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Chapter 1 

THE SCIENCE OF UNFREEOOM 

1 SECOND NATURE' DEFINED 

Whatever may be currently said about the form sociology ought to 
take, sociology as we !mow it (and as it has been !mown ever since 
it was given this name) was born of the discovery of the 'second 
nature'. 

'Nature' is a cultural concept. It stands for that irremovable 
component of human experience which defies humc...n will and sets un­
encroachable limits to human action. Nature is, therefore, a by­
product of the thrust for freedom. Only when men set out self­
consciously to make their cond.i tion different from what they e."'q>er­
ience, do they need a name to connote the resistance they encounter. 
In this· sense nature, as a concept, is a product of human practice 
which transcends the routine and the habitual, and sails on to un­
charted waters, guided by an image of what-is-not-yet-but-ought-to­
be. 

The realm of unfreedom is the only immutable meaning of 'nature' 
which is rooted in human experience. All other features predicated 
upon the concept are once, or more than once, removed from the 
'directly given', being outcomes of the theoretical processine of 
elementary experience. For instance, nature is the opposite of 
culture, in so far as culture is the sphere of human creativity and 
design; nature is inhuman, in so far as 'being human 1 includes 
setting goals and ideal standards; nature is meaningless, in so far 
as bestowing meanings is an act of Hill and the constitution of free­
dom; nature is determined, in so far as freedom consists in leaving 
determination behind. 

Neither the images nor models of nature prevalent at any given 
time can be considered necessary attributes of the concept. The 
'thematic content' of the concept (as Gerald Holton would put it) 
(1) has changed in the last century aluost beyond recognition. The 
intrinsic order and harmony of the law-abiding cosmos has been re­
placed by an impenetrable labyrinth which, only tharucs to the scient­
ist's chalk marks, becomes passable; discovery of the 'objective 
order' has been replaced by the imposition of intelligible order 
upon meaningless diversity. The one element which has survived, 
and, indeed, has emerged unscathed from all these ontological revo-

1 



2 Chapter 1 

lutions is the experience of constraint effectively placed on human 
action ~nd imagery. And this is, perhaps, the only 'essence' of 
nature, pared to the bones of theoretically unprocessed pristine ex-
perience. 

There is, however, yet another sense in which nature can be con-
ceived as a by-product of human practice. Nature is given to human 
experience as the only medium upon which human action is turned. It 
is-present in human action from its very beginning, from its very 
conception as a design of a form yet to be objectified by action; 
nature is what mediates between the ideal design and its objectified 
replica. Human action would not be possible but for the presence of 
nature. Nature is experienced as much as the locus, as it is per­
ceived as the ultimate limit of human action. Men experience 
nature in the same dual, equivocal way in which the sculptor en­
counters his formless lump of stone: it lies in front of him, com­
pliant and inviting, waiting to absorb and to incarnate his creative 
ideas - but its willingness to oblige is highly selective; in fact, 
the stone has made its own choice well before the sculptor grasps 
his chisel. The stone, one could say, has classified the sculptor's 
ideas into attainable and unattainable, reasonable and foolish. To 
be free to act, the sculptor must learn the limits of his freedom: 
he must learn how to read the map of his freedom charted upon the 
grain of the rock. 

The two elements of experience which combine into the idea of 
nature are, in fact, in dialectical unity. There would be no dis­
covery of constraints were there no action guided by images which 
transcend these constraints; but there would be no such action were 
not the human condition experienced as enclosed in such a tight 
frame. The two elements condition each other; more than that, 
they can present themselves to men either together or not at all. 
Constraint and freedom are married to each other for better or worse 
and their wedlock would be broken only if a return to the naive 
primaeval unity of man and his condition (rendering nature •un­
problematic' again) were conceivable. On the other hand, the two 
elements may be, and indeed are, perceived separately and hence 
articulated independently, if not in opposition to each other. 
Undialectically, each success lends epistemological support to the 
notion of freedom without constraint. Equally undialectically, 
every defeat lends plausibility to an idea of constraint which 
exists without being tested and brought into experiential relief by 
intractable human action. When processed theoretically, this 
original error has been forged time and again into a false dilemma. 
The dilemma itself remains constant as the existential experience 
itself, though its names vary as does the cultural code. It has 
been called individual and society, voluntarism and determinism, 
control and system, and many other names. Whatever its names, 
however, it invariably leads on to the arid soil of undialectics on 
which the living tree of human experience can all but perish. 

It is almost four centuries since Francis Bacon perceptively 
grasped the elusive dialectics of nature, as it appears to acting 
humans: Nature is only subdued by submission. At the time Bacon 
wrote these words the assumption that nature was something to be 
conquered the subdued did not require more arguing perhaps than 
other commonsensical beliefs did. By that time, Bacon's readers 
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had emerGed fron that unproblematic 1unity of living and active 
hurJanit;r llith the natural, inorganic conditions of their metabolic 
exchange ll:ith nature, and hence their appropriation of nature', which 
1 did not require explanation 1 , as it \·IaS not a result of 'a historic 
proces:> 1 , (2) they had already found themselves, as a result of the 
hi:::tory of their Oll!l makin3 (t.houch not of their Oll!l lmowledge), face 
to face 1J:ith the conditions of their metabolism, confronting them as 
'something alien and objective'. (2) They had already set them­
selves individual goals 1rhich transcended their social conditions, 
and hence put the flexibility of those conditions to the test; in 
the process, they discovered this stubborn and stiff resistance from 
ulrich the;}r coined the image of i!ature as an active, self-governing 
and self-sustai.ned partner of their condition. Thus nature came to 
be 'directly given' in their experience. Bacon's was the resigned 
ad!:ri.ssion that nature was there to stay, and that its presence was 
not to be put in question. The conditions llhich made for this 
presence - the situation in uhich the individual :Jakes his ~oray 
throuc;h the social world alone, left to himself and forced into 
autonomy - Here neither penetrated, nor considered problematic. 
Bacon combined a call to surrender 1ri. th advice on how to raal~e the 
best of the situation 1,rhich followed it. He suegested that serfdom 
could be turned into mastery; and knowledge was assigned the role 
of the magic wand which uould accomplish the transformation. The 
structure of the stone is not of the sculptor's making; he can still 
make the stone accept his intentions, but only by learninc.; uhat the 
stone uill not accept. One has only to e:<tencl tlris metaphor so as 
to embrace t!1e totality of the htlrlan condition. Life then becorees 
the art of the possible, and knowledge is there to teach us hoH to 
distinguish the possible frotl icllc dreams. 

Since Bacon at least, l~owledge has presided over the process of 
mediation between frcedow and the limitations of human action. The 
most prestigious kind of knowledge of all (sometii~Gs, indeed, por­
trayed as the only valid lanowledge), science, has established itself 
in our cultl.U·e as the study of the limts of hwna.n freedom, pursued 
in order to enhance the e:{J)loi ta tion of the remaining field of 
action. Indeed, science has been constituted more by the elimin­
ation of the impossible, the suppression of the unrealistic, the 
exclusion of the morbid questions,than by the variegated and chang­
ine content of its positive preoccupations. Science, as we know it, 
can be defined as lanm.rledge of unfreedom. 

Hegel's celebrated definition of freedom as comprehended necessity 
aptly epitomized the subtle evolution of Bacon's idea in the process 
of its absorption by comnonaensical lore. 'l'o be free means to kno•r 
one's potentiality; knowing potentiality is a neeative knowledge, 
i.e. knowledge of uhat one is prevented from doing. Proper know­
ledge can assure that a man will never e~~erience his constraints as 
oppression; it is the tmknoHr~, unsuspected necessity which is con­
fronted as suffering, frustration, and humiliatine dofe:at. But it 
is only unenlightened action 1,rhich exposes necessity as an ulien, 
hostile, and thoroughly negative force. An informed action, on the 
cont1·ary, needs necessity as its positive foundation. A ,3enuinely 
free action ~<ould not be possible Here there no necessity: free 
action means reaching one's ends by a chain of appropriate acts; but 
it is the necessary law::; connecting acts >lith their effects, which 
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make them 'appropriate' to the intended ends. And thus the mutual 
dependence between freedom and necessity has two complementary 
aspects. The negative aspect is revealed by ignorant action; it 
is most fully exposed by a blinded moth crashing against a windO\.f­
pane. But for an informed action the necessary is no longer a 
negative force; on the contrary, it enters the action itself as an 
indispensable condition of its success. The moment it has become 
calctiBble - known - the necessary is a positive condition of free­
dom. 

To Weber the necessary was the condition of rationality. Indeed, 
rational action required unfreedom for it to be possible at all. 
It is the rules, which confront each individual cog in the bureau­
cratic machine with all the merciless, indomitable power of nature -
the rules which make the external walls of the action safely and 
predictably stable - which render bureaucracy rational, which permit 
the bureaucrats carefully to select means for the ends, secure in the 
knowledge that the means will indeed bring forth the objectives they 
wish, or are told, to achieve. The rational action commences when 
the rules are 'already there'; it does not account for the or~~ns 
of rules, explain why rules remain strong, or why they take on the 
sh~p~ they possess. The question of the origins of rules, of the 
or~gLns of the environmental necessity of bureaucratic action, cannot 
b~ p~ased in the language of rationality. If asked, however, it 
will UlVite an answer similar to that given to the parallel question 
'why is nature there?' It will inevitably point to the irrational 
as much as the latter question points to God. 'If rationality is 
embodied in administration •• , legislative force must be irrational.' 
(4! Inasmuch as science eliminates questions which lead to God, the 
sc~entifically informed action eliminates acts which lead to irrat­
ionality. Both employ nature, or nature-like necessity, as their 
lever. The price they willingly pay for the gain in efficiency is 
the agreement never to question its legitimacy. To be sure, this 
legitimacy cannot be questioned by science, just as it cannot be 
challenged by a rational action. Both are what they are in so far 
as nature remains the realm of omnipotent and unchallengeable 
necessity. 

Thus freedom boils down, for all practical purposes, to the 
possibility of acting rationally. It is the rational action which 
embodies both the negative and the positive aspects of.freedom. 
Only by acting rationally can one keep painful constr~nts.at a 
safe distance, at which they can neither inflict pain not ~ncur 
wrath; a man buttresses, simultaneously, his hopes ~ calculations 
on the secure foundations of immutable, and so comfort~ngly pre­
dictable, laws. Knowledge is the crucial factor in both aspects of 
this freedom-rationality. Knowledge means emancipation. It tran~ 
forms fetters into tools of action, prison walls into horizons of 
freedom, fear into curiosity, hate into love. Knowing one's limits 
means reconciliation. There is no need to be scared now, and 
nature, once feared or painful if ignored, may be enthusiastically 
embraced as the house of freedom. Thus, it is Nature, the hostess, 
who sets the rules of the game, and who defines this freedom. 

'Everything that can be, is' proclaimed Buffon in his 'Histoire 
na turelle 1 • t Opposed to nature, contrary to reason 1 - was 
Diderot 1 s logical conclusion in his 'Voyage de Bougainville 1 • The 
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natural, for hilll, is not just the inevitable and unavoidable: it is 
the appropriate, the apposite, the good, the sacred, the undefiableo 
Nature supplies not just the boundaries of reasonable action and 
thought: it supplies reason itself. All valid knowledge is a re­
flection of nature. The power of man consists in his ability to 
'know' what he cannot do. Science is there to teach him exactly 
this. This is the only way in which science 1is' power. 

It took just one little step to cast this reflective knowledge 
already established in the role of the linchpin of freedom, as the 
pattern for settling human affairs. Nature is 1a living power, 
immense, which embraces everything, animates everything' - eulogized 
Buffon; including man himself - Hume added the finishing touch. 
And thus we learn from the 'Treatise of Human Nature' that the only 
science of man is Human Nature. In 1An Enquiry Concerning Human 
Understanding' conclusions are drawn, which amount to no less than 
a unilateral declaration of independence proclaimed on behalf of 
sociology, the new science to come and to crown the rapidly rising 
edifice of human knowledge: 'There is a great uniformity among the 
actions of men, in all nations and ages'; 'human nature remains 
still the same, in its principles and operations'; 'Hankind are so 
much the same, in all times and places, that history informs us of 
nothing new or strange in this particular'. Hi th such stubborn, 
Unflinching uniformity extending over all time and all space, the 
use of nature's name to describe human properties is fully warranted. 
And since science is knowledge of what nature is not, a science of 
man and his affairs is feasible and, indeed, necessary, if men wish 
to attain freedom - both negative and positive - in determining 
their own conditions. It goes without saying that human nature, 
now scientifically revealed and laid bare, will determine the bound­
aries and the content of this freedom. 

The study of human nature, however, posed a problem lo/'hich had 
never been faced when non-human nature was the sole object of 
inquiry. The latter is continually at peace with itself; it never 
rebels against its own laws - its harmony and uniformity have been 
pre-set and built into its very mechanism. As Hegel would have 
said, Nature (referring to non-human nature) has no history; to wit, 
it knows no individual, unique, wayward, out-of-the-ordinary events. 
This view of nature found its foremost SA~ression, as Peter Gay 
recently pointed out, in the vehement passion 1o/'i th which the prea­
chers on behalf of the Scientific Age fought the concept of miracle. 
To explain an inexplicable occurrence, Diderot 'would seek natural­
istic reasons - a practical joke, a conspiracy, or perhaps his own 
madness'. To Hume, a miracle would have been 1a violation of the 
laHs of nature, and such a violation is by definition impossible. 
If a miracle seems to occur, it must be treated either as a mend­
acious report or as a natural event for which, at present, no 
scientific explanation is available'. (5) There was, of course, 
no particular reason why this uncompromising attitude could not be 
extended to embrace the totality of human deeds. It was, in fact, 
extended in such a way, but much later, in the behaviouristic idiom 
of the science of man, which pushed the sober incredulity of 
science in general, tested on non-human objects, to its logical 
limits. Still, the behaviouristic programme, bold and iconoclastic 
as it seemed to those who drafted it and to those who opposed it 
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alike was qy no means an odd denizen of the castle of science. No 
behaviourist denies that human action may be irrational; but the one 
thing every behaviomist will emphatically reject is the possibility 
of conduct, rational or irrational, which has no cause, i.e., which 
could be different from what it was, given the conditions under which 
it took place. 

The only difference between human and non-human occmrences 
consists, therefore, in the following: in human affairs a dangerous 
and portentous chasm tends to appear, unknown to non-human natme, 
between human conduct and nature's commandments. In the case of non­
human phenomena, natme itself, without human intervention, takes 
care of the harmony bet1-reen the necessary and the actual, the 
identity of the real and the good; in the human case, however, the 
gap between the two must be bridged artificially, and requires sus­
tained and conscious effort. (Adam, we remember, was the only 
creation of God, of whom He did not assert a fortiori: it was 
good ••• ). As Louis de Bonald asserted in 'Theorie de l 1 education 
sociale et de l'administration publique 1 , 1Natme creates society, 
men rule the government. Since Nature is essentially perfect, it 
creates, or intends to create, a perfect society; since he is ess­
entially depraved, man plays havoc with administration or tends 
constantly to botch it 1 • Knowledge of natmal verdicts, followed 
and supported qy the respect for what is known, is the stuff of which 
the bridge linking the actual to the necessary, the real to the good, 
may and should be constructed. 

In his selfishness, avarice, irrationality, foolishness, man is 
as 'determined' qy his 01-1n natme as he is in the most glorious 
moments of the law-abiding citizen's euphoria. The second is not, 
therefore, automatically asSlll'ed. It will not become the rule un­
less an effort is made to tip the balance towards the laws which 
Nature has fixed for the society. 

And thus, for the first time, the individual's nature is pitted 
against the natme of the society. Emerging from the pre-modern 
'natmal unity' of man 1-dth his corporative society and thrown into 
a fluid, under-determined situation which called for choice and de­
cision, men articulated their novel experience (or had it articulated 
for them) as the clash between the individual and the society. And 
so society took off on its long, and still continuing, career of the 
'second natme', in which it is perceived b,y commonsensical wisdom as 
an alien, uncompromising, demanding and high-handed power - exactly 
like non-human natme. To abide b,y the rules of reason, to behave 
rationally, to achieve success, to be free, man now ~ad to accommo­
date himself to the 'second natme' as much as he had tried to 
accommodate himself to the first. He may be still reluctant to do 
this: people do time and again refuse to be reasonable. If it 
1-rere the la•r of non-human natme which was challenged b,y man's 
default, natme itself would soon bring the delinquent into line. 
If, however, it were the law fixed by nature for humans which was 
defied, the task would have to be performed by humans. '\fuoever 
shall refuse to obey the general will', Jean Jacques Rousseau said 
in his 'Social Contract', 'must be constrained by the whole body of 
his .fellow citizens to do so: which is no more than to say that it 
may be necessary to compel a man to be free.' 

lfuo, however, is to do the compelling? And what power will lend 
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legitimation to his act? Rousseau's answer is simultaneously pre­
scientific (certainly pre-sociological) and anticipative of discover­
ies at which sociology will wearily arrive after a century or more of 
carefree, though dedicated, dalliance with the idea of an unproble­
matically nature-like society. Rousseau was in fact strikingly 
codern, by our own standards, in portraying the commanding authority 
of society as composed of the multitude of individual wills of 
'homini socii', and in defining this authority, accordingly, as 
general will; it is the wording alone, not the substance, ,.,rhi ch will 
appear to us as archaic under closer scrutiny. He was, however, 
pre-scientific in pinning his hope of the ultimate reconciliation 
between unruly individual nature and the demands of the supra­
individual entity on political action, leaving no room for the 
scholar, the pundit, the educator, or for that matter, for specific­
ally scientific cognition. The one thing which really counts is the 
determination of the Sovereign, the Ruler, the Legislator to crush 
whatever resistance he may encounter on his way to 'change the very 
stuff of human nature; to transform each individual •••• To take 
from a man his own proper powers, and to give him in exchange powers 
foreign to him as a person, which he can use only if he is helped by 
the rest of community'. It is still an exhortation to society to 
become a supreme and merciless (though benevolent) power, rather than 
a recognition tha~ indeed, it has become one, and has been one for a 
long ti:ne. And it is an expression of hope that the clash between 
human intentions and the mysterious, hostile force called society 
which people keep experiencing, is not, or should not be, a timeless 
condition; it can be explained away as a clash between 1\.frong' 
intentions and 'badly' organized society; and such a clash, together 
with ensuing sufferings, may well disappear if the \.frongs are done 
away with. 'Scientific sociology' will reject both assumptions. 
It will assume instead that society's being a supreme reality to men 
is not a matter of human, or even of super-human, choice. And it 
will accept that the tension between untamed human selfishness and 
the survival needs of the social totality (one which Blaise Pascal 
sought to reconcile by religious faith) is there to stay. Last but 
not least, having assigned to the 'second reality' the dignity of the 
only source of reason, it will deprive itself of the method of dis­
tinguishing between the good and the actual, slowly but surely blend­
ing the good and the real into one, until the idea of Truth as the 
locus of highest authority (and, for science, the only one) will 
declare the good off limits. 

And so the ground will be swept clean for the triumphant ascent of 
the positive science of the social - that science which views 
'society' as nature in its own right, as orderly and regular as the 
'first nature' appears to the natural scientist, and legislating for 
human action as much as the 1 first nature 1 , thanks to the natural 
scientist. The post-revolutionary generation of philosophers 
plunged into the new faith with the relish and impetuous intolerance 
of new converts. It fell upon Claude de Saint-Simon to articulate 
the catechism of the new creed: 

The supreme law of progress of the human spirit carries 
along and dominates everything; men are but its instruments. 
Although this force derives from us, it is no more in our 
power to withhold ourselves from its influence, or master its 



8 Chapter l 

action, than to change at will the primary inpulse which 
makes our planet revolve around the sun. All we_can_do 
is to obey this law by accounting f~r the cou:se.~t directs, 
instead of being blindly pushed by 2t; and, ~nc~dentally, 
it is precisely in this that the great philosophic develop-
ment reserved for the present era •all consist. ('L'orga~sate~') 
The present era will be o~e of discovery rather than spur~ous ~n-

vention. 'Nature has suggested to men, in each period, the most 
suitable form of government • ••. The natural course of things has 
created the institutions necessary for each age of the body social' 
~Psychologie sociale'). And, therefore, the most important con- . 
elusion of all: 'One does not create a system of social organizat~on. 
One perceives the new chain of ideas and interests which has been 
formed, and points it out- that is all' ('L'organisateur'). Almost 
a century later, aware of the tremendous explosion of social science 
these ideas ignited, Emile Durkheim will ask rhetorically: 

To think scientifically - is not it to think objectively, 
that is, to divest our notions of what is exclusively 
human in them in order to make them a reflection - as accur­
ate as possible - of things as they are? Is it not, in a 
word, to make the human intelligence bow before facts? (6) 
Two observations are appropriate at this point. From the start, 

the 'second nature' had been introduced to intellectual discourse not 
as an historical phenomenon, a puzzle to be explained, but as an 
ap~~oric assumption. To express the unqualified supremacy of 
soc~ety's revolutions over human will, Saint-Simon used no less 
grandiose a metaphor than that of the revolutions of celestial 
bodies, which at that time seemed entirely beyond the reach of human 
praxis. It had been accepted without question that their social 
w~rld ?onfronted men the way nature does - as something they could 
l2ve m.th, and sometimes even turn to their advantage, but only if 
they unconditionally surrendered to its command. The intellectual 
curiosity of sociologists was subsequently drawn to disclosing the 
mec~anism of this supremacy and assiduously recording the rules.it 
pos~ ts. Hhen human practice was brought into the focus of the~r 
attention, sociologists kept it consistently inside the analytical 
field already confined by the previously accepted premiss. This 
methodological decision contained as we would later see, numerous 
advantages. It supplied the sch~lar with clear, unequivocal cri­
teria of the normal, as distinct from the odd and irregular; the 
~pr?blematic as distinct from the problematic; the realistic as 
dist2nct from the utopian; the functional as distinct from the dis­
ruptive or deviant; the rational as distinct from the irrational. 
In short, it supplied sociologists with the totality of analytical 
concepts and models whicl:l constituted their discipline as an auto­
nomous intellectual discourse. Hithin this discipline human 
practical activity was irrevocably assigned the role of dependent 
variable. On the other hand, the above-mentioned assumption offered 
the practitioners of the discollnE it generated a relatively wide 
territory of theoretical exploration and disagreement, which has sus­
tained the intellectual versatility of the discipline without bring­
ing it anywhere near a disturbance of communication such as could 
lead to a retrospective questioning of the initial assumption. The 
most vehement arguments rarely transgressed the boundary of legiti-
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mate discussion as drawn by the 's~cond na~ure 1 assumption. Socio­
logists quarrelled ferociously about the right ans<Jer to the question 
whose propriety they rarely doubted: what is this second nature, 
which brackets, and provides a framework for, human life activity? 

Second - in passing, and perhaps without noticing it - the pro­
gramme sketched by Saint-Simon and later subscribed to in practice, 
if not in words, by several successive generations of sociologists, 
~s logically founded on two acts of conflation of problems, the 
identity of which is by no means self-evident, and, therefore, must 
be demonstrated to be accepted. First, it has been assumed that the 
status of the ';re 1 or 'men' is nothing more than the status of the 
1I 1 or 'man'. TI1e product of multiplication may be larger than its 
factors, but it belongs to the same set of numbers as its factors; 
the act of multiplication does not endow the product with attributes 
which cannot be traced back and ascribed to the factors themselves. 
In the later development of sociology, the powerful current of be­
havioural pluralism (aptly called this by Don !•Iartindale) accepted 
this idiom literally, lock, steel~, c.1:d barrel. J.:ost 1holists 1 , 

with Durkheim as their most prominent spolcesman and pattern-setter, 
having anchored the 'second nature' to the 'group', hastened to em­
phasize that the group 1is not reducible' to its members, however 
numerous they may be. In practice, they have been willing to accede 
the group's reducibility in all respects but one; no number of in­
dividuals, however large, can stand up to the power of the group and 
defy its supremacy. In short, the 'group' is nature all right, and 
its laws even if - in some intricate Hay - of human making, 'U'e not 
subject to human deliberate manipulation. Both currents, therefore, 
agreed to conflate the 'we' with the 'I' 1 and consequently felt free 
to reason from one to the other. Thus Saint Simon, in a somewhat 
crude version of later, subtler exercises, takes the problem of the 
individual's experience of his impotence against society as being 
identical to, and conjointly explicable with, the assumed impotence 
of society ('men') a~nst i~s own 'supreme laws of progress' ( 1 the 
group'). This something which na.kes us and me alike in experienc­
ing our and my impotence, stands, in a sense, above the realm of 
human - individual or collective - action. Laws are as they are, 
and to ascribe their content to somebody's intentional activity would 
be equal to surrept~t~ously re':"iving magical thinking in the guise of 
acholarship. 1 Pos~t~ve consc~ousness', contrary to Comte's hopes, 
did not remove God from the human universe and its conditions of in­
telligibility. It only gav7 God a. new name. 

On the other hand, the:e ~s.a. conflation of the task placed before 
the student of human a~fa~rs ~~h the alleged existential status of 
man in society. S~g up ~~nt-Simon' s programme, Durkheim called 
the scholars of the soc~al to bow before facts'. These facts, in 
Durkheim 1 s vocabulary, are moral commands constitutive of the 
'collective consciousne~s: of 'the group': But this is precisely 
what any man. in Durkhe~ s view (and ;~ . f most sociologists) . , hi lif ~· v~ew o h :-s doomed to do all s e.. The 1 second nature' transcends uman 
~ntelligence, represented at ~ts highest in the activity of scholars, 
as ~compromising!! ~d relentlessly as it does the practical P~ 
tent~a.l of the indiv~dual. However f . thful sociologists rel!l8.J.n to 
Kant's •.re.rning against drawing norms f~~m facts' this is exactly 
what they do in the case under discussion: 'the fact' is, that 
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society is to men a 'second nature', i.e., as unchallengeable and 
beyond their control as non-hum~ nature is; the:efore, the 'norm' 
for the scholar is to treat soc1ety as such, to W1t, not to attempt 
anything other than a 'reflection - as accurate as possible - o~ 
things as they are' • Criteria of realism and rationality are 1den­
tical in both cases; scholars must succumb to the same limitations 
which befall all humans, whether or not they exercise their intell­
ectual powers in reflection upon their predicament. Thinking does 
not engender a qualitatively distinct situation. If anything, it 
helps the 'second nature' to actualize its intrinsic tendencies more 
smoothly and with less suffering than otherwise would have been the 
case. It makes men (us? me?) more free by reconciling them to the 
necessities built into their social situation. 

Nobody perhaps has done more for establishing the case for 
'second nature', so understood, than Auguste Comte. The disciple 
of Saint-Simon plunged into the task of spelling out his teacher's 
implicit ideas and their consequences with a pristine enthusiasm 
and fearlessness which can only really be understood against the 
background of unknown whirlwinds and underwater reefs which obstruct­
ed the way ahead. To Comte above all belongs the merit of singling 
out 'the social' as a separate, autonomous, and in a sense crucial 
dimension of human situation. The idea of merciless regularity in­
grained in human affairs, which transcends individual fate and is 
powerful enough to confound most ingenious schemes, was not new when 
Comte entered the debate. At least a century before, in 'The 
Spirit of the La•rs 1 , Hontesquieu kept asking the crucial question 
upon which sociology as a positive science was to be built: '~fuo 
can be guarded against events that incess~~tly arise from the nature 
of things?' It was clear to him, as it •~s to the rest of 1les 
philosophes 1 , that 'amidst such an infinite diversity of laws and 
manners' men 'were not solely conducted by the caprice of fancy'. 
To be sure, the various elements of the idea of regularity, later to 
be set apart and analysed separately, were still intertangled in a 
way defying what would be, from the modern perspective, meaningful 
discussion. Even if he distinguished between the problems, Montes­
quieu could not quite decide whether the regularity he sensed con­
sisted in the virtual elimination of freak, inexplicable acts of un­
restrained fancy - in the essential determination of all human con­
duct, however bizarf re ~t may bs1eem to an uninformed eye; or, rather, 
in the presence o ~n 1nexora e ~orce of super-human logic which 
individ~s ~d nat1ons do defy tl..llle and again only to lick their 
wounds, 1f tney a:e l~cky_enough not to perish as a result. But, 
whatever the ~eamng 1mplied, the intuitively felt regularity was 
situated, nea~l~ and sq~rely, a~ the level which He Hould describe 
to-day as polit1 calf ac~~~· This led to two important consequences. 
~·rst the idiom 0 po 1 cal action was that of an end-organized 
~ 1~iv~ted human action, set upon the achievement of specified states. 
mou_,_her we describe the motives in teres of personality traits like 
W1e ". ce conceit 1 or ~nvy' or in terms of objectified interest~, like 
avar~ d tmi ty of nahon or enhancement of its elory the motives as 
intende ·n in the centre of our attention- simulta~eously the 
such rema1investiga~ion a~d t~e tool of explanation. It is there­
object of elY diff1cult ~0 di~est the discussion of political phen­
fore extrern concept of mll, 1ntentions, goals - •r'1ich to be con-

£' t'1e - - ' , 
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ceived of as regular in a way transcending individual idio5,1ncrasy, 
h~v~ to be referred to phenomena located somewhere beyond the po­
l1t1ca1 sphere proper. Second, it follm<s from the foregoing re­
marks that in so far as the perception of human affairs remains 
~q;mshed into the idiom of political action, the naming of regular-
1 t1es presents \/ell-nigh insuperable obstacles. Historical analogy 
~am~les from llhich to dra\l lessons 7 \/ere in fact the closest approx~ 
1mat1on to the idea of regularity the pre-sociological discussion of 
~uman affairs ever reached. It attained its unsurpassable heights 
1n the \lork of Hachiavelli, \lith the vision of history as a game 
whose outcome is essentially undetermined in advance; a game, how­
ever, in which some stratagems are 'truer to the logic of the situ­
ation' than others and therefore can and should be scrupulously 
learnt and applied by all Hho \/ish to master necessity. The re­
peatability of historical occurrences was thereby translated as the 
perpetual efficacy of specific moves which, hm<ever, could still be 
employed at mil. Hithin the political idiom, considered in iso­
lation from the further reaches of the human situation, the game 
model is perhaps the closest conceivable approximation of the idea 
of implanted, 'objectified' regularity. Any further development of 
t~e idea requires the introduction of additional analytical dimen­
S1ons. 

It fell to Comte to trigger off the long, still unfinished process 
of 'peeling the onion' of the human predicament in search of the 
situs of the •second nature'. As Ronald Fletcher recently aptly 
observed: 

Comte was not opposed to constitution-making or to the 
clarification of moral ideals, but he believed that many 
more dimensions were active in society - practical economic 
activities, property formation, conflicts of class interests, 
scientific investigation, changes in religious belief and 
behaviour, etc. - and that only \lith a sound lmowledge of all 
these social processes could statesmanship be sound. For 
him, therefore, a sufficient study of 'political orders' had 
to be a thorough study of social systems. (7) 
Comte postulated the 'second layer' beneath the surface of politi­

cal events: the •second nature' extends below the level of political 
history, to Hhich the eyes of his predecessors had been fixed. To 
i~ belongs the •social' level, the locus of regul~~ty and pe~anence 
hidden behind the apparently random series of polit1cal happen1ngs. 
The choice still shunned or unnoticed by the generation of Hontes­
quieu, was' finally made: this concealed 'social nature' comes to the 
surface, enters the realm of human conduct not necessarily as a be­
haviour-determining factor (individual acts may well be, for all the 
scholar should care 'undetermined' in the sense of being caused by 
factors unfit for s~ientific always law-seeking, treatment), but as 
the ultimate limitation of ail human freedom of action and the 
supreme judge of 'realism', i.e., the viability, of all human in­
tentionso The •social nature' is simply that supreme force Hhich 
will always gain the upper hand however viciously individual humans 
or human groups attempt to get the better of it. 

The whole of Comte's Hark can be interpreted as a consistent 
attempt to establish the case for a 'social nature' Hhich makes its 
way through the fits and starts of political history 7 and for social 
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scientists as the sole interpreters of this nature and, therefore, 
the indispensable messengers of its commands. Comte conceived of 
human deeds as links in the 'great chain of being 1 , which beeins with 
the blind and automatic unravelling of natural forces. Only some 
human actions can indeed attach themselves to this chain, and the 
condition of doing so is their conformity to 'natural trends 1 ; \·ray­
ward, off-the-mark, refractory acts will inevitably end at the grave­
yard of abortive, misconceived or ignorant ventures into the realm 
of the impossible. Comte urged that we consider 1 the artificial and 
voluntary order as a prolongation of the natural and involuntary 
order towards which all human societies naturally tend in all their 
aspects, so that every truly rational political institution, if it is 
to have real and lasting social efficiency, must rest on a prelimin­
~ exact analysis of the natural tendencies which alone can furnish 
~ s authority with firm roots; in a word, order is to be considered 
~~ls~mething to be projected, not created, for this would be imposs­
h ~ t Hen may create their artificial order only if they compre­
ce tl he nat~al one (the alternative would be, presumably, the 
H~s i[ and pa7nful method of trial and error) - they are, in a truly 
Ot~e ~ fashion, free when knowing and accepting the necessary. 

~~se_th7y are in for bitter frustration: 
l~ehpr~nc~ple of the limitation of political action estab­
~s.es the only true and exact point of contact between 
~oc~~ theory and social practice ••• Political inter­
ent~on can effect nothing either for order or for progress 
~~ept by basing itself on the tendencies of the political 
~ e of organism, so as to assist by well-chosen means its 

Thispo~taneous development. (8) 
tins t ':l-ew was indeed part and parcel, if not the most prominent dis­
by ~~ve feature, of the genuine 1 Zeitgeist 1 , shared across the board 
cau t. nkers of all shades of political denomination. In his usual 
Chas.~c and succint style, Joseph de ~mistre declared in his 1Quatre 
ca p~t res sur la Russie' that 'what is called Nature is what one 
Bo~ op~ose without ri~king his own perdition'. vihile Louis de 
( 'Th'd ?himed in: 'Sooner or later Nature will claim its possession' 

eor~e d . 't, . . ) 1·1hat C u pouvoir politique et religieux dans la soc~e e c~nle' • 
ivel ~mte_contributed on his own, besides obsessively and re~etit­
concy arp~ng on the motif with which everybody else at the t~me 
equa1~ned t~e~selves, was pinpoi~t~ng this ~U~ture 1 , whose ~efiance 
dev 1 Perdit~on, as a supra-indindual 1 Sp~r~tual Power' ~th a 
by : opmenta1 logic of its own: 'Temporal power cannot be replaced 
in th~o~e: ~f a different nature without an analogous transformation 

Comt P~r~tua1 power, and vice versa'. (9) 
'seconde was too preoccupied with the task of demonstrating that the 
for . ~turet is to be reckoned with when facile schemes of trans-

m2ng uman life by promulgating new laws or putting new men in 
powerfare contemplated that he had no time nor intention to venture 
v~ry ar b~yond this v~gue 'spiritual power 1 • To Comte, this was a 
s~m~le not~on, hardly requiring any further elaboration or refine­
menu •. The spectacular successes of scientific discovery of the time 
seemed ~0 the members of the intellectual micro-community cogent and 
p011erful enough a force to blaze new trials for mankind as a whole, 
and hence 1 spiritual power t looked capable of reaching directly into 
the conditions of social life. The very process of 'reaching' did 
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not concern Comte as a difficult problem in its own right. Perhaps 
Comte was still a faithful disciple of the Enlightenment, to which he 
time and again angrily reacted and whose reckless reformatory zeal 
he was so keen to castigate: he still saw the drama of human progre::s 
as the struggle of knowledge against ignorance, truth against pre­
judice. Truth, once promulgated, would easily hold its own, just 
as, in its absence, the false, vitiated images of the w·orld preached 
by established churches had dominated the social fabric. This vie1.,r, 
as it uere, squared well with the other motif of Comte's writing­
establishing 'savants' in the role of the new spiritual leaders of 
sociology, to take over social pouer (as distinct frol!l the secondary 
poll tical power) from the shaking hands of the clergy >Tho had out­
lived their theological age. or the approaching 'positive' era of 
human history Comte wrote: 

Scientific men can alone construct this system, since it 
must flow from their positive lcnowledge of the relations 
that subsist between the external world and man. This 
great operation is indispensable in order to constitute the 
class of engineers into a distinct corporation, serving as 
a permanent and regular col!llllunication betHeen the Savants 
and Industrialists in reference to all special works. 

A better, truer, more efficient knowledge 1-dll defeat and chase away 
its less perfect versions as easily as a harder roclc will bruise and 
cut a softer one. 11llien experience has at last convinced society 
that the only road to riches lies through peaceful activity, or works 
of industry, the direction of affairs properly passes to the indus­
trial capacity' • The accolade of 1 savants 1 irill be a simple natural 
consequence of the ne1.,r heights attained by the 'social spirit': 

;Vhen politics shall have taken the rank of a positive 
science, the public should and must accord to publicists 
the same confidence in their department, which it nou 
concedes to astronomers in astronomy, to physicians in 
I!ledi cine, etc.; 1ri th the difference however that the 
public will be exclusively entitled to point out the end 
and the aim of the 1mrk. (10) 
In this respect as well Comte was a loyal heir to the Enlighten­

ment. Pascal's 'homo duplex' -the selfish beast taoed and held at 
bay by a super-human power - was very much an axiom to 'les philoso­
phes 1 , who never ~:eglected an opportunity to manifest their disdain 
for the ignorant, mentally inept masses. However self-propelling a 
truth may be when proclaimed, its discovery is an elitarian matter. 
The passion-ridden, myopic, egostic multitude cannot approach the 
truth unhelped. To lay bare blinkering human passions one must 
first relinquish one's Ol-In (remember Durkheim 1 s 'divesting our 
notions of what is ro:clusively human in them') and purify oneself of 
crippling loyalties. It takes super-human power to catch a glimpse 
of the Truth. Rousseau sketched its essential marks: 

In order to discover what social regulations are best suited 
to nations, there is needed a superior intelligence which 
can survey all the passions of mankind, though itself ex­
posed to none: an intelligence having no contact with our 
nature, yet knowing it to the full: an intelligence, the 
>Tell-being of which is independent of our mm, yet willing 
to be concerned with it. (11) 
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These words were intended by Rousseau as a description of God. 
Imperceptibly, 'savants' slipped into the mould carved for ~he Su­
preme Being. Purification of passions has alyays been a V2tal 
component of any rite of consecration. To approach the Absolute, 
humans were expected to vrash ayay the earthly dust which covered 
their bodies and their souls. 'Renouncing contact vdth one's 
nature' had sacred significance and hallowing potential. By putting 
them in the position of supreme judges, hovering high above the vale 
of morbid passion, Comte consecrated 'savants'. 

1 SECOND NATURE' DEIFIED 

It yas left to Durkheim to deify aociety. Durkheim picl~:ed up the 
task where Comte abandoned it. vlliile accepting in full, as proven, 
that 'spiritual power' is indeed the 'second nature' people exper­
ience as the lil!li ts of their freedom, Durkheim proceeded to asl: - and 
possibly to ansHer - the question Comte had not considered puzzling 
or worth asking: what is the 'substance' of the 'second nature' and 
why is its hold on human conduct so effective? 

Durk~eim's ideas of social reality were begotten in the conditions 
of rapid though thorough secularization of French social and politi­
cal life, with both the syay of institutionalized religion and the 
powe:ful 'imperial' legitimation of state power petering out and 
~oos~ng their grip. The question of how society can survive, as an 
~ntegrated and solidary unit, without its traditional adhesive, 
bec~e both perplexing and topical. To restore shattered self­
con:~dence by discovering a new cogent answer to the 'quod iuris' of 
nat~onal society becaoe, so to speak, the patriotic order of the day. 
It \.ras Durkhein who most earnestly anm.rered the challenge. 

On the face of it, Durkheim stripped bare and exposed the 'social 
nature of God' 1 having shown that in all times, even in the most de­
voutly religious eras God vras nothing more than society in disguise 
society's COilll!lands made sacred and therefore a•re-inspiring and fear-' 
some. Therefore, the disappearance of Go~ a:m his quive:ful o~ 
thunderbolts may be considered as a minor ~r2tant. Soc2ety W2ll 
eventually emerge unscathed from the supposed disaster - if anything, 
r?juv~nated and rei~£orced, being able to confront its members un­
~sgtUsed and to pass its sentences in its own name. But Hhen 
V2ewed from another perspective _ that of the ground on Hhich the 
artlessly secular comoa.nds of human society nay be obeyed uith the 
same compliance and self-abandonment as the holy orders used to be -
the_s~e reasoning appears in a different light. Instead of secu­
lanz2ng God, Durkheim deified society. Tii!J.e and again Durkheim 
sees and adwits the truth: 'Kant postulates God, since without this 
hypo~h~sis morality is unintelligible. He postulate a society 
spec~~~cally distinct from individuals, since other•dse morality has 
no obJect a.~ duty no roots.' (12) To Durkheim, 'between God and 
society lies the choice.' Since the choice has to be made if 
morality-bound social order is to be salvaged from the wreckage of 
religious rule, 'I see in the Divinity only society transfigured and 
symbolically expressed~' On the other end of the co~uunication 
chaPJlel, however, the message somewhat modifies its content: it is 
not necessary to call society factitious names; it may and should 
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be divined under its o'Wil name. The will of the society is suf'f­
icient 1 ratio' for moral commandments, and the same respect and 
obedience society has always received, though in a ritual mask, is 
now due to it in the same measure Hhen it stares at us bare-faced. 

In fact, though Durkheim's description of the 'second nature' is 
incomparably richer and more dense than Comte 1 s, it does not go 
strikingly far beyond the Christian, and particularly Jewish theo­
logical predication of God. Society is what 'imposes itself from 
without upon the individual'; what imposes itself with 'irresist­
ible force'; \.;hat 'surpasses the individual'; what is 'good and 
desirable for the individual liDO cannot exist lri thout it or deny it 
without denying himself'; what is 'a personality qualitatively diff­
erent from the individual personalities of which it is composed'; 
what is 'the authority which demands to be respected even by reason. 
He feel that it dominates not only our sensitivity, but the Hhole of 
our nature, even our rational nature~ 1 Durkheim' s society shares 
with the God of theologians its negative predication (more powerful 
than men, infallible unlike men, good unJike mean individuals, etc.) 
and its specific 1underdetermination 1 : characteristic resist~~ce to 
the attribution of traits which could lend Him, or it, a measure 
of sensual tangibility. Occasionally, Durkheim indulges in what 
can be considered only as genuine theological style, thus confirming, 
though in a paradoxical way, that God and his society differ in names 
only: 

·Society commands us because it is exterior and superior to 
us; the moral distance between it and us makes it an 
authority before which our lrill defers. But as, on the 
other hand, it is within us and 'is' us, we love and desire 
it, albeit with a 'sui generis 1 desire since, whatever \ve do, 
society can never be ours in JJOre than a part and doninates 
us infinitely •••• If you analyse man's constitution you 
lrill find no trace of this sacredness with Hhich he is in­
vested •••• This character has been added to him by society. 

And, finally, with a truly mystical self-abandonment: 
The individual submits to society and this submission is the 

condition of his liberation •••• By putting himself under 
the wing of society, he makes himself also, to a certain 
extent, dependent upon it. But this is a liberating 
experience. (13) 
There is all the difference one can conceive of between the sob­

riety of Durkheim and the religious fervour of Pascal, Durkheim 1 s 
occasional sallies into sanctimony notlrithstanding. But, on the 
whole Durkheim 1 s work may be considered as an attempt to re-phrase 
the old Pascal dilemma of 'homo duplex' in times when the grip of the 
Church over human minds •ro.s rapidly failing in strength. Or, 
rather, to foreclose for the 'secular' society the passion-ridden 
idiom heretofore usurped by theology. Pascal's dilemma in fact 
inspires and informs the totality of Durlcheim 1 s explorations. In­
deed, some of Durlcheim' s notoriously elusive suggestions (including 
the most irritating of all, 'l'~e', 1mentalite 1 , or 'conscience 
collective') seem bizarre only if considered outside the context of 
the continuous Pascalian tradition in French intellectual life. 
There are, we are told by Pascal, two inviolable constant truths: 

One is that man in the state of his creation, or in the 
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state of grace, is exalted above the whole of nature, made 
like unto God and sharing in His divinity. The other is that 
in the state of corruption and sin he has fallen from that 
first state and has become like the beasts ••• Let us then 
conceive that man's condition is dual. Let us conceive that 
~an infinitely transcends man, and that without the aid of 
faith he would remain inconceivable to himself, for who 
cannot see that unless we realize the duality of human nature 
we remain invincibly ignorant of the truth about ourselves. 

To escape from this duality of existence, the source of permanent 
sufferings and the tormenting clash between beastly instincts and 
moral conscience, one has to embrace God - one has, in fact, to 
surrender, willingly and zealously, to His divine grace. 

True conversion consists in self-annihilation before the universal 
being whom we have so often vexed and who is perfectly entitled to 
destroy us at any moment, in recognizing that we cah do nothing 
without Him and that 1-re have deserved nothing but His disfavour ••• 
He that is joined to the Lord is one spirit, we love ourselves 
because 1-re are members of Christ. He love Christ because he is 
the body of which we are members. All are one. One. is in the 
other •••• (14) 

Durkheim will ' secularize 1 Pascal: 1 To love society is to love both 
something beyond us and something in ourselves. He could not wish 
to be free of society without wishing to finish our existence as 
men.• (15) In Pascal, ::~ociety was personified. In Durkheim, it 
has been reified. In both cases it has remained deified. 

The concept of society was introduced by Durkheim almost on the 
strength of definition. Hith his essence torn apart into bits he 
cannot reconcile on his own, man becomes humanized only when he 
surrenders to society. There is, in fact, no way to define 'being 
~uman• other than by referring back to the definition currently 
~osed by a given society. A statement 'this is a bad society• is 
~nexpressible within Durkheimian logic; society may be inefficient 
poorly organized as happens in the case of 1 anol!lie' - the failure ~f 

. ' d soc~ety to get its message through or to supply goods ma e desirable 
?Y its norms. But society cannot be bad; how could it be, if it 
~s the only foundation measure, and authority behind morality, the 
knowledge of good and ~vil. •It is impossible to desire a morality 
other than that endorsed by the condition of society at a given time. 
~o desire a morality other than that implied by the nature of society 
~s to deny the latter and, consequently, oneself'. There is no 
~etached, independent scale of values with which the morality sanct­
~oned by a given society can be gauged and evaluated, and thus there 
~s no logic in which the sentence 1 this society is bad 1 Hould make 
sense. 1-!a.n, therefore can be a moral being only as a result of 
his obedience to his so~iety. Social conformity and humanity 
coni'late. 

The alternative is not a 'better society' (this Hould be meaning-
less), but devolution to animal life. 

Imagine a being liberated from all external restraint, a 
despot still more absolute than those of whiQh history 
tells us, a despot that no external power can restrain or 
influence. By definition, the desires of such a being 
are irresistible. Shall we say, then, that he is all-
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po>rerful? Certainly not, since he himself cannot resist 
his desires. They are nastcrs of him, as of everything 
else. He subr:ri.ts to theo; he does not dor.rinate thee. 

And so the choice is bet,..reen t,.,ro !::inds of unfreedoc: the beastly and 
the human one. This is the oeaning of the 'liberating nurrender 1 to 
the doaination of the society. Surrendering, oen sacrifice only 
their inferior, .:lnioal freedoo, the corrupt part - as Pascal Hould 
say- of their personality. Instead, they are given the opportunity 
to display their huoan side in the only available form of hucani ty, 
as forged by the particular croup froo uhich it is acquired. 

Uou, becoming huoan is not necessarily an inherent desire of men. 
At any rate, it is too serious a business to be left to the free 
choice of individuals. As Rousseau uould say, men 1cust be forced 
to be hunan.' In DurJr..heim 1 s uords, 1 society can neither create 
itself nor recreate itself Hithout at the same tine creating an 
ideal.' Hhile man 'could not be a social being, that is to say, he 
could not be a nan, if he had not acquired' it. (16) Society, uhich 
- being coteroinous 'ri th nor ali ty - is the good incarnate, and sinul­
taneously the supreoe judge of it, has the right (one ,.,ould say, the 
ooral right) to coerce its !:!eobers into noral, 'ergo' hULJan, e:::ist­
ence, by ncJ::int:; ther.i live up to its r.:or.:tl :::;ta.acl::' .. rcl::;, ui1ether ::;pacific 
inciividw.::.lc c.cnirc it or not. In 1 0c1.ysscus 1md die Schueinc, oder 
das UnberJw .. ngen .:tn dcr I:cl tur 1 , Lion Feuchtuanger oused on the 
frightening possibility that Odysseus' sailors, once transfor!!led into 
pigs by treacherous Circe, liked uhat they experienced and refused to 
be returned to the huoan shape. For all Durkheim 1 s discourse can 
articulate, it night quite easily have been so, 'rithout in the least 
1mderr:ri.ning the ':1ecessi ty' of society or putting in question its 
coral legiti::w.cy. Religion, f;·.r froo being a bastard of hunan pre­
judice a.."ld a gaoler of the hunan r:ri.nd, supplies the best pattern of 
this unquestionai)le ooral legi tioacy being e:-:ercized properly, Hi th 
huoane oeann uatching huoane ends. Hhenever 'intervention of the 
croup', which results in imposing 1uniforoly upon particular uills 
and intelligences' 'a 'type' of thought a.."ld action' tru,es on a foro 
of religious ritual, 'there is no question of exorcizing a physical 
constraint upon blind and, incidentally, icaginary forces, but rather 
of reaching individual consciousnesses, of giving theu a direction 
and of disciplining then. 1 (17) In an ideally functionin,z, tech­
nically Hholesone society, men uould, in Irving Hallowell's Hords, 
'want to act as they have to act and at the sane tine find gratifi­
cation in acting according to the requireoents of the culttu·e• (18) 
or, as Erich FroJ:D put it, social necessities HOuld be transr.ritted 
into character traits. (19) 

By a curious distortion of perspective, it has become universally 
accepted in the folkloristic versions of Durldlei!J, that his major 
nethodological postulate 'ms that ideas are things and should be 
explored accordingly. Phrased in such a forn, culled literally, but 
out of context, fron Durkhein 1 s uritings, this postulate looks simply 
like another positivist profession of faith - an appeal to study 
social affairs in the sane way as natural scientists investigate the 
natural. This is not, hoHever, the neaning bestoHed on the notor­
ious statenent by the logic of Durkheiu 1 s theoretical preoccupation. 
Before Durl:hein asked the question of hm·T things hUIJB.n llere to be 
explored, he had first inquired into the nature of things hunan. 
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The original inspiration, the springboard of the whole Durkheimian 
theoretical system, had been obtained from the problem set aside by 
Comte as, allegedly, self-evident and presenting no difficulty: 
what is this something, which is not present in non-human nature, 
yet confronts human beings with the overwhelming pm·rer typical of 
natural things? What is this something, which is experienced t-rith 
the thoroughness and resilience of things, yet bears none of the 
features we use to predicate of 1 ordinary things 1 ? The answer -
the really important one - vras : ideas. It is ideas uhich :::onfront 
us as if they were things. This allegedly revolutionary postulate, 
that ideas should be treated as things in the course of the scien­
tific investigation, followed \orith a virtually tautological auto­
maticity: of course, things ought to be studied as things; since it 
has been revealed that one sub-class of things consists of societally 
supported ideas, it is a I:J.atter of the simple::>t syllogism to drmr the 
conclusion: ideas ought to be studied as things. Durl:heit1 did not 
bother t-rith tryinr:; to prove the major premiss (this has been mrarded 
an a:d.omatic status by connonsense), nor the conclusion (this did not 
require any proof, follmring, as it uere, from its prenisses on the 
strength of logical rules). His attention 1.ras instead focunsed on 
the I:J.inor premiss: :::one things are ideas; this he, indeed, uorked 
hard t~ pr~ve. The distinctive feature of Durld!eLrrl.an sociology _ 
one whicn na.s been tal:en over and absorbed by most of tuentieth 
century sociology - ;..ras the decoding of the experience of the ' second 
z:n.ture 1 as a net of coi:lnonly held ideas, ul'lich impose themselve 3 1ri th 
~n"?-ncible force tho..n.l:o to the fact that they define the ncan.inr; of 
be~ng huna.n noral and ~ood. 

rm• I J w 
ln~s ce!1'Cral idea of Dl..•.rl::hei~.J.::m socioloey ha::> been subsequci1•.;1,-

~res?ntecl (in uhat i:: per11aps o.. nocle:a.:.:>ed., but surely an obfuscat~E!' 
,ra-: ....... 1 on) a . , . . . ' , 1- • ' ..... ' • '- • • o...,J · .... - '""7.... 8 V!"!C "'l/2e-:i ·:...!.a"C \Tl1U."v J.n·Gct;I··-:.."'GC3 ~OClC"vj"' :Ln"t,O n. 8JG~VC:.1 con-

f_ ~n·c~~l~ th~ individual o..s o..n c..-.xt;ononous, :1nc~. cuperior, force, i::> 
un:versal allegi~ce to the so-called 'central cluster of values' _ 
7 u.~~~"~ateu, hycienic brand of 1 conscim:ce c~llec·~ive~. Ir pared 
~0 l. t.S rx:tre essence and purified oi' essence-ooscurl.l1£:: JO.:"Goa, the 
l.~sa bee ones ::-trild.n~ly sinple ( si::~ul·caneously :::-evea.linc; its other­
>il.::>e co~1cealcd self-lini tation): :oociety, beinG t!1e OillY settin~:; for 
t~G l::t"lan G:dstence of t hono s<:tpiens ', in therefore its r2e,]bers 1 con­
for~·~y to the central society-anchored ideals. Tllel•efo::-e, if 
socl.e'(',y doe.s not uerish it is because of ::Ier.J.bern' conforr.ti:cy to 
~hese i~eab. ~cl. thi~ is good Qnd c~esiro.ble. (Let us notice, in 
~h~. ant:~_cipation of further discussion, tuo of ·~he :oelf-ir.lposed lirri.-
~.at.l.on~ of tl · · t ., · t .. · ' a ... , ., · -Us reasoning: Fl.rs , ·,,.1e exJ.s cnce OJ. socl.o·~y :;erve::; 
h YlL··lrOpological needs, need::; of non as r.1eobers of the :rJ.rJ.an species; 
' e:1ce' by definition, it is e;:tra-historica.l a:1cl. extra-prJ.rtisar:. 
s~:~nd' the justified need of 1 c. 1 societ;;-- has been tacitly identified 
:,~~"-·,~he need of 'the' society, society Hhich ;12-ppens i:.o clei'ine at 
~. e Looent the neaninG of beinG hunan. T"nis specific socieJ.;y i::>, of 
.:curse' a. h.iatorical phenoc.enon. But h<:tving rela·~cd it •.;o an an­
uhropo~og~c:J.l, e:xtra-1-.dstorical need, thic theoretical perspective 
presem.s the :historical as the natural. liot so ouch by an explicit 
s~ateoen~c to this effec+., but by denying the possibility of definin~ 
t:1e nen.mng of 'beinr:; hunan' in terns not supplied and not lec;iti­
r:'.ized by the society currently in e:d.stence). 

The history of nuch post-Durlj1einian sociolo!SJ has boiled clmm to 
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an innanent critique of this sicple, perhaps si~plistic answer to 
the question about the nature of society's coercive pm.,rer. Durk­
heim's successors could not be satisfied for long with the generality 
of Durkhein 1 s ansHer, as Durkhein hinself could not quite st-ralloH the 
gene1·ality of Comte's; hence they attenpted to dissect, cut and 
divide the 'central cluster' into its constituent parts, unexplored 
by Durld1ein, and to reveal the norphology of the central ideals' as­
cendancy over human individuals. This critique 'rciS innanent, since 
never once has the central pillar of Durld1eiuian sociology been 
questioned: that Hhat is 'thing-like 1 in the e:>..--perience dubbed 
'society' are ideas, und that, consequently, society renaining itself 
is above all an affair Hhich takes place in the space stretching 
bet>reen ninds. llor uas the question of the price of 'being hunan' 
in the form so defined ever asked. 

To give only the most original and sophisticated ~~amples of the 
innanent critique, let us consider those modifications of the central 
theme uhich uere introduced by Shils, Parsons, and Goffiilan. 

In Shils 1 s Horlc, the role of central ideals (values) in sustaining 
and upholding the social Hhole is not denied; but it is postulated 
that for their constraining inpact on individuals' behaviour to be 
effective, other factors ought to mediate, to '1-Ihich Durkhein paid 
little or no attention. It is therefore sut:;gested that the cental 
grip of society over individuals has in fact a tHo-tier structure, 
aptly e::pressed in the concept of centre and periphery. The central 
belief system of a society - so Shils tells us - is a high-level ab­
straction Hhich can be apprehended only by uay of a rather intellect­
ually denanding philosophical analysis. But ordinary people are not 
philosophers; hence they come into the immediate presence of central 
values only on relatively feH cerenonial occasions. As long as thes:: 
events last, the nassive enotional attachnent to central values is 
brought to a high pitch, loyalty is refreshed, hardened and rein­
.forced, but not necessarily translated into mundane precepts relevant 
to the daily routine and able therefore to safeguard everyday con­
fornity. It is personal ties, primordial bonds (like kinship or 
quasi-l~nship loyalties), partial responsibilities held in diverse 
corporate bodies - rather than cerenonially evol~ed beliefq - Hhich 
secure the upholding of central values by the routine, institution­
alized activity of the rJultitude of nen. So it is, in fact, the 
dense fabric of close relationships (face-to-face or fornalized and 
role-related), and innediate tasl~s at hand, uhich channel human 
routine behaviour into conforl!li ty ui th central values, Hhile the 
values thenselves remain, fro~ the perspective of ordinary nen, 
inconspicuous, unobtrusive, even invisible. And so the image of 
social j ntegration, Hhich Durlcheio proposed to stretch over the Hhole 
of society, is compressed by Shils to the central nucleus of the 
social system. It is this central sphere alone Hhich consciously 
and articulately sustains and is sustained by the crucial ideals of 
society. The peripheral sphere is not riveted to the central hub by 
ideological loyalty, but tacked to it by numerous strings of personal 
and not-so-personal bonds. 

The strings uhich keep society together on various tiers are 
therefore different; but all are spun of the same yarn of ideas. 
Shils points out the insufficiency of the 'central ideals' concept as 
an e::planation of the persistence of 'social reality'. But other 
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concepts, which he introduces to supper~ ~ to coiJ~lenent Durl:I;eiiJ­
ian lee;acy, are nade of the sane :;.·aw ua ver~al, and vhe 1 :::;o!Je things 
are ideas' postulate renains in full force. Only splinters of 
central ideals oust be absorbed by all for society to survive; but 
they have to be buttressed by a plethora of other ideals, like kin­
ship or organizational loyalty (all of uhich are, of course, ideas 
which act like thing::;), to serve their function. 

The picture of a nulti-tier structure of the value-based super­
iority of society ( \.rhich Shils cane across in his liUr-tine study of 
Geroan POH, and nade public in 1i3JS 1 in 1957) has been dra>m in more 
detail by Talcott Parsons - in his theory of the levels of organiz­
ation of social structure. (20) As ue l~ou, the entire Parsonian 
theory of society is organized around the concept of binding nor­
mative patterns, Hhose coopelling influence on individu.ul behaviour 
is achieved an~~. continually sustained by the tHin effort of 'pattern 
maintenance a..>1d tension-nanagenent 1 (preventive and penal action 
against deviation as uell as positive inducement of conforc.inG con­
duct), and 1integration1 (nostly processes commonly described under 
the heading of socialization). Normative patterns, as in Durkhem, 
reflect requireoents of the social \·Thole; they specify those c.spects 
of individual behaviov.r uhich are relevant to the co:.mon rood anu 
HP..ich L.UGt be observed if society is to survive. Onlv if it 
succeeds in subordir.n.ting individtw~ c.ctions to such n~roativa patt­
~rns, does society create a viable envi!'onnent in Hhich social c.ction 
~s possible. Hornative pc.tterns specir-.t, one could say, the nost 
General and necessary conditions of social e;:istence. 

In his theOr'J of the hierarchical organization of the social 
structure Parsono spells out the esoential diffe:::-ence betueen his 
notion of no:!':'native patterno and Durl~heician 1 ideals 1 enbodied in 
1 ~ 1~ne collective t. Hornative patterns do not refer necessarily 
directly to the collective, societal aios, to the necessity of sus­
t~r..ing toget~erneos, concur.n.l co-operation, etc. Through their o•m 
hierarchical structure they ultiaately point precisely in this dir­
ection; but, particularly in their loHer, nore specific and particu­
laristic ranifications they nay uell conceal this final tarGet, 
:'"isible only 11hen seen' £'ron the top - in the ocores of pernicl~ety 
~nstructions apparently unconcerned ,,;i th the uelfare of the totality. 

The most general values of the highest level arc articulated 
at successively lo•re:r levels so that norus eoverning specific 
actions at the louest level nay be spelled out ••• At the 
lo1.rer levels, norns and values apply only to special ca te­
gories of units of the social structure, unless they are 
the norns oost ge11eral to all 1 good citizen::; 1 and there-
fo~e are couched nainly in terns of a personality reference. 

In this ~ay the nost general and crucial norns, bearing directly on 
th~ 0:UOVival of the society, are translated into secular, nundRne 
~r~ef~ng~. The majestic structure of the social system nay be sus­
..,a~ncd •athout an ~licit appeal to sacred sanctions. It is 
buttressed by the routine, habitualized observance of cou-:Jonplace 
usages rather than by the universal internalization of, and loyalty 
to, the loftier and nore abstract articul '.tions of the central value 
cluster. In effect, the individual nay uell be unauare of the more 
renote, system-related consequences of his daily conduct. Fron his 
lim ted vantage point, only a branch or two and a dozen tHigs are 
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visible, while the rest of the tree may escape his notice without 
impairing the smooth running of his everyday routine. It is left 
to the social analyst to reproduce theoretically the fine tissue of 
dovetailing normative patterns, to make explicit their implicit 
function, to show how indispensable they are for social action and, 
indeed, the social existence of human beings. \ole recognize the 
traditional role of the priest - the interpreter of the intrinsic, 
though concealed, wisdom of the Creation, the preacher of the good 
which consists in the surrender and the joy which can be derived 
from enthusiastically embraced necessity. The scholastic principle 
'ens et bonum convertuntur' supplies adhesive for the weaker joints 
of the theory: one cannot envisage existence without society, hence 
it is good that society survives; it can survive only if consensus 
is secured; this consensus is laboriously pieced together from 
apparently petty trivialities; let us, therefore, learn to see 
through them, let us learn to perceive higher reasons in lowly rou­
tines, vital functions in vexing nibblings, the noble in the menial. 
The overall effect of Parsonian 'hierarchization of consensus' - his 
linking of the narrowest precepts to the survival of society, his 
firm supposition that any specific demand coming from 'outside' the 
actor's ends and motives, however difficult and incredible it may 
seem, can be shown in principle to derive from the most crucial 
commands of society's survival - amounts to a wholesale hallowing 
and ennoblin~ in a truly Leibnizian manner, of everything experien­
ced in social life as real, including its most unsightly aspects. 

The common assumption of both Durkheim and Parsons is that if a 
meaningful (human, in the case of Durkheim; effective, in the case 
of Parsons) action of an individual is to be possible at all, the 
same normative patterns or ideals must motivate and constrain the 
behaviour of all the individuals partaking of the action. What is 
necessary, is - in the words of W.I. Thomas, to whom Parsons re­
peatedly acknowledged his intellectual debit - 'a group-organization 
embodied in a socially systematized scheme of behaviour imposed as 
rules upon individuals' ( 1 The Polish Peasant in Europe and America•). 
Orderly, planned, organized, effective - indeed, free - human action 
hinges on the successful enforcing of institutionalized patterns, 
(even if they materialize, 'surface on the phenomenal level', 
through the psyche of individual actors, they still constitute an 
external reality, a 'second nature' from the actors' point of view) 
being, as they are, imperative and, within the limits of the intended 
action, unavoidable. It is this indomitable 1 second nature' which 
safeguards the complementarity of expectations - this paramount con­
dition of human action. 

There is double contingency inherent in interaction. On 
the one hand, ego's gratifications are contingent on ego's 
selection among available alternatives. But in turn, 
alter's reaction will be contingent on ego's selection and 
will result from a complementary selection on alter's part. 
Because of this double contingency, communication, which is 
the precondition of cultural patterns, could not exist 
without both generalization from the particularity of the 
specific situations (which are never identical for ego and 
alter) and stability of meaning which can be only assured 
by 'conventions' observed s. (21) 
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Throughout his work, Parsons appeals to the pan-human fear of un­
certainty, unpredictability, of the bizarre, the extra-ordinary and 
the surprising. Such fear, very much an anthropological phenomenon 
(in the sense of being associated inexorably with all and any human 
action), is double-pronged: the terror of 'things' going wild and 
responding to routine and skilful handling in an unusual, unforesee­
able way, and the horror of 'persons' confounding all expectations by 
using an unreadable symbolic code or attaching inscrutable meanings 
to known signs. It is this fear which the smoothly and coherently 
articulated society promises to dispel. It offers freedom from fear 
in exchange for conformity to 'conventions'. 

One of these conventions, and a paramount one at that, is the 
division of roles and their differential treatment. Role-require­
ments are on the whole clear-cut. They spell out the expected re­
sponses to ordinary stimuli. When known to both protagonists of an 
interaction, they will provide the sought-after 'stability of meaning' 
during the exchange. The partners enter their interaction 'pre­
fabricated', processed by society, with the meanings of their acts 
firmly attached to their possible actions well in advance as the 
appurtenances of the assumed role. Meanings are not neg~tiable 
they are given from the start or some time before the start and'the 
only outcome of a departure will be a distortion of communi~ation. 
But then all the frightening spectres of a dis orderly, unpredictable 
world will promptly return. They are kept at a safe distance only 
inasmuch_as everybody holds on to the :ole he has b~en allotted; and 
unqualifJ.ed acceptance of one's share J.n the essent1ally unequal 
allocation of rewards society is able to offer is the 'conditio sine 
qua non' of an orderly world. 

such attractiveness as the Parsonia~ v~rsion o~ Durkheim's idiom 
possessed can be ascribed to the irres1st7bly fa71le solution it 
ffers to the haunting feeling of uncertaJ.nty em1tted by the opacit 

~f human condition. Docility is the only price one is asked to pa~ 
for one's security; and the goods (only if everybody else respects 
his debts) will be surely delivered on payment. At the same time 
the costs of insolvency have been raised to ~ebulous heights; the' 
boice is now between order and chaos, secur1ty and pandemonium, 

c ·et haven and uncharted turbulent waters. When faced with such 
qhUJ.J.·ce it is easier to remain docile and to accept one's share a 
c 0 ' . th . "t ' however infer1or and unjust it may seem: . ere 1~ 1 seems, no 
alternative. ~he ~arsonian model of 'soc~al?at~e' suppresses the 
a!ternati~e, whic~ 1s t~e most important dist1n~t1ve ~unction of all 

nservat2ve, dom2nant 2deologies. By present1ng this suppression 
co in its essence, a matter of values people respect and obey he 
as' t · d 1 th · d · ' ddS cogency o 1 eo ogical attractions: e 1 ea 1s attuned to the 
a tablished formula of wisdom and legitimacy. 
es coercion is necessary - this is the central message of Parsonian 

orY• It has, to be sure, a reassuring quality, as any science­
th~xed statement reaffirming intuitive h~che~ of c~mmonsense will 
ba . tablY have. The Durkheiw-Parsons line 2n soc1ology is an elab­
ineV~on of the_leading themes of commonsensical experience and, 
orat~ the hor1zons of this experience, the only intelligible elab­
vith~~n• vfue~ the life situation of men is constituted by market 
0rat~ cons2dered to be the only mechanism through which con-
exchange~[ individual survival may be furnished, the individual can­
ditions 
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not but keep trying to reorganize his social environment in tune with 
his interests and ensuing desires; but so will everybody else. The 
resulting world would be at best technically untenable, at worse a 
hell painted by a surrealist, if it were not for some form of coerc­
ion or another. One can say that this market-type of freedom re­
quires coercion as its necessary supplement; without it, it wo~d 
never furnish conditions sufficient for the survival of the soc~ety 
or, indeed, of the individual. Parsons's message is not, therefore, 
a lie. On the contrary, it sums up what seems to be a fair and 
conscientious description of the society as it is and as we know_it. 
In so far as we live and wish to remain alive in a society organ1zed 
as 'an. opportunity-structure for the fulfilment of~ e~oistic i~­
vidualism' (22) we view as a nightmare (and call ~t 'Jungle la~ t"c 
the absence of coercive power strong enough to curb the very ego~s ~ 
individualism we crave to fulfil. If there is a contradiction 
between these desires, it is by no means caused by the frailti~s.of 
~uman reason and cannot be corrected by improving on human lo~C· 
~t is, in fact, a reflection of the genuine incompatibility betwe~n 
equally powerful commands of the existential situation - a situat~on 
from which there is neither a good nor unambiguous way out. And so 
coercion is unavoidable. The only choice available within the d 1 

horizon drawn by the institutionalized market, is that between 'har 
and 'soft' coercion; at least since the time of Kant, we have been 
keen scrupulously to distinguish between compulsion coming 'from 
without' and that coming 'from within', and to evaluate them differ­
ently. \ie prefer internalized coercion to that 1.,rhich is brutallY 
external, reaching for physical force where indoctrination failed. 
In ~his sense, Parsons has given us the description of the good ·t 
soc~ety: a description which we may consider realistic because ~ 
doe~ not transcend the horizon of the present, but which depict~ im­
soc~ety as it might be, rather than the one which is. The ~ e 
Parsons society is founded entirely on 'soft' coercion; it ~sa 
successful society, which than~s to the triumph of its moral power en 
can well-nigh renounce its physical force. This society may be ~~s 
as the utopian projection of the liberal market principle. For 
reason - while eliminating alternatives to this principle from the _ 
range of options considered as feasible and worthy of informed arg':n. 
ment - it may play a critical role, acting toward pushing the 'hum 
ization' of an essentially inhuman predicament to its accessible 
limits. It is, therefore, a 'reformatory within conservative' "ch 
attitude, embedded and codified in a vision of social reality "'h~ a.s 
posits coercion as inevitable, but coercion's more unsightly forms 
superfluous. Its utopian edge may be brought into relief when 
people face the uglier alternative struggling for actualization; of 
hence the celebration of 'Durksonianism' inspired by the disc~v~bY 
Nazi and Stalinist horrors; and the embracing of 'DurksoniB.JU.Sm tue.l 
the mildly critical, mildly conservative 'middle-stream' intellec 
movement in the Communist East. ent 

One version of the Durkheimian idiom, however, draws the i!lJIIIa.n 
critique of 'conscience collective' to its limits by bringing ton 
light the oppressiveness contained in the 1 soft 1 form of coerc~00ut­
i~self. It was Goffman alone who openly attacked and reject~ tY as 
r~ght the 'schoolboy model' which undergirds the image of so~~; of 
mostly a teaching-learning institution with a modest spri~n 
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correctional measures - the model which Goffman ridicules by its 
very description: 

If a person wishes to sustain a particular image of himself 
a...'ld trust his feelings to it, he must work hard for the 
credits that will buy this self-enhancement for him; should 
he try to obtain ends by improper means, by cheating or theft, 
he will be punished, disqualified from the race, or at least 
made to start all over again from the beginning • 

One can easily distinguish behind this description the noble view of 
society as a mainly humanizing, moral force, which both Durkheim 1 s 
poetry and Parsons's prose have keenly promoted. In Durksonianism, 
mutual trust based on integrity and truthfulness is the 'limen' to­
wards which society strives and which all its institutions try to 
work hard to bring about. If something is being suppressed on the 
way, it is the animal instincts and a-social egoism of individuals 
who are treacherous and untrustworthy until they have undergone re­
deeming social treatment. Without society, men are crude, cruel 
and dishonest; thanks to the coercive power of 'conscience collect­
ive' (or central values cluster) they are turned into moral beings. 

Not so, says Erving Goffman. Fresh from the bedlam of McCarthy­
ism, Goffman haste~ed to articulate the staggering discovery of the 
generation: just how wild society may run when overwhelmed by the 
zeal of its moralizing mission. This discovery furnished Goffman 
with his main, and perhaps only, motif, on which he has harped ob­
sessively in all his work. The new experience was there, ready to 
be wrapped in words. But Goffman, in tune with the long established 
habit of sociologizing without history, did more than just that: he 
promoted the intuitive findings of a generation into another general 
model of society. What had been done by human beings tinkering with 
their history, was polished up as another face of the 'second nature'. 

And so we learn from Goffman, that such freedom as the human in­
dividual may possess is obtained not thanks to society, but in spite 
of its obtrusive invigilation. The central issue in the indiVidual­
society relation is not, as Durksonianism would have us believe, th 
joyful and rewarding, though society-controlled, immersion of the e 
person in the refreshing, pu:"if'ying, humanizing waters of soc:ia'll:r­
upheld ideals and recipes. Instead, it is the precarious and hazar­
dous art of surrendering, or pretending to surrender, to as tiny a 
modicum of social 1musts 1 as is humanly possible, in order to be 
allowed to enjoy one's virtual, and always lonely, existence. Soc­
ialization, once again in sharp opposition to Durksonianism,. is the 
price paid in exchange for a makeshift emancipation from unbearable 
social surveillance, rather than the royal highway leading to the 
full, truly human existence. Society and the individual, far from 
imitating the benevolent teacher and his diligent pupil, bear a 
striking resemblance to mutually suspicious, shrewd and malevolent 
hagglers. They would not, though, go as far as annihilating the 
other partner or foreclosing his property; they need him as much as 
they seek to cheat him and to get the better of him. Intertwined 
forever in their equivocal hate-love, they will be only too happy to 
ettle for keeping the other side at a safe distance, and will be 

8 ger to accept the other side's promise to behave as 1it befits it 
~a behave' as the conditions of armistice. 

0 If the person is willing to be subject to informal social 
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control - if he is willing to find out from hints and 
glances and tactful cues what his place is, and keep it -
then there will be no objection to his furnishing this place 
at his discretion, with all the comfort, elegance, and no-
bill ty that his wit can muster for him • • • Social life is an 
uncluttered, orderly thing because the person voluntarily 
stays away from the places and topics and times where he is 
not wanted and where he might be disparaged for going. (23) 
And so society is still the ttough reality1 which confronts the 

individual with the stubbornness and impermeability of things, but 
it is a reality of a pile of conventions and excuses, false pretences 
and 1white lies 1, rather than majestic ethical principles. Society 
amerges under Goffman1 s pen as a gigantic hoa."'{, patched up by a multi­
tude of puny de captions and confidence games. It is a pseudo­
moral system into which scores of individuals are tacked together 
with the strings of sham devotion and I:JB.ke-believe acts. Everybody 
there pretends to do something he neither does nor wishes to do. 
Society is, therefore, put baclc again in the dock from which Durkson­
ianism strove hard to extricate it. It is again reduced to pure 
constraint, to negativity eo ipso, to a set of border-stones rather 
than guide-posts, aimed at imposing willingness to desist action 
rather than willingness to act. The rule of society is sustained by 
the massive conformity of individuals - no departure here from the 
axiom of Durksonianism. But what makes society tick is, in Goff­
man1s view, the multitude of human beings, simply keeping obediently 
to where they have been declared to belong, donning eagerly the mask 
offered by society, and once in a while emitting the right noises 
which indicate that they love the mask and would not swap it for any-
thing else. !Perhaps the main principle of the ritual order is not 
justice but face. 1 Indeed, little has been left of the lyrical 
romance of the beast ennobled or the epic of the affectionate monster 
made rational. Hhat is left of social reality, what the individual 
must still scrupulously learn and observe, what the individual is 
still forbidden to defy, what is presented to ~he indi~dual as an 
uninfringible, hard and 'objective 1 reality - ~s a part~cular set of 
rules which regulate the bargain for face and for the frontiers of 
the private domain. These rules refer to interhuma? communication, 
to the way in which it is made meaningful and effect~ve, but not to 
the content of the message. Not beliefs, but rules of the game glue 
together the Goffmanesque social order. . 

Hhat is being exchanged in human encounters, which combine into a 
process called 'society', are impressions rather than goods. The 
partners give each other clues which help the laltert to locate his 
protagonist on the cognitive map. The locat~ng, so it seems, is the 
important thing, rather than other, more tan~ble benefits, which can 
be derived from the interaction. One can assume (though Goffman 
never gives it away in so many words) that what men are after is 
above all cognitive certainty and the emotion~ security which comes 
'With it. Hell is the Other, one would say m.th Sartre; the very 
presence of the Other makes my own t\lhatness 1 pr~blematic, questions 
the comforting obviousness, lgivenness' of my ex~stence, and com­
promises me, gives away things which I would rather keep for myself. 
The feeling of constant vigilance by the Other, of my being watched, 
spied upon, assessed, is a source of constant fear. Society helps 
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us out: it opens a huge store room of protective masks, disguises, 
make-believe attires behind which we can hide, thus making our own 
'whatness 1 opaque, impervious to an undesirable eye. From the open 
expanse of truth and authenticity we flee under the secure circus 
tent, where everybody pretends to be somebody else, everybody is 
a-ware that the others are not what they seem to be, but nobody cares 
any longer about what they 'really' are. Having once donned the 
~lownish ~sk, people are determined to squeeze as much pleasure as 
1hey possl.bly can from the mimicry. If we have to play the game, 
et us make it grand. 

or ~ so wh~t the individual offers in interaction are a~ressions. 
the e two ~nds of expression- 1the expression that he 'gives' and 

. expressl.on that he 'gives off''- the second, which 'involves a 
~~~ range of action that others can treat as symptomatic of the 
sonsr't~he expectation being that the action was performed for rea­
play ? er than the information conveyed in this way' (24) came to 
in hi l.n ?offman•s writings an increasingly central role- as it does, 
to be~ Vl.ew' in social life as such. It is not enough to be X and 
additi ve the way in which people expect X to behave; one has, in 
he 'is~n, to convince others that he indeed behaves like an X, that 
that in ~· ~e second need comes to overshadow the first; it seems 
or it. ;ct l.~ eliminates the first or, at least, gains independence 
ation or t~e ~ew that the second has been built on the sound found­
very inten ? fl.rst (conveying and disseminating such a view is the 
again tl.on behind the second category of expressions) reflects, 
excel~~~ Pretences rather than a necessary connection. In fact, 
overall g l.n the first expression is not a sufficient co~tion of 
dition 0 ;uccess; what is more, it is not even the necessary con­
counters such success. Display is a separate art in social en­
fabric in ~d Perhaps the only art which keeps the delicate social 
appears t alance. As a result, what is called 1 social reality• 
rable as 0 the individual to be not just unmanageable, but impenet­
cover th Well. Certainly he tries to pierce through the masks which 
have bee~ f~ces of his partners in the life drama - but pretences 
Ibsen•s p Pl.led upon pretences and, like the gripping discovery of 
behind laeer Gynt, there is no 'hard core' in the onion, just layer 
'Ultimat Yer, however conscientiously you try to penetrate the 
why we e de~th•. Goffoan's imagery is meant to explain not just 
?Paque ::er:-ence 'society' as a reality, but 1my this reality is 
-c:npressl.· 0 ' l.n the end impervious to our eye. He are left with th 
tc n th t . ' . . Th e ~nces is th a socl.ety must rem~n so to survl.ve. e play of pre-
to dispel the essence of all and any social relations. The effort 
roXinQtions e mist Will result, at best, in an endless chain of app-
- For Durkb ~rdly ever conclusive. 

tn~ mora.J.i t e:m~ in order to be human, the individual has to embrace 
orcter to b yl :rhich society oropounds and supports. For Goffman in 
society bye '':-!!!self, the individual has to defend himself agains~ · 
nature' ima~sl.ng socially produced tools of disguise. The 'second 
beeinni.ng ore has thus come full circle. It had started, at the 
lations t..rhi , modern times, as a man-legislated tissue of pm-rer re­
Through a t~~ may_ have, in principle, violated 1lat.rs of nature'. 
Goffman as ~ dialectical 'negation of negatio:::1.1 it emerged,Hith 
alive b'.lt 1 a .~u.st 1 everybody takes part in generating and keeping 

' .laJ: Y deliberately, and without ever surveying the whole 
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structure. It is now the human individual who sets the standards of 
human nature. 1 In interiore homine habitat veri tas 1 • Society is 
again experienced as too tight a collar. If anything, it tends to 
obfuscate and confound human truth. It stands between the individual 
and his truth. It breeds immorality and it feeds on immorality. 
Society is now perceived as pure negativity. It is something the 
individual has to fight all his life. He may, as in fact he does, 
adjust himself to these conditions of perpetual struggle, but the 
outcome of adjustment is hardly Durksonian 'humanization'. Society 
is degraded; once the natural and logically indispensable locus of 
human life, it has been reduced to an inhospitable and demanding en­
vironment. 

The about-face in the perception of the 'second nature', axemplif­
ied by Goffman, may be alternatively portrayed as a further 'peeling 
of the onion' of social reality. The experience of constraint had 
been ascribed at the beginning to faulty political institutions. 
The discovery of which sociology as 'science of society' was begotten 
consisted in unravelling another, deeper and to~her, reality beneath 
the realm of politics; this was mostly conceived as made of ideatio­
nal stuff, but somehow sedimented and toughened to the point of con­
fronting any individual or group of individuals with the force of 
genuine 1 things' • The intensive analysis of the texture of these 
sediments, as well as of the process of sedimentation, has led in the 
end beyond the layer of social institutions, towards the individuals 
themselves, who are the ultimate source of all and any social instit­
utions and 'social reality•. It is the attempt to peel further the 
onion of social reality which has been proclaimed somewhat pretent­
iously as the current crisis of sociology. 

1 SECOND NATURE' AND THE C01•fi.10NSENSE 

Sociology, as we know it, was born of the investigation of the regu­
lar, the invariable, the unmanageable in the human condition. In 
its most zealous and pietistical moments it tends to conceive its 
own activity in terms of the crusade of science against 1the mystical 
notion of free-will'. (25) In more sober and secular moods it 
readily grants the individual his idiosyncrasies, but declares them 
scientifically uninteresting: the field of sociological investigat­
ion begins where the unique, the unrepeatable and irreplaceable ends. 
It does not deny human freedom; it simply evicts it beyond the 
boundaries of scientific inquir'<J. The latter makes sense only when 
concerned with the unfreedom of uniformity. 

Sociology, as we know it, inquires into the 'conditions' of the 
normal, but the 'causes' of the abnormal. 'The normal' is, in its 
pre-predicative, intentional meaning, whatever is recurrent, repeat­
able, routine, expected to happen again and again within the territ­
ory delineated by the interested human eye. TI1e abnormal is, eo 
ipso, whatever should not happen under given conditions, but did. 

Nothing is bizarre in itself. The oddity of a phenomenon is 
never an attribute of its mm - though this is Hhat the common figure 
of speech Hould have us believe. We perceive an event or an object 
as odd when it 'stands out' from the colourless, jejune background of 
monotony. But the baclcground in turn is the product of selective 
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perception; it is the act of so>ling standard seed which turns other 
flmrers into •reeds. It I:lB.kes little sense, therefore, to blame 
sociologists for ignoring or belittline; the role of' individual (by 
defi~ition irregular) factors. This 'negligence' is as 'organic' to 
the activity of sociology as its constitutive interest L1 the ~ture 
of social reality; one, in a sense, follows from the other. 

The notorious difficulty experienced by bona fide sociologists 
whenever they attempt to account for the subjective, the spontaneous, 
the unique (in their o\m ter:ns rather than in terms of their margin­
ality or obsolescence, from the perspective of a supra-subjective 
uhole) - is an immanent feature of sociology, unlikely ever to be ovel'­
coiJe from 1d thin this intellectual project. All systematized lmow­
ledge.of huma .. 'llife process, sociology included, is an attempt to 
le~~.~ntelligibility and cohesion to unorganized, disparate common­
sens~cal experience; it is a sophisticated elaboration upon crude 
commonsense, theoretical refineoent of the raw material of the 'dir­
ec~ly given' • This knollledge may be scentical and criticnl of the 
~ve beliefs of commonsense - an attitud~ in 1.,rhich established soc­
~~gy1takes we~-deserved pride. But coiJIDonsensical experience 
cept a ways rema.~n the locus in uhich sociological queries and con­
h,mn~ are ~esta.ted - and. the uobilical cord binding t:1.e knowledge of 
-~~1 affalr" to . 

the ult· t "' . commonsense mil never be cut. The commonsense J.S 

able ·~~mae obJect of sociolo~ical exploration in the saoe inescap-
wo.y as natur . 0 Ev n 

its care-f!' e ~? the ultimate object of natural science. 8 

logy owes teet~rust ~n the 'objective reality' of the social, socio­
perience of 0 unr e commonsensically confiroed pre-predicat.ive ex­
ultimat"' and reedom. It ; s this experience which provides the 
for soci~logy the only, fOQ'ldation for social reality, and the:~:or~, 
and 'objective~ssa ~egitimate intellectual activity \-.fith a legJ. iDA e 

The trouble .u~Ject-me.tter. ·tis 
8 qUivocaJ.. Itl.f:i.tn CO!!li!lonsensical e-vidence is, however, that J. de­
termination of hdoes not contain information about the ~cterna.lAvi­
dence it ackn Ullla..."l fate and conduct. On the contrary, such ~ 
~U, can Onlowledges of nature-like, stubborn resistance to hw;:nn 
"~-TJ.ll. The e: ap~ear as the corollary of a manifestation of this b­
duing an oute~rerJ.ence of freedom is nossible only as a sense of sul' 
Similarly th orce' perceived beca~se of it.s resistance, as 'rea. • 
ma.nif , e sense f ' t. f rea.li ty, ests itself - o. unfreedom, styled as percep :on o b 
human i-liU. Th only J.n the foro of defeat of a proJect impelled Y 
respectively e aspects of experience which can be articulated, 
or not at ali as freedom and unfreedore, appear either in conjunct~~ 
- all these f~l Kno>rledge of unfreerlon (constraints, na. ture' rea Y 
same pre-predicat~ or concepts, meaningless unless traceable to the 
ab~uru and, indee~ve_source) without intuition of freedom is as 
amed by knowl d d, ~nconceivable as experience of freedom una.ccomp-

Hence any ;;. ~e of its potenti~ or actual limitations. 
cribes the st~~tem or knowledge (including sociology), which desf 
human experience ure Of unfreedom alone, is a one-sided account 0 

unaccoun~ed f- ' and needs additional constructs to foreclose its 
·- - or compone t 

It rene.ins t b . n s. 
tha+ HhRt -- 0 e snown, this time in disagreement uith commonsense, 
f " 'l. . appears to the prist.; ne pre-predicative experience as a 
ree act, .s~e~~g from reasonfncr'and choice, is an inevitability co~ 

cealed ana lnVJ..sl.ble to the naked eye. Huch of the disdain shoun 
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towards commonsense, written into the project of science, has as its 
source the alleged inability of unrefined experience to discover the 
necessary and the la1.,r-like behind the facade of free \..'ill. This 
ineptness of unaided commonsense to unco~er the sternly determinis­
tic order of the world and to accol.mt for its ow.1 hidden causes also 
provides the stuff of which the distinction bet1.,reen 1 essence 1 and 
'existence' have been ultimately forged. The impression usually 
given, and often deliberately enhanced, of scientific knowledge being 
an implacable ene1:1y of co!ilDonsense (Hhile, in fact, remaining its 
symbiotic adjunct) is due mostly to this circunstance. Science is 
expected only to 1 explain' hm• the necessity of the outer •rorld -
already experienced a:J nature-like - comes into being; but it has 
to 'prove', in de.fiance of pre-scientific eA"Pe::.·ience, that the king­
dom of necessity e1:1braces the totality of hunan life processes. The 
second task, nn.turc.lly, takes much more effort and consequently gen­
erates much more zeal. It is, therefore, the second line of the 
battle where the hea.viest artillery of science is concentrated and 
the most ferocious barraees are launched. The •~r is 1~ged between 
the 'real order of things' and c.isleading appearances - the 'mystical 
notion or free-will'. 

Both tasks, to be sm·e, stem from the poignant need constantly 
generated by the lived-through human experience. Hen e..~erience 
resistance coning fro~ a misty rea~n which is not like those impenet­
rable, toueh, tangible things they freely conceive as objects. As 
one I:light expect, they keep asking ho~-1 it can be that that 1 some­
thing', divested of all the fru:liliar attributes of material objects, 
nevertheless behaves like the~ in setting limits to hunan movement. 
The L'1tui tive metaphor requires intelligible substantiation, and the 
riddle sets loose all the imaginative poHer of theorizing ~'1d model­
building. This is the cognitive curiosity aroused by the unkno•m 
and the incomprehensible. The concepts produced ir. responsa are 
meant to bri~~ sense, order, to unintelligible experience. The 
message conveyed by this ~qperience is clear; its strttcture is not, 
ho;.rever. 

But the other task is supported no less eagerly by the life pro­
cess. The experience of free will is by no means an enjoyable 
feeling. Here often than not it is psychologically unbearable in a 
world posited as a set of chances which may be taken up but can be 
missed. In such a world, free will is experienced as an ~gonizing 
?urden', (26) as 'dizziness', which 'occurs when freedom looks down 
~nto its own possibility'. (27) A man cannot easily tolerate the 
knowledge that his predicament is of his o1m choosing, his failure of 
his O'W'Il maldng. Freedom means choice, and the choice is - if it is 
real and concerned with genuine crossroads and the options which 
?aunt - one agony men dread more than any else. There is an air of 
~evocability to each act of choice: for each road chosen, there 
are many abandoned once and for all. Choice is, therefore, the 
gateway through which finality enters the open-ended and hopeful 
human existence; choice is the point at which the unnegotiable past 
gets hold of the amenable future. The experience of freedom is, 
therefore, an inexhaustible source of fear. If the a~erience of 
nature arouses curiosity and creative energy ('only in the name of 
something not of my own creation can I usurp the ~t of creation') 
(28) this other experience generates an overwhelming urge to escape. 
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It is not knowledge, paving the way for free action, ~hich is s~ught, 
but, on the contrary, a powerful authority contradict~ng the evl~ence 
of experience, exposing its frailty and undependability. Hhat ~s 
1re.nted above everything else is the removaJ. of the burden of respons­
ibility. Free will in itself is an unfathomable well of anxiety. 
Free will, conceived as the only cause of constraint, irrevocability 
and finality in human fate, is a nightmare. 

God is thereby generated at both poles of the human experience. 
On the 'reality pole', as He who set the world clock. On the 'free­
will ~ole', as He who pre-determined human fate and conduct, while. 
refus~g human creatures the ability to discern the inevitable behind 
the_phantom of their free decisions. On the first pole, He stands 
~s JUst a name for the obviously known; He adds little to the con­
aUt of human experience. On the second pole, however, He is an 
P ~n, powerful force, suppressing and re-moulding the data of ex­
t:nence. It is here that He is particularly desired and most in­
rens~ly awed. Here His presence does not contain its o•m proof and 
NJ~~es all_ the emotion and po•rer of belief for it to take root. 
lr.nov~ ~ and l.ntuitively, I!len know their responsibility, but dread the 
latio~ ~e a_~ Wish to suppress it. If they experience their re-
if th ~ th~ world as antagonism, they feel much more comfortable 
high-~a P ay ~ which they act is. s~ged and directed by an imperious, 
the awarnded director. Perhaps 1.t 1.s not the frustration itself, but 
and is eness of one's own fault which induces most of the suffering, 

Relim~st difficult to withstand. 
need ~l.~n has always built its spiritual power on this essential 
Priests ~n stem~ f:om men's confrontation with their world. Tile 
forznuJ.a t • au t-heu many garbs J 1·Thether those of Radin IS 1 religiOUS 
ors betwors•' or Eliade's 'shamans', have always acted as the mediat­
Without ~n th~ D.irector and the actor 1-1hom He moves over the stage 
~ch act ~VUlglng His intentions or the denouement of the plot. 
his Ilart 0 d_ knew only his own few lines, and could surmise only that 
members fovetailed somehow, somewhere, into the parts of the other 
N? concl~·the cast and combined •dth them into a meaningful whole. 
~es he h;,'lfe Proof that it did indeed do so could he derive froi!l the 
his 'lfe:t-y b~w~ Deep in his heart a terrii'ying suspicion gnawed at 
~do\.J'• -:-t l.li ty to take part in the shm-1: life was but a wa.J..ki.ng 
:l.~.t?:tn l. 1.J'as a tale told by an idiot, full of sound and fury, 
~his intof nothing ••• But to admit this to himself, to articulate 
choose de erable dread, was to refuse to act, to reject life and to 
suspicionath. It was the job of the priests to see to it that the 
~de stru ~e'lfer surfaced; in this they co-operated with the man-

0 gi'lfe t~ ure of the life-process, designed in such a ·way as never 
~e Pries~e 0PPortunity for ultimate questions and final choices. 
~:ecto~. vs had to mount a convincing case for the existence of the 

'lfel.lect by th!nd then they had to interpret His design, never un­
They had t e Author himself in the presence of the uninitiated 
behind theo demonstrate the meaning behind the absurd, the plan· 
peeping thrrundom string of unconnected events, the supreme logic 
that one i ougn the endless chain of personal defeats. The belief 
unhappines 8 ~othing but a patm in the superior player 1 s hands removes 

Its an~ J.r?m bad luck. It is a benign, charitable belief. 
f~e~=, will go!ti..st is t.he doctrine of free will. It is the idea of 

... - ' co1ltinuously suggested by daily experience, which has to 
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be suppressed in the first place for God to relieve men of the tor­
menting realization of their immense task. God's therapeutic job 
of reconciling men to their fate cannot be completed so long as the 
slightest remnants of the free will doctrine linger in human consc­
iousness. Pelagianism was, therefore, the most treacherous and 
subversive of all heresies 1.Ji th which religion had to 1-rrestle. It 
was Pelagius' view that God's grace is a reward for human merit rath­
er than its condition. The view could easily ruin the subtle thera­
peutic design of the church: were it accepted, men would have to 
struggle for God's grace and to blame themselves were it not forth­
coming - to wit, to go through all the agonies which they sought to 
escape when embracing their belief in God. It was, therefore, 
against Pelagius that St Augustine loosed his most poisonous arrows. 
In doing so, he formulated the original theory of deviation, later to 
be taken over and re-phrased by Durksonianism: God's grace precedes 
all merit and is the preliminary, necessary condition of human 
virtue. The latter is inconceivable without the active intervention 
of God. If man breaks loose, if he defies God's command, if he 
attempts to stand on his own feet - sin is the only possible result. 
No merit awaits man on his road to independence. The distance he 
adopts in relation to God is the measure of his deviance. Amidst 
the crumbling and decomposing souvenirs of the most grandiose civi­
lization mankind had known to date, with the terrors of the great 
Barbarian Unknown just across the gate, Augustine evoked God as the 
last retreat of steady ground amidst the earthquake: 'Hith a hidden 
goad thou didst urge me, that I might be restless until such time as 
the sight of rny mind might discern thee for certain'. (29) The good 
is in the embracing of God. Since his fall, man 1 s free will, if 
unaided by God, can lead only to morbid s~n. It is. only God's grace 
which fills the empty container of 1rill 'WJ. th the. desJ.re to do good. 
One can say, in anticipation of the future vagar~es of Augustinian 
anti-Pelagianism: it is the powerful force 'over there' which makes 
man a moral being. To escape the perversions lying in wait in the 
wilderness of the will considering its~lf to be f:ee, man has to 'put 
himself in Him who made him', adjust himself to his predicament, em-
brace it wilJ.ingly and gratefully. . . . 

The Durksonian deified society 'WJ.~ ~ater.~nher~t such redeeming 
~otentials of God. n;e Durksonian v~s~on 1ull take over Augustin­
~an contempt for the s~nful, beast~ flesh ~d the location of the 
morally ennobling reunion with God ~n the lugher regions of th 
Spirit- the 'situs' of belief, trust, ~d.self-constraint. ~k­
sonian sociology l.Jill take over the tradi~~o~ function of the 
priest: the interpretation of the sup:a-~n~v~dual order mod lli g 
the inscrutable into intelligibility, ~pos~ng an iron-cl~d 1 e. n 
upon seemingly irrational, chance events, len~ng meaning to ~g~~­
ently nonsensical human fate. Contrary to N~etzsche God . PP t 
quite dead. Demystification of the human community has tak~s no 

. . 1 en on 
the form of deif~cat~on of the communa sources of individual _ 
freedom. The perpetual effort to satisfy cognitive and t·~ 
needs .fomented by daily experience has not stopped. It e~o ~ot 
likely that it ever lrill. J.s 

Hha tever the veracity of sociological mo~els and the reliability 
of their verification, they 01.re much of the~r credibility to the 
degree of intelligibility they lend to the protean human experience, 
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and to the extent to Hhich they match the criteria of acceptability 
as fixed by experience-determined urges. In other words, the more 
chance a sociological model stands of being absorbed by common­
sensical wisdom and, with time, of being perceived as obvious, the 
stronger the case it makes for the inevitability which resides in the 
human life-setting and the more relief it offers to the 'dizziness of 
freedom'. The mainstream sociological conceptualizations of pre­
predicative experience were always distinguished by their demonst­
rating the determinism of human action and revealing the hidden 
sense of phenomena >Those >Tisdom and utility was not immediately 
apparent. 

Thi~ was, indeed, the ubiquitous tendency in the prevailing brand 
of soc:-ology, as exemplified by Durksonianism. Such 'J,.Irong-style 
compl~nts as were levied against the allegedly 1oversocialized 1 con­
cept of man proclaimed by this sociology were misdirected, since the 
~o~e~t of socialization was not an empirical description of human 
S.:d :v:-our' but an analytical postulate commensurate with God 1 s grace 
bear ~e~ at the same task of rendering human fate intelligible and 
nef·~ ~' far r:om being an error to be easily corrected to the be­
but~ ~ the ruling paradigm, it has been its 1 sine qua non' attri­
to b a ~aramount source of strength. No other secular form seems 
char: ~Vatlable for promoting the idea of the essentially determined 
the s~ er of human conduct. If society replaced GOd in the role of 
the Go~ce of necessity, socialization is a natural substitute for 

Soci~~era~ed ~pri~gs of human deeds. 
meets at ~zat~on ~s, ~ndeed, a well-nigh wholesome substitute. It 
poles of ~ne fell su~op cognitive and emotional pleas pressed by both 
a situatio~~n e~er~ence: it binds one pole to the other, creating 
firm and . ~n wluch the explanatory formulae attached to either con­
nature-li~:~~orce each other. To the cognitive quer-1: 'what is 
support d ~n t~e human setting?', the answer is: 1 the socially-
of thine ,moral ~deas which confront you with the stubborn reality 
freedomg= d T? the emotional anxiety arising from the experience of 
complem ~ cho~ce an answer is given which is derivative of and 
whatev~!n ~7 ,to the first: free will is an illusion, in so fur as 
from yo~y u ~o, has been impelled by the ideas you have absorbed 
ative) i- soc~al environment· the selfsame moral (cultural, norm­
birth on ueas I \l~ch society h~s been inculcating in you f-.!' om your 
what you"ar t ~s society, therefore, wluch simultaneously makes you 
the 'illusi~nand bears the responsibility for it. Sociology fought 
relitiou~ d tof free •Till' with the doggedness and zeal which the "' .... oc r· 
that religio ~ne of providence previously manifested. The fact 
fought it a n fought free will as heresy, ifhereas sociology has 

s a 'my t· ·f· t· t ceal the st~iki s ~cal', i.e. unscient~ ~c, no ~on- c~~o con-
In fund~ tng_affinity of attitudes and intellectual projects. 

· en alist · · fund ... li ... 1· · th maJor, 'noble• d soc~ology, as~ amen~ s~ re ~g~on, .e 
along a compet· etertninism in human conduct has had, ho>Tever, all 

' J.tor· · · f d t · · uall eased as someHh t . • a different kind o e erllll.rusr:J, us y ass-
though never !. J.Uferior, less ifOrthy, better to be got rid of, 
ism or the du=~..,J.rely eliminable. Tlris feature of a dual determ.in-

i t . ... sources of inevitability in human behaviour perhaps 
dowes -~ pe~~J.ulsventce again to commonsensical eA~erience, whose evi­

ence. 2 ar. 20 a es. It is hm.fever, a different aspect of the 
experlence lt reflects. Thi~ time it is not the essential split of 
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experience into nrrttU'e-like constraints and the intuition o:f free 
choice, but the perception of acts as differentially valued, as 
divided into cozm:~endable and condemnable, allowed and prohibited by 
a superior power- sometil!les :felt as sitlli!.ted 1uithin 1 , sometimes as 
coming from outside the acting individual. All syste!!l i~ a lim.i­
tatio!l, an exclusion of some occtU':::-ences on behalf of some others -
and socinl systems, which delineate the outer framework of lnuaan life 
are no exception to tl:.is rule; hence the ma.nichaic streak in intui­
tive experience is fairly universal, positing at all times a trouble­
some problem :for fundamentalist uorld vieus. To be complete and co­
hesive, such a uorld v:i..eu had to account for the fact that despite 
the presence o:f superior and, in essence, benevolent (good, hunu..."l.­
izing) potwr (God, society), acts which cannot be toler a ted and ought 
to be assessed as neentive (sin, deviance) do occur on a more or less 
permanent basis. A11swers to tl1is cr~lenge occupied the whole con­
tinuum from the outrightly manichaic solution to that which tried 
r~d to steer clear of manichaic temptations,and which, in the end, 
put in question the oo.nipotence of the central power. As we knm-1, 
the o:f:ficinl doctrine of the Christian ChtU'ch took a sharply anti­
manichaic stand. It was accepted, again from the tllie o:f St August­
ine, that evil is a ptU'ely negative phenomenon rather the.n another 
'substance': evil is the non-possession of grace and derives from 
the inability of the .,llll1, imperfect human creattU'e to reach the 
'ought' rrescribed for him in God's mnd; the possibility that God 
may be someHhat less than omnipotent, or - worse still - that He 
might be a source of evil as well as the sotU'ce of good, was con­
sidered unacceptable. Not so in sociology. Its solutions were, 
on the whole, akin to the Christian tradition, :i.n that it never per­
mitted anyone to doubt that deviant acts occtU' in spite of the dom­
inant tendency of society rather than as a result o:f it. In all 
other respects, however, the sociological tradition •.ras much more 
tolerant to manichaic ideas. On one hand, the occtU'rence o:f devian~ 
and by definition disruptive, acts 1-ras traced back to the technical 
iraper:fection of the many means applied by society to keep its members 
in check - to the society 1.,rhich 1.ras not quite up to the tasl~. On 
the other, particularly in the Adam Smith-Hruc ~veber tradition, de­
parttU'es :from the 'normal' pattern sponsored by society ~-rere ascribed 
to the intrinsic, or residual irrationality of human action - and, in 
particular, to the emotional, non-intellectual layers o:f huma..>1 per­
sonaJity. The essential incompatibility of the affectual and the 
rational, o:f emotion and reason has been an unquestionable truth to 
virtually all sociologists; superiority o:f the second over the first 
has in :fact been taken :for granted, though the terms in which it has 
been articulated varied. By Comte as 1.,rell as by Heber, this 
superiority was organized along historical lines - the rational eys­
tel!l superseding that fowlded upon affection - and was thereby pro­
jected as the axis of societal progress. Sociologists, on the tllhole, 
side •d th the social practice which tends to denigrate, conden:n and 
suppress drives defined as 'biological', deriving froill th8 ht~ 
animal infrastructure and in opposition to those socially inspired 
and legitimized. T'.ney, therefore, posit their own :f.ormula of ob­
jectivity and truth-ptU'suit as the l1istoricnl tendency o:f the human 
u?rld as such. This theme is :found beyond the enthusiastic welcome 
g:L ven by Conte to the coming industrial age, this positive age 1.rl1i ch 
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should be 'matched' only by a similarly positive science of human 
affairs. One can find the same theme, though presented in a con­
siderably refined manner, in \veber 1 s diagnosis of the trend towards 
the legal-rational society. It is this society, in which men are 
increasingly prompted to act according to the rules of instrumental 
rationality, which lends ultimate sanction to the plausibility of an 
objective social science: ideal types, positing the behaviour of a 
rational actor in given circumstances, •all approximate more closely 
to actual conduct in conditions where other bases of social action, 
and, above all, traditional and affectual, recede to the margins of 
social life. The final triumph of objective knowledge over the em­
otional, the subjective, the pre-social, parallels the historical 
tendency towards the institutionalization of rational objectificat­
ions of socially selected behavioural patterns. The sociologists' 
~eglect of the non-rational aspects of human experience is increas­
~gly justified by the consistent elimination of such aspects, or 
their diminishing social importance, as a result of social develop­
ment itsel£. 

1 The above reasoning squares well with another tendency of socio-
ogy - that is, to seek the meaning which occurrences derive from 

their relation to the societal whole, rather than from intentions of 
a~tors. Kingsley Davis was in a sense right in declaring a separ­
a e '~ctional method' to be a myth, and proclaiming the concept of 
~~t~o~ t~ be constitutive of sociology as a whole. It is true 
Wid thinking in terms of 'function' has been consistently much more 
~spread than any particular school which identified itself with 

su Usage. Having assumed once and for all that it is society 
~hich defines the conditions of human life, which shapes human t na-
ure~, sociologists could, without further argument, depict as the 
~e~ng of a recurrent or single social event, its role in sus­
~Ill.ng and perpetuating this very activity of society. It is the 
1 cUlu~ of function, therefore, rather than ordinary logical calcu­
.ua, Which decides the meaningfulness of customs and rites, institut­
~~ and Usages. It is no longer the individual reason of 'les 
pd .osophes', but the impersonal invisible reason of society, which 

ecl.d h ' 1-iha es w ether a social phenomenon does, or does not, make sense. 
b t seems to be absurd and despicable to individual reason, may still 
; utt~rly 'logical' from the wider and more objective vantage point 

~f ~~~J.ety~ from which its function becoa~s.evident •. I~ ~he reason 
th . s Philosophes' was Protestant in sp1nt - each J.ndiVJ.dual read 
t ekBJ.ble, each has the right to interpret its meaning- sociolo~st~ 

oo the li f . . o... "' God . ne pursued by the Catholic strategy o comcumcatJ.on With 
and ~~~ate~ by professional priests, who ~e alone in t~eir ability 
edl . l.r rJ.ght to uncover the hidden neamng and sense J.n the alle~-

~h J.nscrutable verdicts of God. 
c fe great achievement of a sociology which developed as the scien­
e 0 ._,_:mt'reedom has been the unity of its ontology, methodology, and 

~o~..,l.Ve ~ction. The grip in l.rhich sociology has successfully 
ept human l.magination is strengthened by the fact that it is 'based 

?~ ,hese objectifications of reality l<hich we undertake daily', that 
l. Hmerely extends the everyday procedure of objectifying reality', 
as .abermas pertinently observed. (30) It is fed by the pre-predi­
~atJ.ve experience of the life-process as essentially unfree, and of 
reedom as a fear-generating state, and it aptly supplies apposite 
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cognitive and emotional outlets to both intuitions. It merely re­
inforces the intuition of unfreedom, and the supremacy of the outer 
condition over individual cravings. It makes this unfreedom less 
intolerable by positing its inherent wisdom and coherence. It 
assists the individual in his spontaneous effort of disposing of the 
excessive, and, therefore, anxiety-ridden, freedom of choice, by 
either positing this freedom as illusion or advising him that such 
freedom is supported by reason which has been delimited and defined 
beforehand by society, whose power of judgement he cannot challenge; 
not only because of its superior strength, but simply because the 
distinction betueen reason and unreason is synonymous with the divi­
sion between society and non-social, i.e., animal life. 

Sociology, therefore, as the science of unfreedom, answers the 
call coming from the perplexed individual searching his own exper­
ience for such meaning as can make it acceptable. It placates that 
eA~erience which is vexed and confused by the incompatibility of 
individual freedom with the actuality of the life-process not of the 
individuaJ.• s choice. It saves the individual from the torments of 
indecision and the responsibility he is too weak to bear, by sharply 
cutting down the range of acceptable options to the size of his 
'real' potential. The price it pays, however, for playing such a 
benign and charitable role is its essentia.lJ.y conservative impact 
upon the society it helps people to explain and understand. 

It has become increasingly popular, mostly in politica.J.ly motiva­
ted quarters, to accuse established sociology of a vulgar 'distortion 
of truth r , of uniting with the powerfUl in praise of their order and 
in their effort to convince the oppressed and the duped of its in­
trinsic virtue. The critics who wish to expose the genuine role of 
sociology in the struggle of groups and their ideas, tend to look, it 
seems, in the t-li'ong direction. They seem to identi.fy the partisan, 
ideological function with propaganda in favour of the superior qual­
ities of a specific type of social system; hence they assume that 
their case will be proved if they can show that sociologists, while 
pretending to be impartial and objective, in fact smuggle into their 
allegedly non-partisan descriptions attitudes heavily laden with 
partisan values. Hence analysis of the cultural role of sociology 
often takes the form of a peculiar 'value-hunting'. The game the 
hunters are after is proof that sociology is 'bourgeois ideology', 
and this proof will talce the form of a demonstration that, explicitly, 
or implicitly, sociology extols the virtues of a bourgeois society 
and inspires, or tries to inspire, popular sympathy for its attrib­
utes. 

The hunters are on a false track. A strong case has been repeat­
edly made on behalf of 'value-freedom' which sociology has achieved, 
or strives towards with a measure of success. Sociologists do 
agree with Comte, when he protested against 'metaphysical thinking', 
which exaggerated 'ridiculously the influence of the individual aind 
upon the course of human affairs 1 , and ca.J.led for man r s nature to be 
given 1a solemn character of authority which must always be respected 
by rationaJ. legislation' - in short, to 'assume the ground of ob­
served realities'. (31) In so far as this observable reality 
tot-rers high above the level of meagre individual capacities, the 
truth of sociologists towers high above the truncated, partial truths 
of individuals or groups of individuals. Sociology contains no 
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more partisan values than the reality it describes has incorporated 
and petrified. But sociologists do take one fateful decision: to 
remain entirely on the ground of this reality, not to transcend it, 
to recognize as valid and worthy knowledge only such information as 
can be checked against this reality here and now. The alternatives 
which this reality renders unrealistic, unlikely, fantastic, socio­
lo~ promptly declares utopian and of no interest to science. In 
t~s, and perhaps in this alone, resides the intrinsically conserv­
at~ve role of sociology as the science of unfreedom. Sociology acts 
on the assumption that social reality is regular and subject to re­
cur:ent, m~notonous uniformities; by making such an assumption, it 
po~~~~ soc~al reality as conforming as much as possible to that des­
~:iie~0~· By positing it in such a form, sociologists perpetuate 
so . 1 ~n the 'natural' rather than the historical character of 
is~~at~rangements. In other words, it is not true that sociolog­
ext~l b~ cons?rva~ive attitudes in order to lend support to, and 
if re~turgeo~s ~tues; they may inadvertently lend such support 
Virtu • Y they 1 naturalize' happens to institutionalize such 
les t~s' b ~ut then it would offer similar service were other princip-

Thee ~ Ject of institutionalization. 
etc.) m! ance of ~techne' (in opposition to gambling, random acts, 
in theiryb~~ a~plied only to objects which are essentially constant 
social w lda~our, and therefore predictable. Hence positing the 
bed as lor ~s nature, subject to a repeatable cyclicality descri­
the tee~~, ~~ a necessity for any knowledge which intends to serve 
desire t al ~nterests of men. And sociology, as we know it does 
treated 0 se~e such interests. If human institutions are to'be 
must be as obJects of technologically informed manipulation, they 
rate th seen as law-abiding units of nature-like reality. At any 
that'modei are of interest to sociology only inasmuch as they fit 
end is t e • As Bernard Berelson once candidly put it, 'The ultimate 
same sen ° ~ders~and, explain, and predict human behaviour in the 
behavio~eo~n whi?h scientists unders~d, exp~a~n, and predict the 
the beha . f Phys~cal forces or biolog~cal ent~t~es or, closer home 
is only v:tour of goods and prices in the economic market 1 • (32) It 
and freenatural that such an end be seen and portrayed as impartial 
desire too~ear~bly commitments apart ~om the.~versal h~an 
~Ociety an ow ~n order to act. Within the li~t~ of_a g1ven 
1mpartial Y knowledge which such an end may beget 1s, 1n a sense 
(~hough a"lotT~ere is nothing, indee~, in th~ ~owledg~ itself ' 
mQnes its exc 1n_the surrounding soc1al condit1ons) which pre-deter­
~ociety. Th!U~1ve_utilization by one rather t~ another part of 
1ts stubbor ( 1ntr1nsic bias of such knowledge lies elsewhere _ in 
cend the ho~i tho~h prudent, considering its aims) refusal to trans­
alone. But ~~ f1Xed by the prerequisites of the technical interest 
concedes its co s. can h.'U'dly be held against lmowledge which frankly 
be at peace Wit~tment to the technical-instrumental service. To 
the goods it h 1tself, to remain faithful to its pledge and deliver 
temptation to as Promised, sociology has to resist resolutely the 
the only objec~each beyond the boundaries of reality here and now-
George Lundb of a technically sound and effective action. 
positive so ~rf, that most outspoken interpreter of the programme of 
with dema d c1( ogy' COuld indeed be righteously indignant when faced 

n s or accusations) that sociology ought to be (or is) a 
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politically committed endeavour: 
I am opposed to making science the tail of any political 
kite whatsoever ••• I have emphasized that political scient­
ists are indispensable to any political regime. Social 
scientists had better work toward a corresponding status ••• 
The social sciences of the future will not pretend to dictate 
t? men the ends of existence or the goals of striving. They 
~ll merely chart the possible alternatives, the consequences 
of each and the most efficient technique of arriving at what­
ever ends man shall from time to time consider it worth \.rhile 
to pursue ••• No regime can get along without it. (33) 

To be fair, a 'loJertfrei' sociology would shirk from the vexing issue 
of the social responsibility of scientists no more than natural 
scientists have done, 1wertfrei 1 as they are to everybody's satis­
faction. But the contention is that the fact that human beings are 
objects which sociology helps to manipulate, does not posit the issue 
of responsibility and commitment in a qualitatively different light. 

Indeed, Lundberg's point is almost trivially true. No ideologi­
cal gulfs between regimes seem to bear much relevance (freak histor­
ical variations notwithstanding) to their uniformly keen interest -
sometimes unrecognized, but always 'objectively' present - in the 
kind of technical service so cogently exposed in Lundberg's progra­
mme. There is little doubt that this programme is really 'neutral 1 

in terms of ideological divisions, that is to say, in terms of those 
specific models of social organization the virtual or would-be mana­
gers of social processes would wish people to love or, at any rate, 
to enact and to perpetuate through their orderly behaviour. Such 
partisan commitment as may be sensibly imputed to this programme is 
of an entirely different nature and cuts across existine (as well as 
possible, conceivable) political camps. 

Logically, social science may influence human behaviour - perform 
the 1 engineering' function - in two different ways. If 1 engineering' 
consists, by definition, in the shaping or re-shaping of an object by 
factors external to it and designed without its participation, then 
the distinction between the two is determined by the very structure 
of human action, as it has been schematically portrayed: 

Motives== 

Culture 

Ill/ 
J ::== Structural 

'_,-- ::== constraints 

Action 

Granted that the individual's motives remain (unless processed cul­
turally) beyond the reach of the factors dealt with by social science 
proper (these motives may be acted directly upon by drugs, brain 
surgery, etc.), there still remain two openings through l.rhich an out­
side influence may penetrate the course of the action and modifY it. 
The first is, broadly speaking, the 'cultural' opening. It conveys 
those cognitive assertions and normative precepts which the indivi­
dual employs to assess the situation he confronts and to select the 
'right' (that is, commendable in one of its many senses, e.g., 
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effective or morally elevated) course of action. The individual's 
motives processed by such cultural factors and applied in order to 
assess the relative value of different courses of action is in fact 
the meaning of the widely used concept of the 'definition of situ­
ation'. The factors which enter the action through the cultural 
opening are aimed precisely at the definition of the situation. 
supplying the actor with new information about the environment, 
about himself, and about their reciprocal relations, with knowledge 
of new ways of acting, or with the image of possible ends of action 
these factors may prompt the actor to change his view of the situ- ' 
ation and its eventual consequences, or, on the contrary, to stren­
gthen his attachment to the previous definition. For example, by 
exposing intimate links between the limits of individual gratific­
ation and freedom of action on the one hand, and societal networks 
of ~ower and wealth (normally invisible to the unaided individual 
eye), the private SA~erience of individual suffering and frustration 
may be transplanted from a 'consumer deprivation' intellectual scheme 
into a 'class exploitation' scheme. Accordingly, subsequent action 
may be re-directed from the industrial, trade-oriented context into 
the total society-inscribed one. Or, by connecting the diverse 
component~ of individual strivings and accomplishments into a commu­
nal unit styled as the nation, the tendency to consider the nation 

By 

as the prime object of loyalty, together with the ensuing propensity 
to ethnocentric behaviour, may be reinforced. 

The 'cultural' factors appeal, ~herefore, to in~vidual conscious­
ness. They tend to broaden indiV1dual vision, to 1ndicate new, un­
suspected horizons from which to review and to assess the indiVidual 
1rawr experience. To be accepted, and therefore effectively to re­
":ha~o. th~ <"-Or.rluct of the individual, they rnuot mu tch, in u Bl.mne the 
'~:;:'::~:;,.~'.. -"~~~D.<i: U"\.<e.:f w~+- b"<> perceived as heine adequate to ~he 

dual's ~-p~r~ence so far accumulated and sedimonted in the indivi-
mat ter P:i ~ate . at".d group memory. This acceptance (or, for that 
cessari1 eJect1on) is subject to the rules of logic (thoueh not ne­
are). ~to the truth of the message, rules of logic formal as they 
if they ey are liksly to be appropriated if they 'm.::-tke sense', i.e. 
or the 1~d7r mea.ningful and intelligible the available knm-rledge 
P6rate Odd V1dual situation, and lend apparent coherence to the dis­
Probabilits and e~s of the individual's previous experience. The 
addition ~hof the1r acceptance will be further augmented if, in 
r~solVin~ ey succeed in pointing out a hopefully reliable way of 
t7on felt: task_experienced as unple~san~, or stabilizing a situa-
1r.Lll. by n 8 sat1sfactory. Their reJeCt1on, on the other hand, 
tradict Pro 7eans be inevitable, unless they appear grossly to con­
tural factev10Usly amassed, experience-supported knowledge. Cul­
by offerinors, to conclude, can direct and re-direct human action 
s~ng the c~nne:, vistas (supplying ne'\.T factual knowledge) 1 or 1arou­
WJ.den the r sc1 ence• (supplying new values). In both cases, they 
individual ange of choices cognitively and morally accessible to the 
ual 1 s acti~ Consequently, they extend the freedom of the individ-

Now, any n •. 
allows f'or m g:tven volume of individual nnd/or group experience 
first a mat~re than one meaningful interpretation. 'Adequacy' is, 
ai~ed'conclus~r of degree; second, it can hardly ever be ascert-

Vely unless put to the practical test. There can, 



39 Chapter 1 

therefore, be more than one intellectual scheme, which renders the 
experience intelligible and thus makes a strong bid for acceptance. 
And acceptance or rejection is, on the whole, a matter of competition 
and practical trial. In the process, these aspects of the interact­
ion between experience, cultural formulae and action are revealed 
which have been, in various ways, subsumed under the name of ideology. 
However the term 'ideology' is defined, it refers to a phenomenon 
whose essence is neither a distorted relation between a message and 
the 'reality' it purports to portray, nor a partisan, unscientific 
attitude supposedly impelling some action on the part of the author. 
The attribution of the term 'idological' refers in fact to the 
specific way in which the ideas in question - those affecting indivi­
dual definitions of the situation - are adopted or rejected as inter­
pretations of reality and guides to action. Their apparent partisan­
ship and endemic inability to live up to the exacting stipulations of 
'consensus omnii' result not so much from their intrinsic flaws and 
formal defects, but from the persistent diversity of the individual 
and group predicament and experience, which ultimately wields the key 
to social praxis. 

The simultaneous presence of several competine cultural formulae, 
~oupled ~dth the impossibility of assessing in advance their adequacy 
~ terms of multifarious individual and group experiences - to deter­
IIU.ne their possible application - results in 'cultural engineering' 
acquiring the form of a continuous discourse, in which verbal ex­
changes alternate with practical tests. The assimilation of 
cultural formula requires the active stance of the person or group 
whose definition of the situation is to be reformed. In the process 
of enlightenment the initiative is perhaps distributed unequally, 
bu~ as the process develops the distinction between subjects and 
obJects of action tends to be blurred. The cultural influence 
~rompts the activity of the actor, both theoretically and practically; 
~t puts the actor in a situation of active choice and forces him to 
re-analyse his own conduct and its relation to the social setting in 
which it takes place. New and alternative cultural formulae enable 
the actor to take a detached posture toward his own activity, to 
approach it as an object which can be objectively scrutinized and 
r~liably evaluated. Putting the actor on the outside of his own 
~fe routine, it may liberate him from the shackles of habit, 
~rremovable as lone as they are unreflected upon. In short, in­
fluencing human action through the process of enlightenment, through 
cultural discourse, is an agent of freedom. 

Unlike the cultural constituent of human action, the 'objective' 
structure of the actor's situation, usually presented as 'structural 
?on~traints', has little to say concerning the ends and meanings of 
~ndividual or group pra.."'ti.s; its only role in the general scheme of 
action consists in setting the ultimate limits to the actor's 'sens­
ibility' - in classifYing possible actions into the realistic and 
the abortive. It will decide which cot~ses of action, of those the 
in?-ividual or the group may take, stand a chance of success, and 
which are, from the start, out of the question. In other words, 
structural constraints delineate the boundaries of individual or 
group freedom. TI1e field of freedom may be vast or narrow, de­
pending on the degree to which the situation is structured. Theo­
retically, it is possible to narrow it enough to mrure the pursuit 
of a specific end as improbable as is required in a specific case; 
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either because a rational individual would baDe at an admittedly un­
realistic effort, or because such an effort, even i~ for the lack of 
relevant information or understanding, he were to make it, would lead 
him no\.;here. This remarkable quality of structural constraints can 
be in principle, exploited qy anybody who would like an individual 
or' a group to take or to abandon a specific course of action. This 
time, however, influ0nce will be exerted directly on the structure 
of the situation rather than on its definition (i.e., on the external 
setting in which action takes place, rather than on the conscious­
ness of the actors). The effectiveness of such influence will not 
depend on •dllingness to accept the end as true or morally justified; 
it certainly does not include a discourse, and eliminates the poss­
ibility of role-exchange between participants of the process. On 
the contrary, it ass~es the permanent inequality of status and the 
split between the subject and the object of influence. Hence the 
knowledge the influencing agent employs is effective or ineffective 
regardless of the experience of the human objects whose conduct it is 
about to shape. This experience is, therefore, irrelevant and can 
be disregarded in the process of verification (or falsification) of 
the k..11ouledge in question; and - in so far as such conditions hold -
those human objects may indeed be looked upon as 'things', no differ­
ent from the objects manipulated •dth the help of the r~tural scien­
ces. In this sense, Lundberg's insistence on the non-ideological 
character of the knowledge he proposes to pursue is well justified. 
Tne technical-instrumental handling of human objects is indeed a 
foundation on which a bona fide empirical-analytical science of 
human affairs can be safely erected. 

Th~ practical application of science advocated by Lundberg may be 
desc:~bed as an engineering-through-situation, as distinct from the 
pre~ously discussed engineering-tlrrough-definition-of-situation 
~0 ~xenpl~fy the Lundbergian tjlPe of engineering, let us conside; a 
t~~cal s~ tuation reduced to the simplest diadic form. In this ca 

e. scheme of influence will assume the following shape: sa, 
.7 A is confronted with alternative nctior. X or Y; 
n B · 1 

• • • 'W".Ls les A to take the action X; 
~~ B may then use available assets either to increase rewards 

a ~ched to X or to maximize the punishments attached to Y. 
~t~ FolloWing iii A;~ no•·' more lDcely than before to take the ac ~on x. ' ~u w 

I~ all these events happen we can say that B has indeed 'en~ 
eerea' the t· ' t t lif" . "'~n-th ~ . ac ~on of A with the impor an qua ~cat2on, however 
1 a ... ~n the situation ~f the type described above, Hhat is being ' 
engJ.neered r • t · f" t · 

the action it:slfhe probability of a Bs~ec~ ~ctach 1on,.rather than 
hi ~e • However immense s asse s, e H1ll never ac eve complet t . th 

all possible al~ mastt~ry over A's cfo~~tc· 1n f tehsen~te of. exclUding 
· bl erna 1ves. A's de Dll ~on o e s1 uat~on is an 1rremova e link . t t 1 di t t 
ion st·ll ~n he chain of even s ea ng o he final decis-

·t· 11~ ~ one can approach very closely indeed a predicament 
prac ~ca Y 1ndist· · ·t b"lit ' "f l"ft· t• . 1nGU1shable from •~neV1 a 1 Y , 1 B succeeds in 
. 1ul 1~¥ n~r1ce of alternatives high enough. B does it by man-
1P a 1Anf he~tly the structural constraints which delimit the free­
dom of s c 01ce and a t· c 1on. 

A, therefore, has been · direct obJ"ect of B1 s action, A1 s . t· b . t an ~n 
s1tua 10n e1ng his action's direct object. The knoHledge B has 
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required to set A in the kind of motion he wished is information of 
the statistical probability of a specific action being increased or 
decreased depending on the re-arranging of the elements of the 
actor's situation. If the images and definitions supplied by soci­
ology of a Durksonian type - one aimed above all at satisfYing the 
need of intelligibility - can exercise its technical-instrumental 
role only through the consciousness of actors, the kind of knowledge 
serving the second type of engineering l1as been developed in the so­
called 'behavioural sciences'. To obtain such knowledge, one has 
to arrange, in B.F. Skinner's words, a 'repeatable bit of behaviour' 
in a 'causal chain consisting of three links: 1 an operation perfor­
med upon the organism from without - for example, water deprivation; 
2 an inner condition - for example, physiological or psychic thirst 
and 3 a kind of behaviour - for example, drinking'. The second 
link is, however, 'useless in the control of behaviour unless we can 
manipulate it 1 • (34) tfe can therefore disregard this link, as we 
do the 'mysterious notion of free will', as the element which will 
contribute nothing to our results. Analytically, it is argued, 
human behaviour posits no problems essentially different from those 
encountered, say, in the eA1Ploration of flies' conduct; and as for 
the latter, 1if no one calculated the orbit of a fly, it is only 
because no one has been sufficiently interested in doing so•. lfell, 
there is still one difference: all knowledge, if available to all, 
can in the case of humans {though not in the case of flies) turn into 
a self-destroying prophecy. To this objection Skinner resolutely 
retorts: 'There may have been practical reasons why the results of 
the poll in question could not be withheld until after the election, 
but this would not be the case in a purely scientific endeavour•. 
(35) The type of technical-instrumental interests behavioural scien­
ces aspire to serve have no use for the consciousness of controlled 
actors. If it appears in related arguments, it is only in the role 
of an irritant which would be better disposed of entirely. 

The knowledge sought in the above case, therefore, when effectiv­
ely applied, can be kept away from the individuals or groups whose 
behaviour it is about to influence. Far from being a mere technical 
expedient, this is an integral trait of the knowledge in question. 
It cannot but polarize men into those who think and act, and those 
who are acted upon, into subjects and objects of action. It is not 
true that such knowledge disregards all consciousness, values, ends 
-that is, everything 'subjective'. It is only the motivations, 
preferences, norms and beliefs of the objects of control-through­
reinforcement which such knm.rledge evicts into the field of the irr­
elevant. Naturally, there is no intention to communicate with them 
or, indeed, reform; no question of knowledge as a dialogue may even 
be posited within the universe of discourse defined by the pro­
gramme of the behavioural sciences. In this sense, the output of 
behavioural sciences is indeed ideologically neutral in the same way 
as bureaucracy, whose vantage point it employs to perceive the 
world as manipulable without committing itself to any specific end 
of manipulation - and thereby positing the manipulation as a tech­
nical problem. 

But is the technical tool of behavioural knowledge available to 
all who may wish to employ it for the advancement of the ends they 
cherish? Skinner, to be sure, is aware of the problem: 1It is true 
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that we can gain control over behaviour only in so far as we can 
control the factors responsible for it. What a scientific study 
does is to enable us to make optimal use of the control we possess'. 
'Us' obviously means here, people who are already in control of the 
resources necessary for the application of behavioural findings. 
The type of knowledge which behaviotn"al sciences are intent on supp­
lying does not interfere with the extant distribution of assets; if 
anything, it will have a 'funnelling1 effect, emphasizing and fur­
ther polarizing present inequalities. 1Us 1 , therefore, rather than 
universalizing human status in relation to the benefits science can 
offer, divides men sharper still into two highly unequal groups. 
The marvels of 'neutral technology' will probably be of greater use 
to a prison governor than to a prisoner, to a military commander 
than to a private, to a general manager than to a clerk, to a party 
leader than to a rank-and-file member. The kind of engineering 
which is catered for by behaviotn"al sciences is therefore committed 
and partisan from the start (though not in the usual ideological 
way), in the sense that it reinforces the already existing split 
between subjects and objects of action, the controllers and the con­
trolled, the superiors and the subordinated - and renders its elim­
ination even more difficult than other1ilse would have been the case. 

One ~ould not lightly dismiss, however, the enlightenment im­
pact still exercised, though inadvertently, by behavioural sciences. 
The image of men and the mechanism of their action propagated by 
these sciences may induce the tendency to perceive the world as a 
s~t of manipulable objects, and the life process as a set of tech­
n~cal ~rob~ems rather than questions which, to be solved, require 
C?mmunicat~on and discourse. The yearning for wisdom and meaning 
~ll.then degenerate into a demand for technical instruction of the 

do ~t yourself' sort, and the problem of meaningful life will be 
reforged into the question how to 'win friends and influence people' 
and to otherwise out•dt one's brethren. 

or ~he two brands of sociology, •mich acts programmatically as 
t?e sc~ence of unfreedom one brand, therefore, tends to reinforce 
tne ~sh realities to whlch the second tends to induce men to re­
conc~le themselves. Each in its own way, plays in culture an 
essentially conservative r~le. Each tends to suppress, in its own 
way? alternative forms of social existence and to identify the his­
t?r~cally created situation, either conceptually or in practice, 
~th nature-like reality. 

Ho~ever_well such sociology may serve the perpetuation of every­
day life' ~:rt'?n;ung the mundane daily routine ~i~ its engineering­
through-def~~t~on role) and enhancing the eff~c~ency of the net-
1•o:k.of power (in its engineering-through-situation role), its in­
abl~ty to.acc?unt for the persistent experience of human freedom 
and uo.asslst ~ts promotion engenders time and again dissent and 
rebell1on. 



Chupter 2 

CRITIQUE OF SOCIOLOGY 

THE HUSSERLIAN REVOLUTION 

As we have seen, it is commonsensical, tnmdane experience which 
lends plausibility to the sociological explanation of huma.'ll exist­
ence. It is thanks to this powerful and ubiquitous support that 
sociology may neglect the task of testing and proving the legitimacy 
of its own activity. Its legitimacy is taken for granted, assumed 
as being borne out by the flow of everyday experience: it is only 
the way of keeping it so - that is, the technical problem of accur­
acy and precision in fulfilling the task whose validity is beyond 
question - which remains problematic. 

And so sociologists rarely look into the foundations of the sump­
tuous edifice they erect and adorn only from the ground floor up. 
Indeed, the attitude taken by sociology to its own ultimate source 
is strikingly reminiscent of that peculiar blend of embarrassed re­
ticence and neurotically ostentatious disdain with which a 'nouveau 
riche' of humble origin often treats his ancestry. Officially, 
sociology is the critique of commonsense. In reality, this critique 
never goes as far as fundamentals and never brings to light the 
shared assumptions uhich render both commonsense and sociology mean­
ingful. It is perhaps precisely because of this close and intimate 
kinship that sociology can never set itself outside commonsense at a 
great enough distance for these tacit premisses to become visible. 
Pragmatically, such a lone stride outside the secure field would be 
patently unwise. To question the reliability of the ontological 
evidence supplied by commonsense would certainly mean an earthquake, 
which could easily shatter the whole edifice of the science of un­
freedom. Even a naive, philosophically unrefined reflection on the 
validity of commonsensical experience reveals how much emotional 
security and self-righteousness rests on how brittle a foundation. 
As Robert Heilbroner put it: (1) 

4.3 

to the ordinary person, reared in the tradition of 
\-I estern empiricism, physical objects usually seem to 
exist 1by themselves' out there in time and space, appear­
ing as disparate clusters of sense data. So, too, social 
objects appear to most of us as things ••• All these 
categories of reality often present themGelves to our 



44 Chapter 2 

consciousness as existing by themselves, with defined boundaries 
that set them off from other aspects of the social universe. 
However abstract, they tend to be conceived as distinctly as if 
they were objects to be picked up and turned over in one's hand. 

As in the quoted paragraph, even the very beginning of the scrutiny 
reveals two things which sociology normally is reluctant to discuss. 
First, our ontological knowledge of the 'objectivity' of categories 
of reality is ultimately based on the fact that they appear to the 
ordinary person as such; and this appearance is never naive and 
pure, but a result of a complex process of training. Second, the 
allegedly unshakeable obviousness of objectivity is, in fact, con­
stantly produced and re-produced by an intrinsically tautological 
process. The ontological premisses of empiricism derive their 
proof from commonsensical perceptions which deliver such proof only 
because they themselves have been trained for the purpose by the 
assumptions they are supposed to validate. 

It is from this circular process of sham validation that Husserl, 
and phenomenology, purported to liberate our knowledge. They saw 
the way to tr~s emancipation in the critique of tolerated, rather 
t~n consciously accepted, commonsensical assumptions. Having con­
ce~ved o: the process of knowledge as a self-enclosed, hermetically 
~~led f~eld which is set in motion (and, consequently, capable of 

~ng reformed) all by itself, Husserl identified the task of re­
storing human knowledge to a sound and unshakable foundation with that 
0~ purifying the nuclear experience from forei~, inadmissible ad­
~ure~. The first element to be separated and purged was precisely 
the tac7t as~umption of existence, on which belief in the validity of 

. e so)c~olog~cal exercise (as well as of many other similar exer­
c~ses was buttressed. 
Phi~Usserl's project was a resurrection of an old preoccupation of 
ask ~sophers rather than the positing of a question previously un­
sta~ d Its. staggering impact was due to the fact that Husserl re­
in ~' publicly and forcefully, ideas not daily present in an age 
cat':' ch empiricisn Has too well established to bother with Vindi­
had~ng t~e truthfulness of its claims. Potentially, however they 
lon r~ma~ed an integral part of the Hestern philosophical tr~di tion 
teif ~fore Husserl recovered them from the remote corner of the in­
sop~c ua1 storage room, to bring them back into the focus of Philo­
th bca~ ~alysis. Indeed such ideas >~ere current as far back as 

e eg~nni ' hi 1 t dit· · of Pl t ngs of the \·!estern philosop ca ra J.on ~n the works 
thou a 0 and Aristotle. It io/8.S Plato who questioned, more than two 
may ~:n~ :~ars before Husserl, t.'he solidity of that knowledge which 
truth e~~Ved from the 'mere' existence of a phenomenon; real 
unmedirtesJ.des in extemporal ideas and can be sought by insight by 

a ed in+ · · By th ' ascribed t uJ.mat7on with the necessary. .e sa~e token he 
all tmstab 0 the SXJ.stence of objects a some:.rha t J.nferJ.or, and above 
1onowl d le, protean, accidental status: J.t followed that genuine 
As f e x;. could not possibly rest on such a shaky, moving foundation. 
a tor J.stotle, he carefully separated essence from existence, as ca e~ory in •t . . 

• o l. s own right, and - most J.mportam. of all - autonom-
ous J.n relation ... . Tl · nf .._ · r .chat r thi · • uO exJ.stence. 1e J. orma "~on .., some ng l.S, 

thr?ws lJ.ttle light on the question 'what' is it. EXistence is 
accJ.dental to essence and, therefore, does not illuminate it; on 
the other hand, eXistence is not included, and therefore cannot be 
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derived from, the essence of things. This latter motif, in particu­
lar, was later broadly discussed by Avicenna, and it was through his 
works that it Has brought to the attention of, and keenly absorbed 
by, modern European philosophy. With the advent of a science wed to 
technical-instrumental interests, it was instrumental in the gradual 
abandonment of 'essences' as the barren ground on which no useful in­
formation with technical import could flourish. 

The essence-existence dilemma has always sprung to the attention 
of philosophers in the epistemological context. Its importance was 
derived from the centrality of the question 'how do we know what we 
think we know?', or, more specifically, 1 how can we be sure of the 
truth of our knowledge?' The great achievement of modern science 
consists precisely in the fact that it has managed to make its every­
day activities, and the utility of their results, independent of any 
answer which one could give to these questions, thereby evicting the 
questions themselves beyond the boundaries of its own self-sustained 
system. Not unless a science faces an ontological crisis do such 
questions become again an integral link in its validating logic. 
Since, however, these questions have no points of communication with 
the ordinary daily practices of science, it is highly unlikely that 
they will ever be imposed upon scientists by the logic of their own 
inquiry. If at all, they will come from the regions normally con­
sidered as external to science - again an occurrence which is 
highly unlikely in view of the institutionalized autonomy of the 
scientific community. The so-called social sciences, to be sure, 
form an exception to this rule: because of their wide lay audieace 
and their decision to select commonsensically accessible experiense 
as their subject, they can never succeed in subjecting their object 
to their exclusive rule, or in forti~ng their autonomy by the 
ordinary means of professional elitism guarded by self-selection. 
lihatever the reason, the social sciences are the only ones which are 
organically incapable of purging themselves of the epistemological 
question once and for all. Unlike the natural sciences, their 
positive findings and their sheer meaningfulness hinge directly on 
the stance taken towards this central problem. However hard they 
try, social sciences cannot separate epistemological issues from the 
object they choose to investigate. That is to say, it is on these 
issues that the reliability of the 'obviously given' existence of 
social objects ultimately depends. 

To this question St Augustine gave a virtually Platonic answer, 
later to be turned by Husserl into the cornerstone of his philosophy: 
'You, who wish to know, knm-1 you that you are? I know. Whence 
know you? I know not •••• Know you that you think? I know. There­
fore it is true that you think. It is true'. (2) No certainty of 
existence is given to the human thought with such an obviousness as 
to render further questioning redundant - apart from the certainty 
of the thought itself. The fact of thinking is the only indubit­
able reality which is given so clearly that it does not require any 
proof. More than twelve centuries later Descartes will make the 
bold step St Augustine \.Ja.S prudent to eschew: in the famous 1 cogi to 
ergo sum', he will suggest that the actual existence of the thinking 
subject, aside from the fact of thinking, is directly given in the 
unmediated experience: therefore, the question of whether at least 
one object- the 'substratum' of my tlrinking- exists, is answered 
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conclusively by the very act of thinking. In such a way the think­
ing subject validates simultaneously the essence and the existence. 
One can draw reliable information concerning both from the same 
source and by virtue of the same act. This was, in fact, a daring 
and fateful departure from the previous philosophical tradition 
originated by the ancient sage. What Descartes in fact suggested, 
was that existence is as necessary and self-imposing as the truth of 
the essence. This might have played an important 1 go-ahead 1 role in 
times when the infant sciences had to look carefully over their 
shoulder at their clerical watchdogs - but the patchiness of the 
alleged reconciliation was something which could not be concealed for 
long from the philosopher's eye. After Descartes, just as before 
him, philosophers continued to divide themselves into those who deni­
grated intellectual insights in favour of sensual impressions and 
those who - faithful to Plato - could not but deplore the unrelia­
bility of 'creeping empiricism•. 

Moses Hess was perhaps the first bluntly to declare as fake the 
majestic logic of the •cogito•. He stressed that Descartes had no 
right whatsoever, on the strength of obviousness alone, to jump from 
the awareness of thinking to the assumption of 'substantia cogitans' 
and from there to the reality of causal relations, allegedly warran-' 
ted_by the same immediacy. Hess's metaphor was a child looking into 
a ~rror and believing that there must be another object behind his 
impr~ssion; the child eagerly peeps behind the mirror, only to find 
to his bewilderment 1 a dark surface impervious to his eye. The con­
clusion is terri~g: either we succeed in substantiating our know­
ledge by the very act of thinking, or it_will forever rest on moving 
sand~. Husserl, in a way, picked up this task where Hess, having 
had ~t barely sketched, abandoned it. 

Husser! would settle for nothing less t~ establishing, beyond 
eo~t,_the conditions on which we ca~ obt~n and possess knowledge 
hich ~s necessary, that is to say, ~ndependent of contingent exist­
~mce, essential, in the sense of showing what things really are 
~nstead of in what form they happen to appear, and objective in the 
sen~e of being independent of any arbitrary meaning which a psycho­
lo~cal, objectifiable subject may wish to give it. To achieve 
such a Purpose, Husseri proposed to end the millennia of separating 
o~ology ~ epistemology: the two question~, which constituted two 
p losophical disciplines can be answered e~ther together or not at 
all •. 'How do I know?• ~d 'what things are?• are, in fact one 
quest~on unjustly and misleadingly split into two. The oniy know­
ledg~ I ~ay Possess is precisely the kno~ledge of what things are. 
Kno~ng ~s the knowledge of essence, of ~nseparable attributes of 
things. And knoWing is the only way in which essences • exist, 
'Being' is 'Bewusstsein' - being known; 'cogito' and 'cogitat~r 
'noesis' and 'noemat are in fact concepts which try to catch the' 
same act of consciou~ness though rrom different sides. 'Noema' 
refer to the act or 'noesls' looked upon from the point of view of 
its results; but 'noesis' refers to the 'noema• seen as their mode 
of being, of 1Bewusstsein'. The only existence of things of which 
we know for sure, clearly and without doubt, is precisely their 
1givenness 1 as essence_ the kind of knowledge-existence implacably 
denied or neglected qy empiricism which focussed on contingent appear­
ances. Meaning, essence, 'Bewusstsein' are created and maintained 
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together in the only act which is given directly, obviously, and 
without mediation: the act of intentional consciousness. The con­
cepts of subject and object, which the dominant philosophy taught us 
to employ to describe our world and our way of being in it, are just 
abstractions which ossifY arbitrarily isolated aspects of the virtual 
1Bewusstsein'. 

But necessary, essential, and objective truth is hidden from our 
insight by the 'natural attitude' - the careless, naive way of con­
templating the world, in which objects appear to us as simply being 
present 'over there', independently of 1 noesis 1 • The natural att­
itude is, ~o be sure, hardly •natural'; it is a complex product of 
a multitude of uncontrolled assumptions and information which are 
taken for granted and never checked. One cannot embark on the thor­
ny road to truth without first 'losing' this world which is ablaze 
with phoney appearances and misleading beliefs. The first thing to 
be left behind is all the information we possess or deem to possess 
of the 'existence' of things. Not that things do not exist 'over 
there 1 ; but that tr..eir existence or non-existence is simply irre­
levant to the pursuit of truth, and their objectified existence 
'over there', in a mode different from 'Bewusstsein', can add nothing 
to their essence. 

Hence the whole series of 'transcendental reductions', which must 
be performed in order to render pure 'noesis', untainted by external 
admixtures, accessible to our insight. The series starts by 'brack­
eting away' , or 1 suspending' , the question of existence. 1ole simply 
bar all considerations of existence of things from entering our 
reasoning. But there are other reductions as well, and one of them 
is the 'monadic reduction' - one aimed at purifYing consciousness of 
all influences of culture, which shares with existence its contingent, 
inessential appearance. At the end of the long process of reduction 
~ pure subjectivity emerges, thoroughly cleansed of all the mislea~­
l.ng assumptions which refer to the allegedly 'matter of course' exl.St­

ence. One of the many assumptions which has been reduced away and 
left behind in the process, is the psychologists' notion of individ­
ual consciousness, considered as an 'object' over there, which can be 
objectively explored 'from outside' and duly described in an object­
ified language. Thus the sediment left at the bottom of the solut­
ion, from which all alien bodies have been scrupulously distilled, is 
not the individual psyche, but •transcendental subjectivity' which 
has little in common with the Cartesian 'substantia cogitans'. It 
is set in motion by intentionality instead of causality. It has 
been made, by the act of multiple :eduction, impervious to causal 
bonds with the world, describable in terms of relations between 
objects. 

There are several ways.~lwhich the critique of sociology can draw 
inspiration from the Husserlian philosophical revolution. All of 
them, to be sure, are related to the Husserlian re-evaluation of 
realities rather than to his specific findings and proposed solut­
ionso First is the Husserlian restoration of subjectivity to the 
status of a valid - indeed, the only valid - subject-matter of know­
ledge. One can now invoke the authority of Husserl in objecting to 
behaviourist extremismso Second and more important, is the pecul­
iarly active meaning which Husserl, following Brentano, attached to 
his notion of subjectivity: it is an entity characterized above all 
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~ its intentionality, the only active element capable of generating 
meanings and, indeed, creating things themselves in their only relia­
ble modality of 1Bewusstsein1 • These critics weary of the sociolo­
gists' irritating habit of objectifYing meanings, of tracing them to 
supra-individual entities like society or culture, and of focussing 
attention on the means by vrhich these meanings are brought from 'out­
side' to 'inside' the individual mind, may greet 1-lith relish a res­
pectable philosophy which offers its authority in support of the re­
versal of exploration. Now one can start from the individual as 
the pristine origin of his 1·rorld, while enjoying the intellectuall 
conforting feeling that this decision brings emancipation from un-y 
1-relcome a priori assumptions, that is, genuine liberation from 
commonsense - that perpetual criterion of t~e success of the avo d 
scientific enterprise. Third, the Husserlian treatment of mea~e 
supplies the sought-for means of lending r~dicali ty and cohesion ~ 
the methodological principles of hermeneut~cs. Not only is me . 0 

( 'Heinung 1 ) a derivative of intending (•meinen') rather than an B.n:ing 
attribute of objects but it provides all the reliable informat· 

b t . ' h f " . ~on a ou things one can reasonably ope or. 1'1eamng is not som thi 
vrhich on principle can and ought to be com~ed with things 'a: t ng 
a:e', and which is, therefore, imman~ntly.cr~~p~ed by that norbidhey 
kind of subjectivity whose presence ~n sc~ent~f~c cogitation 

. th t ary . . s re-q~res continual apology. On e con r ',me~ng ~s simUltane-
ously the only source and the only sense of Bew~sstsein• _ tl 
eXistence which can be legitimately and sensibly discussed by le Only 
body 1-lishing to grasn the true knowledge of things. Fourth any­
sense, in the e~ncipation of the validity ('Geltungl) of me~~ne can 
from.the actual process of thinking,.the way out o~ the many meng 
olo~cal traps with which the tradit~onal expl?rat~on of meani thod­
se~med to be inextricably associated. Ac~or?ing to Husserl i~gs 
enstence alone which depends on ~ctual t~nking' ~ealt 1-li th by is 
psycholo"'ists· not the meaning ~tself, s~tuated ~n tho trnn 
d?ntal s~bjectivity. One can, therefore, validly explore ne~n­
~thout incurring the wrath of methodological purists who ha .ngs 
condemned introspective exercises for their heavy reliance ;e JUstly 
personal idiosyncrasies of the individ~ researcher. He~ the 
not an entity uniquely located in the.~nd of an empirical in~ is 
but something transcendental to each ~ndividual consciousne vidUal, 
t~erefore accessible to all. The ~~loration of meaning m:! ~d 
~ursued Without mediation: the emp~r~cal realm, subJ'ect t Jth w be 
~nt . t'"' b o e er-subjective techniques of sc~en ~~~c o servations need 
Venet~rf?d at any of its stages. The vexing problems or' intersunbo~ebet· 

r~ ~cati . . d' t 1· 1 ( J c l.Ve t~ on, which arises 1.mme 10. e "J w wnever but only when) 1 ~ansgressi -~on, f b . sue 1 th . on ~ces place, can the:::-e oro e mercJ.fully avoided B 
e Sl.mple A"ln"\ di • tJ I b • t' • y to th --l"'e ent of declarl.ne 1e o J ec l. ve referent 1 irrelevant 

possi;ri~~stion of validity of meaning one brushes ncide the very 
essen~ia~ ~e 0~ ~u?stioning tho legitimacy of his. exploration::;. The 
dense 1 . fuu tJ.ons of phenomenology surround l. ts terri tory 1-li th a 
ress in~ of turrets and moats which render its methodological fort­
one canno .... neradble. One can indeed agree 1-li th Fin.1{ or Scheler that 

v un era.... d . - . ' and that ha Gan phenonenology 1-a thout Oel.ng a phenOJr•enologist, once v· b . . -
animi ty i d ~~ ecome a phenomenologJ.st, one can Vl.ew 1-d th equ-
the momen~~~e~ ~~Ining.from outside: they are doomed to peter out 

Y eak lnto the fortress. Even the obvious objection, 
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that various phenomenologists, employing faithfully the same method 
of reduction, may arrive (as they actually do) to widely different 
intuitions of meaning, makes sense only 1.rithin the activity organ­
ized qy notions of 'objective truth' or 'being as it really is in 
itself': an activity to which Husserl eA~licitly denies anything 
approaching an ultimate authority, conceding it at best only a 
partial, derivative status. The diversity of intuitions signifies 
perhaps that the practice of reductions has been somewhat short of 
perfection - but it hardly undermines the validity of the method as 
such. As it were, Husserl never ascribed the meaning-giving activ­
ity to 'a' knm.ring subject; knm.ring subjects only attempt - some­
times unsuccessfully - to penetrate, to reflect upon, the meanings 
which are already 'given' qy the transcendental subjectivity much in 
the same way as they used to be given by the scholastic God. 

Practically, all these aspects of the Husserlian project may in­
spire a kind of research in which the techniques traditionally iden­
tified with empirical activity are relegated to a somewhat subordin­
ated status. Instead of supplying outright the sought-for inform­
ation about 'reality', they l.rill be treated now as only a raw ore 
from which the actual metal is to be smelted. In the empirical 
activity, the chain of reasoning has been reversed. Husserl called 
for the application of multiple reduction to uncover the 'transcen­
dental subjectivity' buried under numerous layers of objectifYing 
abstractions. In the empirical research, lvhich Husserl 1 s appeal 
may generate, the hidden presence of transcendental subjectivity is 
taken for granted and the question is asked how, in actual fact, this 
presence makes human discourse possible. That this transcendental 
subjectivity (or whatever other name is used to denote it) is already 
there and operative, is not something to be demonstrated. It is 
taken as proven qy Husserl, and therefore employed as a data­
organizing, analytical device, even if it is not articulated and is, 
indeed, ineffable. 

I have spoken thus far about the inspiration which one can derive 
from the Husserlian programme, rather than from Husserl's philosophy 
as a foundation upon which one could mount a system of sociological 
knowledge. The decision has been deliberate. Though there are 
~ew immanent limits to inspired, though free, interprets. tions, moun-t;.. 
~ng a sociology upon Husserlian foundations does present difficult 
~roblems to which no one, to date, has offered an impeccable solut­
~on. Sociology, it is true, has been a family name for an odd 
gathering of images and activities which, sometimes, barely commu­
nicate with each other. Yet, even at loggerheads l.rith each other, 
these images and activities have been recognizable as 'sociological', 
because of their common reference to the space extending 'between' 
human individuals. To be classified as sociological, an image or 
an activity has to relate itself to the phenomenon of human inter­
action. This self-defining act transcends the most vehement dis­
agreements between schools, normally evolving around the method by 
•rhich this phenomenon should be approached, and the way in which it 
ought to be conceptualized. The more one l.rishes to remain faithful 
to the principles of Husserlian phenomenology, however, the more 
awkward one finds the task of moving into this field, central as it 
is to specifically sociological interests. 

Indeed, how is one to account for the space 'between' individuals 
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:Uthout ~ving first 'unbracketed' the previously suspended existent­
~al quest~on? And will not such 'unbracketing' cancel the ad­
vantages transcendental reduction eight offer? These questions are 
arguably the stumbling block over >Thich phenomenological enquiry has 
thus far tri~d to pass ui thout success, and possibly, without hope of 
~er succeeding. Transcendental subjectivity, the central object of 
~~n?~enological ~loration, is indeed an extra-individual entity, 
di .~ ~s as much.~n common with the interaction space between in­
con :m- s as consc~ousness of the Husserlian kind has with the 
tr:~c:-ou~ness of psychologists or of British empirical philosophy -
an en~~t 0 s~y, nothing at all. Transcendental subjectivity is not 
orient Y wh~ch may be acted upon, generated by human action, 
realite~ t~wards, or modified ~j design; in short, it is not a 
and i~ ~J ect. If anything, it precedes, majestically unperturbed 
it is p u ?le, all objectifiable action. To reach it (and reaching 
oneselfr~c~sely wh~t phenomenology is all about) one has to commit 
sociolo . 0 many th~ngs, of which 'bracketing away' the field on which 

It ig~~l knowledge has been mounted, is one of the most crucial. 
work as true that Husserl was, at least at the later stage of his 
rend~re~U-~ly_aware of this major weakness of his system- that which 
sociology~ '~ncommunicado' >lith the most vital queries arising from 
best to and cultural studies. It is also true that he did try his 
the nat~edress it. It nay be argued, however, that he misunderstood 
nothing t~ of the inevitable sociological complaint. He did next. to 
the kina fdemonstrate the relevance of transcendental reduction t? 
teractiono problems sociology, the science whose object is human ~n-
(sacrifici must come to grips l·Tith. Instead, he attempted to show 
Purity) t~~ a. good deal of his initial, stern and uncompromising, 
one can still>Uth_transcendental reduction successfully accomplished, 
step furth leg~timise the idea of another huuan being and, to go a 

And er, of a human ~oup so Hus 1 ..,. • 
a legitimat ser conceived of the problem as the need to demonstrate 
dental '~nte passage from transcendental subjectivity to a transcen-
. .... ert b" . tr t-:-on WouJ.d hav su Jectivity. In Husserlian terms, such a demons . a 
~~ter subj t~ ?een valid only if it were possible to show that th~s 
Wl.thin the e~L ~v~ty is given directly, naively, pre-predicatively 
we live it da~bens>~elt' - the only source of J.::nowledge, our life as 
Perience. \·;:;_y ana as >~e experience it prior to any theoretical ex­
of 'Empfindni tever is part of the 'Lebenswelt', is given as a mode 
a~ now; ac s' :- 'being at the tips of TIIY fingers'; lying open, here 
Which are pr c~ss~ble >Ti thout the mediation of theoretical constructs 
'Lebens,~elt' 0 Uced by science struggling to let itself loose from 
the curtain~' ~nd therefore shyly concealing its origin, and drawing 
he already J:· 0 abstract concepts between man and the uorld in which 
this 'Lebens~V~s. Can other subjectivities be derived directly from 
?cience? Cane·~'' Without involdng the 'existential' data offered by 
2n this uniqu ~ be sho>~n that other subjectivities are indeed given 

1-lhat folio: P~e-predicative mode of 1 E:npfindnis 1 ? 
number of rel s ~8 as ingenious as it is unconvi::1cing. (3) A 

evant ~.,..,.... . . 1 . th . f my body ('KBr ')· -·l'en.ences are nr·uve y g~ven: e exper2ence o 
their unity (~er ' , the experience of my soul; the experience of 
a live body 2 "~"' tne experience that my 1KBrper' is a 1Leib 1 , i.e. 
of other 'KB am~ated, a?tive entity); the experience of the presence 

rper ' >Tho f~ t the description of my body known to me as 
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'Leib 1 - I see they are alive, they move, make gestures, etc. What 
is more, they are, at the moment, exactly where I was a moment be~ore. 
It is a situation, Husserl points out, similar to that o~ memory: 
I remember mysel~ ~rom a moment ago, and I experience my memory o~ 
mysel~ simultaneously vi th my experience o~ mysell now - but this 
simultaneity, being the ~oundation o~ my naive experience o~ commu­
nity with mysel~ which transcends time, still does not blur the 
distinction between past and present. The same applies to commu­
nity vi th the other: 'Ichliche Gemeinscha~t mit mir selbst als 
Parallele zur Gemeinschrlt mit Anderen 1 • 

Elcperience o~ community with others is possible only because I 
conceive o~ the Other as an interntional modi~ication o~ myse~. 
This is a unique ~eature o~ the Other; no other things are constit­
uted in the sa~e way. It is only the Other, in contrast to ordinary 
things, who - while being represented as an empirical person - is by 
the same token represented as a transcendental subjectivity. Hence 
I extend toward the other an intentional community-like bond; and 
the bond - here comes the greatest surprise - is reciprocated. 

This is, indeed, the most brittle o~ all pillars supporting the 
laboriously built bridge which is intended to connect phenomenology 
with sociology. TI1e elegant reasoning carried out thus ~ar has 
been phenomenologically, rather than sociologically, inspired. It 
has been constructed to show that one can remain a bona ~ide phenom­
enologist and still exempt 'the others' ~om 'epochs'. So ~ar, so 
good: the mnemonic allegory is an acceptable device in philosophical 
argument o~ this sort. Then, however, all o~ a sudden, reciprocity 
springs up ~rom somewhere, but certainly not ~om the same line o~ 
ar~ent. Up till then it had been only 'my' intellectual activity 
which led to the 'Bevusstsein' o~ the other; but now the other him­
sal~ begins to act. He can (but then possibly he can not) re­
ciprocate my o~~er o~ community. Transcendental subjectivity has 
bP.en unavoidably present ~rom the start, stubbornly there even i~ 
concealed. 'Inter' subjectivity, however, is constituted in an 
entirely di~~erent way, subject to negotiation and perhaps contro­
versy between more than one autonomous subject. As Ervin Laszlo 
co~incingly pointed out, the very concept o~ 1intersubjectivity 1 is 
'e~ther insoluble, or spurious' and hence 'illegitimate': Laszlo 
argues that there are two sharply ~~erent types o~ discourse - the 
realistic, to which the concept o~ 'inter' belongs, and sceptical, 
o~ Which 'subjectivity' is a part. 

The type o~ meaning attaching to 'inter 1 presupposes 
several entities, and hence realism to some extent and in 
some ~orm. On the other hand 'subjectivity.', i~ taken at 
its ~ace value, means th.l::.t as ~ar as any given subject is 
concerned, there are only objective contents o~ experience, 
and not necessarily 'others' such as himsel~. Thus 1 inter 1 

presupposes the many, and 'subjectivity' connotes the one. (4) 
~dical scepticism, on which phenomenology prides itsel~ and which it 
Justly considers its main claim to distinction and glory, can hardly 
generate 'others' as something more than contents o~ experience. As 
autonomous agents 'like mysel~', others can be substantiated only~ 
an argument '~om being' - which phenomenology has emphatically dis­
avowed - is restored to its own rights. 

But it is not the philosophical ~inesse o~ argument which concerns 
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us here. i-Te have followed Husserl in the hope of finding a found­
ation on which to buttress a cogent critique of sociology. He have 
not fo1md one. Husser! has little to offer in the uay of exposing 
the original errors of the 'science of unfreedon', preoccupied, as 
he is, with showing that one can clear one's socioloeical conscience 
td thout renouncing one 1 s phenomenological f~i th. This desire for 
sociological respectability is so overpower~ng, that it &cads him 
into fields few sociologists would dare to enter without intense em­
barrassment. As we saw, Husser! legitinized intersubjectivity by 
postulating a reciprocated intentional bond between subjectivity and 
its contents. Doubtful as it is, it happens to be only the first 
step towards sociologizing - admittedly not the strongest of Huss­
er!' s skills. And so we learn that the 1Kulturwelt' created b-..r 
~nte~s~bjectivity (a homologue of the 'Umwelt', ~enerated by sub­
Ject~v~ty), has ae:ain by analogy, all the constJ..tuting faculties of 
subjectivity, ~d thus it generates the 'spatia-temporal nature of 
humanity•. Its ultimate product is 'Gemeingeist 1 , an exact carbon 
~opy of ~mentalite collective' and central ~lue clusters, neatly 
~ed_this time on an allegedly phenomenolog~cal typewriter. •Gem-
71nge~st' sediments in the form of culture, which manifests itself 
~ the 'unity of ends and action' - the most prominent and distinct­
~ve. feature of the ethical community, the counterpart, by analogy 
aga~n, of the ethical personality. And finally - this is the ulti­
~t:of~ilure of phenomenology as an abortive attempt at the critique 

c~ology _ societv may be conceived of, without violating phen-
omenolo · J th t" 1· 
Hu g~cal principles, as a syn e ~c persona ~ty. To prove it 

sserl i f Sp cers Novik L ' just a nvokes the ghosts o en 11' _ovs, ilienfields: 
s a single body is built of ce s, soc~ety is built of 

so~~ties (sic') per-
7e Gemeinschaftsperson die gemeinschaftliche Geistigke;t . t 'W:i.rk!· ' 1 . t . ... • • .~s d ~ch und wahrhaft persone ' es ~s e~n wesenoberer Be "ff 
a, der die individuelle Einzelperson und die Gemeinschafgrt ~ Verb; d . A sperson 
z~ ... n et, es ist Analogie da, genau so ~e nalogie da ist 
k schen einer Zelle und einem aus Zellen gebauten ar~~~ ein bl . haft "'-...J.smus, An osses Bild sondern Gattungsgeme1nsc • 

we a d so we are faced with a dilemma with no viable solut; If 
ccept th 1 "t" t" f · ... on. up by . e logic of Husser!' s eg1 ~ma ~on o sociology nd 

Ullfree~~dicating the least savoury of those beliefs the '~c~:n~e of 
primit·om• ~shed us to adopt- presented, moreover, in the most 
inunane~~e. or Possible forms. If' ~allowing Laszlo' He point out the 
propos 1 ~consistencies of Husser! s logic, we are left Without any 
we areare~t a11 which we can ~onsid~r relevant to the task at hand: 
programme~~orced in our orig1nal v~ew, that the phenomenological 
anythin '.~f scrupulously observed, can generate no sociology If 
ventureg' 1t is a declaration of the illegitimacy of the socioiogical 
partner• If we do take subjectivity seriously, the conception of 
inter-i~~:.autonomous subjects become~ i~ossible. The concept of 
subject 1dual space, and the commun1cat~on between autonomous 
only ifstbecome unproblematic (and offer a legitimate object of study) 
But th he existence of •other minds' is axiomatically asserted. 
well ken all the notorious difficulties with subjectivity, only too 
once m nown in the history of sociology, are back again, and we are 
no ore at square one. As we shall see later, the problem is by 

means a · Th "t· · 1 ID.J.nor irritant. e cr1 1que of socJ.o ogy, currently 
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undertaken ostensibly under the auspices o:f phenomenology, eman­
ates, in actual :fact, :froo a dif:ferent source - that o:f existentia­
list philosophy. 

THE EXISTENTIALIST RESTORATION 

In oppo3i tion to Husserl existentialists \.fore never be1..d.ldered by 
the existence o:f others·' this never struck them as a problem 1..d. th 
which one has to grappl~ by spinninG a :fine :fabric o:f subtle philo­
sophical cateeories. The presence o:f others appeared to them, on 
the contrary, as the primary :fact o:f existence. The-presence o:f 
others, coiJDunication 1-Tith others, being impreenated \.lith inter­
action, uere all integral constituents o:f the sel:f, rather than 
attributes which could be added at some later stage to the self: 
already established and conplete. Perhaps the di:f:ference should 
be traced baclc to the :fact that Husserl on the one hand, and exist­
entialists on the other, pursued di:f:ferent ends. Husserl's pre­
occupation Has above all noetical: ontological questions, the prob­
lem o:f 1 uha tness' , came under his scrutiny in so :far as Husserl 
realized that the major ontological and epistemological queries can 
be given a satis:factory solution only i:f treated conjointly, as 
aspects o:f one central question 'how do I kno-w?' In e..xistentialism 
the question o:f knowledge, though considered seriously, plays a sub­
ordinate role. The guiding motif: o:f e..xistentialist philosophy is 
provided by the search :for the authentic, undistorted na·fjure o:f man, 
rather than the undistorted knm.fledge man can acquire. And the 
starting point :for such a quest consists, so to speak, in 'bracketing 
away• precisely those essences wldch Husserl 1-Tished to place at the 
very centre o:f the philosophical enterprise. It is existence which 
constitutes the most blatant, obtrusively present, ineradicable and 
'pre-predicative' reality o:f human-being-in-the-world. And this 
being-in-the-l.forld entails objects - things and other human beings 
:from the very start, as a precondition to all philosophizing, to 
existence itself:. As in the notorious Sartrian phrase 'existence 
precedes essence', it is essence which can be viewed as :factitious 
ad~enda to the primary experience submerged in the living :flow o:f 
e.JG.stence. l·n1at we, in our everyday li:fe, as a result o:f long and 
tormenting training, consider essence, are the by-products of an in­
authentic, counter:feit existence; a testimony to men uho :failed, or 
were not allowed, to be themselves. Hithin the :field structured by 
the quest :for true knowledge, the presence o:f others could not be 
taken :for granted. Without the presence o:f others having been taken 
:for granted, one could not embark on the search :for true existence. 
. And so all being is, :from the outset, being-in-the-world, which 
~ncludes being-with-others. Now both 'being-in' and 'being-1-Tith' 
are de:fined as consciousness that such 'not-me' is present, irre­
movable, and that it presents a problem, mruces a relation, an 
attitude, a 'modus vivendi', inevitable. l~at :follows is that the 
only being 1-rhich can be discussed - the only true being - is the 
human condition o:f being, that :founded on re:flection, and containing 
the realization o:f the separateness o:f the knowing sel:f. 1 }~n 1 is 
a multi-:faceted concept, which, having entailed the human body and 
such relations as it conditions, might encompass more than the kind 
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of being which existentialists would consider specifically human 
Hence the tendency to introduce other words to stand for the spe~ir·­
cally human way of existing ('Dasein' in Heidegger, 'pour-sci' in ~ 
Sartre), words which bring into focus the reflective mode of bein 
and simultaneously jettison such meanings of existence as men cang 
share with animate or inanimate things. It is only for huma.ns 
that being-in-the-world means the necessity of defining themsel; 
in relation to this world, drawing dividing lines between themse~s 
and this world, defending their self against encroachments com1n Ves 
from outside, distinguishing between their true selves and the ~ 
the outside world presses to imprint on them. s apes 

The tensions between the self and the world in which the self . 
immersed are therefore contained in the most elementary and uni ~s 
pre-predicative experience. They are not caused qy a specificv~sal, 
of social relations; nor are they cre~ted by a special type or nd 
demand raised against the world by a historically determined 
ality. They are instead, a defining feature of the human ~rson­
ence as such_ an'anthropological-by-definition factor or humans~ 
If they cease to be experienced and felt as 'the' problem or lire. 
being in the world it may mean only a spurious emancipation ~1 s 
inherent suffering~ of ~he human pr~dicam;nt. It may mean 0~0m the 
losing whatever is genUJ.nely human w ~ s existence, a retur Y 
the 'pour-sci' to the pre-human 'en-so~ ; a retreat from b . n or 
the-world to a state in which the previously separate and a e~ng-in­
self is sucked in and dissolved by the w?rld outside him toutonomo~s 
at Vhich he loses his distinction; that ~s to say, abandons ~e po~nt 
to see himself as an object and his relation to the world a s power 
lem. The demarcation between the self and his world is ths a Prob-
in •t f human . t ' erer escapable within the liJDJ. s o exJ.s ence. The split ore' 
be_transcended or, indeed, overcome, without destroying the 1 cannot 
so~' itself Given the ract that the world outside the s 1 Pour-
' . • b" t e f exlsts'; that it is present as an o Jec of reflection 
?bject for a reflecting subject. only in so far as the seir as~ 
~n opposition to himself (in this sense 'creating' his own Pos~ts it 
then one can indeed view the existe~tialist idiom as a vari~o::ld) 1 

the ~egelian motif of rEnt~usserung.: the reflected upon t~on of 
meaning-endowed the posited world ~s ~exteriorization 'fthe 
But here the affinity ends. The Hegelian vision of the ~t~he self. 
~bsorption of the exteriorized.worl~ by the Spirit recogniz·~a~e re­
ln the products of its self-alienatlon (the vision which ,~ng ltself 
Zed' the Phenomenon of alienation and endowed it with a dir storici-
~c~) is emphaticallY rejected by the OY~otentinlist p~~~ed 
units~b.~ is not a transient stage on the wo.y to the restorat·sophy. 
hist~~ ~t is, instead, a synonym of being human; an episod~o~no~he 
minous ?f Hature, an eternal state f?r human beings: a state cater-

As t~th the specificallY human be1ng-in-the-world. 
the spli~ ~Plit is unavoidable, so is the relation with others. As 
specificaUs, at root, an inevitable event (by definition of the 
Will 1 so . Y human existence), though, at the same time, an act of 
physicau~s ~he relation with others. Han is condemned to exist 
in order t With others, to share with them the natural world. But 
apply his 0 co~.st with them in a specifically human -..ray, he has to 
with other 0 \./n Will: one has to choose actively the right relation 

sand actively reject the corrupt, dehumanized one. Right 
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relations can be ~ounded only on the partners' decision to remain 
'pour-soi'. As the prominent existentialist psychologist L. Bis­
wanger put it, men can understand each other only in an I-Thou re­
lation, in the intimacy o~ selves rather than through a clash o~ 
objects, or an attempt o~ a self to master and manipulate another, 
objecti~ied human being. The virtual being-with-others requires a 
dif~icult and strenuous e~~ort to establish contact on the level 
o~ 'pour-soi', a contact in which at no stage the other being has 
been rei~ied and posited as an object. 

The other, there~ore, has been awarded a double and intrinsically 
controversial role as a lever necessary ~or elevating the 'en-soi' 
up to the level o~ authentically human 'pour-soi', while, simultan­
eously, being the gravest danger and obstacle to such an elevation. 
The ~irst role is a matter o~ conscious e~fort, of active decision. 
The second is a matter o~ the obtrusive and addictive routine o~ 
daily li~e, o~ the escape ~om the 'dizziness of freedom', of craven­
ly shying ~om the decision to be authentically human. The second 
role is the one we all know too well ~om everyday life. Others 
appear to us, at ~irst sight, as an anonymous 'they', a faceless 
c:oud which at one stroke deprives us of our distinctiveness and 
liberates us from the painful need to choose and decide. The crowd 
-this hated monster o~ Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, Heidegger ('das Man') 
- usurps the right, once allotted to God, to pass sentence on the 
human essence, on the role to which one has to co~orm, and the moral 
principles by which one has to abide. In exchange it o~fers the 
co~orting ~eeling of irresponsibility, freedom from bearing the con­
se~uences o~ one's own choice, ~om blaming oneself ~or the hard­
ships of life. As we can see, this crowd of the existentialist is 
keen to satis~ both needs stemming ~om commonsensical experience; 
the need to comprehend the nature o~ the outer necessity, and the 
desire to shift the burden o~ responsibility to agents of which man 
can say, with a clear conscience, that they are not in his power. 
~t caters, therefore, ~or those same yearnings to which the Durkson­
J.an society attends. Hhat, ~or Durksonianists, is the benevolent 
though overwhelmingly powerful society, is the crowd ~or Kierkegaard, 
the atrocious, stultifYing herd o~ Nietzsche, the stupefYing 'das 
Han' o~ H.eidegger, the human Hell o~ S.a.rtre. With one essential 
~~~erence, however. For existentialists, in opposition to Durkson-
7~sm, the herd-society does not gain mastery over the self unless 
l.nVJ.ted to do so, more o~ten by default than by a deliberate surren­
de:• To exercise its dictatorial power, to dilute the potentially 
lini~ue sel~ in a homogenized crowd of exchangeable digits, this 
SOCJ.ety must ~irst undergo the process of reification (Hegel's 
'V?rdinglichung'), be cognitively re-cast into an all-powerful in­
eVJ.tability, and ultimately articulated as the omnipotent 'they'. 
~n ~act, society becomes a second nature, an objective reality, only 
l.~ articulated in such a way. Only i~ it is cognitively appropria­
ted as 'they' who push us around, bully, drag, and ~orce us into 
being what we have no desire to be; only i~ it is permitted, in 
exchange ~or the ~eedom ~om responsibility, to depredate our au­
thentic existence. Thus to be enslaved by society is a matter o~ 
decision, or, rather, a matter o~ re~aining ~om decision. It is 
'?Y no means an unavoidable ~ate o~ human beings. Huch less still is 
J.t the condition o~ becoming one. 
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Existentialist philosophy seems to offer, therefore, an outright 
~ most radical critique of sociology, while meeting sociology on 
~ts own ground, appropriating its language and its problematics, and 
thus suggesting a meaningful - and eventually conclusive - argument. 
It accepts 1society1 as a reality. But, first, it insists on asking 
~he pertinent question of how society has become (or, rather, how is 
~t becoming over and over again) a reality in the first place. 
Second, it points out that the self is a highly instrumental and 
~~tive (if only by desisting action) factor in this becoming. Third, 
~~pens the ~ossibility of questioning and challenging social re-
ff y, by def~ning it as an inauthentic existence: by so doing it 
~0 ;rs a wider cognitive horizon, within which the current 1here and 
so~ ~ial reality can no longer claim the privileged status of the 
wee crum of valid knowledge- the sole purveyor of lfactsl. As 
many~ see later, these three proposals have sufficed to attract 
,~~r ad hinker disaffected with the notorious flaws of the science of ............. ee om. 

pro~stbeing so, however, the road blazed by existentialism has 
succe fo be as rough as the alternative it came to replace. Having 
site s~b~y r~sisted the reduction of human existence to the oppo­
jective Jectif~ed pole, it has reduced it instead to the first, sub­
product one. Human yearnings and motives are no longer the end­
becomesstof in~r~ctable 1social reality1; rather, social reality 
the self he re~f1ed consequence of the decision (or indecision) of 
to be • The direction of reduction has been turned 180 degrees, 
that ~~e; _but it is still a reduction. With the same vehemence 
entiali tson1ans fight the 1mysterious notion of free will• exist­
social s sociologists are bound to fight the 'mysterious n~tion of 

necessit 1 dir t• d the int Y • The change of ec 1on oes not detract from 
Moree~sity of the barrage. 

account fmportant, if Durksonian sociology could not adequately 
help but or th~ actualizations of h~ ~ywardness and could not 
niCal faiconce~ve of freedom as a deV1at1on resulting from the tech­
same dirr~ure of society, existentialist sociology confronts the 
or societ1CUlty when trying to account for the persistent experience 
but perc ~ as an obtrusive and irremovable reality, and cannot help 
nicaJ. ra1~ve su~ a feeling as a deviation :e~ulting from the tech­
because fure Wlthin the thrust for authent~c1ty. Both visions 

0 the· "d dn 1 b hind ' comfortabl 1r self-programmed one-s1 e ess, eave e an un-
to accountY.large residue of human experience, for which they refuse 
which one c1n ~ other way than as odd and unfortunate a~n?rmalitie~ 
not Wipe ou~' Wlth right knowledge and germane effort, IDJ.t1gate, if 
human fre d • Being organically unable to coherently account for 
sion. B=i~lll, ~h~ Durksonian sociology can o~y declare it an illu­
the ~ture-~S11IJ.ilarly unable to offer a_mean1ngful ~~tion.of 
logy 1s bound e appearance of social reality, existent1alist soc1o-

Another to elllploy the same artifice and declare it a phantasm. 
history andc~~sequence of reductionism is, of course, a neglect of 
idiom on to the ensUing necessity to project the chosen analytical 
of its postula~ ontological plane, as the anthropological dimension 
effect by posit~d referents. Durksonianism ~achieve such an 
prereqUisites! ng the formula of its reduction1sm a~ the 1logical 
this e . of any and all organized human commUn1ty. Thanks to 

xpedient' the crucial category has been securely placed on an 
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extra-temporal plane and the cumbersome problem of the 'origin' of 
nature-like society has been dismissed once and for all. It is kept 
at a safe distance by the hypothetical bracket in which all substan­
tial statements of Durksonian sociology are kept: given a human 
society, there must be a, b, c ••• n. The same effect is achieved by 
existentialist sociology by portraying the formula of their brand of 
reductionism as the defining feature of authentically human existenc~ 
Once again, the problem of history has been safely removed from the 
agenda. Once again, a hypothetical bracket prevents it from inter­
fering: given an authentically human way of being-in-the-~rld, 
there must be a, b, c, ••• n. 

So, it seems, we have one form of reductionism confronting another, 
and the problem ultimately is one of arbitrary choice, guided solely 
by one's preferences or research task at hand. In one important 
respect, however, the society-centred version of sociology has an 
advantage over the self-centred one: it pretends to offer genuine 
guidance to the individual, where the existentially orientated 
sociology leaves much to his own discernment. Having chosen society 
as the humanizing agent, Durksonian sociology is capable of discuss­
ing the problem of morality as something which, in principle, can be 
studied and learnt with certainty. Having chosen the stance of an 
objective science, it observes, of course, strict neutrality as to 
the personal decision of being or not being moral. But if the de­
cision to be moral is taken, Durksonian sociology has no difficulty 
in pointing out 'how' one can be a moral being, and what it is to be 
moral under specific conditions. It is precisely the opposite in 
the case of existentialist sociology. In the absence of supra­
individual humanizing agents, being moral is an imperative which the 
individual faces directly as the task he must carry on his own shoul­
ders. When it comes to the question, however, of how one can be 
~ure that his way of being-in-the-world is indeed moral, existential­
~sm, as well as the sociology it may inspire, offers no reliable 
guidance. 'Leading an authentic life' is the only recipe. But 
this is purely formal advice. Authenticity is by definition a 
thoroughly individualized concept, and, also by definition, is filled 
with substance only by the individual himself, after the guidance' 
which might have been obtained from extra-individual sources, has 
been pinned down as inauthentic and as such rejected. No decision 
taken by the individual can, therefore, ever attain that conclusive­
ness which may be furnished only by an agent which one sees as un­
impregnable and beyond one's control. Having declared such an agent 
illusion, and debunked it as a product of morbid reification, exist­
entialism does more than just withdraw its own judgment of right and 
wrong; it denies the very possibility of discussing moral problems 
in terms valid to more than one self. It seems that existentialism 
has effectively dispelled the shroud of appearances which passed for 
the moral content of human existence - but only to reveal the ultimate 
moral void which a genuinely human, authentic life cannot escape. 

We saw earlier that the Durksonian type of sociology, while add­
ressing the imagination of an ordinary lay member of society, en­
deavours to satisfy these very needs which used to be catered for by 
the religion of the priests. One can similarly compare existentia­
list sociology to the religion of the prophets. It contains no easy 
promises of releasing the tormented individual from the burden of his 
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responsibility. It demystifies rather than interprets the mystery 
of human existence. The demystified existence is not, however, one 
which is easy to face. The mystified world, with all the sufferings 
it may cause, does emanate a comforting feeling of false security; 
when sufferings spill over the brim of the safe container of daily 
routine, the mystified world can still be criticised, rejected and 
challenged without putting in question the integrity and moral blame­
lessness of the challenging subject. 'They' are not only slave­
masters. and prison guards. They bring, in a peculiar package deal, 
redempt~on together with slavery freedom from responsibility to­
g~ther ~th the unfreedom of action. The prophets, therefore, un-
like pr~ests, offer little comfort Having chased away the phantom 
of 'they' th h · • 
1 ft al ' e prop ets po~nt their accusing fingers at the self, now 

e in o~e on the suddenly empty stage. It is now the self who 
::~cr~ti~~s~~y and the ultimate object of self-searching scrutiny 

It is this exi t ti . in t s en aJist philosophy, with its immense demystify-
ofgt~o ential and self-imposed limitations to the practical criticism 
verse e cuor dt which has served as a real inspiration for those di­
roots ~e~ s of the critique of sociology which trace their common 
ical' ~ 0 the works of Alfred Schutz. The rubric 'phenomenolog­
tinctive f:~twhich those currents have chosen to describe their dis­
phenomenolo ur7s, is a misnomer. We saw that the principles of 
any descri ~~ ~f scrupulously observed, are incapable of generating 
come to b p ~ ve knowledge sharing its subject-matter with what has 
being-i -~h own as sociology. It is existentialism, taking that 
point, ~hic~-wor~d which entails being-with-others as its starting 
that of i alsp~es to cover a field of study comensurable with 

soc o ogy I t f more densel • ndeed, Schutz star s rom a living world much 
of Hus 1 Y populated than the austere transcendental subjectiVJ."ty 

ser WOuld 11 th · sidered the ~ ow. The presence of o ers, which Husserl con-
Schutz . most ~tricate and mysterious problem of all, is to 

a.x:i.omatica.U · · th exi complex world Y unproblemat~c. I~ ~s e stence of such a 
away and la (the very existence of which Husserl wanted to brack t 
ments ani ) ter, cautiously to re-build using non-existential ele-9 

and Sart y) Which, according to Schutz (and Kierkegaard, Heidegger 
Schutz ire is simply given directly and immediately. On the Whol 
more of ~hpre~ared to include in the 'pre-predicative sphere' much ~ 
though he e '~nterpretive relevances' than Husserl originally did -
non-infere~~~stantly invokes Husserl's authority to legitimate the 
rather than ~al character of such relevances. (5) The member, 
gory; which ranscendental subjectivity, is Schutz's central cate­
pretive relevameans that membership in a community which shares inter-

nees · · t• d lit · among the prelim! ~s assigned a pre-predic~ ~v~ mo_a y, ~s located 
This membershi nary conditions of the subJect s l~fe-process. 
may signify i p' as Well as the inventory of knowledge 'at hand r it 
is thus thi~ r ~;u~y the same token, declared non:-inferential. It 
be carefully surv- e fact'' or 'the-immediately-gJ..ven'' which should 
meaningful 'beyo~~ed and faithfully describ?d, ~ut which has no 
ion. It is tr ' from which one may furmsh ~ts causal explanat-
this is an a uet~hat knowledge at hand is socially derived; but 

ssump ~on . t . lif b to be exp · d W1. hout much consequence, s~nce our e egins 
lorat· er~~ncefi an~ therefore becomes an object accessible to ex-

p lon an re ect~on, only when the 'social giving' of that kno..._ 
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ledge at hand has already taken place. The vernacular - this ready 
made set of pre-constituted types - has already been acquired. 
'From the outset' is Schutz's favourite term. It is 1from the out­
set' that our yorld is an intersubjective yorld of culture, and not, 
as Husserl argued, something to be laboriously constructed in order 
to be knoYn. Methodologically, the above statement means that such 
sociologizing as Schutz yould permit must start from the Yorld of 
culture already appropriated and incorporated by the 1member 1 - just 
as it must start from a society Yhich has already acquired a,ooendancy 
over the individual, in the case of the Durksonian brand of sociology. 

This 1intersubjective yorld of culture', which 1from the outset' 
is ours, is a yorld of signification Yhich, hoYever, is ultimately 
man-made. Not in its entirety, to be sure. There are numerous 
assumptions and generative rules Yhich Schutz discusses as anthropol­
ogically universal structural feattn'es of the life-experience as 
such; the suggestion being that they constitute unencroachable 
limits, or universal conditions, of any intersubjective world of 
culttn'e. This tendency to climb the anthropological, extra-temporal 
heights, Schutz shares with Durksonian sociology. Both lack good 
tools to deal with the historically specific because of their effort, 
perhaps, to posit the historically specific as universal. Schutz is 
at his best Yhen remaining on the level of the 'generative grammar' 
of experience as such. Even yhen admittedly taking a specific, 
geographically and historically locatable, action as his starting 
point, he tends to treat this geographical-historical specificity as 
a veil concealing the universal structures of genuine interest. 
Home-coming, or the Stranger, rise to the level of a-historical type~ 
Significantly, the 1intersubjective Yorld of culture', in the form in 
Yhich Schutz posits it as the object of research, lacks 1from the 
outset' any historical dimension. 

The main role of the intersubjective yorld of culture seems to 
consist in ftn'nishing generative principles which differentiate and 
individualize the subjectively conceived worlds of members. Most 
cultural patterns discussed by Schutz take the form of rules of cog­
nitive structuration, Yhich inevitably lead to results different in 
each individual case. Classification of others into members of 
'UmYelt', 1MitYelt' 'Voryelt' and 'FolgeYelt'. is a universal rule, ' ' , ..... necessitated by the natural graduation of familiarity and access~u-
ility. Depending on these tYo factors, the member takes four diff­
erent attitudes to such individuals, casting them accordingly into 
one of the above categories. The formal principles of such a cog­
nitive structura tion, therefore, remain the same in every case; but 
the emerging cognitive structures will be 1 as one might expect, 
sharply different, depending on the biographical situation of the 
structuring member. As Schutz himself put it, with the substitut­
ion of another 'null-point' (i.e., another biographical situation), 
meaning-reference is changed. The same applies to one of the cent­
ral categories of Schutzian sociology- lyorld within reach'. For 
each member, the yorld within reach, the only area in yhich 'we' (I­
Thou) relations are conceivable, and the only area to Yhich 'in­
order-to' motives can be reasonably applied, constitutes the kernel 
of each member's reality. But again, its boundaries will surely be 
draYO differently for, and by, each member, and the territories of 
such worlds as circumscribed by different biographical situations 
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most certainly will not overlap. The useful concept of 'finite. 
provinces of meaning' supplies another example. Every member lives 
within multiple realities. Each reality is cognitively constituted 
in its own specific way, which is characterized by a peculiar cognit­
ive style, by a consistency attained by puShing some specific eleme­
nts into a 1 for-granted' background, by the application of 'epoche 1 to 
a distinct sector of life-world, and by a peculiar time-perspective. 
Again, all these distinctive features combine into a number of types 
which are universal, in the sense of being recognizably similar in 
every member's set of 'finite provinces of meaning'. One can des­
cribe validly for all actual and possible members Hhat kind of cog­
nitive style, 1 epoche' etc., constitutes the province of argument, or 
art~ or leisure. But, as in former cases, the way in which a member 
div:J..des the shared world into provinces, when he shifts his attention 
from one province to another, are by no means necessarily co-ordin­
ated. On the contrary, these activities of members, though operated 
~ t~e same structural principles, will lead inevitably to highly 
dist:nct results. The concept of 'appresentational reference', 
~ons~~ered by Schutz a major tool of meaning-bestowing, will provide 
.ur f~nal.example. Any member, confronted with a series of exper­
~e~ces' ~ll assign meaning to them by combining them into appres-
~n ing-appresented pairs. The context in which such pairing will 
ake place, and consequently the selection of pairs and the division 

0~ rol~s Within pairs, will all vary according to the biographical 
s~t~t~on of a given member; the same tools will inevitably produce 
a '?-de variety of meanings, even if applied to 1 externally' similar 
obJects of experience. 

To sum up, Schutz's intersubjective world of culture tends to 
produce, perpetuate and reinforce the autonomy and uniqueness of 
~~ch m7mber as a cognitive entity. Schutz has shown admirably how 

e uniqueness of members is created and continually re-created with 
~he same ineVitability which Durksonianism ascribed to the uniforming 
~act of culture. The two incompatible testimonies of experience 
~ been therefore reconciled on the cognitive plane: cast into a 

fs te~ cultural world, unable to choose it as an act of will, con-
ron ~ng his ult alit · t"ll ( c ural world as inescapable re Y~ the member ~s 
~ to ~ue ~0 this fact rather than in spite of it) doomed to become 
th ema.:tn a unique individUBJ.. It is precisely the sharing of 
qu:nsame ;tructural ruJ.es of world perception which assures the uni-

I~ss h 0 each experience and each individual world of meaning. 
indi ~d~ever, as it has been demonstrated, the worlds of meaning of 
stit~es a m;~bers are unique, communication between individUBJ.s con­
is possiblepatblem. Indeed, one has to ask how such communi?ation 

b · t · aJ.J.. Thus far all we have learnt about the ~nter-su Jec ~ve world f ' . 
monadic se t 0 culture has pointed unamb~guously towa:d the 

a part a eness of individual c0 an;tive worlds. It ~s now necess ry o show h b·-

f d . t . ow, given this monadic status, members may still orm an ma.J.n aJ.n a co . . . . IDmllility of meamngs. 
. Some c?ndi t~ons of such community Schutz assumes as anthropolog­
~cally ~versal. These are common assumptions, somehow made by 
all members of a~ communities at all times - perhaps spontaneously, 
but at any rate mthout Rn .... vi "bl teaching-learning processes. 
Th •t . -.., s~ e 

ey are, ~ seems, s~le elaborations on constant and primary 
features of individual, but universal, experience - though nowhere is 
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this surmise confirmed by Schutz himself in so many words. In the 
absence of any explicit answer to the question of origin of the 
'stock of knowledge at hand', one is indeed free to postulate a 
variety of interpretations, reaching as far as the supposition of an 
inborn, species-wide propensity to perceive the world and to organ­
ize the perception according to a set of invariable rules. Not that 
the question of origin matters in the case of Schutz. The rules and 
assumptions combining into the 'stock of knowledge at hand' have been 
introduced into the system of Schutzian sociology as an admittedly 
Kantian element. They are, in fact, nothing more than a priori 
conditions of all meaningful experience, and of all meaningful commu­
nication between unique cognitive subjects. 

The following are typical examples. First - the assumption that 
the world consists of definite objects. This assumption is drawn 
from, and continually warranted by, the experience of resistance. 
Its most elementary form is the resistance of our own body 1 which may 
fall ill, become incapacitated, or be reluctant to obey our decision~ 
All perception of the world as exterior and 'real' may be seen as a 
modification of this fundamental experience. Second comes the ex­
pectation that experiences are typical; that they lend themselves, 
in principle, to generalizations, instead of being unique and un­
repeatable; that a single experience is always a member of a larger 
class of similar experiences, and that, therefore, one can learn from 
one 1 s previous experience, reasonably expecting future occurrences to 
conform to the pattern already known. Next, the same expectation of 
regularity extends into the sphere directly relevant to the problem 
of interhuman communication: one expects cognitive perspectives to 
be reciprocated by other members, the standpoints assumed by the 
partners of conversation to be, in principle at least, interchange­
able. In other words, reciprocated understanding of each other's 
meanings is an a priori given condition of being-with-others. In­
stead of being an end-product of the application of an intricate 
technology one must diligently learn to master, understanding is 
implied in each act of communication 'from the outset'. The ideal­
ized possibility of such understanding manifests itself continually 
in members' assuming, in the process of communication, their opposite 
numbers' attitudes, and expecting their partners to behave similarly. 
Finally, there is an a priori expectation of the crDgruence of stand­
points. Not only are they interchangeable in the sense that each 
member can 'put himself' into each standpoint in turn, but they can 
be harmonized, made to complement each other, with the effect that 
they may be held to simultaneously by different partners in the 
conversation, without rendering the discourse incomprehensible or 
condemning it to failure. Let us repeat: all those and similar 
assumptions are not accepted on the strength of empirical general­
izations, but deduced from the analysis of conditions which must be 
met if 'being-with-others, in the sense of meaningful intercommu­
nication, is to be conceivable. These are, therefore, 'theoretical 
prerequisites' of the individual's existence, much as, say, 'pattern­
maintenance' is, for Durksonian sociology, a theoretical prerequisite 
of the s,ystem's survival. 

Those being the general conditions of being-with-others, further 
factors are necessary to attain genuine subject-to-subject relations. 
Schutz disagrees with Sartre's rather gloomy view of the possibility 
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of transcending or eschewing reification in interhuman relations. 
To Sartre, the very presence of others unavoidably compromises the 
authentic uniqueness of the self. The very awareness of being 
looked upon creates uneasiness and discomfort, and limits the self's 
freedom; the self experiences himself as objectified by the other, 
and is incapable of avoiding doing the same in exchange. Hence only' 
subject-object relations are possible. Schutz is more sanguine. 
From many types of relations between members he selects, as particu­
larly privileged in respect to de-reification, 'Wir-Einstellung' 
(equivalent of Buber's !-Thou) relations between co~ates, in which 
members can indeed conceive of each other as unique subjects. This 
possibility they owe to mutual biographical involvement. It seems 
that T\vir-Einstellung' develops in the process of prolonged and con­
tinuous discourse between members, in which all aspects of each 
partner's subjectivity stand the chance of being brought to light, 
so as to enable each partner to grasp in time their unique configur­
~ tion. Each partner learns gradually the other' a unique subj ecti v­
~ty ?Y.e~loring 7 in the process of active interchange, both its 
flex:t.bility and its ultimate limits. vlhen genuine !-Thou relations 
~eve~o~, the many veils of anonymity, which normally cover the sub-
ect~~ty of the other, can be removed completely. 

b This possibility, even if not actualized, makes all the difference 
e~we7n consociates and mere contemporaries. The latter, though in 

lr~nc~ple_accessible to potential conversation, are not sufficiently 
involved 7n the biography of the given member to expose themselves 

n the uniqueness of their subjectivities. They will always retain 
~hsmaller or larger degree of anonymity; the greater the anonymity, 
the poorer the set of symptoms by which they are apprehended. Ra­
a er than being perceived as subjects, contemporaries are conceived 
~t ~cim.ens of a type. Such a type refers to them, locates them 
r 1hin a member's subjective cognitive map, and triggers off the 
1~ e~nt unit of a member's behavioural repertoire, but it is never 
e~~cal_With a concrete other. 

sub" ere ~s, therefore, a difference in kind between the subject-to­
el Ject and merely typified relations. The first are an integral 
t em~nt of a member's being-in-the-world; they are in fact co­
o;~ous With his existence itself. The second, however' are only 
b t a YPothetical character. When we speak of social relations 

e 'loleen m r · · b · t · han e e contemporaries, what we mean ~s JUst a su JeC ~ve 
~ti ce t~at the reciprocally ascribed typifying schemes and 9Xpect­
Thions ~11 be reciprocated, i.e., used congruently, by the Partner& 
co ~.remains a subjective chance all along, and, in so far as they 
t n l.nue to be foUnded on 'Ihr-Einstellung' only, cannot rise above 
hhe level or mere hypothesis. Only that sector of the world which 
as ?een highlighted by the biographical situation, is constantly 

put l.n question by the members and is subject to intensive explor­
ation. Contemporaries, unlike consociates, are placed outside that 
secto:• Untouched by the cognitive interests of the member, assig­
ned 17ttle or no topical relevance, they- even if, in principle, 
questJ.onable - are left unquestioned. The very phenomenon of 
'type' consists in dramng a demarcation line between the explored 
horizons of the topic at hand and the rest of it, which the member 
leaves unexplored. 

'Personal ideal types' 1 1o1hich refer to aggregates of contempor-
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aries (or, £or that matter, predecessors or successors - who, how­
ever, di££er £rom contemporaries in that they cannot be made 
partners o£ discourse), are typi£ications o£ the £irst, lowest level. 
There are, to be sure, typifications which are more complex, but they 
are al,~ys derived £rom those o£ the first-level through analogy or 
con£lation. State, people, economy, class - are all characteristic 
examples o£ such complex types, which we tend to treat as i£ they 
were personal types 1 sui generis 1. In fact, they are abbreviated 
descriptions of highly complex systems o£ interwoven personal types 
of the lower order. Because o£ their derivative nature, they mag­
nify all the weaknesses o£ the original typi£ica tion and widen the 
areas le£t in the shade and smugly taken £or granted in the process 
of typi.f'ying. In particular, the hypothetical nature o£ such types 
o£ the second order is considerably intensified. So much has been 
taken £or granted in the process of their typi£ication, that the 
question o£ their verification can hardly be put on the agenda. To 
depart, £or a moment, £rom the universe o£ discourse designed by 
Schutzian vocabulary, we can say that, £or all practical purposes, 
concepts like society or class enter the li£e-world o£ the human 
individual as myths, sedimented £rom a long and tortuous process o£ 
abstraction o£ which the member himsel£ lost control at a relatively 
early stage (in £act, with his £irst step beyond the cosy realm of 
!-Thou relations •dth the close circle of consociatea). 

These are, it seems, the ultimate limits of the critique of socio­
logy which can emanate £rom the existentialist inspiration. Such a 
critique can account for supra-individual phenomena only as mental 
concepts. Any critique of such concepts will consist in demonstrat­
ing that they have been arrived at by a series of mental operations 
subject to purely cognitive rules; in showing that, given those 
rules ineradicably present in the stock of knowledge at hand, the 
generation o£ types is inescapable. These types return later to the 
life-world of the individual, admitted there on the strength of 
·analogy with personal relations - the only ones which are directly 
and £ully experienced. The same mental mechanisms, so to speak, de­
reify consociates and reify all the rest of the individual's world­
rei£ication being itsel£ a mental process, which consists in assuming 
the 'objective existence' of ••hat is, in fact, a complex conceptual 
product of si£ting the limited personal experience. Schutz - and 
his £ollowers with even more zeal - ascribe to such conduct the sta­
tus of hypostasis: a comcon logical error of imputing real refer­
ents to abstract words. 

1 SECOND NATURE' VINDICATED 

If, therefore, Durksonian sociology tries hard to 1 demystify' indi­
vidual £reedom, its Schutz ian critique, apparently 1 attempts to 
'demystify' society. It does little, however, to assist the indi­
vidual, allegedly emancipated as a result of such demystification, 
in acquiring practical £reedom £rom the product of his own rei.fying 
capacity. On the contrary, Schutzian analysis convincingly demon­
strates that rei£ication, and hypothetical types replacing the inti­
mate, I-Thou experience o£ others, are built into the very fabric of 
the member's existence. They can perhaps be re-negotiated andre-
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made but in one form or another they are there to stay forever. 
In a' sense reification of the limited experience into the all­
powerful, hough hypothetical concepts whi~h 7 in tu::n, structur~ the 
individual's experience, is as anthropologkcally unQversal and 1n­
evi ta.ble as Durkheim' s 'conscience collective 1 or Pars om's 1 system 1 s 
prerequisites. No room has been left for the supposition that in 
some conditions reification might be avoided, that in some situations 
people might be able to ' see through 1 the totality of their social 
entanglements, and that, consequently, the Schutzian subtle analysis 
of the life-vorld as such is just an unduly generalized description 
of a specific, historically generated Horld. Hith all its powerful 
critical potential aimed at sociology, conceived as the science of 
unfreedom, the Scl1utzian alternative refrains from offering a con­
ceptual standpoint from which a critique of social reality (as oppo­
site to the critique of its image), could be launched. In this 
:aspect it belongs to the same class as Durksonian sociology 1 >rhich 
1t so ably criticizes. 

The Schutzian existentialistically inspired system is, therefore, 
specifically a critique of sociology, and not of its object. As 
such a critique, it does offer a harmoniously coherent programme 
complete with a multitude of eye-opening insights. TI1e Schutzian 
system may be conceived of as an anthropology (rather than a socio­
logy) of knowledge, focussing its lenses on precisely those sectors 
of knowledge 11hich form the chosen domain of sociology. Schutz has 
COnvincingly shown that sociology, far from grasping so-called 
'objective social reality', in actual fact is a once-removed modifi­
cation of commonsense; that it takes as its object not 'objective 
pheno~ena 1 1 but products of typif~cation, an~, in consequence, per­
~etuaues and re-affirms the reifying tendenc1es of commonsense, 
1n~tead of exposing them for what they are. Being mere products of 
ObJectivation. 'objective phenomena' are embodiments of subjective 
kn?wledge of T1ife1.rordly events'. (6) Ascribing to them any other 
~X1stential modality means perpetuating that illusion whose exposure 
1S the prime task of the scientific investigation of the life-•rorld. 
State, class etc. _ if they confront the individual as irremovable 
constituents 1of his life-world- reach such a status only because 
'the positing of objectiva.tions done by one person and their inter­
pretation done by the Other occurred "at the same time 11 1 • The task 
of sociology consists therefore, in unravelling the hidden mechanism 
of the process of coriective objectivation, which opens itself to the 
eyes of an ordillar.Y member only in the form of its end-products. 

But at this point the Schutzian critique of sociology stops. If 
a~ we. do is follow faithfully his pattern of exploring the logic of 
0~Jec~1vation, sociology will be stood on its feet again. Instead 
0~ ~~Y attempting to grasp social reality, we shall show more 
sense 1n turning our attention to the structure of the process which 
generates our belief in such •reality' - starting from the only cer­
~in lcno:-rledge given to us unproblematically, i.e. 1 knowledge der-
1vable directly from the world of everyday living. That will be 
equal to returning •to the roots•, and the Husserlian postulate 'zu 
den Sachen selbst• will be fulfilled. Schutz does n0t ask socio­
logy to be critical of its object. He invites it only to be criti­
cal oi' its o>m knowledge of that object and of the way it has arrived 
at such knowledge. Indeed, exactly lilce his Durksonian opponents, 
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Schutz precludes a priori, by sheer methodological decision, the 
very possibility of the object-directed critique. If, to paraphrase 
Anselm L. Strauss, (7) Durksonian sociology assumed that the observer 
(sociologist) 'has knowledge of the end against which persons are 
matched', Schutz pretends to know 1 the basic rules on which varia­
tions (of a personality) are composed': to know, that is, in the 
sense of excluding the possibility of such rules, and not just their 
applications,from ever changing. 

Hith tough, nature-like social reality reduced analytically to 
typifications and typifications alone, the question remains whether 
men can ever eschew such typifYing activity. No such possibility is 
left within the Schutz ian system. Dy explaining away the totality of 
~social reality' by the most elementary and universal process of re­
~fication of meanings, Schutz depicts, first, the experience of un­
~eedom as the eternal, anthropological feature of human-being-in-the 
-world; and second, portrays all unfreedom as essentially alike 
stemming from the same essential human endowment. The supposition 
t~t some elements of experienced 'reality' are redundant and can be 
disposed of, that those elements derive from more restricted (and 
less inevitable) causes than universal propensities of all mankind _ 
cannot be seriously posited within the Schutzian perspective. But 
it is. only with such a supposition that. the critique of sociology may 
turn ~nto a critique of social reality 2tself. From Schutz's de­
~stating vivisection of sociology, social reality emerges intact and 
2nvincible _ reduced to a benign, intellectual substance, but no less 
unavoidable and overwhelming than ParsoiEt methodologically postu­
lated system. 

Both attempts to account for the human ~erience m?nistically, 
therefore, seem equally disappointing. Cur2ously, While trying to 
~rov~ that the other pole of the apparent~y dual experience is only 
~glnary, both are incapable of question2ng the necessity contained 
in_t~e first one. Both attempts are,_ therefore, organically un­
cr~t~cal of society, or the human predicament they describe. The 
one advantage of existentialist sociology over its Durksonian t 
nn .... t . t. . kn 1 d coun e!'-~ consists in its capacity to cr2 2C2se ow e ge in general d 
?ommonsensical knowledge in particular - one ability Which Durk' an 
2an ki But . t . son-. sociology is conspicuously lac ng~ 2 s 2s a barren cri-
t~que o~ knowledge, in the sense that ~t.does not, ~nd cannot take 
one dec2sive step further into the cr2hque of soc~ety or th h 
condition, itself. l·le ~y well suspect that no funda.m~ntalis~ r:an 
duction, whatever its direction, can genera~e such a critiq 

For this reason the fev theories which did. attempt to av~~d th 
traps of unilateral reductionism deserve part~cular attenti ~ g 
of them is the theory of George Herbert Head, which dre,., h on~ ne 
the . tart" · eanly on world Y2ew of John Dewey. The s 2ng po2nt of that . 
Horace N. Kallen's formulation, was 'the recognition that ttheo~, w 
and last 'reality' is flux process, duration, eventuat· he f 2rst 
and th ' d t ~on function at ideas of unmoving substance an e ernal forms ' 1 

cha · · . t d are themselves ng2ng 2deals based on pass2ng arres s, an movement 
an~ negation' .(8) Mead's is perhaps that_sociologica~ 0~ av~sionch 
ex2stentialist dialectics have reached thell fUrthermost v2~w. ~ whi 
Mead refused to assign unilateral priority to either f limit s. 1 of th t h t. . . 1 clil o the wo po es e mas aun 2ng of soc2olog2ca , · emmas. Inst d h b ht 
· t f . f · h ea e roug 2n o. ?cu~ the dialectical process o ..; e co~tinuous str~gle and re-
conc2l2at2on between them, as the true start~ng Point of sociological 
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analysis. vlhat warrants, in our view, the classification of this 
solution as existentialist, is the location of that dialectic within 
the subjective horizon of the self, and taking the existential pre­
dicament of the individual as the only source of data and obj act of 
analysis. 

For Mead, neither of the poles - self and society - can be reduced 
to the other. Instead, they are both present, as partly autonomous 
partly co-operating factors in every unit of experience. Even if w~ 
confo:znrto the methodological rule that subjectively given information 
is the sole legitimate ground for sociological analysis, we can stiJ.J, 
without postulating entities alien to primary experience, account for 
the tough, objective elements of existence, and posit them as its 
projections. Social reality is present in the most individual ex­
perience from the very start - not as a self-imposed, factitious 
constraint, or an inaccessible 'other side', as in some existentia­
list writings. It is visible from the subjective perspective, as 
the organic ingredient of the acting self as such. Both aspects of 
the self - the notorious l-ieadian 1 me 1 and 1 I 1 - already contain ob­
jective social reality, however unique and subjective they may 
appear; though, to be sure, social reality enters each in a differ­
ent way and in a specific form. 1Me' and 'I' are two aspects of 
the self; but they are also the two aspects of social reality into 
which each individual is born and which he confronts in any of his 
acts. His 'I' is nothing but a lasting sediment of all previous 
acts to date in which the individual has faced reality as an imm­
ediately present, situational. limit to his freedom; thus it con­
tains society, though in a processed, individualized form, unlike 
the 'me' which is reality with its face uncovered, reality in thi 

' · "1 t d 8 very moment, still 'sticking out' as an unass1m2 a e , external 
factor of the action. The confrontation between 'me' and 'I• 
which the individual experiences in each of his ac~s, is but the 
subjective reflection of the dialectic o~ 's~t~tion' and its indi~i­
dual 'definition'. However we look at 1t, 1t 7s.always the same: 
the-already-assimilated against the-not-yet-ass1m2lated reality, or 
the-alrea~-accomplished, against sti~-open-ended~ self. l~at we 
conceptualize as 'society' or the 'subJective self are, therefore 
two gi~tic. screens on which we p:oject, ~th e~ual.rig~t but equ~ 
ally m2sleading, the only existent1al reality which 1s d1rectly gi 
to ~he individual's experience: the dialectical tension of the Ven 
soCJ.al act. Both self and society are subsumed under this act 
only f:om its perspective can they be studied p:operly. ' and 

It 1S only when looked upon from the standpo1nt of a single act 
that the 'I~ and the 'me' face each other as independent entitie~' 
a~, res~ect1vely, seats of freedom and unfreedom, impulse and its 
l1mita~1ons, the self's drive and its external constraints, indi~id­
ual un1queness and the uniformizing pressures of a socially founded 
and guarded 'role•. When seen processually, as interwined aspects 
of a biography, they lose their identity, merge into each other 
reveal their r~latiVity and ultimately dissolve into the endless' 
series of the 1ndi~dual's on-going action-in-the-world. It is 
true that we expe:1ence intrinsic impulse as the unfinished, open­
ended, progr~at1c component of the situation, in which the other 
component, which we call 'social reality', 'structural constraints' 
or 'me', look very much like an inflexible, closed cage which arbi~ 
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rarily cuts the trajectory of our flight. But this truth holds only 
as long as the horizon of a single act is not transcended. From a 
wider perspective, such as that of the biography as an on-going pro­
cess, both look remarkably alike. Indeed, they are, in equal meas­
ure, both open-ended and closed, both unfinished and accomplished, 
temporary and conclusive. Whatever difference we sense in their 
modality-for-us has been granted by the structuring capacity of the 
act at hand. It is past situations which project present definit­
ions. As to the truth, however, of the reversal of the above state­
ment, Mead was much less explicit. We do not know - in fact, we are 
incapable of knowing - whether, and in what way, the definitions of 
today sediment into situations of tomorrow. This part of dialectics 
has been left barely touched. It has been by-passed rather than 
tackled in the facile w.I. Thomas adage of the truth which emanates 
from the supposition of truth. If, however, Head is specific and 
convincing in elucidating the actual mechanism of situations-becoming 
-definitions, there has been no comparably strong case presented for 
the other side of the dialectics of self and society. 

This uneven distribution of emphases should not surprise us. In 
a truly existentialist mood, l•Iead attempts to disentangle the myster­
ies of the individual's existence which is always given, ready-made, 
and established the moment the individual begins to reflect upon it 
and thereby 1 finds himself' in it. The process which led to the 
establishing of the 'outer fringe' of existence is not, therefore, a 
part of the individual experience of this existence§ it cannot be 
surveyed 'from within' , it is not opened to scrutiny as clearly and 
immediately as the existence itself. It can be reconstructed, or 
rather postulated, by theorizing and abstracting, but never experien­
ced with the same obviousness 'With which the other side - the subject­
ivation of the objective - is. The aim of such theory is to satisfy 
human curiosity about the 'origin' of his world, rather than lending 
intelligibility to the message already contained in the experience. 
One cannot preserve the purity of the method and, at the same time, 
ascribe to the problem of the origin of objective reality the same 
epistemological status one gives to the question of the subjective 
appropriation of objectivity. Starting from existentialist assump­
tions, Mead went as far as it is humanly possible toward transcending 
the opposition between self and society and attaining a unified 
account of an apparently polarized experience. But the same assumpt­
ions set an unsurpassable limit to his achievement. The dialectics 
disentangled within Meadian sociology inhered in the relationship 
between the ever-becoming self and a ready-made society. To expose 
the dynamics of the self, Head had to leave in semi-shade the dyn8mics 
of society. 

Though admittedly taking inspiration from Mead's work, Berger and 
Luckma...nn (9) have gone a long way towards transcending that limitat­
ion. By so doing, however, they have sacrificed a good deal of the 
methodological purity and cohesion of the original. Like Mead, 
Berger and Luckmann attempt to disentangle the dialectic·s of freedom 
and unfreedom, the acting self and the limits to his action. But 
their attention is drawn in the first place to the problem cast by 
l.fead to the background of his central project. Berger and Luckmann 
(the telling title of their book makes it clear) wish to discover the 
mechanism of the construction of reality rather than the self. 



68 Chapter 2 

They accept, as other existentialist critics of sociology have 
done, that whatever happens to roan or in man - indeed, the very 
~rocess of becoming I!IB.Il - takes place in the presence of the world, 
1D the course of man's interaction with his environment perceived as 
the si~uation of action. Several additional assuoptions are, how­
ev~r, ~ntroduced in the process, which purport to facilitate the ex­
plicat1on of such presence - which other existentialist sociologies 
~ely bother to elevate from the status of the 'taken-for-granted'. 

fus, ~e have the tacit assumption of some regularity, the constancy 
0 t 7I!Vi.ronment, \rhich in a Romans-like fashion leads to the 'habit­
~ ~on' of behavioural patterns. Frequently repeated action stops 
~ 7.Problematic, is no longer an object of active pondering andre­
wh:~~1~~, and quietly moves into the field of 'taken-for-granteds', 
If t~ 1 b~comes undistinguisha.ble from other objective realities. 
habite ~b1tua.tion of A's actions is now reciprocated by a parallel 
actio~ ~on of B's behaviour, a new quality emerges: habitualized 
ationss ecome typified, that is, nomically attached to typical situ­
for t~·f.And_another assumption: such actions tend to be selected 
va.nt to 1 1 cat1on - i.e., become institutionalized - which are 'rele­
alized ~~ ac~o:s who share a given situation. On:e institution­
consci~u e typ1f1ed actions are reflected back into 1ndividuals' 
ledge ofs~ess_as objective, inevitable, unavoidable, ·etc. Yillow-
1realizat·soc1:ty1, which emerges in such a way, is therefore a 
reality 10n' ~n a double sense: it is an apprehension of social 
reality a~ 'reality', and, at the same time, the production of this 
granted' ~n so far as individuals, ta...ld.ng its objective nature for 
ing it ' 0~-eoingly act toward perpetuating and continually re-creat­
the ap~ obJectivity. It is this knowledge which lends institutions 
uni ver s:a::ance of cohesion and harmony they enjoy; the order of the 
of the ~s in the eye of the beholder, and in the habituated action 

. actor. 
onl~s is, clearly a revealing insight. The idea that there is 
ized h~Uch o~ the'social order as there is of repe~it7o~s, routin­
order th n act~on and that there is no more 1necess1ty 1n such an 
knowled an that o~-goingly generated by routinized action and the 
It meange Which accompanies it has a genuinely emancipating effect 
sociolos a4decisive step on th~ road leading from the critique of • 
~Ommitt~ ~0 the critique of society. It reveals the partisan, 
~ne (whi h ature of social knowledge, which endows the current rout­
coincide~ce)a.n. invoke for its le~timation not~ng b~t ~ historical 
~oses the \l:i.. th cognitive validity and norma u1 ve digru ty. It ex-
~n the senselective nature of such knowledge: it must be selective 
~ec~i ty 0 ; 9 of suppressing information and values Hhich explode the 
~s uherefor a closed universe. A necessary conplement of knowledge 
t,,,.,, e 'n;J..~l · · d t li "d t• ~y tha4 : ........ !.!. ation' _ a machinery a1me a qm a 1ng concep-
uted knowl~dWhich lies 'outside' the universe: if socially distrib­
tends to de ge Validates current reality, the mechanism of nihilation 
pretation6 ~-the Validity of alternative realities and such inter­
Once establi ~ch may relativize and put in question the existing one. 
self. It a 8 e~' the knowledge-reality mix tends to perpetuate it­
no 'social !"~~res the pmrer of producing rea.li ty. And so there is 
there ~.Jill b tyt unless produced by routinized human conduct; but 
knowledge-re=~to ro~tinization of conduct unless supported by the 

y nu.:x:: 
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To have a conversion experience is nothing much. The real 
thing is to be able to keep on taking it seriously, to re­
tain a sense of plausibility. This is where the religious 
community comes in. It provides the indispensable plaus­
ibility structure for the new reality. (10) 
But in the form in which it has been introduced and argued for, 

the above idea leaves the door to the critique of society only half­
open. To start with, all members in society carry an equal share of 
'responsibility' for the perpetuation of the social order. Order's 
stability rests ultimately upon their tacit agreement to behave in 
the habituated way. The order, in principle, can be reduced- with­
out residue - to the institutionalized routine of a multitude of 
individuals. It has no other foundations but this routine: no 
structure stands out from the flat plain of evenly dispersed knowled~ 
as a solid fulcrum of societal stability. The drama of the social 
construction of reality is, from beginning to end, played on the 
intellectual stage. Members of society appear on this stage only as 
epistemological entities, the rest of their attributes being irrele­
vant and therefore not invoked as explanatory factors. Having been 
built entirely of thought, institutions seem to possess no more 
toughness and solidity than thought usu.al.ly does; or, rather, 
thought, being the building material, lends its pliability to the 
entire edifice. It will be difficult to prove, within this idiom, 
that in the process of construction there may be points of no return, 
structures which acquire a new quality, sediments which cannot be 
dissolved simply by the re-form of meanings. 

A second point is closely associated with the first: l.rhile the 
observation, that the existence of society consists in continuous 
structuring rather than in a once-and-for-all established structure, 
is a powerful insight from which to start a devastating critique of 
sociology, it suggests, in a truly Enlightenment manner, the identity 
of the critique of sociology and the critique of society. 

It reduces the task of criticizing social reality to the critique 
of social knowledge. Hhatever there is of 'social reality' in the 
human condition depends at each particular moment, 'on-goingly', 
upon the persistence of the meanings which members of the society 
attach to it. One is inclined to conclude that, were the reflective 
consciousness of individuals, who lend visibility of logic and con­
gruence to social institutions, abruptly stopped or turned the other 
way, social reality itself would dissipate or change its content. 
The situation which an individual confronts as the limitation of his 
action is nothing more than somebody else's definition, with a shared 
symbolic universe as a linchpin connecting the two. No other means 
are necessary to perpetuate a given set of institutions, than myth­
ology, theology, philosophy, science - and no other elements of the 
social world need to be re-made to replace social reality qy a new 
one. 

Third and most important - Berger and Luckmann' s view of the 
social construction of reality begs the question of the relevance of 
institutions to individuals' interests by a simple assumption that 
precisely this relevance is the factor operative in the typification 
of habitual actions. To be sure, it is not clear what is the 
meaning which the authors attach to the last statement. The 'typi­
fication of the relevant' hypothesis may be seen as an 'origin myth', 
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in which case it deserves precisely that measure of respect and att­
ention those myths normally do. It may be seen, on the other hand, 
as a concealed definition of relevance. In that case one should not 
be misled by its pseudo-empirical form, but take it for what it is -
a methodologically convenient tautology; but then the question of 
why some habitual actions and not others become eventually institut­
ionalized remains unanswered. If, however, Berger and LuCkmann 
mean literally what they apparently say, the doubt immediately arises 
whether the individuals, for whom specific actions have been instit­
utionalized, and those individuals for whom such actions are 'rele­
vant', are the same people. It seems that precisely in the space 
stretched between those two distinct categories of individuals the 
problem of social reality is accommodated: as it were, the very 
experience of social reality stems from the feeling of discrepancy, 
or incongruence, between institutions and relevance. But this space 
is absent from Berger and Luckmann's vision; it has been eliminated, 
from the start, by an assumption which disposes of the possibility of 
a critique of social reality as a problem separate and different from 
the critique of knowledge. 

Having said all this, Berger and Luckmann 1 s remains a bold and 
fateful stride towards social knowledge which, unlike the Durksonian 
science of unfreedom, is capable of turning into a critique of socie­
ty. Such a critique will have to embrace, as its condition and 
starting point, a thorough analysis of the social origin of knowledge 
Berger and Luckmann-fashion. But, to be sure, it will incorporate 
such a critique only as its starting point. 



Chapter 3 

CRITIQUE OF UNFREEDOM 

TECHNICAL AND EMANCIPATORY REASON 

Both sociology and its critique, as described in the last chapter, 
admit one commitment alone: a commitment to truth, understood, 
roughly, as the task of describing things 1as they really are', and 
thereby of supplying a firm foundation for action. Whatever other 
commitments sociology or its critique may enter into (and we have 
traced a number of them), they are not part of the design and are 
certainly not consciously allowed to interfere with the strategy of 
cognition. Such commitments are reached unwittingly, by selectively 
illuminating one or another aspect of the multi-faceted human con­
dition. They are not consciously sought; when discovered (and they 
are discovered only when a critical stance has been taken) they are 
exposed as evidence of immaturity or failure of knowledge or as a 
sign of its misuse. Even then they are portrayed as simply depart­
ures from the truth; in most cases, eJ..."tra-scientific commitments are 
carefully avoided even when those commitments already disclosed are 
criticized. There is a tacit agreement between the critique of 
sociology and the object of its criticism - an agreement l.J'hich both 
sides are eaeer not to transgress - to assign to the 1 true descript­
ion of facts' the role of not just the supreme, but the only arbiter 
of their debate. Instead of exposing the many virtual commitments 
of social knowledge, the debate, however vehement, reinforces social 
scientists in their dedication to the pursuit of such a noncommittal 
truth; and in their belief, that such truth would be accessible if 
only the method of attaining it were sufficiently purified of earthly 
pollutants. 

To such a programme of uncommitted lmmdedge the nane of positiv­
ism, in one of its many meanings (the 'ecstatic purification of 
passions' - Habermas), has been attached. If the programme of 
positive science simply calls to investigate facts in an impartial 
manner - as ~1ey really are, rather than as they ought to be or as 
they could be if not prevented - the programme of positivism main­
tains that, first, the kind of knowledge which can be obtained by 
positive science so organized is the only valid one, and, more im­
portantly, that such knowledge will be, inevitably and unproblemat­
ically, as impartial and non-partisan as the attitude of the scient-

71 
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ists who produce it. As Habermas pointed out, (1) the possibility 
of such a programme was contained, though in nuce only, in the En­
lightenment accolade of Reason as the supreme value and guide of 
human practice in the l-rorld. Reason was advanced by 1 les philoso­
phes' as the conqueror of dogmatic prejudice, at which door the 
blame was laid for the oppressive physical and spiritual slavery men 
had suffered for the greater part of their history. In the mind of 
'les philosophes 1 , it was clearly a committed, embattled reason, 
totally immersed in the most topical, urgent, and poignant human 
yearnings. The cause of human emancipation \ras the basis of the 
case for the advancement of Reason. The triumph of Reason over pre­
judice was indeed seen as that emancipation itself: the acquisition 
of knowledge, so 'les philosophes' hoped, will give men control over 
their lives and destinies: there will be no mediation between pri­
vately appropriated knowledge and private control, no by-products, no 
:cognit~ve pouvoirs intermediaries', no institutionalized ossificat­
J.ons which will rise, as unsurmountable and opaque barriers, between 
man and his fate. 1Les philosophes 1 did not know, and could not 
~o~,.that the advancement of technically expert, instrumentally 
e7f7c7ent knowledge would, sooner or later, bind men to a huge ar­
tifJ.cJ.al world on Hhich they will depend materially but which will 
not depend on their capacity to penetrate and embrace it spiritually. 
'Les pb~losophes 1 did not suspect that the Reason they advanced 
~auld coagulate into a new bondage which technically orientated sc­
J.ence t.rould be able only to reinforce, and which would put on the 
agenda a fundamental re-thinldng of the type of knowledge man will 
need to control their fate. One can hardly blame 'les philosophes' 
for tJ;is failure of prevision. They articulated the programme of 
e~cl.pation in the only terms the experience of their age had supP­
lied. Positive science engaged in a mortal battle against dog­
mati~ prejUdice, was the'o~y name available in their age for Reason 
commJ.tted to the task of human emancipation. 

Positivism fed precisely on what had been the historically limited, 
temporary, transient fori:! of the Enlightennent call to arms. It 
duly sifted the form from the content it was designed to serve. 
Mean~ were zestfully promoted to the rank of autotelic e~ds. The 
commJ.tment.to emancipation, the practical involvecent w~~ch.supplied 
the fUel l-~th which to launch Reason on its spectacular orbJ.t, was 
allol-red to recede slowly into the background, where it could be 
scanned only on ceremonious occasions but rarely looked back to in 
daily routine. Imperceptibly but ~voidably, the commitment as 
ouch came to be identified with a morbid departure from the chosen 
path believed to lead to the only truth worth its name; as a re­
nascence of the same dogmatic prejudice, which the pursuit of posit­
ive truth was aimed to vanquish. Among the extra-scientific comc­
itments lumped together in the condecned field, room was soon found 
for aP~ co~tment to human emancipation which looked beyond instru­
mentally orJ.entated positive science for a more powerful leverage of 
human freedom. 

Tl1e essential difference between the Enlightenment and positivist 
Reason l-.ras that bett·reen open-endedness and closure, between the hope­
ful postulate and conservative description. For 1les philosophes 1 , 

Reason was - to paraphrase Santayana. - a knife with its edge pressed 
against the future: a programme of the struggle to come, aimed 
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against the prejudice, the ignorance, the dogmatism incarnate in 
slavish obedience to the present and through the present t? the past, 
from which it descended. They saw Reason as an errant knight of 
virtue who had boldly, perhaps even recklessly, challenged the over­
whelming powers of unreason congealed in human bondage and terror. 
It was unreason which had been fortified in the trenches of human 
reality r here and now r • To chase it away from there, Reason had to 
be critical of human reality, to consider it from an autonomous per­
spectiv~ to assume the standpoint of a better reality yet-to-come; 
to be, in other words willingly and consciously ideal-comcitted, 
utopian, iconoclastic: All these proud self-designations positivist 
Reason turned into invectives. From its vantage point they became 
attributes of unreason which Reason has the task of destroying. If 
the modality of the future is one characterized by freedom coupled 
with uncertainty, while the modality of the past is marked by the 
blend of certainty with unfreedom - one can say that Reason, cast by 
Enlightenment in the 'future' mould, has been re-cast by Enlighten­
ment's positivist heirs, into the mould of the past. 

The stunning transmogrification of Reason on its way from the 
Enlightenment to its positivist heirs holds, in fact, little mystery. 
~t was just one more case of the only too well known rule, whose man­
~festations can be easily observed whenever a utopia 'grows into' 
reality: what it irretrievably loses in the process, is its critical 
~dge. Holbach could, without many qualms, subtitle his major work 
Laws of the physical and the moral world' - not because he was un­

aware of the distinction between facts and norms, but because (a 
circumstance some wish to forget) the common denominator, which he 
invoked to legitimize the conjunction, was not 'objective reality', 
but reason. It was Reason which made sense of spelling out physical 
and moral laws in one breath. In part - in the physical world -
reason had already identified itself with reality thanks to the fact 
that Nature did not require any human informed mediation to 'be at 
~ne_with itself', to conflate its potentiality and its actuality. 
,a~ng dissolved itself in the works of Nature, Reason could be just 
read out' from there. The enhancement of Reason and learning the 

facts of Nature was, admittedly, one and the same activity. In the 
~ral >rorld, however, Reason resided only as a potentiality, a post­

at?, as a commandment, as a utopian programme for the future, still 
~t~ng.~o be embraced by enlightened men and turned into reality. 

e CornmQtted, value-informed practice in the ethical realm was, 
;heref?re, the natural companion and equivalent of the unbiased, 
mpart~al study of Reason incarnate in non-human Nature. Were a 

positivist to have furnished his book l-rith Halbach's subtitle, he 
would certainly have inserted another meaning into the same conjunct­
ion. The physical and the moral world would, for him, belong to the 
same class, not because they both are or should be subjugated to 
Reason, but because both are reality, waiting to be studied in the 
same impartial, detached and disinterested fashion. But then in its 
positivist incarnation Reason declares its lack of interest in human 
unfulfilled potentialities and its inability to discuss them: it is 
0~Y there that facts and values part their ways once and for all. 
W~th Reason forced to abdicate rights to criticize and relativize 
human reality, men are bound, willy-nilly, to seek levers of their 
emancipation elsewhere. But this 'elsewhere' has been condemned 
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from the outset as the domain of error and prejudice, variously 
called partisanship, ideology, utopia. Once the 1-reapon of eman­
cipation, Reason has been turned into its opponent. The more it 
succeeds, however, in disowning and disavowing the efforts of eman­
cipation, the less challenged is the rule of charlatans and witch 
doctors over the intractable human quest for a better world. The 
question is, therefore, whether Enlightenment Reason still contains 
a message which can be retrieved to inform the task of human eman­
cipation in the age shaped - materially and spiritually - by scien­
tific civilization; whether, in other words, Reason and Emancipatio~ 
by ~ow long divorced, can be brought together again; whether Reason, 
enr1ched but changed by two centuries of scientific explosion, can 
now revindicate its critical power and the potency to inform human 
emancipation. 

Th? very success of the positive sciences, the tremendous incr­
~ase.1n the technical-instrumental capacity of mankind, has manifes­
ed 1tself in the emergence of a technological civilization, which, 
:~nstructed of highly specialized and autonomous units, has detached 

"1 ~?1~ from its source: from the informed, goal-directed human 
~c ~V1ty; and which does not require, for its survival and growth, 
. 0 e_penetrated in its entirety by human consciousness and reflected 
~ ~versally distributed knowledge. It has become, therefore, 
and e nature, in the sense of being independent of human knowledge 
di c~~science - at least such knowledge and conscience which reflect 
Per?~. Y upon it as a totality, in order to guide its activity. 
~1 ~e science, contributing to expert technical-instrumental skill, 
autoo Y add further bricks to the cognitive wall which separates the 
pendno~ous ~stem of civilization from men who are increasingly de­
for en hen 1t_for their existence. Positivism, struggling to assure 
tes ~uc a sc1ence the position of monopolistic knowledge, perpetra­
empt ~n dependence further still, by branding with infamy all att-
thersf 0 render the wall penetrable to the human eye. It seems, 
consec_orel, that the interest of human emancipation, the desire to 

1ous y t hi t serv d . con rol the course of human s cry, may not be properly 
its : 1f the positivistically informed cognitive attitude retains 

to~opoly. In Haberman's words: 
co~s. can only be altered by a change in the state of 
hisc1ousness itself by the practical effect of a theory 

;e.c~ does not impro~e the manipulation of things and of 
1f 1cations, but which instead advances the interest of 

~eason in human adulthood in the autonomy of action and 
1n the liberation from dogma' tism. This it achieves by 
means of th . t t ·t· 

The question _e penetrating ideas of a ?te:s1s en cr1d1qu~t· 
itimate . . 1s, however, how such a cr1 1que can ren er 1 self leg­
idiom. W1thin the civilization informed by the ascendant positivist 

pur~nc~ a~in,·as in the times of the Enlightenment, the reason which 
f or s. 0 be critical and thereby to assist and advance the process 

o emanc1pation h · t t d ' as to confront commonsense as 1 s mos powerful 
~ ;?rsardY·. 1 With commonsense reflecting the lack of autonomy which 

e 1~8 ~ .a1 Y existence it is reason, aspiring towards adult res­
p~n?1bJ..11.ty and the lib~ration of human action, Hhic!.1 is liable to 
-:'J..dJ..cule and. :efutation on the grounds of evidence. There is little 
111 cornmonsensJ..cal ro::perience >rhich may warrant hope. On the contr-
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a:,y, the totality of daily routine seems to expose its naivety ~d 
discredit its promises. Emancipatory reason, from the outset, ~s 
d~nied the benefit of unorganized, spontaneous evidence comparable 
Wlth that enjoyed by commonsense. It appears therefore unfound~d, 
rootless, crippled by all those frailties which commonsense, art~cu­
late~ in positivism, posits as the most odious of sins kn?w~e~ge ~ay 
COmmit - fantasy utopianism unrealism. Indeed, to leg~t~~ze ~ts 
claims, this rea~on must rea~h beyond commonsense and challenge the 
very daily existence which renders commonsense so placidly, if not 
fatuously, assured of its righteousness. Emancipatory reason does 
not simply compete 'With other theories, which, like the science of 
unfr~edom or its critique, attempt only to articulate what common~ 
sens~cal experience informs men about anyway. It recklessly demes 
the Validity of information itself, portraying it as inconclusive, 
PU:tial, historically limited, as a reflection of a mutilated, 
lllaimed, truncated existence. Its struggle is not with commonsense, 
but with the practice, called social reality, which underlies it. 
Reason proclaims reality itself to be untrue. Its plea against 
commonsense is, therefore, not that commonsense errs (commonsense has 
no~hing against being corrected; it, too, strives to be cohesive and 
enJoys the feeling of being at one with logic), but that it truly . 
:eports an experience which, in itself, is untrue, being born, as ~t 
7s, from the suppression of human potential. Commonsensical consc­
~o~sness, so considered, is not false; but it faithfully reflects 
exJ.stence which belies the genuine human potential. Hence emancip­
atory reason goes beyond the merely epistemological critique of com­monsense. 

~cipatory reason roams into regions which its positivistic 
o~pos~t~ number has declared strictly off-limits. It is set upon 
~sclos~ng the factors responsible for the one-sidedness, the select­
~vity of human experience and the 'facts' it supplies. It assumes 
tha~ ~he 'prejudice' 'les philosophes' fought, is not rooted in the 
def~c~encies of human cognitive faculties. Its roots reach much 
d~eper, into the very structure of the human conditions. If positi­
Vist reason meets commonsense critically on the cognitive battlefield 
~lone, i~ it chastises commonsense for not being methodi~ enough, 
or dra~ng wrong conclusions from right evidence - emanc~patory 

reason ~oes not blame it for errors of jUdgment. Instead, ~d m~c~ 
more PaLnfully, emancipatory reason puts in question the admissib~lity 
?f the very evidence on which commonsensical jUdgments are made. It 
~s social reality itself which renders commonsensical awareness -
even when resulting from faithful, correct reflection- false. 

?uch an iconoclastic attitUde cannot but arouse a most ferocious 
res~stance. If accepted, it will surely put in doubt the virtue of 
commonsense, frequently identified with wisdom, and detract from the 
~trength and attractiveness of commonsensical beliefs. It will 
d~maturalize 1 what commonsensically passes for nature, calce the in­
ev~ta?le a matter of choice, transform the super-human necessity into 
an obJect of moral responsibility, and force men into questioni~~ what 
:m-s been unreflectively, and often conveniently, accepted as brute, 
~mmutable facts. It Hill tear to slu·eds the comfortingly tight pro­
tective shield t-rhich leaves so little within the reach of human de­
cision and responsibility. It may t-rell render unbearable the same 
hU!lla.n condition l-Thich commonsense tries hard - and successfully - to 
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make tolerable. 
It is thanks to commonsense that man: 
knows who he is. He feels accordingly. He can conduct 
himself 'spontaneously', because the firmly internalized 
cognitive and emotive structure makes it unneces~ary or 
even impossible for him to reflect upon al~ernat~ve ~o~s~ 
ibilities of conduct •••• The socially ava~lable def~~t~ons 
of such a world are thus taken to be 'knowledge' about it 
and are continuously verified for the individual by social 
situations in which this 'knowledge' is taken for granted. 
The socially constructed world becomes the world 'tout court' 
- the only real •rorld, typically the only world that one can 
seriously conceive of. The individual is thus freed of the 
necessity of reflecting anew about the meaning of each step 
in his unfolding experience. He can simply refer to 'common 
sense' for such interpretation •••• (2) 

lf.hat man loses in the breadth of his cognitive horizons and in the 
ex~ent to which his inner potentialities may be realised, he cer­
t~nly gains in emotional security. He attains a deluding, but 
r~~~ng impression of the meaningfulness of his world by severely 
limit~ng the part of it which he expects to possess meaning. He 
acquires the ability to cope with the harsh realities of the public 
~orld because he believes, as he is told, that he bears responsibil­
~ty only for his narroH private world. In so believing he does not 
err; his consciousness is false only 1Qy proxy' in so far as his 
~ctua1 condition falsifies his true potentialities. There is, in 
act' a t•ro-way correspondence between the human situation and its 

commonsensical reflection. It is thanks to this correspondence that 
~o~~sense is cognitively satisfying and pragmatically effective. 
n . s double utility it is confirmed and reinforced Qy that type of 

~oc~al science which codifies and articulates the convenient strrren­
er~ As Henry s. Kariel put it: 
~~st as a dream of an iceberg floating by keeps us asleep 

e~ ?ur blanket has slipped off the bed, the report of 
P~l7t7cal science that apathy is a function of healthy 
P lit~ca1 system reconciles us to the eA~loitation of part 
of the boqy politic. Political scientists consolingly 
~Veal_that whatever happens is 'really' no accident. 

ey disclose the existence of underlying patterns -
k:t~ern assumed to lie in nature, imposed by Fate, Historj, 

t~ona}i ty, or the Lom c of' Events. Relying on Ein-stein' c~ -
~ s metaphysical sentiments, they assuoe that God does 

~~".Play dice. Like the great works of theology and art, 
~~r rationalizations fill a human need: they make our 

~~~~~nee tolerable. And like the great achievements of 
b th gy' they help :lm:plement what the pm.rerful allege to 

e e consensus (3) 
I~ the struggle a~nst the reality protected by commonsense, eman­
c~pato~ r:ason starts off from a handicapped position, being bound 
to rev~ ve vhe B.!J.:x::ieties and the terrifying uncertainty of human fate 
which commonsense so consolingly puts to rest or hermetically seals 
off. 

UnliJce ins~runentally motivated knowledge, emancipate~ reason 
does not pro~se to facilitate the tasks commonsense str~ves to ful-
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fil: the tnsl:s of making the best of the world 'given', in all its 
dazzling obviousness in the most elementary experience. It does 
not offer to assist ~om:nonser.se in its effort adequately to process 
and s;y-stematize the seerringly unmistakable informati~n e.."q)~ie~ce 
supplies. Instead, it comes up with a piece of adv~ce which ~s apt, 
if taken seriously, to pulverize the solid \ie.lls. of ~he co~y everyday 
world: it proposes, in all earnest, to take an ~ro~c at:~tude to­
ward experience itself comolete with the allegedly unsha.<able 
'f t ' . b li . 11 ac s 1 it furnishes. If commonsense azks nen to e eve ~n aws 
of nature 1 >Thich euancipatOF.f reason finds difficult to accept, the 
reaction does not confine itself to re-checking the method of common­
sens~cal fact-eathering and the logic of coiDI!lonsensi~ reasoning. 
Inev~ tably, it strilces at the 1 experience 1 \..rhich supphes such facts 
and stimulates such reasoning. It questions the •natural' character 
of ~~e putative 'nature'. The ironic detachment from commonsense 
which emancipator,}• reason propounds and cultivates, has its sharp 
edge turned against social reality, and not against human cognitive 
or moral faculties. 

It is for this reason that the critique aimed at eEancipation is 
bound to consider commonsense as an obstacle. Commonsense can only 
fulfil its cognitive and emotional functions to the extent to \olhich 
it succeeds in closing its eyes to 'al terna ti ve realities 1 • All 
the power of conviction Hhich commonsense may carry ultimately rests 
on the assumption that the reality conveyed by commonsense is the 
?ole reaJ.i ty, while commonsense is the only channel through \.fhich 
~nforma.tion about it may be obtained: reality is one, and common­
se?se is its spokesman. Commonsense, assisted by the technically 
~r~entated science which reforges its findings into utilitarian 
.cno\.Tledge, spare, therefore, no efforts to expose and unmaak 1 false 
pr?phets• of alternative realities. As we have seen, the technical­
sc~entific idiom offers quite a few categories which have been coined 
With this purpose in mind. A 'possible reality', which is unable to 
produc? a certificate of viability issued by eA~erienc~is branded 
unreaJ.~stic, irrational, or utopian - depending on context. On the 
cont:a:,y, emancipatory reason can claim its legitimacy only on the 
~Ondit~on that the one reality of which commonsensical experience 
~~orms us has no more foundation than a historical coincidence can 
~ve? and by no means can be considered as the only one which is 
~oss~ble and conceivable. In particular, it perceives the limitat­
~on of the range of possibilities, as signalled by commonsense, as a 
~ere reflection of the limitations imposed on human action by chang­
~ng historical practice. Neither the one, nor the other is final 
~d irreparable. To discover alternative kinds of practice which 

ave been suppressed and temporarily eliminated by the unique course 
of man-made history, one has first to accept them as a possibility; 
and th~t requires a hypothetical refutation of the finality of comm­
onsens~cal evidence. 

. Emancipatory reason is at odds •Ti th commonsense (and that tech­
m.~-instrumental knowledge which shares its philosophical stand­
po~t) ~n one other vital respect. Having accepted historically 
accomplished reality as the only source of legitimate knowledge, 
:ommonsense, together with derivative science, limits its recognit­
~on of. choice to that which is posited as 'decisional nods' in an 
other~se deterministic process. Positivism denies science the 
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right of discussing 'ends'· indeed this voluntary abstention from 
stepping beyond the realm ~f means,'from seeing the discussion of 
values as its objective from askine questions about the 'ends of 
history' or the 'meanin~ of human existence' - all these aspects of 
self-imposed modesty define that science which positivism recognizes 
as the sole form of valid knowledge. But the distin?t~on between 
ends and means, which delineates the limits of scientJ.f~c Pursuit, is 
nothing but a reflection of the dividing line between things con­
tro~ed and thingq beyond control, again, as drawn by that social 
~eality which has been historically accomplished. In social life, 
me~s' refers to activities or their aspects which have been left 

flex:t.ble and 1-rhich can and should be directed by human choices. 
Ends 1 ' on the other hand, are large-scale states or changes •rhich 
~e not? ~t least not directly, an object of deliberate d?cision made 
ty sp?c~f~c people. They are located on the level of this societal 
0~~ ty 1-Thich gained independence from conscious, purposeful human 

ac ~Vit~. If men happen to become objects of such decision, scien­
~e? as ~n the case of the Weberian charismatic overlords of means­
~:~~t?d bureaucracy, can neither interfere nor help •. As for the 

~ r~ca1 process as a whole, its ends can be theoret~cally depicted 
as remot · · B t not fi~,: c~nsequences of minute, ~ectional d~c~s~t?ns. uTI they do 

h o~e ~n these decisions as '~n-order-to mo ~ves. 1ey follow 
sue decisions in an a f'ortiori inscrutable way, whose logic may be 
Penet~at d . -

- e only ~n retrospect. 
a ~O\.Tledge orientated touards technical-instrumental interests ha 
I s ~t were, no tools 1-dth which to analyse and select 'better ends's, 
nstead •t ·t hie! •t t • gr ... ' ~ locates the ends inside the real~ Y u 1 ~ akes for 
~a:n~~d, as given, as the starting point of all inquiry. By the 
in ~e t oken, such knowledge follm•s commonsense in implicitly assign .. 
to 5 b 0 ends a status akin to inevitability. They are not considered 
ion efa matter of choice; they are, if a1~~hing, the ~upreme criter 
hist~riall other, smaller, more limited choices. Soc~al reality is~ 
tion~ fCally constructed in such a way as to prevent some major que 
ana d :o~ ever becoming an object of the deliberate consideration s .. 
reali ~c~s~on of men. Commonsense reflects this structure of socia.J. 
their y by Preventing men from facing such questions as objects of 
its in~eiTonsibility and decision. Instead, the life-process and 
relati~el e?tuai reflections are split into a multitude of tiny and 
intelle~ty ~consequential decisions, none of which is practically or 
condition llally related directly to the oajor dilemmas of the human 
what soc:·, Thus commonsense presents as a supra-human necessity 
control ~a_ reality has already placed beyond the realo of human 
conmons~nsei~ this respect, as in so many others, social reality and 
rebellion ..,upport and reinforce each other. Han abstains from 
situation~ ~~ social reality in exchange prevents him from facine 
feeling Of .hich may occasion that utterly unpleasant, tormenting 
sans raiso~ncertit.Ude. As Voltaire's Hartin would sa;y- 1Travaillons 
able'. er •••• C'est le seul moyen de rendre la vie support-

And thus t . 
uhich woU]_d 'b echnical-instrumento.l knowledge has none of the tools 
same degr e reqUired were one 1-dshing to evaluate ends with the 
aluates a e:. Of certainty and precision 1-dth which this knowledge ev .. 
'<rillingl c ~~s defined as LJ.eans. Teclmical-instrUI!len~al knowledge 

Y a ts its incoopetence. But, at ~he same time, it denies 
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the possibility of any other type of knO\.rledge passing authoritative 
verdicts on issues it shirks discussing. Denied a more sophistica­
ted methodology, and warned against ideas which might stretch its 
imagination beyond the limits of reality at hand, commonsense will 
obviously opt for the only ends which can produce evidence of their 
'reality• - i.e., those ends which are woven into social reality it­
self and therefore appear to the individual as an outer necessity. 
Science will then agree with commonsense that the 'satisfaction of 
human needs' .furnishes the ultimate, and utterly non-partisan limit 
t o the field of such human affairs as may be instrumentalized and 
thus judged, served and perfected by science. But not human needs 
themselves - which are just given, and which one would expect monot­
onously to remind us of their obstinate presence whatever happens in 
the instrumental sphere. Hhat has been left unsaid is that those 
needs themselves are, in the long run, a cultural, i.e. non-natural, 
product (except for the few 'physiological', organic needs, whose 
discussion makes, however, little practical sense, since in every 
known culture they are theoretically conceived rather than appearing 
in their pure, unadorned form). 

It is true that until very recently human needs entered human 
relations as unarguable starting points, rather than as objects of 
intentional manipulation. They were the results of human action 
none the less, albeit action uncontrolled by understanding and un­
informed by anticipatory knowledge. Once established, they enter, 
in the form of expectations and demands, in a feedback relation with 
social reality, which in its turn lends them some of its appearance 
of inevitability. The resulting commonsensical attitude of taking 
them for granted .further contributes to their entrenchment and ob­
scures even more the fact of their human, historically contingent 
origin. This means, in practice, that the chance of submitting 
them to a conscious, informed human control becomes more remote still, 
an~ the commonsense-fed positivist idiom, which denies the right of 
cr1tical reason to assess human needs, is partly to blame for the 
perpetuation of this situation. By endorsing the expedient of 
splitting existential issues into a plethora of short-range, narrowly 
circumscribed daily decisions, science, oriented toward technical 
interest and allegedly set upon the rationalization of human action, 
unwittingly propagates the irrationality of historical process -
though only by default. To quote Habermas again: 

the root of the irrationality of history is that we 'make' 
it, without, however, having been able until now to make 
it consciously. A rationalization of history cannot 
therefore be furthered by an extended power of control on 
the part of manipulative human beings, but only by a higher 
stage of reflection, a consciousness of acting human beings 
movine forward in the direction of emancipation. (4) 
To sum up - emancipatory reason comes into conflict with common­

sense on three crucial fronts: it is set upon 'de-naturalizing' that 
which commonsense declares to be human - or social - nature; it 
exposes and condemns the commonsensical dismissal of alternative 
realities; and it attempts to restore the legitimacy of those exist­
ential issues which commonsense, following human historical predic­
ament, pulverizes into a multitude of such mini-problems as can be 
articulated in purely instrumental terms. In view of those dis-
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agreements, emancipatory reason cannot settle for - truly or falsely 
- correcting commonsense and enhancing its theoretical sophistication, 
as does Durksonian sociology; nor can it settle for turning its 
searching lights on commonsense itself, in order to explore the 
generative grammar of beliefs which commonsense presents as platitud­
ionally obvious, as did the critics of sociology inspired by exist­
entialism. It cannot stop short of questioning the very reality 
which commonse~se strives faithfully to reflect - and, therefore, of 
undermining the ve~J basis of commonsense's authority as a trustworthY 
source of true lcno\-rledge. 

One can point out a common denominator in all three major points 
of controversy between emancipatory reason and commonsense: that is, 
the conflict between the historical and the natural perspective. 
Emancipatory reason can prove its case only if it succeeds in re­
arronging experiential lmowledge in terms of its truly historical 
struc~ure. And it is precisely an in-built tendency to positing 
the historical as the natural (i.e., timeless), \-Thich supplies 
?ommonsense with its most crucial cognitive principle. Indeed, it 
7s n~t only the first point of disagreement which malces sense only 
J.f' VJ.ewed against the background of' this paramount conflict; the 
same applies to the two remaining issues of' contention. The case 
for a_ specific social reality being unchallengeable and unchange­
able J.n_one or another of its aspects could not be seriously upheld 
were this reality assessed as historically contingent. And the 
multitude of' mini-issues tend to congeal into great existential 
pr~b~ems immediately (and only when) the questionsof' their historical 
o:J.gJ.n_are seriously asked and, consequently, the suspicion of their 
histor7cal transcience is solidly founded. 

It J.s this historical perspective which allows us to transcend the 
opp~sition between the tuo poles of the pre-predicative hU.I!Ian ex­
perJ.ence (definition and situation, motives and constraints, control 
and sys~em),on >m~ch the supposedly fundamental controversy between 
Durlcson;tan sociology and its e::r.istentialist critics is founded. In­
deed, tne actor's and the situation's poles of action are counter­
posed as mutually independent agents and dissonant forces only if 
surveyed · t: · · .._ >n. .u.u the f'rameuork of a single act, or a set of J.dentical 
acc.s. The aut ·· 1 "f .._h . .._. . onomy of poles disappears, 10\.fever, J. " e narrow co-
~~J.~~ ~or~zons are broken and the act begins to be seen as a link 
J.l. a luSuOrJ.cal h · ' tl · tl f ttl t t 1 . c a.l.n. Hhat transpires 1en J.s 1e ac 1a he 
po hes arthe J.nextricably linked to each other and, indeed, constitute eac o er. -

Hhat we mean h . . 
, ognit" 1 ere J.s constitution as historJ.cal process- not the 
n~ use ~:; ~o~st~tution, easily acknowledged by socioloey '1-lhich has 

J.. tuat1· on a ds. otrJ.city: the latter is the trivial truth that the 
s n 1 s def · · · bl · · 1 t · f other Rec . . J.!U. tion are inconceJ. va e J.n J.so a J.on rom each 

• Ogl1.1tJ.on f ... · · 1 t d t the t-rillingness or o. this trivial tru.,h J.S J.n ... no way re a e o 
· 1 t t l.l.nY:Lllingness to look beyond ~he boundary of' a sJ.ng e even , oward · 

... h h · 1 s men as historical agents. It reqmres only 
~ e muc sJ.Dp er acce tan · ... 1 · 1 
h · th . P ce of the actor as o.n epJ.s ~emo OgJ.ca agent, 

w..lio. efJ. , erhi~pp:optrJ.ates or posits the seement of reality brought into 
re e oy . s J.n enti . ua1 1 b A ~ons, motives or J.ntellect a ours. s we 
ha~e s~e~, th~ only J.Orm in which time and process are admitted into 
~hi~ :p1c ~u:e ls ~he biographical past of the actor. But such an 
J.lldiVJ.dualized history is too 'l.fea.k a lever to lift the barrier separ-
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ating the two poles of ~ction-structure; the other, situation­
centred pole is as autonomous toward the biography of the actor as 
it is in rel~tion to the ~ctor's momentary intentions. 

Not so in the case of a truly historical constitution. Here, 
the juxtaposition of actor and his situation is reduced to its proper 
status - a momentary snapshot of a process in which men play bot~ of 
the roles so clearly distinguished in a single act - that of subJect 
and object of history. This dialectical unity of both sides of 
human experience has been admirably e>.."Pressed by John R. Seeley: 

What is lost from sight in this \.ray of taLld.ng is again 
that the principle of inclusion is not 'given' (like the 
liver-cell's relation to that liver and that body in which 
the liver lies) 1 but 'enacted'; that \.rhat is involved is 
a loyalty, not a locus; that while there are two-\my con­
sequences, so that neither the soldiers nor the army are 
conceptually or practically independent, the relations are 
not those of logical implication (as in the parts of tri­
an~les) nor necessity (as in the body-cell), nor even un­
dying convenience. (5) 

If ~hey happen to be, by chance, historical relations, then the oppo­
sit~on of actor and his situation, instead of passing for the ulti­
mate, Pre-theoretical reality from which all investigation must start, 
becomes itself an occurrence to be explained, and, above all, 
qu?stioned. Hha tever insuperable constraints the here-and-now situ­
at~on may entail, will then reveal their true nature: that of sedi­
ments of pant actions and choices. 

1 SECOND NATURE• SEEN HISTORICALLY 

~0 ~heory to date ::: _;:; 5one further than Narxist sociology in eluci­
at~ng the historical contingence of the allegedly natural conditions 

~f human existence. Harxist sociology loc~tes the science of un­
reedom and its existentialist critics as parts of the same historic­
~y ~mited conditions, and thereby opens the possibility of their 

eat~ve transcendence. 
t :1ar:x:• s argument against Adam Smith (6) may be considered as a 
YP7ca1 example of the method of critique. Smith, much like Durk­

SOnian sociology and its critics, 'naturalizes' historical conditions 
of human existence. Capital, prices, exchange, private interest, 
;tc., he sees as pre-conditions of the life-process, as 'objective 
acts 1 from which any life-process 1 as \-Tell as its study, is bound to 

start. Mar:x: questions this assumption: 
The dissolution of all products and activities into 
~change values presupposes the dissolution of all 
fLXed personal (historic) relations of dependence in 
production, as well as the all-sided dependence of the 
producers on one another. Each individual's product­
ion is dependent on the production of all others; and 
the transformation of his product into the necessaries 
of his Ol-m life is (similarly) dependent on the con­
sumption of all others. Prices are old; exchange also; 
but the increasing determination of the former by costs 
of production, only develop fully, and continue to 
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develop ever more completely, in boure;eois ~ocie~y, the 
society of free comoetition. vlliat Adam s~th, 1n the 
true eighteenth-centUIJ· manner~ puts i~ the ?rehistoric 
period, the period p!'eceding history, 1s ratner a product 
of history. 

It is the individual's dependence on the anonymous mtutit~de of 
other members of the society which appears to him as 'soc1al necess­
ity', as the 'objective situation', against which he is bound.to 
measure his own motives and intentions, and which furnishes him with 
the only 'objective' criteria of rationality of those motives. But 
this appearance is itself a historical creation. It emerged at 
some point in history when human sociability, 'being-with-others', 
ceased to manifest itself as relations which - like personal relat­
ions - could be, in their totality, cognitively appropriatedby the 
individuals involved. Hi th the extension of relations of exchange 
the net of dependence transcended the narrow field which the individ­
ual could consciously control qua individual, in face-to-face, 
person-to-person, encounters. Such encounters now became small 
sectors of large totalities whose further reaches dissolved into the 
obscurity of unknown and invisible dependencies. To be properly 
understood, they now had to be cognitively dovetailed into a large 
network of relations: an intellectual feat vThich could not be per­
~ormed without theoretically constructing a model, which would render 
~~telligi~le what was not empirically accessible. To be controlled, 
i e~ :eq~ed human individuals to transcend their situation qua 
t~di~duals - the situation in which they remain in their daily rou-
7ne - and consciously to revindicate their group life, commensurate 
~th the field of their dependencies. And thus a gap was created 
tetween ~he individual's creative and appropriating activities, be-
w~en be1ng-for-others and being-for-himself, between the individual~ 

se f-:-actualizing drive and the conditions of his ovm survival. The 
gap. 1s perceived as a permanent clash between private interest and 
~~~al reality. It is to be cognitively filled by an ideology­
s"bl ' as the field of dependencies it attempts to make comprehen­
d~le- must transcend the data immediately given in the individual's 

Y experience. 
eq~ce, ~n. OJ?POsition to his primi~i':'e follmver~ as well as to his 
lif ty PrliD1t1ve and superficial cr1t1cs, Ha.rJc did not reduce social 
un.re Jdo economics, thereby offering another version of a 'science of 

ree om' 0 . t . t cont t· • n the contrary, he reduced econom2cs o 1 s social 
as ~nt, he re-wrote political economy as sociology, and sociology 
uniqu! or?· ~t •ms only as the result of a specifi~, and.perhaps 
cendcu1~ ~stor1c development that economic dependenc1es ga1ned as­
infleXi~l ver ~11 other human relations; that they came to appear as 
limits fe, ObJective conditions of human eY~stence and the ultimate 
'object~v hum~ freedom; that tl1ey congealed, in other words, into 
in ord e soc7a1 reality', a 'second nature•. It is only because, 

. th er to ex:tst, he has to move in a network of dependencies he can 
n(;2 . erts~a~ nor control, that the individual has become 'privatized' 
. prl va e. 1s an antonym of 'public 1 ) , that he has to view his own 
lnterest l.n survival as threatened and conditioned by faceless others, 
whom ~1e meets only as an oblique inscrutable 'obJ"ective reality•. 

p . + • t ' . rl.VUve 2n erest is itself already a socially determined 
1.nterest, Which can be achieved only within the conditions 
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laid down by society and ,.,ri th the means provided by society; 
hence it is bound to the reproduction of these conditions 
and means. 

And, most importantly: . 
the social character of activity, as \;ell as the soc~al form 
of the product and the share of individuals in production 
here appear as' something alien and objective, confronting 
the individuals not as their relation to one another' but 
as their suborclination to relations uhich subsist independ­
ently of them and Hhich arise out of collisions betueen 
mutUally indifferent individuals. 
The opacity of social institutions, the optical illusion of their 

autonomy, parallels their removal far beyond the reach of common-
sensical experience. The individual's ~odalities of producer and 
consumer are still vi::;ible from the commonsensical perspective, but 
not the lin.lc uhich connects them. All the vast social space uhich 
~~ends and mediates betueen the productive effort and consumer sat­
J.sfaction enters the realm of cornrnonsensical eA"}lerionce only in the 
form of 1 exchange value' and 'money' -· the first representing and 
concealing the intricate ueb of the individual's dependence on 
activities of others, the second epitomizing such power as the indivi­
dual may possess over these activities. The only information 
cocnnonsense offers in such circumstances is that given more money, 
the individual may appropriate more exchange values. The only advire 
commonGense may supply, is that the individual should try, to the 
best of his ability, to obtain more power (=money), in order to gain 
more freedom (= exchange values standing at his disposal, and there­
fore subjugated and tamed). The relations of production, exchange 
and appropriation obtained the crucial, determining, nature-like role 
they possess in the market-based society not because of some mythical 
I • 
prJ.macy' of economy over the rest of social relations, but because 

th?y, in the first place, have been \.Ji thdra\m from immediate, con­
sc~ous human control and therefore have become independent of those 
pe?ple whose activities constitute their only substance. They are 
st~ll nothing but the sum-total of a multitude of human interactions. 
But to every single individual who partakes of these interactions 
they appear as 'something alien and objective' -in a way not very 
different from that in which the cat' s tail appears to him as an 
alien object. Q-!:,her non-economic, social relations coagulate into 
power, i.e., into tough, constraining, pressure-exerting 1 reality' -
only as derivatives of structures already petrified by economic 
dependencies (the idea expressed in the metaphor of the Superstruct­
ural' character of political, social and cultural p01;ers). And vice 
versa - a type or a sector of human relations may be emancipated froo 
the. 1 iron laws of social reality' and re-appropriated by human in­
diVJ.duals as conscious controlling agents only to the extent to ulrlch 
they are independent of economy and located beyond the reach of the 
treadmill of money-exchange values. Hence the discovery, by the 
critics of Durk::;onian sociology, of face-to-face encounters, the 
narrow enclaves of inter-personal relations, as the fulcr~ on uhich 
to base human mea.P..ing-negotiating freedom. Hence their tendency to 
enclose their cognitive u.'1iverse 'Hi thin the ualls of a psychiatrisi;l s 
an.teroom, a married couple's bedroom or university seoinar. If the 
freedom to negotiate meanings and to actualize one's self-definition 
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may indeed be fo~1d in these secluded placen, it is only because, 
;nd in so far as, these placen, and the activities ~hich occur there, 
nave been disgorged or diso•med ~' and then aecurely isolated from, 
the 1 public 1 sphere ruled by anonymous necessities standing for the 
network of economic dependencies. 
. !h: 1 p"..lblic 1 sphere enters the col!!monsensical experience of the 
;tndiv~dual as a nature-like, superior reality in so far as it has 
oeen removed from an innecliate relation wi-th the individual. A new 
realm has been spread out bet•;een the individual creative effort 
(the production of utility objects by tranaformine natural ones) and 
:; h~~an life-supportinE activities (\.rhich ntill can be seen as 
in ~c:-ly rel£>.ted to hUI!lan •Till, au the reall:!, at least partly, of 
h~VJ.du.al freedom). Tl!.is realm in fact connects the two disparate 
inoie~ of the· existential cycle, though, from the perspective of the 
mon ~dual experience, these halves appear to be short-circuited by 
dome~ and exchange value. As far as individual commonsensical ms­
impe~stconcerned, money and exchange values stand for this mysterious, 
i'rom ~~able realm into ~hich the individual's products disappear and 
money an ch articles of the individual's consumption emerge. But 
illumina~ exchange value obscure rather than determine (much less 
social ~) ~he virtual social character of this realm:· they present 
revind:LretatJ.ons as economic. The task of critical sociology is to 

In t~ e the social substance of the social ~orld. 
and its s? critical sociology differs from both Durksonian sociology 
takes c eXistentialist critics. Durksonian sociology, so to speak, 
appe~ ?mmonsensical appearances at their face value; since they 
Proceedl.neVitable and irremovable, it declares them to be such and 
ion. ~ to supply us with their precise and comprehensive descript-
or app ts eXistentialist critics refuse to ackno~ledge the reality 
Procesearances, but first go instead for investigating the mental . s wJ.-.: ' 
l.nvesti ·~ch posits them as 'reality', and - second - refrain from 
cea1. gatl.ng other realities, "hich those appearances perhaps con­
freedom Instead, they retreat into exploration of the individual's 
freedom ~t the periphery of the social world - exactly \.rhere that 
ances d. as been evicted by the realities which the rejected appear­
a se~_l.stort and hide. They attempt to portray such periphery as 
as the ~ustained world (both cognitively and morally) and, moreover, 
~f this ery centre of the life-world from which all other components 
a1~es 0~0rld emanate. Thus, they attempt to short-circuit severed 
:on~y and human eXistence, in much the same way as it is done by 

?cl.al wo ~0mmodities only using language for the work done in the 
WJ.. th lan~ d by mane/ (to "hich Harx ~ould retort: 'To compare money 
:otthat th ge is ••• erroneous. Language does not transform ideas, 
s~c~r rUn e PecUliarity of ideas is dissolved and their social char­
d l.o1ogy alongside them as a separate entity ••• ' (7)). Critical 
h eveloped sees both strategies as ~ell founded in the historically 
as ta . corn- k t . t . . . CJ. t1y '""-''!Onsense of the mar e socJ.e y: m a commonsense ~hich 

ceJ.ves them accepted its historical limitations and therefore per­
co~onsense a~ unencroachable. Both strategies seek to illuminate 
doJ.ng, they "\Vi thout questioning its self-determination. By so 
serve. both replicate the limitations of the commonsense they 

The conrli . . 
strategies · ct between critical socJ.ology and the t~o alternatJ.ve 

l.s not simply the question of an ultimately arbitrary 
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preference, uhich, liJ.~e t<:ste, is not l.rorth arguing about. Critical 
sociology ::;ho•rs that the alternative s"b.·ategies fail, and are bound 
to fail, in their atteD.pts to inforn hunan existence in a wy which 
can r;ake e:uancipation possible, since they accept, as being irremov­
~ble, precisely those aspects of r.istorically cor:tingent reality 
uhich render such eraancipntion inaccessible. The idea that one cs.n 
tack together 'pour lcs autres' and 'pour soi 1 aspects of one's ex­
istence by an intellectual a::1d noral effort alone, can only tempt 
false hopes of illusory ooancipa.tion. The idea will make the fiss­
ure - and the resul tine unfreedoD. - even more in:IIaune fron emancipa.t­
ory efforts. 

Such an idea is an illusion, since in the market society the life­
process of the individual cannot be contained within the narrow field 
of 1U!!n.relt 1 : that sector of 'the others' with whom the individual 
has a chance of entering into linguistic commtmication - to meet 
face-to-face, to stimulate to action and respond to, to bargain about 
definitions of the situation and status-assignment, to negotiate 
meanings, etc. In a teclmologically primitive, pre-modern society, 
with the circulation of the totality of goods limited to a small 
circle of people belonging to cognitively accessible kinship or local 
group, the itinerary of all item::; listed in the inventory of the 
life-process remained, from beginning to end, within the sight of the 
individual. The network of dependencies overlapped, therefore, with 
the net,.rorlc of personal relations; dependencies were seen as oblig­
ations, and were defined by a ldnship or estate category to which the 
~ndividual belonged. It was there that economic dependencies were, 
l.n a direct and literary sense, culturally founded; they were coter­
minous with status-definitions and the meanings attached to them. 
However unfree or dependent an individual was in such conditions, the 
sources of his unfreedom held nothine mysterious, they were easily 
ascribable to specific individuals Hho l.rielded the strings of de-
pendence. A pouerful church and the aHesome will of God were, there-
fore, necessary to oruce up for the deficiencies of social bonds too 
transparent to secure their own perpetuation and to keep subordinate 
groups - those offered the raw end of the deal - in their grip. The 
dependence and non-autonomy of individual life uas visible from with­
in COIIII:lonsensical experience in its true nature - that of personal 
bondage - and required, therefore, ::;uper-human cultural sanctions, in 
the shape of institutionalized eschatology, to be sustained. Re­
production of the economic system hinged in effect on the reproduct­
ion of the crude but easily assimilable web of cultural definitions. 

Disintegration of kinship and local ties, the shaldng off of iim:l­
utable status definitions and their super-human sanctions, coincided 
with the emergence of this unique conjunction of personal independ­
ence uith impersonal bondage, uhich is typical of market society. 
It is here that Steinbeck's hero, evicted from the land of his 
fathers, feels agonized by the realization that there is 'nobody to 
be shot' for his misfortune. The blight cannot be pinned to an:y 
particular individual; the intricate tissue of causes reaches far 
beyond the cognitive horizon of the individual, and clearly could not 
be li'Oven out of personal responsibilities and guilts. As the web of 
dependencies lost its human nature, super-human sanctions are no 
longer necessary to keep it intact. The system of dependence can 
exist on its own, as a result of its opacity, impersonality, recon-
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dite and inscrutable nature. It appears now, and only now, as a 
mysterious 'social reality', as a nature-~e objectivity, which 
must be obeyed. Obedience, to be sure, 1s now not a moral act, 
but a question of reason and rationality. The individ~l is well­
advised not to overreach himself, not to embark on a fut1le struggle, 
not to challenge social nature - not because that would be a morallY 
morbid act, a rebellion against supreme moral power, but because such 
an act of disobedience will be against his own personal interests. 
Hence, in retrospect, the market society appears as tantamount to 
personal liberation. The bondage once supported by fear and an 
ideological lie is now willingly and 'freely' chosen for the sake of 
well understood and rationally assessed personal interest. In the 
age of reason and informed choice, knowledge of the functional pre­
requisites of the 'second nature 1 is an apposite and sought-for sub­
stitute for the terror of God's vengeance. It assumes that the 
individual is a free agent; it appeals to his reason and intelli­
gence instead of his prejudice and fear • 
. ~n.a market society, 1the reciprocal and all-sided dependence of 
1ndiVJ.duals who are indifferent to one another forms their social 
connection•. They are indifferent to each other, in the sense that 
they do not meet as persons, do not consciously interact, and may 
well be unaware of each other's existence: but they depend on one 
another, for the simnle reason that the precise form of the product 
o£ one_individual's ~ctivity, which returns to him transformed into 
~o~e f1nished article for his consumption, will depend on the activ-
1t1es of innumerable other individuals of whom the individual in 
question has neither intellectual awareness nor practical control. 
~he lack of personal bond holds, of course, in both directions. 

ence the experience of personal freedom, which arises from the fact 
that_no other person (an individual physically, cognitively and 
?m0~1~nally close enough to be perceived as a person) guides the 
1ndiv1dua.J. in question in his choice, far less foists such choices 
u~o? him. Such constraints as individuals experience while mald.ng 
c o:ces and putting them to the test, are much too inflexible and so 
:m:-~~ably beyond persua.sion to be explained a,.m.y as the uorks of 
"'P ~1f1c persons. • Individuo..ls are subsU.I!Ied u.>J.der social production· 
~oc~a1 ~reduction exists outside them as their fate; but social ' 
i~o.uct1on is not subsumed under individuals, manageable by them.as 
o..-·~1~ common '•eal th •. Economic dependencies nou in fact do precede 
t~e ou~me au other kinds of inter~~an relations; they ~ppear, c:.t 
unsurp s:t, as the inexorable condit1ons of all human act1on and c:.s 

an ~S,.,~b~e limits to freedom of choice. But it is, Narx insists: 
bo ~~s1P1d notion to conceive of this merely 'objective 
in~· _as a npontaneous, natural attribute inherent in 
thm.:"1duals and inseparable from their nature (in anti-
- es1s to t' · · d ·n· ) It · hi t . ne1r conscious lmomng an m 1ng • 1s a 

~hs. or1c Product. It belongs to a specific phase of 
v 81: development. (8) 

T!-lc spl1 t of .,_h 1 · · t t' ·11 · · . t d 1 • v e e ementary human exper1ence 1n o ne H1 1ng suo-
JGC ~n •1~3 constraining environment (the <::plit on which all socio­
logy -'- 5 built), is therefore a result of historic development and by 
n? ~eans cc:.n. be ta.I::en as a perpetual, species-ascribed human c~n-
:U tlon. Thi~,. itself, requires e...'\.'Plana tion, and the explana. hon is 
oou..'1d to be his-eerie.,, 

""-'-• 
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To be fair, one has to admit that in their more inspired moments 
sociologists do play with the idea of the historical changeability of 
the human condition. But QOre often than not, history in their rat­
iocination boils dO\Ill to typology, or rather to a dichotomic division 
of kno\lll types of social organization and, consequently, of human 
action. The idea appears under different names, though, given all 
their differences in emphasis, such variously desc:ibed pairs betray 
a surprisingly wide range of similarities. 1 Geme~nschaft' and 'Ges­
ellschaft 1 , military and industrial society, theological and positive 
eras, ascriptive and achievement societies, mechanical and organic 
solidarities, non-industrial and industrial societies - all these 
concepts, however rich their content may be, stand in fact for the 
same persistent realization of the antithesis bet\..reen personal free­
dom caught in the net of impersonal dependencies (typical of market 
society) and the lack of personal choice combined with the evidently 
personal nature of dependencies (typical of a society with market un-
developed). The only alternative to the reality at hand, which the 
positive attitude can tolerate, is that state of affairs which has 
been eliminated, as a viable alternative, by the advent of present 
conditions. Hence history enters into consideration only in the 
form of a choice between two types. Disaffection with the type 
presently in ascendancy- if it does find its way into sociological 
~~yses - automatically results in idealizations of the other type. 
Remedies for the resented partiality and inauthentici ty of individual 
existence are sought in the allegedly 'f'ully developed 1 personality 
of a pre-modern society. To this Harx would retort, that 'it is as 
ridiculous to yearn for a return to that original fullness as it is 
to believe that with this complete emptiness history has come to a 
standstill' • 

A1 terna tively, the same tendency uanifests itself in persistent 
attempts to pooit reciprocal dependencies as personal, and therefore 
manageable, in conditions \..rhere they are definitely not amenable to 
conscious human management. Paradoxically, this ideutional 'human­
ization' of impersonal bondage belongs to the same category as oppo­
site attempts to ascribe super-hwnan status to what used to be s:b:ple 
and transparent personal serfdom. In their practical effects, both 
attempts bar or misguide actual or potential efforts of emancipation, 
soliciting inadequate action, or an action aimed at misplaced tar-
gets. One \.ray of perceiving reciprocal dependencies as personal is 
to depict them as arising from inadequate meanings, imposed by 'the 
others 1 and distorting the true, authentic existence of the indivi-
dual. This is the existentialist view of the roots of human bondage 
- according to which the presence of others compromises, constrains, 
and confounds the indi vidu..'ll' s quest for r pour-soi r , for authentic 
existence. Sociological offshoots of existentialist plrllosophy, of 
which Garfinkel-style etlmomethodology is a foremost example, present 
dependencies and constraints as sediments of meaning-negotiation, as 
an ongoing accomplishment of 'work', which consists of 'talking'. 
The appearance of social reality, of external constraints upon human 
freedom, is posited therefore as a cultural phenomenon, in historical 
conditions distinguished precisely for the liberation of the social 
structure from its previous dependence of cultural factors. Strange 
as it may seem in vie\·T of their e..xtra-scientific animosity 1 there is 
not much clifference between these attempts and the tendency of 'folk-
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lorel l.fu.l"7.:ism to personalize the roots of human u..'1freedom, 'rrJ pinning 
it to capitalists, parties, goverr>.Eter..ts, etc. Here the d.splace:Jent 
consists in presenting the iupersonal web of dependencies as a pol~.t­
ical pro~le~, •~nich can be controlled by means defined normally ~s 
political. l.·Iith his usm.l i:::2sight ~Ltrx e.nticipated both dclusiona 
as episte::1ologically rooted in the opaque a;,_cl :-ecor..ditJ structure ·")f 
l111:nan dependenC"J. The relations of objective de:r-e:~:let'lcy: 

2.ppem-, in u.nti thesis to those of personal dcpend,mcy ••• in 
such a_ way that individuals are nou ruled. b"J abstractions, 
ul::e-r~s earlier-they depended. on one another •••• Relations 
~::.n, oe m:pressed, of co1.U'se, o:r~y in ideas, anc.l tims philo­
~ol?ae~s have deterni:r.ed the :::.-eig::J. of ideas to be the pec­
~arJ.ty_or_the ncu age, and have ide!1t.ified the creation 
~~i~::e ll1dJ.vicluali~y 1-r.ith tl;e overtl~·mr of this reig:.1. (9) 

. n_r tJ~e of socJ.al relatJ.ons - e1ther founded on personal or 
lillpersonaJ.. depend.enc t · " · · · h · · t• --,~, f - e - can opera e '\.i'J."Gnou-.;, goao~ng unan mav.na 1on 
'··"""·Y rom th · ner-o.,.,AJ. . - e genmne avenues of emancipation. The system b:;.sed on 
-e ...... ., · ll.epenclence had to lean on the illusion of a sunra-hUlillln, 

..... vra-ne,.. "'OnaJ.. h • 
obvers- -:"' anc orage of the personal definition of status. 'TI1e 
tained e ~ true ~f t!1e s-,1stem of impersonal dependence: thi::; is sus­
ibili ty a f perpe t;':lated by the ill·Llsion of personal freedom, the poss­
~hich co~~tm~~te~lng, by an individual effort, the a~ternal relations 
under th."' r<!.l.n J.t. It is precisely -w"ith the multitude Is falling 
•,reb of j_ e spell of t:~.is illuRion and behaving accordingly that the 
alive. m~rsona1_d7pendencies is continually re~enacted at'ld kept 
condi-ci e conditJ.ons of individual emancipation coincide '\.r.ith the 
A sin;lor.~ t~a~ perpetuate the Ullfreedore of individuals 1en massel. 
social e ~~VJ.dual, qua individual, may indeed 1eet on top' of 
individ re 1 atJ.ons and s·-.1bj ect them to his '\Jill; so can a number of 
arity. ua s acting as an aggregate in a 'mechanical type 1 of soli~­
sal condi ~":1-t' by so doing, individuals all but strengthen the uni ver­
sets ind.i~on~ of de~endence and unfrec~~m.. Thi~ ob~7cti:re si~UB.ticn 
competit· -dua.;ts agaJ.nst one another; tms lS a sJ.tuav10:1 111 • . ..rhich 
the ~·nt J.on, tne pursuit of individual interest to t!1e detriment o"' ...... erest f' . . ... 
Hore tha , 0 - others, is the only ra.t1onal and effectJ..ve conC.uct. 
an 1 obJ" en .... ~·'lat' the individual Is treatment of other human beir,gs as 

C vl. Ve en,,..; · ' . "'" 0 t d . . . t e:x:pressio ...... ro11::1ent 1 -whicn 1s vO e 1cas ere , ls 1n 1 self an 
l1as been~ 0~ the fact that control over the individual's own fate 
:-:~ch bind e~ed ~o 1-dm. As Habermas ~ptly put it_, 1 tho~c interests 
things and ~s~:!..ousness to the yoke J..:r.Jposed by tUG dor:unation of 
historicau~el.fle~ relations are, as material interestc, anchored in 
satisfacti J spec~fic configurations of alienated labour, der~cd 

And thuons, and suppressed freedom'. (10) 
and raotives any system of social interaction which presents the ends 
fra.meHor:;,; ~f Of S1J.ch interaction as fixed and immutable (within the 
rely, for "t"God•s commandments, or the requirements o~ Reason) ~ust 
It is beca~ ., Perpetuation, on the authority of daily experience. 
gra::1ted. U!ld se the practical side of human experience is tal~en for 
cal persnect :mquestioned, and not seen in the relativizing, histori­
authen-'-i~1-t, l.Ve' that the fundamental problems of individual freedom, 

~, ~ Y or lif t .. b ·... d · t 
0 c;cal qu t· e, fulfiL~en, e ... c.,. may e posJ.ve a8 epls emol-

<=>- - e s lons al 1 b . . . , 1 ical t · t • one, solvab e y P.lan percerrea as an eplst.emo og-
fr . ~n ~ _Y ~ they :nay be seen, i:.1deed, as part of a drama played 
.... ore. eglJ -'llng to end on the stage of intellect and meaning. It is 
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not that such a vieu is oblivious to the in tina te link between IJai1 1 s 
intellectual and nractical life, between theory and social practice. 
On the contrary, the acctll':lulated and intcllectunJJ.y processed eviden­
ce of social practice is seen as the proper foundation of infallibil­
ity of the solutions such vieu offers to the hUIJan quest for 'full 
life 1 • The essential difference between such a view and critical 
sociology consists in the fact that the forner considers the evidence 
of historically liQited practice to be conclusive and, in actual fac~ 
final, while the latter refuses to do so. As Horkheimer emphatic­
ally declared in 1933, 1 anthropology can offer no valid objection to 
the over coning of bad social relations' • (11) The only anthropology 
(aimed at being lr.nouledgc of universal human qualities) l.fhi.ch is 
acceptable to critical sociology uould be, in the \.rords of Leo 
Kofler, a science 1 of il!liJutable nreoises of hunan mutability' • One 
can ta.l{e, as the founding principle of critical sociology, an a 
Priori rejection of the possibility of invariant endmment - whether 
transcendental or natural - which characterizes the hunan species 
once and for all. The only invariant attribute of the hUIJan species 
critical sociology uill be prepared to accept is the oechanistl by 
Uhich the species bEJcorJes, ever aneH and ever in a ne\.f form, the 
human species. In 1 Gert~an Ideology' Harx defined the production of 
ne,-r needs as the firat historical act. The production of new needs, 
Which re-oould and re-classify the human environment, pushing to a 
new position the established borderline betl.feen the subjective a.nd 
the objective, has all.Jays been, and will forever remain, the substan-
ce of hlli:lan history. The dividing line between what man can, and 
l-lhat he cannot be, may be clearly drawn only in reference to past 
Practice; but its extrapolation into the future \-rill require an 
additional assumption, Hhich critical sociology deems unsupportable 
- that the past contains evidence conclusively binding the future. 

This assumption is built, hol.fever, into daily routine. It is 
tharucs to this ass~ption that cocnonsensical experience ~ay supply 
reliable guidc..ncc to human behaviour. Hunan organis!!ls are endol.fed 
by nature Hith memory and the ability to learn, and such organisms 
can thrive only in an environment characteri:ued by regularity and 
:ecurrent patterns of events. Uncertainty arising from a sudden 
~nterruption of monotony is a source of terror: 

This is l-rhat is so frightening about a phenomenon like 
'runm.;ay inflation'. In a money economy He experience 
the instability of currency in the social world much 
like He \-rould an earthquake in the physical world. Hhen 
the foundations shake, anythine can happen. (12) 

.And thus human historical activity, as Hell as generating ever new 
needs and, consequently ever neH forms of hunan relations, displays 
a tendency to•re.rds fixity and order. It is true that this activity 
discloses previously unsunpccted potentialities of oan; but the 
Sa.J:-te activity leads to the elimination and suppression of other 
potentialities. The essence of any order is in the augmentation of 
the probability of some occurrences and - by the same token - render­
ing other occurrences utterly iiJprobable. Critical sociology, 
having taken unlimited humo.n potentiality as its organizing hypoth­
esis, has to consider, as its major empirical concern, the way in 
l.fhich these potentialities con.e to be limited in actual social sys­
tems. 
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CoiJmonsense and daily routine help and reinforce each other in 
sustaining and perpetuating both the fixed order of human inter­
action and the universal belief that such fixity is ineluctable. 
Da.ily routine is structured in such a way that men are rarely, if 
ever, confronted >nth the fundamental choice betYeen actual and 
~~tenti~ foros of interaction, their life-process being split into 
I e mult~tude of partial and seemingly inconsequential decisions. 
s~ fact, each successive lillie in the chain of their actions is to 
fP.'ne ~n:tent limited by foi'!!ler actions - w..d the limitation grm.rs pro­
ti~~s~vely ~n the course of individual biography, rendering the ques­
bein(J'of cho~ce ever less realistic. Commonsense, on the other hand, 
peri~n a renec~ion of historically and biographically truncated ex­
and ad~e, ~o~~rtls the universal validity of this individual lesson, 
'ratio~~gruty to the necessity by dra>dng a sharp line betueen the 
'unrea.J.i t. and 1 reasonable 1 on the one hand, and 'irrational 1 and 
major dr~ :c' on the other. For daily routine, commonsense is the 
source ofv~ng ~o:ce. For commonsense, daily routine is the ultimate 
the truth cogrut~ve certainty. It is daily routine against which 
ne~sured. of coomonsensical, as uell as of sociological, beliefs is 
t"':ned, it d Cotlnonsense and daily routine being inextricably inter­
obJect, dailoes no~ matter much Y~ether a sociology takes, as its 
~ense (as thy ro~t~ne (as Durkso~an sociology does), or cornmon­
t~t~ cases ~~ ~Y~stentialist critique of Durksonianism does); in 

. :~ca.J.l,, .,.. u tc~ology cuts the truth it seeks to the measure of his-
.H~-t· .; -~.es r· t 
P " ~ngly s . ~c ed reality. By the same token, consciously or un-
resentationoc~ology falls in \dth that reality in its one-sided 

0 hunan potential. 

CAH co..­
•<...~.TlCAL 

As SOCIOLOGY BE A SCIENCE? He 
both salr ber 
inr0~0~onse~re, critical sociology tries to cut itself loose from 
dispe at~on an~e and daily routine as, respectively, its sources of 
of a ~sa?le i~ t~e ultimate measure of truth. This intention, in­
scient ~g7 tinlate 'Un.f~illed human potential is to be offered the statm 
lo~J ~f~c na-~. ObJect of study, places in question, however, the 
the 0~ain a ~U:e of the project. In uhat sense may critical socio­
truth Y Vaiidctentific status? If critical sociolo~ agrees that 
deni d ?nee p ::nolrledge is true knowledge, what are ~ts criteria of 

T~ ~his ralst experience and current daily routine have been 
e con o e? 

logy t Cept f . ""i 
hi t ? this 0 'truth-process' is the response of cr~ .. caJ. socio-
... 5~?r~ca1 p crucial objection. The essential idea of truth as a 

~ne quen"_:ocess is contained in the following statement by Ha.rx· 
-,....l"-h u"~o.,., ti • 
,::- L" is 110-• Hhether human thinking can reach objec ve · 
~n Practi t a question of theory but a practical question. 
POHer, th?e tJ.an nust prove the truth, that is, actuality and 
the act~-sidedness of his thinking. The dispute about 
la ted frotl ty or non-actuality of thinking - thillicing iso-

In ~ tcelf, ho\.,~~actice _ is a purely scholastic qu~st~on. (1?) 
rupt.uro froo th er, this statement does not necess~tave a dec~sive 
low ::::.nc.1 i :.c eYl :Positivist idea of truth. Both Durksonill.l1 socio­
osi tion ,_ 1 t ~o stentialist critics would gladly agree that the supp-

"-la '-'~n ar b · t· t th ·u e indeed able to grasp o Jec ~ve ru ~ per-
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haps never be conclusively verified, but that it doeG conntitute a 
convenient uorking hypothesis 'vrhich one is invited constantly to 
attempt to refute b-.f putting it to a never-endinG practical test. 
ifnat is, after all, scientific inquiry in a most orthodox positivist 
sense, if not a serien of practical tests of this hypothesis? A."1d 
yet, there is u Hide and perhaps unbridgeable gap between the idea 
of truth contained in tho quoted statement a!ld the kind of truth 
positive sociology seek::J for its statements. This gap is not cre­
ated, however, bJ· the sheer linking of truth \.'ith the process of 
practical testing. It is genera ted by a sharply cli.ffe:-ent u.."1Cler­
standing of practice. 

The practice to •rl'>..ich positive nociology would rc£'er its state­
cents for testing and, possibly, for refutation is the practice of 
scientists - or the practice of an ordinary individ11.al, but endo·..red, 
for tl1e purpose at hand, with only s'..!ch attri"outes !!.s nal:e h:b1 'li.:~e' 
a scientist. Such pr!!.ctice is distinguished by a sharp and imn:ut­
able di\•ision of sW. tc~ses 'behreen the pe:-son perforr.ri.ng the testinc; 
and the object against \.lhich the testing is being performed. It is 
a 1 sine qua non' feature of this division that the testing agent 
only is aware of \.That is being tested. This situaticn is normal in 
the case of the natural sciences. In the social sciences, however, 
it must in most cases be artificially created - either by collecting 
data of objects' behaviour without their knowledge (as in most stat­
istical studies), or by conveying to the objectn deliberately in­
~orrect information concerning the hypothesis about to be tested (as 
J.n most experiments in social psychology). Thus an effort is made 
to ensure that the content of the hypothesis will not influence the 
process and the result of testing- i.e., the conduct of the objects 
of study. Even though, in the case of social sciences, the objects 
of study are conscious human beings, endowed with the potential of 
knowing, understanding, and grasping meanings, they are deliberately 
pl~ced, for the sake of the purity of procedure, in the position of 
ObJects which, like the objects of natural science, possess no such 
faculties. Only then may the criteria of testing, as formulated by 
natural sciences, be applied to statements concerning the behaviour 
~f human beings: an expectation is spelled out, a proper set of 
J.ndependent variables is selected or construed, and the ensuing con­
duct is compared with the initial expectations. Significantly, the 
whole of the testing procedure consists of acts and events '.J"hich 
remain entirely under the control of the scholar: throughout the 
procedure, he is the only 'knowing' agent; the only person aware of 
the specific meaning of events, assigned by the hypothesis under 
test. The concept of testing, the meaning of verification or fals­
ification - are all forged in such a way as to preserve the proce­
dure as the exclusive domain of professional scholars or people re­
portedly copying their conduct. One can almost define truth as 
statements supported by professional scientists. Pr.agmatically, 
th~ activities of professional scientists are defined as truth­
seeking and truth-finding; institutionally, scientists as a group 
are believed to ensure that persons attaining their approval ,rill 
engage in such activities. The concept of truth testing, which 
science supports, provides the foundation for the status of positive 
science as privileged, genuine knowledge. 

If the rules of testing are applied to the study of human affair~ 
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scholars are obliged to eschew a meani.ngi'ul di.alogue \d th the objects 
o~ their study. Good research is expected to be thoroughly cleansed 
o~ 'leading questions' - and certainly of any attempt at persuasion 
or changing objects' minds (unless proclivity to surrender to per~u~­
sion is itself the subject-matter of study), etc. The social sc~ _ 
tist would like to keep himself i.n the shadows as far as human1 J.en 
possible (the notorious one-way mirror of social psychologists ~ . 
an admirable embodiment o~ this tendency), and to make sure that e~:>-g 
physical presence- much more his presence as a meaning-establ" h"l.s 
agent - in no way 'distorts' the •natural' course of events un~s J.ng 
observation. What he can find, theref~re, and_prove \-lith the er 
o~ certainty allowed by the proce~ure, J.s how. his objects WOuld degree 
have in routine conditions, assUIDJ.ng ~~t theJ.r commonsensical be~ 
itions will retain their fo::ce. ArtJ.f:call;r, and \-lith great defJ.n­
and ingenuity, the human obJects of socJ.ologJ.cal inqUiry ar care 
placed in conditions in which they canna~,. or would not, ex:r k:pt or 
their ~aculties of understanding and decJ.sJ.on-making 1 L CJ.se 
· dit · · 1 d · d g r K · ' es" the "· 1 J. Y' of J.nqUJ.rY be p ace J.n an e • eepJ.ne men \dthi va -
of their unfree daily existence is, therefore, built int ~l the bouncb 
de~ini.tion o~ legitimate scientific research and truth-t~st:e Very 

As we have seen, the routine-comconsense compact hn. · ~ng. 
tendency to sel~-perpetuation and assumes the appearans an l.n-bU:i.lt 

. . ce of l.. t tJ.IDelessness. The routJ.ne-commonsense compact of th s o~r.n 
is structured by the fundamental separation, 'Within t~ m~ket society 
of men, o~ the subjective ability to work, create anae J.fe-procoss 
one's existence, and the objective conditions of ~Uch authenticate 
~ty, and authenticity. Once ~plit in such a way, thew~::k, creativ­
J.~s~lf, 'in and by itself' posJ.ts the 'real objective J.f~:~roccss 
liVJ.ng labour 1 (ma·~erial, instruments, etc.) • a.- al· conch. "J.ons of 
existences'. u len, independent 

The objective conditions of livin~ lnbo"~ n · d u · ~ -.ppon1· 
~n e~endent values opposite livinG lubotU• c . n.s separated, 
JectJ.ve bein 0 . upo.clty as b-
d t· g •••• nee this separation i~ ~i su 
uc J.on process can nl d " l> von, the pro-

'M.- reproduce it on an o ydprlo uce it 111\0\~, l'0\)1'\X\u.~~o it and 
.L. •• e -=.ate-..ial e.'\.'"Pan or ocnlo. , 

·., 1 - on Whioh Jivi b· .. , 
l., O.lionr mat ~. · ng, uu Joctlvo, lnoonr Harks 
rnont• er .... ul' '·11 i .,. , L t ' ho ' ito lnbot ' 4-0 · llOLollUI\on~..: n likoHiflo an 'alien' instru-

In th~co ObJootifi 11' nppoaro no moro n.ccor.Dory to thoi:..· substance and 
.in n ° t9rne d OtJ Hoolf in thinBo not 1 belonging to it 1 • 

, • 11lll.l'kf'Jt OCJCl'iption of the essential structure of life-process 
uUbd?Ctive, f?C~ety llhich separates objects of life labour froo the 
set "'lng for lVlng source 0~ the labour itself, we find. both the 
mode in Wh.ic~OU.tine activity and the epistemological roots of the 
associated 00 it ia commonsensically experienced. Routine and 
some point, t~onsense form a vicious circle, which, unless cut at 
capable or br~s to reproduce i tsel~ 1 on an expanded scale 1 • A cut 
an act of tran ~ng the endless process o~ self-reproduction must be 
stepping, tnoU:~ending merely comconsensical reflection, an act 

The recognj_ ti at the start only ideally, beyoild coiJIIlonsense: 
that its se~n ~f the producto as its o~, and the judgement 
is improoer .. atl.on from the condi tiona of its realization 
a1-.rarenes~ itsf~l'cibly imposed - is an enormous advance in 
rest· ng 0~ cap~~ the product of the mode o~ production 

~ 1, and as much the knell to its doom as, 
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with the slave's awareness that he 'cannot be property of 
another 1 , l.Ji th his consciousness of himself as a person, 
the existence of slavery becomes a merely artificial, 
vegetative existence, and ceases to be able to prevail as 
the basis of production. (14) 

The death l~ell to the allegedly invulnerable routine-comoonsense 
compact sounds l.rhen the habitual split is suddenly seen in the light 
of' another possibility. Then, and only then, does the natural begin 
to be perceived as artificial, the habitual as enforced, the normal 
as unbearable. Once the harmony betl.reen the routine condition and 
commonsensical knowledge has bee11 distorted, the whole netlmrk of 
social relations is set in motion, and the iron laws of 'normal' 
behaviour are put in abeyance. The allegecUy invariant attributes 
of men and their social life reveal their historicity. 

The interests of emancipation and the interests of tech..l1ical mas­
tery served by positive science seem to be, therefore, at cross pur­
poses. Science, as we have seen, lacks the means of breaking the 
routine commonsense compact and, moreover, refuses to acquire it, 
pointing to its impeccable truth-testing rules as on insuperable ob­
jection. Such rules require that science nay investigate only those 
objects which remain 1.rholly under the scientists' cognitive control; 
~cience continues to supply reliable kl1owledge, that is, conclusive 
~nformation it can vouch for, only in so far as those men whose con­
~uct it describes remain objects, i.e., thing-like, due to the un­
oroken hold of the habit-enforcing routine conditions of life, over 
Which they have no control. Emancipation starts, however, ;.rhen 
those conditions cease to be seen 1as they really are', when they 
are postulated in a form which, for being not-yet-real, eludes scien­
tific methodology and the test of truth. The question arises, 
therefore, that perhaps the apparent gap bot1.reen positive science 
a?d emancipatory knol.rledge is indeed unbridgeable as it seems at 
f~st sight, and as extremists and purists on both sides insist. 
The question is crucin~ to both social science and the prospects of 
human emancipation. If the gap is really unbridgeable, the social 
sciences may well be condenned to the role of one of the agents 
:ecording or even fortifYing the already accomplished split of men 
~nto subjects and objects of action, while interests in emancipation 
I!lay be doomed to rambling over uncharted, slushy ground of uncontroJ:­
led fantasy. The answer hinges, it seems, on the possibility of a 
re-adjustment of science's concept of truth-testing. 

No wonder that in recent years a nt~ber of attempts have been 
made to blaze trails uhich may bring the vehicle of science beyond 
the spell-bound circle of routine and commonsense. The coi:llllon 
motive of all these attempts has been the search for reliable, test­
able, conclusive knowled&e of phenomena unlike those reliably ex­
~lored by positive social science: namely, the non-routinized, still 
~rregular, out-of-the-ordinary phenomena, observable or just concei­
vable, which, in a sense, can be considered as a glimpse into the 
future, or into an alternative reeJity. We will now briefly dis­
cuss several such atte~pts. 

Appalled by the spectacular brurucruptcy of French academic socio­
logy, which failed to forecast the outburst of student rebellion 
and class conflict inside that allegedly pacified and consensus­
bound country, Edgar Horin came forward in 1968 l.Jith the idea of a 
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'-~o:iology of the present', (15) as an alternative to soc.iology tra­
~l~~~~hce~tred upon timeless regularity (i.e., regularity des­
changea~ ~~ reference to variables which represent qualitatively 
native e. 1 9 • Uot unexpectedly, the central unit of the alter-

SOCJ.o Otrtr \m t (. . . · 1 'role' the ba cv ~ o represent, J.n opposJ.tJ.on to 'act7on or . 
tentio~ t sic WU.ts of traditional sociological analysJ.s) the J.n­
unit · 1~ grasp the irregular and the unique. And this central 

' l.1l ··orin' s Vi , .r • • • f · 1' irrupt· ~ ew' ws the event - '1' evt:nement, qm sJ.gnJ. J.e 
du sin~n la fois du vecu, de l'accident, de 1 1irreversibilite, 
the same rer concret dans le tissu de la vie sociale', and which, for eason r t 1 . 
shunned by ad' . es e monstre de la sociologie' • DerJ.ded and 
of attribut:c ~IDJ.c sociology, the event, however, displays a number 
tage point f:o: we~ make it ideally suitable for the role of a van-

The event fr hich the realm of the possible can be scanned. 
which ~ot ~m the sociological point of view, is anything 
Hence a crim e squeezed into statistical regularities. 
may be inscr\ or ~ SUicide are not events, in so far as they 
'waver of cr~d l.?to some statistical regularity, while a 
sidered as e nality, or epidemy of suicide can be con-
or sUicide 0;e~~ alongside the death of president Kennedy 

The event is 'n 1 J.lyn Honroe. 
ation is the ~~s ; it contains information, inasmuch as inform­
is, therefore, b ~! th~ message which conveys novelty. The event 
~resence - or, r~t finltion, a de-structuring factor. By its very 
7t.p~rturbs the her, by the fact of being perceived as an event -
J.bihty upon the sys{em~ of rationalization, which enforce intellig­
The event que"tJ.' re atJ.on between the spirit and its everyday world· 't· ~ ons thi . 
crJ. l.cal sceptici t s l.lltelligibility, and by so doing inspires 
P~~s on the agena:mth0 'Wards rationalizing illusions. Instead, it 
a~J.on extreme situat·e need for a theory which selects as its found­
omena.rather than tl.o?s,.paroxysms of history, 'pathological' phen-

CrJ.sis is prec·s atJ.stJ.cal uniformities. 
ce~tration of out:sely such an event. Thanks to the unusual con­
which ~efies order~f-the-ordinary features, the inherent instability 
evolutJ.onary flexib~' deterministic description, and its extreme 
'latent, subterran ility, the crisis acts as a sudden revelation of 
d~fined as 'normal~an realities' which remain invisible in times 
VJ.ew the crisis as th Following Ha.rxia.n-Freud.ian strategy, one can 
~he routine, directl 9 .llnique occasion of seeing through the veil of 
~mportant, reality _Y J.nto the 'genuine', or at least the genuinely 
structural. Such t~at Which is submerged, unconscious or infra­
differ from the tre:t 'View of the crisis will, of course, jarringly 
apprehensive dismis afent offered by academic sociology with its 
and epiphenomenal: s of crisis as an event 1orhich is both marginal 
social fabric, which a case of momentary technical failure of the 
express the IJain sub. cannot be dressed in the vocabulary employed to 
crise unit en elle ~ect-matter of social science. 1Finalement la 
attractive le car~ct~ fa'ion. trouble et troublante;_, ,repuls~ve et 
ca a ... ' a' ' .;t ,re( accJ.dentel (contingent, evenenentJ.el), le r c~ere e necess ... e p . , . , 

. ar la ~se en oeuvre des realites les plus 
profondes, les mo~ns conscientes les plus determinantes) et le 
ca.:a?tere conf'lictuel ~ • The cllnchine argument in favour of the 
cr~s~s as the true obJ~ct of sociological analysis, is, therefore, 
that the crisis is a r~cher source of information than ordinary life, 



95 Chapter 3 

on which sociologists have focussed their attention. Granted that 
positive science is set upon the true and precise description of 
1 reality over there' , here is an opening which permits the fulfilment 
of this task better than other occasions, since,. through itt can be 
discerned parts of reality otherwise hermetically sealed off. Hhat 
Horin in fact suggests is an extension of sociological strategy a:tld 
method to those vast expanses so far laid fallow, but promising to 
bring in an unusually rich harvest. Horin is making a plea on be­
half of a new object of e:x:ploration1 thus far either neglected or un­
duly underrated. 

Morin hopes that this new object of research, thanks to its unique 
features, will have a feedback effect on the status of the sociolo­
gist in the course of his research. In this important respect Morin 
steps beyond the modest reform already proposed by Coser and other 
Ameri~n Simmeiians, who, having suggested that conflict rather than 
consensus should be the proper object of sociological inquiry, have 
proceeded to analyse this new object in traditional, functionalist 
terms. Horin thinks that the crisis, conceived as a spontaneous, 
self-developing process rather than another 'fUnctional pre-requisite' 
of a rigid system, will force the student into permanent self­
criticism. This will be a considerable improvement on academic 
sociology in its entirety, where 1la pretention ridicule du "marxis~ 
~eniniste 11 althusserien il monopoliser la science et il rejeter comme 
~deologie ce qui est hors de la doctrine n 1a d 1 ~gale que celle du 
~and manager en sondages, qui rej ette comme id~ologie tout ce qui 
~ntroduit le doute et la critique dans la sociologie officielle'. 
Se~-criticism, the permanent revision of students' views, the re­
~zation that no set of research techniques can be trusted with the 
Job of sifting the nugget of truth from the dross of appearan~es, 
Will secure the proper dialectic relationship between the observer 
and the observed phenomenon. Morin is so overwhelmed by the dazz­
li~g prospects of crisis analysis, that he does not hesitate to des­
cr~be the role played by the sociologist as an actor in the events 
under scrutiny. He exemplifies his forecast by invoking the Nan­
terre experience of half-baked would-be sociologists sweeping away 
the over-cooked dish of stale academic truisms. 

It is, however, a very limited concept of actor which sustains 
Morin 1 s far-fetched hopes. Having been transformed into actor, in 
a somewhat facile manner, by the sheer fact of being sceptical, the 
sociologist still remains a purely epistemological being, much like 
his more traditional predecessors. His only gain is his own self­
criticism (an improvement, to be sure, not to be lightly dismissed); 
he still stays enclosed in the universe of pure meanings; the in­
toXicating feeling of changing the world turns out, under closer 
scrutiny, to come from changing the world of his ideas only. His 
praXis is cut to the measure of academic theory; his dialogue is 
among equals, a debate among students of reality rather than with 
reality itself. Herin's recipe is for the emancipation of the 
sociologist from the blinkers of commonsense: something to be 
strongly desired - but as a preliminary step, rather than as a 
finished emancipating alternative to sociology. There is, however, 
t;0 furth?r step in Horin' s itinerary. He leaves us to hope for the 
JoyfUl l~beration of sociologists• imagination. Yet we do not know 
how the precious liberty of scholars l..r:i..ll link - if at all - 'I-Ii th the 
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prospect of the emancipation of man. In short, Horin 1 s is an offer 
to perform somewhat better, with more insight and perceptiveness, 
what is essentially the traditional role of positive sociology, con­
fronting the human world as an object 'over there' , which can be 
described, but not communicated with. 

As we shall now see, yet another attempt to break through the 
fetters of commonsensical recanting of reality - made by Henry S. 
Kariel in 1969 (16) - stops short of an open challenge to the stra­
tegy of positive sociology. Lacking the rejuvenating experience 
of th~ Paris spring, and perhaps put off as much as stimulated by 
the ~lder aspects of social unrest in the 1960s, Kariel is even 
more careful than Morin in circumscribing his programme as one for 
'professional use' only. Like Herin, he locates the remedy in the 
~eld of object-selection and the choice of analytical framework. 
I ffer:nces in wording conceal the structural identity of programmes. 

f Mor~n dubs his ideal for social science as a sociology of the 
present Kari 1 th t. with t ' e ' on e other hand, singles out the preoccupa ~on 
stitut~e present as the undoing of academic sociology. 'The con­
For th~on of the present, they assume, is valid, or at least given. 
of b . em, "the present" is not so much a concept as a benign state 
prec~~nf'·. !he ?rig~nal sin of positive social science consists 
the hse.y ~n ~ts ~nability, or unwillingness, to lift itself above 

or~zon of th · t' who claim t e present. Even the practitioners pf futu:~s ~cs, 
reliabl he mantle of utopians - made only of the most solid and 

.e modern fibre: 
beg:~.n With th 
what . e present, that which 'is•. They perceive 
man avar~ou~ f?rms of system analysis have shown to exist: 
polic; ego~~st~cal utility and power maximizer, public 
primary as ~nterest groups inputs, the economic sector as 
structurgenerat?r of community goods, governmental 
sacrifices as hierarchical organizations, politics as a 
resourcee of personal values, psychological and economic 
toward t~ a!.~~~ce, and development as whatever leads 
Vision. e ~~~llment of this empirically confirmed 

The trouble . 
duct of past~~ however, that the present itself is a complex pro­
trustworthy ba tt~es, and therefore starting from the present as a 
been made to bse~ne- objective and just as reasonable as we have 
of those in e~~eve - means in fact •to acquiesce in the policies 
fl-ee enough ~oc~ety t.Tho have the power to create reality, who are 
Such 1acqUie 0 structure man 1 s consciousness of space and time•. 
possible; a~ence• follows from presenting the unreal as the im­
the decision t Presenting it as such is a necessary consequence of 
quently to advo serve technical-instrumental interests, and conse-
wise. ance Positive science, which cannot be achieved other-

Now what about 
it as an intell t the alternative? Like Horin, Kariel conceives of 
bably quote Wit~c ua1 operation. He would, given a chance, pro­
principles of th ~PProval Lyman and Scott's declaration of the 

e~r•soc'l fth b d'• One can study th ~o ogy o e a sur • 
the superior e social t.mrld from the point of view of 
mistre • fo~hthe subordinate; of the lover or his 
mana ess,t 0 1 e bourgeoisie or the proletariat; of 

g men or abour; of the deviant or the person who 
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labels him deviant; and so on. \.Jha t is important is 
that one should have a perspective, but the particular per­
spective employed is irrelevant to the rectitude of theoriz­
ing. One can make true statements froo any perspective, 
including those not consonant lri th any available ideology. (17) 

The problen of truth is easy because there are many truths, no one 
better than the other, and each one remaining truthful only within 
the framework of an ideology. The inequality of ideologies in their 
practice of fixing social reality, in their access to the change of 
sedimenting objective structures, is to be offset the eas.r way - qy 
proclaiming their intellectual equality. And then the sociologist 
i(s able sedulously to conform to positive criteria of truth-testing 
'rectitude of theorizing') while disregarding the constraints im­

posed on truth-selection by the routine-commonsense compact, in the 
shaping of Hhich various ideologies (existing and conceivable) play 
a highly unequal role. 

Similarly, Kariel invites us to consider politics, or indeed 
social life, as a play, in which there are players, each 1.r.i.th his 
own characteristic vantage point; none can be legitimately selected, 
on intellectual grounds alone, as privileged, more •truthful' than 
the rest. 

To perceive this expressive aspect of experience, we need 
merely follow the clues of Hannah Arendt and conceptualize 
Political action as a form of play, as characteristically a 
Performing act •••• Should we wish to understand the way 
action signifies the presence of ordinarily unrealized 
s~ructures of being, we cannot regard it as conclusively 
S~gnificant in any other sense, for example, of 'really' 
signifying some predefined intention or of being 'really' 
fUnctional to some predefined structure. We must see it 
~s a form of play: complete in itself. 

~~el seems to dispose of the troublesome question of testing the 
ruth of statements which challenge commonsensical 'hard facts' 

;imply by denying, by the power of words alone, the presence of such 
acts. There are no 'predefined structures' which channel the 

course of the game independently of players' realized or unrealized 
needs; there are no 'predefined intentions' which are forcibly 
attached to the positiC'ns from which individual players start their 
game. The play is 'complete in itself', so let us stop t~orrying 
about how to detach it from the strings of inert routine: it is not 
attc:ched to them to start with. It is only misled and misleading 
soc~al science which has encouraged us to believe as much. Hhat we 
need in order to endow our products with emancipatory power, is sim­
ply to shift our •attention a la vie' toward new regions, and sym­
~athe~ically look through the cognitive perspectives of all partners. 
Val~ng the needs of the child over those of the existing school, 

(r ·~·the_needs of the worker over those of the organization, they 
pso~~~lo~sts following this advice- Z.B.) introduce options. 
os~t~ng countervailing values, they enlarge understanding'. Again, 

as ~n Horin, the rest is silence: we do not know how such 'enlarged 
unde:standing' gained by sociologists or political scientists nay 
~~s~~bly result in an extension of the freedom of men. In effect, 
~ ~s only the sociologist who is likely to gain in his own, intell­
ectual, emancipation, by visiting diverse observation points, since 
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the players themselves have been already entrenched, perhaps too 
well, in observation points of their own~ Ka.riel, like Horin, 
seems to be preoccupied, perhaps unwittingly, with the unbinding of 
the sociologists' imagination rather than of the men they imagine. 
All ~ruths are relative, partial and one-sided; everybody knows his 
part1al truth anyway; let sociologists, therefore, enjoy insight 
int? all truths, instead of falling into the conservative trap of 
~t:lely pursuing the only, real, genuine truth. Hhat sets socio-
OgLsts apart and here defines their unique professional role is not 

:,Uth-testing, but ironic distance from truths: sociologists alone 
~w, ·What others are too blinkered to notice, that truths are m~ 
and ~.are faulty. Here lies the crucial difference between Ka.r~~l 
hich r1n• The first denies the existence of this 1 depth 1 of reality 
~ the latter would wish us to penetrate. Explicitly, Ka.riel 
;:sea to analyse social life as a play. In actual fact, his pro­
to e. boils down to an invi ta.tion to an intellectual play, extended 

:oc1ologists alone. 
whi~re~ Stanley (18) likewise considers the question of the way in 
what ~~C1al science may transcend commonsense, but posits it some­
one and ier7n~1~, refusing to budge from the position that truth -
lishin ~V1s1ble - can in principle be established, that estab­
domaing ~t 1~ a worthy occupation, and that this occupation is the 
'obviou0

1 sc1ence. He is, however, aware, that the commonsensica.llY 
frame ~thiand empirically most clearly given reality, is not the onlY 
frames th n Which truth can be measured. If there are other . 
a much'~ ey ~ust nevertheless be e~pirically accessible, even if ~n 
one can ore. tedious and intricate -way. Stanley wishes to show that 
founded' Whil7 proceeding according to the rules of empirically 
potentialOsit1ve science, still render the scholarly discussion of 

The ho realities legitimate and valid. 
links, ~o;e Horin attached to the phenooenon of crisis, Stanley 
Stanley a e specifically, to the process of 'delegitima.tion'. 
:norl!lalcyf'ees With the ruling Durksonian paradigm in that the 
~.e., Wid or a social order is founded on successful legitimation, 
kind or b:~c?eptance of norms, values, and meanings which uphold the 
relationshi Vlour which ultimately enacts and re-enacts the web of 
mationt st Ps Perceived as the order in question. Hence 'delegiti­
sign!fican~s for any disruption of the order - all cases in which 
behaVioUr Pockets of population, or sections of publicly relevant 
the stren~~e deflected from the routine pattern of conduct. On 
to be link d or the tacitly accepted paradigm, unusual behaviour is 
processes.e 'for the sake of explanation, to some set of mental 
C?n~rary to Stanley calls such processes 'experienced deprivation'• 
~t~mation i~he habitual view of the majority of sociologists, dele­
~c.ate', cau "' not an episodic event, a departure from the 'natural 
7 ca~:~· Prom~~~ by moral unintelligibility, ignorance, or psycholog­
~n ~ts own d deviance. It is, on the contrary, a constant and, 
logist With~~' regular phenomenon, which provides a willing socio­
rea.J.ity clea e Permanent opportunity of catching a glimpse of 
constant be nsed or one-sided co~onsensical interpretations. It is 
which in itca~se the experience of deprivation results from scarcity, 
know since ~:_n is a permanent feattu-e of the social order. VIe 
inspirin eim's times at least, that any society goes so rar in 

g respect and desire for its values ·:;hat sooner or later it 



99 Chapter 3 

.finds it di.f.ficul t to deliver on its own pledge: there are normally 
more people attracted by society-supported values, than values to be 
o.f.fered, distributed and appropriated. One can almost say that de­
sirability and scarcity o.f values are inextricably linked to each 
other. Hence, scarcity is a 'normal' phenomenon - and given the 
normalcy o.f scarcity, one may expect the experience o.f deprivation 
to be .fairly common. Finally, people who experience their situ­
ation as deprivation will sooner or later be prompted to act in such 
a way as to minimize that unpleasant experience, and a change o.f 
social order will take place as a result. 

Thus .far we are still well within the habitual universe o.f dis­
course o.f mainstream academic sociology. Stanley's is, therefore, 
an interesting attempt to develop a strategy o.f testing knowledge 
about alternative, non-routine realities, by means which are consid­
ered legitimate by Durksonian social knowledge, and may be accommo­
dated to the dominant paradigm. Essentially, Stanley's strategy 
consists in what one might call 'mental experimenting', which, how­
ever, at no point, departs .from empirically accessible features of 
present or past reality. It is b,y care.fully exploring the present 
reality and scanning the logic of past occurrences, that one can es­
tablish sound answers to the .following questions: 

First, in what specific wa;ys can a given society (viewed 
as a structure o.f meanings) be thought of as a .field of 
'potential scarcities'? Second, under what conditions 
are such potentialities selectively concretized into 
'experienced patterns o.f deprivation' among particular 
sectors o.f the population? Third, under what conditions 
are these experiential deprivations linked to remedial 
social action? 

Stanley, as we see, assumes the regularity o.f 'irregular' behaviour; 
starting .from this assumption, one can as safely predict disruption 
o.r the current order as one does, encouraged or absolved by the 
Durksonian paradigm (and, .for good measure, by its critics), pre­
dict its continuity and perpetuation. Hence, in principle, one can 
e~P~ically investigate, and predict on empirical grounds, the con­
dit~ons under which such disruption of the present order may take 
Place, which will eventually lead to the emancipation of man - to the 
establishment of human freedom. 

Emancipation, as one might expect, is also defined in terms of 
meamngs. Freedom: 

means that every person is an interpreter of the meanings 
that comprise the social world, i.e. a hermeneutical 
agent. Indeed, social control essentially is the par­
ticular socio-cultural process through which the fact of 
every person's moral agency is successfully concealed from 
Particular categories of the population and differentially 
delegated to other sectors. 

Lack of freedom, in other words, results from a part of society being 
deprived of, or surrendering, or not realizing, their meaning-, 
Purpose- and norm-establishing faculty, and relying in these vital 
respects on the discretion of others. Similarly, power in society 
consists in monopoly or privilege in the field of meaning-interpret­
ation and lasts as long as the latter continues. Stanley senses in 
the phenomenon of power so defined the permanent source of ever re-
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curring experiences of deprivation. Power, so to speak, generates 
resistance to itself •rhich in turn leads towards its progressive 
limitation. This progress is entirely located in the sphere of 
meanings; liberation is a matter of illumination, and hence, almost 
by definition, co-extensive with the activity of social science. 
The intimate relation behreen emancipation and the social sciences is 
assured by the nature of the first. Now that we have satisfied our­
selves that social science can deal with alternative realities with­
out violating its own rules of truth-testing we can see hmr a revo­
lution in society can be tackled by sociological means without revo­
lutionizing sociology itself. 
It Stanley's sociologist is again an observer and a detached analyst. 

is true that his interest is in alternative realities rather than 
in the accomplished one. But whatever his cognitive objectives, the 
pres:nt - the only field accessible to empirical investigation -
~~mains the sole object of his research. In fact, Stanley proposes 
pro~lply the principles sociologists always jealously guarded, to 
restr~~s they did not dare to attack: if sociologists, ~ra?itionall~ 
amen t~ t~emselves to sorting out the real and the real1st1c from 
stre~ch e lnt~rpretations of current reality, Stanley wish~s.to 
still lethe f1:ld of such sorting to embrace possible real1t1es, 
legist c~ted :-n the future. If Stanley Here right, then the socio­
eViden uld, 1n advance, on the strength of available and testable 
presen;e, sort out the 'true', realistic extrapolations of the 
ordi~ fro~ a pool of possibilities albeit much larger than any 
extrapol ~~Clologist Hould at present be prepared to consider. The 
ing a sm. a lons Stanley explores include those \-Thich - far from asswn­
versal 0~0~h continuation of present trends - presage a cr:astic re­
ions. vr· the current routine and commonsensical meaning 1nterpreta.t­
the UUiv 1 h eyes properly aimed and focussed, one can discern, in 
ing scar~~~e of facts ordinari~y cove~ed b~ res:arch, sign~ of_emerg­
increasin 1Y ~a l~ck ?f colllJ:lumt;r, Hhich f1nds 1t~ express1on 1n . 
terms of ~hy Iashionaole nostalg1a - the 1percept1on of the past 1n 
istic exam e Phenomenology of present scarcities' - being a characte~ 
the condit~le); knowing, in addition, again from testable evidence, 
9Xperiencelon under Hhich such scarcity is likely to engender the 
remedial a ~: deprivation, and uhen such e::-."Perience may lead to a 
science t~ 10n, one can sort out, in a Hay legitimized by positive 
alities'or ~truth of a prediction apparently at odds with there-
ar all see! o-day. Hhat Stanley leaves unsaid is the major irritant 
effect Of ~rs Of true knowledge about the future: the feedback 
some action e P:ediction. Its presence will inevitably trigger off 
probable ' "'hich will make the content of prediction more or less 
realJ. ty, ~ore or less 'true 1 : the prediction will be 1 fed' into 
•ms before ' subsequently, reality will be different from what it 
sociolo~ •d Stanley, in line with the general tendency of positive 
cess, com.;1 ~es his best to enclose the totality of the testing pro­
the area die e \-lith its conclusive and irreversible findings uithin 
hi " re tl · ' m~elr; th c Y controlled - and, lndeed, structured - by the tester 
profession tereby preserving the exclusive rights of the sociological 
also inc1Udi0 validate men's lanowledge of their affairs, only now 

vle have c ng ment s future. 
the solution°~8idered thus f~ three, fairly typical, proposals of 

0 the vexing dilemma of transcending commonsense while 
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retaining the possibility of testing the truth of alternative inter­
pretations. None of the three seems entirely satisfactory. Apart 
from their essential similarities, each points in a somewhat differ­
ent direction, each being prepared to sacrifice another parcel of 
the institutionalized habits of positive social science. Kariel's 
sacrifice seems to be the most radical of the three; but then it 
goes beyond acceptable limits, in fact begging the question by dis­
avo~dng the very concept of truth testing and, indeed, of truth as 
such. Having done that he can offer us little help in our search. 
For a similar reason, \Je can drm1 little inspiration from another 
radical solution, proposed half a century ago by Ernst Bloch in the 
recently increasingly popular 'Geist der Utopie'. Bloch assumes 
f'rom the start the ahistorical, truly anthropological nature of 
'Prinzip Hoffnung' - the genuine springboard of the perpetual quest 
for human emancipation. The thrust for emancipation, as well as 
SUch progress as has actually been made in history, is ascribed to 
an elusive faculty of the drive tmm.rd 1regnum humanum 1 , toward yet­
unfulfilled perfection - a genuine 1 telos 1 built into human kind, 
~ore lasting than human history and more powerfUl than any histor­
~cally erected barriers to human self-perfection. If that were so, 
t~en concrete investigations of spec~c historic conditions can do 
l~ttle in illuminating the human potential of generating alternative 
~ealities. The drive to~ds the Kingdom of Reason is in itself 
~rational and cannot be presented as an orderly, deterministic, or 
~~deed regular process. Huch illce Hunchhausen by his hair, man can 
lift himself above his historical condition simply by a sudden re­
COgnition of what authentic being could be. l1an 1 s essence is al­
ways in front of him, pursued but not caught up with, to be found 
?nly deep in man's hopes, but not in anything already crystallized 
~n his existence. 

The real nature of the essence is not something already 
found in a finished form, like \.Jater, air, or fire, or 
even an invisible universal idea, or whatever figure may 
be used to absolutize or hypostatize these real quanta. 
The real or the essence is that which does not yet exist, 
which is in quest of itself in the core of things, and 
Which is a~iting its genesis in the trend latency of the 
process •••• Of course, the Not-Yet must not be thought of 
as though there already existed, say in the atom or in the 
subatomic 'differentials' of matter, everything that would 
later emerge, already present and encapsulated in minuscule 
form as inherent disposition. (19) 

There is nothing, therefore, in the sensually accessible, accompli­
shed reality, which can throw light on the vast expanse of the un­
f~f~lled human potential. In choosing the vantage point for the 
cr~t~que of reality we can count on the guidance of nothing more 
reliable and trustworthy than our capability of postulating the 
v~ntage point we have chosen. It is conscience, in which 1 the still 
distant totality is reflected', and philosophy which 'opens ultimat­
ely at and in the horizon of the future', which constitute the true 
'point of Archimedes', lending human action enough support to turn 
t~e course of history upside down. (20) Bloch's is truly an En­
l~ghtenment-like call for courage and self-reliance: knowing is 
daring, the search for knowledge and the search for certainty go 



102 Chapter 3 

different 'l-7ays, for, in order to advance on the road to truly emanci­
pating knowledge, man closes his eyes to things posited by the 
reality-at-hand as certainties. Nowhere has man's hope been con­
clusively victorious, but it has not been ultimately frustrated 
either. Men will go on hoping whatever happens, since hoping for 
the not-yet-reached essence is the truly human existence. 

Potentiality, alternative, future, hope - all these are to Bloch 
descriptive categories of human reality, and not methodological pre­
cepts for sociology. His interest in emancipation stems from the 
same preoccupation as Heidegger's interest in hermeneutics. It is 
elu "d t· . c: a ~on of human existence rather than the construction of an ob-
J~~t~ve science of this existence, which Bloch, like Gadamer, is 
a uJ. er. And a sociologist searching for hard-and-fast methodological 
~ :for an 'emancipatory science' is bound to be as rrustrated 
,~ ngtBloch, as a historian in search of cut-and-dried rules of 

~standing history' will be studying Heidegger. 
pract· ~e other ideas considered thus far, do intend to offer a 
that~~ co~~el to sociologists. In order to do so, they all agree 
able .e ver~f~cation of emancipatory knowledge, if at all conceiv­
ainabl~s ~he business of social scientists; to be admitted as att­
lishede,.~t must be construed in such a 'I-18.Y that it may be accomp-
of h~n ~n al~ its stages, by and inside the community of the students 
authors affa:trs (sociologists or philosophers). For all the 
colleagu we have discussed above, as well as for their more orthodoX 
alternat:s, the genuine meaning of the question 'how can knowledge of 
to the q~ve ~ealities be tested?' boils down, though often implicitly, 
?lUsivel;e~t~on 'how can knowledge of alternative realities be con­
~s back t es~ed by scientists and by means only they employ?' It 
reach a s~t~his common, though tacit, assumption, that the failure.to 
not one s· ~sfactory solution can be traced. There is one sacrif~ce 
accept: ~~gle author we have oo far visited has been prepared to 
social sci e ~acrifice of the unique, privileged vantage point of 
true and t~nt~sts and their self-sufficiency as the judges of the 

Thi e untrue 
s last b • 

Perhaps by Ifu ut decisive, step has been made by Jurgen Habermas -
11a.r:o.an Vi berl!las alone - in his recent re-interpretation of the 
reality. e~ 0~ the relation between social knowledge and social 
ver~cUl~ f hcUlating the Gramscian tradition of l1arxisn in the 
gett~g the 0 modern social science, Habermas stands the chance of 
eqllanillti.ty 0~;ssage through to that aUdience which has viewed with 
course \.lith J.ers l·l!'apped in unfamiliar vocabulary. In direct dis­
~e-states thmodern sociology and its most topical problems, Habermas 
~U~h-verifi~a1'~..cian case for truth-process - for the course of 
~nlstered by t~on to be extended beyond the laboratory field ad­
vhe Proces~ fProfessional scientists, and so to be transformed into 

~ 0 authentication. 

TRUTH AND A 
llTirENTICATION 

There are "-hr 
h ... ee . t uman preoccu 7n erests, which, accordine; to Haberm.as, generate 
statements abpa;~on \lith knowledge and Cl"Jstallize in theoretical 
tec~~cal ou~.facts, and in cognitive strategies. These are 

' prac ... ~cal, and emancipatory interests. The first two, 
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though aimed at dif£crent aspects o£ practice, share a common status. 
From 'corununica tion' - the pre-re£lecti ve articulation o£ routine 
practice, the commonsensical recognition o£ '£acts' - they detach 
'discourse', £ree from the immediate compulsions o£ action, which is 
~ubject to its o~m, reasoned rules and is able to supply reasoned 
JUsti£ication o£ what has been simply recog.nized as factual. It is 
thanks to the relative autonooy o£ discourse that theoretical state­
ments about the phenomenal domain o£ things and events (in the case 
o£ the technical interest), or persons and utterances (in the case o£ 
the practical interest) can be made e.nd justi£ied. The autonomy o£ 
discourse is never complete. It is always set in motion by the ne-
7essities or queries arisins £rom within the practice o£ communicat­
J.on; and its results, i£ they be o£ practical application, are ex­
pected to be £ed back into the mainstream o£ rationally orientated 
action and orientations o£ everyday communication. But the process 
o£ the justi£ication o£ theoretical statements, o£ the trans£ormation 
?£ the 'merely recognized' into 'actually known', is wholly enclosed 
l.n the realm o£ discourse, Yhere it can be consciously and purpose­
£U:Uy controlled and rule-regulated. In so £ar as co!D.!ll.unication may 
be seen as an anthropological, generic condition o£ I!!B.Il 7 so technical 
and practical interests arise immediately £roo all communication, as 
unavoidable attempts 'to clarii'y the "constitution" or the £acts about. 
Which theoretical statements are possible 1 • (2l) Being governed by 
its O'Wn set o£ rules, Yhi ch - unlike the stufT they are applied to 
and the products o£ their application - are in no way embedded in, or 
dependent on, that communication Yhich constitutes the texture o£ 
so7ia.J. li.fe, discourse can legitimately claim a transcendental status, 
which is subsequently u~held and embodied in the autonomy o£ its 
holders (the scientists) as the knowing agents and the testers o£ 
valid theory. 

The status o£ ei!l.ll.ncipatory interest, and the kind o£ knoyledge 
~rhich may result from its exertion, however, is di££erent. Above 
all, emancipatory interest - contrary to Bloch - is not ~~ extra­
~emporal, generic £eature o£ the condition of' :r.'An as a comctmicating 
eing. 'This interest can only develop to the degree to which re-

Pressive £orce, in the .form o£ the normative exercise o£ power, pre­
sents itsel£ permanently in structures o£ distorted comcUllication -
that is, to the extent that domination is institutionalized'. Dis­
torted communication constitutes a situation o£ inequality between 
~he.partners o£ a dialogue; a situation in which one o£ the partners 
l.s J.ncapable, or incapacitated, to the extent o£ not being able to 
ta:ce up a symmetrical posture toward his opposite nu~ber, to per­
ceJ.~e and to assume the other roles operative in the dialogue. Such 
a sJ.tuation is e££ected, on a permanent basis (i£ measured by the 
li.fe-span o.f men involved), by institutionalized domination, which 
deprives some partners £rom those means and assets ldthout which 
ta..lci.n? an equal stand in dialosue becomes inpossible. Only then can 
emancJ.patory interest emerge: it is, .from the outset, a product o£ 
social ~or individual history. 

. Emancipatory interest is, there£ore, interest in elucidating this 
~J.story. It prompts the actor to bring up, to the level o£ consc­
J.ousness (uhere they can be critically IJastered), the unseen occurr­
ences and actions which have shaped the present situation and sus­
tain it as distorted communication. In so doing, the actor is 
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h:l~ed ?Y the 'rational reconstruction' of rule systems, which scien­
t~f~c discourse oakes explicit and which deteroines the way in uhich 
experience can be processed and justified. But the dialogue Hhich 
serves the emancipatory interest is not in i tseli such discourse. 
~or ~oes it aim to be the justification of the validity of the exper­
~ent~al recognition of 'facts'. Unlike discourse Hhich arises from 
tec~ca1 and practical interest, the dialogue actuated by emancipat­
ory ~nterest cannot be, at any stage, detached froo its practical en­
~gement in COmmunication, in the life-process. It does not confine 
~~~to the objective of reasoned justification; it Hants, in 

1 t 7on, to test itself in the actual acceptance of its hypothetical 
so u ~on i th lid at •t n e praxis of the partners. It seeks not only to va -
er:n~ se~, but to 'authenticate•. It involves, therefore, a diff­
light' WJ.de: n?tion of truth-testing. The hypotheses it brings to 
take are Vl.ndicated when the partner in the dialogue accepts and 
tort:dup the :ole of which he has been deprived in the course of dis­
PrOVid commlllti~tion. In Habermas 1 s vie•T, psychoanalytic therapy 
o,..... intes a typ~cal pattern for the dialogue activated by emancipat--.; erest. 

In the pat· 
ion hi ~ent 1 s acceptance of the 1 Horked out' interpreta t-
tha~ ~h ch the doctor suggests to hie and his confirming 
a self ese are applicable, he at the saoe time sees through 
make -dec:ption. The true interpretation at the same time 
resp:c~oss~ble the authentic intention of the subject with 
ceived J:o these utterances, with '1-Thich he has till then de-
icity nself (and possibly others). Claims to authent-
action as a rule can only be tested •Ti thin the context of 
tortio~ That distinctive communication in Hhich the dis­
overcoms ?f the communicative structure themselves can be 
tested ~ 78 the only one in Hhich claims to truth can be 
claim t discursively' together and simultaneously with a 

~ its ve 0 authenticity, or be rejected as unjustified • 
~nterest Zr constitution, the critical knm.fledee servine emancipa tory 
te~ted: it fers froo remaining types of kno'I-Tledge in the Hay it is 
alized dis cannot be vindicated •Ti thin the frameHork of institution-. cour 
v~nd.ication ... se, a domin of the ro..-perts. In the process of its 
~owledee ~~he experts - the institutionalized holders of tested 
~ble - Play ch makes the •rational reconstruction' of facts plaus­
monopolistiC:~active, perhaps a crucial, role; but they do not 
argued solel .Y control the process. Uor cay their verdict, 
and :onclusiy ~n terms of discourse proper, be considered as final 
~~t~ficatio~e, unless 'authenticated', i.e. confirmed in the act of 

ermas apart or commu.."'lica tive distortions. This realization sets 
~fered solut· from all previously considered socioloeists who 

. ey. all, as ~ons to the problem of tested critical knowledge. 
W1thin the i~~ remember, tried to squeeze the problem of testing 
operated, 'di equate frameHork of institutionalized, scientist­
'dialogue• insco~se•. They neglected the distinctive feature of 
They neglected~hich emancipatory hypotheses need to be vindicated. 
justification• as ~ell the paramount difference bet\..reen 'reasoned 
ication• l.J'hich ~hich is the end-ideal of discourse, and 1authent-

Disco~se _ t~s the requisite of dialogue. 
uminates th he mode of existence of positive science, Hhich ill-

e constitution of reality in response to technical and 
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practical interests - provides only the first, preliminary stage of 
the emancipatory process l.rhich reaches into realms positive science 
resolutely, and justifiably, refuses to tr~spass •. _It ~s b~ the 
Positive analysis of reality, uhich seeks :1.~s ~eg:~.tJ.mat:~.on ll1 ~h~ 
sedulous application of the ordinary fact-f:~.nd:~.ng means of pos:~.t:~.ve 
social science, that the hypotheses of critical knol.rledge, aimed at 
the restitution of undistorted conmunication, are first advanced. 
At this stage their truth or untruth is testable in a l.ray which is 
in no respect 1 different from other statements participating in the 
discourse. Since however, l.rha t they propose is precisely the un­
fitness of the cur;ent condition to make the hypotheses l.rorkable, 
the impossibility of revealing their truth in the present situation 
of distorted collliUunication, then the conditions of 'normal' commu­
nication (i.e., founded on the equality of partners) must first be 
established to lend the required authority to the results of the 
test. Critical knowledge asserts that current reality has the 
character of distorted communication. This assertion can be vindi­
cated only if the communication comes to be mended. This, however, 
reqUires, in turn, the removal of the institutionalized dominance 
:esponsible for the distortions. In other lmrds, it requires organ­
lZed action. Authentication - becoming-true-in-the-process - can 
occur only in the realm of pra..us, of l.rhich the institutionalized, 
~tial discourse of professional scientists constitutes only the 
l~tial stage. And so, the crucial question of authentication (in 
?PPOsi tion to verification) is: 'How can the translation of theory 
:~.nto prar~s be appropriately organized?' (22) 

In the case of psychoanalytic dialogue, this translation is made 
relatively simple by the l.rilling submission of the patient. Though 
the process is by no means free of friction and, time and again, 
there are violent conflicts, the willingness on the part of one of 
the Partners to conform to the role of patient helps the dialogue 
ro~d most awkward corners. This assumption by no means holds in 
soc:~.al life. Both the proponents of critical knowledge, and its 
po~sible recipients, may agree (though not inevitably) to the dis­
tr:~.bution of doctor and patient roles. The advocates of critique 
may refuse to attempt to enter meaningfUl dialogue with some of their 
potential partners and assume their inability to maintain such a dia­
logu<;• The possible recipients of critical knowledge may refuse to 
cons:~.der themselves as patients, and instead uill view all attempts 
at :a-defining reality as threats aimed at the very foundation of 
the:~.r routine existence which they do not a~erience as unfreedo~. 
In_ case the critical hypothesis fails, by design or by default, to 
guide the partner's reflection and thereby to 'dissolve barriers to 
communication', it is forced to remain on the level of discourse and 
to forbear the chance of being transformed into a dialogue. It 
becomes then indistinguishable from other theoretical statements, 
and, like them, may be tested only as other statements are: as an 
expectation, whose content is compared with the actual development of 
processes in which the statement in question is not an operating 
fac~or. Hypotheses like Ha.rx 1 s prediction of the future trends of 
cap:~.talist accumulation become statements testable by the ordinary 
~ean~ of' positive science, in so far as they remain on the level of 
lnst:~.tutionalized discourse; posit the groups, whose situation is 
shaped by the above trends, as objects outside the discourse; and 
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refuse, or are barred from, entering into some meaningful dialogue 
with such groups with the intention of influencing their processes of 
self-reflection. It is not the values chosen, or a peculiar crit­
ical scepticism, which sets off emancipatory knowledge as a body of 
statements qualitatively distinct from technical or practical know­
led~e. The genuine, and only, distinction is located on the verifi­
cat~on-authentication axis; in other words, in the relation practi­
call~ entered into b,y the knowledge in question with daily routine 
and ~ts commonsensical reflection. In so far as this routine, com­
pl:te vr.;th commonsense, remains in the position of a na.ture-like 
0?Ject outside' the realm of discourse (in such a way that its att­
nbutes are untouched b,y the fact that, within that discourse, 
:ertain hypotheses have been formulated) there is no reason to class­
~fy ~uch hypotheses separately, as belonging to a special type of 
~w 7dge, Serving other than technical ~or practical interests. 1ar: :-s a very important point, only too often misunderstood by scho­
do ~Prisoned 'Within the arid 'fact-value 1 dilemma. Knowledge 
ofe~ no~ become critical or emancipatory by manifesting its dislike 
Nor eality or attaching a string of invectives to statements of fact. 
gentrn a statement claim emancipatory potential if it does not dill­
state~ observe the facts, retaining its impeccability as a factual 
disco;nt. Within the framework of institutionalized scientific 
between seta there is no evident difference in content, or in syntax, 
technical tements which will eventually remain inside the cycle of 
statement and Practical interests and their fulfilment, and those 
interest s which may potentially address themselves to emancipatory 
framework S~ch difference is brought into relief only beyond the 
menta ~f ~nstitutionalized discourse proper - when some state­
cribe' ~e others, start interacting with the actors they des­
from the r~8Pla.nting routine life and its commonsensical reflection 
from Pror ou~side' into the 'inside' of communication, and passing 
. The e~87°nal discourse into an open dialogue. 
~ndeed, ma c~patory potential of knowledge is put to the test - and, 
the 1 obj e { be actualized - only with the beginning of dialogue, when 
the incipf 8~ of theoretical statements turn into active partners in 
'Was exempi1~· Process of authentication. This type of relationship 
the scienti/ed by l-iarx as the interaction between social science -
guessed that J.c theory of capitalism - and the working class. Marx 
~ork~rs which there was nothing in the objective predicament of 
~ng J.mpact of couJ.d protect communication barriers against the erod­
WOUld not con true social theory. Unlike the bourgeoisie, they 
fo:m or dom1 Bider an al terna ti ve reality, cleansed of the current 
stJ.tute the nance, to be a direct threat to the conditions which con­
why e:lepoSUreonJ.y acceptable, conceivable social identity. This is 
d~te:minants ~~ the historical roots of dominance and the objective 
~llingly rec . distorted communication, stood a chance of being 
~stortion. e~ved by the workers, assigned to the losing end of the 
'W:!.:'J.ingly and en thi~ ground Marx expected the workers to take up, 
brJ.ng the cau nthusJ.astically, the role of 'patients', in order to 
then to re-~es or their condition to light, to re-define them and 
action. e them in the course of rationally conceived practical 

In general ter 
emancipa tory k ~s' the genuine confirmation of the critique 'as 

mow edge' remains unattainable unless such dialogue 
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starts to develop. Genuine conf'irmati.on 1 can only be gained in 
communication o:f the type o:f therapeutic "discourse", that is, pre­
cisely in successful processes o:f education voluntarily agreed to by 
the recipients themselves' • This 'negotiation o:f meanings 1 , 1.rhich 
ethnomethodologists smugly take :for the bread and butter of ordinary 
routine is in :fact a rare and precious phenomenon on a social plane 
higher than the realm o:f small group, :face-to-face, intimate con­
tacts. It has to be :fought :for in order to be achieved. When it 
is achieved the process o:f authentication - the epistemological 
corollary 0 } emancipation - is set in motion. \-lith that, the cri­
tique o:f reality enters its 'enlightenment' stage. 

At this stage critical theory departs :from the theorist's writing· 
desk and sails i~to the open waters o:f popular reflection - seeking 
actively to re-formulate the commonsensical assessment o:f historical 
experience and to help imagination to break through the 'conclusive­
ness' o:f past evidence. Sometimes, the port o:f destination is 
clearly written into the theory, while some other parts are explicit­
ly declared o:f:f-limit. In other cases, however, no group is exclu­
ded a priori as a potential 'patient', on the ground that its pec­
uliar communication disturbances are beyond remedy. Then (as in the 
case of the leading members o:f the Frankfurt school, disenchanted 
w:lth the therapeutic amenability o:f the working class) what in :fact 
takes place is 1 the diffuse dissemination o:f insights individually 
gained in the style o:f the eighteenth-century Enlightenment'. On 
the whole, there is a growing tendency among critical theorists to­
day towards the realization that, in Habermas's terse words, 'there 
can be no meaningful theory which per se, and re~dless of the 
circumstances, obligates one to militancy•. (23) The answer to 
whether or not the distortion o:f communication along a specific 
borderline is so grave as to eliminate the possibility of repair, 
cannot be established by theoretical insight alone: it is, in :fact, 
one of these crucial hypotheses which can be verified only in the 
course of enlightenment. There are, in other words, no barriers to 
communication which cannot be, at least in principle, dissolved •. 
The burden o:f proof that this is not the case lies with the practice 
of education. 

We knoH already how the strategy o:f scientific research defines 
success in terms o:f :fact-finding and theory :formulation. Clearly, 
enlightenment must have its own criteria of success, which simul­
taneously serve the purpose o:f confirming the truth o:f critical hy­
potheses. To discover such criteria, one can again use the analogy 
of psychoanalytic dialogue. In therapy, the 'patient' must re­
cognize himself in the interpretations offered by the therapist. I:f 
he does, then such interpretations are recognized by the therapist as 
true. The important distinction between this method o:f truth­
testing and the method applied in the :first, analytical stage, is 
that the hypothesis itself is active and operative in creating con­
ditions in which it can become true. There is little chance that 
the would-be patient will ever arrive at the new interpretation en­
tirely on his own, without a therapist, or, more generally, an ex­
ternal agent acting in the therapist's role, being around to offer an 
interpretation distinct from the one commonsensically imposed by the 
patient's situation. And so it is the protracted negotiation of the 
alternative interpretation which may eventually generate a new situ-
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ation in which this interpretation 'becomes' true b-J having been 
assimilated into the consciousness of the patient, and thereby 'au­
thenticated'. 

Similarly, in the case of re-interpreting the historical e:;..--per­
ience of a group instead of individual biographical lore, the authen­
tication of an alternative interpretation requires the previous 
active presence of a relevant hypothesis ~~d a properly oreanized 
process of its negotiation. The activity of enliehtennent, unlike 
the truth-testing activity of science, is not aimed at discovering 
that the interest it ascribes to a group is indeed the 1 real interest' 
of the ~cup in question, but at attainins a situation in which that 
group WJ.ll actually adopt the ascribed interest as its own and 'real' • 
Th~ enlightenment process consists, therefore, in a dialogue, in 
:rhich critical theorists attempt to negotiate the alternative oean­
~~g~ they offer and apply persuasion to convince their partners of 
her adequaC"J. ~lhether they will succeed or not' depends' on the 
~ e' on the degree of corresnondence betueen the interpretive form­
coli con~ained in the critical theory and the voluoe of c;:perience 
gr ect~vely accumulated and comoonsensically assimilated by the 
~u~~l Such correspondence must be given the opportunity of being 
pan~ • Y considered and scrupulously assessed by all the partici-
- a~· 'In a process of enlightenmer..t there c;::,.:1 be or_y participants' 
imagj_ e'r~n the nest spec·(jacular success of theory in embracing human 
conk nat~o~ and action oueht not to be taken as a proof of the truth 
condi ... ~ed ~n the theory, m1less the dialogue has been conducted in 
ainabtons of unlimited intellectual freedom. Authenticity is att­
ners t e, ... by definition, only in a situation of eqUD..lity of the part­
fo:rmer 0 "h~ dialogue. The sign of aut:1entication is precisely the 
cei'V"in Pat~ent'::; emerging from his subordinate posit-ion on the re­
ooed g end of the dialogue, and assuming the role of a fully devel­
i; c~n~~~tive agent of meaPing-negotiation. A dialogue conducted 
contendi ~o~s of inequality of partners, or in a sit,uation in \.rhich 
proves ng 7nterpretations are suppressed or made inaccessible, 
lead tonothing, -...rhatever its tangible results; it certainly cannot 
unrreed emancipation. Instead, it can only substitute one type of 
another~m for another, or one philosophical formula of uni'reedom for 

It · 
of e~:h~lear that the authentication test, peculiar to the process 
characte .... ; enment, lacks the elegance and the air of finali t;r which 
that the--Z~s the truth-testing of positive science. It is true 
than scie~~:entific method of truth testing allous far more ambiguity 
e~erinen ... ~s~s would be prepared consciously to tolerate: if an 
sHe inte~ fa.~ls ~ there is alwa~s a. po~sibili ty of at least t\.ro oppo­
of experi Pretat~ons (one of Hluch ~s ~neptness in the organization 
uhich the ment),. and thus the sought-after refutation of the theory, 
conclusive exper~ent was designed to test, can be recognized as in­
ponement and postponed. There are, ho-...rever limits to such post­
which, if ~~d the method contains (at least th;oreticalJ.y) a proviso 
vested int ~gorously applied, will ward off the manifestations of 
theory underests arising, say, from subjective attachment of the 
the positi er scrutiny. Having placed the world it investigates in 
preoccupa t ?n or an obj act 1 over there 1 , and having excluded from its 
may be inf~ons those occurrences in which the conduct of the object 

uenced by knowledge of the scientist' s intentions or 
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interpretations, positive science at least pr?vents its ~ractition?rs 
1'rom def'ending the theories they f'ail to conf'~rm. by blanu.ng the fa.3.l­
ure on the 'obtuseness' or 'collusion' of the obJect. Such state­
ments whose conf'irmatio~refutation can be staved off by the delib­
erate action of' the objects of research, are simply not considered 
as statements of positive science. Critical knowledge, ho\.fever, the 
moment it opts for the test of authentication, does not accept that 
aelf'-limitation and therefore lays itself open to that volume of 
inconclusivenes~ and incertitude \.J'hich is hardly tolerable on the 
level of scienti£ic discourse. 

The price the theory uhich subjects itself to the test of authen­
tication pays for pulling down the barrier dividing the 'experimenter' 
and his 'objects' for dissolving the difference in status between 
them, is lik-ly t~ be considered exorbitant b,y a science concerned 
more with certainty than wi. th the significance of its results. In 
the process of' enlightenment, the addresseesof the theory must be 
endowed with the same faculties as the theoreticians themselves -
above all, wi.th the faculties of reasoning, planning, behaving in­
order-to-, pursuing subjective ends, etc. Therefore, the range of 
excuses which can be invoked to cast doubt on the conclusiveness of 
refuting evidence, is much wi.der here than in the discursive act of 
truth-testing. One excuse, however, is similar to the major self­
defence of scientific theory: educators who fail to get their mess­
age through, may always (at least for a time) blame their laclc of 
success on the technical imperfection of the educational process, and 
may try again, having rectified the genuine or alleged organizational 
flaws. This is an excuse isomorphic with the argument from 'impur­
ity of experiment', frequently applied in scientific discourse, ru1d 
in its turn put to the test before the relevant theory is finally 
refuted. But another excuse is peculiar to the test of authenti­
cation, inasmuch as it refers to the specific relationship between 
the theorist and his objects, typical of' enlightenment dialogue. In 
a crude f'orm, that excuse is reasoned along the following lines: 
people whose situation and prospects our theory intends to re-inter­
pret would certainly embrace the theory and wholeheartedly approve of 
its ~~ents - l.fere they only (i) more perceptive ruld open to reason, 
or c~~) less prone to barter away their prospects f'or a mess of 
pottage, or (iii) less completely and hopelessly stultified by their 
oppressors who hold their intellect to ransom. All three variations 
of the argument recognize 'the people' as potentially equal partners 
to the dialogue; indeed, they make sense only in the light of such 
recognition. Hithin the assumptions of authentication, they make 
reasonable hypotheses which can hardly be resolutely refuted. Neveza­
theless, the sheer possibility of their being invoked considerably 
detracts from the resolution with which the rules of refutation, 
specific to enlightenment dialogue, can be enforced. Hence the in­
trinsic inconclusiveness of all critical theory, which makes it im­
perfect qy much more severe scientif'ic standards. Hence, as well, 
the abstract possibility of' the perpetuation of error and postponing 
the admi.ssion of failure indefinitely - unheard of in the f'ield of 
scientific discourse. 

It i.s all very well for Habermas to stress that processes of 
enlightenment: 

merely support the theory's claim to truth, without valid-
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ating it, as long as all those potentially involved, to 
whom the theoretical interpretation has reference, have not 
had the chance of accepting or rejecting the interpretation 
offered under suitable circumstances • (24) 

~t ~ne can easily see that it is not only the truth of the theory, 
t~ ~ts ~truth as well which is held in suspension by the above 

~ ~J?ulat~on. In this light particularly, the unspecified nature of 
.~mtable circumstances', which, only >Then provided, can lend final­
~ ytto the outcomes of enlightenment, deprives the authentication 
a:s ~f ~ost all exactitude and specificity and, consequently, of 
seeau ~~~ty comparable to that of scientific truth-testing. It 
rro:s c . ~ this degree of indeterminacy cannot be fully eliminated 
and nt~cal knowledge, which intends to play an emancipatory role 
mitt·con~equently, embarks on the adventure of enlightenment, sub­
avail ~~l ~ tself to the test of authentication. In other words, no 
Priva~ e co~e of rules can free the agent of enlightenment from 
and the, sub~ective responsibility for his interpretation of history 
The dee_obst~nacy with which he tries to render it acceptable to all. 
the fa s~gn or enlightenment entails, as its irremovable constituent, 
at des~r ~r ?f courage and risk-tald.ng. Enlightenment is aimed not 
at chan 7Pt~?n and the instrumental perfection of 1 human nature', but 
in pracf.ng ~t. The limits of such changeability can be tested only 
1UllreaJ.i ~~ trial. The utopian edge of culture, long remaining 
With Pra s~:-c 1 ' may suddenly start moulding human praxis when it meets 
there i c ~cal necessities generated by social reality itself. But 
tain. s no way of knowing in advance that such an encounter is cer-
1'utu.re Emancipation is an effort aimed at the future, and the 

1 lln1•>-
for the -~e the past, is indeed inseparably the realm of freedom 
the kno~ct~ng man, inasmuch as it is the realm of uncertainty for 
theless ng man. The presence of the 1 utopian 1 project is 1 never-

How~ea condition of its being at least possible. 
~esting, ~h car?i'ully s.elected in the first, scientific trial of truth 
~on- neitheor~es emerge from the second test - that of authenticat-
here is t~r conclusively confirmed nor conclusively disproved. 

s:cond e~ erefore, no single, unambiguoun route leading from the 
allned at ad~tenment stage, to the third - that of practical action 
~~nes. Jllst~ng social reality to the newly accepted set of 
ec~sion t It ~s on this decisive threshhold where courage and the 
~~e' Wher~ ~e risk become indispensable vehicles; and, to be 
p e~ than he gravest and most costly mistakes can be made, more 
cart7clllar1no~ COnfounding the very emancipatory intent of action. 
~nt~nUatio~ llnportant in this context is the choice between the 
SU the Or~ Of ~he dialogue (supported by the hope that ir.lprovement 
ca~?ess), or ~at~on of education can increase its chance of final 
Th ~on has b l.ts termination, on the assumption that the communi­
the crucial ~en_b:oken definitely and beyond all chance of repair. 

e 0 PPosite ecl.s~on, in other words, concerns the classification of 
enemy • That n:nnber as a partner in the dialogue or implacable 
and the Pra@ma ~?, the choice between the pragmatics of persuasion 

Once agai tl.cs of struggle. 
mansions of ~h the therapeutic analogy may help to elucidate some di­
patient into a e Pro?lem. ~aving failed repeatedly to draw his 
the blame meam.ngful dialogue, the analyst is tempted to put 

squarely on his opposite number. Instead of reVising the 
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£ormula he has tried to negotiate, he will then de£ine the patient's 
ability to enter the dialogue as being irreparably damaged, and 
?lassi£y the patient himsel£ as incurably ill. Under closer scrut­
~ny, this conclusion seems to convey the analyst's £ailure to obtain 
communication rather than any objective attributes of the patient 
himself. This conclusion makes sense only as the summing-up of a 
series of repetitive, but abortive attempts to start a dialogue and 
to £orce the partner into acceptance of the formula considered by the 
~yst to be true. Since, however, any dialogue can confirm or 
disprove the discussed formula only tentatively - no dialogue, what­
ever its course, contains conclusive proof that the decision of the 
analyst to terminate communication was 'true'; that, in other words, 
it indeed rightly reflected certain 'objective' qualities of the 
patient. 

In practice, the decision o£ an ideologically committed group to 
declare another group as organically closed to communication and to 
classi£y it as a case in which limitation of £reedom by force is 
justi£ied, is even less controlled by the formal requirements o£ 
veri£ication than the decision of the analyst to confine his prosp­
ective partner to the mental hospital. Groups engaged in the pro­
cess of enlightenment do not enjoy the greenhouse conditions of pure 
dialogue, neither can they invoke the special authority granted to 
them by established institutions or commonsense. Even if able to 
control the rationality of their own conduct and judgment, they would 
£i~ it practically impossible to accept the evidence of their . 
failure as final. Once taken, their decision to blame the obst~nate 
partner for the breakdown of the dialogue and to declare him 'in­
curably ill' , will act as a self-fulfilling prophecy, thereby lending 
a spurious air of veracity to a rule-of-the-thumb verdict. Indeed, 
?nee placed outside the dialogue, in a subordinate and unfree posit­
~on, the condemned group will never be able to engage in dialogue. 
In view of the seriousness of the danger, one has to emphasize as 
s~rongly as possible that, whatever the course of the dialogue, it 
~ll never supply conclusive evidence for a hypothesis that one of 
~ts partners is inherently unable to embrace the truth and that, 
therefore, struggle is the only rational and viable attitude. We 
know only too well how often this vital fact tends to be forgotten in 
politics and how disastrous the results of forgetting it might be. 

In the absence of rules which can guide decisions taken on this 
threshold with anything approaching algorythmical exactitude, one 
has to settle for more lenient and equivocal heuristic guidelines. 
These can go only in the direction of shared responsibility and the 
creation of conditions where - one would hope - the guidance o£ human 
action by reason will be unimpaired. This general direction has. 
been selected on the assumption, that given real £reedom to exerc~se 
t~eir judgment and reflect on all aspects of their situation, men 
~ll eventually make the right choice between alternative interpret­
ations; or, to put it in a somewhat more cautious form - the freer 
~he conditions of judgment, the higher is the probability that true 
~terpretations are adopted and false rejected. Hence, at each 
stage of the long process of verification of critical knowledge, 
proper care is to be taken in eliminating intellectual and physical 
constraints upon judgment. At the level of theoretical discourse, 
all information, and the procedure of testing it, must be open to 



1l2 Chapter 3 

general scrutiny and all criticism carefully considered be£ore the 
assumption o£ its validity. At the stage o£ enlightenment dialogue, 
all necessary effort must be made to li£t all participants to the 
status o£ full intellectual partners in communication, and to avoid 
inter£erence of non-intellectual means in the clash between competing 
interpretations. Finally, i£ a decision has been uucen to enter a 
third stage - that o£ struggle - on the assumption that the communi­
cation with some group has been irreparably broken, all decisions 
must be made again dependent upon the consent o£ all participants, 
preceded by thorough and uncurbed scanning o£ alternative means o£ 
~ction. These heuristic guidelines are, in e££ect, exempli£icat­
~ons of the general principle: the liberation o£ man can be promoted 
only.in conditions o£ liberty. The concept o£ critical knowledge 
se~ng the emancipatory interest o£ man cannot but agree with the 
sem:nal principle and the intellectual 'spiritus movens' o£ the 
Enlightenment: that the emancipation o£ reason is a condition o£ 
all material emancipation. 
ru:u Those '\.rh~ seek knowledge o£ the kind uhose veracity one can be 

Y certall o£ at the moment one £ormula tes it, will obtain little 
~~mfort from such vague heuristic guidelines £or authentication as 
the sel£-reflection of critical knowledge can o££er. But, then, 
t~t 0~~ thing men can be certain o£, more than o£ anything else, is 
so t ey have never, so £ar, attained the kind o£ £reedoo they 
re~~ • . And freedom means uncertainty as much as certitude means 
homo ~~~on. But be£ore he may be a thinker, a symbol-maker , a 

er - man has to be he-who-hopes. 
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