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In this essay I will appropriate and expand on Jose Ortega y Gasset's

understanding and critique of liberalism. In particular, I will use Ortega's ideas to

challenge the views of two contemporary philosophers-Richard Rorty and

Alasdair Maclntyre-who have taken up (in very different ways) the issues and

problems associated with modem liberalism. This challenge will be undertaken by

developing and advancing to the forefront one element of Ortega's analysis of

modern liberalism. This component of Ortega's disseetion of modern civilization is

what he called the "mass man," the predator parasite and parasitical predator that

ruthlessly and unthinkingly undermines the foundations and structures of modern

liberalism. There is no doubt that Ortega's greatest fear regarding modern life was

the "mass man" ascending to social and political power, because, Ortega claimed,

this would bring about the demise of civilization as we know it. But it is for a

version of just this event that I will argue in this paper. I will advocate a reading of

ürtega that makes his analysis of the development/demise of modern liberal

civilizations suggest strongly the arrival of the predator parasite and the parasitical

predator. The version of the mass man advocated here-not the unthinking

consumer-specialist, but the intelligent rogue-will then be used to confront the

analyses of Rorty and Maclntyre, issuing a daring "call of the wild," putting forth

an invitation-challenge to live beyond the reaches of liberal fascism.

The phrase "liberal fascism" is a strange phrase, no doubt. What I mean to

suggest by the phrase is, in a way, the end of liberalism, the degeneration of

liberalism. As many thinkers have noted, including Jose Ortega y Gasset in his
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Revolt of the Masses, the technological, political, and intellectual expansion

through-specialization brought about by the establishment of liberalism has

produced the conditions that have resulted in its self-overcoming, or, to put it more

critically, its self-destruction. Ortega emphasized the technological developments

and political ramifications of this specialization-expansion, showing how the ability

to provide comfort and opportunity won by "technicism" (the combination of

experimental science and industria.lism) effected such a dramatic alteration in the

nlaterial conditions of existence that now "everyone" could invoke and claim for

onels own the values promiseAl by the theory of liberalism, namely, freedom, self

detennination, and unchecked individual development-in short, this has produced

a conception of individuated.life that Maclntyre has called the autonomous moral

subject. Ortega saw this as a dangerous tendency in that the appropriation of these

values by the "mass men," who lack the intellectual sophistication and disciplined

disposition of the more noble individuals, led to the development of what he called

masses of "spoiled children," defined as those who not only lacked a sense of

obligation but combined this with an unchecked desire to expand what Ortega called

their "vital repertory," the collection of meanings, values, and products that fills a

life. Ortega feIt that with the disintegration of thefoundations of liberalism

including the neglect of the ideas of cooperation, contract, disciplined forbearance,

mutual respect for each other and for the law, as weH as no longer having central to

onels sense of self the ability and the aspiration to envision a freely willed

community of which one is a part and only through which one realizes his fullest

freedom-liberalism undermined itself, producing predatory parasites, or parasitical

predators, supported by and yet attacking the conditions, defined and developed by

liberalism, that made possible their existence in the first place.

For Ortega, who did not believe it was possible to go backward in history,

reclaiming some more primitive sense of social organization was impossible. Tbe

discovery/invention of the autonomous and self-directing individual could not be

given up. Whether this individual was a discovery, a creation, or an invention did

not matter to Ortega. In any case, Ortega claimed that renouncing the autonomous

self that constituted the heart of liberalism was sheer folly. Yet, somehow, this is

the very self whose existence was threatened by the revoIt of the mass man, who,

with his complete lack of respect for foundations coupled with his unchecked and

ever-expanding wants, had no longer the ability to control himself, and, as a
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consequence, would purehase any promissory note that assured continued self

enhancement and increased vitality. It is here that Ortega introduced the notion of

"statism," what we today call fascism. Ortega feared not "liberal fascism," but

liberalism creating the sort of person that would be likely to fall into fascism. This

possibility was real due to the enormous loss of direction and the disconnection

from the whole produced by the "barbarism of specialization," the ever-more

"normal" state of affairs that characterized the increasingly fragmented and hyper

efficient (or, probably more accurately, efficiency-obsessed) modern public life. In

this modern wasteland the mass man lost direction, was left floating amidst the

surplus comfort and speciallzed tasks produced by and required of technologically

aided liberalism. The masses no longer recognized the demands required to sustain

liberalism, but longed for some meaning that could eradicate the sense of emptiness

coincident with modern life. But, because the mass man had lost the ability to

discipline hirnself and to respect standards above hirnself, it had to be "easy

meaning," a meaning that bolstered the sense of self and that provided a sense of

totality that was lost in the mooern milieu. Ortega saw on the horizon the state, that

through which, for which, and completely in which the masses might secure their

sense of self. The fusion of the mass man with the state, if it would ever come to

pass, would be the end of liberalism, and would finish any hope of a meaningful

retention of the advantages and insights won thereby.

The only way the reconstitution and reformation of liberalism could take

place, and the slide into fascism avoided, according to Ortega, was by bringing

about in the masses a re-recognition of the principles of liberalism as having made

our lives as we know them possible. Here, the role of the noble intellectual is

especially important, for the noble intellectual is the one who will be able to

aniculate to the masses their need to recognize and recover the discipline and respect

requisite to the life they have. Failing this, Ortega saw the danger of statism

looming ahead, from the encounter with which we might never recover.

In retrospect, Ortega's faith in the ability of the intellectual to reconstitute

liberalism seenlS overly optimistic. Even in Ortega's work it is never clear how the

masses as he describes them-unwilling and unable to control themselves or

respect anything or anyone other-would be capable of responding to the noble

intellectual's cal!. Thus, Ortega stands as a tragic social thinker, recognizing the

deterioration of the standards that underlie modern public life, pointing to the
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deprivations and dangers associated therewith while noting that the only potential

resolution to this dilemma cannot be achieved due to the conditions he hirnself has

already described. Ortega, then, stands at "the end of liberalism." He acknow

ledges liberalism's historical necessity, but points to its inevitable failure; he

envisions the irreversible transformation it brings to our conception of the center of

things (autonomous individuated life), and as such he is unable to recur to some

ptior notion (such as community) that will enable us to recover from liberalism's

self-destruction. Ortega realizes that he is condemned to live in the light, or perhaps

more appropriately, in the shadow, of liberalism. He cannot step backward behind

liberalism, and cannot move forward beyond liberalism:

I take Ortega's understanding of the dynamic of liberalism very seriously,

though such ideas usually do not sit very weH with North Americans. Instead of

Ortega's tragic, failed liberalism, we like our liberalism seasoned with hope,

purified of the tragic dimension of Ortega's thought. We prefer, without a doubt,

the more melioristic, sometimes even optimistic outlook of a Dewey, who still

believed in a forward-looking liberalism, one that imagines the difficulties found in

Ortega's analysis can be overcome as we ron more experiments, gather more

experiences, and surpass the limits and restrictions that have so far hindered the

full-blown development of the liberal insight. Santayana, like Ortega a Spaniard,

yet a contemporary of Dewey's in America, claimed that the defining characteristic

of such an attitude was the belief that one wasalways already on the right track.

Santayana describes how Americans find support for this attitude in that they are

forever jumping on trains after they have left the station, and jumping off before

they come to a full stop, and never once fall and break a leg in the process. But,

now in my Ortegian mode, I'd say that this attitude and support work only so long

as one does not think too much about the reasons why one is so quickly and often

jumping on and off trains to depart and arrive at this or that destination. With the

possible exception of William James-whose supposed bout with "panic fear"

brought hirn face to face with the abyss, and thereby provided hirn with a different

take on things-American pragmatists seem not to ask these sorts of questions that

might put their excessive confidence in activist optimisn1 into doubt.

Richard Rorty, in his appropriation of Dewey, evidences just this American

sensibility in his version of "postmodernist bourgeois liberalism. "1 With what
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might be best characterized in Royce's terms as a "viciously acquired naivete,"

Rorty holds that postmodernist bourgeois liberalism urges

us to think of ourselves as part of a pageant of historical progress which
will gradually encompass all of the human race, and are willing to argue that
the vocabulary which twentieth-century Western social democrats use is the
best vocabulary the race has come up with so far.2

Rorty believes, despite his rejection of metaphysics, that we can still distinguish

between persuasion and force (though such a binary opposition, it seems to me,

remains either historically hegemonic or inherently metaphysical), and that the

former is invoked by postmodern bourgeois liberals. Their conversational ethic

does not call upon the "traditional Kantian buttresses, buttresses which include an

account of 'rationality' and 'morality' as transcultural and ahistorical. "3 Instead,

Rorty suggests how

liberals might convince our society that loyalty to itself is morality enough,
and that such loyalty no longer needs an ahistorical backup. I think they
should try to clear themselves of charges of irresponsibility by convincing
our society that it need be responsible only to its own traditions, and not to
the moralIawas well.4

According to Rorty, the failure of modem metaphysics, especially as

understood in tenns of liberalism, "does nothing to cast doubt on the possibility (as

opposed to the difficulty) of peaceful social progress. "5 If we can avoid force in

favor of persuasion, "[o]ne will assume that curiosity, tolerance, patience, luck,

and hard work are all that is needed. "6

Rorty disputes the claim of Lyotard that pragmatic liberals are in the same

boat as the Nazis. Let me quote Rorty in full on this point.

Against this assimilation of the pragmatist's inevitable ethnocentrism to
Nazism, I would insist that there is an important difference between saying
"We admit that we cannot justify our beliefs or our actions to all human
beings as they are at present, but we hope to create a community of free
human beings who will freely share many of our beliefs and hopes," and
saying, with the Nazis, "We have no concem for legitimizing ourselves in
the eyes of olhers." There is a difference between the Nazi who says "We
are good because we are the particular group we are" and the reformist
liberal who says "We are good because, by persuasion rather than force, we
shall eventually convince everybody else that we are." Whether such a
"narcissistic" self-justification can avoid terrorism depends on whether the
notion of "persuasion rather than force" still makes sense after we renounce
the idea of human nature and the search for transcultural and ahistorical
criteria for justification.7
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Yet, when considering the cases of Loyola and Nietzsche, Rorty says that

such "enemies of liberal democracy ... are not crazy because they have mistaken the

ahistorical nature of human beings. They are crazy because the limits of sanity are

set by what we can take seriously. This, in turn, is determined by our upbringing,

our historical situation. "8 When faced with the dilemma of adopting a stance

toward Loyola or Nietzsche, Rorty says:

Accommodation and tolerance must stop short of a willingness to work
within any vocabulary that onels interlocutor wishes to use, to take
seriously any topic that he puts forward for discussion. To take this view is
of a piece with dropping the idea that a single moral vocabulary and a single
set of moral beliefs are appropriate for every human community
everywhere, and to grant that historical developments may lead us to simply
drop questions and the vocabulary in which these questions are posed.9

Well, isnlt this convenient! And, it seems to me, this resembles in most

significant respects the Nazi he has already described. Litde, if any, concern is

shown here for legitimizing oneself in the eyes of others. In addition, this response

to the Loyolas and the Nietzsches seem much closer to the Nazi assertion that "we

are good because we are the particular group we are," than to the liberal who

supposedly uses persuasion instead of force--especially, in this case, when the

liberal can speak the language of persuasion with great force only, or at least in

great part, because he is backed by and involved in many 0/ the institutions that

constitute the centers 0/power on this planet. In such a context, the ability to avoid

terrorism, which depends on the distinction between persuasion and force, makes

sense only to those who are still naive enough, or optimistic enough--or, as in the

case of many Americans, both naive and optimistic enough-to fai! to see that the

justification of the persuasion-force distinction in non-metaphysical terms depends

on a histolical privileging and an institutional positioning that obliterates any attempt

to articulate and actively develop this division in non-liberal terms. And it is exactly

this point that "liberal fascism" appears. The postmodernist bourgeois liberal

becomes fascist in that, like the Nazi, he invokes a groundless assertion of the

folk-in this case, the "weil of liberalism--eontinually referred to by Rorty as the

very stuff of morality itself. 10 Only be neglecting criticisms of this "we-assertion"

made be defenders of liberalism can the American optimists, inforn1ed by a belief in

and a loyalty to progress understood only in its own terms, continue to see clearly

and to believe strongly the distinctions they invoke.
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If Ortega were to make his points mentioned above using MacIntyre's

language, he might say that Rorty wants to continue the tradition of the autonomous

moral subject, but without taking into consideration any of the degenerative and

potentially dangerous consequences associated with the demise of liberalism,

namely, the disintegration of discipline, respect, and comprehensiveness of view.

Ortega, I think, would be right in this criticism, because the situation in which

modem liberal civilizations fmd themselves is not quite as simple as Rorty wants to

make it. There are a host of thinkers who would point to a variety of difficulties not

addressed by Rorty. But rather than review them all in detail here, let's overlook

for the moment Ortega's critiques of the mass man and his observations regarding

the barbarism of specialization, what he called the "vertical invasion of the

barbarians. " Let's bypass, too, MacIntyre's telling critiques of the aesthete, the

therapist, the manager, and the bureaucratic expert. And let's even overlook all of

the other Marxist, post-marxist, communitarian, psychoanalytic, Foucaultian, and

whatever other assessments of the masses that stand at the end of modern

liberalism. Instead, if we concentrate on Rorty, our suspicion is aroused by the

ease and confidence with which he can dismiss other-than-liberal views and relegate

them to the category of the "merely philosophical. "11 At best inconsistency, and at

worst a dangerous attempt at violent deception, is suspected when Rorty claims one

moment that "[g]iven our noncriterial conception of rationality, we are not inclined

to diagnose irrationaiism," yet the next moment asserts that Loyola and Nietzsehe

are "mad" and "crazy"-even though this is supposed to evidence, according to

Rorty, merely a historical claim informed by the contingencies of our (whose?

OURS!?) time and place. Rorty's claiming to have a corner on utopianism, and

that, for example, the French are anti-utopian in that they have lost faith in liberal

democracy,12 is a pretty clear example of the kind of narrowness and intolerance

for difference characteristic of what Ortega calls a "learned ignoramus." Rorty's

suggestion that the sort of "utopian fantasy" and faith in the future that he evidences

is an innocent lifting of spirits only, while many French thinkers (and, by

implication, many others as well) are readying for assault by girding their loins with

metaphysical weaponry,13 is to naively put into play the persuasion-force

distinction. Yet this distinction, again, does work only if one is already.operating

within the postmodemist bourgeois liberal framework. If one is not, Rorty's very

characterization can be seen as a kind of force, a calculated portrayal of the
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positions of mllers that is inlended 10 discredil mem by doing violence 10 lheir

thought.

1be problem ofhow 10 respond 10 all of lhis. whal to mue ofthis failure of

liberalism become liberal fascism, has engaged many thinkers, including Alasdair

Maclmyre in After Vinue. l• MacInryre claims that the moral scheme that marks the

hiSlorical background 10 Western moralizing consisls of three elements: (1)

untuwred (what Ortega would call uncivilized) human nature; (2) man-as-he-<:ould

be-if-he-realized-his'lelos (analogous 10 Ortega's charge w realize our vital

possibililies); aod (3) moral precepts whieh enable hirn 10 pass {rom one state 10

anOlher (tor Onega, the slaIIdards. CTe3led and sustained by the noble, intellecrual

elite. thal alIow civilization and civilized individuals 10 come into being). Acettding

10 Maclntyre. the elimination of our conception of human narure. and with it the

accompanying abandonment of any lews that could complele that narure.leaves an

incomplete moral scheme. doomed 10 failure in all of its attempts tO reconstitute

itself. Wühout human nature, motality becomes a kind of Humpty Dumpty. and

we are the king's horses and men struggling. failing, and only recently realizing

that we could never put Humpty together again.

If I lead all this through Onega's eyes, I can see two things. First, Rony

represents the last gasp of liberalism, strippe<! of human nature and any appropriate

telos, yet believing thai it can nonethe!ess sustain itself. Rony celebrates this de

metaphysicalizarion of liberalism, arguing that it frees Iiberaiism of the bogeys that

haunted its past. Veto I have tried to show that such a liberalism can be understood

as fascistic, that iso it can develop, explicate, and defend itself only defining the

principles that drive it as merely historical and the slralegies it U$CS as merely

persuasive. characterizing the principles aod stTategies of non-postmodemist

bourgeois liberaIs in terms of metaphysics and force. Vet, postmodernisl bourgeois

liberalism is only held, as far as J can tell. by rich. white Westemers, and few of

those aI that. As such, il is very dift1cult to see who Ihis "we" is to whorn Rony

continually refers. It is also a somewhat Protestant and a very politically

conservative notion--one in whieh it would be very diffieult for many tO believe-

that cunosity, toleranee (i), patience, luck, and hard work is aU that will be needed

10 make this version of Iiberalism work. Without the fue! of a naive, self-justifying

belief in Ihe progress auained, the freedom secured, and the elimination of force

achieved by the systems of procedural justice localed within the institutioos and
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technologies of modern Western societies, the fire of postmodernist bourgeois

liberalism would be extinguished rather quickly.

The second thing I see when I view these matters through Ortega's eyes is

his recognition that modem institutions and technologies-made possible in part by

liberalism, which involves conceptions of the autonomous moral subject-provide

much that makes life as defined by modem liberals wort.hwhile, much that is for

modem liberals worth defending. Ortega would in this way support his claim that

any attempt to recur to a previous historical period or-as he puts it, to revert to a

pre-liberal frame-is impossible. This makes me suspicious of MacIntyre's opting

for Aristotle instead of Nietzsehe, claiming that Nietzsche, for all of what he had to

say as a diagnostician of modem life, can produce only an ideal that remains

wanting in respect to hoth relationships and activities. 15 MacIntyre's reading of

Nietzsche's Ubermensch as an alternative ideal-seeing Nietzsehe as a kind of

inverted Aristotelian, and therefore a de-relationalized and de-activated ideal

makes sense only within an Aristotelian scheme of things, and is a rather paltry,

uninteresting, and unfruitful way of reading Nietzsche.

Reading both Rorty and MacIntyre through Ortega's eyes leave me unable

to accept either. I cannot swallow Rorty's last-gasp liberalism without gagging on

the dangers associated with a particularly American version of viciously acquired

naivete. "0rtega's Rorty" has too lTIuch faith in the "we" of liberalism (which

doesn't have the unity he attributes to it), and too much confidence in the

institutions of modem Western culture (a faith that can only be sustained by

neglecting, even forcefully the critiques and complaints of those who feel

ostracized, abused, and victimized by its philosophical, political, and economic

hegemony). I am unable to believe in the possibility ofreclaiming with MacIntyre a

pre-modem and more authentic sense of morality rooted in the Aristotelian

canonical texts that will provide us with a rationally and morally defensible

standpoint from which to act. "Ortega's MacIntyre" has too much hope for the

reclamation of moral culture by means of rational appeals to an as-yet-undefeated

Aristotelian canon (which fails to appreciate sufficiently the Schopenhauer

Nietzsche-Freud dis-covery of trans-rational motives), and too litde recognition of

the temptations and luxuries provided by modem life (and the disastrous effect

these have on the possibility of generating a reflective, disciplined reclamation of a

tradition that promises some form of moral salvation only at the expense of much of
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the quality and kind of life the masses already know and many, if not most,

ernbrace).

Ortega's claims about the structural failure of modern liberalism, therefore,

remain a counterpoint to both Rorty and Maclntyre. Rorty can maintain his

optimism only by invoking a nonexistent "welt in the name of whom he speaks.

This "we" might look wonderfully and invitingly pluralistic to the optimist, such as

Rorty, but to Ortega it appears, to use Maclntyre's phase, as merely increasingly

"fragmented survivals from an older past."16 Ortega would concur with Maclntyre

in that "the insoluble problems ... generated for modem moral theorists will remain

insoluble until this [process of fragmentation] is weIl understood. "17 Rorty does

what Ortega could not bring hirnself to do, namely, to con1fort hirnself with a false

sense of stability and a confidence in future progress vouchsafed by an imagined

utopia, a fantasied cosmopolitanism, that can be won only at the expense of

overlooking the price at which these are purchased.

On the other hand, Maclntyre's call to reclaim an Aristotelian-infonned

conception of virtue is made feasible only by overlooking the extent to which the

developments of liberalism have produced the very sort of person he describes in

the aesthete, the therapist, the manager, and the bureaucratic expert. Ortega could

not believe that these sorts of persons-what he called "specialists," the exemplar

of Ortega's mass man-had the equipment for any other kind of reflection than

technical, that is, the sort that would absorb them even further into the institutions

and technologies of modern life. He claimed, as Maclntyre does not, that they

would be unable to develop the very things requisite to their survival, namely, the

ability to "[sustain] those traditions which provide both practices and individual

lives with their necessary historical context. "18 Ortega, like Maclntyre, suggested

that a lack of a historical sense corrupts traditions, and that "an adequate sense of

tradition manifests itself in a grasp of those future possibilities which the past has

made available to the present. Living traditions ... confront a future whose

determinate and detem1inable character, so far as it possesses any, derives from the

paste "19 But Ortega said that for the mass man-for Maclntyre's aesthetes,

therapists, managers, and bureaucratic experts-the past was a category not by

which to understand the future, but rather something to be appropriated when it

would add to their current sense of future weIl being. Ortega even doubted if the

masses would be able to respond in a disciplined fashion in a time of overt violent
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crisis, leaving aside for the moment the sort of moral pseudo-crisis about which

Maclntyre speaks. Here Rorty coincides with Ortega when Rorty suggests that it is

not to the past that the modern liberalized individual looks to find some primordial

ground by which to locate himself, but to the horizon where one watches for

opportunities of expanding discursive options and increasing imaginative and

practical play.

Yet Ortega's tragic version of liberalism gives us no guidance, for, as you

will recall, his diagnosis of modern life reveals that any sort of treatment that

attempts to reclaim liberalism, or recall pre-liberal notions, is doomed to fail.

However, if we can read Ortega not through the eyes of Aristotle, as Maclntyre

might propose, but through a more individualist pair of eyes, we might find some

suggestions for ways out of Ortega's dilemma. It is just such an inventive reading,

with just this sort of creative concoction with which 1will conclude.

Rorty's de-metaphysicalization ofliberalism need not necessarily lead one to

affinn the "we" of liberalism that he is so fond of invoking, but might lead one to

assert the individuated moral agent that Ortega feIt would lead, without foundations,

to the mass man. Rorty's "we" (whoever they are) might choose not to listen to

what such a "crazy" individual has to say. Therefore, this crazy individual will not,

at least in Rorty's sense, be a part of society in that such an individual might not

want to become relevant to or a possible conversational partner for those who shape

society's self-image.20 And such an individual might, despite Ortega's protests,

choose to enjoy all of the benefits that modern civilization has to offer without

feeling any sense of responsibility to that civilization. Thus, one could become one

of Ortega's "mass" at the same time one chooses not to become on of Rorty's "we."

One could say, with both Ortega and Rorty, that the foundations of liberalism no

Ionger do thc work they were supposed to do. One could claim, like Rorty, that

this resuIts in a liberation of the individual from the obligations and the guiIt usually

associated with such foundational calls to justification and duty. Yet one could

appreciate, too, Ortega's assertion that when such foundations no longer can serve

the function required of them, there no longer exists any reason to commit oneself

to anything-including a Rortian conversational morality or the evanescent Rortian

"we."

Such an autonomous "moral" agent-who feels the sting of Ortega's

critique of the failures of liberalism but who has rooted out any of the nobility
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associated with Ortega's temperament, who feels with Rorty the radically optional

character of life but who lacks a feeling of solidarity with the "we" and has no

interest in constructing social images and no interest in procedural justice except to

use it for personal advantage in the most ruthless manner-such an individual

would be a wise guy and a wild man. He would be wise in affirming the critical

(Ortega) and expansive (Rorty) understanding of liberalism. Yet he would be wild

in paying no heed to the constraints associated with the call to nobility (Ortega) or

the dignified "we"21 of the community (Rorty) of which he does not feel himself to

be amember.

Maclntyre's attempt to construct a philosophical, rational defense of

"something like Aristotelian"22 ethics wou1d certainly point to this aberration of the

wise guy and wild man as an upshot of the Enlightenment mistake, one that should

never have commenced in the first place.23 This mistake is made clear when

Maclntyre sees Nietzsche as only one more moment in the internal unfolding of

liberalist individualism.24 More so, MacIntyre claims that one unable to find any

objective goods that have authority in the social world is wanting in respect of both

relationships and activities.25 But the wise guy and wild man would not be

daunted, and certainly not checked by these charges. First, the wise guy would

recognize the historical predecessors in liberalist individualism, though as a wild

man, ungracious and remorseless, he would feel no need to tip his hat to them. "In

addition," the wild man would add, "to try and argue me out of my skin by

claiming my development to be nothing but a historical mistake is not going to

work-I am both too wild and too wise for thal. That I have become who I am, not

merely the thought that I am the product of a philosophical mistake, is what matters

to me." Maclntyre's claim is that the self has to find its moral identity in and

through communities-and it is in moving forward from these historical moral

particularities that the search for the good, for the universal, consists.26 Yet the

wise guy and the wild man does not deny his historical relatedness, but instead

denies only that any particular search, any sense of adequacy, any responsibility for

sustaining the traditions from which he has come follows from how he has been

related. Contrary to what is implied by Maclntyre,27 the wise guyand the wild

man does not cut himself off from shared activity, but has merely renounced any

clear, final, definable, determinate, logical, rational, natural, fixed, lasting, or

derivable (moral) commitment to social reciprocity. He has demolished his
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superego, eradicated guilt, and no longer feels any metaphysically grounded

connection to others, no longer feels obliged to honor any conventional ties with

society. The wise guy and the wild man may enjoy tremendously and in a variety of

ways "entering into those relationships which constitute communities whose central

bond is a shared vision of and understanding of goods."28 But he feels no

permanent, durable bond with such communities, even though he may share any

number of visions and understandings of goods. The wise guy and the wild man

may weIl share avision with the architect designing his house, but recognizes that

there is no need to feel an intrinsic or necessary bond with the architect to share this

vision. The wise guy and the wild man may share a serious or playful

understanding of philosophical texts with professional colleagues, but there is no

necessary bonding required for such shared understanding. In fact, the wise guy

and the wild man may sometimes feel abond, but for hirn it is never anything more

than it is-a temporary product of shared visions and understandings, not the

ground of these. Nothing necessarily follows from this, or can be derived from it

beyond what it is-no obligation, no community, nothing on which one could be

expected to count from one moment to the next. And as such the wise guyand the

wild man, speaking as a critical and an expansive liberal, will always be suspicious

of the constraints implied in any call to bonding, and will always be on the lookout

for new ways of ruthlessly and guiltlessly taking advantage of whatever

opportunities present themselves, willing even to use "sacred bonds" as no more

than means to achieve his particular, personal, and finite ends.

As a critical liberal, the wise guy and the wild man has no hope for

reclaiming, reconstituting, or overcoming liberalism-as such he is a parasite,

living off its glories and successes, feeling no need or requirement to return any

favors. As an expansive liberal, the wise guy and the wild man has an appetite

unrestrained by the tastes of those around him-as such he is a predator,

consuming and destroying the products and by-products of modern society,

learning to savor anything and everything he can endure, developing a strong

stornach so as to avoid indigestion. To Rorty's attempt to invoke the dignity of the

"we" and to MacIntyre's declaration that this egesta of liberalism is just the most

recent manifestation of a historical and philosophical mistake, the wise guy and the

wild man asserts with Nietzsche: "This is what I am; this is what I want:-you can

go to hell! "29
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