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Abstract

This paper explores a postmodern critique of Fukuyamais ¢laat liberal democracy
is the end ohistory. While broadly accepting the postmodern critique of attertypt
homogenise humans into a specific, universal conceptrafihness, the realization of
which would bring history to a close, | argue against trstrpodern claim that there is
nothing which can be said to be essentially human, sinceingaldifference and
individuality establishes a concept of what it meansetdwlbman. Thus, | suggest that
postmodernism, itself, invokes a loose metaphysical clairereby humanness is
characterised by difference and individuality. Thus,rabade that the political vision
of both liberals and postmodernists is to emancipate inbdevidual through the
provision of a narrative space which promotes opportgniiee the articulation of
individuality and the flourishing of pluralism and diffecen What emerges from this
discussion is the possibility of reconciling traditioMddernist/Enlightenment thought,
which believed in a universal (hu)man, driven by universdirds/objectives, with
Postmodern thought, which rejects the totalising of hunmemimto universal drives and
prioritises difference, creativity and pluralism.
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Introduction !

This paper explores a critique of Fukuyama’s claim tthetréil democracy is the end of
history,? by asking, can this claim survive if we call into questioa possibility of a
universal account of what it means to lemar? | begin by critiquing attempts to
homogenise humans into a totalised, universal concept ¢iuth@nwhich leads to an
account of a metaphysical, ahistanigmannature, the realisation of which would bring
historyto a close. | will defend the postmodern critique of ietanarrativéand the
critique of the notion of an Idea drivingistory, premises upon which Fukuyama’s
concept of distoryrelies. Specifically, Fukuyamatgstorythesis relies on the Idea of
a human which acts as the geist behiddstory — it is what history seeks to
emancipate/realise. As Goutevitch puts it, for Fukuydmean nature is the standard
of political action and judgement [and it is because] modédreral democracy
conforms to human nature as closely as a political @a®eiconform to it; it is therefore
just, satisfying, stable and therefore it is the comptetand fulfilment of history.’
(Goutevitch, 1994, 32).

This paper is structured around the questions: why mustoléepratize the idea of a
humar? And, can we constructhastory after we have problematized themar? In
the first section, | show why metanarratives aboathilmanare problematic and why
we need to call into question the possibility of canging and legitimising a concept
of human naturé. | also argue that metanarratives which construtiu@an risk
dismissing/ignoring difference, and this could undermineviddalism and perform an
injustice to the individual. | argue there is somethingmparable and unique between
individuals which is unrepresentable by the homogenous terman | then attempt to
construct a postmodern politics which valorises theetsaof humans, rather than the
single human and explore the principles which postmodernism wishesnaneipate

e.g. plurality, creativity and difference.

However, the ultimate purpose of this paper is to entoward a reconciliation
between traditional Modernist/Enlightenment thought andnpodérn thought, rather
than simply extending the postmodern critique of the mmodeThis is not a simple
matter since traditional Modernist/Enlightenment thought premised around a



universal human driven by universal desires and objectives, whereas postmoder
thought rejects a totalised notion of a humanness drivemllymogeneous desire and
drive. | aim to construct a politics in the absencéhehuman through the politics of
Lyotard’s notions of “difference” and “the differend”@&Rorty’s “pragmatism®. | also
argue that postmodernism cannot avoid creating some kitairaén since valuing
difference and individuality, itself, invokes a claim ah underlying notion of
humanness. Thus, | show that even within postmoderiisare is an ahistoric ldea —
an ldea which drives us toward the realisation of a fofmndividualism, since
humanness depends on individual difference. |, thexefaynclude that a postmodern
politics which emphasises difference, creativity angrglity allows us to rescue the
concept ofhistory and some core liberal democratic values. | concludepdiper by
arguing that we cannot polarise postmodernists e.g. LyaaddRorty, with liberal
modernists e.g. Fukuyama, because there is actually stistarmmonality between
the two positions. Thus, my conclusion represents dicah break with typical
postmodern thinking, since | claim it is possible to camstra history within
postmodern thought/theory; whereas, postmodernists thpicgect and oppose the
inevitability of a geistlistory. This attempt to create a dialogue between postmodern
and modernists thinkers and forge a way out of the mod@ussthodernist dualism
has a parallel to Biebricher’'s work which tries toarmorate Foucaultian elements into
a Habermasian framework, and dismantle the dichotamgh has been established
between the two thinkers (Biebricher, 2007).

A Postmodern Critique of the Metanarrative of theHuman

In this section | explain: what a metanarrative is; hihe concept of thdwuman
conforms to the definition of a metanarrative and whyireredulity to metanarratives
challenges and disrupts both the possibility ofthimanand the possibility dfistory.

A metanarrative has a legitimising function. Lydtdor example, argues the purpose
of grand narratives is to ‘legitimate social and pdiimstitutions and practices, forms
of legislation, modes of thought’ (Lyotard, 1992, 61). wewer metanarratives, Lyotard
argues, do not seek legitimacy in the present; they sedkrlagy ‘in a future to be



accomplished, that is, in an Idea to be realised. Tdea.l. has legitimating value
because it is universal. It guides every human realityyotard, 1992, 29-30). A
metanarrative rests its legitimacy on truth and usa#y, and thus the postmodern
incredulity toward metanarratives is one aspect of a rwdlstrust of truth and
universality. However, while | cannot completely avoidjeneral discussion about
truth claims and claims to universality, | will try lmave these wider issues to one side,
since the purpose of this paper is not to debate the sthallsclaims about truth and
universality, but to focus on the more specific questibwlwether we can construct a

true and universdluman

Metanarratives producehgstory which is moved by an Idea that must be emancipated
in a future to come. Thus, metanarratives do not produteribeéd narratives about
what the community has done in the past; they produceodbad narratives about the
“true” identity/characteristics of an entity (Rorty991a, 198-199). The metanarrative
establishes a fixed, totalised/homogenised entity e.g. hmatame, the proletariat etc,
and this entity/ldea becomes the geist which méngtery and fixes the future. Thus,
the will of the Idea is similar to destiny or the woll God i.e.history is, in this sense,
pre-determined, since it is the story of the emancipatiothe Idea. Therefore, an
incredulity toward metanarratives is also an increduhlityhistory, because without a
legitimate basis for a total/universal Idea, there asldea to propehistory to a
prescribed future. Thus, questioning the legitimising femctof metanarratives
problematizeshistory since it prises open enforced closures and opens up the. future
Williams puts this simply, for ‘Lyotard, events canna bnderstood in the light of
some great measure or master plan [e.g.] the will of G&illiams, 1998, 56).

Postmodernism opposes metanarratives, since the purptiee raetanarrative is to
produce and emancipate unitary categories; thus, the mei@rerdisguises/negates
differences within that category. The desire to produce eergal concept of the
humanis resisted by postmodernists because they wish to keepouestions and
descriptions about what it means toHweman The concept of theumancorresponds
to the notion of a metanarrative since it is somethinyersal and something which
seeks to be emancipated/realised. However, postmodefesst that to homogenize



individuals into the unitary category dlumanthreatens the very individualism and
uniqueness of the individuals whom we are seeking to epeteci Thus, to emancipate
difference, individualism and individuals, postmodernismkse® avoid foreclosure
over what it means to beuman Rorty, for instance, argues philosophy’s aim should be
‘to see human beings as generators of new descripatimsr than beings one hopes to
be able to describe accurately.” (Rorty, 1980, 378). Butlgues that to produce
totalizing accounts produces new exclusions and thus univgrsals to be left
permanently open/contingent (Butler, 1992). She argueswvtiist we do not need to
dismiss the term “human”, we do need to ask how it warkdwhat it forecloses, and
thus, Butler concludes that we cannot produce a single tifirof human (Butler,
2004, 89-91). Postmodernists are concerned with the individaences within a
unitary category, and argue that if a universal category ntasd,sit cannot be
foreclosed by a single definition or interpretation we. cannot have human only a

variety of humans.

The metanarrative of théuman is related to the established debate on the
metanarrative of the “woman”. Feminist debates tleaslucidate the problem with the
creation of a unitary categdrye.g. Ramazanoglu argues ‘a feminism which
inappropriately speaks for all woman and offers a prestribay forward is
illegitimate.” (Ramazanoglu, 2002, 67). She argues ‘weataeed an insistence on
totality... a feminist dream of a common language for wonsetotalizing and so
imperialist.” (Ramazanoglu, 2002, 64). Thus Ramazanogialedes that we should
‘say goodbye to a modern grand narrative of emancipatianh overlooks social
difference between women’ (Ramazanoglu, 2002, 65). The pmobiéh the
emancipation of the unitary “women” is that totalizedpressions of unity obscure
differences within the category and cannot speak fonsihnces within that category.
A unitary category attempts to produce a “common languagd’fundamental good
which is universal, thus providing legitimacy for a futurectume. Although many
feminists hold onto the category “women”, the catggaofr “women” is critiqued and
rejected by postmodernists, causing a schism between modanuspostmodern
feminists® Similarly, the category ohuman totalizes humans and the purpose of
arguing humans are driven by a single desire/goal is tmatearn story about the



emancipation of théiuman® However within the category of tHeuman there are
many different identities and characteristics whioh potentially negated. Therefore,
our starting point must be to recognise, as Rorty doas, ttan as Hegel thought of
him, as the Incarnation of the ldea, doubtless does ftago.” (Rorty, 1982, 207).

Smith elucidates the problem postmodernity poses to mstierlike Fukuyama, who
argue history has an end point explaining that an endhastory thesis requires a
discussion of the “good” (Smith, 1994f. However, Smith argues that if there is no
fixed nature that presupposes its own end point of perfe¢hien,we cannot justify our
concept of the good or formulate the notion of histoovimg in one direction. If we
reject a universal and fixed concept of gdbdye lose our basis for arguing our
metanarrative of the good is true/legitimate, and thihwere is no Idea to be
emancipated. Fukuyama's claim thastory can end requires a reference to a fixed
good to be realised, and thus, he constructs a metanaradtine emancipation of the
good, and for Fukuyama the good which must be realisedeisitman*®> The
postmodern critigues of metanarratives dismantles tmeapt and possibility of a
history and opens up history, since there is no “good”/Idea andesi&blishes what
Brown calls a politics out dfistory (Brown, 2001). Brown argues that since there is no
underlying metaphysical Idea moving history in a teleologicatgss, politics cannot
be the unfolding of historical schemes and transcendel#gals; instead, politics is a
matter of opportunity and judgement (Brown, 2001, 117-118). A g®litut of history,
as advocated by Brown, destabilises Fukuyama’s arguniece, (litics becomes free-
ranging, and open to the possibility of new paradigms andajewents in the future.
A politics out of history is a critique of the legitimaof liberal democracy, because if
there is nothing fundamental to beimgmanand no ahistoric values, we cannot argue a
social/political system is the realisation of an ldd&us, we cannot argue that liberal

democracy satisfies/realises the desire ohthean

Postmodernists argue “political truth” has no epistegiocal ground (Brown, 2001,
3-4); no ‘philosophical or ideological position can have aftymate authority or
justification. We live in a world of competing storiebave no particular narrative has
general consent or force.” (Turner, 2002, 34). Thereforg value is contingent rather



than ahistorical, and thus liberal democracy is noErdghtenment thinkers argue, the
rationalising of man’s desires, but a narrative aboutesoingy which is desirable given
a specific socio-cultural-temporal framework. Thisnicontrast to Hegel-Fukuyama,

who construct a metanarrative of an Idea to be reaksgdthe emancipation of the

human

Rorty argues that Hegel-Fukuyama attempt to discovefersal conditions which
explain: the human condition; the nature of realityatmive really are, and what we are
compelled to be by a power outside ourselves and tha éxtsrnal, ahistorical factors
provide humanity with its only possible goal (Rorty, 1989, 26-28)rty’s notion that
we are being propelled by something other than ourselves ssianable, since Hegel-
Fukuyama argue that what propels us is human nature and lefs/bdesires. To say
we are compelled by human nature and our own desirestés djfferent from saying
we are moved by a power that is not ourselves e.g. Gestiny, the cosmos etc.
However, Rorty is making an important point: to argueHagel-Fukuyama do, that
there is an ahistorical human nature to which the iddal is bound, makes a claim that
the individual is following a pre-determined goal, and tleeee he/she is not entirely
self-determining, but merely following the march/will oethiniversal geist afiuman
history. Thus Hegel-Fukuyama'’s thought produces a concept of affikeck, a future
reached by following the ahistoric geist of theman

In contrast, postmodernists argue the present is nationg than the present; it is the
product of the past, but there is no ahistorical geist mterg past, present and future.
We have “no skyhook” to free us from the contingencypwf acculturation which has
determined our options and how we perceive them (Rorty, 1963-44). Thus,
humans are, according to Rorty, made by culture and aterisial all the way through’
(Rorty, 1991a, 176-177). Humans dmstorical not ahistorical and what we deem
humanis local/ethnocentric. Rorty rejects narratives ofeampation because he argues
there is nothing to emancipate — there is no human naheee is only a developed
human language which makes nature for itself (Rorty, 1991a, 213)



Williams, Sullivan & Matthews actually characteripostmodern thought by its
insistence on the impossibility of objective thinking atel dlaim that all thought is
subjective/cultural (Williams, Sullivan & Matthews, 1997, 166-16This is especially
evident in Rorty’s thinking and his claim that we cannotassliberals can rise above
the contingency of history or argue individual liberty, @sceived in our modern
liberal state, is anything more than one more value yR@889, 50). For Rorty, the
inescapability of our own cultural paradigm and its faskmigniof our
thinking/“reasoning” denies the possibility of objective trutbr at least, the
obtainability of “truth”. Postmodernism turns away frametaphysics and the concept
of truth, and accepts that the values we praise dyepoaised because of our history;
thus all Western philosophising about whathisman stems from a shared cultural
heritage, one derived from the Greek heritage of $esiRlato. However this Western
way of thinking is based on an historicabt an ahistorical framework, and has no

natural relationship to transcendental “truth”.

The break with metaphysics produces a radical poltibgeh is elucidated by
Lyotard. Lyotard wants to remove political thought frametanarratives, principles of
“truth” and discourses which have been legitimated throwgimsensus and
“rationality”. He argues such discourses are contingather than true. Thus thought
about the future can be free-ranging and does not needricern itself with
legitimising its narrative on “truth”. Consequently, ligod favours petit narratives and
a “local” consensus, which is agreed upon by its presenenglaynd is subject to
eventual cancellation i.e. consensus limited by spadeise (Lyotard, 1984, 66). This
poses a direct challenge to Fukuyama, because the aettives and local consensus
advocated by Lyotard denies the possibility of an endigtbry, since any consensus
which favours liberal democracy would be temporary/“lacdtor Lyotard, the end of
grand narratives is an emancipatory opportunity for utsteuct a new politics and
make new judgments about ethics, since the end of the anetave invokes the
opening-up of future possibilities, due to the absence ofush"tior Idea behind our

current historical arrangements.



Deconstruction, as a project, destabilises “truth&tamarratives and absolutes.
Lyotard questions the notion of truth on which a metatiae must rest, from a
deconstructionist angle. He argues “truth” cannot be egptkin one phrase (Lyotard,
1988, 93-94), since we cannot present the reality of the wihoke single phrase
(Lyotard, 1988, 79), and thus the “truth” which is located discourse requires several
phrases to be linked. However, postmodernists, especigatd, argue each link we
make is arbitrary; and the process of linkage rests suppesitions and speculation,
and therefore, linking does not bring us closer to thehtr{ityotard, 1988, 94-96). Or
to put this more simply, as Lyotard does, ‘you never getod speculation’ (Lyotard,
1988, 95). This view is echoed by Derrida, who argues there such thing as a
“metaphysical concept” — the “metaphysical’ is simplynething determined by a
chain (Derrida, 1981, 6). Deconstruction is simply one whyuestioning apparent
truths/knowledge, and the universals which flow from thdthowever, this paper is not
the place to engage in a full analysis of deconstrucimh how the world is divided
into categories which depend on difference e.g. how umtgwas formulated to
differentiate “food” from “non-food” (Culler, 1983, 96), s my objective in this
paper is to specifically focus on, and question, the enof ahuman However, the
point | want to make through deconstruction is that we btayhuestion the basis of all
knowledge and truth.

Lyotard’'s notion of linking, where everything is based presupposition and
speculation, means we are left asking, can we even withkbut linking? This makes
deconstruction problematic, since it is unclear how we aczanduct any philosophical
deliberation, because we are left wondering how we joatify any discourse.
However, Rorty provides a way of talking about politiesthout relying on
metalanguage. Rorty is an ironist and a pragmdtatgd although he claims we cannot
find a “final vocabulary” which “puts all doubts to resRdrty, 1989, 75), since ‘there
is no such thing as a “natural” order of justification fweliefs and desires’ (Rorty,
1989, 83), he offers more hope for justifying our desired disecamd political vision
than Lyotard. Rorty argues the end of the metanaeratoes not mean we cannot
justify a political vision; it simply means we must shrofj metaphysical claims and
must accept we are operating from an ethnocentric basius he argues



liberal/political freedoms ‘require no consensus on amctmore basic than their own
desirability’ (Rorty, 1989, 84). If, as Rorty argues, pddtidiberalism and liberal

democracy are desirable we might be tempted to suggestavieconstructed a
metanarrative with liberal democracy as the enthistory. However, for Rorty, the
consensus which affirms the good of liberal democradgdal and ethnocentric, and
the ironist theorist who defends these values recogiseéshe is working from a
particular and narrow historical tradition (Rorty, 1989, 97Yhus, ‘citizen[s] of

[Rorty’s] liberal utopia would be people who had a sensth@fcontingency of their
language and moral deliberation’ (Rorty, 1989, 61). EssentiBlbrty’s argues that
whilst we can have a consensus about the desirabilitgoofiething e.g. liberal
democracy, we must recognise this view is contingenial land framed by our
particular historical tradition, and not the culminatiof an ldea. Therefore, future
developments are not foreclosed; thus, Rorty doeswioke a concept dfistory.

Rorty shows that even without a concept oftthenan we can produce a defence of
liberal democracy. However, unlike Fukuyama’s defenckbefal democracy, Rorty
provides a conditional and contingent defence of liberalodesmey. By rejecting the
human we eliminate the geist dfistory, and thus, an end point fdristory to aim
toward. Therefore Rorty’s defence of liberal democraaght to be sharply contrasted
to Fukuyama’s defence of liberal democracy. Rorty,dpcting thehuman argues our
present system is simply the one which accords best authpresent desires, but
although our desires may seem reasonable, they are labtand ethnocentric, and
therefore we cannot construct a permanent consensus.corttrasts with Fukuyama’s
position which produces humanand argues our present system is the end point of
history, because it satisfies the Idea/geishigforyi.e. thehuman

Rorty closely analyses his own his political/philoscphposition. He recognises his
political position puts him at odds with most postmoderr{Btaty, 1989, 64-65) and
aligns him with liberal Enlightenment thinkers (Rorty, 1988)," but his philosophical
position reverses this. Unlike postmodern thinkers e.gc#&ut, Rorty is prepared to
say “we liberals” (Rorty, 1989, 64-65), but where he has palitdifferences with
postmodernists, he has ‘what are often called “merdijogophical differences™

10



(Rorty, 1989, 67) with liberal Enlightenment thinkers e.g. éfaias and Fukuyama.
However, the “merely philosophical differences” betwd&rty and Fukuyama have a
real bearing on the substance of Fukuyama’s argumerte §orty’s “philosophical
differences” with Fukuyama question the inevitability dfelial democracy and the
argument that it is the end dfistory. Rorty’s “philosophical differences” with
Fukuyama dismantle the notion loktory, even though both thinkers use the language
of “we liberals”, because for Rorty, liberal democracyot the product of the desire of
the human but a contingent good.

The Absence of thtHuman and Fukuyama'’s End ofHistory Thesis

In the previous section, | argued human nature is a Yya#lad not an ahistorical entity
moving history. | argued individuals and difference could not be reptesein a
universal category and human nature is essentially floidnaalleable, or, as Sim puts
it, ‘human nature is not a given set of charactegstth which we are stuck for all
time; rather, it is constructed — and if it is constedc it can be taken apart and
reconstructed in other way.{Sim, 2001, 52). | have also shown that for Rorty, &ber
democracy is compatible with a non-fixdédman because liberal democracy allows
humansto progress; or at least, Rorty argues humans have psegre He, thus,
defends liberal democracy because he believes it hasahaositive effect on
humankind. However, Lyotard is perhaps more represeatafi postmodern thought
and rejects the necessity of supporting liberal demoaadyquestions the proposition
that humanity is progressing. He is sceptical about bilityato progress, and argues
that if we believe we have progressed, it is only becduseans would have developed
an ear so attuned to the Idea... that they would supplyetheproof of progress by the
sole fact of their susceptibility’ (Lyotard, 1988, 180).

In this section, | analyse whether Fukuyama’'s eptcof the human
totalizes/universalizes what is essentially an incommabdity*® between individual
humans. | assess what it means tdhbmanfor both Fukuyama and postmodernists,
and highlight their points of difference and convergente.the final section of this

paper, | will try to formulate a politics without tHeumanbased on the postmodern
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valorising of the individuals within the unitary categorl.will show postmodernism
aims to emancipate difference, the differend, thernmoensurable and unpresentable. |
will, thus, conclude by showing that, even in the absesicéghe human we can

construct distoryand argue it ends in liberal democracy.

It is worth noting that Fukuyama is alive to theigue that liberal democracy is
merely the product of the histdfyof the West and accepts this up to a point,
acknowledging liberal democracy’s cultural roots originfaben ‘a secularised version
of the Christian doctrine of universal human equalityFukuyama, 2002b, 4). He
recognises liberal democracy is a system rooted in afgpethical-cultural-historic
background — one which emerged in the West during the Enlighténvhen questions
were raised about the legitimacy of absolute Monardmesreligion lost its power as it
was challenged by science/rationality. However, Fuk@ayames not accept liberal
democracy is simply a contingent product of history amiies it is universally and
ahistorically desirable. He rejects the claim théeral democracy is merely an
ethnocentric set of beliefs, arguing ‘Western valued mstitutions are immensely
appealing to... non-Western people.” (Fukuyama, 2002b, 4). ddeagdues the history
of the West did not necessarily lead to liberal demog since views were held in the
West which were incompatible with democracy e.g. the defehstavery. The West
had to adapt its values to embrace liberal democrdtys important to realise that
Fukuyama’s claim is that the Westnst culturally pre-disposed to liberal democracy,
but hasbecomecompatible with liberal democratic values (Fukuyama, 2000, 311).
However, Fukuyama’s basic argument rests on the dlaan liberal democracy has
universal appeal because lallmansare on the same road. Thus the geidtistbry is
universal and it is merely a question of time before yorm adopts liberal democratic
values, since there exists a universalized/totalmedan which acts as the Idea driving

history.

As we have seen, the core of Lyotard’s and theergeneral postmodern critique of
the humanis a rejection of the possibility of a universal, hgmoeoushumanand a
valorisation of difference, which ‘objects to the vamgtion of unity as an ideal’
(Browning, 2000, 137). This poses a distinct contrast to Fukagathinking, where
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the humanis what givedhistory direction. Fukuyama emphasises the notion of human
nature as the basis of his endhiodtory thesis and is quite happy to defend this. The
concept of a universdlistory rests on an idea of a “trans-historical standard” amnd f
Fukuyama, this is human nature. Fukuyama endorses tlof tieeidea of théhuman

and in fact, wants to re-establish the use of humaneasithe basis of philosophy. He
sees it as a mistake that “natural rights” have goneobwogue and believes rights
shouldbe based on human natufftukuyama, 2002a, 101-102 & 112). Fukuyama goes
further, arguing that human righéise based on human nature, since it is human nature
which provides the epistemological grounding for humanonstf rights, justice and
morality (Fukuyama, 2002a, 101-102 & 129).

Fukuyama constructs an account of human nature, byisstagpla universahuman
experience through an understanding that we all shareaime desires/motivations.
This idea of thehumanappears to refute the possibility of incommensurabilitg a
difference between individuals and cultures, and thks psoducing an exclusionary
account of what can be consideredman because if all individuals are part of the
homogenousiuman there is a danger of negating individualism and even thas.
Thus Fukuyama’s thesis which seeks to emancipate indigidunal individualism ends

up jeopardising its own objectives.

Despite my reservations about the idea t¢iuenan | find Fukuyama’s concept of
what makes one humanto be very appealing, especially, his claim that ‘alinba
beings believe they have a certain inherent worth amitgig(Fukuyama, 1995, 358).
However, this may appeal to me merely because Fukuyataking my language, and
has hit upon my personal motivations, rather than becheisgas located something
more universal. By utilising Fukuyama in an idiosyncrationnes, it is possible to
argue that the geist diistory is the humandrive/quest for self-esteem/self-worth. |1,
personally, find the notion of a thymotic core to humature® which acts as the geist
of historyto be plausible, even intuitively accurate and commomsgn$ut it may be
that this thymotic desire for pride and justice is patédy convincing as a
consequence of my own personality traits, or becailseveé become accultured into a
society which valorises the individual and definesttbhmanas a being who is striving
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for self-esteem. However, this concept of haenanmay not have prevalence across all
people, times, genders and places, and we have to atssmetion of thehumanis
merely the product of the individual author’s personadityd/or his/her accultured

perspective.

Although | have argued that we cannot construct a gemsed, universaiuman
there could still be something in Fukuyama’s concept ofhimman which can be
salvaged. Thdéwumanl wish to draw from Fukuyama is a valorisation offeliénce,
individualism and individuals. . The concept of bemanl am taking from Fukuyama
is actually rather hazy, because it invokes a compleixramitifaceted picture of the
human Thus, | will argue that it is possible to argue liberahderacy is the end of
history, because the concept of themanwhich Fukuyama’shistory is seeking to
emancipate is one driven by the need for the emanuipafi diversity, individualism
and difference.

Fukuyama defines thehuman as a being driven by two components:
economic/material desires and thymotic/“spiritt@l’desires; but this actually
oversimplifies Fukuyama’s complex notion of what ieans to behuman The
thymotic desires of Fukuyamalsumanencompass a range of desires including the
desires for: self-esteem/self-worth, pride, megalothyrisiathymia®® recognition of
one’s worth by others, liberty, equality and justice. et&ssentially, Fukuyama'’s
concept of the thymotic side of tiimanboils down to a claim thdtumanswish to
feel good about themselves, where edtiman has a range of desires, and the
individual's unique personal make-up means he/she experidressdesires uniquely.
This picture of thehumanis so opaque and complex that we cannot even determine to
what extent thehuman values material things, security and the things which are
necessary to sustain life. On the one hand, hilmaan desires modernization and
scientific/economic development, and this produces acudinal history because
material accumulation satisfies our need for secuiyt on the other hand, tieiman
is anti-Hobbesian and does not place preservatiorhefbbdy above all else; the
individual humanwants to demonstrate that he/she has freedom by stpdweishe is

not merely driven by bodily/economic needs. The indiMiduananwants to prove
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he/she is more than a mere complicated biologicalhmacand can act for/from

principles of justice.

This humanis far from a universalising/totalising account of whatngans to be
human since it entails drawing each individual in a unique w&jl. humansshare a
range of desires, but how these desires interact mgidludil and the specific weighting
each individual gives to his/her various desires is uniquelaid fl wish to push this
idea of a fluid/individualhuman further than Fukuyama may accept, but he does
occasionally draw the reader’s attention to his ingbib produce a definite answer to
the question: ‘what iflumar?’. He acknowledges, explicitly, that human nature is
‘complex and flexible’ (Fukuyama, 2002a, 128) and “humanneswiatabe simplified
into a single “Factor X — “Factor X" is not possession of moral choice, o@as
language, sociability, emotions or consciousness; “Fa¥tois all these qualities
competing together; “Factor X" is something evdmyman possesses, but it is the
coming together of factors which produces “Factor X’ (Fukuya?@®2a, 171). In a
sense, it is the complexity of theimanwhich is “Factor X”. This notion of theuman
is a celebration of difference and individuality angraclamation that to beumanis to
be an individual and the essence of “humanness” is thatate all individuals”. This
notion of humanness is complex, since themanonly exists as an individual who
possess a range of desires. Therefore, we have td lfffaator X’ and argue that
possessing the range of competing factors/desires whicimgoétn the human are
“Factor X" i.e. possessing “Factor X” denotes beingnan but beinghumanis the
“Factor X” for “humanness”. Thus theimanwhich acts as the geist bilstoryis made

up of individuals who have their own personal and heteemengoals.

This account of thbuman where thehumanis a being characterised by individual
difference, is really not far removed from Lyotardisilpsophical position. Although
Lyotard rejects the possibility offuman he still seeks to preserve difference because
he sees this as the core of humanity. As Sim poiats ‘without difference, in
Lyotard’s world, we have lost the human’ (Sim, 2001, 29hwusTeven Lyotard cannot
avoid making claims about what it means tdhbenan He is forced to develop a notion
of human since he argues “humanness” is lost in the absencdiffefence. A
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posthuman world in which humans lost their individual des@ad acted solely on
logical/computerised thought, or where desires could bsfiedtthrough a universal
and mechanical mechanism, such as the administerisgnadin Huxley’'s Brave New
World would be the end of theumanfor Lyotard, since individuality and difference
would be gone. We can only say there is nothmgman if we do not claim
individualism is universal and an essential componentofe to behuman Thus
Lyotardtoo sets up a concept of “humanness”, albeit a limited coraféipiumanness”.
Lyotard’s humanis a being capable of individual thought and not just reagofiom be
worth preserving... thought has to be more than just logezdoning of the computer
program form; it has to carry the creative, and offeemingly anarchic, element that
marks out the human variety.” (Sim, 2001, 35). As Lyotandyes toward his ideal
society, one premised on diversity, his antifoundatiengrogramme is left suspect
(Sim, 1992, 115). As Sim points out, it is easy to pick hatefoundationalism but
difficult to articulate a position without smuggling inufadational principles, and
Lyotard is frequently gquilty of this (Sim, 1992, 117). Lyotaptoduces a
foundationalist discourse premised on “humanness” dsrelifce and variety. Thus,
Lyotard’s concept of thenhuman defined by individuality and difference, is not
essentially different from the concept of themanwhich | take from Fukuyama, where
“‘humanness” is to say “we are all individuals”. Byisgethehuman in Fukuyama’s
modernist thinking, as something where the “Factor X” foumanness is
difference/individualism, and by showing that Lyotard’s pasiern thinking relies on
the notion of difference/individuality for there te lIhumans, it is possible to show real
convergence between the two positions, and show howcamebridge the lacuna
between modernist and postmodernist philosophising about therihwuman

However, there remains a crucial difference betwhertwo concepts of theuman
pluralism, difference, individualism and the individual adated by liberal modernists
and postmodernists. For the postmodernists, individualifarence is “all the way
down” — it is what characterises ustasnan Thus, whilst postmodernists cannot avoid
constructing dauman they construct aumandefined by individualism; thus difference
and pluralism are the defining/constitutive charactesstf humans However, the
liberal theorist who wants to argue liberal democradhésend ohistory produces the
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humanas an Idea to emancipate. Even though the “Factor ®ii@humanis to be an
individual, the liberal modernist valorising of pluralitydividualism and difference
does not run as deep as it does in postmodern thought, &ebausodernist constructs
the universal categorjzuman which then acts as the Idea to be realised/emancipated.
In contrast, postmodernism removes ltlkenanand argues individualism and difference
is the only way of understanding a notion of thananand takes individual instances,
rather than the universal category, as it starting poifithus, postmodernism is
intrinsically premised around diversity and plurality. nfarth elucidates this point of
conflict: for the modernist, whilst there is a pluralidimersity between individuals and
groups, the modernist wishes to transcend difference raive at consensus; whereas,
the postmodernist treats difference as constitutivettar@fore, the postmodernist does
not try to transcend it, but simply respect it (EnhaR007, 12-13). Although Ermarth
has hit on a crucial difference between modernism and pdsmmism, this
philosophical difference conceals a real convergence beatite two positions, since
both positions seek the emancipation of individuald mdividualism, and thus both
embrace pluralism, difference and diversity.

During this section, | have shown that we cannotidavoaking, at least, a thin
reference to “humanness” even if this only amounts rguiag “humanness” is
difference, individuality and plurality. | have aldoosvn that it is possible to avoid the
problematic universalised/totalised account of Hwenan by constructing ahuman
where “humanness” is the ability is the ability to Sag are all individual”. This thin
definition of the human as individuality seems to open upstory and allow for
incommensurability between cultures and individuals, becdusloes not appear to
imply an ldea or a geist which must be satisfied. Ha@mwein the next section, | will
look at how we can construct a politics in the abseficee human or rather, dauman
defined by nothing more than individualness and differenceill Ehow that even the
thin definition of thehuman where the “Factor X” of thdiumanis difference and
individuality produces a metanarrative, since differenue iadividuality is something

universal to alhumansand an ldea to be emancipated.
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A Politics in the Absence of theHuman

In the previous section, | used Fukuyamhaisnanas the basis for producing a non-
totalising account of theumanand to show that what makes us alike is that we lare a
different. | argued there is no “Factor X” for “humass”, except possessing the range
of factors/characteristics of “humanness”, and thdietioumanis to have a multitude of
desires, where each individual experiences bkurganin a unique way and prioritises
the varioushumandesires differently. In this section, | move on tecdss the political
consequences of this notion of theman and ask, if we are all unique, how can we

proceed to find a social/political system which emancipdiedifference?

Lyotard argues that we cannot do justice to differesicee difference represents an
incommensurability between discourses. This does not ingdard wants to do away
with politics, political action, justice, ethics or deicig, but Lyotard is arguing that
‘claims for political justice, in terms of freedom,cs& justice [etc]... appear to be
subject to conflict precisely because there are nomatie yardsticks to which a final
appeal can be made.” (Smart, 2002, 46). Smart summasietd’'s ethical position:
for Lyotard, there is nothing ontological on which waencbase justice/ethics, since
justice/ethics do not correspond to reality; thus, whatsggthical is an open question,
which cannot be answered with models (Smart, 2002, 52). eTdrer no criteria to
determine just/unjust and in the absence of such criterizeach judgements about
what is just, but these judgements are simply that -edung decided/said about what
is just — but the judgement does not correspond to whastisn any objective way
(Smart, 2002, 51).

For Lyotard, we just can't get away from the difed?” incommensurability and the
heterogeneity of phrases/discourses and the ‘impassibfl subjecting... [discourses]
to a single law’ (Lyotard, 1988, 128), since each discoyssents a ‘mode of
presenting a universe and one mode is not translatableamather.” (Lyotard, 1988,
128). For Lyotard the incommensurability between differexions of justice produces
a differend, where the differend is, by definition,itaiaion where what is just cannot
be “sorted out”. Lyotard discusses the Nuremberg Triats,an example of the
differend. Nuremberg represents an incommensurability leetwee language games

18



played by the judges and those on trial. Nuremberg was supposestablish the
existence of a crime, but there was a lack of consenshis “criminal’ saw the judge
merely as a criminal who was in a more fortunate ositand had better arms, than
himself (Lyotard, 1988, 56-58). Lyotard’s point is compkzhtbut he is arguing that
since the “criminals” did not recognise their guilt oe tagitimacy of the Court, the two
sides were speaking in incommensurable language games whidhnot be resolved
due to a lack of a rule for making a judgement between #Hrgmments, and this
represents a differend. This raises the questioneifie condemned to the differend

and incommensurability, what kind of politics can we cat?

Browning argues that Lyotard ‘is essentially deconstreicof other totalizing
political ideas [i.e.] Lyotard’s sensitivity to diffaree... renders his perspective devoid
of recourses to engage in the construction of politicadguares’ (Browning, 2000, 9).
| agree and Lyotard, himself, confesses that a politlush gives pride of place to the
differend is an impossibility, since litigation cannottralize the differend — to govern
in accordance with the differend would require a polib€éssupermen: it ‘would be
human, all too human.” (Lyotard, 1988, 142). If Lyotard caroonceive of a politics
which can work with the differend or incommensurabilitgncwe still work with
difference as the defining characteristic of “humarni®esk my view, the answer is
yes, but this involves constructing a metanarrative — ithis, tthe metanarrative of the
emancipation of difference, individualism and plusalitfostmodernists, who reject the
notion of anything fundamentallyumanapart from individuality, still try to construct a
politics and a concept of a just order, and this is oh&lwemancipates difference,
individualism etc and this produces an Idea to be realisetgtanarrative. However,
this raises the question: how do we emancipate the Iddee duman if we take the

humanto be essentially plural?

First, we need to move on from the impossibilifyconstructing a politics based
around the differend. We can accept the presence ifeeedd, but we cannot govern
with it. Instead, we need to act pragmatically, andsttoot a politics which provides
space for various voices and the expression of diffeserather than emphasising the
incommensurable. Rojek concludes that Lyotard’s ‘polipdalosophy boils down to a
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form of radical pluralism in which the imperative is to gardee “narrative space” to
allow individual difference’ (Rojek, 2002, 10). It is this pick which | wish to take
from Lyotard — a politics with a strong note of liberati@;politics which, Rojek
concludes is ‘consistent with Humean Liberalism’ (Rpj@002, 12). If Lyotard’s
politics is a politics of personal liberation and the eafgation of individualism, it is,
as Sim notes, ‘a basically libertarian programif®@m, 1992, 96). Lyotard’s libertarian
programme aims to wrestle control/power from theegsatiety and allow for radical
individual action. His project of delegitimising metarsdirres is designed to maximise
the “freedom” of the individual. Thus, to try to dgittmise metanarratives is, itself, a
project with a political agenda, since its aim is tEmpove the teleological constraints of
[the] grand narrative... in order to leave room for indal initiative.” (Sim, 1992,
89).

This libertarian desire to free ourselves from thastraints of beindiumanhas a
distinctly Nietzschean flavour. It echoes Nietzsgheall to men to transform
themselves into Overmen, go beyond the limits of whedytare and become
individually determining. Thus, possibly the clearest summaf a postmodern
political vision is one which is “nihilistic-Nietzsche'ga and offers an “optimistically
libertarian note” (Sim, 1992, 85). A postmodern politics lsilistic since it aims to
break convention, rules, power and universals and reatd&iduals as self-
determining beings who construct their own rules and ethid$is is, in itself,
optimistic and libertarian, since it seeks to reailmbviduals as free, self-determining
beings. Thus, the most useful way to read Lyotard Ineathe one suggested by Rorty,
who sees Lyotard as a thinker arguing that the problem Matbermas is not so much
his metanarrative of emancipation, but the need toideige it (Rorty, 1991b, 167).
Thus, a postmodern politics tries to negate questions sbifypag politics, but still
wants to ask questions about how to organise a socitifpbbystem which seeks to
emancipate individualism, difference, plurality andratve space.

The valorising of difference and plurality, as Romkggests, directs us toward a

liberal society, and thus, it is odd that postmodern thslkee not inclined to defend
liberal democracy and adopt the tag “we liberals”. Lyebtdoes occasionally praise
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liberal democracy, noting that the ‘commandments loéral democracy are good’
(Lyotard, 1993, 110) because liberal democracy allows fr@eession, encourages
individuals to have conviction in their opinions and publiskirttown ‘reflections
without difficulty and anyone who does not agree with tleam always discuss them.’
(Lyotard, 1993, 110). However, Lyotard does not accept thesdeen any progress in
humanity and argues capital, knowledge and science havdynoeeated new power
structures and tyrannies, with modernity leading to the imishment of the 8 world,
unemployment, tyranny of opinion and prejudice echoed in #ndiam(Lyotard, 1992,
110-111). Rorty’s willingness to embrace the tag “we lilséraeparates him from
Lyotard and most postmodern thinkers. Rorty recognises “dldvances” which
liberalism has produced, and argues modern subjectivity loagedl humanity to make
gains in freedom and expression, and facilitated the dapsimn of individual
difference. He takes Foucault to task for failing to geise this:

you would never guess from Foucault’'s account of the gdsin European

social institutions during the last three hundred yelua, during that period

suffering had decreased considerably... [and] people’s ekBarfacchoosing their

own styles of life increased considerably. (Rorty, 19995).

Rorty offers a robust defence of both liberal dermog and plurality/difference. He
passionately valorises individual freedom/difference d anrecognises an
incommensurability and historical/cultural subjectivity vibeén competing language
games, but argues liberal democracy is the best way oéssipg these differences.
This is in contrast to Lyotard’s “Paganism’which valorises the divergent and the
inventive, but fails to provide a coherent social/pditisystem which corresponds to
these ends. It is Rorty’'s clearer political visiohieh offers a way of emancipating the
individual, diversity and difference. Rorty’s pragmatisecognises liberal democracy
as a system which can free expression and emancipatdivrgent and inventive.
Rorty praises ‘a culture which prides itselfmot being monolithic — on its tolerance for
a plurality of subcultures and its willingness to listemeighbouring cultures’ (Rorty,
1991a, 14) and sees this vision realized in liberal democraoy.Rorty, the objective
of the social/political system is to find space/opportufatydifference/freedom, but he
rejects the Foucaultian desire tceatea society, since this creates a “new kind of
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human” and this is akin to Hitlerian/Maosist fantasids. fact, Rorty praises liberal
democracy because ‘the point of a liberal societytstm invent or create anything but
simply make it as easy as possible for people to achieiewidely different private
ends’ (Rorty, 1991b, 196).

In this paper, | have argued for a rejection of a smbise notion of thdauman and
argued “humanness” is merely the expression of differéet&een individuahumans
and thus théhumanis an adherence to the notion that “we are all indivglual have
also argued that difference/individualism is best ensureaugi a liberal society.
However the final question | want to pose is: do weehto give up on an end of
history? If we define thehumanby, and claim its only universal characteristic, is

difference, individuality and uniqueness, can we still caestahistory?

Conclusion

If postmodernism could entirely dispose of theman we would be left without a geist
of history. However postmodernism cannot completely free itseth the concept of
the human Postmodernism relies on a thin concept ofrilnman where “humanness”
is defined by difference. |, therefore, conclude th¢ teeper pluralism of
postmodernism, where difference is constitutive, rathen something to manage, can
act as a geist fdnistory, since the emancipation of difference becomes the \Wach

history must realise.

My argument has built toward the conclusion thatcese construct &istory because
postmodernism cannot avoid a concept oftthenan and thus an ldea to emancipate.
In postmodern theory, the Idea behmsdtory, the Idea whictistory must emancipate,
is the realisation of difference and individualism¢cdigse we cease to hamanin the
absence of such difference/individualism. Thus, postnmigter produces a
metanarrative of emancipation — the emancipationd¥idualism and difference. The
need to give expression/emancipation to individualismsgingory both direction and
an end point; thus, we cannot brusistory aside because if we want to defend the
divergent and emancipate difference, we must havelacepa system which protects
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these objectives. An ethical commitment to valuingvindials and difference, is a
rejection of any totalitarianism or any attempt to suppdédésrence. The Idea behind a
postmodern politics is realised in a liberal society, hot the liberal society Rorty
defines as ‘one which is content to call “true” (orght” or “just”) whatever the
outcome of undistorted communications happens to be'tyR©989, 67). A liberal
discourse which valorises difference and defines “humssin as “we are all
individuals” must be opposed to, and resist, totalitarianigngannot call “true”
whateveris the outcome of communication; it can only allow viewiich protect

difference, individuals and individualism.

A postmodern politics premised on the Idea of emanapalifference, individualism
and creativity produces a concepthagtory, since there is a geist history, one which
reaches its end point in a society where these valgesealised. These values are also
at the core of liberal democratic values. Liberal deatar values centre on the
individual and the valorising of individual difference, f@lity etc. As Gilbert argues,
at the core of liberal democratic values is an indivitijgakhere ‘each person can
pursue a good life as he sees fit, revising his conceptidmeitight of experience, so
long as he does not harm others’ (Gilbert, 1995, 170). Thesalidemocracy is a
social/political system seeking to realise the Ideal@dia postmodern politics. Rorty,
and at times, even Lyotard recognise that liberal demogcim a system premised
around the individual, and the expression of differentlee postmodern critique of the
metanarrative and rejection of metaphysical foundatireshumandoes not preclude
the possibility of constructing a notion leistory, and ahistorywhich ends in a form of
liberal democracy. Instead, the postmodern conceptedfitmanseems to re-affirm
the hypothesis that the geistlostoryis the realisation/emancipation of individualism,
difference and individuals and thus the geist behistbry finds its end point in liberal

democratic values.
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Notes

1.

| would like to express my thanks to Alan Hamlin amig&e Wilson for reading
the various drafts of this paper and the valuable comnbkeyshave provided;
in particular, they have helped me to refine and clarify structure of this
paper.

As matters of terminology and language, | introducefdliewing distinctions:
history andhistory, human ancdhuman idea and Idea. In each case, the second
word involves a specific or technical meaning, which i expressed in the
first. Firstly, history refers to the discipline ofstory, the study of past events
and the narratives constructed about the past; whggbry refers to a specific
kind of history — a teleological, philosophical, univerkatory. Fukuyama’s
concept of history is actually what | am termingtory. In this paper, | will
explore whathistory means to Fukuyama and why his work ikistory, rather
than a history. Secondly, | need to differentiate damrinomhuman By human,

| simply mean someone whom we would typically defisebalonging to the
specie of human beings; whereashibynan | am making a claim about what it
means to be a human. Themanhomogenises all individual instances of
human beings into one unitary category and claimsnalividual instances
within that category possess universal characteristds gmals, which make
themhuman | will explore and develop the concept ofiamanmore fully in
this paper. Thirdly, idea and Idea need to be diffead to avoid confusion.
An ldeais very specific and refers to something which mokesory; it is
something which must be emancipated; it is an ahistorityemind thus a
powerful concept which is central to Fukuyama’s claimsuathistory and
liberal democracy. Thus, an Idea is entirely diffefemm the common usage of
the word idea.

| will provide a definition, or rather utilise Lyotard'slefinition of the
metanarrative, later in this paper. It is importantg¢oognise that the use or
rejection of metanarratives is a key point of contanbetween modernists e.g.
Fukuyama and Hegel, and their postmodern critics e.g. ldofaerrida and
Rorty.

24



In this paper, | make reference to the term “human eatudowever, the paper
does not explore natural law theory or human natursgeamther, the paper is a
discussion about what it means to lineman The concept of aumanand
humanness are related to the idea of the existencehofman nature, but my
discussion leaves aside the issue of human nature aaddsrned, instead, with
those characteristics we can call univershilynan —those things which define
us ashuman

. “Difference” and “the differend” are central to Lyodés political thought and
ideas he passionately defends. | will explore thesedwwepts in the main
body of the text. Rorty defines his political/philosogathicposition as
“pragmatic” and argues that he takes his philosophical awes Dewey’s
pragmatism. In the main body of this paper, | will expland elaborate on
what Rorty’s political and philosophical “pragmatism” eista

Rorty provides some examples of an “entity” e.g. thg§ se¢ Absolute Spirit,
the Proletariat. An entity is something which seeksrempation; it is the Idea
behind history, thus, thehuman or human nature are other examples of
“entities”.

In this case, the unitary category is “woman”, rathantthuman”.

Postmodern feminists e.g. Ramazanoglu, Butler etcquetithe category
“women”, but this has lead to a significant tension betwéhemselves and
modernist feminists, who want to retain the categorymen”.

. The driving desire of theumancould be: reason; freedom; self-preservation i.e.
bodily/material desires/security; equality; a desordeel good about one’s self
etc.

10.The postmodern rejection of a universal history and raetatives poses a

problem for all modernists including opponents of liberal deawy. For

instance, Marx is a modernist since he argustbry could end.

11.In this case the “good” which needs to be realised iGuhean

12.The postmodern critique of metanarratives is not maxetyitique of the idea

that history has ended. Rather, it is a critique of the idea tsbiyi can end.
The rejection of metanarratives means we cannot thllk bistory, only a
history.
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13.

14.
15.

16.

By Hegel-Fukuyama, | am referring to ideas expressed byyeanka, which he
has filtered through Hegel. This is because | am intdlest the idea, rather
than the author who constructed the idea. The creafidtegel-Fukuyama is
based on Fukuyama’s method of reading Hegel. Fukuyamalsays not
interested in uncovering the original Hegel and interpgfetgel through Kojeve.
Fukuyama is ‘interested not in Hegeér sebut in Hegel-as-interpreted-by-
Kojeve, or perhaps a new, synthetic philosopher named Hegele. In
subsequent references to Hegel, we will actually be nefeto Hegel-Kojeve,
and we will be more interested in the ideas themsehas in the philosophers
who originally articulated them.” (Fukuyama, 1992, 144embrace the same
attitude to understanding Hegel, and produce a version oflialeg@ought,
which is actually Fukuyama’s, or maybe | create a neviogdpher, called
Hegel-Kojeve-Fukuyama.

Rorty repeatedly uses these terms to categorise hissppHy.

Rorty directly acknowledges the ways in which he isredywith and opposed
to the politics and philosophy of Foucault. Foucault’iipal position is shared
by many postmodern thinkers esp. Lyotard, Derrida & Niéizseho all refuse
to say “we liberals”. However, like Rorty, their p#sbphical position is
premised on an opposition to rationality, consensus wgersality. Rorty
directly acknowledges the ways he is aligned with and sggbdo the politics
and philosophy of Habermas. Whilst Habermas' positiondiféerent to
Fukuyama, they both defend liberal democracy, and baseddfence of liberal
democracy on deeper epistemological grounds than Rqutemred to accept.
The notion of incommensurability is central to Lyotarpiiditical/philosophical
thinking. It refers to the uniqueness and incomparabilitwéen two modes of
thinking or being. Incommensurability refers to the exiséeof a state of
indeterminacy between two values due to a lack of secuvends for
establishing a notion of consensus of what is just. We rexpe an
incommensurability between two individuals or two culsuréghen their values
are heterogeneous and cannot be translated or bridged. rdyotense
philosophical style makes it difficult to get an exact ustiding of what
incommensurability is and he does use the term in a eoharld idiosyncratic
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

manner. However, the above is my understanding &e tan what
incommensurability is, and how | will use the term. tayd only rarely offers a
clear definition of incommensurability, but here is @adinition he does offer:
‘incommensurability... [is] the heterogeneity of phraseimss and of the
impossibility of subjecting them to a single law... [sihder each of these
regimes, there corresponds a mode of presenting the s@jvaard one mode is
not translatable to another.” (Lyotard, 1988, 128).

It is important to note here thaamdiscussing history, and nbtstory. When |
talk about the history of the West, | am discussing thentsy narratives and
philosophies which have shaped our current beliefs. histery of the West
would be a completely different story, as it would arguee are moving ever
closer to realizing an ldea.

A “thymotic core” to humanity is Fukuyama’s language for argunumansdo
not merely seek material/economic things, hothansalso seek things such as
pride, self-esteem/self-worth etc.

Thymos is an important concept to Fukuyama. Thymos & taken from
Plato, but he uses it in conjunction with Hegel's notiof the desire for
recognition. Thymos refers to the non-material sidenah and thus the desire
for recognition is thymotic desire. | have also usedwoed “spiritual’ as
another way of describing the thymotic sidehamans By “spiritual” desires |
am making no reference to goodliness or region; | amlgireferring to desires
which are part of the non-material, non-bodily, sidehamans. Thus the
definition of the “spiritual” side of human nature whitkvish to invoke is one
which would allow us to argue the Nazis and Hitler were driy the
“spiritual” side of human nature, since the Holocae#ited economic logic and
was driven by a desire to assert the superiority oAtlyans.

Megalothymia and isothymia are both Greek terms used by Buotaly Since |
am interested in how these terms can be used, my uzogirgy of them is
derived from Fukuyama, rather than their original ceinte To summarise,
Megalothymia is the desire to be recognized as superiaother people;
isothymia is the opposite i.e. the desire to be recedraz equal to others.
“Factor X” is Fukuyama’s term for the essential cheeastic of “humanness”.
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22.The Differend is a case which cannot be resolved duelackaof a rule for
judgement between two arguments i.e. ‘one sides’ legd@yndoes not imply the
others’ lack of legitimacy’. This quick summary/definiti@f the differend is
based on Lyotard’s own definition ihhe Differend,(Lyotard, 1988, Preface
[xi]).

23.Paganism is a term Lyotard uses to describe his politis@ainvi
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