniversityPes s, 1973), 12. Finally, Le\
work, The Pilgi m6 s  Rigalsohelfud for understandinthis division of human nature and its
extremeswhich he characterizes this bookby North and SouthAlthough written in 1933, the preface

(or afterword @pending on the editiomyaswritten a decade latén 1943,thesame year a&bolition.
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Lewis furthernotes the irony of this tragiomic situatiorfor modern man.
Many of themodernintelligentsig like Gaius and Titis, go to great effogto debunk the
senti ments associated with traditional value
clamor for those very qualliewisespd avilmasart €1 r ende
of ghastly simplicity we remove the organd demand the function. We make men
without chests and expect of them virtue and enterprise. We laugh at honor and are
shocked to find traitors in our midst. We castrate and bid the geldings be fitfitful.
the end, the modernist approach prowelduntenable In practice, it requires or

depends upon the very virtues and values it seedtsitonk.

AThe Wayo

In hisfirst chapter, Lewis offers his diagsis of the modern predicament,
which can be succinctly summarized as follows: Modernism hdsaeked upon a new
sociacultural experiment of redefining human nature, and in so doing has sought an
alternative to objective values as a basis for human understanding. Moreover, this
experiment has a dehamizing effectproducing a society of whatLews cal | s f Men
without Chest dews operdhis sesoadichaptéytsdbunding tie alarm
for Western civilizationi The practi cal resulTheGden educati on
Bookmust be the destructi on’ Iothisséctnechapter,ci ety whi
Lewis provides his prognosis for society by settingif@ masterful defense of the

natural hw traditionwithin philosophy. This includesrabustdefense of what he has

Here Lewis writes fiWe wer e made to be neither cerebr al men no
angels but Med thingsatmce r ati onal andTlhaeniPiallgroi n@.s SRe glreewsiss:, An
Apology for @iristianity, Reason and Romanticighondon: J. M. Dent, 1933gpr, with preface, London:
Geoffrey Bles, 1943epr, with illustrations by Michael Hague, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1207)

%5 Lewis, Abolition, 26.

%% Lewis, Abolition, 26.

5" Lewis, Abolition, 27.

42



already referred to as tAi@o He explains thathe doctrineof objective value is not
exclusively Christian but has beenuniversal displayhroughout human civilization,

including a variety of religious and philosophical traditichs.

Some Theoretical Difficulties

Lewisis extraordinarily practical, but he no pragmatist regarding the nature
of truth and valueln noting the very impracticand ultimatelydevastatingesults of
moral subjectivism for societe clarifiesthat thisaloneis not a sufficient refuteon of
thetheoryi The tr ue tdokce ra ndeo atirgihne wHh/iToughei f we ac
goes on to tackle further Atheoretical di f fi
as embraced by Gaius and TitiusTime Green Bogkwvhich he believes afar more

detrimental to their viewhan its practical difficulties.

A problem of consistency. The first theoretical problem he identifies is a lack
of consistency in their viewln spite of their rejection dfaditional values, Gas and
Titius clearly hold to at leastomevalues they d indeed believe to be objective. For

example, in the very writing ofhe Green Boqgkt is evident Gaius and Titius believe

1]

they have a responsibility famdietdeuisingt or s t o

g e n e r a his imbecause either thehink these states of mind intrinsically good or

%8 This reveals another sticking point for some Christian critics of Lewis. He appears to treat
Christianity as being on par with other religious and philosophical traditions. However, considentisat
wasveryfondofJ usti n Mar tiyWhast esv eart etmreinn g s dil mendelongeteus we | | s
Chri sti ans . Apoldgy2s.t1li3n. Mahritsy rssums up Lewisbé view of th
Christianity and other traditions. See C. S. LeWise Discarded Image: An Introduction to Medikand
Renaissance Literatur@d 964; repr.CambridgeCambridge University Press, 19989, Moreover, Lewis
e x p | dfiyau are a Ghristian you do not have to believe that all the other raigie simply wrong all
through. . . But, of course, betmpa Christian does mean thinking that where Christianity differs from other
religions, Christianyt is right and they are wrortglLewis, Mere Christianity 35. Elsewhere, he writes,

AWhat is common to Zarathustra, rdugAuelis, iasometigcr at es, (
pretty substantial 6 C.  She Prioldem iofaifLondon: The Centenary Press, 19¢pr, New

York: HarperCollins, 200} 57. Then, in a footnotéeclarifies,fi | mention the I ncarnate G
human teachers to empleesithe fact that therincipal difference between Him and them lies not in ethical

teaching (which is here my noern) but in Person and Offite57(1; emphasis origingl

al
e

%9 Lewis, Abolition, 27.

43



think they are Athe means to some®state of s

Lewis further explains

The important point is not the precise nature of their end, but the fact that they have

an end wall. They must have, or their book (being purely practical in intention) is

written to no purpose. And this end must have real value in their eyes. To abstain

from calling it good and to use, instead, spchedi cat es oas fAnecessar)
Aprogr e asf fvienouldde a sabterfuge. They could be forced by

agument t o ans wecessatyfoewhaiiupebgressimg towards

what? 0 fef f e cihtheragt resoht they wauld have to admit that some

state of affairs was in their opinigmod for its own sak®'

If this state of affairs s t r ul y A g o @(@htrirsioally oii essentiadlywgodd s a k e
then it must possess more than mere practical vaheet cannot be merely a description
of the emotional stasof Gaius and Titiugither. In the end, their purpose for writing
The Green Bookust be aimed at some end which has their approval, indeed an approval
they intend their readersodo to share because
corrfect. o

Additionally, Lewis reveals how Gaius and Titius are firmly committed and
strongly advocate faa whole host of valuea The Green Bookl n f a cwillbe t hey 0
found to hold, with complete uncritical dogmatism, the whole system of values which
happened to be in vogue amongdearately educated young men of the professional
classes during the p°%Inothedvordsetheinskepticish he t wo wa
regarding values is superficial and really aimed at a particular set of viahaisonal
ones, while suspending theiregkical approach when it comes to thenteace of
various modern valuesAccording to Lewis, this tactic is a very common one, which he

describes as the following:

%9 ewis, Abolition, 28.

®1 Lewis, Abolition, 28.

%21 ewis, Abdition, 29.

%3 Lewis, Abolition, 29. In a note, Lewis gives a list of examples of statements from Gaius and
Titius, fromThe Green Bogkwhich clearly express their Approvals and Disapprovals of various ideas,

values, attitudes, sentiments, etc. Thiskstre al s t heir A(perhaps unconscious)
assumed (if unstated) objective standard of judgment§ha}.
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A great many of those whaebunlo tradtional or (as they would say)

fisentimental valueshave in the background values of their own which they believe
to be immune from the debunking process. They claim to be cutting away the
parasitic growth of emotion, religious sanction, amuerited taboos, in order that
fireab or fbasi® values may emge®*

However,this el ecti ve debunking process, initiated
inval ues, 0 isdfdefeating. Mogptowe lthis to be the case, Lewis takesatbe

of death for a good causelas experimentum crucisThe Innovatoin values seeks to

reducedulce et decorurandgreater love hath no mabelieved by the Innovator to be
Airrational senti ment s, Butterewilhafindschlaasi ¢c gr o
ground? Lewis critically examinas a number of possible ndidates fossuch aground

while exposing the failure of attempts to find an alternative basis for morality in anything

other than th&ao.

Self-preservation or preservation of ®ciety? One attempt is to find a basis
for morality in what is needed foel-preservation or # preservation of the community,
society or the human specie®Vhat this amounts to, according to Lewis, is the moral
claim thatthe death of some menuseful to other men ABut on what ground
men being asked to die fre benefit of others@hequeries Even granting the truth of
themoralclaimone can stil |l pr e s d betomeef thpse avtsottakeo n : i Wh
the risk?o9 The bur dhowtotetplaimi nnoeamsr ofmupur ke
reasoni wgd haluaneany appeals to the rejected i
pride, honor, shame, or lowehy onehasa moral obligation to sacrifice their life for the
berefit of others.Why shouldaltruism be preferredverselfishness, especially when
wha i s at st ak?eaiussandditius é@snotdefend the pdsitgon that
altruism is the moo0eoftondniheimiawobeasom (whHich nt el | i g
Lewis here describes as fAthe conrderieedi ng by i

from sense data, with further propositionso)

641 ewis, Abolition, 29.
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sacrifice oneods | ife for anotheros is any
descriptive facts about human behavior alheewis explains the fadamental problem

with this rationalistic approach:

From propositions about fact alone practical conclusion can ever be drawfihis

will preserve societgannot lead talo thisexcept by the mediation ebciety ought

to be preservedThis will costyou your lifecannot lead directly tdo not do thisit

can lead to it only through a felt desire or an acknowledged duty ef self

preservation. The Innovator is trying to get a conclusion in the imperative mood out

of premises in the indicative mood: ath@ugh he continues trying to all eternity he

cannot succeed, for the thing is impossfbie.
Here Lewis appeals to something akin to the naturalistic fallacy of G. E. Moore
(someti mes c aldredt-bHugrfet6s), whiak essantiajly statelkat
one cannovalidly derive from premises that are purdiscriptive(i.e., in the indicative
mood) a conclusion that gescriptive(i.e., in the imperative moodJ. In this case, @y
attempt toground morality in the fact that the preservation ahhunity depends upon
belief in certain moral values presupposes an unstated, normative value regarding the
preservation of the individual or sociétyhat eitherought to be preservedrhis
normative position is not reached via rational demonstration fasts fbout human
nature alone, but is smuggled into, knowingly or unknowingly, the argument from the
beginning as an unstated premibeis committing goetitio principii.

Consequently, Lewis says a choice must be made:

We must therefore either extenetivord Reason to include what our ancestors
called Practical Reason and confess that judgements ssohiety ought to be
preserved . .are not mere sentiments but are rationality itself; or else we must give
up at once, and for eveahe attempt to fid a core ofirationab value behind all the
sentiments we have debuniéd.

8 Lewis, Abolition, 31.

% Lewis, Abolition, 31-32; emphasis original.

Lewi s6 appeal fallaoyisdiscessed farther m ahafibalawiSeeG. E.
Moore, Principia Ethica(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19@®r, Pantianos Classics, 2016);
David Hume A Treatise on Human Natured. Ernest C. Mossner (New York: Penguin, 1984).

% Lewis, Abolition, 32; emphasis original.
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Of course,lte formemr e pr e s e n t sbutlisthevaneex@luded by the Innovator
for this would requi rTao ahug ieidthedatter aptonthet he Way,
Innovator willhave totake upand defendn order to provide an alternativadis for

bY

morality,oneeven more fibasicd and AfPealistico than

Biological instinct or moral imperative? The next theory seeks to establish
the goal of the pservation of society as a given of biological instinct, rather than
somet hing which hangs on Athe precarious thr
means fian unreflective or spontaneous i mpul s
s p e c¢’? Bhe Imovator has a new motive for conveniently avoiding any heedgue
on behalf of thigheorysince the position is not established by rational argumentation but
is biologically based. The Innovator simply points to the fact that human beings have an
instinctive urge for the preservation of our species. This instinct, drive, or impulse for
survival is felt universally among human beings, andeems to provida more solid
basis for our moral experienci#hat is morethis new basis serves to debunk or
eradicate certain moral liefs not in conformity to it.For examplefi We have no
instinctive urge to keep promises or to respect individual life: this is why scruples of
justice and humanity in fact the Tad can be properly swept away when they conflict
with our real end, the preservation of the s
However, the attempt to ground movalueon instinct also fails to escape the

problemof theis-ought distinction described above. When the Innovator claims that we

8 Lewis, Abolition, 32.
0 Lewis, Abolition, 34.

" Lewis, Abolition, 33. This innovation in ethical thinking also provides a convenient avenue
for the scrapping of traditional views of human sexuality in favor of a eewead morality that does
awaywith the old taboos/Nhereas the old taboos may have been useful for a time to help preserve the
species, the introduction of contraceptives now mea
desire, being instinctivesito be gratified whenever it does not conflict wite greservation of the
specieslt looks, in fact, as if an ethics based on instinct will give the Innovator all he want®#ridg
that he does not wanto (33).
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mustobey instinct, we have to cadsr what the Innovator means exactly. Byst the

Innovator surely does not mean we simply cannot do otherwise (this kind of necessity

would preclude all moral exhortation, including the kind presented withénGreek

BooK or doing so will make us hpp or feel satisfied (remember thgperimentum

crucisis that of facing death, which would remove every possible satisfaction in this

world, evenany satisfactiopossiblyreceived from the desire for the good of posterity).
Thus, Lewi s serygnucé as,if thé Ihnbvatbr evauld kave to say not that

we must obey Instinct, nor that it will satisfy us to do so, but thaivgétt o ob'ey it . o

But, why oughtwe to obeymstinct? Whence this moral obligation? Lewis explains,

From the statememtbout psychological faéil have an impulse to do so andsee
cannot by any ingenuity derive the practical principleught to obey this

impulseo Even if it were true that men had a spontaneous, unreflective impulse to
sacrifice their own lives fothe preservation of their fellows, it remains a quite
sedpallrate3 guestion whether this is an impulse they should control or one they should
indulge

Whether or not it would be morallyght or adutyto act upon a given impulse would
require a separate, ext@l moral standard, beyond impulse, for one to make this moral

judgment.

2 Lewis, Abolition, 34-35. In a footnat to this statement, Lewis comments:

The ost determined effort which | know to constru
of |mpuI seso i s t PRriadplewof LiteDary.Crititism1924]. Tiiold dbjeatiahs [

todefiningvd ue as Satisfaction is the universal value |
di ssatisfied than a pig satisfied. o To meet this D

be arranged in a hierarchy and some satisfactions preferred te witteout an appeal to any

criterion other than satisfaction. He does this by the doctrine that some impulses are more

i mpor t an tddanimgorantimputsénbeingsone whose frustration involves the frustration

of other impulses. A good systematipatti(i.e., the good life) consists in satisfying as many impulses

as possible; which entails satisfying -inBie fAi mport a
emphasis original).

Lewis goes on to briefly discRisrsst wohebgayxd, omWi
a theory of immortality it |l eaves no room for the val
get no satisfaction for any of his impulses. Second,
tobejudlgd by the resence of satisfactions or the absenc
few scenarios in which the calculations could go in a variety of directions. Without a sound philosophical
basis for grounding any particular preferencedsystematization of satisfactions and dissatisfactions,
Lewis concludes, #ADr. Richardsés system gives no supf
over savage and human over aninalr even for | ife over deatho (109).

3 |_ewis, Abolition, 35.
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Moreover, the voices of instinct are as cacophonous as the voices l&. peop
Clearly not all of our instincts are in harmony but are often in conflict with one another
The Innowatorclaims that the instinct to preserve the species casts the deciding vote and
should be obeyed at the expense of all theratistincts. Butwhat gives this particular
instinct this special precedence? It is not sufficient that the instinct nrekekaim for
itself. Of coursetiwould, and so would any othefhis would be simply a case of
speci al pl eading. Lewi s epgamipdtianiofrow instiricts f  we di
aknowledge of their comparative dignity we could never leanoihfthem. And that
knowledge cannot itself be instinctive: the judge cannot be one of the parties judged,; or,
if he is, the decision is worthless and there is no ground for placing the preservation of
the species above sqifeservation or sexual appetité The only way by which one
could reasonably judge one instinct to be preferred over the otherpesitigninga
hi gher court of appeal. Furthermore, it 1is
Afundamental , 0 A pr isachltermd eitber bed theequestidnebg pest , 0 f
concealing a value judgment that has been apfdieather than deriveftomthe
instinct orsuchwordsner el 'y represent a reporting of the
frequency of its opation and its wide disr i b u t i afl suchobserv&ians or
descriptions of onewaldlackamenorinaivedoreé of t he i nst
Finally, Lewiscalls into question the claim thaminstinct for the preservation

of the speciesxistsat all Hesays has unable to attest to having such an instinct

himself’® Also, hedoubtswnh et her this Aunreflective impuls
™ Lewis, Abolition, 36.
5 Lewis, Abolition, 37.n a note Lewis assesses the pragmatic understanding of goodness or
value defined in terms of mere fact, existence, or
are part of a critical analysbf the vievs of C. H. WaddingtorScience and Ethiqd942).Lewis
di scusses the view that fAGood = O6whhowthigwould Nat ur e ha

require a consideration of what Nata®a wholés doing. Sadly Nature as a wholdgiisvo r ki n g
steadily and irreversibly towards the final extinction of all life in every part of the universand . [
such a view of ethics] would leave nder and suicide our only dutie€l10-11r3).
Cf.LewissiFor it is part tfutsuwival fisspriotrevetheisarvival aw never
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the specieso or even the idea of Aposteritydo
a particular way to reflect on sl matters.” At most, we have a protective instinct to
preserve and provide for the livelihood of our children and grandchildren, but even this
natural impulse dissipates and finally vanishes altogether in the attempt to imagine future
generations. Wheén parents ought to extend this regard beyond their children to their
future progeny cannot be determined by an appeal to instinct as a source of value. For
clearly maternal instincor mother lové surpasses any after the fact reflections and
choices rgarding rational planning for the futur&he Innovator seeks to elevate the

more dubious instinct for the preservation of the species at the expense of the more
obvious instinct for motherly love or paternal affection, which of coisrseotedin the

Tao. Ironically, it is only for those who accept thaothat thisextensiorof the parental

instinct to concern for future generations might be justified.

Back to theTao, or Natural Law

Thus far, the Innovatdras soughto establish i alternativebass for a system
of values, turning to mere statements of factppealing to biological instinct. But,
Lewi s dNbne of the principles he requires are to be found there: but thall toe

be found somewhtaeTao®¢epoelains, t hat i s i n

of our speciesWe must resolutely train ourselves to feel that the survival of Man on this Earth, much more
of our own nation or culture or class, is not worth having unless it can be lamdrsable and meffeil

means. . . Nothing is more likely to destroy a species or a nation than a detdiomrto survive at all
costs.Those who care for something else more than civilization are the only people by whom civilization is
at all l i kel @ Stewis, B ®©np L e s enyedn inBRrasendConcernscA Age, O
Compelling Collection of Timely, Journalistic Essagd. Walter Hooper (London: Fount, 1986; refan

Diego: Harcourt, 2002 79-80.

T Lewis, Abolition, 37.

"8 Lewis, Abolition, 37. Once again_ewis provides numerous examples from Ta@to
illustrate his point. Each of these examples reflects a concern for the welfare of our fellow man, which
could then be extended to the regard for the preservation of the species or posterity. He qlntes@sn
saying, fAAll within the f Analectsi6 dlse SwicwriteBumaninithit ot her s. 0

a me alienum puta shortening of a line from Terence which begiosnos sumand in full is translated,

Al am a man: hoehi ho méeadon TireosumendIde SeKTormentot 1.125.

Jesus states the Golden Rul e: ADo as you would be dor
AHumani ty is to beTregatisesofeCivivGoeernmer2Bohn Locke,
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Al l the practical principles behind the 17
the species, are there from time immemorial inTthe But they are nowhere else.

Unless you accept these without question as being to the world of action what

axioms are to the world of theory, you can have no practical principles whatever.

You cannot reach them asrclusions: they are premissés.

Moreover,hearguesif one draws the conclusion that, lacking a prior reason to
justify them, these principleseato be classified as sentiments, then one must abandon
the distincti on b evalueand sentimentaladludtogetmefofitr at i onal 0
would follow thatall value would be sentimental. Yet, one may instead regard the
principles as being rati@h, asaxiomatic or selevidentin thatthefinei t her demand
admit proofd®™ In other wordsthey arefiFirst Principle® | f  them you miust allow
that Reason can be practidhlatanoughtmust not be dismissed because it cannot
produce somes as its credential. If nothing is saident, nothing can be proved.
Similarly if nothing is obligatoty for its o
Accordingly, all of the practical principles neededtoestaliii a per sondés duty t
(sociey or the human ragdave their source within thEaa® These principlefunction
asselfevident premises in our moral thinkinggt conclusions of a rational argument
derived frommore basic premises. This is the difference between seeing theselgsincip
asdiscoveriesas opposed tdeliverance®f human reasorthe formeraretruths one

si mp | ybased weaskind of moral insight or intuitiof® They are not reasonéd

" Lewis, Abolition, 40. Cf. Lewisfi The ul ti mate ethical injunctions
premisses, never conclusions. Unless the ethical is assumed from the outset, no argument will bring you
toit . 0 C. AN LEat Wilhsistian Reflettionsed.Walter Hooper, 4466 (London: Geoffrey
Bles, 1967repr, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995%-56.

8 |ewis, Abolition, 40.
81 Lewis, Abolition, 40; emphasis original.

ct . Lewi definitidaAnoéact
t he v

s 0O uby, d
mor al | aw. 0 Accordingly, ery ¢

(0]

oS

Op dEhehansaot 48f

ept of duty pre
8 Elsewhere, Lewis distinguishes betweeasonandconscienceand their respective powers

of rational intuition andmoral intuition, both dependent upoxiamatic, selfevident principles or truths

without which rationality and morality would be impossibldis distinction is explored further in chap. 5

bel ow. See C. S. L e wi sn,ThefiMaighy of GloryAAnd Qlloet Addres®@da c i f i st , 0 i

Walter Hooper (New York: Macmillan, 1949; repNew York: HarperCollins, 2001
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butfrom; they are axiomaticTherefore all attempts to derive such print@p from a

sourceother tharthe Taoinevitably result in failure

Robbing Peter to @y Paul. At this point Lewis summarizes a number of

related problems for the Innovator of values as follows:

The Innovator attacks traditional values (ffe®) in deferse of what he at first
supposes 0 be (i n some speci alvalges.mBstagwedr at i on a
have seen, all the values which he uses in attackinbabeand even claims to be
substituting for it, are themselves derived fromTae. If hehad really started

from scratch, from right outside the human tradition of value, no jugglery could
have advanced him an inch towards the conception that a man should die for the
community or work for posterity. If th€aofalls, all his own conceptiorsf value

fall with it. Not one of them can claim any authority other than that of #ize

Only by such shreds of tileaoas he has inherited is he enabled even to attack it.
The guestion therefore arises what title he has to select bits of it fotaooepnd

to reject others. For if the bits he rejects have no authority, neither have those he
retains: if what he retains is valid, what he rejects is equally valitf too.

At least three critical points are noteworthy here. Rirdte | nnov atbor 6 s att em
undermine traditional valuesonically requires him to drawipon these same valuies
attackingtheirsourceSecond, t hecbhhheoedafioabsonsnal 06 or fAbi
turn out not to bénew valueé after all but only distorted remnantktbhe Taa. Finally,
Lewis raises an important question regarding
acceptance or rejection. Upon what basis, and on what authority, does the Innovator,
who has rejected the intrinsic authority of em, choose whaparts retain validityvhile
denying validityto others hat are rejected? 't itleeul d s eem
endis arbitrary, inconsistent, and seléfeating

To further illustrate the aboywoblemsL ewi s expl ai ns how t he
redly deriving our duty to posterity from thEag, our duty to do good to all men is an
axiom of Practical Reason, and our duty to do good to our descendants is a clear

deduct i o Hidtorioally theduty to children and descendants has been coupled

84 Lewis, Abolition, 41.

8 Lewis, Abolition, 42.
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with the duty to parents and ancestors. The Innovator seeks to accentuate the former at
the expense of the latter. Or consider the Innovator who views mankind through the lens
of economic value, and thus believes that the ultimate end is to ensure aeofdad and
clothed, what some might call economic or social justice. Lewis says concern for the
feeding and clothing of others is, of course, contained withifédoebut so are other

duties of justice and good faith that serve as limiting principleetermining to what

extent and by what means people are to be fed ancdlotinfortunatelyit is these

latter principles that the Innovator is prepared to debunk. dBogagain, upon what

objective basisnd authoritydoes the Innovator prioritizeconomic value ovether

competing values?

What is his warrant? He may be a Jingoist, a Racialist, an extreme nationalist, who
maintains that the advancement of his own people is the object to which all else
ought to yield. But no kind of factual sérvation and no appeal to instinct will give
him a ground for this option. Once more, he is in fact deriving it fron doea

duty to our own kin, because they are our own kin, is a part of traditional morality.
But side by side with it in th€ag, ard limiting it, lie the inflexible demands of

justice, and the rule that, in the long run, all men are our

Accordingly,Lewis sums up Isi position

This thing which | have called for convenience Tla®, and which others may call
Natural Law or Traditional Morality or the First Principles of Practical Reason or
the First Platitudes, is not one among a series of possible systems of value. It is the
sole source of all value judgements. If it is rejected, all value is rejected. If any
valueis retained, it is retained. The effort to refute it and raise a new system of
value in its place is setfontradictory. There has never been, and never will be, a
radically new judgement of value in the history of the world. What purport to be
new sysems or (asttey now call themjideologiesp all consist of fragments from
theTaoitself, arbitrarily wrenched from their context in the whole and then swollen
to madness in their isolation, yet still owing to freoand to it alone such validity

as thg posses&’

In truth, those who seek to establish alternative value systems are only arbitrarily
selecting bitsand piece®f theTaoat the expense of others, with no rational basis for

theirchoice. Such systems are by their very nature fragmentedieanaved from their

8 |ewis, Abolition, 42-43.
87 Lewis, Abolition, 43-44.
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proper context, the fragments become exaggerated, distorted, and elevated to a particular

priority or mol status that is unwarrant&tiHe describes the effort overall as a futile
Arebellion of the br aesalccouvdsucaeeddheywsuldfindhe tr ee:
that they had destroyed themselves. The human mind has no more power of inventing a

new value than of imagining a new primary color, or, indeed, of creating a new sun and a

new sky for®it to move in.?o

Moral progress a stagnation? Lewis anticipates an objectida his
argumentin the accusation that his position allows no room for moral progress. If an
objective, unchanging code of morality has been once and for all established for
mankind, then are we not foreMarbondageo a moral stagnation of the past, unfree to
makemoralimprovements in the present or futgigen changes to humanity and human
society? Moreover, considerintpe various expressions of the Ttacoughout timefrom
a vast array of religions hjosophies, and cultures, surely these contain contradictions
and even absurdities in themmpetingmoral claims.So, how can onkegitimately
speak of obeying the Tao, as if any singl@nogeneousxpression of iexist®

In response, Lewiacknowla@lges that some wi must be done, which
includesiSome criticism, some removal of contrad

devel of Mavever, he makes an important distinction betweengeverakypes

of criticism. He di st iwitlgnandsaltemton flomt ween fial t
without: between t h¥ IndactgheTaopermisdevtlopmbené sur gi c a
®BForexampleLewi s states, Al f just dybomysunayosuper sti ti
my racelf the pursuit of scientific knowledge isarealvalueth s o i s coleyissigal fidelity.
Abolition, 44.
8 Lewis, Abolition,44. Cf.Lewi s, fAPoi son730f Subjectivism,?o

% | ewis, Abolition, 45.

% Lewis, Abolition, 45. To chrify this distinction, Lewis uses an example of the difference
bet ween a theorist about | anguage and a great poet it
one hand, the lingat may choose to approach Hiative tongue from the outsid®,r ading its genius as a
thing that has no claim on him and advocating wholesale alterations of its idiom and spelling in the
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and alteration fromwvithin. For Lewis thisdevelopment or improvement refers to

Apr ogr epeseptiomd fo uw & lAny énprovement, dvelopment, or alteration

made is not actually made upon Tepitself but rather to our faultgerceptionsf the

Tao TheTaois intrinsically perfect, complete, and unchanging, but our perceptions of it

over time admit o€rror, distortion, and misimrpretation Thus, he speaks of the

Adi fference between a real “Inneahplefthee ance and
former would be the development from the neg
ot hers what you woul do ntohhe | p &ksi ttihweeaen y os tdaot @
as you woul d Iliseeal choral &dvahcg or progre3sh Bysontiastyis

saysfi Th e mo Nietdséhe iya nwerfe innovatiof. Lewis explainshe profound

difference:

The first is an advance becauseame who did not admit the validity of the old

maxim could see reason for accepting the new one, and anyone who accepted the
old would at once recognize the new as aereson of the same principle. . .But

the Nietzschean ethic can be accepted dngiare ready to scrap traditional

morals as a mere error and then to gut ourselves in a position where we can find no
ground fa any value judgements at ail.

Thus in some sense the changeade from within are logical or natural extensions of
principles that have already been accepteldereas those made from without represent

attempts to cut something new from whole cloth, to start utterly from scfatebnsider

interests of commercial convere nce or scienti fic accwhohaasy . &dndBwe dc,ont r a
been well nurtured irhis mother tonguetday also make great alterations in it, but his changes of the
language are made in the spirt of the langugglf: he works from withinThe language which suffers
has also inspired the changelsewis, Abolition, 45.
92 ewis, Abolition, 44; emphasis added.
9 Lewis, Abolition, 45-46.

% Lewis, Abolition, 46.

herisaybde difference between a man who s
vegetables moderately fresh; why not grwowhesayspur own ar
6Thr ow away t h a bricks and dentipeded indte@idyewis, Abblitiam, ¢6.

% Cf. Lewis on change and progress i For change is not progress unl
unchanged. A small oak grows into a big oak: if it became a btrexthyould not be growth, but mere
change. . . . In other words, wherever there is real progress in knowledge, there is some knowledge that is

not superseded. Indeed, the very possibility of progress demands that there should be an unchanging
element 0 S.CQewisiDogma and t m6&odihnhe Doek: EBssaysdn Tiheology and Etreds
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thevariousConfucian expressialewis useshus far. Firstin opening this chapteiit
is upon he Trunk that a gentleman worisSecond, opening the book as a whald, h e
Master said, He who sets to work a&md a differ
lastly,once againfromm hi s chapter, AWi th t htossuselessho f ol |
t o t ak e ineashcase, the central idea is that work is to be done from within
theTagandonl y this kind of work is viable and vVve
A Wa is ntrinsicallyrational and moralto depart from th&aomeans to exchange this
source for what is inherently nonrational and nonmoral.

Lewis begins to speak in somewhat esoteric terms when further describing
what this work from within amounts to actualpractice. Helescribeshose who
Aunder sspiftoftheTadh e a n d h dedby that epiiecanimodify it in
directions which that spirit itself demands. Only they can know what those directions
ar e. The outsider k n° Meserthrelesshis pointis cleabtibatit  t he n
only those who are operating from within have a sufficient understanding and experience
for improvisation, whereas outsiders simply lack the requegialifications for doing so.
The Innovator as outsider has no solid groupdnwhich to stand to make the desd
innovations withouengagingn special pleadig and various inconsistenci&s Thus

according to Lewis,

Walter Hooper (1970; repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdm2a@82, 45. Likewise, moral progress must always be
understood in terms of aheFRafaifrorh heidggundermined by tfeab, at us r el at
the very notion of moral progress necessarily depends updrathe

Lewis,Aboliton, 47. These three expr eMaldctelR? 216 re taken
and 15.39, respectively. Regarding the firstrezpion, the full statement in tAamalectss the following:
Al t i % Trunk that a gemtleman worlk&hen that is firmly set up, the Way groé#s. | n ot her wor ds,
to Aworko upon the trunk means to bhbrbbtréthe, Wag, oubt
Tao

% |ewis, Abolition, 47.

“Lewis explains, fASo f adiscrépanciesinbteléttery abl e t o har n
penetration to its spirit, he merely snatches at some one precept, on which the accidents of time and space
happerto have riveted his attention, and then rides it to de&bih no reason that he can givéewis,
Abolition,47.Lewi s refers to Aristotledés claim that it is wus
brought up man, to study ethics (referringAristotle, Nicomachean Ethic$095b;1140h 11518. What
seems to be of importance is the insiderreasinsight the outsider lacks.
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From within theTaoitself comes the only authority to modify thaa . .. An open
mind, in questions that are not ultimate, is useful. But@en mind about the

ultimate foundations either of Theoretical or of Practical Reason is idiocy. If a
mands mind is open on these things, |
nothing to the purpose. Outside fh@othere is no ground for critizing either the
Taoor anything elsé®

A smuggled argument for heism? Another challenge Lewiexpects from

his more skeptically inclined,cloakedider s o

et

i s

t

h

phil osophi cal | anguage, TaAnd althoudhi eisevbere ar g u me n

Lewis makes aigorous moral argument folneéism, hee heemphasizethis is notthe
intentionof this work!%? He leaves open the issue of whether or not the position he is
defending implies a supernatural origin of ren. Onceagain,hemakes i abundantly
clearelsewherehat he believes thgao, or the moraldw, is grounded in the very nature
of God. For nowhesets asidéhe complex theologicajuestionin order todrawo n e 6 s

attention to the more direct and immediate @nass of th&ao'*® This should not be

1901 ewis, Abolition, 47. Lewis acknowledges the difficulty of making these sorts of internal
modifications in particular n st ances. I't is not always easily ¢
internal criticism ends and the fatal external
opposed to the Innovator) shows a commitment td #weand is willing to be corrected by it, rather than
seeking to undermine it or challenging ffe@oto prove its own validity and authority. Lewis explains the
insolent fallaciousness involved in the | atter

all values, and so destroy the bases of your own criticism as well as the thing criticized. You must not hold

a pistol to the head of theacd  (49).8
1011 ewis, Abolition, 49.
192 Cf. Lewis, Mere Christianity especially bk. 1, chaps:5L

13| ewis explansinaletterfil abst ai ned Abolibombeealse | wasttier® i n
trying to write ethics not t he ol aqGlydedS. Kilhy, J&uary 1E96diinsThe Collected
Letters of C. S. Lewisol. 3, Narnia, Cambridge, and Joy 198®63 ed. Walter Hooper (New York:
HarperCollins, 2007), 1227. We find an interesting parallel to this distinction between writing ethics and

ut
K i

a
nd

n o
k

appr oe

t he

writing theology in Lewis6 dtheDiscarded mageddedf75athal ci di us
respectivelyLewis expl ai ns, AFor the rest, I think Chalcidiu

he accepted as matters of faith were excluded, as matters of faith, from his thesis. Biblical writers might
therefore appear in his work as eminent authors takentinto account like any other eminent authors, but

-

C

not treated as the 6éor acdretsr arfy Gtod . t6h5@). Hemdkess ud fd Hiass ea

similar assessment of Boethius and why his bdble, Consolation of Philosophfpcused moren
phil osophical rat her telcangratutated himgelf onthavingreanhedocbnalusions n

acceptable to Christianity from purely philosophical prenfisess t he rul es (76M®). art de ma

Fur t her moanssver asiteewhy Boddichose to limit himef in such a way alsbelps explain
why Lewis had no problems drawing upon a concept likerdeto express his views. He writes,

But why, we may ask, did a Christian author impose upon himself this limitation? Partly, no
doubt, beause he knew where his true talent lay. But we can suggest another, and probably no less
conscious, motive. The distinction between Christian and Pagan can hardly, at that moment, have
been more vividly present to his emotions than that between Romamawdradian; especially since
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problematic, Lewis thinks, sintkee f or e any of wus knew how our
accepted this mental f ur d% Thusrirethesmritadd dat um, e
Socrates, Lewis is simply asking his modemders tdewilling to follow the evidence

wherever it leads®®

ABetten gnoi R Hell . . . 0

Lewis nowresponds tohe followingripostefrom an imagineanodernist
opponent : ABut many things in nature which w
servans. Why not this? Why must our conquest of nature stop short, in stupid
reverence, before this final and toughest Dbi

consci en c% Hendelewisiss@es a serious warning concerning mossible

the barbarian was also a heretic. Catholic Christendom and that high Pagan past to which he felt so
deep a loyalty were united in his outlook by their common contrast to Theodoric and his huge, fair
skinned, beedrinking, boastig thanes. This was no time for stressing whatever divided him from
Virgil, Seneca, Plato, and the old Republican heroes. He would have been robbed of half his comfort
if he had chosen a theme which forced him to point out where the great ancient naastarerh

wrong; he preferred one that enabled him to feel how nearly they had been right, td therk oot

as Atheyo(@®»M)t as Aweo

Similarly, the unifying aspects of the traditional principles of Ta@ among the varying religious and
philosoptical traditions made for a common cause against theraditional views oimodernisnand
progressivism

ElsewhereLewis is careful to distinguish betweaatural and supernatural enéisl t wo
have been out of place here to say what | believe #daun 6 s super natur al end o

the natural end should be pursued although, in isolation from the suparhafur i t cannot be fu
Lewi s, AOur EnogalThat daidiey I ¢ @ b w shie Tae (85 ,3ucti) ays]nothiradpout the

object to which it would be the right response. But from the degree of respect which the Tao demands

for ancestors, parents, elders, & teachers, it is quite clear whBadtveould prescribe towards an olgje

s uch a6. SGewistddheldon Vanaukemecembe3, 195Q in The Collected Letters of C. S.

Lewis vol. 3,Narnia, Cambridge, and Joy 198M®63 ed. Walter Hooper (New York: HarperCollins,

2007),76; emphasis original. For further discussia,es Judi t h  Wo IThedbolitidnoh e ol ogy i n
Man, 0 Cdntemporary Perspectiveson®. Lewi s6 Abolition of Man: History
and Scienceed. Gayne John Anacker and Timothy M. Mostgllemdon: Bloomsbury, 2017)

ul d
r

1041 ewis, Abolition, 50.

195 Earlier Lewis employs th&reek expressiop 3 Uy G Y Us , whightrarslatess G 0 6 3
I us in broad dayl iligdht.lewis,Abalitdlon R7sSmide explains,f r o m

AKi l Homer ,
AfThe i dea of accepting death rather ttibvarianteovadi ng mani
what Lewis elsewhere commendasia Socratic principleé F o ItHeargumentwer ever it | eads. 60
Smil de, fAQuotati ons arhedAbofition ofMan EfnPAatoPhaed®5b. S . Lewi s,

1981 ewis, Abolition, 50. Somewhat surprisinglyhis is the firsinstancen the book where
Lewis explicitly refers to theonsciencel saysurprisinglybecauseonmi ght expect, given Lewi
extensive discussion tifie Tao, moral sentiments and sensibilities, etc., trewould have made an appeal
much earlier to the very faculty mgs¢oplewould associate with our moralrse.
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reactonto his argument as a whome might accept defeat and still choose to reject

the teaching of th€aoaltogether. He continues in the voice ofinigentedinterlocutor:

You say we shall have no values at all if we step outside dfeheVery wel: we

shall probably find that we can get on quite comfortably without them. Let us
regard all ideas of what weightto do simply as an interesting psychological
survival: let us step right out of all that and start doing what we like. Let us decide
for ourselves what man is to be and make him into that: not on any ground of
imagined value, but because we want him to be such. Having mastered our
environment, let us now master ourselves and choose our own d8&&tiny.

In this casetherecourse would be tabandorobjectivevalue claims and systems

altogether in preference for acting upon sheer will or desirehfmosingwhat manwill

like and be like. This move would of course enable the Innovator to e$eaplearge of
self-contradictionsince the Innoator would no longer battemptingto discover the

Aireal 0 basis of val ues o rTaoatdhe éxpense dflotherspr op pi n
He would now be the creator of values. Wathave here is the apogee of moral

innovationt he Arehectbaonepf bf'®naHetinalchaptarafget her . o

the book Lewis explains the disastrous consequences of this new mindset.

AThe Abolition of Mano
Lewis opendisfinal chapter withaneeriequ ot ati on from John Bu
Pil gr i mo6:s iPlrtougonegmemnto my mind, whatever he said and however he

al®Thiave. o

flattered, when he got me home to his house, he would séll me
disconcerting sentiment sets the tone for what Lewis porterimsthe future
enslavement and eventual destrutixd humanity should it proceed on the modernist

trajectory of abandoning thieao

197 Lewis, Abolition, 51.
108 | ewis, Abolition, 51.

" Lewis,Abolition 53 . Lewis cites this same quotation in
Theory of Puni s h meconcérnswsimmirrtoethode én thes knal crasehmblition. See
c. S. Lewi s, fAThe Huma n intGadrinithe Dock Bssagsroy TheofogyRndni s hment , ¢
Ethics ed Walter Hooper (1970; repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002),J88d;BunyanJhe Pi | gr i mé s
Progress ed. James Blanton Wharey and Roger Shar@uked. (Oxford Oxford University Press,
1960), p. 1, 70.
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Mands Conquest of Natuwure

Lewis begins with a discussion of applied scienceaandxamination of an
expressiorfrequentlyusedin connectionwitts ci ent i f i ¢ smonqugstoéd ss: @A Man
Nature. o C o nhm ence heandgsom@ane doranwunicate to a fiieeud
AMan has Nathe furtherexplairs kosvdhe @ontext of this statement
provided the wor ds wiedpécialgdueiatieerfactthahe t r agi ¢ b e
speaker was at the time dying of tuberculosis. The dying manwentonibNay mat t er

|l know I O6m one of the casualties. Oof
well as on the losing side.inBd'iBytbat doesnbd
sharing this account, Lewmeemptively answerad number of his detractors, whoght
chargehim with taking a low view of the scientific enterprise and its great successes
especially in the area of mediciffé At the same time,draises e central question of
t hi s clinehptsemse is M#in the possessor of increasing power over Nattire?

Lewis provides three Atypical exampl eso
utilized their power and control of Nature for certain human :@nds h eplaneetheo
wirel ess, and ™ On¢he sudane irwauwdppeathe aceessibility to
such technol ogi eosimumitytinpeace ifrdbey iNainlyioned wh o c ar
pay for themo de mon s tane eapabls of ¢exbra@groper tge. i ndi vi d

But, Lewis explains,

Any or all of the three things. .can be withheld from some men by other fhday
those who sell, or those who allow the sale, or those who own the sources of

10| ewis, Abolition, 53.

MEor exampl e, s edkuldHornieBFE . SR MoH&mnl QuidaterlgN. S.fvol.
1, 0.4 (Autumn 1946)Hal dane <cr i t i c i-fictierstrilogyefor attacking saenceélthough
not published at the ti me, L e wi sAReplydotPefessorr esponse to
Ha |l d a rOéQther Worlds: Essays and Stories. Walter ldoper London: Geoffrey Bles, 1966epr,
San Diego: Harcourt, 2092n this essay, Lewigetorts he is not attacking science itself or scientists but

the corruption of real science in the form of what he calientism(76-7 7) . Lewi s 0 tignris ti que of
discussed further in chap. 4 below.

112) ewis, Abolition, 53-54.

13 ewis, Abolition, 54.
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production, or those who sp@Eokeeis, tnhealitygoods.
a power possessed by some men which they may, or may not, allow other men to

profit by. Again, as regards the powers manifested in the aeroplane or the wireless,

Man is as much the patient or subject as the possessor, sincaétaigeét both for

bombs and for propaganda. And as regards contraceptives, there is a paradoxical,
negative sense in which all possible future generations are the patients or subjects of

a power wielded by those already alive. By contraception sint@y,dre denied

existence; by contraception used as a means of selective breeding, they are, without
their concurring voice, made to be what one generation, for its own reasons, may

choose to prefer. From this poatunet of vi ev
turns out to be a power exercised by some men over other men with Nature as its
instrument:**

Thus,Lewis argues theeality has beean increasingly limited power for the individual
that is correlative with an enormous abdication of power to cesgdétt groups of
individuals who use or manipulate nature as an instrument for exerting power or control
over others.

Lewis proceedksantbes <howulkesw f Nature, O
progress, haactually led to the regress lmfimanity. Eachstep in tle domination of
nature has enablede control of some men over others, who are weakened in the
process.As such, sprimaryconcern i s with Awhat the thing
Natured must al wa'y o clariydhepeoHesnatinesserad of thiis b e . 0
endeavorhespeaks of the importae of including the concepttimei n oneds
calculation,a factorthe social critics have not quite learned sufficiently from the work of
the physicists.One must not only consider this or thadividualhuman being in the

presentbugoont o i magi ne the entire human race Mfdext

1141 ewis, Abolition, 54-55. As will be seen in later chapters, Lewis expressesral concerns
here that AdorngHorkheimeralso share, though they would notcdmpt el y agree with Lewi sb
of the problems and the needed solution(s). Generally spe&@dogypo-Horkheimerwould agree with
Lewis regarding théarmful effects on human beingssulting fromdisparities of power, resources, and
wealth within sodety. However, asen-Marxists they view thenatterprimarily in socioeconomic terms,
whereas Lewiframesthe issuanore so irtheologicoeethical terms.

15| ewis, Abolition, 55. In somewhat of an aside, Lewis also describes one possible way of
seeking taectify the situation, one with which Adorddorkheimer would probably agree (given certain
qualifications), involving a sort of communistic redistribution of wealth and the public ownership of all
means of production and lIsaciinesnt ififuincl ersess enaer chha.v efi Bau twoor |F
mean the power of one nation over others. And even within the world state or the nation it will mean (in
principle) the power of majorities over minorities, and (in the concrete) of a government over tiee fpeopl
(55-56). Hence, in this logically concise assessment, Lewis shows how such a proposal would lead us
straight to a form of totalitarianism: governmenter the peoplenotby the people
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emergence t o t H4WwithohisinmindsLevésexpliaimscThis nwdifies

the picture which is sometimes painted of agpessive emancipation from tradition and

a progressive control of natural processes resulting in a continual increase of human

powerd'’ In fact, theminimization of power, and one could add influere@nmences

andworks in two directions, in relation twur predecessors as well as our successors.

Our predecessors increasingly lose influence over their progeny as they are cut off from

their inheritancd tradition and heritage, be it religious, cultural, environmental, or

otherwise. Moreover, as each gextem exercises more power over its successors, what

looks like an emancipation from traditional and religious oppression really becomes

another kind of tyranrgy a tyranny ovehumannature. This tyranny manifests itself

through forms of eugenics and sdiéo education (more accurately, propaganda).

Humanity isno longer free to develop and interact organically w#imheritance from

the past, to operate as an insidéh the propeunderstanding aexperience to modify

or make alterations to its detepment from within. Instead, severed frompiéstsocial,

political, and religious history, norms, and valuasmanityis left to thedeterminatiorof

thosepossessinghe powerto mold human nature into whatever gaar form they

please Consequety, as each successive generasbnnks in sizeapproacing the

point of extinction, human natubmcomesveakerin the processhe power diminishes

as those in the grip of power diminish i The | ast men

, far

from bei

will be of al men most subject to the dead hand of the great planners and conditioners

and

wi || t hhemsel ves

118 | ewis, Abolition, 56.
117) ewis, Abolition, 56.

118) ewis, Abolition, 58.
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Natureds Conquest of Man

Thegrim picture Lewis paints is a complete reversal of the one hoped for by
thenaivelyoptimistic modernist or progressivist. Along tlirgjectory human nature is
not advancingprogressingor flourishing quite the contrary, it islowly and gradually
dying, physicallymorally, and spiritually. Lewigpresagesvhat this will look like for

humanity in the distant future:

The real picture is that of one dominant@&det us suppose the hundredth
century A.Dd which resists all previous ages most successfully and dominates all
subsequent ages most irresistibly, and thus is the real magiterlafman species.
But then within this master generation. the power will be exercised ayminority
even smallerstiiManés conquest of Natwure, if the d
planners are realized, means the rule of a few hundreds of menlbees bipon
billions of men. There neither is nor can be aimgplei ncr ease of power o
side. Each new power wday man is a poweoverman as well. Each advance
leaves him weaker as well as strontfér.

Although Lewis projects this procesi nt o t he future, in truth h
stageod may be cHitoesway thetfimal stade é thp coegsestmver.

n a t usrcame When Man by eugenics, by-peal conditioning, and by an education

and propaganda based on a perfppliad psychology, has obtained full control over

himself. Humannature will be the last part of Nature to surrender to Man. The battle

will be wono'%°

Social conditioning/engineering of mmanity. But, won by whom, Lewis
asks?He answersthe groupoime n  wh o a ¢ qaumake ®thep rmew whtieyh
p | e &°5 Ehese powewieldersoversocietyare diversely referred to as the Controllers
or Conditioners, and s  mamenoldersof the new age . . . armed with the powers of an

omnicompetent state and aresistible scientific techniqu#® Of course, in one sense,

1191 ewis, Abolition, 58; emphasis original.
1201 ewis, Abolition, 59; emphasis original.
1211 ewis, Abolition, 59; emphasis original.

122) ewis, Abolition, 60.
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every generation has exercised a degree of poweltits\arccessor, shaping and
influenci ng hu mtiodghoytine'* tHewewer, io thisrcasehe
situationis novel in that, ot onlyis the powerexercisedy the Controllers over the
controlledincomparablygreater, butevenmoresignificant the Controllers have stepped

outside of th&'aa Lewis explains,

Values are now mere natural phenomena. Judgements of value aprddured

in the pupil as part of the conditioning. WhateVapothere is will be the product,

not the motive, of education. The conditioners have been emancipated from all that.
It is one more part of Nature which they have conquered. . .. Theyhmwewo
produceconscience and decide what kind of conscience they will produce. They
themselves are outside, abddeé.

Thenew morality represents the production of an artifiteband conscience.
The Controllers are motivated primarily by theirdesire and, as fAmoti vators
of mot i ves seekointukeate theinvaltes bhased on these desires into the
culture through mass propagartda.Lewis envisions a process whereby the Controllers
initially are motivated themselves by somergaovers from thel'ao, for example, a

sense of a fAdutyo t“8 Buintimethe reajizatiorosetslinthat t fig o o d

123 ucas comments,

Lewis was particularly afraid of genetic engineering, and in this, again, iprescient. We might

take issue with him on some points. Not all genetic counselling and therapy need be manipulative.

And some measure of control is not the same as complete control. We always have had some

measure of control over future generations. What frightened Lewis, and ought to frighten us, is

the possibility that, by genetic engineering or social conditioning, we could program people to

behave exactly as we pleased. For then they would not be people, beings other than ourselves with a

mind of their own, but merely artefaétsthings we could use, but not persons we could
communicate with, sharewith i denti fy with, or care about. Lucas,

For further reading on Lewis and biMalethi cal i s s
Last Forever: The BASA35 (Jine 1983). bo#, C. S. Lewis, 0
http://www.asa3.org/ASA/PSCF/1983/JASR&BLaBar.htmj Peter SWilliams, fiThe Abolition of Man
Reflections on Reductionism with Special Reference to EugéicsS. Lewis Sety of California
accessediay 2, 2020, http://www.lewissociety.org/abolitionandStephen APhillips,i Hu man Ger ml i ne
Geneti ¢ Enhanc e meTheAbditiordof Mayb Etics & MedisimesAdh international
Journal of Bioethic28, no. 2 (Summer 2012): 11823, Academic Search PremijdeBSChost

124 ewis,Abolition, 61; emphasis original. Consider Lewisd§é
education apropagationvs. propaganda

125 | ewis, Abolition, 61-62.

126 However, elsewhere Lewis warris Wh e r e olentelanaing, armed with political or
economic power, can become wickettlhesswkenofittheamplboe:t
Lewis to Mrs. Halmbachedanuary 1951in The Collected Letters of C. S. Lewisl. 3,Narnia,
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the very concepts afutyandgoodare no longer binding upon them as such concepts are

a result of processes namdertheir control. These concepaseemptied of their older

contensand filled with something entirely new:

be the judge. And 6goodd fares no better.

different conceptionsf good in us. The question is which, if any, they should produce.

No conception of goo'd can help them to deci d
Lewis claims anticipating his itics, thatit is too simplistic to accuse him of

describing these Clhestuationisaaal\yswoaé&théibad men. 0O

Controllers have ceased tofmeni n t he fol d .senBley ofauwd el daeam

their own share in traditional humanityorder to devote themselves to the task of

deci ding what OHumano Evgidtivetarmd il Kk heimged dd t &an dne

Aibado can no | onger be appltheecahteritaftheashem si nce

words is henceforward to be derivéd® This revealsthe radical, revolutionary character

of the conquest Lewis has been describmgfar. The Controllers and their new

subjects have now suffered a horrible fate:

theTaqg they have stepped intothevoid.. They are not men: they ar e

final conquest has provedtobethd ol i t i 01 of Man. o

The fatal impulse Whatthenin the end motivates theéonditioners to act at

all? Having abandoned thEag, only one, normuestionbegging motive remains for

Cambridge, and }»19501963 ed. Walter Hooper (New York: HarperCollins, 20092,

1271 ewis, Abolition, 62-63. Some might charge Lewisith committingthe slippery slope
fallacy. Howevercommenting on famous people who denied the natural law, Lindskoog and Ellwood
write, iOne of those famous people is B. F. Skinner, who answ@&wsyiond Freedom and Dignithat the
abolition of the inner person and traditional morality is necessary so that science can prevetitithre ab
of the human racé.ewis had already exclaimed Abolition...6 Bu t  euhll yhe spéries be

preseBkedfér does not provide an answer, but embraces
aim to change and dehumanize the human race to fulfill their purposes more efficienth. i ndds k oog an
Ellwood, i C . S. Lewi s: Nat ur al 1065k w, the Law in Our Heart s,

128) ewis, Abolition, 63.

1291 ewis, Abolition, 64.
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explaining the activities and choices of the Condition#essic volqg sic jubeoimpulse.

Lewis explains,

Everything except thsic volq sic jubechas been explained away. But what never
claimed objectivity cannot be destroyed by subjectivism. The impulse to scratch
when | itch or to pull to pieces when | am inquisitisemmune from the solvent

which is fatal to my justice, or honor, or care for posterity. When all thatfigags

good has been debunked, what sélyaranto remains. . . The Conditioners,

therefore, must come to be motivated simply by their own pteas. . My point is

that those who stand outside all judgements of value cannot have any ground for
preferringoone of their own impulses to another except the emotional strength of that

impulse!

The desire for pleasuraotivatingthose inpower is itelf the product of ature. Thus,

ironically, the Conditioners have become subjecheforcesof mere mturein the end.

Moreover, one will not find any hope in thbeance the Conditioners will be motivated by

more benevolent impulses for their conmtiied subjects f or t hi s -woul d r equ
enteringthdfacd t o make the |j udgmentinsteadleewis iBenevol e

writes,

By logic of their position they must just take their impulses as they come, from
chance. And Chance here means Natlires from heredity, digestion, the weather,
and the association of ideas, that the motives of the Conditioners will spring. Their
extreme rationalismby fiseeing throu@all firationab motives, leaves them

creatures of wholly irrational behavior.

Congquently Lewis summarizes tha@readfulsituation fiNature, untrammeled by values,
rules the Conditioners and, through them, al
out, in the moment of its consummationp be Natureo6&8*conquest of

Horrificaly, mandés attempt t o Indhemesgprogressen power s o

1301 ewis, Abolition, 65-66. Sic volo, siclibeois taken from Juvena$atire6. The full saying
is Sic volo, sic iubeo; sit pro ration®luntas A Thi s | will, thie Reasomasd: | ef
pl ace. 0

131 |_ewis, Abolition, 67 emphasis adde@nce again, the behavior impulsed_ewis

describes would be more correctly calteatrational rather tharirrational. Also, what Lewis terrs
ilextreme riranfcallresaltsf irsorm &Enl i g ht e natemptto redace allehmgsl i s mé s
( iseei ngtoforms of ratiprializgtion.

1321 ewis, Abolition, 67-68. Lewis also describes in poeticfotmh e r ever s al of mands
of natue only to then be conquered by herinthe. Sk C. S. Lewisj Pan 6 s Hoemged.,, 0 i n
Walter Hooper (London: Geoffrey Bles, 1964; repr., San Diego: Harcourt,.1977)
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defiance otheboundarieset by natural law, actually leads ta8 b u subjdgation of

humanityin the end

The Magiciands Bargain
Lewis extends hisnalysisto the termNature a wordwith a variety of

meaningsand thusone thashould be consideréd light of its opposite$®® He explains,

Nature seems to be the spatial and temporal, as distinct from what is less fully so or
not so at all. She seems to be the world of gtyar@s against the world of quality;

of objects as against consciousness; of the bound, as against the wholly or partially
autonomous; of that which knows no values as against that which both has and
perceives value; of efficient causes (or, in some moskgstems, of no causality at

all) as against final causé&¥.

Accordingly, people have traditionally maintainedualisticdistinction between the
world of quantity (i.e., natwure) and the
human, spitual, supernatural). However, Lewdsscribesn analyticalprocess by

which the world of qualitypecomeswallowed up by the world of quantjtyr reduced to

Amer e NHetxplligs, 0

Now | take it that when we understand a thing analytically anddbsmnate and

use it for our own convenience, we reduce it to the levéNaturedin the sense

that we suspend our judgements of value about it, ignore its final cause (if any), and
treat it in terms of quantity. This repression of elements in whatdwgbkrwise be

our total reaction to it is sometimes very noticeable and painful: something has to be
overcome before we can cut up a dead man or a live animal in a dissecting room.
These objecteesistthe movement of the mind whereby we thrust themtimo

world of mere Naturé®

Thus,nature is stripped adny intrinsic value or purpogguality) and is reduced to what
can be scientifically measuraddcalculated quantity) Any surviving remnants of our
formerresponséo the qualitative aspects oature must be repressedovercome in

order todominateand use nature for our human end$e result is a disenchantment of

133 _ewis, Abolition, 68-69.
1341 ewis, Abolition, 69.

1351 ewis, Abolition, 69-70; emphais original. Cf. Lewis on reductionism and nature in Lewis,
English Literature 3-4. This is discussed further in chap. 4 below.
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nature making ita mere object for human manipulatiohhereductionistic process

depends upothe successful demythologirat of natureor the growth ofour analytical
knowledge of and increased power over nattftéBut, for Lewis,the reduction of nature

to its mere quantitativelementomes at greatost:the very reality of the natural

world is called intoqueston.Speaki ng of the fgr éeeshyg,st of
fiThe great minds know very well that the object, so treated, is an artificial abstraction,

that something of its reality has been St. In other words, what remains thfis

mo C

process iad nwotr [tdhoe nirneus i ts mythical attri b

the human mindi Nat uredo i s what conforms to the
domination what is notassimilated to the human minglnot accounted as real at di.
addition, thamore successful this domination of nature, the more things are treated as
mere objects of naturand themore ground is given up to nature. As Lewis explains,
fEvery conquest over Nature increases her domain. The stars do not become Nature till
we can veigh and measure them: the soul does not become Nature till we can
psychoanalyze her. The wresting of powleosn Nature is also the surrendering of
thingsto Natured*®

Lewi sO ma howeverjs theeatension of this domination of nature to
humann at ur e. adtseon asrwg talke the findl step of reducing our own species
to the level of mere Nature, the whole process is stultified, for this time the being who

stood to gain and the being who has been sacrificed are one and the sameonghis is

the many instances where to carry a principle to what seems its logical conclusion

%0n the eradication of the mythical el ements

trees either as Dryads or as bl objects while we cut them into beams: . . . . The stars lost their
divinity as astronomy developed, and the Dying God has no place in chemical agriculture. To many, no
doubt, this process is simply the gradual discovery that the real world i®dtffeom what we expected,

h ume

Wi

and the old opposi tsinat cther Gadl ii Ise.cbhewspAbtliiom@scdy ant i sm

137 Lewis, Abolition, 70-71.

138 ewis, Abolition, 71; emphasis original
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produces absurdity:*° Lewis refers tothis transactiomsfit he magi c,icaniéns bar g
whichthe humarsoul is exchangedr sacrificedor the promise of power. Heever, by
bartering awayhe soul inthis exchangeany power received does not belong to
humanityin the endfiwe shall in fact be the slaves and the puppets ofdhahich we
have given our souts-*°

Thus, Lewis warns thinal stage of thelisenchanmhentof natureinvolvesthe
completeobjectification of humannature i n whi ch man treats f@dAhi ms
objectdé and his own judgments of valwue as r a
alter laeawiws d | proi mar y molyjie¢hdtif inan chodses todreat h  a
himself as raw material, raw material he will be: not raw material to be manipulated, as
he fondly imagined, by himself, but by mere appetite, that is, mere Nature, in the person
of his dehumanized Conditione** In the end, it will not beheindividual human
subject who has the control to remake him/herself into whatever Ipéstses. Instead,
any and allremakingwill be according to thenereappetite of the Conditionerthat is
mere nature

Apart from suiaile, Lewis sees only two options left beforeGsEi t her we ar e
rational spirit obliged for ever to obey the absolute values ofdloeor else we are mere
nature to be kneaded and cut into new shapes for the pleasures of masters who must, by
hypothesishave no motive but t HeForrlewstesolatorat ur al 6

requiresa return totraditional morality He explainsfi On | yaoprévieles a common

1391 ewis, Abolition, 71-72. Lewis compares this absuggdto an account of a famous Irishman
who discovered that a particular kind of stove cut his fuel costs by half. Based on this mathematical
calculation, he determined having two of the same stove would therefore enable him to heat his home at
zero cost!

1491 ewis, Abolition, 72. Cf. Mark 8:363 7 ( EMMyhat dois it profit a man to gain the
whole world and forfeit his soulPor what can a man give in return for his soul?

141 ewis, Abolition, 72-73.
142 _ewis, Abolition, 73; cf. 67.
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human law of action which can ovarch rulers and ruled alike. A dogmatic belief in
objedive value is necessary to the very idea of a rule which is not tyranny or an
obedi ence whi thOthersiisenapart fram thEao ¢henyere goal of
human survivatano nl y | ead t edestructiod’h Thusyt® Eaois e | f
foundational tahe preservation of humanity and the preventiothefreduction of man

to a mere abstraction. He writes,

In theTaoitself, as long as we remain within it, we find the concrete reality in

which to participate is to be truly human: the real common wdl @mmon reason

of humanity, alive, and growing like a tree, branching out, as the situation varies,
into ever new beauties and dignities of application. While we speak from within the
Taowe can speak of Man having power over himself in a sense tralggous to

an i ndi v-codtwla Bubtle moreehtiwe step outside and regardidbas
a mere subjective product, this possibility has disappeared. What is now common to
al |l men i s a mere abstract wunivérsal, an F

means simply the rule of the Conditioners over the conditioned human material, the
world of posthumanity which, some knowingly and some unknowingly, nearly all
men in all nations are at present laboring to prodtrce.

143 ewis, Abolition, 73.Co mpar e Lewi s on ficommon human | awd to
icommonnd na ficommon finleurd Ceolusretwsh,erle:agree, O6have tradit
common man and the commomam 6 s v i e w o ftis thoe thaa weimust exténd the term .
6comm mand to cover Locke, Grotius, Hooker, Poynet, A

have no objection to that; in one most important, and to me gloriense shey were all common méut

that whole tradition is tied up with ideas oédwill, responsibility, righs, and the law of natureG. S.

Lewis, AOn Puni shmen tGodimtheDegk:IEgsays an Theoldgy anccEthedam, 0 i n

Walter Hoopel(1970; repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdma2802), 299As well, in a footnote, Levd references

Abolition, and especially the o o kppesdixgas suppot f or hi s notion of #Acommon m

144 Moreover, Lewis does not think this temptation to remake humanityigsie to one
particular ideologicalsocial,or political movement. Whether Denrat, Communist, Fascist, or Nazi,
t he f pvhiahdfe snsot checked, wil |l abToatitiosahvalddsaredobep er at es t
6debunkedd and mankind to be cut out into some fres
an arbitrary wil) of some few lucky people in one lucky generatidrich has learned how to do it.
Lewis, Abolition, 73-74. Significantly, Lewis alsdiscusses the affethis has on human language
writes,

Thebelief that we can inveriideologie® at pleasure,andé¢h consequent treatment of
me r & ¢specimens, preparations, begjin affect our very languag@nce we killed bad men: now

we liquidate unsocial elementgirtue has becomimtegrationand diligencelynamismand boys

likely to be worthy of &ommission arépotential officer materiab.Most wonderful of all, the

virtues of thrift and temperance, and even of ordinary intelligencesadgsresistancg74; emphasis

original).

1451 ewis, Abolition, 74-75.H.C.F.stands for Highest Common Factbiotice within theTao
there is room for continued growth and adaptation of human nature to new situations and contexts as they
develop over time. Moreover, it is by remaining within the concrete reality dfabé hat humani t yo6s
concreteness is presenaad man is prevented from becoming reduced to a pure abstéaetioempty,
formal universal with no concrete material content, only raw material to be manipulated at will.
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The Magiciands Twin

Once again, Lewgiexpects his detractors &mcuse him of attacking science
but he deni es t heal NatunabPhipsophaysl dviorud dt huantd efi st an d
defense of val uehewldodkndwedga whdck mustrdie ke evdry 0 t
other when its roots theTaoare cutd'*® Even more, he suggests science might
produce the cureBut, in order to highlight how science might contribute tosbi@tion

hefirst addresses the problematic familial relationship betweggicandscience

Magic and science Lewisdiscusses the historically entangled relationship
betweermagicandscience with which many are unfamiliaidn the popular mind, the
apparent success of scienmeeontraswith the failure of the magician has clouded the
historical originsof science. Although certainmodernwriters about the sixteenth century
make 1t Magiewerela médievalfsurvival and Science the nevgttiat came
i n to s wetkedfactisit mevalyi, @h noon of magico was in
seventeenth centies, not the Middle Age¥'’

Moreover, ke continuesifiThe serious magical endeavor and the serious
scientific endeavor are twins. . They wer e bor n of *tndeed, same i mpul
science eventually outpaced magic, but this only blurs their relaionidie further

explains thdamily resemblance

For the wise men of old the cardinal problem had been how to conform the soul to
reality, and the solution had been knowledge;disiipline, and virtue. For magic
and applied science alike the problerhasv to subdue reality to the wishes of men:
the solution is a technique; and both, in the practice of this technique, are ready to
do things hitherto regqarded as disgusting and impiaigh as digging up and
mutilating the dead

148 | ewis, Abolition, 75-76.
147 Lewis, Abolition, 76.
1481 ewis, Abolition, 76.
1991 ewis, Abolition, 77.Cf. Lewisto Douglas BushMarch 28,1941, in The Collected Letters
of C. S. Lewisvol. 2,Books, Broadcasts, and the War, 1913149 ed. Walter Hooper (New York:
HarperCollins, 2004 75. To further illustrate hipoint, Lewis comparestte mindset of Francis Bacon
with Christopher Marl owedbds character, Dr. Faustus.
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Lewis acknowledges thedoders of modern science were greater lovers of truth than of
powerand that the good rather than the bad el e
increased efficacy. However, Baysovertime the presence of the bad elements can

i mpact Athe dff i c¥ Repgardinghe eriginsdf the modern

scientific movement, hstops short of saying its defects were@mgi t al , At ai nt ed
its birtho But,h e d o e g was borninkan uinhealthy neighborhood and at an

inauspicious hour. Itsitmphs may have been too rapid and purchased at too high a

price: reconsideration, and s&mething |ike r

A regenerate gience? Speaking of repentance, Levagnsiderdiow science
might be regenerated aadtuallyunderwritethe curefor the modern predicament. He
raises the possibility of a nematural philosophy one whi ch i s ficonti nua
that the dénatural objectd produced by anal ys
view, and always correcting the alastt t >0 Though headmits hes not sure what
exactlyhehas in mind hedescribes in general outline tliewapproach to science.hib
new natural philosophy, or regenerate science, would opeithatgreater safeguards in
its treatment ohatural obg¢cts, but especially human subjects. It would recognize the
limited nature of its explanations and not seek to explain away what fails to fall under its
scientific purview. The safeguards would be provided byltt@recognized in human

consciencewhoseauthoritywould likewise be respected and not reducedrerelyor

for its own sake but as a means of extessiblding AManos
[Bacon] rejects magic becs@ it does not work; but his goal is that of the magician. In Paracelsus the

characters of magician and scientist are combingd L Abwelitis,, 78 Mar | oweds Faust | egenc
woul d | ater be given a moder n finaldave), Doatdr Faustusiand r et ol d

The Life of the German Composer Adrian Leverkihn, as Told by a Fridwch was started in 1943
and published in 1947. The book was informed by the events of WWII. IntgflgstinoughiMann was
a close friend oAdorno-Horkheimer Compard_ewis on Baconmagicians, and their shared pursuit of
knowledge for the sake of powerLewis, English Literature13-14.

1301 ewis, Abolition, 78.

151 ewis, Abolition, 78.

152 _ewis, Abolition, 78-79.
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onlyinstinct. In exercising a legitimate control over natsaencevould regardthe

parts as well as the whole. Moreover, it wonrldintain thelhou(subject) andt (object)

distindion, thus avoiding the sacrifice of human life f@ins inknowledge and power.

Il n sum, Lewis says, Ait would conquer Nature
by her and buy knowl edge®™adevertheldssoplewis cost t ha

admiswhat he is asking for may be an impossibility. He writes,

Perhaps, in the nature of things, analytical understanding must always be a
basilisk which kills what isees and only sees by killingut if the scientists
themselves cannot arrest this msg before it reaches the common Reason and kills
that too, then someone else must arrest it. What | most fear is the reply that | am
flonly one more obscurantist, that this barrier, like all previous barriers set up
against the advance of science, casdfely passed. Such a reply springs from the
fatal serialism of the modern imaginatibthe image of infinite unilinear
progression which so haunts our mirfs.

Tragically and ironically, the ultimate barrierr®al scientific advancement atiman
progress may turn out to be tliailure of the modern imaginaticaand its falsedeal (or
idol) of progress.

Finally, Lewiscloses this chapter withords both brilliant and beautifuthat
reveal the necessity oécognizingnaturallimits on explanation as tianalization Such
limits are essentiabf the possibility of knowledge, moralitgnd the very survival of
humanity. Genuine insight into reality must eventually arrive at and be guided by first

principles, otherwise blindnessisues And sohecondudesthus

1331 ewis, Abolition, 79. Lewis refers t@® u b e Thousitudtionp drawing onMartin Buber, |

and Thou1937).Compar e Lewis in his AA Reply to Professor Ha
for the fiabolition of personso in the tegaowingncy of At}
indiffererce to persoris(83-84).

14| ewis, Abolition, 80. Notice Lewis distinguishes between two senses of reason here. The
first is the sense of fAanalytical understanding, 0 whi
king, the basilisk, that causee@@t h by merely |l ooking or gazing at its
common Reasono of man, which apparently |l acks the des

discussion in Lewis on the image (or myth) of progress, see C. S. IfiDgifescriptione Temporumod i n

Selected Literary Essaysd. Walter Hoopef1969; repr.Cambridge: Canbridge University Press979);

fiDe Futilitate 0 Christian Reflectionsed. Walter HoopeflLondon: Geoffrey Bles, 1967epr, Grand

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995 A The Funer al Chodtian Reflé&tiopsadt Wakky Hobperd i n

(London: Geoffrey Bles, 196Tepr, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 199&)dfi The Wor | dés Last Ni gh
The Worl déds Last NNewlrdrk: Hakcoud, Brade,H @66epr.ESarsDaegos Harcotr

2002), especially pp. 164.
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But you cannot go ofiexplaining awag for ever: you will find that you have
explained explanation itself away. You cannot gdgiseeing throughthings for

ever. The whole point of seeing through something is to see something through it.
It is good that the window should be transparent, because the street or garden
beyond it is opaque. How if you saw through the garden too? It is no use trying to
fisee througbfirst principles. If you see through everything, then everything is
transparent But a wholly transparent world is an invisible world. fBee through

all things is the same as not to S&e.

lllustrations of the Tao

In theappendix tahe book, Lewis providesopiousillustrations of theTaoor
natural w in the form of an outlineHe makes clear that the list is not intended to be
exhaustive or complete. He also does not offer any explanation as to his particular
selections for inclusion or exclusiamthe list He simply states the illustrations included
Aar e c ol luehsdueas asfcone neaddy to the hand of one who is not a
professi on8Nodbubtdewis drewanmanydf his examples from their
primary sources. Although for a significant number of examples, he cites the
Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethitsr ERE) as a source of his informatiot. The
religious or philosophicataditions behindhi s exampl es include, usi
and in the order the headings first apgedhe list: Ancient Egyptian, Ancient Jewish,
Old Norse, Babylonian, Hindu (émcient Indian), Ancient Chinese, Roman (including
Stoic), English, Christian, Redskin, AngBaxon, Ancient Greek (or simply Greek), and

Australian Aborigines>®

155 ewis, Abolition, 81.Ont he end of RBHam Kldewsexplaing®Ri chard i n
his agny triestoturnto selbve.But he has been O6seeing througho a
tr oughd even this. I't becomes a mer e CtSdenisol ogy:

ATwo Ways wi tGbdinthe ®oclS Eskalys on Theotogy and EftedswWalter Hooper
(1970; repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdma2802), 194.

156| ewis, Abolition, 83.

157 Other secondary sources Lewis uses for his citations include: H. RTHefncient
History of the Near Eagi1913);PautAlexandre Janetlistoire de la Science Politiqugol. 1 (1872). As
early as Sepimberl 9 33, L e wi s sHistalre See @ &. Léwis hocAtthdir GreevE&gptembel,
1933 in The Collected Letters of C. S. Lewisl. 2,Books, Broadcasts, and the War, 193849 ed.
Walter Hooper (New York: HarperCollins, 200420,

138 More specifically, he cites the followgnworks: (1) EgyptianBook of the Dead2) Jewish:
Exodus, Leviticus, Deuteronomy, (3) Old Nors@élospa, Havamél, Sigdrifumél, Harbarthsljéth, (4)
Babylonian:Hymn to Samag5) Hindu:Laws of ManuBhagavad gita(6) ChineseAnalects (7) Roman:
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Furthermore, he makes it clear he does not intend the list to be considered a
collection ofindependentestimonies to th&aa This latter point seems to be very
important, especially considering the two further qualifications or clarifications he makes
about the listasitrelatestotheo Fi r st , he st at preveitsvaildtyam not t
by the argument from common consent. Its validity cannot be deduced. For those who
do not perceive its rational i ttySecomdjen univer

Lewis explains,

The idea of collectinghdependentestimonies presupposes theivilizationsd have
arisen in the world independently of one another; or even that humanity has had
several independent emergences on this planet. The biology and anthropology
involved in such an assumption are extremely doubtful. It is by no medais ce

that there has ever (in the sense required) been more than one civilization in all
history. It is at least arguable that every civilization we find has been derived from
another civilization and, in the last resort, from a single cénbearried like an
infectious disease oike the Apostolical successidff.

Finally, Lewis groups his illustrations under eight general categories. He does
not offer any explanation for these categories, the titles of the categories, the order of the
categories, or thparticular organization (divisions and subdivisions) of the categories.
His eight categoriemclude The Law of General Beneficence (Negative andtRe3;

The Law of Special BeneficendButies to Parents, ElderandAncestorsDuties to
Children andPosterity;The Law of Justice (Sexual Justit&gnesty, and Justice in
Court); TheLaw of Good Faith and Veracitfhe Law of Mercyand The Law of

Magnanimity.

Cicero, De Officiis[On Dutie$, De LegibugOn Law$; Juvenal Satires TerenceHeauton Timorumenos
Justinian/|nstitutions Virgil, Aeneid, (8) English: John Locké&reatises of Civil Governmenthomas
Hooker,Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity9) ChristianGospel of Matthew, Gospel of John, | Timothy, Titus,

(10) Anglo-Saxon:Beowulf Maldon, (11) Greek: Epictetu®)iscoursef EpictetusHomer lliad; Plato,

Crito, Phaedg Chilon of Sparta (one of the Seven Sages of Greece); Aristiti@nachean Ethicdt is
noteworthy that of the variety of sources Lewis uses some are conspicuously absent from his list, including
Buddhist,Islamic, and atheistic philosophical sourcaB,of which lack a natural law tradition

1591 ewis, Abolition, 83; emphasis original.

1801 ewis, Abolition, 83-84; emphasis original.
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Conclusion

The goal of this chapter of the dissertation was to provide aplesentation
ard explanation ot e w maindideas andrgumentsn this landmarkwork of
philosophical, moral, and cultural criticism. Timsestigationentailed making
connections betweehbolition, hisother writings and a variety of secondary souraes
order tofurtherilluminate hismeaning Thenext chaptetakes a similarstrategy in
closdy examining thehoughtof Adorno-Horkheimer from theirseminal text of the

Frankfurt Schoolndcritical theory,the Dialectic of Enlightenment
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CHAPTER 3
MAX HORKHEIMER, THEODOR W. ADORNO, AND
DIALECTIC OF ENLIGHENMENT

Introduction

This chapteseeks to indicate, coordinate, and explicate the central themes,
concepts, and argumentsAdornoH o r k h e book®ialéctic of EnlightenmentAs
with the previous chapter, thed is tooutlinethe major ideas of this book terms as
cl ose as pos s origihaemeaniagand imtentices, ag elpoessedin the
English translation of their workSincethe Dialecticis muchlongert han Lewi s 0
Abolition, the followingpresentatiorfocusesprimarily on the contents of the work

necessary for a comparative critical analysis in the subsequent cHapters.

The Concept of Enlghtenment

Adorno-Horkheimer succinctly state the major thesis of their bodkeir
preface as followsi Myt h i s already enlightenment, and
my t h o P ©@rgheir ascount, a dialectical processeafightenmentationality can be
identified in the history of Western civilization, which has resulted in the collapse or

Ar egr e geasomimaa favck of sheer dominatidxccordingly, Enlightenment

1C. S. LewisThe Abolition of Man: Reflections on Education with Special Reference to the
Teaching of English in the Upper Forms of SchoBisidell Memorial Lectures,5th Series (London:
Oxford UniversityPress 1944 repr, New York: HarperCollins, 2001Hereafter cited a8bolition. Max
Horkheimer and Theodor W. AdornDjalectic of Enlightenment: Philosophical Fragmen@ultural
Memory in the Present, ed. GutineSchmid Noerr, trandEdmund Jephcotymsterdam: Querido, 1947;
repr, Stanford CA: Stanford University Press, 200PereafteDialectic.

The 1944 original title for their first chapter
was | ater changed to AThe Concept of Enlightenment. 0

3 Horkheimer and AdornaDialectic, xviii.
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rationalism, despite its many promises of sciengifid technologicgbrogress, has
morphed intanother superstition or myth akinwdatit hadoriginally sought to
eradicate

Enlightenment thought paved the way éomythical view of reality in the
form of a positivist philosophyand sciencéWissenschaftwhich involved the
disintegration othe worldinto isolated factsThe result was disenchantmendf nature
and aconsequengstrangement of man from his natural environmémgtead ofulfilling
the promise ohuman progres®nlightenment reasgroducedurther domiration and
destructionpf nature h generahndhuman naturepecifically* According toAdorno-
Horkheimer however, this process did not start with kingtorical periocdknown asthe
Enlightenmen{roughly the seventeenth to eighteenth centuri®ather enlightenment
represents a process of rationalization that extasdar back ahe beginnings of
Westen civilization, and as far forward akeintellectual and cultural milieaf the early

twentieth century.

Enlightenment Aims at Liberation from
Myth to Mastery of Nature

Adorno-Horkheimer write,

Enlightenment, understood in the widest sense adilenae of thought, has

always aimed at liberating human beings from fear and installing them as masters.

Yet the wholly enlightened earth is radt with triumphant calamity.

Enl i ghtenment ds program was the delsenchant
myths, to overthrow fantasy with knowledye.

Thus the authors begin the firsssayof their major collaboratiofi. The liberation

“Y. SherrattexplaindiThe si gni ficant point about Adorno and
conceptualization of enlightenment is that it is made with a specific intention in mind. In their word, they
wi sh t o @&enlightergnat e a b o tnfacttheisaen i neither historical understanding nor
even straightforward philosophical definition but the specific oreiti€al theorizing o Sherratt,
AAdorno and Hor khei mer §d&BritiStoJounal fot he HistoryooEPhilosogh$y t e n me n t
no. 3 (2000): 524Academic Search PremigeBSChost quoting Horkheimer and Adorndjalectic, xi-
xvii; emphasis original.

® Horkheimerand Adorng Dialectic, 1.
®In their preface, they state of this esgayl h e f i, thestheoretisakbasis of those which
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Enlightenment sought as its goal was to come
wo r [ This woud be achieved by omsing mythand fantasy with knowledge.
FrancisBacon provided the model in opposing mere belief and dogmatic tradition with
experimental philosophy arsgiencewith the purpose of improving upon the human
condition brought a bppyumatctbbgtween tihe mind g manendd s, fit
the nature of things. o Knowl edge woul d be o
natured whi c lestabisfiman as the ftaster of nature. o
However for AdornoHorkheimerBacon 6 svas i ai Dpad,rd ar c hal
especially ag wasfurtherdeveloped after him in modern scien@ecordng to this
vision,it he mind, congquering superstoition, is to
Knowledges identified with unlimited power, a power wielded byman mastersho
seekto dominateor enslavenature. Mo r eo v er , i fheessenueooftbigy 1 s
knowledgeo Scientific knowledge coupled with te
instrument® n o tfor tbenmlastery of nature batsothe control of humanity. The

result is he reduction of rationality tmstrumental rationality or reason tinstrumental

follow, seeks to gain greater understanding of the intertwinement of rationality and social reality, as well as

of the intertwinement, inseparable from the former, ofiraand the mastery of natufighe critique of

enlightenment given in this section is intended to prepare a positive concept of enlightenment which

liberates it from its entanglement in blind doma t | Horkheider and Adorndialectic, xviii. Thus, on

their view, their negative critique of enlightee nt anti ci pates the devel opment o
enlightenment. o

"For Max Weberonthd di senchant mesnede oMa x hWe baeorr,| ddWi ssensch
B e r unfGesammetlte Aufsatze zur Wissenschaftsigl®22; repr.,;Tubingen:J. C. BMohr-Pau
Siebeck, 1968); or see the English translation Max Wéb&c i e n\o&atioapsn Fanm Max Weber:
Essays in Sociologyrans.H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Millsilew York: Oxford University Press, 1958

8 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 1.Inthisrggar d, t hey quote Bacon: fAThe
the sovereignty of man lieth hid in knowledge; . . . now we govern nature in opinions, but we are thrall unto
her in necessity: but if we would be lby her in invention, we shoulo mmand herFralwigy acti on. 0
Baconfil n Pr ai s e o FrankkisnBaowied. drther Jobnstonn(LondoB. T. Batsford 1965),
15. Also, see Bacoifhe New Organared.Lisa Hardine and Michael Silverthorg€ambridge:
Cambridge University Pres8000.

° They refer to the o, dive bomber, and remote control as examples skihstruments
used to control humanity in the present. Iwis, Abolition, 5455 ©Dnhh & aer oirplésgand, t he w
t he cont r ac eHotkheimerCriiquSdaf lestrivhental ReaspttansMat t hew J. O6Donnel |
al., Radical ThinkersNew York: Seabury Press, 197¢epr, New York: Verso2013, Kindle.
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reason Adorno-Horkheimerwrite of this selfinflictedwound A Rut hl ess toward
the Enlightenment has eradicated the last remnant of its owaveaiéness. Only

thought which does violence to itselfisharde u g h t o s HThetedquaimofmy t hs . 0
power and knowledgeéoesnot permit mysteryincluding the mystery of the rational

essenceThus, knowledge is novaluedfor its own sake but only fanstrumental

pumposes-’

Extirpation of Animism
(or Anthropomorphism)

The success of the Enlightenment projeciuiresthe liberation of humanity
from supestitious beliefs and practice:The di senchant ment of the
extirpationd a n i rHowsevar this process of extirpation knows no limiSnce
nature is emptied of gods and spiritsis purging eventually extendgento human
words,language, and meanindg/iodern science replaces the concept with the formula,
causality wih rules and probability. As concepts and categories susibatance
quality, activity, suffering beingandexistencdail to pass scientific scrutiny, they are
Al ef t Dedtheatribf thee ®ld metaphysigd a n d -histoeyiinrthe form ef
myths. Beginning with the pr&ocratic cosmologies and their rationalizations of nature,
the mythological gods and animistic powers are intellectualized into abstractions,
categories, forms, or universals of the Platonic and Aristotelian metaphysicsn,
these ardéurther reduced to theom-entities of superstitianWith no more illusions of
immanent powers or hidden properties to fear, natwexlisced tanatter to be
guant i fanghhg whathhddes ot conform to the standard of calcutahitid
utility must be ButddomaHomkheimdr wanpreethispioaess. 0

begins, fAthere YBnhiogho#émmemeidg! & actk. dorr osi

0 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 2.

1 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 3.
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r at i oeventuallyextednds to its own ideas of human rights, valaadeven the

individual self. In this way,i En leingrretnt i s Yt otal i tarian. 0
Adorno-Horkheimerexplainf Enl i ght enment has al ways r €

anthropomorphism, the projection of subjective properties onto nature, as the basis of

my t i Wikereas nith is in its ssence anthropoorphic,a form of subjectivism,

Enlightenment thinking seeks to establish an objective, systematic unity of what exists in

nature based on human reasbmut, even in the latter cashe result isareductionism:

The multiplicity of forns is reduced to position and arrangement, history to fact,

things to matter. . . . Formal logic was the high school of unification. It offered
Enlightenment thinkers a schema for making the world calculable. The

mythologizing equation of Formswithnueay s i n Pl at ods | ast writ
the longing of all demythologizing: numbe became enl i g°ht enment 6s

Thisis not onlythemodel forthe Enlightenment scientific thinking but its political and
economic thinkingas well Insum i F o r  tglitemmeBtnahyithing which cannot be
resolved into numbers, anttimately into one, is illusion. . . All gods and qualities
must be HYestroyed. o

ParadoxicallyEnlightenmenthas both amntagonisnio and yetan affinity for
myth. The myths discarded lifie Enlightenment were actually produced by
enlightenment thinking embedded within ancient mythical accodtkeavorld and its
processesThese primitive attempts at reporting, naming, and explaining the world
through narration were used to contra firocesses of nature through magidis

represents an incipiefdrm of demythologization already present as a theoretical

12 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 4.

3 Horkheimer and Adaro, Dialectic, 4.

4 They refer to both empiricist and rationalist examples of this ideal of unity, including
B a c ounassientia universalia n d L e rathesis aniversalisSeeBacon,De Augmentis Scientiarum
(1623; Leibniz, Mathesis Universali§1695).

> Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 4.

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 5. Cf. Lewis, Abolition, 70-71 on the demythologization
of the natural world.
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element within myth.Accordingly, the world becomes divided inteelogosof manand

Aithe mass of t hi ntmwalworidd The simgla distinctersbetveen t h e e x

mands own eealityswadlowsup allathedswWithout regard for differences,

the world is mdde subject to man. o
Demythologizatiorcoincides withth e fiawa k eni n gHowdvert he subj

thisis ata great cost. Thericeisi t s fArecognition of power as t

rel at i 8 Acsdidinglys myth becomes enlightenment, but this objectifying power

over nature isatthecosto mano6s e st r anthreughitsdominBtioroasia nat ur e

mere obgct, thing, instrumerfor manipulation. Thisiewly discoveredubjectobject

relationship leads to a type of identity thinking in which nature is reducaertemental

guantificationswhat can be measured, calculated alassified All qualitesare

consigned teubjective projectionsBut, this also mean$ t h gowarfullself becomes

a mere having, an abatt identityd a mere abstractio.

Enlightenment Self-Destructs
Falling Under the Spell of Myth

Ironically, the Enlightennm@ process, with its increased dominatiomafure
through science and technologgcomes selflestructivan the end This tendency is

attested to in the gradual steps of demythologization it3éléy declare,

Mythology itself set in motion the endie process of enlightenment by which, with
ineluctable necessity, every definite theoretical view is subjected to the annihilating

" Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 5. They cite Geasis1:26 alongside quotations from the
Olympian religion to illustrate the idea of the world being given over to the dominion ofChdrewis,
Abolition, 69700n t he di stinction between Athe world of quant
reduction of the latteto the former

18 Horkheimerand Adornopialectic, 5. Thisinclud es mands r elUnfyhppnship to G
reason begins to level tlkistinction between Godandmgn ven t hat mands reasoning al
over natur e r eve alintumaremagtesy over natelaris ssenseois deifted.

¥ Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 6. Cf. Lewis,Abolition, 74-75 on the reduction of the
world of nature and eventually man himself to the level of an abstrattitiis regard, like Lewis,
Adorno-Horkheimeremphasize the closelationdip between magic and scienétorkheimer and Adorno,
Dialectic, 7. This connection is discussed further in chap. 4 below.
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criticism that it is only a belief, until even the concepts of mind, truth, and, indeed,
enlightenment itself havesken redued to animistic magit.

Moreover, they proclainthis seltdestructivedendencyi pr edomi nat es
rationalistic system of Western philosopidue to he intertwinement of enlightenment
and myth?! Thus, ironicallyi J ust as my il dmlightearhentendttdeyerye n t a

step enlightenment entangles itself more deeply in mythology. Receiving all its subject

matter from myths, in order to dest* oy them,

Mythical fear of the unknown. This intertwinenent of enlightenment and
myth grows at of the fear of the unknowrBoth mythical and scientific explanations
the worldrepresent attempts to explainaccount for the unknown order to eadicate
this fear through mastery over natuf@ut of this pocesst he concept grew
of dialectical thinking, in which each thing is what it is only legdming what it is

notThe goal of emancipation from fear of

20 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 7.
2 Horkheimer and AdorndDialectic, 8.

22 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 8. They goon to describe the deleterious role of
Enl i ght en me nabdraction asdiquidatiamBased an Enlightenment reasoning, all existing
things are universally mediated through the reasoning suBjelaghtenment through mediation seeks to
make # things the same or unifietllence, the levatig rule is abstractiombstraction presupposes the
distance between subject and obj&jt As the subject ordered, subordinated, and subjugated the world, at
the conceptual level, truth became defined in teshand also depealent upon classifying thoughthis

t

h €

classifying knowl edge, h ohweally apprehendsthemlmectO)filheh e knowl ed g e

increased distance placed between the subject and the object results in, like myth, a continual
anthrggomorphizing of the object through subjective projectidonsequently, the problem of the subject
object relation is intensified.

Allalong AdorncHor khei mer describe these stages of
nature (the world of objectsh iterms of an anthropological history of religions apprdaa., the views of
Ludwig Feuerbackil804-72], who influenceKarl Marx[1818-1883]and Friedrich Enge]$820-1895)).

This approachs also reminiscent of theligionsgeschichtliche Schyle bistoryfof religionss c ho ol , 0
which devdoped out of nineteentbenturyhigher criticism.For AdorneHorkheimer, this anthropological
development involves a kind of evolution of religions from preanimistic to animistic, primeval religions to
the religionsof Indra and Zeus, and so drhe earlier, primitive view does not see thieine aswholly
transcendent and in contradistinction to the material wbtltpart of the complex concatenation of nature,
in which the unknown and known are linkggb., the pinciple ofmang. Moreover this is coupled witta

fear of the unknown and the unfamiliar. With each movement throughe@#fttopologicaktagethere is a
greater concentration of power and abstraction which devettmgs eliminating the unknown in the
processConsequentlyeach attempt texplaincomes at the cost of @xplaining awag or liquidation.

2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 11.
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demythologization, of enlightenmeat. | nhdyeland, fiEnlightenment is mytical
fear radicalized. o

This radical fear of the unknown extends to a fear of the outside, a fear of
difference, a fear of others. Escaping this fear means confining everything to the circle of
existence, the eternally santheinescapable cycle of nature. One of the ways this is
accomplished is through the control of language, reducing all meaningful communication
or linguistic expression to scientific language, which symbolizes power over nature. Yet,
S ci e n c e breaughghe aperatiort of its immanent reason only enforces the particular

interest ofthe powetwieldersand reinforces the existing order status quo

Thefatalerror. Enl i ght fatalenrerwasdss pr e uNaumme nt t hat
... iIs what can beegisterednathematically. . . In the preemptive identification of the
thoroughy mathematized world with truth, . . ltequet es t hought Wi th math
Theidentificationof thought with mathematiagives rise to theeification of thought,
turning it into a thing, atoohbywh i ch it becomes fAan autonomous
aping the machine it has itself produced, so that it can finally be replaced by the
machine %8 Thoughtreduced to a necessary and objeathathematical proceder
mimetically makesthe world resemble igdf. Thismeansanything notaccounted for in
mathematical thought ternisconsidered irrelevant and meaningless, includihg

metaphysicaind theologicaspeculations. Only thactualis of any real concerf.

2*Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 11.
2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 18.
2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 19.

"Hencethey write,i The mastery of nature draws the circle
reason hials thought spellboundHorkheimer and Adorndyialectic, 19. This is an obvious allusion (and
sl ight) to Criiguaof Buwe Readsafdi8l)6See Immanu&lant, Critique of Pure Reasgn
trans. J. M. D. Meiklejohn. Great Books in Philosophy (Buffalo, NY: Prometheus Books, 2¢81))see
Theodor AdornoK a n Crilicaie of Pure Rason, edRolf Tiedemann, trans. Edmund JephcBtiahkfurt
am Main: Suhrkamp Méag, 1995; repr.Stanford CA: Stanford University Press, 2001
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Thiseads to an ironic twist of fate i1 n th
developmentwhich comesonce againata hugecosiwor | d domi nati on over
turns against the thinking subjectitself . . .. Both subjettam bj ect &M nul | i f i
worldbeomes t he mere subjective measure of the
and logical formulationsThiss eemi ng fitri umph of subjectivit
obedient subordination of reasontowhas i mme d i a? Erllighterment hand. o
rationalityinstills a deceptive sense of a clear, positivist, and objective vision of reality,
presumably based uppnh e Af act s o0t if s ntasuume .outButtg be on
selfpr oj ected fAuntruth, 6 the formalditozati on and
human patterns of thougfft. Thus,insteadof promoting progres€nlightenment
regressesto the mythologyihas never bee*h able to escape. o

Theresultofthédi o bj ect i fi cati on of mindod is the
from the objects they damate as well as estrangemeénall human relationships
Individuals are shrunken down to mere points of conventional and operational activity.

Subjectsare reduced tobjects merethings They write,i Ani mi sm had endowed

with souls; industriam m&es soulsiri  t h¥ngs . o

2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 20.

2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 20. Accordingly, iThe actual is validatec
confines itself to repeating it, thglit makes itself mere tautology.

¥O0r as they put it more concisely in their prefe
myth. Blorkheimer and Adorndialectic, xvii. Brian J. Shaveffers a helpful summary of their argument
at this pointi T h u s , rkhéimer, rebbkon and enlightenment return to the myth Whbioh they initially
emergedSince reason is itself myth, in turning agaimstth it had to destroy itselEnlightenment begins
at the attempt to subject the world to the deds of the consciowibject.It ends in the surrender of the
subjectta¢ he worl d of BriansdlSbaw, ci®Reawisom, 0 Nostal gia, and Es.
Critical Theor y Joufnal &diticdd moklH1985)i Academic Search Premier
EBSChost

31 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 20.

32 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 21. They proceed to explain how this leads to the
commaodification of lifein all its aspects by an economic apparatus that seeks to control human beings and
their behavior though the fetishizing of commodities and increasing standardization processes used in
mass production, all in conformity to a schemata enforced by the collective who are ultimately controlled
by the powers of industry. They explore these issues in geetttin theire s say, fAThe Cul ture I
(see below).
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From self-preservationto instrumental reason.Sincein Enl i ght enment 6s
mythicterra s pr i ngs f r o nknlightehnoent seeks to eradicateyatl thaces
of myth wherever they can be found, includeay e r y t h i hagno phabeiinghe

=1
—

functional contextof selp r e s e r % ladeédeetfp ®e s er vati on is the
Western civilizatio®® The mythical traces to be eradicateere extended taspects of
body and soul, suchthdéte sel f , i s teabstenderdat oe Idgical subjext, a
formed the reference point of reason, the legislagti aut hor i*tHence élf- acti on. o
preservatiorbecomegparamount.
Moreover, in the structure of the bourgeois economy all work is mediated by
the principle of selpreservation.Yet, the bourgeois division of labor ordjienates
individuals who mstconformt o t he @t e c &nBven adrsethepthinkingat u s .
of the individualnowreduced tdheit r anscendent al .s.ishsplfect of kn
seeminglyabolished and replaced by the operations of the automaticamesnts of
o r d¥ m otber wordsreasorbecomesnstrumentalized Substantial reason is
abolished and replacdyy instrumental reason/Vhereashe stated goal is human
progres and the betrment of society, humaationality, hollowed of its substantive

purposepecomegpurely instrumentabr functional, with no external regulating standards

(or values)’®

33 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 22.

*Theyclaimfi Spi nozadés proposition: 6the endeavor of
basi s ocbntaing thettrue ewgmbdof all Western ciMization.d Horkheimer and Adorndialectic,
22. They citeBaruch pinoza (163277) fromhis Ethics(1677).See Spinozé;thics trans. A. Boyle
(London: Everyman, 1948), pt. 4, prop. 2&rall.

35 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 22.
3¢ Horkheimer and Adrno, Dialectic, 23.

¥ TheyexplaniPosi ti vism, which finall yhedllestifanojot shr i nk
of all, thoughtitself, eliminated the last intervening agency between indalidation and the social norm.
The technical process, to whithe subject has been reified after the eradication of that process from
consciousness, is as free from the ambiguous meanings of mythical thought as from meaning altogether,
since reason itself has become merely an aid to temedmpassing economip @ a r aHorkheimed
and AdornoDialectic, 23.

% James Schmidt write,He r e, i n br i ef ,Dialedic of Enghtenmentt r al t he me
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Consequently, and ironically, theywrieBut n at u rpeeseavationt r ue s el
is thereby unleashed . . . by the process whichmi s e d t o *°eCuitizationppat e it . o
viewsi pur el y n at astheaultimagexhreat to®deroveecome. The development
of civilization included a progressive movement through mimetic, mythical, and
metaphysical stages, eliminating the forms of behavior associated with &aekurn to
any of these previous stages maonaturedfromean a t e
whichithad e x t r i“ Bhusetie cantroBirgy miharity seeks to enstire
continuation of sooctihda ywhoyl & saufb olridfien attd ntgh e
This is accomplished throughe bourgeois commodity economy. But, this involves the
automation of selpreservation, resulting in the abdication of individweson and
choice to the controllers of productiom a powerful bit of prose, theagain express this

entwinement of enlightenment and myth:

Human beings have always had to choose between their subjugation to nature and
its subjugation to the self. \tMithe spread of the bourgeois commodity economy

the dark horizon of myth is illuminated by the sun of calculating reason, beneath
whose icy rays the seeds of the new barbarism are germinating. Under the
compulsion of power, human labor has always ledydwsan myth and, under

power, has alwgs fallen back under its spéfl.

Homer and the Dialectic of
Enlightenment: Progress and Regress

Toillustratethei i nt er t wi nement o foAdom¢ h, power, a

Horkheimert ur n t oOdybsepbk. 220specifially the adventuref Odysseusnd

the Sirensf or a fiprescient all egor*inthisactotme di al ec
instrument al reason reduces tronhofoadsusubssanande K
JamesSchmidtiLanguage, Mythology, and Enlightenment: Histo
Dialectic of Enlightenmert Social Research5, no. 4 (1998): 821Academic Search Premier

EBSCChost

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 23.
40 Horkheimer andAdorno, Dialectic, 24.
*I Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 25.
“2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 27. For a helpful discussion of Adordéor k hei mer 6's
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thesong of the Sirenantices theitisteningsubjecs to become lost in the past with an
irresistible promise of pleasur&ut, this means death fatl who succumb to the
temptation. Ultimatelyt h e S pronesa af 8 hafipy homecoming is the deception by
which the pastentraps ahumtani  f i | | e d “*vButtnb oné camegdape the 0
overpowering | ugwthow inflicting iajurySupon thenselihiss o n
represents parallel to the development of the self as subject in its extrication from the
powers of nature. Moreover, ttsRowshow the fear of death and destruction of the self
Ai s t wi nne dofoywhich has tireaterad cwilat i on at every mom
For the fAway of civilizat i othefpromise offjopadi ence a
ful fill menion.@ Amere il lus

However,Odysseus, the prototypidaburgeois hero, makes a decision that
evadedothdeath and happiness for himsastfwell ashis comrades. First, he chooses
for his comrades by plugging their ears with wax and ordehi@gnto row with all their
might. ForAdorno-Horkheimer this illustrates how survival dependsonnstlieni ng At o

thetemptation of the irrecoverabt®> Odysseus, the landowner, is capable of choosing

for himself. He has his comrades bind him toghie i npaét,and sdhe is able to listen

treatment of the wanderings of Odysseus, see Katie Flefmifigd y s seus and Enl i ghtenment:
and Ad o r rD@léksik der Aufklarung International Journal of the Classical Traditid®, no. 2 (Jue

2012): 10728, Academic Search PremijgEBSChost Robert HullotKentor,ii N o t eDlecticrof
EnlightenmentTranslating the Odysseus Essaydew GermarCritique no. 56 (Summer 1992): 168,

MasterFILE PremierEBSChost Intriguingly, Lewis also provides his own allegorical account of the
fidialectic of enlightenmedin C. S. LewisT he Pi |l gri mds Regress: An All egoric
Christianity, Reason ahRomanticisnfLondon: J. M. Dent, 1933gpr, with preface, London: Geoffrey

Bles, 1943repr.,with illustrations by Michael Hagy&rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997).

43 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 26.

“4 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 26. Throughoti this discussion, and elsewhere in
Dialectic, Adorno-Horkheimer make repeated referenceltming (GermanSehnsuck in connection with
the theme ohomecomingThese concepts are centi@the life and thought of éwis, both in terms of his
pre-Christian and Christian (dialectical) understanding and experience. In fact, Lewis opposes to the
di alectic of enlightenment a fAdialecticShnfuchtesireodo or
longing, or what he simply calloy(see chap. 6 belg. See C. S. LewisSurprised by Joy: The Shape of
My Early Life(London: Geoffrey Bles, 135; repr., San Diegdiarcourt, 1966)alsoPi | gr i mgs Regr ess
especially the preface (or afterword) to this work.

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 26.
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without surrenderindo the poweul lure of the SirensAccordinglyy, Ody sseus o
comrades are incapable of hearingthesengd s o t hey fAknow only of
song, not oTheyieave Odysseusibound tothe mast for the sake of both his

life and their own.But, in sodoingthey

reproduce the lifef the oppressor as a part of their own, while he cannot step
outside his social role. The bonds by which he has irrevocably fettered himself to
praxis at the same time keep the Sirens at a distance from praxis: their lure is
neutralized as a mere objeftcontemplation, as art. . . . In this way the enjoyment
of art and manual work diverge as fiwameval world is left behind®

Adorno-HorkheimerbelieveHo mer 6 s epi ¢ correctly depicts t
Acul tural herit,agdarend beort fho rricescdpdeo rfkk om At he
compul sion toward tHe social control of natu
The account of Odysseus and his comrades illustrates a fundamental principle
of Enlightenment progres&: The servant 1 s subjugated in boc
regres s e Adorgo-Horkheimersee this as thimevitablecost of every system of
domiration with itsideal ofprogres$® Wi t h t he gr owi ngofitechni cal
exi stencer, &g rhagmasettpa ifimi ti ve antohtnuepol ogi cal
dominaton requires greater repression of instirfété\s a consequencthey explain,
AAdaptation to the power of progress further
the degenerations which prove successful progress, not failed progress, to be its own

antithesis. The curse of irresistible progress is irresistibdeg r e ¥ Rdgressiondakes

“*® Horkhémer and AdornoDialectic, 27.

*"Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 27.

8 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 27. Dana Villa offers a helpful summary of their
argumenthus far. Dana Villa writed) Or i gi nati ng i n t he-prgservatiopreagonal st r uggl
separates itself from the mythic powers of a primitive, animistic world. It is this painful, idéortityng
struggle against an overwhelming nature that creates, from the very beginning, an internal link between
reason and domination, reason and w eDana¥illa,f Geneal ogi es of Total Dominat:
Ador no, an dNew@esnahQitiqguemn., 100 (2007): SAcademic Search PremigEBSChost

9 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 27-28.

%0 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 28.
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place both in the sensuous wotlde impoverishment dfodily experience, as well as the
intellectual onethe impoverishment dhe mind. Paradoxically therEnlightenment

b e ¢ o nhe wehidie of bothpogr ess an® regression. o

Glimmer of Hope?

Adorno-Horkheimerappeato hold out a glimmer of hop#espite
Enl i ght egressevetitar@dcter Thecentral problem seems to be the
intertwinement opower as dommationwith reason andationality. But, the praxis of
dominationrevealsts own limitations and hese limitationsnvolvea i mm ohe
rational ity i nrewkasniselfies hetemgeneous fromlas welhas critical
of domination®> Somewhe e al ong the way Afd otmhonydthtol logst
its element of selfeflection(Selbstbesinnung® But, hints of the possibility ahe
liberation of thoughtreembedded ithe contradictory nature of the lifdetween reason
and power.Forexample, tey explainfi The absurdity of a state of
power of the system over human beings increases with eegryhey take away from
the power of nature denounces the reason of the reasamabs oci et y* as obsol et
Ironically, Enlig ht e n me nt Onsastex nature,a pasterly wot possible without

mind,revealsbothmi nddés estrangement from and ensl| ave

! Horkheime and AdornoDialectic, 27.
52 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 29.
53 Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 29.

¥ Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 30-31. Cf. Max Horkheimer Eclipse of ReasofNew
York: Oxford University Press, 194#epr, New York: Contimum, 1996) Max Hor khei mer, WA The
Reasorin The Essential Frankfurt School Readet. Andrew Arato and Eike Gebhardt,-28 (New
York: Continuum, 1995 Adorno-Horkheimer further explainth& n |l i ght enment 6s fAspl it bet
and object, whik it will not allow to be bridged, becomes the index of the untbaitth of itself and of
truth. The proscribing of superstition has always signified not only the progress ofat@mibut its
exposured Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 31. This assessmerepresents a helpful example of an
application of their method afeterminate negatioar negative dialecticat the heart of their critical
theory. Negative critique of the inconsistencies or internal contradictions of Enlightenment rationality
exposests untruth, thus making an opening or wedge (an absence or empty spatrajHan the process,
although this positive truth is never affirmed. See Theodor Addtagative Dialecticstrans. E. B.
Ashton, Dd ed. (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 196€épr., New York: Continuum, 1995 heodor
Adorno,Lectures on Negative Dialectics: Fragments of a Lecture Course-196§ ed. Rolf Tiedemann,
trans Rodney LivingstoneGambridge: Polity Press, 2008
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Thus, it would appeahought still has the potential to become emancipatory.
But, enancipatory thought must restbe urge of identity thinking, the reification of
thought its reductionto an instrument of powerAdorno-Horkheimerseem taevealthe
emancipatory first steps follows fA By modestly confessing itse
being taken back into natumajnd rids itself of the very claim to mastery which had
ensl aved 7 Civilization adzanaes tlerough this dialectic of mastery and the
prospect of its alleviation, a prospect whose fulfilment depends an the dodcept.
Thus, the conceptts as a doubledged sword of sorts. Through science it creates
di stance between human beingsef haedtinabhuoe.t he
unfettered from fithe blind economic tendency
measure tls distance and the injustice it perpetuates. 3Jéligreflective moment
represents ea offr ennaetnubrreamaci t hin the subject, o
fenlightenment is opposédn pri nci PPl e to power . 0

Thus Adorno-Horkheimercome full circle as they begin and end tHiist

essaywith acritical reflectiononBaco 6 s ut opi an vision for human

Today, wherBa c o n 6 s has begnifuliikd.on a telluric scale, tlessence of
the compulsion which he ascribed to unmastered natuee@ibng apparent. It

was power itself. Knowledge, in which, fBacon,fithe sovereignty of man
unquestionably lay hidden, can now devote itself to dissolving that power. But in
face of this possibility enlightenment, in the service of the presentnisig) itself

into an otright deception of the mass¥s.

%% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 31.

*% Horkheimer ad Adorno,Dialectic, 32. Thought is sacrificed when reifiednd prevents
enlighteament from being truly realizeoly refusing to overturn the status qihen enlightenment
functions as a mere instrument or means for perpetuating this compltedresonesdestructive.
Accordingly,t hey expl ai n wlbalitgh the falsemalsautdre grindipke ofdlindpoweeThe
spirit of such unyielding theory would be able to turn back from its goal tkeespirit of pitiless progreés
(33). This last cooment reveals AdorrBlor k hei mer 6s opposition to any c¢l aim
al beit Hegel 6s Absolute idealism (despite their indet
determinate negation) or scientific positivism, especially in thedafa crude materialism or naturalism.
Any positing of an absolute reality impedes the realization of enlightenment, and as such must be opposed,
negated abol i shed by an fAunyieldingdo critical theory. Ol
maskedclaims to power. Se@eorg Wilhelm FriedriciHegel,Phenomenology of Spiritrans. A. V. Miller
(New York: Oxford University Press, 19)7

5" Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 33-34.
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Excursus [:
Odysseus or Myth and Enlightenment

In their nextessay, thérst of two excurss, Adorno-Horkheimerexpoundhow

HomeQ@dygssy, i ntroduced i msawhaebparsevinesetothe essay, f
daectic of e lightenment. o
Homerds Enl i ghtenthent: Odysseus

Awakening Subject

Adorno-Horkheimerproceed by digging through the various strata of the
Homeric epic uncovering its matinks to myth. Although the adventures are drawn
from populamythandt r adi t i on, irtch es ipHeormee nes skpy or gani z
myths as well as contradicting therm this same spirjthe heralOdy sseus fAturns o1
be the prototype of the bouis individual, whose concept originates in the unwavering
seltassertion of which the protagonist driven to wander the esatfie primeval
mo d &’ Moréover, h theHomericepicfi t h e v eosneos af thé Hpmeric world, a
world charged with meaninggveals itself as an achiewent of classifying reason,
which destroys myth by virtue of the same rational order which is used to refobi
This distinction between epic and myth, while retaining mythical elements within the
myth, is fundamental to aierstanding the intertwinement of enlightenment and myth.

Thus, h Homer we discover thanlightenment began taking shape long before the

*8 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 35. In their preface, they explainudhe writing of the
excurses (this essay and the next) is intended as a further working out of specific subjects in relation to the
t wo main theses oMythishleady enlightenrsent, aadsefitanynent reveres to, f
my t h o [xdgiig.y 0T hu s, t h etrades thedialectc ofanyth andienlighienment inQdgssey
as one of the earliest representative documenteafb g e o i s We s t (evili )nAgaini seekdtie z at i on o
Fl emi ng, AOdyssedas aRamdHubbtkleing lotr e n Oiakatitt of Bnlightenmedt
for super b tr eGdyssegnrAdosnoHorfkheirherme r 6 s

9 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 35. Of course, Adornélorkheimer themselves were
forcedto emigrate from Nazi Germany to the U.S. duringWWlhi s t heme of fwandering, 0O
Awandering Jew, 0 and the fiyearning for a homelandodo st
(seebelow)

%0 Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 35-36.
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Enlightenment® In fact, heydeclareino wor k bears more eloquent
intertwinement of enlightenmeand myth than that of Homer, the basic text of European
civilization.o®

Despite the presence of mythsHomer his reporting of the myths, including
the unity he Iimposescegsohhehemt haomttheda hley s b ]
mythical powers® 1 n t hi s way, the gradual | iberation
mind from myth represents an enlightenment of thoughts ancient coming of age
story involvesma ngrsowi ng real i zati on of0 fiddweplpddai n u
with a correspoding demythologization and disenchantmefithe worldof nature®

Odysseusd6 advent umevsich hecoafrordsdangerousal st or i €

1 Theyturn to the early writings dhe German philosophériedrich Nietzsché18441900)
for further supporof their view that the element of bourgeois ghtenment is present in Homdihey

maintain ALi ke few ot her s si nhedialétticgfetlighteriierlée zsche reco i

gn
formulated the ambivalemte | at i onshi p of eNileitgzhstcehnemeunntd et ros tpooowde rt. hoe

character of enlightenment, 0 raddoncteptofenlignteorsesti bl e t o tr
well beyond the Enlight enmentorehodmeimértaral Adolme begi nning

Dialectic, 36.

2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic,c3 7. They fluHomér, epic asdtmgth, orm
and subject matter do not simply dige; they conduct an argumemhe aesthetic dualism of the work
gives evidence of the $tirical-philosophical tenden@y(37). In his early yeard,ewis was an avid reader
of Homer, as well as epic and hyih generalUn | i ke t he awakening of Odysseus?d
the extrication of myth, Lewis claims his own mind was awakened thrthegengagement of myth. These
connections are discussed further in chap. 6 below.

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 37.
% They provide a basic summyeof this development

The herobés peregrinations from Thmghsatsel |t haca trac
infinitely weak in comparison to tHerce of nature and still in the process ofrftation as self

consciousnesd3.he primeval world is secularized as the space he measures out; the old demons

populate only the distant margins and islanidthe civilized Mediterranean, retreating into the forms

of rock and cave from which they had originally sggum the face of primal dreadhe adventures

bestow names on each of these places, and the names give riaddnah overview of space.

Horkheimer and AdorndDialectic, 38.

Not eworthy is a comparison of the above with Leyv
which at one point he, like Homer, began to resist myth, to repress it, in attempting to adopt a purely
rationalistic view of realityln Surprised by JoyLewisr e f er s t o t Mewsookdinaghaptes A The
by that title(197-211).After his conversion to Christianity, Lewiswrd®i | gr i m@assemte gr es s
autobiographical depiction of his own intellectual and spiritual wandetimgagh the character of John
and his own dialectic of enlightenment and myth. Lewis, in fact, provides aMaggpé Mundf of Johnods
adventures, including the names of the places he encounters in his travels, the names representing the
extremes of a ragnalistic North and an emotionalistic South.
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temptations that seek to deflect fiself from

and successcomésr om t he knowl edge he achieves throu
distraction [and] disintegratiord The constant exposure to danged possible death

enabl es htihme thoa rgdaniens sfii a n & Otysseus digcoversittydugh t o | i

theseenounterghathissurvivalt he key t o winning fAJis estran
comes througharyingdegrees of precarious sa@bandonment to nature, testinghis

strength against itThrough this dialectical proceskgtenlightened subjeslowly

emepges®®

Od y s sGuoneg Sacrifice, and
Self-Renunciation

EssentiatoOd y s s e u s i8 hissuseroftunning For example, this is
illustrated inhis exchange of gifts for hospitaliglonghis journeys.Adorno
Horkheimer explainii | n  H o gifewhicht abcempanies hospitality falls midway
betweere x c hange ardisgs ddr itfoi men.e®d®s host fAanticipa
equivalencethe host receives really or symbolically the equivalent value of the service
he has performed, while theegt takes away provisions which, in principle, are intended
toembl e him t& reach home. o

More importantly,h e exchange between the two part
secul ari zat dhisinedlvesshe ese of deceptien far the msp of self
preservation:i The moment of fraugei nfs®dDdyisSieaa ics nn
This gets at theery essence of sacrificeasrifices are ultimately planned by humans in

order to deceive the deity, whiedngittm turn di

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 38
% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 38-39.
5 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 39.

%8 Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 40.
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humanends Accordingly Adorno-Horkheimerclaim,i Cunwoir ngi nat e% i n the
Hencetheyestablish a link between deception, cunning, and rationality in relation to

cultic sacrifice. Odysseus exposes the fraudulent nature of sadnfterms of its

supposed efficacy, representative character, deification and immortality of the sacrificial

victim, its claim totherestoration of a lost past, arfihally, its claim to reconciliatior’

The irrationality and rationality of s acrifice. Consequently, e would
think enlightenment reasamould lead tothe utter eradication of the principle of
sacrifice. However, the principle, despite its irrationabfgphas its own rationality that
enables it to survive through its transformataom internalizationvithin the subject.
Thus, lke Enlightenment, saifice has a twofold character: it is at ongational and
rational. As the self seeksfreei t sel f fAfrom di ssolution in bl
the claims of nature througitsks of self-sacrificefor the purpose of selfreservation
But, Adorno-Horkheimerexplainif Bar gai ni ng oneés way out of s
selipr eserving rationality is a forfh of exchan
Self-masterythrough pratices of seldenial is not onljoundational to the

subjectobject distinctiorbut al so fApractically always invol

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 40.Inanot e, they refer to fithe il 1l u
mastery of nathgr did haes ec s re e Lawis, Abalition, 6er8. ( 2 6 0 n

" Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 40-41. Theywritei Cunni ng i s nothing othel

subjective continuatmt of t he objective unt r utrdrtheorfore gsheycckaimf i ce, whi
ADemyt hol ogi zation al ways takes t he dthesuperfldtfoft he i rr e:c
sacri(42.ceso

" Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 42.Cf. Lewis,Abolition, 7-7 3 on t he fAmagi ci ano s
bargain. 0 | nt-EHarkbeinterialsagcbnymer,Athat nonuch i s true of the f ai
Nordic mythology according to which Odin was hung frc

thess that every sacrifice is a sacrifice of the god to the god, as is still apparent in Christaogy, th

monotheistic disguise of mybtf{Horkheimer and Adornddialectic, 42). Early on, Lewis was an avid

reader of Norse mytholog@nL e wi s 6 pr e avofrreligion asimgthology,iamthe connection

between the mythical sacrifice of Jesus and that of QdelLewisto Arthur GeeevesOctoberl2, 1916, in

The Collected Letters of C. S. Lewisl. 1, Family Letters 1908931 ed. Walter Hooper (New &fk:

HarperCollins, 2004),2381 . fA¥Xlsagdhesi s0 i s a referedDerGeistas t he wor k
Widersacher der See{keipzig, 1932).In addition to Klages, Adornblorkheimer show their indebtedness
to Werner Hegemann for their views on religigacrifice, and myth, while commentifigT he conc
of Christianity as a pagan sacr i f i Gdrettdter Chastus g i
( Pot s d a rilorith8irReB gnd Adorndialectic, 26In11

oo
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subject in whose servicetha ma st er y iTée goshdf selprasermagod . 0
paradoxicallyrequires the mstering, suppressing, and disintegration of the self in terms

of its natural existenceOdy sseus 6 efforts at saving his ow
of selfrenunciation, and thus an internalization of mythic sacrifice. This internal

development ofhe individual subject as distinct from external nature progressively

involves a mastery over nature, which resorts to the use of violence.

AdornoHorkheimerarguethiss a me f or m o the ditamptttd r eason, 0
escape sacrifice through selicrificeper si st s wi t hin fAffdheal i tari an
totalitarianeconomicsystem of capitalism both determines the needs of its subjects
through forms of domination, while at the same tmmaking it impossible to satgthose
needs.In fact, the historyofei | i zati on is Athe history of 1t
At hesthory of Maeoithedife d the selfris.alivays givemaythan what
is preserved. This is seen, for example, in the story of Odysseus where as a sacrificial
victim heis forced to constantly suppress his impulsidevertheless, t h e yhewr i t e, A

sacrificed, also, for t satsaarifioal actionsepreserdaf s acr i

a societyno longer based on renunciati@lomination and violence, but a&e-mastery

74

BN

if or the sake “of reconciliation. o

The formula. AdornoHorkheimer explainn The f or mul a f or Ody s ¢

cunning is that the detached, instrumental mind, by submissively embracing nature,

"2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic,c4 2. Accor di ng tFor Horkhednierawth i t e b o o k ,
Adorno, the mastery of inner nature, no less than the mastery of outer nature, consists inViersoaf
Toward the outside, the autocratic ego imposes its rigid unification on the diversitgfaxtature.
Toward the inside, it attempts to impose that same violent synthesis on the manifold of inner nature, that is,
on the polymorphous diffuses of the id Wliet e b o dJigeschighiabf Subjectivity
R e c o n s i Néve Geardn Gritiqueo. 8L (2000): 128Academic Search PremidEBSChost
emphasis original.

3 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 43.
" Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 43. Thus, for AdorndHorkheimer, the true goal of

enlightenment is not domination m@nunciatiorbut reconciiation. This is an important theme in
connection with their notions of Alongingodo and fAhomel
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renders to nature whatishesn d t h e r e b’y The imghizal powenseare . o

compelled by fate to endless repetition in order to avoid their own demise. This
inevitability fAis defined by the equival ence
expiates it, and the guilt arising from that act, whichrepd u c e s tHénee,heur se . 0
story of Odysseus represents the account of

i nevitabi@They s o tajiokaity tékedbe form of an exceptigm

loophole, makingt possible for the subject gatisfy the demands of the law, whillso
extricating itself from fithe | egal terms enc
makes this exception possible through cunning. For exanegsd, the account of the

Sirens:

Technically enlightened, Odysseacknowledges the archaic supremacy of the song
by having himself bound. By yielding to the song of pleasure he thwarts both it and
death. The bound listener is drawn to the Sirens like any other. But he has taken
the precaution not to succumb to thewen while he succumbs. Despite the power

of his desire, which reflects the power of the demigoddesses themselves, he cannot
go to them, just as his companions at the oars, their ears stopped with wax, are deaf
not only to the demigoddesses but to tr@éeate cries of thesommandef’

The mythical law depends upon the impossibility of fulfilling the statutes of the mythical
powers. However, once the statutes are actually fulfilledmyths become upended.

They are exposed as false by the ratisndiject; they are demythologiz&t.

Yearning for the Homeland

Adorno-Horkheimerproceed teexaminef ur t her exampl es of Ody

tirelessefforts of selfpreservation throughisuseot unni ng i n Homer s acc

S Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 45.

"® Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 46.

""Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 47.

8 For Odysseus, cunmj is a means ofxehangeln his exchange with the mythical powers,
the terms of the contract are satisfied by one party, while the other pstitydeeated in the proceds.
this way, elements of the bourgeois economic system can be found in the pratine of @change.

Hence, AThe | one voyage homagecorothicumihdmhall reasomablie pegplei s al r e ac
will  one da yHokheimer and Aderndialectic, 48.
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Odysseus anthe LotuseatersPolyphemus the Cyclop€irce, and Hade$® Further
discussion of these accounts is beyond the scope of this dissertdoa@verjn sum,
each of these adventures reveals Odysseusdé c¢
mastery over nature and its powethe dialectical struggle of enlightenment and myth,
andfurtherparallels to the oppressive powertloé bourgeois economic system.
Moreover for Adorno-Horkheimer there is a common thread woven throughout these
accountsi I t I s a vy e alandwhmch sefs on motionithe advemtares by
which subjectivity, the prehistory of which is narrated in@uysseyescpes the
pri mevai® worl d. o
Inthe Homericepic fit he concept of homel and i s of
preserves a cultural memoryafn A hi st orical age in which nom
settlement, the precondition of any homel and
Afi xed order of propertyo develops, which re
produces fiall | bomers gfdk hlessst Hphrdaradexicallys t at e . 0O
the very concept of homeland depends and is basedfupoat t | e ment yya,nd f i xeoc
andsoi t i s t o thathldomging and homess k fiess a®t e directed. o
NeverthelessAdorno-Horkheime embracelNov al i s definition of
philosophy as homesickne$ait with animportantqualification:that the longing
described is finot dissipated in the phantasn
nature itselfare pictured as somethingtes e had first to be wreste

Thus,on their viewhomeland represents the staf having escaped from myth.

¥ Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 49, 5054, 5459, 5960, respectively
80 Horkheimer and AdornoDialectic, 60.
81 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 60-61.

8 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 61. Novalisis the pseudonyrfor Georg Philipp
Friedrich Freiherr von Hardenbefj7721801) early German Romantjmoet, author, mystic, and
philosopherNo v a | i sPhilesophte &t,eigemtlich HeimwahTrieb Gberall zu Hause zu seid
commonly translated into English &8hilosophy is really homesickness: the urge to be at home
ever ywhaewied OW. Wdnamhny ways, this celebrafedentr e pi t omi zes not only N
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Civilization as Vengeane, Yet a
Semblance of Freedom

Not only is myth the opposite of homeland and an obstacle to reconciliation,
butso is enlightenment power and dominatiwhjch producesivilization. Adorno
Horkheimerdescribe the domination of civilization over the primewalld as a form of
vengeancé&® In this account, civilization and the primeval world it seeksvercome
appear as twingn the perpetration of violencdut, where civilization transcends the
primeval world isfin theself-reflectionwhich causes violence to pause at the moment of
narrating such deeds. They bel iaecountfoiOldiys sleeatnd@satortod e a
of these event¥.

An example of this selfeflecting narratoprwhi ch reveal s a fAsembl
freedomois foundin H o m e acéosnt of the punishment of the faithlessdservant$®
Homer describes an epi sod&krgekaotsseMerech t he son
punishment of the faithless maidservants accused of harlotrpediately followinga
description othe hanging of these maidservamismerreportsi 6 For a | i ttl e whi
feet kicked out 0% BdorhoHorkhemefobservev efir Tyh el oenxga. cot i t u
of the description, which already exhibits the coldness of anatomy and vivisection, keeps
a record, as in a novel, of the twitching of the subjugated women, who, under the aegis of
justice and law, are thrudown into the reah fromwhich Odysseuthe judge has

escay OudAdarmeHor k hei me rHoosmea cdcso wwotr,ds are i ntend:¢

own philosophy, but the philosophy of romanticism in gengralDa v i d NévalisNotesifor a
Romantic Encyclopaedi®as Allgemeine Brouillontrans. and ed. David W. Wood, SUNY series,
Intersections: Philosophy anditiral Theory, ed. Rodolphe Gasché (New York: State University of New
York Press, 2007), 259n377.

8 According to AdorneHorkheimer, his vengeance is representedts most terrible and
horrifyingformi n Ho mer 6 s 0 a c c oofithetgoathérd/dlahtliosorrlorkheimea and o n
Adorno,Dialectic, 61. See HomeQdyssey?2.45888.

8 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 61.

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 61. See HomerQdyssey22.45870.

8 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 61

8 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 61-62.
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comfort for himself and his |listeners (o0r re
lastlong amomentand al | Yegtee onvaerrr.adthereal8osexppsaesihs e
real | ack of composure by bringdAsgucht he repor
h i ®porf is prevented from forgetting the victims of the execution and lays bare the
unspeakably endless torment of thegke second in which the maids fought against
dea®h. o

They concludehis account, along witthis their secondssay, with the

following shadowyremarks

But in the report of the infamous deed, hope lies in the fact that it is long past. Over
the raeled skein of prehistory, barbarism, and culture, Homer passes the soothing
hand of remembrance, bringing the solacéoofce ypon a timed Only as the novel

is the epic transmuted into faitgle

Excursus II:
Juliette or Enlightenment and Morality

Adorno-Horkheimeropentheir second excurstwith a critical examination
of Enlightenment reason, rationality, and thought based owatershedvork of
Immanuel Kantespeciallyhis Critique of Rure Reasor§1781),which introduced the
Copernican turn in epistemologyhen, on fom Kant, theyproceed tshow how
Enlightenment rationalisnmevitablytakes us down the dark, slippesippeto the works
of French philosopher Marquis de Sade (1804 and German philosopher Friedrich

Nietzsche (18449009 in other wordsto moral nihilism

8 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 62. One cannot help but consider tiatorno-
Horkheimer probablwalsohave in mincherethe Jewishvictims of Nazi persecution.

8 Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 62.

% From their preface, theydecla how t hi s i5eoocerned with KamtySadeu s
and Nietzsche, whose works represent the implacablaiconation of the enlightenmerithis section
shows how the subjugation of everything natural to the sovereign subject culminates in theiglomina
what isblindly objective and natural his tendency levels all the antitheses of bourgeois thought,
especially that between et rigor and dlbrikheirhendnd Adarmipateetit, xviti.y . 0
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Reason, Ratiomlity, and Thoughtd
Systematized

They begin with what amounts &m epitomizing statement the

Enl i ght aewwfehe en@ascipation or liberati of humanityd Enl i ght enment |,
Kant 6s words, i s 6t he h dnouared mmarify.nMjndrdy ise mer genc
inability to make use of oneds own wunderstan

6Understanding witho wndersta d¢iercg i oui d & mb ya nrod ehe
According to Kantian epistemologynce freed fronall externalauthority,the mind

acti vel y tsondigdaah cogni@ams iritoi a system in accordance with its own

internal logico Accordingly, reason is narrowed its focus to the understanding and its

application with the goal of producing a unifying system of thodgfthis system

provides reasond6s rulrebionlinostteuchpgons tonc
Accordingly, hefid sy st emati zati ¢ mn@&sofi nkdo Wleed@nnectio
conformity wit h® Bheyexpligfurther {he implicationsis leasfod o

thought in general:

Thinking, as understood by the Enlightenment, is the process of establishing a
unified, scientific ordeand of deriving factual knowledge from principles, whether
these principles are interpreted as arbitrarily posited axioms, innate ideas, or the
highest abstractions. The laws of logic establish the most universal relationships
within the order and defenthem. Unity lies in selfonsistency. The principle of
contradiction is the system nuce Knowledge consists isubsumption under
principles. It is one with judgment, by which perceptions are rpooated into the
system. Any thinking not guided b the system islirectionless or authoritariafi.

Based on the aboythe only contribution of reason to this process is

L Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 63; quotng ImmanueK ant , fAAn Answer to the
Question: What is EnlightenmeniPractical Philosophytrans. May J. Gregor (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996).7.

% They quote Kant as sayinj,6 Reason has . . . as ittss sole obj et
ef fecti ve Angpagdnjecaastoino np.obsdi t s fAda cert ai m@actiwtieslof ect i ve un
the understanding. élorkheimer and Adorndialectic, 63; quoting Immanuel Kan€ritique of Pure
Reasontrans. Noman Kemp Smith (Londoacmillan, 1973)533.

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 63;quoting KantCritique of Pure Reasqb34.

94 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 63.

101



systematic unity, aschematization Enlightenment rejects any attribution of a
Asubstantial objecti weao acr AfMredtuiso mal, if m3 isHitc
6rati omadn zEnliiogght enment 6s account, MAReasonN
particul ar f P°dmdforkhaen tu, rcherfasmsdbpure énderstanding

guaranteethe general and the particulantain consstent or harmonious.

Consequentlywhen the subjective judgment of the reason discovers intelligibility in any

matter, this intelligibility is actually the imprint of the mind on the mati€ea nt 0 s

schematism accounts for the conformity of impressiortiseiv corresponding objects,

providing unity for both thought and the systemoreover,Adorno-Horkheimerexplain,

ATo establishnsbi sus ni a¥kadtssafe bdthepiediceed lyy. o

and must confirm the systethusmaintaining a hanony between the system and

natur e. These same facts fAform part of prax
of the individual subject with nature as social obj€é Consequently, any thinking that

does not maintain this harmony between theesysind perceptonconf | i ct s wi t h r
p r a xThss, hé goal of enlightenment is a system of knowledge waddommodates

the facts and enables the subject to more effectively master natutbermorethe

principles of the system are those of ge#servation® Hencet he true nature of
schematism is revealed, which is mastery or domination of external .ndiuise

domination extends tall of natureincluding animals as well as human beiraysd

eventually takes the form of manipulatiamdsadministration in science and industrial

society Since allsensory impressions are grensoredy the rational schemaach

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 64; quotingKant, Critique of Pure Reasq534

% They further write, quiing Kant, this time from hi€ritique of Judgment 1 7 90T h i sfi
harmony of nature with our cognitive faculty is presuppasedoriby t he Jiutd ginse ntth.ed é6gui di n
threadd of or gHorkhieimera@nd Adomdialecte,réd quotidg Immauel Kant,Critique
of Judgmenttrans. J. H. Bernard (London: Macmillan, 1892), 24, 25.

°"Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 64.

9% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 65.
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subj ect fsees apribrieof the stufflfrdm whish h&imsgleconstructs
i 9.0

Hence, science and the pursefiscientific knowledge become the further
domination of nature for the goal of preserving the rational schema, or what amounts to
self-preservation.Science itself, thegttemptto clarify, is notthe problem Science is
only a tool an instrumentacking seltawareness The problem is the Enlightenment
scientistoés equati on of'Althoughtkantmadetahd t he sci e
sought to justify this identification of truth and science, ironically, his analysis included
vari ous c tavene measing fohsaigncefisince they are not simply instructions
for performing mani pul atThi®isivy tadayheokardianng t o c e
philosophy is reduced to mere mythology to berpated from current scientific
understandingEvenworsej n equating the sctheughtsetfthec syst e
seal on its own insignificance. 0 This is be

removed from reflection on its own objectives as is any other form of labor under the

pres ur e of 1"hTeoughtyis theeend, ppssesses only instrumental value.

Enlightened Morality :
The Slippery Slide to De Sade

Havi ng o u sViewsamdtheinkphcation§ for modern science and
rationality, Adorno-Horkheimerunpack the disastrous ramificationstioé Enlightenment

project fa morality (Sittlichkei). Theysubmiti The mor al teachings of

% Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 65.

1% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 65. Elsewhee, they refer to this equation as the
philosophical position callescientismFor more from AdorngHorkheimer orscientism(or scientivisn),
see the followingMaxHo r k hei mer i n @ Ar tCritimahTtheomt&EslectedEsshysatsr e , 0 i n
Matthewd . O 6 QFramkfuet Bnh Main: S. Fischer Verlag, 1968pr, New York: Continuum, 1995),
284;Max Hor khei mer AThe L a tinCsitical TheéotyaSeldctecbEssadeest ap hy si cs, 0
Matt hew J (Fratkiu€amMuaie:IS]Fischer Verlag, B@epr, New York: Continuum, 1995)
Hor khei mer states, fAin the new scientivism . . . man
out. o Horkheimer, AThe Latest Attack, o0 186.

101 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 66.
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Enlightenment bear witness to the hopelessness of attempting to replace enfeebled

religion by an intellectuahotive for enduring within society when material interest no

| onger ¥ Kdnfhadcseughttoelevatemor al f or Eoeexampleshe f act s . 0
attemptedito derive the duty of mutuale s pect f r om Howevesthis of r eason
move typical of bourgeis thoughtr e pr esent s t he mistake of try
respect without which civilization cannot exist on something other than material

i nt e'P®Asaresudtthis move fails to provide a sufficient motive for action since the

Kanti an fduwtsy sfmbdcempdtecwithnproftKant 6s att empt to gr
morality, such abisi gr e at @espreci@rbcalioeerard respéct, i n r eason al on
wasafaillureSci enti fi c reason ma k eestraldivestanide se mor al
forms of behawir, no less than immoral oné$* Human actions and desires are reduced

to thepositionof geometrical configurations and mathematical measurements,,which

courseare morally neutra®

192 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 66-67. Cf. C. S. Lewisii R e | i Rgalitgon
Substitute® in Christian Reflectionsed. Walter Hoopefl.ondon: Geoffrey Bles, 196Tepr, Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995).

193 Notice they appear to recognize treed for a ground ahorality, which they dentify with
material interestAlthough not crude materialists themselves, their philosophical orientation overall is one
that has been described as @feeoimmi CmeBer ¢ md aem mafi Ro 3 t
Thinking or Refusal of Thayht ? Max Hor khei mer 6s Mat dmernatbnals m as Phi l
Journal of Philosophical Studidgls, no. 5 (2008)695-718,Academic Search PremigeBSCnost
DeborahCo o k , AAdor noos oPhilosbphyc&sSbcial\Taticien32i6 20@): T 1B37.

1% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 67. They also say this result is inevitable when the
mor al f oo lenges directeckat thiat hidden possibility but at reconciliation with poweRe f er enc e
t o fhidderapbssibilitg hearkes back toan earlier remark regardirigt h e s e charkokd withino p i a
the concept of reason (. 6 6 )

1%5They make an application to the present crisis:

Freed from supervision by onedds -cennybusinesssiamfo whi ch h
maintain Kantia respect and reciprocal love, fascism, which by its iron discipline relieves its

peoples of the burden of moral feelings, no longer needs to obsgrdisaipline.Contrary to the

categorical imperative, and all the more deeply in accord with pure réaBeats human beings as

things, centes of modes of behavioHorkheimer and Adornddialectic, 67.

The concern with the relief of #f®Abol@dionbAlihouylelewisof mor al f
opposes the reduction of morality to feeBnge strongly advocates for the proper formation of moral

senti ments. Cf. Hor khei mer on whatbthThiefAendstrofht f ec
Ei c h mn €ntique of Instrumental Reasptrars . Matt hew J.Radic@Dinkensldwl et al . ,
York: Seabury Pres4974 repr.,New York: Verso2013, 122, Kindle.
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Thus,Adorno-Horkheimerproclaim,

From Kanés Critique to Nietzsclets Genealogy of Moralghe hand of philosophy

had traced the writing on the wall; one individual put that writing into practice, in all
its details. The work of the Marquis de Sade exhiitslerstanding without

direction from anoth&d that is to saythe bourgeoisuhject freed from all

tutelage'®®

Henceforth, they demonstrate how Enlightenment rationalism leads one directly to the

nihilistic ideas and behaviors discussed and depicted in the works of Sade and Nietzsche.

The central driving force, mioe, or principle that propels this degenerating sial®ade

isselfpr eser vati one pirtihrec icpolfiésThei Enlightenimentspiré . O

with its basis in selpreservation, is compliant with the methods used by the rulers over

the ruled. Instrumental reason may be used for violence or for mediation, peace or war,

tolerance or repressiorReason, sisuch,lacks any material content of its own, and thus

like an empty vessel it may be filled with whatever contents happen to be poured into i
Onthisaccount A Reason is the organ of calcul ati on,
to ends; its el®meilustraté tiey drawa padailehbetivéerotine. ©

precise coordination of modern sports teams and the sexual teands endbiette In

this way,the samerationalorganization lacking any substantive goais equally

prefigured in the fAspecial arcmhifit@detonic str

gy mnasamiod pyirn S®deds orgies. o

1% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 68. Notoriously, Sade, while imprisoned and his
writing instruments confiscated, continued to write on bed linen with red wine, on his own garments
blood, and, finallypn the walls of his prison ceMith his own excrement. AdorAdorkheimer proceed to
make a litany of references to the works of Sade and Nietzsche. All citations to follow will refer to the
following works: Marquis de Sad&jarquis de Sade Collection: 120 Days of Sodom, The Philosophy of the
Bedroom(Anna Ruggieri2016), Kindle; Marquis de Sadduliette trans. Austryn Wainhouse (New York:
Grove Press, 1968), Kindle; Friedrich Nietzschiee Antichristtrans.with introduction ly H. L. Mencken
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1924), Kindle; Friedrich, NietzschEheGenealogy of Moralsed. T. N. R.
Rogers (Mheola, NY: Dover, 2003), Kindldiriedrich NietzscheJoyful Wisdon{Cleveland,OH: Jovian
Press2016), Kindle.

197 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 68.
108 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 69.

109 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 69.
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But, whythis troubling reslt? They explain,

In the modern period enlightenment has released the ideas of harmony and
perfection from their hypostatization in a religious Beyond and made them available
as criteria for human endeavor within the form of the system. . . . [Tlhlelisbed
bourgeois order entirely functionalized reason. It became a purposiveness without
purpose, which for that very reaseould be harnessed to any end.

Hence Adorno-Horkheimerndentify thecentralproblem:i As r eason posits no

goalsal | affects are equally r'¥ mdightenmend it . Th

reason exchanged substantive redeoimstrumentateason. Without any substantial

goals, reason aclike a chemical agent, dissolving all things into autonomous human

resson. The subject, inthe processfit ur ned i nto a single, unres:

a ut h oAccotdinglydheywritei Pur e reason became unreason,

i mmune to errors as™it was devoid of content
Adorno-Horkheimerclaim the Enlightenmnt of the modern age is more

radical than earlier stages of enlightenment and demythologizdtamtier

10 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 69. Or put another wayin the words of the character of
the Prince in Sade, A6Take awggae and you willoddmofalizeoitm t he pe oy
As long as it has no other god than yours, willalways be its mastead. 6lorkheimer and Adorno,
Dialectic, 69.; quoting Sadeluliette 971. Ironically, Lewis would be in agreement with Sade on this note
(see chap. 50l ow) ! On Lewisé account, the abolition of God
the fAabolition of maiorkheindegseemnq acknowledye tisisacbnhegtionid or n o
their use of Sade to expose the demoralization resultingErdightenment rationality. However, unlike
Lewis, they reject all calls for a return to theism or metaphysical or moral realism as a solution.

"1 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 70. Lewis distinguishes between different senses of
Anatural , 0i amakdingt anctriuen between the fAmawaly natur al
law, or theTao(see chap. 5 below).

12 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 70. Cf.David Hume (171476), An Enquiry
Concerning Human Understandirigy777) on reason as a ur@vr s a | sol vent : il f we take
volume; of divinity or school metaphysics, for instance; let us@sks it contain any abstract reasoning
concerning quantity or numbei®o. Does it contain any experimental reasoning concerning matter of fact
and existence® o . Commit it then to the flames: for it can c
David Hume,An Enquiry Concerning Human Understandigd ed., ed. L. A. SelbBigge (L777; repr.,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1902J6; emphasisriginal, Kindle.

Adorno-Horkheimer furthernotsi Enl i ght ened reason no more posses
measuring one drive within itself against others than of ordering the universe into sfihvagietly
exposes the notion of hierarchy in nature aslagtbén of medieval society, and later attempts to
demonstrate a new order of values bear the unmistakable taint of mentlaeitsrationalism which is
evident in such futile reconstructionsisfar om opposi ng HorkideimertandiAdoino,r eason. 0
Dialectic, 70. Cf.Lewis, Abolition,  4T#e hunfian mind has no more power of inventing a new value than
of imagining a new primary color, or, indeed, of creating a new sun and a new sky for it to move in
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advancements represented the movement wherein the older mythaleggesntinually
replaced by successive enlightened ones, the dispelling ofytheloygical. But, as a
consequence, this meant the tabooing of any ties to the mythological past, intiodang
necessary for the preservation of the bourgeois order ifElei$. is because theery
essence of Enlightenmeints it s fannidewctlyoni t Butantthes rad
emancipation only wks against itself in the endecoming its own antithesis, the
oppositon to reason as an authority.

Thus,f om Acivic virtue and charityo to fAau
has alwaypropped up, without good reasons, as virtuous what enlightenment reason in
turn exposed as |l ies, as perversions of itse
since pristine truth has no advantage over distortion, or rationalization over reasss,
it can demonstr at é* Bhuspthedommalizaticahd systeneizators we | | . 0
of reasoreventuallyreducesventheory, thought, and meaning to repressive
superfluities Enlightenment, therefore, nullifi@gself as one more repregsiader in the

processalong with both its theoretical and its practical reason

ADar e tSadéDso! @r oft i que
Practical Reason

According to AdorneHorkheimer Kant, in his moral philosophy, epitomized
in hisCritique of Practical Reasof1788),i s e its td his enlightened critique in order
torescue t he pos sBykdontrastBage, likd thedateraNietzsthe represents
fian intransigent critique of practical reasod  d thé antianthpritariaprinciple toits

A

logical thougtradicaly destructive extremés® Kant 6 s attempt to puri fy

3 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 73.Quite ircredibly, given their opposition to moral
absolutism and appeals to authority (to thee di scussed
antiauthoritarian principled6 e v en a c k ni abblidonh gf allrelgsolutettiastallois power to
decree and manipulate any ties which suitits purposesT hei r st at ement ins al most Leyv
nuce

14 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 73.
5 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 74. See Immanudant, Critique of Practical Reasgn
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within the self of any heteronaus elements had the unintended result that respect
wouldber educed to fAino more than a psychological

theself was a physal oned™®

From sacrifice to sacrament to acrilege. Sade acknowledges te&istence
of such facts of nature, for example, as exemplified in his character of Justine, portrayed
as Jul i wtutse &9 s wirrdt and fi'MBysharpeonttastS @ che 6 snor a |
character of Juliette represents the embodiment of Enlightenment modalitte, an
alternative fact of nature, fAdraws the concl
rejects Catholici g asdnfaihoiizgtianwhsitt monaly t h ol o g
claims. She relirectsher energies from devotion to sacramerdedication tcsacrilege.
Yet, she is noafanaticcs he fAmerely attends to tdéne busines
enl i ght e%$hemrvivesanymbe of primeval forms of behavior long tabooed by
civilization, stigmatized asbestmin d r el egated to underground |
compensates the value judgment against harhich, like all value judgments,ag
unfounded by its pposite.d

Furthemore, they describe her scientific approach as it relatesrtattitude

towards religion

J ul i edddissséence.She abominates any veneration which cannot be
shown to be rational: belief in God and his dead son, obedience to the Ten
Commandmeist, preference of the good to the wicked, salvation to sin. She is
attracted by those reactions which have been proscribed by the legends of
civilization. She manipulates semantics and logical syntax like the meistagte

trans. Lewis White Bek, The Library of Liberal Arts (Indianapoliiberal Arts Press, 1956).

"8 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 74.They furt her write, HfO6A fact o
. . . But facts count f or Threatrh irnedg tea heencees it hoe ilsco w e b ot e ¢
Kant 6s famous |line: ATwo things fill the mind with ey

oftener and more steadily we reflect on théime: starry heavenabove me and the moral lawitiin me o
Kant, Critique of PracticalReason166 emphasis added.

17 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 74.

118 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 74.

108



positivist, but. . . she doesot direct her linguistic criticism primarily against

thought and philosophy but, as a daughter of the milEahghtenment, against

religion. fiA dead Godd she says of ChristfiNothingis more comical than this
nonsensical combination of words frohetCatholic dictionary: God, which means
eternal; death, which means not eternal. Idiotic Christians, what do you intend to do
with your dead God¥ The conversion of what is condemned without scientific

proof into something to be striven for, and of wisatespected without proof into an
object of revulsion, the transvaluation of values,fitmirage to do the forbidden,

.. Is her specific passidn?

Thus, f rSaperedume tfdar e t o k nwlwi, &t twed aard@ Daree a.t
Moreover this daring of the strong will not be hingdrby the complaints of
the weak.For, Adorno-Horkheimer writeti Ni et zsche procl aims the gt
doctrine. 6Let t he we afikstprinciglesofoarnd f ai |l ur es g
philanthropy. . . .What is more damaging than any vice? The pity of active people for
the unsuccessful and thewdak hr i st ani ty. 60
The facts of nature only know of human inequality not equalitye rejection
of any objective order to nature as mythical means thecteh of nature to mere
material to be manipul atbdre Ascoodl|l agl gwhorc
only recogni ze b'tTherosydaw@fiife theeunderstandingu s . 6 0
recognizes, in keeping with the struggle for gelservationis the law of the strong over

the weak Again, inkeepingvvi t h Ni et zscheds doctrine,

it is the weak who are guilty, . . . since they use cunning to circumvent the natural
law. filt is the diseased who imperil mankind. the predestined failures and
victims who undermine the social structure, who poison our faith in life and our
fellow meno They have spread throughout the world the Christianity which
Nietzsche hates and abontiesno less than Saifé.

19 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 76; quoting Sade]uliette 56Q Also, on the line
Afcourage to do the f or bAnithtistparad2.see Ni et zsche, preface

120 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 76; quoting NietzscheAntichrist, sec. 2; emphasis
original.

21 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 78; quoting FriedriciNietzscheNachlass Werke vol.
11,214 TheNachlass ef er t o Ni shedwitngsd gai anpubky quote Niet
that strength wild.l not manifest itself as strengt
enemies, obstacles, and triumphs, is every bit as absurd as to expect that weakmessfesl itself as
stre n g t Horkhitner and Adornddialectic, 78; NietzscheGenealogy of Moral27.

zsch
0

s
h )
122 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 78; quotingNietzsche Genealogy of Mora|96.
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Thus,Enlightened reason proffers its own versadra natural law theory, based on
conformty to nature as it in fags. In ashocking reversal, it isot the strong buthe
weakwithin societywho rebelagainstthe law of naturéy trying to usurp powdrom

those who naturally possesdit

The transvaluation of values The new theory of the natural order based on
the law of the strongeequires a new theory of valueRe mor s e i entratydce med fic
reasdtyisdeemed®®out ri ght sin. o Yielding to such
perversion oftie law of naturdy showing favor tahe weak over the strongrhrough
thisinversionvi rtue is transvalued into vice, as an
required by t Ifelnadditions acte df kindreess and gaoddeeds are
equally ondemned, while domination and suppression are elevated to the status of virtue.
Thisrepresentsli et zscheo6s not tandvauaten ofivalaeErWhates of t he
more J u | i e ties this piirciplgin earnest. . After the destruction oflaideologies
she elevates as her own morality what Christianity, in its ideology if not always in its
practcehel d to be*®abominabl e. o

Since the formalization of reason is devoid of any substantive goals, the goals
it advocatesorarev o i d  mdcesstynand objectivity dccordingly, not only are

remorse, pity, kindness, and good deeds transmuted into sin and viteibopposites

fibecome merely operations. 0 Theyomre reduce:

ZWhat is more, this is #ft hnghe presentcerttextcGermand of al |
fascism has el evated thhisg offd wlatl aofo cstarts aesegltoh ttha sa tvadril
conclusionb Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 78.

124 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 79; quoting Sadeluliette 177.

“According to Nietzsche, A6AlIl good things have
original sin has, at some poittrned into an original virtué. élorkheimer and Adorndialectic, 81;
guotingNietzsche Genealogy of Morals89. Also, see Friedrh Nietzsche,The Will to Power: An
Attempted Transvaluation of All Valu@dew York: The Big Nest, 2019), Kindle.

126 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 81.

110



short, i n* Asaiesuldevenileasyre and love are ultimately annulled by the

formalization of reason anitks mimicry of mechanized prodtionwithin industry

Adorno-Horkheimerwrite, fiPleasure itself shows traces of the outdated, the irrelevant,

like the metapysicswh i ¢ h f d%f ® ia ml everyi pleasure betrays idolization: it is

selfabandonment to an Othékven pleasure cannot escape the Enlightenment process

of extirpatbn due to its mythical natufé? Likewise, thebourgeois form of lovas

devotion to anothe  p e is bemgfindily revoked as a value judgmemditioned by

sexud®PrPeqgploe d wwaads gexuality beeorseationalized and calculating

on the pattern of 0 JNotleveelove el withseamdlthe sciuting ned c i

ofeni ght ened reason. It is di'smissed as fAan
This Enlightenmentrajectoryleads to a failure dafivilization, which in turn

eventually leads to barbarisPAdornoH o r k h e i méhe willWwo destrey js i

totalitarian, and totalitasinism spring  f r o m t h &% Aceoidindly, tielweak e . ©

within society, atsignsofpfoovee | elss neess @&s b efctome

those in power. Poweaver the powerless, especially in the form of inflicted torments on

the victim, poduces pleasureaswell@a8 har deni ng within the indiyv

onlybefullylivedot t hr ough t*hTais leadsltd the enéaking of pacis

between pleasure and crueltyove and tenderness are exchangedddissicpleasure

andpower I n the end, civilizati demorsolm@ane¥ e or r

127 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 81.
128 orkheimer and Adorndpialectic, 82.
129 Horkheimer and Admo, Dialectic, 83.
%9 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 83.
3 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 85.
132 orkheimer and Adorndialectic, 87-88.
133 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 88.

134 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 89.
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Legacy of theChronique Schandaleuse

Adorno-Horkhe@mer credit both Sade and Nietzsche with exposing the
problemsfor Enlightenmenthoughtthrough their own exercise in deta@nate negation,
exposingthe contradictions inherent in and produced by enlightenment rationality. In the
di alectic of enlightenment, #ASYckness become
Enlightenment rationalism sufferofn an internal contradictioimone wheh Sade and
Nietzsche both helped to perpetuate but also clarify in their writfigadorno-

Horkheimerfurthercomment

For thechronique scandaleus# Justine and Juliette . . . prefigured in the style of
the eighteenth century the sensational litesatf the nineteenth and the mass
literature of the twentieth is the Homeric epic after it has discarded its last
mythological veil: the story of thought as an instrument of power. In taking fright at

the image in its own mirror, that thought opens @wivhat lies beyond it*’

Thus,Adorno-Horkheime& commendhesei d ar k wr i t er s of the bourg
seeking Ato avert the consequences of the En
many Enlightenmerapologists had dor&® Speaking of the leggmf both Sade and

Nietzsche Adorno-Horkheimerconclude,

In a different way to logical positivism, they both took science at its word. In

pursuing the implications of reason still more resolutely than the positivists their

secret purpose was to lay bdhe utopia which is contained in every great

phil osophy, as it is in Kantds concept of
itself no longer distorted, no longer needs distortion. In proclaiming the identity of

power and reason, their pitiless daw#ts are more compassionate than those of the

moral lacleys of the bourgeoisig?

15¢Cf.J e steashing A T h o areewelbhave no need of a physician, but those who are
sick 0 MA2(ESV); cf. Mark 2:17; Luke 3:31. Wh this Gospel tradition in mind, Lewis writes,
fiWwhen you know you are sick, you will listen to the doctor. C. S MerelLGhngtiasity(New York:
Macmillan, 1952repr, New York: HarperCollins, 200131-32.

138 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 89.

13" Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 92.

1380n the contraryAdornoH o r k h e i m&hey didmadt pretend thiat formalistic reason
had a closer affiity to morality than to immoralitywWhile the lightbringing writers protected the
indissoluble alliance of reason and atrocity, bourgeois society and power, by denying that alliance, the
bearers of darker messages pitilessly exgaeshe shocking truthHorkheimer and Adorndyialectic, 92.

39 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 93.
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The Culture Industry:
Enlightenment as Mass Deception

In this next essay, AdorAdorkheimer showttatnot only does enlightenment
reason fail & own aims by reverting to rather than purging myth from the social
consciousness, but the goal of human progress also becomes a failure as it increasingly
lapses into forms of objectifying and dehumanizing regreséfodust as nature was
dissected and @untified, human beings are counted as mere statistics and commodities as

part of whatAdorno-Horkheimertermthe fiCulture Industryd™**

Infection of Sameness

Adorno-Horkheimer rejecassessmesbf the present cultural crisibat appeal
to thefithe loss bsupport from objective religion and the disintegration of the last
precapitalist residuesdnsteadtheyoffer a differentprognosisi Cul t ur e t oday
infecting ever yY?hWhetherdilw,iradit, magazimes, rpeliscte o
architecture obuildings or town-planning projects, in the culture industry, everyone has

a specific role to play. This extends to both work and leisaeehingnto every aspect

“0gherratt explaindi Ador no and Horkhei merés concept of
normative standard internal to enlightenment which allows us to criticize enlightenmengfefnce to
itsown standardsd0 S h€onaept bdf @E28IThayid it falingrhemeet itown aims,
enlightenment revert® myth, its opposite associated with ignorance and elsather than knowledge).
Sherratt goesontodiscussd i t i onal fitraits o-AHorkheyrerhigcludingent i fi ed
immaturity, domination and barbarism (53%herrat further explains, for Adorddo r k h e ¢ulmer , A
politics, science and even everyddg had also reverted to mytAnd they were damant that these
instances of myth in twentiettentury Europe were not anomalous but arose from the very foundations of
enl i ght en me nrhus,icriticalehledryeemph&sizes dhe need for cultural critique to expose these
dehumanizing elements.

I From their preface, Adormablorkheimer write of this essay:

The sectiorfiThe Culture Industiyshows the regression of enlightenment to ideology which
is graphically expresed in film and radioHere, enlightenment consists primarily in the calculation
of effects and in the technology of production and disseminatienspecific content of tHdeology
is exhausted in the idolization of the existing order and of the power by tigi¢bchnology is
controlled.In the discussion of this contradiction thidture industry is taken more seriouslgihit
might itself wish to beBut because its appeal to its own commercial character, its confession of its
diminished truth, has long since become an excusewtitth it evades responsibility for its liesyr
analysis is directed at the claim objectively contained in its products to be aesthetic formations and
thus representations of truthdemonstrates the dire state of societyh®yinvalidity of that claim.

Still more than the others, the sectionondhe | t ur e i ndu s tHorkheimesanl r agment ar y.

Adorno, Dialectic, xviii -xix.

12 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 94.
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of human life. Theyexpin,i The conspicuous unity of macroc
confrorts human beings with a model of their culture: the false igeotitiniversal and
particular. All mass culture undertrmo n o p o | y i*8 Thee cukuretndustyis . ©
So pervasive that the ones in charge of it no longer even try to hide it. €hpemally
evident in film and radiowhere,no longemnder the pretense of being, dney
admittedlyn ar e not hi ng but busi néthesnseltes They even
findustriesdy™

The apologistseekto explain the culture industry in terms of tectogy and
supply and demandBy contrastAdorno-Horkheimerargue hata cycle of
fimanipulatiomandfir et r oacti ve needod i s perpetuated by
in society is strengthened as technology gi@ower over societyAccordingly,they
clamfihTechni cal rationality today is the ratio
character of a s oc'f @hejechaologyefrthe cuktude influstym i t sel f
takes the form of standardization and mass production, which serves tderase t
di stinction between work and society. Techn
function within the economy today. o Al | hun
control o of the economic system, ressedin what do
human consciousne®. Althoughit may be the case thmiblic approves of the system

of the culture industrythe publicmentality is itself a part of the system and so cannot be

143 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 95.
144 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 95.
145 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 95.

148 Horkheimer andAdorno, Dialectic, 95. They note as examples the use of technologies such
as the telephone and the radio, especially the move f
into listeners, in order to expose them in authoritarian fashion to ithe gagrams put out by different
st at i e96)sAxconfedpmrary update of their argument would of course inchadiern technologies,
such as: television, computers, the internet, cell phones; as well as the following uses of digital technology:
socialmedia (i.e.Facebook, Twitter satellite televisiorand radiostreamingservicesand moreCf.
Theodor AdornofiT e | e vi s i o n n&rtical Mbdels:|Interygntiods amd Catchwordsans. Henry
W. Pickford Erankfurtam Main: Suhrkamp Verlag, 198969 repr, New York: Columbia University
Press, 1998
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appealed tan order to justify it. It is merely a pretext to clai one is just giving the
public what they desire, when the truth is their desires have been manipulatetd to
whattheywant. A et ter explanation is to be found di
the technical apparatus and its personnel . . pastaf the economic mechanism of
seledfion.o

Furthermore, we must add,whHoeensomll e of t he
that they produce so that their product conf
consumer, or, alve all, to themsel s**® @he culture monopolies, however, are
ultimately subservientttheit he most powerful sectors of in
el ectricity, chemicals. oel @besedhbteppob wes, bepr
the food chain upon whom the lomlevels of the culture industry are dependent for their

survivall*®

Cultural Schematism

A cultural schematic is evidentinthier el ent | ess wunittryy .oof t he
Whether in politics, film, or advertising, the litany of options presentecetotip u bl i ¢ A do
not so much reflect real differences as assist in the classification, organization, and
identification of consumers. Something is provided forgwee so that no one can
escape '8° This is evident in the different price points of productsdre i r fhi er ar chy

seri al gualities, o all anliytobetierqudiifythe e used by

publ i c. However, in reality Adtheyalechani cal

7 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 96.

“8'n this way, fAthe objective social teendency of
intentions of board chairmentHorkheimer and Adorndialectic, 96. Today, this recalls the salled
Masters of the Universe: the CEOs of Apple, Facebook, Amazon, Twitter, and Google. Again, Lewis
speaks of the Controllers or Conditiondrsh e -maofdera of the new age . . . armed with the powers of
an omnicorpetent state and an irresistible scientific technigjubos e e k t o i cetty inwhatt al | post
shape they pleaselewis, Abolition, 60.

9 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 96.

159 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 97.
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the same. 0 Aadaldhwa mptua pes t enddhe vhiety of thadelslahda ge s 0 0
makes of cars antiedifferent production companiese al | 'y only serve #fto
appearance of c oMprbaus the culire indusirgfosteds aniecee . 0
increasing uniformity that engulfs both the productma even the leisure time of the
consumer. feryone is in a sense groomedibehave spontaneously according to a
0l evel 6 deter minumtbiibgl entli theodocanhdgory of ma
manufactured for their ibnganepoldicalpPmagahda,i n r es e a
the public, as citizen and consumer, are divided up into statistical categories/based
their income level.Thus, the culture industry regulates everything and everyone
according to a predetermined schematic.
Adorno-Horkheimerliken this cultural schematism tbe Kantian schematism

with one key difference:tdeast the latter expected the active contribution of its
subjects™® However the culture industry denié¢kis active contributiotvy the subject.
Theyexplain,

Although the operations of the mechanism appear to be planned by those who

supply the data, the culture industry, the planning is in fact imposed on the industry

by the inertia of a society irrationdéspite all its rationalization . . For the

consumer there is nothing left to classify, since the classification has already been
preempted by the Bematism of productiofr?

I n terms of mass art, such as fAhit song:
schematic effect in the conformity to and cydliescurrence of types, along with the

interchangeable nature of the fispecific cont

AL
N 55

those type As a result, not only are all things made identical, they areuttisdy

51 Horkheimer and AdorndDialectic, 97.

152 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 9 7. Cf . Theodor Adorno, fAThe Sch
Cul t u The Cuiturd Imdustry: Selected Essays on Mass Cuyladte]. M. Bernsteir2nd ed.,
Routledge Classics, vol. 20 (New York: Routledge, 2001).

153 Horkheimer andAdorno, Dialectic, 98.

1% Horkheimer and Adorndpialectic, 98.

1% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 98.
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predictable Like the Kantian schematn, all the elements of production, both whole and
parts, all the way down to the specific details, serve on¢tegsda me pur pose: ATo
confirm the schema by acting as its constituents is theirsalé s o n '8°d0f course,e
unruly or rebellious detailgeal differences, are leveled. Everything is subateith to
the cultural schematismi: The whol e wor |l d i sftheautweed t hr ough
indu®try. o

This cultural schematismlsoextends to the control of language. It possesses
i t s o watand ienplipt] ekoteric and esoteric catalog of what is forbidden and what
is tolerated, 0 which brings evAdornoar eas t houg
Horkheimerexplainif Ever y phenomenon is by now so thor
schema that rtbing can occur that does not bear in advance the trace of the jargon, that is
notseenatfirstglnce t o b®® Moper aned.mdbre, this fAstyl.
Acompul sion of the technically conditioned i
the afss and directorso as a fseampudcdhature, 0
The increasing standardization of this idiom throughout the culture industry puts a check
on all forms of resistance to i hus, they writefithe style of the culture @ustry, which

has no resistant material to overcome, is atthe samétime negat on of st yl e

156 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 98.

5" Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 99. According to Adorndorkheimer, poduction

seeks to reproduce thefarailir experhenwers! @ fofitev &heygodlésyompkelfe ept i on. 0
indistinguishable from that of filnThis sounds a lot like contemporarysaa | | ed fAreal i tyo shows.
Interestingly, they speak of mntoeaugne atherofr ¢ dalei matuinan

(99). Imagine vhat theywould have thoughtf the current HD, 4K, 3 and 4D film, and virtual reality

technologies! Certainly, they would have concluded that such technologies contribute greatly to the

Awither i ntipnandspiontareigni ntahe consumer o Thegfurthetexplam, t oday o (1
AThe power of i ndus tpedpladncesanddor al.t Eachisiagleimanifestatiotoé d o n

the culture industry inescapably reproduces human beinggaass t he whol e hgds made t hemo

158 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 101.
159 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 102.

%0 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 102. By contrast, they refertoh e fgr eahte ar t i
past,not those who merely embodied the adccepd st yl e in their works, but
rigor to set against the chaotic expressionuffiesing, as a negative truti103). Theyrefer to artists such
asMozart, Sclinberg, and Picassthe Expressionists and Dadaists, all as exangdlgseat artists who
fave been mistrustful of styled (103

stso
t ho

S
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Adorno-Horkheimerproceed to explain how in allamks ofarti st yl e i s a
promise 0 T h e it isendypnlitastruggle with tradition, a struggle pptated in
style, that art cafind expression for sufferinf* This ability of the work of art, through
its moment, to transcend reality in this way cannot be severed from style, but neither does
it establish a fal se hardoudenidividudlanif or m and co
soci ehtey . Marmony is achieved Ain those traits
the necessary failure of the passionate stri
great works of art always negated themsehBg contrastjnferior works of art rely on
their Asimilarity to oot hlehres ,c utlheu rseu rirnodguastter yo
imitation asan absolute requirement for success, which reduces all art to nothing but
st y | abedience tdithe sotia h i e F*%aTherdsylt.is@an adwetic barbarism

Since his style originated in the liberal spherdtwi t s fimodern cul tur e
c o mb i ihieis thieconomic arena thagople can survive as long as they remain
compliant and become incorporated irfie systent®® Moreover,Adorno-Horkheimer
write,Ai Wher eas the mechanism of supply and dema
production, in the superstruct d Buisiue acts as
encompasses all consumers who heavwworkers and salaried employees of the economic
system.Accordingly, they put up no resistance to the capitalist system of production and
what it offers them. Adornélorkheimerexplain,iUnder the ideological truce between
them, the conformism of th@asumers, like the shamelessness of the producers they
sustain, can have a good conscience. Both content themselves withréldecgpn of

samenese:®®

181 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 103.

%2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 103-4.

183 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 104.

184 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 106.

1% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 106.This perpetuation of unending sameness also
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Culture and the Entertainment Business

The essence of the culture industry is its form of entertaihmnch is its
medium for the control of consuméfS. The tendencies of the culture industry are
embodied in the public throudbrms ofsocial conditioning. This process depends upon

At he survarmwlkdt oif n t tAdeenahiorkieimsraxplan,. 0

Entertainment is the prolongation of work under late capitalism. It is sought by

those who want to escape the mechanized labor process so that they can cope with it
again. At the same time, however, mechanization has such power over leisure and
its happiness, determines so thoroughly the fabrication of entertainment

commodities, that the etfuty worker can experience nothing but afteages of

the work process itself. . . . The only escape from the work process in factory and
office is through addption to it in leisure time. . . . This is the incurable sickioéss

all entertainment®’

Howeverthey furthed escr i be how the culture indust
promises, thus endlessly cheating its customé&hgse false promises includexual
pleasure, beauty, laughtand fun'®® Theseunfulfilled promises ge masked through
entertainmentespecially in the form of amusemeint order to stifle any resistance on
the part of the consumer, thus malkidbsg t hem
o bj é°tAccoringly, the peoplare given over to amusement; not pure amusement,
descri bed as firel axed abandon to colorful as
fiamus enmeintts imar K'& Pueelpruebridled amuserdent is suppressed as

naiveby the i ndustr Wedgtheystitaidh eamcad | t aagteei ndustr

means of coursefithe exclusion of the new(106).| n f act, the only thing that is
irreconcilable elements of culture, art, and amusement have been subjected equally to th@fconcept
purpose and thus brought under a single false denominatiowtafig/tof the culture industy/(108).
188 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 108.
%" Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 109.
%8 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 111-12. Contemptuously, thesxplain,i Ther e i s
laughter because therensthing to laugh about. . Fun is a medicinal bath which the entertainment
indudry never ceases to prescrilttemakes laughter thesnt r ument f or cheating happine
%9 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 113.

1 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 114.
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corrupt, not as a sink of iniqulffty but as th

Amusement has a numbing or even dgady efect on the mind of the amusedhis

perpetua es powerl essness, a form of escapism, n

thought of resisting that realit§. This is what makes the rheto

peope want ?0 so betauby ¢ hppealqtotesvery people as

thinking subjects whose subjectivity itspecifa | | y s ee's to annul . o
Neverthelessas the culture industry has fewer things it can promise, coupled

with a | ack of a fAmeaningf ul explanation of

increasingly emptyAbstractions, such as the ideals of harmony, benevolence, and truth

are seen asiere publicity devicesPeople becomeynical andmpatientwith such

appealstovaluest Val ue judgments are perceived eithel

¢ h a t'? But, Adorno-Horkheimerexplain how this

noncommittal vagueness of the resulting ideology does not make it more
transparent, or weaker. Its very vagueness, the quasiscientific reluctance to be
pinned down to anything which cannot be verified, functions asstirument of

control. Ideology becomes the emphatic and systematic proclamation of what is. . .
: Tht{%the omnipresent and impenetrable world of appearansesup as the

ideal:

Even morethe culture industry ensures everyone is providedEveryone is
incorporated into the syst emchurchesscubse capaci't
professional associations, and other relationghipsa | | o f whaimeansohr e used
social control. Survival within sociefgr each individuatlepends uponot weighing

fitoo little in the scales of this apparatus. Otherwise he will fall behitii iand finally

" Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 114. Cf. Neil PostmarAmusing Ourselves to Death
Public Discourse in the Age of Show Busin@sw York: Viking Press, 1985).

172 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 116.

13 Horkheimer and AdornoDialectic, 118.Cf. Lewis on advertisements, value judgments,
andTheGreen Bookn Lewis, Abolition, 6-7.

174 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 118.
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g o u rt’d Bocial siratification in terms of the standard of living is determinyed

degrees of adherence to the systéihwho fail to make itin the system are deemed

marked men, outsiderg\ccordingly,they writei The cul t ummellects ndustry
soci etyoOs p o sprovisionfer these idadmiresters asidiveet human

solidarity in the world of honest fal No one is forgotten'’®

Thus, everyone has a
place in the fully administered society of the culture industry, while at the same time
resistant elements are carefully regulated. In a certain sense, this is the nature of culture
and its civilizing process. But, the culturelustry takeshis to an unprecedented level:
ACul ture has always contributed to the subdu
instincts. Industrial culture does something more. It inculcates the conditions on which
implacable life is allowed to Heved at all *&’

In actual factthe success of the culture indusactuallyleads tai t h eitioa b o |
of the individuab in the proces$’® As the standardized mode of production reduces the
individualization of products to a mere illusion (everything @lyethe same), likewise
individual s are t ol dheiawhaeaheated idepntitytwiththteh e ext ent
univers a | i s b ey Aguaid, safpreserviatiorodeperids upon compliance with
the system. But, individuality is los the processsubsumed into mass culturgVhile it
is true the advancement of bourgeois society included the promotibadgvelopment

of the individualt h e fall suth priogressiof individuation has been at the expense of

the individuaity in whose name it tdoplace '8’

175 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 120.

17 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 121. Cf. ThedorAdor no, @A Cul tur e and
Admi ni st fhe Culterenindostryi Selected Essays on Mass Cylade]. M. Bernsteir2nd ed.,
Routledge Classics, vol. 20 (New York: Routledge, 2001).

T Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 123.

178 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 124.

1 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 125.
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The Cult of Cheapness

Adorno-Horkheimerproceed to describe how, in the culture indugtrg,
products of film, radio, even chewing gum, are made so cheaply available to tharpublic
such a way that both the culture system and those whoaum propped up, making
them richer still Again, @ So me t reirnvge di su ps f dhis theyweder ty as the . 0
Acult of ® heapness. o

Theyfurther describghe effects of the cult of cheapness on a variety of aspects
of society from art to educatidno civil discourse. e cheapness of magsoduced
articlesi schafiging the commodity character of art iteeMVhile art has always been a
commodi ty, whedéactthat art nanedwtifully sdmits to being a commodity,
abjures its autonomy ammoudly takes its pice among consumer good&' The power
of the consumer market also results in the replacement of usebyadxehange value:
fiEverything has value only in so far as it can be exchanged, not in so fag as it i
somethingdg?in itself.?d

This cheapening of culturalso has deleterious effects on educatigimce
everyone must be provided for, this means making education easily available for all of
societybs member s. But, this means the | eve
lowering of educational standards. They expl@nf he abol i ti on of educat
by disposing of culture at bargain prices does not admit the masses to the preserves from
which they were formerly excluded but, under the existing social conditions xdagi
to the decay of education and the progress of barbaric incoker&bdloreover, as the
members of society are increasinglyaucatedthis results in a diminishment of respect

and cr ithe latergivenway fo mechanical expertise, the éoim the forgetful

180 Horkheimer and AdorndDialectic, 126.
181 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 127.
182 Horkheimer and AdorndDialectic, 128.

183 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 130.
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cult of celebrities. For consumers, nothisgxpensive amgo r 8* Again, everyhing
is made cheap and easily accessilhtefact, alture is reduced tthe level ofthecheap
and easy advertisemefit.

Moreover, the wielders of paw also exercise their control through the high
costs of advertising, which flows back to the combumedertheir control thusstrictly
controlling who can participate in the systeRurther control of language and style is
made possidledsindgtéchnmuegd dir eati ng a propagandi z
making iteveneasier to manipulate the masses inundated with marketing and advertising
slogans®® This extensive control of language also results irctieapening of language.
As consumers model tharlguage of the culture industry in their own speech, they
perpetuate culture as advwardschangenfrgmt hemsel ves
substantial carriers of meaning to signs devoid of qualities Language i s redu
communication, which is furéh reduced to mere designatitf. Finally, the culture
industryodos appropriation of |l anguage through

in humandiscourseanda loss of linguistic meanin§®

184 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 130. Interestingly, they writé h af the téichnology
had its way the film would already be delivered to the tapamt on the model of the radioAgain, this
was 1944, and television was still in its beginnings. Imaginatwheywould have thoughtf not only
todaybés transmitting of major br oHdflxadmdazonPemewor ks
YouTube, and other services directly to a person
device!

b u
0s

t
h c

8 They explain,

Culture is a paraoikical commoditylt is so completely subject to the law of exchange that it is no
longer exchanged:; it is so blindly equated with tinse: it can no longer be usdebr this reason it
merges with the advertisement. Advertising is its elixir of life.But because its product ceaselessly
reduces the pleasure it promises as a commodity to that mere promise, it finally coincides with the
advertisement it needs on account of its own inability ¢agdHorkheimer and Adorndyialectic,

131.

1% Horkheimer ad Adorno,Dialectic, 132.T h e
with which Goebbels presciently equatedith ar t p o

fdverttsieg,becémes simply the art
vebarsing for
representation of social power.

advertising

187 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 133-34.

188 heyexplain fiThe blind and rapidly spreading repetition of designated words links
advertising to theotalitarian slogan. . .Countless people use words and expressions which they either
have ceased to understand at all or use only accordingitd#havioral functions, just as trademarks
adhere all the more compulsively to their objects the less their linguistami ng i s apprehended. ¢
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Like Enlightenmentthe culture industry is totalitariar¥et, dl the while, the
mas saeefr@efit o dance an d'aTay areevenimadmiee o chease 0
the ideology of the culture industr{dowever,AdornocHo r k h e i mefreedan¢omu r A
choose an ideology, which always reflects economic coerei@rywhere proves to be

freedom t o *bTheytoncudeshioanth.essayn a quite despairing tone

The most intimate reactions of human beings have become so entirely reified, even
to themselves, that the idea of anything peculiar to thenivesrenly in extreme
abstraction: personality means hardly more than dazzling white teeth and freedom
from body odor and emotions. That is the triumph of advertising in the culture
industry: the compulsive imitation by consumers of cultural commoditieshwat

the sameime, they recognize as falS¥.

Elements of AntiSemitism:
Limits of Enlightenment

In ther final essayAdorno-Horkheimerpoint to the rise of antbemitism and
National Socialism as the culminationtb& barbaric darkneghat had fallen over

humanitydue tothe limits ofenlightenment® Thus, from Homer to Kanto the rig of

Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 135.
189 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 135.
190 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 135-36.

¥ Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 136. In the original edition of their wor 944/47,
after a paragraph break, this chapter ends with the renfexks: 0 b e dndeed, they wentdoh to o
continue their critique of the culture indosin the following: Theodor Adorndihe Culture Industry:
Selected Essays on Mass Culfwed. J. M. Bernsteir2nd ed., Routledge Classics, vol. 20 (New York:
Routl edge, 2001), especial By )ATH& h&c ICamdsuiodee Mendd® sC u Iyt
98106) , and ACuUl t ur e -3a)MdeodarddornonPrissng edaThdmasnivizCafthy,0 7
trans. Samuel and Shierry Web8tudies in Contemporary German Social TgituCambridge, MA: MIT
Press1997) , especi &ittisy;nantd®wcli teu-BAgABo, se& Deborah Cookhe Culture
Industry Revisited: Theodor Adorno on Mass Culfluendon: Rowman and Littlefield, 1996).

Adorno offers a helpful summary of their critiqgo&the culture industrwhen he writes:

The total effect oftie culture industry is one of amgnlightenment, in which . . . enlightenment, that

is the progressive technical domination of nature, becomes mass deception and is turned into a means
for fettering consciousness. It impedes the development of autonoimiesendent individuals who

judge and decide consciously for themselves. . . . If the masses have been unjustly reviled from

above as masses, the culture industry is not among the least responsible for making them into masses
and then despising them, wiibbstructing the emancipation for which human beings are as ripe as

the produdte forces of the epoch permit. Cwlrte I ndustry Reconsidered, 06 106

1921 their prefaceAdornoHorkheimerwr i t e of their final essay, @ATh

O0EIl emen tSEmiotfi sAmét ideal s with the reversion of enlighte
The not merely theoretical but practical tendency towarddsedfruction has been inherent in rationality
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Hitler and the NazisAdornoHorkheimer describe a trajectory of human rationalgy
one colossal disappointmefit. For them, Auschwitzrepresents u mani t y6s wr et c h e
failure, especiallyand the inevitable result &nlightenmentationalismand the

oppressivesulture itproducedn the twentieth century

The Chosen People

They beginby introducing the concept of affiemitismand the hatred for the
JewishpeopleThe fascist thesis regards the Jews a:
as such; on their exterminatidme  wor | d 6 s h a'p'flerascistshadee pends . o
made the Jewi sh peopl egeavhidh the wyeng sodiabordert he i des
spontaneously produces. They are branded as absolute evil by absolute evil. In this
sense they ar e i n dereoder, intheimaydatheelaw the éascists e . 0
project their own | wgptopriftion, unlimgded powessdaty e owner s
any price. 0 ,Adanoborkbeimers egqtencé@The Jew, burden
tormentorsé6é guilt, mocked as their lord, the
sacrifice in whose power theye unable tod | i &% Te particular mode of life and

appearance of the Jew represents a failure to adapt to the existing universal, the

prevailing order of life.Thus, we finally coméull circle. The dialectical intertwinement

from the first, not only in the present phase when it is emgngakedly. For this reason a philosophical
prehistory of antiSemitism is sketchedHorkheimer and Adorndialectic, xix.

¥peter Uwe Ho h énhatthédutheesofttispatireaking sfudy had to say
about Kant was mdly negative and hostile.. . [T]he authors want to demonstrate that the sage of
Konigsberg was very much part of a development that ultimately resulted in the triumph of Fascism in
Europeo Peter Uwe Hohendalih, Nat ur e and tAh: ddoaas a Readeryf Kadit,
Philosophical Forund3,no. 3 (2012): 247Academic Search PremideBSChost However, Hohendahl
alsonotehhow i n Ador nods prpudesa moaerpositive asseissmgns of Kaet and, though
not a dogmatic return to Karite critically appropriates moerouselementgwith modifications)from his
epistemology, moral philosophy, and aesthetics, reviving an interest in Kantian philocSephdorno,
K a n Criicaie of Pure Reasgas well as Theodor AdornByoblems of Moral Philosophyd. Thomas
Schréer, trans. Rodney Livingstori§tanford CA: Stanford University Press, 2000)

194 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 137.

195 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 137-38.
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of enlightenmenn &dmougbhwehoMehas hede Jews. o
Adorno-Horkheimemote how thelriving force of antiSemitismhas always
beenit he wurge . . . t o Asmsack ati-Semissmisusienet he s ame.
manifestation of a type of mentality, whether individual or sooeglresenting
A pr i rhistoriealentrapmenta mal ady t hat can become fiso d
civilizationot hat the i ndi vitdutaHr dicggm nwrtd eni 4ti ggrad ien g .
becauseationality itself, having been tainted by powand thus subj to the same
malady, is immune to any plausible rational appeals and counterargdiients.
In due tme, theblindedsubject is unleashad the form of antiSemitic
behavior. The blindness of antbemitism isdue to its lack of intention. Itis like a
el ease valve, 0 in which the subjectds rage
collective as powerless and vulnerabf@f. course, b one is born an ar8emite, and, in
fact, the victims as well as the instigators are actually interchangeable ohepemdhe
constellation of power. Most are even ignorant of the reason for hating the Jews. But,
the ones who dbate themthe fascistsmotivatedoy a hat e wdonsthuotat r eas o
grandiose ideology . . . with fatuous talk of saving the fantilyet f at her | and, hume
in order to justify theimalice Eventually, however, this weak rationalization turns into
an overwhelming impulse to blind, pargelessviolent action®®
And so,the Enlightenment promise becomes a failure. For the Enligletetnm

project,iiThe purpose of human rights was to promise happiness ees wbwer was

1% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 138. They explain,
The harmonious society to which thiedral Jews declared their allegiance has finally been granted to
them in the érm of the national communityhey believed that only ar8emitism disfigured this
order, which in reality cannot exist withadisfiguring human being3.he persecution of thlews,
like any persecution, cannbé separated from that ordés essence, however it may hide itself at
times, is the violencehich today is openly revealedi38-39).

¥"Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 139.

198 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 140.
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| ack'PmMgwever, the ficheated mass,gseathesee t hr ol
division of classeand their corresponding inequitie€onsequently, they must

continually repress any idea of happiness as illysomain hope But, thisalsoleads to
peoplereenacting this suppressionf theifi ownlongingg wher ever this pr omi
happiness might gear to be realized among otharsociety. AccordinglyAdorno-
Horkheimerdescribe how h e triictlve fary of the civilizedwho can never fully

complete the painful process of civilization i s u n | ecthertpatdtuladythet h e

J eWZOO

Jewish Scapegoat

The fact is the Aprebgnt hseFordsoedyy . . o
Ai n which no |l onger is politics medr etlhye busi n
Jew, fAwith his obsolete shopkeegy,ahadger, manner i

who shouldmake way for the pioneering spiat those who have elevateddmess to an
absofPuMomover,s nce the fispecific economic purpo:
Semitism is the concealment of domination in production, in which the master profits at
the xpense of the workerthe Jew becomesdtscapegoat for the economic injustice
that exists witin the bourgeois economy.
The Jews participated heavily in the circulation sphere over time, an economic
sphere lateaccused obeing a source of exploitatioccordingly, the Jews took on
fi t hteed $pdong directed at thatp h €% Bespite the many great achievements of
various prominent Jews, the Jews weegerfully admitted into European society heir

presence was that of a protected class or group, dependent upon their protecteys, be th

199 Horkheimer and AdorndDialectic, 141.
200 orkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 141.
201 Horkheimer and AdorndDialectic, 141-42.

202 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 143.
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emperors, rulers, or the state apparatus. These protectors, themselves wealthy patrons of
the Jews, used them as economic ingdermediar:.
massesvho hadtofoot he bi I | *or progress. o
Furthermoreyretfm€Eheol ews zwlheirrorfs pr ogr es s . (
merchants aided in disseminating Roman civilization throughout Gentile Europe.
Accordingly,t h e bezame, infkeeping with their patriarchal religion, representatives
of urban, civic, and finally industriabcn di t i ons . 0 But, t hese cul t
coupled with their role as dbmadershem pRaipma
targets othe hatred of thoseho were disadvantaged by this economic systéhe
sufferers included, for example, fimmen and farmers undermined by capitalist modes
of production®*
Thus,Adorno-Horkheimerd escr i be t he tragic irony of
who propagated indidualism, abstract lanthe concept of the person, have been
debased to species They whowere never allowed untroubled ownership of the civic
right which should have granted thémman dignity are againcallddh e Jews & wi t ho

di stifction. o

Religious Roots of AntiSemitism

Although accusing the Jews of unbelief is no longer sufficiemicite the
masses against them, religious hostility, linked to the historical persecution of the Jews,
remains an important factor in modemnti-Semitism. This is so even though
ANat i on-8dmitisntseeksotdisregamigion. It claims to be cocerned with

purity of race and nation. Its exponents notice that people have long ceased to trouble

203 Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 143.
204 Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 143.
25 Horkheimer and Adorndpialectic, 143-44. See Anson RabinbadhWhy Wer e the Jews

Sacrificed?: The Place of Aremitism inDialectic of Enlightenmerti New German Critiqueo. 81(Fall
2000): 4964, MasterFILE PremierEBSChost
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themsé ves about eftrd,itrsalr ed dlgVv aotuiso rt .r fpomchtedtas o n

cultural heritag® and so &scism benefits from both thelgic disinterest in matters of

personal salvation and the culiization of reigion. Thepe opl esd unchannel

longingfis guided o raciatnationalist rebellion. . . In this way religion as an

institution is partly meshed directly intbe system and partly transposed into the pomp

of mass culture and parade#\s an appallingresult Afmong t he O Ger man

all that remained of the religion of love was a®te mi t?¥® s m. o
Adorno-Horkheimerspecifically targethe historic role oChristianity in the

rise of antiSemitism. They compare and contrast Christianity and Judaism in terms of

their conception of God, Godos relation

of sacrificein the two religions Whereas Judaism repeased crucial steps of

enlightened progress from primitiyeagan mythical and magical beliefs and practices,

Christianity is a regression due to its reverdiackto forms of ideology, idolatry, and

magical rituals (i.e., the Eucharetd the doctrinefdransubstantiation Furthermore,

the churchés promise of salvation to bel

guarantee or assurance. Huerific historicalconsequencef this regression is that

believerswh o fAwi t h bad c ochansselvesohChestianity aswa senucee d  t

possession, were obliged to confirm their eternal salvation by the worldly ruin of those
who refused to make the murky sacrifice of reason. That is the religigus afrantk

Semi t¥sm. o

2% Horkheimer and AdorndDialectic, 14445 . | n an MoerrekpainstteAdoroot e |

S
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Hor khepmea®$es fiGer man Chri st i ans deutsehe Ehriserwhich t he Pr ot es

sought to align themselves with the principles of National Socialism and Nazi ideologyur®é,co is
important to note not all Germans who professed to be Christian supported the Nazis. Indeed, many like
Dietrich Bonhoeffer and other members of the Confessing ChBelkeinende Kircheisked andost

their lives opposing the Nazis.

27 Horkheiner and AdornoDialectic, 147. The connections Ador#gorkheimer make
between Judaism, Christianity, and the origins of-8stinitism are discussed further in chap. 6 below.
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Appeal to Idiosyncrasy

Theywrite,i The st ock -Semgdsisthedppeatol ant i
i di os yFddiosyscrasy is tied to what is peculiar; the universal is whatever is
capable of fitting Ainto the context of soci
unnatural while théatter is considered natural. The natural is whatever is absorbed by
the conceptual order, the cultural schem#h at 1 s not assimil ated, hc
intrusiveandarouses compul si®e aversion. o

Whereas mimesis is the process that seeks td smlafherness, the civilizing
process succeeds by eliminating the unassimilated, the unnatural. Civilizatewes:s
Ami metic behawiitdr rprtdperal praxi s, or wor k.
mimesis is proscribedhardeninghe individual eg against mimetic behavior.
Moreover,Adorno-Horkheimers t at e, AThe transition from ref
controlled reflectioncmp | et es i '8 Thé repetithve natuce of.sdence, the
mathematical formula, and the automating mental processeshwiologyare all offered
asforms of regression and sublimated mimicry.efthcase the individual is made to
become increasingly hardened against nature rather than adaptifig 6vientually, the
Apitiless ban on r emAreksas\v aerdexiencelofthersr t ot al i z
is a pré¥ocation. o

Somewhat ironically, they further explain hoveéeaam is driven by a deep

208 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 147.They explain how the emancipation of siyi
fromanttiSemi ti sm depends on the content of that idiosynecr
becomingf awar e of itso(®8n sensel essness

29 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 148.

#0Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 148. For a discussn of the concept of mimesis in
Adorno-Horkheimer, see Steven Helmlinfg,6 | mmanent Critiqued and O0Dialectic
Hor khei mer s 6 Di a l6doundary2 32 ho. 3HfFall 20@s B A1e7nAcaelemic Search
Premier, EBSChost

1 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 149.

222 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 150.
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desirefor the mimetic behavior, the idiosyncratic, it sekslestroy*** Consequently

thefascist mechanism of donation needs the Jews as an outlsta sacrifice for the

dominantorderThe Jew is pecultheti défAsthednal i @aanod

domi nant order becomes increasinamgé ynatstmreanag e

Thisreversiorntakesthd or m of projection onto the Jews o0
to revert to mimetic sacrificial practic

the Jews, the eactedoetinaehlig’lr Paradoxitaty@dornd

Horkheimerstae , A Ci vi |l i zati on i s t &eatriumphiwhichph of so

transforms everfti ng i nt o “fnidence, the petsecutien.obthe Jews represents

both the triumph and failure of civilization.

Anti-Semitism and false pojection. Adorno-Horkheimeroffer a
psychoanalytic explanation of as8emitism in what is callepathicor falseprojection
Fal s e pisthg reverse obgenuifie mimesis and has deep affinities to the
repressed™’ They proceed with an extendegplanation of thigpsydological

phenomenon as, in part, arplanation of the mentality of the fascist or éBgimite®

B3They describe how, fAThe psyecSenitsmielisesr gy harness
rationalized idiosyncrasyll the gesticulations devised by théihrer and his followes are pretexts for
giving way to the mimetic temptation. . They detest the Jews andiiate them constantly Horkheimer
and AdornoDialectic, 151.

4 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 152.
215 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 153.
#®Horkheimer and Admo, Dialectic, 153.
#"Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 153.

Z8Theywrite, Al f mi mesis makes itself resemhtde its sur:i
surroundi ngs Horkheiraemdndl Adormddiadeetit, 153. &s a result, they explaifi,| oiges
which are not acknowledged by the subject and yet are his, are attributedljettiethe prospective
victimo ( 15Mdreover, this comes about due to the subject
lack of selfreflection. Hence, thefurther explain,

Instead of the voice of conscience, it hears voices; instead of inwardly examining itself in order to

draw up a protocol of its own lust for power, it attributes to otherPtbtocol of the Elders of Zion.

...Inthe sicknessofthendi vi dual, humanityds sharpened intelle
against humanity, regressing to the blind instrument of hostility it was in animal prehistory, and as

which, for the species, it has never ceased to operadaiion to the restf nature(156).
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Pathic projection is rooted in the development of enlightenment thought and its
bi furcation of subject and objeist . They exp
pathological counterpart, has the arbitrariness of a subjective purpose extraneous to the
matter itself and, in forgetting the matter, does to it in thought the violence which later
will be done®®in practice. o

The fascistcrisisa fispeoifalpacasnei d del usion, 0 whi
theincreased objectification of thinking, producing what they refer to as the
Aunconditional realism of civilized humanity
thinking #fde mupvantually @esthe sane formatiorts’ Both a half
educated soal consciousness and an increalsimpmmodified cultureontribute to this
reification of consciousnes#\s a resultji t h ereflgotidn bf the mind, which
counteractp ar anoi a ' §hedsaslirgfsefdfleaion within society
finally results in a totalitarian phase of g
theultimaratiod0 i s i mposed fion the majority of the ¢
softened up by big politics andeticulture ind s t %y . ©

Furthermoreand very importantlythe erasure of reflective consciousness also

leads to thdiquidation of conscienceThey explain,

Conscience consisted in the selfdos devotio
the abilty to makethet® concer ns of Thstabiléyingolvesne 6s own.
reflection as an interpenetration of receptivity and imagination. Because the

abolition of the independent economic subject by big industry . . . is irresistibly

eroding the basis ohoral decisions, reflection, too, must wither. The soul, as the

possibility of guilt aware of itself, decays. Conscience is deprived of objects, since

It is noteworthy that they refer here to Athe voice ¢
what is this voice of conscience on their view, and what accounts for its normativity? These questions are
explored in chap. 5 tew.

29 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 159.

220 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 159.

2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 163.

222 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 163.
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i ndividual sé6 responsibility fod themsel ves
although still under theld moral titled by their mereperformance for the
apparatug®

Thus,pathic, paranoithdividual subjects, robbed of individuality by being absorbed into
mass culturéy the culture industry, their reflective consciousness disalaedtheir
consciencerocked, finally seek to eradicate all idiosyncrasy wherever and in whatever

form it may appear.

Chosen by tiance ltis really an historical accident that the Jews become the
targets of the powarl minority. In the endit is by chance that the dominagipower,
motivated by -pr édespatiromg sel dcts the Jew a
ithe gui | t?* fThe intetivihement oéenlightenmedt and power and its
failure to emancipate the human mind would inevitably have led to ¢eland
victimizationof somepeoplegroup But, historicallyit happened tbe the Jews who
took on the image of the defeat&ad.
At this point,Adorno-Horkheimerreintroduce the antidote to enlightenment
barbarism and antemitisn® reconciliation Moreove, they present gision of

reconciliationthatis worth quoting at length:

Reconciliation is Judaismbés highest concerg
The paranoid reaction stems from the incapacity for expectation. Th8eanties

are realizingheir negative absolute through power, by transforming the world into

the hell thg have always taken it to bé\ radical change would depend on whether

the ruled, in face of absolute madness, could master themselves and hold the

madness back. Only thédration of thought from power, the abolition of violence,

could realize the idea which has been unrealized until now: that the Jew is a human

22 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 164.
224 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 164.
25 They explain howii is the Jews who possessed the particular

characteristics which must make totalitarian rule their mortal enemy: happiness without power,
reward without work, a homeland without fiteers, religion without mythThese features are
outlawed ly the ruling powers because they seeretly coveted by the ruletihe former can
survive only as long as the latter turn what theyriydar into an object of hat&.hey do so

through pathic projection, since even hatred leads to unithrilee objedd in destructionlt is the
negative of reconciliatiarHorkheimer and Adorndialectic, 165.
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being. This would be a step away from the-&@mitic society, which drives both

Jews and others into sickneasgd toward the human one. Such a step would fulfill

the fascist lie by contradicting it: the Jewish question would indeec phev

turning-point of history. By conquering the sickness of the mind which flourishes

on the rich soil of selssertion unhapered by reflection, humanity would cease to

be the universal antirace and become the species which, as nature, is more than mere
nature, in that it is aware of its own image. The individual and social emancipation
from domination is the countermovemémntalse projection, and no longer would

Jews seek, by resembling it, to appease the evil senselessly visited on them as on all
the persecuted, whether animals or human béffigs

Needless to sapdorno-Horkheimerare not optimistic such reconciliation wilée

achieved given the power of the econosiig st em and t he cudverure i nd-t
human consciousnesSuch power and control perpetuat@ajor impediment to

reconciliatio® stereotypedhinking aTaddaily only t h&tinthehi nki ng i :
modern world, stereotyped thinking takes the form of people voting between totalities in

the form of ticket voting. They explain, AT
replaced by mere acceptancetsf tvhole fascist ticke??® Anti-Semitism has wved

from being a psychological impulse to becoming a plank in the party platfdrm.

NegativeHope: Breaking through
the Limits of Enlightenment?

Finally, Adorno-Horkheimerconcludethis essayvith a glimmer of hopedr

enlightenmenand the posibility of reconciliation Consistent with their paradoxical

226 Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 165.

227 gaction VII, 16572, the basis for the following discussiovas not contained in the
original 1944 editiorof the text biwas added later after the whlorkheimer and Adorndialectic,
273r{165].

228 Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 166.

And thus, fAWhen the ma
Jews, they are obeying social mechanismsiwhi ch i nd
Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 166. This is due to the effects o
consciousness inlwkkiech niietl ¢ el

s u b s u mA87).Irtemestingly, they explaifi | n t he a
exercise judgment, and therefore to distinguish betweernu e a
fitting statementbe madetoddsdbs e cont empor ar

s accept the rea
i dual peopl edds ex
of mass production on social
meathiscexclrahgdqp olindifids . 0
ge of the O6three
nd f al s é.Couidamorea n i
y culture with it
h !
culture industry further liquidate the individual subject, making both the toainégtration of society and
the persecution dhe Jew even easier to achiefieT he di sregard for the subj
administrationEt hni ¢ groups are transported to differe
tothege chambgrso (167
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style,they find a loophole of sorts locataadthin what is also th@resent source of

despaid thevotingticket They explain,

The tendency according to which aBemitism now exists onlgs one item on
an interchangeable ticket gives irrefutable reason to hope for its end. The Jews are
being murdered at &nte when the leaders couleplace the antbemitic plank in
their platform just as easily as their followers can be transplantedofnertocation
of wholly rationalized production to anoth&f’

The fascist ticket is so vacuous, so mendacious in what it offetthéhatasses are
capabl e of subssdtwe for gpmething lzetter caly by desperate effort® n
their part. And hereAdorno-Horkheimerfind a wedge for trutha negative truth at least,

with which they concludéheir essay:

While it admits no truth by which it might be measured, its absurdity is so
monstrous as to bring truth negatively within reach, so that ibedept apart from
those deprived of judgment only by their total abstention from thought.
Enlightenment itself, having mastered jtself and assumed its own power, could
break throgh the limits of enlightenment’

So, what do AdorneHorkheimer offer as proposed solution for this tragic picture they
have painted for their readers? They seem to hold temugus hope faheir method of
determinatanegationbased on human se#flection and criticism of the oppressive
forces of society Enlightenment ould break through its own dialectic of enlightenment

and myth. Thisis central to theiproject of critical theory.

Conclusion

The goal of this chapter was to provide a cj@asentation and explanatioh
some of themain ideas andrgumentsn AdornoH o r k h e majoewori ef
philosophical, moral, and cultural criticism. This ailseolved making connections
betweerDialectic, their other writingsand various secondary souréesfurther

elucidation of AdorneH o r k h e thaught Tths, the previgs chapter anthe present

20 Horkheimer and AdorndDialectic, 171-72.

2l Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 172.
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one have provided the groundwork for the more rigorous evaluatidritical

comparative analyst® comein thefollowing chapters
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CHAPTER 4
ON RATIONALITY

Introduction
ATo see through al/l things is the s.
ABlindness encompasses everytfhing becau

In the preceding two chaptetbeaimwas to provide a careful examinatioh
the main ideas and argumentf L @heAbslifion of ManandAdorno-Horkheimed s
Dialectic of Enlightenmen In this chapterand the two to followthe goalis twofold:
first, to provide acomparativecritical analysis of these two workdong the lines othree
major thems: rationality, morality, andulture; and second, to shakat Lewis, given
his Chrigian theological and philosophical foundations, provides the more cogent and
coherent evaluation of the problefos Western civilizatiordue tothe excesses of
Enlightenmentationalism. Althoughtheprimaryfocusisont he aut hofferesl6 vi e ws
in Abolition andDialectic, thisinvestigationalsodraws upan many of their other
writings, as well aghe secondaryiterature for further illumination othesetwo
significanttextsof twentiethcentury criticism
Generally speakinghis chapteexplorestheaut hor sé6 vi ews on r ea
rationalityas part otheir philosophicakritique of Enlightenment rationalisnMore

specifically,it probes five key areas: (1jhe problematic mythicahature of

1C. S. LewisThe Abolition of Man: Reflections on Education with Special Reference to the
Teaching of English in the Upper Forms of SchoBisldell Memorial Lectures] 5th Series (London:
Oxford University Press944 repr, New York: HarperCollins, 2001), 8Hereafter cited adbolition.

2 Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorrdialectic of Enlightenment: Philosophical
Fragments Cultural Memory inhie Present, ed. GudizeSchmid Noerr, trangEdmund Jephcott
(Amsterdam: Querido, 1947epr, Stanford CA: Stanford University Press, 200241.Hereafter
Dialectic.
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Enlightenmenteason andationality, (2) thansurmountald problem of aporetic reason
in Dialectic, (3) the nature anknits of human reasorand(4) thedialecticalrelationship

between reason amthagination

The Myth of Enlightenment

This sectiorprovidesa critical discussionof the origins, nature, aneesses
of Enlightenmentationalism essentially explaining hoand why according to Lewis
andAdorno-Horkheimer the Enlightenmerroject has failed to liberate and emancipate
humanity | explore their views related todlfiollowing five themes: enchément and
disenchantrant, positivism anéhstrumental reason, reductionism and the sulmbject

distinction and, finally, some examples of how Enlightenmedeedreverts tanyth.

From Enchantment to Disenchantment
The Abolition of Myth

Ofcoursej t i s Max Weber who famously wrote
worlddi n hi s essay @ $MairerecendyPetes Gay writeartthe o n . 0
disenchanting effects @nlightenment.Gay writesi The Enl i ght enment may
summed up intwowords: dritc i sm anldntpemwestiongly, he refers

argumento of his work by the p*hAccardigtoit he di a

!Max Weber, fWi ss e GesammatletAufsitrzeszur B/issensdhaftslehrie n
(1922; repr.;Tubingen: Mohr 1968)pr see the English translation Max WelderiSci ence as a Vocati
From Max Weber: Essays in Sociologans. H. H. Gerth and C. Vit Mills (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1958).

* PeterGay, The EnlightenmenfThe Rise of Paganis(hew York: Knopf, 1966; repr New
York: W. W. Norton, 1977), xiCo mment i ng on his subtitle for the book:
succeeding in both of its aims: theirs was a paganism directed against their Christidanicheand
dependent upon the paganism of classical antiquity, but it was aledernpaganism, emancipated from
classical thoughtsamuch as from Christian dogmghe ancients taught the philosophes the uses of

criticism, but it was modern philosopherbavtaught themthp o s si b i | i txi;engphasis power 0 (
origina). The i mplications of Gayds comments (though he wol
phil osophesd divorce of cr i fTdosultedind powenmvadulfiied anci ent pr

by the modern quest for power.

Moreover, given theise of thedefinite article in the title of his work, Gay committed to the
v i e w Here were nfany philosophes in the eighteenth century, but there wamealylightenmeni
(3; emphasis atkd). Howevermany argue it is more accurate to speak ofthiegghtenmentgplural)
rather thartheEnl i ght enment (singular). See W. Andrew Hoffeclk
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Gay,t he Enl i ght e mawastly ambipousrpsogranda peogréim of secularism,
humanity, cosmopoknism, and freedom, above all, freedom in its many férms
freedom from arbitrary power, freedom of speech, freedom of tradeedom, in a
word, of mor al man t o mavoreover oree againrsoundmy i n  t h
very smilar toAdornoHork hei mer , Gay further <cl aims, fln
of the Enlightenment were part of a comprehensive effario secure rational control of
the world, reliable knowledge of the past, and freedom from the pervasive domination of
myth. o
Both Lewis and the critical theorists describe Emdightenment as the growth
and dominance of materialistic or naturalistic metaphysioupled witha scientistic or
positivistic epistemology These metaphysical and epistemological developments (along
with others moral and cultural) go hand in hand with the disenchantment of the world,
which includedhe eradicatiomf anything associated withagic, superstitiorthe
supernatural, miracler, in a wordmyth’ As Gay explainsi| n procl ai ming the
omnipotence of criticism, the philosophes called, at the same time, for a disenchanted
uni ver se, a’nSuch amovewas congitleted the key to huemancipation
(or freedom fromandliberation(or freedom tp. Gay further explains disenchantment

me a mAtl thirfigs are equally subject to criticismdGiven the philosophésonfidence

The Beginning of M®&evelutionsilCWdrldview: Ereistdading thedFlow of
Western Thoughed. W. Andrew HoffeckefPhillipsburg NJ P&R Publishing, 2007).

® Gay, Enlightenment3,
¢ Gay, Enlightenment36.

"JongTae Leewritesi The Ger man soci ol -0920) frhousiaontendesib er (186
that the nmvement of Western history could be understood as a progressive elimination of Zaage)(
fromtheworldt hus his term 6t he ddieEstzadbbrangdemvVeeh to -6dko ntghe wor |
Lee,iol nt o the Region of AheBReenchaGimentof thelWoddPhd disswonder and
Graduate Theolgical Union, 2015), IProQuestDissertations & Theses Global.

(

8 Gay,Enlightenment1454 6 .  Fur t h er mo rTehe disgachantedxsmot o gives ,
way to jaded, supercilious skepticism, bushift canons of pof and direction of worshipVhat is at
work in the incredulity of the philosophes.is. an expansion of the natur@he disenchanted universe of
the Enlightenment is a natural univeyse ( 1 4 8 )

° Gay, Enlightenment150; emphasis @inal.
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in scientific empiricism and the scientific method, they believed this alone could provide
human liberation or emancipatitimrough the criticism ofnyth, superstitionseligion,
falsehood and a whole hosts of illsttptagued mankind. Gay write§,| n s hor t ,
philosophes saw the Renaissance as the first act of a great drama in which the
Enlightenment itself was the Iésthe great drama of the disenchantment of i@ pean

mi n'8 Mareover,disenchantment meant substituting secularizatiothfer

he

sacrdization of the world causing many to writef fithespiritualc r i si s of' moder ni

Positivism and Instrumental Reason

One of the results of the disenchantmerthefworldis the rise of positivism,
a position which Lewis and the critiddieoristsardentlyoppose*? Positivismrestricts
knowl edge of reality to fAifactso or what
the human min@ccording tats ratioral schema Adorno-Horkheimerarguein I n t h e
belief that without strict limitation to the observation of facts and the calculation of
probabilities the cognitive mind would be overreceptive to charlatanism and superstition,
that system is preparing aridogind for the greedy acceptancecbarlatanism and
s uper slmanuncanny parallel of language, Lewis expresses the same concern,
when he writesfiGaius and Titius may have honestly misunderstood the pressing

educational need of the momefithey e the world around them swayed by emotional

Y Gay,Enlightenment279. Gayr e f er s t o t beeulafindthod & the hant ed
Enl i ght 835 enephasi®added)

"Lee, Alnto the Region of Awe, 0o i

12 positivism was founded byuguste Comte (1798857), French philosopheiounder of the
modern discipline of sociologlCo mt e 6s vi ews were | ater developed
empiricism), eventually known as n@wsitivism, by German philosopher, physicist, and founder of the
Vienna Circle, Moritz Schlick (1882936). Other prommient advocates of nd@ositivism included English
philosopher A. J. Ayer (19189) andRudolph Carnap (1891970), GermarAmerican philosopher,
member of the Vienna Circle. See Auguste Coifites Course in Positive Philosop(i83042) andA
General View bPositivism(1848); Mortiz SchlickGeneral Theory of Knowledd&918; 2nd ed., 1925);

A. J. Ayer,Language, Truth, and Log{d936) andThe Problem of Knowledd&956); and Rudolph
Carnap,The Logical Structure of the Wor{@928) andThe Logical Syntagf Languagg1934).

B Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, xv-xvi.
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propaganda they have learned from tradition that youth is sentiménéaid they
conclude that the best thing they can do is to fortify the minds of young people against
emot ton. o
Yet, despite its emphasis on sea over against emotionpgtivismreduces
objective or substantive reastmsubjective oinstrumental reasof. Adorno-
Horkheimerclamt hi s seeming Atriumph of subjectivit
subordination of reason tehat is immediatelp t  h'& This is the opposite of what it
is to fAgrasp existing things as such, 0 inste
temporal relationshi ps, TDhgthimkingofdxistibhghey can t h
things fias medi atswheh aceconlycfdfiet by aehealimptmie n
social, historical, and human meardnthis whole aspiration dénowledge is
a b a n d & rer dorno-Horkheimer knowledgeis not acquired through the
subordination of reason to what is immediately at hand dutr o hegdktermining
negationofvh at ever i s 8 Bycengast| op positivisnh wutiidahritei)

is reduced to what can be defined in terms of rational calculation and classification. But,

14 |_ewis, Abolition, 13.

15 Adorno-Horkheimer refer to this form of reasaginga variety of terms, includinthe
following: t he fAobjectification of mionudy,hd , d diminrsa mtu nteend sad
of thought, o fobjectified thought, d Asubjective reasc
reasone ot Mamrddd r e asaan ,od@wéckratiopalit}s@nd/othersin his foreword
(written in 1967)to Critique of Instrumental Reasphlorkheimer introduces the fundamental distinction
bet ween substantive and instrumental rationality. He
of understanding and assimilating the eternal ideas whichtedwaction as goals for men. Today, on the
contrary, it is not only the business but the essential work of reason to find means for the goals one adopts
at any g MaxelorkhdgimerCetique of Instrumental Reaspn t r ans. Matthlew J. O0O&éDo
Radical ThinkersNew York: Seabury Press, 197¢epr, New York: Verso2013, foreword, para. 1
Kindle. Notice Horkheimer seems to acknowledge the problems associated with Enlightenment reason
develogdafter reasonvassevered from the understangiof eternal ideas (as ends), which reduces reason
to the role of establishing means to ends, mreansends rationality Lewis also discusses this problem as
a reduction of reason fromtellectusandratio to merelyratio (to be discussed further belaw)

18 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 20.
" Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 20.

18 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 20.
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this classifying knewlwhdgd ireandty ippe ebhreawls

The inevitable result of positivismith its reduction of human knowledge to a
calculating reasoris the stripping down of the world of objects to what can be
rationalized by the human mind, or made to fit the ratigochema. Therefore, whatever
is not, at least in principle, explicable in terms of human understanding is said to not
exist. One by oneghe qualities of objects are reduced to measurable quantities, and these
guantifications are even further reducedbthing more thaformal mathematical
abstractiond thus the loss of concrete existence, and a reswhtigealism or the
rejection of a theorjndependent realit§f This leads to the increased domination and
subjugation of nature for human ends a#i.w&ccording to John Hughes, the method of
positivism Aleads to fAa O6secularizationd of
substantive teleol ogy,-fgreseMation, dr presertatior ofthe i mar y
subject over against the objétt

Hughes points out the intriguing connection between Adétrmor k hei mer 6's
Dialecticand theology, which reveals a parallel with Lewis, although Hughes does not
mention the | atter | ay theologian. Neverthel
theobgy and the Frankfurt school share a common enemy in positivism, and the critique
that Adorno, Horkheimer, and others offer can be helpful to theology in questioning the
hegemony of scientific kn? Mkemissdornewhi ch excl u
Horkheimer and Lewis make for interesting bedfellows in their shared critique of

positivism.

¥ Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 10.
2 For a great introduction to the differences between metaphysical realism and antirealism, se
J. P.Morelandand William Lane CraigPhilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldviélowners
Grove IL: InterVarsity, 2003 , c hap. 1 6An tiiTrheea IResams.Benbat e, 0 326
ZJjohnHughes, fAUnspeakable Utopi acalintheMarxsmdf t he Ret |
Adorno and Cross GuirentiS3neor 4, (\Winter 20044182, Academic Search Premier
EBSChost

Hughes, fiUnspeakable Utopia, o 481.
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Reductionism Subjectls Object Is
SubjectisObject Is . . .

What is more,His positivisticprocesof reductiondoes not stop with the
world of objects but is eventuglextendedo the rationaking subject Adorno-
Hor khei mer write, fAAbstraction, the 1instrume
relationship to its objects as faénee, whose c
the leveling rule of reason &bstraction, which results in the liquidation of the world of
objects. But, on msitivism the subjeads just one more object of naturélot onlythenis
naturereduced to mere appearances, but the subject of the appsasaresedn the
process as @&ll. Both the perceiver and the perceived are thstsubjectobject(or
knowerknown) distinctionvanishes Accordingly, hedisenchantment of the world,
taking the forms of increasegcularization and demythologizationits critique of
reasonleads to the destruction oéason itself As Hughes explaingiRational
scepticism can no longer be held at the door to preserve the status quo, as Kant had done.
The onslaught of@mythologization is relentless . . Reason itself cannot escape this
demyt hol ogi zing; the Enlightenmentds quest fo
destructive, exposing its own nat@ just another myf*
Interestingly, Lewis, in multiple places, describes a problematic Enlightenment
process similar tddorno-Horkheimer onewhich he agrees has a long histand

involves the gradual and eventual subjectivising of the suthjectothe deterioraiton of

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 9. The concept of liquidation is also a prominent theme

i n Lewi s dAbglitidnt i megcal Il nQreewe Killed Hadinhen: sgwedifuidate unsocial

el ementso (74; emphasis @mUlded)ir €1 sewmptrem ihe ich al asg
b e c o méigeidate® téh e pr o c Ehe gseubdecigntiflt waydudisinfects the thing of blood and

tears, or pity and shame, and mercy itself can be regarded as a sort of umi@in8ss¢ewisi A Repl y t o

Pr of es s or OfGHedWorids: Essays and Stories. Walter HoopefLondan: Geoffrey Bles,

1966;repr, San Diego: Harcourt, 20084; emphasis addeth That Hideous Strengtlthap. 2we find

the charactekord Feverstonel me mber of A The )&guiogfortehskguidatienofEl e ment o
backwar d ;emplagssadked. Aldopchap. 4 (pp. 72 1) of the book is titled AT
Anachr oni s ms That Hdeous StrengtheAModern Faifyale for GrowaUps (London: John

Lane the Bodley Head, 194fpr, New York: Scribner, 2003).

“Hughes, fillknsUteoapkiaab, 6 48 2.
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the subjecbbject distinction In Abolition, he describes this as the tragic reversal of
mands congquesturoefdsnatonrgeu eisrtt @ fnartan . Mor eo vV
adoption of a fnot hi n gnothingtbdappedrdantes the p hy . The
appearances amdthing butsubjective qualities of the human mind, the human mind is
nothing butthe brain, the braiisnothing buta by-product of natural causabe natural
causes armothing butthe byproducts of necessary and chance procexsesture
Sincethese processes are inherently nonrational, the reasoning subjesdtyseduced
to nothing buta canplexbundleof nonrational processes of natuvehich of course is
only a subjective appearante
In his English Literature Lewis describes substitution of one conception of
the univers€ fi g eona mail mi fertariotbei( )i me ¢ h anmwihichahé wo)ldof the
former isemptiedof its contents Theemptying process begins wiithdwelling spirits
and continueall the waydownt o vari ous qualia inclouding fAco
anything that does not fit the ratiorsmhema otlassificatio. Everything the mind
toucheg ir i ch | i ke naterkalossoigntifib alcutatine and
objectificationa nd t hus A dEhamrsulbisindt a dubedged ntaterialism but
a dualistic division between mind and mattertime,thispocesse nsur es @At he | oss

theold mythical imaginatowh i ch i s r eppelrascoend fhiye dfi tahbest r act i

% See LewisMiracles: A Preliminary StudgNew York: Macmillan, 1947tepr., with revision
of chap.3, London: CollinsFontana Books, 196@epr, New York: HarperCollins, 2001gspecially
chaps. 2-5.

% C. s. LewisEnglish Literature irthe Sixteenth Century, Excluding Drayifdne Oxford
History of English Literature, vol. 3 (1954, repr., London: Oxford University Pe&5&3),3-4.

Quite mradoxically, although Adornblorkheimer were committed materialists, they seem to
hold in tension amething likethe dualistic conceptiohewis describes here, rejectibgth a dogmatic
materialism and a dogmatic idealism in their view of the sulgbjgct relationLewis understood this
dualistic tension very well based upon his own experience. Hesiared this conception in his pre
conversion years. In his first published woBkirits in BondageA Cycle of Lyricsoriginally written
under the pseudonym Clive Hamilton, he recites several poems representing a cosmic conflict between
spirit and mateal existence, in which spirit (or mind) is presented as good and matter (nature) is evil.
Many of these poetic depictions grew out of his horrific combat experiences while fighting in trench
warfare during WWI. See C. S. LewBpirits in Bondage: A Cyelof Lyrics ed. Walter Hooper (London:
William Hienemann, 1919epr, San Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1984y. further discussion of
this periodelammftohiptvi 66sbphiecal devel opment, see Adam .
PhilosophicalChristianity of C. S. Lewis: ItSources, Content and Forma@qPhD diss., Free University

144



Thus,Lewis describes a reductionism based on a process of abstraction very similar to
Adorno-Horkheimer. However, unlike AdorAdorkheimer, Lavis considers the loss of
the Amythical reat bbgy the impeiusofer the rédactiom ef tha
conception of the universe to nothing but an abstraction.

Inhisessayi Th e Empt ylLewiselahomtesarther ontheemptying
process Even more he describeg as part and parcel ofamov ement of t hought
has been going on si nc?Thisissimilarecddomeni ng of phi
Horkheimebs assessment that enl i ghthetoricaent r eason
period known ashe Enlightenmenbutratherits genealogical roots run deeptire
history ofthe humars u b j @ecetoment® Heret he emptying process i ¢
oneway progressioi asitems are taken from the world and transferred from the
objectodstisvealle t(obtflee subj ect 60sAssuchjieey ( subj ect
are given a new classificationade to fit the ew systemization of knowledgdhey are
Acl assified as our sensations, thoughts, | ma
belonging tahe subject. But, this is at the expense of the object as it is continually
stripped of its properties or qualitiesy en fAsol i dity itself as soli
i ma g i leaeirdy pree to wonder what can actually be known of the objeit
roncal |y, what is supposed to be ambeitadvance

to something unknowahleven nonexisteri

of Amsterdam, 2009 http://dare.ubvu.vu.nl/bitstream/handl871/13270/8622.pdf?sequencetsier
published as Adam Barkma@, S. Lewis & Philosophy as a Wayldfe: A Comprehensive Historical
Examination of His Philosophical Thougl{slentown, PA: Zossima, 2009).

Lewis, fAThe EmRrasent Odncerns:eArCenepelling Qollection of Timely,
Journalistic Essaysed. Walter Hooper (Londorfount, 186; repr, San DiegoHarcourt, 2002), 81

ZgeeJoeWh i t e b o dJigeschithfahfe Subj ecti viNewGeRemao onsi der ed, o
Critique no. 81 (2000)12541, Academic Search PremigEBSChost emphasis original.

PLewi s, fEmp 81382 CiréewsH fisaadisastrous discovery . that we exist.
mean, it is disastrous when instead of merely attending to a rose we are forced to think of ourselves looking
at the rose, with a certain type ofndiand a certain type of eydsis disastrous becauseyibu are not
very careful, the color of the rose gets attributed to our optic nerves and its scent to our nordlgand i
end there isnorose lgiC. S. Lewisi 6 Bul ver i smé or ,thOeret uroyw nTi@God u gt ,od 20
in the Dock: Essays on Tolegy and Ethicsed. Walter Hooper (1970; repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
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Yet, the situation worsensAst he subj e,cti nfsl|l ditgeod,geat t he
of the objectjnstead ofactual growth thsubject is diminished in the processs soul,
self, or mind is demythologizethe subjectoois transferred over to the subjective side

of the account Lewis writes,

Animism, apparently, begins at home. We, who have personified all other things,

turn out to be ourselves mere personifications. Man is indeed akin to the gods: that

is, he is no less phantasmal than they. . . . There never was a Subjective account

into which we could transfer the items which the Object had lost. There is no

ficonsciouaes® to contain, as images or private experiences, all the lost gods,

colorsband conceptgConsciousness finot the sort of noun that can be used that

way 0
Notice with the abolishing of the subject comes the elimination of any subjective account
of the world Consciousness has been eliminated as another myth to be expuagesl.
furtherexplainsi And t hus we arrive at a result uncom
reducing the world to almost nothing we deceived ourselves with the fancy thadasl it
gualities were being kept safe (if i n a some
mind. @&pparently we had no mind of the sort required. The Subject is as empty as the
Objéect. o

Another description of this emptying process deserves arendj. This one

comes from Lewi EhéDistaaedemagemMere, kewis desclibesdhe
process variously asmptying orinternalization He writes, fATo under st

fully would be to grasp that great movement of internalizatind,that consequent

2002), 271

Olewis,A Empt y U 81i8% emplsasis obginalCf. Horkheimer and Adorndialectic,
25 on fAthe extirpation of ani mism. o

Lewi s, fAEmp83yleslierPivier fsieglod expl ains, fAFor the mo

ends by analyzing and dismissing mind itself. By insi
merely as objects to be analyzed scientifically, the . . . scientist concludes that mindai$gplpduct of
matter. . . . The schizoid mentality of modernity ends ineedfure. And Nature absorbs mind back into

her sledligP.Féai r fi el d, AFragmentati on and HTthate: The Heald
Hideous Strengtho T h @ P i Guide: C.ri86Lewis and the Art of Witnead. David Mills(Grand

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 153X Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 20-21 on the extirpation of the

subject.
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aggrandi zement of man and *deishisearl@ertessayn o f
Lewis describes an enlarging of the subject at the expense of the object. Once again,
although the process begins by an emptying of the worlderitaally leads to the
emptying of the self. He states, A[T] he
subjective; we only think that we think. Having eaten up everything else, he eats himself
up too. And where we 6g%Al$orlikelAdotné@at 6 i s a
Horkheimer, Lewis acknowledges that this process makes up a large part of the
Apsychological %*history of the West. o

And thus ve arrive atthec r uci al p aeductio acabsurdwenwi s 6
argumens. Any methodof describing the univergba whenfollowed outto its logical
conclusionleads to the elimination of the self as a thinking sulgannhot be seriously
entertained as a correct or reasonable account. Such an account beceretsgisglin
the end.At the very least, ititterlyundermines any rational basis for holding it. In

anothee s s ay, AThe Poison of Subj ethdprobléms m, o

After studying his environment man has begun to study himself. Up to that
point, he had assumed his own reason and girdiseen all other things. Now, his
own reason has become the object: it is as if we took out our eyes to look at them.
Thus studied, his own reason appears to him as the epiphenomenon which
accompanies chemical or electrical events in a cortex whiitbelf the byproduct
of a blind evolutionary process. His own logic, hitherto the king whom events in all
possible worlds must obey, becomes merely subjective. There is no reason for
supposing that it yields truthi.

%2C. S. LewisThe Discarded Image: An Introduction to Medieval and Renaisdaterature
(1964, repr., Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1928),

33 Lewis, Discarded Imagge215.

t he

sub

dar

Lewi

34 Lewis, Discarded Image42.Furt,e r mor e, he descr igleamoceshiagf s hi st or

Internalizatio® 216). Prior to the emptying process$e universe was thought or imagined to be teeming
with life, will, energy, and intelligence, a world full of life and activity made up of objects amenable to
human reason but not utterly reducible to it. Of course, Lewis was not calling for a returmiedilegal
model of the universe&se e  h i s ,fAbEspardeddnyage21623. But, hearguessome suctmodel is
needed that will preserve the subjebject distinctioras well aghe possibility of truth and knowledge.

®lewis,iThe Poi son ,oof Chiiab Refectiorisad.iWaltar HoopefLondon:

Geoffrey Bles, 196 7epr, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995) 72 . On mandés beginning
compare Lewisédscri bing the mind of man and sci eneace i n
was not the business of Man because Man had noegenie the business of scie@g.. S. Dee wi s,

Descriptione Temporumo Seleated Literary Essaysd. Walter Hooper (1969; repr., Cambridge:
147
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t he s
fi

N



This 1 s remini sidingwards @Abolitiorewhereheddescribas thé

problem & seeing through all things beifig h e s a me &%Whemhefocusof s ee. 0
scientific investigation was directed outward to the warldntook for granted the

reliability and trustworthiness @iis owncognitive and sensoffgculties But, once

reasontself became the object of investigatidike all other objectst toowas explained

away in the process; mordmyth tode disgebedReasdinhr ough o a
seen through in this waresulted in the loss of sight; there was nothing left td see.

Again, from Abolition, Lewis explains,

The price of conquest is to treat a thing as mere Nature. Every conquest over
Nature increases her domain.. But as soon as we take the finasbf reducing

our own species to the level of mere Nature, the whole process is stultified, for this
time the being who stood to gain and the being who has been sacrificed are one and
the same. This is one of the many instances where to carry a princigbat

seems its logical conclusion produces absurity.

Thus, the Enl i gphemanapateomandliberapdorosouit te lee a myth,
even worse aelf-defeatingabsurdityin the end Thestaggeringly ironic and tragresult
is not seltpreservation buthe sacrificialsurrendering of self to Natudethe liquidation

or abolition of man.

Cambridge University Press, 1979)
36 |ewis, Abolition, 81.

37 Lewis, like AdorneHorkheimer, draws out the practical implications of this philosophical
movement, which he describesa & at al sl i p whhiclhi shm.s0 |leedwiuss,. tEmpt y Ur
Recall that AdorneéHorkheimer trace the genealogf enlightenment reason through Kant to Sadean and
Nietzschean nihilism. Lewis similarly writes,

Now the trouble about this conclusion is not thét itnwelcome to our emotioni.is not
unwelcome to therat all times or in all peopl&his philosoply, like every other, has its pleasures.
And it will, | fancy, provevery congenial to governmenithe oldfiberty-talkd was very much
mixed up with the idea that, as inside the ruler, so inside the subject, there was a whole world, to him
the center of &worlds, capacious a#ndless suffering and deligldut now, of course, he has no
finside éxcept the sort you can find bytting him openlf | had to burn a man alive, | think |
shouldf i nd this doctrine comfor.tabl e. Lewi s, AEmMpty U

38 |ewis, Abolition, 71-72; emphasis original. Cf. Horkheimer and AdorDB@lectic, 4t i

history of civilization is the history of the introversion of sacrifice. In other woattte history of
renunciati on. 0 Her selffwmncatorn thh exiemé.hi s | eads to
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Modern Myths
As part of their thesihdorno-Horkheimer describe at length how
AEnNl i ght enment r eamherimportanothemethabLeeandthEhi s i s
critical theoristshare Ironically, Enlightenment thinking, despite its goal of
emancipation from myth, actually produces its own forms of mythical thinking, including
the myth ofthe Enlightenment itselfthe secalledAge of Reasonto be ontrasted with
theunenlightenedark Ages steeped in superstition and myitus,Lewis and the
critical theoristdurn the tableper seon the Enlightenment by exposing its own mythical

tendencies.

The myth of Enlightenment. In actuality,Gay explaiss, fithe Enlightenment

was not an Age of Reason Hefuttheraritesevol t agai ns

This revolt took two closely related forms: it rejected the assertion that reason is the
sole, or even the dominant, spring of action; and it deniealthatysteries in the

world can be penetrated by inquiry. The claim for the omnicompetence of criticism
was in no way a claim for the omnipotence of reason. It was a political demand for
the right to question everything, rather than the assertion theatudd be known or
mastered by ratiwality.>

Adorno-Horkheimerappeato sharghe Enlightenment view of the omnicompetence of
criticism (hence their emphasis on determinate negation) and the rejection of the
omnipotence of reasonyet, theyare ambivalenregardingenlightenment and

enlightened thoughtFor exampleHugheswrites,

Whereas most commentators saw totalitarianism aneSamtitism as a departure
from Liberal Enlightened reason, Adorno and Horkheimer argued that the truth is
more dialecticalwhile they still affirmed thafisocial freedom is inseparable from
enlightened thougtiithey also concluded that the recent descent of modernity into
mythology and destruction wastrjust an aberration bunplicit in the verylogic

of Enlightenment gelf*°

In this caseHughes further explainghe mytlologyinvolved istheEn | i ght selt ment 6 s

assertion of the existence of a subject whd imy t h sepaasated fyom natwend

% Gay, Enlightenment141
“Hughes, fAUnNspe ak8lglotingHotkieimer and Adoradidlectic, xvi.
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domi nates her. Enlightenment reaythologesal i sm fic
from which it c¢claimed to bring emancipationo
about reality and the self that cannot be demonstrated to Heytappeals to reason,

makingsuch assertions the equivalent of mystill, Adorno-Horkhamer do not

abandon the Enlightenment for irrationalism, but instead argue for what amounts to a
demythologizing of Enlightenment thought thgbugreater selfeflection and self

criticism*

Lewis warns of fit he exfpastfacgudgrentsofpi ngs whi c
6enlightenmentd and 6super stHeagreeswdh ur ge us t
Adorno-Horkheimer that what passes as enlightened versus mythical is not as neatly
disentangled as some might think. Enlightenment thinkiagtisallyenmeshed v a
good ckal of superstition of its ownFor example he claims thatvhatdrives modern
views ofreason andationality is what he callthe modern myth afiEvolutionisno or
fiDevelopmentalisppwhi ch began i n peopl bengbaselopangi nat i on

scientific evidencé®

“"Huyhes, fAUnspedS8table Utopia, o
“2Lewis, English Literature 13.

3 Lewis distinguishes between the Darwinian theoryiofdgical evolution and the myth of
ispont ane o u wuniversabegalugosisdthe myth orfginating earlier than théheorem. For
exampl e, H-er thd teva great imaginativeiexpressions of the myth, as distinct from the
theorend K e a Hypesiona n d Wa Ringd aredpseDarwinian 0 L @De Descriptione
Temporum 0 -11 Bis referenes are tdohn Keats (1794821) English Romantic poeand his
Hyperion(1820), as well athe German composer Richard Wagner (1-&B3 and hidDer Ring des
NibelungenThe Ring of the Nibelupgcomposed in 1874.

For further readindrom Lewis onEvolutionism orDevelopmentalismsee the followingfiDe
Futilitate, 0 Christian Reflectionsed. Walter HoopefLondon: Geoffrey Bles, 196Tepr, Grand Rapids
Eerdmans, 1995fi The Funer al o Chrigtian ReflectionsedWyaitdr HodpefLomdon:
Geoffrey Bles, 1967epr, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998)l s The ol omgTyhe Weml ofr y 2, 0 i
Glory: And Other Addressesd. Walter Hooper (New Ykr Macmillan, 1949; reprNew York:
HarperCollins, 2001)fiEpilogue to The Discarded Image1623;i The Wor | dbés Theast Ni ght , 0
Worl dés Last Ni g(Naew Yorlk Hatcou,tBraeer 19@eprs Say Biego: Harcourt,
2002) especially pagel014;andfi Ev o | ut i o n aPogmsdd ywalter Hoopér (London: Geoffrey
Bles, 1964repr., San Diego: Harcourt, 1977).

In the second book of his scienfietion trilogy, Perelandra Lewi s refers to fithe
of our centur yiopawar G hef fisnyd hhoipmagi nati ve, ment al pic
Perelandra (London: John Lane the Bodley Hed®44 repr., New York: Scribner, 2003), 140.

Miracles hedescribes the role of modernmytm t he t wenti et h wethinkingg y as a for
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The myth of scientism. Another myth(onethatgrows out otthe belief in
evolutionisn) representsiot onlya grave philosophical errbuta perversion ofjienuine
scientifictheory and practicas well Contrary to thattacksof s ome of Lewi s6 ¢
Lewis was an ardent supporter of sciepogperly understood and appliedVhathe
attacksn Abolition and elsewheres not sciencethe scientific method, or scientigtata
particularphilosophical perspective or ideolacientismiit he bel i ef that t hi
moral end of humankind is the perpetuation of our own species, and that this is to be
pursued even if, in the process of being fitted for survival, our species has to be stripped
of all those tings for which we vale it “6 Unfortunately,Lewis at timesrefers to
scienceor applied sciencevhenhis target is reallgcientism, which malgit seem as if
he is antiscience But, a more than superficial reading of Lewlisarlyshows this is not
the case.
In Abolition and elsewherd,ewis explicitly stateshe does not seek to
disparage science or to deitgymany benefits for human society. But, scientism, on the
other handhe argues igdegenerate science andletrimental to society alorthe same
lines as positism** In defense of Lewis against the charge of beingsmiéinceM. D.
Aeschl i man st at ersceiteththetkind of philodoghical educdtienvat s
Oxford that enabled him to resist the two op

6s cedefiedd® He expresses Lewisd view of science

(47-51, 8285). Finally, br further reading on how modern forms of rationality have their own mythologies
that drive themsee Mary MidgleyThe Myths We Live Byondon Routledge, 2003Kindle.

ARepl y t,o00 BEénis.Writes 8 hatrHidébaslSteagihe has
compl etely misunderstood. The 06goodd scien
t target. o Furthermore, Lewis aéescre t hat
o} and innocent in themselves, 6 . . That Hidebus u g h e
trength 200). Elsewhere, he further clarifigs,] t h i nThat Hideblus Sreng}lis about a triple
conflict: Grace against Natur@é Nature against Antilature (modern industrialism, scientism, &
total it ar C &hewWiliam Lckinyer, duly 30, 1954, ilhe Collected Letters of C. S.
Lewis vol. 3,Narnia, Cambridge, and Joy 198®63 ed. Walter Hooper (New YorldarperCollins,
2007), 498.

ti
fi
Vi

st
tr
I

“5 Cf. Lewis, Abolition, 53-54.
““M.D. AeschlimanThe C. S. Lewi s [d deffreyrDsSchuzmmdylohh opedi a
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Lewis knew that science was one of the great products and capacities of the
human mind, but he insisted that it was a subset of reason and not simply equivalent
to it. Scientific reason, if@urate, was valid, but it was not the only valid kind of
reasoning: noncontradiction, validity, truth, value, meaning, purpose, obligation
were necessary presuppositions of the scientific method but not themselves
scientific phenomen

Furthermorerecal how both Lewis and the critical theorists reveal the close
associations betweenagicandscience In Abolition, Lewis describes science and
magicastwinfibor n of t he s amet henpfudrseec es s |wh eardedh yt
surrenders object afterobject and finally himself, to Nature
a fimagi ci aMaevehap @graatmed from the AOwi sdomd o
magic and applied science seelsto bj ugat e nature to mands desi
leads to the impleméation of technique to the performance of despicable d&eds.
Similarly, Adorno-Horkheimer also emphasitis kinshipbetween magic and science
In science, they explain, the multiplicity of things and what affinities they may share are

r e d u c e dingle oelationshigebet&een the subject who confers meaning and the

G. West, Jr.Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1998 s . v .0 Adgschlonandraws this

distinction from Richard OlsonScience Deified and Science Defigd/ols. Berkeley: University of

California Press, 1995Aeschlimandescribed\bolitionasfi a n e x t e n d enst the deificatiopniok e a g a i
science. 0 Aeschl i man, BlkmakTheRestitationfof Man: C. SslewisaMii c hael Ae
the Case against Scientis@md ed.(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998homas CP et er s, iThe War of
Wor |l dvi ews: H. G. Wells and Sci enlthies nPivliegrrsiunsd sC.GuSi.d elL:e
Lewis and the Art of Witnesed. David Mills(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998).

“"AeschlimanfiSci ence. ®6 Considering Aeschlimands | i
scientific method, it is interesting to compare another defense of science and scientificireagp i n L e wi
work of spiritual satireThe Screwtape LetterScrewtapexpresses his concerns regardimg dangers of
science fohis diabolicalcause given that the pursuit aéal science leads one to thinking about universals.

Thus, theonlyscieec he can recommend is fieconomics and sociolo
scientific interest for Adorndlorkheimer. See C. &ewis, The Screwtape Lette(kondon: Geoffrey Bles,

1942;repr.,with additional letter and additional prefaceTd® Scewtape Letters and Screwtape Proposes

a Toast 1961;repr, New York: HarperCollins, 2001).

O~

S
S

“8 Lewis, Abolition, 71-73, 7678. Cf. Lewis English Literature 12-14. For a fictional
depiction of thisconnecton bet ween sci ence G@hmodclegseathechattenof Le wi s6 Nar
Uncle Andrew inC. S. LewisT h e Ma gi c i dllostPaulinkeBayhes (kondon: The Bodley Head
1955 repr, New York: HarperCollins, 1994For further readingoh e wi s & vi ews on s
see John G. Weslr.,ed.The Magiciandés Twin: C. S. L ¢eadtls o
WA: Discovery Institute Press, 201DavidUssery,fi S ¢ i e hhe &bolitiom of ManCan Science
Rescue ltselfdin Contemporary Perspectiveson®&. L e wiian 6f ManbHistoiy,tPhilosophy,
Education, and Scienced Gayne John Anackemd Timothy M. Mostellerl{ondon: Bloomsbury, 2037
andHenry F.Schaefer|ll, A C. S. L e wi 9C.8&nLdwisSociety of Califermaccessed Mag,
2020, http://www.lewissociety.org/scientism/.
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meaningless object, between rational significance and its accidental ®&afidris
parallels themagical thinkingof the priestly magician or medicine maloreover, both
science and ngac arechiefly concerned with ends or goals. Whereas magic pursues
these ends through mimesis, science does so by creating a greater distance between the
subject and the objectevertheless, they both aim at exerting control over the world to
accomplishtheir mutual endsAnd yet, science is capable of a form of world domination
never dreamed of by the magiciadoreover, the distancing of the subject from the
world as object means a greater autonomy of thought (as opposed to mimesis) by the
subject inrelation to objects. This furthéistorical developmentofthgeo fAwas a
prerequisite for the replacement of the localized practices of the medicine man by all
embracing industrial tétcn o | gy . o

One carfind numerous pallels between Lewis and Adortdorkheimer in
their assessment of science and scientiBoughout their worksHowever,arguably
Lewis offers a more balanced assessment overall. FoAdoeno-Horkheimer fail to
makea sufficientdistinction between science and scientidmmany paces they speak
as if the corrosive effects of Enlightenmeationalityare so pervasive that science can
no longer bédegitimately or reliably pursued untainted by ideoldgyTheytend to

accentuate the abuses of scientific theory@agdtice which result informs oftyranny

4% Horkheimer and Adornd)ialectic, 7.
0 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 7.

L For example, they writdf Whi | e attentive cultivation and
heritagd especially when positivist new brooms have gtweaway as useless lumiBedoes represent
one moment of knowledge, in the present collapse of bourgeois civilization not only the operatthas but
purpose of science have become dubiobisrkheimer and Adorndialectic, xiv; emphasis added.
Furthermae, they explain,

If the only obstacles were those arising fromdbéviousinstrumentalization of science,
thought about social questions could at least attach itself to tensl@pgiesed to official science.
Those tendencies, too, however, emeghtup in the general process of productidimey have
changed no less than the ideology they attackbdysuffer the fatevhich has always beenserved
for triumphant thoughtf it voluntarily leaves behind its critical element to beconmese means in
the service of an existing order involuntarily tends to transform the positive cause it has espoused
into something ngative and destructive (xv; emphasis added).
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and exploitation, but at the expense of a proper endorsement of the fruits of,science
again,properly understood and applieBy contrast, Lewis does not share such

pessimistic conclusions regarding science.ei#en holds out fothe possibility that

(@)

Aifrom Science her s¥Bdencendhumanradonality mightbe c o me .
regenerated and actually applied to the dureise of nature and humanity.ewis
envisions the possibilptgnevbuldmariamnaaeaNat ur al
subjectobject distinction, not reducing the objects of reality to the mere rational
abstractions of the humanmirddut al | owi ng for the subjectds
continually corrected by the obje@t.In other words, this is siply to acknowledge the
subjectds analysis does not exhaust the natu
limitations of thisregeneratacience in its investigation of the world of objects and its
claims to truth.Room is thus left for explanancoof these objects without explaining
them away’* Accordingly, humans would retain thdihoustatus rather than being
reduced to meris or objects of natureHumanconquest of nature in the pursuit of
knowledge could still be attained apart from tighlcost of human nature in the process.

Finally, for Lewis science is both limited by and a subset of religion, not
superior olopposedo it. InMere Christianity Lewi s c¢cl assic introduc
defense of the Christian religion, he briedigdresssthe relationship between religion

and science Here he stresses that Acthesame e i s bot

52 Lewis, Abolition, 76.

53 |_ewis, Abolition, 78-79.

*¥ This analysis is consistenith Lewis 6 wr i ti ng el sewhere concern
nature of fAscientificd theories DiscardedlImagsldibent i fi c t
Here Lewis al so s pesaakvsi nogi tthhee a pnppeoarrtaannccees oo fanid fi Occam
neassary procedures of science in constructimpeel of the niverse.Also, in discussing the differences

in medieval versus modern models of the universe, and the changelfrtomew model®ver time,

Airespecting eacHhHewsnstslaglwddgeitnlgatn oaret,ioci pates Thomas K
shi fts. ofEdlegee RisamdedImage21623; Thomas KuhnThe Structure of Scientific

RevolutiongChicago: Chicago University Press, 1982 this connection, see MichaelWard A Sci enc e
andRelgi on i n the Wr i Bdencg & Chostian Belief5Sno. 11(2018)8-55,Adademic

Search PremierEBSChost Cf. Lewis,English Literature 1-14.
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ti me, he seeks to set the record straight on
Science is limited to experimentationdaobservation of natural phenomena by means of
themethods andhstruments of sciencéAccordingly, scienceeaches a natural boundary
when it comes to questions concerning why nature exists and what might exist, if
anything, beyond it. This line of gsigoning is simply outside the scopesafence
Lewis does not argudat science has nothing contribute tdhediscussion, but only
that the statements concerneagything beyonahature are not strictly scientific
statementsand thereforethe matéers involved cannot be settled a purely scientific
basis™
Not only then are religion and science not in any real conflict, the two go hand
inhand® War d explains Lewis6 understanding of t

religion as follows,

Sa enc e, silericon, is avable @ursuit and part of the rabgs life, properly
understood.If religion (and specifically the Christian religion) is true, thefinitust
be cosmi@ encompassing everything, includingesuie. Science therefore caon

be nonreligious, though it might become irreligious, either through degenerating
into scientism or through other podsilsorruptions’

Moreover for Lewis the proper religious view for providirtheneeded check to our
scientific paradigms is Christnity:A Chr i sti an t heol ogy can fit i
and the suiChristian religions. The scientific point of view cannot fit in any of these

things, not even science itseff

%5 Lewis, Mere Christianity(New York: Macmillan, 1952repr, New York: HarperCollins,
2001) 22-23.

Lewis writes, fAiTheology offers you a working ar
to continue his experiments and Mirdclesl1¢hr i sti an to cont
*Ward, fSciences and Religion, o 4

BLewi s, Al s rTyfd0arorongrg frof deis on the relationship between
Christianity and fAt he CcSubewishrCthrs cite ratnd fApdan thetgteitti cdse , 0 s

n
Dock: Essays on Theology and Ethied. Walter Hoopef1970; repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdmsg2002),92.
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A Critical Error: T helsland of Aporia
AdornoH o r k h e i me r fé&slightemmerithoughireveats a number of

serious flawsvith modern reasoandits slide intoinstrumentarationality. The central

thrust of their argument is that Enlightenment rationality becomeslasstifuctive by

reverting to the very thing sought to eradica@® myth Howeverjronically Adorne

Hor khei mer 6s cr i ti qu edegrfictsthus tndeomnangtheiry ul t i mat
whole critical project This represents an irony in the history of philosophy that ranks

with similar failures suchsd o gi c al  pesifatianiprnncipte(mitich makes the

irony more staggering consideriAglorno-Horkheimed sigorouscritique of

positivism).

Habermasian Criticism

Jirgen Habermaswdsd or no6s f or me raswell aparaaftben as s i st
second generation of critical theorist3oday herepresents one of the leading
spokesmen for critical theomy contemporary philosophyNonethelessn his essay
AThe Entwinement of MreddingDialectic ofEEnlightegntenté n me n t
hearges that AdornéHo r k h ei me r 0 s-defeatingwhich besummagizesse | f
folowss AN Reason, once instrumentalized, has bec
thereby given up its critical power . this is the final unmasking of a critique of ideology

appl i ed?® fThs egragisus érror.indolves a kind of castration of reason

%9 JurgerHabermadurther explains the problem thus:

Now reason itself has fallen prey to thefdted confusiorof power and validity claims. . . . [fig
purposiverationality, which had become total, eliminates the difference betwetewhith claims
validity and that which only serves thaeérests of selpreservation. . . This critique of ideology
describes the setfestruction of the critical faculty, however, in a paradoxical manner, because in
performing the analysis it must makse of the same critigg which it has declared false.

JirgertHaber mas, fAThe Ent wi ne me n treadirfgDidlegtic ¢f ErdightdnmE&nhd i ght e n me
trans.Thomas Y. LevinNew German Critiqu@6 (Spring/Summer 198222, Academic Search Premier

EBSCChostHa b e r ma s orisique ofl Adorrieldorkheimeris found inJurgenHabermasThe Theory

of Communicative Actiowpl. 1, Reason and the Rationalization of Sogiétgns. Thomas BCarthy

(Boston, 1984), 36@9. Also, for another helpful distillaan of these issues, see David Rasmussen,

ACritical theory: Ho r k Goatinental Philosdphyanrthe BCentitha b e r mas, 6 i n
Routledge History of Philosophy, vol. 8, ed. Richard Kearney (New York: Routledge, 19949254
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reminiscent of Lewisd quip, AW8 castrate and
RecallHabermasefers to thédialecticasAdornoH o r k h e iblackestd s i

most nihilisticboold i n whi ch t hey s ougdestructiveprdces® ncept u e

of Enlightenment °6 However, Habermaargues that, in actual fadtjs Adornc

Hor khei mer 6 s cr i tdesguctewe, ¢calght in arbapoutdheieosn s e | f

making. Adorno-Horkheimerdescribethe aporetic nature @nlightenment reason

notingi The aporia which faced us in our work th

to investigate: thesef e st r uct i on & Thatesaitl, iheyralsoaiscuimen t . ©

petitio at theheart oftheir critique of enlightenment

We have no douBt and herein lies oypetitio principiid that freedom in society is
inseparable from enlightenment thinking. We believe we have perceived with equal
clarity, however, that the very concept of ttlahking, no less than the concrete
historical forms, the institutions of society with which it is intertwined, already
contain the germ of the regression which is taking place everywhere today. If
enllghtengnent does not assimilate reflection on thisessivemoment, it seals its

own fate®

Based on statements likeese HabermasrguesAdorno-Horkheimeb sritical project

seltimplodes More fully, he explains whthis is so

Horkheimer and Adorno therefore consider the basis of critique obighgol

destroyed; and yet they want to hold on to the basic premise of Enlightenment. So
they take that which Enlightenment did to myth and turn it back onto the process of
Enlightenment itself. Critique becomes total: it turns against reason as the
foundaton of its own analysis. The fact that the suspicion of ideology becomes
total means that it opposes. rationality as such, thereby extending critique to the
veryfoundationsof an immanent critique of |deolo§y

According to Habermaslong withNietzsche, Foucault, and othefgjorno-Horkheimer

are guilty of engagingmore specificallyin aperformative contradictionRegarding

% Lewis, Abolition, 26.

® Habermas AEnt winement, o 13
2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, xvi.

% Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, xvi.

“Haber mas, f E ®2®iempbasie ariginal.
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AdornoHor khei mer 6s critique of ideology and t hi
performing the analysis it must mekse of the same critique which it has declared false.

It denounces the totalitarian development of Enlightenment with its own é&heans
performative contradicti of Thud whilehdomd Ador no w
Horkheimer undermine the validity otian rationalitythey attempto reason to this

conclusion and persuade others do the same.ifBlogjr reasoning is correct, then

reason igainted and its deliverances cannot be trustediudingthe conclusionsof their

own critique®®

Bulverism

Decadeb ef or e Haber mas Adsnoldotkheimefigs cr i ti que o
Dialectic, Lewis preemted this critical strategy, even inventiagerm to describe any
and all ideologies thateekto explain away the results of the reasoning process by
attributingthepr ocess t o other causes or motivations

for this fallacy in an essay by the same fiflcurthermore Lewi s characteri z

®Habermas, fARAtwi nement, 0

% peter UweHohendaht har act eri zesmHa$b e didbedas sotds thiai ¢ i s
Hor khei mer and Adorno, under the i mpact of Nietzsched¢
that of Nietzsche. Thus their own version of Critical Theory loses its critical edge because it dodlelivs
contrad ct ory strategy. ReappeisaisrShifting dlighnertsannPdsamiarl Critical
Theory(lthaca NY: Cornell University Press, 1991116,Kindle. For further reading on the side of the
defenders of Adorndlorkheimer againdia b e r ma s 6aparid and peréormative contradiction, see
PierreFr an-oi s Noppen, AReflective Rati onaHuiopegn and t he C
Journal of Philosoph3, no. 2 (Jun2015): 293320,Academic Search PremigeBSChost Fotini
Vaki, A A dnogontraHabermas: The Claims of Critical Theory as Immanent Crifigjdéstorical
Materialism13, no. 4 (December 2005):-120, Academic Search PremideBSChost andMartin
Morri s, AOn the Logic of the Per faliCritiguedfve Contradi cti
R e a s ©he Re¥iew of Politic§8, no. 4 (996): 73560, http://www. jstor.org/stable/1d8619.

L e wiBsu,l vfe R42-84nThisfallacy is akin to a family of logical fallacies that include
the genetic fallacyad fontedallacy,among ¢hers On the curious origin of the name Bfilverism Lewis
explains:

| call it Bulverism.Some day | am going to write the biography of its imaginary inventor, Ezekiel
Bulver, whose destiny was determined at the age of five when he heard his motberisdgthed

who had been maintaining that two sides of a triangle were together greater than &hé@irgou

say thabecause you are a marAt tiiiat moment) E. Bulver assures ugthere flashed across my
opening mind the great truth that refutatismo necessary part of argumefsssume that your
opponent is wrong, and then explain his error, and the world will be at your feet. Attempt to prove
that he is wrong or (worse still) try to find out whether he is wrong or right, and the national
dynamismof ouragewi | |t hr ust Tlabisthow Rulver teeamevame of thedmakers of
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this fallacyquiteappropriatelyapplies to Adorndd o r k h e totalizing &@isque of

rationdity in Dialectic.

Tainted atthe urce. Lewi s wr i tes, fAWe have recentl
existdé in two new senses. The Freudians hayv
complexes. The Marxians have discovered that we exist as members @camomic
c | a8 isis mbteworthy that Lewis develops this idea in the context of critiquing forms
of reductionism in Marxist and Freudian ideologies, especially given the influence of
both Marx and Freud oAdorno-Horkheimet s & iHe gees on to sakat according
to the Freudians, peoplesd thoughts are Apsy
the Marxists tell you peoplesd th®dThghts are
termtaintedaptly described&dornoHorkheimed s v i e liglgenroeht rakomality,
alt hough L e wimdmaensdest compared widorre-Horkheimeb s
critique’® Consequentlyfi Lewi s & ar gu mendercutingdeotogies thats s f u | [
accuse reason of being taintadprtiori it delivers a dvastating blow té&\dorno-

Horkheimet muchmore radical, totalizing critiquef reason

Considering both Freudian and Marxiadictmentsof tainted thoughts, Lewis
says this raises two important questions that ought to be asked of the person making suc
a char ge: i dlitheughtsithustainted & the sAurce, or only some? The

second is, Does the taint invalidate the tainted th@ughthe sense of making it

untruéd o r  ri‘oHe &plairs the implications of the possible respontethese

the Twentieth Centy (273 emphasis original
®Lewis, ABulverism,o 271
®Lewis, ABFF2Zeri sm, o
n fact, AdorneHorkheimer use the same if not similar laaga at timesCf. Adorno
speakingoh A r a ttaintedvail ti ht yi r r aThdodonAaldrrioNlegabve Dialecticstrans. E. B.
Ashton, 2nd ed. (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1966; repr., New York: Continuum,, B335 }mphasis
added

TLewi s, r ifi8m,} @ampasisdriginal
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guestions:

If they say thaall thoughtsare thus tainted, then, of course, we must remind them
that Freudianism and Marxism are as much systems of thought as Christian theology
or philosophical idealism. The Freudian and the Marxian are in the samaithoat
all the rest of us, and cannot criticize us from the outside. They have sawn off the
branch they were sitting on. If, on the other hand, they say that the taint need not
invalidate their thinking, then neither need it invalidate ours. In whichtbage
have saved their own branch, but also saved ours along Wth it.
Thus, either answer d,emasslatihghitsafarmofuser 6 s accu
criticism. On the one hand, to accuse all thoughts of being tainted invalidates the
ac cus er 0as muycloas thd oneothrey accuse. On the other hand, if they permit their
own position to be exempt from the taint, then neither their thinking nor their opposient
is invalidated. Either way their argument is sdtbrtive. The only recourse they have is
to hold out that some thoughts are tainted while others are not. But, this raisesidle
problem of determining which thoughts are free from corruption. It was a common
strategy then, as it iow, to seek tqquestiorm per sonds | dabaustheby specul
motives, biases, wishes, etc. If one damonstrat¢hat their opponent wishes or desires
the conclusion of their argument to be true, then this presumably calls into question the

truth of ther conclusion. However, as Lewis explains,

It is no earthly use saying that those are tainted which agree with the secret wishes

of the thinker. Someof the things | should like to believe must in fact be true; it is

i mpossi ble to arrange a universe which cor
resgect, at every moment. . . . Itis the same with all thinking and all systems of

thought. If you try to find out which are tainted by speculating about the wishes of

the thinkers, you are merely making a fool of your§elf,

According toLewis, one musfirsta s sess t he opponentds ar gl

validity or invalidity. Onlythenc a n gomreandidiscover the psychological causes of

“Lewis, ABu7l2vereinspnhadsi s o ginal. On Lewisbdé use
fisawifthgbranctone i s sitting o nfToh tmrpuanrke thoi swhsot saet ermoeontt t t
would lay the axe is the only suppof the particula b r anc h wi shes to retain.o |
Subjectivism,o 75. I n other wor ds, tistpbonithe Trunkthathe ant i t#F
a gentleman works. When thatfirmly set up, the Way growdConfucius,Andects1.2 cf. Lewis,

Abolition, 27. Instead of cultivating the trunk so that its branches grow, the reformer seeks to cut it down in

the attempt to destroy your branch while preserving their own.

“Lewi s, fiBu!temphasiseriginagb 2 7 3
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t he & rThizapproacisharplyc ontrasts with the modern met
other words, you must shavat a man is wrong before you start explainwigy he is
wrong. The modern method is to assume without discusisahe is wrong and then
distract his attention from this (the only real issue) by busily explaining how he became
so sTlly. o
For Lewis, this is a serious matter for thvery validity of human reason and
rationality is at stake. Bulverism effectively discredits the reasoning process,
undermining all possibility of a valid critical judgment. At the same time, whoever
wields this sword inevitbly falls on it too. This is important to understand in order to
restorehuman reasoto its privileged positiomnd crush the Bulverizing tendency of

moden forms of criticism(like AdorncH o r k h e | lrawis e§ptains,

Until Bulverism is crushed, rean can play no effective part in human affairs. Each
side snatches it early as a weapon against the other; but between tbaswo

itself is discredited And why should @ason not be discredited? . The forces
discrediting reason, themselves degen reasoning. Yoonust reason even to
Bulverize. You are trying tgorovethat allproofsare invalid. If you fail, you fail.

If you succeed, then you fail even méréor the proof that all proofs are invalid

must be invalid itself’

"Lewi sl,v efirB2@& m Midacles Lewis discussethe two senses of the wobgcause
in terms of the relation of Cause and Effect and the relation of Ground and Consequent{teatise
relation vs GroundConsequent relation). He explaifisT h e me r e fcausds fotadeliefs o
popularly treated as raising a presumption that it is groundless, and the most popular way of discrediting a
personébés opinions i.s.Theanplieatignis that if catsésduity acceunt $oaal beligf,
then, énce causes work inevitably, the belief would have had tearisvh et her it had grounds
Lewis, Miracles, 24. Furt her Ilbima matheeof daity expezience thét rational thoughts induce
and enable us to alter thewrse of Nature. . .On the other hand, Nature is quite powerless to produce
rational thought: not that she never modifies our thinking but that the moment she does so, it ceases (for
tha very reason) to be rational. For, ashewe seen, a train of thought loses all ratienadentials as soon
as it can be shown to be whollyethesult of nosrational causes 3839). Thus, there is an unsymmetrical
relation between reason and nat(#6).

“Lewi s, fBu!lemphasiseriginagb 2 7 3

®Lewi s, f B@4; emphasissminal.&lsewhere,ancerning fiScepticism al
Re as bewiswr i t es, APracticality, combined with vague not
produced a general, and quitealarmed belief that reasoning proves nothing and that all thought is
codi tioned by irGatewisinMddemmamda skss 0Cat egbresenes of Tho
Concerns: A Compelling Collection of Timely, Journalistic Essed/swWalter Hooper (Londorount,
1986; repr, San DiegoHarcourt, 2002), 65; emphagigginal. Indeed, thasland ofAporia could have
been a r e g MappaMondinhisgPwil 9& | md SeeCRRLgwieTshise Pi | gri més Regr es
An Allegorical Apology for Christianity, Reason and Romantigisomdon: J. M. Dent, 1933gpr, with
preface, London: Geoffrey Bles, 1948pr, with illustrations by Michael Hague, Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1997).
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Therefore any vew which seeks to expose human reason as tainted or
discreditedwhether in part or wholeannot itself be immune from its own critique. For
the critcism itself is a product okasoning.Likewise,Adorno-Horkheimeb s ar gu me n't
attempsto Bulverize byproviding reasons for doubting the deliberations of our rational
facultiesdue tothe reificationof thoughtandtheinstrumentalization of reason. Whether
their critique of rationality succeeds or failsyitimatelyf ai | s, since Athe pro
proof s are inval i d BesidegAdommeHoikheimeHavedotleft s el f . 0
themselves any untainted ground upon which to stalalitehtheir critique of
rationality. Either AdorneHorkheimer reason that reason is defunct, or they reason that
thar own reason is exempt from the defunct reason. Either way, they depend upon

reasoning in the end, and this shows they cannot escape reason as a first principle.

Totally tainted critique. Even worsethe problentould not be more
devastatindor thecritical theorists Re c a | | Haber mas éHokheimerj ci sm of
their critiqque i Eeyaigoiousty arguk that Enhiggtenmeni t i que . 0
rationalism, with its increasing tendencies towards reification, inevitably produces a
defunct ratioality, one that is not merely tainted but utterly spoilédr example, they
proclaimfiBl i ndness encompasses ever yt'hThewyg becaus
describe thelefectsof reason in a way that seems to make it entirely corrupt and thus

unreliable and untrustworthyConsequently, Adornlor k hei mer 6 s own cri ti

""Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 141.Somehave defendeddorno-Horkheimer by
arguing thasuchstatementsre examples afxaggeration oryperbole See Alexander Garcia Duttmann,
AThi nki ng as O aketticaf EnlighteameyidNeveGewnan Critiqueo. 81(Fall 2000):
14352, Academic Search Premi{gEBSCOhost Noppen, fARefl eot Howe Rathgg ooahst ger
following exanples in which AdorneHorkheimer describe reason in a way that seems to completely
undercut its deliverances. Referring to the fAform of
manifests itself in artBemitism the primevalhistorical entrapmentrom which it is a desperate attempt to
escape 0 t hey vamaldadgso ticemytemhbeddedifin civilizai®not properly accounted for by
knowledge, the individual, too, though he may be as well intentioned as the victim hoasalff mitigate
it through understandingr heplausibly rational, economic, and political explanations and
counterarguments however correct their individual observati@nsannot appease it, since rationality
itself, through its link to power, is submerged in the same malétfykheimer and Adorndialectic,
139; emphasis added; cf. 16Q.
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theorizing is not i mmune t,owhiththegclathevasay of t h
brought about by the excesses of Enlightenment ration&fism.

Habermasrgueghat ther critique of rationality does ngast narrowly expose
an inconsistency in the En]orafdldceimsommeent 6s use
central argument in support of Enlightenment rationalisither itextends to the
Af oundati on of ithe seryfoumdatioassf anlinyn@nest oritigaenofl i
i deol Figtyt. ion g bultitle oflhisend ssady r e Foandaionaf dwerntiétle
Century Thought . o Both the earlier Lewis an
like AdornoHorkheimeb s  lamanguperablgroblem at the very foundation of their
critique. However, Lewis could extend this criticism further than Habermas to include
not onlyAdorno-Horkheimeb strategybutany andall Freudian, Marxist, materialist,
naturalist, anabthertheorief even Haber masdé contemporary ver
lacking a transcendent ground of reaaod rationality’®

According toLewis, given the magnitude of the problem for Bulverits,
opti ons shaereselmntradictng idigty or else somenacious belief in our

power of reasoning, held in the teeth of all the evidence that Bulverists can bring for a

®Haber mas, f BnAceordinglyriearbte,r ina s Diatedit oi r e
tru

f
Enlightenmenbffers hardly any prospect of escape from the constrain of i ns t

S ’

ment al rati ol
" Furthermore Lewis makes an application of Beliism to variougrrant theological

positionsas well. Any view that accuses reasofibeing tainted, contaminateal, corrupted undercuts the

view making the accusatio@had Walsh writes,

This reliance upon eson sets Lewis apart from a great many schools of Christian thought.
Orthodox Protestantism has frequently disparaged neast contrasted it with faitithe nee
orthodox movement in contemporary European Protestantism tends to set reason and rievelation
opposition and view man as a creature who tremblingly accepts a salvation that his reason cannot
encompass. Modernist Christianity, though theoretically committed to reason, often becomes so
subjective that it dwells on the religious twinges of thevitllial and bypasses the question whether
reason can work its way to any objeetireligious truth.

Chad WalshfiC. S. Lewis: Champion of Reasoif,he Christian Centurg6, no. 3 (January 19, 1949): 77,

ATLA Religion Database with ATLASerigFEBSCnost Significantly, most of AdorneHor k hei mer 6 s
interaction with religious thinkers does not include
modernists like Paul Tillich. S&r yan Lee Wagoner, AThe Subject of Eman
Religion in the Thought of Theodor W. Adornilax Horkheimer and Paul Tilligh(PhD diss., Harvard

University, 2012, ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global.

163



6taintd in this %oFor AdomaHorkheimenat is not jeskastainhire r . 0
this or that individual human reasoner, or isedbsocial group, or even particular corrupt
ideologies like Nazism, but something inherent to human reasoning. Artkgpite

their totalizing critique ofeasontheypersist in their tenacious commitment to the basic
premise of Enlightenment thougljth in the power of reasoning, in spite of their own
devastatingritique®" According to Habermag\dorno-Horkheimerbasically gave up on

any hope for resolving the inconsistency in their argument. Speaking specificalty of th

later Adorno, Habermas ues,

Adornoodos | at er NegativkkDialecicsrpagllikean dxptanatian sf

why we should no longer attempt to resolve this unavoidatermative

contradiction. . . . In the 25 years since the completion offaectic of
EnlightennentAdorno has remained faithful to his philosophical impulse and has

not evaded the paradoxical structure of thinking engaged in totalized critique. The
grandeur of this consistency becomes evident in a comparison with Nietzsche whose
Genealogy of Morals/as the great model @fialectic of Enlightenmerit

Thus Adorno-Horkheimemremained committed to giving reason a role to play
in critigqgue rather than abandoning it altoge
Negative Dialecticsuggeststhe only lggitimate role left for the critical faculty was that
of determinate negation, fAthat procedure whi

only valid methodol ogy once® BugasHabermast sel f ha

8lewis,Ai Bul v e274. s m, 0

8iCtHor khei mer: fAReason can realizeonthe s reasonabl
disease of the world as produced and reproduced by man; in suchtggif, reason will at the same time
remain faithful to itself, by preserving and applying for no ulterior motive the principle of truth that we owe
to reason alone. . . . Thegsibility of a selfcritique of reason presupposes, first, that the antagonism of
reason and nature is in an acute and catastrophic phase, and, second, that at this stage of complete
alienation the i de aMawoHorkheimerEdipsiotReasd Nelv Vorka@xford s si bl e. 0
University Press, 194Tepr, New York: Continuum, 1996), 177. However, this confidence in reason
sounds hollow and naively optimistic, especially consideringpéssimisticaporetic condition of reason
Adorno-Horkheimer decribe inDialectic.

¥Habermas, AEntwinement, o 22

¥®Haber mas, f EnlHabdrnme forder writes, 2 2
Horkheimer and Adorno. .no longer desiring to overcome the performative contradiction of a
totalizing critique of ideology, they intensifiede contradictionristead and left it unresolveét the
level of reflexion achieved by Horkheimer and Adorno, every attempt to set up a theory was bound

to lead into an abyss: as a result, they abandoned any theoretical approach and pdaleticed
deterninate negation, thereby opposing that fusion of reason and pdwih fills in all the cracks
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observes, fiNi e tthesrtidued reasdnreadars itse affrmatvé that

even determinate negation . . . | oses its s
impulse itsel® Arguably, the same can aid ofAdornoHorkheimep s ft ot al i zi ng.
selfreferential crit q u EHab&rmas agrees and declafisthey do not want to give up

the goal of an ultimate unmasking and wantday on their critique then they must

preserve at leasinestandard for their explanation of the corruptioralbfreasonable

s t a n d®aApartfrondsuch a standard, critical theory, as represent@ilectic,
becomegroundlesand selrefuting. It falls on its own swordOr, as Lewis might say,

it become®Bulverized

The grounding problem. Unlike Adorno-Horkheimer Habermas wasot
content to ignore or suppress the performative contradict their watershed work on
critical theory. Having reread and reassessedibkectic, Habermas later delapeda
revised version of criticaheory, which, unlikeAdorno-Horkheimed sgerson, is not so

despairing and disparaging the critical faculty.Habermas writes,

If a position which philosophy once held occupied with its ultimate principles
now leads to a paradox, then to hold this position is not only uncomfortable, but can
only be done if one can plausibly demonstrate that there is no way out. Even the
retreat from such an aporia must be barred because otherwise there is adway out
that is,to go back In the issue here at hand, however, | believe that this latter
alternativeis possible®®

Habermas sees a way out of the aporia in his theagromunicative

rationality.®” Neverthelesshie fundamental problem for both the early and later critical

(29).

See AdornoNegative Dialecticsfor an extensive example of his practice of determinate negation

% Habermas AENnt wi nement, o 23

®Haber mas, i R&emphasisorynal.

®Haber mas, f B9 emphasisaddethcidentally, Lewis likewise offers the
advice Ato go backo upon real ifizlifn gy oaun aerger eogni otuhse ewrroont
progress means doing an about turnwaatking back to the right road. . . . Going back is the quickest way
on. 0 L Wlewa Chrjstianity 29

87 According to Hohendahlhti s new devel op meallddlinguspctuensne nt s At he
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theorists is their failure to providettanscendentjormativestandad for a sbstantive
reasorcapable of overcomintipe disenchantment ttie world resulting from
Enlightenment rationalismin other words, they havegrounding(Letztbegriindunggn
problem forhumanreason and rationalityWhatis needed is a solid ground for the
validity of reason, oneapable ofadjudicatingoetween tainted and untainted acts of
reasoningand ondree of materialistic, deterministic, and nonrational causation. Critical
theory, inall of itsforms, is essentially developmental, evolutionargationality-from-
belowapproact® But, it would seemany such viewnevitablystumbles into the same
reifying, totalizing, and hen¢®ulverizingtrapthat Lewis describe@.e.,reverts to
destructive forms of mythical thinking, as Adorr@rkheimerdepid). However Lewis
offers a much more promising solution with hasionality-from-aboveapproachto be

discussed in the following section.

Reason within the Limits of Religion Alone:
Lewis on the Nature of Reason and Rationality

Lewis provide a defense afbjectivereasorand rationalityin Abolition, but
he does not say much abol¢ nature of reason,e a s o n 6 s toaatigion,@d,t i o n

morespecifically therelationship between reason abristianity, all of which are taken

Ha b er ma s & flohendahtReappgasals4. Habermas e e ks fit o defend the potent
in speech and linguisti bassdommidbhheat yoof wcommansoat Ve
on rational consensus through speech.@ttshendahlReappraisals118 According to Albrecht

Wellmer,ii Ha b e r Thesry éf €ommunicative Actignthe most important document .the magnum

opus of the new phase of critical theary. It is a version of critical theory beyond the dramatic character

of its earlier versions, not only as far as theotetronary impetus of the early Horkheimer is concerned,

but also regarding the apocalyptic darkening of the horizon iDiddectic of Enlightenmeni Albrecht

Wel | mer , i On Gacial Résearh: Anlirtteenational Qoartely, no. 3 (Fall 204): 709,

MasterFILE PremierEBSCChost Wellmer povides ahelpfuld i scussi on of Haber masd t he
communicative rationalityas well as noting number oevennewer versions of dical theory, including

the work of Jacques Ranciéf@isagreement: Pdlics and Philosophytrans. J. Rosév{inneapolis:

University of Minnesota Press, 199&tienneBalibar,i Ri ght s of Man and Rights of t
ModernDa |l ect i ¢ of Equ aMadsdey Classes, |déas: Stedeenom Pditics and Philosophy

Before and After Marxrans. James Swensddgw York and London: Routledge, 1994xel Honneth,

Freedombs Right: The Soci @New Yok Calumbid University Poefs, De mocr at i c
2014; Michael Hardt and Antonio NegiEmpire(Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, 200@&nd

S1 av o jIn Okfergse & Lost Caus@sew York: Versg 2008)

l'n fact, Ador no challengenfrem belbvddi aA deEgativedmleciics a
303; emphasis added.
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for grantedn hisbook But, t o f ul | 'y gr as pespaatfdrardgiipim eci at e |
reasonone musturn tohis other writingswhich both providehe background tand
further extenchis argument irAbolition. Moreover, as Lewis shows in the latter, tleg k

to moving forward is going backward.in8lar to HabermasLewiswritesthat, upon

o

real i zi ngGoa nngi sbtaackke ,i si t%hUnforqunately foradorho way on.
Horkheimer Habermas,andt her cr i ti cal t hreveal thashey$al L ewi sO
to go back far enough for a solution. The answer is not to be found in Enlightenment
rationalityor modern categories of thoughtt incertain elements dhe premodern,
ancientand medieval worldview. Here we find the needed resoudcawingupon the
best of GrecdRoman and JudeGhristian thought formgor the genuineemancipation
and liberation of humanity
Although not often recognized outside of the evangelitaisian community,
Lewis is one of the leading champions of reason inweatieth century Brian Murphy
professesiiFor no other modern writer has had so thorough, so complgtersanala
belief in Reason itselfThea priorival i dity of Reason is, of cou
princi pl%LewisrserpassAdotnoHorkheimerin his critiquebecause hean
accountor a substantive reasam his worldview making possiblavalid critique of

Enlightenment rationalitgs well as other destructive forms of ideold4yAs previously

8 Lewis, Mere Christianity 29

“BrianMur phy, fAEnchanted Rati onaChiissamty&The Legacy o
Literature 25, no. 2 (1976): 20ATLA Religion Database with ATLASerigiEBSChost emphasis
original. In stark contrast with AdornBlor Kk hei mer |, Mu r p hy argies $octmeivdliditys how L e wi
of Reason imhe Abolition of ManMiracles, Mere Christianity and in a fictive form in his space trilogy; it
even pops up here and there in the20sGWalsh, chil drends ¢
AChampi on of Reason. 0

1 CompareAlan Jacobs

Lewis produces an incisive critique of what Marxists @aleologyp that is, the system of beliefs
that are so taken for granted in a given culture that hardly anyone even notices thet bediefsd
they are treated as unquentd facts. Lewis was an exceptionally skillful exposer of ideological
forces and their titanic influence over us, but he rarely gets credit for this from contemporary
intellectuals because it ieeir most treasured beliefs that, more often than not, Bepesing. So
instead of praising him for the acuity of his insights, they call firf@actionary or fiVictorianod
precisely the sorts of things that Bulverists ahconological snobare bound taall him, given their
premises.
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stated, ifAdorno-Horkheimerii w a ndarry bnotheir critique then they must preserve at
leastonestandard for their explanation of the corruptiomltf e asonab| & st andar ¢
Lewis recognizes the necessity anescapabilityof somerationalfoundation for

criticism. Moreover, his foundd@on must be transcendent and thus transhistorical,

transcultural, transpoliticaétc., if it is to escape éhtaint of ideology.More precisely

Lewis understandthe need foself-evidentprinciples of reasorthe requisitecriteria for

any normative gtique. Still more,according to Lewisthe validity of human reason

ulti mately depends upon human consciousness
extension of an ontological , texistentetereaahdent co

divine Reasod the mind of God>

Authority, Reason, and Experience

Lewis conciselysummarizesis commonsensespistemology in a single
statement: HAAuthority, reason, experience; o0
all our knowiModemiembdgarpithithe exaltation ofeason and
experiencand the abandonment afithority, taking for granted the existenceabfeast

someself-evidentprinciples and the reliabilitgf our cognitive and sensoffaculties Of

Alan JacobsThe Narnian: Thk Life and Imagination of C. S. Lewew York: HarperCollins, 2005169;
emphasis originaLewis opposes a view, one he associates with progressivism and the myth of progress,
that he calls fAchronol ogi cal steledublelimgecomntomte oufi u n
age and the assumption that whatever has gone o
Surprised by Joy: The Shape of My Early I(ifendon: Geoffrey Bles, 185; repr., San Diegdiarcourt,

1966) 207-8.Int r i gui ngly, Adorno condemns somet hii hlyerseé mi | ar
is a widely accepted habit of thinking these days that, instead of objectively thinking about truth and falsity,

shifts the decision onto the age as such and even plagse remote historical past against a more recent

oned Theodor Adornofi Reason and @igcal dbdald: Interventions and Catchwordsans.

Henry W. PickfordFrankfurtam Main: Suhrkamp Verlag, 196369;repr, New York: Columbia

Universty Press, 1998)135

critioc
ut of

“Habermas A Ent wi nemptasistorignal 2 8 ;

% Thus, Lewis provides a cogent accountexson within the limits of religion alongvaling
Immanuel KantReligion within the Limits of Reason Algrigns Theodore M. Greene drHoyt H.
Hudson(La Salle, IL: Open Court Publishing, 1934pr, New York: Harper & Row, 1960

“C.S.LewisfiRiegi on: Real i tnChristian R&flacionsedi Waitetr ldoBper |

(London: Geoffrey Bles, 1967, repGrand Rapids: &dmans, 195), 41 See Norbert Feinendegen,
AConttimpdg aC. S. L e wVlsAnAngiepmesdcarelitecaty Reyig®4 (2007): 2952.
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course, this all changed Withe skeptical assaults on reason from Hume and the
humbling of reason in the writings of Karfbubsequentlythe Erdightenment tradition
eventuallysevered human reason fronmydranscendent basis or source. Taking up the
mantle ofNietzsche Adorno-Horkheimeb sritique of Enlightenment rationalititas the
unsettlingresult of jettisoning reason as taintadhile unreasonably reasoning to the
point of selfrefutation. Given their critique of reason coupled with their disdain for
authority, heyultimatelyr e duce L e wi s Otriaétpa ssdleeckmoedto gi ¢ a |
experience Howeveron their viewexperiences completelyhistorically, socially, and
culturally conditionedandthusutterly subjective pavingthe way for later developments
in postmodernis.”® By contrast, Lewisirgues for the necessiand integratiorof all
threeelementsf authority, reason, and experierioethe very possibility ohuman

knowledgeand rationality and thusany legitimate or viableritique

On reason. In his work delheating the medievahodel of the universditled
The Discarded Imagé.ewis carefully distinguishes betwettre medieval and modern

sense®f dialectic:

(1) o6éDialecticbdé in the moddeHegeliaMar xi st sens
origin. It must be ampletely set aside when we speak of ancient or medieval

Dialectic. This means simply the art of disputation. It has nothing to do with the

dynamic of history.

(2) Dialectic is concerned with proving. In the Middle Ages there are three kinds of
proof; from Reason, from éthority, and from ExperiencélVe establish

geometrical truth by Reason; a historical truth, by Authorityalogtours We learn

by experience that oysters do or do not agree witA us.

WhereasAdorno-Horkheimer, drawing othe philosopfcal traditions ofHegel, Marx,

®JamesProthedescri bes Lewis as fia prophet in the wil
rationalism in 28-century thought. It might be argued that his foretelling of the nihilistic result of
subjectivism and the abandonment of a belief in objective reality predicted/iBdstn trends of thought
such as De c oJameadProtharain Schuliz anchWeésC. S.Lewis Readels Ency cdvopedi a
i Rat i o rAdoino-Horkheiervehementlyoppose manypostmodern developments aitical
theory,for example poststructuralism popularized in the 1950s and 60s by French theorists such as
Roland Barthes (19180), Michel Foucault (192®4), Jacques Derridd930-2004), among others.

% Lewis, Discarded Image189
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and Nietzschegonfine dialectic and human rationality to the dynamic of histoy
various sociehistorical conditions, Lewis drawgponancient, classical, and medieval
sourcesespeciallythe GreceRoman and JudeGhrisian traditions for an alternative
understanding of reasoffhelatter view came to flower in the Middle Ages with its
triadic epistemological emphasis on reason, experience,whdrdy. For Lewis his
represents broader, holisticandmorepromisirg form of dialectic

Beforeexploringthis view further, it is noteworthy thatewis describsa
highly problematic change in the meaning of the weasonthat begn in the eighteenth
century. Thischangenvolveda narrowing or shrinkingf reasonwhich parallels the
reductionism described above relating tolthenansubject. He writes,ifrom meaning

. .the whole Rational Soul, bothtellectusandratio, it shrank to meani

power by whichmandeduse one pr oposi ¢ Thepremodermieanot her .

includedbothintellectusandratio, or higher and lower reasprespectively. On the

difference between the twand the need for both cognitive facultieewis further

explains A We ar iatellectugwdreinn gue O] @ddenttauth;evéarea s el f
exercisingatio when we proceed step by step to prove a truth which is net self

e v i d° Actordingly,intellectusrepresents whatigiven s omet hi ng you
that which one reasomiom; while ratio representsheforms d deductive and inductive
reasoning, or the processes by which one reasansonclusion But, from the

eighteenth century onwards, reason was reduceatitp while intellectuswassubject to

a demand for justification. For Lewis, this chamgéhemeaningof reason is significant

foral | knowl edge ultimately dependsstooch s ome

" Lewis, Discarded Imagge159-60.

% |ewis, Discarded Imaggel57. For Lewis on reason or rational§ the two faculties
intellectusandratio, higher anddwer reasojrespectively, seBiscarded Imagel56-60. When Lewis
speaks ofintelfegudj caynidn ¢i eatioe ©c ihei 3@ € ms philosophex Saeuel n mi nd
Al e x a n d e-19883 dis(inttiBnSh8tweeenjoymentndcontemplatiorfrom hisSpace;Time and Deity
(1920).Cf. Lewis, Surprised byloy, 21719.
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as selevident truths.In the absence afelf-evident truths, thenly alternative is to
requirethat everything be proven trueuBLewis explainsthisi woul d pr esumabl vy
impossible; for nothing can be proved if nothing is-seif i d°2 Theprodessf
provingwould lead to an infinite regress of justification in which nothing could be
proven,thusundercuttingatio altogether Hence,al human judgments, analid
critique finally depend upn the foundation of seHvident, first principles afeason
Thisiscrucialf or under standing Lewi soOAbeltmphasi s on t
where he appesto selfevidentprincipleswhichmu st be si mply fiseen. o
Not surprisingly Adorno-Horkheimer, along wittother critical theoristsake
for granted these principles in their reasoning and argumentdéspite being
adamanthanti-foundationalisin their epistemology.Yet, theyfail to account for these
principles as anything more than dialecticaltiemodern senseheuristic deviceshat
hawe developed over time through thistorical processHowever the cutting off of
intellectusmeanghe reduction ofatio to mere ingrumental reason, or meaasds
rationality. Thisis aproblembothfor Enlightenment rationalismndAdorno-
Horkheimer giverc r i t i c aldck of enbasis foy absabstantive reggbus
warrantingthe seeminglyintractablechargethatcritical theory) seasons not substantive
or sibstantial, valid or veridical. @ical theoryis incapable of extricating itself from
merespeculativeheorizingabout reality instead of producing what Lewis calls a
Agenui neod o mtorealitg dhis isippasentgntAdotndHor k hei mer 6 s
emphasis on determinate negation or negative dialethe skeptical result is thahat
might be calledhrationality-from-belowapproachis seriouslyunderminecbr
problematizedto borrow a ternfrom the critical theoryvernaculay.
Lewis seegheway out of thisepistemologicapredicamenin simply

concedinghat human reason has ttepacity forapprehendinghoughnot proving, sek

% Lewis, Discarded Imagel57.
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evident trutls, includingnecessary truthsntellectual and moral, theoretical and
practical'® These truths have a substantive and objective existetependent of the
human mindthought hey ar e subjectively fssbgeegn o or dfAgr
They are discovereand understogdhotinventedor produced Furthermoretheir
disoovery provides the needed bridge for the problematiargtie subjecbbject
relationship Self-evidenttruths are not reason themselvesdretabouthe objects
appehended by the rational subject via rea€0riThus, Lewis distinguishegasonfrom
truthandreality. Hemaintainsfit r ut h abatsometmng, b reality is that
about whicht r u t'#f Adcasdingly, eason is the faculty which apprehensh about
reality, thus producingnowledge These distinctions apreconditiondor rationality,
which makepossible the forming of critical judgmengsich agpositive and negative
critiques’®®

Thus, for Lewis there is ampriori validity andirreducibility of reasorthat

WCcompare Lewis to the work of Arthur Balfour on
the independent existence of persons and things, morals, beauty, amesdsetArthur Balfour, Theism
and HumanismGifford Lectures (1914), pt. 1, sec.Kindle. Lewis was asked to respond to the following

question byrhe Christian Centurynagazine (June 6, 1962))Wh at books did most to shap
vocational attitudeand o ur p hi | o sLewisiprpvidedfatopp iefne ?d st , which included
Theism and Humanism See John West, Jr. ATop Ten Books that |

Web, August 2, 20121ttp://www.cslewisweb.com/2012/08/tdpnbooksthatinfluencedc-slewis/.

11| ewis clarifies this pointin a letter fi Y eRsasoib ymeant 6t he faculty wher
recogni ze or attain necess a-+tewdenttruting onlsgicalodedudnghe f acul t )
those which are not se v i d lemould.ndt call the truths Reason any more than | would call colors

Sight, or CfS loedisgoBviarty Vam BeusenJuly 14,1951 in The Collected Letters of C. S.

Lewis vol. 3,Narnia, Cambridge, and Joy 198®63 ed. Walter HoopemMNew York: HaperCollins,

2007), 129; emphasis original

192¢. S.Lewis,i My tehc aBme FGod ih thedDodk:rEssays on Theology and Etheds
Walter Hoope(1970; repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2068; emphasis original

¥ n fact, consi smnegative dialectic (or détermiriate Begatidn)edepends
upon the possibility of positive dialectic. For ongustifiably be skeptical of anythingne must first
know somethingo be true. In other words, negative criticism depends affoming someposiive
propositional content. Consequenthpart fromthis positive knowledge, Adornblorkheimer are in no
position toreasonablynegate any claim. And yeAdornoHor khei mer 6 s approac
negative, a kind ofia negativaAdriana S. Benzaqué ¢ o mme nt s, AOnly by r
may thought guarantee, not truth itself, butpbssibilityo f t AdniandaSBoe nzaqu®n, i
Utopia in the Writings of UaparSiudies, nd.@ (1RM): é51,me r
Academic Search PremideBSChost emphasis adde@@n this view, tuth is only ever @ossibility. But,
if as a matter of principle, one secludedrom making any positive judgments, haan truth ever be
identified or affirmed? It seems this approactly makes for thémpossibilityof truth.
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must be acknowledged from the outisetore even the possibility ofitque. Again, to

Afsee through all t hi Agdemandreasoh mevisechcarbeas not t
metonly one of two ways: by reason or sense experience. However, to use reason to

validate the use of reasonvigiously circular, andexperiene alone isiot sufficientto

demonstrate the validity of reassimceall beliefs based oaxperience depend upon

rational inference®®* Therefore Lewis explains,

All possible knowledge, then, depends on the validity of reasoning. If the
feeling of cerainty which we express by words likeust beandthereforeandsince
is a real perception of how things outside our minds réallyst be, well and
good. But if this certainty is merely a feelimgour own minds and not a genuine
insight into realitiebeyond ther@ if it merely represents the way our minds
happen to worl then we can have no knowligel®

FurthermorelLewisconcludes

It follows that no account of the universe can be true unless that account leaves
it possible for our thinking to be a teasight. A theory which explained
everything else in the whole universe but which made it impossible to believe that
our thinking was valid, would be utterly out of court. For that theory would itself
havebeen reached by thinkingnd if thinking is ot valid that theory would, of
course, be itself demolishedt. would have destroyed its own credentials. It would
be an argument which proved that no argument was Soarmtoof that there are
no such thingas proofd which is nonsens¥?

Accordingly, atheory is needed that supports cessoningasbeingwhatle wi s cal | s fa

real i imoghér grdrdsg tlieory which accounts ftie possibility ofvalid and

W ewis writes: @AThe difficu

Ity is not peculiar
psychoanalysts, and metaphysicians are all inthe samg@ bbatn 6 s r eason i s in such deey
s en £eS. lewisfi Hod rRe d TnhGodimgtle,Dock: Essays on Theology and Etheds Walter
Hooper(1970; repr.Grand Rapids: Eerdmar?)02, 71. Elsewherel. e wi s wr i t e s, Alt is cl e:

~0F

everything we know, beyond our own immediate sensations, iseédfélom thoses e n s a
Miracles, 20.

105) ewis, Miracles, 21.

1981 ewis, Miracles 21-22. Lewis famously developed his argument from reasoNlijacles
and elsewhere) as an attack on the worldview of metaphysical or scientific naturalism. Thus, for example,
hew i t es, AiBut Natwuralism, even if it is not.purely me
.It discredits our processes of reasoning or at least reduces their credit to such a humble level that it can

noIongersuportNaturallsm|teIfo ne2dauldd substitute for Lewisd refe
Hor khei merdéds critical theory, with its fAmaRoeri al i stic
further discussion of Hor khei merrhandarstabhdmg of ruinanst i ¢ wor |
rationality see J. C. Berendzen, APostmetaphysical Thinking

Materiali sm as Prtanbtormlaguimal of RHilosdphical iStickés, d@o. 5 (2008): 695
718,Academic Sarch Premier EBSCQnhost
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sound acts of thinking.

Lewis goes on to discudbe nature othinking He e x pAcis of thisking i

are no doubt events; but they are a very

something other than themselves and can be true or false. Events in general are not
6abtod anyt hi nguearfde'® Ahatiisdotsaybaets diinking possess
intentionality, meaning theyntend aredirected af areaboutobjects beyond themselves.
Accordingly, theyposses$oth subjective and objectiaspectsthey aranternal to the
subjectbut outwardlydirected toward object§® Both aspetsof thoughtare required for
the possibility ofaii r e a | i rrealitygrhaking krnowlddge possibl€oncerning

the objects oknowledge L e wi s Am acpaf kenowmg must e determined, in a
sense, solely by what is known; we must know ibé thus solely becausadthus. That

is what knowing means®® Adorno-Horkheimer would agree. Recall they write that

spe

classifying knowledge is not fthe knlchwlisedge

is the opposite of what itisfog r a s ipg thengsias sudhor what they term the
preponderance of the objetf However despitethis emphasistheir negativeapproach
reduces acts of thinking purely subjectiveeventsof the mind objective reality being
unattainableand unknowable Positive knowledge claims about objects of the world
represent examples of the reification

concepts or words for the things themsef?ésBy contrast, Lewisvrites,

197 |_ewis, Miracles, 25-26.

198 As Lewis explainsfiHence acts of inference can, and must, be densil in two different
lights.On the one hand they are subjective events, itemsipdpmd y 6 s p s y ¢ hQnithe ghierc a |
hand,they are insights into, or knowings of, something other thangherh vLewss, Miracles 26.

1991 ewis, Miracles, 26; emphasis original

10Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 10. On the preponderance of the object, Aderno,
Negative Dialectics183-86.

t ho

hi sto

Hicf LewissiFool s concocting a myboQ. S.aklenwg st,hef Twoe ds

Count ry o finPbemged.BMaltemHdgpgLondon: Geoffrey Bles, 1964; repBan Diego:
Harcourt, 1977)34.
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The act of knowing has no doubt various cands, without which it could not
occur: attention, and the states of will and health which this presupposes. But its
positive character must be determined by the truth it knows. If it were totally
explicable from other sourcéswould cease to be knowdge. . . .If what seems an
act of knowledge is partially explicable from other sources, then the knowing
(properly so called) in it is just what they leave over, just what demands, for its
explanation, the thing known, as real hearing is what is |&ft gftu have
discounted théinnitus. Any thing which professes to explain our reasoning fully
without introducing an act of knowing thus solely determined by what is known, is
really a theory that there is no reasomi
He acknowledgesicts of thinkingor knowingare conditionedby a variety of factors.
But, there is a crucial difference between acknowledging the presence of conditions
without which an act of knowing does not occur alaiming thatacts of knowing are
completely historicallyand socily conditionedas AdorneHorkheimersuggest*® Also,
notice how Lewiglescribes an act of knowledgesimilartermsto Adorno
Hor khei mer @sternanate megam br negative dialectic. Knowledge pertains
to what isleft overof the thing knowronce any subjectively superimposed elements have
beenabstracted oeliminatedfrom the knowing processA genuine act of knowing must
b esolély determined by whatis knond meani ng t he object. Anyt

Areally a theorgas$adbdaing he r echticastheory asnovatx act |l y w

12| ewis, Miracles, 27.

113 Cf. Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, xi, xvii; Max Horkheimerfi On t he Pr obl em of
Truth,0in The Essential Frankfurt School Readed.Andrew Arato and Eik&ebhardt lew York:
Continuum, 199% Theyshare the viewhat as Lewis describesii,r eason must haocee come i nt
by a historical process. And of course, this process was not designed to produce a mental behavior that
can find truth. There was no Designer; and indeed, until there were thinkers, there was no truth or
falsehood. The type of mental behavior veswrcall rational thinking or inference must therefore have been
6evolvedd by natural selectiess byttkekd ylimaesualVi weedi t
28. If so, Lewis explains,

Once, then, our thoughts were not rational. Thatligua thoughts once were, as many of our
thoughts still are, merely subjective events, not apprehensions of objective truth. Those which had a
cause external to ourselves at all were (like our pains) responses to stimiit it is not
conceivablehat any improvement of response could ever turn them into acts of insight, or even
remotely tend to do so. The relation between response and stimulus is utterly different from that
between knowledge and the truth known. . . . Such perfection of theafimmal responses, far from
amounting to their conversion into valid inferences, might be conceived as a different method of
achieving swvivald an alternative to reaso2&29).

Recall AdorneH o r k h e acooent od the subjective awakening of Odysssghis use of cuning

reason fosurvival or seHpreservationLewis argues such an explanation of the evolutionary development

of conscious reason can only accounAndthisofcoisheow peopl e
leaves in the air the geitdifferent question of how they could possip be justi f{83.d in so thi
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to in the end.

Finally, Lewisexposeshefundamentakrror ofall theories thatvould attempt
to use reason testablisithe validity of reasorwhether through sontestorical
(Hegelian),geneabgical (Nietzschean)or evolutionary Darwinian process of
phenomenologicalevelopmentin which rationality comes from whatm®rmrational He

writes,

Inferenceitself is on trial. . . .If the value of our reasoningits doubt, you cannot
try to establish it by reasoning. If, as | said above, a proof that there are no proofs is
nonsensical, so is a proof that there are proBfsason is our starting point. There
can be no question either of attacking or defendindf iby treating it as a mere
phenomenon you put yourself outside it, there is then no way, except by begging the
queston, of getting inside agaitt*

Reason is our starting pointewisinsists If we do not begin with reason, wan never

get to reasonThus, heories that makealidity claimscannot be limiteda mere

description®f physicalfacts,scientificstructurespr socichistoricalconditions This is

exactly the position Lewimaintaingregarding the selévident, or first principles of

reason imMbolition.

Onexperience. The next major componetiadisof Lewi s
the role ofexperience First, according to Lewis, experience cannot demonstrate the
validity of reasonand experience alone is not an adequate basis for know|Edgérary
to popular opnion,i Seei ng i s nootrsbabesvangdhandi Aafall i
Significantly, Lewisavows i Wh at we | earn from experience d
phlosophy we br i HgNeterhelesxoplewid, expedeace plays an

indispensable rolan theknowing process, especially as it relates to owradtion with

1141 ewis, Miracles, 32-33; emphasis added.
15 ewis, Miracles, 1.

118) ewis, Miracles, 2.
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the external world of objectéReason knows thatskeannot wor k wi’t hout ma
Il n Lewi s & Bd uspye | s aaexblaifrslhavtrenatué dr es, 0

experienceforknodd ge depends upon whaphysiteak descri bes

par al | el i s ffithéreis hdE in faat, & kinel ef psyciphysical parallelism (or

more) in the univergee then al our thinking is nonsensical. . .And so, admittedly, the

view | havetaken has metaphysical impiions.But s o h a s''®

ghisery view. o0
psychephysical parallelisms thesine qua nomf experiential knowledge. Experience,
coupled with sekevident truths, enables human beings to make valid judgments about
the external wrld based upon rational inferencé/hereasexperiential knowledge
depends upon bothtellectusandratio for its judgments sensory experienggovides
theenpirical contenfor the cognitive facuiés to judge. Accordingly, a parallelism
between subj and object is necessary for the possibility of mediated knowledge via
oneo0s facaliesanahg worldof experience
AdornoHor khei mer are very critical of what
theory of perception, 0 wonhdbe &refledian,lguidedbly he wor |

the intellect, of the dat a®

rOa thariviewetdis f r om r e a
theoryshould be rejected becauséetds to fals@rojectiont he fAsubj ect recrea
worl d outsi de it @qublyiespntodAnd et thay gppeartdb j ect i v

recognize the need f orphysicahparalléisrmwhichthelt e L e wi s 0

describe interms of thieienrtme s hi ng of s uheyyweite,t and object . ¢

If this intermeshing is broken, the self peedi If it is confined, positivistically, to
registering the given without itself giving, it shrinks to a point, and if, idealistically,
it projects the world out of the bottomless origin or its own self, it exhausts itself in
monotonous repetition. In bocases it gives up the ghésin this case the mind or

17 ewis, Miracles, 144.

U8Cc.S. LlewisfiBl uspel s and FIl al amasfdeSelected LiteharySe mant i ¢ Ni
Essaysed. Walter Hooper (1969; repCambridge: Caforidge University Press, 1979), 265

119 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 155.
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spirit.*2°
The answer thegeek is thenediation between the subject and object, which attempts

reconciliation betweethe twa They explain,

Only mediation, in which the insignificant sense datuisesathought to the fullest
productivity of which it is capable, and in which, conversely, thought gives itself up
without reservation to the overwhelming impressianly mediation can overcome
the isolation which ails the whole of natufideither the ceainty untroubled by
thought, nor the preconceptual unity of perception and object, but only their self
reflective antithesis contains the possibility of reconciliatidhe antithesis is
perceived in the subject, which has the external world withinnts@nsciousness
and yet recognizes it as othdeflection on that antithesis, therefore, the life of
reason, takes place as conscious projec¢fibn.

Notice their rejection of any fApreconcef
which seems similar to Lewds p s-physicab parallelism. They fear such unity results
in identity thinking; hence, thought and object must renraam antithetical relationship
But, how does t-heifleptopesahtot hdséekD escape
projection? They offer the explanation that, to avoid the seductive, sensual power of the
false projection of subgive elements onto the object i On | yconscioes werleof f
thought . . . philosophy . . . can escape this hallucinatory power. As, in the cburse o
cognition, thought identifies the conceptual moments which are immediately posited in
perception and are therefore compelling, it progressively takes them back into the subject
and strips them d% Thisktpping process, whichwete power . 0
remove the added Aintellectual elementso fro
of negation. Wit hout this negation, cognit.i
naively postulates absolutes, no matter how universally active ibmagy sick, passively

succumbing tothe dazzlemt of f al| ¥eHericemheeatguethe needdor

120 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 155-56. Cf. Theodor Adornoii Subj ect Ommnd Obj ect
The Essendil Frankfurt School Readeed.AndrewArato and Eike GebhardNéw York: Continuum,
1995,

2L Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 156.

122 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 160.

123 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 160.
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negative dialectics. Bubdnce againapart from a substantive reasamtéllectusand
ratio), andthe possibility of a Lewisiapositive dialecticthese goals are not achievable
despie how admirable they might be.

On Lewi s O Vv iaedwhing, perceptidana objgegtarecreatedor
designedo function together for the purpose of knowledge, then mediation,
reconciliation, genuine or reaisight, ismadepossible. Thus, a certain kind of
metaphysic is necessary to account for how a logical parallelism between mind (subject)
and matter (object) could existikewise,L e wi s 6 comment that every v
Amet aphysical i nspals well o Adoraddi s Ok @ ipiné e d amt i
metaphysical posturing.

In Discarded ImagelLewis explains,

No Model[of the universeyet devised has made a satisfactory unity between our
actual experience of sensation or thought or emotion and any availatlmtot

the corporeal processes which they are helduolve.. . . [D]esperate remedies
have been adopted. Berkeleyan idealists have denied the physical pracesse ex
Behaviorists, the ment&f?

Despite the lack of a model that provides a satisfg@ccount of the subjeobject

relation, such a relation is necessary, must be presupposed in fact, for any experience of

the world to result in knowledge. Otherwise, the human ramblits contents (i.e.,

sensations, thoughts, emotions) are completeveredrom reality. Idealists dissolve

the objects of reality intthe mentat ont ent s of {nmariaksts digsdve t 6 s mi n
subjecs into mere objects of natudkevoid of subjectiveonscious experiencénly on
ametaphysidhatpreserves # subjeciobject distinctionand thdogically amenable

parallelism betweethetwgc an mandés cognitive and sensory

and thus trusted fdhe conversiorof experientil data into actual knowleddg&

124 ewis, Discarded Imagel16566. Cf. Lewis, Miracles, especially chap. 3.

125 What is more, along with the presupposition of this psyaimgsical parallelism,
experiential knowledge also depends on another fundamental presupposition about the natural world: the
principle of the uniformity of ature. It is the belief in this principle that makes probable knowledge based
on inductive reasting possible. Lewid\liracles, 162 Yet, Lewis argues such a principle cannot be proven
(by reason or experience) but must be presupposed in order to prove gelgbiabout the world (162
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On authority. Finally, theepistemological package of reason and experience
is not complete or sufficierwithout thenecessaryole ofauthority. In Mere
Christianity, Lewis addresses and seeksilleviate he modernisi &ar of authority.He
explains,
Do not be scared by theond authority. Believing things on authority only means
believing them because you have been told them by someone you think trustworthy.
Ninety-nine per cent of the things you lele are believed on authority. . None
of us could prove them by pulegic as you prove a thing in mathematics. We
believe them simply because people who did see them have left writings that tell us

about them: in fact, on authority. A man who jibbed at authority in other things as
some people do in religion would haveb® content to know nothing all his [it&°

Granting the indispensable roles of reason and experiekoewledge
acquisition Lewis says virtually all of auknowledgefinally restson authaeity. This is
in stark contrastwitE n | i g ht e n me nrebellloaagaisb autadrityasdn 6 s
AdornoHo r k h ei me r 6 sappeas panithorityas authoritar@anRecall thafor
AdornoHor khei mer, drawing on Kant, AENnlightenm
emergence from seihcurred minority. Minorityisma bi | ity t o make wuse o0f
understanding without direction from anothé&?’ Hence the key to human freedom is

rejection of any external authoritydowever as Lewisgeminds ugvirtually all our

63). Thus, accepting that the principle of the uniformity of nature is trusesadown to a matter tdith.

And whether or not one is justified in this fatgainfi d e p enrthe: Metaphysic one hollgl67).

Moreover, heexplans, filf the deepest thing in reality, the Fact which is the source of all other facthood, is
a thing in some degree like ourselde$it is a Rational Spirit and we derive our rational spirituality from

Itd thenindeed ur convi cti on Mareovebhewrites, ust edo (168) .

The sciences logically re@e a metaphysic of this so@ur greatest natural philosopher thinks
it is also the metaphysic oaf which they originally grewProfessor Whitehead points out that
centuries of belief in a God who combdihe personal energy of Jehowafith fithe rationality of
a Greek philosopheffirst produced that firm expectation of systematic order which rendered
possibé the birth of modern sciendden became scientific because they expected Law in Nature,
and hey expected Law in Nature because they believed in a Legi€l&®69; quoting Alfred N.
Whitehead Science and the Modern Wolflt925], chap?2).

Once again, Lewis argues no real conflict exigtwveen religion and scienda.fact, science grew owff a
religious worldview or metaphysic with roots in the Grédoman and JudeGhristian traditions.

1261 ewis, Mere Christianity 62
2" Horkheimer and Adorndialectic, 63;quot i ng | mmanuel Kant, AAn Answ

Question: What is EnlightenmeniPractical Philosophy trans. May J. Gregor (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996).7.
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knowledge @pends upon trusting certain authorifi@sinformation we could not obtain
in any other way, such &gy abstract reasoning or direct personal experiéffce.

In sum, all knowledge depends upon authority, reason, and exggriienc
varying degrees and proportioasd,onemight add,n thatparticular order. In other
words, experience without reason is blind, and reasonsauthority lackgproper
guidanceanddirection To emphasize any one of the three elements at the expense of the
others results inarious ideologiesemphasis on reasotoae (idealism orpositivism,
emphasis oexperience alonempiricism or pragmatisjnand emphasisn authority

alone(authoritarianism or dogniam).

Supemnaturalized Epistemology

The Lewisiantheory of knowledgeepresergwhatcouldbe called a
superraturalizedepistemologya rationalityfrom-above view'?® Essentiat 0 L e wi s 6
understanding of human reason and rationalit
Nature operates WRhRenelbewi we fiehepe. ust be s
exists in its avn right; some basic Fact whose existence it would be nonsensical to try to
explain because this Fact is itself the ground or stapiogi nt of al ' Hexpl anat

goes on taleclarethis Factobefi t he Oaxi Steérit Thing 2. . what

128t s interesting to compandark T. Mitchell on the work of philosopher Michael Polanyi
(1891:1976), another critic dEnlightenment rationalispand Lewis on the iportance of tradition and
authority for knowledge. t woul d appear Lewi s an BdeMark.aitceel, many of |
AThe Fal se Dil ekoden Agdl7, ddodd2005811-20yMasterFILE Premier
EBSCChost

129Cf, W. V.Qu i matbadizedepistemology See W. Epistem@agy ne, f
Naturalized i Ontological Relativity and Other Essafidew York: Columbia Universyt Press, 1969).

1301 ewis,Miracles 3738.According to Lewis, fAThe validity of
an uterly nonnaturalistic transcendentafif you will), supernatural sensésthe necessary presupposition
of all other theorizingThere is simply no sense in beginning with a view of the universe and trying to fit
the claims of thought in at a later staBg.thinking at all we have claimed that our thoughtsracze than
mere natural events Al | ot her propositions must be fCtted in as
SLewi s, fARel i gi onGodinthéDookt Esdays gmTaedlogy &ilbiag ed. Walter
Hooper(1970; repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdma2302),138; emphasis added.

1311 ewis, Miracles, 8-9.

132 | ewis, Miracles, 10.
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Lewis believeghe validity ofhuman reasoris ultimately derived from some other,

higherReasonia -e ei §t ent R exiatsaemallp andilcessahtlfBut,no

human authority caseriouslyc | ai m t o f b eexistdnteReasan ivtih neithreerd s e | f
slumbers nor slee@s>® A n d  ¥f any thought is valid, such a Reason must exist and

must be the source of my own™ijAmcprdimglfiect and i
Lewis often distinguishes betwesrasonandReasonthe former being hmanand

subject to errorwhile the latteiis divine and impervious to errdf> Lewis, therefore,

affirms God is seHlexistentReason and the source of the hurpawerof reason The

existence of God, if not the express belief in God, is necessary fealttigy of human

thought®* The i mplications f or (aEwelldassgdiroenment r at i

Hor k h e i abelitiodaf (5od as a basis for humegason andationality are, therefore,

enormous.Without self-existent Reason, ontologically speakingrétan be nself

133 ewis, Miracles, 42.
134 Lewis, Miracles, 42.

A great example of this di sletierwidttertohisfriend Lewi s
Dom Bede Griffiths, in which Lewis proclaim8:We have no abiding city even i
except tQ 8 Lawis to DomBede Griffithdanuarng, 1936 i The Collected Letters of C. S.

Lewis vol. 2,Bools, Broadcasts, and the War, 193349 ed. Walter Hooper (New York: HarperCollins,
2004),176.Cf.iThe grass withereth, theotl swall fatdtanhd: foutev
40: 8); AHeaven and e ardskhalbnbpaa sls paawsalydoa R&Wa;t th.BUt my h e o W
of the Lord endureth for ever. And this is the word which by the gdospe s pr eac he dl2h).nt o youo
Moreover, when capitalized &ord, the reference is to the Word of GodtleeLogos  Qrithe #i

beginnirg was the Word, and the Wordwas t h God, and the Word was Godo (Joc
identifies the Word as Jesus ChrlgstSurprised by JgoyLewis speaks of the connection between logic and

theLogos(209). In a later correspondence with Griffithgwis further clarifies

5 ©

All I meant was that no philosophy is perfect: nor can be, since, whatever is true of Reason herself, in
the human process of reasoning there is always error and even what is right, in solving one problem,
always poses another... .

Reason, no doubt, is always on the side of Christianitythaiamount and what kind of human
reasoning which gives an age its dominant intellectual tone, is surely sometimessirecarsd
sometimes on the other.

Lewis to Dom Bede GriffithsApril 24,1936 in The Collected Letters of C. S. Lewisl. 2,Books,
Broadcasts, and the War, 193949 ed. Walter Hooper (New York: HarperCollins, 200438, 189.

L e w firs Gonvictionis that Reason is always on the side of Christiamityonstant refia throughouthis
writings. Cf. LewisScrewtape Letterd-2.

1361 ewis succinctly states his positigh,Un| ess | believe in God, | cané

I can never use t holegdhThe Gase fod ChashaeaitfNeve Xoek: Maamilago d . 0
1943;repr, New York: Simon & Schuster, 1996), 32.
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evident principles of resn,epistemologically speakingl'he result is utter

skepticism’

Reason is our starting pint. Any view which denieseason as a starting
pointcannot get its theoretical foot off the groundr(its practicafoot, seethe next
chapter).Lewi s argues, Al't i s only when you are a
nonreason that you must cry Halt, for, ifyoudoh al | t houg¥ Thisi s di scr e
applies to all those views that treat reason as a Jatomglately in the universeg by
product of anorrational process of biological, historical,swciologicaldevelopment. In
contrast to such views, LewesguesReason is primary, while nature is secondary, both
in significance and order of existencé.The reason of God precedes nature and presides
over her(contra AdorneHorkheimer) The uniformity and regutdy of natureis due to
the reason of God, not some superimposed schétha buman reason (contra Kant)
This prior ordering of nature makher knowable due to th@e-establishedharmonyof a
psychephysical parallelisnthat existdboetween the human mind and natukénally, acts

of knowing for the human mind depknpon the illumination of theidne mind*°

137 Interestingly, AdorneHorkheimer discuss how this was the similar conclusion drawn by

Ni et zsche as a r ehiokophy.déferrmgteN dtGogdc h esd ol eraelpl acement of
t he gthher sel fo or fAOver man, 0 and noasprindple,theg pl acement o
explainmlfiBot h principles aim at independence from externa
tutelage which defines the essence of enlightenmént H o rr lanid ddommaDialectic, 90. Thus,

enlightenment reason, its attempt to eradicate myth out of a fear of falsehogglacedexternal

authority,Reasoror the Lawwith selflegislation. But,insodoingienl i ght enment i tsel f, i n
anyfoombecame an idol, and we realize that O6éeven we kno\

antimetaphysical, still takeur fire from the conflagration kindled by a belief millennia old, the Christian

belief, which was also the belief of Plato, that Gottugh, that the truth is diviné. 8lorkheimer and

Adorno, Dialectic, 90, quotingNietzscheJoyful Wisdon{Cleveland,OH: Jovian Press, 2016), bk. 5, sec.

344, Kindle; emphasis originahccordingly, Adorno-Horkheimer explainfor Nietzsche it seemed to

follow thatf denceitself, therefore, is open to tlsame criticism as metaphysid$ie denial of God

contains an irresolvable contradicth ; it negates knowl edgeDiaettic@l f. 06 Hor ki
Of course, AdorndHorkheimer do not accept this final conclusiblowever, it is noteworthy their theory

of knowledge is reduced to that of determinate negation, which is arguably a result of their atheism.

138) ewis, Miracles, 42.

n dipehe ielea ofdNature ahalRdasomwe b d

139n fact, Lewis argues i | is by uil
as leewis, Miraobeg 358t of Nature de
h

t i
isgivenbefoe Nature and on re on

140 ewis isdrawingupou gusti neds t he or gndhisfLogds decirimeeas i | | umi na
an explanation of how the human mind comes to know truth, edlyestiernal truthsSeeAugustine,
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Apart from divine illuminationthe human mind is whallsubject to norational

causation.The act of divine illumination emancipates the hummand, liberating it for

the possibility of knowl e &gFerwied ¢domesmi ned by
theaco f h u man muschsnptmhbe aniatt of insight, a knowledge sufficiently

free from norrational causation to be determined (positively) only by the truth it knows.

... This is the prime reality, on which the attribution@ftei t y t o any® hing el
Thus, hisrepresentshetheoretical starting poiforL e wi s 6 t heor e of knowl
concludesi Human mi nds, t heematura enétiesithattexist. h.e onl y su
Each has come into Nature from Supernature: each has-rsaiaip an eternal, self

existent, rational Being, whom we call God. Each is an offshoot, or spearhead, or

incursion of thatSupen at ur al rea®ity into Nature.o

Confessiond.15.25 10.2.2, and 2.25.35% Augustine On the Trinityl2.2.2, 12.15.24. Also, see Ronald

NashThe Light of the Mind: St(LexingtongUWngetsity’rressef Theory of K
Kentucky, 1969); Roald Nash;The Word of God and the Mind of Méphillipsburg NJ P&R Publishing,

1992. Divine illumination is an act of grace, specificallpgeveniengrace that enables the human mind to

freely pursue and apprehend truth and knowledge.

141) ewis, Miracles 34-35.
142 | ewis, Miracles, 36.

143 _ewis, Miracles 43. Cf. Lewis Mere Christianity48.For furt her reading on L
argument from reason against naturalistic, materialistic, and deterministic metapaydical
epistemologicatheories see the followig by Lewis:Miracles, especially chap4-4,13 fil s Theol ogy
Poet rDQeFdtiltated i AThe Funer aflhRefFigi Gnewit MpuhobPogma?0d; an
AOn Living i n RrasenA@oncarnscA Camgpelling Coileation of Timely, Jalistic
Essaysed. Walter HoopeflL.ondon:Fount, 1986repr., San Diego: Harcourt, 2002ewis famously
debated analytic philosopher G. E. M. Anscombe in 1948 at the Oxford Socratic Club, causing him to later
revise chap. 3 dfliraclesto accommodate heriticisms. For another critical approachliee wi s 6 ar gument
see John Beverslui€,. S. Lewis and the Search for Rational Religiew. ed. (Amherst, NY: Prometheus,
2007).For further discussionf Lewisand Anscombe, sé&¥a |l t er Hooper , Fiikktf@rmr d®d si Bonn
S. Lewis at the Breakfast Table and Other Reminisceadedames T. Com®lew York: Macmillan,
1979;repr, New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 199%2ictor ReppertC. S. Lewi sés Dangerou
In Defense of the Argument from Rea@@owners GrovelL: InterVarsity Press, 2003), 48L. For an
assessment of Lewis and Bever s IRichard b. Pwtill llotd bfeche s ms i n ac
Elves and Eldils: Fantasy and Philosophy in C. S. Lewis and J. R. R. Tdkibed. (%an Francisco:
l gnatius, 2006), ed@d9dpeCci a&l.| y eAp pRAHDNMeecokttrsdielraaed t h ?, 0
been a number of significant updates to LewisO ar gume
including the work of Victor Reppert (cidleabove)Alvin Plantinga haslsodeveloped similar (though
much more technically advanced) arguments from reason against a naturalist epistemology. He concludes
one significant essay on the subject shegbastintheg t hat A we
garden of supernaturalistic metaphysics. Naturalistic epistemology conjoined with naturalistic metaphysics
leads via evolution to skepticism or to violations of canons of rationality; conjoined with theism it does not.
The naturalisticegit e mol ogy shoul d therefore prAvinPlantingdhei sm t o n
Al s Natur al i sThe Ahatytica TheisiAm ANin?PJardtinga Readered. James Senné@rand
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 19986. In a noteat the end of tis essay, Plantingarther comments:
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Positivedialectic, or determinate &firmation. Furthermore, Lewis makes a
similar argument based on teeistence obbjects of realityaé concr et e, individ
det er mi nat e dtrheianlg,s or eosri siitfoapacitesséstencesintbten c e s 0 or
sense that each contains something which our intelligence cannot completely digest. . . .
Above and beyond that thereissrach of them the O6opaqued brut
fact that it 5 actually there and is itseft** Having acknowledged the reaésistant,
even opaquexistence of determinate objects of reality, as well as the limitations of the

human mind in congaually grasping and digestirigeseobjects, hdurtherexplains,

But if God is the ultimate source of all concrete, individual things and events, then
God Himself must be concrete, and individual in the highest degree. Unless the
origin of all other thmgs were itself concrete and individual, nothing else could be
so; for there is no conceivable means whereby what is abstract or general could
itself produce concrete reality. . . . If anything is to exist at all, then the Original
Thing must be, not a prciple nor a generality, much lessi@deab or afivaluep

but an utterly concrete fatt®

Hence not only do dedrminate, concrete things ex&d possible objects of knowledge
making upthe external world, but Godsthe ultimate source of these otljg must
possessa determinate, concrete character as wedgarding the determinate character of

God, he furtheexplains

The Hebrew writings here observe an admirable balance. Once God says simply |
AM, proclaiming the mystery of seixistence. Bt times without number He says

Al am the Lor@d |, the ultimate Fact, havbis determinate character, and tioat.

And men are exhorted fixnow the Lord)to discover and experiea this

particular charactéef’®

For L etaweixist meailis to be a posegi®omething . . .. The Thing which has always
AVictor Reppert reminds me that the argument of this
be found in chapt er s Miatldsd a(286AR0] skel AlvioPlantiGgaWiere thé e wi s 8 s
Corlict Really Lies: Science, Religion, and Naturali@xford: Oxford University Press, 2011

144 Lewis, Miracles, 137-38.
145 ewis, Miracles, 138-39.

1481 ewis, Miracles, 140; emphasis originalhus, the answer to the Enlightenmedhemas
found in the Helew Shema i Hoelszael: the Lord our God, the Lord is onéDeut.6:4).
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existed, namely God, has therefore alwayd haHi s own po s fhisve char act
Lewiswarns ofthe attempts to think or descri®donlyi n negati ve terms, i
byany posi t i*leordenotawid thé evror of ddentity thinking when it

comes to our concepts of nature, one must strip away from our idea of nature any

subjectively added aspects and qualities. Likewise, one must do the same in relation to
theknowledge of GodLewisexplairs,i At each step we have to st
of God some human attribute. But the only real reason for stripping off the human

attribute is to make room for puttinginme posi t i ve & iWitHouttae at t ri but
replacement of what is removed (eegated) with somethirpsitive the result is

continued negation to a nullityLewis explaindhow the negative reductionist mistake is

almost an inevitable result for the human undesstem g when it ns dAl eft t
other words, free from thairection of any external authority, again the repeated refrain

of the Enlightenment. This is so because human reason left to itself lacks the resources

for providing the positive content needed to acquire a correct conception 6t%od.

But, how does omavoid thiddeleteriousesult when it comes the
knowledge of GodWh at wi |l |l prevent wus from falling i
of abst kewisprovidest d2 a n shev@hristian statefnént that only He who
does the will of the Fathevill ever know the true doctrine is philosophically accurate.

Imagination may help a little: but in the moral life, and (still more) in the devotional life
we touch something concrete which will at once begin to correct the gr@miptiness

in our idea 6Godo™ L e wi s & rpvealspedlimitations of reason when ibmes

1471 ewis, Miracles, 141

148) ewis,Miracles143. He further writes, fGod is basic F
other facthood. At all costs therefore He must not be thougis a featureless generality. If He exists at
al |, He is the mosl#b)h.concrete thing there iso (

1491 ewis, Miracles, 143
1501 ewis, Miracles, 144.

51 ewis,Miracles 144 L ewi s uses the | anguage of fAemptiness

186



to knowledge acquisitionBy obedience to divinauthority, which one comes to

apprehend and understand with gheof reason the further proobf the doctrine of God
comesfrom self-reflectionupon ourexperience And we would know this if only we

would listen to reason, fdr e wi s ThReamatsrials fér correctg our abstract

conceptiorof God cannot be supplied by Reason: she will be the first to tell you to go

and try eperienc®d 6 Oh , t a s t™& Thasnitds the eoacteteality of God
encountered in the moral and devotional life that is essential to confirming the truth about
God.

All'in all, Lewis readily admits reason alone is not sufficient for knowledge but
mustbei mi xed i n varying proportionso with expel
of knowledge.He alsoavoids the oppositatellectual viceof what has been termed
strongrationalism(in Abolition, fiextreme rationalisin pn the one hand, arfidleism on
the other. Some scholars describe Léwisw of rationality as a form afritical
rationalism which providesa welcomecontrast to critical theory’® The critical
rationalist embraces reason as a genuine source of truth and knowikdigeat the sam
ti me admitti ng Theaewvaokrowledyes tima conglexityoohhsiman
natureby concedinghat not only rational bualso emotional and volitional elemeiatn
affect thehumanreasoning process times causing it to erfA persistent tame
throughout Lewi s GAbolition isthahtlye, humaveillpsecaughadp Iny 1 n

the struggle between these rational and emotional elenwdmth can act as barriers or

similar to his edier discussion of the emptying of our ideas of nature. In each case, our ideas are emptied
of objective content and replaced with the subjective contents of our own minds.

152 ewis,Miracles 14445, Cf . fAOh, taste an@s38e that the Lot

1331 ewis, Abolition, 67. On the distinction between strong rationalism, fideism, and critical
rationalism, see Reppe@, SLewi s6s Dahgemams 2 defaAssessing Apol oget|
44; Michad Petersoret al.,Reason & Religious Belief:mrAIntroduction to the Philosophy of Religicsrd
ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008),h a p Faith3and Réason: How Are They Relate®®-

57.
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obstacles to overcome in the pursuit of triith

Reason and Imagination

One cannotully appreciatd. e w talse @nreason withougélsolearning of his
view of the imagination.Withoutanunderstanding aheimportantrelationshipbetween
reason and imaginatian Lewis, his emphasis on reasonAolition might seenlike an
overemphasisTo be sure, Lewis considered himself a rationalist, mbser
examination ohis writings reveals a richgdynamic moreholistic approactoverall
Thus, the following supplemesithe above discussian the nature andimitations of

human reason witlan examination of Lewis on the essential role ofittegination.

A Baptized Imagination

Commenting on the views of Weber, Lee writes,

In thefienchantedages, all things were viewed as being permeatedvath
under the sway 8f some magal, spiritual, or supernatural force¥/ith the
process ofrationalization and intellectualizatiamhowever things have changed:
in afdisenchanteaiworld, all things are seen as resulting from natural processes
that can be rationally undegsid andechnically controlled All things, in principle,
can bemasterecdby humang>

Or more concisely, hestatés,To put it i n a nutshteel | , disenc
world is no longer seen as a meaningful cosnmostead, moderns livi@ a meaningless

univ e r 8°eOf éourse, moderns do not live this out in practice. Although they have

rejecteda universal, djective meanindor the universe, in place of this thegve

projecedtheir own subjective meaning onto reality to fill thedf-created void Absent a

Master Plan, the universe is subjerthe seHproclaimedmasters of the univershis

was i n fact Weberds respondmsignatont he di sencha

1% gSee LewisPi | gr i moAlso,Ree giscessia in Andrew Whe@tT he Road Befor e
Him: Allegory, Reason, and Romalhhte cHislng rijchRei@Escer@lgnd.ceswsi s 6
(1998): 2140, Academic Search PremideBSChost

Lee, Al nto t heb dphpsisonginad f Awe, 0 4

L ee, Al nt o t hgenpheagisongnalof Awe, o
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However, according to Lee, Lewis proposed an alterntditiee Weberian

embraceof a disenchanted world,

Lewis believed that our response to disenchantment should begin with qurgstioni

the very assumptions of modemationality, which resks in and from
disenchantmentFor Lewis, every attempt to4enchant the world, short of
(re)envisioning the world aBenchantedin a substantial sense, must ultimately fail
because it is actually trapped within the parameters set by the very disenchantment.
In fact, such an attempt is not so much a response to disenchantment as the very
consegence of it. It is only when we are able to see the world as having an
inherent meaning, as a meaningicbsmog) that our attempts to recover meaning

in our lives can succeéd’

Inhisanalysis Lee draws attenti on sightorlseemwgy s6 use of
Disenchantmerfundamentally involvea changef sightor vision. Thus, thework of
re-enchantment involvesra-envisioningof the world, to see it once again as enchanted
or filled to the brim withsubstantiameaning and significanceBut, this involves the
imaginationin addition to reasanFor Lewis, reasosupplies the sekévident principles
for our thinking as well aplays the critical role ofhallenging thedlse assumptions of
modernity, ashiedemonstrates iAbolition. But reaon itself, whetheintellectusor
ratio, does not provide us with the visionary, matec@htent, the imagesecessary for
seeinghe world asmbuedwith meaning:>® For thisdifferent though relatekind of
sight or seeinghe humanimaginationplays a indispensableole.

For Lewis, the antidote to disenchantment is not to be found in reason alone.
What is needed is a rediscovery of the substantial meaning of the amdldor a human
mind that has beeatisenchantedhis requires ae-enchantmenof the imagination This

was a key componeatong the wayn L e w oven 8piritualjourney and eventual

“lee Al nt o t he 1EeCH JacobsNarrfian B8 AD t he outset of thi
said that the work of C. S. Lewis is largely a respon8eatad an attempt to revefsavhat the sociologist
Ma x We b er dciaslelnecdh aéntt hmee rAnd indldeal this isteue. Bub ané cdn péofitably
describe his goals in another way,evei ng t he terms of the equation. o

138 On the relationship between reason, imagination, and science inLew§a r d Invr i t es, f
Lewi sds view, r eason rstsupplied with materialsaqpreason dabeut, anflitwas was f i
i ma g i ntaskto supplyshose materialherefore, science was necessaaityl foundationally
imaginativeOWard,i Sc eeaad Rel i gion, 0 5.

189



conversion to Christianityln preparation for going to universitiyewis studiedunder

the tutelage of the rigorous logician, W. T. Kirkpatriskjom heaffectionatelycalled

At he Gr e@wat KKmdkplkatri ck wahsreadingofirthirei st , st eep:e
Schopenhauer arthmed= r a zTée Golslen BoughLewiswould acquirdremendous

logical and dialectical skill under KirkpatricR? Lewis describebimself as an atheist in

these early yearsne whohad embraced a modernist explanation of religion as
anthropologyandthusmythology®° During this time, Lewis bought and read a copy of

the Scottish preacher, novelist, and fantasy wéeror ge Ma@&241905b) d 6
Phantasteswhich had an enormous impaxcthim. Discussing thenythical qualityin

MacDonald and the effect it had on his imagination (rather tiisintellect or

conscience, which cammuchl at er ) Lewis writeewastd What it
convert, even to baptize . . . my imagination. The quality which had enchanted me in

his imaginative works turned out to be the quality of the real universe, the divine,

magical, terrifying, and®cstatic reality in

The Organs of Truth and Meaning
Lewi sé6 cl earest dhe distirfctioh Heteveen theddtiessof u s S| o n ¢

reason and imaginatiamomes fromhises ay A Bl us pel & CoasiddtheF| al ansf

following:

9geelewis di scussi on oY, KiThe @t K Bupkiied by bog p .
132-48.

10 For Lewis on his early atheisrseeSurprised by JayOn his early views of religion as
mythology, seé.ewis to Arthur Greeves, October 12, 19167 e Collected Letters of C. S. Lewisl. 1,
Family Letters19051931, ed. Walter Hooper (New York: HarperCollins, 200230-31.

181C. S. LewisGeorge MacDonald: An Anthologgd. and comp. C. S. Lewis (London:
Geoffrey Bles, 1946Gepr, New York: HarperCollins, 2001xxxviii. Cf. Lewis, Surprised by Jgyl79-81.
See George MacDonalBhantastesA Faerie Romangewith introduction by C. S. Lewis (Grand Rapids:
Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2000)ewis includesPhantastess number onen his topten list of books thatrgatly
influenced him. See West i T o pok3oéewisB@ul d go on to say of MacDonal d:
concealed the fact that | regarded him as my master; indeed | fancy | have never written a book in which |
did not qguot e Géorge Machonhatdxxxvii. b faat; iLewis introduces MacDonald as a
prominent character, teacher, and guide in C. S. Léiig,Great Divorce: A DrearfLondon: Geoffrey
Bles, 1946; repr.New York: HarperCollins, 20Q1chaps. 94.
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We are not talking of truth, but of meanimgeaning which is the antecedent
condition both of truth and falsehood, whose antithesis is not error but nonsense. |
am a rationalist. For me, reason is the natural organ of truth; but imagination is the
organ of meaning. Imagination,é:)roducing new pletas or revivifying old, is not

the cause of truth, but its conditi6f.

Again, Lewis clearly identifies himself as a rationalifut, he recognizes and
understands the limitations of reason. Reason enables one to discern between truth and
falsehood, taletect errors in statements,test the validity omvalidity of arguments
based on th&aditionalcanons ofogic and argumentationHowever beyond this point,
reason reacheslimit. Moreover, it requires an antecedent condition for operating at
alld andthat ismeaning Only meaningful statements can be true or false. Nonsensical
statements, thodackingmeaning, though they mayill be uttered, carot be true or
false. Reason, Ward explains,s pr i mary i n the semsleewihsads il
view, that judges between meanings, helping us to differentiate those meanings that are
true and il luminating fr offf Stilhreasordepehdst ar e f a
upon and is conditioned by the imaginationtfo apprehension of maag. It is no
wonder that a worldview which restricts meaning, as everything else, to the purview of
reason cannot seem to find any objective meaning in the wéddsequentlymeaning
is reduced to being a product of reason since its natural orgamalginationjs
eviscerated or weakened due to the excesses of an extreme rationalism. Thesidtthe
of disenchantme#t a loss of wonder, a lack of imaginatit.
Just ad.ewis is careful to distinguish reasdnjth, and reality and not to

make themistake of identifying therikewise,he alsadistinguishes these categories

2 ewi s, ABI us p el 265 Recall Adérieldorkbeimerfsay that sn 0
Enlightenmentationality,ii R eom is the organ of calculatioof planning; it is neutral with regard to end
its el ement Diatectic@olmothermweards,reason i® reduced to matie. By contrast,

Lewis argues reason is the orgarrath, which is more than mere rationalization or calculation. Likewise,
he also call s r eas Discarded Imagelb8 Thuas nLewisfseeks tordefdnd theyproger
roles of theoretical reason (this chap.) and practical reason (next chap.).

Swar d, cfeScinadn Rel i gion, 0 6.
Consider the famous | i hanlef(1r'5d6@) iWihicltHametm Shakespe

refers to the limitations diuman knowlede fiThere are more thirsgn heaven and Earth, HoratioThan
are dreamt of in your philosophy [or sciere ] . 0
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from the imagination Furthermore, hdifferentiateghe latter frontruth and meaning

which hefurthersets apart Reason is the organ of truth; its proper object is truth.

Imagination is the organ of meaning; its proper object is meaning. Thsstwioe

A o r gaendsstincfaculties of the mind witlseparat®bjects of apprehension.

Nevertheless, Lewis treats the imagination as a-tsatiring faculty since it serves an
antecedent condi ti on f oForitristhre snagination whiphp r e he n s i
makes it possible for one -tbi ekpgmgaeEoi n what
imagining the truth about reality> Also, the imagination is key to ouommunication

of truth, for the language of the imagination is that of metaphor, whether the production

of new metaphors or the-prposing of old ones, as described aboMais also speaks

to the dialectical relationship between enlightenment and ,tlch for Lewisis

largelydue tothe dialectic ofeason and imaginatidf® This dialectical relationship

resultsfrom an incompatibility between reason and imaginationdaaseghe two to

become entangled or entwined. Although the &nedogically canpatible they are

psychologically incompatibleThey are logically compatible in the sense that the truth

discovered by reason and the meaning apprehended by the imagination can be,perfectly

logically consistentogether However , t snouts atthesamedise,r eason i

engage oneds i magination, and vice versa

185 cf. AdornoHorkheimer on a dialectic between reason and imaginatioi Be c a u s e
imagination is involved in truth, it can always appear to this damaged imagination that truthsiscfamiz
its illusion the tr Dialécticl60Hor khei mer and Adorno,

For a further discussion of Lewisdé views on th
and meaningvh er eby he makes an argument f or fihelriag r omant i c
facultydo s ée f ol |l owi ng: C.ma$.i nladhagmandiimdginatigneEssays dnd |
Reviewsed. Walter HooperGambridge: @ mbr i dge Uni versity Press, 2013); i
and his peface toGeorge MacDonalgdxxiii-xxxix. Al s 0o, L e wMyth in gendral i€ rot: merdly
misunderstood history (as Euhemerus thought) nor diabolical illusion (as some of the Fathers thought) nor
priestly lying (as the philosophers of the Enlightenment thought) but, at its best, a real though unfocused
gleam of divine trutialling on humanimaign at i o nMiracle 218ri; emphasis original. Cf.

ARel i gi on wit h32uadr fulthergliscas8ign drewis3nlyth imagination, anchristianity,

seeSt ratford Caldecott, ASpeaking the Truthse, @al ynt he
The Pilgrimds Gui de: C.,edSDavidMilgGrand Rapids: BetdreansAT998) o f Wi t n e
DevinBrown,i Reasoni ng beyond Reason: | magination as a Thec

Lewis,0 Christianity & Literature61, no. 3 2012): 51215, ATLA Religion Database with ATLASerials
EBSChost

192



Inescapability of Myth and Metaphor

Lewis acceptshe ancient triadic division of human nature into reason, will,
and appetite; head, heart, and belly. And as Aristotle taught Rhietoric one must
appeal to all three levels to fully persuade someone of the truth of alegns:ethos

andpathos'®’

Consequently, people do not embrace a view based upon purely rational
considerationsRecallonce agai n L abeutwhycergin wocdsaes i 0 n
preferred oer others in our use of language. For example, why the more emotive word
stagnationinstead ofpermanence Why does the terprimitive suggest inefficiency?

Why doedatestmean thegreates? Lewis explains,

But | submt that what has imposed this climate of opinion so firmly on the human
mind is a new archetypal image. Itis the image of old machines being superseded
by new and better ones. For in the world of machines the new most often really is
better and the prirtive really is the clumsy. And this image, potent in all our

minds, reigns almost without rival in the minds of the une

For Lewis, preceding the rational theorenDafrwinianbiological evolution is the earlier
pre-Darwinianmyth ofuniversalevdut i oni sm t hat first captured
imaginaton The bel i ef i n 0 &gsned robyeatonat or grientifig r e s s 0
proofbut by Ai maginative expressions of the my"
imageo found in the birth of machasthe new approach to life that they inculcate in

those who use them. Although in the technological world the new often does replace and
make obsolete the old, the problem is when this image of technological progress is
extrapolated to the rest of humiéfie and existence Everything that becomes old for this

reason alone is deemed outdated, outmoded, primitive, barbaric, useless, only to be
superseded biyrenew. This modern visionf scientific and technological progress as it

is applied tahe wholeof life representsa radical development and change from that of

our ancient forebearbence Lewis describesita8t he gr eat est change in

187 SeeAristotle, The Art of Rhetorictrans. H. C. Lawsoffancred (New York: Penguin,
1991).

%8| e wiDe Desdiiptione Temporuml0-11.

193



We s t e r n® IMsathredird consequences of this greatest of changes that Lewis
further exploresn Abolition. This agairhighlightsL e w interpretatiorof the dialecof

enlightenment and myth as one betwesason and imaginatioWWard explains

The more serious effects of the Copernican revolution on human imagination relate
to what Lewis callshe fimythology which follows in the wake of sciengelhe
cosmology that a given generation accepts has immense censeguor its

thoughts an@motions, and in every generation there isitimgthology which

follows in the wake of scienaea mytholog that feeds into our understanding of
ourselves and the way we imaginatively interpne world and our place in’it°

Furthermoreaccording to Ward,

Lewis is urging scientists to hold their metaphors and their overall paradigms with a
due provisionall, reminding them that an image of the cosmos, like an image of
the divine, cabecome a graven image, an id&eligion and science both need a
degree of humility and ought not to suppose that they can fully captligy iin

their own terminology.”*

Given the relationship between truth and meaning, reason and imagination, it is
not possibléo completely comprehend reality, nor is it possibtentra the
Enlightenment project, to rid man of mythical accounts of reality. The eliminatiameof o
myth onlyopens the door tanothemythicalreplacementHence the attempt at a
purelyscientific, rationalistic view of reality is simply shortsighte8cientific language
for examplefails to capture much of our experience of the wasldich can only be
expressed through iaginativelanguage through the use of metaplwpoetic

language’?’ Qui t e appropriately, one of Lewisb?d

%91 e wiDe Desdiiptione Temporumil.

"wa r d jencé &d Religio, 0 -14 1

Mwar d, fSci en clb Indewsb, SRantaped étter®l;32 Screwtape writes
| have great hopes that we shall learn in due time how to emotionalize and mythologize their science
to such an extent that what is,gffect, a belief in us (though not under that name) will creep in
while the human mind remairc$osed to belief in the Enemy. . If once we can produce our perfect
workd the Materialist Magician, the man, not using, but veritably worshipping, what helyag
callsfiForce® while denying the existence &$pirit00 then the end otie war will be in sight

geeC.SLewi s, fAThe L an g Ghigian RefléctioRsed. Waitdr idooped i n

bes:H

(London: Geoffrey Bles, 196Tepr, Grand Rapids: Eerdman®d5, Lewis,Miracles chap. 10, f#AHorri

Red Thi rmRg.s, 6 107
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between reason and imaginationeeda deepyearning for theeconciliationof
rationality andmyth,isfoundinh i s poem t i'f Moredmpért@rehg ewisn . O
ultimatelyfinds the solutiorhe longs foiin theincarnation of JesuShrist thelLogos the

AEt er Reason,omfnithiGe dT matdle f | esh. o

Conclusion

This chapter has examinedsomé t he cent r aAboltohadnes of L
Adorno-Horkheimed Bialectic, with a special emphasis tmeir views ofreason and
rationality. Both Lewis and the critical theorisesek toexposewhat they consider to be
excesses dEnlightenment ratiorism as well as itenodern manifestations the forms
of positivism,scientism and reductionismFurthermore, they provide reasons for
concluding that Enlightenment rationaligedin its overall approach to human
rationality, particularlyby not recgnizing the various limitations of reasoAt the same
time, Lewisoffersa number ofmportant qualificationso his critique of Enlightenment
rationalism stoppingshort of thewholesaledenigiation of reason found in Adorno
Horkheimer. For Lewis, theroblem is nohumanreason per se or something inherent to
humanrationalitythat inevitably results in oppregs social structuresLewis identifies
the probleminwha he t er magondlissixd r eThtee source of this |
in Enlightenmet r ati onal itydés rejection of authorit
substantive reason, atitus aack ofrestrainton modernuses of reason. Lewis findthe
nealed check in the Eternal Reason, the mind of @sthe supernaturasourceof
human reson andthebasis of theselt-evident principles of theoretical reasdm
addition as ismadeclearer in the chapter to followewis alsolooks tothe selfevident
principles ofpractical reasorreflected in th&aoas a further check ahe errors of

Enlightenmenteason Finally, Lewis understands that the only viable response to the

13See C. S. Lewid} R e a sioPpemsed. Walter Hooper (London: Geoffrey Bles, 1964;
repr., San Diego: Harcourt, 1977).
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disenchantment of the worldits re-enchantment, which requires the aid of the
imagination toseethe world abjectively meaningful. Adornélorkheimer, by
contrastcannot account fahe validity of reasomr the vitalrole of the imagination.

Critical theory lacks th@maginativeresources for a renchantment of the world.
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CHAPTER 5
ON MORALITY

Introduction
Aln a sort of ghast | y asldempndthefunttipn. We r e mo v
make men without chests and expect of them virtue and enterprise. We laugh at
honor and are shocked to find traitors in our midst. We castrate and bid the geldings
be friuitful.o
ABecause it unmas k stingsthe lpasver afmatureaoverngmda | s a's
and as curtailing its own sdEgislation, reason, as a purely formal entity, is at the

service of every natural interest. Becoming simply an organ, thinking reverts to
nat dre. o0

The previous chapter focused the needor first principles oftheoretical
reasonas well as a transcendent ground of these principles. Similarly, this chapter seeks
to showthe same regardinfirst principles ofpractical reason In each case, the
possibility of a rational or moral critigudepends upaatranscendentjormative
foundation BothL e w Al®l@ionand AdorneH o r k h e Diateetic révealthe need
for thesenormativestandardsby highlighting thedreadfulconsequences that follow far
societythat fails toacknowledgeandapply them Lewis and the critical theorists share a
common concern fahe moral decay within societydowever, @spite a number of
similarities in theimoralcritiques this chaptedemonstratemanycrucial differences
their views ofnature, humanature, the human condition, normative moral standands

judgmentsthe role of applied science, religion and ethics, and otl@vsrall, Lewis

1C. S. LewisThe Abolition of Man: Reflections on Education with SdeR&ference to the
Teaching of English in the Upper Forms of SchoBisidell Memorial Lectures,5th Series (London:
Oxford University Press944 repr, New York: HarperCollins, 200126. Hereafter cited adbolition.

2 Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adho, Dialectic of Enlightenment: Philosophical

Fragments Cultural Memory in the Present, ed. Guirz&chmid Noerr, trandEEdmund Jephcott
(Amsterdam: Querido, 194vepr, Stanford CA: Stanford University Press, 20058 HereafterDialectic.
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