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meynes (1883—19.46) beclzame the dominant economist i
o world wars. While serving as a senijor member ofmm In the West

Joh" en the tW Conf in 1 rera
petw versailles Peace Conference in 1919, he reth i ok
othe! ' k ought in i )
Wn.[oeas e sencher at Ca_mbf'dger Alfred Marshall. ngynes r'r;(:ire el
the ! atio and wrote Economic Consé‘q_u.e nces of the Peace (1920) igned. e
ol 0 o iing orthodoxy of political and economjc thinkin'g ”\"rvf?lcg kel
| J. € Psychol-
€s's radical spirit js

ladot Vodern Society” is fromt thfat book. In this selection, Keyn
o0y O % L implicit statement of purpose: to state the i
Nde:rtwclzgziwf recess of [Capitalist Society’s] being.” ;Lua: Zeiiavr:lgite::y hlddsn "
. :; L,'beralism'" appearedf ﬂv‘e ()j/ea:s later when Keynes was obviously cirt:oan,soThe
e less gloomy frame cl>d mind. He Eorrows a popular philosophy of histo mte 5
e the point that the o d, nmeteeqt -century idea of individual freedom carr? o
m " be trusted. Econf)mlc and social theory must recommend state policj e
lond o 10 control and direct the economy. This idea influenced Franklin Ro o de':-
slgnv Deal, as well as the Ieafimg social theorists of the time (most notab| OS:I?TeItS
monS), nd his ra,diCa| phllosophy thus l?ecame established doctrine fc))llloawci(r)\tt
od War . Keynes’s most important t_ec.hmcal study was The General Theory of Emg-
ent, Interest and Money (1936). His ideas are particularly lucid examples of the
el theo retical Sengments -that arose between .the wars: Given the global eco-
il political crises, social thegry had to_ rethink the individual’s relation to so-
pri 4 the state had to be an active player in the economic world.

—

The Psychology of Modern Society
John Maynard Keynes (1920)

Farope Was SO organized .socially and economicall_y as to secure the maximum accu-
mulation of capital. While there was some continuous improvement in the daily
anditions of life of the mass of the population, Society was so framed as to throw a
t part of the increased income into the control of the class least likely to con-
ameit. The new rich of the nineteenth century were not brought up to large expen-
ditures, and preferred the power which investment gave them to the pleasures of im-

nediate consumption. In fact, it was precisely the inequality of the distribution of

wedlth which made possible those vast accumulations of fixed wealth and of capi

Excerpt from The Economic Consequences of the Peace (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Howe, 19
m.18-22. Reprinted by permission of Harcourt Brace.

.
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. ein lay, in fact, th
improvements which distinguished that age fmm',ull ;‘,”;’:in:.:rtrhlr.'r 'mw o ')':
main justification of the Capitalist System. If the rich ;,u EI il mn.lr”'
their own enjoyments, the world would long ago have Hll'!}l e o e e
ble. But like bees they saved and accumulated, not lt-ss{tlf: ml p"mw” }
community because they themselves held nnnuycrm; e troes Benallial

The immense accumulations of lixg‘(l (upn.ﬂ' :\;‘:rlz '.h(‘ Aigd aBaiiniib
mankind, were built up during the half u-nn.nr'yl -,I e ‘The selbways of G
come about in a Society where wealth was (hvu';(my|wm' T
world, which that age built as a mmm.nwm‘ to ':::gfrcc “.’ TR i imedintl o
mids of Egypt, the work of labor which was n

joyment the full equivalent of its efforts. E——— double bluff or decep.

i | i ¢ 1ded fo '
Thus this remarkable system deper F it B from ignorance or i

L '

tion. On the one hand the Iabor(ljng(;j L:;‘:icqj()lcd Do oo, Fesvention, atentor
: ersuaded, a

ness, or were compelled, p

and the well-established order of Society into accepting a situation in which they

i t they and Nature and the capitalists

‘ i ery little of the cake tha re 4 |

e eropera 0th ) rg’duce And on the other hand the capitalist classes were al-
s il e il t'he cake theirs and were theoretically free to consume

e hey consumed very little of it in practice.

. . 5 g
i cit underlying condition that .

llt"h gndtlhte t;’f (.Saving"){,ec%:me nine-tenths of virtue and the 'grow;hhof tfll(e cake the
object og true religion. There grew round the non-consumption of the cake all those

ot f puritanism which in other ages has withdrawn_itself from the world and
Lnstmctfe(zte% the arts of production as well as those of enjoyment. And so the cake
inacsrlel:sged; but to what end was not clearly contempla_ted. Ind1v1lduals would be ex-
horted not so much to abstain as to defer, and to cultivate the. p eas;x::es of security
and anticipation. Saving was for old age or for your children; but this was only in
theory,—the virtue of the cake was that it was never to be consumed, neither by you
nor by your children after you. i . .

In writing thus I do not necessarily disparage the practices of that generation. In
the unconscious recesses of its being Society knew what it was about. The cake was
really very small in proportion to the appetites of consumption, anq no one, if it
were shared all round, would be much the better off by the cutting of it. Society was
working not for the small pleasures of today but for the future security and im-
provement of the race,—in fact for “progress.” If only the cake were not cut but was
allowed to grow in the geometrical proportion predicted by Malthus of population,
but not less true of compound interest, perhaps a day might come when there would
at last be enough to go round, and when posterity could enter into the enjoyment of
our labors. In that day overwork, overcrowding, and underfeeding would have come
to an end, and men, secure of the comforts and necessities of the body, could pro-
ceed to the nobler exercises of their faculties. One geometrical ratio might cancel an-
other, and the nineteenth century was able to forget the fertility of the species in a
contemplation of the dizzy virtues of compound interest.

There were two pitfalls in this prospect: lest, population still outstripping accu-
mulation, our self-denials promote not happiness but numbers; and lest the cake be
after all consumed, prematurely, in war, the consumer of all such hopes.

But these thoughts lead too far from my present purpose. I seek only to point out
that the prin'ciple of accumulation based on inequality was a vital part of the pre-war
orfjer‘of Society and of progress as we then understood it, and to emphasize that this
principle depended on unstable psychological conditions, which it may be impossible
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Liberalism

he New
1 { Keynes (1925)

John Maynare
eminent American economist, Professor Commons who h
7 recognise the nature of the economic transition 4 )
st ¢ ce are now living, distinguishes three epochs,
third of which we are cntering.
thTh«‘ first is the Era of Scarcity, “whether due to ineffi
om, OF superstition.” In such a period “there is the
the maximum of communistic, feudalistj
hrough physical coercion.” This was, with brief inter
2l economic state of the world up to (say) the fifteenth or sixteenth
norf\y':?)&1 comes the Era of Abundance. “In a period of extreme abung;(;:z Cﬁntu!'y.
maximum of _iqdividual lil?e_rty, the minimum of coercive control thro‘:,;heg; :,Se:]:
nent, and individual bargaining takes the place of rationing” During the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries we fought our way out of thg bondage of Scarcity into the
free air of Abundance, and in the nm.eteel.lth century this epoch culminated gloriously
in the victories of laissez-faire and historic Liberalism. It is not surprising or discred-
itable that the veterans of the party cast backwar.d glances on that easier age.

But we are now entering on a third era, wh‘l(ch Professor Commons calls the pe-
iod of Stabilisation, a.nd truly Charjicterlse_:s as Fhe. actual alternative to Marx’s com-
munism.” In this period, he says, therg is a diminution of individual liberty, en-
forced in part by goyernmental sanctions, _but mainly by economic sanctions
through concerted action, whether secret, semi-open, open, or arbitrational, of asso-
ciations, corporations, unions, and other c,?llectlve movements of manufacturers,
merchants, labourers, farmers, and bankers.

The abuses of this epoch in the realms of Government are Fascism on the one side
and Bolshevism on the othq. Socialism offers no middle: course, because it also is
sprung from the presuppositions of the Era.of Abundance, just as much as lai
individualism and the free play of economic for_ces, before which latter, alm
amongst men, the City Editors, all bloody and blindfolded, still piteously

The transition from economic anarchy to a régime which delibera ms at
controlling and directing economic forces in the interests of social )ustxcg nd social
stability, will present enormous difficulties both technical and pohuc_al.‘l suggest,
nevertheless, that the true destiny of New Liberalism is to seek their solution. . .

The idea of the old-world party, that you can, for example, alter the value of
money and then leave the consequential adjustments to be brought about by the
forces of supply and demand, belongs to the days of fifty or a hundred years ago

' » Who has been one of the
amidst the early stages of

' th
ree economic orders, upon

\\'hifh A

clency or to violence, war
Minimum of indiyidy,] lib-
€ Or governmenta] control
vals in exceptional cases, the

cust
erty and

Copyright © 1972 by St. Martin's Press, Inc. From Essays in Persuasion, vol. 9, by John Maynard

Keynes. Reprinted with permission of St. Martin’s Press, Inc.
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when Trade Unions were 'm\u-vh«x, and \.\'ln-n the :»-: nnulmif ’ ln;':;v,‘r'rfl,un WAl
to crash along the hi;v,h\\'.\\‘ of Progress \\‘l”lnll!' H'h\[l‘lill Hu/::‘,:::r 4,'v1 n ’wnh‘ "l‘l'lvu..m
Half the “"|\\|\(m|« wisdom of our statesmern 15 A& .r ull‘, sumptions whick Were 4
but are now less and less true day by day. We hay, to |
vent new wisdom for a new age. And in the meantime we must, if we ate tq 4, .n’:-/

horthodos, troublesome, dangerous, disobedient to them that begat |,
ans, first of all, that we must find new policies o

] . ‘ Ydand
new instruments to adapt and control the working of economic forces, 5o )44 they

do not intolerably interfere with contemporary ideas as to th" is fit and Proper i
the interests of social stability and sm‘inl' justice. . . .'Wc hnfyc Llhnn'g.cd. by INsensik|
degrees, our philosophy of economic I'.'C’ our ll()l{()l]ﬂ of what is ITC.’IS.(mn})]C and
what is tolerable; and we have done this without changing our technique ¢ our
copybook maxims. Hence our tears and tr(’}'l’-lcs‘| ails, day by d

A party programme must be dcvclopql in its details, day by day, under the Pres.
sure and the stimulus of actual events; 1t 18 llS(.‘lC.?S to define I(' I)cforchar?d, except in
the most general terms. But if the Liberal Party is to recover its f{)rccs, It must hay,
an attitude, a philosophy, a direction. I have cndgavourc.d to indicate my owp atti.
tude to politics, and I leave it to others to answer, in the light of what I have sajq, the

: o,
question with which I began—Am I a Liberal?«

one time true, or partly true,

good, appear u
In the economic field this me

Georg Lukacs (1885-1971), the Hungarian Marxist philosopher, had been 2 Visitor
in Weber’s Heidelberg circle before World War I. After the war, he studied at te
Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute in Moscow. Lukacs is cpnsudered an early contributor to
the rethinking of Marx in terms suited to the twentieth century. In particular, his ;.
tory and Class Consciousness (1923) returned expllatly to thg garly, somewhat
Hegelian, writings of Marx in order to reformulate dialectic materialism in terms that
account for the tensions within modern culture, knowledge, and literature. Yet his
thinking was not so much a recovery of lost ideas as a cre:ative reworking of Marx in
light of events in the world and the history of ideas. Lukacs was an important infly.
ence on the early founders of the Frankfurt Institute for Social Research and is cred-
ited with contributing to its critical theory of aesthetics. The short selection that fol-
lows, “The Irrational Chasm Between Subject and Object,” is from Lukécs’s famous
essay on reification in History and Class Consciousness. It illustrates the ease with
which he rethought the texts of what he called vulgar Marxism to formulate a socia|
theory of modern knowledge and modern man. The individual, he suggests, is
caught in a social world in which he can see himself only as an abstraction.

The Irrational Chasm Between Subject and Object
Georg Lukdcs (1922)

... History must abolish itself. As Marx says of bourgeois economics: “Thus history
existed once upon a time, but it does not exist any more.” And even if this antinomy

assumes increasingly refined forms in later times, so that it even makes its appear-

Excerpt from “Reification and the Consciousness of the Proletariat,” Rodney Livingstone, trans., His-
tory and Class Consciousness (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1971 [1923]), pp. 157-159. Translation 1971 !

by The Merlin Press Ltd. Reprinted by permission of MIT Press.
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M hen nature becomes landscape—e.g. in co € possible

o W d ntrast to the >

ere. : oy > a peasant’s u ke
h-iou*’ living within nature—the artist’s unmediated experience of the landnszgg
N a5 [

S has of course only achieved this immediacy after undergoj i
L‘;};‘]ﬂ:jiatioﬂs) presupposes a distance (spaFial in this case) bftwrelgnatzg(:)]gsfrr\;zi
a7 landscape. The qbserver stands outside the landscape, for were this not the
-ase it would not be possxble for nature to bgcome alandscape at all, If he were to at-
" to integrate himself and the nature immediately surrounding him i

tempt © ture-seen-as-landscape’, without modifying his a e

within ‘natu esthetic contemplative
i;n mediacy, it would then at once become apparent that landscape only startspto be-

come landscape at a definite (though of course variable) distance from the observer
and that only as an observer set apart in space can he relate to nature in terms of
jndscapeatall- : :

This illustration 1 only 1ptended to throw. light on the theoretical situation, for it

s only in art that the relat%on to landscape is expressed in an appropriate and un-
pmblematic way, althoqgh it must not be foirgotten that even in art we find the same
unbridgeable gap opening up between subject and object that we find confronting
us everywhere in modern l}fe, and that art can do no more than shape this problem-
stic without however ﬁnd{ng a rf:al solution to it. But as soon as history is forced
into the present——and this is inevitable as our interest in history is determined in the
Jast analysis by our desire to understand the present—this “pernicious chasm” (to
use Bloch’s expression) opens up.

As a result of its incapacity to understand history, the contemplative attitude of
the bourgeoisie became polarised into two extremes: on the one hand, there were
the ‘great individuals’ viewed as the autocratic makers of history, on the other hand,
there were the ‘natural laws’ of the historical environment. They both turn out to be
equally impotent—whether they are separated or working together—when chal-
lenged to produce an interpretation of the present in all its radical novelty. The in-
ner perfection of the work of art can hide this gaping abyss because in its perfected
immediacy it does not allow any further questions to arise about a mediation no
longer available to the point of view of contemplation. However, the present is a
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problem of history, a problem that refuses to be ii!"'”‘"‘l and one which IMpetiong,
demands such mediation. It must be attempted. But it
we discover the truth of Hegel's remarks about one of t||f‘.<l,w‘m of self CONSCitye
ness that follow the definition of mediation already ited: ’, , h"rpf”r" CONSCIONS Ry
has become an enigma to itself as a result of the very experience which was to reyy,
its truth to itself; it does not regard the effects of it.e (!N‘dﬁ as its own deeds; yh,q
happens to it is not the same experience for it as it is i1 itself; the transition ig p,
merely a formal change of the same content and essence seen on the one hand ay g,
content and essence of consciousness and on the other hand as the objec LOr intuitey
essence of itself. Abstract necessity, therefore passes f«{r lh(‘ merely negative, uncom
prehended power of the universal by which individuality is destroyed” 4%

i the course of these Mttemp,

—

Max Horkheimer (1895-1973) was born in Stuttgart and educated in Cermany.
Horkheimer was a founder of the school of critical theory in Germany and was direc.
tor of its original institutional home, the Frankfurt Institute for Social Research, |
1932, he founded and edited the Zeitschrift fir Sozialforschung, a principal outlet fo,
the early writings of institute associates. (Many of Horkheimer’s own contributions
to the Zeitschrift were published in 1968 under the title Critical Theory.) Like many
other German intellectuals of his day, he fled his native land in the early 1930
eventually settling in the United States, where the institute was temporarily based in
New York City. Horkheimer returned to Germany in 1949. Among his many books is
Dialectic of Enlightenment (1947), written with Theodor Adorno and considered 3
classic philosophical text in the Frankfurt tradition. “Notes on Science and the Crisis”
(1932), from Critical Theory, was one of Horkheimer’s early contributions to the
Zeitschrift fir Sozialforschung.

Notes on Science and the Crisis
Max Horkheimer (1932)

1. In the Marxist theory of society, science is regarded as one of man’s productive
powers. In varying ways it has made the modern industrial system possible: as con-
dition of the general flexibility of mind which has developed along with science over
recent centuries; as a store of information on nature and the human world, which in
the more developed countries is possessed even by people in the lower social classes;
and, not least, as part of the intellectual equipment of the researcher, whose discov-
eries decisively affect the forms of social life. In so far as science is available as a
means of creating social values, that is, in so far as it takes shape in methods of pro-
duction, it constitutes a means of production.

2. The fact that science contributes to the social life-process as a productive power
and a means of production in no way legitimates a pragmatist theory of knowledge. F
The fruitfulness of knowledge indeed plays a role in its claim to truth, but the fruit-
fulness in question is to be understood as intrinsic to the science and not as useful~:
ness for ulterior purposes. The test of the truth of a judgment is something diffe en

Excerpt from Matthew J. O’Connell, trans., Critical Theory: Sel, .
) b5 y: Selected Essays (New York:
1972 [1932)), pp. 3-9. 7 (oo St
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The separation f’t th.C(.)ry and action is itself an hi.st(or(;(."‘l’f in the histor-
P e general economic crisis, science proves to be one of t}::: rrl’hcnnmcnun‘

s within @ social wcalt}x whlch is not fulfilling its function. Th; umerous ele-

mer v greater today than in previous eras. The world now has ore rcalth is im-
mc'ﬁx{c;, and skilled workers, and better methods of product\i(;rr:ot;]c s
:::;tht‘}' are not profiting malflkind as they ought. Society in its pres ;:t cf(‘;i'r'nbfsforc.
2ble 10 make effective usleg the powers it has developed and the wealth it ;n_
amassed. Scientific kno“Zie ge 11.1 .thlS respect shfires the fate of other productii"S
forces and means of production: its ap plication is sharply disproportionate to i
high Jevel of development and to t}}e rfral needs of n_lankind. Such a situation hin-
ders the further deyelopment, quahtatlve. and quantitative, of science jtself As the
course of earlier Crises warns us, economic balance will be restored only at the cost
of great destruction pf human and material resources.

4. One way of hiding the real causes of the present crisis is to assign responsibility
forit to precisel)f those forces which are workil}g for the betterment of the human
Gtuation, and this means, above all., rational, ss:lentiﬁC thinking. The attempt is be-
ing made to subordinate the more intense cultivation of such thinking by individu-
Js to the development of t'he psych}c 'flnd to discredit critical reason as a decisive
factor except for its professional application in industry. The view is abroad that rea-
son is a useful instrument only for purposes of everyday life, but must fall silent in
fce of the great problems and give way to the more substantial powers of the soul.
The result is the avoidance of any theoretical consideration of society as a whole.
The struggle of contemporary metaphysics against scientism is in part a reflection of
these broader social tendencies.

5, Science in the pre-War years had in fact a number of limitations. These were
due, however, not to an exaggeration of its rational character but to restrictions on it
which were themselves conditioned by the increasing rigidification of the social sit-
uation. The task of describing facts without respect for nonscientific considerations
and of establishing the patterns of relations between them was originz

s a partial goal of bourgeois emancipation in its critical s :
restrictions upon research. But by the second half of the
inition had already lost its progressive character and sho
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worid- )

: . - ioid distinction between mind and na-
ing relationshll[; ?jf surl:éef)ttligrdc:ggg?ict:lefcr)ifnulations. The root of this deficiency,
o SOUI'andt i S)Ziznce itself but in the social conditions which h{nder. its develop-
however, is no tl?o erheads with the rational elements immanent in science.
T dgi turn of the century scientists and philosophers have pointed

s bility of purely mechanistic methods. The criti-

: senci ita

ut the insufficiencies and unsuitabiity . : . X

gism has led to discussion of the principles involved in thfa n.lam.founc'lfa‘}tll.ox-ls on
which research rests, so that today we may speak of a crisis within science. This inner

crisis is now added to the external dissatisfaction with science as a rrflleans of produc-
tion which has not been able to meet expectations 11 z.illewatmg t fh 83(111"—;% al nee.d.
Modern physics has in large measure overcome _W{xthm its own field he deficiencies
of the traditional method and has revised its critical found:}tlons. It is to t'he credit
of postwar metaphysics, especially that of Max Scheler, that it has once again turned
the attention of science as a whole to numerous neglectec.l areas and prepared the
way at many points for a method less hindered by Fonventlonal narrowness of out-
look. Above all, the description of important psychic phenomena, the dgllneatlon of
social types, and the founding of a sociology of knowledge have had fruitful results.
Yet, leaving aside the fact that essays in metaphysics almost always presented as con-
crete reality something called “life,” that is, a mythical essence, and not real, living
society in its historical development, such essays in the last analysis did not stimulate
science but were simply negative towards it. Instead of pointing out and finally
breaking through the limitations science had put upon itself by its narrow concen-
tration on classification, metaphysics identified the very inadequate science of for-
mer times with rationality as such; it denied even judgmental thinking and aban-
doned itself to arbitrarily chosen objects and to a method cut completely loose from
science, A philosophical anthropology arose which, in its independence, absolutized
certain characteristics of man; to critical reason it opposed an intuition which re-
jected all restraining scientific criteria and trusted unquestioningly in its own clarity
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= while many illusions, on the_contrqry,are not a form of idcol()gy Th' ¢ ideo-
Jogic? f ideology in the mem!)crs Qt a society necessarily depends o t}; he occur.-
mm,:nic life; only when rc_latlonshlps have so far developed and conflictgC 'rfplacc in
(\“.'j(r‘.qcllt‘d such an intensity that even the average eye can penetrate be (‘m‘:i interest
h‘“.(,g ““ what is really going on, does a conscious ideological apparatus in);hc f:lil)pcaf'
‘".Ml v make its appearance. As an existing society is increasingly endangered b sense
”’”“ﬂ‘m]sions’ the energies spent m'ma.mtaining an ideology grow greater andy fl » llrll_
tcrn“vedpons are readied for supporting it with violence. The more the Roman F;: aty
ﬁ,‘i Ihrcatened by explosive inner forces, the more brutally did the Caesars try t;) rg\l/r'?
W ‘;IZ + the old cult of the State and to restore the lost sense of unity. The ages which foi
;;wed the Christian persecutions ax}d the fall of the Empir? supply many other fright-
il examples of the samzll recurring ﬁgttern. Ip Fhe science of such periods the
id eological dimension usu y comi:s to light .less in its false )uc!gments than in its lack
of clarity, its p.erplex1_ty, its obscure language, its manner of posing problems, its meth-
ods, the direction of its research, and, above all, in what it closes its eyes to.

g. At the present time, scientific effort mirrors an economy filled with contradic-
ions. The economy is m‘large measure -dorTnnated by monopolies, and yet on the
world scale it is dlsorgaqlzed and chaotic, richer than ever yet unable to eliminate
human wretchedness. Science, too, shows a double contradiction. First, science ac-
cepts 252 prm.ClplC that its every step has a critical basis, yet the most important step
of all, the setting of tasks, lacks a theoretlcal grounding and seems to be taken arbi-
rarily. Second, science has to do with a knowledge of comprehensive relationships;
vet, it has no realistic grasp of that comprehensive relationship upon which its own

/

existence and the direction of its work depend, namely, society. The two contradic-
ions are closely connected. The process of casting light on the social life-process in
its totality brings with it the discovery of the law which holds sway in the apparent
arbitrariness of the scientific and other endeavors. For science, too, is determined in
the scope and direction of its work not by its own tendencies alone but, in the last
analysis, by the necessities of social life as well. Despite this law a wasteful dispersal
of intellectual energies has characterized the course of science over the last century, '
and philosophers of the period have repeatedly criticized science on this score. But
the situation cannot be changed by purely theoretical insight, any more than the ide-
ological function of science can be. Only a change in the real conditions for science
within the historical process can win such a victory.
9. The view that cultural disorder is connected with economic relationships and
with the conflicts of interest that arise out of them says nothing about the relative

e
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6 #mang his Fens oI StUdent;'IeP?'nrjﬁ?t::rnof younger sociologists, the same
e an:c\;\r/]i?haal;sot?;gar;nservative and incomprehensible scientism. Af-
Bamsisenme . ’ rst College in 1924, Parsons
S grzquaélngi ‘r,\VclitZtiEeefg:g&isc:sglrg? Efzgrorﬁ?ggethen at Hgidelberg from 1925
i;()u?;e%'.nlnng\;land, parsons studied the economics of Alfred Marshall; ’;n Ge(;ma:y,
he discovered the writings of Max Weber. Parsons trans]ated Protestant Ethic and other
works by Weber. He first taught economics at Ha’zrvgrd,m 1927 Later, .he began teach-
ing sociology at the invitation of the Russian emigre, Pitirim Sorokin (1889-1968),
who was instrumental in establishing sociology’s reputation at ljlar\{ard. Parson§ came
into his own with the publication of The Structure of Social Action in 1937. This tvyo—
volume tour de force carefully analyzed those whom Parsons considered the classical
social theorists (Weber, Durkheim, Marshall, and Vilfredo Pareto) in order to renew so-
ciological theory and research. His goal was to establish a general theory of social ac-
tion that encompassed all the behavioral sciences, including biology. In the 1940s,
Parsons’s theoretical synthesis formed the intellectual basis for Harvard’s Department
of Social Relations, which, in the 1950s, was considered by many the major depart-
ment in the field. Parsons chaired the department from 1946 to 1956, but the experi-
ment at synthesis collapsed when Parsons retired and times changed.

“The Unit Act of Action Systems,” from Structure of Social Action, may be difficult
reading, but it is an important sample of Parsons'’s theoretical intention to define the
elements in a theory of social action: the actor, the actor’s ends (or goals), the social
situation, and the structured relation among these elements. Though this is a differ-
ent sort of writing from that of Keynes (who was also an influence on Parsons) or of
Lukacs or the others in this period, readers should be able to see a common theoret-
ical concern for the fate of the individual in modern, structured society.
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it chaptet attention was called to the fact that i the proce

Jlization concrete phenomena come to be divided imn' ' cess of scientifie
\:"'“ Jient feature of the “l‘”“‘l‘“"ﬂl scheme to be dealt with lies M1 O parts, The
first 8¢ s which it employs in !nalkmg this division. The basjc unitm ok
the ,lm“ » Just as the units of a mgclmniml system in the dnssi 'Imy be called the
“”ml(“: Jefined only in terms of ”“C”' properties, mass, vclnci‘ty I(,((n,t<(‘("l$€' p
..,mmn of motion, eté.; S0 the units of action systems also hnvc’ ccr'i I;:'; In space, di
without which it is not p()sm!)lc to conceive of the unit a5 "c;ci ti SIC proper
ties alogy, the conception of a unit of matter which has ar, T o
-ated in space is, in terms of the classical mCChzlni‘c; mass ‘hllt‘whlch
noted that the sense in yvhich the unit act is here spokcn‘ ;)?(1):““““‘“" It
o at O_f gjoncrete spatiality or otherwise separate cxistcnce( \baunz cxfmcnt
‘.l\l-\. bility as a unit 1n terms Of.a frame of reference. There must be,a s o
::uln;bcr of c_iescripti"e terms ;pphgd toit,a min?rr}um number of facts ascr;ltzliTalglz
sbout it, before it can be“spcz’ en of at all as a unit in a system.

[n this sense then, an “act 1nvolv§s.log1cally the following: (1) It implies an agent
an “actor.” (2) For purposes of deﬁmtlor'x th‘? act must have an “end,” a future state of
Jffairs toward wtpch the process of action is orlgnted: (3) It must be initiated in a
"situatiOH" of which the trepds of dgvelopmeqt dlffer In one or more important re-
gpects from the state qf affairs to which the action is orlgnted, the end. This situation
is in turn analyzable into two elements: those over which the actor has no control,
that is which he cannot alter, or prevent from being altered, in conformity with his
end, and those over which he haf such c)(,)nfrol. The former may be termed the “con-
ditions” of action, the latter the “means. Finally (4) there is inherent in the concep-
tion of this unit, in its analy'tlcal uses, a certain mode of relationship between these
clements. That is, in the ch01c§ of alternative means to the end, in so far as the situa-
tion allows alternatives, there is a “normative orientation” of action. Within the area
of control of the actor, the means employed cannot, in general, be conceived either
25 chosen at random or as dependent exclusively on the conditions of action, but
must in some sense be subject to the influence of an independent, determinate selec-
tive factor,

haracter of

artic lt‘g'

rect

a knowledge of which is necessary to the understanding of the concrete
course of action. What is essential to the concept of action is that there should be a
normative orientation, not that this should be of any particular type. As will be seen,
the discrimination of various possible modes of normative orientation is one of the
most important questions with which this study will be confronted. But before en-
tering into the definition of any of them a few of the major implications of the basic
conceptual scheme must be outlined. ‘

The first important implication is that an act is always a process i  The time
ategory is basic to the scheme. The concept end always implies a future reference, to
astate which is either not yet in existence, and which would not come into existence
if something were not done about it by the actor or, if already existent, would not re-
main unchanged. This process, seen primarily in terms of its relation to ends, is var-
iously called “attainment,” “realization,” and “achievement.”

e
Excerpt from The Structure of Social Action (New York: Free Press, 1968 (1937]), pp. 43-48.
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which it may be attributed will form one of the major thett i

Third, the frame of reference of the schema is subjective in a particular T?w I"h.n_
is, it deals with phenomena, with things and events as they ap;;n(:r)ffwn r-z,”;:n,,,;‘,,,
view of the actor whose action is being analyzed and considered. Of course the phe.
! fluencing of action. But in

nomena of the “external world” play a major partin ‘h? "; i gt
so far as they can be utilized by this particular theoretical scheme, y e

ducible to terms which are subjective in this part.icqle'xr sense. ”;:S fact lslr,f cardm.ﬂ
importance in understanding some of the peculiarities of the t corcn.cfa structures
under consideration here. The same fact introduces a further complication which
must be continually kept in mind. It may be said that all empmc;al ';chlencil is fmnce?kd
with the understanding of the phenomena of the external world. Tcri' the a}:Fs of ac-
tion are, to the scientist who studies them, facts of the extern?l' world—in this sense,
objective facts. That is, the symbolic reference of the propositions t};eh scientist calls
facts is to phenomena “external” to the scientist, not to t.he content of his own mind.
But in this particular case, unlike that of the physical sciences, tl?e phenorpena'beu.ug
studied have a scientifically relevant subjective aspect. That is, whxle. the social scientist
is not concerned with studying the content of his own mind, he: is very much con-
cerned with that of the minds of the persons whose action he studles.. ms necessitates
the distinction of the objective and subjective points of view. The d_lstlr}ctlon and the
relation of the two to each other are of great importance. By “objective” in thi§ context
will always be meant “from the point of view of the scientific observer of action” and
by “subjective,” “from the point of view of the actor.”

A still further consequence follows from the “subjectivity” of the categories of the
theory of action. When a biologist or a behavioristic psychologist studies a human be-
ing it is as an organism, a spatially distinguishable separate unit in the world. The unit
of reference which we are considering as the actor is not this organism but an “ego” or
“self” The principal importance of this consideration is that the body of the actor
forms, for him, just as much part of the situation of action as does the “external envi-
ronment.” Among the conditions to which his action is subject are those relating to his
own body, while among the most important of the means at his disposal are the “pow-
ers” of his own body and, of course, his “mind.” The analytical distinction between ac-
tor and situation quite definitely cannot be identified with the distinction in the bio-
logical sciences between organism and environment. It is not a question of
distinctions of concrete “things,” for the organism is a real unit. It is rather a matter of
the analysis required by the categories of empirically useful theoretical systems.

A fourth implication of the schema of action should be noted. Certainly the situ-
ation of action includes parts of what is called in common-sense terms the physical
environment and the biological organism—to mention only two points. With equal
certainty these elements of the situation of action are capable of analysis in terms of
the phys;cal and biological sciences, and the phenomena in question are subject to
analysis in terms of the units in use in those sciences. Thus a bridge may, with per-
fect truth, be said to consist of atoms of iron, a small amount of carbon, etc., and
thelr constituent electrons, protons, neutrons and the like. Must the student of ag-
tion, then, be_cqme a physicist, chemist, biologist in order to understand his subject? :
In a sense this is true, but for purposes of the theory of action it is not necessary of
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Viadimir Ilyich Ulyanov Lenin (1870-1924) was the dominant force in the Russian
Revolution of 1917 and the founder of Bolshgvuk communism. After studying law in
int petersburg, he tr_aveled .throughout Russia and visited Western Europe, where he
established contacts with Socual.lst leaders. In 1895, he began organizing working peo-
ole in Saint Petersbyrg, for whld_1 he was arrested and exiled. In exile, he wrote The
Development of Capltg//sm in Ru551q (1899). When the revolution began in 1917, Lenin

uided action while in hiding until Aleksandr Kerensky was overthrown. Later, he led
the provisional Soviet government. He suffered a stroke in 1921 and died in 1924. The
selection from What Is to Be Done? though composed in 19011 902, more accurately
belongs to the period between the wars because of its influence on the Russian Revo-
ution and the dilemmas of Soviet communism. Hence, the selection is dated
1917-1921, when Lenin was in power and able to practice his theory. Lenin sought to
introduce the political action of the vanguard into the so-called economistic formula
that limited political action to the economic needs of the working class. His social the-
ory wed political and economic theory. Even though Stalinism was the actual and un-
intended consequence of his ideas, Lenin should be considered one of the first to fo-
cus social theory on the actor (as Parsons would later put it) in a structured society.

What Is to Be Done?

V.I Lenin (1917-1921)
Without a revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary moven
not be insisted upon too strongly at a time when the fashionable pre
portunism is combined with absorption in the narrowest forms of pr
The importance of theory for Russian Social-Democrats is still great
sons, which are often forgotten: q

)¢
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Excerpt f, 5 ; ;
" ’:“J’ ptfrom What Is to Be Done? Burning Questions of Our Movement (New Yor
i€ 3 s
%1943 (1929)), pp. 28, 75-78. Reprinted by permission.
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We have seen that the organisation of wide political agitation, and consequently,
of all-sided political exposures are an absolutelx necessary an.d paramount task gf
activity, that is, if that activity is to be truly_ Social-Democratic. We arrived at t}}ls
conclusion solely on the grounds of the pressing needs of t.he wqumg class for polit-
ical knowledge and political training. But this ground by itself is too narrow for .the
presentation of the question, for it ignores tbe gene.ral democratic .tasks qf Social-
Democracy as a whole, and of modern, Russian Social-Democracy in pf:lrtlcular. In
order to explain the situation more concretely we shall approach the subject fr‘?m an
aspect that is “nearer” to the Economist, namelx, from the practical aspect. Evtery
one agrees” that it is necessary to develop the political consciousness of the working
class. But the question arises, How is that to be done? What must be done to bring
this about? The economic struggle merely brings the workers “up against” questions
concerning the attitude of the government towards the working class. Consequently,
however much we may try to “give to the economic struggle itself a political charac-
ter” we shall never be able to develop the political consciousness of the workers (to
the degree of Social-Democratic consciousness) by confining ourselves to the eco-
nomic struggle, for the limits of this task are too narrow. . . .

The workers can acquire class political consciousness only from without, that is,
only outside of the economic struggle, outside of the sphere of relations between
workers and employers. The sphere from which alone it is possible to obtain this
knowledge is the sphere of relationships between all classes and the state and the
government—the sphere of the inter-relations between all classes. For that reason,

j
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mheim (1893-1 947), like Georg Lgkécs, was a Hungarian social philoso-
her who had benefited from contact with Weber and Simmel in Germany.
Mannheim would become a younger membgr of Lukacs’s circle in Budapest. In
1917, he delivered a Ilecture to this group, the title of which suggests his broad intel-
lectual PerSpective—’ Soul and Culture.” In 1925, .Mannheim returned to a profes-
corship in Heidelberg. Later, he tz?ught at Frankfurt in the days of the Institute for So-
il Research. In 1933, Ma.nnhelr'n f!ed to England, where he led a productive, if
more English, intellectu?l life until his death shortly after the end of World War II.
The selection “The Sociology of Knowledge and Ideology” comprises portions of
Mannheim’s most famous bogk, Ideology and Utopia, which was first published in
Germany in 1929. The opening part of the selection (“The Sociology of Knowl-
edge”) is, however, from Mapn_he!m's English period, during which he was drawn
more toward sociology as a d.lsc1pl|ne; the latter part of the selection focuses on the
theory of “ideology,” stemming from Mannheim's earlier days as a general social
theorist. Mannheim’s Ideology and Utopia is considered a classic text, equally for the
sociology of knowledge and for the theory of ideology as a distortion of knowledge

by social and political interests.

The Sociology of Knowledge and Ideology
Karl Mannheim (1936, 1929)

The Sociology of Knowledge

Philosophers have too long concerned themselves with their own thinking. Whe
yrote of thought, they had in mind primarily their own history, the history of p
ophy, or quite special fields of knowledge such as mathematics or physics. This
thinking is applicable only under quite special circumstances, and what can be I
by analysing it is not directly transferable to other spheres of life. Even when it

Excerpt from Louis Wirth and Edward Shils, trans., Ideology and Utopia: An Introduction
ogy of Knowledge (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Publishers, 1936 (1929]), pp-
Keprinted by permission of Harcourt Brace and Co.
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Meanwhile " ““}5 who are seeking to comprehend and to mould theif world,

vieanw nile, acting men have, for better or for worse, proc eeded to develop a vy
:‘\}\ .‘_ﬂ mclhqu fnr. the expetiential and intellec h'ml penetration n'f'thr world iy
Vhich they live, which have never been analysed with the same precision as the g,
called exact modes of knowing, When, however; any human activity continues gye,
a lnng period without being subjected to intellectual control or criticism it tends to
get out of hand.

‘chcc it is to be regarded as one of the anomalies of our time 't}.mt those methies
of thought by means of which we arrive at our most crucn‘al dcc1§|ons, and througf,
which we seek to diagnose and guide our political and social destiny, have remaine
unrecognized and therefore inaccessible to intellectual control ar'ld self-criticism,
This anomaly becomes all the more monstrous when we call to mind that in mod.
ern times much more depends on the correct thinking through of a situation thp,
was the case in earlier societies. The significance of soc1a! knowledge Brows propor.
tionately with the increasing necessity of regulatory intervention in the socis|
process. This so-called pre-scientific inexact mode of thought, however (which,
paradoxically, the logicians and philosophers also use when thff)’ have to make prac-
tical decisions), is not to be understood solely by the use of logical analysis. It consti.
tutes a complex which cannot be readily detached either from the psychological
roots of the emotional and vital impulses which underlie it or from the situation i
which it arises and which it seeks to solve.

It is the most essential task of this book to work out a suitable method for the de-
scription and analysis of this type of thought and its changes, and to formulate those
problems connected with it which will both do justice to its unique char.acter and
prepare the way for its critical understanding. The method which we will seek to
present is that of the sociology of knowledge. :

The principal thesis of the sociology of knowledge is that there are modes of
thought which cannot be adequately understood as long as thelr. social origins are
obscured. It is indeed true that only the individual is capable of thinking. There is no
such metaphysical entity as a group mind which thinks over and above the heads of
individuals, or whose ideas the individual merely reproduces. Nevertheless it would
be false to deduce from this that all the ideas and sentiments which motivate an in-
dividual have their origin in him alone, and can be adequately explained solely on
the basis of his own life-experience.

Just as it would be incorrect to attempt to derive a language merely from observ-
ing a single individual, who speaks not a language of his own but rather that of his
contemporaries and predecessors who have prepared the path for him, so it is incor-
rect to explain the totality of an outlook only with reference to its genesis in the
mind of the individual. Only in a quite limited sense does the single individual cre-
ate out of himself the mode of speech and of thought we attribute to him. He speaks
the language of his group; he thinks in the manner in which his group thinks. He
finds at his disposal only certain words and their meanings. These not only deter-
mine to a large extent the avenues of approach to the surrounding world, but they
also show at the same time from which angle and in which context of activity objects
have hitherto been perceptible and accessible to the group or the individual.

The first point which we now have to emphasize is that the approach of the sociol-
ogy of knowledge intentionally does not start with the single individual and his think-
ing in order then to proceed directly in the manner of the philosopher to the abstract
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Ideology

n order t0 unde“r‘stand th?’ gresent ixtuatl(l)n (;f thoug“ht, it is necessary to start with
- " oblems of |dcolqu- or most people, the term “ideology is closely bound up
the \arxism, and their reactions to the term are largely determined by the associa-
\\"nh *l t ;q therefore first necessary to state that although Marxism contributed 3 great
“‘"}'w tile original statement of the problem, both the word and its meaning go far-
dea back in history than Marxism, and ever since its time new meanings of the
thcrd have emerged, which have taken shape independently of it.
Wo;h ere is no better introduction to the problem than the analysis of the meaning
of the term “ideology”: firstly we have to disentz_mgle all the different shades of
meaning which are blended here into a pseudo—um?y,. and a more precise statement
of the variations 1n the meanings of the concept, as 1t 1s used to-day, will prepare the
way for its sociologlcal. ax}d historical analysis. chh an analysis will show that in
ger;eral there are two distinct and separable meanings of the term “ideology”—the
particular and the total. : ; 54wl
The particular conception of ideology is implied when the term denotes that we
are sceptical of the ideas and 'repres‘enta.tlons advanced by our opponent. They are
regarded as more or less conscious d1§gu1ses of th(; real.na.lture of a situation, the true
recognition of which would not be'm accord with his interests. These distortions
range all the way from conscious lies to half-conscious and unwitting disguises;
from calculated attempts to dupe others to self deception. This conception of ideol-
ogy, which has only gradually become differentiated from the common-sense no-
tion of the lie is particular in several senses. Its particularity becomes evident when
itis contrasted with the more inclusive total conception of ideology. Here we refer to
the ideology of an age or of a concrete historico-social group, e.g. of a class, when we
are concerned with the characteristics and composition of the total structure of the
mind of this epoch or of this group.
The common as well as the distinctive elements of the two concepts are readily
evident. The common element in these two conceptions seems to consist in the fact
that neither relies solely on what is actually said by the opponent in order to reach
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an undu'«mndinp, of his real meaning and intention. Both fall back on the subjece
y‘hmhm individual or group, proceeding to an understanding (_|f.what 18 said by the
Fl\di]-“t method of i\lh\l\‘ﬁiﬂu the social ((m(““”“q of the in(l'lvulu.ﬂ or his group
‘]‘ho ideas expressed by the subject are thus regarded as functions of bm existence
This means that opinions, statements, propositions, and systems ”f 'dc'.“ are not
taken at their face value but are interpreted in the light of t'h‘(‘ life-situation of the
one who expresses them. It signifies further that lh(" specific _d“‘”‘("'l' and life
situation of the subject influence his opinions, perceptions, and lnlt('r?rltl'tan:rm, )

Both these conceptions of ideology, accordingly, n)a\kc‘thcsq s0-cal ed “ideas” 4

function of him who holds them, and of his posi(iup in his socuﬂ milieu. Although
they have something in common, there are also significant differences between
them. Of the latter we mention merely the most importanti— |
(@) Whereas the particular conception Oflldcology.dcsngnales only ; part of the
opponent’s assertions as ideologics——and this only w1t¥1 refcreafcl tot helr contgnt,
the total conception calls into question the opponents totald ; tanschauung (in.
cluding his conceptual apparatus), and attempts to understand these concepts as an
outgrowth of the collective life of which he p’z}rtakes. . gl

(b) The particular conception of “id'eology makes 1tsdana ysis 0 11. eas on ﬁ purel'y
psychological level. If it is claimed for instance that an adversary 1}51 {mg’ or that he is
concealing or distorting a given factual situation, 1t 15 'Stlll nevertheless assumed that
both parties share common criteria of validity—it is still assumed th?t 1? is poss!ble.to
refute lies and eradicate sources of error by referring to accepted criteria o.f QbJeCtWe
validity common to both parties. The suspic.ion that one’s opponentis the victim of an
ideology does not go so far as to exclude him .fror.n discussion on the basis of a com-
mon theoretical frame of reference. The case 1s dlfferent' with the total conception of
ideology. When we attribute to one historical epoch one mte!lectual world.and to our-
selves another one, or if a certain historically determined social stratum thinks in cate-
gories other than our own, we refer not to the isolatf:d cases of.thought-content, b'ut to
fundamentally divergent thought-systems and to.w1dely dlfferlr}g modes of experience
and interpretation. We touch upon the theoretical or noological level whenever we
consider not merely the content but also the form, and even the c.onceptual framework
of a mode of thought as a function of the life-situation of' a thinker. “Th?, economic
categories are only the theoretical expressions, the abstractions, of the social relations
of production. . . . The same men who establish social relfmons conformably with
their material productivity, produce also the principles, the ideas, ghe categories, con-
formably with their social relations.” (Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy.) . . . These
are the two ways of analysing statements as functions of their social background; the
first operates only on the psychological, the second on the noological level.

(¢) Corresponding to this difference, the particular conception of ideology oper-
ates primarily with a psychology of interests, while the total conception uses a more
formal functional analysis, without any reference to motivations, confining itself to
an objective description of the structural differences in minds operating in different
social settings. The former assumes that this or that interest is the cause of a given lie
or deception. The latter presupposes simply that there is a correspondence between
a given social situation and a given perspective, point of view, or apperception mass.
In this case, while an analysis of constellations of interests may often be necessary it
is not to establish causal connections but to characterize the total situation. Thus in-
terest psychology tends to be displaced by an analysis of the correspondence be-
tween the situation to be known and the forms of knowledge.
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?;‘ _\mdividudl members of the working-class, for instance, do not experience all the
C
n Weltanschauung. Every

s of an outlook which could.be called the proletaria
?(di\'iduﬂl participates only in certain fragments of this thought-system, the totalit
”;'which is not in the least a mere sum of these fragmentary individya] CXPeriencesy
is 2 totality the thought-system is integrated systematically, and is no mere casuai
: *mble of fragmentary experiences of d1§crete members of the group. Thus it fol-
ju hat the individual can only be considered as the bearer of an ideology as lon
I with that conception of ideology which, by definition, is directed mo B tg
detached contents }harl. to the whole structure of thou.ght, uncovering false ways of
thought and exposing lies. As soon as the total conception of ideology is used, we at-
tempt t0 reconstruct the whole outlook of a socu?l'group, and neither the concrete
ndividuals nor the abstract sum of them can legltl_mately be considered as bearers
of this ideological thought-system as a whole. The aim of the analysis on this level js
the reconstruction of the systematlc.theoret.xca! basis underlying the single judg-
ments of the individual. Analyses of ideologies in the particular sense, making the
content of individual thought large}y dependent on the interests of the subject,
never achieve this basic reconstruction of the whole outlook of a social gro
can at best reveal the collective psyd_xologjcal aspects of ideology, or lead t
velopment of mass psychology, dealing either with the different behavio
dividual in the crowd, or with the results of the mass integration o
experiences of many individuals. And although the collective-psycholo
may very often approach the problems of the total ideological analysis,
answer its questions exactly. It is one thing to know how far my attitu
judgments are influenced and altered by the co-existence of other human beings,
but it is another thing to know what are the theoretical implications of my mode of
thought which are identical with those of my fellow members of the group or social
stratum. %
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Erich Fromm (1900-1980), an early associate of the Frankfurt Institute of Social Re-
search in the 1930s, was among those who contributed to the German critical tradi-
tion of wedding Marxism and psychoanalysis. When Fromm came to the United
States, his ties with the Frankfurt School grew weak. He became a widely regarded
teacher and popular writer, as well as a practicing psychoanalyst. Among his most
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sdom (1941), Man for Himself (1947), and The Art o
1929, during his Frankfurt days. Ir it, ha
he individual as a socialized being jp,

famous books are Fscape from Free
Loving (1956). The selection was written in
outlines the need for a unified social theory of t
a complex society.

Psychoanalysis and Sociology

Erich Fromm (1929)

The problem of the relations between psychoanalysis and fncinlngy. ?h‘{llf which |
will speak in the Institute’s courses, has two sides. The first is the npplllcatmn of psy-
choanalysis to sociology, the second that of sociology to psychoanalysis. Of course, it
is not possible even to list in a few minutes all the problems and themes that result
from both sides. Therefore, I shall merely attempt to malfc a.fcw fundamental re-
marks about the principles which seem to apply to the scientific treatment of psy-
choanalytic-sociological problems. ' ‘

The application of psychoanalysis to sociology must definitely ggard against the
mistake of wanting to give psychoanalytic answers where economic, technical, or

¢ ide the real and sufficient explanation of sociological questions,

political facts provi \ ; :
On the other hand, the psychoanalyst must emphasize that the subject of sociology,

society, in reality consists of individuals, and that it is these human beings, rather
than an abstract society as such, whose actions, thoughts, and feelings are the object
of sociological research. Human beings do not have one “individual psyche,” which
functions when a person performs as an individual and so becomes the object of
psychoanalysis, contrasted to a completely separate “mass psyche” with all sorts of
mass instincts, as well as vague feelings of community and solidarity, which springs
into action whenever a person performs as part of mass, and for which the sociolo-
gist creates some makeshift concepts for psychoanalytical facts unknown to him.
There aren’t two minds within a person’s head, but only one, in which the same
mechanisms and laws apply whether a person performs as an individual or people
appear as a society, class, community, or what have you. What psychoanalysis can
bring to sociology is the knowledge—though still imperfect—of the human psychic
apparatus, which is a determinant of social development alongside technical, eco-
nomic, and financial factors, and deserves no less consideration than the other fac-
tors mentioned. The common task of both sciences is to investigate in what way and
to what extent the psychic apparatus of the human being causally affects or deter-
mines the development or organization of society.

Let me mention here only one essential concrete problem. It is necessary to inves-
tigate what role the instinctual and the unconscious play in the organization and de-
velopment of society and in individual social facts, and to what extent the changes in
mankind’s psychological structure, in the sense of a growing ego-organization and
thus a rational ability to cope with the instinctual and natural, is a sociologically rel-
evant factor.

Now the other side of the problem: the application of sociological approaches to
psychoanalysis. However important it may be to point out to sociologists the banal
fact that society consists of living people and that psychology is one of the factors af-

Excerpt from Stephen Eric Bronner and Douglas MacKay Kellner, eds., Critical Theory and Society: A
Reader (New York: Routledge, 1989), pp. 37-39.
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George Herbert Mead (186
ciologists, was born to a religiou
lege, where his father, a Protest
turned to teaching after his father’s ear
Mount Holyoke College. Mead studied at Harv

ter Du Bois had finished his studies there. Like Du Bois an . :
others), Mead also studied in Germany before beginning his teaching career. |

1891, he taught philosophy at the University of Michigan, where he encountered

Charles Horton Cooley and John Dewey. One year later, he joined Fhe philosophy
faculty at the new University of Chicago, whose <'iepartmen't of §ocuology was just
being organized. Mead had little direct contact with the sociologists, but the social
justice teachings of his father influenced his association with Jane Addams’s Hyl|
ive activists in the city. Mead’s best-known book,

House and with other progressi )
Mind, Self & Society, was compiled from lecture notes for the course in social psy.

chology that he taught until his death in 1931. ' .
“The Self, the |, and the Me" is from the portions of that book in which Mead most

precisely develops his version of the social self as a double dialogue—with the social
world, externally, and between the “I” and the “Me,” internally. Mead’s theory of the
social self was an important advance over James and Cooley and is considered a classic
source for subsequent social theories of the self, both normal and deviant.

The Self, the I, and the Me
George Herbert Mead (ca. 1929)

We can distinguish very definitely between the self and the body. The body can be
there and can operate in a very intelligent fashion without there being a self involved
in the experience. The self has the characteristic that it is an object to itself, and that
characteristic distinguishes it from other objects and from the body. I
true that the eye can see the foot, but it does not see the body as a whol
see our backs; we can feel certain portions of them, if we are agile, but
an experience of our whole body. There are, of course, experiences wi
what vague and difficult of location, but the bodily experiences are fo
about a self. The foot and hand belong to the self. We can see our fe:
we look at them from the wrong end of an opera glass, as strange things which we
have difficulty in recognizing as our own. The parts of the body aré‘qliite distin-
guishable from the self. We can lose parts of the body without any serious invasion
of the self. The mere ability to experience different parts of the body is not different
from the experience of a table. The table presents a different feel from what the hand
does when one hand feels another, but it is an experience of something with which
we come fieﬁnitely into contact. The body does not experience itself as a whole, in
the sense in which the self in some way enters into the experience of the self. ’

It is thg c}_m.racteristic of the self as an object to itself that I want to bring <;ut This
characteristic is represented in the word “self,” which is a reflexive, and indicate‘s that

v (E()f:frpt frolr)n C v V;’ Morris, ed., Mind, Self, and Society: From the Standpoint of a Social Behavior-
ist (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962 [1934]) )

b o3t B ? 34]), pp. 136-144, 195-196. Copyri Th
University of Chicago. Copyright 1962 by Charles W. Morris. 6. Copyright 1934 by The
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i can be both subject and object. This type of object is e
i obiects, and in the I'“N it has been ‘h“i"l!"iﬁh(‘d
””;‘ Jtes an experience with, an experience of, one’s se
‘m::ll\nc“ in some way carried this capacity of being an object to its If. 1
“.ll‘\ wioristic statement of consciousness we have to look for some ot
l\«m-. 1 which the ph:\‘siml organism can become an object to itself
\When one is running to get away h:nm someone who is chasing I’Iim he is entirel
ox\“l‘“‘d in this ‘.unnn.lm‘u\'hu: (l-xl»cncncc may bc swallowed up in |||(r'()l,i(:('sljﬂn’r‘r"“);
him, $O that he has, at t uit‘nm_ eing, No consciousness of self at all. We must be, of
course, Very mn.\plclcly Oullpl(‘d‘ to lm_vc tha}t take place, but we can, I think rcc«.v .
¢ that sort of a possible C)‘(_pcrlg‘ncc in which the self does not enter, We u;n pc‘r;-
haps, gt some light on lha? situation lh.rough those experiences in which in vc;y in-
rense action i appear ik the experience of the individual, back of this intense
sction, memories and anticipations. "Iolstm. as an officer in the war gives an account
of having pictures qf his past experience in the midst of his most intense action
There are also the pictures that flash into a person’s mind when he is drowning In
such instances thcrg is a contrast between an qxpericnce that is absolutely wound'up
in outside activity in Whl(?h thg self as an pb]ect does not enter, and an activity of
memory and imagination in which the self is t_hc principal object. The self is then en-
tirely distinguishablg from' an organism that is surrounded by things and acts with
reference t0 things, mclud{ng parts of its own b‘ody. These latter may be objects like
other objects, but they are just ob)ects out t.here in the field, and they do not involve a
self that is an object to the organism. T}ns is, I think, frequently overlooked. It is that
fact which makes our anthropon}orpl_uc reconstructions of animal life so fallacious.
How can an individual get oqtsgde himself (experientially) in such a way as to be-
come an object to himself? This is the essential psychological problem of selfhood or
of self-consciousness; and its solution is to be found by referring to the process of so-
cial conduct or activity in which the given person or individual is implicated. The ap-
aratus of reason would not be complete unless it swept itself into its own analysis of
the field of experience; or unless the individual brought himself into the same experi-
ential field as that of the other individual selves in relation to whom he acts in any
given social situation. Reason cannot become impersonal unless it takes an objective,
Ton-affective attitude toward itself; otherwise we have just consciousness, not self-
consciousness. And it is necessary to rational conduct that the individual should thus
take an objective, impersonal attitude toward himself, that he should become an ob-
ject to himself. For the individual organism is obviously an essential and important
fact or constituent element of the empirical situation in which it acts; and without
taking objective account of itself as such, it cannot act intelligently, or rationally.

The individual experiences himself as such, not directly, but only indirectly, from
the particular standpoints of other individual members of the same social group, or
from the generalized standpoint of the social group as a whole to which he belongs.
For he enters his own experience as a self or individual, not directly or immediately,
not by becoming a subject to himself, but only in so far as he first becomes an object
to himself just as other individuals are objects to him or in his experience; and he
becomes an object to himself only by taking the attitudes of other individuals to-
ward himself within a social environment or context of experience and behavior in
which both he and they are involved.

The importance of what we term “communication” lies in the fact that it provides
2 form of behavior in which the organism or the individual may become an object
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to himself. It i
\““‘1111111‘1:’\11"(:;1:;:; ‘il‘:n"hi(:r“ nl‘ unnmlmitntium which we hnvv.lw-n fliqummg
wolf to the pack, or 11: ;;I‘S»t‘ B m.”w.(h". kens, of the ba) "Y“('*'
eant symbols m‘mm t‘ A(’\\\.mg of .a u.)wy 'lym communication in the sense of "'ﬁ'rnf.
dividual hiun;clf oy '\Vnnx.\nnn which is dnu‘(mllnnt‘ nn!y to others but also 14 vh‘n, |
Iitsotlicess .“‘“: (;1 t1r .1“<‘lh;lt type of mnnnnmumnn is a part of behavior it 4 Je ,n'
b does nox ximl'. . ;ums'c. one may I‘I(‘all‘ without listening; one may see thing :f. ‘,
Yo o 1h'll 17‘(]‘_(.0 things that he is not really aware of. But it is where o6 de.;n
oo & "d W n\n he addresses to another and where that response of hjg o
himscll'\nllf .\4rl (;I ln.\‘ («omlu_cl, wln:rc he not only hears himself h‘ul responds "n
-y s ‘S.nn _rcphc‘s to hnnsc!t as truly as the otncr person replies to him, yj, ’
have hclm‘\’mr in which the individuals become objects to themselves, "
Such a self is not, I would say, primarily the physiological organism. The phy;
logical organism is essential to it, but we are at least able to think of a sclfwi(‘}:(:ym,"
Pcr§(1lls who believe in immortality, or believe in ghosts, or in the possibilit (lf" »
self leaving the body, assume a self which is quite distinguishable from th); l)x f:w
How successfully they can hold these conceptions is an open question, but we do)( :
a fact, separate the self and the organism. It is fair to say that the beginning of (}?s
self as an object, so far as we can see, is to be found in the experiences of people .
lead to the conception of a “double.” Primitive people assume that there is a doublat
located presumably in the diaphragm, that leaves the body temporarily in sleep anfj,
completely in death. It can be enticed out of the body of one’s enemy and perhaps
killed. It is represented in infancy by the imaginary playmates which children set up
and through which they come to control their experiences in their play. i
The self, as that which can be an object to itself, is essentially a social structure, and
it arises in social experience. After a self has arisen, it in a certain sense provides for jt-
f an absolutely solitary self. But it is

self its social experiences, and so we can conceive 0
impossible to conceive of a self arising outside of social experience. When it has arisen

we can think of a person in solitary confinement for the rest of his life, but who stil]
has himself as a companion, and is able to think and to converse with himself as he
had communicated with others. That process to which I have just referred, of respond-
ing to one’s self as another responds to it, taking part in one’s own conversation with
others, being aware of what one is saying and using that awareness of what one is say-
ing to determine what one is going to say thereafter—that is a process with which we
are all familiar. We are continually following up our own address to other persons by

and using that understanding in the direction

an understanding of what we are saying,
ding out what we are going to say, what we are go-

of our continued speech. We are fin

ing to do, by saying and doing, and in the process we are continually controlling the

process itself. In the conversation of gestures what we say calls out a certain response in
so that we shift from what we started

another and that in turn changes our own action,
ther makes. The conversation of gestures is the begin-

to do because of the reply the o

ning of communication. The individual comes to carry on a conversation of gestures

with himself. He says something, and that calls out a certain reply in himself which
One starts to say something, we will pre-

makes him change what he was going to say.
sume an unpleasant something, but when he starts to say it he realizes it is cruel. The

effect on himself of what he is saying checks him; there is here a conversation of ges-
If. We mean by significant speech that the ac-

tures between the individual and himse

tion is one that affects the individual himself, and that the effect upon the individual
himself is part of the intelligent carrying-out of the conversation with others. Now we,
50 to speak, amputate that social phase and dispense with it for the time being, so that
one is talking to one’s self as one would talk to another person.
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to himself.
We realize in everyday conduct and experience that an individual does not mean a

great deal of what he is doing and saying. We frequently say that such an individual
is not himself. We come away from an interview with a realization that we have luaft
out important things, that there are parts of the self that did not get into what ‘:as
«id. What determines the amount of the self that gets into communication is the
social experience itself. Of course, a good deal of the self does not need to get expres-
sion. We carryona whole series of different relationships to different people. We are
one thing to one man and another thing to another. There are parts of the self which
exist only for the self in relationship to itself. We divide ourselves up in all sorts of
different selves with reference to our acquaintances. We discuss politics with one and
religion with another. There are all sorts of different selves answering to all sorts of
different social reactions. It is the social process itself that is responsible for the ap-
earance of the self; it is not there as a self apart from this type of experience.

A multiple personality is in a certain sense normal, as I have just pointed out.
There is usually an organization of the whole self with reference to the communi
10 which we belong, and the situation in which we find ourselves. What the soc
whether we are living with people of the present, people of our own ima
people of the past, varies, of course, with different individuals. Normally,
sort of community as a whole to which we belong, there is a unified self;
may be broken up. To a person who is somewhat unstable nervously and
there is a line of cleavage, certain activities become impossible, and that set
ities may separate and evolve another self. Two separate “me’s” and “T’
ent selves, result, and that is the condition under which there is a tenden
up the personality. There is an account of a professor of education who disappez
was lost to the community, and later turned up in a logging camp in the West. He
freed himself of his occupation and turned to the woods where he felt, if you like,
more at home. The pathological side of it was the forgetting, the leaving out of the
rest of the self. This result involved getting rid of certain bodily memories which
would identify the individual to himself. We often recognize the lines of cleavage
that run through us. We would be glad to forget certain things, get rid of things the
self is bound up with in past experiences. What we have here is a situation in which
there can be different selves, and it is dependent upon the set of social reactions that

1S,
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is involved as to which self we are going to be. If we can forget rv‘rvrzfz:v"'u ::‘nrv:(»lvml in
one set of activities, obviously we relinquish that part of ”"“ sel & ; o ’ [,. ”;"'ql( who
15 unstable, get him nunpivd/ by speech, and at the same time get fis €y e
thing you are writing so that he is carrying on tw
and if you go about it in the right way you can B caly different sets of activities
they do not run into each other. You can get two entirely diffe 9

f 4ot 40 self.
going on. You can bring about in that way 1!1(- (!lss‘m '|"""}mq:fn"r;t:r:;::-' :wh':w’(f"m(;
process of setting up two sorts of communication w v{u 1' ,’ [ e L% (e ks
the individual. Iiw one individual it is this thm;': said anc ll(l.:' (‘,E((,“m- ke ,,n:
individual there exists only that which he sees v{rn.tcn. Yuu n:t .m, mk;- plnc(: w},cn an_
experience out of the field of the other. I)iss.ncu!tlnns J‘f(‘ ﬂll h <‘m 12 o e
event leads to emotional upheavals. That which is separated goe: Y.

p sflec ity and structure of the
The unity and structure of the comp:th .lsclf rc?cc;Sqlcl;:e:'?)f'Y fich 1t is composed
' 1 . : ary ¢ § w { m
social process as s g lC']LII()ill(‘CClnC” ' ’
e Fiper e arious aspects of that process in which

reflects the unity qucture of one of the v .
reflects the unity and structure of « Fo e elementary selves which

the individual is implicated. In other words, O it Gpecivof e sttty
constitute, or are organized into, a complete sctlfarc the va e ;tructure e
ture of that complete self answering to the various aspects o .

cial process as a whole; the structure of the completc §elf is thus a reﬂectlc_m.of th.e
r : izati d unification of a social group is identi-

complete social process. The organization an O eivenarising wiiinithe

cal with the organization and unification of any one of the selves 4

social process in which that group is engaged, or Wl}lCh it lSd csr f)’ll;lg 013- 1

The phenomenon of dissociation of personality is caused by a brea (;18 ug Oh' }:3
complete, unitary self into the component selves of whlch it is compose h’ a}? whic
respectively correspond to different aspects of the §oc1al process in which the person
is involved, and within which his complete or unitary ‘sel‘f has arisen; these aspects
being the different social groups to which he belongs w1tl_nn that process. . ...

Rational society, of course, is not limited to any spegﬁc set of md1v1dua1§. Any
person who is rational can become a part of it. The attitude of the community to-
ward our own response is imported into ourselves in terms of the meaning of what
we are doing. This occurs in its widest extent in universal discourse, in the reply
which the rational world makes to our remark. The meaning is as universal as the
community; it is necessarily involved in the rational character of that community; it
is the response that the world made up out of rational beings inevitably makes to
our own statement. We both get the object and ourselves into experience in terms of
such a process; the other appears in our own experience in so far as we do take such
an organized and generalized attitude.

If one meets a person on the street whom he fails to recognize, one’s reaction toward
him is that toward any other who is a member of the same community. He is the other,
the organized, generalized other, if you like. One takes his attitude over against one’s
self. If he turns in one direction one is to go in another direction. One has his response
as an attitude within himself. It is having that attitude within himself that makes it pos-
sible for one to be a self. That involves something beyond the mere turning to the right,
as we say, instinctively, without self-consciousness. To have self-consciousness one
must hgve the attitude of the other in one’s own organism as controlling the thing that
he is going to do. What appears in the immediate experience of one’s self in taking that
attitude is what we term the “me.” It is that self which is able to maintain itself in the
community, that is recognized in the community in so far as it recognizes the others
Such is the phase of the self which I have referred to as that of the “me” .
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is involved, and within which his complete or unitary §elf has arisen; these aspects
being the different social groups to which he belongs W1t}}1n that process. . ...

Rational society, of course, is not limited to any speleﬁc set of 1nd1v1dual§. Any
person who is rational can become a part of it. The attitude of the community to-
ward our own response is imported into ourselves in terms of.the meaning of what
we are doing. This occurs in its widest extent in universal discourse, in the reply
which the rational world makes to our remark. The meaning is as universal as the
community; it is necessarily involved in the rational character of that community; it
is the response that the world made up out of rational beings inevitably makes to
our own statement. We both get the object and ourselves into experience in terms of
such a process; the other appears in our own experience in so far as we do take such
an organized and generalized attitude.

If one meets a person on the street whom he fails to recognize, one’s reaction toward
him is that toward any other who is a member of the same community. He is the other,
the organized, generalized other, if you like. One takes his attitude over against one’s
self. If he turns in one direction one is to go in another direction. One has his response
as an attitude within himself. It is having that attitude within himself that makes it pos-
sible for one to be a self. That involves something beyond the mere turning to the right,
as we say, mstmgtnvely, without se}f-consciousness. To have self-consciousness one
must have the attitude of the other in one’s own organism as controlling the thing that

he is going to do. What appears in the immediate experience of one’s self in t alking that

attitude is what we term the “me.” It is that self which is able to maintain itself in the

community, that is recognized in the community in so far as it recognizes the others.
Such is the phase of the self which I have referred to as that of the “me.”
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pobert K. Merton (1910.— ) was a student at Harvard in the days of Parsons and
sorokin. It is a popular misconception that Merton had been Talcott Parsons’s stu-
dent; more accurately, he was the student 0f George Sarton, Harvard's distinguished
historian of science (and f.ther of the fgmlnlst poet and writer May Sarton). Mer-
ron's most important empirical wgrk, Sc:efice, Technology and Society in Seventeenth
Century England (1938), was the first of his many contributions to the sociology of
«cience, the field of which'he. was the.prujcipal founder. In this regard, Merton went
beyond Mannheim'’s prellml.nary deﬁmtnpn of the sociology of knowledge to de-
velop a branch of social studies that. flourished in an era when science and techn

y were considered the keys to social salvation. Merton, like Parsons, is said to b a
functionalist social theorist. Unlike Parsons, and in obvious response to him, Merton
is known for his attempts to define researchable theories of “the middle range” be-
tween pure abstraction and mindless empiricism. With Paul Lazarsfeld, Merton
made the Columbia University Department of Sociology famous for its contributions
to the empirical sociology of modern American life. From 1942 to 1971, he was as-
sociate director of Columbia’s Bureau of Applied Social Research, where survey re-
search techniques were developed.

“Social Structure and Anomie” is one of the most widely read articles in the his-
tory of sociology. First published in 1938, the article reformulates Durkheim’s idea of
anomie to account for the unexpected ways in which social conditions force individ-
uals to act in socially functional, if sometimes illegal, ways.

Social Structure and Anomie
Robert K. Merton (1938)

Until recently, and all the more so before then, one could speak of a markefl ten-
dency in psychological and sociological theory to attribute the faulty operation of

Reprinted with permission of the Free Press, a division of Simon & Schuster, from Social Theory and
Social Structure by Robert K. Merton. Copyright © 1967, 1968 by Robert K. Merton.
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. 2 _ i teeerious biological deive
social structures to failures of social control over man's imperiot # 8.

The imagery of the relations between man and society i”"’ll(‘fl w t:”‘* f'”; imp ': .
clear as it is questionable. In the beginning, there are mans Im, ;~'$|'|m,,:r?l,,”, vy
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“renunciation of instinctual gratifications,” in the words of Freud. y
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with the demands of a social structure is thus assun : ;
et s which from time to time break through

nature, It is the biologically rooted impulse: . ilitarian calc
social control. And l‘ij imp)licmion. conformity is the result of an utilitarian calculus
or of unreasoned conditioning. e
With the more recent advancement of spcm] science, y eats 0 obvious e
undergone basic modification. For one thing, 1t N0 l()lll)gclfo Fi)g1l ir}lpulse and social
man is set against society in an unceasing war bctwcc;l. 10 l%cs begins to look more
restraint. The image of man as an untamed bund_lc 0 'lmlpu }s e Cvax v incrite
like a caricature than a portrait. For another, S"C_“)l,oglcfa pe ‘Fr)cscrib‘ed patterns ot
ingly entered into the analysis of behavior'de‘”atmg FOR} p_" mains the farth
conduct. For whatever the role of biological lmPulses, there sti rizs s differe:;
question of why it is that the frequency of deviant bghavnor vaé'ff v ;
social structures and how it happens that the deviations have di 'elelren hatpe? an
patterns in different social structures. Today, as then, we havehstl . A o
about the processes through which social structures generate the circumstances in
which infringement of social codes constitutes a normal. (t aft ;IS to S?tl))l', an ex-
pectable) response. This chapter is an essay see‘kmg clarlﬁcatlpn of the problem.
The framework set out in this essay is designed to PI'OV_lde one systematic ap-
proach to the analysis of social and cultural sources of deviant behavior. Our pri-
mary aim is to discover how some social structures exert a definite pressure upon cer-
tain persons in the society to engage in nonconforming rather than conforming conduct.
If we can locate groups peculiarly subject to such pressures, we should expect to find
fairly high rates of deviant behavior in these groups, not because the human beings
comprising them are compounded of distinctive biological tendencies but because
they are responding normally to the social situation in which they find themselves.
Our perspective is sociological. We look at variations in the rates of deviant behav-
ior, not at its incidence. Should our quest be at all successful, some forms of deviant
behavior will be found to be as psychologically normal as conforming behavior, and
the equation of deviation and psychological abnormality will be put in question.
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this set of conceptions has

Patterns of Cultural Goals and Institutional Norms

Among the several elements of social and cultural structures, two are of immediate
importance. These are analytically separable although they merge in concrete situa-
tions. The first consists of culturally defined goals, purposes and interests, held out
as legitimate objectives for all or for diversely located members of the so’ciety The
goals are more or less integrated—the degree is a question of empirical fact—.and
rough.ly c_)rdered in some hierarchy of value. Involving various degrees of sentiment
and significance, the prevailing goals comprise a frame of aspirational reference
They are the things “worth striving for.” They are a basic, though not the exclusive.
component of what Linton has called “designs for group living” And though some:
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sociologists often speak of these controls as being “in the mores” or as operating

through social institutions. Such ellipt.ical statements are true enough, but they ob-
scure the fact that culturally standardized practices are not all of a piece. They are
cubjecttoa wide gamut of contr.ol. They may represent definitely prescribed or pref-
erential or permissive or pro§cr}bed patterns of behavior. In assessing the operation
of social controls, these variations—roughly indicated by the terms prescription,
preference, permission and proscription—must of course be taken into account.

To say, moreover, that cultural goals and institutionalized norms operate jointly
0 shape prevailing practices is not to say that they bear a constant relation to one
another. The cultural emphasis placed upon certain goals varies independently of
the degree of emphasis upon institutionalized means. There may develop a very
heavy, at times a virtually exclusive, stress upon the value of particular goals, involv-
ing comparatively little concern with the institutionally prescribed means of striving
toward these goals. The limiting case of this type is reached when the range of alter-
native procedures is governed only by technical rather than by institutional norms.
Any and all procedures which promise attainment of the all-important goal would
be permitted in this hypothetical polar case. This constitutes one type of malint 4
grated culture. A second polar type is found in groups where activities originally
conceived as instrumental are transmuted into self-contained practices, lacking
ther objectives. The original purposes are forgotten and close adherence to institu-
tionally prescribed conduct becomes a matter of ritual. Sheer conformity becom
central value. For a time, social stability is ensured—at the expense of flexibili
Since the range of alternative behaviors permitted by the culture is severely limited,
there is little basis for adapting to new conditions. There develops a tradition-
bound, ‘sacred’ society marked by neophobia. Between these extreme types are soci-
eties which maintain a rough balance between emphases upon cultural goals and in-
stitutionalized practices, and these constitute the integrated and relatively stable,

though changing, societies.

An effective equilibrium between these two phases of the social structure is main-
tained so long as satisfactions accrue to individuals conforming to both cultural

constraints, viz., satisfactions from the achievement of goals and satisfactions
B
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alized modes of striving to attaiy
product and in terms of the P In terms of
Thus continuing satisfactions must de
as well as from eclipsing one’s
tn shifts exclusively to the

emerging directly from the institutionally can

them. It is reckoned in terms of the
the outcome and in terms of the activities.
rive from sheer participation in a competitive order
competitors if the order itself is to be sustained. If conce
outcome of competition, then those who perennially suffer defeat may, understand
ably enough, work for a change in the rules of the game: I'he S‘a('rlflC’CQ occasion-
ally—not, as Freud assumed, invnriably—-cnmilcd by conformity to institutional

norms must be compensated by socialized rcwards: H.IC dlst'l'lhlltl(m of statuses
sed that positive incentives for adherence to

through competition must be so organi Y
" ! he distributive order. Oth-

status obligations are providcd for every position within t il
erwise, as will soon become plain, aberrant behavior ensues. I't is, indeed, my central
hypothesis that aberrant behavior may be regarded sociologically as a symptom of

dissociation between culturally prescribed aspirations and socially structured ay-
enues for realizing these aspirations. . .
Of the types of societies that result from independent variation of cultural goals

and institutionalized means, we shall be primarily concerned wit_h the first—a soci-
emphasis upon specific goals without a

ety in which there is an exceptionally strong 15] .
procedures. If it is not to be misunder-

corresponding emphasis upon institutional i
stood, this statement must be elaborated. No society lacks norms governing con-

duct. But societies do differ in the degree to which the folkways, mores and institu-
tional controls are effectively integrated with the goals which stand high in the
hierarchy of cultural values. The culture may be such as to lead individuals to cen-
ter their emotional convictions upon the complex of culturally acclaimed ends,
with far less emotional support for prescribed methods of reaching out for these

ends. With such differential emphases upon goals and institutional procedures, the
he stress on goals as to have the behavior of many indi-

Jatter may be so vitiated by t
viduals limited only by considerations of technical expediency. In this context, the

sole significant question becomes: Which of the available procedures is most effi-
cient in netting the culturally approved value? The technically most effective proce-
dure, whether culturally legitimate or not, becomes typically preferred to institu-
tionally prescribed conduct. As this process of attenuation continues, the society

becomes unstable and there develops what Durkheim called “anomie” (or norm-

lessness).
The working of this process eventuating in anomie can be easily glimpsed in a se-

ries of familiar and instructive, though perhaps trivial, episodes. Thus, in competi-
tive athletics, when the aim of victory is shorn of its institutional trappings and suc-
cess becomes construed as “winning the game” rather than “winning under the rules
of the game,” a premium is implicitly set upon the use of illegitimate but technically
efficient means. The star of the opposing football team is surreptitiously slugged; the
erestler mgapacitates his opponent through ingenious but illicit techniques; uni)ver-
sity alumni covertly subsidize “students” whose talents are confined to the) athletic
field. The .er.nph_asis on the goal has so attenuated the satisfactions derivin from
sl'leer participation in the competitive activity that only a successful outcon;ge ro-
YldCS gratification. Through the same process, tension generated by the desire topw'n
in a poker game is relieved by successfully dealing one’s self fouryaces or, when tflle
cult of success has truly flowered, by sagaciously shuffling the cards in ’a me of
solitaire. The famt'twinge of uneasiness in the last instance and the surre t‘t'ga e

ture of public delicts indicate clearly that the institutional rules of th[:r ;;:::: l:rt
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ricans assign it place high in their scale of vy

::::;Ic‘ has been con:s*ccrmc'd as a value in itself, over :I':ir ‘a:)':)::::]:cl:rge ]r'nmwm'
articles of consumption or its use for the enhancement of power., « M()r;i,n(,.'.' ure for
farly well adapted to become a symbol of prestige, As Simmel cmphqgiycd)' Is pecu-
highly abstract and impersonal. However acquired, fraudulently or i‘I;st} tu,[ iT;);TY ':
can be used t0 Purch'ase the same goods and services. The anonymit‘y Gtind g [
«ciety, in conjunction with these peculiarities of money, permits wealth t;n
cources of which may be unknown to the community in which the plutocrat lives ore
if known, to become purlﬁgd in the course of time, to serve as a symbol of hi h\sta-’
tus. Moreover, in the {\merxcan Dream there is no final stopping point. The mgeasure
of “monetary success” is cgnvenlently indefinite and relative. At each income level, as
H. E. Clark found, Amerlcans w.ant just about twenty-five per cent more (but,of
course this “just a bit mor.e” continues to operate once it is obtained). In this flux of
shifting standards, there is no stable resting point, or rather, it is the point which
manages always to be “just ahead.” An observer of a community in which annual
salaries in six figures are not uncommon, reports the anguished words of one victim
of the American Dream: “In this town, I'm snubbed socially because I only get a
thousand a week. That hurts.” i

To say that the goal of monetary success is entrenched in American culture is 0
to say that Americans are bombarded on every side by precepts which affirm
right or, often, the duty of retaining the goal even in the face of repeated frustr,
Prestigeful representatives of the society reinforce the cultural emphasis. The fz
the school and the workplace—the major agencies shaping the personality st
and goal formation of Americans—join to provide the intensive disciplini
quired if an individual is to retain intact a goal that remains elusively beyon
if he is to be motivated by the promise of a gratification which is not redeen
we shall presently see, parents serve as a transmission belt for the values and goals
the groups of which they are a part—above all, of their social class or of the class
with which they identify themselves. And the schools are of course the official
agency for the passing on of the prevailing values, with a large proportion of the
textbooks used in city schools implying or stating explicitly “that education leads to
intelligence and consequently to job and money success.” Central to this process of
disciplining people to maintain their unfulfilled aspirations are the cultural proto-
types of success, the living documents testifying that the American Dream can be re-
alized if one but has the requisite abilities. Consider in this connection the following
excerpts from the business journal, Nation’s Business, drawn from a large amount of
comparable materials found in mass communications setting forth the vah"g_e; of

business class culture.

Xaggeration of the
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Its Soctologleal Implications '

The Document

(Nation's Business, Vol. 27, No. &, p. 7)
stical opinion, possibly bogs

You have to be born to those jobs, .Ilcre'mn her iy
buddy, o else have a good pull of contintied 'fr’m ration, et 4  h
l worth of retaining an apparcit y tinreliy.
able goal and, moreover questions the fe. [,
itimacy of 4 social structure which pro. ‘
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vides differentia acces: /
il T r-attack, explicitly asserting '
hat! \ on. [he counte Xp assert
That's an old sedative to ambiti the cultural value of retammgl;) one’s aspira- 5[;1
‘ [ o " 7
' mbition. f
tions intact, of not losing 4 af’},
at of the function to be o
‘successes,” J
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clear stateme : ‘
: uing list of

Before listening to its seduction, oy the ens
o N ;Zrex;ee mc)r,l are living testimony {hat the so-
cial structure 18 such as to permit these as- 08
irations to be achieved, if one i3 worthy I 5;
And correlatively, failure to reach these . 0
oals testifies only to one’s oW per 50’{3’ ot the.
shortcomings: Aggression p{ovoked by fail- i sttt
ure should therefore be directed inward 5 mse!“
and not outward, against ongself and not o ely jO!
against a social structure which provides ” dlack
free and equal access to opportunity. ;105" who
Elmer R. Jones, president of Wells-  Success prototype I:./.ill may properly [tis Lﬂng[
Fargo and'co., v:rho began life as have the same Ic?fty arqbtttons, forlhowever rufe‘f;s o
poor boy and Jeft school at the fifth Jowly the startxqg-pomt, true talent c;n Ofsucch .
grade to take his first job. reach the very heights. Aspirations must be 1o MAT o
retained intact. ; pond? And/
it [I: Whatever the pres- r}’Plaﬂy der!
Frank C. Ball, the Mason fruit jar ~ Success prototy?e V pres cu]tuIE?W
king of America, who rode from Buf- ent results of one’s strivings, the future is by inas
falo to Muncie, Indiana, in a boxcar large with promise; for the common man situat oy
along with his brother George’s horse, may yet become a king. Gratiﬁcat{'ons may cess-§02 S
to start a little business in Muncie that seem forever deferred, but they will finally wtionalized Pr¢
became the biggest of its kind. be realized as one’s enterprise becomes “the
biggest of its kind.”

Success prototype IIL: If the secular
s of our economy seem to give little

to small business, then one may rise )
Turning from thes

present of the Illinois
viduals within the «

J. L. Bevan,
Central Railroad, who at twelve was a trend
messenger boy in the freight office at scope
New Orleans. within the giant bureaucracies of private
enterprise. If one can no longer be a king in
a realm of his own creation, he may at least social genesis of va.
from the plane of p
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gnifies “rejection of i

become a president in one of the economic
democracies. No matter what one’s present
station, messenger boy or clerk, one’s gaze

should be fixed at the top.
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\ { a commoner rising to the estate of economic royalty is woven
¢ of the American culture pattern, finding what is perhaps its ulti
ession in the words of one who knvw whereof he spoke, Andrew Carnegie
iy your dreams. Say to yourself, "My place is at the top.”
Be L""‘i ith this positive emphasis upon the obligation to maintain lofty goals is
Couple -\fvml‘hi‘-‘i‘ upon the penalizing of those who draw in their ambitions
a u“""]'m“m‘ admonished “not to be a quitter” for in the dictionary of American
. ‘m:i;1 the lexicon of youth, “there is no such word as ‘fail.” The cultural man
cultures .1101‘: one must not quit, must not cease striving, must not lessen his goals,
; t‘m'hn-c. but low aim, is crime.”
he culture enjoins the acceptance of three cultural axioms: First, all should
o for the same lofty goals since these are open to all; second, present seeming
o te but a way-station to ultimate success; and third, genuine failure consists
1‘“‘”# ‘:hC Jessening or withdrawal of ambition.
‘m:‘ l:\\lilh psvchological paraphrase, these axioms represent, first, a symbolic sec-
;Lrv reinforcement of incentive‘; second, curbing the threatened extinction of a
O?},Qigc through an associated stimulus; third, increasing the motive-strength to
?\\o}kc continued responses despite the c.ontinued absence of reward. ‘ 3
- sociological paraphrase, these a),uoms represent, first, the deflection of criti-
cism of the social structure onto one’s self among tho_se so situated in the society
that they do not have full and equal'accgss to opportunity; second, the preservation
of a structure of social power by having 1nd}v1duals in the lower social strata ldentlfy
themselves, not with their compeers, but with those at tl}e top (whom they will ulti-
mately join); and third, providing pressures for conformity with the cultural dictates
of unslackened ambition by the threat of less than full membership in the society for
those who fail to conform.
It is in these terms and through these processes that contemporary American cul-
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rure continues to be characterized by a heavy emphasis on wealth as a basic symbol

of success, without a corresponding emphasis upon the legitimate avenues on whi
to march toward this goal. How do individuals living in this cultural context
spond? And how do our observations bear upon the doctrine that deviant beha
typically derives from biological impulses breaking through the restraints imp
by culture? What, in short, are the consequences for the behavior of people vari
situated in a social structure of a culture in which the emphasis on dominant
cess-goals has become increasingly separated from an equivalent emphasis
tutionalized procedures for seeking these goals?

Types of Individual Adaptation

Turning from these culture patterns, we now examine types of adaptation by indi-
viduals within the culture-bearing society. Though our focus is still the cultural and
social genesis of varying rates and types of deviant behavior, our perspective shifts
from the plane of patterns of cultural values to the plane of types of adaptation to
these values among those occupying different positions in the social structure.
We here consider five types of adaptation, as these are schematically set out in the
following table, where (+) signifies “acceptance,” (=) signifies “rejection,” 1d )
signifies “rejection of prevailing values and substitution of new values.” :
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A Typology of Modes of Individual Adaptation

Modes of Adaptation Culture Goals Institutionalized Means

1. Conformity
I1. Innovation

- e ¢
1. Ritualism
IV. Retreatism
V. Rebellion *

2

=+

Examination of how the social structure operates to exert pressure upon individ.
uals for one or another of these alternative modes of bfhaVlOT must be prefaced
the observation that people may shift from one alterpatwef to anotlhet: ahS thf’)’ ngage
in different spheres of social activities. These categories refer fto role be |aVlor in spe.
cific types of situations, not to personallt_y. 'ljhey are type_s;l 0 tr}r:ore or less enduring
response, not types of personality organization. To'consicer | eget types of adapta.
tion in several spheres of conduct woulfl introduce a complexity unmanageable
within the confines of this chapter. For this reason, we Sh_all be primarily concerned
with economic activity in the broad sense of “the production, exchange, distribution
and consumption of goods and services” in our competitive society, where wealth

has taken on a highly symbolic cast.

|. Conformity

To the extent that a society is stable, adaptation type I—Conforn}ity to ]?oth cultural
goals and institutionalized means—is the most common and widely d.lffused. Were
this not so, the stability and continuity of the society could not be maintained. The
mesh of expectancies constituting every social order is sustained by the modal be-
havior of its members representing conformity to the established, though perhaps
secularly changing, culture patterns. It is, in fact, only because behavior is typically
oriented toward the basic values of the society that we may speak of a human aggre-
gate as comprising a society. Unless there is a deposit of values shared by interacting
individuals, there exist social relations, if the disorderly interactions may be so
called, but no society. It is thus that, at mid-century, one may refer to a Society of
Nations primarily as a figure of speech or as an imagined objective, but not as a soci-
ological reality.

Since our primary interest centers on the sources of deviant behavior, and since
we have briefly examined the mechanisms making for conformity as the modal re-
sponse in American society, little more need be said regarding this type of adapta-
tion, at this point.

Il. Innovation

Great cultural emphasis upon the success-goal invites this mode of adaptation
through the use of institutionally proscribed but often effective means of attaining
at lgast .tl?e simulacrum of success—wealth and power. This response occurs when
the mdnyn@ual has assimilated the cultural emphasis upon the goal without equally
internalizing the institutional norms governing ways and means for its attainment.
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J¢ top economic levels, the pressure toward innovation not infrequently

« the distinction between business-like strivings this side of the mores and
enases  ctices beyond the mores. As Veblen observed, “It is not easy in an o
sharp £ 11100&1 it is at times impossible until the courts have spoken—to sa Jhg:\}?n
jitr ance of praiseworthy salesmanship or a penitentiary offense.” [Kc hi:t( .
{ American fortunes is threaded with strains toward institutionally du;)?-’
innovation as is attested by‘ many tributes to the Robber Barons, The reluctant
o ation often expressed privately, and not seldom publicly, of these “shrewd
s nd successful” men is a product of a cultural structure in which the sacro-
anct goal virtually congcrates}he means. This is no new phenomenon, Without as-
<uming that Charles Dickens [in American Notes] was a wholly.accurate observer of
ihc American scene and with full knowlgdge that he was anything but impartial, we
ite his perceptive remarks on the American
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Jove of «smart” dealing: whif:h gilds over many a swindle and gross breach of trust; many
a defalcation, public and private; and enables many a knave to hold his head up with the
best, who well deserves a halter. . ... The merits of a broken speculation, or a bankruptcy,
or of a successful scoundrel, are not gauged by its or his observance of the golden rule,
“Do as you would be done by,” but are considered with reference to their smartness.
. The following dialogue I have held a hundred times: “Is it not a very disgra. e

cumstance that such a man as So-and-so should be acquiring a large pro
most infamous and odious means, and notwithstanding all the crimes of s
been guilty, should be tolerated and abetted by your Citizens? He is a publi
he not?” “Yes, sir.” “A convicted liar?” “Yes, sir.” “He has been kicked 2 fed, and
caned?” “Yes, sir.” “And he is utterly dishonorable, debased, and profligate?” “Yes, sir” “In
the name of wonder, then, what is his merit?” “Well, sir, he is a smart man.”

In this caricature of conflicting cultural values, Dickens was of &%se only one of
many wits who mercilessly probed the consequences of the heavy emphasis on fi-
nancial success. . .. But perhaps most in point here was the deployment of wit by
Ambrose Bierce in a form which made it evident that wit had not cut away from its
etymological origins and still meant the power by which one knows, learns, or
thinks. In his characteristically ironical and deep-seeing essay on “crime and its cor-
rectives,” Bierce begins with the observation that “Sociologists have long been debat-
ing the theory that the impulse to commit crime is a disease, and the ayes appear to
have it—the disease.” After this prelude, he describes the ways in which the success-
ful rogue achieves social legitimacy, and proceeds to anatomize the discrepancies be-
tween cultural values and social relations.

The good American is, as a rule, pretty hard on roguery, but he atones for his austerity
by an amiable toleration of rogues. His only requirement is that he must personally
know the rogues. We all “denounce” thieves loudly enough if we have not the honor of
their acquaintance. If we have, why, that is different—unless they have the actual odor of
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the slum or the prison about them. We may know them guilty, but we meet ""‘f"' thake
hands with them, drink with them and, if they happen t0 be wealthy, of ”'l"'"“""““ preat,
invite them to our houses, and deem it an honor to frequent theirs. We do not “approve
their methods”—let that be understood; and thereby they are suifficiently ["”,mh”," ke
notion that a knave cares a pin what is thought of his ways by ""; who "‘ (';IVI' and
friendly to himself appears to have been invented by a humotist. On the vaudeville stage

of Mars it would probably have made his fortune.
| ly ues they would be fewer by

» » 3 it 1 A
[And again:] If social recognition were denied to m;,k tona the devions pethw of
‘ = i on )
many. Some would only the more diligently cover their tracks & 046

: 4 i eir consciences as to re-
unrighteousness, but others would do so much violence t()tll;fe Rt S na
‘ : ; st life. 50
nounce the disadvantages of rascality for those of an h(mcsh : dhxcalow; tnevieabl
dreads nothing so much as the withholding of an honest hand, the SIOW, €
stroke of an ignoring eye.

We have rich rogues because we h
take them by the hand, to be seen wit

ave “rcspcctablc" persons who are not ashamed to
h them, to say that they know them. In such it is

treachery to censure them; to cry out when robbed by t.hcm is to tll'rfn Statjs CVlder;(ce,
One may smile upon a rascal (most of us do many tlrpcs aday) i one’: oes'not 'now
him to be a rascal, and has not said he is; but knowing him to be, or having 'sand he is, to
smile upon him is to be a hypocrite-—just a plair} hypocrite or a sycophantic hyPocme,
according to the station in life of the rascal smiled upon. There are more plain h)':p-
ocrites than sycophantic ones, for there are more rascals of no consequence than rich

and distinguished ones, though they get fewer smiles each. The American people will be
ican character is what it is; as long as it is tolerant of suc-

plundered as long as the Amert s; as | itisto
cessful knaves; as long as American ingenuity draws an imaginary distinction between a

man’s public character and his private—his commercial and his personal. In brief, the
American people will be plundered as long as they deserve to be plundered. No human
law can stop, none ought to stop it, for that would abrogate a higher and more salutary

law: “As ye sow, ye shall reap.”

Living in the age in which the American robber barons flourished, Bierce could
not easily fail to observe what became later known as “white-collar crime.” Never-
theless, he was aware that not all of these large and dramatic departures from insti-
tutional norms in the top economic strata are known, and possibly fewer deviations
among the lesser middle classes come to light. Sutherland has repeatedly docu-
mented the prevalence of “white-collar criminality” among business men. He notes
further, that many of these crimes were not prosecuted because they were not de:
tected or, if detected, because of “the status of the business man, the trend away from
punishment, and the relatively unorganized resentment of the public against white-
collar criminals.” A study of some 1,700 prevalently middle-class individuals found
thaF “off the record crimes” were common among wholly “respectable” members of
society. Ninety-nine per cent of those questioned confessed to having committed
one or more of 49 offenses under the penal law of the State of New York, each of
these offenses being sufficiently serious to draw a maximum sentence f’ . 1 :
than one year. The mean number of offenses in adult years—this excl (Zi no:l of.
fenses committed before the age of sixteen—was 18 fi LA,
byl 4 or men and 11 for women.
mor}; i of?eT:)f:;r anhq i9 % (()if th(}e] wlomen acknowledged their guilt on one or

( which, under the laws of New York, is ground for deprivi
them of all rights of citizenship. One keynote of these fi il
i . indings is expressed by a
er, referring to false statements he made about a commodity he fold, “I triyed
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vailable for moving tqward this gpal are largely limited by the class structure to those
of deviant behavior. It.ls the combination of the cultural emphasis and the social struc-
wure which produces intense pressure for deviation. Recourse to legitimate channels
for “getting in the money” is hrmted.by a class structure which is not fully open at each
Jevel to men of good capacity. Despite our persisting open-class-ideology, advance to-
ward the success-goal is relatively rare and notably difficult for those armed with little
formal education and few eC(_)l_lomic resources. The dominant pressure leads toward
the gradual attenuation of legitimate, but by and large ineffectual, strivings and the in-
creasing use of illegitimate, but more or less effective, expedients.

Of those located in the lower reaches of the social structure, the culture makes in-
compatible demands. On the one hand, they are asked to orient their conduct to-
ward the prospect of large wealth—"Every man a king,” said Marden and Carnegie
and Long—and on the other, they are largely denied effective opportunities to do so
institutionally. The consequence of this structural inconsistency is a high rate of de-
viant behavior. The equilibrium between culturally designated ends and means
comes highly unstable with progressive emphasis on attaining the prestig
ends by any means whatsoever. Within this context, Al Capone represents.
umph of amoral intelligence over morally prescribed “failure,” when ch
vertical mobility are closed or narrowed in a society which places a high p
economic affluence and social ascent for all its members.

This last qualification is of central importance. It implies that other a
social structure, besides the extreme emphasis on pecuniary success, m
sidered if we are to understand the social sources of deviant behavior.
quency of deviant behavior is not generated merely by lack of opport
exaggerated pecuniary emphasis. A comparatively rigidified class struct
order, may limit opportunities far beyond the point which obtains in Am
ety today. It is when a system of cultural values extols, virtually above
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common success-goals for the population at large while the m‘.,“"h?”“;;‘::: ”W'I""""/
restricts or completely closes access to approved "“_"lc‘ ”f}"’ o mfmum (W”vqf"”’
considerable part of the same population, that ('(‘Ylﬂllt l'w "'IY',”,r',,n fhae '.r"" large
scale. Otherwise said, our egalitarian ideology ""'"eg, hyflml‘ l(n';alr q.,((p;:|q|m,” o
non-competing individuals and groups in the pursuit ”l (P‘(‘(,‘l;‘; m,yhcm to f'n:‘ oG
the same body of success-symbols is held to apply for al 4 'I”' carbration s o ;c"hnd
class lines, not to be bounded by them, yet the actual socia ”Wi" £ . ¢ ; at
there exist class differentials in accessibility (.vf the g(m‘lf. lnvitclcls":lef"::ﬁ; ;a)cc}:‘r;.manl
American virtue, “ambition,” promotes a cgrdnml American rcla;if)ns bctwecn(cr"m
This theoretical analysis may help explain the var)"L“S C‘;';m in p}ccisely the ga'me
and poverty. “Poverty” s not an isolated variable which d(’P‘;.;. el im r e ot g
fashion wherever found; it is only one in complex of iden ;'m'tyt' s o : ¢ e
cial and cultural variables. Poverty as such an(! consequ;'m .m;:]aal lbchaviofpé):e:ntgy
are not enough to produce a conspicuouf’l)’ h'gh rate 0 cr:irr lead to this r'esult B 2
notorious “poverty in the midst of plenty W}” not nect.essaf Zthe culturé value; "y
when poverty and associated disadvantages In competing 10 | emphasis >
proved for all members of the society are lmkeq W.lth a cultura eth on })ecu-
niary success as a dominant goal, high rates of crmynal beh'av'xor are «: nhorma out-
come. Thus, crude (and not necessarily reliable) crime statltﬁlcs §ug§esUt ,:’tdpg"efty
is less highly correlated with crime in southeastern Europe than in the I dm o States
The economic life-chances of the poor in these European areas wou seem to be
even less promising than in this country, sO that neither poverty nor 1lts association
with limited opportunity is sufficient to account for the varying correlations. How-
ever, when we consider the full configuration—poverty, limited opportunity and the
assignment of cultural goals—there appears some basis for.CXPlammg the h‘Sh?r cor-
relation between poverty and crime in our society than in others where rigidified
class structure is coupled with differential class symbols of success.

The victims of this contradiction between the cultural emphasis on pecuniary
ambition and the social bars to full opportunity are not always aware of the struc-
tural sources of their thwarted aspirations. To be sure, they are often aware of a dis-
crepancy between individual worth and social rewards. But they do not necessarily
see how this comes about. Those who do find its source in the social structure may
become alienated from that structure and become ready candidates for Adaptation
V (rebellion). But others, and this appears to include the great majority, may at-
tribute their difficulties to more mystical and less sociological sources. For as the
distinguished classicist and sociologist-in-spite-of-himself, Gilbert Murray, has re-
marked in this general connection, “The best seed-ground for superstition is a soci-
ety in which the fortunes of men seem to bear practically no relation to their merits
and efforts. A stable and well-governed society does tend, speaking roughly, to en-
sure that the Virtuous and Industrious Apprentice shall succeed in life, while the
Wicked and Idle Apprentice fails. And in such a society people tend to lay stress on
the reasonable or visible chains of causation. But in [a society suffering from
anomie] . . ., the ordinary virtues of diligence, honesty, and kindliness seem to be of
little avail.” And in such a society people tend to put stress on mysticism: the work-
ings of Fortune, Chance, Luck.

In point of fact, both the eminently “successful” and the eminently “unsuccessful”
in our society not infrequently attribute the outcome to “luck.” Thus, the prosperous
man of business, Julius Rosenwald, declared that 95% of the great fortunes were

due to luck” And a leading business journal, in an editorial explaining the social
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cat individual w(‘_‘.\llh‘ finds it nec (‘s'smy to supplement wisdom with
o of Flt"ﬁ accounting for great fortunes: ‘When one man through wise in
ka8 ‘“‘l'm“ we'll grant, by gmlul h!(k in many cases accumulates a few mil
h'_imu‘ ts .m‘l thereby take something from the rest Ofus” In much the same fash
S "‘1'“\", sften ciplains economic status in terms of chance, “T'he worker sees
., the wor ““": serienced and skilled men with no work 1o do. If he is in work, he
: hmjl(; !g out of work, he is the victim of hard luck, He can see little relation
’ ]-fl “m‘d consequences.”
— wort .’f{crcnf“s to the workings of chance and luck se
put these I¢ to whether they are made by those who
“‘mh.ng. { the culturally emphasized goals, For the
rc“%h,“iisarming expression of modesty. It is f,
al tc“fm‘\‘_d-: 1;) say, in effect, that one was lucky rathe
1(015&?(‘)“[1“& In sociological terms, the doctrin
of one’s go‘f’ | serves the dual functlgn of explaining th freg :
¢ successfu d reward while keeping immune from criticism a social structure
ek discrepancy to become frequent. For if success is primarily a mat-
llows Fhfs : 1st inpthe blind nature of things, if it bloweth where it listeth and
k,if i3 ljlu‘s,vhence it cometh or whither it goeth, then surely it is beyond
thou canst ﬂo'tllt(e)ccur in the same measure whatever the socigl structure,
control and W1 cessful and particularly for those among the unsuccessful who find
For the unsuctheir merit and their effort, the doctrine of luczk serves the psy.'cho-
jttle reward 'for of enabling them to preserve their self-esteem in the face of failure.
Jogical funCUOtI;ﬂ the dysfunction of curbing motivation for sustained endeavor. Soé
[t may also en implied by Bakke, the doctrine may reflect a failure to cqmprehen
CiOIOgical-ly’ 3 1ftge social and economic system, and may be dysfunctlona_l inas-
the workl_?g:iiomjnates the rationale of working for structural changes making for
has1 : i eward.
”;‘;acter equites D opp(;l’rt(ljl 2}13’:;(1;(1 risk-taking, accentuated by the strain of frys-
This ori.entfatlon tow. help explain the marked interest in gambhng.—an institu-
trated aspir anr(i); esc’l I:razt best permitted rather than preferred or prescribed mode of
jonally proscr] : . ; ;
;lc(i?"it;ﬁwnhm certa(;n ;(:)Ctl:]psptlr; i?le doctrine of luck to the gulf between merit, ef-
Among those who do ay develop an individuated and cynical attitude toward the
fort and reward ]tatz:ee;znz,p]iﬁed in the cultural cliche that “it’s not what you know,
ial structure, » .
ls;:lctlwho you know, that couVl:,;S- then, the great cultural emphasis on pecuniary suc(i
In societies such as our own, hich unduly limits practical recourse to approve
cess for all and a social structl_lre thvLZrd innovative practices which depart fron;] n-
any set up a tension . ses that individuals have
means ﬁ);:] r;r:on);qs. But this form of adaptat(lion pnrsetsi;lli}i)gnal means while retaining
s Iy sodialized sothat they abandon i lized the institutional
- lmz::{z;i);ation. Among those who have flui]ljg;nt:)erlle]: dl o e
uccess- . . g re ;
:'}zlaruses, howevelz, z;] complazai:aali)lsns&t(;lsgjog J:cr:r(])formit)’ to the mores persists.
sponse in which the goa
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