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. Introduction

The purpose of this worK is to expound a theoretical and

mcthodological strategy for the analysis of cultural products.

‘ In a recent edition of Sociologie et Sociét&, Rioux claims.the

. . Y - : : Tl
‘concept of "culture is making “a comeback im the social sciences."
'. R 14
"Sociologists, indeed spcial scientists of varying stripes, have »

o, - . 7 '
been shifting attention to the concept of culture, and cultural -

r

creations or products, English-Canadian studies 11‘1 gultural prod-
ucts such as‘ literature a;‘e' now Beginning to appear, as.is evidenced
iy | in a 1978 article by Grayson and Grayson entitled “Class and b
Ideolog1es of Class in the Enghsh -Canadian Novel". "2 Qu%becois N
’ sociology is ahead of English—Canadian sociol\ogy in t‘t\is area, as | ‘

# ' .
sociologis}s have beeri studying its literatqre since at least 1964.3

On an international scale studies in this area, Dufrenne, et al.

-} suggest, are developmg in twor fashions. Firstly,.wherein the

v

See, Marcel Rioux, "Poﬁr uneé sociologie critique de la culture/ .
For a Critical Sociology of Cultu;e", in Sociologie et Sociétés '
{(Vol. No.1l, April 1979) p.55. , . ' )

- N . . , . ;

v 2 Grayson, Paul and Grayson, L.M., "Class and Ideologies of (;laﬂs
) . in the Engllsh Canadian Novel', in The Canadian Review of A
. RN Soc1ologx and Anthropology (15:3, August 1978) pp.265- 283

;.

- Québécois sociologists work on lijerature appears.in the

e
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4
sociology of the work of art traces the book, the cinema, the

‘theatre, the music, etc. to its "existence in society", and
s’econdly,%erein the work of art is itself studjied as a product. 4
In the work that follows aspects of both 'these fashions will be
expiored. Howgver, it is iu,rporta‘nt that the reader does not confuse’
t'his work as being concerned principally wi‘ih the cultural product
itself, .nor with it.s origin. Even though these issues are touched
c;n, the central thrust of this work 15 to expand a theoretical and
meth:odological stratégy for tf1e analysis of cultural products.  In

this respect the cultural product is. used for both illustrative

purpases and to ground theoretical and methodological colncerns.'
“ :
In pursuing this objective three authdrs representing three
. Vi 1

differing problematics 5 or thought structures are presented:

Recherche Sociogrdphiques (Vol.1 and 2, 1964), also see both
Jean Charles Falardeau, Notre sociéte et son roman (Montreal,
editions HMH, 1967) and George Vachon, ''L'espace politique et
sociale dans les romans Québécois", in Recherche Sociographiques,
(7[3], 1966). Two recent issues of Sociologie et Soci&té which
help confirm the proposition that Québécois sociology is
well-represented in the ‘area of sociology of culture are:.,
Critiqle Sociale et Création Culturelle (Vol. No.l, April 1979)
and Pour une Sociologie du Cinéma (Vol.8, No.l, April 1979).

4 Dufrenne, Mikel, et al, (eds.) "Aesthetics and the Sciences of
Art't, in Main Trends of Research in the Social and Human Sciences.
(Part 2, Vol., 'The Hague and Paris: Mouton and Unesco, 1978)
pp. 4B89-855. '

'S‘The concept of problematic whereas it is used broadly in francophone
sociology, is not as yet well known in anglophone sociology. The -
reasons for adopting this concept as opposed to, theoretical frame-
work or model, are further elaborated in Chapter II. For the
moment, however, the reader is advised to take the concept as being
synonymous with thought structure. X . '

°
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P
(1) the sociology of knowledge problematic of Karl Mannheim via

Max Weber; (2)- the genetic structuralist problematic of Lucien

Goldmann via George Lukacs; and.(3) the Althussérian structuralist

problematié:via Karl Mﬂ;x. Each of these problematics is presented

on three different levels; the epistemological, the theoretical T
and methodological, and the empirical. The différences and simi-
larities of these problematics have to do with the held view each
carrieé regarging the relation between culture and social structure,
A fuil—blown analysis of cach problematic will help bring this out.
Finélly,konce each problematic has been presented, a tﬂeoretical

and methodological strategy for the analysis of cultural products (/

is suggested, referring to aspects of all three problematics.

The justification for this objectiv{(Ig\;ooted in twg_Broad

&
theses. Firstly, there is a tension.between the traditions of & : '

3 . .

' I . - - . .
47 historicism, which takes human interaction as its subject matter,
. ' ~

' ) and structuralism, which takes as its subject matter social

structure-one step removed from observed social relations.
In their pure or most extreme forms these t¥aditions are in opp-
osition to one another, however, and this brings us to our second

thesis; the two are not mutually exclusive,/in the sense that one

must adopt one at the expense of ‘discarding the other. Rather it

6 For an elaboration of the definition of historicism, see Karl

" Mannheim's essay "Historicism", in Essays in the Sociology of

s Knowledge (New York: Oxford, University Press, 1952). For an

' elaboration of the definition of structuralism, see C.G.

Pickvance (ed.) Urban Sociology (Great Britain: Tavistoek Pub-
lications, 1976) p.198, and also Miriam Glucksmann, Structuralist
Analysis in Contempprary Social Thought (London: Routledge an¢
Keagan Paul, 1974) p.45,
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1, - o
1% proposed that a resorting to 'the two is not only possible,
\ .
)

but necessary. Without such a resortion, any analysis of cultural

s ~

products is partial and, as such, is inco

.

’ » - ' “(
and structuralism and a middle gpeuﬁaT« im, taking from ‘

chér and others, represents historicismMn/its most vivid form, .
Goldmann, represenéing the center, synthesizes thé two traditions'
of historicism and structuralism by insisting»thag one must study
. \
both the structure and the genesis of a ihing. Althusser, at the
., - other extreme, represents a structuralist problem;x%k. Even
though the Althuserians réject ‘this charge, an overriding concern

r

- with rgLations betwegén elements would seem to indicate the

structuralist tendency of their work. Hence, this catego}y i{

retained as, a general description of the Althusserian problematic.

In Chapter II the main theoretical and methgdological’
thrust of the project is outlined in a distussion of the main

concepts and terms employed, the data to be examined, and the

) -~ ' 0‘ .
techniques to be utilized. Two key descriptive terms, paradigm

s

and problematic, are defined, accompanied with a discussion of the
. £ +

distinction between theory akd methodology.  Three levels of

abstraction, the epistemological, the theoretical -and methodological,

and the empirical, are discerned. The data on the empirical level

. (is a C.B.C. radio-drama script. The'techniques suggested for the

PR 3 uncovering of these data are: (1) content analysis; (2) structural
I

-

andlysis; and (3) literary analysis. - 3 / o

.
x
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Chapter 111 is the first of the three substantive chapters.

)

Included is a gemeral ,outline of Mannheim's sociology of know-

\
ledge problematic. Mannheim's épistemological heritage and main
. « intellectual debt is traced to Max Weber's neo-Kantian epistemo-

« ) 4
) i logy and\ma;g methodologieal pracgdure. The theoretical and
“ ¢ ,

methodological propositions of fhe sociology of knowledge problem-

’ «

L

atic are presented. Finally, based on the methodological procedure,

~

-

interpretation of *the-world-view which is outlined in a general

N

’ discussion of the mgthodolosy, a content analysis is applied to

the C.B.C. script in an att depict the content of the world .
% : : : / :

/)view it portrays. ’

b The genetic structuralist problematic of Lucien Goldmann
o via George Lukacs is the sugject matter of Chaptér IV. Goldmann's
4gmajor epistemological and intellectual’ debt is linked to George
Lukacs. This is, done by.tracing Lukacs' rejection of the Hegeliaﬁ

dialectic, outlining his interpretation of Marx, and showing the

resulting concept of practice as Goldmann's central epistemological

referénce. Goldmann's problematic js seen to exist within a
K > '
; historicist and structuralist synthesis. The theoretical and -

g

. ’ methodological grOpoéitions of Fhe problematic are offered along‘
with a stfgctural analysis of the selected radio-dramas ~This is
téntrasted with the Mannheimian anélysis by showing differences
on both the epistemplogical .and empirical levels. -

P ) 3
-~ B )

* Once the Maﬁnheim and Goldmann problematics are distinguished,

S o we turn to the Althusserian structuralist problematic. Unlike the
.o - . ’ |
A - twospreceding chapters, the Althusserians, because their work is N |
primarily ¢oncerned with the interpretation’ of Marx,*aré not traced . ;

~
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to their main intellectual and-epistemglogical base, Instead, .

an attempt is made to dedl with the Althuserians on their own

v

ground. On the epistemological leyel, a critique of historicism

.

is formulated. From this base is launched an argument to
distinguish science from ideology. Finally, the main theoretical

. and methodological propositions are offered and a framework for

t

a l}terary analysis of the selected script is applied.

~

< In the concluding chapter a summary comparison of the

three levels of the problematics is offered in order that a
“ ‘ e,
conclusion to the objective of the project might be reached. R ‘
1 A

Mannheim's main methodological procedures are subsumed in Goldmann's
3 ) problematic which, it is argued, must negate Mannheim's major!
e%isﬁemological assumption. A dialogue is opened between the
- Althusserians and Goldmann problematics, the result of which suggests
the two may compliment one another. The conclusion sugges}s that,

elements from all three problematics must be resorted to in any +
. \ L

scheme designed to aﬁalyse cultural products. . ‘
§ ‘ g

PYRPA

- . L s . R N
[ b . . )
» e . - . R
ACLAN L g WS IR S s i, e s p e gy S A B gt O (g g g P 1 shuad Tt -t A 154 wie? Pt 15 .
R . ~ .
el

»




¥l

. \ _ " CHAPTER 1II° , :

The Approach: Paradigms and Problematics
& = h ‘ -

s In this chapter the overalllproject is revealed through a

*

T'discussion of the major terms and concepts used, the levels of
abstraction on which analyses are formed, and the specific data
to be used along with the teéhniques employed to uncover it. The = -

two, key concepts discussed hefe are problématic and paradigm, It

e .
is argued that the former is a more specific category which is

W [ best suited for the investigation and/or depiction of particular
v . & .

“‘&&,thought models, The latter, on the other hand, is & broader

v

LN

category in that it might be thought of as housing particular prob-

lematics. A paradigm is defined as a fraditiqn of study which is |

concerned with the same subject matter. Thd broblema}ic is defined

“‘ as a more specific coklective or individual thought structure.

»

Once the distinction is made between the paradigm and the
/
problematic, the main assuymption uhderlying the problematic is posed

as its ability to analyse 'a thought structure from the outside, and

that the analysis of the ppoblemaéigs are independent.of the theories

of the theorist making tﬂe analysis., This ggsuhption is\distinéuished
. , from the assumpt;oﬂ of the !social determination of thought' which '
uﬁdér}ieg ihe sociology of knowledge approaéh to the theory of theory,

and from the philosophy of science which tends to study scientific -
P .

» o — ~ - - e

3
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procedure in theories. After making these distinctions, the
problematic is offered as the principal concept around which this

project is organized. m\\“F

A general description of {Qe deductive style of the
project is made and éhe three levels of abstraction which together
formulate the concept of problematic are depicted. The three levels
&f.abstract%on afe the epistemological, theoretical and methbdolog;
ical, and the empifiéal. The data fax\the illustrative applicatﬁons
are 'noted “3long with three techniques corresponding to the three
different probleﬁétiCS. In\satisfying'the primary.objective of

this thesis, three problematics are to be presented. The First two,

Karl Mannheim and Lucien Goldmann,-

historicism.,1 The third problematic,'that of %he Althusserian,

falls within the paradigm of structuralism, Certal

-
£

dictate that the analysis remain within the limits of the seminal

4 ¢

gprks of these authors, however, where ituwaé pecessary, secondary
sources were gonéulted. There are a great number of traditions or
paradigms that have emerged in opposition to one another but rarely
dé they share :he breadth and dominance of the two under'investiga—

tion. In this sense, this work touches on a select but important

- set of authors, and as such, serves as a very modest attempt at
9 \)

-

workipg out major ideas that will hopefullysserve as a useful contri-

v

‘
A

Actually, as will be argued later, Goldmann's genetic structuralist
problematic cuts across both the historicist and structuralist
ﬂparadiéiz. For purpeses here, that is, to contrast with the Althuss-
erians, Goldmann is thought of as falling within the historicist
paradigm. Goldmann's historicist tendencies are a result of the
influence of Lukacs. This is further explored °in Chapter IV,

. L ‘

.\" .

.
C
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bution to the area.

Major Terms and Concepts

' i
The concept of a problematic is used here as ddfine

Miriam Glucksmann:

LA problematic or a thought structure is a particular
way of -looking at the world, defined by the fundamental
questions asked, and which includes concepts, methods
and theories. To isolate a problematic requires more
than a simple reading of the texts, but depends on
making explicit concepts that. are often only latent
and investigating their interrelationship within a
tdtal system.' 2

The concept as Glucksmann uses it, is similar to the Kuhnsian

concept of a paradigm, 3 Ritzer provides us with a sociological.

u"'

definition of the paradigm in the following:

L
"A paradigm is a fundamental image of a subject matter . ‘
within a science. It serves to define what should be
studied, what questions should be asked, how they should
be asked, and what rules should be followed in inter-
preting the answers obtained. The paradigm is the ,
. broadest unit of consensus within a science and serves
to differentiate one scientific community from another.
It subsumes, defines, and interrelates the exemplars,
theories, methods, and instruments that exist within it."

These two concepts seem to share the same meaning. The

-~

difference between the two, at this point, is the level of generality

' ™~

J

2 Glucksmann, 1974, p.8, emphasis added.

3 Kuhn, Thomas. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago:

University of Chicago Press, 1962),

S8 Ritzer, George. Sociology:a Multiple Paradigm Science (Seattle: _
Allyn and Bacon, 1975). Dp.7. Ritzer's definition of the Kuhnsian
.concept is used here because it is in a different form in Kuhn's

7 work. Ritzer's definition is more uséful for our purposes.

Emphasis added.

< f N ,
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_ problematic, as Glucksmann says in substance, 'ﬁx that the theore-

17, !

.

at which cach is formula@ed. The paradigm, a$ used by Ritzer,

%gscribes combinations of thcorists and methodologists who represent
'traditions’' in social science. The problématic, as developed by

the structuralist-tradition and employed by Glucksmann in her
comparison of Claude Levi-Strauss and Louis, Althusser, is a more

v

specific\concept. In this sense, we could speak of the structural- -

ist paradigm as a tradition of which the Althusserign problematic

.

is one version. A paradigm is an oVerarching category in which

1 ‘ 4
various problematics are loeated. ‘In this sense, a paradigm refers

LAY

to a whole range of subject matter, while the problematic deals

with more specific thought structures or specific ways of séeing

subject matter, For example, both Althusser and Claude Levi-Strauss

' .

on at least one level, are concerned with the relations between

elements;.not with the elements pernse but with iheif relations;

i.e., structure, This is tﬁought of as subject matter. Hgnce,-ht

the broadest level, both\Althgfser and Levi—étraués belong to the “
_same tradition, but at the same‘time have different thought structures.

The difference between the problematics reveals the prime dynamics '

of the overall paradigm, or tradition. Given this importanée, it +

.

is necessary to discuss the major assumptions behind the concept of

i .
a problematic. : ' =

rd . LI

An important assumption that dnderlies the concept of a T

PR
s

t1ca1 framéworks can bg’con51dered as distinct entltles, capable of '

analysxs from the out51de that the results of analysis of problem-

A Y

atics are 1ndependent of the theories of the analysis of- the analyst

e S -

of theory." This positionsdiffers considerably from the sociology -y




2
[ S

18,

1

| 4

of knowledge position which raises the problem of the 'determinancy

i

of thought™, ‘In attemﬁt}ng a solution to the problem,‘the
sociology of knowledge attempts to examine external determi?ants
on the perspeet;ve of thgught. Acto}ding to Glucksmann, this ts one
of two approaches to what she calls "the theory of theory", 5 The
secend appréach is the philosophy of science,'ehich tends to focus
analysis m;“%he procedure of scientific investigation, or to the
process of scientific change." Neither of these approaches are
especially helpful for the ana1y51s of the 1nternal structure of
theory or the relations between the component parts. In this sense
the concept of problematic, or thoughtstructure is better eqU1ped -
to deal with the exp051t10n of the 1nterna1 structure of theory
1tse1f 6 Eyen though problematic is offered here as the key )
conceet for- the overall work, the socielogy gf‘knowledge positioﬁ

and the philoeophykof science position -are net entirely excluded. =

On the contrary, the two are to be touched on, but only briefly.

Some reference to @mtelleetual or .external qsbts will be made for

-

“each of the problematics considered; and a final br1ef summary of

L)
the seminal elements of the broader parhdigms of structuralism and
, w £ . W v
historicism will be offered. Therefore, this work will capture some

\

“aspects of all three styles of analysis but the key concept employed

-

is that of the problematic. .

3

H

7 X o

> Glucksmann, 1974, p.4

6 ibid.

- - . 1,y

[ S
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This work usei/primarily deductive forms of inquixy. By

this it is meant that the problematics that are presented\ge rally

‘
“

begin with a broad set of assumptions, from which are posited

‘increasingly more specific ‘theoretical and methodological proposi-

tions. el?he analytical difference between theory and methogplogy
N e R ’

is that the former is substantive whereas the. latter is normative.

A

McKinney suggests theory " has to do with certain aspects of the

A

interactions o¢f people', hence it is substantive. Methodology, «on

a

the other hand, has to do with 'the norms and principles of
investigation", hencit is normative. In short, theory answers
the questions of what and methodology answers the question of

how. )

-
’

It must be kept in mind, however, that the above distinction

" is anadytical, for purposes of definition and explanation. In

ractice this distinction.tends to break down. It is often diff-
. practa , :

-

~icult to clearly distinguish a ‘theoretical glement from a method-

ologicai ope, ;t a variety of levels of abstraction.’ For exdhple}ﬂ
on a higher level of abstraction wherein a justification of the,
usage of a p;iticﬁlar technique must be made, that justificat?bn’mgy
require both normative and substantive elsme;ts at the same time.

\ .
Hence, the traditional analytical distinction between theory and

7 John McKinney, "Methodology, Procedures and Techniques", in
Modern Sociqlogical Theory, ed. by H. Becker, p.282,

'

»

N
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methodology tends to break down slightly at various points.

The point has now been reached where it is possible to begin to
o~ ’ depict the elements and leveis of abstraction that comprise a¢@§¢
problematic. Once this is achieved the concept of a problematic
willqserve as ; guidéliné around which the project may be organized,
The first level of analysis is thought of on the highesg or most
general level_of abstraction; i.e., the epistemological foundation.
This refers to the general assumﬁtiong which underlie a problem-
atic. These assumptions are pose& in terms of the probiematic's
. theory of knowledge; i.e., how i;'knewledge achieved and what kinds -
of world views result: It is he}pful, in depictipg this level of
. abstraction, to point out the p?ime.inte}lectual debts of the
problehatics under consiaération and in some cases,.elaborate on
their epistemological base. Thi§ will reveal the iPistemological >
and to some extent, the paradigmatic tradition of each probiem-
. atico In this light, Mannheim's relation to Webef, Goldm;nn's
£e1ation to Lukacs, and Althugser's relation to ﬁarﬁ are to be. . .-

. examined in terms of their epistemoldgical heritage. .

, . ‘ )
. . * R

The second level of abstraction is more specific than that .

.

of world view. This is the realm of theory and methodology.

ﬂé.has already‘been meﬂtioned, these terms are difficult to "
distinguish. At the most specific level of ab§traction; viz.: when
empirical materials are confronted, tﬁgory will cover "subsiantive
hypotheses" to account for and.explain observed facts, phenomena

and events. On the broader or more general levels of abstraction,

‘

theory is subsumed within the level of epistemology and~world view,

In this sense there ‘dre two meanings of the term: one is the .

»
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as equivalent to that of problematic. Glucksmann makes this

-
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substantive‘hypothesis and the other is the notion.of theory

v

.

distinction in the following:

"Thus in order to analyze a theory completely, it
is not enough to accept it as independent and self
sufficient. In most cases theoretical hypotheses
- and methods for testing them are embeded in a
wider problematic, linked with distinctive epist-
emological and philosophical premises which confer >
extra meaning on them. E )

The term théory becomes overloaded if we look at it .
in this way, and we tan distinguish two separate . ”~
meanings it fas already acquired.

(1) customary meaning as substantive hypothesis
to account for and explain particular social
phenomena;

L}

(2} a whole conceptual framework embodyingfdifferent
levels and areas of which theory in the first sense
is ‘just one. . ’

The term theory will be reserved for the first,
and problematic for the second." 8

Methodology refersdprimarily to the methods used in research and
AN N .

is on a similar level of abstraction as theory in terms of its
proximity to data. The braader elements subsumed under the categ2£¥$

’ . . ' ' 4
of methodology include the hypothetico-deductive method, 2 whith

is a general description of the investigation process. At this P
\ 3

level, methodology is very closely related to the level of/

<

epistemology. ﬁere methodology becomes meta-methodology. Similarly,
- -~

when theory reaches a certain phase in the’ explanation of a

phenomena, it borders on the realm of epistemllogy and world -view, ‘

. . ~
. Here it becomes meta-theory. s;
-
) . =
8 Glucksmann, 1974, p.11, emphasis added. ‘ B co <
S N
%A Kaplan, The Conduct 'of Inquiry (San Francisco: Chandler
publishing, 1964) p.10.
‘|
N - o bt nsaatehadiiod baasd - “ ‘“‘F;.-OM




| , : 22,
The most concrete or specific level of abst;action has
to do with the employx:ent of a rt:echnique.of data analysis. The
technique is thought of as primarily a *'fact finding device". /
Certain techniques may be employed more often by certain problem- -
h 'altics than others. However, antagfm‘istic problematics may employ %
the same techniques. The point is, the ahnique is manipulated
or applied in a manner which is “compatible with the broader
<
contours f the problematic that employs it. Once tKe data is
discovered by the techniqug, a theoretical interpretatiop-is
ge;érated which, in turn, develops further hypotheses, and so on. //
T | /
In summary then; three levels gf abstraction have been
noted: (1) the level of ass ‘tior;s, general epistemology, theory .
of knowledge and world view%ﬁ) theory and methodology, includi;)g
substantive hypotheses, explanation of data, general method of
analysis of data; and (3) kinds of techniques most likely to be
employed, description pf observations, or actual method of describ-
. ing observations. It is possible other elements might be i)ncluded
in the concept of problematic. Howeve&, most ;;ositions in social
science contain either explicitly or implicitly aspects of all T -

. these elements as well as the levels of abstraction at which they

operate. Admittedly, this list is not exhaustive; at certain

-

points it may be hecessary to introduce further elements. Never-

theless,?or, thespurpose of this work, these elements cover most

- A ‘ of the needs. ‘ . T

o

-

A difficulty that emerges with the use of the probl,émétic
is'the péss'ibility of conflicting probleinatic‘s' addressing the
same subject matter with the same or similar concepts. This may

8 : V 1
~ L1
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lead to confusion. A similar problem emerges with the paradigm
in the sense that conflicting paradigms ovgrlap on occasion

thereby making a clear and obvious difference ‘difficult to - .

-

see. In this sense, at certain levels of abstraction,isolated
theories may be seen as the same from one problematic to the

‘other. A good example of what is meant here is the confusion often
. -

et
L e .

o 0 . R

pxpressed overjghe difference between marxist and elitist theory.
L .

At certain levels each position is concerned with the exploitation

and repression of one class by another. However, if the positions

-

are more fglly presénted,it can Pg discovered that elitist modes

of thodght tend to focus on the.circulation of elites, whereas
marxist styles of thought tenq to focus attention on relations of
production, 10 These tendencies are not, strictly speaking, always
the case, but they do begin to offer some ideas of the différeﬂces
between th 0 modesqof thougbtf These dig;:;ences stem from
different epistemological r;ots, and\differing intellectual trad;
itjgons, which may only be fuily understood by thoroughly analysing
the broad range of thé problematic gnd ultimately its application.

As Glucksmann suggests; “Certain theories may be similar at face

P ‘
value but belong to different épistemologies and vice-versa; the
"
same epistemological framework may be compatible with the lower
: ' 11

level theoretical proposifﬁbns.“

o

*
t

10 This distinction is well brought out in Sweezy's critique

of C. Wright Mills book The Power Elite, in the Monthly Review
(New York: Greenwood, 1968) Vo4.8, 1956-57. J

11 Glucksmann, 1974, p.10.

a
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Given this flexibility, a further probiem that will have to

be guarded.against is the usnge40f‘concepts in eash paradigm.
For example, does Mannheimyuse the concept of ideology in the ‘
same way as Gd}dmi?n, or-the Althusserian's? Are the various
concepts used by each author meant in similar or different ways?

This demands attention at a variety of stages while expounding N

the problematics.

Data and Techniques

The data base for this project is the C.B.C, radio-drama
archives housed at Concordia University. The,arfhives hold Some
7,000 radio-drama scfipts produced by the Canadian Broadcasting
Corporation over more than 50 years. For many, radio-drama wag
the medium ‘through whicﬁ Canadian theatre was developed. It is
not the task of this project to give an overall history of raéio—
drama, nor to categorize the literary, political, dconomic or
social nature of these ﬁaterials.’ Instead, the intention of the
thesis‘is to use a radié—drama scrip£ as a'cultural préd;ct, or

. : ~
sociab‘fact)\and begin to ask how might an analysis of such a
fact be pursued ﬁy tﬂ; three problematics under consideration.
The grounding of these problematics is as importanttés the
exposition of the world view of éaéh. Without such a'gfoun&ing

it would not be possible to fullyfillustraté the problematic

itself. \

B "

The script  which will be used fof’tpe illustrative analyses

is "A Way Through the Wood", written by Alan King, produced by

a

£



8

Peter Mcbonald, and broad¢asted on Sunday, December 9th, i951,

) . at 9:00 p.m.(EST, from Toronto to the trans-Canada Nefwork..lz'

. Three_zechhiqhes are considered in the direct textual analysis.
Firstly, a content analysis is to‘be used in connection with

Mannheim's problematic. Secondly, a structuralist technique

is employed in connection with the Goldmann/Lukacs problematic. =

X

) -
Thirdly, taking the data uncovered by both the Mannheim/Weber
; :

and Goldmann/Lukacs' problematics, a literary analysis based

-~

on the Althusserian's argument for the 'formal structure of

ideology' is used. The descriptidn of the usage of ,each of these

v techniques is offered in each chapter at_the beginning of the

third level of the problematic, that is, the level of‘appiication.

t -
» ? .
/f ' * ) ‘ (\ ) . )
‘ \ ! : X
12 .
-~ The script which will be used for the illustrative analyses
' is from the C.B.C. Stage ‘54 series. This series was broad-
cast regularly on Sunday evenings. It is, so to speak, the
N - best of C.B.C. radio~drama, A précis of this script and a
, ’ discussion of the historical period appears if Chapter III.
' - va
| i
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@® A The Sociology of Knowledge Problematic

3 . .
of Karl Mannheim via Max Weber

4 [ -

I Introguction N

¢

Utilizing the concept of a problematic, as was outlined .
in Chapter II, the sociology of knowledge position of Karl ' N
Mannheim is elaborated in this chapter as an extension of Max .

Neber s eplstemolog1ca1 positian, stated in Neo—Kantlhn terms as’

- v,

‘the partlal nature of knowledge': Mannheim's problematlc is

rooted in the more general paradigm of historicism as it emerged’

*

in Europe in the early decades of thls ‘century. Oncé the

;- . r
' : 1nte11ectua1 debt to' Weber is estab11shed the sociology of

‘ p |

knowledge problematlc is analysed in terms of the previously .

identified.three.ﬁevels‘pf abstraction. Mannheim's problematic
t;kes a; i£5 geaerallsubjeéégaatter the historically speéific
subjget. Tak1ng from Troeltsch Dllthey, Weber, “and others, Mannheim's
- soc1ology of knowledge problematlc is reviewed as.lt exists w1tﬁxp
the{largp; paradigm of h15t0r101sm. Mannheim works out his
’ problemaiic’within this bafadié;;by synthesizing the Hegelian |
o . historical school 'and the descrig}ive ihenomgnoiogiéal sﬁhoo]. n
This is later couched in a~ﬁixture of Neo-Kantian-Weberianism, and

. ‘. )
Neo-Hegelian-Marxism. The influences of both these schools are

®

v * -

o
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pointed outdwith the conclusion being that it is the former
which is the dominant influence on the construction of Mannheim's

sociology of knowledge problematic.

B '
I3

Weber's influence is depicted as crucial to thé Mannheim-
ian problematic and as such, it is argued?ﬁhat a presentation of
Weber's main epistemological a?sition and its implications fog
theoretical and‘meEhodological propositions serves as a necessary
step toward an understanding of Mannheim. Weber's epistemology
is presented as neo-Kantian in that it is concerned mainly with
the separation qf the subject and object. The main assulption

L4

which this position harbours is that knowledge is partial; i.e.,

ot

reality consists of an infinite number of elements of which the
human mind is only- 'capable of grasping a limited number. This

limited or partial reality is seen through two kinds of concepts --

. the general and the specific. Concqéts are formed via the

procedure of the ideal type. Two ideal types are examined: where
meaning stems from the interpretation of phencmena by the
obsgrver; and where meaning stems from the observer. - Concept form-

ation (ideal types) and the overall epistemological position of

Weber are presented in a fashion that allows us to root Mannheim's

sociology of knowledge problematic in the primary assumption of
partial knowledge. ’ : .

‘ The discussion of. Mannheim's sociology of knowledge
) &
problematic is thus launched in a Weberian shadow. The implications
of Weber®s position are carried over to the presentation of

;
Mannhheim. The epistemological assumption is revealed, in the

.
-
s
A
:,J
-
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problem of relatibnal knowledge, as ’pé;!ial knowledge'. Once
the prime episteﬁological assumﬁtion is revealed,the(discussion
moves to the second level of the problematic, ;heory and )
methodologxi. The main theoretical propositions are presented.

X
Each is then related to the central thesis of the problematic

which is argued as 'the social -determination of knowledge', The
theoretical propositiéns culminate in the problem of relationalism.
This progfgh, it is argued, requires a methodology which will
allow the problematic to continue with theoretical formulations.
Tﬁc main methédological concept is the 'detached intellectual'.
Five protedure; are elabotated which together constitute the

methodology of detachment, the interpretation of the world view,

imputation, ideal types, particularization, and relationalism.

-

Finally, and as the third level of the problematic, an
illustration is offered in a content analysis of the cultural fact
"A Way Through the Wood". The focus 'of thé study of cultural
productions is argued as beiﬁg placed on the tracing of‘}he
hisforically specific location or‘context~in'which the product
emerges. The par?ial gnalysis of the conpenta?f thehworld view
@n the script is justified as being one of three elements\ﬁﬁich
combined constitute an entire world view. The other two elements
are tﬂe expressive and documentary ﬁeaninés. The technique of
content analysis ig reviewed and the employment of the procedures
of ideal type and imputation are utilizé& in the operationalization
of the technique, The agalysis is aimedl at -depicting the variety

of world views in the script, and by means of quantification, (e

1
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" Mannheim's Historicism

29.

showing the e€lements that constitute the script. Some suggestions
are offered for a broader dpplication of the problematic to the

cultural product.
X

~

Karl Mannheim‘was Born in Budapest, in 1893, "Among his
most influential teachers were the Hungarians Gyofgy Lukacs, and
Bela Zalai and the Germans Emil Lask, Heinrich Rickert, and
Edmund Huserl." ' Prior to his departure to England in 1933,

Mannheim worked and published within the contours of German social

_science. The three main influences on this category of his work

were Max Weber, Max Scheler, and Karl Marx. After teaching
sociology at the London School of Econommcs Mannpleim moved to

the Institute of Education at the Unlver51ty of London, and died

in 1947, 2 ’ ’

N

If we can trace Mannheim to a major paradigm or tradition’
of thought, it is that of historicism. According to Mannheim,
historicism had become, in the modern world, the principle

[

weltanschuung (world view). Historicism, for Mannheim, coloured \

.all the disciplines of the social sciences and humanities; "science

and scientific methodology, “logic, epistemology, and ontology are

om

4 -
s - &)

#
1 Kurt Wolf, From Karl Mannheim (New York Oxford Press, 1971)
p. IX

2 . Ernest Mannheim, Amer1can Journal of Sociology (LII May, 1947)
PP .471-474,
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all molded by the historicist approach." In this sense,
historicism, for Mannheim, was the universaI wgrld view for man
in the twentieth century much on the same level that religion
provided ‘a universal world view for the medievdl man. The
central thesis of thp‘historicist world Vie; is "that historical
khowledge i; only possible from an ascertainable intellectual. .
location, that i£ pregupposes ?‘subject harbouring definite
aspirations regarding the future and actively striving to achieve
them," 5 The hibtor;éal subject is at the heart of the histor-. °
icist world view. Mannheim, taking from Troeltsch, asserted

that "the historical subject stands rather midway between’

‘the empirical ego of the historian and the purely supra-temporal

subject of the Kantian theory of knowledge." 4 The historical
personality is a synthesi; of this polarization. "It emerge;-

as being whose dynamism is consubstantial with the dominant active
forces of histor;." 5 In tracing tﬁe trends iﬁ this type of
historical thought, Qwo different schools are discerned: .Hegelian
gialéctics,ﬁhand the "German historical school.' According to

2

Mannheim this duality persists in historicist thought well into
! AN

(

rd T

3 Karl Mannheim, Essays on the Soéiofé;x_uf Knbwledge (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1936) p.B6.

>

4 ibid. Here Mannheim is paraphrasing Troeltsch's central thesis,
p- 102. 3

5 ibid. p.102. . | .
<+

6

For a discussion of the Hegelian dialectic see Chapter IV,

-
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- the twentieth century. The distinction between these two styles !

of historicism is best understood as the former emphasizing
. - s

general?laws, as in the Hegelian absolute spirit,,and the latter
, v

<oncentrating on constiructing descriptive concepts, as in‘Weber's . >

‘ideal types. 7 "Mannheim helps-clarify this distinction in the
following: * ' ,

Y

"The fundamental opposition between the Hegelians ‘

and the historicgl school is most readily demonstrated -«

in their treatment of the concept. Whereas for the

Hegelian, the' logician, the essence of the world

. process is itself a concept and hence the fundamental

movement ,of spirit is traceable. in the “dialectical-

movement, of the concept, for the irrationalist and <

intuitive thinker the fundamental movement of life can

only be grasped in its manifestations by the intuitive

~assimilation of the concrete phenomena; one could \

at most try to characterize.it in ‘descriptive’ - !

concepts...." 8 . AR ‘
/ , P—

According to Mannheim there are advantages .and disadvantages

to each of -tHese approaches. This is a somewhat typical response
' G
‘ : .

from Mannheim, in that there is a sense in which much of his important

2
. . : )

g work is a borrowing or balancing of differing traditions. In , ‘
this instance, he argues that the descriptive concept adds to the

overall capacity of historicism's knowledge.

'

descyglptive school is able, through intuition and the method of .

The historical,

'verstéhen, to trace subtle '"correlations between various man@fest- < | -
ations of life within the same epoch." S The dialectitién§, on .
_ the other ‘hand, are often accused of fitting reality into the
’Heéelian triad of thesis, ;ntithesis, and sythesis‘ According

8 Mannheim, 1936, p.107, emphasis added. :

‘

' ¥ ibid.p. 107. / o ' ' B

B
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“ N . ~
to the irrationalists (historical school) reality simply does LA
not always correspond to a schema or model, 'Yet, the descriptive
. "

method does not fulfill the 'promise’, or the universal scope”

of historicism, which is to show linkages between epochs; in short,

to understand the 'whole' of histor&. Hence, Mannheim argues,

y
both methods are necessary in rounding out the historicist

~

weltanschauung., Only with the historicist weltanschauung can

.culture, art,'aegihetics, cultural creations, cultural activity,

N

etc, be understood. The final aim of historicism is to work out

a "universal metaphysical and methodological principle which
. / .
comes more and#%ore to dominate the cultural sciences and to

become paramount in aesthetics, the science of religion, sociology, )
' . C e . 10 ‘ s
and the history of ideas. o .

.

.

~When‘we say Mannheim's socioloéy of'knowledge problematic

’ ! .
‘fits within a historicist paradigm, we mean that the subject

\

matter of that paradigm is copcerned, first and foremost, with
the historicalllocation of the actor, in relation to other histor-
. rT—" ~ . - ) .
ical periods or epochs. In this sense the larger synthes$is that .
Mannheim makes is with the wholistic notion of history; that is,
the cumulative progression.of epochs, and the specific description
1 Y . !
of concrete actors in the specifi¢ historical milieu:. Historicism,
PRV ,

then; may be ﬁepicted as a paradigm’(br(world view, in Mannhein's
At A , A -

,tefms) which takes as its-subject matter the interactions of men - -

in their historically sp@ific milieu, Before s eliing out the
‘ i p

) . b |
10 4pid. p. 10. ( : ~ , . ‘
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specffic terms of the Mannheimian socioiﬁgy of knowledgé

problematic, it will‘be useful to review the epistemological
debts of the historicist paradigm in which Mannheim's work is

located. o .

Manhhéim's‘Relation and Debt to Weber and Marx o :

. Depicting Mannheim's historicist world view and epistem-
ology is a somewhat difficult exercise, That this is so has to

’db with a form of eclecticism in his work(which contains aspectsj

of both heo—Hégelian-Marxism and neo~-Kantian-Weberianism, In

the formef, a central epistemological focus has to do with ‘ .

' \
. wholistic concerns. This is evident in Mannheim's concept of

A Pk <

’ Weltanschauung: &et, a cdnsistent problem plaguing Mannheim's
work is the nature of part1a1 truth, a Weberian problem. It is
clear that Mannheim accepts the primary marxist metaphor of b;se
and superstructure, Yet, in working out methodological procedures

he relies on the ideal type. This is apparent in two interpret-

ations of Mannheim's intellectual debts which are found in

Zeitlin's Ideology and the Development of Sociological Theory,

t

and Hamilton's Knowledge ahduSocial Structure. The difference in

these two accounts may be traced to a general difference in the '

2

interpretation of the rclation of Weber to Marx. Zeitlin's
account examines Weber in the context of the "Marxian Watershed",

looking at\strong“similarities between Weber and Marx. The
hid

) 1mp11cat1on of Hamllton s analysis 1nd1cates a strong d1v151on . o

i '

between “arx and Weber that is*rooted in confllctlng ep15temolog1cal
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positions. In this context Hamilton argues that Mannheim's

®
_epistemology is "thoroughly Weberian", whereas Zeitlin argues

 that tbere is an equal com}bination oMMarx a;ud .'Weber in Mannheim's
work. Tﬁese two positions are perhaps more clearly seen in the’
follawing:

Zei£1in

"Mannheim admired Weber's elaboration and refinement
. of Marx's mecthod and in fact emulated in his own
work both of those mighty thinkers. He saw clearly
that Weber had adopted Marx's geheral view that
changes in the minds of men could not be understood
adequately without relating them to' the changes in
the social situations. The human mind does not
operate in a vacuo; the most delicate changes in the
Human Splrlt correspond to similarly delicate
changes in the situation in which an individual or
group 'finds itself; and, conversely, the minutest”
change in situations indicates that men, too, have
undergone some change. This remained the leading
idea of Mannheim's sociology of knowledge." 11

Hamilton .

""As far as intellectual debts are concerned Mannheim

is thoroughly Weberiam, in the sense that his
conceptualization of society is in terms of a structure
of meaningful social actions of individual actors.

He employs the concept of ideal type as a methodolog-
ical tool and also discusses rationality and tradition-
alism as polar antithesis in ways very similar to Weber.
The neo-Kantian heritage is also significant in
unifying Weber and Mannheim - both took the central
notion of reality as ultimately an unknownable entity,
something about which man could only have an imperfect
knowledge." 12

1

.

9

11 Irving Zeitlin, Ideology and the Development of Sociological

Theory (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1969) -p.285, emphasis added.

12 Peter.Hzﬁ(Iton, Knowledge and Social Structure: An Introduction

, to the Classical Argument in the Sociology of Knowledge (London:
R Routledge, 1974) p-121, emphasis added.

.
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There were other influences on Mannheim's work; i.e., Edmund

Husserl, Max Scheler, and in a certain way, George Lukacs., It
would be wrong to suggest that Mannheim is)strictly speaking, a
-

neo-Kantian, or a neo-Hegelian, neo-Weberian or neo-Marxist. At

v
’ Cd

*the same time there are definite stands adopted in Mannheim's work *

which lead us to adopt Hamilton's analy?is as more likely than

that of Zeitlin's. : There is, in Ideolég} and Utopia, for example,

'

N

an anti-Marxism, whfch now, read some fifty years out of context,
appears as a rather weak crit;que. In addition, the general - .
methodology of detachment relies ;;abily on the ideal gype

prdcedure, which harbours a whole set of assumptions developed -

L)
by Weber. 13 In this light, a presentation of Weber's central

L =3
epistgmological assumption, along with the implications it carries
for theoretical and methodological issues, serves as a useful
parallel in expounding Maniitip's problematic. . ' .

|
o tﬂ
II VWeber's Epistemological Assumptlons and the Implications for t
Theo:x_and Methad
« The assumption that Weber begins with is that reality consists

of an infinite number of elements of which the human mind is only

ey

13 Aside from Hamilton's and,Zeitlin's accounts of Mannheim," a
further reference that tends to support this hypothesis, viz.,
Gunter Remmling's Road to Suspicion:; A Study of Modern Day
Mentality and the Sociology of Knowledge (New York: Humanities
Press, 1975). For further discussions of Mannheim's intellectual
debts see Martin Jay's The Dialectical Imagination (Boston: Little
Brown, 1973). For Mannheim's critique of Marxism see Ideology
and Utopia (New York: llarvest Books, 1936) p.277. The last
chapter spells out Mannheim's usage of the ideal type procedure,

- BN et it s . i L
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capable of grasping a limited number. 14 Thosc elements which

- *
0‘ .

are investigated are chosen as meaningful on the basis of the

value orientation of the investigator. Both-Mannheim and Weber

saw all human conduct as meaningful conduct in.tﬁe sense-that 1t
involved the purpose, motives, and values of the actors. All

of these aspicts of meaning req®ire something more than quanti-
fication; i.e., "knowing why men act the way they do is

neéesséry if something more.than a mere datum is required, if
;omething ﬁére thé%‘a mere corrélation is the goal of analysis."'15

The emphasis on value forms Weber's general distinction between

the cultural %pd‘physical sciences, a distinction'By the way, | '

which Mannheim also aécepts. The idea of the cultural sciences

)

as a discipline is defined in the following:

""We have designated the cultural sciences those
disciplines which analyze the phenomena of life in
terms of their cultural significance. The signifigance -
of a configuration of cultural phenomena and the .
basis of this significance cannot however be derived
and rendered intelligible by a system of analytical

. laws, however perfect it may be, since the significance
of cultural events presupposes a value orientation
towards these events. The concept of culture is a
value concept, empirical reality becomes ''culture' taq
us because and insofar as we relate it to value ideas.
It ‘concludes those segments and only those segments
of reality which have become significant to us because
of this value-relevance. Only a small portion of
existing concrete reality is concerned by our value
conditioned interest and it alone is significant to
us." 16

-
Thomas Burger, Max Webers Theory of Concept Formation
(Durham: Duke, 1976) p.68. :

14

15 . ] ; .
Zeitlin, 1969, p.275.

16 Max Weber, The Methodology of the Social Sciences
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In Weber's epistemology there is a sharp distinction

' ‘ made between the object of investdgation and the subject, or the

investigator., The investigator always views the object through

concepts. Concepts are formed by the investigator for t{w

° o,

purpose of analysing sociél phenomena. Concepts fulfill the
- purpose ofnsc;ience,»;hich for Weber is "an ordering in thought of
. empirical reality" 17 through the use of concepts. There are two
kinds of/f\ormed concepts: firstly, the general, or concepts which
establish common elements to all aspects of reality, and secondly,
the particular, or historical (individual) concepts from which
individual featur;s of concrete phenomena may be understood.

s

Concepts are selected by the investigator. "The process of

selection, therefore, can be viewed as a process of giving reality

the form of concepts.' When Weber says that 'concepts are

A

primarily means of thought for the intellectual mastery of empir-
, ] ical data" e refers to concepts as forms into which reality is

cast so that scientific investigators can achieve their goal,
' ]

v namely, knowlecige oMempirical reality. lf Weber views concepts

or laws as means rather than ends and as such they maintain a

heuristic value: oot
£ ]

-— ‘
f

N N

(Eds. Edward Schills and Henry Finch, New York: Free Press, o

. : 1949) p.76. . .
' ' 7 Burger, 1976, p.61, |

18 ibid., p.ss.
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"...clear concepts and the knowledge of (hypo-
thetical) laws are obviously of great value as’
heuristic means but only as such. Indeed they are
quite indispensable for this purpose. But even in
this function their limitations become evident at

a degisive point. 1In stating this we arrive at the
decisive feature of the method of the cultural

s sciences... We cannot discover what is meaningful
to us by means of presuppositionless investigation
of empirical data. Rather perception of its mean-
ingfulness to us is the presupposition of its
beceming an obiject of meaning. Meaningfulness
naturally does not correspond to laws as such, and
the more general the law the less the coincidence.
For’ the specific meaning which a phenomena has for
us is not to be found in those relationships it Y
shares with other phenomena." 19

.

,
The ldeal Type Procedure

PRI

If concepts are the form in which partial knowledge is «

FF

achieved, then how are concepts formed? Both Mannheim and Weber

n A

:rely on the procedure of ideal types in fulfilling this task,

The procedure gf the ideal type takes the imputation of essential
feat(ures of some individual character as the object of analysis.
The ideal type is very much an extension of Weber's epistemo~
logical assumption of partial knowledge. _It can in no way be seen°_
as a description, paétem, or mirror theory fepreSentation of

reality, Rather the ideal type is meant as a heuristic device,

in the same manner as concept formation was described above. B ;

Given the assumption of re3lity being composed of an infinite

s 3 ——

number of elements, Weber argues further that the ideal type only’
aﬁstract.s those elements which are meaningful to the observer, -

There are two sorts of ideal types: an instance where the essential

19 Neber,ﬁ1949, p.76.
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T N -

meaning is assumed to be the interpretation of some phenomena
by the obs‘erver,and.an instance where the interpretation origin;
ates with the observer rather than dn interacticln of meaning
between Ehe phen'omena and ‘the observer, as i'nwthe first instance,

In both these cases the ideal type is an abstraction, a distortion
“?

of reality. Wcber goes as far as‘'describing it as a "utopia":

This procedure can be indispensable for heuristic

as well as expository purposes. The ideal typical
concept-will help to develop our skill in imputation
in research: it is no hypothesis but offers guidance
to the construgtion of hypotheses. It is not a
description of reality but it aims to give unambiguous
means of cxpression, to such a description, An ideal
type is formed by a one sided accentuation of one or
more points of view dnd by the synthesis of a great
many diffuse, discrete, more or Yess présent and
oceasionally absent concrete individual phenomena,
which are arranged according to those onef sidedly .
emphasized viewpoints into a unified analytical construct.
In its conceptual purity, this mental construct cannot

be found empirically in reality anywhere. It’is a .
utopia. 20 )

The ideal type extracts the important character of some
cultural phenomena. It extracts an historically specific element; "

d.e., there can be a great number of ideal types éoncerning the”
v . ) .

same cultural material but there is not one ideal type that

y . , ' ] 4

represents the totality of a given cultura,l phenomena. Such a

concept Beloqgs to the problem of classification, in that a ‘claé‘g«
. | ‘ .
concept might embpdy any number qi"' elements of a cultural phenomena,

An ideal type, on the‘other hand, is solely an abstraction and as

such it is not designed to’ embody anything. 'The goal of ideal

* - , ’

typicai concept construction is always to make clearly explicit

’ ©

not the cl,a's;s or average character, but rather, the unique individual

N

w

\

Py
' ‘

20 ibid. p.101, emphasis added: C ‘
q A "

.,
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character of cultural H%nomcﬁé.” 21 This does not suggest
: p & ggest,

‘however, that there cannot be ideal typical class concepts.

LN

. * The .distinction is bet;er understood in terms of emphasis; i.e.,

a classification is more concerned with a long range generalist - -
S

. analysis, whereas the ideal type is concerned with more immediate
models of céuse and effect, .The'distincgion, at this point,, is

difficult to grasp, but it is clearly derivable from Weber's

A .

. _ work,las is partially seen below:

.o . «"Class or generic concepts - ideal types - ideal )

. typical generic concepts - in the sense of thought
"patterns - ideal types of such ideas - ideals which \ ’j

. gvern human beings - ideal types of ideals - ideals ’ -
“with which the-historian approathes certain facts -...

. . This list of possibilitieés only reveals the infinite

. : ' ramifications of the conceptual-methodological problems

i . :which face us -in the_sphere of the cultural sciefces." 22 e

’

. ' Ideal ‘'types are the procedure by which concepts are formed.
As is £een agpvg there may be a great many k;nds oﬁ ideal types, )

. 13 4 . s £ 3
e corresponding to the unique character of social reality. 1In a ’

e . ' . sense, ideal types are directly accountable to empirical reality N

23

and as such” are a firgt level, methodological tool. The

: . prablem is.now one of validity. "If cultural sciences are funda-
LY ! ' . .
R o mentally’ entrenched in value-relevant subjects of inquiry, how ‘ o

& -

. might xynap and/or objectivity be claimed. - For Weber, claims of
’ ' ) . e ‘ ' s
. ‘ . L ( ‘o

o

. 2} ibid.p. 101. » ., -
‘ ©

- © 22 5bid. 103 A -

o

i > . ‘ . ‘ ‘ . : . !
’ : ’ 'f : 23 See Alfred Schutz, "Concepttand Theory Formation in the Social .
/, ’ . Sciences" in M. Natanson, Philsophy of the Social Sciences.

- » -
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‘ objectivity are restricted to certain specific value-relevant,

i

subjective presuppositions, or to the cultural position of the
.

y-. 3 knower.

between sciq‘ce ahg faith; i.e., as long as ‘the 1ssue malnnsfwf

meaning for someone.

ing:

"We are now at the end of this discussion, the
only purpose of which was to trace the course
of the hair-line which separates science from .
faith and to make explicit the quest for social {
\ and economic knowledge.
o empirical’ knowledge rests exclusively on the .

In this sense, Weber views truth as-a sort of interplay

This is perhaps made clearer in the follow-

The objectivity of all

ordering of the given reality according to

categories which are subjective in a specific
sense, namely in that they present the. presu

0S

itions of our knowledge and are based on the

presuppositions of the value of those truths which o

empirica} knowledge alone is able to give us. The

means available to our science offer nothing to
those persons to whom this truth is of no value.

It

should be remembered that the belief in the

f value of scientific truth is the product of
"~ certain cultures and is not a produgt of man's ) -

original nature...

as

In the empirical social sciences, -
we have seen, the p0551b111ty of meaningful know- .

ledge of what is essential in the infinite richness

is
vi

character which.in the last analysis, are orientated

on

H

. Qverall

bound up with the unremitting application of _
ew points of a specifically particularized IR

the basis of evaluative ideas." 24

.

by an interrelated influence of ideas .and empirical reality.

Epjstemological Position

v

P s

Weber is suggesting that our perception of reality is marked

In ol

short, ideas interact with empirical reality and meaning stems
. ’ ‘ Y .

> ‘ '
both from objects of investigation and the investigator or

v -~
. . ’

v

. 24"

. Weber, 19h9,1p.110L emphasis added.
. <
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"
-

subject. This is implicit in the discussion of the two sorts
gf ideal types discussed above. At least. in part, this epistemo-
ogy can be seen in an applied form in Weber's classic work,

The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. Here, the

. advent of protestantism and the development of capitalism may
be seen to complement one another: The work is a good represent-

. ation of a substantive boéy of theoreticak deductions which stem
from Weber's epistemologigcal b;se. The general theme of pfbtest-
antism and tﬁe rise of capitalism is developed by pgsing a ’
broad question; viz., what is the unique character of western

' civil}zation that has given it an advance@gnt separate from that

of other world'civilizations? The answer is protestantism. Finally,
through the procedure of the ideal type, protestantism is further |
broken down into sects, ;nd themesvof rationalism, irratidnaliém,
and Wraditionalism_are developgg. . ' \

-

v

In summary, Weber's pivotal epistemological assumption is

that reality contains an infinite number of elements. The human »
mind is only capable of grasping a limited number of these elements,
" The task of the ‘social scientist is to abstract with the procedure ' ~

of ideal types, those elements which are meamingful. Those mean-

" ingful elements, abstracted from the infinite number of elements

< coo o . -
in empirical reality, are. chosen on the basis of the presuppositions

i ' . .
of the investigator. In other words, the meaningful elements are
v
chosen because they have .significance for the investigator, or as

Weber suggests, are "value-relevant".

v . -
¢ -~
a

3 . . : l Concepts are formed through the procedure of ideal‘typef?‘

There are iwo.nypes oflcgaé:pts, the general and the specific,
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or individual. In this sense, concepts would appear to be on

v
~

the second level of abstraction 25, whereas the ideal type,

as suggested above, is directly concerned with cause and effect

relations in empirical rgality. Hence, universal concepts may
be couched in second level constructs which are, in a sense,
extensions,of first'iévef idea1 types. The question of object-
ivity is restricted ultimately to the point of view of the
investigator. ,Truth is more or less valid,“depending on the
ordering of categories, concepts, and ideal types that formulate
a point of view. In other words, a statément is true as long as
there is scientific consensus that it is true. The following
emphasizes the‘éarticular nature of knowledge in the Weberian .
problematic: |

"Al11 knowledge of cultural reality is always knowledge
from particular points of view. When we require from
the historian and social research worker as an element-
ary presupposition that they distinguish the important
from the trivial and that he should have the necessary
"point of view" for this distinction, we mean that they
must understand how to relate the events of the real
world consciously or unconsciously to universal cultural
values and to select out those relationships which are
meaningful to us. If the notion that those standpoints
can be derived from the facts themselves continually
recurs, it is due to the naive self-deception of the
specialist who is unaware that it i due to the eval-
uative ideas with which he unconsciously approaches his .
subject matter, that he has.selected f£rom an absolute
infinity a tiny portion with the study of which he
concerns himself."

"... In the method of investigation, the quiding .,  «
point of view is of great importance for the construc-
tion of the conceptual scheme which will be used in
the investigation... For scientific truth is precisely
what is valid for all those who seek the truth." 26 -

.

25 . , ‘ :

. S T

:
§
H
.
i

See Schutz's article cited above, )
‘28 yeber, 1949, p.43. .
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takes a path that has already been established by Weber. This

a4,

The salient propositions which formulate tbe Weberian
epistemology, and the resulting implications for theory and
meth&d, have been reviewed, This has been offered as a basis

- .
in which the Mannheimian problematic might be firmly rooted.
The initial thesis upon which the presentation of Mannheim's

/

sociology of knowledge problematic is to be constructed is that
‘?e epistemological base and much of the f%eoretical and method-
ological implications are “Weberian", in the sense that Hamilton
argues above. Now that a brief discussion of the Weberian
epistemology is cghplsted, we are in a position to exteﬁd our
argument to the Mannheim socioicgy of knowledge problématic.;

-

I1I4 Mannheim's Sociology of Knowledge Problematic
Il ~

-

Epistemological Assumptions

’

At. the level of epistemological assumptions, Mannheim

) N
is seen once the major problem of "relationalism" is formulated
by Mannheim, This problem is at the center of the Mannheimian
problematic. Around it eYPlves various‘theoretical, and method-
ological propositions as well as suggestions for applied research.

The view of knowledge upon which rests the problem of relational-

i

ism is that knowledge is partial. This general assumption is the

pivotal point of the Weberian problematic as we have seen.

Manthim argues that knowledge is formulated within the context

of a historically specific perspective which by definition is only a -

3

partial analysis of social reality, assuming competing perspectives.

¥ - .
e e e e = emeasrar——p
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In other words, if claims to truth are restricted within ) , i
particular perspectives as they arise from a social milieu, then 2
how can any universal claims be mounted? Or, if there are a ‘

' variety of universal claims to truth, which are imgconflict,

how can we know which perspective is correct, if any? Mannheim's

!
epistemological assumption of relationalism is as follows:

"Once we recognize that all historical knowledge
is relational knowledge and can only be formulated
with reference to the position of the observer, we
are faced, once more, with the task of discriminating
between what is true and what is false in such kKnow-
ledge. The question then arises: which social stand- '
. point vis-a-vis history offers.the best chance for

reaching an optimum of truth? In any case, at this
stage the vain hope of discovering truth in a forme .
which is independent of an historically*and socially ;
determined set of meanings will have to be given up. .. ~ xﬁ
The.problem'has been by no meahg solved when we have

. ~arrived at this conclusion, but we are, at least, in

- a better position to state the actual problem.'" 27

Implications for the Theory of the Sociology of Knowledge v

- , [
.

.
i oy, o
[N

.

The basic epistemology evident in Mannheim's concept of
. -relational knowledge informs his theory of the sociology of }
knowlédge. Mannheim's discussion of the sociology of kﬁbwledge
takes place more at a methodological level than at a substantive
level of theoretical hypothesis. In other words, in this instance, :
theory, as a conczpt, belongs more to the level of epistemdlogy.

Yet, at certain points it is also substantive; insofar as it is

ultimately related to aspects of the “interactions of people."

>

27

Mannheim, 1936, p.7S.
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The central thesis of Mannheim's theory of the sociology

of knowledge is the 'social determination of knowledge'. Accord-

ing to Mannheim the sociology of knowledge is.bound—up in the .

2 ) .
analysis of the relationships betwegn knowledge and existence, .

The theoretical propositions which support this thesis include:
(1) knowledge as social production, the soflal milieu a§ it exists
in the, context of cla;§‘and‘power, (2) perspectives arise from
social milieu, (3) the penetration of the social-process gnto the
perspective of thought, (4) predetermined thought models, and

(5) the levels of abstraction on which problems are formulated.

We may now proceed to elaborate these propositions.

The first argument which supports the. tsocial determination

of knowledge' thesis is that knowledge is to be considered as a
sacial producfion in that it arises from a social milieu. Social
milieu is to be understood in the context of 91455 and power as
they. have ﬂistorically came_to be. Secondly, perspectives are
seen to arise within particularlsocial milieu. Perspective is

defined in the following: F/f" ; —
. | i~
"Perspective signifies the manner in'which one views
an object, what one perceives in it, and how one ,
constfues it in his thinking. - Perspective, is there-
fore, something more than a merely fermal determination
of thinking. It refers also to qualitative elements
in the structurc of thought, clements which must be’
necessarily overlooked by a purcly formal logic. It is
. preciscly these factors which are responsible for the
»faEf that two persons, even if they apply the saime
formal logical rules... in an identicalmanner, may
judge the same object differently.ﬁb 28 )

28 Jbid. p.28.
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The penetration of the social process into the perspective
of thought, a third theoretical proposition, holds that assertions
within a perspective of thought are seen to be intimately related

to the §0cia1 milieu, to the extent that the form and content are

shaped by the social milieu. This may be evidenced by the fact that

the same word of concept may take on entirely different meanings
in different’social settings. The fourth proposition which he1é§
shed light on the penetration of the social process into the ™
perspective of thought is the "so-called thought model; i.e., the
model that is implicitly in the mind of a person when reflection
on an object accurs." 2 For example, naturalism (in the sense
of a positivist paradigm) has set for itself a structured thought
model before it addresses an objéét. This thought model is not
held by all social groups and as such, is an indication of a
particular group. Behind questions of objects or indeed, 'state-
ments about objects, lies "implicitly or explicitly a model of’

30 The thought model

/
does not exist independéntly of social groups. On the contrary,

how fruitful thinking can be carried out."

thought models dre tied into the social situations of given groups
and their world views. In the following, Mannheim defines what is
meant by the social group, in a manner that separates his usage

from what he calls a dogmatic Marxist usage:

v

"29 ibid- P-z‘75. B " ’

50 ibid. .278. °
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"By these groups we mean not only classes as a
dogmatic Marxist would have it, but also generations,
status groups, sects, occupational groups, schools,
etc. Unless the problem of the relation between
-, the superstructure and substructure is refined, it
would be impossible to demonstrate that correspond-
ing to the wealth of types of knowledge and perdpect-
. ives which have appeared in the course of history
: there are similar differentiations in the substructure-
. of society. Of course we do not intend to deny that
of all the above mentioned groupings and units, c¢lass
stratification is the most significant, since in the
final analysis of all the other social groups arise
from and are transformed as parts of the more basic
¢ conditjons of production and domination. Nomne the
less tjhe itvestigator who in the face of the variety
of types of thought, attempts to place them correctly-
\“,// ) can longer be content with the undifferentiated
. ( clasS concept, but must reckon with the existing
social units and factors that condition social position,
aside from those of class.! 31

e
T
>

A ' : ‘
, The final proposition which supports the ''social deter- :
1Y ’ .
mination of knowledge" thesis is the '"level of abstraction'. . %
i

This.  has to do with a perspective's inability to go beyond a

particular level of abstraction in order to progresi/yith thear-
’ _ etical formulation. In other words, it is within the interests

of a perspective to formulate abstractions only to the point where

- .. ; I
they are compatible with the 3ocial-milieu within whiich they exist.

~

It is not an accident when a given theory fails to go beyond a

. , stage of abstraction and at th same time refuses, to become more \

o

concrete. Rather, the levéls of abstraction on which inquiry is

g ' carried out signify the limitations a perspective holds given its

“relation to a social milieu,

. These then, are the salient theoretical propositions which
: ) t
. c support the 'social determination of knowledge' thesis. This

-

3‘1‘ ibid. p.276. A .. .
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thesis is at‘the center of Mannheim's sociology of knowledge
prgplematic. Thus, in summary, one might say, as Remmling

has suggested, the sociology of knowledge is to be understood ag
a problematic which has "social reality at its vital cénter and

.
»
which conceives of all manifestations of life as dependent upon

32

1
the social-economic orders and their transformations."

v

Each
of the five thé;retical propositions, the view of knowledge as
a social production, its perspectivistic nature, the penetration
of the social process @nto the perspective of thought, thought

. models, and levels of abst¥action, all support the centrdl thesis.
The theoretical propositions which support the 'social deter-
mipgtion of knowledge' thesis arise from the more general, and
fundamental epistemology of parfial knowledge that is implicit
in the problem of relationalism. fo this it is meant that perspect-
ives, as suggested above, arise from and serve a social milieu,
The social milieu penetrates the perspective of thought to the
extent that it is restrict;d to the confines of the social
milign froy which it has emerged. Hence, the-problem of
rglationalism; i.e., how overall claims of validity can be made

when conflicting perspectives emerge from conflicting social

y o milieus? In short, each proposition is related toits social

v

4

milieu and is true insofar as the social milieu acknowledges it.

~ ~

to be so. However, when social milieus come into conflict, as
. is the case in the contemporary world,the problem of relation-

. alism is the problem of knowing how knowledge may be cTaimed as ' -

valid given a lack of consensus. <
1

i

. 32 .
Remmling, 1967, p,39.
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v r ;
. ) . , Implications for Methodolﬂogx i
The theory of the sociology of knowledge sets a problem ’ ’
requiring a methodology that will allow it to continue with »

theoretical formulations. ~The problem of relationalism needs a .

) methodology before it can make any claims of objective truth.
\ *

o The methodology is detachment, ?lannheim suggests three possible
ways that the '"norms and principles" of this methodological

position might be achieved:
""(a) a member of & group leaves his social position
(by ascending to a higher class, emigration, etc.),
{b) the basis of a whole group shifts in relatiom to
its traditional norms, (c¢) within the same society )
/ two or more socially determined modes of interpretation :
' ‘ ' come into.conflict and in criticizing one another
render one another transparent and establish perspect-
' ; ives with reference to one another. As a result, a
detached perspective, through which the outlines pf ~ .
the contrasting modes of thought are discovered, comes
within the range of possibility for all the different

4
S bl e b &

w . T positions and later gets to the recognized mode of .
thinking." 33 : . ) ~ P

g

Mannheim describes thesé first two possibilities by v)ay

of example. If a peasant boy were to leave the country and enter

an urban environment he would be confronted with a new way’ of
C ' peérceiving the world. Given sufficient time he woudd perceive |

this new world view as normal. If at this point he were to return

to the country the views he once shared with the people in the

i
{
}
!

-country would rbe perceived' as /pa‘rtialwly- true. He no 'longer would
.

accept the views in the country absolutely, as he once did.
. . B

Rather, they would be accepted within the limits*of that ‘pafiicular

33 Mannheim,1936, p.282, emphasis added. > * -
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milieu. At this point, he reaches detachment. Similarly,

if an ‘entire group of country people were transferred to an

g

urban environment, detachment would ensue.

The ''detached intellectual' is what Mannheim is referring
~5"to in the above third example. Mannheim congidersgthe intell-
ectual to be better equipped because of his educational training,
to deal with the methodology of detachment on this level. A
second factor which allows the intellectﬁal a better position to
utilize this methodology is that intellectuals, as a group, do<
, not represent one particular class:
. "Mannheim's pdint about the intelligensia was-that
they aré not a class; i.e., they cannot form a
separate party, they have no common interest, and
finally, they are incapable of common concerted
action. They are, in fact, idealogues of this or
that class but never speak for themselves." 34
Both the training and déclassé position of the intellectual gives
him the most potential to be able, in a sense, to step back and
éxamine con}liéting modes of interbretation. Hence, the fntellect-
ual becomes detached by placing conflicting perspectives in
juxtaposition, thergby showing the criticisms each has of the other,l a
and eventually establishing a.perspective with referenc; to all
those discussed. This.does not suggest that the intellectual does
not embrace a particular perspeétive before setting out to accomplish
" a task. Rather, in so doing, the ontological claims (in the sense’

. ® R
of ultimate truths) are particularized to the confines of the
intel\i:tual's perspective. Those claims as well as the ontological
claims

f competing perspectives are in a sense neutralized to the

~

»

34 Zeitlin, 1969, p.286.
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point where all ontalogical claims are.confined within the

o e DM o

context of their own perspective. The point is not to establish
04 .

a '"non perspéctivistic picture", but rather, to reach a new
level of objectivity. As Mannheim suggests: !
"...in certain areas of historical,’ soéial knowledge,
it should be regarded as right and inevitable that
a given finding should contain the traces of the
knower. The problem lies not in hidihg these perspect-
, ives, or in apologizing for them, but in inquiring
i into the question of how, granted these perspectives, . o
knowledge and objectivity are still possible. It is )
not a source,of error that in the visiblg picture of’
an object in space we can, in the nature of the case,
get only a perspectivistic view. The problem is not o
how we might arrive at a non-perspectivistic picture
but how by juxtaposing the various points of view each’
perspective may be recognized as such and thereby a
new level of objectivity attained." 35

\ 0

1
ment, as outlined above; the question now becomes, what procedures -

a

:
3
3

Given the general pfinciples of the mgthoablogy of detach-; o j #
or forms of investigation does the methodology require? Mannheim's . . i
' {
|

. methodology can be farther umderstood as requiring five proce- .

. dures: interpretation of the world.view, imputation, ideal types, .. ¢
relationalism, and particularization.. In the first phase, the

methodology poses three ways of ;gteipreting or under tanding a

+

) 'A. . . L. .‘ ) o 5 . [ ]

-~ world view. The objective meaning in the world view is thought
. iy
of as immediate. '"In science the objective meaning is a theoretical

proposition; in the visual arts,a visual content; in music, melody, ~
. @ - 4

e e i e g S

rhythm,.harmony, and the like." 3. Secondly, the expressive mean-

in§ can only be understood by transcending the objective'éonteut a
-* . 13
in the direction of the actor. In this sense, the expressive ’ ‘
. I . . " i‘
4 ) < g " A
) 35,Mannheim, 1936, p.297, emphasis added. ‘
z - &
\ B [ N -
- 36 Wo1£, 1971, p.20. y, a . L. S
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meaning must be understood existentially, in the semse of -the
\‘_ .
t
author's intention. Whereas the objective and expressive mean-

B

ing are conscious creations of the actor, documentary meaning is
g “~

" " the "essential character" of the subject and, as such, the actor
) \
@ ¢ .
is not directly aware of it. The documentary, expressive and

» »

objeétive meanings\are obtained by constructing ideal types. The
Coa o ,
scattered pieces of information are brought together through

imputatioh. .Imputation involves a clear perception of the\\\
N .
perspective  from which the information emerges. Imputation then

i deals with the problems of interpretation. This is carried out

- .~ in the following manner:

A}
"It reconstructs integral styles of thought and
perspectives, tracing single expressions and
records of thought Which appear to be related
) _ back to a central weltanschauung, which is implicit
o "[ . in the 'discrete segments of 'a system of "thought." 37i‘
' A -

Two final forms of this methodology are relationalism
oy l ' and particularization. We have already described the problem of
bt

) " relationalism, and the perspectivistic knowledge that emerges :

v

 from it. As‘a‘methodologicil procedure, it attempts, on the

. . /fnitial level, to relatg the perspective‘ga its soc§al milieu,

At this level, rélgtionalism does not pose questions of validity’ .

“ e as relativism’m;ght. Instead, it simply depicts or'relhges th;
~. Dperspecqige to ﬁgé external environment. Mannheim makes - the

= . " .

. ) following iéétinction between relationalism and relativism:
A ] f

. *
s :

> . - .
' N ot

"7l %7 Mannheim, 1936, p.397.
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" what are initially abselute to partial; i.e., a perspective's

e

> il
A * - LIS ’ . -
0 B . '
. P ' I3
& -

the perspectlve to a sbcial milieu. "

. findings of the sociology of knowledge 1i¥{s somewhere

54.,°

"Relativism is a product OESthe modern historical-
sociolagical procedure which is based on the -
reécognition that all hlqtorlcal thinking is bound
up with the concrete position in life of the thinker.
. But relativism combines this historical-sotiological
insight with an older theory of knowledge, which was . . <
as yet unaware of the interplay between conditigns )
of existence and modes of thought...this older type
of thought has necessarily led to $he rejection of
all those forms of knowledge which'were dependent -
. upon the subjective standpoint and social position
of the knower. A modern theory of knéwledge which
takes into account the wrelational as distinct from the .
"merely relative character of all historical knowledge
-+ must start with the assumptqon that tlere are spheres’ ’
of bhought in which it is impossible: to conceive of, ' '
absolute truth existing independently of the values :
and position of the subJect and unrelated to the social
context." 38 .

1 N N

Relat%ena!fém becomes more ""particularized" when, in the

construction of ‘ideal types, it forces claims of-validity from A
a - N N ‘

-

claim to validity is sd‘wiﬁbin the confines of that perspective. .
In o%her words, partidularization exam&nes the sdope and validity

of a perspect1ve. Relatlonallsm, as a procedur! s1mp1y "relates"

\ A ' . ' l

"By partlcular1zlng, the-soc1010gy of knowledge goes
. @ vtep further than the oxiginal determination the V
facts to which mere relationalism limits itself.., it 3
reaches a point where it also becomes a critique .
- "by-tedefining the scope and limits of the perspective
mﬁp11C1t in given assertions... the function of the . -

‘in a fashion hitherto not understood, between irrelevance
to- the establishment of truth on the one hand , and

enbare adequacy, ©on the other..," 39 ° . ’
-~ L t N N :-: - 7
38 ibid. p.18. ,

39" {bid. p.275.
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These are the general forms by which the methodology of .

detachment may be carried out. !The methodology, theory, and

{
procedures are interlocked ‘in that they emerge as respon§e5 to
- ] .

the general problem of relationism., Each element of the problem !
’ B t It ‘

" atic ~- methodology, prpggdure, and theory -- ate also interlocked,

‘e

\ . .
in the sense that thef’have emerged from the same epistemolog1qel
assémption of partial knowledge or 'perspectivism," In Mannheim's

words: . A "

-—— i
"4

"there are differing mvodes of interpretation that ' .
have stemmed from groups of men and women that
act with and against  one another. These persons -
bound together in groups, strive in accordance ‘
. with the character and position of the groups to

} 3 which they belong to change the surrounding world //
of nature and society or attempt to maintain it
in a given tondition." 40 ’

» ) »

. , There is a very consistent theme in Mannheim's problematic '
i
that is easily traced to Weber's problematic. Actually, the
r

neo-thtian assumption of partial knowledge, and the general
. o

historicist tradition or paradigm, i udiifigffﬁagysn;h as,
. . .

Dilthey, Troeltsch and others, coucltes much of Mannheim's thought.

Whereas Weber let stand the notion of '"value-relevance", Mannheim
, ‘ o

formulated the problem of relational knowledge. In this sense,

Mannheim begén with a Weberian base, and pushed it to its logical
” .

~

limits. From this basis he developed further the general histor-

icist cdncept of the world view. The documentary and ‘expressive
, ' ¢
7 .

meanings may be traced to the existential and phenomenological

o
H
o

trends current in both Mannheim and Weber's day. Jaspers, the

existential philosopher, had an impact on Weber, and Husserl's

1
' ]

t
0 ibid. p.121.
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‘ .
phenomenological thought directly influenced Mannheim's- \ .

.

documentary procedure.'41

13

Implications for the Empirical Level

Now that the influences on Mannheim's work are depictéd
and the analytical descriptions of his theory and methedology
are posed, the next step is to apply the problematic to the

analysis of empirical data. The data which has been selected is

~*' the radio-drama script "The Way Through the Wood'. 42 Before

. ~alization of the problematic is necessary in order to show tlie

~__its content. On the other hand, it must be related to the overall '

»

a précis of this script is offered, so that the reader might
v .

better follow the analysis, a brief description of the ogeration-

< e a e

"flow from the theoretical and methodological level to the empifical.

~

Firstly, in accordance with the central theoretical thesis, .

"knowledge is socially determined"; the script is to be viewed
‘as knowledge which steﬁs from and serves a social milieu, wﬁich‘
exists in the overall historical context of class and power. The
problem, then, gs to interpret the world view of the script as

it exists in the overall historical context and in itself., This - ﬂﬁ;
‘distinctisn is made above in the discussion concerning the three

L

meanings of the world view; documentary, expressive, and content.

t

The script must be viewed in its particularity, in the sense of

.

4 gee Hamilton, 1974.

42 plan King, '""The Way Through the Wood", ‘unmpublished radio- *
drama script from The Radio Drama Arch1ves, at Concord1an,
Un1ver51ty, Montreal, Quebec, - K

-
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historical‘context. In addqessing thi; problem, the documentary
procedure gathers facts around the script, such as a description
of the overall world view of the ;poch, the particular s;c;al
milieu in which it was produced, and any other information which
is useful for both the particular'and broader coﬂtexts of the
script. The expressive meaning, as mentioned above, has to do
specifically with the author's intention. As the author of this
‘script is not available to tell us what his intended meaning is,
we e}ﬁeft with the documentary and content meanings., Moreover,
4s a cgmplete documentation of the oyerall historical conte*t
requires a re%ﬁriting of the social history of the era, itself
constituting a éeparate work,‘our analysis emphasizes the meaning
of the content.
v s

Of course, deriving the content from the script on its

own tell; us very little, Henge, the content must be related to

the overall world view of the epoch in order to explain its

significance. Therefore, a general description of the epoch is

/

'to be offered, This is very much in accord with Mannheim's method-

ological procedures of Telationalism and particularization, In

-

thig'sense, the content is the particular. It is to be related

to the broader social milieu. The technique of content analysis

is to be employed using the ﬁrocedures of ideal type‘and imputation.

Before the internal analysis is launibpd, however, a précis of
the script is offered, following which a brief deScription of the

epoch is given. o . .

e

- . . .A*‘.*P.{,, RPN G,
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girls in the flower shop at the beginning of the script; Harry,

while comforting, is careful to point out the realities of single

) ; 58.

' 1
[

"The Way Through the Wkoﬂﬂ:.A Précis

"The Way Through the Wood", a C.B.C. radio~drama production .
was aired on Decemﬂer 9th between 9:00 and 10:00 p.m., eastern ‘
standard time, 1951. "This particular productioh is one of a -
series the Canadian Broadcasting Corpora%ion was airing at the
time,entitléd "Stage 52", ’The author of this ;cript was Alan
King, no relation as far as we kﬁow to the Alan King of films, such
as "Who Has Seen the Wind", etc. Music was conducted by Samuel

Hersenhoren, and comﬁosgd by Lucio Agostini, producer, Peter

McDonald. The broadcast was carried out in Toronto and aired to

‘the Trans-Canada network. L.

The two main characters in the script are Roy, an advertising

executive; and Jean, his wife. Other characters include: the

o+ D et tm 1 e S

2 minister and Jean's uncle; Roy's business associates, Ballard

. .
and Peter; the Chasiks, an immigrant couple; and Ruth, a secretary.

. N : -
In the opening scene, Roy reveals attitudes about women,

and the girls who,work in the flowéY shop reveal resentment to
Roy's%attitudes. The scene shifts to'Roy's home where Roy'sAwife

tells him that she is going to have a baby. Roy is overjoyed as

—

they have been trying to have a child for eight years. Jean, on the

\

other hand, is sceptical about the whole thing. The scene phen

P

shifts to Jean's mother's house where Jean expresses her doubts

e

- =
concerning having a child., She expresses:resentment over Roy's

attitudes about children and the world in general. Her mother,
s/
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parenthood. At the same time that Jean is visiting her mother in the
country, Roy is discussing a possible ad campaign to sell
'domestic fuels', a product his firm is pushing. In his conversa-

|

tion with the 'boys' at the office, he reveals to them that he is

about to have a child, with his wife of course.

Sometime later, Jean poses aqestions to her uncle Harry,
the minister, about her doybts. Harry assures her that even
though the world may be dhanging very rapidly,one thing always
remains the same, viz., "God", Meanwhile, Roy is off to a stag

dinner qumggg\?f the employees at the advertising firm. The men

become drunk and sing songs about their mothers. Peter,

. a commercial artist, ref@ées to sing about his mother. The others,
[ %
wh .

led by Roy and ballard, stop Peter from continuing his criticisms

of his mothér, as they find it offensive.

The next scene with Roy and Jean opens with Roy trying to
get a "women's view" on the advertising campaign. Jean is very
resentful, The conversation quickly turns into, an argumeﬁt .
concerning the unborn, child. In the argument, Jéan shows complete
distrust for Roy's job, opinions, and plans for their child. She
Pecomes hysterical and eventually collapses, while Roy drifts

through the whole affair somewhat bewildered. The doctor tells

Roy that she needs rest and understanding. Jean leaves for another

v 3

rest at her mother's house in the country. There she meets the

)
Chasiks, and has a conversation about the importance of tradition,
B

After concluding her visit in the country, Jean sees the
doctor again. and returns home, Roy is talking about a boxing match

he has just heard on the radio. Again, the conversation quickly
L

»
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" develops into an argument. Before the argument develops into
hysteria, Jean tells Roy she is leaving him. Roy is cempletely
baffled. The reasons, she states, for leaving fiim are ﬁainly /
centered around the child, ' The fight is long and drawn o;t. In
tﬂe end Rof breaks down into tears and begs iFan not to leave
him. The scene closes with Jean walking out the door and gettin§
into a taxi. Jean's uncle Harry, sometime later, finds Jean gnd
tries to offer her comfort and convince her that she is wrong to leave

Roy. However, Jean is not convinced. :

/

Some weeks later, the scene opens in Roy's office. The
time is the day before Christmas. Office workers are preparing
foflan office party. Ruth tries, to convince Roy, who is depressed
and lonely, that he should join\thé party. After some coaching,

. '
Roy agrees. ng’then has a few drinks.and begins to relax. The
conversation between Ruth and Roy leads to a dinner date and the

two leave the party. In the restaurant, Roy talks about his views

¢

of men and women while Ruth listens attentively. It becomes.clear that

|
a romance is developing between Roy and Ruth. The play ends with
a sentimental music theme that gradually fades into a single violin

-

playing Jean's melanchely theme in a very lonely fashioﬁ

World View of Historical Epoch

Shifting to the historical context; i.e., the external

3

"

context of the play, she reader is asked to recall the epoch of
the late forties and early fifties, the end of the Second

World War, the beginnings of the Korean War, a time of modern-

-

ST £

1
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ization and rapid industrial growth. 1951 was the year that the
United Natiqps'opened; it was the time of McCarthyism, anti-
communism, and at the same time, the early seeds pf the 1960's
civil rights movement were beginning to form. 43 A new middle
class was emerging, one with a new set of values, norms, .
aspiratioﬁs, and peculi;}ities. This new urban middle class
followeé from the demise of the old rural middle class. With ”
the death of the rural commodity producer and wide spread de-
centralized economic structure, came the end of an ideology, the
eﬁd of 'rugged individualism' which éharacterized the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 44 In Europe, dé&astated ' '

by war, exi§ten€1a1-philosophy along with its sense of despair

was enjoying a revival with the works of Jearn-Paul Sartre, Simone ?

de Beauvoir, and others. Yet, at th
-\ v
North America, there was a sense of world unity, of a positive

time, perhaps more in

future, "if not for you, then for \your children".

The early nineteen fifties was a time when careers were
being sprung, fortunes were being made, a time when ways of seeing
the world were changing and being firmly established at the same

time. Few have understood the mentality, or the world view of this

43 For a reference bibliography on this historical period the reader B
is referred to the Canadian Index to Periodicals and Documentary
Films 1948-1959. '

|
!

44 See C. Wright Mills, White Collar\(New York: Oxford Press, 1951)

pp.3-54. Other books in sociology which describe this epoch
include, David Riesman et al , The Lonely Crowd {Clinten:, The
Colonial Press, Copyright 1950) and just a few years later
William H. Whyte's The Organization Man (New York: Double Day,
Copyright 1956).
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1
new middle class as well as C. Wright Mills, ror expressed it

as eloquently. Ironlcally, his Book, White Collar, a contempofa}y . '
c1a551c, was publlshed in the same year as the script described
above. Opening any page of Mills' book one finds insigh;s which
not only represent a cu?ting analytic assessment of the "“white
collar* worker, but'provide an almost prophetic vision of the

. & ’
plight of the middle class of the epoch, as the following excerpts

. -

reveal: ‘ -

"The white-collar people slipped quietly into
modern society... it is to this white-collar
world that one must look for much that is charact-
eristic of twentieth century existence. By their
rise to numerical importance, the white-collar
people have upset the nineteenth century expect- 1
ation that society would be dividéd between entre-
preneurs and wage workers... They carry, in a most
~ revealing way, many of those psychological themes
° that characterize our epoch, and, in one way or
another, every general theory of the main drift has
- had to take account of them. For above all else,
they are a new cast of actors, performing major N
routines of the twentieth century society." 45 ' ’
. >

pep

T D PR AL et 4

/

\\\Q As Mills explains it, the médern corporation, the new
economlc order, is behind the new world view. The middle class

is not a homogenous class. It is stratified. At the top are
corporate executives, at the bottom are"five and dime sales girls'.
Perhaps Mills' most compelling description of this epoch {s in his
comparison of modern SOC1ety to "The Great Salesroom'. In this
analogy, Mills elaborates the notion that along with the advent

of the modern corporation has come a new sales pitch; one that
.involves the entire population. Mills suggests' that as we are sales

—

men in the market place, we are salesmen in all aspects of life. *

S Mills, 1951, p.IX.

LR



Mills describes the world view of the epoch in the following

excerpt from his chapter on "The Great Salesroom':

"The: salesman's world has become everybody's world,
and, in some part, everybody has become a salesman.
The enlarged market has become at once more impersonal
and more intimate. What is there that does not pass ‘ i

: through the market? Science and Jove, virtue and : ‘
conscience, friendliness carefully nurtured skills and
animosities? This is a time of venality. The market
now reaches into every institution and every relation.
The bargaining manner, the huckstering animus, the
memorized theology of pop, the commercialized eval-
uation of personal traits - they are all around .us;
in public and in private there is the tang and feel
of salesmanship."

:

. M,... In the salesrooms, which sometimes seem to coincide

with the new society as a whole, are the stationary
sales girls in the department stores, the mobile sales-
men of insurance, the absentee salesmen-ad-men helplng
others sell from a distance...." .

Mills continues:

"In the enormous file of the office, in all the
calculating rooms, accountants purchasing agents
teplace the man who did his own f¥guring. And in the

. lower reaches of the white-collar world, office

" operatives grind aleng, loading and emptying the filing

system; there are private secretaries and typists,
entry clerks, billing clerks, corresponding clerks -
a thousand kinds of clerks; the operators of light
machinery, comptometers, dictaphones, addressographs;
.and the receptionists to let you in or keep you out.'" 46

¢

[PV .

A e as

Mills' description of the historical epoch in North

$

America in the late 1940's and early 1950's serves as a useful

depiction of the overall location in which the radio-drama script
is located. Obviously, this depiction is somewhat cursory, nonetheless

it is a useful reference point that helps exp11cate the level of the

N - ~

overall world view, a reference point to whlch fhe~part1cu1at aspect
- \ '

)
t

46 .. . N
ibid. p.161 and p.X.
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of the content of the world view in the script may later be

related. Firstly, howev&r, it is hecessary to draw out the
meaning of the content of the world view in the pérti-cular

script. This is to be done with the employment of the technique

of content analysis, ‘ o

Technique of Analysis-

Content analysis was initially defined by the communications

researcher Bernard Berelson as an 'objective" *and "quantitative"

Bl

N

analysis of a given body of content. Since then, others have
expanded the usage of content a(n/alysis to include both quantitative
and qualitative analyses. 47 The technigue is to organize content

into categories'which are for purposes here, thought of as ideal

e A b R Sl e S et o N8

-types. Categories are abstractions of bodies of content. This

procedure follows much the same line of logic as that of Weber's

N

ideal type procedure discussed above, Once the éategories, or '

47 The reader is referred to a review of the literature in John

Jackson's "On the Implications of Content,and Structural
Analysis'", an unpublished Working Paper, from The Radio Drama
Project, Concordia University. Classic works on the subject
of content analysis include; Bernard Berelson's Content Analysis o
(New York: Free Press, 1952), Ole Holsti's Content Analysis
for the Social Sciences and Humanities (New York: Addison arfd
Westley, 1969), and Rudolf Arnheim's "The World of the Day Time
Serial', in Wilbur Schramm (ed), Mass Communications (Chicago:
Illinois Press, 1975) p.392. Other examples of content analysis
which include Canadian subject material include: Frederick
Elkin, "A Study of Advert1sements in Montreal Newspapers' in
Canad1an Communications, Vol.4, and Rowland Lormier, "Notes on
Critical Analysis of Elementary School Readers", an unpublished
paper from Simon Fraser University, Department of Communications
" (no date g1ven)

N
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concepts are formulated, the frequency of their occurance is
cou;lted. The script is read through and the content is coded
according to the categories. Otijectivity is claimed by referfing
to the findings of other researchers and seeing if their rgsult;“
are the §ame. In this case, two major categories coincided wit{x
three other analyses of the script. 48‘ This is a limited claim
to objectivity and requires much more work. However, given that.
we are dealing here with a kind of pilot project; that is, a !

content analysis of a single script in order to help illustrate

-~
the Mannheimian problematic, it does serve a useful purpose.

An example of a content analysis involving radio scripts
was carried out on a large scale by Rudolf Arnheim. In an analysis

of daytime soaps on the American Media in 1944, forty-eight

3

different locales and programs were sampléa. One of the questions
raised was to find out the social occupation of the characters

in the radio plays. An example of the categories created and the

4

quaiititative units..designed is seen below:

PRTSREPY

Occupational Status Number of Settings _ Per Cent of all Settings

Society People - 9. © 19
. High Officials | ( 0 21
Big Business 16 ( 33

£ - v N -

Professionals : 35 73

¢

48Se"e Howard Fink et _al., "Literary and Socidlogical Approaches to

The Analysis of C.B.C. English-Language Radio Drama', unpublished
Working Paper, from the Radio Drama Project, Concordia University,
_Montreal, Quebec. In this paper two other techniques uncover
the same categories, or ideal types. The ideal types were the
corporate man and the existential humanist.
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QOccupational Status Number of Settings Per Cent of all Settings
Housewives 31 ' 65 '
Small Business : 15 31
Wage Earners 9 ' 19
Destitute People 3 \ 6
= 49
P

The above table is a result of conceptualizing categories of

.

occupational status and uncovering the frequency of their occur- -

ence by counting the number of times thie categories appear in
various settings, and showing the percentages of all settings. Once

e
the data is organized in this fashion, it may be described or

4 | R

substantial theoretical hypotheses.may be raised in order to ex-
plain the occurence of the categories which have been uncovered.

Arnheim, for example, explains the high number of housewives

‘portrayed 'as a function of the high number of people in' the

{ - '
audience who are housewives, Theoretiogl explanations of the 'data-

.

are couched in either explicit or implicit world views.- That 1s e

a factor often 1gnored by the communlcatlon type, content ana1y51s. S0

Arnheim, for example, ‘offers no explanation‘ of 'his theorgtical

position, yet claims a correspondence of facts a;\d'therefore a,

n
. .
? o ¢

validity to his propgsitidns. Such an analysis is weak. What is
' . ' T - \
called for is the complete application of an explicitly elaborated .,

W

t

broblématic. Without ah explan'at/i'on of the g'e,ne'r:al as well as the

. [

49 Arnheim, 1975, p.394. - e

Tritical arguments concernin'g the techrique of content analysis
especially from a more structuralist point of view, include Lucien
-Goldmann, Towards a Socioclogy of the Novel (Great Br1ta1n Cambridge
 Untversity Press, Gopyright 1965), see the chapter on "The

Genetic Structuralist Method", and George Lewis "The Soc1ology of
Popular Culture" in Current Sociology 26:3, pp.1-64.

'

~
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concrete levels of abstraction, the world view of the problematic

is hidden and as such, the full'imblications of the analysis

of the data are hidden as well. In a sense, the épproach here

‘-
- -

.to content analysis is opposite to tbat of Arnheim. The episten-
ological, theoretigal and met&odological levels have already been
made gxplicit. This ﬁaé been done in a deductive fashion, by
beginning with™the most geﬁeral, and bec;ming increasingly more
specific., It now becomes important to show the concrete level of

the problematic by indtituting a form 6f-inductive eontent analysis.

8

Content Analysis of '""The Way Through the Wood"
. ) g o L

The interest in the content surrounds the concept of world . -

view. After reading the script, it is clear there are two different

T

perspectives réprgsentiqg two different world views. Male/Female

- » ¢

world views are developed throughout the script. This is the
w

dominant dichotomy in the script. These world views are often

represented as stereotypical. This is suggested as the most

specific objective contenf. In developing categories, for the

©

’ analysis of these world views, .the principle goal of analysis is

'y A

" tp draw out the range of types of world views that exist in t?e

objective content of the script itself. - In this respect.a(brief

£

review of the characters portrayed in the script reveals two major
. )
world views: (1) the corporate man world view, as is reprqunted

by one of the two'main characters, Roy, and (2) the existential

humanist, ‘as is portrayed by Jean. Each of the other characters

portrayed in the script support.or reject owe of these world views.

4
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In examining the dichotomy of male/female roles which

L arg’ thought of as heing housed in these two major world

I4

w is found that there were no negative world views
- D
male characters with the possiBle exception 6f Peter's hatred of
) [o] .
his mother. By negative, here it is meant a complete rejection_

»

.of mainstream values. There were at least eight instances which

.~ showed @ pasitive %Xupport of mainstream values by male characters.
F 4 Vs P . .

The féﬁales showed two instances of positive support of mainstream

alues and six instances of negative support. These quantitative.

.

units roughly correspond to aspects of the various charactérs

for in Jesh and the two flower girls,'whéreﬁs the positive category

for womén is accounted for in Ruth, Roy's new girlfriend/secretary.

3 Lt : . .
~ The positive male categories represent Roy and his supporting male
' [N ' iR . -

;' characters. - -

.

» There.are eight instances of natjonalism, three instances

. . . - e R A
of anti-communism, one instance of anti-semitism, and eight instances

of anti-mainstream values. The instances of_nationalism,almost

o

exclusively originate with Roy and his supporting characters, as

do the instinces of anti-commupism, and anti-semitism: The instances

.

of anti-mainstream values all originate in Jean's character, and/or
. g 2.

<

N - .
her supporting characters. . » - _

'
3 .

. 3

¢ P

. RS F The cggporat'e world view is gxpounded in Roy's character

Ax

as aﬁ'gdvertising executive, Beliefs in a "Canadian way of life",
< ' g- - . C ’

u‘motheihood, a cﬁltufe vwhich proxecés the ‘individuals from "the

evils of communism', the #firm", are expressed through Roy's -

Iy

described in the script. Much of the negative category is aécounted,




69.

posithyactivity in the play. 'Ballard, an associate in the

play, supports Roy's ideas about Canadianism and the family. Harry,

1
@ minister and an uncle of Roy's wife, supports the corporate
' A=

. world view by an idealist, ar‘gumeni suggesting that regardless of
change, faith and the fact of God remain the same. Thié argument

) is used as a justification for forming a family and rearing children,

‘etc., Other characteristics help support this world view,

Jean, the existential humanist,on the other hand,

constantly confronts- questions of the purpose @d value of existence.
A ° .
= I

The issues raised by Roy and his supporting characters are questioned
and ultimately rejected by Jean. Her world view is only subtly

. - reinforced, and by a fewer number of characters than' that of Roy. a

o /

The two flower girls show resentment and bitterness in reacting to
Roy's epiction of women; Peter, the commercial artist reveals his .

'disbelief in Ro}'s "Canadianism" by suggesting a hatred for his

own mother; and Paul,the immigrant furniture maker, supports Jean's

w
’

—~—

search f&r an glternative to the corporate way of life. Jean
I
doubts and reacts against the corporate wor}d views of Roy and his

supportir}} characters, a position which eventually leads her out -~

AN
of the family. Without a "Canadian' way of life, beliefs in mother- -
e N -
'ﬁhood,‘ the role of wamen, God', and the family, Jean is left with nq * -
\ ' . ’ -
reinforcing value system, simply existﬂtialﬂ crisis. i
. . i
The chardcter/theme dichptomy between the two main types
fits Mannh&im's more general distinction between ideology and 'utopia.s/l' .
. 7 &
e L _ .Y
— - : — — “
. 5! Mannhein, 193 fp.192-263, |
[ N &\\ﬂ 4
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The former holds that the world view is designed to maintain N
& ‘

- .’ . . . 4 . .
ongoing relations. The latter is designed as either a conservative
search for older xﬁlues and comforts or a liberal individualism

which seeks a new order. In slightly more psychological terms,

-

Jean's world view may be thought of as "immer directed", and Roy's

52

world view may be thought of as "other directed". The former

relys on insights and feelings seemingly\with little consideration

P

for those around her. The latter relys on opinions and beliefs

of those around him, with little inner searching.

v

Relating the particular content of the world view in this

0
- 4}

script to the more general level of the epochal world view is now

possible. As stated earlier, a content analysis of this nature 1

only represents a partial interpretation of the world view of the

cultural product. The content meaning is one of three sorts

-

of meanings the product embracé%,‘the other two being the express-
ive and the documentary. To this point, neither the direct nor

1) ! \
the implicit intention of the author, nor the penetration of.the

social process into the perspective of thought, have been taken

into account. Thus, the relation of the particular to the general,

[

at this point, is a partial relation.

In a very general sort of way it is possible to begin to

o

suggest certain sorts of facts which ‘show a relationship between

* social milieu and the world view of the script. On the most

%

52 Riesman, et al,, 1950. pp.13-26.',

‘ * -

-t
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general level hoth the cﬁaraqters and themes around them are
reldted to Mills! description of the 'great salesroom”". This is

a suburban couple about to have children. The man works for an

ad firm. Women at this time were being forced off the fabsur
market in order to_mwke room for,the men. There was a tension ¥
between the sexes. >3 The world wide existential movement and

«

its sense of despair is réflected in Jean's "inner directed" actisns.
Tae instances of anti-establishment and negétive world views are also
images from that movement, whereas Roy's "other directed

character, the instanbes of énti-communism, aﬁti—semitiém, and
positive world views are reflections, of the modern salesman. The
content contains images of the ;oéial reality of the time. Thus,
the particular is related to the whole, ﬁowever, this is only a
paftial relation, a heuristic one,.nonetheless. The analysis which
has not been attempted here is the full usage ?f the documentary.
procedure. Both a complete historical description on the level of
the,gen;ral and a more detailed examination of-the specific group,
its position in the broader system of stratification, and other

inputs ipto its make-up, would constitute a second step in the
P P D, P

analysis of the cultural product under disCussion. .

\

Summary : ’

For Mannheim, the emphasis of the problematic {s placed

A

mainly on the context in which the product was produced. This

proposition-is deduced from the more general historicist thesis

R

i

53 For a Canadian ‘emphasis on this issue, see Seely et al,

' Crestwood Heights (London: Constable and Company, 1956) and
Fink et al, 1980, ‘
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of tggﬁsocial determination-of knowledge. As we have seen,
knowledge is a social production, rooted in a social milieu that
_exists in ihe context of class and power as they have historically
conme to be. In order to understand knowledge, in this case a ’
cultural product, it is necessary to trace the external forces
which have produced it. This argumen% suggests that an emphagis
be placed on,investigating the context Erom.which the produkt

has emerged. In pursuinéithis end,the first step was to address
the product itself. Mannheim's methodological propositions

concerning ‘the make-up of the world view included its content,

Thus; the starting point for our partial analysis of the cultural

product "The Way Through the Wood", was a depiction of its content.

- The task of the illustrative application of Mannheim's sociology
of knowledge problematic was to organize the meaning of the world
&iew in the content'of the script by relating its particular form
to the overall historical world view of the epoch. This was done
with ‘the usage 6f ‘the relational, particularization,!ideal type,

.
and imputation procedures. The technique employéd to depict the

content was content analysis.

Al

The three levels of the Mannheimian problepatic have now
been reviewed. The discussion began with a general explanation

of Mannheim's historicist roots. Marx and Weber's influences .

were dé}icted revealing Weber as the primary influence. The epist-

emological assumptions, and theoretical and methodological implic-

-ations of Weber's problematic were then outlined in a fashion that

P coﬁplemented Mannheim's problematic. Mannheim's epistemological

A

h_ 8

)
e s
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base was reyealed inghis concept of relational knowledge. The
assumption of partial knowledge showed Mannheim's Weberian .
' )

. heritage. Knowledge as a social produptioﬁ, knowledge reflects

a social milieu, the penetration of the sdcial process into the
- . " ' .
© perspective of thought, the levels of abstractions.that are

attainab)e, and thought models were the main theoretical proyp-

b

ositions of the problematic. Maﬁnheim‘s methodology was described

as detachment. The five procedures of the methodology included;

. particularization, relationalism, i!eal types, imputation, and the- -

. interpretation of the documentary, expressive and content meanings
. v

of the world view.

-

\

N ' 7 Now ‘that the Mannheim problematic has been presented

showing the full range of its three levels of abstractibn, we may .

N
N ‘

move to_our next task, the presentation of Goldmann's problematic.

o
o '
A f

. .
. ~ . .
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CHAPTER 1V : . -

- The Genetic Structuralist Problematic of

Lucien Goldmann Via Georg Lukacs

The first section 0f~this chapter argues that the genetic

structuralist problematic is a synthesis of the historicist and

structuralist paradigms. This argumeiit is based on the linking

of the younger 'di&;ectical' Goldmann to the older 'genetic

structuralist' Goldmann, via the epistemological consequencqbof

the concept of practice. The concept of practice and the general 7

interpretation of Marx which Goldmann adopts is that of Georg Lukacs'.

Hence, given.the dominant influence of Lukacs, in the development

t

JOTI,

of the geggtic structuralist problematic, it is argued that,a review
of Lukacs' epistemology is necessary to an understanding of the
three levels whicﬁ\comprisg the genetic structuralist problematic; :
.viz, the epistemological, theoretical and methodological, and’

' =
empirical levels. A second feature of Lukacs' epistemology discussed .
is its opposition to the Mannheimian/Weberian problem‘of partial’

knowledge. This is drawn out through a critique of Mannheim's .
3 .

method of the detached intellectual based on Lukacs' concept of

practice. In the last part of the chapter the three levels of the
genetic structuralist problematic are presented and some conclusions !

are drawn. {:

As backgroﬁnd to Lukacs' worki the Hegelian dialectic is
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reviewed as an agtempt at resolving the Kantian problem of
knowledge. This reveals the arigins of the Marxian concept of
totality. From this review itlbecomes possible to articulate
Lukacs' rejection of the Hegelian dialectic and his interpretation
of Marx, especially the concept of practice. It is noted that
Lukacs' rejection of the Hegelian dialectic is based on the
argument that Hegel failed to resolve the subject/object dichotomy
of the Kantian.problem of knowledge., This failure, argues Lukacs,
is due+to Hegel's adherence to an idealist philosophy. Marx, a
materialist, solves this problem in arguing that tﬂe task of
philosophy is to change the world through the marriage of theory °
with the political practice of the proletariate. In short, the
‘criteria for knowledge (how can we know what we }now?) is returned
to the position of the actor. Lukacs' iﬁterpretation of Marx is
¢xplained and the concept of‘practice is revealed as the seminal
concept in which the epistemological problems are rooted. The o

process of practice is then explained in the context of reification.

b0

Once the epistemological basis for Lukads is distinguished

from Mannheim and some impligations of these differences are ‘

3
<>

.
£

extended to the other levels of the Mannheimian problematic, the .

way beéomes~c1ear for the elaboration: of the Goldmann genetic
structuralist groblematic. The epistemological foundations are

clarified, theoretical propesitions are deduced, and the implications .
for method are outlined. Finally, ‘an illustration 3; the pro?lem-

atic is offered in a structural analysis of the se{ected radio-drama

using the theoretical and methodological guidelines developed in

the previous section.

.
i k. it
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I An llistoricist/Strutturalist Synthesis

Lucien Goldmarin was born in Bucharest in 1913, There he
went to univers&ty studying law, and in Vienna he studied philosaphy
for ‘a year. Later, in 1934, he went to France where he received
degrees in law, political science, and literature. He then worked .
for two years with Jean Piaget in Geneva. "He received his
doctorate from the Sorbonne in 1956. In 1961 he became Director
of the Centre de Recherches de Sociologie de la Litgrature at the
Sociological Institute of the Free University in Brussels. His
works range from studies in Kantigﬁ'epistemology to the developméht - ‘ /
of an overall problematic for the analysis of cultural creations. :

It is thHis latter aspect of his work that is to be addressed, -
Goldmann's work in the sociology of culture, produced in the 50's
and 60's, represents a critical approach which diverged from most

»

traditional approaches, particularly in the sociology of literature,
7

already applied in the area. His death came prematurely in 1970. ! .

¢

‘Goldmann's major studies were designed to show the relation-
sﬁip betwe;n cultural creations and the social and ideologicaf |
structures of the society in which they exist:.‘2 This was done in
front of a backdrop which consisted largely of a synthesis of the o f

i
historicist positioy of Lukacs and the structuralist influence of , }
Pigget. Goldmann begins -with an historicist argument which is close ;

1 See Johr Stamaris, "Lucien Goldmann: The Homology of Structures''. |
Unpublished, 1977 manuscript. Also see Lucien Goldmann, The

Human Sciences and Philosophy (London: Jonathan Cape, 19637, See

bibliography for extensive list of works on Goldmann.

’

2 Stamaris, 1977, p.143. | .
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to that of Mannheim. Knaowledge of human reality, for Goldmann, is
achieved with the unification of history and sociology. In

short, "every social fact is a historical fact and vice versa."
The understanding, then, of the historical fact is to be achieved,
much in the way Mannheim has argued (taking from Troeltch), by
tracing the historical location, and in so doing seeking a
sociological explanation.  '"Sociology canﬁot be concrete unless it
is historical, just as histéry, if it wishes to go beyond the mere
récording of facts, must necessarily become explicative, that is

“ . 3
to say, more or less sociological."
&

The proglem historicism raises for both Mannheim and Goldmann
is why study,some facts and not others and ultiﬁately, how do yoy -
know what you know, or how does one justify such knowledge? This i
ontological problem, revealed in Mannheim's concept of relational
knowledge, takes a somewhat different solution when raised by

Goldmann, Rather than developing objectivity through the method-

]

ology of detachment,‘as Mannheim does, Goldmann works out the problem

through the methodology of diaiectical matefialism, a methodology
which grounds the problem of objectivity in action, or praxis. In

accepting the thesis of the 'social determination of-enowledge’',

~

Goldmann is rooting his ontalogical claims for validity in the -
concrete position of the acter. Thus, the problem of the researcher
as to what historical fact should or should not be studied, is in

part solved in the following manner:

What men seek in history are the transformations of \k
the acting subject in the dialectical relation Men-

World, i.e.:transformation of human society.

3 Goldmann, 1969, p.23.
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It follows that the object of the histarical
sciences is human actians of all times and places,
in the degree to which they have had or now have
an impartance for or an influence on the existence
.and structure of a human group and, implicitly
thereby, an influence on the structure of the
present or future community. 4
Here we begin to see Goldmann's synthesis of the
historicist and structuralist traditions. Historicism, for example,
has as its central subject matter the subject of history, the
interaction of human beings in historically specific mi:lieus. The
structuralist paradigm, on the other hand, takes as its subject of
study structure or relations between the elements.} Structuralism
. . &g o
cuts across disciplines of study from anthropology to psychology,
sociology and linguistics. Linguistics including figures such as
Saussure, Trubetzkoy, and Jackobson; literary critics pioneered by
Propp; anthropologists like Radcliff-Brown and Levi-Strauss;
social and political philosophers like the Althuserians; and
" psychologists like Piaget,  are only a few of the mang variants of
- '
’
the tradition of structuralism, > Goldmann borrows from the
structuralist tradition in re-formulating his version of a

dialectical materialist 6 analysis of social t;‘ansfbmation. This

borrowing is a result of many influences, given the dominant position

4 ibid. p.29.

> Maurice Freedman, '"'Social a}]d Culturallnthropology", in Main
Trends of Research in the Social and Human Sciences (Part 2,
Vol.1, The Hague and Paris: Mouton and Unesco, 1978) p.80 and pp
5-138. -

> This philospphy is reiterated in. Lucien Goldmann, The Hidden
God (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, copyright 1955) .

PRSI
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v

af the structuralist paradigm in France (Levi-Strauss and the

Althuserians); but perhaps none was quite so direct or as

influential as that of the pscyhologist Piaget. In the following,

taken from Towards a Socioclogy of the Novel; one of Goldmann's

later warks, the structugglist influence becomes clear.

"Genetic structuralism sets out from the hypothesis

that all human bhehavior is an attempt to give a
meaningful response to a particular situation and

tends, therefore, to ecreate a balance between the
subject of action and the object on which it bears,

the environment. This tendency to equilibrium,

however always .retains an unstable, prov151ona1
character, insofar as any egu111br1um that is more or’
less satisfactory between the mental structures of

the subject and the external world culminates in a
situation in which human behavior transforms the world
in which this transformation reﬁders.therﬁfa'eguilibrium
inadequate and engenders the tendency to a new
equilibrium that will in turn be superseded." :

Goldmann 65ntinues,{.
"Thus human realltles are presented as two-sided
processes: "destructuration of ald structurations
and structuration of new totalities capable of o \
creating equilibria capable of satisfying the new -
. demands of the social groups that are elaborating
them." 7

These 'structural' concepts are not used in the earlier
Goldmann whose work takes place in front of a reiteration of Lukacs'
Marxist dialectical and historical materialism. This does not mean

©

to suggest that Lukacs, or Marx had no interest- in structure.
Rather, the later Goldmann is influenced by the modern structural-
ist movement which is rooted in a large variety of thinkers, from

Kant to Talcott Parsons. In his earlier works Goldmann focuses on
g

the problem of the relation of the parts to the whole. He dg?s not

A

7 Lucien Goldmann, Towards a SBciolggX>of the Novél (London:
Tavistock Publlcatlons, first published in 1964 this edition,
1975) p.156. )

4

4
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use the contemporary structuralist Vocabulary, as seen above, but

the general categories that’he daes employ seem tq be compatible

4

with the later structuralist terminology.

,"...in the study of man, we can separate the

" essential from the accidental only by integrating
the individual elements into the overall pattem, by
fitting the parts into the whole. This 1s why,

- although we can never actually reach a totality which
is no longer an element or part of a greater whqle,
the methodological problem, as far as the humanities
or the science of man is concerned, is principally this:
that of dividing the immediately available facts into
relative wholes which are sufficiently autonomous to
provide a framework for scientific investigation." 8

The key terms in the first quote include, structure, ‘ co
equilibrium, structuration and destructuration. The key terms in
the second quote above include, elements, pattern, parts and whole,
in short all the ingredients-which toéether comprise a structure. - 4
Z;mmerman argues, for example, that there is a unity and
compatibility in Goldmann's work. In other words, there is a
'connexion' between the young dialecticallmaterialist Goldmann and »

.

the old 'genetic structuralist' Goldmann. 9 Terms like equilibrium,

L}

argues Zimmerman, are meant as descriptive terms for states of .
practice. The term praxis is the key term for linking the young

and old Goldmann together, 10 Grounding the epiétemological . )

8 Lucien Goldmann, 1955, p.12. ‘
a . [ Y ' ;

9 For #n elaboration of this argument see Marc Zimmerman, "Lucien
Goldmann: From Dialectic to Gemetic Structuralism'. Berkley
Journal of Sdgiology, June 1979, pp.151-183, o

b i

0 Praxis or practice, the two terms may be uscd interchangeably.
For Lukacs and Goldmann praxis “is the marriage of theory and
practice in the world of political action. In shortj praxis,
especially for the young Lukacs, is political action. B

A




.o )/
’ 81,

y

")

categories in Lukacs' concept of praxis is the only/way Goldmann
Eould escape charges of a static structural%sm, one which cannot
accaunt for change. Before the adoption of Lukacs' Marxisi by
Goldmann’might be understood, it is necessary first to review
Lukacs' intérpretation.of Marx via the Hegelian dialectic,

. *

To summarize this section: we have seen that, in general,
the Goldmann genetic structuralist problematic exists within'a
historicist and structuralist paiadigma;ic synthesig The subject
mat%er of history was argued as the subject in history} being
human interaction, The subject matter of‘struéguralism was argued
as the relafioﬁs between the elements in, a'sociéty. The argument
of Goldmann's probiematic is that in studying man t study

both the historically spec§¥ic‘location of man and his practiée,

and the relations between men which form the societal structure,

* e

s

The criteria for knowledge ultimately rests on man's practice. Ca
2

The young Goldmann was linked to the old Goldmann showing a
v - t

continuity in his work. Now the Hegelian dialectic muét be reviewed

-~ »

in order to sMow Lukacs' rejection of it and the resulting concept
. 4 .
of practice. | , '

-
- ES

11 Hégel‘and Lukacs_on Epistemology )

- } 4

"The Hegelian Dialectic , .
. / i

Hégel's dialectic, in The Phenomenviogy of Mind, begins

with a criﬁique of divided consciousness; i-a., tﬁé”ééﬁiiafxon of
1r

N .
The dialectical method shows four primary
~

*®

stibject and object.

;1 Georg W.F. Hegel, The Phenomen&lggy of Mind (New York:Harper
1967). . ‘ : >

-

°
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moyements. Each of the movements, the unhs{py cansciousness,
‘ \
- religion reason and absolute spirit contains contradictions
and negatlons. Out of each negation grows-the following movement,

unt11 the f1na1 synthesis, “absolute spirit, occurs.. The unhappy

”

consciousness (divided conscio!usness) is unhappr because it is

".incapable bf fully achieving its purpose. Consciousness becomes
. | . . . . o . r

othér than itself and as, suth its purpose is lost. This process

A\

of consciousness, atteuﬁpfi‘hg to wholly realize itself, results

—

o

% in consciousness alienating itself, ( In othk&viords, copsciousness

St . .
,becomes contradictory. Thls co‘ntradlctlon arises out of

cénscmusnebs, in a sense, stepgmg out of itself in order that it
'E ~
mlg’nt redhze 1tse1f Yet tl}e conscmusness whlch steps outside

" of 1tse1f remains rela\:ed to 1t;e1f “In tf*s sense, the two

_operate within the same structure. Hegel discusses thls ‘contra-

“

./ : : y
dictory structure in the following: ‘ ,

, ‘. This unhappy consciousness, divided and at variance -

its essential nature is [felt to be a single conscious-

3 within ifself, must, becguse this contradiction of .
ness, always haye in thzv

one .consciousness the other

@ . . also; and thus we must be straightway driven out of

each in turn, when it thinks 1t\f)as therem attained -

the xyictory and rést of uhity... The unhappy

consciousness finds itself merely desiring and, \ d
toiling; it js not consciously®*and djrectly aware , . \
t:hat ,to so find+itself rests upon the inner certainty

) #ts self,<and ‘that its feeling of real being is < ’
. tl(‘{s self feel ng. 12 - '

[

!
In other words, the actor S conscx,ousness is divided, in

't'he sense that there is no method to comprehend the unity of the
1Y 4
sub3ect and: obJect of conscmusness. This is the task of reason,

s '

. or ph1losophy Réason unites the thr@e essgntlal aspects of

-
N . ' . &
- « ’ ’

12

e s /( . . . . ':
‘a* 7% ibid. p.251. © e L
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consciousness; sensation, perception and understanding. The

‘which it might operate.. This framework is religion, more

s

v 4

purpose of reasan is to seek the unity of sibrject and object.

-~

. D
'Reason sets out to know the truth, to find in the
. form of a notion whgt, for meaning and perception

.~ is a thing; i.e., it seeks in thinghood to have

merely the consciousness of its own self. Reason

has, therefore, now a universal interest in-the

world or is certain that the actual present is _
rational." 13 *

o

-

In/g;der to place reason in a position where it might begin
3 ,
to uncover,the nature of truth, Hegel establishes a framework in

-

sPecifiéilly, the Christian religion. Hegel presupposes religion
. 7 ) . .
to be that process in reality, whic? through reason, achieves the

. / .
reflization of spirit as the principalvéharabter of both subject

.

- \
and/object. Religion, in this sense, as it exists holistically -

within both subject and object, becomes possible, Absolute spiril

&

is the final movement in the Hegelian dialectic. It knows itself

by being itself, Absolute spirit is aware giiitself as the object
1

im religion, and as the subject, or self-consciousness of the
[T ., T e ‘
/ Vi . ) I
religious man.. In philosophy, it is aware of itself as the

infinite and the particular, In)art, it is aware of itself as the

idea which exists in sensible form. In sho&é?\it is a@gre of aa}

""It is spirit knowing itself dn the shape of sp1r1t
it is knowledge which comprehends through notions. s
Truth is herc not merely in itself absolutely 1dent1ca1
w1th certainty (as pure reason has it), it also has the
shape, the character of certaminty of self, or-in its
existence - i.e., for spirit knowing it - it is in the
form of knowledge itsclf." 14 : ’

<aspects of\ifself. ¢
. ; ¢ e

Pl

oy

S

% ibid., p.259. 7

14 ibid. , p.281,

ket b st
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Lukacs, interpreting Marx, returns the criteria for the
/
problem of knowledge (division of subject and ohject) to the
‘. actor. Hegel's ‘idealism, the separation of man from real history, '

is Lukacs' point of departure. It is within this context that

41
Marx is said to have "stood Hegel.on his feet.'" Absolute spirit =
can only exist separate from man as a driving force of history.

In this sense, Hegel retains a fundamental division between subject .

and ‘object, much as his wgrk\iff*designed to overcome that Kahtian
N ’ ~\\\ ¢
2 problem. Lukacs offerg the followirdg interpretatigﬁﬁof Marx!'s
. : -

" critique of Hegel:

Marx reproached Hegel (and in even stronger terms,
Hegel's successors who had reverted to Kant) with . ;
his failure to overcpme the duality of thought ° . ‘
- and beéjing, of theory and practice, of subject and '
“ ®Bject. He maintained that Hegel's dialectic
which purported to be an inner, real dialectic of

; B the historical process, was.a mere illusion: in J \ )
this crucial p01nt he failed to go beyond Kant. ) ’
: His knowledge is mo more than knowledge aboutlan
: | _ essentiallysalien material.

k DU N

~te

and extension of the critique that Hegel himself
\< not ° leveled at Kant, So it ‘came about that Marx'
B ’ + dialectical method contained what Hegel had s¥riven
. ) for, but failed to-achieve in a concrete form.

0w
s
~ Marx's critique of llegel is the direct continuation \\\\
-

It is at reality itself that Hegel and Marx part 4
company- Hegel was ‘uhable toggpnetzate to the. / ‘ ’ (’_
real driving forces of history... he remained r S

. , % imprisoned in the Platonic and Kantian eutlooks, ‘ «

- in the duality of thqggh; and be1ng, of form and o Ty

, matter. .15

: - D
The prémise of dialectical materialism is: "It is not Ahe

- consciousness offmen that determlnes the1r existence, but on the

-4 - 16 )’ l
contrary, their social ex1stence that determines tﬁelr consc10usness " R

. e : ‘ :
A 15 | ‘
- . Georg Lukacg,History and Class Consciousness (Cambridge, The
F ' M.L.T. Press, 1971) pp.16-15, emphasis added. - ,

1b1do p 16"19

.JUrw,\ L . . n .‘ L4

¥ 4
SR DR N S

t
o
Yy
sy

w e



%- o | ‘ | 85.
_ This is the key to understanding Lukacs-',r;.ntexjpretation. ‘

of 'Marx, In a sense, Lukacs has adoP'{ed an analysis of intell- ‘
. ec‘tual hi“s‘tﬁi?"that suggests that the conception of totality could

;0 . not bé&seen until Marx emérged, Hegel was the firs:t philosopher o

to attempt a resotution of Kant's distinction between phenqmena.

and neumenon. This was done with the dialectical methéd outlined

ahove. M_arf( then synthesized a historicai materialigt dialectic § .

t(; overturn Hegel's idealism.” This resulted in the proposition

that man makes his own history and that "the philosophéré ha\}e

only interpreted the world in different ways; the point is to

change it." 17 ' . e
Thi.; notion of change then, becomes the fou;\dati'on of

yukacs' position,‘ viz., préxis. Change is only possible through

) politieal praxis. This praxis is an awareness of the interplay

between theory and practice that can on&y be uncovered and under-

stood with the use of the method of dialectical materia.lismt, ’ ‘ ’
» ‘,/ﬁ , ‘
Dialectical materialism is a revolutionary dialectic. o
This defiinition is?so important and, altogéﬂ'«er S0 -
) crucial for an understanding “of its Nature, that if
Vs . the problem is to be approached in the tright way this o T {
‘ must be fully grasped... The issue turns on the , ’

" ( question of theory and practice, 18 _ \\ ¢ : . |

-~

~ : \

H
\ ¢ 1; . ' \\. . i i %
Karl Marx, "Theses on Feuerback' (1845), in T.B. Bottomore's - f

Karl Marx Selected Writings in Sociology and Social Philosophy
(London: Watts, 1956) pp.67-69. - ( i
~

¥

¥

AU Y , uk‘ycs, 1971, p.2.. .«
L N ' ' ’ Ce it 8
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‘out.of the methodoldgical implication of interpretation. The

86.

From thi; initial définition of praxis, as shown to
us by the "methad", a critique of baurgeois science ig/offered,
more specifically, empiricism. In gﬁis sense, the facts are
seen by the empiricists as independen£ phenomena; i.e., ihdependent
of the scientist who makes statements aboutsthem. fhe facts are

e Cy X P
scparate individual efitities th4t must be interpreted, This is an

av

implication of megpﬁﬁ, as Lukacs suggests: ) Teoe
L
‘It goes without saying that all knowledge starts o fv
from the facts. The only question is: which of '
the data of life are relevant to k?pwledge and : : N !
in the context of which method? :

The blinke'red empﬂﬁicist will of course, deny

that facts can only become facts within the '
framework of a system - which will yary with the
knowledge desired. He believes that every piece

0T data from economic life, every statistic,

every raw event, already constitutes an import-

ant fact. In so doing he forgets that however,
lacking in commentary, it already implies an
'interpretation', already at this stage the facts
have been comprehended by a theory, a meth;d; ‘ !

i e -

e AT S A

they have been wrenched from their living }6ntext
and fitted into a theory. 19

—_

y 2
Inte ingly enough, this critique of positivism closely .

LYo

resembles that offered by both Ma?ngeim and Weber, In this sense,

-

each author is attacking the positivist tradition for its

&

\

epistémolqgical blindspot. That %lindspottis most clearly und;rstood

as an in;bilityato confront’ the problem of interpretation, developed D/~\
by Webe{! Mannheim and Lu&pcs. The difference, however, between N
Mannheim and Lukacs, to the solution of this problem, is radical.
It can be seen epistemologically, that Weber's argument for the

t
cultursl sciezpes and Mannheim's argument for detachment each grow \\j/

b o

-
¥ ibid,, p.40. : ~
) :

\ o ’
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- epistemological background and the methodological resgonse are, ) .

however, considerably different between Mannheim and Lukacs.

The epistemological emphasis for Lukacs belongs to Hegel and : c

Marx. For Mannheim, the épistemolog}cal debt is from Weber and

Kant. This produces two distinctly different solutions to'the.

problem of interpretation. Mannheim is led to detachment., Lukacs ’

is led to praxis. {

. W The Context of Practice-Reification - \ i

The‘question now becomes, how is praxis undertaken; i.e.,

1 . ' QRQ within what context. Inevitably the problem of class and class
consciousness arises. For Lukacs, capitalist society contains two

‘pure' classes, the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, Theset are

v

‘the only two classes whose deveiopment is entirely dependent on

’ production. Class consciousness then, is defined in terms of class ~
‘ \\\* ’ interests as they relate to production. It is thiﬁdominance of . }.
. production which allows or disallows, creates or destroys, hides L)
¥ 4 ’ or reveals various forms of class conscioqsnefs; This i§ under- )
! ; stood dialectically as contradiction, not as contradiction per se, ’

but rather, as dialectical contradiction, Lukacs makes this, clearer_ . '
i L

in the following:

o oty e

With the bourgeoisic, also, class consciousncss o ’
. ¢ stands in opposition to class interest. But here s e
e _ “the antagonism is not contradictory but dialectical. ’ '

y : The distinction between the two modes of contradict- . <
. 3 ‘ ion may be briefly described in this way: in the
: case of other classes, a class consciousness is pre- s i
vented fromemerging by their.gosition within the
process of pfoduction and the Interests this gen-
) erates. JIn the case of the bourgeoisie, however, #
. w these factors combine to produce a class conscious-
L : ness but-one which is cursed by the very nature
‘ with the tragic fate of developing an"insoluable -
. .. . " g




contradiction at the very zenith of its powers,

As a result of this contradiction, it must annihilate
itself,

...Sociologically, the bourgeoisie did everything ' |
in its power to eradicate the fact of class conffict :

from the consciousness of society... Ideologically,

we see the same- contradiction in the fact that the

bourgeoisie endowed the individual with an unpreced-

] ented importance, but at the same time that same
individuality was annihilated by the economic
conditions to which it was subjected, by the
‘reification created by commodity production. 20 ’

. ‘
A

Py *  Commodity production and feulation is at the very basis -

of society's structure. In this context, the reification of the

proletariat;s labour occurs, In other words, labéur is transformed

‘ & into the commodity form, This is what Lukacs calls the "universal 5
spructuring principle'. 1In this sense, a distinction is drawn %

}Petween the commodity as universal and. the commodity as particular,

THis is different from &annheim's relational and particular

categories in that the relq&ional category never cémpletely ‘

separates itself from the assumption of partial knowledge, result-

ing in a form of relativism., The distinction Lukacs makes, on

- the other hand, is 'designed instead to show that at certain points

.8 . . . .
in the historical process, the particular nature of commodity

o exchange may be seen as the dominant social adﬁivity. At others,
4 I
\\ however, it is the universal category; that is, commodig? as

i
P ; transformed from labdur which takes place in the production base { ?
! 1 A
i of capitalist society. The total universal category of the comm- ; %
-t . ' 'l

|

odity can only be seen to emerge in the epoch of capitalism. Oﬂﬁy

with the advent of this class division, wherein class consciousness
L]

1

20 ibid. p.63, emphiwis added. D ‘
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is linked to class interest, is the totality of life organized
in terms of the produced commodity. '"Thus, the universafity

of the commodity form is responsible both objectively and sub-

.

© jectively. for the abstraction of the human gabgur,incorporated

21 5bid. pler. ~

Y

LY . 21
in commodities."

Rationally organized, distributed and produced commodities

are thus the context within which praxis takes place. This -

principle of rdtionalization shows itself in the emphasis placed
on rational accounting, the quantification of human labour. This

is in turn, produced by an increasingly complex division of labour

resulting from specialization. \ ' ‘:
"Aust as the capitalist system cqnxiﬁuously'produce

and reproduces itself economically on higher and
higher levels, the structure of reification progress-
ively sinks more deeply, more fatefully and more
definitely into the consciousness of man," 22

" Lukacs is entering Marx's theory of alienation and linking it to

" the concept of commodity fetishism, This is brought out further

in the following:
~ -

Marx often describes this pptentiation of

reificatjon in incisive fashion. Ope example must
suffice-here: "An interest bearing ctapital, therefore, ’
this ‘automatic fetish, self-expanding value, money

generating moneys is brought out in its pure state

and in this forﬁiit no longer bears the birth-marks

of its origin... It becomeg a property of money to ’

generate value and yield interest..., ‘Thus we get a
fetish f%rm of capital, and the conception of fetish

capital.” 23 ) . :

- »

[

1 ) N

o 2

22 ibid. p. 93. . 0

* ibid. 'p.23. J
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Summary and Critique o}kDetaéhment

L] .
<

As we have seen, the criterion for knowledge, as-it
. v ’ H ¢
L . ‘emerges in class -society, is the unity of subject "and object

i

in the context of revolutionary praxis. This stands in opposition
‘to Mannheim's argument for detachment. Lukacs' argument for

frgvolutionary praxis is founded in the method of dialectical -

)

materialism which was developed through the Marxian critique of
Y

Hegel's idealism. Hegel's diale&tic revealed the driving force of .
w |

history to be 'absolute spirit'. g The driving force of history.

for Lukacs can be seen as the revolutionary proletariat. By this
it is meant, the revolttionary spirit of the proletarian conscikus-
b
‘ ness is the only potential for emancipation from"reification and ‘
commodity fetishism, @As Lukacs suggests: ‘ "
v "Only the consciousness of the proletariat can point
to the way that leads out of the impass of capitalism.
As long as this consciousness is lacking, the crisis
remains permanent it goes back to the starting point !
‘repeats the cycle until after infinite suffering and
terrible detours the school of history completes the .
. “\ " education of the proletariat and confers upon it the T
N [\\\ky R lea%grship of mankind," 24 ‘ ..
MannheiT, on the other hand, taking\§rom Weber's assumption -
5 of partial knowledge, afgues that the criteyion for validity rests
- ’ ~
in the care of the detached intellectua;,\/ nly the detached "£§§ E
intellectual has the training and the skill to juxtapose the wealth *
of conflicting perspectives which have come to occupy virtually I
b »
' all géxfidors of contemporary thought. The ideal type procedure, . )
T ! s -
as was argued in Chapter III, operates on the'assumpt'éi that the . v
- object of study constitutes an infinite number of parts of which
» . .
Y %
L ~
A 2% ibid. pla0.
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v the obsérver is only able to grasp a limiuted number; that is, .
those which are essential to ';he observer. We saw this procedure
operationalized in the¢ content analysis of the cultural product,'
"A Way Through the Wood". In that analysis, only a partial
analysis based on the Mannheim problématic, we extracted categor-

Y
ies (via ideal types) in which were included the content of the

a

play. Those ideal typical categories take their validity in the
final analysis; that is, the criteria on which their validity rests

is that of the detached intellectual, not class praxis..

Lukacs and Mannheim thus appear to be distanced from one
- . - , -

—{;ﬁbther. The former grounds epistemological problems (in the final®

instance how do we know what we know?) in the concrete world of
human interaction, of action, and most especially, revolutionary

. practice. The latter, on thé other hand, takes the criteria for

* knowledge, not in the world of fn‘actic‘e), but in the worl‘d of the
d!tachled intellectual, Lu’kacs argues the realm of praxis is the
basis of knowledge. Lukac's later denounces the idealism with :mh:h

h% offered his concept of praxis. It is an argument which is not

.

very much different from Hegel's ''realization of the absolute

e e

|
: . spirit." 25 The point is praxis, the marriage of theory and 1
' ) :
) practice, claims objectivity in the final analysis only in so far ‘;
\ i
; / as it may be worked out ief action gt a concrete level, Detachment,
§
; the free floating intellectual, ofi the other hand, '"boils down to
: making truth once again the prerequisite of ? certain number of ;
scholars and specialists in sociology." 6 L ; *
‘ 25
' _Goldmann, 1969, p.51.
! A ' N S
! 26 e ) ) , . o
. ibid, ) ~ 5
v o~ S ' . \
:;-.’3;,; R ' LT e . P . " P
- r A 5 i v L e MRS v
WP g marsrrys kv e LRt L o



.Now that a critique has been pointed to from the dialectical

o materialist position of Lukacs,of the Mannheimian concept of

detachment, it becomes’ possible”to move into a presentation of
Goldmann's genetic structuralist problematic. The problematic
~ takes its origins in Lukacs' dialectical materialist method.

Three levels of the problematlcylll_be -considered: the epistemo-

logical foundations, theoretital and methodolog_icaiz propositmns,

and the empirical.

II1 Goldmann's Genetic Structuralist Problematic 27
.- r &

s

{

The Epistemolﬂoiical Foundations ~ ' BRI

&

The epistemological foundations of the genetic structural- ¢

ist problematic are implied in its name. The problematic has as
§ E]

its overall a/im the analysis of the social origin or genesis of

- a thing (prax}s)? and its structure (form) These two objectives
. . are inseparable. The ob]ectlve 1mp11es a partmular eplstemologlcal
' posj:tion which does not set aside, or in any way d1v1de the task

of the disciplines ;)f history from“that of.sociology. 28 Goldma.nn'

' ‘ R develops this synthesis; that is, the putting together of history
v
)

i  —— Lt

7 This scction appears,in Fink et al, "Literary and Sociological
o "Approaches to the Analysis of C,B.C. Engfsh Radio Drama, an
“¥npublished manuscrlpt 1980, The author wishes to acknowledge R
the debts owed to colleagues in the Radio Drama Pro;|ect, at . % >
? ‘ Concordia University.’ These colleaguestinclude: Professof ’
' John D. Jackson, Professor loward Fink, and Ms. Rosalind Zinman, ;
Ph.D, student in humanities, » -
Ve | ,
. - 28 Goldmann, 1969, pi23. |
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and social structure within the model of dialectical materialism,

M ¢

as is espoused by Lukacs. 29 The central principle around which
the model is constructed is that everything is potentially know-
able. ‘Goldmann argues that didlectical thought, unlike rétiopalism
and empiricism which "accept the existence of rational first

<,
principles or starts wi

the recognition of the absolute validity
of sense éXperience", does ngt accept an;' absolutely valid starting
points. 30 In lieu of viewfng the progress of scientific knowledge
in a stralgh\: line; dialettical materialism argues the validity of
any individua\l( fact or idea only once it has been placed within the
whole: In thi“‘s sense, Goldmann adopts a somewhat herminutic poslition:

"The advénce of knowledge is thus to be considered .
¢ asa perpetual movement to and fro, from the whole a °
to the parts back to thg whole again, a movement
in the course of whicl/the whole and the parts throw
light on one another." 31

Theory
Given thes above consideration of the epistemolog'ical

-

foundation of the genetic-structuralist problematic, it is possible

to elaborate a series of pro§‘sitions which formulate the theore-
tical position qﬁthé problematic, The central concepts on which
the theoretical propositions are built include: partial knowledée,
the social group, social class, and’world‘ vision., Knowledge is
partial when it is notileen in relation to a 'whole man'; i.e.,t

1

holistic knowledge in the final analysis is always bound up in

-3
i

- . M 1
29 Sp/the first'chapter' in’ Goldmann, 1955, and also Lukacs, 1971.

0 Goldmann, 1955, p.4. a4 * - C D .

1 ibid., p.s.

-
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classlwithin‘which he acts; and (3) the Qbrld vision of a sogiak

.

&

class is best seen in the imaéinary‘broduction of ‘a work of art.’

4

The method for analysing a cultural creation or work of. art is
¢ -

to.begih with the décougage Of the objeci itself, . Thén,~ﬁhroUgh-h o -
a process of successive approximations of the homologeus

relations between the structure of the world of the work and the

3

grogp-from which it has emergéd, and through the pracedure of v
inserting each of those structures ;nto the overall society ,we D
.arrive at a point where we have both understood and explained the A

cultural product and the sogiéty-ip which‘it has been ?roduced. . ’ S

In the final ahq}ysis this is the goal of the genetic structuralist

. \

problematic; namely, to comprehend and to explain the genesis and -

oStEEFtUTé/Oﬁwh?mhﬁi%g;tS, of cultural facts.

Whereas Mannheim, as was seen in the previous thépﬁer;
. ' ’ ’ ' . , .
argued that there is a content meaning in a world view, Goldmann

@ .

is conceried first and foremost with the latent structure of a i
world vision. The structure of the world of a cultural product is

«thought of as the uhderlying or latent relations between the / J
. , .

elements. In this sénses the content analysis demodstrated in ) <.

the previous chapter is thought of as revealing certain elements

of the script but not the structure. 'This is, not meant as a

1 .

1

general critique of the Mannheim problematic in that the analysis
- ‘ \ B »
was offered as an illustration of one of the meanings, which
1 ) ~ ? T ' A
Mannheim argues;” constitutes a world view. Rather, it is a point

. - to- i
of clarification, a point that nevertheless establishes a difference . 1

B

between the two prqblematics. A further point of difference

s

¢

.- - N - . et t——r s sy o M..-g‘
! . N - -
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v

has to do with the emphasis Mannheim places on the expressive,

' méaning, or the intention ¢f the artist, in the analysis of a’

k4
-

ol ~

litf[e, if any, importamnce in the intention of the author,

arguing that tty*focusing of the analysis on the authdr may help

with the understanding of the internal unity but it cannot show
any external homologies. Goldman's rejection of this kimd- of

psychologi%m, or at least his Teservations regarding placing the

emphasis on the creator, is seen in the following:

.
.

, "In short, no psychological study can account for

the fact that Racine wrote precisely the dramas that

he did and explain why he could not, in any circumstances,
write the plays of Corneille or Moliere."

-
-

"...the psychological structure is too campleX a .
reality for one to be able to analyse it with the
help of various sets of cvidence concerning an v
individual who is no longer 'alive, or an authoxn -
whom ane does npt know personally, or even on the
basis of the irtuitive empirical knowledge of an ,
. individual to whom one is bound by close bonds of” -
© friendship." 44 ‘ .

Iy

L)

world view, or a piece of art, ,Goldmann, on the other hand; sees

.

The difference at the level of application between Mannheim -

" # and .Goldmann are tied up with the two levels of their problemﬁtics,
o ?

.

epistemology, and theory and methodology. The exact nature of

this connection will receive attention later. For the moment, it

v
»

is useful to keep in mind as the central difference on the level

*of application; i.e., the distinction between Mannheim'é category

.

of content and:Goldmann's concern for uncovering latent structures.

1 s

Mith this disiinction in mind we may now continue with ‘an

illustration of the genetic structuralist problematic using the

° L
.
s

4 ibid. pp.157-158.
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theoretical and methodological guidelines developed ‘to this

‘

-

N ~

. 4 [ :
A Structural Analysis of "The Way Through the Wood" 4?
0 B ' i

'

-

- We will begin by restafing Goldmann's basic hypothesis:
y : .

. The collective character of literary creations stems
from the fact that the structures of the universe
of a work are homologous to the mental structures
of certain‘social groups., 46

: . J
To move from this very general statement to the-analysis of a

creative work requires a set of specific steps consistent with -

N ]
Goldmann's problematic, ',
, ' »

r

First, a distinction must be made between the locus of ' * °

observation and the locus of analysis., The former refers to the

» . [

manifest content of the work as composed of words and sentences
. ‘ . .

~ 5 This analysis was adopted from Jackson in

"4

. ' ’
BN S ] S AR I N L VLt ran. e S P SN Ayt g s B
"y - - < 5

combined into'units of dialogue which together make up the empirical

- '

" world of the play. This level is not the level of analysis)

inasmuch as the hypothesis directs us to structures of which the
. , « ' 14
empirical level is but a mgnifestation. The level of analysis refers

us to the way in which these observed units are combined or their

relations. It is these relations or structures that are hypothesized

as homologous with the mental structures of certain social‘froups.

Py

4
in Fink et _al. , 1980

‘Goldmann, 1975,p.159. - )
) . i

-
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*  This distinction parallels that which is made between

- céntent and structural analysis.’ Content analysis tends to tap

‘ -

only the'manifestations of undérlying relations as we have seen,

1

and, at best, leads to an analysis which portrays an identity of

content between the work and some set of ideas within the larger
society, More likely <than not, the manifest content of the play

under examination would lead an observer to conclude that the play

is about sex roles and waomen's sfruggle for liberation; the
resolutien of the play expressed in that liberation. A structural

analysis reveals quite a different, understanding of the production, ’

N

.

Secondly, and to return to the level of observation, the L »

units selected are best described as units of dialogue. The

N - - 1
definition of these units for coding purposes

requires more work
and refinement. For the Moment it will be sufficient to note that ’

- N . ~

. a .
a unit of dialogue is a combination of statements made either in

)
an interaction situation between two Sr more tharacters or by one
- !
- /

B .

character or a narrator as a series of thoughts  or comments in
- which an exchange of propositions is completed. The following -
example extracted from the play will illustrate the operation:

1

MUSIC: ‘Up. and out -

- . ‘
[ il

GIRL: (Assistant in flower shop) Will thgt be ali thenm; Mr.
. Manley? : . . - -
ROY: Yes - I think so. Two dozen red roses. ' Mother likes
) them. Funny how all women go for red roses, isn't it? .
01001-11 . : ‘ .
x ‘ :

GIRL: Do they? ’ > .

‘§OY:‘ Sure they do.'nEvé;y time. I sometimes wonder how you o
florists have enough red.roses to go around every Mother's‘r “ :
Day. .

[



GIRL:

ROY:

Oh, ,we manage. Shall I send the bill to ybur office? .

Yes, do that. (GOING). Try and see. that they get there

01'00241, first thing in t&e morning, eh? N

GIRL:, W'e'll do our best, Mr. Manley.

" ROY: Okay. '1Good—5ye. ' .
GIRL; Good-bye. a - V4
SOUND: . The front door of the shop is opened and admits traffié

. noises for a moment as he goes through, then shuts L~
Y

" GIRL: Well, he's done his duty for the year. :
GIRL 2: (Slightly off) What's that, Mary?

. ’ . v

1 say he's done his duty for the year. 1I'd 1ike to know
if he ever does anything for his mother in between.

01003-25 And I bet he'd even forget Mother's Day if his secretary :
didn't remlnc} him, A ‘
' »

GIRL 2: You sound bitter, dear.

GIRL: I'm always bitter on Mother's Day. s bid you‘hear him?
"Funny how all women go for red roses'. How does he -
kndw? y . ’ ~

. ‘ = r , - ‘ -
A M o

MIRL 2: ' That's just one of those handy things men make up for ‘
themselves, Saves a lot of trouble - and keeps 'tﬂe
price of red roses up. .

GIRL: And helps to pay our wages. Oh, here's another. This

0100414 “one's youi:s.

GIRL 2: Okay. )
. ) _ o

SOUND At “Qur Wagcs'" above,the, traffic noise has been admitted /

again as a customer enters. ! .
- l

GIRL 2: Yes. sir - can I help you? ‘

c s *

MAN: (Slight fade m) Yes - er - 1'd 11ke a couple of dozen ]
red roses, ‘ ) vy
N : . ’ Cos 47

, . /\
‘ ¢ o . . .
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1

Each unit is coded indicating the scene (first two

“

digits), the sequence (next .three digits) and the theme (last -

- two_digits)., ! '
s .~ .
R Theé third,step, which involves the recanstruction of the
. \
‘ themes, takes us to the level of analysis. This step does not
@ " " occur until after the initial coding by scene and sequence.. At

this point each unit of dialogue is placed én an index card. The

|
‘cards are then sorted into themes. This requires a judgement
-

i content of the play and a knowledge of the social world in which,
the play is rooted (s:uccgssive gpproximati;on). The resulting themes
are no longer empirical units or samples of mapifest content but

. clusters of relations among these units. Using the above extract‘

4 —r

from the play, th.eme (11) is a comb1nat10n of units which express

a particular set of values with some coherence present in the work *

and- theme (25) expresses another such get; Th tt}emes do not, of
course, appear in Seqﬁence. The units of each. theme are scattered .
‘throughout the play. In the case of the illustration, the first

and second units are lmked together as part of theme (1 1) the

s th1rd unit, is a member of another theme; and the fourth of yet

another. The relations among theyunits within each theme are simply

relations of 'identity of meaning.

I . ! ’

<

.

' 47 See Alan King, "A Way Through the Wood!', unpubhshed radio
. ‘ . drama script. The reader is also refered back ,to the precis
of the script in Chapter 111, for a general 1dea of the story
line.

-
‘o .

'which can only be made thi‘ough a constant shifting betwee the N~
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Two major themes intexact in a specific’ manner thredghout

the élay. .Theme (11), identified with Roy, is a value set which

in the popular social science of the day was characterized as

1950's suburban middle class, most often assoéiated with mobile
¥ ‘ .
while collar, professional and manggerial occupations. It is a

. set which places a high priority on a romantic idealization of
' \
family and community, an idealization which contained specific

prescriptions regarding the respective behaviours of males and

v 1 ‘

' females based on male dominance and aggressiveness. The emphasis
on family and community contained an exclusiveness which encouraged

negative attitudes toward "outgroup' members. The values tended

o

to be politically conservative as opposed to liberalism, Male

aggressiveness was a psychological correlate of free enterprise

p and competition, <:’T\. ////JQ

/

S

Theme (25), identified with Jean, was nonetheless ‘“‘middle
class" and characterized as influen;ed by existentialism but more
concretely expressed in an empiricism (one believes only what oﬁe
sees) and individualism. It is ant%—coqformist and sc;ptéga} of'
values surrounding fdmily, community and nation. _ In this senmse,
it is more open and tolerant. It tends to be politicaily liberal
to ¥eft-liberal, Littlewalue is piaced on‘cbllectivities, con~

1 .

siderable on the individual.  The individual here, is not the-

-

aggresS$ive free-enterpriser but the open, feeling individual who
. . - IS
seeks solutions to social problems in perfecting interpersonal

reiatiéns. 48 o N

ke v
h [4

48 Both the Mannheim and Goldmanh analyses are close in their

desc;iptions of these two themes in this.case,

\
\
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] .

< The repaining themes are sub-themes of one or the other
value géts. Two of these characterize at the concrete level the

personifications of the two“major themes primarily through the

characters of Roy and Jean. An additional three }gfeq to the

sources and institutional supports
t .

theme finds its source in the United Stafes media and Jean's in

the bgsic themes. Roy's
' ' H'

. . - - —
Lurope via immigration.. In Roy's theme the'fhurch and ‘the ecohomy

are mutually reinforcing.

The next and final step to dd with the felations among
' - ‘ \ S

the themes. It is this level of analysis which yields the structufd?
. s )

which can be examined iit relation to struct?res of idea systems
" :

within thé-larger saciety. The techniqué is to place’ the units of

diglogué sequentially along a horizontal axis while at the same

- . / *
time organizing them thematically along a vertical axis, 49

For
. purposes of illustration let us take éight themes numbered from
1 to' 8. The resulting simulation of'thaplay would look something

like the following:

‘ N i - - . ' -
N - . . .
n e amn—— =Y . C e e eebin s ot e o ¥ ot o w4 e - .7 -
. ” . A .
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~ . '. . By reading from left’to right one obtéins‘«thé manifest cont\ent
er story line. By reading from tap to bottom gne obtains the
t thematic content, but one step removed from observation insofar
. as the themes are made up of the units of dialogue ordered not
- in seéquence but b the‘me. The wa‘? in which the themes ‘are related
. . : . s 3rrived at by g¢xamining the inte‘racfion'betkeen 1, 2, 4, via -

E -the story line.
- ' -’ ¢ ,‘ . ‘. ~

e d

. The two major themes, as you might now expect, stand in
N ’ < : ) . . "
opposition to each pther with Roy's theme in a dominant position

i and Jean's theme in‘a subordinate position.. There is no resolution
. N A}

* : e s : .
/ " to the tension in the sense of a new thesis. The play concludes

' .
. : v .

X . with Roy's theme in a dominant position, though in the middle

- . sequences Jean's theme gains a temporary ascendancy.

, ‘ . .
In our 'illustration thus far, the method of découpage of

. . the object has been established as the cutting. up or coding of

the script, using first level successive approximations. By this .

¢ . 13 P < » Pl g . i !
. ’ \\ it is meant, the depiction of the two main themes, as portrayed
. R .

@, —r

" \b{Lhte characters Roy¥and Jean, was arrived at by est1mgtmg the

- ’ stereotypes which werg_appgrent in the historical period of the ‘

» -

“ "production. By."ins’erting the structure of the play into the

o4 ——

| , = .
"structure of the historically specific milieu from which it emerged, ’

r ! .

-

b | X .. | \] . 1

S © % Set Claude Levi-Strauss, "The Structdrat Study of Myth", in

; “ ) . Richard and Fernande de.George {eds.) The Structuralists From

: . . Marx to Levi-Strauss. This technique taken from Levi-Strauss

. does not mean to imply that his problematig is compatible with

SR ’ Goldmanri's. Rather, the. technique has been stripped from Levi-
O . Strauss's problematic and been employed in the context of

- . “ s Goldmann's problematic. ‘
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we move closer to an explanation; and therefore an understanding

-of both the play and the culturé from whence it has éomg. We will

N .

let the analysis stand incomglete. The next step in the analysis

would include a thorough presentation” of the historical peribdd in .

ortler that a larger successive approximation of the work might be

-

bffered. Rather than attempting to enter that approximation we

will leave this analysis w1th a ref1nement of the hypothe51s

stat'ed earlier. Our hypothes1s is that the structure of thk\play

as revealed in its first approximation is homologous with the mental
%tructures of particular fractions of the class structure of the
time inscfar as the manner in which these fr;ctions are related to
each other. The relationship between the two major themes
corresponds to the relationship between the world visions adhered

P -
‘to by Qwo fractions of the middle class during the 1940's And 1950's ‘
* ) id
We refer to the tension between the "old middle class“ rural and . ¢
urban 1ndependent commodity producers and merchants) and the,"new

middie class! (professional and managerial personnel). The latter
. ‘ . .
category is objectively a part of the proletariat but subjectively

30

identifies with the capitalist class. Evidence suggests that

the former fraction was beginning to shift its dominant position

.

to the latter after 1940, ideology of the Bormer grouping,
) 'x~‘ﬂ

though frequently associZfted in\the popular social science

o1

literature with "organization man", corresponds to that described
¢

as theme (11),- Roy's theme,the relationghip hetween theme (11) and

50 Carl Cuneo, "A Class perspective on Regionalism'" in D. Glenday
et al (eds.) Modernization and the Canadian State (Toronto: .
ﬂacmlllan -1978) pp.132- -156. ' T

. .
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¢ his critique. of the liegelian dialectic, The central concept of

. ‘ . 111.

theme (25) is homologous with the relations between these two

fractions. This hypothesis could guide further inquiries. 51

v Summarx .

The genetic structuralist problematic has been illustrated

4

in a yartial analysis of "A Way Through the Wood". Thiss analysis

was guided by the theoretical propositions coﬁ;erning partigl

knowledge, the social group, social class, and world visions and

the methodological proposit%ons, découpage, successive a%proxima—

tions, insertion, explanation, and understanding, The central

difference between this analysis and that offered by the Mannheim-
ﬂian problematic, is that this analysis concentragpa‘bn tﬁe v
structures of both the wotk and the soetal milieu; whereas the
latter a{lows for a partial analysis of the co:tent of the product
on its own. The theoretical agﬁ;methodolggical.propositions of

the genetic structuralist problematic¢ were developed from Lukacs'

major epistemological concerns. -

N
Lukacs' primary concept of praxis was’reysaled as Galdmann's

prime epistemologigal criteria. This is seen in the genetic (praxis)
focus of study, whereas the structural (fdrm) focus of study was
borrowed more from the contemporary influences of the psychologist

Piaget. Lukacs' adoption and interpretation of Marx was shown via

E4

. , ’ .
51The autstanding difference between tha.Goldmann and Mannheim TN
problematics, regarding this hypothesis, is that the latter ) i

" problematic does not take structures into account.
- .

-
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praxis was developed in the context of reification and commodity

fqﬁﬁshism. ‘ '

The argument of this chapter was that the genetic
structuralist problematic of~rycien Goldmann was housed within a

historicist/structuralist paradigmatic synthesis. Our elaboration

of Goldmann's debt to Lukacs' epistemology, along with' the concrete
illustration of the genetic structuralist problematic‘gﬁided by .
fhe Rioblematic's theoretical aﬂa“methodological propositions, were
all designed with this argument in mind. Lukacs' concept of praxis

was juxtaposed with Mannheim's concept of det4chment The two
’ ’

¢
L4

were shown as incompatible. Some differences were noted on the
level of illustration, between the Mannheimian and Goldmann

problematics. ‘

It now becomes possible to mo&e into an investigation

» -

of a third problematic, that of the Althusserian's Strugturalist
Problematit. One of the fruits to ;e harvested in this investigation
is to be a critical retrospecti&e look at éhe paradigmatic synt£esis
6f Goldﬁ;nn's genétic structuralism, from the position of d::

Althusserian structuralist problematic. In the final chapter we

Al

will return to the consequences of such an exercise.

p : . ’ "l . ' ‘\

-

Val




" born in Algeria. His first degree was in'philoséphy from the

. ‘th?’basis‘that ‘the 'project' of his problematic in its' broadest

.« . . ,
.application is, like Goldmann's, the depiction of the relations

CHABTER V N <

)

The Althusserian Structuralist Problematic Via Karl Marx

I The Althusserigns 1 ‘

il
i N

One would have to look very hard to find a set of contem- r—

porary intellectual figures who have caused as much controversy as

those of Louis Althusser and his followers. Louis Althusser was ' :

3

Ecole Normale Supérieure, Paris in 1948. He joined the commuhist
M - s L 3
party in France in 1948, and at the same time continued to teach at
the school where he obtaimed his first;dégree. ‘Amongst his most c

important works are included: Montesquieu, la politique et

1*'Nistoire, Lire le_capital; Pour Marx, and Lenine et la philoso_phie.2

Althusser is described in this chapter as a structuralist,

even though he denies the charge. This description is retained on

-~

When the Althuserian problematic is referred to, Ettienne Balibar 3 T

is thought of as being included. 'Ballbar co-authored Reading -
Cagxta and other works with Althuser. oy \\ A

2 See Louis Althuser, For Marx (M1dd1eseX' Pengu1n 1969) inside
cover.
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a

betweeﬁ eleménti;or simply, the structure. A major difference betweeQ -
the format of this chapter and the pfeceding chapters is that there
is no juxtaposition of the Althusserian problematic with his major .
intellectual and paradigmatic debt. That this is so has to do
witlh the coipcidénce that much of the Althusserian's work is fdgused

, )
on investigation and’interpretation of Marx, who is Althusser's.
major influence.

Aside from Marx'g‘major influence, there is also Lenin

1 3 . i
and Mao. In addition, as Klein has recently argued, it 4s important

B

to look at Althusser in relation to the existéntialist movement
¢ of Sartre and his folldwers, the static structuralism of Claude
Levi-Strauss, and the historicist tradition,par{icularly of

- Gramsci and Lukacs. Unifortunately, we cannot deal with the rich-

"+ . ness of the conflicts between Althusser and -each of these traditions.

. 1
B

Instead, this chapter limits itself to a general examination of the

. Althusserian problematic. Hence, given the peculiar circumstance
VJ 3 . N 1 ‘
.+ of an author's influence being more or lgss confined to a re-reading o

v

of a classical figure .(Marx), we williatfempt to deal with Althusser

‘On'ﬁis own ground. Glucksmann points out Althusser's major S,
' . ., , ‘Pﬁ re . B
influences in the following: ; : .
3 -
fAlthusser's work consists in an original reigeading i N

and exposition of Marx, .and-the theoretical innovations

he makes depends on this reading ‘rathe¥ than on the

work of others. Where he ¥ influenced by others it

is in a highly specific way: he borroys particular con-

cepts and. terms*to describe concepts $\at‘art/already o

< t -

= , P

- - v

3

This idea was elaborated by Professor Norman Klein in a talk
he delivered to The Developing -Area Study Series at McGill

, . * University, Montreal, Quebec, 1980, entitled Althusser's -
Marxism'. .
. ) "
’ - . ® 1 .
- ; . Aanhdnd e . ad m-—*‘wm , ) gy ‘—::':--\mn;m m:‘ _0
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present in some form in Marx. The most important
- theorists whose influence he acknowledges are

of Hegel, Feuerbach and all humanist, historicist
and idealist reinterpretations of Marxism from
Gramsci and Lukaés ts Sartre-and Goldmann." *4

’ We begin with an elaboration of the Althusserian argpment

a

against historicism. The principles of the argument are applied
to Lukacs' historicist interpretation of Marx and then carried

over to Goldmann's genetic structuralist problemaq§€T-The main
\ R
thrust of the critique is’ directed at the concept of political

praxis.‘5 Althusser argues that this concept 'flattens out th&

structural tqtality' and provides a 'linear view' of history.

Four sets of practice are elabqrated as they emerge from Engels

and Mao: economic ﬁractice, political practice, ideologicél‘practice '
and theoretical practice., On the basis of the argument for

theoretical practice, science is distinguished from ideology.

+ 8

N .
The relative autonomy 6f science from ideology is a key epistem-
|

ological categdry of the Althusserian problematic.

o . . ()

Once scierice is distingUiShed' from ideology, thw.m R

theoretical "and methodological prbpqsitions concerning the science
: 4

of historical materialism,.are outlined. The baseé/superstructure

metaphor is reviewed and the principle elements of the mode of .

-
[}

production are presented. If‘is then argued that each of these

13 4

: z

v

4 Gluckémann, 1974, p.97.

> The reader is referred to Chapter IV where a discussion of the
concept of praxis was presented as adhered to by Lukacs., :

' '37.

-

ve o ¥ A O s e

Bachelard, the ﬁignsg'philosopher of science,
Freud, "and Spinoza,.{ Althusser's work is a critique

RS
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elements -- labour, means of production, and non-labour :-- must
be reproduced if production is to continue. Following the argu-
¥ .

ment of reproduction of the productive forces, and the relations
. t

of production, the’ concept of the ideological state apparatus, as

distinguished from the repressive state apparatus, and the state

a
"

in general is offered as a central theoretical proposition. In
tracing the purpose these various state apparatuses serve in the

productive process,five theses are put forth for the Althusserigp
general thé;;; of 1deology and with this is included a depiction

of the elements which formulate the formal structure of 1deology

v
’ ¢ -
,

This is’'followed with the application or gfounding of the

problematic through an' analysis of the selected script. Althusser's

analysis is distinguished from both the Goldmann/Lukacs and

Mannheim/Webér problematics in that an argument is aeveloped

wherein both these problematics are.seen as focusing analysis on

S

the creation of the product, in the _sense of its emergence from
- . * -
some hist icalIy specific milieu. The Althussefian problematic,

however, concentrates on the effects the product has on conscigusness.

by

A literary analysis of the scrlpt is offered based on two )ust1f1-

cations: (1) that an 1nvestlga§10n into the ideologicdl world of

the play will'yigld information which may provide keys to the

i .

-understanding .of the effects on consciousness that the cultural

.
A

product might have; and (2) as an illustration of the Althusseriad,

.

) theory of ideblogy. The ana1y51s is to be based on the theoret1ca1

and methodologlcalKguldellnes of the problematic. The main base’

\ .

for the literary analysi§ is 'the formal structur‘ of ideology'

G e e ke e e e t———— e e s
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‘framework: The four main principles of this framework includes

B

‘the double mirror structure of ideology, the interﬁellation of

—

the individual as subject, the recognition of other subjects

and the reinforcement of what is "alyeady known to be 'true!  -and . .

.

finally, the subjection of the subject to the Subject. These . .

principles are used to guide the analysis of the script.

. , '
We-conclude with a summary of the three levels, epistem-

ological, theoretical and methodological, and the application,

which together formulate the Althusserian problematic. Some
. s ,
distinction is drawn between "Althusser and the Mannheim/Weber
L

* and Goldmann/Lukacs &fﬁ?lematies. Also considered are some of the
- . " ¢ '

internal contradictions of the Althuserian problematic, particularly

Ed

with the category of science. Finally, some suggestions are

~

‘offered towards.a conclusion in the final chapter.
‘_“ ! -

I1" The Level of Epistemology

The Althusserian Critique of Historicism

-

According to Althusser, Marxism is both anti-historicist

and anti-humanist. © That this is so has to do with the "break"
‘ - v Q- ¢

"in Marx's own work which occurred in his works around 1845, 7 The L

1 ,

argument Althusser outlines is that the younger Marx was not as yet ’ .

‘a Marxist. By this it is meant that the works of the younger Marx S

Louis Althuser, and Ettienne Balibar, Reading Capital (London:
New Left Books, 1970)p.119.

6

L Z For a definitign of the concept .of "bredk", and a discussion of -
' the ''break" in Marx's work, see the glossaries in both Althusser,
' Balibar, 1970, and Althusser, 1969, —

At PRI AL PO DAY VR s vy WEBLR TP W L0 Pk
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were bﬁrdqud with Hegelian epistemological .problems. Thege
proﬁlems are seen £o be carried on by the historicist and human- .
ist traditions which emerge, says Althuser, following the collapse

4

'\ - of ﬁhe#SeCOnd International, 8 The,historicism and humanism ’

-
\

referred to here are labels which are applied to the European
left from 1917 on, and most particularly to the figures of Rosa
~ e '
S Luxembgrg, the political revolugionary; and afterwards a whole
/ serids of theoreticians, among them Korsch, Gramsci and Ldkacs.
353‘ In this\sectioﬁ an attempt is made to re-state Althussér's ré}ect—
ion.and critikism of the historicist tradition and to-'aim that
criticism at Lukacs' historicist problematic in_particular. '
\\\\ S~ Once this step has Qeen taken, the implications of the historicist
\ - critique will be carried Ver inko Goldmann's problematic for a |

critical ‘examination. Once the limitations of the’ genetic

structuralist problematic haye been established,an outline 6f the

o

Althusserian problematic will be designed along with the application

s of the prablematic to the analysis of the data selected.

Historicism, in the form practiced by Lukacs and Goldmann,

‘ " absolute spirit. In this sen;;, Althusser argues that historicism is

o 5

gAlthussér,:Balibar, 1970,p.119. " ' .
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. . «

idealist. Lukacs, in 'the preface to llistory and Class Conscious-

ness, realizes in retrospect that'hgﬁTade error’s which stemmed from

-
idealist asgumptions. But this is not a dismissal of the hist- . ' ) .
/ . , A
oricist problematic. Giving the proletariat the quality of the

absolute covered a host of epistemological and methodoiogical

, . . .

problems which became reduced to and-embraced within the concept
f’ »

?f praxis, as we have seen. The problem of objectivity of science

and ideology, of philgsophy, anﬁ\hence, hilosophers, is resolved

in'concrete'pistorical practice. In thexase of the philosopher
; ) -

- this practice is of a political nature. Althusser thus charges that

the reducticn of the histo;f%ist problema ic to practice is limited

as there can be no 415t1nct1on dr¥awn between religion, 1deology,
phllosophy, and Marx1st theory. In short, \\hérdlstlnctlon of

levels, that is, the distance between science and ideology, for
e

\

example, becomes lost., :

Giving history the quality of the abQSIute, shgggsts t%at the °
historicist Marxisé retains the Hegelian totality in: the sense‘that  ‘
no analytic dis;inction may be\made between the levels of the-
structure of the totality. The historicist, therefore, cannot

demonstrate the relative autonomy of the levels of the structure. : 3
Y

.The Althusserian Mari?%t totality, on the other hand, "does not have
p ) :

the same structure as the Hegelian totality, and in particular ‘<§%:§ !
P
- &
it -eontains different levels or instances which do not directly i
express one another." % The Althusserian criticism of historicism *
a

as'harbouriﬁg the Hegelian totality which tends to "flatten out

.
-

9 ibid. p.. 132.

- \Aaa R b oy,

-
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.

the Marxist totality' argues that it gives a "linear view of his-
tory." History is seen as an accumulative process; and as such,
its essential moments are not distinguishable, Without the dis-

tinction between the levels, the rqle of pojitics, theory, philosophy,

-
‘«

etc, cannot be distingusihed, as Althusser argues:

"it is not enough to reduce to a4inimum the

distance within the social structure between the
site’ of theoretical, philosophical‘and scientific
formations on ths one hand and political practice

whif _might show the relationship between philosopy
and"Pelitics or theory and practice in a manner

which Teveals the distinction between the levels." 10

This critique of historicism may be extended to Goldmann's

.

genetic¢ structuralism in that Goldmann, like Lukacs, reduces thé
p}obfem of knowledge té the overarching c&ncept of praxis. Zimmerman
érgues that the concept of praxis in the genetic structuralizf prob-
lématic ig necess;ry and basic. 1 g;\ihis he means that the various
concepts developed by Goldmann are rooted, or fihd their validity in -
praxis. Piaget's structuralist influé;:: on Goldmann is grounded in
Lukacs' thebry and practice combin;tion. The concepts of equilibrium,
dﬁg&ﬁ;ﬁfurétion, and structuration, in this light, are descriptive
conceptgbfor the generic concept of praxis. This is nécessary*if

Goldmann is to be distinguished from static forms of Parsonian Sﬁiuc-
. ~ . L} )
)
turalism. Goldmann's anti-scientist {like that of Weber, Mannheim, and
' ¥
especially Lukacs), humanist, and evolutionist assumptiens are out«

‘growths of Lukacs' hf?toriciSm.

"...His assumption of the social determinancy of ideas
is complemented by a view of theory *n general as
consciousness and of Marxism in particular as critical

. philosophy, rather than.as science: 'The knowledge of
social and historical dife is not science but

0

10 ipia. p.132,

11 immerman, .1979.
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consciousness, although it must obviously strive .
towards the attainment of a rigour and precision
comparable to those ach1cved by the natural sciences.'
L4
"Lukacs avoided the total relativism of social
determinism by postulating that only the proletariat,
as 'the living negatiom of capitalist society and the
subject .of history, can achieve correct and objective
knowledgle - the proletariat 'simultaneously knows
and constitutes society'., Goldmann follows Lukacs
in espousing this essentialist conception of the
‘proletarlat and in denying the possibility of a
social science - his view of history is diametrically™
opposed to that of Marx, Lenin and Mao. Goldmann
subsumes theory and practice under the wider concept,
praxis, which expresses the total1ty of man's action
on society, and he fails to distinguish them as two
separate levels of practice.'" 12

It is iméortant to point out that Althysser's critique
of the historicist's reductionism of the prbblems of knowledge to-
£he concrete, that is praxis, does not mean to suggest an
abandonment of the concep£ of praxis by Althusser.qkatﬁer, the
concept of praxis is of seminal importance. to the Althusserian
problematic. In developing th§ concgpt of pfaxis, Althusser bor:ows

from Engels and Mao Tse-Tung. Mao posits thrae Qévels of praxis:

ideological, economic, and political. Althusser adds.a.fourth level,

N

z, , the theoretical. To understand what Althusser means by this
A . T
fourth level it is useful to review Mao's position.

:

The problem of understanding, knowing, or cognition is
fundamentally bound with practice in the sense that it takes place

in society. Mao provides examples of the relationship b?tween

. i .
cognition and practice. For our purposes, we may make a distinction
L}

12 Glucksmann, 1971, p.52.

. ' . ¢
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between cognition 1 and cognition II. The gxample Mao uses to

elaborate upon these two levels of cognition islfheTChinese v

‘tourist. Upon arrival ;he tourist receives only sense perceptions’
] , .

and impressions. These are the external relations of things.

Onegpérceives topography, streéts, houses and variou; particular .

object;r At .this stage of cognition man cannot form concepts ;

"which are deeper or dray logical conclusions”.ﬁ This 1is the first

stage of praxis. Over time and further interaction, i.e., as.

pr?xis continues, one begins to formulate concepts. ‘''Concepts are

no lonéer the phenomena, the separate aspects‘and,the gxternal

relations of things; they grasp the essence of things." 13 From

o

this second revel of cognition, one may develop furthér by medns

—

of judgement and inference, the ability to draw logical conclusions.
We begin to see here the source of Althusser's concept of theoretical

practice. ‘ ' ' '

© s

°
< 4 N

. For Mao, as well as for Altﬁusser, there are levels of praxis.
At this point we depart from the historicist ;ﬁguméné of revolution-
ary, or political praxis }as espoﬁsed by Lukacs). These levels are
seen jn social‘structure, lower and higher levels of production, L -

etc. |Similarily, there are higher and lpwer levels of knowledge,

Therec an be seen knowledge which is many-sided, one-sided,

shallower and deeper. 1In all cases the «criteria for choice for

»~

judgement of what is valid or correct, in the final instance, is »
. \ . r
worked out in some fotm of social practice. In this respect the A
A » ‘ ,.

i ol

3
13 Mdo-Tse. Tung, '"On Practice" in éelected Readings From the Wdrks
of Maso-Tse-Tung (Printed in the Peoples Republic ofdChina, 1971)
p.55. . ’ ¢ ’




N e L.

L - , 123,

< .

W

concept of practice includes theoretical reflection, economic
[
ry . 0 P
¢ activity, cultural activity; in short, it is man living in-

2?_ N . / society. Knowledge, then 'is inseparable from’direct experience.”

- o
: Whereas Lukacs, and argues Althuser, Gramsci, resolve the problem“

F‘, - of knowledge by reducing it to political practice, Mao argues V

» . .

the criteria to include ideclogical, political and economic
)

practice.

"...The perceptual and the rational are qualitatively
N ) different, but are not—tdivorced from each other;
, they are unified on the basis of practice. Our
* practice proves that what is perceived cannot be
at once comprehended and that only what is compre- i
hended can be more decply perceived. Perception .
only solves the problem of phenomenon,theory alone
can sglve the problem of essence. The solving of §y\\
both these problems is not separable in the slightest
degree from practice. Whoever wants to know. hing
— has no way of doing so- except by coming 1nxb.contact
"with it; that 1s, by living (practlclng)/ﬁn‘ats

environment, ..
2 *

‘ . "Man's social practice is not’'confined to activity in
| production, but take$ many other forms - ‘class struggle,
. political 1life, scientific and artistic pursuits; in
. short, -as a social being, man participates in all . . .
spheres of the practical life of society. Thus man, Rt
in varying degrees, comes to know the different
. relations between man and man ndt only through his
' : material life but also through his political and o .
. e cultural 1ifé." 14 . ' .

@ :

PR -

. P Theoretical Practice and the Argumept for Science

v . " The fourth fbrm of practice, in addition to econoﬁiﬁ,

polltlcal and 1dcolog1cal practice, is theoretical. Economic

*

practlce is. the transformat1on ‘of some aspect(s) of nature into

a
2

. T M 5hid. p.se. '

w
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a commodity form via human labqur. Pol%ﬁjca} practice is
activity'zimed at the transformation of social relations.

Ideological practice has to do with the changing of a '‘relation

to the lived world into a new relation by ideo}ogical struggle."
Theoretical‘practice "transforms ideology into knowlédge with
theory, or in other words, this form of practice "is a specific, *
scientific theoreticdl practice." 15 S;ience is not distinguished -
from ideology in the sense tha% it is true and ideology is

false. Réther, the distiﬁction is drawn in the‘fact that ideology
is dominated by the practiéal, social dimension. This suggests

that science, for Althusser, and at the saﬁe fimé theory are
grounded in‘axioms, or assumptions which are not testableoas sych;
Ideology and ideological practice take as their immediate object
the social base~t6 which they are responsible, In this sense theoret-
ical practice is p;eceded by ideological practice, in that science
is produced by making an "epistemological break'" with ideology'

1y

while at the same time allowing ideology to survive alongside it.

If science is distinguished from ideology and given a
"relative autonomy" from other forms of practice, then the question .

L]
‘may -be posed to the Althusserian problematic as to how, or on what

criteria, is valiéﬁfy to be claimed (especially scientific validity,

or claims, to knowledge). In short, the criteria are found in the N

E)

d X . .
axiomatics. In other words, the criteria for validity is internal,

This is argued on the basis that science only occurs at the level

2 s

w&sAlthusser,Balibar, 1970. p.316. Also Glucksmann, 1974. p«ffﬁi///

v

4!

*
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:of abstract thought. Science or theory is seen as the formation
. of concepts which have t6 do with empirical objects. However,
theoretical practice and the validity of its resilts are not o
‘based on empirical/vcrificqtion, but'are internally guarantecd,
given tige argument of the '"relative autonomy" of science with

£ ' other social formations.
' A

Althusser differs radically with both Lukacs and Mannheim
in defegding the idea that science is not socially determined.

This is a key to understanding the pfoblem of validity. For-
. ‘ : e

Althusser science or .theoretical practite (the two teﬂps appear "
to be intérchangeagleg is-a forﬁ of productibn, "with its own

. : internal organizatién” that maintains a relative "independence"

from all other societal levels. - Glucksmann emphasizes this central
proposition and summarizes the steps agd implications whitb

surround it:
¢ . : ]
"He maintgins both that theoretical practice is a
specific one and that its products or results and
their validity are independent of:their embeddedness
in the social structure, and that theory-is a form
@ of production. All his other propositions aboyt

e 9

o science and scientific method hinge on this."

I

"In his theory of production in general and of .
! theoretical production, in particulgr, Althuser
distinguishes between raw material, means of prod-
uction and resultant product, and he calls these!' - :
generalities I, II, and III. Generality I repredents
N , the first matter which science transforms into
‘ specific "toncepts and concrete knowledge, viz,
- generality III. Science thus operates in transform- '
, ing ‘generality I into generality III by means of
. generality II which is the means of production of this '
‘ I . transformation.... This view is in strict contrast ‘
to what Althuser dubs as the 'empiricist' approach ot
which assumes that sc1ence works .from something' given
whosé¢ 'essence! constftutes knowledgé and is reached

’ }

1

16 Glucksmann, 1974. p.g6.

v, .
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:

by abstraction. For him the real dist{pction between

the abstract and the concrete fs between generality-I

and generality III rather than between concrete, real

and abstract sciences... Excessive reliance on generality

T1- results in empiricism where knowledge is believed to

flow from the raw material and speculation is the

hecessary concomitant of reliance on generality IIT." 17

a
The position is opposed to relativism which takes as Mts .

cYiteria for -knowledge the accumulation of partial knowledge

(Mannheim}. At the same time, it dpes not rely on a catch-all v

category of the transformability of knowledge into political

revolutionary practice (Lukacs ard Goldmann). Moréover,the . C:T\\

criteria for knowledge rests in the "adequate conceptualization |

of the elements of the social formation." 18 4The'objectivity

of science‘rests on this proposition, The -goal of sciencé, there-

fore, is.ﬁot prediction, but,'correct knogledge". Correct know- ,

<

ledge is truth, achieved by thebretical production. We will

) .

return to the problem of how the adequacy of the conceptualization®

irs guaranteed, but first a discussion of the various propositions
that formulate the Althusserian model of science is necessary.

4

I1I Theory and Methodology .

The Science of Historical Materialism a . \

We have now distingdﬁshed science from ideology. Ideology
is'considered as the lived relation between people: B8cience is

knowledge in the abstract, relativelj independent from other

' «r <

17 ibid. p.116
183 ipid. p.118
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“together formulate the Aithusserian argumentyy for science. For the L

practices and instances, or levels of activity.f’Before we

present the propositions and arguments surrouriding' the concept
’
of ideology, we will first elaborate the propositions which ‘ !

Althusserian, historical materialism is the science of the
’ . » v

transformation of social formations. Social formation o? sqciety
is understood by the Althusserians as consisting of an economic
base (infrastructure) and a cultural, ideological, political,

A o * .
and legal superstructure. Tﬁe key theoretical'concept of the
science of historical materialism is the mode of production,
Although there may be many different modes of production making
up a social formation, the economic base or mode of prgduction
in the last instance determines all othd;;. 19 Balibar éuggests ;
three fundamental elements of the economic base: (1) the labourer ‘ {

~

19 It is clear that the concept of the mode of production is central to

the Althusserian problematic. There are two different meanings . '

attached to the concept. One, adhered to and developed mainly

by Balibar, ig that the mode of production is a concept restricted

to description of the economic base, Another usdge of the con-

cept follows the meaning that there are several modes of prod-

_uction which make up a social formation, and that it is the
economic mode of production which is the determining mode of préd-
uction in the last instdnce. Although Balibar's depiction of
the elements of the economic mode of production are presented !
here, it is the lattefpmeaning which is attached to the concept i
of mode of production., Legro et al. are helpful in defining this i
broader meaning of the concépt of mode of production: A mode of - i
production ''refers exclusviely to the whole composed of (1) an 4 §
economic base and (2) the superstructural apparatuses for the i
replication over time of the economic base." See D%?Legros . i
et al. "Economic Base, Mode of Production, and Social Formation: |

A Discdsion of Marx's Terminology," in Dialectical Anthropology i
(Vol.4, 1979) pp.244-249. Balibar acknowledges the problem in ‘
distinguishing between social formation and economic base,
suggesting the problem needs 'more work. See Althusser, Balibar,
1970. p.207. -
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QL three elements.

. element of a mode of production. 1In sho

" ?
. a4 '
.
" “

(2) thé means of, production, aﬁd (3) the nqp-labourer. Before

i
,

"~ expanding the definition of mode of production to include

‘aspects of the superstricture, we will first Ylaborate these °
. .

e

a

A . ’

. L ’}' . . .
The first element stems from the materialist- argument that

. v
.

* the fﬁrst activity of man is to create the material;means of
, - ' (A

>

_existence. This suggests that direct labour is A necessary

;7someone must supply
the means of subsistance by applying labour power directly to the

production process. .

n p <

* The second element of the economic mode of production is
AS N f p

the meamns of production. The combination of the means. angsthe .

' ~ N
labourer, is a necessary pre-éfquisite for the création of the T~

i ”

/
commodity. "The specifi¢ manner in which this combination is

N
2 e

raccomplishedwd-!é;,tinguishes the different epochs of the structure
b hY - N

of one society from another." 20 The means of produétion includes
e -

A : ' '
. hot only land, labour and capital, but also, in the combination

with the first element, defines the object of labour and the means

a

of labour. 2 ‘ .
@ *

A third element of the economic base is non-labour, or
.the capitalist. This element appropriates surplus value, Profit,
or surplus value is appropriated by the capitalists' organization

of the social division of labour. This organization is related to

the ownership of property; that is, the non-labourer owns property

0 Althusser,Balibar, 1970, p.212.-

21 ihid. p.215.
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>\§ » .and the labourer_does ngt. The social division of labour is a
. necessary condltlon of productxon in that the individual. does 7

‘not produce, cellect1V1t1es prééuce. The capltallst form of .

prbducgion is self-expanding, in the sense that its raison dfetre

- © ,is to appropriate surplus value from direct labour. Balibar ) B
- calls this a '"double articulation of the mode 6f production". ~ . R
. ' e , . ,
. A ‘This is expanded in the following: - o
"In Ehe'capitalist mode of production, the labour . \
proceéss .is-such that individual labour does not
"“set to work the.society's means of pfoductlon,
- ) . which are the only means of production able to 4
function as such, Without the capitalists' control‘ ST
. . which ‘s a technically indispensable moment of”the - '
i . labour process, labour does not possess the fitness ' .
. it requyres if it is to be social labour; i.e., ‘ )
labolir used by society and recognized by it. The )
\ fitness peculiar to the capitalist mode of production , T
. ' implies the cooperation and division of the functions ’
of control and execution. It is a.form of the ) REP=
sccond connection I have disecussed, which can now be e
defined as the direct producers' ability to set to ' ' s
work the means of social production." ) : ‘ :
: \ . . : .
¢ Balibar continues: . - . o :
"This double function is an index of what'I shall |
call the double naturesof the division of labour ‘ g
in production (the technical division of labour and’ : - -
the social divisjon of labour)." 22 ) : ‘ v . o
s ’ N ‘

]

* Now that the central concept of economic'ﬁodé~of prodqctibﬁ ‘ .
has been defined it is possible to state the principles by wﬂich.' . -
the transformations.of social formulations, which are combinations ,
of/one or more modes of production, might be carrie& out, The - ~ é-“

. « . | :
problem Sf the transformation of history into science is based o f

N

A

broa&ly on two principlesf periodization and the articulation of €~

1

' . % , ' [ . -~

2 ibid. p.214. - .
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uction within a particular social formation, at a particular

130,

‘
B

different practices. Periodization is the actual description of

historical epochs. It is synghrcnic'and as such concerned with

\

the problem of description, Periodij;kion "distributes history
according to the epoths of its economic structure". 24 Articu-

lation of “he different practices has to do with the approach

t l Al
to the study of a subject. It is diachronic. Articulation refers

. 3

to the construct in which the social formation is presented as.
.constituted of three levels, the economic base, the legal and
political superstructure, and the forms of social consciousness.
The link between periodization and articulation is co}respondence.‘
The correspoﬁdence of the historical epoch to the actual social

-~

structure; that is, the articulation of the different practices .
. . . -

' i$ a complex homology of structures rather than a linear correspond- ——\\\\\\\

ence. This correspohdencé is .developed (presumably) by depicting

the various'elements which compose the form of the mode of prod-

B

N

cross-section within a particular historical epoch.

\

To this point in “our discussion wejhave depicted elements

- © )
of the economic mode of production, which in the last instance

i

is thought of as the determining mode of production. At the same .
time, other modes of production, such as ideological and political,

sare necessary in that the élements of a mode of production must

v

both produce apd'zéproduce tﬁemselves. This brings us to the
. . j/ 5 . | | .
0/‘_‘ : ' ‘
24 ‘Louis Althusser Lenin and Phllosqphy and Other Essays (London:
New Left Books 1971) p. 135

e i
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concept of reproduction, one which requires some explanation,

Reproduction

* >
In order for a society to exist it must reproduce all
elements of the mode of production. This is fundamentai in the
sense that what is used up in production, raw material, machines, -
buildings which house factories, labouﬁ!powef, the socigl gﬁd
technical division of labour, etc., must bae reprodu;:ed in orc{er,
that production may occur. Th.i's— is w;lat Althusser means when he
sgys reprodhctﬂn\&s liKe an 'éndless chain'. In short, both tﬁe
s productive forces (means of production and labour power) and the
relations of production (social and technical di?ision of lébour
and all other class relations) are "two articulations' ;% the
mode of production. The two articulations which make up the mode ;

of production combine labourers, means of production,.and non-

labourers. In order to communicate this 'double articulation',

N i
[]

the process of reproduction of the conditions of preduction, means.
of production, labour power, and relations of production, must be

. kept in mind..

- The veproduction of the means of production seem simple
enough given that there are certain physical pre-requisites necessary
for production to take place. The reproduction of labour power

is slightly more complex. Firstly, labour must be physically

B

reproduced, hence, the wage recejved from the 'fim' allows him to

feed, shelter, and clothe himself. But he must also come to thé work-

place with the right skills, and the right attitude, which for

.
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Althusser means 'submission to the rules'. This reproduction ta’kes
place, for the most part, outside the work place, in some ideo-
logical state apparatus.

- - -

The Ideolbgical State Apparatuses . '

4

(. . A marxist theory of the statz,e, argues Althusser, maintaind
first and foremost that the state is \\‘ﬁ‘regrgssive apparatus. By
th}s it is meant that the state apparatus achieves its power in
the last instance by violence or the threat of vviol‘ence. Amor{g »
s the repressive-state apparatu:es are included the police, the courts
prisons, the army, etc. .' The state "has no meaning except as a - -
( o function of class power', which i$ to say that class struéggle.is‘ focused

-- &
atfound the state,in that the power of the state is in the possess-

LR T .

ion of some class or the agents of some class who are in the process
L . . 26 A
. of struggling to mam'?m.statwpower. The state apparatus and
. ' «f N

state powe%" are distinguished on the basis that the former is "the

objective of the political class struggle", whereas the state

_appargtué includes other functions which are not inunediately
effected by state pdy\le‘f';‘ 27 In other words, the state apparatus
. t . :
. L
s/ . is the broader framework around which class struggle takes place.

1 . L
The- distinction bétween state power and state apparatus is nedessary

0 | / ‘ ) v ' | 'f
; \‘ : . 25 ibid. pp.127-234. , ) N
s " %6 jbid, p.140.

. ] | 27 ibid. p.141. ' : o |

N

|
A
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J et
- L .

in that a seizure of state power may occur without affecting
»

the statc apparatus. 28 \For Althusser, the classical marxist

theory of the state argues: (1) the state i's a,repressive

L |
~ apparatus, (2) a distinction must be~drawn between the state app-

aratus and state power, (3) state power is the object of class . '
. e :

struggle; this is worked out by usipg the state apparatus to
- : :
sgcure or maintain state power, and (4) the proletarian revolu-

tion must be the process of destructuring the state apparatus.

» * d
v

Althusse® claims that a fifth element must be added td the

\ ’ . marxist theory of the state, viz., the ideological state apparatus.
. @ : .
N Al )
Immediately a distinction is' drawn between the repressive ideo-

logical state. apparatus (hereafter referred to as R:S.A.) and
the ideological state apparatus (hereafter referréd to as I.S,A.).,

v 1

This distinction is based on the R.S.A.'s reliance on physical n
[

g o e

‘violence in ensuring that 'conditions' of reproduction are met, and
the 1.5.A. then carrying out the reproduction itself, The I.S.A. :

operates with ideology and the R.S.A. operates with violence. The

\l

3 B“By this it is meant that under some conditions the seizure of

state power does not change the overall purpose of the state ’ /.
apparatus. Althusser Cites the example of the bourgeois revolu- ;
tions of the 19th century. For an elaboration see Althusser,
1971. pp.140-141. { 5
) : {
29 ibid. p.141. S . ,
. . . :
30 ibid. p.143. Althusser provides a short list of ideological .
. state apparatuses which include: the religious, the ediucational, ‘ '
. the family,  the legal, the political, the trade-union, the ’
, , communications (press, radio and television, etc.), the \\JJ
: _ cultural (literature, the arts, sports, etc.). : s o

Wt s
v

1 -

‘

!

1
s

!

© BT 4 A A a———— Lot N a - ) ‘
e J - . N - R n Aovinm,




R B BT e 4

i

134,

'R.S.A. does not operate with violence alone; it relys on

-

ideology-- we all have a little policeman in our minds. However,
the R.S.A. is supported in the last instance by the fact of
physicai.violence, wherezs the I.5.A, is not, At :he same time
the two are mutually supportive, In a sense, if the A.5.A. d‘oes
a geod job of reproduction, particula}*ly of the relatiolxs of
production, thert is little need for the R.S.A., although its

- -

presence is always necessary. All state apparatuses function by

both repression and ideology but the emphasis on violence is greater
for the R.S.A., and the cmphasis on ideology is greater for the

N

1.5.A, A second factor which distinguishes the 1.5.A. from the
R.S.A. is that.the latter constitutes an organized whole secured
by an organizatiénal head., The former, on the other hand, is a
multiple collection of apparatuses which ar'e often 'distinct and
relatively autonomous from one :;nother. The 1.5.A.'s are not
held together under an organizational head as such; rather ''the
unity of the different I.S.A.'s. is secured, L‘lsuallyj in contra-
di(;tory fomms, l;y the ruiing lideology, the ideology of‘ the ruli;lg

cl ass\z' Althussel

g

serve for reprod

utlines the dual purpose these two apparatuses
tion, dnd especially for the f'eproduction of
" the relations of production, in the following:

"The role of the repressive state apparatus, N
insofar as it is a repressive apparatus, consists R
.essentially in securing by force (physical or
otherwise) the political conditions of the reprod-.
uction of relations of production which are in
the last resort 'relations of exploitation'. Not
* only does th®state apparatus contribute generously
to its own reproduction (the capitalist state
contains political dynasties, military dynasties,
.etc.), but also and above all, the state apparatus
secures by reprgssion (from the most brutal phy- f
sical force, via mere administrative commands and

1
3
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\

interdictions to open and tacit censorship) the
political conditions for the action of the Ideo- °*
logical State Apparatus." |

"In fact it is the latter which largely secures
the rcproduction specifically of the relations of
production, behind a 'shield' provided by the rep-
“ ressive state appargtus. It is here that the role
of the ruling ideology is heavily concentrated, the
ideology of the ruling class, which holds state
power. It is the intermediation of the ruling ideo-
logy that ensures a (sometimes teeth-gritting)
. ‘harmony' between the répressive state apparatus
+ and the Ideological State Apparatuses, and between
the different State Ideological Apparatuses.' 3l

.

¥
Reproduction of ‘the relations of production is not separate

from reproducfion of the productive forces; (see above) they are a
» ' ¢

dual articulation of a mode of production and therefore, reproduc-

tion within the I.S.A. serves yet a further purpose, viz, reproduc-

R {
tion’ of labour power, Mentioned above was the problem of the

necessity to reprbduce not only the physical pre-requisites of

* labour but also the correct attitudes (which means class relations

[N

and hente relations ‘of production), and provide the skills needed

in the work plaéé. In the modern industrial capitalist world

these criteria are met, argues Althusseér, at least initially by
. N [

the educational I.S.A. ‘In fact, Althusser goes so far. as.to suggest
€ L

that the educational I.5.A. serves a purpose equal to that of the

[

church in medieval society. . In the contemporary context no other

H

' L]
I.5.A. "has the\oblagatory audience of the totality of the children

in the capitalist social formation, eight hours a day, five or

sometimes six days a week". 3 The educational I.S.A. is tn ¢
1 ibid. pp.149-150. : .
32 ibid. p.18s, ’ "o S

~ ¥

= mre S b i b A . -

R U

-



: , 136.

‘ ' example of an L.§.A. which contributes to both the repfoduction

]

of the relatians of production (class structure) and the prod-

uctive forces (labour power; that is, skills). o ~

Thus far, in this section, we“briefly outlined an approach
to the ideological state apbaratuses, which must ‘be distinguished
< from the R.S.A. [t has beeq a‘rgued thag the analysis of these »
state apparatuses must be undertaken from the point of view of
reproduction of the elements which cambined formulate the mode 1 '
. of production in‘a society. This reproduction occurs under the \\\\\
rubric of the I.S.A; |

}

latter guarantees fheﬁpolitical conditions of rep;saﬁtttuh by

‘in conjunction with the R.S.A, in that the .

violence, or the threat of violencel The state apparatus, in

general, is ther framework around whifh tlass struggle occurs. o

.
2

The I.S.A., a part of that framework, reproéuces both productive

¢

forces (labour power) and relations of production (clasg relations).

W it e g o

The educational I.S.A., reproduces both labour power, by teaching
skills, and class relations, by préducing and instilling class

ideology. Before we scan~approach the third level of fhe Althusser-
* ' .

ian problematic; that is, the empirical illustration of the problem-

: 4 C . t e
' atic, the pivotal concept of ideylogy needs further elaboratiom. ' L
: v B

- -
)

13 % .D ’ i~ %
Ideold ' . P
2dcology o s, K . "

"The term ideology was first used,by'CabanisQ Destutt de '

'

\if‘gé‘signifyfa theoty of ideas. Marx
KJ

Lo -y .
' ) , in his early works, defined ideolog9 as the "system of ideas and

Tracy, and others who used

representations which dominate the mind of a man or a social

? ‘
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group.” 33 For Mannheim, idea §y%§§ms are either ideological, in
e

* . ) » / i3 > © () »
. that they attempt to maintain social relations, or utopian in that

- they are designed to change the social formation. Lukacs, and later -

L} ’
" . Goldmann, use the term ideology in a more negative sense, as referr-
ing ‘to a.covering'up of real material or class interest. ‘' These
! , ' conceptions of ideology (Mannheim, Lukacs, Goldmann) might be argued,
- h ! N ¢ Lt
. by the Althusserian problematic, as being grounded in the younger . g
A . y .
Marx, especially in The 1844 Economic and Philosophical Manusé¢ripts
T and The German Ideology.éﬂthusser outlines this usage of ideology . ¢
N — ~ .
7 in the folfowing. . ’)
. St i "Ideology, then is for Marx an imaginary assemblage .
(brlcolage), a pure dream, empty and vain, constituted
by the 'days’ residues' from the only full and positive .
. " _reality, that of the concrete history of concrete mat- ‘//’//T\\
. erial individuals materially producing’their existence. s
-, o ‘It is on this basis that ideology has no history in The .
. ‘ ' - German ldeology, since its history "is outside it, where
.. the only existing history is, the history of- concrete ‘
" . ipdividuals, etc. In The German Ideology, the thesis
thatsideology has no history is therefore a purely
] fegative thesis since it means both:
¢ T 1deology is nething insofar as it is a pure dream R .
o o (yahufactured by who knows what power: if not the alien- »
\ ation of ¢ u§§1d1v151on of labar, but that too is a neg- :
. .7 ative determination'; .
D ' 2. ideology has.no history, which’ emphat1ca11y does not
LS . mean that there is no history in it (on the contrary,
~ . LI - ' . .
for it’is merely ‘the pale, empty and inverted reflection
' } of real history) but that it has o history,of its own." 34
- ' . . Althussertakes from The German Ideology, in his usage of the
. . 4 . . 4 N
_ term 1deology, the the51s that 1deology has no hlstory %owever, it
is argued“thgp-the adoption of this thesis differs from the histori- N
’ ’ a \
cist treatment it receives in the younger Marx. The difference from .
l ’ :
© " ‘ \ . -
) o %3 ibid. p.158. : T ey,
v - » ' B ' & ‘ - 1 .
. o # ivid. p.160.° _ ‘ ,
N x\ 1 ’ \
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Nthe historicist treatment lics in the distinction, made by Althuser,
7 '
betwgen“particular idealogies (religious, ethical, legal, etc.)
and ideology in general, which is infinite and has no history
» (Bécause history is external to it). The general theory of ideology‘

. is thought to have a structure of its own; that is? relatively _ -
N LT .
independent of material practice. This structure’is a non-historical
reality; i.e.,”it is infinite or omni-historical "in the sense in

which the communist manifesto defines history as the history of

class struggle." Althusger uses this distinction between particular

.ideology and ide&logy in general as a point of departure from which

are launched five major theses for a general theory if ideology.

o ' . ’
»
Thesis 1 - "Ideology represents the imaginary qklationship of

s .. T C . . 35
individuals to their real conditions of existence."

’

This thesis suggests two processes of ideology. The first'
is that ideology, although it may not correspond to reality (a belief

in God for example) may be interpreted as_ representing an allusion
to reality. Thus, the imaginary representation is“both an illusion

-

.
« and an allusion, in the sense that it distorts reality and at the
? . R .

same time refers to it. Secondly, it is not the real conditichs of

reality which are presented in ideology but the relations of men .

Ta to the real conditions of existence which are presented. "It is this

' ' relation that ig at the center of every idéological world." 36, In

©

\

~ * ibid. p.162., ” L

- 4

, . % ibid, p,16¢. ' ‘
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.other words, ideology does not represent the actual class relations in a

E

society, but.rather, the imaginary relations in the social formation.

37

/

(iThesis 2 - "Ideology has a material existence."

‘ The argument here is that ideology does not exigt in a
» vacuum, or spiritual world. Rather, ideology emanates from the
material world. Ideology alwaysnexists within some §ocia1 apparatus.
Insofar as ideoloéy exists in an apparatus it is a practice,. |
'g{deology’is seen to have a ma;erial existence in the sens® that ideas
are seen as "mateyial actions inserted into materiai pféctices
governed by material rituals which are themselves defined by the
material ideological apparatus..." 38 Two theses follow from
this argument:

. . ¥

Thesis 3 - "there is no practicécexcept by and in an ideology."
Thegis 4 - “there is no ideology except by the subject and for

\subjects." 38 Y ~

P

; . )t s

Once the materialist argument is dccepted, then the idea of

, . E
a spiritual criteria for the existence qfiideology disappears,
leaving the "ts%ms, subject, consciousnéss belief, actions, practices,
. N ' -
rituals, ideological apparatuses. 39 The conception .of ideology
: - ‘ ,
C , 9 :
thus takes on the following argument; there is no-ideology outside //AI )
% o . ‘. * ‘;
T . p ;
37 L o
7 ibid. p.l16s5. C. '
v ' X . w 1
38 ibid. pp.169-170. - 3 o
39 ibid. p.16s. .o S -
~ » - .
rd . d‘
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the subject. (either an individudl or a tlass), The subject exists
ohly insofar as i£ is engaged in some action, some practice, which
in turnvis visible aonly as ideology. Practice takes place in

terms of 'some ritual; that is, some structural form that is .

N\
friend who is female we exchange kisses. lish North

ongoing. For example, in Québécois culture when we'mift an old

American culture this occurs only under certain circumstances. In

French culture one shakes hands with male acquaintances, and

exchanges kisses with females (also the number of kisges that occur
depend on the region of France). These are examples'of rituals .
which are determined 'in the last {;stance' by the ideologipal
apparatuses. But this brings us to the fifth thesis, which

Althusser argues is the most important.

Thesis 5 - *'Ideology interpellates individuals as subjects" 40

1

This thesis is a refinement of thesis 4. The subject is

the center of all ideology. THe individual is transformed into

the subject of ideology in that the purpose of ideglogy is to 'hail!
or call the individuals as subjecfs, ta‘interpellate. Althusser
offers the following elaboration bf(the individual as subject,
which is what we are trying to éet at he%e: |

"There are individuals walking along. Somewhere

(usually behind them)’ the hail rings out: 'Hey you
there.' Onec individual (nine times out of ten is the
right one) turns areund, believing/suspecting/knowing
that it is for him; i.e., recognizing 'that it wmeally

is he' who is meant by the hailing... The existence of
ideology and the hailing or interpellation of individuals
as subjects are one and the same thing."

40 5pid. p.170.
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0 ‘ .
— "] might add: what thus scems to take place outside pu
' idecology... in rcality takes place in idcology. What
N rcally takes place in idcology scems theref to take
e . place outside it. That is why those who are in ideo-

. logy believe themselves by definition to be outside
it: onc of the effects of ideology is the practical
dencgation of the ideological character of ideology

. by ideology: ideology never says 'l am ideologicall
It is necessary to be outside ideology; i.e. in
scientific knowledge, to be able to say: 'I am in
ideology! (a quite exceptional case, or the general
case) I was in ideology.... the accusation of being in
ideclogy only applies to 'others', never to oneself...

which amounts to saying that ideology has no outside
(for itself), but at the same time that it 'is nothing
but outside (for science and reality)." 41

. J

Now that the five seminal arguments, concerning Althusser's
theory of ideology in general have been reviewed,it becomes possible
to reveal the form of ideology. Althusser argues that "the formal

structure of all ideology is always the same". With this in mind,

the following elements might be seen to comprise the formal H

L/

structure of ideology. The general structure of ideology is 'the ( i

duplicate mirror-structure!. To understand this,a distinction must

J be drawn between the absolute subject and the individual subject.

For examg}e, God is an absolute subject and His followers, the
Iindividual subjects, aré trying to'refleét fhe absolutggSubject; ‘9
hencé, the double mirror—structur?. The individual is transfo;med

into a subject via the interpellation.éf'the absolute Subject. This.

is in the form of "thei; subjection to thé Subject". The double
‘mirror-structure allows the subjects to recognize one another, and

reinforce the belief '"that everything really is so, and on the -

condition that the subjects recognize what they are and behave

f’ . M ibid, p.175. ‘ -
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accordingly, everything will be all right..." Althusser

discusses the eﬁfeéts of this quadruple system in the foliowing:

"Mesult: caught in this quadruple system of inter-
pellation as subjects, of subjection to the Subject,
of universal recognition and of absolute guarantce,
the subjects 'work', they 'work by themgelves' in
the vast majority of cases, with the exception of the
bad 'subjects' who on occasion provoke the inter-
vertion of one of the detachments of the (repressive)
state apparatus. But the vast majority of (good)
, + subjects work all right *‘all by themselves’', i.e,
' by ideology (whose concrete forms are realized in
the Ideological State Apparatuses). They are
inserted into practices governed by the rituals of
the I.S.A.'s. They 'recognize' the existing state
of affairs..., that 'it really is true'..." 43

IV Application

-
~

We have now worked our wa} to a point where it-becomes k
possible to illustrate the prgtlematic«in an analysis of a
éonc;ete social fact. Strictly speaking, an analysis from the
Althuserian problematic of a cultural product such as a o
radio-drama script would not necessarily begin with the fact ;tself.
éoth the problematics of Mannheim and Goldmann house propositions
which seem to suggest that we‘begin with the social fact as a departure -
‘ﬁoint for analysis, given the emphasis on hi;torical location,
Mannheim sugggsted the three 6eanings of the world view as the . \ _'

content, expressive and documentary. Goldmann, following Lukacs,

argued the work itself as.the first step in the analysis. In this

2 ibid. pp.177-181. The absolute subject is given a capital s,
to distinguish it from the individual subject(s) which are given
a small s, j

‘ , 3 ibid. p.181. Althusser also notes the ambiguous nature of the

subject as being both (1) free and independent, and (2) subordinate (
to authority.
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e sense, it might be argued that both Mannheim and Goldmann pface

¢

their emphasis on the analysis of how the work was created, i?
“ : . . - »
the sense of its emergence from some historically specific social

- milieu. Althusser, on the other hand,igééﬁihgly
L] . - "

would focus analysis on the effects that the work might have on '

.

consciousness in the sense of reproducing relations of production .
and labour power., Despite the existence of this difference between R \\

these two sets of problematics, an analysis of the radio%ﬁrama . <L)

script, "A Way Through the Wood", serves as a useful illustration

of Althusser's discussion of ideology, generalities II and III,

L

. and the distinction between science and ideology. 44 At this

- juncture, the intent of the application is therefore one of

illustration. ; .

7

Althusser, like Coldmann, argues the necessity of uncovering
the deeper relations of a work of literature. It is not the actors, .

or the explicit relations between the,characttrs, but the 'latent . :

structure' of the play that is of interest. This latent structure, !

-

or deep structure,is thought of as the dynamic structure. The

deep meaning in the dynamic structure is in the relatiodship between
consciousness (ideology) and the real conditions of existence
(in the world of the play).cAlthusser, in his essay on 'The Piccolo

Teatro: Bertolazzi and Brecht, Notes on a Materialist Theatre', in

For Marx, elaborates this relation in the following:
s~

o e 4 A o

N N .
- 4 The reader is referred to the précis of the play offered

in Chapter III. . :

v
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"This relation,... abstract in itself can only be
acted and represented as characters, their gestures
and their acts, and their 'history' only as a rel- '
ation which goes beyond them while implying them;
that is, as a relation setting to work abstract
structural clements, their imbalance and hence their
dynamic. This relation is necessarily latent in s

- far as it cannot be exhaustively thematized by any
'character' without ruining the whole critical

, project: that is why, cven if it is implied by the

action as a whole, beyond their consciousness - and

. thus hidden from them; visible to the spectator
in the mode of pcrception which is not given, but
has to be discerned, conquered and drawn from the
shadow which initially envelopes it, and yet produced
it." 45 - '

Framework of Analysis -

. i
The technique employed in the Goldmann problematic does

not contradict the Althusserian problemat%f, in that the téchniquq
uncovers data which allows the problematicfto distinguish between

t%e surface level (objective content, or story line) and the -
underlying relations (the deep structure). It follows that the

data uncovered in the illustrative analysis in Chapter IV might

be analysed from the Althusserian problematic. We are not searching
strictly spgaking; for a 'homology\of structures', Rather, given

the lltﬁu;serian emphasis on the effect of the cultural product on
consciousness (argued above), the analysis is focused on éhe world
og the play; that is, an analysis of the deep latent structure it.
rests on. It is assumed that a critical literary analysis will .
uncovef the hidden dynamic of the play, which is thought of as

valuable information from which another analysis might formulate the

effect of the play on the spectator. In short, the Althusserian
~

.5 ) \
Althusser, 1969, p.164,
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prohlematic will add to 'what Mannheim and Goldmann have already
uncovered, using their g%Eﬂlts as a point of departure for the
analysis of the deep structure. The data from which the analysis
begins has to do with the two major themes and their interrelation

TRoy, the corporate man theme, and Jean the existential humanist

v

‘\ theme). M h !
.
The Althusserian depiction of the formal structure of :
. J ideology is the framework from which the analysis is to pe“madé.
0 b This fr§mewo;L is an extension of the fi{p theses for a 'generalh '
theory of id iogy', argued above. The framework of analysis is
\:'// composed the following principles: .
1) jThé formal structure of ideology is a double mirror structure T
in that a distinction is made between the larger Subject and g
' # the individual subjects that reflect it. :
2) "Ideology interpellates individuals as subject,' 46 In other ‘
wor%s; ideology allows individuals to know themselves as subjects, )
An individual may recognize -himself as a subfgét ﬁy his response
to the symbol of the lar]ger Eu!iject. This will become clearer
in the analysis. " vm | ' ! : .
3) The subjection of the subject'?w the Subject,
( 4) The knowledge the subject beli? ;s-to be ?fue is reinforced #y
' recognizing other subjects. - ' . i
Using this framework thé results unc;vered by the structur- f
alist technique may now bé reconsidered. The method of analysis is
. . _
*Althusser, 1971. p.170. !
! - N

l—?_’“ww e N . 3

“
i WYY LIy s
hed ~ e

—

A al -—.Mu Mm -

- e Loalan LT

i FO




146.

to interpret the results (the two majar themes in the play) N
from the point of view of the douhle mirror structure of ideo-~ N
P ,

logy, and the purpose this structure has in the world of the

play.

The first dis£inction to be drawn has %o do with the
Subject and the subjects which reflect and reinforce it. In
both the ‘content analys;s (Mannheim) and the structuralist
analysis (Goldmann) two major themes corresponding to two major
characters, Roy and Jean, seem to be at the center of the play.
These two themes, the co;Porate man theme,-Subject I, and the
existential humanist theme, Subject II, are in opposition té onF
another, and §§fsuch formulate the principle contradiction of the
play. These Subjects are seen as tﬁe representations "of the
imaginary relationships of individuals to their real conditions
of existence." 47 The corporate ideology (Subject I) is reflected
by Roy (a subject of Subject I) and his supporting characters. The
existential humanist theme (Subject II) is reflected by Jean and
heg supportin% characters (subjects of Subject 1I), Before we
can apply the framework of analysis to the ;cript we must first.
keep in mind thét these Subjects have a mate¥ia1 existence. For
both Subject I and Subject II that existence is the family ideo-
logical state apparatus. Even though some of the-.action ‘on the
surface lgvei of the play takes place outside the '*home" (the'

scenes in the country, the scenes at the office, eté.), the subjects

A

47 ibid. p.162.

.
[ S > «

seape——" Ry N L el ieaa o s 3 o e e * '




are all grounded in the material conditions of the family

ideological state apparatus. The practice of these subjects
is material in that it occurs within the rubric’ of the F.I.S.A.
(the family idcological state apparatus), which 'is determined

»
: *in the last instance by the economic base'.

Keeping in mind the abov;‘propositions we may now ask;
. how docs the interpellation of the individual as subject occur?
The responge to this question will in turn point to the ﬁnderlying
dynamic, or the relation between the ideology of the characters
and the rgpi\condltions of their éxistence; that is, the deép .
structure of the play. The hailing of the individual as subject
., occurs via two clusters.of symbols or images: nThese images are
'The Great Mother Image' and tﬂe positive rural/negative city
image.

~ 1

)

We are first introduced to the mother-image in the flower

-

shop, the_g}ay's opening séene, where Roy (si of SI) buys some
<
roses for Mother's Day. 49 Here wé see Roy's first reflection of

Subject I, thraugh the belief,‘thé internalization, of the benevolent

L

These symbols were first depicted by Howa’rd Fink who used a
. Northrope Frye style of literary analysis. This style of -
analysis is based on archetypes. See Howard Fink, et al., 1980.

43

-«

si of SI. refers to Roy as subject number onc (si) of the large
Subject (S1) which iéythc corpo}ate man theme, Jean, see bclow,
is referred to as si of SI1, or subject one of the second large
SubJect which is the existential humanist theme. d%ﬁer charac-
* ters are ass1gncd a small s with a number indicating their

importance in terms of reflecting the larger Subject. Along
with a small s and a number is also attached the number I or

II of the: larger Subject to which they belong.

:
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mother image. %he benevolent mothef image is further seen

in Jean's mother (sii of SI) whe is gupportive in times of

crisis. But the mother image is portrayed in a negative capacity

as well, thus giving it a double structure. The two flower

girls (sii and siii of SII), use Mother's Day to manipulate men '

for prokit. Peter (siv of SII) replaces the benevolent mother

image with\thc image of the mother as "a meah, greedy, tramp"

who has forced her son into homosexuality. Jean, hérself a mother,

portrays the negative mother image when she leaves Roy, who

appears at that poiﬁt as a helpless child. In the final scenesi 4

Ruth (siii of SI) fulfills a négative image via the manipulétigg

.of Roy, who in the end confesses that Ruth, like mother, knows .

hest. . » % |
The positive rural image is contrasted with the pegétive

mechanistic image of the city. Jean's (si bf SII) journey to

her mother's (sii of Si) in the country is seen as a time for peace

ﬁnd quiet, a rest from the city "whose negative qualities are

identified with the materialism and cynicism of Roy's business.™ ‘ .

The Chasiks (sv of SII), an immigrant couple, are the artisans,
?

who further represent the positive image of the rural. At the end

of the play Roy adds to this contrast by characterizing himself as a

{

machine: ’ . é
"You know what man is..., like a machine...when g

he's running efficiently he can do the best job ¥. ?

in the world. But just like a machine he's got - - ) o t

to be looked after. A mechanic, he knows how to,... )
you're the mechanic.”" 50

N o '
50 . 2 .
Alan King, 1951, p.45. ¢
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the su%jects of Suhject I

-2

o

-

The positive rural/negative city is also reversible

its imagery a double structure, as the mother image has.

* ' L3

Jean's visit to the country is to be brief. Her real life, N

®

indeed the only life, was in the city. The Chasiks (sv of SII)

cannot in fact go back to the old values. The Chasiks left
their extended family ideological state apparatus for the nuclear

North American F.I.S.A., thus‘giving.g negative tendency to the

T

Tuctured’ symbols allow

positive rural image.

)These‘two clusténs of double
Subject II to recognize éach other*

as subjects. The individual is interpellated as a subject by a

symbol. In this play the symbols are also double structured, in

th