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Abstract . 

Karl Manrheimls nzme is firmly linked with the sociology ol 

knowledge which is chiefly known f o r  its preoccupation with the problematic 

connections between sociocultural factors and thought in its various mani- 

festations. The inherent relativism of Mannheim's sociology of knowledge 

is evident not only from his  considerations on the historicicity of human 

thought, that i s ,  its dependence on and limitation by the historically 

created conditions prevailing in a specific culture a t  a specific time, bu'k on 

the contrary, his emphasis was on the relativity of human thought with 

regard to  position in social space. In a stratified society, he reasoned, 

thought products and knowledge a r e  expressions of group o r  class 

situations. It  i s  not only the content of ideologies that varies  f rom group 

to group within the same society; also members of different groups see  and 

comprehend even the same things with different eyes. Their "thought 

styles" a r e  a s  different a s  their  thought systems. 

Group and class ideologies, in their  dual function a s  thought 

styles have been called Aspektstrukturen, roughly translated a s  universe 

of discourse. They represent the common f rames  of reference of the group 

members. Within these frames,  meaningful discussions a r e  possible; 

e r r o r s  of thought may be  eliminated a s  accidental deviations from the 

common outlook, and,truth may be established by reference to  universally 

recognized group values. Usually, universes of discourse a r e  conceived 

of a s  the unquestioned sources and preconditions of valid knowledge. The 

"detached observer", however, is aware that a number of universes of 

discourse exist, and he  may recognize their  partial correctness a s  well a s  



their particular social slant. This particular nature of universe of discourse, 
I 

which opens up a view upon the social "werld" as seen from a specif ic social 

angle, has been described a s  "perspectivism". 

If a sociologist of knowledge decides t o  adhere to a non-evaluative 

treatment of his  subject matter ,  he must establish the partiality, the 

perspectivism, of all socially encountered group ideologies, without 

attempting to  construct postulates that would be valid f o r  all  of them. A 

recognition of perspectivism leads to the acceptance of a universal 

relativism, and thereby excludes the establishment of a generally valid 

knowledge . 
Mannheimts concept of 77perspectivism" is critically examined; 

and it is argued that his early preoccupation with the structural analysis 

of knowledge, a s  formulated in his dissertation (published in 1922 under the 

title Strukturanalyse de r  Erkenntnistheorie) and expanded in his  seminal 

work Ideology and Utopia (1929). se ts  the stage fo r  his la ter  analysis of 

social c r i ses  and his  subsequent "prescriptive" sociology. It  is demonstrated 

that Mannheim moves away from Weltanschanungen historicistic philosophy to 

his conceptualization of "perspectivistic relationism", which he argues will 

provide 'la new level of objectivity" in the analysis of the social. 

It is shown that in investigating successive ideologies Mannheim 

asserted a "necessary regularity" in their  sequence, a regularity leading 

to an understanding of the "inner meaning of history" itself. Mannheim 

demonstrated this most clearly in his representation of the development of 

the "utopian mentality" from the Anabaptists to  the Marxian socialists: 



here i t  i s  shown that he moves through a se r i e s  of dialectical spirals  of 
I 

genuinelv Hegelian design. 

Methodologically, Mannheim was faced with the task of showing 

how his sociology of knowledge, a s  a system of social inquiry, could serve 

a s  an instrument fo r  the systematic liquidation of the ontologically postulated 

relativism. and how i t  could establish generally valid knowledge within the 

framework of his epistemological assumptions. In other words he had to 

answer the question how a sociology of knowledge i s  possible in the face of 

his  historicistic presuppositions. 

It  is argued, in the main body of the thesis,  that the possibility of 

a non-perspectivistic and thus universal knowledge would have been 

demonstrated if Mannheim had shown that there is a particular and unique 

position within the social structure, the occupants of which a r e  situationally 

equipped to  overlook and comprehend the totality of the social process. He 

believed that  he established such a stratum in his  "socially unattached 

intelligentsiaTT, but this proves to be a historicistic construction without 

empirical counterpart. Mannheim, is argued, failed to  link his theoretical 

system to the existence of a specific social group. 

A comprehensive o r  overall social insight may be gained through 

various means of perspectival synthesis. Insofar a s  such syntheses a re  

accomplished by conscious intellectual effort they may be  subjected to  what 

Maquet has called the l1 criterion of objectivity". But since this turns out 

to be only another te rm fo r  Mannheimls "criterion of unanimity1', i. e. , 

"sharing the same point of viewT1 is possible: within limits,  nothing new 



is  added by applying it to a unification of several perspectives. For  
I 

selecting the ''best perspective" among several,  Mafinhein suggested 

"empirical fruitfulness" a s  a measure: the best perspective is that which 

reveals the "decisive features of the object". This suggestion begs the 

question, however: what is regarded a s  most fruitful depends on the 

purpose in hand and the f rame of reference used. In this case the frame 

of reference has to exist outside the perspective under consideration. Thus, 

we argue, the selection of a "best perspective" for  purposes of synthesis, 

o r  of the "best elements" out of several  perspectives, must r e s t  on 

acceptance of a pre-established theory. The suggested procedure seems 

to be subject to, o r  dependent on, an acceptance of Mannheimfs sociological 

system. In sum, then, the notion of a "best perspective" begs the 

question which is: "Best with reference to  what objectives?" In the final 

chapters of the thesis we demonstrate that Mannheim has unlocked a 

pandora's box. He has thrown open the whole axiological question. Does 

he thrust us back into a box of metaphysical presuppositions ? This, and 

other questions of an axiological nature, a r e  examined. Mannheimf s own 
( \  

sociological perspective is examined to discover what really a r e  his 

presuppositions with regard to value, and the connections, if  any, between 

these axiological presuppositions and his socislogical perspective. 
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Chapter 1 
, 

The Existential Basis of the Perspective - -- -- 

Life is not determined by consciousness 
but consciousness by life. 

Karl Marx 

If I had been asked what existence was, 
I would have answered in good faith that 
it was nothing - merely an empty form which 
added itself to things from the outside, 
without changing anything of their nature. 
And then, suddenly, there it was, clear a s  
day: existence was all of a sudden unveiled. 
It had lost its innocuous appearance of an 
abstract category: it was the very stuff 
of things. 

Jean-Paul Sartre, La ~ause / e  

Marx, more than any other thinker, influenced Mannheimls 

sociological thought. Marx and Engels asserted that " relations of production l f  

establish the " real'' foundations of the superstrueture of ideas: 

The mode of production in material life 
determines the general character of the 
social political and intellectual processes 
of life. It is not the consciousness of men 
that determines their existence but on the 
contrary their social existence determines 
their consciousness. 1 

In another context Marx argues: 

Men are  the producers of their conceptions, 
ideas, etc. - real, active men, as  they are  
conditioned by a definite development of their 
productive forces and of the intercourse 
corresponding to these, up to i ts  furthest 
forms. Consciousness can never be anything 
else than conscious existence, and the 
existence of men is their actual life-process.. 



Morality, religion. metaphysics, all 
the rest of ideology and their corresponding 
forms of cmsciousness, thus no longer 
retain their semblance of independence. They 
have no history, no development; but men 
developing their material production and their 
material intercourse, alter, along with this, 
their real existence, their thinking and the 
products of their thinking. Life is not 
determined by consciousness , but consciousness 
by life. 2 

Marx and Engels assert  here that manf s consciousness should Fwe 

its semblance of independence as  i f  it were a self-generating phenomenon in 

i ts  own right. Consciousness is determined by the totality of social existence 

as part of an on-going process of actual living. Human thought is not intelligible 

solely in terms of itself; explanation is possible only within the social context in 

which it occurs (relativism). As C. Williamson has observed, Marx is 

"announcing the programme of sociologyff in that he is defining his position on 

one of the basic dichotomes of philosophy of science and is  opting for a funda- 

mental existential position. Marx and Engels provide us with a ffminima.l" 

conception of ideology in which human thought becomes ideological when 

placed "in a framework of a definite set  of social relations". However. Marx 

and Engels do not assert  the position that ideology is the effect of which feconomicsl 

is the cause, but that ideology is "directly interwoven with . . . the language of 

real lifef7. Marx, then, consistently maintained that the social relations of 

production constituted the real basis for the superstructure of ideas. What 

Marx, attempted to do in essence was to fffunctionalize" ideas, i .  e. , relate 

ideas to their sociological base. Yet thought is not an automatic "reflection" 

of objective social class position. 



Although Marxl s emphasis on the "definite set of social relations11 
I 

!'Q c m g r e m s  with hi,s concept,of class as 3 hasis f o r  thc imputztion of ideas, 

but does not altogether eliminate other influential factors,  he asser ts  the 

class basis a s  a primary factor. In the f i r s t  preface to Capital he states 

this implicitly: 

. . . here  individuals a r e  dealt 
with only in s o  f a r  a s  they a r e  
the personifications of economic 
categories, embodiments of 
particular class relations and 
class interests.  7 

Marx hypothesizes that l lc lass  roles1' a r e  the primary determinants 

of thought and behavior. However, he does not do more than leave, a s  an 

open question, the problem of the extent o r  degree of determination involved 

in the economic factor of production a s  an influence on thought systems and 

knowledge. Indeed, if  we examine one line of development in Marx's thought 

from The German I d e o l o ~ ,  to the la ter  works of Engels we find that there is a 

y progressive delimitation and re-definition of the degree of economic influence 

exerted on the conditions of knowledge md the forms of thought. The German 
I 

Ideology is in fact, "largely taken up with a critical examination of different 

*% 

versions of the Hegelian philosophy of history". 9 

Yet, both Marx and Engels placed considerable emphasis on the 

argument that "the ideologies of a social stratum need not stem only from 

persons who a r e  objectively located in that stratumf1. lo In the Communist 

Manifesto, for  example, Marx and Engels indicate that a s  the ruling class moves 

towards dissolution: 



. . . just as, therefore, at an earlier period, 
a section of thb nobility went over to the 
bo~rgeoisic,  so now a portion of the 
bourgeois ideologists who have raised 
themselves to the level of comprehending 
theoretically the historical movement as  
a whole. 

For Marx and Engels, thought, ideas and knowledge a re  

determined in a non-mechanistic way by locating the class position (by a 

process of imputation - to be examined in a later chapter) which is  appro- 

priate to the class perspectives under examination. Marx explicitly states 

that we must not embrace the narrow minded idea that the petty bourgeoisie 

wants to enforce an "egoistic class interestff. Rather, this stratum holds 

on to the conviction that the special conditions of its emancipation are the 

general conditions through which alone modern (sic) society can be saved 

"and the class struggle avoidedff. Marx writes: 

Just as  little must one imagine that the 
democratic representatives a re  indeed all 
shopkeepers o r  enthusiastic champions of 
shopkeepers. According to their 
education and their individual position 
they may be as  far  apart as  heaven from 
earth. What makes them representatives 
of the petty bourgeoisie is the fact that 
in their minds they do not get beyond the 
limits which the latter do not get beyond 
in life, that they a re  consequently driven, 
theoretically, to the same problems and 
solutions to which material interest and 
social position drive the latter practically. 
This is ,  in general, the literary 
representatives of a class and the class 
they represent. 12 

Marx, then, was concerned with the argument that the external 

verities of dominant ideas and thought, appeared a s  class vested 
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expressions. Indeed, he regarded "pure thoughtM as irrelevant to 

existential reality and viewed i tbas  a way to preserve the status quo and 

provide a rationalization (i. e. false consciousness) for the prevailing 

socioeconomic arrangement of power. 

Marx, then, develops a theory of knowledge which was 

explicitly that of the natural sciences. l3 To recapitulate briefly, Marx 

found social and political ideas determined by the sociocultural milieu - 

to reflect the economic interests of specific classes involved in class 

conflict. In this instance Marx clearly distinguished between the natural 

sciences and his proposed science of man. He argues that in the social 

sciences objective knowledge is not possible because ideological thought 

and not objective ideas emanate from the class basis of thought. Marx 

argues that an objective value free science of man will emerge only when 

the distorting influence of ideologies i s  removed, i. e. , when the class 

struggle i s  ended. Thus, with Marx, as with Bacon, the ideologues, and 

Comte, the perspectives of groups, classes, e tc . ,  a re  regaided as 

derogation from the "autonomy of reason". 

Marx, then, argues that ideological thought is not a_"permanent 

and inescapable feature of the human situation". Ideologies a re  obstacles 

to the construction of a science of society and will be transcended at the 

same point in history when such a science is created. The creation of a 

science of man and society, is however, dependent upon specific structural 

changes in society itself. This aspect of Marx's argument was grasped 

enthusiastically by Mannheim and culminated in the formulation of specific 



cri ter ia  of what he  termed the "best perspective1'. 

Mannheim also assumed that a science of man was to be 

developed with a definite function in a world of transition. It was to this 

end that he employed the Marxian model and extended the existential basis. 

We now turn our  attention to a preliminary examination of Miinnheim's 

thesis and its derivation from Marx's thought. Further  comment on 

M a r 9  s influence becomes necessary a s  the concept of perspectivism is 

developed. We will demonstrate that Mannheim, during the development 

of a "perspectival synthesis" transforms Marx's sociological debunking 

of all social modes of thinking into a sociology of knowledge in which all  

positions a r e  relative to their  specific situation and perspectives. 

Applying theoretical insight, he reexamined the conditions of his own 

relativistic thinking and analyzed the perspectives of his own conceptions. 
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Chapter 2 

Marm??eim' s Thesis: Intro&ction 

Mannheim seeks to obtain a kind of 
'documentary1 perspective on the 
subject of motives, on a 'second level' 
of generalization. That is: he accepts 
not only the Marxist debunking of 
bourgeois motives, but also the 
bourgeois counter-debunking of 
proletarian motives; and he next 
proceeds to attenuate the notion of 
l debunking' (' unmasking') into a 
more neutral concept that we might 
in English call 'discounting1 o r  
'making allowance for'. 

Kenneth Burke, The Philosophy of 
Literary Form, (1941) 

In the preceding chapter we briefly reviewed Marxls observations 

on the existential basis of thought and knowledge. It was this aspect of 

Marx's thought above all else, that influenced Mannheim. Mannheiml s 

early involvement with the Marxian analytic framework, fused with the 

influence of Weber, Scheler, Husserl, Lederer, Lukacs and others, 

culminated in his llradical" sociology of knowledge. The word "radical" 

is appropriate because in contrast with Schelerl s moderate view, which 
I 

claims that social conditions do not determine the actual form o r  content 

of knowledge,' Mannheimts radical branch emphasizes that all aspects 

of culture a re  influenced by social conditions. 

In the preceding chapter we also established the contention that 

central to Marx's thesis is the argument that ideologies, and knowledge in 

its broadest sense, a r e  located socially through the analysis of their 



wperspectivesll and presuppositions. Mannheiml s "perspectivism" . 

although greatly influenced by Marx's presuppositions, also follows a 

path derived from German historicism "pushed to i ts  extreme conclusion". 2 

Moreover, the "internal dialectic" of Mannheiml s theoretical presuppositions 

"derives precisely from this antinomy between the perspectivistic 

character of all historical knowledge and the meaningful reality of the 

whole (i. e. the a b s o l ~ t e ) ~ ~ .  Mannheim, then, derives from Marx 

primarily by a process of extension; he extends the Marxian existential 

t basis. Once the fact of multiple group affiliation has been established 

, . the problem consists of establishing which of these affiliations "are 

decisive in fixing perspectives, models of thought, definitions of the 

given, etc. T I  4 

Mannheim, objecting to the assumption of what he termed a 

"dogmatic Marxism" which asserts that all social thought is traceable to 

a class basis, postulates a series of other social groups which a re  bearers 

of social ideologies o r  perspectives. Contrary to the charges of some of 

his critics, Mannheim does not merely impute thought to a class basis, 

but rather, he holds the opinion held by many contemporary social 

5 
psychologists, that "reference groups" a r e  also bases of perspectives. 

Mannheim elaborates his thesis on social groups and perspectives thus: 

. . : of course we do not intend to deny 
that of all the above mentioned social 
groupings and units class stratification 
is the most significant, since in the 
inal analysis all the other social 

oups arise from and a re  transformed 
parts of the more basic conditions . . . 

--- \I? - 
* <  

! f' 



of production and domination. None the 
less, the invedtigator who, in the face 
of the variety of types of thought  attempt.^ 
to place them correctly can no longer be 
content with the undifferentiated class 
concept but must reckon with the existing 
social units and factors that condition 
social position outside those of class. 6 

Mannheimfs primary objection to what he t e r n s  an "undifferentiated 

class concept", is that i t  is too narrow. Again, he broadens the Marxian 

base to include such groups as  "generations, status groups, sects, 

occupational groups, etc. " 

Mannheim, however, did not assert  a direct liasion between 

economic position and ideology through the language of "real life", as  did 

Marx. Rather, he concerns himself with such concepts as "social settingff, 

f'social position1' , etc. , thereby denoting the relativity of a social class 

position. Although he extends the Marxian model beyond the limitations 

of economic position he does provide evidence which suggests that he was 

aware of the significance of economic substructure and accordingly 

ascribed some import to the Marxian concept of homo econimus. He 

writes: 

All actions which arise from the 
purely economic sphere or  a r e  
captured by it, have the tendency 
to become free of ideologies and 
to be 'value-naked1. All actions 
independent of, o r  opposed to 
this power, are  of a spiritual 
ideological character. 

The economic sphere thus becomes recognized as  having a potential for 



purely rational action disposing of both ideologies and values. Thus, it 

appears that Mannheim was familiar with the concept of economic 

9 Zweckrationalitaet i. e .  , the rationality of economic means for  what 

is termed l1 naked gains1'. Mannheim utilizes two distinct types of 

rationality derived from Max Weber. First,  there i s  the concept of 

Wertrationalitat , which implies that "the choice of means is oriented to 

the realization of a single absolute value without reference to consideration 

of cost". Secondly. there is the concept of Zweckrationalitaet which is 

more complex than Mannheiml s use of the term as  simply, expedient 

rationality. This type of rational economic activity in Weber i s  oriented 

to a plurality of values in such a way "that devotion to any one is limited 

by the possibility of i ts  entailing excessive cost in the form of sacrifice 

of the others1'. lo Mannheimls theory of perspectivism expresses an 

implicit Zweckrational cognisance of a plurality of values, which means 

that the relations of production include social habits, value attitudes, and 

their legal and political realities as independent of, although interdependent 

with, economic processes. 

Mannheim does not confine the concept of perspectivism to 

the various Weltanschayungen of a group held at  various places and at 

various times. A specific social point, occupied and experienced by a 

group o r  an individual, does affect the social perspective of the members 

themselves. The members of a group, in fact, experience more than 

they observe! Indeed individuals, at their respective positions in  the 

social structure tend to adopt different values, see different things, 



exclude certain facts, s t ress  the significance of their ideas vis-a-vis 

their social orientation, and seelproblems in terms of their vested 

interests. To use Mannheiml s terminology, people operationalize 

different "categorical apparatusv when devising their particular personal 

Weltanschauung. 

What then does this diversity of perspectives mean? One 

aspect is the extreme difficulty encountered in the movement of individuals 

from one social position to another. Given that the perspectives of an 

individual a r e  formed through his relationship with reference groups the 

difficulties involved in perspectival cogito formation during any process 

of vertical o r  downward mobility are  recognizable. Of course, we must 

recognize that certain members of society a re  just "passing through" 

any given social stratum, and that some have an all-encompassing world 

view, and others are determined to transcend the limitations of class 

position. The latter a r e  best exemplified by the "unattached intelligentsia" 

and a re  accordingly given considerable attention by Mannheim. 

It is central to  Mannheimrs thesis that thought systems are  

emanations of social groups whose perspectival "bias" is the end result 

of systematic interpretations of various social situations presented to 

them, and generated by them. Also, their perspectives a r e  dependent 

upon the particular social vantage point of the class o r  groups to which 

they belong. Thought styles, argues Mannheim , become thought systems. 

Thought systems, comprising the in toto spiritual, (Volkgeist), and 

intellectual ideational systems of social groups, a re  subsumed under 



his conception of ideology. The spiritual basis of the groups ideological 

expression i s  its Weltanschawunm. The collective Weltanschauung 

appears as  a product of a common historical fate, and unites the group 

spiritually; common people "absorbf' it ,  but even "the profound insight 

of the genius" stems from the same grounds. 11 

In sum, perspectivism ( ~ s ~ e k s t r & t u r )  "signifies the way in 

which one views an object, what one perceives in i t ,  and how one 

construes it in his thinking". Furthermore, perspectivism i s  something 

more than a formal determination of thinking, i t  refers to qualitative 

elements in the structure of thought. It is these factors "which are 

responsible for the fact that two persons, even i f  they apply the same 

formal-logical rules, e .  g. , the law of contradiction o r  the formula of 

the syllogism, in an identical manner, may judge the same object 

very differently1'. 12 

The problem raised by such a position i s  that the formal, 

logical criteria used to differentiate between different perspectival 

viewpoints tend to be inadequate and i t  becomes necessary to discover 

new criteria which will accommodate Mannheimls "qualitative elements 

in the structure of thought". The perception and cognition of all social 

matters is governed by socially/culturally, derived perspectives. 

Perspectivism is a crucial factor of social structure, indeed of 

social existence. 

Two types of perspectivism may be distinguished. First ,  there 

is that type which is concerned with such remarks as: "From my point 



of view I think that . . . lf,  o r  "From where I stand . . . " etc. Mannheim 

was not concerned with the diffdrent ways in which objects present 

themselves to the subject. Rather, he was primarily concerned with the 

way the subject looks at  the sociohistorical process and how he construes 

an in toto situation from "given facts". He was concerned with "whole 

modes of conceiving thingsff. 

Mannheimls concept of ideology will now be considered principally 

through i ts  historical and theoretical significance. By juxtaposing 

Mannheimls theory of ideology with other conceptions of the same term . 

greater clarity is obtained and certain significant factors of his thesis emerge. 
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Footnotes - Chapter 2 

I 

I. C. f .  M3:: Schc!cr, llVorrcde'l and "E inkf t - i i i~ '  in M. Scheler (ec i. ), 

Versuche Zu einer  Sociologie des Wissens , Schriften des Forschungs- 

instituts fur  Sozial wissenschaften (Leipzig: 1924), and M. Scheler, 

Die Wissenformen und die Gesellschaft (Leipzig Der  Neue-Geist- 

Verlag) 1926. 

2. R. Aron, German Sociology, p. 56. 

3. Ibid., p. 57. 

4. R. K. Merton, loc cit. , p. 465. 

5. See f o r  example, T .  Shibutani, "Reference Groups a s  PerspectivesTq in 

the American Journal of Sociology, (1955) reprinted in A. Rose (ed. ) 

Human Behavior and Social P rocess ,  (1962). It i s  interesting to observe 

here,  with P e t e r  Berger,  that Merton, in his  s o c i a l 4 ~ h e o r y  and Social 

Structure, while developing an introduction to  reference group theory, 

makes no attempt to relate this t o  the sociology of knowledge although 

this a rea  is also covered in the same volume. C. f. P. Berger  and 

T. Luckman, The Social Construction of Reality, p. 10. 

6. K. Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 248. 

7. Ibid. - 
8. K. Mannheim, YJber das Wessen und die Bedeutung des  Wirtschaftlichen 

Erlogsutrebusff in Archiv fur  Sozialwissenschaft, Vol. 63, (1930), p. 472. 

9. The concept of Zweckrationalitaet was under discussion during the 1927- 

1930 period but was not incorporated in Ideology and Utopia. See also 



- 16 - 

Mannheim's Essay "Conservative Thought" in Essays on Sociolox 

and Social Psychology. , 

10. C. f .  M. Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, 

p. 14. See also T. Parsons,  The Structure of Social Action, Chapter 17. 

11. Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 241. 

12. Ibid. , p. 244. 
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Chapter 3 

What is rational is real and what 
i s  real is rational. 

Hegel, Philosophy of Right 

. . . a commonsense realityf becomes 
irrelevant in a changed perspective. 
An ideology is essentially a perspective 
in which ' realities1 are defined. A s  
long a s  the perspective remains intact, 
so do the realities, and the problems 
arising in the context of the realities 
remain relevant. An ideological 
struggle is essentially an attempt to 
change a perspective and the resistance 
to such an attempt. Thus, an ideological 
struggle is not an attempt to 'solve a 
problemf, but an attempt to bring one 
or another class of problems into focus. 

Anatol Rapoport , 
Our Generation, Vol. 1 

Much of the literature devoted to the study of ideology traces 

its paternity to the cumulative study of thought patterns dating back to 

Thucydides and Aristotle. In a more specific sense, studies of 

ideologies a re  closely associated with a growing conviction (rightly o r  

wrongly) that human behavior is either %on-rationalf1 o r  l1irrational". 

This dichotomous view of man was given social impetus by the work of 

Charles Darwin in 1859:' llsince there is no break in the chain of descent 

between man and other animal species, we need not assume that the 

behavior of man i s  determined by forces radically different from those 

operating in the behavior of animals. Since the behavior of animals is 
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largely impulsive and instinctive, men began to  asser t ,  at the turn of 

the present century, that human,beings too have instincts, that human 

actions a r e  in considerable part  'non-ratimal' o r  Tnonllogical'. 7 f 2  

This Darwinian influence may be traced through the work of such men 

a s  Spencer, Kidd, Dmmmond, Durkheim, Sumner, Keller,  Ward, 

Eiddings, Baldwin, Cooley, and Ross. The list  by no means ends here. 3 

The notion of man a s  %on-rational1', determined by culture, combined 

with Freudian psychoanalytic thought to subvert (by a process which 

also revealed the relativity of thought and morals) the eighteenth and 

nineteenth century belief in "rationalff man. 4 

Given an intellectual recognition of man's "irrationality" a s  a 

phenomenon we find a revised use and analysis of the concept of 

ideology. In a historical sense, the concept of ideology emerged 

during a time of religious, economic, and political controversy. This 

ffworldff of intellectual conflict increased manT s awareness of his opponent1 s 

intellect. Ear l ie r ,  distinctions were made between "objective realityf' 

and "social conceptionsff. This is particularly apparent in the writings 

of such men a s  Marsilio de Padua (Defensor Pacis ,  1324), and 

Machiavelli (The Prince 1513, Discourses 1521). Bacon presents us  

with an analysis of the widolsu and preconceptions, the illusions of the 

populace (praenotiones vulgares) which, in his mind, blocked the path 

of scientific knowledge. Indeed, in  the seventeenth century ideologies 

assumed the "shape" of what Car l  Becker t e rms  T7climates of opinion". 

He states: "What renders Dante's argument o r  St. Thomast definition 



meaningless to  us is not bad logic o r  want of intelligence, but the 

medieval climate of opinion - those instinctively held preconceptions 

in the broad sense, that Weltanschauung o r  world pattern - which imposed 

upon Dante and St. Thomas a peculiar use of the intelligence and a special 

type of logic". This was a s imilar  obstruction to scientific discourse a s  

that observed in  Bacon's time. In the eighteenth century there was a 

realization that ideas had a social setting. The Philosophes of the 

Enlightenment "demolished the Heavenly City of St. Augustine only to  

rebuild it with more up-to-date materials". lo The Enlightenment 

"produced a completely original form of philosophic thought. Even when 

it reworks prevailing ideas, when it merely continues to  build on a 

foundation laid by the seventeenth century - a s  in the case with its 

cosmology - everything takes on a new meaning and appears in a new 

perspective. F o r  nothing l e s s  than the universal process of philosophizing 

11 is now seen in a new lightyf. 

The word "ideologyt1 i s  encountered, indeed coined, for  the 

f i r s t  t ime in 1801 when Destutt de Tracy, a French ,savant in charge of 

the Institut de France, used the te rm "ideologic". The llideologues" 

of the "Institut" were liberals who asserted the primacy of freedom of 

thought and discourse and looked upon these a s  the major conquest of the 

French Revolution. l2 Their  attitude was flideologicalfT in the twofold 

sense of "being concerned with ideas, and of placing the satisfaction 

of ideal1 aims (their own) 

post-revolutionary society 

ahead of the 'material interests  on which the 

rested". 13 
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T,he dichotomous nature of the liberal "ideology" as formulated 

by Destutt de Tracy reveals itself a s  (a) a system of normative ideas, 

and (b) an incipient critique of absolute norms. His treatise Elements 

dfIdeologie, (1501-1815) puts forward a "Science des Idees" concept~tally 

derived from Locke and Condillac the originators of what he termed 

"the natural history of ideasv. The natural history of ideas will 

"describe the natural history of 'the mindf', i. e. , the way in which 

thought i s  shaped. Hence we see that: 

\ 
I1 es t  seulement a remarquer qulil 
nlexiste rgellement que des 
individus et  que nos idges ne sont 
point des e t r e s  re/els existant hors 
de nous, mais de pures ergations 

I 
de notre esprit/, des manieres de 
classer nos idees des individus. 14 

The "science of ideas" is to reveal true knowledge of human nature leading 

ultimately to the redefining of the vlawsH of sociability; what is "natural" 

i s  theref ore "socialv. 15 

Helvetius, (drawn upon by both Marx and Nietzsche), extends 

Holbach' s thesis which asserts that man must: 

free himself from all idols, from 
all illusions concerning the original 
cause of things, for only by so 
doing can he succeed in ordering and 
establishing the world according to 
his own ideas. 16 

The idols a r e  "prejudices" contrary to lf reason". An "unprejudicedf 

understanding of nature is only obtainable through the relentless 

application of critical reasoning. In his Systeme de l a  Nature (1770), 



Holbach maintains that: 

L1homme nlestlmalheureux que parce 
/ 

cplil mecomait la Nature . . . La raison 
guide/e par 17expe/rience doit enfin 

/ 
attaquer dans leur source des pr6juges 
dont le genre humainfct s i  longtemps la + 

/ 
victime . . . La verite est  une; elle est 
ne/cessaire 2 lthomme . . . C1est a l lerreur 
que sont dues les chaines accablantes que 
les Tyrans et les ~ r z t r e s  forgent pareove dux 
nations. 17 

Helvetius maintains that "our ideas a re  the necessary consequences of 

the societies in which we livef1. l8 Helvetius, then, a s  stated, extends 

Holbachls thesis and forms a preliminary sociology of knowledge. The 

"idols" are  the %ecessary fruit of social constraint and selfish interest", 

but he is convinced that "unprejudiced" observations could be made by 

the application of reason and education. For Helvetius, scepticism i s  

counterbalanced by the "rationalist faith" from Descartes: "reason has 

the power of correcting its own errors1'. 19 

Marx, for the first time in history, placed the concept of 

ideology within the context of a systematic doctrine, analytically stated 

the relationship between environment and ideology, (it is possible that 

we have here the first notion of ideology a s  a culture system), and 

emphasized the socioeconomic foundation of ideology. Ideas, argued 

Marx were to be withdrawn from Hegelian "sp i r i t~a l i sm'~  and secularized 

in the world of their origin. 

In the world of "real active men", 20 the very origin of ideation 

- emerges his sociological perspective, that man develops specialized 



techniques o r  "productive forcesv, and is thereby differentiated from 

other animals. 21 The subject rnat'ter of historical materialism is the 

study of society and the laws of i ts  development. Historical materialism 

studies the general laws of social developmentZ2 and provides a 

scientific dialectical-materialist interpretation of the phenomena of 

social life. It deals with such problems of human social development 

as the relationship between social being and social consciousness, the 

significance of material production for peoples1 lives, the origins and 

role of social ideas and their corresponding institutions. The structure 

of society, the substructure (Unterbau) and the superstructure (Ubesbau) 

combined, give rise to ideologies, including a r t ,  religion, science, 

philosophy and morals. 

Marx and Engels made a distinction between the illusory 

ideas of the masses (the common-sense perspective) and knowledge 

derived from scientific investigation. They describe ideology a s  

"the deduction of a reality, not from reality itself but from imagination". 23 

Indeed Enge 

a more remote process independent 
of . . . thought . . . 24 

1s adds: 

Ideology is a process accomplished 
by the so-called thinker consciously, 
indeed, but with a false consciousness. 
The real motives impelling him remain 
unknown to him, otherwise i t  would not 
be an ideological process a t  all. Hence 
he imagines false o r  apparent motives 
. . , he does not investigate further for 

Ideology is a "mirror" a "reflection", in short a representation 



of the life processes. Also, Marxts conception of ideology asserts 

that: in all ideology men and their circumstances appear upside 

down a s  in 'camera obscura' l'. 25 Ideology is such that to say ideas 

are ideological is to say also that in one way or  another, they distort 

the reality they reflect. That Marx considered his method in direct 

opposition to the French Ideologues is well known. However, the irony 

in the history of the concept of ideology is that whereas ideology 

probably began as  a label for the scientific alternative to metaphysical 

speculation it ended a s  a cynical label for the metaphysical label for 

science. 2 6 

The idea of life appearing as  in "camera obscura" leads 

Marx to an oscillation between two senses of ideology: "the sense 

which includes all ideas used in mental intercourse, the widest sense 

of all; and the sense which includes only normative concepts and 

theories and doctrines which are  not scientificf1. 27 Plamenatz, 

commenting on this "oscillation" , observes that: 

This second sense i s  suggested by the 
singling out of the language of politics, 
laws, morality, religion, and 
metaphysics, for these languages do not 
include all ideas but only those involved 
in the activities relegated to the super- 
structure; and perhaps also by the 
assertion that in all ideology men and 
their circumstances appear upside 
down, for presumably they do not 
appear so in science o r  in the 'mental 
intercourse actually involved in 
production. 28 



In another passage, referring to the ideas of the ruling class, 29 the 

ideas referred to "do not include, all normative concepts; they include 

only concepts and doctrines which favor the interests of a class". 30 

Marx terms ideology false consciousness, and he also 

calls i t  illusion. Ideology has been described as  a passional31 md 

delusional system by several contemporary social psychologists the 

most notable being Jules Monnerot. 32 Monnerot elaborates upon 

Marx's thesis, he views, a s  did Marx, ideology as  a collective 

7fpassionalff o r  delussional system, a s  false consciousness. Monnerot 

adds to Marx's conception .of ideology and consciousness in a two 

dimensional analysis. First,  the individual is conscious of his 

desires, volitions, and impressions, "but not of their causev. In 

other words, he is not conscious of "what moves him". Ideology is 

. "deflected by passion, and all its rational elements experience a sort 

of inner compulsion which does violence to their rational nature . . . "33 

Marx too, i t  should be remembered, speaks of ideology as  illusion in 

terms of an individual not being conscious of the fact that ideology is a 

reflection of economic conditions. 

One of the central problems, then, with Marx's concept of 

ideology is that he sometimes viewed ideology a s  beliefs and sentiments 

which a re  deeply set by conditioning forces impinging on the individual 

from birth. "Actual life processi?$'~e writes, shape the individual from 

birth, even force upon him "a particular exclusive sphere of activity. . . 

from which he cannot escape: He is a hunter, a fisherman, a shepherd, 



or a critical critic and must remain so if he does not want to lose his 

means of livelihood. . . " Each in'dividual is directly interwoven with 

the "material activity" and the "material intercourseT1 of his fellow men; 

and from this material praxis and i ts  social reflections men learn 

"a definite form of expressing their life, a definite mode of life. . . " 

As "individuals express their life, so they are. What they are,  therefore, 

coincides with their production, both with what they produce and with how - 

they produce itw. Thus, not only does Marx see man attached to his 

"exclusive sphere of activity", but more specifically, they are  also 

attached to a "mode of life" because, literally, that is what they are. 

And, included in what man - is ,  encompassed in man's particular form of 

expression o r  mode of life, a re  various "forms of consciousness". 

Idealogy i s  a part of "what men are" and the very form of their 

consciousness. 34 

We turn our attention now to George Sorel. Sorel, like 

Durkheim, did not use the term "ideology", but referred to the "myth" 

and described this a s  a body of images capable of evoking sentiment 

instinctively. 35 Sorel argued from a position close to that of Whitehead; 

a position which asserts that science and human life both depend upon 

"the qualitative distinction between fact and value!' The myth "could best 

release man from the bondage of either a mechanical o r  probabilistic 

world view". Moreover, "scientific statements could not effectively be 

used to  challenge such a since Sore1 had it on authority of the 

leading scientists of the age, that science was itself bound to arbitrary 



models, to myths". Lasswell and Kaplan describe political myth as 

"the pattern of the basic political iymbols current in a society". These 

"basic symbols" a r e  lfthose having a bearing on the social structure, not 

merely on some, on particular power relationships or practice. These 

basic symbols formulate the most general perspectives concerning 

interpersonal relations in the society; specific power facts a re  responded 

to in these perspectivesI1. 37 Thus, the political myth "consists of the 

political perspectives most firmly accepted". The political myth 

comprises these "fundamental assumptions" about political life and 

consists of the symbols invoked "not only to explain but also to justify 

specific power practices". Sorells usage of the term "myth" i s  not to 

be interpreted as necessarily imputing a fictional, false, o r  irrational 

character to the symbols. Symbols here are characterized in terms of 

their functioning, not directly by their properties, 38 In this sense 

Sorells "myth" is close to a number of other concepts! Marx1s 

"ideology", Moscal s llpolitical formula", Pareto1 s "derivations", 

Mannheiml s llideology" and "UtopiaT1. 39 

Contrary to the Marxian perspective, Sorel rejects the argument 

that false consciousness, the ideological standpoint, is injurious to the 

promotion of social action. 40 He takes the view that "ideology is the 

essential element in human consciousness that makes possible any sort 

of revolutionary practicev. 41 For Sorel, the individual either acts on 

myths o r  not at  all. Indeed, asserts Sorel, "we assume the value of 

fictions by acting as  if they were the brute facts of experience". 4 2 
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It was Durkheim who made yhat may be considered the first 

systematic attempt to eliminate 'ideolo,@cal influence from the social 

sciences. 43 Durkheim claims that the social sciences must be . 

l l p ~ ~ i t i ~ e " ,  "inductive", indeed " scientif icT1. Inhibiting metaphysical 
- 

presuppositions, and praenotiones, must be eliminated: 

These idola, which are  illusions that 
. distort the real aspect of things, a re  

never the less mistaken for the things 
themselves. Theref ore the mind, 
encountering no resistance in this 
imaginary world., . come's to believe , 

in the possibility of constructing o r  , 

rather reconstructing, the world,by 
" , virtue of its own resources exclusively 

and at  the whim of i ts  desires. . . In 
sociology especially, these prejudices 
or Iidolsl to use Bacon's expression. . . -. 
are likelydo be substituted for the 

44 1 

study of facts. 

Durkheim, then, argues that when- an o r  "ideal" enters social life 

it becomes an extremely important part of a total social reality. 

Durkheim "shares with Freud a large part of the responsibility for 

turning contemporary social thought from the classic rationalist 

categories of volition, will, and individual consciousness to aspects 

which are,  in a strict sense, non-volitional and non-rational" . 45 

However, as  Niebet observes, there is every reason to regard Durkheimls 

reaction to individualistic rationalism " a s  more fundamental and 

encompassing than Freud's1'. 46 Freud never doubted the primacy of 

the individual and intra-individual forces in his studies of human 

behavior. For Freud. non-rational influences proceed from an unconscious 



mind within the individual. Hence, Freud sees the individual as  @ 

"solid reality". Durkheim, however, "sees community that has prior 

reality, and it is from community that the essential elements of reason 

flowff. 47 For Durkheim "everything human above the level of the 

manifestly physical o r  biological begins and ends in society1'. We 

see that: 

A society is the most powerful 
combination of and moral 
forces of which nature offers us an 
example. Nowhere else is an equal 
rich8&'ks of different materials, 
carried to  such a degree of 
concentration, to be found. Then. 
it is not surprising that a higher 
life disengages itself which, by 
reacting upon the elements of 
which it is the product, raises 
them to a higher plane of existence 
and transforms them. 48 

Furthermore, in a comment which may well be directed toward the 

~lpsychologismM of such theorists as  Tarde and Spencer, Durkheim 

asserts that: 

Society is a reality sui generis; it 
has its own peculiar characteristics, 

e which a re  not met with again in the 
same form in all the rest  of the 
universe. The representations 
which express it have a wholly 
different content from purely 
individual ones. 49 

Durkheim's l1 sociologismft , is in opposition to the basic individualism 

llwhich underlies all of existential thought, for it takes as, basic 

assumptions the solidarity of individuals and the objective reality 



Durkheim did not use the term "ideologyff, but employed the 

term lldoctrine". He develops a theory of "collective consciousness" 

which may be defined as  simply, "the body of beliefs and sentiments 

common to the average of the members of a societyfT. A s  Aron has 

observed, the "collective consciousness", f?whose existence depends 

on the .sentiments and beliefs present in individual consciousness, is 

nevertheless separable, at least analytically, from individual consciousness; 

it evolves according to its own laws, i t  i s  not merely the expression or  

effect of individual consciousness". 51 The T1collective consciousness~ 

becomes a collective representation. That is to say, a break occurs in 

the collective consciousness, between consciousness and the things 

perceived. Representations I f  a re  images (communicable) in a mind or 

else categories (linguistic, and in that sense communicable) into which 

a mind classifies datatf. 52 Thus, representations a re  in one sense 

culture. 

Durkheim's political theory distinguishes between the  

political society and the state. By political society "he means a society 

comprising a number of secondary social groups which submit to a 

sovereign authority, not itself subject to any regularly constituted 

higher authority". 53 On the other hand, the state is Itthe special group 

of officials who represent the sovereign authority; it is the organ pre- 

I t  54 eminent among that collection of groups which is the political society . 

Within the context of a somewhat obscure organic metaphor, Durkheim 

"finds the distinctive characteristic of the state in i ts  capacity to 'think' 



and 'act1 for the political society". 55 The state, however, does not 

incarnate the collective consciousness of its intrinsic psychic life. In 

all societies there exists a widely diffuse psychic life which may affect 

the state, but for Durkheim the state thinks for  the society in 

rational and self-conscious way" and is the "ideologicalf1 expression 

of its psychic components. In sum, Durkheim shows that "doctrine" 

emerges as a logical support for preconceived ideas rather than as  a 

result of some study of reality. 

Pareto takes M a n t  s conception of ideology and widens its 

meaning into what Finer terms, "a system of thought which masks and 

rationalises human predispositions and urges - and not simply the ones 

that are  due to their economic interest or class positiont7. 56 His con- 

ception of ideology may be viewed as  a sustained onslaught upon the 

liberal-democratic, socialistic, and Marxian theories, respectively. 

As in the case of Max Weber, Pareto also develops his sociology in 

what Zeitlin terms "an intense debate with Marx1s ghostf'. 57 Pareto 

did, however, exhibit considerable insight into the problem of 'Tideas" 

and llideals" a s  seen in his works; especially The Mind and Society. 5 8 

Pareto delineates a dichotomous category of human action, the 

Mlogicalfl and %on-logical" forms of action. This classification "turns 

upon the distinction between means and ends which he assumes without 

further inquiry to be applicable to  all human behavior". 59 Logical action 

is directed a t  the end-in-view, both subjectively and objectively. All 

other actions a re  %on-logicalT1 in that they have only a subjectively 
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wlogical" end which does not correspond with what Pareto t e r n s ,  the 

"real purpose of man". 60 In conttast, acts are logical when the 

consequences anticipated by the subject are  identical with the 

consequences that might reasonably be anticipated in the light of 

knowledge. 6 1 

Pareto becomes entangled in the problems of psychology and 

sociology which regard as logical those social phenomena which are  in 

part automatic o r  instinctive, but mostly non-logical and even irrational. 6 2 

Thus, "ideologies" are  associated with non-logical, non-scientific 

action. " Ide~logica l~~ actions are  "affected in varying degrees by 

complex influences - ignorance, guess work, uncontrolled theorizing 

and emotion, passion, superstition, mythology, mass or individual 

hysteria and beliefs and other elements". 63 Thus, drawing on the 

analysis of Parsons, 64 we may summarize Pareto's lfideological" 

categories in the following way. 

First ,  in his analysis of non-scientific theories Pareto 

illustrates that there a r e  certain uniformities in the non-logical actions 

of man. Then, having satisfied himself that the self interpretations of 

human actors a r e  mostly "rationalizations", o r  to use Pareto's 

terminology "derivations", he proceeds to demonstrate what i t  is that 

is being "rationalizedf7. His theory of derivations (ideology) emerges 

from that which is "rationalizedff. 65 

Pareto terms as  "residues" those expressions of sentiments 

out of which actions arise. 66 71Derivations1f, however, are  essentially 



speech reactions - ?ideologies1 - deductions that aim to explain, justify 

and d e m o ~ s t r a t e  the residues. Pare to  views social s tructures a s  

"enveloped by a w e b  of essentially distortive ideation". 67 Language 6 8 

i s  the basic fibre of this distortive ideational aspect of social structure 

and is the vehicle for  the rationalization of human actions. 69 There a r e  

also religion, mythology, morality, political theories "and all other 

interpretations of social life capable of giving reasons f o r  human actions". 70 

However, a s  Berger observes, this situation i s  not a transitory phenomenon 

of a particular moment in history "as i s ,  by comparison, Marx1s 

localization of 'false consciousness' in the capitalist phase of historical 

development". " It  is endemic to  society and in history it is repetitive. 7 2 

Pare to  shares  with Durkheim, Marx, and Weber a broad 

conception of sociology and its relationship t o  the humanities, " a 

rejection of idealistic interpretations of society and history, an interest 

in the methodological foundations of sociology and a rejection of psycho- 

logistic approaches t o  social phenomena". 7 3  Of the three thinkers 

mentioned, it is Durkheim who most closely approximates the ideas of 

Pareto. Durkheim, like Pareto, has  been labelled a s  "positivistic", 

and ~soc io log i s t i c~ l .  But, the most significant parallel is that both 

theorists emphasized consciousness. Durkheim asse r t s  that society 

is a product of mind. Collective "representations" and "their congealment 
' 

in the collective consciousness a r e  the vital cement that holds the society 

together". Indeed, society is that assemblage of collective representations. 74 
- 

Durkheim, with emphasis, considers society, once established, a s  reality 



sui generis. This reality cannot be reduced to the reality of its individual 

members, but rather ,  i t  has a rbality which transcends their existence. 

In contrast, Pareto sees  society a s  "staged1' by individual actors. 

Society has only that being imputed to i t  by i t s  individual members. 

In this phenomenologically structured rejection of any hypostatization 

of social reality Pare to  is drawn more closely t o  Max Weber. Weber 

shares with Pare to  a strong concern with the role of thought in history 

and society. l5  Furthermore, Weber understands society in te rms of 

what Schutz refers  to a s  "inter subjective meaningsv, 76 and he rejects 

any notion of a hypostatized social reality - Weberls sociological 

"nominalism" a s  opposed t o  Durkheiml s " realism1'. 7 7 

Weberls most lucid and systematic statement on ideology is 

found in his  work Politics a s  a ~ o c a t i o n ? ~  In this essay Weber argues 

that regardless of what end the politician is serving he must put his 

faith in that end. His personal motives plus those of his adherents 

determine the outcome and success of his endeavors. The politicians1 

actions, a s se r t s  Weber, a r e  not ruled by conviction but by responsibility. 

His perspective is derived from the foibles and ideologies of mankind. 

In this respect Weber is in accord with Marx and Mannheim and their  

conceptualization of the perspective. 
1 

The preceding discussion has set  the stage for conceptual 

identification of Mannheim's theory of ideology. There i s ,  a s  Lichtheim 

observes, justification in treating Mannheim's Wissenssoziologie a s  

Itan epilogue t o  that of Weber". Indeed, Mannheim makes the step from 
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Weberls Wissenschaftslehre t o  Wissenssoziologie. 79 Lichtheim also 

observes that an important link betvireen Weber and Mannheim is provided 

by Georg Lukacs, notably in the lat ter 's  History and Class-Consciousness 

(1932) : '' a work which for  many years  led an underground existence before 

being recognized a s  the influence i t  wasv. 80 It  is here  that Lukacs 

intuitively fixed upon the alienation and restitution of man a s  the pivotal 

point in the Marxian world view. 81 Mannheim' s work appears a s  the 

dialectical counterpart t o  Lukacsl romantic subjectivism. 

Mannheim develops a dichotomous conception of ideology. 

The t e rm "ideology" is employed by Mannheim in two different ways - 

the particular,  and the total. The particular conception of ideology, 

we a r e  told, "denotes that we a r e  skeptical of the ideas and representations 

advanced by our opponent". They a r e  looked upon a s  more o r  less  

wconscious disguises of the rea l  nature of the situation, the true 

recognition of which would not be  in accord with h is  interests". Moreover, 

these distortions range "all the way from conscious lies to half conscious 

and unwitting disguises; from calculated attempts to  dupe others to self 

deception". 82 In short, this type refers  to  thought which is existentially 

determined. This conception of ideology is particular in several ways. 

Its particularity, Mannheim argues, becomes evident when contrasted 

with the more inclusive total conception of ideology. The total - type refers  

to a more specific kind of existentially bound thought. Here Mannheim 

refers  t o  the ideology of an age "or of a concrete historicosocial group, 

e. g. of a class,  when we a r e  concerned with the characteristics and 



composition of the total structure of the mind of this epoch or  of this 

group". 53 The common thread in' these two conceptions consists in 

the fact that neither relies solely on an awareness of what i s  said by 

an opponent in order to arrive at  an understanding of his Itreal meaning 

and intention". Both concepts "fall back on the subjecttf, whether 

individual o r  group, proceeding to an understanding of what i s  said 

"by the indirect method of analysing the social conditions of the 

individual o r  his groupv. 84 Mannheim adds that: 

The ideas expressed by the subject are  
thus regarded as  functions of his 
existence. This means that opinions, 
statements, propositions, and systems 
of ideas are  not taken at their face 
value but a r e  interpreted in the light 
of the life - situation of the one who 
expresses them. It signifies further 
that the specific character and life - 
situation of the subject influence his 
opinions, perceptions and interpretations. 85 

Both the - total and the particular conceptions of ideology make 

these f'ideas" a "function of him who holds them, and of his position in 

his social milieut'. However, there a re  significant differences between 

\ 
these two concepts. Mannheim mentions three distinguishing character- 

istics. First ,  whereas the particular conception of ideology "designates 

only a part of the opponents assertions as  ideologies - and this only with 

reference to their contentff, the total conception questions the opponent's 

total Weltanschauung (including his conceptual apparatus), and "attempts 

to understand these concepts as  an outgrowth of the collective life of 

which he partakestt. 86 Secondly, Mannheim asserts that the particular 
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conception of videology17 makes its analysis of ideas solely on a 

psychological level. For example, if a claim is made that an opponent 

i s  lying, o r  that he is concealing or distorting "a given factual situation", 

it i s  assumed that both parties hold common criteria of validity - 

W is still assumed that it is possible to refute lies and eradicate 

sources of e r r o r  by referring to accepted criteria of objective validity 

common to both parties". 87 It is to this latter point that Mannheim 

addresses himself in considerable detail: the construction of criteria 

of objective validity through a perspectival synthesis of opposing 

perspectives. In the case of the - total conception of ideology, Mannheim 

observes that when we attribute to one historical epoch "one intellectual 

world and to ourselves another one, o r  if a certain historically determined 

social stratum thinks in categories other than our own, we refer not to 

the isolated cases of thought content, but to fundamentally divergent 

thought-systems and to widely differing modes of experience and 

interpretation". 88 The theoretical or noological level is touched upon 

whenever both content and form are  considered. Also, the conceptual 

framework of "a mode of thought as  a function of the life-situation of 

a thinker is to be included in this noological level of abstraction". 

what Mannheim ter 

, ofinterests" 



differences in minds operating in different social settings1'. The former, 

we are  told, llassumes that this o r  that interest is the cause of a given 

lie o r  deceptionrf. On the other hand, the latt2r "presupposes simply 

that there is a correspondence between a given social situation and a 

given perspective, point of view, o r  apperception massv. 

As the particular conception never leaves the psychological 

level, the point of reference is always the individual. A s  soon a s  the 

total conception i s  used as  an analytic framework we aim to reconstruct - 
the systematic theoretical basis which underlies the single judgments 

of the individuals. Analyses of ideologies of the particular variety 

(making the content of individual thought largely dependent on the 

interests of the subject), can never arrive at this basic reconstruction 

of the whole perspective of a social group. At best they can "reveal 

the collective psychological aspects of ideology, o r  lead to some 

development of mass psychology, dealing either with the different 

behavior of the individual in the crowd, o r  with the results of the mass 

integration of the psychic experiences of many individualsff. 89 

In historical perspective, Mannheim informs us  that the first 

significant step in the development of the total conception was the 

development of a philosophy of consciousness. The philosophy of 

consciousness "has put in place of an infinitely variegated and confused 

world an organization of experience the unity of which is guaranteed by 

the unity of the perceiving subject!'. Following the demolishing of the 

objective ontological unity of the world an attempt was made to 



substitute for  i t  a unity "imposed by the perceiving subject". In short, 

in the place of the medieval-Christi'an objective and ontological unity 

of the world, there emerged the subjective unity of the absolute subject 

of the Enlightenment - consciousness in itself. 90 From this point on the 

world as  'lworldll exists only with reference to the "knowing mind", and 

the mental activity of the subject "determines the form in which the 

world appears". Hence, we have what Berger and Luckmann term man's 

llsocial construction of reality". At this stage the world is seen as  a 

llstructural unity" and is related in its entirety to a subject, a 

llconsciousness in itselfff. In this perspective, particularly pronounced 

in Kant, the noological level is " sharply differentiated from the psycho- 

logical onef1. This, asserts Mannheim, is "the first stage in the 

dissolution of an ontological dogmatism which regarded the 'worldf a s  

existing independently of us, in a fixed and definitive form". 9 2 

The second stage in the development of the total conception of 

ideology is attained when "the total but super-temporal notion of 

ideology is seen in historical p e r s p e ~ t i v e ~ ~ .  This is largely the accom- 

plishment of Hegel and the Historical school. Both Hegel and the 

Historical school begin with the assumption that the world is a unity 

and conceivable only with reference to a knowing subject. 93 During the 

Enlightenment the subject a s  bearer of the unity of consciousness was 

seen a s  a wholly abstract super-temporal and super-social entity - 

llconsciousness in i tseP1. The Volksgeist (folk spirit) emerges to 

represent "the historically differentiated elements of consciousnessf1, 
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which are integrated by Hegel into the "world spirit". 94 Mannheim 

emphasizes that the historically changing nature of mind was discovered 

"not so much by philosophy as  by the penetration of political insight into 

the everyday life of the timet1, In the final analysis, the transition from 

the general abstract, "world-unifying" subject (i. e. "consciousness in 

itself'), to the more concrete subject (i. e. the "nationally differentiated 

Volksgeist") , was the expression of a transformation in the manner of 

"reacting to the world in all realms of experience". 

The final, and most important, step in the creation of the 

total conception of ideology, argues Mannheim, "arose out of the - 
historical-social process". When "class" replaced "folk" o r  "nation1' 

as the bearer of the historically evolving consciousness there was an 

increased awareness that the structure of society "and i ts  corresponding 

intellectual forms vary with the relations between social classes''. The 

concept of Volksgeist i s  replaced by the concept of "class consciousness", 

or  more correctly "class ideology". 9 5 

Mannheim develops a conception of consciousness which 

"varies in accordance with historic periods, nations, and social classes". 

This conception of consciousness, he argues, provides a more adequate 

perspective for the comprehension of historical reality. 

There a re  two consequences flowing from this conception of 

consciousness. First ,  i t  is clearly perceived that human action cannot 

be understood by an isolation of their elements. All facts and events in 

an historical period are explicable only in terms of meaning, and meaning 
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in its turn always refers to another meaning. "Thus the re-interpretation 

of that continuous and coherent change in meaning becomes the main 

concern of our modern historical sciences." Thus, the second point 

i s  made: this interdependent system of meanings varies both in all its 

parts and in i ts  totality from one historical period to another. 96 

It is significant that although the two conceptions of ideology 

are initially separated in Mannheimls analysis, they begin to converge. 

The particular conception merges with the - total. This, maintains 

Mannheim, becomes apparent in the following manner. Earlier oneT s 

opponent, as  representative of a certain political-social position, was 

accused of conscious or unconscious falsification. Now, after discrediting 

the total structure of his consciousness, our opponent is no longer 

considered capable of thinking correctly. In the light of a structural 

analysis of thought this means that during the early phase of seeking out 

the sources of error ,  distortion was revealed only on the psychological 

plane "by pointing out the personal roots'of intellectual biasf1. In 

Mannheimls words, "the annihilation i s  now m m  thoroughgoing since 

the attack is made on the noological level and the validity of the adversary's 

theories is undermined by showing that they are merely a function of the 

generally prevailing social situation". 97 

As part of his macroscopic interest Mannheim makes an 

effort to show by concrete examples that political-historical thinking 

assumes various forms. He cites five examplesg8 of politico-historical 

ideologies of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. These may be 
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summarized in the following manner. First ,  he analyzes what he terms 

bureaucratic conservatism, whicH attempts to find remedies "by means 

of arbitrary decrees". This ideological perspective further attempts 

to construct a framework which regards revolutionary outbreak as  

nothing but a serious interference with its own neatly planned strategyff. 99 

Secondly, Mannheim discusses the historical conservatism 

type of ideology which seeks to legitimate or justify government by an 

aristocratic elite class. This type of ideological substructure emerged 

from an essentially aristocratic-feudal mentality. In this context 

leadership by the aristocratic elite is rfinstinctual" and based on an 

experimental basis. It cannot be taught to ffoutsidersff. 

Thirdly, there is the liberal-bourgeoisie conception of 

ideology: the libe ral-de mocratic ideology. This perspective "demands 

scientific politics", and attempts to develop such a discipline. Inherent 

in this ideology is the belief that the best political goals a r e  attained 

through the processes of thinking, discussing and carefully planned 

procedures and organization. 100 

The fourth type is the socialist-communist (dialectical) type 

of ideological perspective. The dialectical theory of this type emerges 

from impulses which a re  aroused by certain social situations. The 

related theory results in a type of action; if this action is - not successful 

it is subsequently replaced by a "new" theory. Mannheim also asserts 

that although dialectical thought is rationalistic "it culminates in 

irrationalism". lol The socialist-communist ideology depends, for its 



fruition, on the revolutionary potential of the proletariat. 

Fifth, fascist ideology js described as ideology based 

primarily on action and on unconditional subordination to the leader who 

is acting. Social change does not occur through action on the part of 

the masses, o r  by ideas, o r  by unconsciously working forces, but 

rather, by a few leaders such as those outlined by Pareto as  elites. lo2 

Mannheimls aim is to describe, not to criticize these five 

types of ideologies. He does argue, however, that intellectual activity 

does not come from a ruling class whose members have closed 

ideological minds. Rather, intellectual activity comes from an 

unattached social group, the intelligentsia. This aspect of Mannheiml s 

work will be discussed later. 

In summary, then, the particular conception of ideology 

"operates primarily with a psychology of interests", whereas the total 

conception operates o r  utilizes a more "formal functional analysis" 

devoid of reference to motivation. Indeed, asserts Mannheim, the 

total conception confines itself to "an objective desciiption of the 

structural differences in minds operating in different social settings". 

Earlier, we mentioned the historicistic element in Mannheiml s thesis. 

He observes that the human intelligence is unable to grasp the total 

llhistorically givenl1 situation. Ideas can not only be datedbut they can 

also be set in the context of a given society. The situation is "always 

viewed from a particular social position in the course of history". All 

positions permit of socially perspectivistic knowledge. In accordance 
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with these theoretical formulations, ideology, a s  a specific type of 

I 

thought pattern, designates inadequacy o r  "situational incongruity'' 

with varying degrees of pronouncement. Ideologies. in this sense a r e  

the situationally transcendent ideas which never succeed de facto in 

the realization of their  projected contents. 

Thus, Mannheim's conception of knowledge qua ideology 

is tied up with the Weltanschauung of a social group. He observes 

that such concepts a s  "movement", "process", and "flux", conceived 

organically, and applied to  sociocultural phenomena and institutions, 

first appeared in a definite historical period. Mannheim states: "we 

have historicism only when history is written from the historicistic 

Wel tanschav~ng~~.  lo3 
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Chapter 4 

Weltanschavung: A Struchra! and Historical Approach to  Xno\~- ledg~ 

and the Perspective 

For, t ry  as  we may, we cannot get 
behind the appearance of things to 
reality. And the terrible reason 
may be that there is no reality in 
things apart from their experiences 
. . . The true mystery of the world 
is the visible, not the invisible. 

Oscar Wilde 

The concept of Weltanschauung is central to Mannheimls 

sociology of knowledge. Indeed, we see that he regarded this concept as  

(a) a given factum or  as  an assumption, and (b) a s  an inextricable part 

of his subject matter. In addition, he conceived of i t  as  "the way of 

certain insights'' which would otherwise be "out of sight" hence out of 

the mind of any observer of the substance of ideologies. However, a s  a 

particular source of particular kinds of knowledge, Weltanschauung was 

a constant hindrance to Mannheiml s thesis. In fact, he became far  more 

concerned with the apparent function ascribable to specific ideologies 

within the development, and the social existence, of a given group, o r  

class. Thus, he often refers to the idea he terms "a series of 

collective experiences", and concurrently developed Weltanschauung. 1 

That i s  to say, Weltanschauung is regarded a s  a product of a common 

historical fate. This, asser ts  Mannheim, if properly verbalized, is 

said to have "a unifying power over great distances", linking social 



groups together even if they a r e  dispersed in a spatial sense. Moreover, 

Mannheim argues, Weltanschauung *ensures the continuity of gene rations 

arising under s imilar  sociocultural conditions, plays a significant part  

in the formation of classes;  and appears to unite a social group in a 

spiritual sense fo r  purposes of concerted social action. It follows 

that the individual in the group, if he i s  not what Mannheim terms the 

intellectual, merely tends to assimilate the particular Weltansehavung 

of the group. In contrast t o  the universal quality of Weltanschauung 

Mannheim advances his concept of the collective unconscious motives, 

which he asse r t s ,  may reach a level of consciousness only in a quite 

specific situation. 3 

Knowledge emerges from the on-going social process which 

exists in the group struggle fo r  llself-assertion" and political survival. 

Thus, in this sense,  Mannheim considers active existence and cognitive 

development to  be within the dynamics of the social structure and is 

consequently the genesis of llsocially relevant cognition". Being part  

of a social group, and immersed in group sentiments, the individual 

is socialized into these sentiments. Mannheim t e r m s  these processes 

the ucollective u n c o n ~ c i o u s ~ ~ .  4 

Mannheim further  emphasizes that we must not think we a r e  

in e r r o r  when we designate this llcollective unconsciousness"5 a s  the 

llirrationalll breeding ground of values and group (i. e. collective) 

sentiments which facilitate the acceptance of an articulated W e l t a n s c h a u s .  



Mannheim extends this argument by asserting that "even 

the profound insights of the genius a re  the collective historical experiences 

of a group which the individual takes for  granted, but which should under no 

conditions be hypostatized as 'group mind1 " .- ' Moreover, the presence 

of thought in conflict within any given society, renders the hypothesis of 

a Volksgeist untenable. Mannheimls argument does not, however, 

completely eliminate the underlying presence of a hypothesis which, if 

not an explicit demonstration of the so-called "group mindff hypothesis, 

does indeed contain a similar foundation. It can be argued that Mannheim 

held ideas, or  opinions, which are  consistent with the assumptions of a 

multiplicity of group, o r  class spirits, each capable of perpetuating, o r  

giving "birthf1 to a particular Weltanschauung or  ideology. 

Mannheim, does not make clear what he means by social class. 

Indeed, a s  Maquet has observed, he wonders if Mannheim meant "class" 

as "some sort  of metaphysical being which is end0we.d with its own 

conscience, and which appears in the individuals who share it1'. 

Furthermore, it appears that the concept "conscience", in Maquetls 

sense of the term, refers to the English term ~~consciousness". 

Weltanschiwungen thus emanate from the collective fate of 

a social group embodied in a common historical process which may 

determine the destiny of the group, o r  its specific "historical mission". 

This is an unsystematic concept, but in its basic orientation, Mannheimls 

sociology of knowledge attempts to construct the relationship between the 

existential-developmental conditions of social groups, and the 



spiritual manifestations of these same conditions. It is doubtful if such 

definitions, or  relationships, could bk methodologically ascertained. 

Indeed, i t  would appear that Mannheimls statement of such relationships 

is beyond empirical validation. In order to link his social substructures 

together with their ideological superstructures, Mannheim speaks most 

often of "correspondenceff. Merton has observed that Mannheim "made 

a variety of unintegrated assumptions in his derivation of certain forms 

of thought from certain types of social situations". 9 

To Mannheim the historicist, the problem of empirical 

verification was relatively unimportant, but to Mannheim the sociologist, 

there was a concrete problem of a distinctly precarious nature since he 

did not merely wish to propound philosophically relevant theories, but 

also wished to find them sociologically valid. One possible way out of 

this dilemma would be to eliminate the entire interpretation of the histor- 

icistic genesis and function of Weltanschauungen and treat them a s  given 

data. Mannheim concludes that to eliminate the hypothesis of the 

historico-existential genesis of Weltanschauungen, ideologies, and 

thought systems the question must be raised: Can the bearers of these 

concepts be identified according to lucid sociocultural criteria? 

Weltanschauungen, a s  historicistic emanations, have been difficult to 

grasp, if not completely intangible, However, as  rationally formulated 

theories, o r  even as ideologies, they could quite conceivably become as  

accessible a s  other types of sociological subject-matter, and could be 

examined as  such. 
I 



In Mannheimls discussion of 'lperspectivismll, i. e. , how to 

recognize group ideologies or ~ e l t k n s c h a u u n ~  and attempt to ascertain 

their meanings, range, and social adequacy, Mannheim is explicit in 

his conception of ideology when he asserts that the particular conception of 

ideology operates primarily with a psychology of interests while the - total 

conception uses a more functional analysis. The latter conception of 

ideology confines itself to an objective description of the structural 

differences in minds operating in different sociocultural settings. The 

total conception, it should be remembered, presupposes that there is a - 
"correspondence1' between "a given social situation and a given perspective, 

p i n t  of view, o r  apperception mass". lo This emphasis on "structural 

differences in minds" does not use the individual a s  a point of reference. 

Mannheim specifically rejects confining observations to individual mental 

processes: 

If we confine our observations to the 
mental processes which take place in the 
individual and regard him as  the only 
possible bearer of ideologies, we shall 
never grasp the structure of the 
intellectual world belonging to a social 
group in a given historical situation. 11 

Consequently, thought systems are  - not represented by the 

thoughts of any one individual. In short, the ideology of the group is not 

expressed by i t s  intellectual leader, or  leaders. The "mental world" of 

a group "could never come into existence without the experiences and 

production responses of the different individuals", l2 and from this i t  

could be concluded that within his theoretical framework, Mannheim views 
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group ideology a s  the in toto of all  experience and productive response 

of the members of a group. On the other hand, the intrinsic structure 

of the group ideology is - not to be found in a mere  integration of these 

individual experiences. We see, f o r  example, that Mannheim offers 

his explanation in t e rms  of the sociological and intellectual limitations 

of the individual 

The 

participants, thus : 

Every individual participates only 
in certain fragments of this thoughtr 
system, the totality of which is not 
in the least a mere  sum of these 
f ragmentar -  individual experiences. 
As a totaliQ the thought-system is 
integrated systematically, and is no 
mere casual Gungle of fragmentary 
experiences of discrete members of 
the group. Thus, i t  follows that the 
individual can only be considered a s  
the \bearer  of an ideology a s  long a s  
we deal with that concep,tion of 
ideology, which by definition, is 
directed more to the whole structure 
of thought. . . l3 

individuals who comprise  the social group, although 

sharing segments of the total thought-system do not represent i t b  

totality. This means that although the concept of thought-system is 

central to  his  thesis,  and to  the subject matter of his sociology of 

knowledge as group ideology, we a r e  not, a s  Mannheim insists ,  viewing 

either an empirical entity; nor, fo r  that matter ,  as group-ideology what 

the intellectual leaders of the group express, nor  what their  followers 
- 

display a s  mental attitudes, etc. Rather, the intellectual formulations 

- - 
and belief systems found within the group: 4 



reveal the collective psychological 
aspects of ideology, or lead to some 
development of d a s s  psychology, 
dealing either with the different 
behavior of the individual in the 
crowd, o r  with the results of the 
mass integration of the psychic 
experiences of many individuals. l4 

At this point i t  is necessary to examine two aspects of 

Mannheimls treatment of the relationship between the thinking of an 

individual and the collective ideology of a particular group. First,  i t  

seems that he disregards a problem intrinsic to his thesis: that 

individuals participate in only parts ("fragmentstt) of the thought- 

system of a given group. His thesis is concerned with a ltsociological 

factft which is of paramount importance in a society built upon (a) a 

stratification of function, and (b) a division of labor of an economic and 

intellectual kind. In such a society, or  social group, there exists a 

distribution of knowledge, both practical and theoretical, which gives 

rise to two 

concerning 

central issues, one concerning integration, the other 

communication. 

Knowledge in the foregoing sense does not mean ideology. 

Knowledge a s  used here is consistent with MannheimTs typology. 

MannheimTs conception of knowledge, as  has been illustrated, is tied up 

with the Weltanschwung of a social group, and ,with i ts  'tcollective 

~nconsc ious~~  anchored directly in the steam of an unfolding social 

process, and consequently represents cognition" only a s  an indirect 
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manifestation of historicistic group existence - a s  a rationalization of 

that existence for  the social-technical purposes of an essentially political 

activity". 15 

This "functionality of knowledge" observes Wagner, "eludes 

positivistic interpretation not only with regard to i ts  historicistic genesis". 

Also, the rationality of the means applied is not "matchedff by rational 

ends. Rather, "it is governed by a historical teleology": a social 

group, o r  class, tends to conceive of its role in society in terms of a 

"mission" a s  defined by its Weltanschauung - and manifest in its "Utopia", 

or more specifically in its ideological anticipation of a state of society 

(brought about by social reconstruction?) to be brought about, and which 

thus "transcends given realities as well a s  given knowledgeff. l6 

Given our understanding of this conception of knowledge, we 

are better equipped to understand Mannheimls rejection of the 

conventional conception of science. Also revealled is his type of 

reasoning's incompatibility with that type of reason expressed in the 

rules of the practical fields of social research. Also this ''radical" 

conception of knowledge clarifies his long time goal to see a "science of 

politics" at  the pinnacle of all types of knowledge. 

Knowledge is diffused in all spheres of intellectual and 

practical (i. e. the commonsense world) activity. Here again we see 

Mannheim presupposing, in part, the ~ e r g e r / ~ u c k m a n n  thesis which 

conceives of knowledge as a socially distributed phenomenon, and a s  - the 

theoretical interpretation of the world. l7 Mannheim was aware of what 



Berger and Luckmann term the llcommonsense perspective", but he 

I 

did not develop this aspect of his sociology to such a degree a s  did the 

former. Schutz expresses his views on the proper concern of the 

sociol3gy of knowledge in the following way: 

All typifications of common sense 
thinking a r e  themselves integral 
elements of the concrete historical 
socio-cultural Lebenswelt within . 

which they prevail a s  taken fo r  
granted and a s  socially approved. 
Their structure determines among 
other things the social distribution 
of knowledge and its relativity and 
relevance to the concrete social 
environment of a concrete group 
in a concrete historical situation. 
Here a r e  the legitimate problems of 
relativism, historicism, and the 
so-called sociolom of knowledge. l8 

Mannheim differs from Schutz, Berger and Luckmann in at least one 

important sense. Mannheimls conception of knowledge is entrenched in 

his historicistic ontology. Also, he was concerned with 71theoreticalu 

knowledge and thought, videas", and Weltanschauungen and not Schutz's 

flcommonsense" interpretations of reality. However, Mannheim was 

aware of the weakness and inadequacies of the Weltanschaoungen concept. 

This 71awareness" is what leads Mannheim to  the development of his  
" 

concept of "perspectivism" . 

Mannheim does, however, share with Schutz a concern f o r  

the distribution of knowledge and its relativity and relevance to  the 

concrete social environment. F o r  Mannheim the knowledge of the 

intellectual, o r  expert, formalized, and generalized; philosophical 
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assumptions which ascribe general meaning to certain a reas  of a wider 

theoretical framework - a r e  ascen'ding steps in the direction of the 

transformation of specific knowledge into general (dispersed) knowledge, 

and which channel , o r  direct , the distribution of information from the 

initiated few to  the general many regardless of class o r  group position. 

Distribution patterns are ,  admittedly, highly selective and a r e  subject 

to censorship (in its broadest sense) and valuative predispositions 

which, depending on the particular level o r  stratum we a r e  concerned 

with, will vary both in  - form and content. l9 Adaptation and popularization 

make for  a constant re-interpretation of these bodies of information hence 

they eventually lead to  a transformation of meaning a s  well. Thus, we 

see a gradual change wherein the expert's activity has been diffused, 

and integrated, by a selective process. Also, this information has 

been re-interpreted and integrated into prevailing ideologies and 

filtered down to  what we may term the commonsense conception of 

reality. Indeed, the actual process of the distribution of knowledge i s ,  

a t  the same time, a process of transformation. The knowledge of the 

intellectuals, i .  e.  , the "truth" a s  seen by their  perspective, becomes 

"truth" vis-a-vis the perspective of the commonsense man1 s world. 

Here Mannheim grasps a t  the various levels of knowledge, o r  the 

distinctions made a t  various levels of the social s t ra ta  between 

"knowledge1', and "belief" taken to be knowledge. Berger  and Luckmann 

missed Mannheim's preliminary remarks in this regard wheh they state 

their case fo r  a "new perspective" based on the "commonsense" 

perspective : 



The theoretical formulations of reality 
whether they be scientific o r  philosophical 
o r  even mythological, do not exhaust 
what is 'real' for  the members nf a 
society. Since this is so, the sociology 
of knowledge must first of all concern 
itself with what people 'know' a s  
'reality' in their everyday non- o r  
pre- theoretical lives. In other words , 
commonsense 'knowledge1 rather  than 
'ideas1 must be the central focus of the 
sociology of knowledge. It is precisely 
this 'knowledge1 that contributes the 
fabric of meanings without which no 
society could exist. 2 0 

Mannheim, although never explicitly formulating a s  c lear  a 

distinction betweenMideas" and "commonsense", does appear to be aware 

of the transformation of knowledge a s  i t  f i l ters  down from "ivory towers" 

to the 'tcommonsense world1' of the masses. ' , 

But, even under the conditions just outlined, the continuous 

influx of "factual" information flowing into a reas  of the "commonsense 

perspective" o r  orientations must effect the perspective of the latter. 

Change in ideas, etc. , is bound to occur under the impact of educational 

information services and the media of mass communication. 

The distribution of knowledge within any given modern society 

is an on-going process. Within the matrix of this process, individuals 

unite their  personal knowledge and'experiences, with a multiplicity of 

fragments of information, popularized theories (e. g. the "pop" sociology 

of Vance Packard, etc.),  and their own general inferences of al l  these. 

Selection occurs, and re-interpretation follows in the critical attempt 

to  propitiate a confusion of new "knowledge" with existing value systems, 

group perspectives, and long held beliefs and assumptions. 



At this point we may raise several questions of sociological 

I 

importance. F i r s t ,  what a r e  the distributive mechanisms of these 

processes? Secondly, to what degree a r e  they socially organized? 

How is the process regulated? And, a t  what point is knowledge converted 

into ideology? 

Mannheim largely ignored this type of empirical question 

for  he assumed that the fragmentary personal experiences, and knowledge, 

of the "group", o r  members of a society excludes integration and 

communication on the levels of actual social intercourse. Ideal- 

typical construction was the method Mannheim preferred,  but i t  

predisposed him t o  positing answers which seem dictated by his 

philosophical position. 

There is a problem concerning the coherence and consistency 

of the relationship between Weltanshauung a s  a historicistic conception, 

and a s  a fact in h is  sociology of knowledge. 

The socio-existential basis of thought systems (the elements 

of a Weltanschauung) Bppear a s  emanations in Mannheimls philosophical 

framework. Emanations, that i s ,  of the processes of group existence 

and development. A Weltanschasx1m "belongs" to the group; but the 

thought system (i. e. its rational expression) is separated from the 

existence, and the actual thinking of its members. Mannheim was 

content merely with stating the issue, without attempting a thoroughgoing 

analysis of the difficult methodological problems. Can the transition 

from Weltanschauung to  thought system be interpreted a s  one of the 
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dialectical s teps in which a Hegelian-like "objective mindf1 switches 

I 

from the state of unconscious existence to a state of conscious self- 

recognition - the first aspect presented by some such medium as  

"group spirit"; the second, by the reasoning power of the philosopher 

himself? 

In his later  essays Mannheim attempts to  provide a 

methodological analysis of Weltanschauung and to "determine its logical 

place within the conceptual framework of the cultural and historical 

sciences". F i r s t ,  he asks whether Weltanschwung is a possible 

object a t  all. Every cultural product will exhibit three distinct s trata  

of meaning: (a) its objective meaning, (b) i t s  expressive meaning, and 

(c) its documentary o r  evidential meaning. 22 He illustrates this 

trichotomous distinction thus: He is out fo r  a walk with a friend when 

a beggar beckons them, they pause for  a moment, and then the friend 

gives the beggar a "hand-out". This relatively simplistic incident - 

a T'meaningful situationf1 - can, a t  f i r s t ,  be interpreted existentially. 

"Beggarff, "assistance", "giver" and "charity" a r e  considered correctly 

by Mannheim t o  be sufficient t o  reveal the meaning of the social 

interaction taking place; the ?'objective social configuration without a 

knowledge ei ther  of the beggar's or ' the friend's consciousness gives u s  

what Mannheim t e r m s  the objective meaning of the situation the most 

superficial level of understanding. 23 If we a r e  to transcend this level 

of understanding we must attempt to grasp the f'individual intent" of 

the "almsgiver". When he gave the beggar the "hand-out", the 
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objective - meaning and the result of which was llassistancell, the llgiverll 

may a s  an -. intended ..- c o n ~ e ~ u e n c ~ ? ~  'have meant to convey that he was 

altruistic and representative of the apotheosis of human compassion. 

If, however, we are  to determine whether o r  not this was the case we 

must know the almsgiver rfintimatelylf, only then can we grasp his act 

in any valid meaningful sense. The phenomenological influence of 

Husserl becomes apparent at this point. We must attach a subjective 

meaning to the OtherTs act in order to comprehend the meaningful 

flintersubjectivityfl of any social act. 25 This Mannheim terms the 

expressive meaning of the "giver'sf1 act. If, on the other hand, we 

discover through our Verstehende sociology that the "giverTsl1 act 

was an act of hypocrisy, i. e. , not in keeping with his general character, 

we see the third part of MannheimTs 'conception of meaning, the 

authentic act, this i s  the documentary or evidential meaning of the 

act. These analytic levels of abstraction are,  of course, difficult to 

differentiate at  the level of social reality and social interaction. 

MannheimTs conception of Weltanschauung is ,  at  this stage 

of his writing, amenable to scientific investigation. Mannheim does not 

equivocate on this point. Of course, he means scientific in the strict 

sense of the Geisteswissenschaften (i. e. science of the intellect). In 

support of his contention he points to  various composers and argues that 

any experienced listener is able to perceive significant differences in 

the music of Mozart, Tchaikowsky, and Debussy. 26 Moreover, a r t  

connoisseurs, students of philosophy and experts in musical stylistics 
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recognize that their areas of interest, in a given historic period, share 

I 

common themes o r  "spirit" - in short, they express a common 

Weltanscha ung. 

Mannheimls study of Wel t anschaus  philosophy had, as  

Zeitlin puts it, a twofold purpose: (1) he wanted to emphasize the 

necessity, in the study of certain cultural aspects, to free himself 

from the methodology of the natural sciences, i. e. naturalism. And, 

(2) he wanted to illustrate that "in the realm of the mentalM we are not 

able to distinguish the whole from the parts. 27 

With the "centrality" of his conception of Weltanschauung 

as  global perspective we encounter a focal, indeed formidable, problem: 

the problem of imputation, a way of tracing back, indeed a reconstruction 

of thoughtsystems and perspectives to a particular Weltanschauung. 

Imputation links the global perspective to particular thought-systems 

and ideologies. 

The Problem of Imputation 

During the course of his thesis Mannheim develops two levels 

of imputation, which is the main clue to the methodological aspects of 

the sociology of knowledge. The level (Sinngernasse Zurechnung) deals 

with general problems of interpretation. This level reconstructs 

integral styles of thought and perspectives, tracing single expressions 

and records of thought which appear to be related back to a central 

Weltanscha ung which they express. However, this does not completely 



solve the problem of imputation, because, a s  Mannheim states, there is 

the question as  to  whether an ex&t reference to a central outlook o r  

perspective (such a s  "liberalff o r  ffconservative" thought) "which proceeds 

purely on an intellectual level actually corresponds to the factsu. 28 It  is 

quite possible, argues Mannheim, that "the investigator will succeed in 

building up out of fragments of expression the two antithetical, closed 

systems of conservative thought on the one hand and liberal thought on 

the. other, although the liberals and conservatives of the period might 

not, in actuality, have thought that way a t  allf'. 29 

The second level of imputation, i. e . ,  Faktizitatszurechnung 

operates with the ideal-type constructs, such a s  those found on the f i r s t  

level, and "attempts to ascertain the extent to  which the given groups 

have in fact thought a s  they a r e  alleged to  have thought. . . " The ideal- 

type construct, argues Mannheim, offers maximum reliability "in the 

reconstruction of intellectual historyf1 because the ideal-typology 

"analyzes into its elements what a t  f i r s t  was merely a summary 

impression of the course of intellectual historyf  and furthermore 

reduces this impression "to explicit cr i ter iaff  thereby making possible 

a "reconstruction of reality". 

Once the structure and the tendencies of a particular style of 

ti# 

thought have been formulated the problem of their sociological imputation 

confronts us. We must take it one step further  and attempt to  explain the 

forms and variations of a given thought system. This is done by seeking: 



. . . to derive them firstly from the 
composition of thg groups and strata 
which express themselves in that mode 
of thought. And secondly, we seek to 
explain the impulse and the direction 
of development (of a given thought- 
system) through the structural situation 
and the changes it undergoes within a 
larger, historically conditioned whole 
. . . and through the constantly varying 
problems raised by the changing 
structure. 30 ,. s 

/ '  

Thus, Mannheim's in toto conception of ideology qua 

knowledge transcends the empirical connotation of his "particularv 

conception of ideology. It i s  necessary to integrate the thought 

system of a given group outside of, and independent of its members. 

Thus : 

As soon a s  the total conception of 
ideology i s  used, we attempt to 
reconstruct the whole outlook of a 
social group, and neither the 
concrete individual nor the abstract 
sum of them can legitimately be 
considered as  bearers of this 
ideological thought-system as  a 
whole. 31 

A perspectivistic thought system, then, i s  a thought system which has been 

constructed out of discrete ideological elements put forward by the various 

members of the group, or  class, in question, by a sociologist. In short, 

it i s  a theoretical creation, or  an ideal type. 32 

Mannheimts "reconstructionv of integral styles of thought and 

perspectives consists of this: As a historicistic philosopher, Mannheim 

asserts the emanation of a Weltanschauung out of the historical and social 



processes of group existence. On the other hand, as  a sociologist of 
I 

knowledge. he attempts to demonstrate how it is  possible to "uncover" 

the "central" Weltanschauung of a certain social group which i s  pnr- 

~or ted ly  hidden behind the so-called "discrete segments of a system of 

thoughtt1 which is  said to be representative of his sociological data. 

Mannheim? s term tfuncoverff i s  somewhat ambiguous, if 

not out of place. Methodologically, imputation is almost antithetical 

to the process of ltuncovering't. One can surely only uncover that 

which has a tangible but hidden existence. Mannheimls thought 

systems, however, a r e  the theoretical synthesis of discrete elements 

of ideologies. Thus, it would seem that for all methodological 

purposes, these Weltanschawngen and thought systems do not exist 

within the theoretical framework of Mannheim's sociology of knowledge. 

There a re  many other problems involved in the imputation 

of meaning. One of the most comprehensive statements made on the 

problem of imputation i s  to be found in the writing of Arthur Child. 

Child has discussed the problem in three works. 3 3 

Child asserts that i t  is possible to impute a given ideology 

to a definite class by "discriminating the attitudes that have produced 

it and by then assigning the ideology to the class to which the attitudes 

belong". That is, he adds, "the foundation of social behaviorist 

imputationff. 34 However, a s  Child observes, in order that we may 

impute o r  relate attitudes to classes (to determine perspective), the 



concept of attitudinal structure, simple, and ideal are  required. 

This problem is clarified by child in this way: 

A simple attitudinal structure. . . is 
an implicit behavior pattern 
determined by the position of a 
class with relation to the total 
social process by the interests 
resulting therefrom and by the 
natural drives as modified through 
social interaction. s5 

Also, in Child's context we see the ideal attitudinal stmcture assumes a 

position which i s  rationally suited to a definitive, typical position in 

what he terms "the process of production". Indeed, i t  i s  described as 

"a situationally adequate behavior pattern". 36 Moreover, it is  the 

structure that would prevail if the actual implicit behavior pattern of 

the class or  group in question did in fact correspond to the objective 

position of the class in reference to the in toto social structure. 37 Thus, 

we see that when Child speaks of an llideological representative" of a 

class other than his llownl', he is  able to speak as  a person whose 

actual attitudinal structure i s  identical with the ideal attitudinal structure 

of the class. 38 

Mannheimls position on imputation raises a number of 

questions: First ,  a s  observed here, he l1 asserts the existence of an 

integrated thought-system which, a s  a totality, is carried neither by 

concrete individuals nor by the group of which these individuals a re  

members". 39 We must now ask such questions as: llHow could, and 



Mannheim means by partial participation (i. e.  his assertion that "every" 

individual participates only in "certain fragments of this thought system"). 

We may also ask  how the ideology i s  related to "the single judgments of 

the individual", especially in light of the fact that it has no existence 

beyond the confines of the mind of the investigator. Surely, it cannot 

be conceived a s  underlying the single judgments of all individuals if it  

does not exist in the individual's mind, nor the consciousness of the group. 

Mannheim, perhaps, had some reservations concerning the 

"strength1' o r  "soundness" of his concept of imputation of meaning because 

he introduces the concept of imputation on the factual level a s  a second 

mode of "reconstruction". Here, the imputed thought systems a r e  

utilized a s  ideal-typical hypotheses. 

It  may be  stated with some certainty that Mannheim "up- 

ended1' factual imputation, turning i t  back into historicistic imputation. 

Combined with imputation of meaning, it developed into an analytical 

representation of the "summary impression" gained from a Weltanschamng 

in general. By reducing this impression to certain explicit cr i ter ia ,  a 

"reconstruction of reality", within Mannheim's conceptual framework, 

has resulted. 

If we accept Mannheimls claim that imputation (as method) 

allows us to single out the "annonymous unarticulated forces  which a r e  

operative in the history of thought1', and, (in the form of the controllable 

determination of facts), obtain systematic understanding (Verstehen) of 

the relationships between thought and social existence; then, we must 



- 73 - 

recognize that he has not bridged the gap between his historicistic- 

I 

existential assumptions and his methodological intent. This means 

that if we conceive of a Weltanschauung as  an " 

unarticulated force" in the context of a social group, its existence 

cannot be empi-rically demonstrated by Mannheimt s modes of 

imputation. Indeed, his mode of imputation i s  fundamentally a theoretical 

construction, if not philosophical conjecture. Perhaps, Mannheim's 

problem is further complicated by his use of imputation as a concept 

denoting fact. Rather than accept this specific referent perhaps i t  

would be better used as  a concept which refers to a heuristic- 

hypothetical relation between an element of thought, emotion, or  

volition on the one hand, and in a group, institution, "time", o r  

Weltanschauung, "atti tudinal s t r u ~ t u r e " , ~ ~ e t c . ,  on the other. Finally, 

it may be stated with some certainty that the methodological device of 

imputation has no connection with the asserted immediateness of 

concrete social experience, and leads to no spontaneous revelation 

of intrinsic meanings. Indeed, the imputation of social thought to 

social reality i s  practically the opposite of emanation and discovery. 
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Chapter 5 - I 

Perspectivism: Specificity or  Generalization? - 

We have seen, in the preceding chapter, that Mannheim's 

concept of Weltanschauung is a highly intangible construct. The group, 

or  class, to which it i s  imputed cannot be accurately established as a 

social entity. Indeed, as  Child observes, "the process of imputation 

would consist merely in the formation and verification of a hypothesis as 

to the implicit systematic relationship between simple judgewnts". The 

asserted relationship, o r  correspondence, between - Weltanschavungen 

and group is both vague and indeterminate. 

Maquet, has questioned the relevance of Mannheimls 

assumptions regarding the relationships and correspondences between 

Weltanschauungen and group. For example, he directs our attention to 

cases where, a s  he puts i t ,  these assumptions do not obtain: the Indian 

caste system, or  the American status structure. 3 

Mannheim's postulation of a relationship o r  correspondence 

between ideological manifestations and social existence, even if 

reductionists convert it to a formal pattern, cannot be said to be 

F 

pointing to a feature which is  common to all class societies, and not 

to all modern industrial class societies. Indeed, extreme arguments 

have been posited which asser t  that if Mannheim's thesis is ,  at  the least 

correct in a minute way, it is still restricted to one particular country. 

One of these critics, Max Ascoli, reviewing Ideology and Utopia from 



the "perspective" of a political theorist assumes that Mannheimls 

I 

reasoning is essentially a product of a particular pattern he imputes to 

the political system of the German Republic. To this,  which, given the 

historicistic orientation, makes sense, we should add the overall impact 

of more than a centary of ideological and political antecedents upon the 

political reasoning process of this republic. Ascolits conclusion is that 

"the connection between political party and world outlook i s  a typical 

German phenomenon which cannot be  generalized". 4 

If we accept unquestioningly Ascolils argument then i t  would 

seem that one of Mannheimls theses is based on views which a r e  mere 

manifestations of a specific historical period in a specific country, and 

which a r e  emanations of a somewhat unique philosophical and political 

tradition. We could extend Ascolifs thesis  t o  i ts  extreme and asse r t  

that Mannheim's "perspectiveff i s  but a common feature of German 

intellectualism viewed through the eyes of the German intelligentsia. 

However, it appears that Ascoli, and for  that matter Hartung, 

dismiss Mannheim too readily with their suggestion that Mannheimts 

position is itself merely an expression of the t imes in which he lived. 

As Natanson has  succinctly pointed out: "The decision to become, to  be, 

and to remain an existential thinker i s  a t  issue. . . ", and i t  i s  

important that this be  kept in mind. 

Mannheimts insecure construction of the correspondence 

between thought systems and group existence poses a polarity of problems. 

At one pole we see  (.'. . . . .- - 



his 

the 

concept of thought systems r 9 derived by virtue of his definition of 
I 

total concept of ideology, transcend the "social realityT1 of group 

existence, a s  accessible to empirical investigation. At the other pole 

we see  that the social groups assume the position of indefinite structures 

in that neither the group, nor the intellectual spokesman, a s  a totality, 

can be regarded a s  the specific bearers  of i ts  ideology. 

Thus, there is considerable difficulty involved in the task of 

ascertaining a specific universe of discourse for  a specific thought 

system. George Herbert Mead, like Mannheim, was confronted with the 

problem of integrating the "perspective" into a universe of discourse. 

Mead's concept of the generalized Other complements and extends 

Mannheiml s concept of "perspective". We recall  that the perspective 

in Mannheim's thesis is "the model that is implicitly on the mind of a 

person when he proceeds t o  reflect about an object". In a more complex 

sense the perspective i s  the implicit interpretive scheme which an 

individual brings into inquiry; it is the culturally based lens through 

which an individual observes and interprets "social reality". For  Mead, 

a universe of discourse is simply "a system of common o r  social 

meanings". Indeed, as Mead asser ts ,  "the very universality and 

impersonality of thought and reason is, from the behavioristic standpoint, 

the result of the given individual taking the attitude of others toward 

himself and of his finally crystallizing all these particular attitudes into 

a single attitude o r  standpoint which may be called that of the 'generalized 

Othert I t .  Mead's, and Mannheim's, type of speculation on this point is 
4 



similar  to Hegelf s dialectic 

thereby keeping the concept 

which assumes a synthesis may be in e r r o r  

of reality alive. 10 

Mannheim suggests that "if one were to t race in detail, in 

each individual case, the origin and the radius of diffusion of a certain 

thought-model one would discover the peculiar affinity it has  to  the 

social position of given groups and their manner of interpreting the 

As may be clearly seen, Mannheimls formulation is an "iPf 

proposition. At this  point it  hardly seems necessary to point out, with 

emphasis, that the assertion of an f f  affinity" is not equivalent to its 

demonstration. Indeed, it is quite conceivable that in a modern social 

context it i s  eas ie r  t o  reveal, systematize, and construct relatively 

closed thought-systems, than it is to discover a group to  which it could 

be imputed in (a) a sociologically unambiguous, and (b) empirically 

conclusive manner. Thus, i t  would appear that Mannheimls suggestion 

is only plausible if the condition of the group in question is socially and 

historically well established; indeed, if it is relatively static. That the 

group's thought-model remains static (if such a state be possible) would 

seem to be a necessary state because it  i s  only under such conditions 

that the establishment of common feelings, modes of thinking and general 

ideological disposition could be envisioned. Thus, the existence of 

ffcorrespondencesff,  if found to  be  acceptable, would become plausible for  

a sociologist who does not readily ignore empirically substantive, albeit 

conclusive evidence, in favor of historicistic conjectures. 



Mannheim does not deal adequately with the mechanisms that 
I 

connect thought to  its social matrix. Mead, however, does develop a 

theoretical bridge between thought processes and existential reality: 

he identifies language and role-taking a s  the principal connecting 

mechanisms. 

Language is the basic nexus. Language "communitiesl~ 

emerge in a particular sociocultural context; subsequently, each 

"community" of language develops and assumes a specialized form a s  

behavior i s  synchronized in particular structural settings. The developed 

vocabulary ac ts  a s  a system of social control which directs perceptions 

o r  perspectives and channels interpretations. Mead does not argue that 

language expresses ideas which exist antecedently in all minds, nor  

does it reflect "data" from the objective environment. More correctly, 

language is a socially constituted product that focuses attention on 

specific aspects of the environment in specialized ways; the prevailing 

universe of discourse establishes a framework for  our perspectives of 

social reality. 

A person learns  a new language and, a s  
we say, gets a new soul. He puts himself 
into the attitude of those that make use of 
that language. He cannot read its literature, 
cannot converse with those that belong to 
that community, without taking on its 
peculiar attitudes. He becomes in that 
sense, a different individual. You cannot 
convey a language a s  a pure abstraction; 
you inevitably in some degree convey also 
the life that l ies  behind it . . . l2 



The individual's thinking assumes the form of what Mead terms,  "inter- 
I 

nalized conversation", i. e. , with self. l3 The "conversation" is  shaped 

by sets of values, beliefs and implicit assumptions which a r e  selectively 

internalized by the individual through the language process. Language, 

therefore, provides the medium for thought, and i s  a part of the nexus 

between lTmindT1 and "existential realityT1. l4 

Mead develops his concept of the "generalized OtherTf as  a 

representation of those segments of society that provide the conceptual 

frameworks and evaluative systems selectively internalized by the "actor". 

Individuals build a '?generalized Other" from the social environment. The 

internalized model then directs his thought processes: 

It is in the form of the generalized 
other that the social process influences 
the behavior of the individuals involved 
in it and carrying it on, i. e .  , that the 
community exercises control over the 
conduct of its individual members; for 
it is this form that the social process o r  
community enters a s  a determining 
factor in the individual1 s thinking. l5 

Mead sees the "generalized otherfT a s  a synthesis of the various T1rolesl' 

o r  patterns of conduct an individual enacts in his life history. Thus, the 

"generalized otherff i s  developed against a background of social patterns 

of existence . 

Mead develops a theory of society and mind in a similar way 

to that of Mannheim. Both view mind functionally rather than substantively, 

i. e. , mind operates a s  "symbolic activity" functioning to promote man's 

"adjustment" to culture. For  Mead, a s  for Mannheim, society is the 



organization of the perspectives of all. It is moreover, the organization 
I 

r?f perspectives of individuals each having his own phenomenological 

perspective which he i s  capable of holding and interpreting. Mead was 

unaware of Mannheimrs work, but Mannheim, late in his life, became, 

aware of the structural similarities between his theories and those of 

Mead. For example, Mannheim remarks that: 

It i s  G. M. Mead's great merit to have 
pointed, like Karl Marx and before him 
Hegel, that society with its network of 
relationships in logic and in fact precedes 
the individual and ego formation. . . and 
he was among those psychologists who 
regard the Self as  deriving from the 
social process in which it i s  implicated 
. . . the hypothesis that the social Self 
emerges from the patterns of social 
interaction and the concept of role 
taking are  reat advances in our 
language. II 

We will not engage further in Mead's analysis. Suffice it 

to say that he did, in effect, go beyond Mannheim's analysis. Mead's 

extraction of mind, self, thinking, and meaning, a s  MdCinney remarks, 

"from the context of the social act via the delineation of such mechanisms 

as role-taking, the generalized other, symbolization, and attitude systems, 

constitutes an expansion of the fraqde of reference of the sociology of 

knowledge". l7 Mead also delineates mechanisms which are  empirically 

researchable, and he moves away from the general imputation problems 

still associated wii.th Mannheim's thesis. Mead i s  clearly engaged in a 

sociology of knowledge moving in the direction of testable empirical inquiry. 
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case an internalized norm derived from the composite evaluations by 
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Chapter - 6 

'I'he Detached Perspective: Knowledge and Alienation 

There can be no doubt about the depth of 
Mannheimls aversion to authoritarianism. 
But, in the end, his philosophy of history, 
for all i ts  liberal sympathies. . . i s  a version 
of the oldest kind of philosophy of history. 
It i s  the kind which assigns to a Chosen 
People the task of doing the great work of 
history. . . It lacks the Utopian overtones. . . 
which have usually gone with Platonism. 
But at  bottom, it is a return to the ancient 
Platonic dream that cities of man will not 
cease from ill until philosophers a re  kings. 

C. Frankel, 
(The Case For Modern Man) 

In answer to the charge of relativism Mannheim develops 

several arguments. We have clearly seen that within the context of his 

thesis there i s  a decisive conclusion that the position of the observer 

influences the results of thought. This fact leads to one of the basic 

difficulties of his thesis and results in his postulate of "relationism". 

Relationism refers to the fact that thought manifests itself as  an 

instrument of action; as  such it is socially conditioned1 and i ts  validity 

i s  linked to this social perspective. Relationism, asser ts  Mannheim, 

"does not signify that there a r e  - no criteria of rightness and wrongness 

in a discussion". He adds, that i t  does insist, however, that it lies in 

the nature of certain assertions "that they cannot be formulated absolutely, 

but only in terms of the perspective of a given situation". It becomes 

relativism only when it i s  linked with the older static ideal of eternal, 
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unperspectivistic truths independent of the subjective experience of the 
I 

observer, ar,d when it  is judged by this alien ideal of absolute truth. 

But, a s  T.  B. Bottomore has observed, " relationism" is indistinguishable 

from llrelativisml'. 3 

The notion of l'relationisml' leads to "particularization1'. 

Here, Mannheim, having described the aspects of knowing 

asks: "What can it tel l  us about the validity of an assertion that we would 

not know if we had not been able to relate it  to  the standpoint of the 

assertor?ll  In short,  we must ask if we have verified o r  falsified a 

particular assertion when we have imputed it  to  such ideologies a s  

liberalsim o r  Marxism, o r  to other particular perspectives. 

llParticularization" i s  a prepatory measure for  ascertaining 

the eventual validity of the assertions contained in an ideology. Mannheim 

poses three answers to the question of verification of imputed statements. 

F i rs t ,  it may be stated that "the absolute validity of an assertion i s  

denied when its structural relationship to a given social situation has 

been shown". In this sense, states Mannheim, there i s  a current in 

both the sociology of knowledge and the theory of ideology which accepts 

this type of relationship a s  a refutation of opposing assertions and which 

"would use this device fo r  annihilating the validity of all assertions". 4 

Secondly, and in opposition to the f i r s t  postulate, there i s  

perhaps another answer: the imputations made by the sociology of 

knowledge between a statement and its asser tor ,  tell us nothing about 

the truth-value of the a s se r to r  ('since the manner in which a statement 
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originates does not affect its validityv. 

There is a third possibie way of judging the value of the 

assertions made by the sociologist of knowledge, which Mannheim. 

argues, represent "our own point of viewff. This, he adds, differs 

from the first view in that it demonstrates that the mere factual 

demonstration and identification of the social position of the assertor 

"as yet tells us nothing about the truth-value of his assertionf7. 

Indeed, it implies only the suspicion that this assertion might represent 

merely "a partial view". As over against the second view, it maintains 

that "it would be incorrect to regard the sociology of knowledge as  

giving no more than a description of the actual conditbns under which 

an assertion ar ises  (factual-genesis)". 5 

Mannheim asserts that a fully developed sociology of 

knowledge will contain within itself an elaborated analysis of the 

perspective. This means that "particularization" will acquire a set 

of criteria for treating problems of imputation. The range and degree 

of comprehension of each of these several points of view "becomes 

measurable and delimitable through their categorical apparatus and 

the variety of meanings which each presents". Thus: 

The orientation towards certain meanings 
and values which inheres in a given 
social position (the outlook and attitude 
conditioned by the collective purposes of 
a group), and the concrete reasons for 
the different perspectives which the same 
situation presents to the different 
positions in it thus become even more 
determinable, intelligible, and subject to 
methodological study through the perfec- 
tion of the sociology of knowledge. 7 
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Maquet t e r m s  Mannheim' s concept of "particularization", 

, 
%cry fruitful", although he adds "not very original1'. Merton accepts 

it a s  what he t e rms  a "widely recognized precept, namely that whatever 

i s  found true under certain conditions should not be assumed to  be true, 

universally o r  without limits and conditionst1. 

Mannheim attempts to  describe how possibilities for  the 

particularization of ideologies ar i se  spontaneously within the social 

process. He puts forward three factors which a r e  to be considered 

vehicles for  the recognition of the perspectivistic character of thought 

systems. The most important of the three factors i s  the conflict which 

occurs between two ideologies: Conflict would render transparent 

thereby establishing a perspective with cegard to  each other. Following 

this a "detached perspective1' would a r i se ,  providing insight into the 

limitations of both, and thus transcending them on a higher level. 

A "detached perspective" which evolves from the pitting of 

two ideologies (e. g. the old and the new), may not, however, ke such a 

matter of course a s  Mannheim would have us  believe. Each opposing 

group may well "debunk1' the other's ideology, and each may strengthen 

their beliefs in the exclusiveness and absolute validity of their  own 

convictions. Thus, although briefly viewed here, we can recognize the 

underlying notion of the dialectical mechanism of history, a notion which 

permeates Mannheimls sociology. 



The Unattached Intelligentsia 
I 

In order  to demonstrate that there is a possibility of a 

socially total knowledge, Mannheim develops a dualistic framework. 

F i rs t ,  he attempts to demonstrate that the society in toto, had advanced 

fa r  enough historically to permit the evolution of a holistic view out of 

the dialectical interplay, the existential conditions of the social classes, 

and their contradictory ideological perspectives. 

In a la ter  publication translated, edited, and posthumously 

published under the title Essays on the Sociology of Culture (1956), 

Mannheim explicitly a s se r t s  that the behavior of the individual f f  cannot 

be adequately understood apart from his  social relations". In this 

work he discusses (among other things) three concepts: Class consciousness, 

class, and c lass  position. Indeed, he emphasizes positional perspectival 

behavior. The position, in t e rms  of social stratification, which an 

individual occupies, explains, to  a considerable extent, his behavior and 

motivations. In effect, his "positional" behavior "is  behavior that 

reveals his reaction to his location". One of the most important forms 

of fqpositional" behavior is that which i s  solely guided by the economic 

interests of an individual a s  they a r e  seen in the market. 10 

A c lass ,  in the economic sense, states Mannheim, i s  comprised 

of persons who "act uniformly in accordance with their  like interests and 

like position in the productive process". l1 A conscious c lass  is one in which 



the members act  collectively in accordance with a conscious evaluation 

of their c lass  position in relation 40 all  other s t ra ta  of society. Class 

position, then, suggests a certain affinity of interests within a diversified 
E: 
i 

society "that delegates power, differentialp~rogatives, and economic 5 
I? 
$ opportunities selectively". 

12 
1 

Also in this work, Mannheim gives considerable attention to 

5' a particular group, the intelligentsia. Here, he makes a transitional 
I 

nexus between class qua social location, and an elite detached from 

mundane class interests;  the "detached perspectivef1 of the "free-floating" 

intelligentsia. Here, Mannheim is aspiring toward theory of objectivity 

through "detachment1'. The existential thinker is thus alienated. 

Mannheim, considers the intelligentsia from a number of 

approaches: (1) the i r  social background which gives us some insight 

into why they have certain predispositions to llmeet and experience 

given situations". l3 Moreover, i t  provides us with "patterns of ideation 

(which) under historically known circumstances we need not only 

analyses of individual life histories, but statistical data concerning the 

social (class o r  vocational) background and position of representative 

intellectualsll. l4 (2) Their  associations and participation in various 

professions and vocations also reveals some of the bases  fo r  their 

spe cia1 thought modes: 

In sum, the special moulds of 
intellectual amalgamation furnish a 
significant basis  for  the understanding 
of the roles which the educated s t ra ta  
of a society play, and from case to. . . 



case, they even throw light on the 
prevalent style of expression and the 
mentality which the more articulate 
e1emeit.s of a society evolve. 15 

The third approach considers an ascending intelligentsia that 

move into "an open and generally accessible stratum" which tends to 

"evolve an individualist and heroic philosophy", and to be both activistic 

and optimistic. l6 Then, we see  the type of intellectual who rejects the 

idea of social change. These may be, (in Mannheimls "generationalff 

terms) the older generation of scholars whose social position does not 

allow a readjustment to change. They may also be members of what 

Mannheim te rms ,  "declining vocations", o r  recipients of an independent 

income whose particular situation inhibits an understanding of change. 

Finally, a phase is reached by persons sharing a s imilar  sociocultural 

background but of a subsequent generation who a r e  able to reconcile 

themselves to an altered state of affairs. l7 

The detachment of this group of intellectuals, from their own 

stratum, is usually accompanied by the typical symptoms of dissociation 

o r  alienation: an inner-directed critique and scepticism towards the 

older exponents of their  group. l8 These individuals pass  through two 

stages of doubt and scepticism. F i r s t ,  they discount the creed and 

promises of the revolutionaries,"but eventually they also lose faith in 

their own pre-revolutionary ideals I f .  This, argues Mannheim, i s  known 

a s  "the sceptical s tate  of a reactionary ideology". Furthermore, he 

adds, this marks  the "social genesis of scepticismI1. l9 A sceptical 
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attitude of mind emerges "from the eclipse of a group-centered world-view". 

The intelligentsia arellocated in three a reas ,  each area  

involving a specific intellectual type. These a reas  Mannheim te rms  

"habitats". One type of intellectual i s  found in that a rea  known a s  the 

local habitat. The -- local habitat possesses a persuasive and durable 

culture and i s  concerned with the understanding of neighborhood people. 2 0 

A second type of intellectual is represented by the "literate of institutions". 

They may be expressions of such institutions a s  church organizations, o r  

of business interests ,  and possibly stable and well-entrenched political 

parties which create their own intelligentsia. 21 The third type, and 

possibly the most important in Mannheiml s quest for  "objectivity", i s  

termed the "detached intellectual". The "detached1' perspective is 

usually detached from any political party, religious domination o r  other 

indoctrinating organization. He is  able to make up h is  mind in a variety 

of ways and capable of l'vicarious participation in a great variety of 

social movements". 2 2 

The unattached intellectual then, is an existential thinker. 

This is fundamentally the paradox of the relativization of thought: the 

alienation of the existential thinker. He has given up the dream of 

absolute truth, he is aligned with the sceptic tradition. The unattached 

intellectual, a s  unmasker of lies and debunker of ideologies, a s  relativizer 

of and devaluator of immanent thought, a s  destroyer of Weltanschauungen, 

he is "the agent of a theory that seeks metaphysical justification and 

epistemological adequation but which, in principle, is committed to the 



impossibility of bothw. 23 

Thus, we see  that a s  all  thiriking i s  existentially determined, 

Mannheim has to answer the question a s  to  who is the social bearer  of 

syntheses. We have also seen that his answer to this problem is a 

sociological category f i r s t  introduced by Alfred Weber: the socially 

unattached intelligentsia. However, Mannheim does not claim that 

intellectuals have direct access to truth; the existential determination 

of truth i s  not suspended for them, but merely complicated. The 

detached intellectual is not "free" in general but rather ,  he i s  free to 

select perspectives and to synthesize them. His most notable, peculiar, 

characteristic is his membership in a group which, different from all  

social classes, is identified by its cultural possessions. Through 

education (Bildung), he  gains access to  the perspectivistic views of 

all classes. - Thus, we see  that the intellectual, a s  described by 

Mannheim, i s  capable of conversion, heresy,  and opportunism, but he 

is also more burdened with responsibility than anyone else. The major 

fault in Mannheim's reasoning here i s  his assumption that the medium 

of Bildungis altogether imputable to  the impulses of social classes 

and that members of the intelligentsia a r e  not merely confronted with 

problems but with the perspectivistic views concerning these problems. 

The process of becoming aware, o r  conscious, of the inferior "truth- 

value" of the various perspectives a s  well a s  an awareness, and 

selection, of the most valuable elements for  purposes of attaining a 

perspectival synthesis presupposes cri ter ia  which cannot be derived 



from these views. In other words, any perspectival synthesis postulates 

f'non-ideological" knowledge ra the i  than multiple social determination. 

Mannheim has transplanted Marx's idea of the "historical 

mission" from the proletarian class upon the intelligentsia. Indeed, we 

can see  a similarity between Kautskyls concept of "bourgeoise intellectuals" 

and Leninq s m ideologist^^^ a s  representative of a socially unattached 

intelligentsia. All these groups a r e  capable of arriving at Mannheimls 

concept of the "best perspective". 

The inherent relativism of Mannheimls thesis is evident not 

only in the sense of the historicicity of thought, that i s  to say its 

dependence on, and limitation by historically created sociocultural 

conditions existent a t  a specific time. But also, it i s  evident that his 

emphasis was on the relativity of thought with reference to position in 

social space. In any stratified society, he argues, thought and knowledge 

a re  expressions of group o r  c lass  situations. The content of ideologies 

varies  from group to group within the same society; also members of 

groups exhibit different thought styles. 

Class and group ideologies, we have seen have a dual 

function: a s  thought systems and thought styles called Aspektstrukturen. 

This lat ter  t e rm we have translated a s  universe of discourse. Universe 

of discourse represents the common frame of reference for  group 

members. Usually, universes of discourse a r e  considered the unquestioning 

5- 
sources and preconditions of valid knowledge. The detached intellectual 

(in his alienated "objectivity") i s ,  s tates  Mannheim, conscious of the 
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existence of many universes of discourse, and he may be conscious of 

their accuracy o r  bias. , 

Mannheim's detached intellectuals represent a key factor in 

his search for  objective perspectives on the social order .  Mannheim, 

was of course, aware that most intellectuals a r e  socially attached and 

provide services to  the ruling classes. But, he also believed that they 

did develop a special form of consciousness. The intellectual, asser ts  

Mannheim, is able to achieve things "which a r e  of indispensible 

significance for  the whole social processTf,  the most significant being, 

"the discovery of the position from which a total perspective would 

be possible". 24 By this he means the position from which the totality 

of social processes could be comprehended. Even those intellectuals 

attached to  a political party a r e  able to reach an objective understanding 

of the society which they t ry  to  influence from their  position. This i s  

the "mission" of the intellectual. 

It is important to observe here that Mannheim spoke of 

potentialities rather  than actualities. But we may make several 

critical remarks  especially in regard to the "objectivity7' of intellectuals 

per  se. 

F i r s t ,  we may a s s e r t  that a socially detached perspective 

may occur a t  the common-sense level of social reality. 25 A member of 

a closed community who moves into another a r e a  o r  environment is in a 

position to make a comparative study of such things a s  values and beliefs, 

etc. In effect, formerly absolute values and beliefs become relativated. 
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This "commonsense" process may be systematized into a more 

sophisticated sociological procedure. According to Mannheim, a 

sociologist intellectual may consciously detach himself from the 

"social" and categorize specific perspectivistic world views that are 

relevant to and a r e  valid in certain social situations. Thus, we see 
\ 

that the existential thinker, seeking objectivity and a synthesis of 

perspectives, becomes alienated from his social group. 26 

The social responsibility of the intellectual is to synthesize 

and interpret socio-political problems and perspectives. 27 This 

responsibility, on the theoretical level of abstraction, i s  an epistemo- 

logical problem. 

In the final analysis it i s  the dilemma of the sociologist of 

.knowledge that his alienation is defined by his  commitment to the 

principles of relativization: that all determinations a r e  historical, 

ideologized, and i f  not ultimately destroyed, at least partialized and 

devalued. These principles, themselves rational, define the existence 

of the existential thinker. Mannheim has not solved the problem of 

relativization by introducing a new term "relationism" and, a s  we 

shall see in the following chapter, his ffsituational relativism" leads 

to what may be termed a highly refined subjectivity. In this sense, 

he offers a new meaning of objectivity. 



Footnotes - Chapter 6 
I 

It should be remembered that the German phrase "Seinsverbundenes 

Wissen" leaves open the exact nature of the determinism. Such a 

determination is t o  be  regarded a s  a demonstrated fact in those realms 

of thought in which it can be shown (a) that the process of knowing is 

influenced by extra-theoretical factors,  i. e. , by existential factors 

rather than by an autonomous "inner dialectic", and (b) if these factors 

can be shown t o  penetrate into the concrete content of knowledge. C .  f .  

Ideology and Utopia, pp. 239-240. 

Ideology and Utopia, p. 254. 

T. B. Bottomore, "Some Reflections on the Sociology of Knowledge", 

British Journal of Sociology, Vol. 7, (1956), p. 55. 

Ideolopy and Utopia, p. 254. 

Ibid., p. 255. 

Ibid, - 
Ibid., pp. 255-56. - 
J. Maquet, loc. cit. , p. 81 

R. K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure, p. 261, N. B. - In 

this form "particularization amounts t o  almost a truism. However, 

Merton does not completely cover the meaning and implications of 

Mannheimls concept. 

Mannheim, The Sociology of Culture, p. 107. 

Ibid. - 



12. Ibid. 

13. Ibid. , p. 123 

14. Ibid. 

15. Ibid., p. 142. 

16. Ibid., p. 143 

17. Ibid., p. 149. 

18. Ibid. 

19. Ibid. 

20. Ibid. , p. 155. - 
21. Ibid. 

22. Ibid., p. 159. - 
23. M. Natanson, "Knowledge and Alienation: Some Remarks on Mannheimls 

Sociology of Knowledge" in Literature, Philosophy, and the Social Sciences, 

The Hague, (1962), p. 70. 

24. Ideology and Utopia, p. 143. 

25. As indicated by A. Schutz, The Phenomenology of the Social World, 

N. W. University P r e s s ,  (1967). 

26. S. Hook, "From Alienation to Critical Integr.ityff in G. B. de Huzzar (ed.), 

The Intellectuals: A Controversial Portrai t ,  N. Y. The F r e e  P r e s s ,  

Glencoe, N. J. , (1960), p. 531. 

27. F o r  a comprehensive analysis of MannheimTs intellectuals a s  elites see 

S. Keller,  Beyond the Ruling Class: Strategic Elites in Modern Society, 

N. Y. Random House, 1963. See especially pp. 6, 142, 219, 246, 270, 302 

13-16, 176, 190; two types of elites,  19, 23, 290. F o r  an opposing view of 



the intellectual which argues cogently that, whatever their potential, the 

intelligentsia has historically sHown more capacity for  disseminating 

fashionable nostrums than scholarly truth, see  F. A. Hayek, Studies in 

Philosophy, Politics,  and Economics, Routledge-Kegan & Paul, (1967). - 
See also, T. Molner, The Decline of the Intellectual, N. Y. Meridian, 



Chapter 7 
I 

The Search for Objectivity: The Revised E p i s k m o l o ~  

Once we realize that although 
epistemology is the basis of all 
the empirical sciences, i t  can 
only derive i ts  principles from the 
data supplied by them, and once we 
realize, futther, the extent to 
which epistemology has hitherto 
been profoundly influences by the 
ideal of the exact sciences, then it 
is clearly our duty to inquire how 
the problem will be affected when 
other sciences a r e  taken into 
consideration. 

Mannheim , Ideology and Utopia 

The truth o r  falsity of a proposition 
o r  of the entire theoretical sphere 
can be neither supported nor attacked 
by means of a sociological o r  any 
other genetic explanation. How 
something came to be, what functions 
it performs in other contexts i s  
altogether irrelevant for its * immanent character of validity. 

Karl Mannheim, 
'' Uber die Eigenart Kultursoziologischer 

Erkenntnis " (Unpublished M. S. , dated 1921) 

Mannheim's attempt to escape from relativism (by syntheses of 

many perspectives by socially unattached intellectuals) is, though contra- 

,~ 
versial, insightful. In effect, a perspectival synthesis, in Mannheimls 

sense, leads to what may be termed a "redefined objectivity". What 

Mannheim proposes here is a highly refined subjectivity, freed a s  much 

as possible from the illusion of llabsolute objectivity", a s  sensitized a s  



possible to the subjective and human elements which are  inherent in it. 

In sum, objectivity is newly defined by a humanized epistemology. 

Mannheim i s  emphatic that this solution does not imply renunciation of 

the postulate of objectivity and the possibility of arriving at  decisions in 

factual disputes. It does not involve an acceptance of illusionism 

according to which everything is an appearance and nothing can be 

decided. It does not asser t  that objects do not exist. He adds: 

It is not intended to asser t  that objects 
do not exist o r  that reliance upon 
observation is useless and futile but 
rather that the answers we get to the ques- 
tions we put to  the subject-matter are,  in 
certain cases, in the nature of things, 
possible only within the limits of the 
observer's perspective. The result 
even here is not relativism in the 
sense of one assertion being a s  good 
as another. Relationism, as  we use it, 
states that every assertion can only be 
relationally formulated. It becomes 
relativism only when it is linked with 
the older static ideal of eternal, unper- 
spectivistic truths independent of the 
subjective experience of the observer, 
and when it is judged by this alien ideal 
of absolute truth. 2 

Although during an earl ier  cursory examination of the tlrelativism"/ 

llrelationismll controversy we concluded with T. B. Bottomore that there is 

little, if any difference, between the two concepts further examination of the 

problem is necessary a t  this point. 

It may be recalled that in the preceding chapter Mannheim was 

termed a "situational relativistll. Situational relativism designates the 

premise of a social scientist who rejects the assumption that he can establish 
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definitive conceptions of truth and justice, but who assumes , nevertheless, 

that he can make cumulative progpess toward the realization of these 

ideal aims through the construction of hypotheses which are  sufficiently 

objective to be reasonably acceptable. The situational relativist 

acknowledges the influence of the scientistls subjective preferences and 

sociocultural environment upon his conception of what kind of knowledge 

is meaningful. It is also a premise of situational relativism that all 

ways of knowing exhibit a similar epistemological perspective which for 

each investigator is relative to his own specific psychological and socio- 

cultural situation. . 

It is recognizable that Max Weber's aim to preserve some 

objectivity despite relativity qualifies him a s  a "founding father" of 

what we term situational relativism. Parsons observes that "Webesls 

principle of value relevance, while it does introduce an element of 

relativity into scientific methodology. . . does not involve the skepticism 

that is the inevitable consequence of any really radical relativity". 

Weberfs statement should also be noted: "We cannot discover however, 

what is meaningful to us by means of a '~presuppositionlesst~' investigation 

of empirical data. Rather perception of its meaningfulness to us is the 

presupposition of its becoming an object of investigationf1. Moreover, 

he states that meaningfulness naturally "does not coincide with laws a s  

such, and the more general the law the less the coincidence. For the 

specific meaning which a phenomenon has for us is naturally to be 

found in those relationships which it shares with many other phenomena1'. 4 



claims can be constructed and verified as reasonably acceptable to a 

community of reflective minds. If there is to be such a "community of 

reflective minds1* (such as  the "detached intelligentsiaq1 ) , the social 

scientists who share the same general epistemological perspective must 

be motivated by the same intellectual preferences and must share the 

same conception of what kind of knowledge is meaningful. 
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What differentiates "radical relativismu from "situational 

relativism" ? The difference is slight. "Radical relativismM maintains 

that the knowledge-situation is determined by motivational and socio- 

cultural conditions, whereas llsituational relativism" maintains that it 

is the meaning-situation which is so determined. 

However, as  both the method and criterion are  determined by 

the conception of what kind of knowledge is meaningful, it would appear 
i 

that there is little, if any, modification. Two important aspects of this 

modification should be noted. First, according to situational relativism, 

the environmental-motivational- determination does not preclude the 

investigator's relatively self-determined capacity for making a choice 

from among culturally-begotten alternatives. In other words, it is 

presupposed that a reflective person has some freedom of selection 

under the conditions and within the limitations which his total existential 

environment imposes upon him. Secondly, the situational relativist 

assumes that within the specifiable limits and in accordance with the 

specific requirements of a given epistemological perspective testable 
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Mannheim advocates situational relativism, when he analyzes 

the "existential basis of mental prbduction". Moreover, it is demonstrable 

that Mannheim is actually dealing with the psychological and sociomltural 

conditions to  which the meking-situation rather than the knowledge- 

situation is relative. Although Wissensoziologie is  translated as  

sociology of knowledge, Mannheim insists that the solution to the problem 

of knowledge is to be found through !'the structural analysis of epistemology". 

He purposively attempts to balance the extreme of a one-sided psychological 

analysis of behavioral determinants, with the other extreme of a one-sided 

sociological analysis of institutions. Mannheim declares that he is also 

anxious to avoid the "vague ill-considered and sterile form of relativism 

with regard to scientific knowledge which is so prevalent today", as  he 

is to refute the absolutistic theories of knowledge which assumes that 

the genesis of a proposition is under all circumstances irrelevant to its 

truth! . This, he believes is a radical challenge to the abrupt and 

absolute dualism between lfvalidil@f and !'existenceM, and between "factff 

and "value" which is characteristic respective1.y of most idealistic and 

positivistic epistemologies. 

Mannheim's concept of flrelationismll conveys nearly the same 

meaning as  "situational relativismft which i s  used here. The lfperspective" 

of the investigator is what distinguishes Mannheim s " relationismt from 

"radical relativismtf. As it is the observer's Hperspectivetl rather than 

his answer to a particular question, that is the product of the psychological 

and sociocultural background, this principle of Mannheim' s "relationism" 



requires special attention. 

We may recall that 
I 

by "perspectiveff Mannheim means "the 

orienting concept which determines how one views an object, what one 

perceives in it, and how one construes it in his thinkingff. In other 

words, flperspective" entails the meaning of the concepts used; the 

phenomena of the counter-concept; the absence of certain concepts; the 

structure of the categorical apparatus; dominant models of thought; 

U 

level of abstraction; and the ontology that is presupposed. Although 

flperspectiveff precludes absolute knowledge, it does not preclude 

"criteria of rightness and wrongness in a discussionf1, a s  radical 

relativists will maintain. Thus, a "relational type of objectivity" may 

be realized by thinkers who have a common conception of the ffperspectiveff 

to which their assertions are  relative. 

Mannheim's position, it was noted, is a mediating position 

with respect to the problem of interpreting the lfvalidityll of a given 

llperspectiveff. The next step is to examine how Mannheim, given his 

conception of knowledge, identifies a Mvalidf perspective from an 

"invalidff one. What criteria does he utilize to arrive at his new 

conception of truth? There are three criteria used by Mannheim to 

reach perspectival validity. 

First, there is the criterion of unanimity. As different 

observers are  identified with the same perspective, and utilize the same 

conceptual and categorial apparatus they will be able to arrive at 

similar results and be in a position to eradicate everything which deviates , 



from this consensus. Mannheim supposes that what is seen by aU 

&servers sharing the same peint of view edst.8 in the thing under  

observation, and is thus a means of suppressing the personal equat ion 

and establishing "authentic socially ~onditioned~~ knowledge. Thus, 

we see that Mannheim believes that "sharing the same point of viewv - is 

possible within limits. Furthermore, he states emphatically that this 

is a methodological problem which i s  not beyond solution. 

The next criterion is the criterion of perspectival synthesis. 

At this point we have several views of the same thing emanating from 

different perspectives. Here Mannheim attempts to demonstrate how 

it is possible to attain a certain objectivity by comparing different 

perspectives. In this case, that which has been correctly but 

differently perceived by the different perspectives must be understood 

in the light of the differences in structure of these various modes of 

perception. He insists that a formula must be discovered for translating 

the results of one into those of the other and to discover a common 

denominator for these varying perspectives. He states that once such 

a common denominator is discovered it will be possible to "separate 

the necessary differences of the varying views"from the arbitrarily 

conceived and mistaken elements, which here too should be considered 

Does the process of perspectival synthesis and the attempt to 

find a common denominator leave a residue (i. e. that which can be seen 

from point of view) or,  dogs it suggest a new perspective which will 
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synthesize the old ones? In answer to this question Mannheirn seems to 

I 

conceive of an integration of points of view into what he terms a 

"dynamic synthesis", an emerging, more comprehensive, progressive 

synthesis. However, he is not clear as  to how this "dynamic synthesis" 

will come about. Presumably, he relegates this problem to his dialectical 

historicism thereby proposing implicitly, a resolution ofhe problem. 

The problem of "objeqtivityfr remains as  long as we are 

confronted with many different perspectives. Mannheim must ask which 

of the various perspectives is "bestft. This calls for a criterion of the 

'?best perspective": "As in the case of the visual perspective, where 

certain positions have the advantages of revealing the decisive features 

of the object, so  here pre-eminence is given to that perspective which 

gives evidence of the greatest comprehensiveness and greatest fruitfulness 

in dealing with empirical materials". 

The "best perspective" will be that which is the broadest and 

most fruitful. He has defined the broadest perspective a s  that which 

transcends opposition and permits a synthesis. On the other hand, the 

perspective which is termed most fruitful is that which permits the most 

adequate adjustment of the action to the objective we wish to obtain. 

Given Mannheimts position on this point, it appears that an idea may be 

said to be fruitful, o r  efficient, when it allows either conduct adapted to 

the situation in which it develops or,  on the other hand, when it allows 

the effective preparation of a future social order. Mannheim claims that 

a theory is wrong if, in a given practical situation, it uses concepts and 
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categories which, if taken seriously, would prevent man from adjusting 

I 

himself at that historical stage. 

Thus, we see that, lacking unanimity in perspective, that 

perspective is  the ffbestlf one which, at a given moment of history, gives 

the possibility for the broadest synthesis, and permits the best - 
adaptation to the situation. The statement "best adaptation to the 

situationff, however, begs the question at hand which is: "Best with 

reference to what objectives?" Mannheim, is  also faced with the 

problem of establishing a scientific method, or  failing that, a metaphysic 

that will permit of an escape from relativism and allow for valid historical 

and social knowledge. This was also the problem of such thinkers as  

Dilthey, Croce, Simmel, Rickert, Scheler, Troeltsch, and Max Weber. 

Each of the preceding thinkers came to the realization that knowledge is 

relative to a given stylistic structure, or  place in the socio-historical 

complex. It is evident that the relativism of all historical and socio- 

cultural accounts is due to the presence of conditioning valuational 

factors that give rise to the "mentalitiessf which Marx, Mannheim, 

Weber and others have attempted to characterize in various ways. 

Summary 

Marx accepted a view of objectivity a s  applied in the natural 

sciences. However, he declared that in the sociocultural realm an 

inevitable distortion is introduced by the presence of unequal economic 
t 



social thought when class conflict is ended. This is Marxts concept 
, 

of ideological superstructures. H i s  theory of ideology is however, 

derived from individualism. It is premised upon the conception of 

reason as  an absolute, and upon the corollary of this conception that 

reasoning in the particularistic terms of class and institutional interests 

is of necessity a derogation from the autonomy of reason. 

Mannheim, like Marx, tends to retain the notion of objectivity. 

Mannheim adds to the limitation and partiality imposed upon thought by 

class and institutional perspectives. He adds what we may term a 

llpositivew element: Facets of reality previously unobserved are  

brought into the focus of consciousness in the process of conceptualization. 

Thus, we see that the ideology contains new elements of knowledge but 

these elements a re  bound up in the prejudices, interests, wishes, etc. lo 

However, it was these interest-bound aspects of the situation that 

directed attention to the neglected segments of that situation. Thus, 

the referal of a perspective back to the social conditions under which 

it was formulated and expressed, is done '!with the purpose of synthesizing 

these new elements of knowledge, with other perspectives, and not 

merely with the negative purpose of unveiling the character of the 

distortionw. l1 This, it may be argued, is the worth of Mannheimts 

thesis - the discovery of the value of perspectival knowledge. 

Mannheim equates perspectival know ledge with qualitative 

knowledge. But, it is clear that the concepts that go to make up a given 

perspective "need not be valuational concepts". l2 Hence, the entire 
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range of knowledge, and not only social knowledge, in principle can be 

subsumed under the category of perspective. 

The objectivity which Mannheim articulates is a synthesis that 

gives agreement at the level of values as much as it does at the level of 

existential facts. In sum, then, according to Mannheiml s "situational 

relativism", the objectivf$ of any claim to knowledge is relative to 

three situations which, together, constitute his epistemological 

(1) his value situation, i. e. , the primary preference which motivates him; 

(2) his meaning-situation, i. e. , the kind of knowledge he considers 

acquirable; (3) his knowledge-situation, i. e. , the method by which he 

constructs his knowledge and the criterion by which he attempts to validate 

it. Within Mannheim's epistemological perspective the knowledge-situ* 

(methodological) is derived from the meaning-situation (epistemological). 

It is the meaning-situation, rather than the knowledge-situation which is 

relative to his own value-situation (motivational) and to the symbolic 

frame of reference which i s  an integral part of the culture pattern that 

he shares with others a s  a universe bf discourse. Mannheiml s value- 

situation, in terms of his "Best P e r ~ p e d i v e ~ ~ ,  it was shown, begs the 

question: "Best with regard to what objectives, what values?" The 

answer to this question may now be sought through an examination of 

Mannheim's own sociological perspective to discover what really are 

his presuppositions with regard to value, and the connections, if any, 

between these axiological presuppositions and his saciological presupposi- 

tions. In light of this contention we now examine the value components of 

Mannheim's reconstructionist sociology. 
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Chapter 8 

Mannheim's Perspective: From llSoul" to Social Recanstruction 

A perspective is a pattern of 
identifications, demands, and 
expectations. Certain identifications, 
demands, and expectations tend to be 
clustered, a s  in the case of the person 
who is strongly identified with 
humanity as  a whole; he is likely to 
support a world order, and to cherish 
some optimism about at least the 
long-range prospects of mankind. A 
perspective need not be a logically 
unified whole, and indeed seldom is. 
It may include stray' identifications, 
demands, and expectations, so to 
speak, as  well as  integrated interests, 
faiths, and loyalties. It may even 
include in varying degrees, conflicting 
commitments of the ego and the self. 

H. Lasswell & A. Kaplan 
(Power and Societx) 

In Ideology and Utopia, Mannheim felt that he had successfully 

destroyed, once and for all, the claims of absolute validity for all types 

of thinking. Indeed, a s  Albert Salomon observes: 

He was proud of having established 
scientifically the limitations of 
value judgments that resulted from 
the social perspectives of human 
thinking. Applying the method he 
reexamined the conditions of his 
own relativistic thinking and 
analyzed the pers ctives of his 
own concept ions. P" 

In this chapter, we will examine ~ a n n h e i k ' s  own sociollogical 

perspective a s  revealed in his reconstructionist sociology. Through an 
d 



examination of the "valuational" content of his applied sociology we will 

arrive at a point of greater clarity ahd understanding of his own 

verificatory model. In effect, we employ Mannheim' s own conception 

of "perspective1', which demonstrates his recognition of the two facets of 

knowledge, the cognitive and the valuational, to examine his manner of 

perception and the qualitative way in which he construes the object of 

his knowledge within his model. 

G. W. Remmling, distinguishes between four phases, o r  stages 

of intellectual development, through which Mannheimt s thinking has 

changed course. We may delineate them thus: 

First  phase: Sociology of Knowledge 

Second phase: Social Planning 

Third phase: Values and religion 

Fourth phase: The Control of Power 

As we have seen, Mannheimts early work was rooted in a 

historicistic framework, and proclaimed that every Weltanschawng is 

historically determined and therefore both limited and relative. This 

was to culminate in his "totall1 historicism which states that every part 

of the mental-psychic world is in a state of flux, of becoming. His 

early preoccupation with the sociology of knowledge reflects his attempts 

to clarify the problem of the historical nature and unity of mind and life. 

The just period of Mannheimts work ends with his article Wissens~oz io l~ ie ,  

published in 1931. Here Mannheim still attempts to clarify epistemological 

and ontological issues of the sociology of knowledge. He follows the main 



stream of Kultursoziologie and moves towards the problems of a 
I 

sociology of mind. 

Remmling and Wirth both argue that Mannheimts early 

theorizing must be understood against the background of the Weimar 

Republic. In Remmlingl s words: 

Political and social life of this 
period resembled a kaleidoscopic 
display, with the observer 
witnessing constant changes of 
the most varied philosophical , 
political, social, and cultural 
tenets. 7 

Remmling observes further that: 

Because of these and other 
experiences and influences, 
including Marxist economic 
determinism and the various 
methods of unmasking ideologies 
that were advanced by Nietzsche, 
Freud, and Marx, Mannheim in 
time came to a basic doubt 
regarding mants intellectual 
behavior. The impact on him 
of Lebensphilosophie and 
historicism increased and 
accentuated his doubts and 
distrust until he eventually 
arrived a t  the question of 
the basic meaning of mind 
and culture. 8 

In 1933 Mannheim gave up the chair of sociology in ~ r a n k f u r t ~  

and, following his fldismissalff by the Nazi government, accepted a post 

as lecturer at the London School of Economics, This, states Salomon, 

was lta decision of great importance for  the development of his work 

after 1933, in particular his books Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction 



and Diagnosis of Our Time. l0 
I 

Following 1933 Marmheirn' s thinking began to change. Remmlirig 

delineates four factors, over and above the obvious influence of his new 

English environment, which explain these changes. First ,  the impact 

of Lebensphilosophie, existentialism, and extreme historicism, touched 

off considerable intellectual conflict on the continent. This "upheaval1' 

was "the ultimate climax of a great disillusionment that started with 

Nietzsche and spread after the Auto-da-Fe of World War I". l1 By the 

time that he arrived in Britain "he left behind him this ' lightening1', a s  

the England of the early thirties had hardly been touched by this crisisu. 

The second aspect is that following 1930 Mannheim lost interest 

in historical materialism. l2 This development was strengthened by the 

third aspect which is described by Remmling a s  a turning away from 

"the Hegel-Marx-Dilthey ~equence'~.  Here, Mannheim, like Pareto, 

and Ortega y Gasset, approaches the eoncept of the elite. l3 He left his 

earlier constiuction of a l'socially unattached intelligentsia1'. In place of 

this ideal-typical construct he posits a positivistic sociology to determine 

how an elite will emerge from the masses: 

Mannheim assimilated so cia1 psychology, 
instrumentalism, behaviorism, and 
pragmatism. He began to think more 
and more in terms of ecological 
approaches and established contact 
with similar schools in American 
pragmatism .I4 



Fourthly, Mannheimfs observation of political life in England, 

"led to a slow but steady recovery of 'faith in democracyw. He had lost 

faith in the value and vitality of the democratic process while in 

Germany during the first  phase of his intellectual development. It was 

during this period that he wrote Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction 

and develops his argument that without a reconstruction of man, there can 

be no reconstruction of society. 

The third phase, i. e. , that dealing with values and Christianity 

is reflected in his work Diamosis of Our Time. This is a series of 

lectures and essays, written mostly in 1941 and 1942, and was designed 

primarily to complete the ideas put forward during the second phase: 

This was his response to the crisis 
of continental society. The outbreak 
of war against Nazism now stimulated 
Mannheim in an attempt to support 
and amplify his original intention - 
to alleviate the crisis by means of a 
rational planning of society - through 
the postulate of moral and religious 
rearmament. 15 

Diagnosis of Our Time serves two functions. First, it popularizes the 

ideas set forward in Man and Society. . . Secondly, it moves toward the 

construction of a new value system "and a revaluation of Christianity!'. 

He analyzes the question of " whether o r  not Christianity might help to 

create values meaningful to a planned social orderff. And, a s  Remmling 

correctly observes, Mannheim asserts that: 

Such a well-integrated and functional 
value system is essential to  generate 
enthusiaem and activity that would be 
instrumental in realizing the objective 
of planning for freedom. 16 



- 122 - 

The fourth phase deals with the problem of power. Mannheimls 

I 

work, Freedom, Power, and Democratic Planning, (published posthu- 

mously in 1950) raises many questions surrounding the controversy 

between power and freedom which a planned democracy must try to 

solve : 

. . . Mannheim i s  no longer a 
detached critical observer, but 
has grown into a political and 
social strategist who tries to 
understand so that others may 
be able to act. 17 

Here, in the fourth phase, emerges his Christian perspective and he 

"recognizes the need to enhance his rational theory of planning through 

the introduction of volitional and emotional elementsff. l8 

The preceding examination of Mannheim l s changing preoccupations, 

although cursory, serves to introduce our focal point which involves an 

examination of specific axiological presuppositions inherent in Mannheim's 

social re  constructionist paradigm. 

Mannheim uses several terms to designate the value aspects 

of experience. Among them are: aim, goal, goal-direction, qualities, 

value, valuation, objective virtues, cultural aspects, morals, attitude, 

interest, sentiments, proper ends, social codes, conduct patterns, way 

of life, ideology, and Utopia. 19 These terms, although a t  f i rs t  glance 

they may appear spurious, a re  used by Mannheim specifically when 

?'referring to the valuational side of experience, and he often uses the 

above terms interchangeably with the word valuev. 20 



Mannheim asserts that values a re  "part and parcel of the social 

processfY. Indeed, he adds, they are'"functions of the social processff. To 

the sociologist values are: 

. . . Not abstract entities nor a re  they 
intrinsic qualities of an object. In 
the light of concrete analysis i t  is 
meaningless to speak of values a s  if  
they existed independent of the 
valuating subject or  the group for 
which they a re  valid. . . Further, we 
a re  reluctant to change this attitude 
because we are  afraid of the 
relativism which may follow the 
realization that values a r e  created 
by society and vary in different 
societies, and that our own values 
a r e  also dependent on our social 
system. 21 

Mannheim, then, argues that we must accept the fact that values are  

fTsocially generated". He asks what will happen when we realize that 

values a r e  not dictated by some transcendental force but by "our rational 

insight into the needs of our social order". He concludes that: 

What will really happen will be that 
the theological, and to a large extent 
the philosophical justification of values 
appeals t o  the thought habits of men 
accustomed to act under authority, 
whilst the sociological approach 
appeals to  the democratically 
educated man because the social 
obligation can be reasonably tested. 
Another advantage of the sociological 
concept i s  that it both explains the 
obligation and opens the door to 
reforms, whereas the old absolute 
conception rendered reform slower. 22 



Values, then, are  not abstract entities, nor are  they intrinsic qualities 

of an object. Moreover, i t  is meaningless to speak of values a s  if they 

were independent of the valuating subject, o r  fo r  that matter, the group 

for which they a re  valid. 

Mannheim delineates what he terms the 'value -generating 

situationff. There a r e  three factors here: organism, situation, and 

object.23 The organism is necessary ''to give meaning to the idea of 

valueff. It i s  not necessary to be conscious of the values that motivate 

us. The situation, we a re  told, serves as  the context for  action, within 

which the organism carries out a particular act of judgment and 

selection. He elaborates on this goal-oriented activity by observing 

that we can begin by considering an objict of interest from the point of 

view (perspective) of its subjective element. Moreover, once interest 

has been focused on the object, it becomes more and more important. 

In this broad sense we a re  able to discuss and develop interests in 

cultural objects such a s  a philosophy o r  ideology. In this sense flinterestff 

means objects which enlist our attention. 

Mannheim distinguishes between interest in the sense of being 

''interested in" an object, etc., and interest which has the "special 

implication of personal advantageff sometimes termed self -interest o r  

in its more extreme form egocentric. As an example of this lfself-interestlf 

he posits the striving for great power, prestige, o r  economic gain. The 

wish for  "self-gainq1 i s  the motivation which urges the individual to 

purposive activities. This means that ..individual interests compel the 
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individual to organize his behavior in order to attain "this given end". 

It i s  in this sense that Mannheimls Aecond sense of interest i s  considered; 

that is ,  rational interest, which implies calculation and striving for a 

given end. This i s  a complex form of "adjustment", because calculation 

is  involved and this "implies choosing the means which lead most effec- 

tively to that end and in the shortest way with the greatest economy of 

effort". 24 Furthermore, it implies a positive control over the resources 

which a re  necessary to "carry purposes into effectff, and also, "possession 

of the necessary means with which to satisfy desires and the trained 

powers of mind and particularly of initiative and reflection required for 

11 25 free preference and for  circumspect and fa r  seeing desires . 
We see here that Mannheim has posed the problem in t e r n s  of 

a means-end situation. Also, he has suggested a distinction of the 

means-value and the end-value. This raises two questions, that of 

determining the ends sought, and that of determining the proper means 

of achieving those ends. 

The value of the means is established by the nature of the - ends; 

ends that is, that require organization to achieve the sought-after goal. 

These instrumental values vary in that they may lead us to the - end in the 

shortest, most economical way possible; or, they may be useless and 

wasteful of both l1effortf1 and llenergy". 

Mannheim also speaks of a positive control over "the source 

necessary to carry purpose into effectf1, and of the "means to satisfy 

4 
desires". To this he adds the calculating and striving for a given end. 



There is  a differentiation between the two dimensions of value which may 

I 

be termed instrumental and intrinsic. The latter, may be defined a s  

those values that a re  prized for their own sake, whereas the former a re  

those which cause or lead to intrinsic values. 26 

It would seem at  f irst  that intrinsic values are  out of place in 

Mannheimts framework for he had stated emphatically that "values a re  

not abstract entities nor a r e  they intrinsic qualities of an objectff. 

However, when we examine his terminology we discover that intrinsic, 

in this instance, is equated with independent; that is independent of a . 
valuating subject. In effect, he uses the term intrinsic to identify 

specific value categories, without implying any independence of 

intrinsic values from valuing objects. In Mannheim's usage, intrinsic 

values appear to refer generally to actual qualities of experience, in 

contrast to normative values. He refers to certain cultural patterns 

which he designates a s  ffintrinsically goodff. Indeed, at one point he 

speaks of f'doctrinal disputes and fights for intrinsic valuesff. 27 

Also of interest to Mannheim are  what he terms inclusive and 

exclusive characteristics of values. Inclusive values a r e  those which 

encompass other values a s  a whole encompasses i t s  parts and a s  

shared experience' of values encompasses the experiences of more than 

one individual. Hence inclusive values do not refer to any absolute set  

of values, but rather, to varying levels of comprehensiveness a s  

varying wholes may be parts  of much larger wholes. 



Exclusive values refer to the particularistic character of 

value. These types of values are  restricted to particular individuals, o r  

may serve partial o r  particular ends. Also, they may be embodied in, 

and experienced by, a specific group. 

In his discussion of the values of democracy, Mannheim 

singles out the fact that the vertical relationships involved in a stratified 

society may produce an inclusiveness on certain restricted levels. For  

example, the social values of a specific professional group, such as  

physicians, provide a cohesive element and sustain the life of that 

particular group, i. e. they a re  inclusive of that group. However, i t  is 

important to keep in mind that they a re  also exclusive and particularistic, 

in that they do not encompass other social groups. Democratization 

involves the llvaluell of face-to-face relationships - a horizontal rather 

than a vertical relationship. Thus, they involve value experiences which 

transcend the vertical relationship and the restrictive inclusiveness that 

was involved in stratification. 28 He adds: 

The real opportunity that democra- 
tization gives us consists in being 
able to transcend - all social 
categories and experience love a s  
a purely personal and existential 
matter. . . It follows that a 
democratic social order, with 
its tendency to minimize vertical 
social distance, provides the 
most favorable conditions for the 
development of ' inte rnaliz edl 
personality. 



In effect, Mannheim urges a greater emphasis upon those fundamental 
I 

values which ultimately integrate groups, and on those fundamental 

values which a re  the products of the historical life of the community, 

and on new ideals which aim at  the lljustll reconstruction of society. 2 9 

Mannheim recognizes a unity between factors of change and 

permanence, a s  these factors reveal themselves in the goals and values 

of human activity, and in the social, political, economic, and cultural 

processes. History, states Mannheim, i s  more than a series of events; 

it i s  "the narrating of events in the particular context of continuing 

functions", thus making the account of change continuous. 30 He also 

points out that the positive values of a given tradition can be fully 

realized when i t  i s  being lived, and is  at the same time, distant enough 

from it to see those elements of the past which are relevant to the present: 

It may be well worth heeding a 
tradition, not for the sake of its 
venerable character, but because 
it stems from past situations 
which may arise again. 31 

In a positive sense, he points out that in stable social groups the actions 

and behavior of the members are  shaped by definite group traditions and 

values a s  prerequisite for "tolerablef1 human life. 

When dealing with the dynamics of change, Mannheim observes 

that the dynamics of change may assume, in some instances, an llantithetic 

course and invert a given trendf1. However, he does not believe that 

change occurs universally through opposites, and he claims that the 

Marxist view of the inevitable process of structural inversion i s  not at  

all adequate: 



The thesis that capitalism is the 
dialectical opposlte of feudalism is 
as  questionable a s  the corresponding 
prognosis that the trend of capitalism 
points toward i ts  antithesis. What 
the student of social change may 
learn from Marx i s  not his political 
and propagandistic casuistry, but the 
structural approach to change and to 
the dynamics of history. 32 

Mannheimls basic approach to the problem of social change and 

valuational changes is to be found in his study of generations. 33 His 

approach to the historical character of thought processes and valuation 

is explicit in his statement that i t  is evidenced not only by the individual 

consciousness, a s  it appears from within, in a phenomenological sense, 

but also by the fact that "men cogitate as members of groups and not a s  

solitary beingsff :34 

The thought of individuals i s  
historically relevant in so far  as  the 
groups to which they belong continue 
through time. The transmission of 
group understandings from generation 
to generation is an interpretative a s  
well a s  a selective process. 35 

Change thus appears to be characteristic primarily of successive 

emerging generations, observed a s  trends or  currents of "goal 

ac t~a l iza t ion~~ within the social process. 

Mannheim posits (tentatively), eight hypotheses, which in his 

opinion "suggest themselvesT1 when we are  trying to solve the riddle of 

changing human valuation. 

The first,  refers to valuations of attitudes and activities 



(among them are  included the professions). These valuations, he states, 

are originally set by groups. The '!real carr ier  of standards is not the 

individual, but the group of which he happens to be the exponent'!. Next, 

the standards of different groups reflect, in part, "their respective 

social structure, the nature of their organization, and of their fundamental 

I needs and functions". The third hypothesis asser ts  that valuation i s  

"originally not an isolated psychological act of an individual1!, and for the 

most part cannot be sufficiently explained in terms of subjective intention. 

Fourthly, a conflict in valuations usually arises "when two or  more 

different groups a re  co-ordinated or  superimposed on each other". In 

these cases, he adds, the values a re  primarily counter-values, "set up 

against the standards of competing or  subjugated groups1'. Fifth, with 

social stratification the forms of co-existence of "class standards1' tend 

to reflect "the nature of co-existence of these social .strata1!. Sixth, he 

argues that the ruling elite sets the value standards for all classes in a 

"static society", which has reached a certain balance. The seventh 

hypothesis i s  a corollary to  this in that it asserts that when a society i s  

becoming dynamic, i. e. , Itwhen quick changes in the stratification takes 

place, when a sudden rise and fall of individuals in the social scale i s  a 

matter of coursef1, then, the values of the ruling groups will be challenged. 

Finally, he points out that it would be wrong to relate social values 

exclusively to social classes. All groups (reference-groups), set  

value standards and lldeterminell perspectives. 36 

Change is seen by Mannheim to be of a more microscopic nature, 
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rather than a cataclysmic series of valuational, or  isolated disturbances. 

Even during a revolutionary period the old and the new merge in a 

synthesis. 3 7 

Mannheim believes in the principle of rational control and 

argues for the "reeducation of the whole manf1 toward a "conscious 

appreciation of values that appeal to reason" : 

In a society where the value controls 
were traffic lights directly appealing 
either to conditioned responses o r  to  
the emotions and the unconscious 
mind, one could bring about social action 
without strengthening the intellectual 
powers of the ego. But in a society 
in which the main changes are  to be 
brought about through collective 
deliberation, and in which re-valuations 
should be based upon intellectual insight 
and consent, a completely new system 
of education would be necessary, one 
which would focus its main energies 
on the development of our intellectual 
powers and bring about a frame of 
mind which can bear the burden of 
scepticism and which does not panic 
when many of the thought habits a re  
doomed to vanish. 3* 

Here, Mannheim argues that techniques of control based on rational 

values and sober judgments a re  the key to social planning of a 

democratic nature. 
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Concluding Comments 
I 

We have seen how Mannheim has attempted to develop a 

theory of "perspectival validity", an objective analytic perspective 

with which to diagnose the crises of his age. He has presented us 

with a "blueprint" for action and, as  a result, has made his own 

axiological presuppositions apparent. 

Mannheim is confident that he has reached a stage in the 

development of his sociological "perspective" where he is able 

"objectivelyv to diagnose what he terms the f lcr is is  of culture in the 

era  of mass-democracies and autarchiesv. He asser ts  that man has 

progressed so far  as  to be able to plan society, and even to plan himself. 

Mannheim favors indirect ways of influencing behavior and 

he deals with five aspects of the problem. We may delineate them 

thus: (1) influencing behavior in unorganized masses, (2) influencing 

behavior in concrete groups, (3) influencing behavior by means of 

field structures, (4) influencing behavior by varying situations, and 

(5) influencing behavior by means of social mechanism, such a s  the 

distribution of power. 

Mannheim i s  convinced that democratic planning is possible, 

and that planning and a planned society is consistent with freedom. His 

concept of freedom means, "not so much freedom of action but the 

possibility of self-expression". Indeed, he argues that freedom means 

more than the deciding of the individual's destiny, for i t  also encompasses 
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the "influence one i s  able to  exert  in determining the aims ~ v h i c h  are 

to be realized by collective action". In Diagnosis of Our Time, h e  

states that: 

Freedom can only be achieved if 
i ts conditions a r e  organized 
according to the democratically 
agreed wishes of the community. 
But the lat ter  can prevail only if 
the community has a vision of 
aims to be achieved and a know- 
ledge of the means by which they 
can be achieved. 

Freedom, a value sought by Mannheim during his  own lifetime, means 

to  participate in the community o r  communities where goals, values, and 

the "visions of aims to  be achieved" a r e  decided. In sum, he sees  the 

problem of freedom a s  a "functional prerequisite" to maintaining a 

balance between the possibilities of individual choice in a given situation 

and the necessities of group control which maintains and preserves the 

conditions f o r  the exercise of f ree  choice. In Parsonian terminology, 

Mannheim is here concerned with "pattern maintenance" a s  a functional 

prerequisite to  social equilibrium. 

Mannheimls category of social planning is directed toward 

the realization of human freedom. His phrase "planning for  freedom" is 

perhaps, the best clue t o  understanding his  social strategy. Indeed, a s  

Rempel observes, this frequently used phrase "does in fact, sum up his 

whole social theory". He would ultimately wish t o  re-shape values 

according to the new vision of democratic society. Salomon states that 

Mannheimls planning is "directed toward the goal of liberating man and 



society, a goal that presupposes a concept of human dignity as  revealed 

by the individual's potential spontankity of thought and action". 

Mannheim has raised questions which ask specifically: 

"What can the sociology of knowledge, the perspective, contribute to 

an understanding of the problem of freedom and planning?" He admits 

that there is  one question which sociologists can never answer scien- 

tifically, namely: 'What a re  the unique and individual paths which a 

given person must follow to  attain a rational and moral way of life1118 

He proposes, however, to solve the riddle by putting forward an outline 

of the role which the sociology of knowledge can and must play in 

shaping man's future freedom: 

The fact that the sociology of knowledge 
gives us a certain foundation does not 
free us from the responsibility of 
arriving at decisions. It does however, 
enlarge the field of vision within the 
limits of which, decisions must be 
made. Those who fear that an increased 
knowledge of the determining factors 
which enter into the formation of their 
decisions will threaten their 'freedom1 
may rest  in peace. Actually it is the 
one who is ignorant of the significant 
determining factors and who acts under 
the immediate pressure of determinants 
unknown to him who is least free and 
most thorougWy predetermined in his 
conduct. Whenever we become aware of 
a determinant which has dominated us, we 
remove it from the realm of unconscious 
motivation into that of the controllable, 
calculable, and objectified. Choice and 
decision a re  thereby not eliminated; on the 
contrary, motives which previously 
dominated us become subject to our 
domination; we a re  more and more thrown 
back upon our true self and, whereas . . . 



formerly we were the servants of 
necessity, we now find it possible 
to unite consciously with forces 
with which we are in thorough 
agreement. 9 

The concept of the perspective, as  developed in Mannheim's sociology 

of knowledge, would contribute to the realization of democratic freedom 

in that i ts  non-ideological "objectivef1 utilization is  capable of great 

analytic depth. Analysis, once achieved, through "perspectival 

synthesisf' on the "order of things", provides Mannheim with a basis 

from which to re-shape the values according to - his vision of 

democratic society. 

Mannheim seeks a progressively more rationalized world; 

a world where individuals exercise freedom through an increased 

awareness of the irrational social factors which had historically stood 

in the way of freedom. To act responsibly, in accordance with the 

increased awareness of man's irrationality, and to subject human 

action to the guidance of rational goals and values, is  to be free. 

This was the goal Mannheim attempted to work toward: freedom both 

for himself, and his fellow man. 

In summary, Mannheim's perspective on social planning 

indicates a decidedly functionalist approach to social problems. His 

verificatory model emphasizes the need for social equilibrium, and 

his goal-orientation is reflected in his model. His intellectual paternity, 

i t  was noted, came from many areas. His dialectical zpproach to 

knowledge, largely derived from Marx and Lukacs, led him toward 



a synthesis of the many sociological and philosophical perspectives 

from which he draws his own categories and perspectives. His values 

a re  explicit; his own perspective, during the last stages of his productive 

years, reflects clearly the impact that Christianity had on his life. This 

was a force which came to dominate the valuational side of his life. 

Indeed it became his "paradigmatic experience1'. He elucidates: 

'Paradigmatic experience' in our 
context will mean those decisive 
basic experiences which a re  felt 
to reveal the meaning of life a s  a 
whole. Their pattern is so deeply 
impressed upon our mind that 
they provide a mould into which 
further experiences flow. Thus, 
once formed they lend shape to 
later experiences. lo 

The Christian, he observes, seeks not just any adjustment, 

but an adjustment which i s  Ifin harmony with his basic experience of life". 

Christianity, shapes Mannheimts "most recent perspective", and, 

given the argument that the "best perspective" i s  the "most recent" it 

would appear that there is a relationship between Mannheimls 

verificatory model and the Christian values he eschews. Indeed, as  

Kettler correctly observes, Mannheim argued that "a basis for an 

adequate perspective i s  clear awareness of what one i s  about1'. Finally, 

it may be said, with some certainty, that important links connect the 

perspective of Mannheim "with a lconservatismt like that of Michael 

Oakeshottf'. l1 Mannheim, then, has gravitated away from the Marxian 

model toward a type of structural functionalism of a decidedly 
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