	                      Quiz #6
	

	Jurgen Habermas & Jean Baudrillard 
	Name____________________________________


1. Drawing on your own Lifeworld provide an example that illustrates what Habermas 
    means when he discusses the Colonization of the Lifeworld. If you feel that your 
    Lifeworld hasn’t been particularly subject to colonization, use any example you can 
    that suggests itself to you. (Don’t just name; explain.)
2. Again drawing on your own experiences, this time provide an example that you feel 
    well illustrates what Habermas means by the Colonization of the Public Sphere. 
    (Again, don’t just name; explain.)
3. Habermas distinguishes between “liberal capitalism” and “organized capitalism.” We 
    might accurately claim that in the current political debate that has been precipitated 
    by (but certainly not restricted to) the current Republican primary race one might 
    readily find references to these two types of capitalism. Drawing on any of the 
    accounts in the media you are familiar with, provide examples or instances when 
    anyone (of whatever political persuasion), has, in effect, referenced each of these 
    types. (Obviously you will need at least two; again, don’t just park what you chose in 
    the category but explain how each illustrates or exemplifies the type.) 
4. Using Baudrillard’s Four Logic of Objects/Four Phases of the Sign select one of your 
    own objects and walk it through each of the four logics/phases describing it in terms 
    of each one.

5. In terms of Baudrillard’s concepts or ideas of his fourth stage (fourth order, 
    forth logic, forth phase) how would you account for, explain and/or describe 
    any one of the following: 
    a) an episode of any reality TV show of your choice 
    b) an episode of Star Trek
    c) an “entertainment event” on MTV
   d) any media event of your own choice (be sure to explain what it is)
                                        (Try to have some fun with this last one….)

6. What do you think of the argument (summarized on the back of this quiz) that 
    Stanley Fish makes in regard to the Public Sphere. What implications does it suggest
    to you?
What must be protected, then, is the general, the possibility of making pronouncements from a perspective at once detached from and superior to the sectarian perspectives of particular national interests, ethnic concerns, and religious obligations; and the threat to the general is posed by postmodernism and strong religiosity alike, postmodernism because its critique of master narratives deprives us of a mechanism for determining which of two or more fiercely held beliefs is true (which is not to deny the category of true belief, just the possibility of identifying it uncontroversially), strong religiosity because it insists on its own norms and refuses correction from the outside. The antidote to both is the separation of the private from the public, the establishing of a public sphere to which all could have recourse and to the judgments of which all, who are not criminal or insane, would assent. 

The point of the public sphere is obvious: it is supposed to be the location of those standards and measures that belong to no one but apply to everyone. It is to be the location of the universal. The problem is not that there is no universal--the universal, the absolutely true, exists, and I know what it is. The problem is that you know, too, and that we know different things, which puts us right back where we were a few sentences ago, armed with universal judgments that are irreconcilable, all dressed up and nowhere to go for an authoritative adjudication.

What to do? Well, you do the only thing you can do, the only honest thing: you assert that your universal is the true one, even though your adversaries clearly do not accept it, and you do not attribute their recalcitrance to insanity or mere criminality--the desired public categories of condemnation--but to the fact, regrettable as it may be, that they are in the grip of a set of beliefs that is false. And there you have to leave it, because the next step, the step of proving the falseness of their beliefs to everyone, including those in their grip, is not a step available to us as finite situated human beings.
 We have to live with the knowledge of two things: that we are absolutely right and that there is no generally accepted measure by which our rightness can be independently validated. That's just the way it is, and we should just get on with it, acting in accordance with our true beliefs (what else could we do?) without expecting that some God will descend, like the duck in the old Groucho Marx TV show, and tell us that we have uttered the true and secret word.
The distinction I am trying to make here is not between affirming universals and denying them but between affirming universals because you strongly believe them to be such and affirming universals because you believe them to have been certified by an independent authority acknowledged by everyone.
excerpted from Stanley Fish, “Postmodern warfare: the ignorance of our warrior intellectuals” Harper's Magazine, July, 2002.

You can read the full essay on our course website at:
Harper's Magazine: Postmodern warfare: the ignorance of our warrior intellectuals. 
http://web.pdx.edu/~tothm/religion/postmodern%20warfare.htm
