


The Sociology of Knowledge, or Soci-
ology of Thought, has become one of
the most important areas of research
in the social sciences. The late Karl
Mannheim has been one of the key
figures in the development of both the
practical and the theoretical foundations
of this discipline.

An increasingly critical problem in
this area of the Sociology of Knowledge
is the question of its relation to the
problem of value. Sociologists them-
selves have been increasingly concerned
with the value presuppositions which
underlie their rescarch and their theory.
Philosophers, who have been much
aware of developments in the social
sciences, are alert to the axiological
issues that pervade current sociological
research.

This book, a critical study of Karl
Mannheim’s whole range of sociological
thought, attempts to bring together the
key problems involved in the value
presuppositions that underlic Mann-
heim’s thought. Presented here is an
analysis of the axiological basis upon
which Mannheim has devcloped his
sociology of knowledge and, accord-
ingly, his social philosophy. Involved
in the study is the crucial question of
whether Mannheim, as a sociologist,
was successful in steering a course
between axiological absolutism on the
one hand, and axiological relativism on
the other.

Mannheim, in spite of all his efforts
to deal boldly with the “value question”
in sociological inquiry, did not really
integrate value presuppositions into his
* system in any systematic way, as this
study shows. Mannhcim attempted, as
did Comte, to push metaphysical and
_axiological issues into the background,
but he did in fact absorb them into his
sociological system.

This work deals with several questions
that are of basic importance to both the
philosopher and the sociologist. Arc
there axiological implications in the
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. THE PROBLEM OF THIS STUDY

The problem of this study is to discover the axiological basis, or
value orientation, upon which Karl Mannheim has developed a
social philosophy. A crucial issue in such an investigation is the
question of the link between Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge
and his axiological assumptions. This question of the link between
sociology and value theory raises a number of questions with
respect to the work of Mannheim. Are there axiological implica-
tions in the sociology of knowledge? What are the basic epistemo-
logical claims which Mannheim makes on behalf of the sociology
of knowledge? What is the relation between these epistemological
claims and the problems of value theory? Do “facts” and “va-
lues™, in other words, have a common ontological source, or do
they arise from completely different sources? Does Mannheim
draw the axiological conclusions which are implied by his socio-
logy of knowledge? What are the axiological presuppositions of
his social philosophy? In short, is value theory possible and. if so,
under what conditions?

These questions suggest, in a rudimentary way, the procedural
outline through which it will be possible to explore the thought of
a man who has encompassed within his work the concerns and
problems not only of the sociologist, but also of the social philos-
ophcr and the philosopher of knowledge.

There is here, as is the case with most problems, a problem-be-
hind-the-problem, the awareness of which may serve to point up
more clearly the significance of some of the issues involved. The
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problem-behind-the-problem in this case is posed in an article by
Alfred Stern.! After discussing at some length the value systems
of Nicolai Hartmann and Friedrich Nietzsche, Stern obscrves that
Nietzsche’s extreme axiological rclativism and subjectivism insist
that everything depends upon the individual, whereas in Hart-
mann’s extreme axiological absolutism almost nothing any longer
depends upon the individual. Consequently, it becomes clear that
an absolutistic theory of values may be as dangerous as a relativ-
istic one. Values which are presented as transcendent, as absolute
and independent of the individual, are also independent of the in-
dividual’s protest. Values which are seen as rclative only lack any
unitary principle, and the result is a chaos of valucs. Stern con-
cludes:

If we saw before that integral axiological absolutism leads to totalitari- _
anism, we see now that integral axiological relativism leads to e-marchy.
This is, in my opinion, the critical issue in contemporary philosophy
of values. It is also the critical issue of our whole civilization.

The question must here be faced as to whether there is a construc-
tive alternative to the above alternatives. The dominant mood to-
day would seem to favor very strongly the tendency toward axio-
logical relativism. This may be seen to a large extent in the utilit-
arian and instrumentalist emphases as well as in the ethical skepti-
cism which is implicit in some existentialist positions. The mood
of axiological relativism is due in large measure to the development
of ideological analysis, psychoanalysis, sociology of knowledge,
and the extreme functionalist orientation which has characterized
much of contemporary anthropology and sociology, from whose
ranks have emerged what Robert K. Merton calls “the profes-
sional debunkers”, All of this historical and intellectual develop-
ment has undercut the stabilizing bases of civilization, including

the axiological bases, and has led to an emphasis upon relativism
in the area of value s

' Alfred Stern, “The Current Crisis in the Realm of Values”, The Per-

sonalist, 31 (1950), 245-253.
® Ibid., p. 253.

3 Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (Glencoe, Illinois,
The Free Press, 1949), p. 219.
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However, there is another side to this, another sociological and
anthropological approach which has played and can continue to
play a constructive role, or at any rate not a nihilistic role, in the
area of epistemology and axiology. Such men as David Bidney in
anthropology, Karl Mannheim in sociology, and Gordon Allport
in psychology, have made attempts to deal with some of the philo-
sophical implications of their respective disciplines, and to deal
systematically with the problem of the presuppositions of their
own disciplines.

This study is expressly interested in the figure of Karl Mann-
heim becausc he has done an extensive job of attempting to relate
his own ficld of specialization, Wissenssoziologie (thc sociology of
knowledge), to other disciplines, especially philosophy and the
philosophy of knowledge. Mannheim's main thrust in this arca has
becn to point up especially what he considered to be the epistemo-
logical implications of Wissenssoziologie. In short, Mannheim
claims, the facts which the sociology of knowledge turns up require
new epistemological foundations. This leads logically to the prob-
lem of the dissertation as formulated in the opening paragraph.
Implicit in the claims of Mannheim’s supporters is the claim that
he has proposed a line of thought, a sociological approach, which
is a way through the axiological dilemma posed by Alfred Stern.
The problem of this dissertation is to discover whether this is so.

The intent of this study is to examine the role of value in Mann-
heim’s whole system. Such an inquiry inescapably involves cpis-
temological issues as well as the presuppositions of sociological
thcory. However, beyond this presuppositional level, this study
will not attempt to deal with the wide range of detailed questions
of sociological theory, nor with secondary epistcmological prob-
lems. Both the cpistemological issues and the questions of theore-
tical sociology have received extended attention by many of Mann-
heim’s critics. Mannheim’s sociological theory and his epistemolo-
gical conclusions are the given, the starting point of this inquiry
into the problem of value, and its role in Mannhcim's system of
thought.

Even in the field of value theory, this study claims to be cxam-
ining but a small portion of the many complcx and important issues
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that pervade this field. It does anticipate, however, that some of
these issues may be seen more clearly through an intensive study
of a figure such as Karl Mannheim and the problem which his
thought poses. It is in this sense a sort of “microscopic” rather
than a “macroscopic” approach.

The study will thus involve an intensive analysis of Mannheim’s
own writings, subject to the limitations declared below. Secondary
sources will also be used, primarily for clarification of the prob-
lem, and for clarifying the present status of ccrtain issues that
have evolved in the historical development of Wissenssoziologie.

B. PREVIOUS RESEARCH IN THE FIELD

Almost all of the previous research on Karl Mannheim's Wissens-
soziologie has been undertaken from the perspectives of either
sociological or epistemological concerns. The main attention given
to Mannheim has been that of his fellow sociologists, raising theo-
retical problems concerning Mannheim’s historicism, or the scien-
tific relevance of imputation, or other kindred issues.?
Considerable attention has also been given to the cpistemologi-
cal problems raised by Mannheim. Jacques J. Maquet has examined
the ePistemo]ogical significance of Mannheim, and has described
a series of “metaphysical presuppositions” which he claims give
coherence to Mannheim’s whole system. These metaphysical pre-
SUppositions include: a dialectical conception of reality; dialectical
1storicism; the world comprehended as a complex of processes
constantly in flux; man’s rationality emerging from an interaction
between man a5 organism and the exterior world.
. Others sych as Arthur Child, Virgil G. Hinshaw, and E. Wil-
liams, haye criticized Mannheim’s epistemological conclusions.*

! Ct:- Merton, op. cit., for a summary of the sociological issues involved
in Wl.vsen.rsoziologie, Chs. 12 and 13.

Jacques J. Maquet, The Sociology of Knowledge, trans. John F. Locke
(Boston, The Beacon Press, 1951), p. 87 f.
Arthur Child, “The Problem of Truth in the Sociology of Knowledge",
Ethics, 58 (1947), 18-34. — Virgil G. Hinshaw, “The Epistemological Rele-
vance of Mannheim’s Sociology of Knowledge”. Journal of Philosophy, 40

6
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Werner Stark, in an introductory text on the subject of Wissens-
soziologie, deals with the problem mainly as a historian of ideas.
Stark’s concern with the analysis of presuppositions is again pri-
marily in terms of the historical relativity of truth.? His preoccu-
pation is mainly with “facts” and “ideas”. not with “values™.
Values are treated only incidentally, in terms of their ideological
character. This is, in fact, true of practically all of the work in the
ficld, namely, that values arc considered only as incidental to a
particular ideology or socio-cultural pattern.

Almost the only attention Mannheim’s work has received from
philosophers has been necgatively-critical, in the form of responsc
to his proposals for epistemological reconstruction. No one to
date has approached his work in terms of the problems of value
theory, and an analysis of his axiological presuppositions. Hence,
the rcason for the present study.

C. LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY

The sources of information for this study include those writings
of Mannheim which are available in this country, both in Ger-
man and in English. Through the efforts of some of Mannheim’s
former students and collcagues, three collections of essays have
been published, thus making available in English virtually all of
Mannheim’s theoretical studies in sociology. social psychology,
and the sociology of knowledge. After 1933, the year of his emi-
gration to England, his works were published in English. Only
a few of Mannheim’s published articles and manuscripts are not
available in this country and are not included in this study.

Articles not available for this study include the following:
“Beitrige zur Theorie der Weltanschauungs-interpretation™
(1922), “Dic Bedeutung der Konkurrenz im Gebiete des Geisti-

(1943), 57-72. — E. Williams. “Sociologists and Knowledge". Philosophy of
Science, 14 (1947), 224-30.

7 Werner Stark, The Sociology of Knowledge (Glencoe, Illinois, The Free
Press, 1958). See especially Chapter 4 on the “Consequences of the Soci-
ology of Knowledge”.
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gen” (1929), “Zur Problematik der Soziologic in Deutsch-
land” (1929), “The Place of Sociology in the Social Sciences”
(1936), “Adult Education and the Social Sciences” (1938),
“Mass Education and Group Analysis” (1939), “The Function
of the Refugee” (1940), “Democratic Planning and the New
Science of Society” (1944), “The Mecaning of Popularization in
a Mass Society” (1945).

The primary sources utilized in this study include the three
collections of Mannheim’s essays, Essays on the Sociology of
Knowledge, Essays on the Sociology of Culture, Essays on Soci-
ology and Social Psychology, and the following works of Mann-
heim: Systematic Sociology, Ideology and Utopia, Man and So-
ciety in an Age of Reconstruction, Diagnosis of Our Time, and
Freedom, Power, and Democratic Planning. Additional articles
consulted, both in German and in English, are listed in the Bib-
liography.

D. THE METHOD OF THIS STUDY

The method of the study will be as follows:

1. Exposition

Chapters 11 and 111 will be primarily expository, setting forth the
main outlines of Mannheim’s approach to the sociology of knowl-
edge and the epistemological conclusions he has drawn. An at-
tempt will be made to discover from Mannhcim’s own writings

the answers to the questions formulated in the foregoing problem
of the dissertation.

2. Analysis

C}.la.pter IV will be primarily analytic. The problem of deter-
Mining the valye components of Mannheim’s sociological system
is basically a complex problem in content analysis. This content
analysis will be undertaken through a series of categorial ana-
lyses. The Categories of analysis have becn derived in part from
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a comparative study of contemporary value theory, and in part
from Mannheim’s own writings. Contemporary literature in the
field of valuc theory reveals certain perennially rccurring prob-
lems and pervasive issucs. These same issues are reflected in the
language and structure of Mannheim’s sociology and social phil-
osophy. It is a constellation of such issues that is suggested as the
basis of this analysis. The catcgories here proposed reflect cer-
tain of thesc basic issucs in contemporary value theory. It is
supposed that the kinds of answers supplied to these categorial
problems by Mannheim’s writings will yield the value components
that arc implicit and explicit in those writings. There is no in-
herent hicrarchical priority so far as these categories are con-
cerned. It is readily cvident also that therc are certain immanent
rclations between various categories that make for apparent
“overlapping”, and obvious difficulty in finding absolutely dis-
crete and cxclusive catcgories. Nevertheless, in the proccss of
analysis, an attempt will be made to sct forth (in the context of
Mannheim’s own discussion) the distinguishing cmphases of each
catcgory, and their rclation to the basic problem of the disscr-
tation.
Thesc categories of analysis are:

1. Value - Intrinsic and Instrumental

2. Value - Inclusive and Exclusive

3. Value — Permanence and Change

4. Value — Causality and Spontaneity

5. Value - Egoism and Communitarianism
6. Value and Personality

7. Value and the Ought

8. Value and the Meaning of Frcedom

9. Value and Religion

3. Comparison and Synthesis

Chapter V will involve mainly critical comparison and synthesis.
The results of the catcgorial analysis will be subjected to critical
and comparative study, for thc purpose of inquiring into the
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consistency and coherence of his value presuppositions and his
sociological conclusions, and to offer a synthesis, or “profile”, of
his basic axiological presuppositions, educed from the foregoing
analysis.

On the basis of such analysis and comparative study, the an-

swers to the questions put forth in the opening paragraph of the
dissertation will be sought.



1. THE DEVELOPMENT OF MANNHEIM'S
THINKING

A. BRIEF ACCOUNT OF MANNHEIM'S LIFE

Karl Mannheim was born in Hungary in 1893, into a Jewish
middle-class family. During his university life in Budapest, he
moved largely among the socialist intellectual circles which as-
sumed a leading role in the post-World War I revolution. Hegelian
and Marxist thought had profoundly shaped his way of thinking
during this period of his study. Georg Lukacs was the source of
two major influences: (1) demonstrating the general value of
sociological method in all fields of social-intellectual history, and
(2) showing that Marx was the only one who truly grasped
Hegel’s idea of self-alienation, and pointing out that Marx had
transferred the redeeming function of philosophy into the pro-
cesses of the social revolution.!

When subsequent political reaction in Hungary frustrated his
desire for free intellectual development, he migrated to Germany.
In 1920 he went to Heidelberg, and there he continued to revise
his Marxist theories in the direction of relativistic historicism,
primarily under the influence of Emil Lederer, Max Weber, and
Wilhelm Dilthey. His doctoral dissertation on The Structural
Analysis of Knowledge, published in 1922, was an outgrowth of
philosophical issues raised by Heinrich Rickert and Edmund
Husserl in the field of epistemology.®

Lederer transformed the Marxist theme of forces of production

! Albert Salomon, “Karl Mannheim 1893-1947", Social Research, 14
(1947), 350.

* Louis Wirth, “Obituary”, American Sociological Review, 12 (1947), 356.
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into the formula of the whole of the social context. From Webcr,
Mannheim learned a greater refinement of techniquec and me-
thodological principles. Mannheim took up Dilthey’s diffcrenti-
ation between explanation (Erkldrung) and comprehension (Ver-
stehen), affirming with Weber that sociology is a discipline of -
interior comprehension.?

In 1929, Mannheim left Heidelberg to take up a professorship
at the University of Frankfurt where he remained until 1933.
Upon Hitler’s accession to power and with it the end of intellec-
tual freedom in Germany, Mannheim accepted a lectureship at
the London School of Economics. In 1945 he was appointed to

the chair of sociology of education in the University of London.
He died in London on J anuary 9, 1947,

B. MANNHEIM'S GENERAL SOCIOLOGICAL ORIENTATION

Mannheim followed, with significant modifications at many
points, a sociological line of thought evolving through Marx,
Lukacs, Lederer, Dilthey, Trocltsch, and Weber. This approach
constituted essentially a far-reaching historicism which views
thought categories as a function of the social, class, and group
structure. It included also a dynamic conception of knowledge,
and a concentration on the development of a concrete sociology
rather than a sort of vague and speculative imputation of abstract
qualities to the abstract individual. From Dilthey and Weber in
particular he derived an emphasis upon affective-volitional cle-
ments within the thought processes. From phenomenologists such
as Husserl, Jaspers, Heidegger, and Scheler, Mannhcim was
challenged to a constant cmphasis upon a strict and accurate
observation of the clements of human experience 4

Eclectic in many respects, he nonetheless fought a constant
battle against the neo-Hegelians and morphologists of his day,
as well as against the contemporary extreme empiricists and indi-
vidualists, such as Bertrand Russell and F. A. Hayek 5
*  Maquet, op. cit., p. 40.
Merton, op. cit., p. 490.

Karl Mannheim, Systematic Sociology, edited by J. S. Eros and W. A.C.
Stewart (London, Routledge, 1957), p. xxiv.

5
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His cclecticism was not of a casual or mechanical sort, but
rather a diligent search for the most comprehensive and systematic
synthesis of the numerous sciences of man. Basically, his sociological
method is an attempt to apply psychological analysis in the
interprectation of social and historical situations. His systematic
sociology avoids thc either/or of generalizing vs. individualiz-
ing methods. He utilizes both methods, allotting to each specific
tasks in the various spheres of sociology. His cfforts are all
directed toward the development of a socialized-psychology or
a psychologically-oriented sociology. Mannheim was always im-
paticnt with American sociology for being what he termed an
“isolating empiricism”, always meticulous, always exact but, in
thc end, of doubtful significance or help in understanding or
solving man’s crucial and crushing social problems. “Lost is the
totality of society, the dynamic forces, the process of integra-
tion.”¢ He was convinced that isolated ecmpirical “facts”, apart
from any understanding of their inner meaning, their inner re-
latedness to human life and the meaning of the social process,
were useless.

To his own sociological framework and method, he added the
tools of analytic psychology. His emphasis upon structure and
relationism led him also toward gestalt rather than connectionist
or associationist theories.” In short, Mannheim sought a genuine
synthesis between the methods of modern dynamic psychology
and those of sociology: the generalizing, the individualizing, the

historical, the economic-dialectical, the formal, and the socio-
cultural.

In this largest sense of the word all the cultural sciences belong to
tpe field of the social sciences; for instance, philology, the history of
lltcl’awl’}% the history of art, the history of knowledge, economics,
economic history, political science and anthropology. But this huge
amount of material must be formed into some coherence by a central
discipline which has both a point of view and a subject matter of its
own. In the field of social sciences the central discipline is sociology.
It is on the one hand a synthetic discipline, trying to unify from a

¢ Karl Mannheim, “German Sociology (1918-1933)”, Politica, February
(1934), p. 30.

“ Mannheim, Systematic Sociology, p. xiv.
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central point of view the results of the scparate disciplines; and it is
on the other hand an analytic and specialized discipline with its own
field of research. The specialized subject matter of sociology is the
forms of living together of man, the sum of which we call society.®

Having set forth this rather large responsibility as the task of
sociology, Mannheim points out that these “forms of living
together” can be described and explained along two divergent
lines. Hence we have two main sections of sociology: (1) syste-
matic and general sociology; (2) comparative sociology. Syste-
matic and general sociology is socalled because it deals with
general forms and tendencies as they may be found in cvery socie-
ty. Comparative sociology deals primarily with the historical
variations of the same phenomenon, such institutions as marriage,
family, law, education, and government.?

C. MANNHEIM'S APPROACH TO THE
SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE

Mannheim was as much aware as anyonc that his discipline was
in its earliest infancy, theoretically primitive, and yet he had great
hopes for what it might accomplish. At one point, for cxample,
he described as the primary objective of sociology “the rational
mastery of the universe of human relations”.t® He saw in it the
possibility of overcoming the “vague, ill-considered, and sterile
form of relativism with regard to scientific knowledge which is
Increasingly prevalent today”.!* Elsewhere he declared: “Our
task, therefore, is not to engage in prophecies, but to find a clue
to the systematic study of the fundamental social factors in their
bearing on culture”.12

Ibid., p. 1.
° Ibid., p. 2.

' Karl Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Culture, edited and trans-
lated by Ernest Manheim and Paul Kecskemeti (London, Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1956), p. 19. .

' Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, translated by Louis Worth and
Edward Shils (New York, Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1940), p. 264.

'* Karl Mannheim, “The Crisis of Culture in the Era of Mass-Democracies
and Autarchies”, The Sociological Review, 26 (April, 1934), 106.
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According to Mannheim, the task of the sociology of knowl-
edge is to bc defined by two major aspects. It is on the one hand
a theory, and as such seeks “to analyze the relationship between
knowledge and existence”. On the other hand it is “historical-
sociological research”, a mecthod for tracing the various forms
which this relationship has taken in the development of human
thought.® Both of these discussions provide the background to
Mannhcim’s claims for the cpistemological conscquences of the
sociology of knowledge.

1.  Wissenssoziologie as Theory Concerning the Relationship
between Knowledge and Existence

a. Distinguished from Theory of Ideology

Mannheim distinguishes his approach from the theory of ideology
and its proponents, whose task is scen as the unmasking of more
or less conscious deceptions and distortions of human groups and
their patterns of thinking. A4 propos is the query of Hans Speier
who asks what has become of truth in this age when it is casier
to unmask the ideologist than to statc a type of thinking which
docs not result from some subtle influence. He critically observes:
.“On being asked what our values are, we are tempted to tell how
we got them! Aren’t we likely under these conditions to lose the
ability to proceed from the extrinsic conditions of ideas to their
intrinsic meaning and philosophical significance?”'* Mannheim
is concerned not so much with distortions and deceptions as he
is concerned with the varying ways in which objects actually
present themselves to various subjects according to the differen-
ces in social settings. His main preoccupation is with the problem
of how mental structures, thoughts, ideas, etc., are inevitably
differently formed in varying social and historical contexts. He
thus makes his alliance at the outset, not with the “professional
dcbunkers” of Merton,'> whose main prcoccupation is with

13 Mannhcim, /deology and Utopia, p. 264.

4 Hans Speier, Review of Ideology and Utopia, by Karl Mannheim, in
American Journal of Sociology, 43 (July, 1937), 155.

15 Merton, op. cit., p. 220.
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unmasking illusion, deceit, delusion, and falsehoods, but rather
with a positive and sympathetic and appreciative understanding
of the nature of human perception and the ultimate human quest
for truth.

He not only restates and redefines the problem and the mean-
ing of ideology, but utilizes for the most part a new term, “per-
spective”, for the avowed purpose of relieving his terminology of
any moral or denunciatory intent.’® By speaking of the perspec-

tive of a thinker, Mannheim refers to the subject’s whole pattern
of conceiving things.

b.  The Meaning of “Determination’

In speaking of the existential determination of knowledge, Mann-
heim insists upon leaving open-ended the meaning of “deter-
mination”. He does not mean a mechanical cause-effect sequence,
“We leave the meaning of ‘determination’ open”, Mannheim
§tates, “and only empirical investigation will show us how strict
Is the correlation between life-situation and thought-process, or
What scope exists for variations in the correlation”.” The
German phrase “Seinsverbundenes Wissen”, he cautions, has a
Mmeaning which leaves open the exact nature of the determinism.
) Such a determination is to be regarded as a demonstrated fact
In those realms of thought in which it can be shown (a) that the
Process of knowing is influenced by extra-theoretical factors, i.e.,

y e?(istential factors rather than by an autonomous “inner di-
alectlc”, and (b) if these factors can be shown to penetrate into
the concrete content of knowledge.18

With the growing evidence of weaknesses connected with the
@ priori assumption of an “immanent intellectual history”, in-
dependent of the social process, it becomes increasingly evident
t0 Mannheim that
(2) eve
yxous
m

Ty formulation of a problem is made possible only by a pre-
] actual human experience which involves such a problem; (b)
Selection from the multiplicity of data there is involved an act of

- Mannheim, Ideology and U'topia, p. 266.

- ;vlfid theim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 267.
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will on the part of thc knower; and (c) forces arising out of living
experience are significant in the direction which the treatment of the
problem follows.1?

c. Relationism

In short, the results of Mannheim’s studies in the sociology of
knowledge lcad him decisively to the conclusion that the position
of the observer influences the results of thought. This fact leads
to one of Mannhecim’s basic doctrines, that of ‘“relationism”.
Reclationism refers to the fact that thought manifests itself as an
instrument of action; as such, it is socially conditioned and its
validity is linked to this social perspective. “Relationism”, he
writes, “does not signify that there are no critcria of rightness
and wrongness in a discussion. It does insist, however, that it
lies in the nature of certain assertions that they cannot be formu-
lated absolutely, but only in terms of the perspective of a given
situation,”20

d.  Particularization

The doctrine of relationism leads to another doctrine, that of
“particularization”. Having described the relational process, the
relational aspect of knowing as conceived by the sociology of
knowledge, Mannheim then faces the inevitable question: “What
can it tell us about the validity of an assertion that we would not
know if we had not been able to relate it to the standpoint of the
assertor?” In other words, have we said anything about the truth
or falsity of a particular assertion when it has been demonstrably
imputed to liberalism or to Marxism or to some other perspective?
This question brings the discussion to what is perhaps the most
critical issue of all, insofar as the epistemological implications
of Wissenssoziologie are concerned. Three answers have been
made to this question by various students of the sociology of
knowledge.2!

(a) The first answer, and one which is utilized predominantly

v Ibid., p. 268.
20 Jbid., p. 283.
1 Jbid., p. 283 f.
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by extreme functionalists and ideological analysts, proposes that
the absolute validity of an assertion is denied when its structural
relationship to a given social situation has been demonstrated.
Those who accept this position assume that the demonstration of
this sort of relationship is ipso facto refutation of the opponent’s
assertion. Those who accept this position generally utilize this
method as a device for annihilating the validity of all assertions —
cxcept perhaps their own.

(b) The second answer is in complete opposition to the first.
This view asserts that the imputations that the sociology of
knowledge establishes between a statement and its assertor tclls
us nothing concerning the truth-value of the asscrtion, since the
particular manner in which a statement originates does not affect
its validity.22 That is to say, whether an assertion is liberal or
conservative, fanatical or neutral, in and of itself gives no indi-
cation of its correctness. This view, in fact, denies any ultimate
relevance for the findings of thc sociology of knowledge, so far
as the problem of validity is concerned, and to this extent sees no
implications for epistemological pursuits. Such an attitude as this
is expressed by J. W. N. Watkins in his asscrtion that “the
sociologist of knowledge reveals that a skeptical epistemology is
the product of rootlcss, urban intellectuals like Socrates and
Descartes, whose faith has been shaken . .. (These social cxpla-
nations are sheer bluff)”.??

(c) In contrast to the two foregoing views, Mannhcim suggests
a third alternative, a third possible way of judging the validity
of an assertion.2* This view sees all assertions as being made
from a given perspective, inasmuch as there is always “a close
bond which connects the social process itself with intellectual
development and the formation of the mind”.2 The perspective
of an observer, therefore, must always be considered but a partial
and limited perspective. It should be noted that an important

= Ibid.
“J. W. N. Watkins, “Massification”, Review of Essays on the Sociology

of Culture, by Karl Mannheim, in Spectator, 197 (August 24, 1956), 258.
* Mannheim, /deology and Utopia, p. 284.

l‘(arl Mannheim, “Utopia”, Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, ed.
Edwin R. A. Seligman, XV (1935), 201.
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consequencc of Mannheim’s position is that an idea cannot be
refuted solely by laying bare its genesis. Once the interests have
been uncovered through the efforts of the sociology of knowledge,
it still remains to refute it directly, or to affirm its probable or
limited validity. The positive contribution of the sociology of
knowledge, in this connection, is that every complete and thor-
ough sociological analysis of knowlcdge delimits, in content as
well as structure, the view to be analyzed, enabling onc to observe
the limitations and specific context of any given perspective.2¢

The problem of validity, in contrast to the two opposing views,
lies in an intermcdiary position, the criteria for which will be
discussed in a subscquent section. The point to be made here is
simply that Mannhcim makes no claim whatsoever that sociology
of knowledge will supplant cpistemological inquiry, but rather
that ‘it has made certain discoveries which have “more than a
mere factual relevance”, and which have, in fact, “specific im-
plications for the cpistemological enterprise, seen from whatever
angle”.?” He declares that “the function of the findings of the
sociology of knowledge lies somewhere in a fashion hitherto not
clearly understood, betwecn irrelevance to the cstablishment of
truth on the one hand, and entirc adequacy for dctermining truth

» 28

on the other”.

2. Wissenssoziologie as Historical-Sociological Research

a.  Historical Reconstruction

A sccond aspect of the task of sociology of knowledge is con-
cerned with the problems of methodology and thc development of
techniques for historical-sociological rescarch. Mannheim consid-
ers this to be the most urgent and immediate task, to demonstrate
its ability to engage in actual empirical research and to work out
various criteria for assuring exactness and control over the em-
pirical truths issuing from this historical-sociological research. He

26 Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 284.
7 Ibid., p. 287.
w [bid., p. 307.
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believes that there is much to be learned methodologically from
the philological disciplines and from the methods used in the
history of art, particularly with reference to stylistic correlations
of various periods.*® In these two areas of study the methods of
“dating” and “placing” the various artistic, linguistic, literary, and
cultural phenomena are especially advanced and have much to
offer to the sociology of knowledge.

b. Typological Analysis
The basic task of rescarch in the sociology of knowledge is to
- find a means of determining the various perspectives or viewpoints
which gradually emerge in the history of thought, and to observe
the process of change and transmission in the social process. This
involves the reconstruction of integral modes of thought and
perspectives, and the discovery of the underlying unity of outlook
for the respective modes. Following this initial step, the recon-
structed “ideal types” or modes or perspectives arrived at through
the above procedurc then become indispensable hypotheses for
research, through the comparison of individual concrete cascs
with these ideal types.

C. The Problem of Imputation

Both of these steps are integral phases of the method of “impu-
tation”, which is the main clue to the methodological aspects of
the sociology of knowledge, the successful carrying out of which
will eventually produce the concrete picture of the development
of thought which has actually taken place. “This method”.
Mannheim asserts, “offers the maximum rcliability in the re-
construction of intellectual development, since it analyzcs into its
clements what at first was merely a summary impression of the
course of intellectual history, and by reducing this impression to
exglicit criteria makes possible a reconstruction of reality”.™
This is accomplished chiefly because the sociology of knowledge
seeks to single out what were previously “anonymous, unarticu-
29 Ibid.
30 Ibid.
3 Ibid., p. 308.
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lated forces” which are operative in the development of thought.

The controversics concerning the problems of imputation (e.g.,
the problem of the ambivalent character of “mixed types”, and
the question of which mode they are to be imputed) are not to be
scen as a refutation of the historical-sociological method, but are
seen to reinforce his position. Mannheim points out, for example,
that when questions arisc as to whether the work of certain artists
is imputablc to the Rennaissance or to the Baroque period and
style, this controversy by its very nature emphasizes the cxistence
of specific, articulate modes of artistic expression, which them-
sclves are the categories of analysis.?

Mannheim has been criticized for not delimiting specific types
of knowledge.’3 Thus he has raised problems, it is pointed out,
regarding methodologies for dealing with such heterogeneous
phenomena. Mannheim was very much aware of the methodologi-
cal complexities, but was insistent upon maintaining the continu-
ity and comprchensiveness of thought. For him various types of
mental activity are continuous and contiguous, and he continually
opposed any tendencies to treat the problem in a fragmented
manner. The following statement is an expression of this con-
cern:

By constantly taking account of all the various types of knowledge,
ranging from earlier intuitive impressions to controlled observation,
the sociology of knowledge seeks to obtain systematic comprehension .
of the relationship between social existence and thought. The whole
life of an historical-social group presents itself as an interdependent
configuration; thought is only its expression and the interaction be-
tween these two aspects of life is the essential element in the con-
figuration, the detailed interconnections of which must be traced if

it is to be understood.34

32 1bid.
3 Cf. Merton, op. cit., p. 496 f. for a discussion of this issue.
3 Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 309.



III. EXPOSITION OF MANNHEIM'S EPISTEMOLOGY

A. MANNHEIM'S CLAIMS FOR
EPISTEMOLOGICAL RELEVANCE

Mannheim insists that it is possible for onc to accept the empirical
results of the sociology of knowledge without drawing any cpi-
stemological conclusions. He does not say that this is a logical
path or a desirable one, but merely that it is possible for one to
do this. It simply mecans that on this assumption all epistemologi-
cal problems have becn avoided or pushed into the background,
and this procedure involves a very artificial separation. The
evidence presented under the discussion of particularization
“scarcely permits an easy intellectual conscicnce on this matter”.
The facts of particularization do not remain as mere facts, Mann-
heim contends, “but transcend bare fact and call for further
epistemological reflection”.!

The cmpirical observation that the position of the observer
influences the results of thought must sooncr or later lead onc to
raise the question as to the significance of this obscrvation for
the field of epistemology. It should be emphasized at this point
that Mannheim is not “anti-philosophical” or “anti-epistemo-
logical”, as has sometimes been claimed by Watkins and others.”
Mannheim approaches this problem as onc whose first intellec-
tual love was philosophy, and for whom to the end of his life,
the implicit concerns of philosophy held his attention, cven

' Ibid., p. 286.

*  Especially critical in this connection are the articles by J. W. N. Wat-
kin, op. cit., pp. 258-59, and Hans Speier, op. cit., p. 155.
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though at times he vigorously declaims certain kinds of philosophy.

The claim is not that the sociology of knowledge will replace .
epistemological inquiry, but rather that it has made some relevant
empirical discoveries which cannot be adequately dealt with until
there has been a basic revision of some of the current conceptions
and prejudices of present-day epistemology. The sociological fact
of particularization, which requires that we attribute only partial
validity to particular assertions, provides that “new element”
which compels the revision of fundamental presuppositions of
modern epistemology.? “We are thus implicitly called upon,”
Mannheim insists, “to find an epistemological foundation ap-
propriate to these more varied modes of thought. Moreover we
arc required to find if possiblc a theoretical basis under which can
be subsumed all the modes of thought which, in the course of
history, we have succceded in establishing”.t

Along with this claim is an argument for the recognition of
reciprocity between epistemology and the special sciences. Mann-,
heim rejects as untenable the claim that epistemology must de-
velop autonomously and independently of the progress of the
special sciences. New forms of knowledge, arising out of the
social conditions of life, do not have to be first “legitimized”
by an epistemology to decmonstrate that they arc possible. The
reverse is actually true, according to Mannheim,® since the deve-
lopment of the sciences and their respective theories grow out of
the actual working with empirical data, and the fortunes of epis-
temology reflect the shifts and changes and realignments already
necessitated by revolutions in the empirical procedures for getting
knowledge.

B. THE “POSITIVE ROLE" OF WISSENSSOZIOLOGIE
IN EPISTEMOLOGICAL ISSUES

Mannheim secs the sociology of knowledge as having a positive

¥ Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 289.
i Ibid., p. 290.
5 1bid., p. 289.
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role concerning epistemological issues, not merely a ncgative role
as most of his critics have assumed.

Once we realize that although epistemology is the basis of all the
empirical sciences, it can only derive its principles from the data sup-
plied by them, and once we realize, further, the extent to which
epistemology has hitherto been profoundly influenced by the ideal
of the exact sciences, then it is clearly our duty to inquire how the

problem will be affected when other sciences are taken into consider-
ation.s

Several lines of argument then follow from this observation, and
these Mannheim submits as legitimate cpistemological implicati-
ons deriving from the sociology of knowledge.

1. Inevitability of the “Human Equation”

First, it calls for a “revision of the thesis that the gencsis of a
proposition is under all circumstances irrelevant to its truth”.?
This, he believes, is a radical challenge to the abrupt and absolute
dualism between “validity” and ‘“existence”, and betwecn
t‘fact” and “value” which is characteristic respectively of most
idealistic and positivistic epistemologies. In these two traditions
such a dualism is regarded as impregnable and is, according to
Mannheim, “the most immediate obstacle to the unbiased utili-
zation of the findings of the sociology of knowledge”. Mannheim’s
assertion is merely a plea for the recognition that the “human
equation” is always present, requiring a new understanding of the
knowledge problem. But it is not a weakness of our minds which
prevents us from finding the truth: “cven a god could not
formulate a proposition on historical subjects like 2 x 2 = 4,
for what is intelligible in history can be formulated only with
reference to problems and conceptual constructions which them-
selves arise in the flux of historical experience” .8

¢ Ibid., p. 292,
7 Ibid.
R 1bid., p. 79.
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2. The Need for a New “Thought Model”

Sccond, the revised epistemology calls for a new model of thought.
The old epistemology was built upon the axioms taken over
from the quantifiable sciences, and is for the most part an extensi-
on of the tendencics characteristic of this lirmited form of knowl-
edge. What is nceded is a thought model which is appropriate to
the qualitative sciences. This new model will be, presumably,
inclusive of the wide range of types of knowledge (including the
quantifiable sciences) which are at the disposal of the epistemo-
logist. The present model, that based upon the quantifiable
sciences, is exclusive, in that it is limited only to a select type
of knowledge.?

3. The Activistic Element of Thought

Third, a revised epistemology will take into account the activis-
tic element of thought. The objective is not to attempt to elemi-
natc this activistic, sclective character of the process of thought,
but rather to become awarc of this activistic factor and to raise
it into the sphere of the controllable.!®

4. Rejection of “Sphere of Truth” Notion

Fourth, the proposed revised epistemology would discard as its
primary tenet the notion of a sphere of truth as such.* Mannheim
objects that this positing of an “as such” sphere of truth virtually
strips humanity of everything vital, corporeal, historical or social,
since it is these very elements which current theory attempts to
submerge in its effort to deal with the problem of knowing. Mann-
heim’s observation on this matter is very much to the point:

It is necessary to raise the question time and again whether we can
imagine the concept of knowing without taking account of the whole
complex of traits by which man is characterized, and how, without

® Karl Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge, ed. and trans.
by Paul Kecskemeti (New York, Oxford University Press, 1952), p. 189.
v Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 295.

1 1bid., p. 297.
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these presuppositions we can even think of the concept of knowing,
to say nothing of actually engaging in the act of knowing.!2

5. Relevance of the Perspectivistic Element

Fifth, the revised epistemology will take fully into account thc
essentially perspectivistic element in certain types of knowledgc.!
Thus, in certain types of historical-social knowledge it will be
considered not only as quite natural but quite inevitable that a
given conclusion should contain the traces of the existential posi-
tion of the knower. “The problem,” according to Mannheim,
“lies not in trying to hide thesc perspectives or in apologizing
for them, but in inquiring into the question of how, granted
these perspectives, knowledge and objectivity arc still possible”.!*
He states this affirmative position in still another way:

The problem is not how we might arrive at a nonperspectivistic pic-
ture but how, by juxtaposing the various points of view, each per- -
§PeCtiVe may be recognized as such and thereby a new level of ob-
Jectivity attained. Thus we come to the point where the false ideal
of a detached, impersonal point of view must be replaced by the
ideal of an essentially human point of view which is within the limits
of a human perspective constantly striving to enlarge itself.1s

C. OBJECTIVITY REDEFINED

What is here proposed is what might be termed a highly refined
subjectivity, freed as far as possible from the illusion of “absolute
objectivity”, as sensitized as possible to the subjective and human
elements which are inherent in it, as internally coherent as hu-
man limitations permit it to be. Thus refined, it offers a new
Orientation toward the meaning of objectivity, newly defined by
a humanized epistemology. Mannheim makes it emphatically
clear that this solution does not imply renunciation of the postu-
12 Ibid., p. 297.

¥ Ibid., p. 296.
Y Ibid.

15 Ibid., p. 297,
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late of objectivity.’® It does not deny the possibility of arriving
at decisions in factual disputes. It does not involve the acceptance
of fictionalism or illusionism. It does not assert that objects arec
non-existent. It does not conclude that reliance upon observation
is useless and futile. And finally:

The result even here is not relativism in the sense of one assertion
being as good as another. Relationism, as we use it, states that every
assertion can only be relationally formulated. It becomes relativism
only when it is linked with the older static ideal of cternal, unper-
spectivistic truths independent of the subjective expericnce of the ob-
server, and when it is judged by this alien ideal of absolute truth.17

Thesc claims are not a denial of the importance of cpistcmology,
for Mannhcim insists that cpistemological presuppositions are bas-
ically involved in cvery scientific pursuit, and he urges that per-
sons in the respective sciences proceed with the business of ex-
amining these presuppositions upon which they operate. He makes
this interest explicit by asserting that: “To every factual form of -
knowledge belongs a theoretical foundation.” ' Mannheim is pre-
pared to examine his own theoretical position, and makes a
scrious effort to hold himsclf accountable for the epistemological
implications for which he has insisted that others be held ac-
countable. This is evident in the proposals which he has made
for thec new lines of epistemological development. Most signif-
icant in this regard arc the directions which he has pointed with
respect to the problem of “validity”, thc meaning of ‘“‘objec-
tivity”, and the possibility of a new oricntation to the problem.

D. PERSPECTIVAL VALIDITY

Mannheim’s position, it was noted, offcred a mediating position
with respect to the problem of interpreting the “validity” of a
given ‘“‘perspective”, “Perspective”, as here used, signifies the
manner in which one views an object, what one perceives in it,

18 Ibid., p. 301.

17 Ibid., p. 300.
8 Ibid., p. 290.
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and how one construes it in his thinking; it is something more
than a merely formal determination of thinking. The problem is
now to see how, in terms of Mannheim’s conception of knowl-
edge, one may identify the perspective which is valid from the
ones which are not valid. What are the criteria to be utilized in
this new conception of truth? Mannheim discusses scveral such
criteria.

1. Criterion of Unanimity

Insofar as different observers arc identified with the same per-
spective, and utilize the same conceptual and categorial appara-
tus (as in a highly controlled experiment), they will be able to
arrive at similar results and be in a position to eradicate as an
error everything which deviates from this unanimity.* It is sup-
posed that what will be seen by all observers sharing the same
point of view really exists in the thing being observed, and thus
is merely a means of suppressing the personal equation and es-
tablishing “authentic socially conditioned knowledge”.2 Mann-
heim assumes that “sharing the same point of view” is possible,
within limits, and this is a methodological problem which ig
not beyond solution.!

2. Criterion of Perspectival Synthesis

The problem here becomes more difficult, since we now haye
several views of the same thing emanating from different per-
spectives. Mannheim attempts to show how we attain a certain
objectivity by comparing different perspectives. In such a case,
what has been correctly but differently perceived by the different
perspectives must be understood in the light of the differences in
structure of these varied modes of perception. He maintains that
an effort must be made to find a formula for translating the
results of one into those of the other and to discover a common

1 Ibid., p. 300.
20 Ibid,

21

2 Ibid., p. 301,
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dcnominator for these varying perspectival insights. “Once such
a common denominator has been found, it is possible to separate
the neccesary differences of the varying views from the arbitrarily
conceived and mistaken elements, which here too should be
considered as errors.” 22

Does this procedure of seeking a common denominator leave
one with a residue (i.e., what can be seen from any point of
view) or, on the contrary, does it imply the creation of a new,
larger perspective which will synthesize the previous ones? Mann-
heim appears to conceive of an integration of points of view into
a dynamic synthesis, an emerging ever-more-comprehensive pro- -
gressive synthesis. He is not at all clear concerning just how this
is to come about.2® He refers this, presumably, to his dialectical
historicism, which might be proposed to resolve the problem.

3. Ceriterion of the Best Perspective

One is still facing the problem of “objectivity” when he is
confronted with different perspectives. He must then ask which
of the various points of view is the best. For this, too, Mannheim
suggests a criterion: “As in the case of the visual perspective,
where certain positions have the advantage of revealing the de-
cisive features of the object, so here pre-eminence is given to that
perspective which gives evidence of the greatest comprehensive-
ness and greatest fruitfulness in dealing with empirical mater-
ials.” 24

The best point of view will then be that which is the broadest
and the most fruitful. He has alrcady defined the broadest per-
spective as the one which, going beyond oppositions, permits a
synthesis. On the other hand, the point of view which is most
fruitful is the one which allows the most adequate adjustment of
the action to the objective we wish to obtain. According to Mann-
heim’s position, it would appear, moreover, that an idea may be
said to be fruitful, or efficient, when it allows either conduct

22 Ibid., p. 300.
2 bid., p. 301.
3 Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 301
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adapted to the situation in which it develops or, on the other
hand, when it permits the effective preparation of a future social
order. “A theory then is wrong,” Mannheim writes, “if, in a
given practical situation, it uses concepts and categories which,
if taken seriously, would prevent man from adjusting himsclf at
that historical stage.” 25

Thus, lacking unanimity in perspective, that perspective is the
best one which, at a given moment of history, gives the possibility
for the broadest synthesis, and permits the best adaptation to the
situation. At this point again, however, this formulation in terms
of making the “best adaptation to the situation” begs the ques-
tion at hand, which is now: “Best with reference to what ob-
jectives?” Mannheim has here thrown open the whole axiological
question which is to be dealt with in subsequent sections of thig
dissertation. Does he, at this point, throw the reader back upon
a set of metaphysical presuppositions? This axiological question
can only be resolved upon further examination of Mannheim’s
own sociological perspective and a critical analysis of his social
philosophy, to discover what really are his presuppositions with
regard to value, and the connection, if any, between these axiolog-
ical presuppositions and his sociological presuppositions.

*  Ibid., p. 95.



IV. ANALYSIS OF VALUE COMPONENTS IN
MANNHEIM’S WRITINGS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter will present an analysis of the value components in
Mannheim’s writings. A preliminary word should be said about
the semantic problem involved in such an analysis of Mannheim’s
work, especially as it pertains to the problem of value and to the
many substitute terms which Mannheim uses to refer to the value
dimensions of human experience. A brief summary of the terms
which he uses to designate the value aspects of experience would
include the following: value, valuation, aim, goal, goal direction,
attitude, objective, interest, virtues, qualities, cultural aspects,
morals, sentiments, proper ends, social codes, conduct patterns,
way of life, ideology, utopia. Some of these terms may appear to
be rather spurious items to include in such a list, and yet their
use by Mannheim in specific contexts reveal that he is referring
to the valuational side of experience, and he often uses the above
terms interchangeably with the word value.

In the more detailed analysis that follows, the contextual use
of these terms will be evident. The very ambiguity of the terms
themselves, and Mannheim’s interchangeable use of such terms,
constitute a rea] part of the problem.

The following analysis of categories will attempt to establish
as clearly as possible the context of Mannheim’s own usage and
his intended meanings. The purpose of this analysis is to attempt
to extract from Mannheim’s sociological system the value com-
ponents that are evident, and operative, in that system.
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A. VALUE - INTRINSIC AND INSTRUMENTAL

The instrumental character of valuc is rcadily apparent in much
of Mannheim’s writing. In much of his discussion about *“thc
value situation” or “the value-generating situation”, valuec is
largely identified with goal-seeking activity.

Mannheim at one point distinguishes what he claims to be
“the philosophical” and “the sociological” interpretation of
values.! After asking “What are values?” he then proceeds to
explain that “to the idealist philosopher — even to the man in
the street — they present themsclves as eternal qualities, as gifts
or commands from Heaven, as transcendental forces”. On the
contrary, to the sociologist they are “part and parcel of the social
process — functions of the social process”. Further he states that
to the sociologist values are “neither abstract entities nor intrinsic
qualities” of an object.2 In short, one cannot meaningfully talk
about values at all apart from a valuing subject.

In Mannheim’s basic setting of what he terms the value-gener-
ating situation, he sees three factors: organism, situation, and
9bject.3 The “object”, he explains, refers to values, goals, or
interests, which he does not basically differentiate. The organism
is necessary to give real meaning to the idea of value. The situation
provides the necessary context for action, within which the or-
ganism makes a particular act of judgment and selection. Mann-
heim gives a further elaboration of this goal-oriented or interest-
directed activity of the individual.

We can start by considering an object of interest from the point of
view of its subjective clement. Once my interest has focussed on the
object, however, the objective relationship between the object and
me becomes more and more important. In this broader sense we can

speak about interest in cultural objects, like a philosophy. In this case
interest means objects which enlist our attention.

_From interest, in the sense that I am “interested in” a thing, we must
distinguish interest which has the special implication of personal ad-
vantage, which we sometimes call self-interest. As an instance of this
I may want to get the greatest amount possible in the fields of power,

' Karl Mannheim, Systematic Sociology (New York, Philosophical Li-
brary, 1958), p. 131.

* Ibid,
3 Ibid., p. 133.
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prestige or economic gain. It is principally the wish for advantage
which urges me to purposive activitics. This means that interest com-
pels me to organise my bchaviour to attain this given end of cal-
culation, and in this case we can speak about the second sense of
interest mentioned earlier, rational interest. This implies calculation
and striving for a given end and is a complex form of adjustment,
- because calculation implies choosing the means which lead most ef-
fectively to that end in the shortest way with the greatest economy
of effort. “It implies a positive control over the sources necessary to
carry purposes into effect and possession of the means to satisfy
desires and the trained powers of mind and particularly of initiative
and reflection required for free preference and for circumspect and
farseeing desires.”

In this rather definitive statement by Mannheim, hc has set the
problem very clearly in terms of a means-ends situation. He has
further suggested a differentation of the mcans-value and the
end-value. There is not only the question of dctermining the ends
to be sought, but there is, simultaneously, the question of deter-
mining the proper means of achieving those ends.

The value of the means is determined by the nature of the ends,
which require a certain kind of organized bchavior to achieve the
goal or interest desired. These instrumental values or achieve-
ment-oricnted values are themselves of varying character, in that
they may lead “effectively to that end in the shortest way with
the greatest economy of effort” or they may be ineffective or
wasteful of effort and energy, as Mannheim suggests.

He speaks also in the above statement of a positive “control
over the sources necessary to carry purposes into effect”, and of
thc “means to satisfy desires”, as well as “calculating and
striving for a given end”. All of these imply a differentation
between the two dimensions of value which may here, even on
Mannheim’s own ground, be termed instrumental and intrinsic.
The definition of the two words used here follows that of Bright-
man who suggests that “intrinsic values are those that we prize
for their own sake” while “instrumental values are whatever

causes or leads to intrinsic values”.’
4 Ibid., p. 37. Mannheim’'s quoted source is not identificd.

5 Edgar S. Brightman, An Introduction to Philosophy (New York, Henry
Holt and Co., 1961), p. 144.
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The use of the term intrinsic may seem at first quite illegitimate,
recalling that Mannheim has previously stated quite bluntly that
“values are not abstract entities nor are they intrinsic qualities
of an object”.® His use of the term intrinsic in that instance was
equated with independent, that is, independent of a valuing sub-
ject. This he firmly rejects. He does however, use the word in-
trinsic on other occasions to refer to the goals and values which
individuals or groups are secking to fulfill. He refers, for ex-
ample, to certain cultural patterns which are “intrinsically good”,
or to certain attitudes as “intrinsically worth while”. He speaks
of “doctrinal disputes and fights for intrinsic values”.? Again, he
sees the task of modern education to be the cultivation of types
which “have the capacity to sublimate, to strive for intrinsic
values” 8 He thus uses the word intrinsic as identifying a certain
value category, without at all implying any independence of
such intrinsic value from a valuing subject. Hence, it seems appro-
priate to use his word to designate the category of ends, goals, -
Interests which appear in the value-situation, not as independent
of any valuing subject, but also as not nccessarily cxternally
related to other values or other objects of valuation. In short,
there are goods and there are goods for achieving those goods.

* Intrinsic values appear to refer generally to actual qualities of
€Xperience, in contrast to normative values, which will be dis-
Cussed later,

) Is there further evidence that Mannheim involves in his think-
mgz consciously or not, implicitly or otherwise, the catcgory
Of Intrinsic values? He speaks of “cultural products as they are
gVen in immediacy”.? Also, in the same paragraph he refers to
cultura) products “as they present themselves when we grasp
them adequately as value objects in the immediate, unreflected
aPPr.Oiich to the value in question”. Then he continues by dis-
cussing the structure of the “cultural product taken in imme-
diacy”, and outlines the characteristic features of this “immedi-
'7' Manoheim, Systematic Sociology, p. 131.

YOI(arl Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction (New

rk, Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1954), p. 67.
“ Ibid., p. 203

Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge, p. 64.
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ately given structurc”.!® He appears to be saying that such cultural
products, such “value objects” (literary, aesthetic, technological,
or otherwise) present themselves as immediate, unreflected value
to a valuing subject, i.c., the valuer prizes them for their own
sake.

Is there an intuitive theory operating here? Is this compatible
with an earlier-quoted statement that values are “part and parcel
of the social process — functions of the social process”?!* Does
Mannheim mean that values are exclusively functions of the
social process, totally dependent upon and varying with the social
process? Or can they be both?

The problem of the relation between his intrinsic and instru-
mental values is reflected most clearly in an illustration which
Mannheim uses in an introductory study of value, in a chapter
called “The Philosophical and Sociological Interpretation of
Values”. The illustration is intended to demonstrate his approach
to the understanding of value, as contrasted with the theological
and philosophical approach “which appeals to the thought hab-
its of men accustomed to act under authority”.12

Let us take a very simple concrete situation in which valuation oc-
curs. I wish to drive a nail into a piece of wood and I therefore look
at everything in terms of its “hammer value”—that is to say, measure
its capacity to meet the spccial situation. I try out different objects;
some of them are effective and become active factors in the context
of my life. In this case, as in other cases, there is no abstract value,
but certain things become valuable in the context of a certain activity,
through performing a desired function. As a matter of fact the “ham-
mer value” corresponds to an emotionalization of certain functions
which become important in our lives. That is to say, the value is not
inherent in any object or activity as such, but cach may become

valuable if it becomes necessary and therefore emphasized in the
context of life 13

It is important to note that in the context of this discussion, no
attention whatever ig paid to the purpose for which the nail was

10 JIbid.

11 Mannheim, Systematic Sociology, p. 131.
12 Ibid., p. 132.

13 Ibid.
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to be driven into the wood. What is the end, the goal, the structure
prized for its own sake, for which “hammer value” or instrumen-
tal value is sought? The most significant clue to his understanding
of the value situation, in this instance, is the conclusion vhich
he draws above, viz., that “the value is not inherent in any object
or activity as such, but each may become valuable if it becomes
necessary and therefore emphasized in the context of life”.

It would be a mistake to infer too much from a single such
illustration, but this example is submitted as basically represen-
tative of Mannheim’s arcas of emphasis and of de-emphasis.
?Basically, he tends much of the time toward a predominantly
instrumentalist approach. Meanwhile, as in the above illustration,
the intrinsic value (of house, or whatever the nail and hammer
were intended for) is only implicit.

Moreover, because Mannheim feels convinced that sociology
is the discipline which can analyze the “hammer valuc”, the
- instrumental values of society, he concludes that this discipline
should thus become the rightful custodian of the values of society.

What will really happen will be that the theological and philosophical
obligation will be replaced by a sociological one. The theological and
to a large extent the philosophical justification of values appeals to
the thought habits of men accustomed to act under authority, whilst
the sociological approach appeals to the democratically educated man
because the social obligation can be reasonably tested. Another ad-
vantage of the sociological concept is that it both explains the obliga-
tion and opens the door to reforms, whereas the old absolute cop-
ception rendered reform slower.

Immediately the questions arise: “Social obligation” to whgs?
and, “Reasonably tested” against what?

Mannheim has a somewhat unsteady confidence in just what
achievements sociology is capable of producing. In contrast to
the above-quoted confidence in the sociological justification of
values, he mentions in another place the difficulty which his
sociological historicism does encounter in determining the proper
goals or ends of human beings.

Y Ibid., p. 132.
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Now we do not want to deny that historicism does encounter diffi-
culties—and they arise precisely at this point. For whilc we can see
the meaning, the goal-directedness of the overall development in so
far as closed periods are concerned, we cannot sec such a goal-mean-
ing for our own period. Since the future is always a secret, we can
only make conjectures about the total pattern of meaning of which
our present is a part; . . .15

What then is to determine these goals or end-values? Mannheim
seems on the onc hand to be saying that they are mere conjectures.
On the other hand, he scems to be declaring that sociology can
somehow providc a *“sociological justification”.

Mannheim has set forth, in numerous discussions of value and
the valuc-gencrating situation, both the instrumental and intrin-
sic character of value. He appears at times to be a thoroughgoing
functionalist or instrumentalist, somewhat indifferent to the ex-
istence of intrinsic values. At other times, he scems to give
attention to both the instrumental and intrinsic values of human
experience. Basically, he appears to recognize an organic con-
nection between the two.

Human nature as a whole will always be determined by the structure

"and nature of the goal which man sets himsclf to attain, since out
of this goal comes the thread which links together the whole chain
of his conduct.1¢

Man’s goals, and the thread of conduct which constitutes the
means orienting the individual toward those goals, are organically
related. These are the intrinsic and instrumental values of his
system. Mannheim is generally very conscious of the polarities of
existence, and he recognizes that instrumental values are incon-
ceivable apart from some intrinsic goods or ultimate values toward
which they arc aimed at producing or achieving. Contrariwisc,
he is very conscious of the fact that intrinsic values, sheer goals,
apart from any actualizing process, are meaningless abstractions.
This is evident in his rather forthright reaction against certain
abstract idealistic systems, which, as noted carlier, he tends to
equate with all philosophy.

15 Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge, p. 172,
16 Ibid., p. 258.
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In assessing the instrumentalist character of Mannheim’s
thought, and his frequent tendency to rely heavily upon a func-
tionalist approach, there are nonetheless occasional remonstrances
against functionalism and pragmatism. Here Mannheim passes
his own critical judgment upon the limitations and the dangers of
functionalism.

The Romantics and their contemporary disciples were defending the
unsophisticated immediateness of human experience, the desire to
accept things simply as they presented themselves. People and things
exist in their own right and not simply as functions of other entities.
Their very existence is a fulfillment of their inner nature. The only
Proper way to treat them is to approach them directly and not by
roundabout routes, as a function of something else. In the same way,
spiritual experiences, whether moral or religious, once reverenced as
transcendent realities, are in the modern approach deprived of their
true nature when they are conceived as artefacts. The functional ap-
proach no longer regards ideas and moral standards as absolute values,
but as products of the social process, which can if necessary be changed
by scientific guidance combined with political practice.

This Romanticist criticism is undoubtedly a profound one, and will
still preserve its value in the future. Its task is to remind us con-
tinually of the limitation of the functional approach and of the
danger of jtg becoming universal. The functional approach is only one
of the many the human mind has created, and the world would be
the poorer if jt were to replace our more genuine ways of approaching

reality 17

As conscious as Mannhcim was of the limits and dangers of
universalizing the functional approach, the question remains ag
to why he then proceeded to universalize it himself, thus syp-
Suming at times the domains of philosophy, theology, and other
Specialized disciplines, and replacing what he called “our more
genuine ways of approaching rcality” with a sociological ap-
proach.

Neverthe]ess, the inquiry into the intrinsic and instrumental
character of value has thus far given no indication of how intrinsic
values, or goals, are to be selected, judged, or identified. What
.has been suggested by Mannheim on occasion is a self-revealing
Immediacy of such values. Alongside of this, there is his assertion

" Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, p. 241,
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of a sociological justification, but thus far no indication by him
as to /ow this justification is to occur.

B. VALUE - INCLUSIVE AND EXCLUSIVE

Mannheim gives considerable attention to what may be termed
the inclusive and exclusive character of value. Again, as in the
discussion of instrumental and intrinsic character of value, Mann-
heim’s thought ranges widely across the whole field of cultural
products (intellectual, religious, aesthetic, and technological).
The terms inclusive and exclusive are not here being sct over
against intrinsic and instrumental values, as if it were an cither/
or situation. The point is not to suggest that values are cither
one or the other, but rather that all are, in one way or another,
varying dimensions of the value experience.

The term inclusive is here used to suggest values that encompass
other values, as a whole encompasses its parts, and as shared
experience of values encompasses the experience of more than
onc person. Hence, inclusive refers not to any supreme set of
values in an absolute sense, but rather to varying levels of
comprchensiveness, as varying wholes may be parts of larger
wholes. Exclusive values, on the other hana, refer to the partic-
ularistic character of value. Such values are limited to a particular
person, or serve a partial or particular end, or are embodied in
and experienced by a particular and limited group. In the sense
here indicated, these terms refer to an important aspect of Mann-
heim’s understanding of the value situation.

For example, in discussing the values of democratization,
Mannheim points out that the vertical relationships involved in a
stratified society may produce an inclusiveness on certain limited
levels. The social values of a given professional group, such as
doctors, provide a cohesive clement and sustain the life of that
particular group, i.e., they are inclusive of that professional group.
However, they are simultancously exclusive and particularistic,
in that they do not encompass other social groups, other persons
in society. Democratization, on the contrary, involves the value
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of the person-to-person relationship — a horizontal rather than
a vertical relationship — and as such involves value experiences
which transcend (i.e., they are inclusive of) the vertical relation-
ships and the limited inclusiveness that was involved in that strat-
ification. “The real opportunity that democratization gives us,”
he writes, ‘“consists in being able to transcend all social catcgo-
ries and experience love as a purely personal and existential
matter.” 18

Elsewhere, in a discussion of the valuc of compctition and
cooperation, he points out that competition has its own range of
inclusiveness, in producing certain positive structural tcnsions in
certain types of social settings. But, on the other hand, compe-
tition also is “a force which compels people to act against one
another”, i.e., to seek values which are exclusive and particularis-
tic.1e Cooperation, Mannheim believes, is essentially inclusive,
encompassing and embracing other values, such as “likeminded-
ness, sympathy, mutual helpfulness”, which are “important inte-
grating forces”.20 But all of these in turn, Mannheim acknowled-
ges, have a more ultimate value referent, a “common external
purpose” which can guide persons to a more complete integra-
tion.2t

The valuational side of cxperience is often expressed by Mann-
heim in terms of general social forces and processes “which
either bring people together (these are the integrating forces) or
urge them to act against one another”.2* But these should not be
taken to mean that inclusive values are to be strictly equated
with “good” and that exclusive values are to be equated with
“evil”. He recognizes that certain levels of inclusiveness may
involve simultaneously both positive and negative elements.

Speaking of the fascist countrics, he acknowledges not only
their “brutal methods” and “primitive impulses”, but also points

out that “in one respect the Fascist countries are superior to the
liberal states”.

18

' Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Culture, p. 243.

Mannheim, Systematic Sociology, p. 89.
20 I1bid,

2 Jbid.
2 Ibid., p. 103.
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The crisis through which they are passing has compelled them to
make some attempt to solve the psychological problems of modern
mass society, particularly unemployment . .. [Fascism] does at least
try, however brutal its methods, to remove the psychological effects
of permanent unemployment.23

He cites the instance of the German authorities who succeeded
in abolishing the hatred of Poland “for as long as they wished
in a very short space of time” as an example of the “positive
value” of German fascism.2* He comments also upon the values of
a particularistic cultural heritage, and the unifying positive values
which may accompany the level of inclusiveness manifested by
fascist society.

As regards the modern movements of mass ecstasy, an entircly
negative policy towards them would be futile. It is unlikely that there
should be no positive values compatible with such unifying emotions
on a large scale. They represent a kind of shared experience, and the
proper question to ask is whether their spiritualization instead of
sheer emotionalization would be feasible. After all, a Cathedral Mass
is also a spiritualized collective ecstatic experience. The problem,
therefore, is rather to find new forms of spiritualization than com-

pPletely to deny the potentialities inherent in the new forms of group
existence. 25

Thus Mannheim does not equate exclusiveness or inclusiveness
with negative or positive value, as such, but seeks rather to find
the kinds of inclusiveness and the kinds of particularism which
are ultimately compatible. What is desired is the “emancipated
individual”. Such a person is one who can discriminate between
and among the various levels of inclusiveness and the different
kinds of particularistic values, and move toward a morc “‘compre-
hensive integration of the world”.

We may call a person “emancipated” who does not think in terms
of “my country—right or wrong”, who is not a chauvinist expecting
his parish church to be the most magnificent in the world. He achieves

emancipation by partial uprooting, by selecting for personal iden-
*  Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, p. 258.

4 Ibid., p. 260.

*  Karl Mannheim, Diagnosis of Our Time (New York, Oxford University
Press, 1944), p. 161.
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tification only certain traditions and values of his community. [Italics
mine.] In so doing he does not shut out the character-forming in-
fluences of community participation, nor does he sacrifice his right
to independent thought and personal development. He is emancipated
because he is always ready to move toward a more comprehensive
integration of the world but he does so without turning cosmopolitan
by denouncing his solidarity with his nation. The emancipated person
shares the fate of his country but his vision reaches beyond the sacro-
egoismo of modern nationalism. An increasing number of eman-

cipated citizens in all camps can help to bring about an integrated
world for all.2¢

Further aspects of these levels of inclusiveness and types of
particularistic values, are discussed by Mannheim in regard to the
values of asceticism,?” democratization and commercialism,2®
laissez-faire and social disorganization,® social coordination and
conformity,3 limited valuational perspectives,3* pacifist virtucs
and militarist virtues,’* BBC programming and class stratifica-
tion.” In each of these instances the problem of inclusivencss (or
shared values), and exclusiveness (or particularistic values), is a
significant part of Mannheim’s discussion, even though set within
varying frameworks of discussion.

This discussion of the inclusive and exclusive character of va-
lue is not intended to imply any kind of static character in the
value of experience. On the contrary, this entire discussion had tq
be seen against the background of what Mannheim refers to ag
a “dynamic social ontology”, with its constant flux and change
of human experience. This aspect of change will be more fully
elaborated in a succeeding section, but it is important to note at
this point the relationship of inclusiveness and cxclusiveness to
this flux and change of human experience. It is this multi-faceted

0 Karl Mannheim, Freedom, Power, and Democratic Planning (New
York, Oxford University Press, 1950), p. 63.

3 Mannheim, Diagnosis of Our Time, p. 156.

*  Mannheim, Freedom, Power, and Democratic Planning, p. 264.

*  Mannheim, Diagnosis of Our Time, p. 105.

;063 Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, pp. 262-
31 Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 152.

32 Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, p. 355.
33 Mannheim, Diagnosis of Our Time, p. 45.
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character of value, inclusive and exclusive, with positive and
negative implications, which constitutes the core of tension and
conflict which is at the heart of human value expericnce, and of
which Mannheim is very much aware.

He notes the ‘“disturbances in the process of valuation”
caused by “the contacts between formerly separated value
arcas”. Various political forms and varying social patterns, re-
presenting cultural values, “arise in the dynamic unfolding of
conflicting forces”.» He insists that we can no longer view
democracy as “the sum-total of ideal aspirations contrasting
with an imperfect reality”, but rather as a dynamic struggle
between competing values, the advanced form of which is a
“constantly renewed attempt at synthesis of all the existing
perspcctives aiming at a dynamic reconciliation”.3¢

Competition, like struggle, is a universal category of life—in biology
we speak about a struggle for life—and it is a general category of
social life. Many people believe that competition is a purely economic
phenomenon mainly represented by barter. But nothing could be
more wrong than this limitation of the meaning of the word. The
principle of competition is equally at work when any kind of race
takes place, the common end being for cach of several competitors
to try to reach the goal first. But there is also competition when
two different scientific schools attempt to solve the same problem,
or if two men wish to marry the same woman. It is 1mportant. to see
that these different things all belong together because competition is
at work in all these fields.37

Competition, then, is seen by Mannheim to be a major facet of
the basic dimension of conflict in the social matrix within which
human valuation occurs. Value conflicts also occur between the
varying norms established by groups and institutions within

society, producing a valuational schizophrenia within the mem-
bers of that society.

The Church, for instance, preaches that it is wrong to kill; the State,
that to do so may sometimes be a man's highest duty. The family

4 Ibid., p. 24.

3 Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 171.
3 Ibid.

37 Mannheim, Systematic Sociology, p. 76.
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teaches the idea of brotherly love, whereas society presents the same
individual with situations to which egotism, if not hatred, is the only
adequate response. Indeed, it is not wholly wrong to speak of our
times as a “neurotic age”, neurosis being its characteristic illness,

Provoked by a series of institutionalized conflicts.38

Thus Mannheim’s conception of value appears to be anything but
a static view, but rather one of conflict, competition, intcgral
Cooperation, struggle for survival, within the context of a con-
stantly changing social reality.

Having acknowledged these aspects of tension within the hu-
man value experience, Mannheim also insists that these forces
cannot of themselves resolve the conflict that has resulted. Society
organized in a hierarchical manner, based upon inequality, rooted
in perpetual conflict of interests, and aiming at conflicting goals,
“cannot last long, because these inequalities will create so great
a tension in society that it will be impossible to establish even
that minimum of tacit consent which is the conditio sine qua non
of the functioning of a system”.?* Such tension, indefinitely perpet-
uated and perennially unresolved, leads to chaos, loss of meaning,
and a moral or valuational sickness of thc individual and the
entire social organism.

In sceking for a solution to this problem of “displacement
and disturbance in our value systems”, Mannheim suggests that
“synthesis” and “integration” and “dynamic reconciliation”
are possible, and that these are the desirable alternatives. These
Valuational processes each presuppose the goals of “unity”,
“wholeness”, and “harmony”, which are, in fact, Mannhejm’s
Valuational presuppositions in this entire discussion.

As he seeks to set forth the problem of conflicting values and
their reconciliation, it is evident that Mannheim has his own
order for the hierarchy of values. He introduces certain ultimate
Vvalues, upon which hinge his hierarchy of values and his judgment
in ordering the “cultural products” of society, and toward which
Point the processes of “synthesis”, “integration”, and “dynamic
reconciliation”.

% Karl Mannheim, Essays on Sociology and Social Psychology, ed. by
Paul Kecskemeti (New York, Oxford University Press, 1953), p. 259.
% Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, p. 364.
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Communists and Fascists also plan society, but they destroy the
values of Western civilization and abolish Freedom, Democracy and
respect for Personality. In contrast to this solution, the democratic

form of planning will do cverything to make planning compatible
with these values.4¢

It is important, he points out, that as many keen minds as possible
be brought together, in order that their perspectives be brought
into a synthesis and their “isolated activities correlated through
an integrating vision of the pattern as a whole”. Even so, it is his
values (his assumed “ultimates” of freedom, democracy, per-
sonality, unity, harmony, wholeness) which inform his proposed
method for arriving at a truly integrated vision. Elsewhere, he
writes that nothing can be saved from the “wreckage of liberal-
ism” except “its values, among others, the belief in a free per-
sonality”. “Thus the old ideal of freedom can only be attained
by the technique of planning for freedom.”** These values are
Mannheim’s own ultimately inclusive values, and the basic star-
ting points of his social theory. But, being inclusive, they are also
particularistic. Being universal in their inclusiveness, they thus
pertain to every person in a specific and particularistic way.
“Democracy as a political institution,” Mannheim writes, “is a
projection on to the organizational plane of the principle of
brotherhood, everyone being equal at least in political rights and
opportunities”.42 The broader the base of inclusiveness, the more
universal are the possibilities of particularistic values.

Mannheim suggests that the awarcness of different levels of
inclusive and exclusive values can help lead to the rational mas-
tery of these values, through a sustained and articulate attempt
to bring “synthesis”, “integration”, and “value reconciliation”.
Again, hc sets forth a large task for sociology in asserting that
“political sociology in this sense must be conscious of its function
as the fullest possiblc synthesis of the tendencies of an epoch”.43
Further, it is thc task of sociology “to teach what alone is

4 Mannheim, Diagnosis of Qur Time, p. 144.

Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, p. 364.
Mannheim, Diagnosis of Our Time, p. 151.

Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 164.

A1
42

.
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teachable, namely, structural relationships; the judgments them-
selves cannot be taught but we can interpret them” .44

He urges a greater emphasis upon “the appreciation of those
fundamental values which ultimately integrate groups, and on
those fundamental values which are the products of the historical
life of the community, and on new ideals which aim at the just
reconstruction of society”.® But what are the difficulties if
varying groups disagree about which “fundamental valucs” are
the genuine legacy of the historical life of the community? What
is to resolve the problem of synthesis and integration when
certain groups do not begin with the axiomatic values of freedom,
democracy, and personality? 4 Mannheim notes that the author-
itarian personality which strongly emphasizes thc exclusive and
dogmatic values of status and role “could never cmbark upon
the venture of integrating various groups”, that is, seck ever-
more-inclusive values. There is finally, in Mannheim’s assump-
tions, a voluntaristic requirement for the resolution of the value
conflict arising out of the multi-levcled value experiences.

Only a society that deliberately sets out to create personalities who
feel sufficiently secure to take the risk of losing themselves will be
capable of regeneration in the process of socialization. The dynamic
idea of socialization is therefore not based exclusively on strict con-
formity and rote, as was the case in tribal societies, but on a coj-
tinuous search for an emergent new truth in the dynamic process of
co-operation for the common good.4¢ [Italics mine.]

C. VALUE - PERMANENCE AND CHANGE

Mannheim recognizes an organic unity between the factors of
change and permanence, as these factors reveal themselves in the
goals and values of human life, and in the social, political, eco-
nomic, and cultural processes which constitute human history.
“The substance of history — whether we call it life or reality —
does not occur intermittently but as an unbroken stream of

44 Ibid.
s Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, p. 357.
¢ Mannheim, Freedom, Power, and Democratic Planning, p. 245.
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actions.” 7 This is true, Mannheim states, whether we are talking
about revolutions inspired by utopian values, or scientific dis-
coveries aimed at the solution of given problems, or legislative
acts oriented toward social goals, or literary events, or any hu-
man “activities which provide for food, shelter, health, edu-
cation, safety, the maintenance of order, and so forth”.4¢ Con-
tinuity of life is possible only through an articulation of these
value-laden “permanent functions”. History is not merely a
record of events, not merely a listing of discrete happenings, but
“the narrating of events in the particular context of continuing
functions”, thus making the account of change continuous.4

The farther we get away from the world of rigid “things”, the closer
we get to the actual historical substratum of psychic and intellectual
reality, the more we shall doubt the validity of such ostensibly supra-
temporal attempts at splitting up reality which concentrate all change
on one side and all permanence on the other.*

Mannheim protests against any tendency towards a ‘“disem-
bodied notion of history” which “bedevilled the ‘dialectics’ of the
post-Hegelian reflections on history”.* While he agrees that
the “cvolving mind is the spark and substance of history”, he is
not willing to speak of the “dialectics of history per se, without
any thought of what it is that moves or cvolves in the stated
antithetical forms”.5?

History is then not a substantive, but an attribute of an evolving col-
lectivity; it is not only a record of change, but also an account of tpat
which changes. History conceived without its_ social medium is like
motion perceived without that which is moving.s

Speaking specifically of values, Mannheim points out that by
“stability” he does not mean uneventfulness or mere personal
security of individuals, but rather the “relative fixity of the

47 Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Culture, p. 36.
@ Jbid.

*  Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge, p. 92.
80 Ibid.

' Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Culture, p. 38.

8 Ibid.

8 Ibid., p. 37.



52 ANALYSIS OF VALUE COMPONENTS

existing total social structure, which guarantees the stability of
the dominant values and ideas”.5$

Values which stabilize or conserve the social structure are not
hecessarily positive or negative; they may be either, or both. Such
values are positive insofar as they preserve the ongoingness of
life and the maintenance of identity and continuity, in persons
and in social groups.

Most of the values embodied in custom and law, and representing
certain norms of social life, function in such a manner, providing
cohesion and stability. They provide the basis for personal valu-
ations, and in varying degrees the source of authority for such
valuations, 55

Mannheim points out that the positive values of a given tra-
dition can only be fully realized when one both lives in it and
at the same time is sufficiently distant from it to see thosc
elements of the past that arc relevant to the present, as well as
those which are not relevant. “It may be well worth heeding a
tradition, not for the sake of its venerable character, but because
it stemg from past situations which may arise again.” ¢¢

Speaking again of the positive role of traditional values, he
Notes that in stable social groups the actions and behavior of the
Members are shaped by definite group traditions, inhibitions and

ethical standards, which are a prerequisite for tolerable human
life.

Nobody can expect a human being to live in complete uncertainty
and with unlimited choice. Neither the human body nor the human
mind can bear endless variety. There must be a sphere where basic
conformity and continuity prevail.?’

Sheer change, and the rapid expansion of culture leading to an
inadequate assimilation of its meanings and its values, destroys
rather than enhances the rich possibilities for human life. “Both
Mass Democracy and Totalitarianism show that this really hap-

-' Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 85.
annheim, Systematic Sociology, p. 125.

Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Culture, p. 82.
57 Ma.nnheim, Diagnosis of Our Time, p. 25.
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pens; that democratization of culture will benefit mankind only
if the quality of culture is preserved.” 58

In addition to thesc positive aspects of conservatism and
traditional values, there are also negative aspects. They may
become obstacles to change. In the face of new goals, and the
seeking of solutions to problems, these stabilizing values may
thus offer resistance to change. These seeming “permanences”
in the social and cultural fabric may become incongruous with
the action required for achieving new values.

The moral interpretation of one’s own action is invalid, when, through
the force of traditional modes of thought and conception of life, it
does not allow for the accommodation of action and thought to a new
and changed situation and in the end actually obscures and prevents
this adjustment and transformation of man.s

Mannheim’s entire study of “ideology” constitutes a massive
array of evidence concerning the negative value of “ideology”.
While he claims that the word “ideology” is essentially “non-
valuational”, his study of ideologies reveals that a particular
ideology can degencrate to the point where its function “is to
conceal the actual meaning of conduct rather than to reveal
it”.%0 It is to this extent negativc, because it blindly perpetuates
an outmoded and antiquated system of values, and inhibits the
coming of “newer and more genuine values”.%

Just as the stabilizing and seemingly permanent values of ex-
perience may be positive or negative, so also there are both posi-
tive and negative aspects to change. While ideology is seen to be
a mai