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ABSTRACT 
-. -- 

\ 

Marxls e a r l y  wr i t ings  on a l i e n a t i o n  a r e  examined; and 

h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  of a l i e n a t i o n  i n t e r p r e t e d  as  t h e  separa t ion  of 

"whole man" from h i s  "spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 1 '  of " f ree ,  conscious , 
j 

a c t i v i t y n  through "forced labor" ,  i n  which man t r e a t s  himself a s  \ 
1 a "mere p a r t i c u l a r  funct ion".  This d e f i n i t i o n  i s  accepted a s  an -, 

hypothesis.  P a r t s  of Weberrs s o c i a l  theory a r e  examined f o r  

t h e i r  re levance t o  Marx's t h e s i s ,  and some l i m i t a t i o n s  of Weberts 

va lue- f ree  or  normative approach a r e  discussed. The c r i t i q u e  of 

t h i s  approach i s  extended t o  inc lude  t h e  work t h a t  has been done 

by contemporary, and e s p e c i a l l y  American, s o c i o l o g i s t s .  It i s  

concluded t h a t  t h e  concept of a l i e n a t i o n  has been so  transformed 
y 

by contemporary s o c i o l o g i s t s  t h a t  it has l i t t l e  i f  any va lue  f o r  

soc io log ica l  ana lys i s .  With t h i s  conclusion i n  mind, Meadfs 

s o c i a l  theory i s  considered with r e fe rence  t o  Marxls a l i e n a t i o n  

hypothesis i n  an attempt t o  l i n k  t h e  two t h e o r i s t s ,  and through 

doing so,  t o  make meaningful Marxls not ion  of " f ree ,  conscious 

a c t i v i t y f 1 .  The purpose of t h i s  t h e s i s  i s  t o  r e i n s t a t e  a l i e n a t i o n  

as  a  powerful concept f o r  understanding human s o c i a l  behavior. 

I n  conclusion, some hypotheses r e l a t i n g  t o  self-determined s o c i a l  

behavior, as  suggested by t h e  u n i t i n g  of these  two t h e o r i s t s ,  a r e  

out l ined .  
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INTRODUCTION 

. . .Society and p o l i t i c s  only have 
t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of arranging 
everyonets a f f a i r s  so  t h a t  each 
w i l l  have t h e  l e i s u r e  and t h e  
freedom t o  pursue ( t h e  abso lu te ) .  . . 

camus, The Rebel 

An i s s u e  has climbed down from t h e  phi losophers1 

tower t o  t h e  s t r e e t s  of everyday l i f e .  Wearing var ious  gu i ses  

i n  d i f f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n s  t h e  i s s u e  i s  t h a t  of ourselves a s  

s p i r i t u a l  beings and as  phys ica l  c rea tu res .  We a r e  being 

forced through a  number of means, and e s p e c i a l l y  i n  connection 

with t h e  development of new communication techniques,  t o  look 

a t  ourselves i n  new ways t h a t  c o n t r a d i c t  our t r a d i t i o n a l  
1 

expectat ions,  and t h e  r e s u l t  i s  a  most widespread dissonance. 

For thousands of years  Western c i v i l i z a t i o n  has 

grown on a  conceptual foundation which conta ins  a bas ic  schism-r 

t h a t  sepa ra t ing  mind and body. While i n  t h e  p a s t  t h i s  seems 

not t o  have i n t e r f e r e d  with "normal" l i v i n g ,  it i s  becoming 

increas ingly  obvious t h a t  today we pay a  high p r i c e  f o r  i t s  

maintenance, a  p r i c e  which has been s t a t e d  as  a l i e n a t i o n .  

d ~ h e  word serves  both as  a  d e s c r i p t i v e  and as  a  c r i t i -  
I 

c a l  device; it descr ibes  a  human condi t ion  and a t  t h e  same 

time suggests  a  r a d i c a l  c r i t i c i s m  of t h e  f a c t o r s  con t r ibu t ing  

t o  t h i s  condi t ion.  As a  c r i t i c a l  device a l i e n a t i o n  ques t ions  

t h e  v a l i d i t y  of our assumption of a  s p l ? t  between mind and 

body, and consequently quest ions t h e  foundations of our s e l f  

knowledge. Questioning t h e s e  foundations r equ i res  two th ings :  



I 

a  c r i t i c a l  examination of our "way of l i f e " ,  our behavior; 

and an examination of our c u l t u r a l  h e r i t a g e  of values/ t h e  

humanist perspect ive  and i t s  accompanying assumptions about 

t h e  na tu re  of man. 

\we f i n d ,  through our experience and i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  

t h a t  our behavior and our c u l t u r a l  values a r e  contradictory/  

t h e  con t rad ic t ion  experienced as  one between humanist values 

and " p r a c t i c a l "  ones, between t h e  assumed e q u a l i t y  of a l l  men 

and t h e  apparent s o c i a l  i n e q u a l i t y  between men, between t h e  

v i s i o n  of men as  s e l f  determining beings with freedom and r e s -  

p o n s i b i l i t y  and t h e  experience of men as  confined by ignorance 

and poverty,  enslaved r a t h e r  than f r e e  and apa the t i c  r a t h e r  

than responsible .  

The framework within which a l i e n a t i o n  (as  i t  i s  here  
2 

being used) a rose  suggested t h e  poss ib le  so lu t ions  t o  t h e  

"problem" as  wel l  as  de f in ing  t h i s  human condi t ion  as  a prob- 

lem. The so lu t ions  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  of two s o r t s :  t h e  f i r s t  

i s  des t ruc t ion  of t h e  bas ic  s o c i a l  organiza t ion  wi th in  which 

a l i e n a t i o n  has grown, d e s t r u c t i o n  i n  t h e  form of e l imina t ing  

c la s ses ;  and t h e  second i s  t h e  c r e a t i o n  of a new s o c i a l  

organizat ion,  symbolically represented by a  c l a s s l e s s  soc ie ty .  
3 

The f i r s t  can be accomplished wi th in  t h e  l i m i t s  of t h e  frame- 

work i n  which a l i e n a t i o n  i s  used as  a  c r i t i c a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  of 

human experiences,  but t h e  second n e c e s s i t a t e s  going beyond 

t h i s  framework. The second s o l u t i o n  n e i t h e r  necessa r i ly  

follows from t h e  f i r s t  nor does it  presuppose t h e  f i r s t .  A 



mistake made by i n t e r p r e t e r s  of Marxls theory,  i n  supposing 

t h a t  t h e r e  i s  some necessary connection between t h e  two solu-  
4 

t i o n s ,  r e s t s  upon a  myth t h a t  Society e x i s t s .  It was with 

reference  t o  t h i s  myth t h a t  a l i e n a t i o n  was considered t o  be 

a  problem, and going beyond it i s  an e s s e n t i a l  s t e p  toward 

t h e  s o l u t i o n  of t h e  problem. 

Alienat ion presupposes a  lack  of un i ty  where un i ty  

"should" be. Whether t h i s  d i s s o c i a t i o n  i s  regarded as  one 

between t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  and s o c i e t y  o r  t h e  ind iv idua l  and him- 

s e l f ,  one must necessa r i ly ,  wi th in  t h e  context  of a  mind-body 

d u a l i t y ,  conclude t h a t  Society i s  t h e  source of both u n i t y  

and d i sun i ty .  The development from assumption t o  conclusion 

occurs roughly i n  t h e  following manner. The mind-body d u a l i t y ,  

a s  e luc ida ted  by Descartes '  "Cogito, ergo sum", i s  handled not  

only as  a  schism between mind and body, but,  as  t h e  arrange- 

ment of t h e  words (I  th ink ,  the re fo re  I am) implies ,  i s  por- 

t rayed as  mind preceding and j u s t i f y i n g  bodily exis tence .  In  

h i s  phi losophica l  inqui ry ,  Descartes verba l ized  and c l a r i f i e d  

a  c u l t u r a l  assumption, which can be s t a t e d  along t h e  fol lowing 

l i n e  : The capaci ty  of t h e  mind t o  reason d i s t ingu i shes  man 

i as a  human animal. Loss of t h i s  a b i l i t y  i s  l o s s  of humanity. 

When we probe t h e  o r i g i n  of mind and f ind  it t o  be Society,  we 

conclude: I am a  member i n  (o r  p a r t  o f )  Society,  t h e r e f o r e  I 

think,  the re fo re  I am. This i s  t h e  l i n e  of argument developed 
2 

i n  t h e  work of e.g. Comte & Durkheim. Where c u l t u r a l  s tandards 

of " r i g h t  reason" a r e  transformed i n t o  t h e  source and j u s t i f i c a -  



t i o n  of ex is tence  f o r  t h e  " iko la ted"  ind iv idua l ,  t he  

exis tence  of t h e  " soc ia l "  i n d i v i d u a l  i s  explained by h i s  

membership i n  Society,  expressed as  h i s  "pos i t ion"  i n  t h e  

Whole (Socie ty) .  These two abs t rac t ions ,  Indiv idual  and 

Society,  derived by l o g i c a l  deduction on the  b a s i s  of ques- 

t i o n a b l e  assumptions, a r e  considered t o  be d i s t i n c t  e n t i t i e s ,  

" in te rac t ing"  with one another.  Both t h e  organismic and 

mechanical analogies  tend t o  lead one i n t o  t h i s  t r a p .  Aliena- 

t i o n ,  wi th in  t h i s  framework, i s  t h e  experience of a d i s u n i t y  

between t h e  Indiv idual  and Society (as  p a r t  and whole), o r  

between the  Indiv idual  and Himself (as  mind and body) through 

t h e  medium of Society.  -7, 
Marx c r i t i c i s e d  t h e  use t h a t  men make of t h e i r  human 

c a p a c i t i e s .  It was t h i s  use (o r  misuse) of t h e i r  abi1"it ies 1 
i 

i n  t h e  form of " c a p i t a l i s t  soc ie ty"  t h a t  he saw c r e a t i n g  t h e  

d i s u n i t y  expressed as  a l i e n a t i o n .  He thought t h a t  men, i n  

misunderstanding t h e i r  human c a p a c i t i e s ,  worked aga ins t  them- 
!. 

se lves ,  aga ins t  t h e i r  human i n t e r e s t s .  "Communism" represen-  

t ed  f o r  him, a t  l e a s t  i n  h i s  e a r l y  work, a  new organiza t ion  ,, 

of s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  by means of which men would work f o r  t h e i r  
/' 

human i n t e r e s t s ,  and he c a r e f u l l y  warned aga ins t  r e i f y i n g  t h e  , 

abs t rac t ions  " indiv idual"  and " soc ie ty" .  A p e r u s a l  of a l i e n a -  

t i o n  theory i n  American sociology i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h i s  warning 

i s  a s  r e l evan t  today as  i t  was when Marx wrote i t .  

The common f e a r  of quest ioning our way of l i f e  beyond 

specula t ive  not ions i s ,  a t  f i r s t . g l a n c e ,  a  puzzle.  It becomes 



. 
understandable i f  we assume t h a t  people a r e  a c t i n g  within t h e  

context  of t h e  myth of Society.  Within t h i s  context ,  tamper- 

ing  with Society th rea tens  one 's  mind and consequently o n e l s  

body. To be genuinely c r i t i c a l  of Society ( i . e . ,  i n  ~ r a c t i c e )  

i n v i t e s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of onels  des t ruc t ion  as  a  human being. 

This f e a r  i s  re inforced  by another myth which i s  t h e  

complement t o  t h e  former. Represented by Prometheus and 

Chr is t ,  t h i s  myth suggests t h a t  even those few who can success- 

f u l l y  deny t h e  accepted order  of th ings  cannot escape des t ruc-  

t i o n .  Prometheus and Chr is t  symbolize t h e  man who can r e j e c t  

" l eg i t ima te"  au thor i ty  when it  c o n f l i c t s  with t h e  a u t h o r i t y  

of h i s  own experience, who can impose new meaning on t h e  

world through accepting, t o  t h e  l i m i t s  of h i s  c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  h i s  own a c t s ,  and who i s  s a c r i f i c e d  t o  t h e  

gods (Society)  f o r  t h i s  t ransgress ion .  

A paradox appears when t h e s e  two myths a r e  compared. 

This paradox was only b r i e f l y  r e f e r r e d  t o  by Marx but i s  of 

c e n t r a l  s ign i f i cance  t o  t h e  study of a l i e n a t i o n ,  Marx s t a t e d  / 
t h e  paradox with reference  t o  t h e  a l i e n a t i o n  of both r u l e r  

and ru led  i n  c a p i t a l i s t  soc ie ty .  Alienat ion i s  expressed i n  4 
t h e  former through h i s  being and i n  t h e  l a t t e r  through h i s  

5 a c t i v i t y .  The person who does not  a c t  with r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

t o  h i s  human c a p a c i t i e s  gives up h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  name 

but not  i n  deed. H e  i s  pass ive ly  s a c r i f i c e d  through l o s i n g  

t h e  " inner  world" of h i s  humanity t o  t h e  "outer  world" and 

e x t e r n a l  a u t h o r i t y  / 



When people e x t e r n a l i z e  and make absolu te  t h e i r  

s tandards,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  t o  t h e s e  s tandards 

i s  of no consequence except i n s o f a r  a s  he i s  a b l e  t o  "measure 
t 

up to"  and embody them. People t r e a t  one another and them- 

se lves  as  "mere" i n d i v i d u a l  r e f l e c t i o n s  of t h e  s tandards they 

c r e a t e  and maintain.  Against t h i s  background, t h e  myth repre-  

sented by Prometheus and Chr is t  serves  a s  a  reminder of our 

human c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  i l l umina t ing  the  experiences of a l l  

people, both as  a  p o s i t i v e  i d e a l  and as  a  source of t e r r o r  a t  

having t o  f ace  t h e  f a t e  of being human. 

When t h e s e  two myths a r e  t r a n s f e r r e d  from t h e  pr ivacy 

of assumption t o  t h e  p u b l i c i t y  of eva lua t ion  and t h e  connec- 

t i o n  between them i s  recognized, t h e  s p e l l  of Indiv idual  

versus Society i s  broken. The publ ic  exposure of these  myths 

i l lumina tes  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  both represent  aspects  of our common 

l i f e  as  perspect ives  t h a t  we have invented t o  enable us t o  

comprehend t h i s '  l i f e .  I may f a c e  Society as  Prometheus i n  one 

s i t u a t i o n  but f o r  another person i n  another s i t u a t i o n  I may 

represent  t h e  Society with which he, a s  Prometheus, must con- 

tend. I f  we a r e  a b l e  t o  see  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of these  myths t o  

our common p r a c t i c e  we have a t  l e a s t  t h e  rudiments of a  new 

view of man with which we can review t h e  r e l a t i o n  between 

mind and body. 

Marx provided a  rudimentary new view of man through 

s t r e s s i n g  p r a c t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  a s  t h e  source of human experience.  

He wrote comparatively l i t t l e  on.human r e l a t i o n s  a s  such, 



choosing t o  concentrate  h i s  ' a t t e n t i o n  on a  c r i t i q u e  of 

capi ta l i sm.  I n  doing s o  he r a t h e r  took f o r  granted t h a t  men 

would r e a l i z e  t h e i r  i d e a l  human na tu re  while r idding  them- 

se lves  of t h e  "biasing1'  s o c i a l  perspect ives  associa ted  with 

c l a s s  r e l a t i o n s .  What remained rudimentary i n  Marxts theory 

was explored more thoroughly by Weber and became a  wel l  

developed account of human r e l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  work of George 

Herbert Mead. 

According t o  Mead's theory of mind (mind being a  

process of se l f -consc iousness)  men a r e  self-conscious while 

tak ing  perspect ives  of t h e  world i n  which they themselves 

appear as  one of t h e  ob jec t s  wi th in  t h e  perspect ives .  This 

taking of perspect ives  i s  a  s o c i a l  process ,  dependent upon 

our being r e l a t e d  t o  one another through a  common language. 

We l e a r n  perspect ives  through one another and c r e a t e  new ones 

r e l a t i v e  t o  old ones. What we know of t h e  old (what has 

passed)  i s  always bound by t h e  new (what i s  coming) wi th in  

which t h e  old appears not  as  i t  " r e a l l y  was" but as  i t  appea-rs 

t o  have been within t h e  context  of t h e  new. The new i s  

equal ly as  bound by t h e  old out of which i t  a r i s e s ,  and i n  

r e l a t i o n  t o  which i t  f i n d s  expression. We see  ourselves i n  

t h e  present  through being ab le  t o  t ake  perspect ives  based on 

i n t e r p o l a t i n g  between p a s t  and f u t u r e .  There i s  an overlap 

between t h e  old and new, where t h e  one passes  i n t o  t h e  o the r ,  

and i t  i s  i n  t h i s  overlap t h a t  t h e  con t inu i ty  between p a s t  and 

f u t u r e  i s  maintained. This con t inu i ty  i s  based upon our 



on-going experiences i n  our common l i f e .  

Mead's theory can be used t o  look a t  t h e  mind-body 

problem i n  a  new l i g h t .  It i s  through our capaci ty  t o  t ake  

perspect ives  of our common l i f e  by means of a  common language 

t h a t  one person can "stand on t h e  i n s i d e "  of h i s  experience 

while o the r s  can "stand on t h e  outs ide"  of i t .  Because of 

t h i s  capaci ty  we a r e  able  t o  a b s t r a c t s  out of common experience 

t h e  not ions of mind and body ( sub jec t  and objec t ,  i n d i v i d u a l  

and s o c i e t y ) .  Both " s ides" ,  when a  c o n f l i c t  occurs,  may be 

equal ly as  c e r t a i n  of t h e  r e a l i t y  of t h e i r  experience.  I f ,  

when t h i s  occurs, we a r e  a c t i n g  on t h e  assumption of t h e  ex i s -  

tence of Society,  assuming t h a t  t h e  world must be One, we a r e  

able  t o  consider only one perspect ive  t o  be v a l i d  wi th in  any 

given s i t u a t i o n .  The two must be prevented from coming i n t o  

d i r e c t  c o n f l i c t .  Our means of p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  one from t h e  

o ther ,  t h e  c r e a t i o n  of two worlds, one f o r  t h e  s p i r i t  and t h e  

other  f o r  t h e  body, i s  embedded i n  our customs regu la t ing  

contac t  with one another.  We r e f e r  t o  these  customs i n  t h e  

r i g h t s  of pr ivacy and i n  publ ic  ob l iga t ions .  Those aspects  of 

experience which a r e  acknowledged pub l i c ly  a r e  considered t o  
J 

be profane because they a r e  sub jec t  t o  e x t e r n a l  d e f i n i t i o n s .  

The more p r i v a t e  aspects  of experience,  while considered t o  

be sacred, a r e  no t  allowed t o  i n t e r f e r e  with t h e  "necess i ty"  

of publ ic  obl iga t ion .  

Within t h i s  p o l a r i z a t i o n ,  one approaches a  "s t ranger"  

i n i t i a l l y  through "publ ic f f  modes of behavior and may, through 



a complicated process of shar$ng more and more "pr iva te"  

spheres,  become in t imate .  The a b i l i t y  t o  do t h i s  depends upon 

one 's  f i r s t  having developed, t o  some extent ,  wi th in  "p r iva te"  

spheres.  The c u l t u r a l  assumption accompanying t h i s  behavior 

i s  t h a t  men, while remaining i s o l a t e d  from one another,  a r e  

d i r e c t l y  connected t o  "God" and t o  "necess i ty" .  "God" and 

"necess i ty"  a r e  t h e  two bridges spanning t h e  space between 

indiv iduals .  

To say t h a t  men a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  i s o l a t e d  ind iv idua l s  

r e l a t e d  t o  one another by necess i ty  i s  analogous t o  sayin? 

t h a t  magnetic poles  a r e  i s o l a t e d  ind iv idua l s  r e l a t e d  by t h e  

% necessary cu r ren t s  passing between them. I n  f a c t ,  it i s  only 

with r e spec t  t o  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  t h a t  we can separa te  them, 

c a l l i n g  one North and t h e  o ther  South. S imi lar ly ,  i t  i s  t h e  

acknowledgement by people of t h e  cu r ren t s  pass ing  between them, 

t h e i r  awareness of "God", t h a t  l i e s  a t  t h e  source of human 

l i f e .  Deeper than p a r t i c u l a r  c u l t u r a l  t r a d i t i o n s ,  h i s t o r i e s ,  

technologies ,  t h i s  shared experience i s  t h e  fountain-head of 

self-consciousness ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and i d e n t i t y .  

Shared experience or self-other-consciousness  precedes 
b 

and a c t s  as  an anchor f o r  self-consciousness ,  and s e l f -  

consciousness i s  a  necessary condi t ion  f o r  t h e  exe rc i se  of 
6\ 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ?  We have a  tendency i n  our common use of 

11 r e s p o n s i b i l i t y "  t o  s t r e s s  i t s  meaning as  ob l iga t ion  t o  respond 

i n  p a r t i c u l a r  ways i n  p a r t i c u l a r  s i t u a t i o n s ,  pass ing  l i g h t l y  

over t h e  f a c t  t h a t  " r e s p o n s i b i l i t y "  includes t h e  a b i l i t y  or  



capaci ty  t o  respond. This tendency, as  w i l l  be discussed 

shor t ly ,  r e f l e c t s  t h e  myth of Society.  I d e n t i t y  emerges i n  

respons ib le  co-operations where a b i l i t y  t o  respond i s  chan- 
69 

ne l l ed  by mutually determined ob l iga t ions  between people. 

I am using co-operation here  i n  t h e  l i t e r a l  sense t o  mean t h e  

0 j o i n t  a c t i o n  of ind iv idua l s  e f f e c t i n g  an event.  

Unlike magnetic poles ,  we have t h e  c a p a b i l i t y ,  

through being aware of ourselves i n  t h i s  r e l a t i o n ,  t o  d i r e c t  

and c o n t r o l  t h e  "currents"  passing between us.  The poss ib i -  

l i t i e s  a r i s i n g  from t h i s  a r e  enormous and we have learned t o  

p ro tec t  ourselves from them with " i n s u l a t o r s "  manifested most 
10 

c l e a r l y  i n  taboos aga ins t  touch , and r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  
11 

s t r u c t u r e  of our language. We move through our assumed s p a c e s , .  

our " soc ia l "  spaces,  guided by untested assumptions about t h e  

world i n  which we move, "out  of touch" humanly even though we 

surround one another a s  s t r angers .  Our experience of t h e  

d r a s t i c  e f f e c t s  t h a t  can r e s u l t  from t h i s  b l ind  acceptance of 

assumptions i s  enough t o  j a r  us i n t o  quest ioning them, and 

ye t  these  same assumptions prevent us from doing s o  f o r  f e a r  
0 

of l o s s  of what ex is tence  we do have. 

Self-consciousness,  r a t h e r  than being used t o  explore 

new p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  i s  experienced as  shame a t  being exposed t o  

be o ther  than what i s  expected and g u i l t  f o r  f a i l i n g  t o  adhere 

t o  prescr ibed r u l e s  of behavior -- r u l e s  of behavior which 

were crea ted  f o r  movement i n  another time and space. 
13 

Respons ib i l i ty  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as  ob l iga t ion ,  t h e  



a b i l i t y  t o  respond being taken f o r  granted. That we may be 

demanding modes of behavior t h a t  we a r e  not  ab le  t o  perform 

does not  a r i s e  f o r  cons idera t ion .  A b i l i t y  and o b l i g a t i o n  t o  

respond emerge as  two d i s t i n c t  " r e a l i t i e s f '  opposing one 

another.  The former i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  as  freedom (from responsi-  

b i l i t y )  and t h e  l a t t e r  a s  r e s t r i c t i o n  on t h a t  freedom if we 

s t r e s s  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  respond. When we s t r e s s  t h e  ob l iga t ion  

t o  respond t h e  former i s  c a l l e d  l ack  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and t h e  

l a t t e r  duty, ob l iga t ion ,  or  simply r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  I n  t h i s  

confusion t h e  urge toward un i ty  i s  perverted i n t o  an attempt 

t o  escape the  s o c i a l  process through inc reas ing ly  r i g i d  formal 

c o n t r o l  of response; and t h e  urge t o  explore,  r a t h e r  than  

being d i rec ted  toward maintaining t h e  s o c i a l  process ,  i-s 

transformed i n t o  r e b e l l i o n  aga ins t  t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  perverted 

urge f o r  uni ty.  Those who s t r i v e  f o r  un i ty  r e a c t  i n  t u r n  t o  

t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  perverted urge t o  explore,  and t h e  process  

i s  one of an inc reas ing  s p i r a l  of v i o l e n t  confronta t ion  between 

t h e  r ep resen ta t ives  of both I f  s i des" .  

It i s  t h e  breakdown of informal  communal c o n t r o l  of 

behavior t h a t  l i e s  behind t h i s  development. Formal c o n t r o l  

emerges i n  s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  cannot be handled informally,  but 

it remains dependent upon forms of informal  con t ro l .  When 

communal c o n t r o l  breaks down and formal c o n t r o l  i s  used as  an 

attempt t o  compensate f o r  i t ,  our myth of Society and t h e  

i s o l a t e d  ind iv idua l  f i n d s  i t s  f u l l  f lowering, unhampered by 

communal r e a l i t y .  The a b i l i t y  t o  respond, which could be 



lematic.  The "problem" i s  indica ted  i n  high r a t e s  of divorce,  

1 crime, and "mental" i l l n e s s ,  and i n  conformity (confused as  
i 

11 co-operation") with r u l e s  e x t e r n a l  and incomprehensible t o  

t h e  indiv idual .  

This conformity d i d  not  a r i s e  as  a  problem i n  former 

modes of communal l i f e .  I n  communal l i f e  an i n d i v i d u a l  was 

I not considered t o  be co-operative or  r e b e l l i o u s  -- he acted 

"properly" or was a  h e r e t i c ,  t r a i t o r ,  or  witch, depending on 

t h e  q u a l i t y  of h i s  devia t ion  from t h e  "cor rec t "  way. 
I 

The confusion between co-operation and conformity i s  

made with reference  t o  t h e  myth of Society.  I f  we detach 

11 co-operation" from t h i s  myth and use it  as  I have indica ted  

t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  j o i n t  a c t i o n  of ind iv idua l s  t o  e f f e c t  an 
\ 

event,  t h e  word becomes a  key s t a b i l i z e r  f o r  a  new understand- 

ing  of our l i f e .  Rather than  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  d e l i b e r a t e  con- 

formity of ind iv idua l s  t o  some predetermined and/or e x t e r n a l  

s e t  of r u l e s  f o r  behavior,  t h e  word now emphasizes t h e  mutual 

a c t i v i t y  of people with reference  t o  which consciously d e t e r -  

mined r u l e s  a r e  but one f a c t o r  e f f e c t i n g  t h e  event.  The s h i f t  

i n  emphasis i s  an important one because i t  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  

i n t e r a c t i o n  of var ious ind iv idua l s  i s  t h e  c e n t r a l  f a c t o r  i n  

determining t h e  shape of an event. It i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  both 

t h e  a b i l i t y  and t h e  ob l iga t ion  t o  respond r e f e r  t o  t h i s  i n t e r -  

ac t ion .  

By t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n ,  i f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  ind iv idua l  i s  
b 



involved i n  an event ( a f fec ted  by i t )  he i s  involved i n  t h e  

co-operation e f f e c t i n g  t h a t  event.  The paradox involved i n  

t h e  confronta t ion  between t h e  myths of Society and t h e  Res- 

ponsible  Individual ,  t h a t  we cannot escape being s a c r i f i c e d  

whether we choose t h e  one "way" or t h e  o ther ,  i s  dissolved.  

We can choose t o  be pass ive ly  or  a c t i v e l y  involved i n  the  

shaping of an event,  but we cannot escape being involved. 

That we cannot escape i s  shown i n  t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  event on 

U S .  

14 
Events occur i n  "presents"  and i t  i s  with reference  

t o  t h i s  f a c t  t h a t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  as  both a b i l i t y  and obl iga-  

t i o n ,  ga ins  i t s  s ign i f i cance .  Both t h e  a b i l i t y  and t h e  o b l i -  

ga t ion  depend upon t h e  i n d i v i d u a l l s  understanding of t h e  event 

within which he responds. It i s  i n  terms of t h i s  understanding 

t h a t  we can speak of a  person choosing a  course of ac t ion ,  t h e  

opportunity t o  make choices between genuinely poss ib le  a l t e r -  

na t ives  deciding t h e  condi t ions  i n  which r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  can be 

exercised.  Obviously, where no a l t e r n a t i v e s  e x i s t  (both 

imaginatively and empi r i ca l ly )  t h e r e  i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  

respons ib le  ac t ion .  

While a  person may attempt t o  avoid r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  b y  

r e fus ing  t o  respond (wi th in  t h e  myth, e i t h e r  t o  conform or  

r e b e l ) ,  t h i s  attempt cannot, w i t h  respect  t o  my d e f i n i t i o n  of 

co-operation, be a  genuine escape. Refusal  t o  respond becomes 

equivalent  t o  a  dec is ion ,  on the  p a r t  of t h e  person at tempting 

the  escape, t o  allow someone e l s e ' s  response t o  answer f o r  h i s  



own. It i s  necessary , i n  ou? complexity of r e l a t i o n s ,  t o  

de legate  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  ( i . e . ,  t o  make someone e l s e ' s  response 

answer f o r  one ' s  own), and we organize e l abora te  " s t r u c t u r e s "  

t o  do t h i s ,  but i t  i s  pure f an tasy  t o  suppose t h a t  t h e s e  

s t r u c t u r e s  i n  any sense rep lace  our personal  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  

( i . e .  our responses t o  one another as  p e r s o n s p  The person 

who allows a n o t h e r f s  response t o  answer f o r  h i s  own i s  passive-  

l y  r a t h e r  than a c t i v e l y  involved i n  t h e  co-operation. His 

a c t i v e  involvement remains a  p o s s i b i l i t y  and i t  i s  t h i s  f a c t  

t h a t  c r e a t e s  t h e  i n s t a b i l i t y  of events wi th in  which a major i ty  

of people a r e  pass ive ly  involved. The i n s t a b i l i t y  i s  due t o  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  while a  person remains pass ive ,  h i s  acti-ve 

involvement ( i . e . ,  t h e  choices he can make) cannot be de te r -  

mined. H e  i s  an unknown f a c t o r .  In  any s i t u a t i o n  where r e s -  

ponsible  co-operation (as  t h e  a b i l i t y  and ob l iga t ion  with 

reference  t o  some spec i f i ed  event,  t m 2  make choices from among 

two or more a l t e r n a t i v e  ac t ions  such t h a t  t h e  j o i n t  a c t i o n  of 

t h e  ind iv idua l s  e f f e c t i n g  t h e  event i s  consciously c o n t r o l l e d )  

i s  poss ib le ,  both a c t i v e  and pass ive  involvement have t o  be 

taken account of .  

I d e n t i t y ,  t h e  r e s o l u t i o n  of t h e  a l i e n a t i o n  dilemma, 

emerges i n  respons ib le  co-operations.  To t h e  ex ten t  t h a t  we 

t r y  t o  c r e a t e  an i d e n t i t y  wi th in  t h e  framework of Society so 

t h a t  i d e n t i t y  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as  a  " thing" which one "has" due 

t o  h is l tpos i t ion"  i n  Society,  we w i l l  experience t h e  s t r a i n  of 

con t rad ic t ion  between t h i s  assumption and t h e  



a c t u a l l y  experienced by us,  t h e  s t r a i n  of a l i e n a t i o n .  I f  we 

regard i d e n t i t y  not  as  some " th ing"  but as  a  word r e f e r r i n g  

t o  a  method developed and used by human beings f o r  loca t ing  

themselves within t h e  context  of an event c a l l e d  a  " l i f e t i m e " ,  

a  word r e f e r r i n g  both t o  t h e  con t inu i ty  of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  

experience of himself throughout h i s  l i f e t i m e  and t o  t h e  

changeabi l i ty  of circumstances r e l a t i n g  t o  t h i s  event,  our 

focus of a t t e n t i o n  moves t o  t h e  s o c i a l i t y  of our ex is tence .  

Rather than being pass ive ly  separated from some " th ing"  with 

which we have a  need t o  be a c t i v e l y  uni ted ,  v ic t ims  s t r u g g l i n g  

t o  maintain an i d e n t i t y  i n  a  world we d i d  not  c r e a t e  and do 

not  comprehend, we f i n d  ourselves s tanding on a  new threshold ,  

uncer ta in  of what we a r e  going t o  discover  but confident  of 

our human a b i l i t y  t o  discover .  

The t ransformation i s  one of a t t i t u d e  which comes as  

we uncover our a c t i v i t i e s  from t h e  myths shrouding them. The 

method by which we have crea ted  new invent ions was not  t o  des- 

t roy  t h e  s a i l b o a t  before invent ing  t h e  steamer. Our method 

has always been t o  explore new p o s s i b i l i t i e s  aga ins t  an 

accepted c u l t u r a l  background, transforming t h e  world through 
,\ 

incorpora t ing  t h e  new and t h e  old.  The most f i rm obs tac le  i n  

t h e  way of t h i s  t ransformation i s  t h e  assumption t h a t  soc ie ty  

i s  a  th ing ,  with t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  of thingness  such t h a t  i t  can 

be destroyed and replaced with a  new one, and a  th ing ,  con- 

sequently,  t h a t  has t o  be pro tec ted  from des t ruc t ion .  



CHAPTER I 

ALIENATION I N  THE THEORY OF KARL MARX * 

I n  t h i s  chapter  I d iscuss  b r i e f l y  t h e  major uses of 

l l a l i ena t ion"  leading up t o  Marxfs d e f i n i t i o n ,  with major 

re ference  t o  those aspects  of Hegells and Feuerbachls work 

which seem t o  have p a r t i c u l a r  re levance t o  Marxfs theory.  I 

then go i n t o  a  d e t a i l e d  d iscuss ion  of Marxls theory of a l i e n a -  

t i o n  as  "estranged labor" ,  and f i n a l l y ,  r e l a t e  i t  within t h e  

l a r g e r  context of community as Marx seems t o  have understood 

it. I have taken t h e  major por t ion  of t h i s  l a t t e r  d iscuss ion  

from t h e  German Ideology which, together  with t h e  Economic 

and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, seems t o  form a  bas ic  

t h e o r e t i c a l  coherence which i s  missing from e i t h e r  work 

taken separa te ly .  

1. THE BACKGROUND 

Origin and Early Uses of Alienat ion 

The English term "a l i ena t ion"  has i t s  roo t  i n  t h e  
I 

Lat in  " a l i e n a t i o " ,  and can be t raced  back t o  Greek and Hebrew i 

sources.  In  t h e  Hebrew usage i t  r e f e r r e d  t o  sepa ra t ion  of a 
i /' 

person from God f o r  var ious  reasons such as  a  "wicked nature",  

t h e  worship of f a l s e  i d o l s ,  and "darkened understanding" caused 
1 

by "bl indness  of hea r t " .  This meaning was incorporated i n t o  

t h e  La t in  use of "a l i ena t ion"  t o  i n d i c a t e  what we would now 

r e f e r  t o  as  psychosis.  The Greek " e c s t a s i s " ,  a.s i t  r e f e r s  t o  



t h e  transcendence by t h e  i n d i c i d u a l  of h i s  usual  menta l i ty  
2 

i n t o  "pure contemplation", a l s o  flows i n t o  t h i s  use. While 

i n  t h e  Hebrew a l i e n a t i o n  was given negat ive connotation and 

i n  t h e  Greek, p o s i t i v e  connotation, t h e  La t in  use i s  more 

n e u t r a l ,  i n d i c a t i n g  separa t ion  of a  person from some o the r  

person, group, being, or th ing;  a  separa t ion  which may have 

p o s i t i v e  or  negat ive connotat ions,  depending on t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  

This n e u t r a l i t y  of a f f e c t i v e  connotation i s  indica ted  i n  t h e  

l e g a l  context within which a l i e n a t i o n  was used. I n  t h i s  l e g a l  

sense a l i e n a t i o n  re fe r red  t o  t h e  t r ans fe rence  of property from 

one person t o  another.  3 
, 

The La t in  meanings of a l i e n a t i o n  were incorporated 

i n t o  European thought i n  two d i s t i n c t  d e f i n i t i o n s ;  t h e  one 

i n d i c a t i n g  a  mental condi t ion  and t h e  o ther  r e f e r r i n g  t o  pos- 

sess ion  of property.  The f i r s t  r e t a ined  t h e  Hebrew connotation 

of n e g a t i v i t y  while t h e  second re ta ined  t h e  n e u t r a l  connotation 

of l e g a l i t y ,  u n t i l  Marx merged them i n  h i s  c r i t i q u e  of c a p i t a l -  

ism. 

Hegelts Two Uses of Alienat ion 

Hegel r e t a ined  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between "mental" 
4 

a l i e n a t i o n  and a l i e n a t i o n  of property , concent ra t ing  h i s  

a t t e n t i o n  on t h e  former. He re fe r red  t o  "mental" a l i e n a t i o n  

i n  two ways; a s  a  condi t ion  or  s t a t e  of being, and as  a  pro- 

cess  of becoming. In  t h e  f i r s t  case one i s  a l i ena ted  from 

himself a n d . i n  t h e  second, from o the r s .  In  both cases  Hegel 



used t h e  d i a l e c t i c  t o  forge  at un i ty  between f i n i t e  and 

c2 i n f i n i t e .  

a. The' Unhappy Consciousness 

Hegel uni ted t h e  concept of a l i e n a t i o n  with t h e  

Cartesian dilemma of t h e  s e l f  as  both sub jec t  and ob jec t ,  a 

dilemma which had become, a t  h i s  time, a recognized " f a c t " .  
6 

As Daniel  Be l l  summarized: 

Alienat ion,  i n  i t s  o r i g i n a l  connotation, (by o r i g i n a l  
he means Hegelian -- DE) was t h e  r a d i c a l  d i s s o c i a t i o n  
of t h e  ' s e l f '  i n t o  both a c t o r  and th ing ,  i n t o  a sub jec t  
t h a t  s t r i v e s  t o  c o n t r o l  i t s  own f a t e ,  and an objec t  
which i s  manipulated by o the r s . . . .  Alienat ion was an 
on to log ica l  f a c t ,  i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of grammar as  wel l  
a s  of l i f e ;  f o r  t h e  s e l f  was not j u s t  an 1 1 1  seeking 
t o  shape t h e  world according t o  i t s  i n t e n t i o n s ,  but 
a l s o  a 'me', an objec t  whose i d e n t i t y  s b u i l t  up by 
t h e  p i c t u r e s  t h a t  o thers  have of 'me'. 3 

Hegel considered the  Unhappy Consciousness t o  be one of many 

s tages  i n  t h e  development ofp\the World S p i r i t  from one l e v e l  

of c ~ n ~ c i o u ~ n e ~ ~  t o  anotherC8'. Recognizing i t s e l f  as  both 

p a r t i c u l a r  and un ive r sa l  (unchanging), t h e  Unhappy Conscious- 

ness i s  unable t o  r econc i l e  i t s  ' #a l i ena t ion" .  Hegel, using h i s  

d i a l e c t i c  t o  show t h a t  mind i s  " p a r t i c u l a r i t y  i n  general" ,  

resolved t h e  Cartesian dilemma as  a "problem" of t h e  a l i ena ted  

9 soul .  As a "problem" of t h e  mind, a l i e n a t i o n  i s  not  a 

necessary condi t ion,  but i s  due t o  a misunderstanding of a 

necessary condi t ion,  i . e . ,  t h a t  of t h e  d u a l i t y  of s e l f .  The 

d u a l i t y  of s e l f  i s  a necessary condi t ion  f o r  t h e  f u l l  develop- 

ment of the  World S p i r i t ,  whose u l t ima te  goal  i s  s e l f -  

contemplation. In  order  f o r  It (as  s u b j e c t )  t o  contemplate 

I t s e l f  (as  o b j e c t )  t h e  d u a l i t y  of s e l f  i s  e s s e n t i a l .  



b. Alienat ion of s e l f  from dthers  

I n  an attempt t o  v a l i d a t e  h i s  not ion  t h a t  t h e  goa l  

of t h e  World S p i r i t  i s  self-contemplat ion (and consequently 

t h e  necessary exis tence  of t h e  s e l f  as  both sub jec t  and o b j e c t ) ,  

Hegel t r i e d  t o  prove t h a t  consciousness of s e l f  i s  t h e  bas ic  
10 

condi t ion  f o r  consciousness of anything whatsoever. I n  s o  

doing, he developed h i s  second use of a l i e n a t i o n .  

He argued t h a t  t h e  objec t  of consciousness i s  know- 

ledge of t h e  immediate, of what i s .  Consciousness i s  "I". 

Knowledge of what i s  i s  a t t a i n e d  through t h e  senses ,  and t h e  

e s s e n t i a l  na tu re  of sense-cer ta in ty  l i e s  i n  n e i t h e r  t h e  ob jec t  
1 1  
II 

nor i n  t h e  "Iu but i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  both a re .  Y When one 

makes t h e  statement -- I know --, t h e  "I" knowing immediately 

becomes an objec t .  Consciousness knows i t s e l f  through r e f l e c -  
12 

t i o n ,  i . e . ,  i t  only "comes upon t h e  grave of i t s  l i f e " .  

Consciousness coming upon t h e  grave of i t s  l i f e  i s  t h e  a l i e n a -  

t e d  consciousness. The s e l f  passes  beyond t h i s  s t a t e  of mind. 

But s ince  consciousness has found out by experience 
t h a t  t h e  grave of i t s  a c t u a l  unchangeable Being has 
no concrete  a c t u a l i t y ,  t h a t  t h e  vanished p a r t i c u l a r i t y  
q ~ $ ~ a r t i c u l a r i t ~ ,  i t  w i l l  g ive  up looking f o r  t h e  - 
unchangeable p a r t i c u l a r  ex is tence  as  something a c t u a l  
or  w i l l  c ease - t ry ing  t o  hold on t o  what has thus  
vanished. Only so i s  i t  capable of f i n d i n  p a r t i c u l a r i t y  
i n  a  t r u e  form, a  form t h a t  i s  universa l .  15 

The s e l f  as  objec t  i s  formed through medium of c u l t u r e .  

Culture,  which includes a l l  means of self-development, both 

ideas  and m a t e r i a l  f a c t o r s ,  i s  t h e  means by which an i n d i v i d u a l  

g e t s  ob jec t ive  v a l i d i t y  and concrete  a c t u a l i t y .  It i s  through 



I 

estrangement from one another t h a t  ind iv idua l s  de f ine  one 

another,  t h i s  opposi t ion and separa t ion  being e s s e n t i a l  f o r  

t h e  development of self-consciousness .  The negation of t h i s  

negation i s  the  recogni t ion  t h e i r  e s s e n t i a l  uni ty .  S p i r i t  

i s  t h i s  negation. Men, who a r e  separated from one another 

through t h e  medium of c u l t u r e  i n  order  t o  develop s e l f -  

consciousness, a r e  uni ted together  i n  t h e  World S p i r i t .  

" S p i r i t  i s  alone Real i ty  ... i t  i s  self-contained and s e l f -  

complete, i n  i t s e l f  and f o r  i t s e l f  a t  once", t h e  uni ty  of t h e  
14 

unchangeable and t h e  p a r t i c u l a r .  

The f i r s t  use of a l i e n a t i o n  descr ibes  a  per iod i n  

t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  development of S p i r i t  and t h e  second descr ibes  

t h e  h i s t o r y  of ind iv idua l  development, i . e . ,  t h e  process by 

which ind iv idua l s  grow i n t o  self-consciousness .  Both senses 

i n  which t h e  term i s  used dismiss t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of genuine 

cont radic t ions  between f e e l i n g ,  thought and behavior. Hegel 

assumed t h a t  a  l o g i c a l  s o l u t i o n  of o b j e c t i v i t y  and s u b j e c t i v i t y  ' 

as  such cons t i tu ted  a  complete s o l u t i o n  of a l i e n a t i o n .  

Feuerbachls Anthropology 

Feuerbach at tacked Hegells bas ic  assumption t h a t  con- 

sciousness of s e l f  i s  bas ic  t o  consciousness of anything. 

... Before I understand myself, I am grounded i n  t h e  
exis tence  of o thers  by na ture .  My th inking  only makes 
me conscious of what I am already:  a  being, not 
ungrounded, but grounded upon another ex is tence .  Not 
1 1 1 ,  but 1 1  and Thou1 i s  t h e  t r u e  p r i n c i p l e  of l i f e  
and thought. 15 



The Essence o: i t y  i s  devoted t o  descr  - f Chr is t ian  i b i n g  how 

essence i s  grounded i n  exis tence ,  and how theology i s  t h e  

anthropomorphism of man's own q u a l i t i e s .  

I n  Hegelts theory,  mants consciousness of God i s  t h e  

self-consciousness of God. Feuerbach took i s s u e  wi th th i s ,  

asking -- Why dos t  thou a l i e n a t e  man's consciousness from him, 

and make i t  t h e  self-consciousness  of a  being d i s t i n c t  from 

man, of t h a t  which i s  an objec t  t o  him? --. 
.., i f  i t  i s  only i n  human f e e l i n g s  and wants t h a t  
t h e  d iv ine  tnothingt becomes something, obta ins  
q u a l i t i e s ,  then t h e  being of man i s  alone t h e  r e a l  
being of God, -- man i s  t h e  r e a l  God. And if i n  t h e  
consciousness which man has of God f i r s t  a r i s e s  the  
self-consciousness o r  God, then t h e  human con cious-  
ness i s ,  per  se ,  t h e  d iv ine  consciousness.  lg 

Ignoring t h e  flaws i n  t h i s  Feuerbach opened up f o r  

cons idera t ion  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  what i s  f e l t  a s  d iv ine  i s  

consciousness ii. of consciousness ( a s  d is t inguished from p a r t i -  

c u l a r  contents  of t h i s  consciousness) .  It i s  t h e  a t t r i b u t e s  of 

human consciousness t h a t  a r e  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  God. 

As we can conceive nothing e l s e  as  a  Divine Being 
than t h e  Rat ional  which we th ink ,  t h e  Good which we 
love,  t h e  Beau t i fu l  which we perceive,  so  we know no 
higher s p i r i t u a l l y  opera t ive  power nd expression of 
power than t h e  power of t h e  Word. 18 

The Word (language -- as language) i s  sacred, t h e  instrument of 

human consciousness. The p a r t i c u l a r  th ings  r e f e r r e d  t o  

through use of language a r e  not  sacred;  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  

r a t i o n a l  thoughts,  the p a r t i c u l a r  good and b e a u t i f u l ;  i t  i s  

r a t h e r  these  forms of consciousness t h a t  a r e  sacred ,  

Feuerbach placed man within t h e  framework of t h e  



n a t u r a l  world, a s  a species  qf animal. As he saw i t ,  con- 

sciousness of consciousness makes a q u a l i t a t i v e  d i f fe rence  

between man and t h e  o ther  animals, t h i s  q u a l i t y  being anthro- 

pomorphised as God. But t h i s  consciousness does not  have 

d i r e c t  accura te  re ference  t o  t h e  n a t u r a l  world wi th in  which 

i t  emerges. 

A th ing  which has a s p e c i a l  s ign i f i cance  f o r  me, i s  
another th ing  i n  my imagination than  i n  r e a l i t y .  The . 
t h ing  s ign i fy ing  i s  not  i t s e l f  t h a t  which i s  s i g n i f i e d .  
What i t  i s ,  i s  evident t o  t h e  senses;  what i t  s i g n i -  
f i e s  i s o n l y  i n  my f e e l i n g s ,  conceptions,  imagination, 
-9 

-- IS O n l h  
f o r  me, not  f o r  o the r s ,  i s  not ob jec t ive ly  

present .  

Feuerbachls d i s t i n c t i o n  between sub jec t ive  and objec- 

t i v e  i s  not  t h e  same as  t h a t  made by Hegel, but i s  r a t h e r  

c l o s e r  t o  t h e  use t h a t  Marx made of these  terms. For Hegel, a 

t-hing may be both sub jec t  and ob jec t  f o r  t h e  Mind.- Feuerbach 

saw an objec , ---- '.' 
h ich  can 

be known by i t s  e f f e c t s  --  "only t h a t  which produces e f f e c t s ,  

Feuerbach argued t h a t  t h e  mora l i ty  of a r e l a t i o n  i s  

derived from t h e  sacredness of t h e  r e l a t i o n  as  such t o  t h e  

persons honoring i t .  

Property d i d  not  become sacred because it  was 
regarded as  a d iv ine  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  but i t  was 
regarded as  a d iv ine  i n s t i t u t i o n  because i t  was 
f e l t  t o  be i n  i t s e l f  sacred.21 

The f e e l i n g  of sacredness comes from the  l i v i n g  r e l a t i o n  i n  the  

community of men, and moral sanct ions  a r e  appl ied as  a r e s u l t  

of t h i s  r e l a t i o n .  The impl ica t ion  here,  which i s  followed up 

by Marx, i s  t h a t  a l l  mora l i ty  and r e l i g i o n  i s  dependent upon 



a c t u a l  concrete  r e l a t i o n s .  If t h e s e  a c t u a l  r e l a t i o n s  change, 
1 

what was formerly f e l t  t o  be sacred no longer being Present  

i n  r e a l i t y  and new r e l a t i o n s  having been formed, then mora l i ty  

and r e l i g i o n  must change correspondingly.  

Feuerbach bel ieved t h a t  r e l i g i o n  a l i e n a t e s  man _from 

himself by leading him t o  a t t r i b u t e  h i s  own nature ,  which i s  

in t e r - sub jec t ive ,  t o  a  sepa ra te  being, God, and by leading him 

t o  ( a t  l e a s t  .within t h e  Chr i s t i an  r e l i g i o n )  ignore h i s  senses 

as  being base and profane. But, he i n s i s t e d ,  it i s  through 

t h e  senses t h a t  we come t o  know r e a l i t y ,  and t o  deny t h e  senses 

i s  t o  deny r e a l i t y .  
22 

He used Hegel fs  method of synthes iz ing  t h e  i n f i n i t e  

and f i n i t e  t o  ground manls s p i r i t u a l  essence i n  h i s  sensuous 

exis tence,  and t o  analyse,  within t h i s  context ,  t h e  r o l e  of 

r e l i g i o n  i n  a l i e n a t i n g  man from himself.  He simply turned over 

t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  S p i r i t  of Hegel, or  God, and man 

so t h a t  man now c r e a t e s  God i n  h i s  image and i s  not  merely the  

t o o l  whereby God comes i n t o  self-awareness.  Where Hegel saw 

men r e l a t e d  .in t h e  common Mind of World-Spirit while remaining 

i s o l a t e d  from one another i n  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  ex is tence ,  

Feuerbach uni ted men i n  t h e i r  sensuous i n t e r - s u b j e c t i v e  ex i s -  

tence,  and saw t h e i r  minds as  being i s o l a t e d .  ("what (a  t h i n g )  

s i g n i f i e s  ... i s  only f o r  me, not  f o r  o thers ,  i s  not  objec- 

t i v e l y  present .  " ) 23 



2. ESTRANGED LABOR 

MARXIS Alienat ion Through Mater ia l  Existence 

Marxts organized theory of a l i e n a t i o n  i s  found i n  a  
r shor t  chapter  e n t i t l e d  "Estranged Labor" i n  The Economic and 

Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844. Here he elaborated upon four  - 

aspects  of estranged labor;  a l i e n a t i o n  from t h e  products of 
\ 

t h e  process of work, from species  l i f e ,  and from 

Where Hegel discussed a l i e n a t i o n  within t h e  context  

of theology ( i . e . ,  with reference  t o  t h e  development of t h e  

World-Spiri t)  and Feuerbach used t h e  concept within an anthro- 

po log ica l  framework, Marx employed i t  i n  a  r a d i c a l  c r i t i c i s m  " 
. 

y. P o l i t i c a l  economists, he argued, accept  

t h e  f a c t  of -p-rivate property a s  
- - . -  

r a l  or  i n e v i t a b l e ,  

and assume t h e  r e l a t i o n s  e.g. between labor  and c a p i t a l ,  

capi  d land, t o  be laws. They do not t r y  t o  expla in  t h e  
26 

f a c t  of p r i v a t e  property,  bu The i 

import of t h i s  c r i t i c i s m  i s  made c l e a r  i n  t h e  l i g h t  of Steven 

E Toulminfs convincing argument d i s t ingu i sh ing  sc ience  from 

n a t u r a l  h i s t o r y .  
27 

Toulmin d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  between sc ience  as  

physics,  and n a t u r a l  h i s t o r y ;  but t h e  argument holds f o r  a l l  

f i e l d s  i n  which t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  method can be appl ied.  The 

method of the  n a t u r a l  h i s t o r i a n  i s  t o  look f o r  empir ica l  

r e g u l a r i t i e s  and t o  c l a s s i f y  ob jec t s  i n  terms of t h e s e  regu- 

l a r i t i e s .  The s c i e n t i s t ,  on t h e  o ther  hand, looks f o r  explana- 

t i o n s  of empir ical  r e g u l a r i t i e s .  As an example of t h e  difference 



between these  two methods, wi'th re ference  t o  l i f e  forms, i t  

i s  t h e  job of t h e  n a t u r a l  h i s t o r i a n  t o  c l a s s i f y  l i f e  forms 

i n t o  spec ies ,  types,  e t c . ,  and t h e  job of t h e  s c i e n t i s t  t o  

account f o r  t h e  occurrence of l i f e  forms by invent ing models 
. 

such as  t h e  gene, and by being a b l e  t o  r e c r e a t e  t h e  condi t ions  

under which l i f e  occurs.  

It i s  a t  t h i s  poin t  t h a t  we can see  how Marx d i s -  

t inguished himself a s  a  s c i e n t i s t .  The p a r t i c u l a r  way i n  

which he r e l a t e d  theory t o  p r a c t i c a l  r e a l i t y  c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  

revolut ionary na tu re  of h is ' approach,  i n  comparison with 

Hegel and Feuerbach, t o  t h e  study of man. Hegel knew t h a t  t h e  
28 

laws of log ic  must a r i s e  from t h e  na tu re  of log ic  , but d i d  

not  quest ion t h e  nature,of log ic .  He can be seen as  a  n a t u r a l  

h i s t o r i a n  of " t h e  mind". Marx wanted t o  expla in  t h e  na tu re  of - 

p r i v a t e  property and was, t o  t h e  extent  t h a t  he accomplished 

t h i s  i n t e n t i o n ,  a  s c i e n t i s t  of human soc ie ty .  

Marx n e i t h e r  ignored h i s t o r y  as  d i d  Feuerbach, n o r .  

d i d  he attempt t o  expla in  present  r e l a t i o n s  only i n  terms of 

h i s t o r i c a l  development as  d i d  He-gel. "We proceed from an 
69) 

economic f a c t  of t h e  present .  i. e . ,  p r i v a t e  property.  

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  such as c ~ m p e t i t i o n , , ~ g r e e d ,  - - c l a s s e s ,  --- 

which were taken f o r  granted,  a t  t h e  time t h a t  he wrote, as 

human nature ,  independent of p a r t i c u l a r  s o c i a l  organiza t ions ,  

Marx hypothesized t o  be -I_-- c h a r a c t ~ r i ~ s t i c s  - of human soc ie ty  

induced by an economic organiza t ion  based upon p r i v a t e  pro- 

per ty .  The source of t h e s e  " t r a i t s  of human na ture"  i s  t h e  

I 



p r a c t i c a l  economic r e l a t i o n s  )engaged i n  by men, r a t h e r  than 

being "found" i n  man as  such. Marx analysed estranged labor  

t o  show how p r i v a t e  property induces these  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  30 
- 

Alienat ion of man from h i s  "spec ies  5harac te r i s t i . c "  

( i . e . ,  h i s  human n a t u r e )  i s  both t h e  leas't  discussed and most 

basic  aspect  of estranged labor .  Alienat ion of t h e  process of 

labor  and the  consequent a l i e n a t i o n  from t h e  products of labor  

c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  means by which men a r e  a l i ena ted  from t h e i r  

spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  and a l i e n a t i o n  from s e l f  and o the r s  i s  

t h e  r e s u l t  of a l i e n a t i o n  from t h e  spec ies  . c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  

a. Alienat ion from species  charac ter .  

Marx saw t h e  relations hi^ -- between man and na tu re  a s  

an e s s e n t i a l ,  1 
/ 

2 
-Man l i v e s  on na tu re  -- means t h a t  natuke i s  h i s  body, 

with which he must remain i n  continuous interchange 
i f  he i s  not  t o  d ie .  That rnants phys ica l  and s p i r i t u a l  
l i f e  i s  l ipked t o  na tu re  means simply t h a t  na ture  i s  
l inked t o  i t s e l f ,  f o r  man i s  a  p a r t  of na ture .  3 l  

The u n i v e r s a l i t y  of man c o n s i s t s  of t h e  " u n i v e r s a l i t y  which 

makes a l l  na ture  h i s  inorganic  body". 
32  

Labor i s  t h e  means by 

which man i s  r e l a t e d  t o  h i s  inorganic  body, and i t  i s  t h i s  par-  

t i c u l a r  r e l a t i o n  t h a t  d i s t ingu i shes  man from other  forms of 
I 

l i f e .  A l l  l i f e  i s  sustained i n  a  process of exchange between 

t h e  l i f e  form and i t s  environment. Only man has t h e  capaci ty  

t o  produce h i s  means of l i f e .  The species  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

making t h i s  capaci ty  p o s s i b l e  i s  " f r e e ,  conscious a c t i v i t y " .  

Labor i s . . t h e  means by which man i s  ab le  t o  r e a l i z e  

h i s  human nature .  While t h e  animal " i s  i t s  l i f e  a c t i v i t y " ,  



meaning t h a t  t h e  animal hunts f o r  food, procrea t  e s , e t c . , t o  \ 
I 

keep p h y s i c a l l y a l i v e ,  man does t h e s e  th ings  i n  order  t o  " l i v e "  / 
33 

.i d 
i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  sense.  

( t h e  animal) . . . produces only under t h e  dominion of 
immediate phys ica l  need, whilsrt-ma-n produces even \ I L- 

when he i s  f r e e  from phys ica l  n  ed and only t r u l y  t, _- 
om therefrom.3 

l? 
The purpo e c t i v e  or  t o  a c t u a l i z e  i n  i 

\ 

t h e  m a t e r i a l  world, mants spec ies  l i f e .  I n  c r e a t i n g  h i s  world E 

of ob jec t s ,  man does not  c r e a t e  f o r  himself alone or f o r  h i s  

ch i ldren ,  -3 

Estranged labor  a l i e n a t e s  man f i r s t  from h i s  r e l a t i o n  

wi th  na tu re  and consequently from himse-lf. 
1 r 

It changes f o r  him t h e  l i f e  oY t h e  spec ies  i n t o  a  ' 
means of individuaJ l i f e .  F i r s t  it estranges t h e  
l i f e  of t h e  spec ies  and i n d i v i d u a l  l i f e ,  and 
secondly, i t  makes ind iv idua l  l i f e  i n  i t s  a b s t r a c t  
form t h e  purpose of t h e  l i f e  of t h e  spec ies ,  l i k e -  
wise i n  i t s  a b s t r a c t  and estranged form.35 

b. Alienat ion from o the r s  

The estrangement between men i s  implied i n  t h  e i r  1 
estrangement from t h e i r  spec ies  na ture ,  and it  i s  i n  t h e i r  ! 

I 
r e l a t i o n s  with each o the r  t h a t  t h e i r  a l i e n a t i o n  i s  " f i r s t  1 

i 

r ea l i zed  and expressed". Men a r e  always ob jec t ive ly  r e l a t e d  

t o  themselves i n  t h e  same way t h a t  they a r e  ob jec t ive ly  r e l a t ed  

t o  each other .  

Hence within t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of estranged labor  
each man views t h e  o ther  i n  accordance with t h e  
standard and t h e  r e l a  ionship  i n  which he f i n d s  
himself as  a worker.3 8 

It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  nbte  here  t h a t ,  although a l i e n a t i o n  from 

each o the r  i s  l o g i c a l l y  t h e  r e s u l t  of t h e  a l i e n a t i o n  of t h e  
I / 



i n d i v i d u a l  from h i s  spec ies  na tu re  through estranged labor ,  

i t  i s  a l i e n a t i o n  from each o ther  t h a t  i s  f i r s t  recognized. It 

i s  through t h i s  recogni t ion  t h a t  we a r e  ab le  t o  t r a c e  i t s  

o r ig in .  A t  t h i s  poin t  we g e t  a  c l e a r  i n s i g h t  i n t o  Marxrs rea-  

sons f o r  analysing so  thoroughly t h e  "mater ial"  organiza t ion  

of soc ie ty  while passing l i g h t l y  over t h e  "ideology" shared by 

u s  i n  our r e l a t i o n s  with one another .  He was obviously 

assuming t h a t  s ince  our r e l a t i o n s  with one another stem from 

our labor ,  i f  we a l t e r  t h e  l a t t e r  t h e  former w i l l  be taken 

ca re  of .  It remained f o r  Weber t o  show t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  

between mate r i a l  organiza t ion  and ideology i s  much more of a  

l i two-way flow than Marx seems t o  have b e l i e v e d .  x 

c. Alienat ion from t h e  Drocess of ' l a b o r  

Active a l i e n a t i o n  occurs i n  t h e  process of labor ,  
-- -- - 

where work i s  no t  a  source of f u l f i l l m e n t  t o  t h e  person, but 

a  source of s e l f - d e n i a l  and degradation. This i s  toxed  labor  

r a t h e r  than chosen. The i n d i v i d u a l  i s  coerced t o  work i n  
- -. - 

order  t o  survive so t h a t  t h e  labor  has no value i n  i t s e l f  f o r  

t h e  worker, but has value only with reference  k _ . a n _  exkernal  

need. 

This not ion  of forced labor  has t o  be s e t  wi th in  an 

h i s t o r i c a l  context t o  be properly understood. Marx recognized 

t h a t  however man r e l a t e  t o  t h e i r  spec ies  na ture ,  they have 
.s.----- .. " -.-.. 

But he a l s o  recognized t h a t  - 

9 

due t o  man's c r e a t i o n  and development of new means f o r  



producing t h e  th ings  t h a t  he needs t d  survive.  Forced labor  

r e f e r s  t o  forms of labor  t h a t  a r e  a r b i t r a r y .  It occurs through 

t h e  c o n t r o l  by some men t o  t h e  exclusion of o the r s  of t h e  

means f o r  labor ,  and t h e i r  consequent c o n t r o l  over t h e  a b i l i t y  

. o f  those excluded t o  do labor .  It i s  through t h i s  c o n t r o l  

over t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  work t h a t  t h e  work done, the  a c t i v i t y ,  

"belongs" t o  t h e  person c o n t r o l l i n g  t h e  means r a t h e r  than t o  

the  worker. In  forced labor ,  t h e  person i s  compelled, not  by 
4 i 

h i s  r e l a t i o n  t o  h i s  environment a s  a  member of t h e  human I 

species ,not  by h i s  own r e l a t i o n  t o  himself a s  a  member of t h e  
I 

species ,  but by another member of t h e  spec ies .  As such, Forced 
1 

1 /' 
labor  i s  t h e  a c t i v i t y  a l i e n a t i n g  t h e  person both from h i s  

1 

r e l a t i o n  t o  na tu re  and from h i s  human c a p a b i l i t i e s .  It follows 

t h a t  labor  t h a t  i s  not  a l i ena ted  requ i res  two condi t ions :  

t h a t  t h e  person recognizes what - i s  necessary f o r  him i n  h i s  I 
r e l a t i o n  t o  nature,  and t h a t  he has t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  make 4 

choices from genuine a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

d. Alienat ion from t h e  products of labor  
/ 

value t h a t  men p lace  on themselves as  human beings.  It i s  
1 

/ 

Marx began h i s  ana lys i s  of estranged labor  with an 

important t o  note ,  with M i l l s ,  t h a t  t h i s  inc reas ing  poverty - 
' 

does not  necessa r i ly  inc lude  m a t e r i a l  poverty. 
37 

empir ica l  propos i t ion:  t h a t  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  inc rease  i n  com- 

modit ies ,  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  decrease i n  human values,  i . e . ,  t h e  

The worker becomes a l l  t h e  poorer t h e  more wealth 
he produces, t h e  more h i s  production inc reases  i n  
power and s i z e .  The worker becomes an even cheaper 

I 



commodity (emphasis mine '- DE) t h e  more commodities 
he c rea tes .  With t h e  inc reas ing  va lue  of t h e  world 
of th ings  proceeds i n  d i r e c t  propor t ion  t h e  devalua- 
t i o n  of t h e  world of men. Labor produces not only - 
commodities; it  produces i t s e l f  and t h e  worker a s  
a  commodity -- and t h i s  i n  t h e  same gen r a l  propor- 
t i o n  i n  which i t  produces commodities.3 8 

The product of - labor ,  t h e  commodity, i s  t h e  'Lobjectification" 

o b j e c t i f i e d  as  t h e  product, but t h e  product , , the  objec t ,  

appears t o  t h e  person as  a  th ing  e x t e r n a l  t o  him. It i s  seen 

as  something f o r  which he i s  not  resp.onsible and whi-ch e x i s t s  

independently of him. The product of labor  i s  r e i f i e d .  

of labor .  When people a r e  a l i ena ted  i n ' t h e i r  a c t i v i t y ,  t h e i r  
\I----- 

labor ,  i t  follows t h a t  they w i l l  be a l i ena ted  from t h e  products i \ 

I 
of a l i ena ted  a c t i v i t y .  1n a l i ena ted  labor  th-e work i s  not  only 

The more t h e  worker spends himself,  t h e  more powerful 
becomes t h e  a l i e n  world of ob jec t s  which he c r e a t e s  
over and aga ins t  himself ,  t h e  poorer he himself -- 
h i s  inner  world -- becomes, t h e  l e s s  belongs t o  him 
as  h i s  own.. .. The worker-puts  h i s  l i f e  i n t o  t h e  
ob jec t :  but now h i s  l i f e  no longer belongs t o  him 
but t o  t h e  objec t  ..., The a l i e n a t i o n  of t h e  worker 
i n  h i s  product means not  only t h a t  h i s  labor  becomes 
an objec t ,  an e x t e r n a l  ex is tence ,  but t h a t  it e x i s t s  
ou t s ide  him, independently, as  something a l i e n  t o  
him, and t h a t  i t  becomes a  power on i t s  own con- 
f r o n t i n g  him. It means t h a t  t h e  l i f e  which he has 
conferred on t h e  o b ' e c t  confronts  him as  something 
h o s t i l e  and a l i en .3  3 

Only when labor  i s  done f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t  of someone o ther  than  

t h e  laborer ,  wheh t h e  labor  i s  forced,  does t h i s  o b j e c t i f i c a -  

t i o n  appear a s  " a  l o s s  of t h e  ob jec t  and bondage t o  i t ." 
40 

To summarize t h e  r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  four  aspects  

of estranged l abor :  Men a r e  spec ies  beings,  with a  spec ies  

na ture  j u s t  a s  a r e  horses  and dogs. It i s  i n  t h e i r  un ive r sa l  



species  na ture  t h a t  they ga in  t h e i r  human c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

The un ive r sa l  cha rac te r  of t h e  human species  i s  " f r e e ,  con- 

scious a c t i v i t y " ,  and t h e  purpose of labor ,  t h e  means by which 

man i s  r e l a t e d  t o  h i s  inorganic  body, na ture ,  i s  t o  a c t u a l i z e  

or "ob jec t i fy"  h i s  species  na ture .  I n  doing labor  man o b j e c t i -  

f i e s  himself,  i . e . ,  he canl'see" himself i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  

products of h i s  labor .  Estranged labor  tu rns  t h e  " l i f e "  of 

t h e  spec ies  ( f r e e ,  conscious a c t i v i t y )  i n t o  a  means f o r  i n d i -  

v idua l  l i f e .  People, r a t h e r  than laboring t o  develop t h e i r  

human c a p a c i t i e s ,  use t h e i r  human c a p a c i t i e s  t o  labor  f o r  

"mere" ind iv idua l  su rv iva l .  They (as  a b s t r a c t  ind iv idua l s  

i s o l a t e d  from t h e i r  spec ies  n a t u r e )  view themselves and o the r s  

ob jec t ive ly  as i s o l a t e d  ind iv idua l s ,  recognizing not  t h e i r  

common species  na tu re  but only t h e i r  common need t o  survive.  

This common need t o  survive i s  viewed within t h e  context  of 

s c a r c i t y  of opportunity which r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  necess i ty  of each 

i s o l a t e d  ind iv idua l  t o  compete with each o ther  i s o l a t e d  i n d i -  

v idua l  f o r  ind iv idua l  su rv iva l .  

e. The Cause of Alienated Labor 

Marx asked, 

I f  t h e  product of labor  i s  a l i e n  t o  me, i f  i t  
confronts  me as  an a l i e n  power, t o  whom, then,  
does i t  belong? I f  my own a c t i v i t y  does not  belong 
t o  me, i f  i t  i s  an a l i e n ,  oerced a c t i v i t y ,  t o  

a 61 whom, then, does i t  belong? 

He outlawed ,both t h e  gods and na tu re  as  t h e  " lo rds  of labor" .  

The a l i e n  being, t o  whom labor  and t h e  product 
of labor  belongs, i n  whose s e r v i c e  labor  i s  done 
and f o r  whose benef i t  t h e  product o  labor  i s  
provided, can only be - man himself.  e 2  



The a l i e n  being i s ,  of course,, t h e  pe r son(s )  who b e n e f i t s  

from t h e  labor  of o thers  without himself doing labor .  He 2s 

t h e  person who owns t h e  means of production. 

P r i v a t e  property Marx understood, "as t h e  ma te r i a l ,  

summary expression of a l i ena ted  labor ,  (emphasis mine -- DE) 
1 

"I embracing both r e l a t i o n s  -- t h e  r e l a t i o n  of t h e  worker t o  work 

and t o  t h e  product of h i s  labor  and t o  t h e  non-worker, and t h e  

r e l a t i o n  of t h e  non-worker t o  t h e  worker and t o  t h e  product of 

h i s  
43 

I n  t h i s  passage, we see  t h a t  Marx recognized t h e  

common a l i e n a t i o n  of a l l  men i n  an a l i e n a t i n g  s o c i a l  organiza- 

t i o n .  He out l ined  t h r e e  ways i n  which a l i e n a t i o n  i s  expressed 

by workers and non-workers: 

F i r s t  i t  has t o  be noted t h a t  everything which appears 
i n  t h e  worker as  an a c t i v i t y  of a l i e n a t i o n ,  of es trange-  
ment, appears i n  t h e  non-worker as  a  s t a t e  of a l i ena t ion ,  
z s t r a n g e m e n t  . - 
Secondly, t h a t  t h e  workerfs  r e a l ,  p r a c t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  i n  
production and t o  t h e  p r o d u c t s  a  s t a t e  of mind) 
appears i n  t h e  non-worker confront ing him as  a  t h e o r e t i -  
c a l  a t t i t u d e .  
Thi rd ly ,  t h e  non-worker does everything aga ins t  t h e  
worker which t h e  worker does agains t  himself;  but .he 
does not o  aga ins t  himself what he does aga ins t  t h e  
worker. 41 

A t  t h i s  poin t  t h e  manuscript ends, which i s  most unfor tunate  

considering t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  only p lace  where Marx considered 

a l i e n a t i o n  as  a  un ive r sa l  s o c i a l  problem shared by a l l  people, 

a l l  o ther  re ferences  being ones of impl ica t ion .  

This i s  an important passage, both f o r  an understanding 

of o ther  aspects  of Marxrs thought and f o r  i n t e r p r e t i n g  Marx's 

theory i n  t h e  contemporary world. Throughout t h i s  chapter  on 



estranged labor  , Marx referred '  t o  t h e  laborer  as  being 

estranged, i . e . ,  as  having a  pass ive  involvement; and to' t h e  I 
I 

I 

non-worker as  the  a l i e n  power, i . e . ,  a s  t h e  agent. That he 

not only saw t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  worker and non-worker t o  be , 
i' 

i n  opposi t ion but a l s o  assumed t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  worker t o  

be t h e  " leg i t imate"  ones ( l e g i t i m a t e  with reference  t o  spec ies  

n a t u r e )  i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  h i s  o ther  works, notably i n  t h e  Com- 
I 

munist Manifesto. His not ion of the  worker as passive v ic t im I 
lit 
I?, 

and non-worker a s  a c t i v e  v i l l a i n  was probably i n s t i g a t e d  by / 
h i s  outraged sense of j u s t i c e  and r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  t h i r d  men- 

I 4! 
1 8  

t ioned expression of a l i e n a t i o n  i n  worker and non-worker, i . e . ,  '9 11 
t h a t  while t h e  worker a c t s  aga ins t  h i s  own human i n t e r e s t s ,  t h e  

- i!~ non-worker a c t s  aga ins t  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  worker but - not  11 
agains t  h i s  own. His championship of t h e  worker was r e l a t e d  

more t o  h i s  personal  values than t o  h i s  ana lys is  of a l i e n a t i o n ,  

i . e , ,  i t  does not  l o g i c a l l y  follow from h i s  ana lys i s .  What 

does l o g i c a l l y  fol low from h i s  ana lys i s  i s  t h a t  a l l  men a r e  

a l i ena ted  from t h e i r  spec ies  na tu re ,  and t h a t  a l l  a l i e n a t e  

themselves. There i s  a  co-operation (as  defined i n  my I n t r o -  

duct ion)  underlying c l a s s  r e l a t i o n s  which Weber, perhaps 

unwit t ingly,  uncovered. 

The Trans i t ion  from Contemplation t o  Action 

Feuerbachts view of man was formulated i n  opposi t ion 

t o  Hegelts, such t h a t  while Hegel began with t h e  premise of 

h i s t o r i c a l  consciousness i n  t h e  form of t h e  World-Spiri t ,  

Feuerbach began with t h e  premise of non-h i s to r i ca l  i n t e r -  

&/ 



I 

sub jec t ive  "na tura l"  man. Marx premised h i s t o r i c a l  conscious- 

ness  i n  terms of man as  a  s o c i a l  being, not  only i n  t h e  sense > 

.>  

of "I and Thou", but i n  t h e  sense which involves a l l  men i n  - 
community. "Man" became t h e  un ive r sa l  h i s t o r i c a l  development 

by t h e  spec ies  of i t s  spec ies  na ture ,  i . e , ,  Marx saw man 

c r e a t i n g  h i s  human world through a  long development of h i s  

senses.  Where Feuerbach, cont rary  t o  Hegel, devoted h i s  

a t t e n t i o n  t o  " t h a t  p a r t  of man which does not  phi losophize,  

which i s  aga ins t  philosophy and opposed t o  a b s t r a c t  thought", 
45 

Marx went beyond "simple" negat ion of Hegelfs  theory and 

c a r r i e d  t h e  d i a l e c t i c  i n t o  a  new realm of m a t e r i a l  S O ~ ~ O -  

h i s t o r i c a l  exis tence.  

There a r e  many ways of viewing t h e  change i n  meaning 
46 

of a l i e n a t i o n  from Hegel t o  Marx . To my mind, t h e  most 

obvious and profound, found i n  a  comparison of t h e i r  d i f f e r e n t  

world views, involves t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  from contemplation t o  

ac t ion .  Hegel fs  c e n t r a l  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  v a l i d i t y  of thought was 

reason, while f o r  Marx i t  was science.  Between t h e  one and 

t h e  o ther  Feuerbach acted as  a  br idge,  with h i s  attempt t o  

anchor t h e  s p i r i t  i n  m a t e r i a l  ex is tence .  

Hegel, a s  was previously mentioned, was f a m i l i a r  with 

t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between a l i e n a t i o n  of property and mental 

a l i e n a t i o n ,  and chose t o  maintain t h e  separa t ion  between these  

two uses. 

I may abandon a  t h i n g  provided t h a t  t h e  th ing  i n  
quest ion i s  a  th ing  e x t e r n a l  by na ture .  Therefore 
those goods, o e r a c t e r i s t i c s  
which c o n s t i t u t e  my own p r i v a t e  pe r sona l i ty  ana 



t h e  un ive r sa l  essence of hy self-consciousness  
and my r i g h t  t o  them i s  impresc r ip t ib le .  4'/ 

(empEsis  m i n ' - d - a )  
- 

With reference  t o  s p i r i t u a l  a l i e n a t i o n ,  he d i s -  2 

t inguished two forms. He descr ibed a l i e n a t i o n  of the  i n d i v i -  

dual  from himself a s  t h e  experience of t h e  ind iv idua l  (mind) 

by himself as  both i n f i n i t e  sub jec t  and f i n i t e  ob jec t ,  and - 
t h e  experience of t h i s  "double" l i f e  as  a  con t rad ic t ion .  He 

solved t h e  "problem" through r e l a t i n g  t h i s  experience t o  t h e  

development of t h e  World-Spirit through human h i s t o r y .  The 

i n f i n i t e  subjec t  became t h e  World-Spirit and t h e  f i n i t e  object,  

t h e  ind iv idua l  person. Each i n d i v i d u a l  i s ,  e s s e n t i a l l y ,  an 

"eye" through which t h e  S p i r i t  can contemplate i t s e l f .  The 

a l i e n a t i o n ,  then, doek not  l i e  i n  t h e  subjec t -objec t  d u a l i t y ,  

but i n  t h e  not ion  of t h i s  d u a l i t y  being cont radic tory  with t h e  

Oneness. of t h e  World. When people f u l l y  recognize 

t h e i r  ins t rumenta l i ty  i n  t h e  World-Spir i t ls  development, they 

pass beyond t h e  not ion t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  con t rad ic t ion .  They 

see t h a t ,  f o r  t h e  World t o  be One, It needs t o  comprehend 

I t s e l f  a s  an ob jec t ,  

The second sense i n  which he used a l i e n a t i o n  was t o  

descr ibe t h e  process by which a l l  i nd iv idua l s  become s e l f -  

conscious ( i . e .  ob jec t s  t o  themselves) and a r e  thus  ab le  t o  

serve as  "eyes". This i s  t h e  development, through t h e  medium 

of c u l t u r e ,  of a  sense of i d e n t i t y  d i s t ingu i sh ing  each person 

from a l l  o thers .  

Comparing t h e s e  two uses of a l i e n a t i o n ,  t h e  former 



r e f  e r s  t a t e  of being while t h  e l a t t  e f e r s  

t o  a process necessary f o r  people t o  a t t a i n  a s t a t e  of be ing / \  
(' 

The s t a t e  of being toward which t h i s  process i s  d i r ec ted  i s  

t h a t  of self-consciousness.  As such i t  i s  a process  gone 

through by a l l  people a t  a l l  t imes i n  a l l  s o c i e t i e s .  The 

s t a t e  of being r e f e r r e d  t o  by t h e  former d e f i n i t i o n  i s  

experienced only by some people, i . e . ,  those who happen t o  

l i v e  wi th in  t h e  temporal span i n  which t h e  S p i r i t  i s  pass ing  

through Unhappy Consciousness. 

Feuerbach took a l i e n a t i o n  out of t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  

context  and placed i t  wi th in  t h e  sensuous present .  He i n t e r -  

preted God (equivalent  t o  Hegel! s  wor ld - sp i r i t  ) as  mant s 

anthropomorphization of h i s  own human q u a l i t i e s .  It i s  not  God 

t h a t  expresses Himself i n  man, but  man who expresses himself 

and then  r e i f i e s ,  a s  God, t h e  capaci ty  t h a t  he has t o  n o t i c e  

himself.  

Feuerbach recognized no s t a t e  of a l i e n a t i o n ,  but 

viewed i t  as  a process  c a r r i e d  on by man i n  t h e  present  n a t u r a l  

world. He took, as  h i s  f o c a l  poin t ,  Hegel's not ion  of t h e  

a l i e n a t i o n  of people from one another through t h e  medium of 

c u l t u r e .  He agreed with Hegel t h a t  i t  i s  i n  our r e l a t i o n s  
I - 5  

b. 

with one another t h a t  we come t o  i d e n t i f y  ourselves as  persons,  ;- 

but t h i s  i s  not  a process of a l i e n a t i o n .  These r e l a t i o n s  a r e  

i n t e r s u b j e c t i v e .  It i s  i n  these  i n t e r - s u b j e c t i v e  r e l a t i o n s  

t h a t  we ga in  our i d e n t i t y ,  and i t  i s  t h e s e  same r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  

we e x t e r n a l i z e  as  a sacred "worldtt.  We then p lace  t h i s  sacred 



"world" over and above ourselves,  myst i fying and denying our 

r e a l  ( inter-sub j e c t i v e )  sensuous contac t  with each o ther .  c 
Marx, i n  h i s  ana lys i s  of estranged labor ,  u n i f i e d L t h e  

two d e f i n i t i o n s  of s p i r i t u a l  a l i e n a t i o n  and a l i e n a t i o n  from 

property.  He not  only r e j e c t e d  Hegel fs  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 

" th ings  ex te rna l  by nature"  and " p r i v a t e  pe r sona l i ty" ,  but 

denied t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  any " th ings  e x t e r n a l  by na ture" .  I n  

Marxls theory t h e r e  i s  an exchange between man and h i s  environ- 

ment such t h a t  t h e  "externa l" ,  t h e  "objective",  i s  man1 s  r e l a -  - 
t i o n  t o  t h e  environment. Purposive a c t i v i t y  ( l a b o r :  f r e e ,  

conscious a c t i v i t y )  def ines  both sub jec t  and obje'ct, and t h e  
w 

r e l a t i o n  between them. 

For Marx, man's " r i g h t  t o "  h i s  " p r i v a t e  pe r sona l i ty"  

and t h e  "un ive r sa l  essence of ( h i s  ) s e l f  -consciousness" i s  

determined by h i s  r e l a t i o n  t o  " th ings  e x t e r n a l  by nature" .  

As well  a s  a l i e n a t i o n  of property being r e l a t e d  t o  s p i r i t u a l  

a l i ena t ion ,  property i t s e l f ,  as p r i v a t e  property,  i s  " t h e  

summary expression of" a l i ena ted  labor .  Thus i t  i s  i n  t h e  

work of Marx t h a t  a l i e n a t i o n  was, f o r  t h e  f i r s t  time, s o l i d l y  . 
\ , ,  

grounded i n  t h e  m a t e r i a l  condi t ions of l i f e .  

The s o l u t i o n  t o  a l i e n a t i o n ,  as given by Hegel, i s  

"cor rec t  thoughtf ' .  Marxl s  s o l u t i o n  i s  "cor rec t  p r a c t i c e " ,  a  

synthegis  of thought and ac t ion .  

3.. THE CONTEXT 

Community and Society 

Throughout h i s  e a r l y  work Marx made a  cons i s t en t  



d i s t i n c t i o n  between comrnunity'and soc ie ty .  The exact n a t u r e  
( 48 

of t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  v a r i e s  i n  d i f f e r e n t  p a r t s  of h i s  work, 

but t h e r e  remains a  genera l  coherence of meaning. Society 

man shares  with o ther  anfmals, a s  t h e  means by which t h e  

ind iv idua l s  i n  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  spec ies  a r e  uni ted with t h e i r  

environments, f o r  t h e  common s u r v i v a l  of t h e  spec ies .  The 

d i f fe rence  between human soc ie ty  and t h a t  of o ther  animals 

i s  t h a t  men c r e a t e  the'ir*v'sbciety through t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  pro- 

duce t h e i r  means of subsis tence.  Society,  f o r  men, i s  not 

only t h e i r  means f o r  su rv iva l ,  but i s  a l s o  used by them as  a  

bas i s  f o r  another "order  of l i f e " ,  i . e . ,  t h e  development of 

t h e i r  human c a p a c i t i e s .  S p e c i f i c a l l y  human c a p a c i t i e s  a r e  

developed within communities, or community i s  t h e  development 

and maintenance of human c a p a c i t i e s .  Community, the re fo re ,  i s  

necessary f o r  personal  freedom. 

Only i n  community with o thers  has each i n d i v i d u a l  
t h e  means of c u l t i v a t i n g  h i s  g i f t s  i n  a l l  d i r ec -  
t i o n s .  Only i n  t h e  commun'ty, the re fo re ,  i s  
personal  freedom poss ib le .  49 

The development of t h e  d i v i s i o n  of labor  has marked 

t h e  development of manls p o t e n t i a l  f o r  human l i f e .  But i n  

t h i s  d i v i s i o n  of labor  " s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t ake  on an inde- 

pendent exis tence,  I t  

. . . t h e r e  appears a  d i v i s i o n  within t h e  l i f e  of each 
indiv idual ,  i n s o f a r  as  it i s  personal  and i n s o f a r  a s  
i t  i s  determined by some branch of labor  and t h e  con- 
d i t i o n s  pe r t a in ing  t o  i t .  50 

It i s  t o  t h a t  p a r t  of t h e  personrs  l i f e  which i s  determined by 

labor  t h a t  the  terms " c l a s s  ind iv idua l " ,  " c i t i z e n t ' ,  " p a r t i a l  



man", r e f e r .  It i s  t h i s  p a r t  t h a t  i s  l taccidental l '  t o  t h e  

whole man. 

The d i v i s i o n  of labor  has developed i n  f 'natural ' f  

r a t h e r  than "voluntary" a s soc ia t ion .  Man has been governed 

by r a t h e r  than  governor of soc ie ty .  

The s o c i a l  power, i . e . ,  t h e  mul t ip l i ed  productive 
fo rce ,  which a r i s e s  through t h e  co-operation of 
d i f f e r e n t  ind iv idua l s  a s  it i s  determined within 
t h e  d i v i s i o n  of labor ,  appears t o  these  indiv iduals ,  
s ince  t h e i r  co-operation i s  no t  voluntary but 
n a t u r a l ,  not  a s  t h e i r  own uni ted power but as  an 
a l i e n  fo rce  e x i s t i n g  outs ide  them, of t h e  o r i g i n  and 
end of which they a r e  ignorant ,  which they thus 
cannot con t ro l ,  which on t h e  cont rary  passes through 
a  pecu l i a r  s e r i e s  of phases and s tages  independent 
of t h e  w i l l  and t h e  ac t ion  of man, nay, even being 
t h e  prime governor of these .  51  

Natural  soc ie ty  i s  f u r t h e r  charac ter ized  by a  d i s s o c i a t i o n  of 

p a r t i c u l a r  and common i n t e r e s t s ,  associated with t h e  d i v i s i o n  

within t h e  l i f e  of each ind iv idua l .  

As long as  man remains i n  n a t u r a l  soc ie ty ,  t h a t  i s ,  
as  long as  a  cleavage e x i s t s  between t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  
and t h e  common i n t e r e s t ,  as  long the re fo re  as  a c t i -  
v i t y  i s  not voluntary,  but n a t u r a l l y ,  divided, 
man's own deed becomes an a l i e n  power opposed t o  
him, which enslaves him ins tead  of being- cont ro l led  
by him. 52 

The common i n t e r e s t  of men i s  t h e  development and maintenance 

of soc ie ty , the  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t s  r e f e r r i n g  t o  each mants 

development of h i s  human c a p a c i t i e s :  complementary i n t e r e s t s .  

In  n a t u r a l  soc ie ty ,  t h e  S t a t e  i s  a  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  

community, an " i l l u s o r y "  community, i n  which people a re  bound 

r a t h e r  than f reed .  It i s  independent of and "divorced from 

t h e  r e a l  i n t e r e s t s  of ind iv idua l  and community." 53 Men a r e  

within i t ,  but i t  i s  not  within them, If men a r e  t o  ge t  



soc ie ty  in1' them, i . e . ,  so  t h a t  they use t h e  t o o l s  they have 

developed f o r  t h e i r  own purposes, they have t o  develop t h e  

a b i l i t y  t o  do so, and t h i s  r equ i res  communism. 

The t ransformation,  through t h e  d i v i s i o n  of labor ,  
of personal  powers ( r e l a t i o n s h i p s  ) i n t o  m a t e r i a l  
powers, cannot be d i spe l l ed  by dismissing t h e  
genera l  idea  of i t  from one 's  mind, but only by 
t h e  ac t ion  of indiv iduals  i n  again subjec t ing  these  
m a t e r i a l  powers t o  themselves and abol i sh ing  t h e  
d i v i s i o n  of labor .  This i s  not  poss ib le  without 
t h e  community. 54 

Modern un ive r sa l  in t e rcourse  can be con t ro l l ed  b 
ind iv idua l s  ...., only when con t ro l l ed  by a l l .  55 

To c o n t r o l  soc ie ty ,  t o  develop t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  c o n t r o l  i t ,  they  

ha-ve t o  transcend t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of n a t i o n a l i t y  ( s t a t e ) ,  

c l a s s e s ,  t r i b e  and family,  a l l  of which form t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  

" i l l u s o r y "  community. In  t ranscending t h e s e  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  each 

i n d i v i d u a l  i s  f reed  t o  a s soc ia te  v o l u n t a r i l y  with a l l  o the r s ,  

and i n  doing t o  develop t h e  capaci ty  c o n t r o l  soc ie ty .  

... t h e  communal r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n t o  which t h e  i n d i -  
v idua l s  of a  c l a s s  entered,  and which was determined 
by t h e i r  common i n t e r e s t s  over aga ins t  a t h i r d  pa r ty ,  
was always a  community t o  which these  ind iv idua l s  
belonged only as  average ind iv idua l s ,  only i n  so f a r  
as  they l ived  within t h e  condi t ions of ex is tence  of 
t h e i r  c l a s s  -- a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n  which they p a r t i -  
c ipa ted  not  a s  ind iv idua l s  but as  members of a  c l a s s .  
With t h e  community of revolu t ionary  p r o l e t a r i a n s  on 
t h e  o ther  hand, who t ake  t h e i r  condi t ions of ex i s t ence  
and those of a l l  members of soc ie ty  under t h e i r  con- 
t r o l ,  i t  i s  j u s t  t h e  reverse ;  i t  i s  as  i d iv idua l s  
t h a t  t h e  ind iv idua l s  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  i t ,  52 

Objec t i f i ca t ion  and r e i f i c a t i o n ;  sc ience  and ideology 

Objec t i f i ca t ion  i s  t h e  method, according t o  Marx, by 

which men become self-conscious and acqui re  c o n t r o l  over t h e i r  
> ' 

world. Tools a r e  such o b j e c t i f i c a t i c n s .  



I 

An instrument of labor  i s  a  th ing ,  or  a  complex 
of th ings ,  which t h e  laborer  in te rposes  between 
himself and t h e  objec t  of h i s  labor ,  and which 
serves  as  t h e  conductor of h i s  a c t i v i t y  .... 
Leaving out of cons idera t ion  ... ready-made means 
of subs is tence  ... t h e  f i r s t  t h ing  of which t h e  , 

l abore r  possesses himself i s  not  t h e  objec t  of labor  
but i t s  instrument.  Thus Nature becomes one of the  
organs of h i s  a c t i v i t y ,  one t h a t  he annexes t o  h i s  
own bodily organs ... (Machines, e t c . )  a r e  i n s t r u -  
ments of t h e  human b ra in  crea ted  by t h e  human hand; 
they a r e  mater ia l ized  power of knowledge. 57 

Self-consciousness i s  not equivalent  t o  thought i n  Marxts 

theory,  but i s  an a c t i v i t y  including a l l  of t h e  senses .  

Man i s  affirmed i n  t h e  ob jec t ive  world not on1 
t h e  a c t  of thinking,  but with a l l  h i s  senses.  - $gin 

Each of h i s  human r e l a t i o n s  t o  t h e  world -- seeing,  
hearing, smelling, t a s t i n g ,  f e e l i n g ,  thinking,  obser- 
ving, experiencing, wanting, ac t ing ,  loving -- i n  
shor t ,  a l l  t h e  organs of h i s  ind iv idua l  being ... 
a r e  i n  t h e i r  ob jec t ive  o r i e n t a t i o n  or i n  t h e i r  or ien-  
t a t i o n  t o  t h e  ob jec t ,  t h e  appropr ia t ion  of t h a t  
objec t .  39 

To make objec t ive ,  then, i s  t o  make mate r i a l .  La,nguage, 

wr i t ing ,  music, pa in t ing ,  machines, f i lms ,  e t c . ,  a r e  a l l  objec- 

t i f i c a t i o n s  of man! s  human c a p a c i t i e s .  

Re i f i ca t ion  i s  t h e  t r ans fe rence  of human powers from 

t h e i r  human context  t o  an "outs ide"  source. Objects a r e  an 

aspect  of human self-consciousness ,  b u t ,  i n  r e i f y i n g  them, men 
- * 

t r e a t  objec ts  as  a l i e n  powers, Things "become t h e  measure of 
60 

man through t h e  r e i f i c a t i o n  of human self-consciousness", 

Marx p a r t i c u l a r l y  warns aga ins t  e s t a b l i s h i n g  ' s o c i e t y f  
as  an a b s t r a c t i o n  over agains t  t h e  ind iv idua l .  The 
ind iv idua l  i s  a  s o c i a l  being as t h e  sub jec t ive ,  
experienced exis tence  of soc ie ty .  61 

Man r e i f i e s  th ings  when he does not  r e l a t e  t o  them as a  
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62 
"pos i t ive ,  depersonalized ob j k c t i f  i c a t i o n  of himself.  I' Keif i- 

ca t ion  i s  f a l s e  consciousness. 

Ideology, equivalent  i n  Marxfs theory t o  i l l u s i o n , '  

i s  a  form of r e i f i c a t j o n .  Ideologies  a r e  symbolic representa-  

t i o n s  of a c t u a l  s o c i a l  organizat ions and have t h e i r  major 

purpose i n  j u s t i f y i n g  a c t u a l  power r e l a t i o n s  associated with . i  

t h e  organizat ions.  63 
Not a l l  i deas  a r e  ideo log ica l .  Those 

associated with t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  method, e spec ia l ly ,  a r e  not  

ideo log ica l .  

Marxls b e l i e f  i n  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  ( a c t u a l l y ,  t h e  

i n e v i t a b i l i t y ,  i n  t h e  long r u n )  of community c o n t r o l  over 

soc ie ty  was based on h i s  understanding of t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  method 

and h i s  b e l i e f  t h a t  i t  could be used t o  understand soc ie ty .  

Arguing aga ins t  " t h e  Hegeliansl I'  so lu t ions  t o  f a l s e  conscious- 

ness ,  Marx gave a  parable  about t h e  man who believed t h a t  

people drown only because they have t h e  idea  of g r a v i t y .  

I f  they were t o  knock t h i s  idea  out of t h e i r  heads 
by s t a t i n g  i t  t o  be a s u p e r s t i t i o n ,  a  r e l i g i o u s  
idea ,  they would be sublimely proof agains t  any 
danger from water. His whole l i f e  long he fought 
aga ins t  t h e  i l l u s i o n  of g rav i ty ,  of whose harmful 
r e s u l t s  a 1  s t a t i s t i c s  brought him new and manifold 

k4 evidence. 

This passage not  only i l l u s t r a t e s  Marxfs argument with t h e  

phi losophers  of h i s  time, but i t  i n d i c a t e s  as we l l  h i s  aware- 

ness  t h a t  ideas  do not e x i s t  on t h e i r  own, and t h a t  i f  an i d e a  

i s  only a  r e f l e c t i o n  of experience ( i . e . ,  s u p e r s t i t i o n )  i t  i s  

not enough simply t o  deny t h e  v a l i d i t y  of i t .  Simple d e n i a l  

does not  e l iminate  t h e  experience associa ted  with t h e  idea .  



His answer was t o  replace  t h e  ' s u p e r s t i t i o u s  idea  with an 
L 

"objec t ive t t  one. 

Marxf s  Whole Man 

Marx s a i d  t h a t  h i s  primary i n t e r e s t  was i n  "man as  

such and as a  whole" r a t h e r  than i n  man as  a  " p a r t i c u l a r  

funct ion  and not  as  a  complete human being." The whole man 

i s  not  subsumed under any p a r t i c u l a r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  such as  

economic man, p o l i t i c a l  man, a l i ena ted  man, moral man, ex i s -  

t e n t i a l  man. These p a r t i c u l a r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  perspec- 

t i v e s  t h a t  men t ake  of themselves with reference  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  

funct ions t h a t  they can d i s t ingu i sh .  Man making these  c l a s s i -  

f i c a t i o n s  i s  man exerc is ing  h i s  human ( s p e c i e s )  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

of f r e e ,  conscious a c t i v i t y .  

That f r e e ,  conscious a c t i v i t y  i s  a  spec ies  charac- 

t e r i s t i c  means t h a t  it i s  common t o  a l l  c u l t u r e s .  I n  f a c t ,  

t h e  presence of d i f f e r e n t  c u l t u r e s  w i t h  d i s t i n c t  languages, 

mores, e t c . ,  can be construed as  evidence of such a  spec ies  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  I f  we accept,  f o r  purposes of t h e  development 

of h i s  argument, h i s  assumption of f r e e ,  conscious a c t i v i t y  as  

a  spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  we a r e  s t i l l  l e f t  with t h e  ques t ion  

of t h e  r e l a t i o n  between manfs spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  and h i s  

a l i e n a t i o n  from i t .  It i s  q u i t e  c l e a r  i n  Marxts theory t h a t  

11 11 
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man i s  'al ienated from t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  through forced labor .  4 
' []I 

He denied t h a t  t h e  agent of forced labor  was God or Nature. 
' 1  I 

This po in t  i s  a l s o  c l e a r .  He thought t h a t  - men enslaved men 

and t h a t  t h i s  forced labor  has never been necessary f o r  t h e  



s u r v i v a l  of t h e  spec ies .  He d i d ' n o t  deny t h a t  a l i e n a t i o n  was 

necessary f o r  t h e  development of c i v i l i z a t i o n  t o  t h e  time a t  
which he l ived ,  nor d i d  he deny t h e  continuing necess i ty  of 

forced labor  i f  we choose t o  maintain c i v i l i z a t i o n  as we now 

know i t .  

Marx suggested t h a t  man could overcome a l i e n a t i o n  by / 
abol i sh ing  d i v i s i o n  of labor .  He a l s o  sa id  t h a t  d iv i s ion  of 

labor  a s  s o c i a l  organizat ion f o r  t h e  s u r v i v a l  of t h e  spec ies  

could never be discarded; t h a t  soc ie ty  i s  t h e  bas i s  of human 

l i f e ,  and as long as  humans surv ive  they w i l l  do so i n  soc ie ty .  

He f u r t h e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  i f  man i s  t o  c o n t r o l  h i s  human des t iny  

must c o n t r o l  h i s  soc ie ty .  

When he spoke of abol i sh ing  d i v i s i o n  of labor ,  and 

labor  as  such, he d i d  so  with reference  t o  h i s  not ion of 

c l a s ses .  He was not ,  i n  t h i s  context ,  r e f e r r i n g  t o  s p e c i a l i z a -  

t i o n  of t a sks  based upon communal agreement and communal con- 

t r o l  where a l l  people involved i n  soc ie ty  a r e  a l s o  members of 

t h e  community c o n t r o l l i n g  s o c i a l  organizat ion.  The d i v i s i o n  
r 

of labor  t o  which he r e f e r r e d  was t h e  d i v i s i o n  i n t o  workers and 
i non-workers. It was i n  these  terms t h a t  he d is t inguished I 

I 

between t h e  " i l l u s o r y "  community represented by t h e  S t a t e ,  and / 
t h e  l a r g e r  "human" community of "whole men". 

I n  t h e  " i l l u s o r y "  community, l a r g e  numbers of people 

a c t  a s  i f  and a r e  t r e a t e d  as  i f ,  i n  t h e i r  labor ,  they a r e  not  

whole men. Since t h e i r  labor  takes  up t h e  majori ty  of t h e i r  

time, they a c t  and a r e  t r e a t e d  as  i f  they a r e  not whole men t h e  



major i ty  of t h e  time. They do no t ,  as  members of the4"human" 

community, c o n t r o l  t h e i r  own a c t i v i t i e s ,  but a r e  con t ro l l ed  

by t h e  s o c i a l  organizat ion which appears ex te rna l  t o  them. 

The freedom of those  who do t r e a t  themselves a s  whole men, 

i . e . ,  those who c o n t r o l  t h e  s o c i a l  organizat ion,  i s  a  f a l s e  

freedom because i t  depends, not  upon t h e i r  membership i n  t h e  

"human" community, but upon t h e  " enslavement" of t h e  major i ty  
.' 

of men t o  the  s o c i a l  organizat ion.  

Marx d i d  not consider  t h e  problem of a l i e n a t i o n  t o  be 

one of making men whole, but saw i t  r a t h e r  a s  a  p r a c t i c a l  prob- 

lem of bringing soc ie ty  i n t o  t h e  c o n t r o l  of men who a r e  whole. 
66 He saw men not  as  one-dimensional or  fragmented67, but as 

t r e a t i n g  themselves and one another,  i n  soc ie ty ,  a s  i f  they 

were one-dimensional and fragmented. I f  men a r e  not assumed 

t o  be whole, t h e r e  i s  no b a s i s  upon which they can transcend 

t h e i r  a l i e n a t i o n .  I n  f a c t ,  i t  i s  t h e  con t rad ic t ion ,  i n  Marxrs 

theory,  between t h i s  assumed fragmentation and t h e  a c t u a l i t y  

of wholeness t h a t  makes a l i e n a t i o n  problematic. 

In  a l i ena ted  soc ie ty  men r e a l i z e  ( a c t u a l i z e ,  o b j e c t i f y )  

t h e i r  human c a p a c i t i e s  only t o  t h e  extent  t h a t  i t  i s  necessary 

i n  t h e  "serv ice"  of soc ie ty .  The more rout in ized  labor  

becomes, t h e  more p a r t i c u l a r i z e d ,  t h e  l e s s  necess i ty  t h e r e  i s  

far t h e  whole man t o  exe rc i se  h i s  f u l l  c a p a c i t i e s  i n  h i s  work, 

and t h e  more he becomes aware of labor  as  a  p a r t i a l  funct ion .  

The man becomes a  " p a r t i c l e "  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  organizat ion,  but a t  

t h e  same time, s o c i a l  organizat ion becomes a  " p a r t i c l e "  i n  h i s  



$ 

l i f e .  

Now a  d i s t i n c t i o n  can be d r a m  between two uses t h a t  

Marx made of the  term "socie ty" .  On t h e  one hand, the  term 

r e f e r s  t o  t h e  organizat ion of those a c t i v i t i e s  required t o  

maintain t h e  l i f e  of t h e  spec ies .  On t h e  other  hand, i n  a  

broader sense, t h e  term r e f e r s  t o  the  a s soc ia t ion  of people 

with one another f o r  whatever purpose. When Marx discussed 

man c o n t r o l l i n g  soc ie ty  i n  community, he meant t h a t  man could 

c o n t r o l  "soc ie ty"  ( i n  t h e  former sense)  i n  "soc ie ty"  ( i n  t h e  - 
l a t t e r  sense)  where the  former i s  t r e a t e d  as  a  " th ing"  and t h e  

l a t t e r  i s  a  process,  an a c t i v i t y .  

This a c t i v i t y  was what he meant by p r a c t i c a l  a c t i v i t y .  

Men, i n  t h e i r  p r a c t i c a l  r e l a t i o n s  with t h e i r  environment, 

c r e a t e  t h e i r  means of production ( inc luding  both fo rces  and - 

r e l a t i o n s  of product ion) .  These means can then be t r e a t e d  as  

" th ings" ,  t o  be used and manipulated, i . e . ,  they have been 

o b j e c t i f i e d .  If men want t o  c o n t r o l  a " th ing" ,  t h e  na tu re  of 

which includes r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between people ( r e l a t i o n s  of pro- 

duct ion) ,  a l l  people involved i n  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  have t o  

agree t o  the  use of t h e  " thing".  When people can do t h i s ,  

they a r e  not only " in"  soc ie ty  ( i . e . ,  f u l f i l l i n g  p a r t i c u l a r  

func t ions ) ,  but soc ie ty  i s  " in"  them ( i . e . ,  within t h e i r  sub- 

j e c t i v e  c o n t r o l ) .  

In  order f o r  people t o  agree t o  use soc ie ty  i n  one 

way or another,  they must be able  t o  communicate t h e i r  wishes 

and plans t o  one another.  Marx held t h a t  t h e  dec i s ive  b a r r i e r  



t o  such communication i s  t h e  f s c t  t h a t  some members ( i n  h i s  

case,  most) of t h e  "human" community a r e  t r e a t e d  as i f  they 

a r e  only p a r t s  i n  t h e  " th ing"  and, as  such, need only be mani- 
t 

pulated i n  the  " i l l u s o r y "  community associa ted  with the  S t a t e .  

Marxts p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y ,  h i s  suggestions t o  workers 

of modes of ac t ion  t h a t  can be taken, was not  a  l o g i c a l  s t e p  

from h i s  theory of soc ie ty .  It was based much more upon h i s  

recogni t ion  of t h e  power of "whole man" t o  c o n t r o l  himself as  ' 

" p a r t i c u l a r  funct ion",  i n  combination with h i s  outraged sense 

of j u s t i c e .  He d i d  not recognize t h a t ,  while i n  many senses 

"workers" can be seen as  v ic t ims ,  they v ic t imize  themselves. 

I do not  mean t o  imply, i n  t h e  simple minded sense,  t h a t  

p a r t i c u l a r  men prevent themselves from g e t t i n g  an education, a  

good job, e t c . ,  but t h a t  - i n  community (o r  lack o f )  men per-  

pe tua te  a l i e n a t i n g  a c t i v i t y .  

I f  t h e r e  i s  any v a l i d i t y  t o  Marx's theory of a l i e n a -  

t i o n ,  i f  men a r e  whole and only a c t  as  i f  and a r e  t r e a t e d  as  i f  / 

they a r e  " p a r t i c u l a r  funct ions"  i n  Society,  i t  follows t h a t  

they a r e  a c t i v e  agents i n  a l i e n a t i n g  themselves. The ques t ion  

i s  no longer one of who i s  t o  blame but of how do they do t h i s  

t o  themselves. 
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41 

1. THE RELEVANCE OF WEBERl S WORK Y 
I have d i s cus sed  among o t h e r  t h i n g s  Marxls a l i e n a t i o n  

t heo ry  a s  a  hypo the s i s  t h a t  man ( a s  whole man) a l i e n a t e s  him- .-- 
s e l f  from h i s  s p e c i e s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of " f r e e ,  consc ious  .-- j 

- a c t i v i t y "  by t r e a t i n g  h imse l f  a s  a  "mere p a r t i c u l a r  f u n c t i o n " ,  . i 
\ 
il 

and t h a t  h i s  a l i e n a t i o n  of  h imse l f  i s  p r a c t i s e d  i n  f o r c e d  1/ 
\ I  

l a b o r .  I f  t h e  hypo the s i s  t h a t  man a l i e n a t e s  h imse l f  i n  t h i s  1 
I? 

way i s  accep ted  f o r  s e r i o u s  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  we need t o  f i n d  o u t  
i 
I 

whether  t h e  hypo the s i s  i s  a  v a l i d  one. Th i s  can be done by 1 

t r y i n g  t o  d i s c o v e r  - how man a l i e n a t e s  h imse l f  from h imse l f .  ? 
d 
I j 

I would l i k e ,  now, t o  i n t e r p r e t  some a s p e c t s  of I' , 

Weberts s o c i a l  t h e o r y  w i t h  r e f e r e n c e  t o  Marxls a l i e n a t i o n  

t heo ry ;  and t o  show how Weberls work bo th  c l a r i f i e d  and s o l i -  
I 

d i f i e d  Marxts hypo the s i s .  Weber a l s o  c o n t r i b u t e d  independen t ly  
I 
1 

t o  t h e  s tudy  of a l i e n a t i o n  by drawing a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  f a c t  1 

t h a t  ou r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  s o c i e t a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  d i r e c t l y  ,- 
I 

j 
r e l a t e d b  ou r  i r r a t i o n a l  f e a r s  and hopes.  By drawing a t t e n -  

t i o n  t o  t h i s  f a c t ,  he  n o t  on ly  suppor ted  Marx1s c o n t e n t i o n  

t h a t  c a p i t a l i s m  i s ,  w i th  r e f e r e n c e  t o  man's s p e c i e s  charac -  

t e r i s t i c ,  an i r r a t i o n a l  mode'of o r g a n i z i n g ,  bu t  d e s c r i b e d  t h e  i 
i 

b a s i s  upon which - any mode of  o r g a n i z i n g  can be  eva lua t ed  a s  t o  

i t s  r a t i o n a l i t y  f o r  man1 s  g o a l s .  

I f  mants p a r t i c u l a r  involvements  i n  s o c i e t a l  



organiza t ion  a r e  r e l a t e d  d i r e c t l y  t o  h i s  hopes and f e a r s ;  

when h i s  hopes and f e a r s  motivate him t o  behave i n  par t$cular  

ways ( s o c i e t a l  organiza t ion) ,  and when t h e s e  p a r t i c u l a r  ways 

of behaving do not  resolve  t h e  f e a r s  and r e a l i z e  t h e  hopes 

motivating them, then man's behavior i s  i r r a t i o n a l .  

Weber d i d  not  quest ion t h e  o r i g i n  of motivation and, 

consequently, d i d  not  consider  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  

hopes and f e a r s  a r e  c rea ted  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  ways of 

behaving. Marx, with h i s  theory of a l i e n a t i o n ,  d i d  consider  

t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  and suggested a  standard e x t e r n a l  t o  p a r t i -  

c u l a r  hopes and f e a r s ,  and p a r t i c u l a r  modes of behavior. 

With modes of behavior reduced t o  f e a r  and hope, human goals ,  

of course,  a re  s i m i l a r l y  reduced, both being re-or iented  toward 

This l a t t e r  theme w i l l  be taken up i n  " p r a c t i c a l "  human l i f e .  

depth i n  Chapter IV. 

Class and S ta tus  

Marx d i d  not  c l e a r l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between " c l a s s t t  

and " s t a t u s f '  i n  h i s  work, and indica ted  i n  The Communist Mani- 

f e s t o  t h a t  he thought t h e  two t o  be equiva lent .  

I n  t h e  e a r l i e r  epochs of h i s t o r y ,  we f ind  almost 
everywhere a  complicated arrangement of soc ie ty  
i n t o  var ious orders ,  a  manifold gradat ion  of s o c i a l  
rank. I n  ancient  Rome we have p a t r i c i a n s ,  knights ,  - 
plebeians ,  s laves ;  i n  t h e   idd die Ages, f  eudal - lords ,  
vabsa ls ,  gui ldmasters ,  journeymen, apprent ices ,  s e r f s ;  
and i n  almost a l l  of these  p a r t i c u l a r  c l a s s e s ,  again,  
o ther  subordinate  gradat ions .  1 (Emphasis mine -- DE) 

Without d i s t ingu i sh ing  between " s o c i a l  rank" and t f c l a s s e s " ,  he 

went on t o  say t h a t  i n  modern i n d u s t r i a l  soc ie ty  " soc ie ty  a s  a  
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whole i s  more and more s p J i t t l n g  i n t o  two g rea t  hosti le,camps, ,- 
11 

2 ..-' - '41 
i n t o  two g rea t  c l a s s e s  d i r e c t l y  f ac ing  each o ther  ... . 

I j 
The f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  has not  occurred, t h a t  i f  anything we have 

a  more "manifold gradat ion  of s o c i a l  rank" than was evident  

i n  " e a r l i e r  epochs of h i s t o r y " ,  has served as  one c e n t r a l  

poin t  f o r  c r i t i c i s m  of Marx's s o c i a l  theory.  Both Dahrendorf 

and C. W. Mil ls ,  f o r  example, have discussed t h i s  problem i n  

3' Marx's theory.  As I argued previously,  Marx's p o l i t i c a l  

theory does not  l o g i c a l l y  follow from h i s  ana lys i s  of society,  h'lj 

111 
.it, 

but r a t h e r  r e f l e c t s  t h e  man and t h e  time a t  which he l ived .  III 1111 

id\ 
Cri t ic i sm of h i s  p o l i t i c a l  theory cannot serve  as a  b a s i s  f o r  ldl/ 

c r i t i c i s m  of h i s  ana lys i s  of soc ie ty .  

Weber, i n t e r e s t e d  i n  showing how ideas  a c t  as  an 

independent v a r i a b l e  i n  determining t h e  form of soc ie ty  r a t h e r  11 0 
than being mere r e f l e c t i o n s  of economic r e l a t i o n s ,  made a  

c a r e f u l  and p r e c i s e  ana lys i s  of s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s  and d i s -  

t inguished s t a t u s  from c l a s s Q  Leaving as ide  t h e  d i f fe rences  

i n  Marx's and Weberfs d e f i n i t i o n s  of c l a s s  which a r e  i r r e l e v a n t  

t o  my argument, Weber agreed w i t h  Marx t h a t  

'Propertyt  and ' l a c k  of property!  a r e  . . .  t h e  basic-  
ca tegor ies  of a l l  c l a s s  s i t u a t i o n s .  5 

He agreed t h a t  c l a s s  could be t h e  bas i s  f o r  s o c i a l  ranking i n  

soc ie ty ,  but disagreed t h a t  s o c i a l  rank i s  necessa r i ly  based 
I 

on c l a s s  r e l a t i o n s .  S ta tus  i s  t h e  necessary b a s i s  of s o c i a l  !I I 
1; I3 

rank. 
I 

1 I/! 
1 y. 

I n  content ,  s t a t u s  honor i s  normally expressed by 
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  above a l l  e l s e  a s p e c i f i c  s t y l e  of 
l i f e  can be expected rom a l l  those who wlsh t o  
ETCjng t o  t h e  c i r c l e .  g 



Weber d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  d l a s s  from s t a t u s  by d e f i h n g  
I 
I 

c l a s s  i n  terms of "property and l ack  of property",  and s t a t u s  - 

i n  terms of " s t y l e  of l i f e " .  When he discussed t h e  r e l a t i o n  ' 

between t h e  two, he considered "property" as  one of many 

f a c t o r s  determining s t a t u s .  

Property as such i s  not  always recognized as  a s t a t u s  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n ,  but i n  t h e  long run i t  i s ,  and with 
extraordinary regula . r i ty .  7 

But s t a t u s  honor need not necess&i ly  be l inked with 
a  ! c l a s s  s i t u a t i o n ! .  On t h e  cont rary ,  i t  normally 
s tands i n  sharp ppos i t ion  t o  t h e  pre tens ions  of 
sheer property.  8 1111 

8 /I 

I n  considering "propertyf '  (as  ownership of t h e  means of econo- 
I I 

mic product ion)  as  one poss ib le  and usual  s t a t u s  q u a l i f i c a t i o n ,  / 11~  

II 
Weber t r e a t e d  i t  as  one form of "property" i n  a  broader sense.  11 

11 

I f  s t a t u s  i s  expressed i n  l i f e  s t y l e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r  s t a t u s e s  

can be determined by studying t h e  behavior required f o r  them. 

Some ind ica t ions  of s t a t u s  a re  mannerisms, t a s t e  i n  c u l t u r a l  

products,  speech. A l l  of these  can be considered t o  be "pro- 

per ty"  of the  indiv iduals  expressing them, i n  t h e  sense t h a t  

people can be sa id  t o  "have" mannerisms, t a s t e s ,  speech habi t s .  

By t r e a t i n g  c l a s s  i n  t h i s  way as  one v a r i a b l e  r e l a t e d  t o  

s t a t u s ,  and f a i l i n g  t o  reverse  t h e  r e l a t i o n ,  considering 

s t a t u s  as  a  v a r i a b l e  r e l a t e d  t o  c l a s s ,  Weber ran i n t o  a  d i f f i -  

c u l t y  indica ted  throughout h i s  work. The d i f f i c u l t y ,  of 

course, i s  h i s  f a i l u r e  t o  consider  t h e  f a c t o r s  determing s t y l e  

of l i f e .  

To i l l u s t r a t e  h i s  poin t  t h a t  s t a t u s  honor "normally 

s tands i n  sharp opposi t ion t o  t h e  pre tens ions  of sheer 



property",  Weber used t h e  exanlple of t h e  recept ion  given t h e  

entrepreneur by t h e  a r i s toc racy  i n  t h e  e a r l y  s tages  of Capi- 

ta l i sm.  This example i s  r ep resen ta t ive  of v e r t i c a l  mobi l i ty  

i n  genera l  a s  r e l a t e d  t o  s t a t u s ,  and v e r t i c a l  mobil i ty  i s  pro- 

bably t h e  most obvious s i n g l e  i n d i c a t o r  of the  necess i ty  f o r  

d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  between c l a s s  and s t a t u s .  The treatment of a  

new-comer by a  s t a t u s  group i n d i c a t e s  t h e  presence of a  r e l a -  

t ionsh ip  between c l a s s  and s t a t u s ,  but does not i n d i c a t e  t h e  

na ture  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

Weber himself,  although he d i d  not seem t o  r e a l i z e  

i t ,  gave some explanat ion of t h e  na tu re  of the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between c l a s s  and s ta . tus ,  and a t  t h e  same time s o l i d i f i e d  h i s  

argument f o r  t h e  independent e f f e c t  on soc ie ty  of ideas ,  i n  

h i s  discussion of the  r e l a t i o n  between c l a s s  and s t a t u s ,  and 

communal ac t ion .  

In  our terminology, ~ c l a s s e s ~  a r e  not communities; 
they merely represent  poss ib le ,  and frequent  bases 
f o r  communal ac t ion .  9 

Weber l i s t e d  s p e c i f i c  condi t ions under which communal a c t i o n  

may occur as  a  r e s u l t  of c l a s s  s i t u a t i o n .  I s t r e s s '  "ma.yl' here  - 
because Weber s t r e s s e d  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  even given t h e  necessary 

information f o r  communal ac t ion ,  i t  s t i l l  remains f o r  t h e  

indiv iduals  i n  t h e  community t o  choose t o  a c t .  

For however d i f f e r e n t  l i f e  chances may be, t h i s  
f a c t  i n  i t s e l f ,  according t o  a l l  experience,  by no 
means gives b i r t h  t o  l c l a s s  ac t ion!  (communal 
ac t ion  by t h e  members of a  c l a s s ) .  The f a c t  of 
being conditioned and t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  c l a s s  
s i t u a t i o n  must be d i s t i n c t l y  recognizable.  For 
only then t h e  contra ,s t  of l i f e  chances can be f e l t  



no t  as  an absolu te ly  given f a c t  t o  be accepted, 
but as  a  r e s u l t a n t  from e i t h e r  (1) t h e  given d i s -  
t r i b u t i o n  of property,  or  ( 2 )  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of 
t h e  concrete  economic order .  It i s  only then 
t h a t  people may r e a c t  aga ins t  t h e  c l a s s  s t r u c t u r e  
not  only through a c t s  of i n t e r m i t t e n t  and i r r a -  
t i o n a l  p r o t e s t ,  but i n  t h e  form of r a t i o n a l  
a s soc ia t ion .  10 

I n  t h i s  passage Weber pointed out t h e  importance of t h e  a t t i -  

tudes of people, a s  wel l  a s  t h e i r  c l a s s  s i t u a t i o n ,  i n  de te r -  * 

mining t h e i r  ac t ions .  Marx was aware of t h e  importance of 

a t t i t u d e s  as  r e i f i c a t i o n  i n  t h e  i l l u s o r y  community and objec- 

t i f i c a t i o n  i n  the  human community. These s p e c i f i c  condi t ions  

out l ined  by Weber, necessary f o r  communal ac t ion  based on c l a s s  

s i t u a t i o n ,  were condi t ions t h a t  Marx assumed i n  h i s  p o l i t i c a l  . 

theory.  The importance of Weberts work here  i s  t h a t  by 

specifying these  condi t ions he, by impl ica t ion ,  d i r ec ted  

a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  condi t ions under which communal ac t ion  w i l l  

not  a r i s e  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  c l a s s  s i t u a t i o n .  

Weber went on t o  say t h a t  " i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  c l a s s e s ,  
11 

s t a t u s  groups a r e  normally communities1'. 

Communal ac t ion  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  a c t i o n  which i s  
or iented t o  t h e  f e e l i n g  of t h e  a c t o r s  t h a t  they 
belong together .  l2 

This d e f i n i t i o n  of community a s  we-feeling includes both of 

Marxfs "communities". Weber d i d  not  make value-judgments about 

t h e  bases on which communities a r e  formed. His d e f i n i t i o n  i s  

a  normative one. Marx, on t h e  o the r  hand, hypothesized t h e  

exis tence  of a  spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  common t o  men, and used 

t h e  r e l a t i o n  between men and t h e i r  assumed species  c h a r a c t e r i s -  

t i c  as  an independent standard aga ins t  which normative 



r e l a t i o n s  could be evaluated.  

S ta tus  groups, by t h e i r  na tu re  as communities, 1 

"hinder the  s t r i c t  car ry ing  through of the  sheer market p r in -  

c i p l e f l  . 13 
With these  a s soc ia t ions  between c l a s s  and s t a t u s ,  

and community, i n  mind, t h e  t reatment  given a  newcomer t o  a  

s t a t u s  group, and t h e  opposi t ion of s t a t u s  groups t o  "mere 

propertyff  a r e  e a s i l y  understood. An ind iv idua l  who i s  v e r t i -  

c a l l y  mobile can thoroughly l e a r n  a  s t y l e  of l i f e  only by 'ri 
' J 

assoc ia t ing  with members of t h e  s t a t u s  group i n  which he wants & I  

t o  belong. ( i n  t h e  case of downward mobil i ty ,  i t  may be a  

matter  of t h e  ind iv idua l  being forced t o  a s s o c i a t e  with members 
111 
lh 

of a  s t a t u s  group through lack of a v a i l a b i l i t y  of o ther  groups.) 

He may have t h e  means t o  l i v e  as  the  o thers  do, but cannot 

know how t o  use these  means i n  terms prescr ibed by t h e  s t a t u s  

group. Complete acceptance by t h e  newcomer and h i s  family can,-  

and usual ly  does, t ake  generat ions.  
14 

To consider  t h e  quest ions and problems t h a t  a r i s e  from 

Weberfs d e f i n i t i o n  of s t a t u s  would serve  t o  d e t r a c t  from my 

argument. I would j u s t  l i k e  t o  r e i t e r a t e  my po in t ,  accept ing 

h i s  d e f i n i t i o n ,  t h a t  while t h e  r e s u l t s  of ind iv idua l  movement 

from one s t a t u s  group t o  another i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  

between c l a s s  and s t a t u s  i s  a  va luable  one, these  r e s u l t s  do 
/ il 

11 

not  i n d i c a t e  t h e  na ture  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between c l a s s  and 
I 
61, 
'. 1 

s t a t u s .  11 

It i s  c l e a r  t h a t  c l a s s  s i t u a t i o n  i s ,  f o r  any given 

indiv idual ,  only one of t h e  determinants of the  s t a t u s  groups 



t o  which he may belong. Other '~possess ions"  which can inf luence  

t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  chances are ,  t o  name a  few, beauty, i n t e l l i -  

gence, race,  r e l i g i o n ,  and n a t i o n a l i t y .  The quest ions t h a t  

have t o  be answered a r e :  what a r e  t h e  f a c t o r s  determining the  

"possession" of these  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  and what expla ins  t h e i r  ' 

being used as  determinants of s t a t u s ;  quest ions which lead t o  

a  confronta t ion  with Marx's theory of c l a s s e s .  

Power and Authority 

Marx d i d  not e x p l i c i t l y  de f ine  power. He indica ted  

h i s  understanding of t h i s  term through h i s  use of i t .  His 

usage i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  with reference  t o  people he understood 

power, i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  possession 'of  the  means of produc- 

t i o n ,  a s  the  a b i l i t y  t o  c o n t r o l  t h e  f a c t o r s  determining modes 

of human l i f e .  He was concerned more with p a r t i c u l a r  uses of 

power, i . e . ,  t o  d i r e c t  soc ie ty ,  r a t h e r  than with power as  such. 

Weber 'was i n t e r e s t e d  i n  def in ing  power independently of t h e  

var ious purposes f o r  which it  might be used. 

I n  general ,  we understand by 'power' t h e  chance of 
a  man or  of a  number of men t o  r e a l i z e  t h e i r  own 
w i l l  i n  a  communal ac t ion  even agains t  the  r e s i s -  
tance  of o thers  who a r e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  a c t i o n . l 5  

According t o  Weber then, men may exerc i se  power ind iv idua l ly  or 

i n  concert  with o the r s  and t h e  ac t ion  i s  taken within a  com- 

munal context .  This d e f i n i t i o n  i s  confusing because it  does 

not  spec i fy  whether a l l  people who a r e  " p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  

act ion" a r e  a l s o  involved i n  "communal ac t ion" .  Weber a l s o  

defined another form of ac t ion  which he c a l l e d  " s o c i e t a l  



act ion"  which i s  "or iented to' a  r a t i o n a l l y  motivated ad j ,ust-  

ment of i n t e r e s t s " .  
16 

Both communal and s o c i e t a l  ac t ion  

depend on t h e  i n t e n t i o n  of t h e  ind iv idua l s  involved i n  t h e  
.r 

act ions ,  s ince ,  i n  the  former a c t i o n  i s  or ien ted  t o  t h e  f e e l i n g  

of belonging together ,  and i n  t h e  l a t t e r  a c t i o n  i s  or ien ted  t o  

r a t i o n a l l y  motivated adjustment of i n t e r e s t s .  

For my argument, t h e  important poin t  here  i s  t h a t  

s o c i e t a l  ac t ion  can be taken independently of community and 

communal ac t ion  can be taken independently of r a t i o n a l l y  moti- 

vated adjustment of i n t e r e s t s .  It a l s o  follows from h i s  d e f i -  

n i t i o n s  of communal and s o c i e t a l  ac t ion  t h a t ,  with reference  

t o  t h e  exerc ise  of power, while power must be exercised i n  

communal ac t ion ,  those r e s i s t i n g  t h e  ac t ion  may not  be doing 

so  communally. Communal and s o c i e t a l  i n t e r e s t s  can a l s o  con- 

f l i c t  f o r  members of a  group or  f o r  ind iv idua l s .  The p o s s i b l e  

r e l a t i o n s  between communal and s o c i e t a l  ac t ion  and t h e  r e l e -  

vance of considering them f o r  understanding aspects  of a l i e n a -  

t i o n  a r e  c l a r i f i e d  by Weberls d iscuss ion  of au thor i ty .  

Weber saw t h a t  t h e  bas i s  f o r  power i s  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  

use force .  Authority i s  t h e  means by which t h e  use of f o r c e  

i s  legi t imized.  Weber d is t inguished between t h r e e  types of 

" l eg i t ima te  power" or "au thor i ty f t  : charisma, t r a d i t i o n a l  and 

l e g a l - r a t i o n a l ,  of which t h e  t h i r d  he f e l t  t o  be t h e  most 

prevalent  i n  modern i n d u s t r i a l  soc ie ty .  Legal - ra t ional  autho- 

r i t y  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  "be l i e f  i n  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of l e g a l  s t a t u t e s  

and func t iona l  competence based on r a t i o n a l l y  c rea ted  r u l e s " .  
17 



Weber pointed out t h a t  method; of l eg i t imiz ing  power do no t  

answer t o  some e x t e r n a l  con t ro l .  They a r e  " inner  j u s t i f i c a -  

t i o n s "  f o r  use of power. 

It i s  understood t h a t ,  i n  r e a l i t y ,  obedience i s  
determined by highly robust  motives of f e a r  and 
hope -- f e a r  of t h e  vengeance of magical powers 
or  of the  power-holder, hope f o r  reward i n  t h i s  
world or  i n  t h e  beyond -- . . . However, i n  asking 
f o r  t h e  f l eg i t ima t ions1  of t h i s  obedience one 
meets with these  t h r e e  'purer types .... 18 

Weber defined power " i n  r e a l i t y "  as  t h e  chances of an individual  

or a  number of them t o  r e a l i z e  t h e i r  w i l l  even aga ins t  t h e  

opposi t ion of o the r s .  Types of au thor i ty ,  as modes of j u s t i -  

fy ing  some uses of power (and, of course,  r e j e c t i n g  o t h e r s ) ,  

a r e  " i n  r e a l i t y "  modes of expressing f e a r s  and hopes. Weber 

considered legit imacy t o  be normative. I f  a u t h o r i t y  i s  nor- 

mative we can quest ion t o  what condi t ions  " i n  r e a l i t y "  do t h e  

norms r e f e r ,  which leads d i r e c t l y  back t o  Marxts theory of 

a l i e n a t i o n .  

Weberrs "au thor i ty"  answers t o  Marx's "ideology" as  

the  r e i f i c a t i o n  of self-consciousness .  In  t h e  case of l e g a l -  

r a t i o n a l  au thor i ty ,  man r e i f i e s  r u l e s  he crea ted  i n t o  " l e g a l  

s t a t u t e s "  and " func t iona l  competence" which become standards 

over man t o  which he must answer as  i f  t o  an e x t e r n a l  fo rce .  - 
His r e l a t i o n  t o  them i s  as  t o  " th ings"  t h a t  he d i d  not  c r e a t e ;  

f o r  which he i s  not  respons ib le  but t o  which he i s  responsible. - 7 

Marx d is t inguished between community a s  human and as 
------- 

i l l u s o r y ,  t h e  former being based on man's c a p a c i t i e s  as a  

spec ies  and t h e  l a t t e r  based on t h e  S t a t e .  In  human community 



a l l  a c t i o n  not only flows from manfs spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  

but i s  con t ro l l ed  by h i s  knowledge of t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  and . 
d i rec ted  toward t h e  development of human c a p a c i t i e s  suggested 

by t h i s  I n  c i v i l  soc ie ty  ( i l l u s o r y  community) 

manfs ac t ions  flow h i s  spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  but a r e  not 

cont ro l led  by of i t  and a r e  not  d i rec ted  toward 
/ 

development of human c a p a c i t i e s .  The development of human 

capacities i n  c i v i l  soc ie ty  i s  acc iden ta l  and l imi ted  by t h e  

conditions ( inc luding  ideology)  which a r e  required t o  maintain 

c i v i l  soc ie ty .  

The major d i s t i n c t i o n  t h a t  I wish t o  draw here 

between Marx and Weber i s  t h a t  while Weber described what he 

saw normatively, Marx denied t h e  v a l i d i t y  of normative beha- 

v i o r  as , , such .  He s e t  up manfs spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  a s  an 

absolu te  standard,  i . e . ,  an ob jec t ive  standard e x t e r n a l  t o  

p a r t i c u l a r  norms, aga ins t  which normative behavior can be evalu- 

a ted as  t o  i t s  

Bureaucracy 

Weber 

organizing f o r  

b e n e f i t s  or harmfulness t o  man as  man. 

considered bureaucracy, as  a  s t a b l e  mode of 

t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  of goals ,  t o  be t e c h n i c a l l y  

super ior  t o  o ther  forms of organiza t ion  because i t  ensures 

" t h a t  t h e  o f f i c i a l  business of t h e  adminis t ra t ion  be discharged 

p rec i se ly ,  unambiguously, continuously,  and with a s  much speed 

as  poss ib le" .  19 I 

The f u l l y  developed bureaucra t ic  mechanism compares 
with o ther  organizat ions exact ly  a s  does t h e  machine 
with t h e  non-mechanical modes of production. 20 



Administration i n  bureaucracy , i s  c a r r i e d  out with reference  t o  

I I ob jec t ive  considerat ions",  which means "a  discharge of bus i -  
* 

ness according t o  and !without regard f o r  

persons 1 .  I' i d e a l l y ,  i s  

s o c i e t a l  ac t ion .  Weberrs c r i p t i o n  of bureaucracy as  a 

"machine", and a d m i n i s t r a t i  a s  s o c i e t a l  a c t i o n  p a r a l l e l s  

Marxfs desc r ip t ion  of selg-consciousness o b j e c t i f i e d  i n t o  

soc ie ty  a s  a  " th ing" ,  and t h e  r e i f i c a t i o n  of t h i s  objec t  

through d is regarding  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  between it  and t h e  persons 

who c r e a t e  and maintain i t .  

Bureaucracy i s  per fec ted  through the  "dehumanizing1' 

of o f f i c i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  

I t s  s p e c i f i c  na ture ,  which i s  welcomed by c a p i t a l -  
ism, develops t h e  more p e r f e c t l y  the  more bureau- 
cracy i s  fdehumanizedf, t h e  more completely it  
succeeds i n  e l iminat ing  from o f f i c i a l  business love,  
ha t red ,  and a l l  purely personal ,  i r r a t i o n a l ,  and 
emotional elements which escape ca lcu la t ion .  22 

He equated "dehumanization1' with t h e  e l iminat ion  of "personal ,  

i r r a t i o n a l ,  and emotional elements which escape c a l c u l a t i o n " .  

Within t h e  framework of Marxfs theory of a l i e n a t i o n ,  "dehuman- 

i z a t i o n "  of o f f i c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  does not ,  i n  i t s e l f ,  necessa- 

r i l y  imply the  dehumanization of man, Alienat ion does not  

follow from t h e  depersonal iza t ion  of r e l a t i o n s  i n  soc ie ty  

(as  a  t h i n g )  but from t h e  - use t h a t  man makes of t h i s  ob jec t ,  

soc ie ty ,  t h a t  he has c rea ted .  I n  h i s  communistic soc ie ty ,  

man "possess ob jec t ive  r e a l i t y " .  

... through t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a l l  obcjects a r e  f o r  him 
a  pos i t iSe ,  depersonalized o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n  of him- 
s e l f .  H e  i s  t h e  man t o  whom t h e  world.indeed 
belongs, because i t s  manner of production does not 
a l i e n a t e  him, but e s t a b l i s h e s  him. 23 



He a l s o  sa id ,  i n  h i s  d iscuss idn  of human requirements, and 

t h e  "emancipationff of t h e  human senses,  t h a t  men i n  human 

c  ommuni t y  

... rela,$e themselves t o  t h e  
of t h e  th ing ,  but t h e  t h i n g  
t i v e  human r e l a t i o n  t o  
v i c e  versa.  Need or 
l o s t  t h e i r  
i t s  mere u t i l i t y  by use becoming human use., 

Weber too  recognized a  d i s t i n c t i o n  between s o c i a l  

organiza t ion  as  a  t o o l  and t h e  human use of i t .  His recogni- 

t i o n  of it i s  indica ted  i n  h i s  a s soc ia t ion  of power with com- 

munal ac t ion ,  and i n  h i s  f u r t h e r  d iscuss ion  of communal and 

s o c i e t a l  ac t ion  with reference  t o  bureaucracy. 

Once it  i s  f u l l y  e s t ab l i shed ,  bureaucracy i s  among 
those s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e s  which a r e  t h e  hardes t  t o  
destroy.  Bureaucracy i s  t h e  means of car ry ing  - 
lcommunity action1 over i n t o  r a t i o n a l l y  ordered 
' s o c i e t a l  ac t ion! .  Therefore,  as  an instrument f o r  
' s o c i e t a l i z i n g t  r e l a t i o n s  of power, bureaucracy has 
been and i s  a  power instrument of t h e  f i r s t  order  -- 
f o r  t h e  one who con t ro l s  t h e  bureaucra t ic  apparatus .  25 

It follows t h a t  c o n t r o l  of bureaucra t ic  apparatus heavi ly  

weights t h e  chances of an i n d i v i d u a l  or  a  group of ind iv idua l s  

t o  r e a l i z e  t h e i r  w i l l  i n  communal ac t ion .  

Under otherwise equal  condi t ions ,  a  ' s o c i e t a l  ac t ion! ,  
which i s  methodically ordered and led ,  i s  super ior  
t o  every r e s i s t a n c e  of 'mass' or even of tcommunal 
ac t ion" .  And where t h e  bureaucra t i za t ion  of adminis- 
t r a t i o n  has been completely c a r r i e d  through, a  form 
of power r e l a t i o  i s  e s t ab l i shed  t h a t  i s  p r a c t i c a l l y  
unshat te rable .  29 

!" 
Weberls b e l i e f  i n  t h e  i n v u l n e r a b i l i t y  of power r e l a -  

t i o n s  based on c o n t r o l  of bureaucra t ic  apparatus i s  dependent 

upon h i s  assumption t h a t  a  change i n  power r e l a t i o n s  would 



r equ i re  t h e  breakdown of t h e  bureaucra t ic  machine. This 
I 

assumption i s  quest ionable  s ince  communal ac t ion  can be cay- 

r i e d  on independently of p a r t i c u l a r  s o c i e t a l  organiza t ions ,  

and it i s  poss ib le  t h a t  power r e l a t i o n s  expressed i n  bureau- 

c r a t i c  organizat ion can be changed on 

might e n t a i l  a  change i n  t h e  uses made 

would not  necessa r i ly  e n t a i l  t h e  breakdown of bureaucracies .  

Weber thought t h a t  such re-organiza t ion  would be a t  l e a s t  

highly unl ike ly  because of t h e  na tu re  of bureaucra t ic  organi- 

zat ion.  

The ind iv idua l  bureaucrat  cannot squirm out of t h e  
apparatus i n  which he i s  harnessed. I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  
t h e  honor i f i c  or  avocat ional  ' n o t a b l e ' ,  t h e  pro- 
f e s s i o n a l  bureaucrat  i s  chained t o  h i s  a c t i v i t y  by 
h i s  e n t i r e  m a t e r i a l  and i d e a l  ex is tence .  I n  t h e  
g r e a t  major i ty  of cases ,  he i s  only a  s i n g l e  cog i n  
an ever-moving mechanism which p resc r ibes  t o  him an 
e s s e n t i a l l y  f ixed  rou te  of march. The o f f i c i a l  i s  
en t rus ted  with spec ia l i zed  t a s k s  and normally t h e  
mechanism cannot be put i n t o  motion or a r r e s t e d  by 
him, but only from t h e  very top. The ind iv idua l  
bureaucrat  i s  thus  forged t o  t h e  community of a l l  
t h e  func t ionar i e s  who a r e  in teg ra ted  i n t o  t h e  
mechanism. They have a  common i n t e r e s t  i n  seeing 
t h a t  t h e  mechanism continues i t s  funct ions  and t h a t  
t h e  s o c i e t a l l y  exercised a u t h o r i t y  c a r r i e s  on. *7 

The continuing funct ioning  of bureaucracy i s  i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  

of t h e  v a s t  major i ty  of people. 

The ru led ,  f o r  t h e i r  p a r t ,  cannot dispense with or 
rep lace  t h e  bureaucra t ic  apparatus of a u t h o r i t y  
once it  e x i s t s .  For t h i s  bureaucracy r e s t s  upon 
expert  t r a i n i n g ,  a  f u n c t i o n a l  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  of 
work, and an a t t i t u d e  s e t  f o r  h a b i t u a l  and v i r tuoso-  
l i k e  mastery of a  s i n g l e  ye t  methodically in teg ra ted  
funct ion.  If t h e  o f f i c i a l  s tops  working, or if h i s  
work i s  f o r c e f u l l y  i n t e r r u p t e d ,  chaos r e s u l t s ,  and 
i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  improvise replacements from among 
t h e  governed who a r e  f i t  t o  master such chaos. This 
holds f o r  publ ic  adminis t ra t ion  as  we l l  as  f o r  p r i v a t e  
economic management. 28 



Weber has shown t h a t  des t ruc t ibn  of bureaucrat ic  organiza t ion  

would lead t o  chaos and would thus  be i n  no one's i n t e r e s t s ,  * 

n e i t h e r  those of t h e  r u l e r s  nor of t h e  ru led .  He has not  shown 

how he can j u s t i f y  h i s  assumption t h a t  t h i s  f a c t  e n t a i l s  t h e  

necess i ty  of maintaining power r e l a t i o n s  as  they e x i s t .  

not  shown t h e  necessary connection between t h e  use fl bureau- 

cracy and t h e  exis tence  of bureaucracy. 

Weber was, i n  f a c t ,  unable t o  show any such necessary 

connection. He unwit t ingly equated bureaucra t ic  organiza t ion  

with capi ta l i sm,  i . e . ,  he equated t h e  objec t  and one p a r t i c u l a r  

use of i t .  He recognized t h a t  modern forms of bureaucracy 

were f i r s t  developed i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  capi ta l i sm.  

The bureaucra t ic  s t r u c t u r e  goes hand i n  hand with 
t h e  concentrat ion of t h e  m a t e r i a l  means of manage- 
ment i n  t h e  hands of t h e  master.  This concentrat ion 
occurs, f o r  ins tance ,  i n  a  well-known and t y p i c a l  
fashion,  i n  t h e  development of b ig  c a p i t a l i s t  en te r -  
prises,which f ind  t h e i r  e s s e n t i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n  
t h i s  process.  *9 

Alongside t h i s  development of bureaucracy i n  c a p i t a l i s t  en te r -  

p r i s e s  . i s  a  corresponding development of bureaucracy i n  publ ic  

organizat ions.  Because bureaucracy arose  p a r a l l e l  with c a p i t a l -  

ism, Weber assumed t h a t ,  once f u l l y  developed, i t  could not  be 

separated from capi ta l i sm.  

More and more t h e  m a t e r i a l  f a t e  of t h e  masses depends 
upon t h e  steady and c o r r e c t  funct ioning  of t h e  
increas ingly  bureaucra t ic  organizat ions of p r i v a t e  
capi ta l i sm.  The i d e a  of e l iminat ing  these  organiza- 
t i o n s  becomes more and more utopian. 30 

The equation of a  s o c i a l  objec t  with t h e  use t o  which it  was 

o r i g i n a l l y  put i s  a  f a l s e  equation. The beauty of Marxfs 



theory of a l i e n a t i o n  i s  i t s  quest ioning of t h i s  equation, but 

one need not  r e s o r t  t o  Marx's theory t o  show t h e  inadequacy 

of i t .  The development of s o c i a l  ob jec t s  - i s  a  process of 

c r e a t i n g  s o c i a l  ob jec t s ,  s epa ra t ing  them from t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  

use, and using them i n  new ways. One example of t h i s  process 

i s  t h e  development of t r a v e l  by water. ~ a i l j d o a t s ,  which were 

once a  primary means of t r a v e l ,  were by steamers a s  

a  primary means. But t h e  s a i l b o a t s  

S a i l i n g  has become a  means of r ec rea t ion .  1 31 
2. WEBER AND THE MYTH OF SOCIETY 

I n  my discuss ion  of Weberls work I have been l ay ing  

the  foundation f o r  my argument tha. t  h i s  ana lys i s  of a u t h o r i t y  

i s  an ana lys i s  of one of t h e  methods by which people a l i e n a t e  

themselves from t h e i r  spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  His ana lys i s  of 

communal and s o c i e t a l  ac t ion ,  power and au thor i ty ,  and bureau- 

cracy i s  invaluable  t o  t h e  study of a l i e n a t i o n .  He c l e a r l y  

showed how ideas  must be t r e a t e d  as an independent v a r i a b l e  i n  

manr s  understanding of soc ie ty .  He a l s o  c l a r i f i e d  and, perhaps 

unin tent ional ly ,  added weight t o  Marxls content ion t h a t  i f  man 

wants t o  overcome a l i e n a t i o n  he has t o  understa.nd and c o n t r o l  

h i s  r e l a t i o n  t o  s o c i a l  ob jec t s .  

But Weber, with h i s  phenomenal range and depth of 

i n t e r e s t ,  went f a r  beyond a  simple c l a r i f i c a t i o n  and aff i rma- 

t i o n  of Marx's theory.  It was with reference  t o  h i s  d iscuss ion  

of r a t i o n a l i t y  as  a  genera l  c u l t u r a l  development underlying a l l  

aspec ts  of modern l i f e  t h a t  Weber reached beyond Marxfs r a t h e r  



simple c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  aLienated as  worker and t h e  

a l i e n a t o r  a s  owner, and contr ibuted independently t o  an under- 

s tanding of a l i e n a t i o n  i n  t h e  contemporary world. 

Ra t iona l i ty  

Weber used t h e  term " r a t i o n a l "  i n  a  v a r i  e t y  of wa.ys 
3 2  

of which I am going t o  consider  t h r e e :  r a t i o n a l  ac t ion ,  

r a t i o n a l  systems, and r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  as  an a t t i t u d e  toward 

t h e  world. Of Weberls d e f i n i t i o n  of r a t i o n a l  a c t i o n  Talcot 

Parsons noted, 

Weber unfortunately does not  give us an e x p l i c i t  
statement of ( t h e )  c r i t e r i a ,  but they can be i n f e r r e d  
from h i s  discussion.  An a c t  i s  r a t i o n a l  i n  s o  f a r  
as  ( a )  i t  i s  or iented t o  a  c l e a r l y  formulated unambi- 
guous goal,  or t o  a  s e t  of values which a r e  c l e a r l y  
formulated and l o g i c a l l y  cons i s t en t ;  ( b )  t h e  means 
chosen a re ,  according t o  t h e  bes t  a v a i l a b l e  knowledge, 
adapted t o  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  of the  goal .  33 

Rational  ac t ion ,  then, includes o r i e n t a t i o n  toward a  goal ,  t h e  

means used t o  achieve the  goal ,  and some judgment of t h e  

adequacy of t h e  means f o r  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  of the  goal.  

O f  t he  second usage t h a t  I wish t o  consider ,  Weber 

s t a t e d  simply, I' lRat ional!  may a l s o  mean a  lsystematic  arrange- 

ment ! . " 
34 

A systematic arrangement i s  a method which i s  

"unambiguously or iented t o  f ixed  goals"35, which formally 

includes i t  i n  t h e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  above d e f i n i t i o n  of 

r a t i o n a l  ac t ion  l i s t e d  a f t e r  ( b ) .  My reason f o r  considering 

the  two uses sepa ra te ly  i s  t h a t ,  while r a t i o n a l  a c t i o n  focuses 

a t t e n t i o n  on the  ac to r s ,  r a t i o n a l  system focuses a t t e n t i o n  on 

t h e  method. 



Rat ional iza t ion  as  an a t t i t u d e  toward t h e  world, 

r e f e r s  not  t o  any increased r a t i o n a l i t y  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  

ind iv idua l  but t o  t h e  assumption by indiv iduals  t h a t  t h e  world 

i s  r a t i o n a l  (as  sys temat ica l ly  arranged) .  In  "Science as a  

Vocation" 
36 

Weber discussed " i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t  r a t iona l i za t ion"  

as  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t ,  although one has no increased knowledge of 

t h e  condi t ions under which one l i v e s ,  one could, i f  one wished, 

discover what they a re .  It i s  t h e  be l i e f  t h a t  a l l  things can 

be mastered by ca lcu la t ion ,  and t h a t  t h e r e  a re  no mysterious 

and inca lcu lab le  fo rces  i n  t h e  world, a  be l i e f  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  

development of t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  method. 

Weber saw t h e  development of t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  method 

h i s t o r i c a l l y  from Socrates t o  t h e  Renaissance within the  context 

of t h e  search f o r  " t r u e  a r t " .  He pointed out t h a t  f o r  t h e  

e a r l y  experimentors sc ience  wa.s t h e  pa th  t o  t r u e  a r t  and thus 

t o  t r u e  na ture .  But t h i s  f a i t h  i n  science i s  no longer tenable .  

After  Nietzche 's  devas ta t ing  c r i t i c i s m  of those ' l a s t  
men1 who 1 invented happiness 1 , * I may leave as ide  a l t o -  
ge ther  t h e  naive optimism i n  which science -- t h a t  i s ,  
t h e  technique of mastering l i f e  which r e s t s  upon 
sc ience  -- has been ce lebra ted  as  the  way t o  happi- 
ness .. .. 37 

He asked what meaning we can make of science,  

... now a f t e r  a l l  t hese  former i l l u s i o n s ,  t h e  'way t o  
t r u e  be ing ' ,  t h e  'way t o  t r u e  a r t ! ,  t h e  'way t o  t r u e  
n a t y r e f ,  t h e  'way t o  t r u e  God!, t h e  'way t o  t r u e  
happiness 1 ,  have been d i s p e l l e d ?  Tolstoy has given 
t h e  s implest  answer with t h e  words: 'Science i s  
meaningless because it  gives no answer t o  our question, 
t h e  only quest ion important f o r  us:  "what s h a l l  we 
do and how s h a l l  we l i v e ? "  1 That sc ien  e  does not 
give an answer t o  t h i s  i s  indisputable .  36 



Weber concluded t h a t  t h e  value of sc ience  i s  t h a t  it can give 

us c l e a r  means f o r  reaching our goals ,  but we ourselves must 

t h e  day' I' 
40 

His not ion was t h a t  we a r e  coming i n t o  a time 

charac ter ized  by t h e  necess i ty  of fac ing  t h e  "gods" of t h e  

ancients  without t h e  p r o t e c t i o n  e i t h e r  of t h e i r  myths or  of 

our own - our h e r i t a g e  of Judeo-Chris t iani ty .  In  a sense,  he 

"prophesied", as  d i d  Marx, a  "new world" ; but where Marx 

s t r e s sed  t h e  p o s i t i v e  aspects  of man ga in ing  h i s  freedom from 

speci fy  those goals  f o r  ourselves.  

I n t e l l e c t u a l i s t  r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i s  an a t t i t u d e  toward 

t h e  world based on a  misconception which i s  tha t ,  because 

science gives explanat ion but no meaning, t h e r e  i s  no meaning 

i n  t h e  world a s ide  from t h e  mundane c a l c u l a b i l i t y  of i t .  It 

was toward t h i s  a t t i t u d e  t h a t  Weber d i rec ted  h i s  observat ion 

t h a t  t h e  world i s  "disenchanted".  

We l i v e  as d i d  t h e  ancients  when t h e i r  world was not  
ye t  disenchanted of i t s  gods and mmons, only we l i v e  
i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  sense.  As Hellenic  man a t  times s a c r i -  
f i c e d  t o  Aphrodite and a t  o ther  t imes t o  Apollo, and, 
above a l l ,  a s  everybody s a c r i f i c e d  t o  t h e  gods of h i s  
c i t y ,  so do we s t i l l  nowadays, only t h e  bearing of 
man has been disenchanted and denuded of i t s  myst ica l  
but inwardly genuine p l a s t i c i t y .  Fate,  and c e r t a i n l y  
not  ' s c i e n c e ' ,  holds sway over these  gods and t h e i r  
s t rugg les .  ... Our c i v i l i z a t i o n  des t ines  us t o  r e a l i z e  
more c l e a r l y  these  s t rugg les  again,  a f t e r  our eyes 
have been blinded f o r  a  thousand years  -- blinded by 
t h e  a l l eged ly  or  presumably exclusive o r i e n t a t i o n  
towards t h e  grandiose moral f e r v o r  of Chr i s t i an  
e t h i c s .  39 

Weber was no t  deluded by a  longing f o r  some romantic p a s t .  He 

believed t h a t  t h e s e  "gods and t h e i r  s t rugg les"  would have t o  

be d e a l t  with i n  p r a c t i c a l  l i f e ,  i n  "meeting t h e  'demands of 



s o c i e t a l  organizat ion,  Weber s'tressed t h e  f a n t a s t i c  amount of 

e f f o r t  and d i s c i p l i n e  required t o  dea l  with our " c i v i l i z a t i o n " .  

As we we l l  know now, Weberrs po in t  of view cannot be passed . 

off a s  "mere" pessimism. 

Weber showed how our s o c i e t a l  organiza t ion  i s  becoming 

inc reas ing ly  r a t i o n a l i z e d  i n  bureaucra t ic  systems. He a l s o  

described t h e  sub jec t ive  a t t i t u d e s  which have developed 

p a r a l l e l  with t h i s  increas ing  empir ica l  r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  ' What 

he f a i l e d  t o  do was t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  c l e a r l y  between t h e  one and 

t h e  o ther ,  and t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between them, an important d i s t i n c t i o n  f o r  t h e  study of a l i e n a -  

t ion .  

For example, Weber presented h i s  t h r e e  forms o f l ' l e g i -  

t imate  power" a s  " i d e a l  types",  emphasizing t h a t  none i s  ever  

found i n  a  pure form i n  r e a l i t y .  As i d e a l  types they a r e  con- 

s t r u c t s  t h a t  we can employ t o  g e t  a  c l e a r e r  understanding of 

human behavior i n  any soc ie ty .  H i s t o r i c a l l y ,  i n  Western 

c i v i l i z a t i o n ,  he bel ieved t h a t  our soc ie ty  i s  charac ter ized  by 

a  genera l  development of t h e  l e g a l - r a t i o n a l  type with a  decrease 

i n  both charismatic  and t r a d i t i o n a l .  He r e l a t e d  t h e  d e c l i n e  i n  

t r a d i t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t y  t o  t h e  development of sc ience  i n  European 

cu l tu re ;  and t h e  dec l ine  i n  charisma t o  t h e  diminishing impor- 

tance  ok t h e  ind iv idua l  and of t h e  e f fec t iveness  of i n d i v i d u a l  

a c t i o n  i n  s o c i e t a l  organizat ion.  Applied t o  a concre te  

example, such as t h e  development of European c i v i l i z a t i o n ,  t h e  

i d e a l  type of l e g a l - r a t i o n a l  au thor i ty  now r e f e r s  both t o  a 
/ 



$ 

f a c t u a l  empir ical  development of r a t i o n a l  systems based on 

t h e  use of s c i e n t i f i c  method, and t o  t h e  o r i e n t a t i o n  (of - ' .  1 
a t t i t u d e s )  of people t o  these  r a t i o n a l  systems. As Marx shawedb 

t h e  two can be separated,  t h e  one being t h e  ob jec t ive  develop- 

ment of mants c a p a c i t i e s  and t h e  o ther  t h e  r e i f i c a t i o n  of t h e s e  , 

"objec ts"  . 
Weber saw t h e  inc reas ing  appeal t o  r a t i o n a l l y  c rea ted  

r u l e s  as  a  method of j u s t i f y i n g  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  and use of 

power, t o  be an aspect  of t h e  genera l  t rend  of r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  

The genera l  t rend  of r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  as  an a t t i t u d e  toward 

t h e  world, i s  based upon c e r t a i n  assumptions, a s  I have d i s -  
4 41 

cussed, about science.  These assumptions r e i f y  sc ience  , and* 

consequently a r e  not  necessa r i ly  implied i n  t h e  empir ica l  

r a t i o n a l  systems. They i n d i c a t e ,  not t h e  cha rac te r  of t h e  

systems man has crea ted ,  but t h e  - use of these  systems by man. 

Indiv idual  and Society 

It i s  by confront ing Weberrs ideas  about t h e  

r e l a t i o n  between t h e  ind iv idua l  and s o c i e t y  with Marx's under- 

s tanding of man t h a t  I wish t o  complete my argument. The 

v a l i d i t y  of Marxfs theory of a l i e n a t i o n  r e s t s  f i n a l l y  on 

h i s  assumption t h a t  man i s  "whole man" and not "merely a par -  

t i c u l a r  funct ionr ' ,  t h a t  he may t r e a t  himself as a  mere 

p a r t i c u l a r  funct ion,  and t o  do s o  i s  t o  a l i e n a t e  himself 

from h i s  "species  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c "  of " f r e e ,  conscious 

a c t i v i t y " ,  f . e . ,  t o  deny h i s  wholeness, a c t i n g  out of i t  with- 

out recogni t ion  of doing so. I f  man has no "na ture ,  i f  he 



69 

i s  determined only by environqental  s i t u a t i o n s ,  a  "mere 

r e f l e c t i o n "  of h i s  cu l tu re ;  o r  i f  men a r e  i s o l a t e d  i n d i v i -  - 
duals  r e l a t e d  together  only through shared myths and shared 

necess i ty ,  then t h e r e  i s  no need t o  consider  a l i e n a t i o n  as  a  

problem. The experience t o  which t h e  term "a l i ena t ion"  r e f e r s  

can i n d i c a t e ,  i n  t h e f i r s t  case,  a t  most, con t rad ic t ions  

between d i f f e r e n t  aspects  of a  given c u l t u r e ,  con t rad ic t ions  

r e f l e c t e d  i n  man; and i n  t h e  second case can i n d i c a t e ,  a t  

most, t h e  n a t u r a l  i s o l a t i o n  of ind iv idua l s  and t h e i r  n a t u r a l  

c o n f l i c t s  of i n t e r e s t .  These a r e  t h e  two senses i n  which Hegel 

considered a l i ena t ion ,  and i n  both cases  t h e r e  can be no 

genuine "so lu t ion"  t o  a l i e n a t i o n .  There can be only t h e  recog- 

n i t i o n  of a  necessary human condi t ion  and acceptance of i t .  

I would l i k e  t o  continue my "defense" of a l i e n a t i o n  

theory with an appeal t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  while t h i s  theory 

encompasses t h e  r e l a t i o n s  described by Weber, he offered no 

a l t e r n a t e  theory explaining t h e  experiences t o  which " a l i e n a -  

t i o n "  r e f e r s .  Weber never e x p l i c i t l y  formulated h i s  ideas  

about t h e  na tu re  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  ind iv idua l  -. 
and soc ie ty ,  but they a r e  implied i n  h i s  work. Without -1 
attempting t o  def ine  h i s  " r e a l "  thoughts,  h i s  wr i t ing  i n d i c a t e s  j 

a  t h e o r e t i c a l  assumption t h a t  men a r e  n a t u r a l l y  i s o l a t e d  i n d i -  I' 

v iduals ,  r e l a t e d  together  i n  soc ie ty  through shared bonds of 1 
- 

myth and necess i ty .  

Weber took t h e  ind iv idua l  and soc ie ty  "as  given",  

recognized t h e  "d is tance"  between p r i v a t e  and publ ic  l i f e ,  and 



saw t h a t  p r i v a t e  l i f e  as  given has very l i t t l e ,  i f  any, e f f e c t  

on publ ic  l i f e .  

The f a c t  of our time i s  charac ter ized  by r a t i o n a l i z a -  
t i o n ,  i n t e l l e c t u a l i z a t i o n  and, above a l l ,  by t h e  
(disenchantment of t h e  world ' .  P rec i se ly  t h e  u l t ima te  
and most sublime values have r e t r e a t e d  from publ ic  
l i f e  e i t h e r  i n t o  t h e  t ranscendenta l  realm of mystic 
l i f e  or  i n t o  t h e  b r o t h e r l i n e s s  of d i r e c t  and personal  
human r e l a t i o n s .  42 

Believing t h a t  power i n  t h e  hands of a few t o  c o n t r o l  t h e  l i v e s  

of t h e  many goes hand i n  hand with l a rge - sca le  bureaucra t ic  

organizat ion,  t h a t ,  a  r a d i c a l  change i n  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 

power implies  d i s rup t ion  of bureaucracy and consequently "chaos", 

and be l iev ing  i n  t h e  inc reas ing  i n d e s t r u c t i b i l i t y  of bureau- 

c r a t i c  organizat ion,  Weber thought t h a t  t h e  only th ing  f o r  men 

t 6  do i s  f ace  up t o  t h e  r e a l i t i e s  of l i f e  as they a r e  w i t h  

ind iv idua l  i n t e g r i t y .  

... We want t o  draw t h e  lesson t h a t  nothing i s  gained 
by yearning and t a r r y i n g  alone, and we s h a l l  a c t  
d i f f e r e n t l y .  We s h a l l  s e t  t o  work and meet t h e  
(demands of t h e  day ' ,  i n  human r e l a t i o n s  as wel l  as 
i n  our vocation. This, however, i s  p l a i n  and simple, 
i f  each f i n d s  and obeys t h e  demon who holds t h e  
f i b r e s  of h i s  very l i f e .  43 

What he l e f t  unquestioned was t h e  content of thefdemands of the  

day!. 

Reject ing t h e  idea  t h a t  t h e  (demands of t h e  day1 f a l l  

on t h e  shoulders of ind iv idua l s  ( a s  i s o l a t e d  ind iv idua l s  ), 

what th'ese demands c o n s i s t  of depends on the  ways i n  which 

people a r e  prepared t o  organize themselves i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  

s o c i e t a l  organizat ion.  Weber saw the  i n d i v i d u a l  as  he lp less  

i n  t h e  f a c e  of inc reas ing  r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of soc ie ty ,  t h e  only 



channel f o r  e f f e c t i v e  power being bureaucra t ic  organiza t ion .  

I n  h i s  d iscuss ion  of power, he defined it  i n  terms of an i n d i -  

v i d u a l  or  indiv iduals  i n  concert  being ab le  t o  " r e a l i z e  t h e i r  

own w i l l  i n  a  communal a c t i o n  even aga ins t  o thers  who a r e  

p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  ac t ion" .  Since communal and s o c i e t a l  

a c t i o n  can be d is t inguished,  any p a r t i c u l a r  s o c i e t a l  organiza- 

t ion ,  such as  bureaucracy, i s  only one of t h e  means by which 

"wi l l s "  can be " rea l i zed" .  Since power i s  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  of 

ind iv idua l  w i l l s  i n  communal ac t ion ,  and s o c i e t d l  organiza t ion  

i s  one means by which power i s  exercised,  a t  l e a s t  some i n d i -  

v iduals  a r e  f a r  from he lp less  i n  our soc ie ty .  

Reject ing Weberts assumption t h a t  one p a r t i c u l a r  use 

of bureaucracy i s  a  necessary use of i t ,  i t  follows t h a t  t h e  

power d i s t r i b u t i o n  now r e l a t e d  t o  bureaucracy i s  not  a  neces- 

sa ry  one. Weber saw l e g a l - r a t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t y  as  a  j u s t i f i c a -  

t i o n  f o r  e x i s t i n g  power r e l a t i o n s .  I n  Marxls theory t h i s  

p a r a l l e l s  t h e  r e i f i c a t i o n  of law i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  

" ru l ing"  c l a s s .  Weber saw t h a t  such j u s t i f i c a t i o n  was equal ly 

i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  r u l e d , r e f e r r i n g  t o  both t h e i r  hopes and 

t h e i r  f e a r s .  However, a s  long as  such j u s t i f i c a t i o n  stems from 

hopes and f e a r s  without a c t u a l l y  resolv ing  f e a r s  and r e a l i z i n g  

hopes, i t  i s  based on i r r a t i o n a l  f e e l i n g s  ( love;  ha t red ,  and 

a l l  purely personal ,  i r r a t i o n a l ,  and emotional elements which 

escape c a l c u l a t i o n )  and i s  not  r a t i o n a l  ac t ion ,  a s  he defined 

t h e  term. As an i r r a t i o n a l  means of dea l ing  with " r e a l "  hopes 
, I 

and f e a r s ,  it  i s  a  f a i l u r e  of man t o  use h i s  s o c i e t a l  organizat im 
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i n  h i s  human i n t e r e s t ;  a  r e i f , i c a t i o n  r a t h e r  than an o b j e c t i -  

f i c a t i o n  of h i s  powers. Legal - ra t ional  au thor i ty ,  as  a  

r e i f i c a t i o n ,  a t t r i b u t e s  power belonging t o  indiv iduals  i n  

r e l a t i o n  t o  one another ( r ega rd less  of t h e  complexity of t h e s e  

r e l a t i o n s )  t o  r u l e s  which a r e  believed t o  have an exis tence  

independent of t h e  men using them. J u s t i f i c a t i o n  of power 

r e l a t i o n s  i s  a  communal a c t i v i t y ,  a.nd t o  t h e  extent  t h a t  men 

i n  community r e i f y  t h e i r  ob jec t ive  power r e l a t i o n s ,  they 

def ine  themselves ind iv idua l ly  a s  he lp less  i n  t h e  f ace  of 

mass soc ie ty .  Each ind iv idua l  i s  he lp less  because a l l  i n d i -  

v idua l s  i n  community de f ine  themselves as  such and a c t  on 

t h e i r  communal agreement. 

Ra t iona l i za t ion  of s o c i e t a l  organiza t ion ,  as  the  

o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n  of manls powers, does not  necessa r i ly  imply 

ind iv idua l  he lp lessness .  Weber r e a l i z e d  t h a t  s o c i e t a l  

organizat ion can be used as  a  t o o l  f o r  communal goals .  The 

quest ion t h a t  has t o  be answered here  i s  which "community" 

(o r  communities) i s  using e x i s t i n g  s o c i e t a l  organiza t ion  t o  

i t s  own advantage. By Weberls d e f i n i t i o n ,  ind iv idua l  men can 

organize i n  many d i f f e r e n t  kinds of community, depending on 

t o  what they a r e  r e f e r r i n g  f o r  t h e i r  "we-feeling". By Marxl s 

d e f i n i t i o n ,  men can r e f e r  t o  one of two communities f o r  t h e i r  

"we-feeling", t o  an i l l u s o r y  one or t o  t h a t  based on t h e i r  

species  na ture ,  inc luding  a l l  members of t h e  spec ies .  

The d i s t i n c t i o n  between Weberls normative and "value- 

f r e e "  approach and Marxls suggestion of a  standard e x t e r n a l  

t o  c u l t u r a l  norms by which normative behavior can be evaluated 
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i s  important t o  t h e  study of Alienat ion.  Both approaches a r e  , 

"value-free" i n  t h e  sense of being amoral. Marx and Weber 
, 

used t h e i r  analyses of soc ie ty  t o  make moral evaluat ions of 

i t ,  but t h e i r  moral i ty  i s  not  implied i n  t h e i r  ana lys i s .  Marx 
/* 

i n t e r p r e t e d  " f r e e ,  conscious a c t i v i t y "  within a  IgC framework. 

Weberfs pene t ra t ing  ana lys i s  of normative au thor i ty  took us 

beyond Marx's r a t h e r  simple optimism, but d i d  not  answer 

Marxfs bas ic  hypothesis t h a t  man i s  whole and only t r e a t s  him- 

s e l f  a s  a  p a r t i a l  funct ion  i n  forced labor .  Nor have we who 

a r e  f u l l y  within t h e  20C done so.  

We have s tudied f a i r l y  extens ive ly ,  i n  f u n c t i o n a l  

analyses of soc ie ty  and i n  r o l e  and games theory,  ways i n  which 

man t r e a t s  himself as a  p a r t i c u l a r  functi,on. Weber a n t i c i p a t e d  

t h e  problems inherent  i n  t h i s  kind of study when i t  i s  unchecked 

by being placed within a  more encompassing understanding of 

man. With reference  t o  t h e  use of func t iona l  ana lys i s ,  he had 

t h i s  t o  say: 

For purposes of soc io log ica l  ana lys i s  two th ings  can 
be sa id .  F i r s t  t h i s  func t iona l  frame of re ference  i s  
convenient f o r  purposes of p r a c t i c a l  i l l u s t r a t i o n  and 
f o r  p rov i s iona l  o r i e n t a t i o n .  I n  these  r e spec t s  i t  i s  
not  only u s e f u l  but indispensable .  But a t  t h e  same 
time i f  i t s  cogni t ive  value i s  overestimated and i t s  
concepts i l l e g i t i m a t e l y  f r e i f i e d f ,  i t  can be highly 
dangerous. 44 

Functional ana lys i s  of "soc ie ty" ,  as  t h e  o b j e c t i f i e d  power of 

man, i s  one way of descr ib ing  s o c i e t a l  organiza t ion .  It i s ,  

t o  use Toulminfs terminology, a  method of n a t u r a l  h i s t o r y  and 

not a  s c i e n t i f i c  explanation. It n e i t h e r  expla ins  human 



behavior, nor does i t  i l lumina te  our understanding of man's 

r e l a t i o n  t o  s o c i e t a l  organizat ion.  If t h e  r e s u l t s  of func- 

t i o n a l  analyses of "soc ie ty"  a r e  not  r e fe r red  t o  "whole man", 

t h e  method con t r ibu tes  t o  t h e  perpe tua t ion ,  i n  our c u l t u r e ,  

of t h e  myth of Society.  

What has y e t  t o  be accomplished i n  t h e  s o c i a l  

sciences i s  an explanat ion of - how man i s  r e l a t e d  t o  himself 

a s  a  p a r t i c u l a r  funct ion,  and consequently, - how he a l i e n a t e s  

himself.  Weber contr ibuted t o  t h e  beginning of such an explana- 

t i o n  by hypothesizing t h a t  our j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  power r e l a -  

t i o n s ,  and consequently our use of s o c i e t a l  organizat ion,  a r e  

based on our f e a r s  and hopes. 



THE MYTH 

CHAPTER 

OF SOCIETY I N  AMERICAN SOCIOLOGY 

I n  t h i s  chapter  my main i n t e n t i o n  i s  t o  show how con- 

temporary d e f i n i t i o n s  of a l i e n a t i o n  do not  touch on Marxts 

bas ic  hypo thes i ,~ :  t h a t  a l i e n a t i o n  i s  a  r e l a t i o n  between man and 

h i s  spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  ( i . e . ,  t h a t  which d i s t ingu i shes  him 

as  a  spec ies  from other  spec ies  of l i f e ) ,  such t h a t  man uses h i s  

spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  without consciously r e a l i z i n g  what he i s  
- 7 

doing. Contemporary th inkers  i n  America have concentrated on 

what Marx considered t o  be t h e  a c t i v i t y  of a l i e n a t i o n  ( i . e . ,  

forced labor ,  r e i f i c a t i o n ) ,  but have approached t h i s  a c t i v i t y  as  

a  " thing" without r e f e r r i n g  t h e  " th ing"  t o  t h e  people t o  whom it 

r e l a t e s .  They consider  a l i ena ted  man (man t r e a t i n g  himself as  

a  p a r t i c u l a r  funct ion;  c i v i l  man) t o  be t h e  whole man and, 

i n  doing so,  f a i l  t o  ge t  beyond normative models of man Tn 

soc ie ty .  I argue t h a t  contemporary th inkers  have re t a ined  

a l i e n a t i o n  as  an evalua t ive  concept, r e f e r r i n g  t o  inhumane 

treatment of man as  inhuman treatment ,  and reducing Marx's 

not ion of spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t o  e t h i c a l  values pecu l i a r  t o  

one c u l t u r e  and one period of time. I n  contemporary theory,  v' 
a l i e n a t i o n  r e f e r s  mainly t o  a  comparison between c u l t u r a l  

values and s o c i e t a l  organizat ion,  and t o  con t rad ic t ions  between 

t h e  two. This usage i s  more c lose ly  a f f i l i a t e d  with Durkheimls 

not ion  of anomie, and e s p e c i a l l y  as  t h e  term has 



been developed by Robert Merton, than t o  Marxls a l i e n a t i o n .  
I 

One would have t o  agree with Kaufman t h a t  a l i e n a t i o n ,  as used 

i n  t h i s  manner, i s  not a f r u i t f u l  concept f o r  s c i e n t i f i c  

ana lys i s  of soc ie ty .  

My argument i s  t h a t  t h e  contemporary usage of t h e  

term i s  a  d i s t o r t i o n  of Marx's d e f i n i t i o n ,  which can be s t a t e d  

i n  t h e  form of a  hypothesis,  i f  e x t r i c a t e d  from i t s  narrow 

19C humanist value o r i e n t a t i o n .  Marxrs theory was s t a t e d ,  as  

he himself pointed out ,  i n  t h e  form of a  rough and incomplete 

o u t l i n e ,  and he himself derided i d e a l i s t i c  humanism. I r a i s e  

these  po in t s  as  an attempt t o  j u s t i f y  my separa t ion  of c e r t a i n  

aspects  -of h i s  genera l  theory from t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  "Marxian" 

framework, with t h e  convict ion t h a t  h i s  theory of a l i e n a t i o n  

can be used as a  hypothesis with reference  t o  which empir ica l  

da ta  can be meaningfully i n t e r p r e t e d .  

I. CONTEMPORARY DEFINITIONS 
1 Eric  and Mary Josephson, i n  Man Alone , devoted a 

r a t h e r  extensive in t roductory  chapter  t o  a  survey of t h e  

var ious ways i n  which "a l i ena t ion"  has come t o  be used. Their 

survey i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  wide range of i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  concept, 

an i n t e r e s t  spanning t h e  d i s t ance  between poets  and p o l i t i -  
2 

cians .  Walter Gerson constructed a  l e s s  extensive and l e s s  

d e t a i l e d  l i s t  of uses t o  which t h e  concept has been put by 

psychologis ts  and s o c i o l o g i s t s .  He suggested t h a t ,  even though 

incomplete, h i s  l i s t  shows "a  s i z e a b l e  major i ty  of persons 

l i v i n g  i n  our advanced i n d u s t r i a l  soc ie ty"  t o  be a l i ena ted .  
3 



4 l v i n  Seeman attempted a  
I 

l o g i c a l  h i s t o r i c a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  

of kinds of a l i e n a t i o n  which he hoped t o  be of use as  a  b a s i s  

f o r  empir ica l  research.  5 

6 
On t h e  c r i t i c a l  side,and re levan t  t o  my t h e s i s ,  Horton 

has questioned whether contemporary d e f i n i t i o n s  of a l i e n a t i o n  

a r e  value-free,  "or  a r e  we witnessing a  t ransformation from 

r a d i c a l  t o  conformist d e f i n i t i o n s  and values under t h e  gu i se  

of value-free sociology?" I n  an unpublished paper e n t i t l e d  

7 "Alienat ion and Anomie", Stephen Lukes argued t h a t  a l i e n a t i o n  

has been debased i n  faver  of t h e  divergent  "contemporary pre-  

occupations" of researchers ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  " t h e  common core of 
8 

Marxls concept" having been l o s t .  Kaufman , f i n a l l y ,  has sug- 

gested t h a t  s ince  a l i e n a t i o n  i s  a  concept pr imar i ly  used i n  

moral contexts  i t  should be recognized as such and el iminated 

from t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  vocabulary of sociology. 

I f  t h e  content ions of Lukes, Horton and Kaufman a r e  

wel l  founded, and a  pe rusa l  of t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  

a l i e n a t i o n  suggests t h a t  they are9,  a  quest ion a r i s e s  as  t o  

what va lue  t h e r e  i s  i n  t h e  contemporary work being done. 

While agreeing with Lukes t h a t  t h e  common core of Marxrs con- 

cept  has been l o s t  (or  perhaps not ye t  found),  I would f u r t h e r  

argue t h a t ,  with respect  t o  t h e  approaches of s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  

t o  a l i e n a t i o n ,  t h e  contemporary d e f i n i t i o n s  i n d i c a t e  t h e  

presence of t h e  Myth of Society.  

This myth, stemming from the  phi losophica l  mind-body 

problem, takes d i f f e r e n t  forms i n  d i f f e r e n t  contexts ,  e . g . ,  



, 
soc ie ty  a s  a  whole versus i s o l a t e d  ind iv idua l ,  and ind iv idua l  

( a s  pass ive  c l a y )  determined by s o c i e t y  as  a  whole; but t h e  

e s s e n t i a l  r e f e r e n t  of t h e  myth remains t h e  assumption of a  

separa t ion  between "mental cons t ruc t s "  and "sensuous exis -  

tence",  without any attempt t o  consider  t h e  o r i g i n  of t h i s  

separa t ion .  The genera l  form i n  which the  myth i s  expressed g' 

and implied v i a  Durkheim and Weber i s :  with reference  t o  

Durkheim, t h a t  "soc ie ty"  i s  normative and places moral r e s -  
10 

t r i c t i o n s  on otherwise a n a r c h i s t i c  ind iv idua l  men ; and w i t h  
I 

reference  t o  Weber, t h a t  "soc ie ty"  i s  normative and i n d i v i -  
11 

duals r e l a t e  t o  "it" motivated by f e a r  and hope. 

John Clark has remarked t h a t  i n  s p i t e  of t h e  p r o l i -  /' 

f e r a t i o n  of d e f i n i t i o n s  of a l i e n a t i o n ,  

an i s o l a b l e  f e a t u r e  of a l l  of them i s  manrs f e e l i n g  
of lack  of means (power) t o  e l iminate  t h e  discrepancy 
between h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  r o l e  he i s  playing and 
t h e  one he f e e l s  he should be playing i n  most s i t u a -  
t i o n s " .  1 2  

Two others  who e x p l i c i t l y  agree with Clark a r e  Arnold Kaufman, 

f o r  whom"'a1ienation' might be defined as such and such a 

f e e l i n g  which r e s u l t s  from c e r t a i n  b e l i e f s  together  with 

c e r t a i n  ob jec t ive  s o c i a l  condi t ions" ,  t h e  a l i ena ted  persons 

having a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  something e l s e  such t h a t  avoidable 
13 

d iscontent  or l o s s  of s a t i s f a c t i o n  r e s u l t s  ; and F r i t z  

Pappenheim who placed a l i e n a t i o n ,  as  so  defined, within an 

h i s t o r i c a l  perspect ive .  

This "common core" d e f i n i t i o n  of a l i e n a t i o n  as  a  
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discrepancy between what one expects and what one f i n d s  t o  be 

t r u e  - a  discrepancy which i s  unnecessary or  avoidable,  and 

a t  the  same time a  t h r e a t  - h i g h l i g h t s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a l i e n a -  

t i o n  cannot be separated from values ( a s  expec ta t ions ) .  It 

makes no reference  t o  1) t h e  source of t h e  expectat ion,  2 )  t h e  

source of t h e  ob jec t ive  s o c i a l  condi t ions ,  o r  3 )  t h e  r e l a t i o n  

between expectat ion and a c t u a l  condi t ions  i n  terms of t h e i r  

r e spec t ive  sources.  The d e f i n i t i o n  i s  a  normative one, t ak ing  

values as  given and s o c i a l  condi t ions as  given, without 

attempting t o  explain both r e l a t i v e  t o  some e x t e r n a l  s tandard.  

This o r i e n t a t i o n  toward a l i e n a t i o n  i s  r a d i c a l l y  

d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  of Marx, who s t r e s sed  a l i e n a t i o n  as  a  prac- 

t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  ( i n  forced l a b o r ) ,  and t h e  ob jec t ive  e x t e r n a l  

f a c t o r  of species  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  He d i s t r u s t e d  cons idera t ions  

of " a c t u a l  r o l e s "  versus ideas  of what "should1' be, except 

within t h i s  p r a c t i c a l  context .  Outside of p r a c t i c a l  contexts  

t h e  study of a l i e n a t i o n  can, a s  he wel l  knew, degenerate i n t o  

a  form of romantic ideal ism.  

Pappenheimt s  h i s t o r i c a l  approach i s  of value today i n  

t h a t  i t  checks t h e  tendency of American s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  t o  

ignore t h e  c u l t u r a l  pas t  and view a l i e n a t i o n  only i n  our s o c i a l  
14 

present ,  and s p e c i f i c a l l y  with reference  t o  modern technology. 

I n  t h e  course of h i s t o r y  a l i e n a t i o n  has undergone '1 
s i g n i f i c a n t  q u a l i t a t i v e  changes ( s o )  t h a t  i t s  
meaning today i s  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from what i t  was 
i n  previous e ras .  I n  t h e  present  s t a g e  of h i s t o r y  
man has means of s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n  a t  h i s  command 
which were unknown t o  him i n  former per iods .... 



Once t h i s  concept of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ~ s  sovereignty 
has been awakened i n  t h e  minds of men, a  new 
c l imate  i s  prepared. The consciousness t h a t  man's 
yearning f o r  s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n  i s  thwarted becomes 
a crushing experience which could not  have ex i s t ed  
i n  previous s t ages .  I n  such a  s i t y a t i o n  t h e  a l i ena -  
t i o n  of man i s  not  any longer accepted as an 
i n e v i t a b l e  f a t e ;  more than ever before i n  h i s t o r y  
i t  i s  f e l t  as  a  t h r e a t  and a t  t h e  same time a  
challenge. 15 

Alienat ion i s  not ,  he reminds us, a  p e c u l i a r l y  modern problem, 

but i s  an age-old problem which takes  d i f f e r e n t  guises  a t  

d i f f e r e n t  t imes: i t  becomes a  problem, perhaps, f o r  considera-  

t i o n  i n  a  new context ,  more of a  "crushing experienceT',and 

obviously, with t h e  power of s e l f - d e s t r u c t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  t o  

modern man, a  much g r e a t e r  threa . t .  
16 

The major quest ion which comes out of an examination 

of contemporary uses of " a l i e n a t i o n "  i s  t h a t  of t h e  c r i t e r i a  

f o r  evaluat ing both values and condi t ions  of l i f e .  Kaufman ,/ 
r a i sed  t h e  poin t  t h a t  the  d iscontent  experienced by t h e  

"a l i ena ted  person'' i s  avoidable,  but s ince  both expecta t ions  

and ob jec t ive  s o c i a l  condi t ions  a r e  t o  some extent  a r b i t r a r y ,  

t h e  quest ion remains one of - h w a l i e n a t i o n  ca.n be avoided. 

This quest ion,  which I have been posing throughout t h i s  t h e s i s ,  

i s  usual ly  handled today as  a  ques t ion  of "adjustment". To 

what ex tent  can people be expected t o  "ad jus t "  t o  present  / 

"condityons 6f l i f e "  and t o  what ex tent  can they change t h e s e  

condi t ions t o  s u i t  t h e i r  expecta t ions?  l7 Which of our va lues  

a r e  l e f t -over s  from environments t h a t  no longer e x i s t  and can 

e x i s t  no longer,  and which aspects  of our new environment a r e  



undesirable  and avo i d a b l e ?  
18 

The quest ion ra i sed  by Marx of 

an ob jec t ive  method of eva lua t ing  manrs expectat ions i n  r e l a -  

t i o n  t o  h i s  experience remains t h e  bas ic  problem i n  a l i e n a t i o n  

theory and remains unanswered. 

Keeping i n  mind Marxls d e f i n i t i o n  of a l i e n a t i o n  as  a 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  expressed i n  h i s  p r a c t i c a l  a c t i v i t y ,  i n  which he 

t r e a t s  himself as a  mere p a r t i c u l a r  funct ion,  between whole 

man and h i s  species  charac ter ,  I w i l l  move i n t o  a  more s p e c i f i c  

cons idera t ion  of t h e  problems ra i sed  by Horton, Lukes and 

Kaufman. 

Value-free Sociology as  Realism 

Contemporary a l i e n a t i o n  theory i s  being approached i n  

two ways. On t h e  one'hand t h e r e  a r e  those who a r e  t r y i n g  t o  

extend and/or improve upon t h e  work done by Marx; and on t h e  

other  t h e r e  a r e  those who, t o  use Horton1s phrase,  a r e  

attempting t o  study a l i e n a t i o n  within t h e  framework of "value- 

f r e e  sociology1'. Those who can be placed i n  t h e  l a t t e r  c a t e -  

gory a r e  charac ter ized  as " r e a l i s t s " .  They have a t t r a c t e d  

c r i t i c i s m ,  more so recen t ly ,  from many d i r e c t i o n s .  
19 

Helen 

Lynd, f o r  example, charac ter ized  t h i s  approach as  " l e s s  than 
. 

f u l l  real ism".  

I n  f ind ing  conscious i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  with and beyond 
our own time and soc ie ty ,  much t u r n s  upon t h e  way we 
conceive real ism,  what meaning we give t o  ! f ac ing  
r e a l i t y ! .  Continually we a r e  urged by t h e r a p i s t s ,  



by r e a l i s t s  i n  fo re ign  pd l i cy ,  by p r a c t i c a l  
persons of var ious kinds t o  abandon sent imental  
dreams, i d e a l i s t i c  u topias ,  and romanticism, 
and t o  f ace  r e a l i t y .  Rea l i ty  when so used 
almost always means l i m i t a t i o n .  The r e a l i t y  
we should f a c e  i s  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  i n  ourselves,  
i n  o ther  people, i n  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of human 
soc ie ty .  Rarely a r e  we urged t o  f ace  t h e  
r e a l i t y  of the  s l a n t i n g  l i g h t  of e a r l y  morning 
and l a t e  afternoon, of Ber l ioz f  l l u c e a t ! ' ,  o r  
of Braquefs co lors ,  of human courage and i n t e g r i t y  
under s t r e s s ,  of d e l i g h t  i n  w i t  and laughter ,  
of a  c h i l d ' s  expectancy, of t h e  r e v e l a t i o n  of 
new human experience i n  unimagined openness and 
communication with another person, of t h e  ranges 
of t h e  poss ib le  . . . . 
Statements of real ism,  o r  of t h e  r e a l i t y  p r in -  
c i p l e ,  as acknowledgment of l i m i t a t i o n ,  of 
ad jus t ing  t o  t h e  i s  r a t h e r  than dreaming of t h e  
poss ib le ,  a r e  welrknown. A l l  of them a r e  some 
vers ion  of Mach iave l l i f s  c e n t r a l  t e n e t :  ... how one l i v e s  i s  so  f a r  d i s t a n t  from how one 
ought t o  l i v e  t h a t  he who neg lec t s  what i s  done 
f o r  what ought t o  be done sooner e f f e c t s  h i s  r u i n  
than h i s  preserva t ion  ... 
Realism t h a t  excludes t h e  longer,  enduring pur- 
poses of men and menfs unreal ized dreams i s  l e s s  
than f u l l  real ism.  20 

Lyndfs c r i t i c i s m  suggests t h a t  when men r e f e r  t o  " r e a l i t y " ,  I/ 

t h e  " r e a l i t y "  may be one t h i n g  i n  one context  and another i n  

a  d i f f e r e n t  context .  This i s  a  theme t h a t  w i l l  become c e n t r a l  

i n  my discuss ion  of Meadfs theory,  but for  t h e  p resen t  i t  i s  

s u f f i c i e n t  t o  note  t h a t  t h e  " r e a l i t y "  t o  which advocates of 

"value-free sociology" r e f e r  i n d i c a t e s  as  much va lue  as  r e a l i t y  

i . e . ,  t h e  value of " fac ing  an implied unpleasant necess i ty . "  

Marxl s  Theory Debased t 

Lukes, d iscuss ing  the  d i f fe rences  between Marxfs outlook 

on soc ie ty  and t h a t  of Durkheim, saw t h e  b.asic d i s t i n c t i o n  

between them i n  t h e i r  r a d i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  v i s i o n s  of t h e  



I 

r e l a t i o n  between t h e  ind iv idua l  and soc ie ty .  

Compare Marxfs statements t h a t  l i t  i s  above a l l  
necessary t o  avoid p o s t u l a t i n g  "socie ty"  once 
again as  an a b s t r a c t i o n  confront ing t h e  i n d i v i -  
dual!  and t h a t  communism c r e a t e s  t h e  bas i s  f o r  
! rendering it impossible t h a t  anything should 
e x i s t  independently of ind iv idua l s  1 with Durkheim s  
t h a t  soc ie ty  i s  f a  r e a l i t y  from which everything 
t h a t  matters  t o  us flows!,  t h a t  i t  ' t ranscends t h e  
i n d i v i d u a l f s  consciousnessf and t h a t  i t  f h a s  a l l  
t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of a  moral au thor i ty  t h a t  
imposes r e spec t ! .  Marx begins from t h e  p o s i t i o n  
t h a t  t h e  independent or  l r e i f i e d f  and determining 
cha rac te r  of s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  and norms i s  
p r e c i s e l y  what c h a r a c t e r i s e s  human f p r e - h i s t o r y 1  
and w i l l  be abolished by t h e  revolu t ionary  t r a n s i -  
t i o n  t o  a  "truly-human" soc ie ty ,  whereas Durkheim 

1 I assumes t h e  normality" of s o c i a l  r egu la t ion ,  t h e  
lack of which leads t o  t h e  morbid, s e l f - d e s t r u c t i v e  
s t a t e  of "non-socialf1 or  Hobbesian anarchy evident  
i n  unregulated capi ta l i sm.  S o c i a l  c o n s t r a i n t  i s  I/ 
f o r  Marx a . d e n i a l  and f o r  Durkheim a  condi t ion  of 
human freedom and s e l f  - r e a l i s a t i o n .  21 

It i s  t r u e ,  as Lukes argued, t h a t  where Marx s t r e s s e d  

t h e  " r i g h t s  of t h e  ind iv idua l " ,  Durkheim s t r e s sed  t h e  moral 

au thor i ty  of s 'ociety.  But t h i s  does not  ge t  a t  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  

d i f f e rence  between t h e i r  world views with reference  t o  a l i e n a -  

t i o n :  a  d i f f e rence  as  r e l evan t  today as  a t  t h e  times they 

wrote. I f  one i s  t o  grasp f i rmly  t h e  con t rad ic t ion  between 

Marx and Durkheim, one must consider  t h a t  where Marx saw men 

i n  s o c i a l  in t e rcourse  c r e a t i n g  themselves and t h e i r  world, 

Durkheim saw men i n  s o c i a l  i n t e r c o u r s e  being crea ted  and con- 

t r o l l e d ' b y  t h e  " c o l l e c t i v e  conscience". 

Without going i n t o  a  d iscuss ion  of which view i s  t h e  

more genera l ly  adequate f o r  s o c i o l o g i c a l  ana lys i s ,  I would 

l i k e  t o  s t r e s s  t h e  poin t  t h a t  with respect  t o  a l i e n a t i o n ,  the  



Marxian o r i e n t a t i o n  i s  a  necessary one. Alienat ion i s  no t  a  

meaningful concept when used wi th in  a  t h e o r e t i c a l  framework 

t h a t  assumes man t o  be pass ive  and powerless ( e i t h e r  as  an 

e x p l i c i t l y  s t a t e d  assumption or  as  an implied one, by t ak ing  

manls expressions of p a s s i v i t y  and powerlessness a t  f a c e  vall 

without attempting t o  expla in  t h i s  expression) .  I n  Marxls 

theory p a s s i v i t y  and powerlessness i n d i c a t e  a l i e n a t i o n .  If one 

now assumes p a s s i v i t y  and powerlessness t o  be "na tu ra l "  t o  man 

o r  accepts  them as  "given", one has presented no a l t e r n a t e  

theory of a l i e n a t i o n  (i. e. ,  i s  g iv ing  no a l t e r n a t e '  explanat ion 

f o r  t h e  phenomena r e f e r r e d  t o  by t h e  concept "a l i ena t ion"  ), 

and has re legated  a l i e n a t i o n  t o  a  f e e l i n g  s t a t e ,  independent of 
I 

p r a c t i c a l  a c t i v i t y .  

Value-free Debasement, I l l u s t r a t e d  ' 

I have chosen Blaunerts  Alienat ion and Freedom as  t h e  %' 

s a c r i f i c i a l  lamb i n  a  not  a l toge the r  a r b i t r a r y  manner, s ince  

t o  da te  he has done t h e  most thorough, empir ica l  study of 

11 a l i e n a t i n g  condi t ions",  and has e x p l i c i t l y  s t a t e d  h i s  i n t e n t i o n  

t o  " fuse  an empir ical ,  r e a l i s t i c  approach with t h e  valuable  

humanistic t r a d i t i o n  of a l i e n a t i o n  theory t h a t  views a l l  human 

beings as  p o t e n t i a l l y  capable of exe rc i s ing  freedom and con- 

* " 22 My c r i t i c i s m  of Blauner 's  approach t o  a l i e n a t i o n  t r o l  . . . . 
i s  meant not as  an a t t a c k  on h i s  work s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  but on h i s  

work as  an example of a  genera l  tendency among American socio-  

l o g i s t s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  studying a l i e n a t i o n .  



, 
Blauner l imi ted  h i s  d iscuss ion  of a l i e n a t i o n  i n  

modern soc ie ty  t o  t h e  blue co , l la r  worker, w i t h  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  

of explaining t h e  "uneven d i s t r i b u t i o n "  of a l i e n a t i o n  among I 
f a c t o r y  workers i n  American indus t ry .  He s tudied four  kinds I 

! 

of indus t ry :  p r i n t i n g ,  t e x t i l e s ,  automobiles and chemicals; 
23 

each indus t ry  being t y p i f i e d  by a  technology p a r t i c u l a r  t o  i t .  

Blauner defined a l i e n a t i o n  as  "a  q u a l i t y  of personal  d" 

experience r e s u l t i n g  from s p e c i f i c  kinds of s o c i a l  arrange- 

ment s !' 24 , and used a  modified ve r s ion  of Seemants dimensions 
23 

of a l i e n a t i o n  as  a  working d e f i n i t i o n  of the  conceptual one. 

The four  dimensions or  modes of a l i e n a t i o n ,  as  modified by v" 
Blauner, a re  powerlessness, meaninglessness, s o c i a l  i s o l a t i o n  

and self-estrangement;  h i s  concentrat ion of i n t e r e s t  being 

upon t h e  mode of powerlessness. 

I n  h i s  usage, powerlessness r e s u l t s  when a person i s  

t r e a t e d  as an objec t  and i s  unable t o  a c t  as a  sub jec t  t o  

change or c o n t r o l  t h e  condi t ions  i n  which he f i n d s  himself .  

The po la r  opposi te  of powerlessness i s  freedom, as  t h e  a b i l i t y  

t o  c o n t r o l  these  condi t ions.  Lack of freedom e x i s t s  when the  
/' 

t h e  person being unwil l ingly dominated by o thers .  Blauner 

d i s t i n p i s h e d  four  modes of powerlessness: t h e  separa t ion  

from ownership of the  means of production and t h e  f in i shed  

product,  t h e  i n a b i l i t y  t o  inf luence  genera l  managerial p o l i -  

c i e s ,  t h e  lack of c o n t r o l  over t h e  condi t ions of employment, 

and t h e  lack of c o n t r o l  over the  immediate work process .  He 

person has no " r e a l  choices",  while lack of c o n t r o l  r e f e r s  t o  

\ 



L 

suggested t h a t  the  t h i r d  and f o u r t h  modes a r e  most important 

f o r  t h e  blue c o l l a r  worker, and devoted t h e  major p a r t  of h i s  

study t o  a  cons idera t ion  of t h e  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  con t ro l  over t h e  

immediate a c t i v i t y  of work within t h e  d i f f e r e n t  kinds of indus- 

t r y .  The form of c o n t r o l  he thought t o  be of c e n t r a l  impor- 

tance  i s  the  c o n t r o l  over pace of work, which r e l a t e s  t o  o the r  

important f a c t o r s  such as  freedom of phys ica l  movement, freedom 

t o  c o n t r o l  t h e  quan t i ty  of production, and con t ro l  over t h e '  

q u a l i t y  of work. 

Meaninglessness, according t o  Blauner, e x i s t s  when 

t h e  employee lacks  an understanding of t h e  purpose of h i s  work 

and i t s  co-ordination with t h e  o the r  aspects  of t h e  indus t ry .  

Under such condit ions t h e  workerrs a b i l i t y  t o  a c t  " i n t e l l i -  

gent ly"  i n  given s i t u a t i o n s  dec l ines .  He has l i t % l e  i n s i g h t  

i n t o  t h e  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s  of events ,  and consequently, l i t t l e  

idea  of what h i s  work i s  " fo r" .  

Soc ia l  i s o l a t i o n  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  f e e l i n g  of the  worker 

t h a t  he does not  belong. He i s  unable or unin teres ted  i n  

i d e n t i f y i n g  with t h e  organiza t ion  and i t s  goals.  
%, 2 , - Self -estrangement, a l i e n a t i o n  from the  " inner  s e l f  I' 

i s  absent under two condi t ions :  when t h e  work i s  s a t i s f y i n g  

i n  i t s e l f ,  or when t h e  work i s  in t eg ra ted  with t h e  t o t a l  l i f e  

of t h e  indiv idual .  Self-estrangement i s  experienced as  a  

heightened awareness of time with a  s p l i t  between present  \ 
a c t i v i t y  and f u t u r e  cons idera t ions .  Non-alienated a c t i v i t y  1 



c o n s i s t s  i n  immersion i n  the  p resen t  -- t o t a l  involvemen 

Blauner s t r e s s e d  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no necessary connection between 

s o c i a l  i s o l a t i o n  and self-estrangement,  so t h a t  an i n d i v i d u a l  

might be both s a t i s f i e d  and se l f -es t ranged.  

Blauner, fol$.owing Seeman, t r e a t e d  t h e  four  modes of 
26 ,I' 

a l i e n a t i o n  as  independent from one another.  Marx considered 

these  four  concepts as  aspects  of a l i e n a t i o n ,  aspects  of one 

process,  inseparable  p r a c t i c a l l y  and separable  only concep- 

t u a l l y ,  f o r  t h e  purpose of ana lys i s .  
27 It i s  quest ionable ,  

i n  simple common sense terms, whether these  four  concepts can 

be u s e f u l l y  t r e a t e d  i n  t h e  way t h a t  Blauner and Seeman choose. 

With reference  t o  the  dimension of meaninglessness, one might 

quest ion how a person can be expected to \have  a sense of pur- 

pose i n  h i s  work i f  he i s  sub jec t  t o  a l l  four  of t h e  modes of 

powerlessness, o r  even t o  some of them. If t h e  products he 

makes do not  belong t o  him, i f  he has no inf luence  over 

managerial p o l i c i e s ,  i f  he cannot c o n t r o l  or  in f luence  t h e  

condi t ions  of h i s  employment, i f  he has no say i n  t h e  pace of 

work, how can he poss ib ly  have a sense of purpose i n  h i s  work? 

The same holds more c l e a r l y  with reference  t o  s o c i a l  i s o l a t i o n .  

What poss ib le  reason could a person have f o r  being i n t e r e s t e d  I 

I , 

i n  " iden t i fy ing  with t h e  organiza t ion  and i t s  goals"  when t h e  ( 
1 

organizat ion and i t s  goals  a r e  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  him personal ly ,  

and he i s  personal ly  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  them ( i . e . ,  power less)?  

As Blauner defined self-estrangement,  the  only way i n  which 

work under condi t ions of powerlessness could be non-alienating, 
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i . e . ,  be in teg ra ted  with t h e  ' t o t a l  l i f e  of t h e  ind iv idua l ,  

would be i f  t h i s  powerlessness were t o  be extended i n t o  t h e  

whole l i f e  s i t u a t i o n  of t h e  worker. 1 
One can understand q launer l s  f a i l u r e  t o  see  t h e  con- 

nec t ion  between h i s  modes of a l i e n a t i o n  as  an i n d i c a t i o n  of 

h i s  f a i l u r e  t o  grasp,  as  Nisbet would say, t h e  "perspect ive  of 1 
28 i 

a l i ena t ion" .  That he d i d  use t h e  concept without compre- - ,  I 

hending the  impl ica t ions  of i t  i s  evident through casual  1 

remarks he made throughout t h e  book, of t h e  following s o r t  -- 2 
11 ... few people i n  p r e - i n d u s t r i a l  s o c i e t i e s  seem t o  be a l i ena -  

29 
i 

t ed  ( t h e  powerlessness of t h e  masses might be t h e  exception). ' '  

He could as  sens ib ly  have sa id  t h a t  few peop<e i n  i n d u s t r i a l  
. 

soc ie ty  seem t o  be a l i ena ted  ( t h e  powerlessness of t h e  masses 1 
might be t h e  except ion) ,  i n  which case one would ques t ion  t h e  I 
purpose f o r  h i s  study on a l i e n a t i o n  and freedom among blue 

c o l l a r  workers i n  i n d u s t r i a l  soc ie ty ,  i . e . ,  t h e  masses. 

Blauner r e l a t e d  t h e  f o u r  modes of a l i e n a t i o n  t o  an 

underlying fragmentation, with each mode represent ing  a d i f -  

f e r e n t  kind of fragmentation. Powerlessness i s  a s p l i t  

between t h e  person as  sub jec t  and objec t ,  meaninglessness 

between t h e  p a r t  and t h e  whole, i s o l a t i o n  between t h e  i n d i v i -  

dual  and s o c i a l  components of human behavior and motivation, 

and self-estrangement between t h e  temporal con t inu i ty  of 

experi&ce with a c t i v i t y  as  a means t o  an end r a t h e r  than 

being an end i n  i t s e l f .  

can be i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  t h e  fol lowing manner: 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  concepts used by Blauner 
i 
I 



MODES OF FRAGMENTATION SYMPTOM POLAR 
ALIENATION OF MODE OPPOSITE 

powerlessness subjec t -objec t  man as  mere potency t o  
qb jec t ,  a c t ,  
impotent t o  c o n t r o l  of 
c o n t r o l  con- condi t ions  
d i t i o n s  

meaninglessness part-whole cannot see  connected- 
connection ness  
of a c t i v i t y  
t o  whole 

i s o l a t i o n  ind iv idua l -  cannot r e l a t e  organic 
soc ie ty  s e l f  t o  r e l a t i o n  

a c t i v i t y  

s e l f  - presen t - fu tu re  a c t i v i t y  i s  a c t i v i t y  
estrangement means t o  i s  end i n  

end i t s e l f  

I quest ion t h e  relevance of such a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  I n  r e l a t i o n  

t o  Marxfs theory, t h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  a r e i f i c a t i o n  of 

a l i e n a t i o n ,  t h e  supreme irony.  There i s  no reference  t o  t h e  

man who t r e a t s  himself i n  t h i s  fragmentary fashion,  nor t o  the  

r e l a t edness  of these  modes of a l i e n a t i o n  " i n  r e a l i t y " .  I s  

t h e r e  not ,  f o r  example, some connection " i n  r e a l i t y "  between 

self-estrangement and subjec t -objec t  fragmentation, between 

i s o l a t i o n  and being unable t o  see  a connection between one ' s  

a c t i v i t y  and t h e  "whole"? 

The major poin ts  made by Blauner a r e :  t h a t  each of 

the  dimensions of a l i e n a t i o n  v a r i e s  i n  form and i n t e n s i t y  

according t o  t h e  i n d u s t r i a l  s e t t i n g ;  t h a t  a l i e n a t i o n  i s  d i s -  

t r i b u t e d  unevenly i n  i n d u s t r i a l  soc ie ty ;  and t h a t  t h e  kinds 

of b lue-col la r  occupations, e.  g. ,  assembly-line work (usua l ly  



I 

associa ted  with a l i e n a t i o n  by commentators), include a small  

proport ion of the  t o t a l  work fo rce ,  something under one f i f t h .  

He a l s o  po in t s  out t h a t , i n  terms of h i s t o r y ,  t h e  i n d u s t r i a l  

world i s  s h i f t i n g  from c r a f t  technology t o  continuous-process 

technology. What we experience i n  assembly-lines and i n  

machine-tending jobs i s  a  pass ing  phase i n  technology. With 

t h e  development of continuous-process technology many of t h e  

problems ra i sed  by technology which tend t o  a l i e n a t e  persons 

w i l l  be solved, but t h e  development i s  going t o  t a k e  a  long 

while and we must f ace  t h e  problems of t h e  more severe ly  

a l i e n a t i n g  technologies now. His assumption i s  t h a t  workers 

i n  continuous-process technology a r e  l e s s  a l i ena ted  than i n  

t h e  o ther  kinds of technology, giving as  evidence t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  they a r e  becoming more l i k e  white c o l l a r  organiza t ion  

men. 

That white c o l l a r  workers a r e  l e s s  a l i ena ted  than 

blue c o l l a r  workers i s  a  ques t ion  t h a t  q u i t e  a  few people 

would be w i l l i n g  t o  argue with him, notably Riessman, Fromm, 
30 Ericson, and Whyte , as  wel l  as  some s tudents  of p o l i t i c a l  

a l i e n a t i o n .  

Blauner 's  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  technologica l  organiza t ion  

as  s u c h , i s  t h e  cause and s o l u t i o n  t o  a l i e n a t i o n  ignores  t h e  

con t r ibu t ion  of Weber t o  a l i e n a t i o n  theory.  A t  bes t ,  i t  i s  a 

vulgar  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of Marxfs .no t ion  of economic de te r -  
3 1 minism. 



91. 

1 

Blaunerls attempt t o  " fuse  empir ical  realism" with 

t h e  humanist t r a d i t i o n  f a i l e d  because he d i d  not  succeed, i n  

h i s  t h e o r e t i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  t o  h i s  empir iqal  da ta ,  a t  f r e e i n g  

t h e  "whole man" from h i s  " p a r t i c u l a r  funct ion",  h i s  r o l e  as  

employee/employer. By ignoring t h e  f i r s t  and second modes of I 
powerlessness ( sepa ra t ion  from ownership of the  means of pro- 

duct ion and t h e  f in i shed  product,  and t h e  i n a b i l i t y  t o  inf luence  
-.I 

genera l  managerial p o l i c i e s )  and concentrat ing on the  t h i r d  and 
r 
i i 

four th  modes ( l ack  of c o n t r o l  over t h e  condi t ions of employment, 1 
l 

and lack  of c o n t r o l  over t h e  immediate work p rocess ) ,  Blauner 
4 
d 

r e f r a ined  from quest ioning t h e  e s s e n t i a l  power r e l a t i o n s ,  i . e . ,  I 1 

ownership and c o n t r o l  of t h e  means of production. By h i s  own 

d e f i n i t i o n ,  workers remain pass ive  ob jec t s .  His poin t  t h a t  

employers a r e  coming more and more t o  see t h e  worker as  a  

human r a t h e r  than as  a  p a r t  of t h e  machinery i s  i r r e l e v a n t .  

F i r s t l y ,  he has not  demonstrated t h a t  employers ever d i d  "see" 

t h e  worker a s  p a r t  of a  machine. Marx's content ion was t h a t  

workers a r e  t r e a t e d  as  and t r e a t  themselves as  ob jec t s .  It i s  

q u i t e  poss ib le  t h a t  employees have always "seen" employees as  

humans, but t h e  quest ion i s ,  what do they "see" a s  "human". \J 

He a l s o  f a i l e d  t o  consider  t o  what ex tent  employers t r e a t  

themselves as  " p a r t  of t h e  machinery". Weber 1 s  study of 

bureaucracy showed t h a t ,  with reference  t o  "human" considera- 

t i o n s ,  t h e  bureaucrat  i s  equal ly as  he lp less  (and perhaps more 

S O )  a s  t h e  worker t o  make r a d i c a l  changes i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of 
, 
I 



I 

s o c i e t a l  organizat ion.  

The l i h i t a t i o n s  of t h e  " r e a l i s t i c 1 '  approach exempli- 

f i e d  i n  Blaunerls become obvious through con t ras t ing  t h i s  

approach with another kind of "realism". Compare Blauner ls  

comments : 

A c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of machine indus t ry  t h a t  usual ly  
con t r ibu tes  t o  s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  i f  t h e  l a r g e  
number of female employees. Male workers f e e l  
t h a t  t h e i r  s t a t u s  i s  higher  and t h a t  they a r e  
recognized as more important than t h e  women. 
They have somewhat increased chances $'or promo- 
t i o n  i n t o  the  minority of jobs with s k i l l  or 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  Women, who tend t o  be more 
s a t i s f i e d  than men with t h e  prevailLng unski l led  
rou t ine  jobs, lcushionl t h e  occupat ional  f l o o r  i n  
machine i n d u s t r i e s ,  r a i s i n g  t h e  c e i l i n g  s l i g h t l y  
f o r  t h e  men who might otherwise be f r u s t r a t e d  i n  
low pos i t ions .  3 2  

People with l imi ted  education a r e  most concerned 
with being f r e e  from r e s t r i c t i v e  and oppressive 
condi t ions.  The absence of oppor tun i t i e s  t o  
develop inner  p o t e n t i a l ,  t o  express i d i o s y n c r a t i c  
a b i l i t i e s ,  and t o  assume r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and dec i -  
s ion  making funct ions  may not  be a  source of 
se r ious  d iscontent  t o  most workers today. For t h i s  
reason, empir ical  s t u d i e s  show t h a t  t h e  major i ty  of 
i n d u s t r i a l  workers a r e  s a t i s f i e d  with t h e i r  work 
and with t h e i r  jobs. 33 

with those  of Virg in ia  Woolf and Arthur Quiller-Couch: 

The news of my legacy reached me one n igh t  about 
t h e  same time t h a t  t h e  a c t  was passed t h a t  gave 
votes  t o  women.... Of t h e  two -- t h e  vote  and t h e  
money -- t h e  money, I own, seemed i n f i n i t e l y  t h e  
more important. Before t h a t  I had made my l i v i n g  
by cadging odd jobs from newspapers, by repor t ing  
a  donkey show here or  a  wedding the re ;  I had earned 
a  few pounds by addressing envelopes, reading t o  old 
l a d i e s ,  making a r t i f i c i a l  f lowers,  teaching t h e  
alphabet t o  small  ch i ld ren  i n  a  kindergarten.  Such 
were t h e  chief  occupations open t o  women before 1928. 
I need not ,  I am a f r a i d ,  descr ibe  i n  any d e t a i l  t h e  
hardiness  of t h e  work, f o r  you know perhaps women who 
have done it; nor t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  of l i v i n g  on t h e  



money when i t  was earned, f o r  you may have t r i e d .  
But what s t i l l  remains with me a  worse i n f l i c t i o n  j 

/I li 
than e i t h e r  was t h e  poison of f e a r  and b i t t e r n e s s  I I 

which those days bred i n  me, To begin with, I 
. I t 4  , 

k 
always t o  be {doing work t h a t  one d i d  not  wish t o  i . 1,- 
do, and t o  do it l i k e  a  s l ave ,  f l a t t e r i n g  and \ A / ' :  ' 6 ,  

fawning, not always necessa r i ly  perhaps, but i t  ; ; 
seemed necessary and t h e  s t akes  were t o o  g r e a t  t o  \ )  
run  r i s k s ;  and then t h e  thought of t h a t  one g i f t  1 

which was death t o  h ide  -- a  small  one but dear t o  
t h e  possessor -- per ish ing  and with i t  myself, my 
s o u l  -- a l l  t h i s  became l i k e  a  r u s t  ea t ing  away t h e  
bloom of t h e  spr ing,  destroying t h e  t r e e  a t  i t s  
h e a r t .  However, as  I say, my aunt died; and 
whenever I change a  t e n s h i l l i n g  note  a  l i t t l e  of 
t h a t  r u s t  and corrosion i s  rubbed o f f ;  f e a r  and 
b i t t e r n e s s  go. Indeed, I thought, s l ipp ing  t h e  
s i l v e r  i n t o  my purse;  i t  i s  remarkable, remem- 
bering t h e  b i t t e r n e s s  of those days, what a  change 
of temper a  f ixed  income w i l l  b r ing  about. No 
f o r c e  i n  t h e  world can t ake  from me my f i v e  hundred 
pounds. Food, house and c lo th ing  a r e  mine forever .  
Therefore not merely do e f f o r t  and labour cease,  V" 
but a l s o  ha t red  and b i t t e r n e s s .  I need not  h a t e  
any man; he cannot h u r t  me. I need not  f l a t t e r  any 
man; he has nothing \ to  give me.... In  a  year or  
two .., t h e  g r e a t e s t  r e l e a s e  of a l l  came, which i s  
t h e  freedom t o  th ink  of th ings  i n  themselves. . . .  
Indeed, my a u n t ' s  legacy unveiled t h e  sky t o  me.... 

Vi rg in ia  Woolf 
34 

What a r e  t h e  g r e a t  p o e t i c a l  names of t h e  l a s t  
hundred years  or so?  Coleridge,  Wordsworth, Byron, 
Shel ley,  Zandor, Keats, Tennyson, Browning, Arnold, 
Morris, Rosse t t i ,  S ~ i n b u r n e  -- we may s top  t h e r e .  
O f  these ,  a l l  but Keats, Browning, R o s s e t t i  were 
Universi ty  men; and of these  t h r e e ,  Keats, who died 
young, cu t  of f  i n  h i s  prime, was t h e  only one who 
was not  f a i r l y  we l l  t o  do. It may seem a  b r u t a l  
t h i n g  t o  say, and i t  i s  a  sad th ing  t o  say; but ,  
as  a  matter  of hard f a c t ,  t h e  theory t h a t  p o e t i c a l  
genius blbweth where i t  l i s t e t h ,  and equal ly i n  
POOP and r i c h ,  holds l i t t l e  t r u t h .  As a mat ter  of 
hard f a c t ,  n ine  out of those twelve men were Uni- 
v e r s i t v  men: which means t h a t  somehow or o ther  they 
procured t h e  means t o  ge t  t h e  bes t  education England 
can give .... The Poor Poet has not i n  these  days, 
nor has he had f o r  two hundred years ,  a .  dog 's  chance, 
Believe me -- and I have spent a  g r e a t  p a r t  of t e n  



years  i n  watching some t h r e e  hundred and twenty 
elementary schools -- we may p r a t e  of democracy, 
but ac tua l ly ,  a  poor c h i l d  i n  England has l i t t l e  
more hope thah had t h e  son of an Athenian s l a v e  
t o  be emancipated i n t o  t h e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  freedom 
of which g r e a t  wr i t ings  a r e  born. 

Arthur Quiller-Couch 
35 

The two statements made by Blauner a r e  " r e a l i s t i c "  -- 
# i s  ideas  about women and about t h e  uneducated a r e  backed up 

by empir ica l  s tud ies  which have been done. But so a r e  t h e  

quotat ions from Woolf and ~ u i l l e r - c o u c h  " r e a l i s t i c "  -- one t h e  

desc r ip t ion  of a  personal  experience of a woman i n  t h e  economic 

sphere, and t h e  o ther  an evaluat ion,  based on experience and 

observation, of t h e  chances of working c l a s s  boys. 

What d i s t ingu i shes  t h e  two kinds of "real ism" i s  t h e  

way i n  which t h e  observer i s  prepared t o  i n t e r p r e t  h i s  " fac ts" ,  

h i s  "empir ical  evidence". The kind of "real ism" which asks us 

t o  " face  up t o  necess i ty"  has t o  be examined f o r  t h e  assumed 

content  of "necessi ty" .  I f  t h e  assumption i s  t h a t  what i s  -9 

necessa r i ly  i s ,  t h e  approach cannot be considered a  s c i e n t i f i c  

one and i s ,  i n s t ead ,  t h e  approach of t h e  n a t u r a l  h i s t o r i a n  who 

accepts "what i s "  as  given and attempts t o  c l a s s i f y  objec ts  

within t h i s  framework. Marx hypothesized t h a t  a l i e n a t i o n  i s  

r e l a t e d  t o  c l a s s  r e l a t i o n s ,  and Weberts work served t o  strengthen 

t h e  hypothesis.  Contemporary s tudents  of a l i e n a t i o n  i n  America 

have not  considered a l i e n a t i o n  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  Marxts "c las ses"  

nor i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  Weberls " s o c i a l  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n " .  They have, 

i n  the  main, assumed t h a t  some form of s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  i s  a  



d i s t i n g u i s h  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  from t h e  not ion  t h a t  t h e  p a r t i -  
- 

c u l a r  kind of socia ' l  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  t h a t  we now have i s  a  

necessary aspect  of human s o c i a l  l i f e .  
-- 

In  h i s  d iscuss ion  of mants r e l a t i o n  t o  h i s  work, t h e  

c e n t r a l  theme of Blaunerts book, he r e j e c t e d  Marxts content ion  

t h a t  "as  soon as  no phys ica l  or  o the r  compulsion e x i s t s ,  labor  

i s  shunned l i k e  th-e plague". He re jec ted  i t  on t h e  grounds '1 
t h a t  both observation and research  have disproven i t .  The 1 
research c i t e d  by him t o  support  h i s  p o s i t i o n  c o n s i s t s  of t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  80% of a  n a t i o n a l  sample sa id  they would keep working 
I 

I 
i f  they i n h e r i t e d  enough money t o  l i v e  comfortably. In  order  i 

t o  be meaningful, t h i s  kind of d a t a  would have t o  be balanced ! 
i 

by a  study of those who a r e  independently wealthy; of how they 

spend t h e i r  time and, i f  they work, what kind of work they do 

and f o r  what reasons.  Otherwise t h e  da ta  i s  not  amenable t o  

meaningful i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  because a  person l i v i n g  i n  one 

s o c i a l  environment cannot say with r e l i a b i l i t y  what he would 

or would not do given d i f f e r e n t  condi t ions  with which he i s  not  

a t  present  f a m i l i a r .  Blaunerts observat ion t h a t  "even i n  t h e  

most unal ienated condi t ions ,  work i s  never t o t a l l y  p leasurable ;  

i n  f a c t ,  t h e  f r e e s t  work, t h a t  of t h e  w r i t e r  or  a r t i s t ,  usual ly  

involves long per iods  of v i r t u a l  s e l f - t o r t u r e "  
36 

i n d i c a t e s  h i s  

neglect  of Marx's d i s t i n c t i o n  between voluntary and forced /" 
labor ,  one of t h e  e s s e n t i a l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  i n  a l i e n a t i o n  theory.  

Blauner a l s o  supported h i s  p o s i t i o n  by r e f e r r i n g  t o  



t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  America t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  c l a s s  consciousness 

i n  t h e  Marxian sense,  and t h a t  c l a s s  consciousness i s  replaced 

37 by job consciousness. As Landecker has argued, c l a s s  con- 

sciousness i s  a  concept r e f e r r i n g  t o  a  complex phenomenon, and 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  c l a s s  consciousness i s  v i r t u a l l y  non-exis tent  

does not ,  as Blauner seems t o  have assumed, imply t h a t  t h e r e  

no ob jec t ive  problems of c l a s s  i n  America. The " s a t i s f a c t i o n "  

indica ted  by workers with t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  may be an i n d i c a t i o n  

of t h e i r  ignorance of any r e a l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  such awareness of 

a l t e r n a t i v e s  being one of t h e  bas ic  r e q u i s i t e s  f o r  c l a s s  con- 

sciousness.  38 

Blauner assumed t h a t  a l i e n a t i o n  i s  a  modern problem 

brought about by the  l a rge - sca le  organizat ions and impersonal 

bureaucracies i n  i n d u s t r i a l  s o c i e t i e s .  To l i m i t  a l i e n a t i o n  t o  

t h i s  modern s e t t i n g  and i n t e r p r e t  i t  wi th in  t h e  framework of 

i n d u s t r i a l  soc ie ty  i s  misleading. It ignored t h e  l a r g e r  

quest ion posed by Marx of t h e  r e l a t i o n  between man and h i s  

spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  and r e s u l t s  i n  a  l o s s  of awareness of 

t h e  bas ic  i s s u e  inherent  i n  t h e  concept of a l i e n a t i o n .  I n  

Marxls theory,  i t  i s  whole men who happen t o  f u l f i l l  t h e  func- 

t i o n a l  r o l e  of manager ( p a r t i c u l a r  func t ion)  and o ther  whole 

men who happen t o  f u l f i l l  t h e  func t iona l  r o l e  of worker (par-  

t i c u l a r  func t ion)  who a l i e n a t e  themselves as  whole men from 

t h e i r  common species  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of " f r e e ,  conscious 

a c t i v i t y " ,  through t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  as  p a r t i c u l a r  funct ions .  



I 

A l l  empir ical  information gained about men and t h e i r  

r e l a t i o n s  with one another has impl ica t ions  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  

values t h a t  men have; and a l l  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  who ga ther  

t h i s  information br ing i n t o  t h e i r  study values and assumptions 

about men, which inf luence  t h e  kind of da ta  they organize and 

t h e  way i n  which it  isorganized.  Many s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  a r e  

w i l l i n g  t o  pay l i p  se rv ice  t o  t h i s  f a c t ,  and ye t  a r e  ab le  t o  

see  "soc ie ty"  as  a  th ing  independent of men, t h e i r  values and 

t h e i r  methods of organizing. In  t h e  American school,  a t  l e a s t ,  

and espec ia l ly  i n  t h e  a rea  of s o c i a l  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  and bureau- 

c r a t i c  organizat ion,  t h e  tendency of s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  i s  t o  

present  information i n  such a  way t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  $hey a.re 

descr ib ing  appears t o  be not only f a c t ,  but f a c t  independent 

of p a r t i c u l a r  h i s t o r i c a l  m a t e r i a l  condi t ions ,  p a r t i c u l a r  modes 

of thought, p a r t i c u l a r  values held by men who perpetua te  t h e  

organizat ion.  As Alain Gouldner has summarized: 

For the  i r o n  law of wages, which maintained t h a t  
workers could never improve t h e i r  m a t e r i a l  s t an -  
dards of l i f e ,  some s o c i o l o g i s t s  have s u b s t i t u t e d  
t h e  i r o n  law of ol igarchy,  which dec lares  t h a t  
men cannot improve t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  s tandards of 
l i f e .  Woven t o  a  g r e a t  ex tent  out of t h e o r e t i c a l  
whole c l o t h ,  much of t h e  d iscuss ion  of bureaucracy 
and of organiza t ional  needs seems t o  have provided 
a  screen onto which some i n t e l l e c t u a l s  have pro- 
jected t h e i r  own despai r  and pessimism, r e in fo rc ing  
t h e  despai r  of o the r s .  Perhaps t h e  s i t u a t i o n  can 
be ' i l luminated with an analogy. For many years  
now i n f a n t i l e  p a r a l y s i s  has k i l l e d  and maimed 
scores  of people. For many years  a l s o  doctors ,  
b i o l o g i s t s ,  and chemists have been searching f o r  
t h e  causes and cure of t h i s  d isease .  Consider t h e  
pub l i c  r e a c t i o n  i f ,  i n s t ead  of r epor t ing  on t h e i r  
newest vaccines,  these  s c i e n t i s t s  had i ssued  t h e  
following announcement : 'We have not reached any 



I 

conclusions concerning t h e  causes of t h e  d isease ,  
nor has our research  inves t iga ted  defenses ' 
aga ins t  it. The publ ic  seems t o  have perfec- 
t i o n i s t  a s p i r a t i o n s  of f lawless  hea l th ,  they 
have "utopian" i l l u s i o n s  concerning t h e  poss i -  
b i l i t i e s  of immortali ty and i t  i s  t h i s  -- not  
t h e  d isease  -- t h a t  i s  t h e  danger aga ins t  which 
t h e  publ ic  needs t o  be armed. We must remember 
t h a t  t h e  human animal i s  not  immortal and t h a t  
f o r  d e f i n i t e  reasons h i s  l i f e s p a n  i s  f i n i t e .  39 

Gouldner concluded t h a t  t h e s e  men would be cas t iga ted  f o r  

"having usurped t h e  prerogat ives  and funct ions  of clergymen". 

O f  c e n t r a l  re levance t o  contemporary work on a l i e n a -  

t i o n  i s  Marxts i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  between ments not ions 

of what should be and t h e  a c t u a l  l i v e s  they lead. For Marx, 

ideas  about what should be a r e  as  open t o  quest ion as  a r e  t h e  

s o c i e t a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  t o  which they  r e f e r .  His a l i e n a t i o n  J 

theory assumes t h a t  men c r e a t e  themselves (both t h e i r  va lues  

and organiza t ions)  i n  t h e i r  d a i l y  a c t i v i t y ,  and poses t h e  

ques t ions :  c rea ted  by whom, of what, f o r  what, and f o r  whom. 

I f  men c r e a t e  themselves and t h e i r  world, they do so  by t h e i r  

na tu re  a s  a  spec ies  of animal. Since they c r e a t e  out of t h i s  

" n a t ~ r e ' ~ ,  they llshouldll make dec is ions  with reference  t o  t h i s  

"nature".  This i s  the  only "should1' necessa r i ly  implied i n  

Marxts theory of a l i e n a t i o n .  His s p e c i f i c  suggest ions f o r  

p o l i t i c a l  ac t ion  do not l o g i c a l l y  follow from and a r e  not  

necessary t o  h i s  ana lys i s .  I f  we r e l e g a t e  t h i s  "should" t o  

t h e  s t a t u s  of j u s t  one more value-judgment, none of us can 

answer f o r  our s a n i t y  because t o  do so i s  t o  r e l e g a t e  t h e  a f f i r -  

mation of l i f e  t o  t h e  s t a t u s  of j u s t  one more value-judgment. 



Kaufman's d e f i n i t i o n  of a l i e n a t i o n  as  being dependent 

upon both b e l i e f s  and ob jec t ive  s o c i a l  condi t ions leads t o  a  

d i s t i n c t i o n  t h a t  has been made only recen t ly ,  between a l i e n a -  
d 

t i o n  a s  i t  i s  f e l t  or  experienced and t h e  condi t ions which 

produce t h i s  f ee l ing .  A l a r g e  s e c t i o n  of t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on 

a l i e n a t i o n  has been devoted t o  at tempts  t o  descr ibe  t h e  

experience and t o  measure i t ,  with very l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  paid 

t o  condi t ions producing t h e  f e e l i n g .  According t o  Kaufman, 

t h e  f e e l i n g  of a l i e n a t i o n  i s  a  product of t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  

between b e l i e f s  and ob jec t ive  s o c i a l  condi t ions,  both of which 

a r e  t o  some extent  a r b i t r a r y ,  and t h e r e f o r e  open t o  quest ion.  

Bel ie fs  can be examined independently of ob jec t ive  condi t ions  

and ob jec t ive  condi t ions can be examined independently of 

b e l i e f s ,  and t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  between them can be s tudied .  

Some of t h e  work t h a t  has been done on p o l i t i c a l  

a l i e n a t i o n  examines t h e  reasonableness of p o l i t i c a l  b e l i e f s  
40 

and Levin & Eden 
41 

and expectat ions.  Reissman & Maccoby 

consider  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  a l i e n a t i o n  i s  r e a l i s t i c  

and not  due t o  some a n t i - s o c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  or  psychologi- 

c a l  de fec t  of t h e  votor .  
42 

With reference  t o  t h e  American 

e t h i c  of real ism,  Reissman & Maccoby suggest t h a t  "of ten,  

' r ea l i sm '  becomes no more than t h e  opposi te  of ideal ism,  
J 

C 

reasonableness,  o r  moral i ty" .  43 They suggest t h a t  f e e l i n g s  

of he lp lessness  a r e  r e a l i s t i c  i n  f ace  of ques t ions  about r e a l  

I 

3. ALIENATION AS EXPERIENCE AND CONDITIONS OF ALIENATION 



s o c i a l  problems such as "what can you do about nuclear  war?" 

Levin and Eden, i n  a  d iscuss ion  of " ~ o l i t i c a l  

S t ra tegy f o r  t h e  Alienated Votor" suggested, 

I n  some p o l i t i c a l  s i t u a t i o n s ,  t h e  views of a l i ena -  
t ed  vo te r s  a r e  co r rec t .  Their  a l i e n a t i o n  i s  
testimony t o  t h e i r  powers of r a t i o n a l  percept ion.  44 

Aside from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e i r  use of "a l i ena t ion"  i s  more 

rep resen ta t ive  of Durkheimrs "anomie" than of Marxrs use,  

they r a i s e  a  poin t  t h a t  i s  r e l evan t  t o  t h i s  study. 

According t o  Levin and Eden, the  p o l i t i c a l  expecta- 
\ 

t i o n s  of t h e  "a l iena ted"  which a r e  not  being r e a l i z e d  are :  
I 

t h e  r i g h t  t o  be p o l i t i c a l l y  e f f e c t i v e ,  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  c a s t  a  d 
vo te  based on adequate information, and government by due 4 
process of law without recourse t o  br ibery .  45 The ques t ion  1 

! 

of the  reasonableness of these  expectat ions i s  dependent upon, 

a s ide  from t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of them being able  t o  be r e a l i z e d ,  

whether the  expectat ions a r e  more highly valued by people 

than a r e  the  e x i s t i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  Most of t h e  a r t i c l e s  i n  

pe r iod ica l s  imply t h a t  t h e i r  authors  see  a l i e n a t i o n  as  a 

" f a u l t "  of t h e  indiv idual ,  a  problem t h a t  he has with ' fac ing  

t h e  r e a l i t y  of e x i s t i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  46 They assume t h a t  i t  

i s  e a s i e r  t o  change t h e  b e l i e f s  and expectat ions of people s o  

t h a t  these  b e l i e f s  a r e  i n  l i n e  with e x i s t i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n s  than  

i t  i s  t o  change i n s t i t u t i o n s  s o  t h a t  they a r e  i n  l i n e  with 

b e l i e f s  and expectat ions.  Both Riessman and Maccoby, and 

Levin and Eden ques t ion  t h i s  assumption, suggest ing a  more 

c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  toward e x i s t i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  



Many s t u d i e s  have beeh done on ob jec t ive  s o c i a l  

condi t ions conducive t o  a l i e n a t i o n ,  w i t h  major focus on working 

condit ions.  47 The c e n t r a l  f a c t o r  r e l a t i n g  t o  a l i e n a t i o n  t h a t  

has emerged out of these  s t u d i e s  i s  t h a t  of organizat ion,  both 

phys ica l  and in te rpe r sona l .  Weberfs work on bureaucracy pio-  

neered t h e  way f o r  a  good d e a l  of c r i t i c a l  eva lua t ion  of l a rge -  

s c a l e ,  highly s t r a t i f i e d ,  impersonal organizat,ions, with 

emphasis on how t h e s e  organiza t ions  a r e  conducive t o  a l i e n a -  I 
1 

48 
I 

% i 
t i o n .  A few w r i t e r s ,  however, have been i n t e r e s t e d  i n  

Lb 

studying t h e  p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t s  of organizat ion.  Neal and 1 1  

i" 

49 Seeman , f o r  example, have pointed out t h a t  organiza t ion  
'1 1 I 

mediates between t h e  i s o l a t e d  p o t e n t i a l l y  powerless i n d i v i d u a l  i 
11 
I 

and t h e  massive s t a t e .  One might ques t ion  t h e i r  i d e a  of 
~lfl 
I 'i 
/ I / / \  

" i s o l a t e d  p o t e n t i a l l y  powerless ind iv idua l "  versus "massive fl 
s t a t e " ,  but t h e i r  work does remind us t h a t  i t  i s  not  organiza- 14 

v* I j / !  t i o n  as  such which i s  a l i e n a t i n g ,  but c e r t a i n  kinds of organi-  li 
zat ion.  The only extensive attempt t o  d e l i n e a t e  d i f f e r e n t  "; 

/ I  
I : 

'kinds of organizat ions and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  t o  a l i e n a t i o n  has 11 
ii 

been done by Robert Blauner i n  h i s  study of Al ienat ion  and 

Freedom, discussed e a r l i e r .  
50 

Regardless of h i s  ques t ionable  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of h i s  da ta ,  B launer f s  attempt t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  

and make comparisons between d i f f e r e n t  kinds of organiza t ion  
?I1 

i s  an important s t e p  i n  t h e  study of a l i e n a t i n g  condi t ions .  il 
I it 

51 Goffman has s tudied  some aspects  of i n t e r p e r s o n a l  

organiza t ion  which a r e  conducive t o  a l i e n a t i o n .  He r e l a t e d  



I 

a l i e n a t i o n  t o  lack  of spontanei ty  i n  conversation, and 

asse r t ed  t h a t , i n  our present  soc ie ty ,  a l i e n a t i o n  i s  t h e  r u l e  

and spontaneous conversation the  exception. Goffman l i s t e d  

four  modes of a l i ena t ion ,  or  b a r r i e r s  t o  spontaneous conversa- 

t i o n :  self-consciousness ,  e x t e r n a l  preoccupation, i n t e r a c t i o n  

consciousness, and other-consciousness.  The e f f e c t  of t h e s e  

b a r r i e r s  i s  t o  prevent people from a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  
4 

content  of conversation or  t h e  a c t i v i t y  going on. Goffman d i d  

not  probe i n t o  the  reasons f o r  t h e s e  b a r r i e r s ,  beyond desc r ib ing  

t h e  s u p e r f i c i a l  connections between them and ind iv idua l  motiva- 

t i o n .  For example, interact ion-consciousness  i s  grounded i n  

f e e l i n g s  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  on t h e  p a r t  of persons f o r  th ings  
52 - 

t o  go well .  
53 

Helen Lynd, i n  On Shame and t h e  Search f o r  I d e n t i t y  , 
did probe more deeply i n t o  these  forms of awareness, and con- 

cluded t h a t  they may be i l lumina t ing  r a t h e r  than a l i e n a t i n g  

experiences,  depending on how t h e  person experiencing them i s  

ab le  t o  cope with h i s  awareness. The forms of consciousness 

considered by Goffman a r e  forms of exposure of s o c i a l  l i f e ,  and 

t h e s e  exposures a r e  genera l ly  accompanied by f e e l i n g s  of shame 

and g u i l t .  It i s  t h e  experience of shame and g u i l t  t h a t  Lynd 

found i n t e r e s t i n g  and, con t rad ic t ing  Goffmants conclusion, saw 

them as  p o t e n t i a l  c lues  t o  i d e n t i t y .  

Of those who have s tudied  a l i e n a t i n g  condi t ions ,  

s o c i o l o g i s t s  have been more concerned with studying phys icgl  

organiza t ion  and e s p e c i a l l y  with reference  t o  work s i t u a t i o n s .  



Studies  of in te rpe r sona l  orgarhzat ion have been done mainly 

by s o c i a l  p s y c h i a t r i s t s  and psychologis ts ,  o f t en  with no 

reference  t o  a l i e n a t i o n  as  a  concept descr ib ing  t h e  phenomena 

with which they dea l .  A cons idera t ion  of these  p e o p l e l s  work 

and t h e  relevance of i t  t o  t h e  study of a l i e n a t i o n  would con- 

s t i t u t e  a  t h e s i s  i n  i t s e l f .  Within t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of my 

work, I can only make shor t  re ference  t o  t h e i r s .  
54 

The success of Er icsonls  thprapeut ic  approach sug- 

g e s t s  t h a t  men a r e  i n  f a c t  whole men, and t h a t  they t r e a t  

themselves as p a r t i c u l a r  funct ions  with reference  t o  t h e i r  

symbolic systems. The power of t h e  ind iv idua l  t o  c r e a t e  

himself and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  he does so i n  terms of h i s  personal  

emotional r e l a t i o n s  with o thers  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Be t t l ehe imfs  
55 

study of "Joey, t h e  Mechanical Boy" . The conformity s t u d i e s  

of Asch show t h e  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  of t h e  ind iv idua l  t o  "group 

consensus", and h i s  dependence upon information about t h e  

s i t u a t i o n  i n  which he f i n d s  himself .  
56 

Group therapy techniaues 

i l l u s t r a t e ' h o w  very much more success fu l  i s  pe r sona l i ty  change 

when it i s  c a r r i e d  on "communally" r a t h e r  than  by techniques 

or iented  toward " i so la ted"  ind iv idua l s .  
57 Studies  of sensory 

depr iva t ion  and of f e r a l  men i n d i c a t e  t h a t ,  except i n  a  very 

crude sense ( i . e . ,  a s  ob jec t ive ly  d i s t i n c t  b i o l o g i c a l  organism), 
58 

d 
t h e r e  i s  no such th ing  as  an " i s o l a t e d "  ind iv idua l  i n  r e a l i t y .  

That " indiv idual"  i s  an a b s t r a c t i o n  from r e a l i t y ,  a s  i s  

I I soc ie ty1 ' ,  cannot be denied i n  t h e  l i g h t  of t h e  r e s u l t s  of 



/ 

t hese  s tud ies .  They i n d i e a t 6  t h a t  "man" i s  a Concept including 

very complex r e l a t i o n s  among t h e  human organism, phys ica l  

environment,and s o c i a l  organizat ion.  A l l  of these  s t u d i e s ,  as 

wel l  as  many o thers  on percept ion,  when r e l a t e d  toge the r ,  

upset r a d i c a l l y  our t r a d i t i o n a l  assumptions about man, and 

r a i s e  t h e  quest ion of whether we "know" (knowledge here  being 

used as  formalized systematic  explanat ion)  anything about -9 him 
# 

as man. 

4. MAN AS PROBABLE AND MAN AS POSSIBLE 

In  attempting t o  understand a l i e n a t i o n ,  one i s  con- 

t i n u a l l y  thrown back t o  t h e  ques t ion  of man as  man, indepent ly 

of p a r t i c u l a r  c u l t u r e s  and p a r t i c u l a r  times. The myths of 

Society and Prometheus out l ined  i n  my In t roduct ion  can be 

looked a t  within another framework: t h a t  of man as  probable 

( r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  myth of Soc ie ty )  and man as  poss ib le  ( r e l a t i n g  

t o  t h e  myth of prometheus). An i n t e r e s t i n g  r e l a t i o n  between 

t h e  two "views" of man i s  uncovered i n  t h i s  framework. 

The Concise Oxford Dict ionary def ines  "poss ib le"  a s  

" t h a t  can e x i s t ,  be done or happen", and "probable" as  " t h a t  

may be expected t o  happen or prove t r u e ,  l i k e l y " .  59 s t a t i s t i -  

c a l l y ,  these  two concepts a r e  usual ly  appl ied t o  events wi th in  

a  s t a t i c  frame of reference,  such t h a t  t h e  most probable event 

i s  t h a t  event which i s  most l i k e l y  t o  occur, measured by t h e  

r a t i o  of the  favourable cases  t o  t h e  whole number of poss ib le  
60 

cases .  The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  two concepts i s  such 



t h a t  an event must be p o s s i b l i  i n  order f o r  i t  t o  be con- 

s idered to 'have  some p r o b a b i l i t y :  t h e  major i n t e r e s t  being 

focused on " p r o b a b i l i t y '  r a t h e r  than on " p o s s i b i l i t y " .  If 

t h e s e  two concepts a r e  considered within t h e  framework of 

change over time, the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between them i s  transformed, 

not  s t a t i s t i c a l l y ,  but i n  r e a l i t y .  With t h i s  t ransformation,  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of t h e  occurrence of events i s  
0 

cons tant ly  conditioned by t h e  emergence of new p o s s i b i l i t i e s  

becomes t h e  major focus of i n t e r e s t .  It i s  t h e  emergence of 

new p o s s i b i l i t i e s  t h a t  transforms t h e  world of man. An example 

of such an event i s  t h e  invent ion  of t h e  phonetic a lphabet ,  a  

tremendous improvement on sy l l ab le -wr i t ing  and p i c t u r e  wr i t ing .  

As Hogben not iced ,  

Writing by alphabet-s igns f o r  t h e  separa te  consonant 
and vowel sounds i n  a  s y l l a b l e  has turned up once and 
once only i n  h i s t o r y .  The p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  not by any 
means obvious; and it  i s  doubt u l  i f  i t  could have 
happened i n  more than one way. •’1 

Not only man's invent ions ,  but man himself can be seen 

i n  these  terms. Man, as  a  spec ies  of l i f e ,  was one of many 

poss ib le  spec ies  of l i f e ,  but having occurred, became a  pro- 

bable event i n  t h e  world, and a  necessary condi t ion f o r  new 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  His p a r t i c u l a r  l i f e  as a  human animal i s  a l s o  

one of many p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  Soc ia l  psychologis ts  and psychia- 

t r i s t s  have come t o  recognize t h a t  men, as  b i o l o g i c a l  organisms, 

a r e  a c t i v e  non-directed c rea tu res .  Direc t ion  and p e c u l i a r l y  

human l i f e  a re  gained i n  organized s o c i a l  l i f e .  D i rec t ion  and, 

consequently, probable behavior,  a r e  conditioned by t h e  



p a r t i c u l a r  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  whidh a r e  h i s t o r i c a l l y  c rea ted  or  
62 

which emerge over time i n  soc ie ty .  What i s  a  mere p o s s i b i l i t y  

a t  one "stage" i n  time becomes a  necessary condi t ion  f o r  poss i -  

b i l i t i e s  a t  another "s tage" ,  and t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of events i s  

cond i t iona l  upon t h e  emergence of new p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  

This temporal r e l a t i o n s h i p  between p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s  i s  an important one when t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s  t h a t  we a r e  considering r e l a t e  d i r e c t l y  t o  man. 

One can e a s i l y  make a  mistake, when viewing soc ie ty  as  a  s t a t i c  

organizat ion,  of seeing t h e  events occurr ing i n  i t  as  necessary,  / 
not  only with reference  t o  the  s t a t i c  s i t u a t i o n  being con- 

s idered ,  but over time as wel l .  When one considers  events t o  

be necessary - a n d . i n e v i t a b l e  one dismisses from cons idera t ion  

events which a r e  improbable given " th ings  as they are"  i n  an 

a b s t r a c t  ( s t a t i c )  r ep resen ta t ion  of t h e  a c t u a l  world. But 

d ismissa l  from cons idera t ion  does not  dismiss them from t h e  

a c t u a l  world, and i n  t h e  a c t u a l  world change occurs i n  terms 1 
of a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between probable events and poss ib le  events ,  

between t h e  "old" and t h e  "new". 

Relat ing t h i s  back t o  a l i e n a t i o n  theory,  Pe t rovic ,  

following the  l i n e  of Marxfs thought suggested t h a t  "man r e a l l y  

i s  man when t h e r e  i s  no s p l i t  between h i s  essence and h i s  

63 f a c t u a l  exis tence",  and defined manfs essence a s  " h i s t o r i -  

c a l l y  c rea ted  human p o s s i b i l i t y " ,  such t h a t  "man i s  a t  one w i t h  d 
I 

himself i f  he s tands  on t h e  l e v e l  of h i s  p o s s i b i l i t i e s " .  He 1 
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example of the  l a t t e r  being a' war c r iminal .  With reference  t o  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  b io log ica l ly ,  t h e  human animal i s  non-directed,  

P e t r o v i c l s  not ion of human and inhuman p o s s i b i l i t i e s  i s  

revealed as  a  humanist or ien ted  value-judgment. While agree- 

ing  with him t h a t  mants "essence" i s  " h i s t o r i c a l l y  c rea ted  
i 

human p o s s i b i l i t y " ,  and t h a t  t h e r e  can be no expression of 

human "nature"  apa r t  from h i s t o r i c a l l y  c rea ted  human values 
I' 

it  seems important t h a t  we recognize both humane and inhumane 

expressions of human "nature"  as human p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  If we 

want t o  maintain t h e  value of a l i e n a t i o n  theory we must e x t r i -  

c a t e  i t  from 19C humanism, and recognize t h a t ,  as a b io log i -  
1 

c a l l y  non-directed c rea tu re ,  man i s  e t h i c a l l y  n e u t r a l .  It i s  / , I 
I 

only with reference  t o  e t h i c a l  n e u t r a l i t y  t h a t  we can meaning- i 

f u l l y  speak of man as  having a  n a t u r a l  capaci ty  t o  make 

choices ,  and it i s  with reference  t o  manfs capaci ty  t o  choose 

h i s  "essence" t h a t  a l i e n a t i o n  theory i s  appl icable  i n  t h e  
- .  

contemporary world. 

De Jouvenel 64, while recognizing the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  

involved i n  Utopian i d e a l s ,  d i d  not  abandon t h e  b e l i e f  i n  

people being able  t o  work toward them. He suggested t h a t  

Utopian ideas  which a r e  simple f an tasy  be separated from 

ideas  which can be rea l i zed  and which a r e  l abe l l ed  Utopian 

on the  grounds t h a t  they a r e  not now being r e a l i z e d .  His 

major poin t  i s  t h a t  t o  br ing  Utopias i n t o  exis tence  we have 

t o  th ink  of d a i l y  l i f e  i n  a l l  i t s  aspects  ins t ead  of pro- 

ceeding a n a l y t i c a l l y  from a  few accepted premises. Here again- '  



we hear the  echo of Marxfs Voice, with h i s  i n s i s t e n c e  on 

examining p r a c t i c a l  d a i l y  l i f e  f o r  c lues  t o  t h e  f a c t o r s  con- 

d i t i o n i n g  t h e  behavior of men. Rut where Marx s t r e s s e d  

economic organizat ion as  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  f a c t o r ,  de Jouvenel 

caut ions us t o  look a t  a l l  d a i l y  a c t i v i t y .  
* 

The development from Marx t o  people l i k e  Pet rovic  

and de Jouvenel i s  a  s u b t l e  but a  profound one. The r e a l i z a -  

t i o n  and s e l f - c o n t r o l  of our spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  within 

t h e  humanist o r i e n t a t i o n  has come gradual ly  t o  be seen l e s s  

as  something which i s  i n e v i t a b l e  or  even highly probable,  and 

more as  one p o s s i b i l i t y .  But we can ca r ry  t h i s  development 

much f a r t h e r .  I would l i k e  t o  suggest t h a t  a l i e n a t i o n  theory ,  

a s  formulated by Marx, does not  have as  i t s  c e n t r a l  concern 

man's r e a l i z a t i o n  of h i s  humane c a p a c i t i e s ,  but i s  c e n t r a l l y  

or ien ted  toward, and has i t s  l a s t i n g  value with reference  t o ,  4 

manfs r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  which d i s -  i 
t i ngu i shes  him as  human apar t  from other  forms of l i f e ,  I- 1 

4 

would f u r t h e r  suggest t h a t  Marx's 1gC humanist o r i e n t a t i o n  ! 

has been maintained by contemporary th inkers  while h i s  socio-  

l o g i c a l  ana lys i s  has been ignored. I suggest,  as  wel l ,  t h a t  i 

h i s  not ion  of a l i e n a t i o n  i s  dependent upon h i s  awareness of s c i -  

e n t i f i c  methodology, i . e . ,  on t h e  not ion t h a t  we can discover  , 

lawful & e l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  world and can use our knowledge of 

these  r e l a t i o n s  t o  c r e a t e  new p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  The misunder- , 

standing of Marx's theory i s  r e l a t e d  t o  a  genera l  misunder- 



out l ined  by Weber i n  h i s  d i  
L 

scussion of increas ing  r a t i o n a l i z a -  

t i o n  i n  our cu l tu re .  

We do not ,  through "discovering" laws of t h e  universe,  
0 

come t o  c o n t r o l  t h e  universe.  What we do, through t h e  use of 

these  laws, i s  t o  c o n t r o l  our human environment by c r e a t i n g  

new "objec ts"  out of our knowledge of these  laws. We c o n t r o l  

ourselves i n  doing t h i s .  Cer ta in ly ,  we inf luence  small  a reas  

of the  universe -- our own p lane t  -- and poss ib ly  w i l l  

in f luence  l a r g e r  a reas  i n  t h e  f u t u r e ,  but t h e  major r e f e r e n t  

of our s c i e n t i f i c  methodology i s  ourselves.  The development 

of uses of atomic energy and our recent  growing understanding 

of how l i f e  l i v e s  a r e  t h e  proof of t h i s .  Our major concern 

with reference  t o  t h i s  knowledge i s  how we a re  going t o  a f f e c t  

ourselves through using i t .  

With our s c i e n t i f i c  methodology we r e l a t e  our common 

experience of the  phys ica l  world t o  models t h a t  we cons t ruc t  

of r e l a t i o n s  between ob jec t s  i n  t h e  phys ica l  universe,  and we 

transform our common experience with reference  t o  t h i s  r e l a t i o n .  

If we a r e  going t o  apply t h i s  method t o  human soc ie ty ,  we have 

t o  r e l a t e  our common experience of t h e  s o c i a l  (phys ica l )  world 

t o  models of t h e  s o c i a l ,  and expect our common experience t o  

be transformed. 

In  the  phys ica l  sciences common experience a c t s  as 

a  standard agains t  which our models can be t e s t e d ,  and our 

models a c t  as  a  standard agains t  which our common experience 

can be t e s t e d .  Marxfs a l i e n a t i o n  theory,  i n s o f a r  as i t  



hypothesizes a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  'between manls common experience of 

# hypothesis which can be r e f e r r e d  back t o  common experience.  

This theory of a l i e n a t i o n  i s  a  small  f i r s t  s t e p  i n  g e t t i n g  

beyond our " c u l t u r a l  screen",  our assumption t h a t  we "knowI1 

ourselves.  The theory s p e c i f i e s  t h e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  we can study 

i n  order t o  begin t o  "know" ourselves.  

1 I George Herbert Mead a l s o  assumed a spec ies  cha rac te r -  

i s t i c "  and, i n  h i s  d iscuss ion  of i t ,  suggested a  method by 

which we can study t h e  f a c t o r s  spec i f i ed  by Marx, comparable 

t o  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  method used i n  phys ica l  sc iences ,  i . e . ,  a  

method based upon t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  a t t i t u d e  of doubt and sys- 

tematic  explorat ion,  which takes  us ou t s ide  of t h e  a t t i t u d e  

with which we perpetua te  t h e  myth of Society.  
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CHAPTER I V  

THE RESOLUTION OF ALIENATION I N  THE THE OR^ OF 
GEORGE HERBERT MEAD 

Before enter ing  i n t o  a  d iscuss ion  of Meadls theory,  

I would l i k e  t o  summarize t h e  development t h a t  I have intended 

t o  t h i s  po in t .  I n  Chapter I, d iscuss ing  t h e  change i n  usage 

of t h e  concept "a l i ena t ion"  from Hegel t o  Marx, I suggested 

t h a t  Hege l f s  work could be charac ter ized  as  a  " n a t u r a l  h i s to ry"  I 

of t h e  mind while Marx was at tempting a  s c i e n t i f i c  explanat ion 

of human soc ie ty .  I separated Marx's a l i e n a t i o n  theory from 

a  p o l i t i c a l  context  f o r  a n a l y t i c a l  purposes, arguing t h a t  t h e  

ana lys i s  of a l i e n a t i o n  i s  l o g i c a l l y  connected n e i t h e r  with 1 
Marxfs d iscuss ion  of worker as  a l i ena ted  and non-worker as  I 

I a l i e n a t o r  nor with h i s  p o l i t i c a l  theory following from t h i s  
1 

discuss ion ,  I i n t e r p r e t e d  h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  of a l i e n a t i o n  as  

t h e  separa t ion  between "whole man1' and h i s  "spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s -  

t i c  of " f r e e ,  conscious a c t i v i t y "  through t h e  medium of "forced 

labor1' .  I argued t h a t  i t  i s  cons i s t en t  with h i s  genera l  theory 

of t h e  r e l a t i o n s  among man, community and soc ie ty  t o  understand 

a l i e n a t i o n  as  t h e  a c t i v i t y  of man as  a  whole, both "workers" 

and "non-workers1' con t r ibu t ing  t o  t h i s  a l i e n a t i o n ;  and 

concluded t h a t  with t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h e  quest ion of blame 

becomes i r r e l e v a n t  f o r  s o c i o l o g i c a l  ana lys i s  and - how man 

a l i e n a t e s  himself becomes t h e  moot quest ion.  

With t h e  quest ion of how man a l i e n a t e s  himself i n  
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, ' d  
cont r ibut ions  t o  a l i e n a t i o n  theory.  I i n t e r p r e t e d  Weberrs 

desc r ip t ion  of increas ing  r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i n  Western c i v i l i z a -  

t i o n ,  with reference  t o  Marxls *theory of a l i e n a t i o n ,  a s  a 

desc r ip t ion  of t h e  development i n  Western soc ie ty  of "forced 

labor" ,  i. e . ,  t h e  means, both "objec t ive"  as  r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  

of i n s t i t u t i o n s  and "subject ive1 '  as  i n t e l l e c t u a l  r a t i o n a l i z a -  

t i o n ,  by which man t r e a t s  himself a s  a  " p a r t i c u l a r  funct ion" 

i n  contemporary soc ie ty .  Weberrs d e s c r i p t i o n  of kinds of 

au thor i ty  as j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  of power r e l a t i o n s  based on f e a r  

and hope strengthened Marxfs argument t h a t  " n a t u r a l  soc ie ty1 ' ,  

" i l l u s o r y  community", i s  an i r r a t i o n a l  form of organiza t ion  

with r e spec t  t o  man's r e l a t i o n  t o  h i s  spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  

I c r i t i c i s e d  Weberls normative approach t o  t h e  ana lys i s  of 

soc ie ty  as  f a i l i n g  t o  consider  Marx's t h e s i s  t h a t  these  

normative s o c i e t i e s  a r e  t h e  means by which man a l i e n a t e s  hirn- 

s e l f .  

I n  my discuss ion  of contemporary a l i e n a t i o n  theory 

i n  America, I appl ied t h e  same cr i t ic iBm as  t o  Weber's approach, 

and suggested t h a t  contemporary d e f i n i t i o n s  of a l i e n a t i o n  more 

c lose ly  approximate Durkheim r s  concept of "anomie" as  developed 

by Robert Merton. 

Relat ing George Herbert Meadls thought t o  Marxls 

theory of a l i e n a t i o n ,  I r e f e r  again t o  Chapter One and my d i s -  

cussion of Marx. Mead d i d  not  use "alienation," i n  h i s  ana lys i s  

of human soc ie ty ,  but h i s  theory can be applied t o  the  study of 

a l i e n a t i o n  as defined by Marx. 
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Marx drew our a t t e n t i o n  t o  p r a c t i c e  as t h e  expression 

by man of h i s  species  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  Mannheim, considering 

t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a  sc ience  of p o l i t i c s ,  noted 
I 

I f  we seek a  sc ience  of t h a t  which i s  i n  t h e  
process of becoming, of p r a c t i c e  and f o r  
p r a c t i c e ,  we can r e a l i z e  i t  only by discovering 
a  new framework i n  which t h i s  kind of knowledge 
can f i n d  adequate expression. 1 

His observat ion holds t r u e  with reference  not  only t o  p o l i t i c s ,  

but t o  a l l  forms of human a c t i v i t y .  a 

In t h i s  chapter  I would l i k e  t o  d iscuss  Mead's work 

as  t h e  "discovery" or c r e a t i o n  of a  new framework of t h e  s o r t  

I' 
Mannheim envisaged. His t h r e e  major works, Philosophy of t h e  

2 
I - Act, Philosophy of t h e  Present ,  and Mind, Self  and Society,  

cen t re  around t h e  common theme of what cha rac te r i zes  man as  a  

spec ies  of animal d i s t i n c t  from o the r  l i f e  forms. Mead did 

11 not  u se  t h e  phrase spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c " ,  but it i s  a  

phrase adequate t o  descr ibe  t h e  sub jec t  of h i s  work, and serves  

as a  conceptual l i n k  between h i s  theory and t h a t  of Marx. 

O f  t h e  two works t o  which I w i l l  r e f e r  i n  t h i s  

chapter ,  Mind, Self  and Society i s  devoted t o  a  desc r ip t ion  

-. of t h e  process of human s o c i a l i z a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  humanization, and 

of t h e  r e l a t i o n  of man t o  soc ie ty .  I n  The Philosophy of t h e  

Present  Mead out l ined  h i s  theory of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

mind and sensory experience. 

1. MEAD'S PHILOSOPHY OF THE PRESENT 

I n  t h e  development of h i s  philosophy Mead re f  e r red  



. , 
terms of t h e  four  dimensional time-space perspect ive  suggested 

by E i n s t e i n l s  work r a t h e r  than wi th in  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  th ree -  .. 
dimensional Newtonian " t imeless"  s p a c i a l  perspect ive .  Marx, 

i n  h i s  theory of soc ie ty ,  a n t i c i p a t e d  t h i s  four-dimensional 

perspect ive ,  but he had no formal phi losophica l  theory ,o f  t h e  

universe;  and h i s  d iscuss ion  of manfs r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  

phys ica l  universe suggests t h a t  he assumed, " i n  t h e  back of 
r 

h i s  mind", a three-dimensional Newtonian universe.  The most 

b a s i c  d i f f e rence ,  with r e l a t i o n  t o  my discuss ion  of a l i ena t ion ,  

between t h e  two universes  r e s t s  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  while i n  t h e  

Newtonian universe everything can be reduced t o  concre te  e n t i -  

t i e s  and t h e i r  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s ,  i n  t h e  Eins te in ian  one, every- 

th ing  i s  reduced t o  t ransformations of energy so  t h a t  concre te  

e n t i t i e s  a r e  "concrete" and " e n t i t i e s "  only i n  a  r e l a t i v e  sense.  

A " thing" may be concrete  with r e fe rence  t o  one system (one s e t  

of r e l a t i o n s  between elements) and l o s e  i t s  " thing-ness"  with 

reference  t o  another.  For example, an "organism" i n  one 

system i s  a  " c o n s t e l l a t i o n "  of atoms i n  another and an organi-  

za t ion  of energy t ransformations i n  a  t h i r d .  The r e a l i t y  of 

these  d i f f e r e n t  systems i n  which " th ings"  a r e  loca ted  i s  

demonstrated by, f o r  example, the  e f f e c t s  of atomic r e a c t i o n s  

upon organic l i f e  and, i n  tu rn ,  t h e  e f f e c t s  of organic l i f e  

(man) on phys ica l  systems, a s  i n  t h e  s p l i t t i n g  of t h e  atom. 

Philosophers have i n  t h e  p a s t  questioned mat ter ,  but with 

E i n s t e i n f s  theory we have f o r  t h e  f i r s t  time a  sc ience  which 



, *. 
quest ions i t ,  and which expla ins  a  way i n  which matter  and 

energy a r e  equivalent .  

Mead's understanding of E i n s t e i n ' s  theory i s  bas ic  t o  

h i s  s o c i a l ~ p h i l o s o p h y .  I n  at tempting t o  explain t h e  f a c t  of 

t h e  occurrence of d i f f e r e n t  systems and t h e i r  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s ,  

and t h e  common experience of them by men, Mead developed t h r e e  

fundamental concepts, most c l e a r l y  s t a t e d  i n  a  s e t  of four  

l e c t u r e s  del ivered t o  t h e  American Phi losophica l  Association 

i n  1930 a t  Berkeley. These l e c t u r e s  have been included i n  a  

book published posthumously, The Philosophy of t h e  Present .  

These concepts, " the  present" ,  " s o c i a l i t y f '  and "emergent", a r e  

important keys t o  understanding h i s  theory about human socie ty .  

The Present  

The present ,  according t o  Mead, i s  t h e  " locus of 
dQe 

reali ty1' :-" It i s  i n  t h e  present  t h a t  we experience,  our 

experience occurs v i a  our senses,  and i t  i s  t o  t h i s  sensuous 

experiencing i n  t h e  present  t h a t  thought r e f e r s .  Mead sugges- \ 

ted t h a t  thought ( a b s t r a c t i o n )  which " leads  t o  a  metaphysical  

separa t ion  of what i s  abs t rac ted  from t h e  concrete  r e a l i t y  

from which the  a b s t r a c t i o n  i s  made", i s  "improper usdl of "a 

t o o l f f ,  t h e  proper use of which i s  " i n t e l l e c t u a l  cont ro laf  t h a t  

5 r e a l i t y " .  One must be c a r e f u l  here ,  as  with Marx's r e l a t i n g  

of thought t o  "p rac t i ce" ,  not  t o  mistake t h i s  idea  as  

sc ient i sm gone mad. The poet ,  t h e  p a i n t e r ,  t h e  composer of 

music, a l l  use a b s t r a c t i o n  f o r  t h e  c o n t r o l  of t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  



11 pe rspec t ive  of r e a l i t y  with 'which they dea l .  The per-  

spec t ive  of the  philosopher i s  i n t e l l e c t u a l ,  and it  was toward 

phi losophica l  thought t h a t  Mead d i r e c t e d  t h i s  argument. 

Pas t s  and f u t u r e s ,  i n  r e a l i t y ,  a r i s e  out of present  

experience,  and 

t h e  d i f f e r e n t  pas t s  of experience a r e  ( n o t )  sub- - 
j e c t i v e  r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  ( o f )  a  p a s t  which i s  
independent of t h a t  or  any present1 ' .7  

Mead was arguing here with t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of our changing 

human h i s t o r y  which assumes one r e a l  world of which we have 

p a r t i a l  knobledge, which we " sub jec t ive ly"  r e i n t e r p r e t  a s  we 

develop new t o o l s  (e .g . ,  techniques of studying geologica l  

evidence of former human s o c i e t i e s ) . '  This i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

human h i s t o r y  assumes a  "metaphysical separa t ion"  between sub- 

j e c t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and t h e  "concre te  r e a l i t y "  t o  which i t  

r e f e r s .  To t h i s  pos i t ion ,  he r e p l i e d  t h a t  

... a r e a l i t y  t h a t  transcends t h e  present  must 
exh ib i t  i t s e l f  i n  t h e  p resen t .  This a l t e r n a t i v e  
i s  t h a t  found i n  t h e  a t t i t u d e  of t h e  research  
s c i e n t i  t ,  whether he confesses  i t  i n  h i s  doc t r ine  
o r  not .  W 

How c l e a r l y  we can hear t h e  voice of Marx over t h e  span of one 

hundred years  -- 

Do not  l e t  us go back t o  a  f i c t i t i o u s  pr imordial  
condi t ion . . . .  Such a  pr imordia l  condi t ion  explains  
nothing; i t  merely pushes t h e  ques t ion  away i n t o  
a  grey nebulous d is tance .  It assumes i n  the  form 
of a  f a c t ,  of an event,  what t h e  economist ( s i c  
s c i e n t i s t )  i s  supposed t o  deduce -- namely, t h e  
necessary r e l a t i o n s h i p  between two th ings  -- 
between, f o r  example, d i v i s i o n  of labor  and 
exchange. Theology i n  the  same way explains  t h e  
o r i g i n  of e v i l  by t h e  f a l l  of man; t h a t  i s ,  i t  



t , 2 
assumes as  a  f a c t ,  i n  h i s t o r i c a l  form, what has t o  
be explained. 
We proceed from an economic f a c t  - of t h e  p resen t .9  - 

,* 

The s i m i l a r i t y  between Mead! s  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  of " a b s t r a c t i o n s  

leading t o  t h e  metaphysical sepa ra t ion  of what i s  abs t rac ted  

from t h e  concrete  r e a l i t y  from which t h e  a b s t r a c t i o n  i s  made" 
ck3 

and knowledge used a  t o o l  f o r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  c o n t r o l  of r e a l i t y ;  
A 

and Marxls concepts of r e i f i c a t i o n  and o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n ,  i s  

s t r i k i n g .  Rather than speaking of I f  t r u e "  and " f a l s e "  knowledge, 

Mead d is t inguished between proper and improper use of a  t o o l .  

The d i f ferences  between t h e i r  r e spec t ive  ideas  about uses of 

knowledge a r e  equal ly a s  s t r i k i n g .  Marx l e f t  t h e  r e l a t i o n  

between subjec t  and objec t  p r e t t y  much as  an assumption i n  h i s  

work. That he assumed, as  d i d  Mead, t h e  boundaries between 

subjec t  and objec t  t o  be conventional,  i s  indica ted  i n  h i s  d i s -  

cussion of t h e  d i f fe rence  between " c i v i l  manf' and "whole man1'. 

His i d e a  was t h a t  c i v i l  man i s  conventional (i. e . ,  a r b i t r a r y ) ,  

but whole man i s  not .  Mead d i d  not  make t h i s  kind of b i fu rca -  

t i o n ,  and t r e a t e d  the  conventional i n  a  conservat ive manner. 

To give an example i l l u s t r a t i n g  h i s  argument: t h e  

s c i e n t i f i c  method i s  used t o  discover  r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  hold 

regardless  of p a r t i c u l a r  occurrences i n  p a r t i c u l a r  p resen t s ,  

e.g., t h e  laws of g r a v i t y  and of op t i c s ;  ye t  t h e s e  d i scover ie s  

a r e  made under d e f i n i t e  condi t ions  within p a r t i c u l a r  p resen t s .  

A b i o l o g i s t  studying t h e  DNA molecule i s  a t  t h e  same time 

s i t t i n g  i n  a  labora tory  looking through a  microscope, or  

perhaps s t a r i n g  a t  a  wal l  across  t h e  room, thinking.  His 



a c t i v i t y  i s  a l s o  r e l a t e d  t o  o ther  p resen t s  i n  which he w i l l  J 

r e l a t e  h i s  d iscover ies  t o  o ther  s c i e n t ' s t s , i n  which t e s t s  w i l l  

be c a r r i e d  out on animals r e l a t i v e  t o  h i s  d iscover ies ,  and i n  

which new l i f e  forms may appear as  a  " r e s u l t "  of t h e s e  p a r t i -  

cu la r  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  p resen t s .  The b i o l o g i s t f s  

theory ( i f  he c r e a t e s  one) t ranscends p a r t i c u l a r  p resen t s ,  but 

i s  c rea ted ,  proved v a l i d ,  and used, i n  p a r t i c u l a r  p resen t s .  

The u l t ima te  impl ica t ion  of Mead's argument, i n  c o n t r a s t  

with t h e  not ion of " sub jec t ive  r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n "  of an e x t e r n a l  

(objec t ive)  r e a l i t y ,  5s t h a t  both t h e  "subjec t ive"  and t h e  

ll  object ive ' '  aspects  of human l i f e  emerge i n  p resen t s ,  t oge the r  

and i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  one another,  as  a means of loca t ing  t h e  

organism i n  t h e  present .  Mead argued t h a t  our a b i l i t y  t o  

c l a s s i f y  experience i n t o ' s u b j e c t - o b j e c t  dichotomies i s  learned I 
1 

through our involvement i n  human soc ie ty ,  v i a  the  " s i g n i f i c a n t  \ 
symbol". c9 

Mead observed t h a t  t h e  p a s t  i s  "as  hypo the t i ca l  as  t h e  1 
f u tu re" .  

11 
He d i d  not  mean by t h i s  t h a t  we can w i l f u l l y  r e -  

I 

c r e a t e  t h e  pas t ,  changing what has happened and causing something , 1 
I 

e l s e  t o  occur. 

... The i r r e v o c a b i l i t y  of t h e  p a s t  event remains even 
i f  we a re  uncer ta in  what t h e  p a s t  event was.... 
It may be th inkable  t h a t  viewed from some v a s t  d i s -  
tance  t h e  order  of some of what we c a l l  t h e  same 
events might d i f f e r  i n  d i f f e r e n t  perspect ives ,  but 
within any perspect ive  what has passed cannot 
recur . .  . . There i s  an una l t e rab le  temporal d i r e c -  
t i o n  i n  what i s  tak ing  p lace  .... In  genera l ,  s ince  
passage i s  i t s e l f  given i n  experience,  the  d i r e c t i o n  
of changes t h a t  a r e  going on p a r t l y  condi t ions  what 

. w i l l  t ake  p lace .  12 



The hypothet ica l  na ture  of 'both p a s t  and f u t u r e  i s  a  condi t ion  J 

of our knowledge. 

The event t h a t  has taken p lace  and t h e  d i r e c t i o q  of 
t h e  process going on form the b a s i s  f o r  the  r a t i o n a l  
determination of t h e  f u t u r e .  The i r r evocab le  p a s t  
and the  occurr ing change a r e  t h e  two f a c t o r s  t o  
which we t i e  up a l l  our specula t ions  i n  regard t o  
t h e  f u t u r e .  13 

Both pas t  and f u t u r e  a r e  only f o r  us i n  our experience i n  the  -- - 
present .  

Knowledge has here  been r e l a t e d  t o  " r e a l i t y "  i n  a  

pecu l i a r  way. Mead saw i t  as  an aspect  of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  

( s e l f ' s )  r e l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  world, as  a  process occurr ing wi th in  , 

t h e  more i n c l u s i v e  process of l i v i n g .  As such i t  i s  both p a r t  

of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l l s  equipment f o r  su rv iva l ,  and i s  an aspect  

of " r e a l i t y " ,  t h e  n a t u r a l  universe.  Because it  i s  both an 

v idua l s ,  people can use i t  d e l i b e r a t e l y  t o  inf luence  themselves 1 
i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  universe.  The d i f f i c u l t y  t h a t  we have i n  recog- 

n iz ing  knowledge as an ongoing process i n  present  a c t i v i t y  
1 

a r i s e s  from the  f a c t  t h a t  

... t he  emergent has no sooner appeared thatqwe s e t  
about r a t i o n a l i z i n g  i t ,  t h a t  i s ,  we undertake t o  
show t h a t  it,  or a t  l e a s t  t h e  condi t ions t h a t  de te r -  
mine i t s  appearance, can be found i n  t h e  p a s t  t h a t  
l ay  behind it. Thus t h e  e a r l i e r  p a s t s  out of which 
it  emerged as  sonething which d i d  not involve it  a r e  
taken up i n t o  a  more conprehensive p a s t  t h a t  does 
lead up t o  i t . 1 4  

Mead argued t h a t  condi t ions necessary f o r  the  occurrence of an 

event a r e  necessary a f t e r  t h e  f a c t .  ------ 



... I n  our use of t h e  term i r r e v o c a b i l i t y  we a r e  
po in t ing  toward what must have been, and i t  i s  a  
s t r u c t u r e  and process i n  t h e  present  which i s  t h e  
source of t h i s  necess i ty . . . .  The f o r c e  of i r revoca-  
b i l i t y  then i s  found i n  t h e  extension of t h e  neces- 
s i t y  w i t h  which what has j u s t  ha ened condi t ions  
what i s  emerging i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  y8 

We only begin t o  t r a c e  necessary condi t ions  f o r  t h e  occurrence 

of a  phenomenon when t h e r e  i s  something about t h a t  phenomenon 

which i s  new t o  us. The necessary condi t ions  which we " d i s -  

cover" a r i s e  out of t h e  pe r spec t ive  t h a t  we t ake  r e l a t i v e  t o  

t h e  phenomenon, and t h i s  parspect ive  a r i s e s  out of a  (bel ieved,  

perceived, conceived, experienced) con t rad ic t ion  between what 

we were prepared t o  experience on t h e  b a s i s  of our knowledge 

of the  worlc? i n  .the pas t  and whtit we experience i n  t h e  present.  

I f  we experienced no new th ings ,  th ings  f o r  which we a r e  not  

prepared, we would have no not ion  of pas t ,  p resent  or  f u t u r e .  

A l l  would simply be; nothing would be becoming. 

... where being i s  ex i s t ence  but not  becoming t h e r e  
i s  no p a s t ,  and ... t h e  determinat ion involved i n  
passage i s  a  condi t ion  of a  p a s t  but not  i t s  r e a l i z a -  
t i o n .  16 

Mead! s t reatment  of t h e  concept "knowledge" i s  no t  a  unique 

one, b u t  follows t h e  l i n e  of argument pos i t ed  by C.  H. Pe i rce ,  

who d id  not  accept t h e  convent ional  sepa ra t ion  of " b e l i e f "  and 

"knowledge". Pe i rce  reduced a l l  knowledge t o  opinkon ( b e l i e f  ), 

commenting t h a t -  "It now begins t o  look s t rongly  as  i f  perhaps 
17 

a l l  b e l i e f  might involve expecta.t ion as  i t s  essence" , and 

suggesting t h a t  t h e  purpose of an expl-anation i s  " t h e  es tab-  

lishment of a  h a b i t  of p o s i t i v e  expectat ions t h a t  s h a l l  not  



18 , 
be disappointed".  We genera l ly  ten(  

b e l i e f  with suspicion,  and t o  t r u s t  knowledge, as e.g. ,  sc ien-  I 
t i f i c  knowledge. But, contended Pei rce ,  

t h e  s o l e  objec t  of inqui ry  (reasoning)  i s  t h e  
se t t lement  of opinion. We may fancy t h a t  t h i s  
i s  not  enough f o r  us ,  and t h a t  we seek, not 
merely an opinion, but a  t r u e  opinion. But put  
t h i s  fancy t o  the  t e s t ,  and i t  proves groundless;  
f o r  as  soon as  a  f i r m  b e l i e f  i s  reached we a r e  
e n t i r e l y  s a t i s f i e d ,  whether t h e  b e l i e f  be t r u e  
o r  f a l s e .  19 

I f  we r e j e c t ,  f o r  example, t h e o l o g i c a l  explanat ions and accept 

s c i e n t i f i c  ones, we a r e  not exchanging "mere opinion" f  o r 7 ' t r u e  

opinion",  but a r e  changing: t h e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  acceptable  opinion, 
1 

on t h e  grounds t h a t  opinion (knowledge) based on t h e  s c i e n t i -  I 

f i c  method has proved, by experience over time, t o  be l e s s  
1 

"disappoint ing" than theo log ica l  explanat ions.  Mead accepted 

P i e r c e ' s  "pragmatic" theory of knowledge, and used i t  as  a  

I 
11 

b a s i s  f o r  h i s  theory of soc ie ty .  

The Emergent /I il 
I n  t h e  d iscuss ion  of Mead's not ion  of "present"  as  

I 

t h e  cen te r  of r e a l i t y ,  with reference  t o  which p a s t s  and 
I 

I 
f u t u r e s  a r e  c rea ted ,  we saw t h a t  t h e  present  i s  charac ter ized  

by novelty,  and t h a t  t h e  occurrence of novelty i s  necessary 

f o r  our recogni t ion  of pas t -present - fu ture .  Very crudely,  he 

has simply argued t h a t  we can recognize change only because 

change occurs. Change occurs i n  t h e  present ,  and i s  t h e  

occurrence of emergent events.  

The chief re ference  of a  p resen t  i s  t o  t h e  emergent 
event,  i . e . ,  t o  t h e  occurrence of something which 



i s  more than t h e  processes t h a t  have led up t o  i t  
and which by i t s  change, continu-ance, or disap- 
pearance, adds t o  l a t e r  passages a  content they 
would not otherwise have possessed. 20 

We reoognize emergents aga ins t  the  background of our knowledge 

of t h e  world. They appear as  unique events which can n e i t h e r  

be predic ted  from t h e  knowledge we have before t h e i r  appearance 

nor be reduced t o  t h e  elements out of which they emerged. To 

understand the  appearance of a  unique event we c r e a t e  a  p a s t  

by which we can explain i t s  emergence, and i n  doing t h i s ,  i n  

11 discovering" t h e  necessary condi t ions of i t s  emergence, we 

c r e a t e  a  f u t u r e  as  well .  

Given an emergent event,  i t s  r e l a t i o n s  t o  antecedent 
processes become condit ions or  causes. Such a  s i t u a -  
t i o n  i s  a  present .  It marks out and i n  a  sense 
s e l e c t s  what has made i t s  p e c u l i a r i t y  poss ib le .  It 
c r e a t e s  with i t s  uniqueness a p a s t  and a  fu tu re .  As 
soon as  we view it ,  i t  becanes a  h i s t o r y  and a  pro- 
phecy. I t s  own temporal diameter v a r i e s  with the  
extent  of the  event.  21 

An emergent, then, can have a  g r e a t e r  or l e s s e r  e f f e c t  on the  

world, depending on i t s  r e l a t i o n  t o  other  events.  I t s  "tem- 

p o r a l  diamet~er" emerges with t h e  event.  This not ion i s  

extremely i n t e r e s t i n g  when applied t o  c u l t u r a l  change. An 

ind iv idua l  ( e  g ~ r i s t o t l e )  l i v e s  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  time and p lace  

and t h e  reach of h i s  inf luence  as  organism i s  l imi ted  

by t h a t  time and space, but through h i s  a b i l i t y  t o  use language 

(as  s i g n i f i c a n t  symbols) he can have an inf luence  on o ther  

indiv iduals  i n  d i f f e r e n t  times and places,  thousands of years  

a f t e r  he no longer l i v e s .  

Mead held t h a t  p a s t s  and f u t u r e s  a r e  located i n  mind 



which belongs t o  organisms, " t o  , emergent events whose na tu re  

involves t h e  tendency t o  maintain themselves" through "ad jus t -  

ment looking toward a  pas t ,  and s e l e c t i v e  s e n s i t i v i t y  looking 
22 

toward a fu ture1 ' .  Mind i s  an aspect  of t h i s  maintenance, 

and i s  i t s e l f  an emergent. It r e s i d e s  n e i t h e r  wi th in  nor 

outs ide  of t h e  organism, but emerges i n  t h e  s o c i a l  process of 

l i f e  which includes both t h e  organism and i t s  environment. 

The exis tence  of an organism i s  a  necessary b u t  not  a  s u f f i -  

c i e n t  condi t ion  f o r  t h e  emergence of mind. Fe ra l  men exemplify 

l i v i n g  organisms with no "mind". 

With mind, t h e  organism i s  a b l e  t o  transcend t h e  sensuous 

present  of i t s  ex is tence .  

The f i e l d  of mind ... i s  t h e  l a r g e r  environment 
which t h e  a c t i v i t y  of t h e  organism c a l l s  f o r  but 
which transcends t h e  p resen t .  23 

... The f i e l d  of mind i s  a  temporal extension of 
t h e  environment of t h e  organism .... 24 

Mead t r e a t e d  mind as a  phenomenon of the  n a t u r a l  world, denying 

t h a t  inanimate bodies a r e  more "na tu ra l "  than  animate ones, and 

suggesting t h a t  mind i s  a  n a t u r a l  property of some animate 

bodies. 

He cont ras ted  t h e  study of animate and inanimate 

bodies, not  i n  terms of the  one being more " r e a l "  or  "na tu ra l "  

than t h e  o ther ,  but i n  terms of t h e  d i f f e r e n t  perspect ives  

required f o r  t h e i r  understanding. The perspect ive  required f o r  

t h e  understanding of inanimate bodies r e j e c t s  "form" and 

environment as  explanatory devices .  



I 

No transformation a f f e c t s  t h e  r e a l i t y  of the  
phys ica l  system .... The e s s e n t i a l  f e a t u r e  of 
t h e  doc t r ine  ( r e l a t i v i t y  theory)  has been t h a t  
r e a l i t y  does not l i e  i n  t h e  form -- f o r  t h e r e  
may be endless t ransformations -- b u t  i n  t h e  
mat ter ,  mass o r  energy.. . .  The p a r t i c u l a r  form 
of an inanimate body i s  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  !what i t  
i s ! .  For such bodies t h e  environment i s  as 
unessen t i a l  a s  t h e  objec t .  25 

The.process of l i f e  cannot be understood with t h i s  perspective,  

but r equ i res  one which recognizes a s  necessary f o r  t h e  explana- 

t i o n  of l i f e ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between form and environment. 

We f i n d  i n  t h e  l i v i n g  form an i n d i v i d u a l  th ing  
t h a t  maintains i t s e l f  through t h e  mutual de te r -  
mination of t h e  form and i t s  environment. 26 

The process  of l i f e  involves t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  of t h e  l i v i n g  

th ing  with t h e  th ings  around i t  s o  t h a t  t h e  "process of l i f e  

a s  r e a l l y  confers  cha rac te r  upon the  environment as  i t  does 

upon t h e  p l a n t  or the  animal". 
27 

Mead argued t h a t  l i f e  emerged out of non- l i f e ,  and 

human l i f e  emerged out of animal l i f e ,  a l l  n a t u r a l  processes;  
1/ 

and t h a t  once t h e  "event" emerged i t  could not  be explained 1 
1 

by t h e  same perspect ive  with which t h e  former s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  !I 

i 

could be explained. Emergent events such as  l i f e  and mind 11  

1 
implies  t h e  emergence of new " s o c i a l "  systems, which i n t e r a c t  

l 

with t h e  old,  changing t h e  whole cha rac te r  of " r e a l i t y " .  

Mead defined mind i n  such a  way t h a t  i t  i s  pecu l i a r  I 

t o  man. Communication v i a  s i g n i f i c a n t  symbols d i s t ingu i shes  I 
I 

mind as  t h e  capaci ty  of t h e  human organism d e l i b e r a t e l y  t o  

a f f e c t  i t s e l f  and i t s  environment. Mind i s  not  a  constant  i n  

human l i f e ,  and i s  not i d e n t i c a l  with t h e  occurrence of se lves  



(persons) .  
1 The un i ty  of t h e  mind i s  not  i d e n t i c a l  with t h e  

un i ty  of t h e  s e l f .  The uni ty  of t h e  s e l f  i s  con- I 
s t i t u t e d  by t h e  un i ty  of t h e  e n t i r e  r e l a t i o n a l  I I 

p a t t e r n  of s o c i a l  behavior and experience i n  I 

which t h e  ind iv idua l  i s  implicated,  and which i s  
r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  s e l f ;  but many 
aspects  or f e a t u r e s  of t h i s  e n t i r e  p a t t e r n  do not 
e n t e r  i n t o  t h e  consciousness, so  t h a t  t h e  un i ty  
o f t h e  mind i s  i n  a  sense a n , a b s t r a c t i o n  from t h e  
more i n c l u s i v e  un i ty  of the .  s e l f .  28 

I 

The person i s  self-conscious when he takes  a  perspect ive  which 

inc ludes  himself as  one of t h e  o b j e c t s  i n  h i s  awareness. Only 

when t h e  person i s  self-conscious can he d e l i b e r a t e l y  a f f e c t  

himself.  He can a f f e c t  himself without d e l i b e r a t i o n  through 

d e l i b e r a t e l y  a f f e c t i n g  h i s  environment without consciously 

including himself as p a r t  of t h a t  environment. Meadls t r e a t -  

ment of "mind" suggests t h a t  i t  can be con t ro l l ed  by i n d i v i -  

duals  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  purposes. The way i n  which i t  i s  con- 

t r o l l e d  would depend upon t h e  perspect ive  taken by minding 

ind iv idua l s  i n  t h e i r  "present  ex is tence" ,  and t h e  perspect ive  

taken would depend upon t h e  goals  of t h e  minding ind iv idua l s .  

Their  "procedure answers t o  t h e i r  goals" .  
29 

This theory of mind i s  p r e c i s e l y  i n  l i n e  with Marx's 

ideas  about man as  a  productive animal (i. e . ,  d e l i b e r a t e l y  

a f f e c t i n g  himself and h i s  environment), and man's "spec ies  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c " '  of " f r e e ,  conscious a c t i v i t y " .  Mead has 

defined mind as  f r e e  ( i . e . ,  can be con t ro l l ed  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  

purposes, and may not  be c o n t r o l l e d )  conscious ( v i a  s i g n i f i -  

cant  symbols) a c t i v i t y  (as  an aspect  of t h e  l a r g e r  a c t i v i t y  

of t h e  organism i n  environment). 



t 

There i s  a  f u r t h e r  s i m i l a r  i t y  between t h e  two 

th inkers .  Where Marx, i n  h i s  d iscuss ion  of p o l i t i c a l  economy, 

i n s i s t e d  t h a t  i f  one wants t o  expla in  t h i s  phenomenon he must 

"proceed from f a c t s  of t h e  present" ,  and must pay a t t e n t i o n  

t o  concrete  empir ical  r e l a t i o n s ,  Mead extended t h i s  argument 

beyond t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  perspect ive  of p o l i t i c a l  economy, and 

i n t o  a l l  aspects  of human l i f e .  "If we a r e  t o  escape i l l u s i o n  

and ha l luc ina t ion" ,  he held,  we must r e f e r  t o  " t h e  phys ica l  

th ing  of contact  experience". 30 

We f i n d  here t h e  fundamental r e l a t i o n  between t h e  
f u t u r e  and t h e  p a s t  i n  t h e  p resen t  .... In  t h e  
immediate perceptua l  world what we can handle i s  
t h e  r e a l i t y  t o  which what i s  seen and heard must 
be brought t o  t h e  t e s t . . . .  3 1 

The human organism w i l l  in f luence  i t s e l f  and i t s  environment, 

r ega rd less  of whether i t  i s  "minding" or  not ,  and regardless  

of whether i t  i s  c o n t r o l l i n g  i t s  "minding", because of i t s  

cha rac te r  a s  a  form of l i f e .  But where i t  minds without 

t ak ing  i t s  present  self-in-environment i n t o  account, i t  i s  

subjec t  t o  delusion.  I t s  mental  a c t i v i t y  i s  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  

i t s  ex is tence  i n  t h e  present ,  as  a  self-determining being. 

The Soc ia l  

The mind, i n  Meadls theory,  i s  an a c t i v i t y  of t h e  

organism by which i t  passes  from one perspect ive  t o  another,  

and t h i s  passage - may be d e l i b e r a t e l y  con t ro l l ed  by t h e  

organism t o  e f f e c t  i t s  s e l f  and environment. The mind e x i s t s  

i n  t h e  present ,  i s  an emergent i n  t h e  present ,  and i s  



I 

charac ter ized  by " s o c i a l i t y " .  " S o c i a l i t y  -- i s  t h e  capaci ty  of 
-- 

being s e v e r a l  th ings  a t  once. I I  32 \ 
\ 
\ I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  conventional usage of t h e  term \ 

"soc ia l " ,  Mead proposed : 
W 

Now t h a t  we a r e  accustomed t o  c a l l  s o c i a l  i s  only 
a  so-cal led consciousness of such a  process ,  but 
t h e  process i s  not i d e n t i c a l  with t h e  conscious- 
ness  of i t ,  f o r  t h a t  i s  awareness of the  s i t u a t i o n .  
The s o c i a l  s i t u a t i o n  must be t h e r e  i f  t h e r e - i s  t o  
be consciousness of i t .33  

It i s  t h e  passage from one perspect ive  t o  another t h a t  charac- 

t e r i z e s  s o c i a l i t y ,  and t h i s  passage occurs i n  the  n a t u r a l  world. 

The s c i e n t i s t  proceeds by t ransformations,  but 
they a r e  t ransformations which a r e  poss ib le  only 
as  t h e  observer grasps t h a t  i n  h i s  own s i t u a t i o n  
which involves h i s  p lac ing  himself i n  t h e  s i t u a -  
t i o n  of t h a t  which he observes. Although t h i s  
i s  more complicated, i t  comes back i n  i t s  f ind ings  
t o  perceptua l  occasions. Now t h i s  i s  only poss ib le  
i f  t h a t  s o c i a l i t y  of thought i n  which we occup t h e  
a t t i t u d e  i s  a l s o  a  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of na ture .  3 c  

Mead has grounded mind i r revocably  i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  world. He 

has, by cons tant ly  maintaining a  v i s i o n  of man as  an animal 

organism, s k i r t e d  around a  number of metaphysical mind-body 

problems. He saw t h e  r e l a t i o n  between mind and body wi th in  t h e  

l a r g e r  context  of l i f e ,  which includes both so t h a t  mind can be 

seen as  an aspect  of body and body can be seen as an aspect  of 

mind. Mind i s  an emergent out of organic l i f e  which can c a r r y  

on without it; but having emerged, mind changes t h e  cha rac te r  

of t h e  n a t u r a l  world. It changes the  cha rac te r  of t h e  world 

through i t s  i n t e r a c t i o n  with non-mind ( t h e  organic)  i n  a  s o c i a l  

process .  This i n t e r a c t i o n  occurs i n  t h e  ongoing a c t i v i t y  of 



i nd iv idua l s  i n  soc ie ty  ( i . e . ,  i nd iv idua l s  being s e v e r a l  th ings  

a t  once r e l a t i v e  t o  one another,  through t h e i r  common use of 

s i g n i f i c a n t  symbols ) . 
The i n t e r a c t i o n  between "mind" and "body", then, i s  

a  s o c i a l  process i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  world. We a r e  aware of i t s  

occurrence i n  our conventional use of t h e  word soc ie ty ,  but 

" t h e  process i s  not  i d e n t i c a l  with t h e  consciousness of i t" .  

I n  t h e  conventional use of t h e  term, we tend t o  t h i n k  of soc ie ty  

a s  a  " thing" ex te rna l  t o  us a s  i n d i v i d u a l  persons,  r a t h e r  than 

recognizing i t  as  a  process i n  which we a r e  involved, and which 

i s  necessary f o r  our a b i l i t y  t o  a b s t r a c t  out t h e  not ions 

" indiv idual f '  and I f  soc ie ty" .  We f e e l  our involvement as  p leasure  

and pain,  but cannot explain t h e  source of the  p leasure  and 

pain,  

2. MIND AS A SOCIAL PROCESS OF TAKING PERSPECTIVES 

"Present" ,  "emergent", and " s o c i a l i t y "  a r e  t h r e e  con- 

cepts  b a s i c ' t o  ~ e a d f s  theory of human soc ie ty .  He discussed 

some of t h e  problems involved i n  our understanding t h e  o r i g i n  

of consciousness, commenting t h a t  

The primary d i f f i c u l t y  i n  dea l ing  with t h e s e  mat ters  
l i e s  i n  our tendency t o  c u t  off  l i f e  and conscious- 
ness  a t  t h e  boundaries of t h e  organism. Se lec t ion  
undoubtedly l i e s  i n  t h e  l i v i n g  form, but such a  form 
can only l i v e  i n  a phys ica l  environment of a  d e f i n i t e  
s o r t .  Living processes inc lude  a c t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
with ob jec t s  i n  an environment, and conscious l i v i n g  
processes a l s o  inc lude  such ob jec t s .  The response of 
t h e  organism t o  Zts own response t o  food undoubtedly 
l i e s  within t h e  organism, but only as  a  p a r t  of a  
whole process of e a t i n g  t h a t  inc ludes  a l s o  t h e  food. 35 
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The terms "organism" and "environment" a r e  abs t rac t ions  from 

t h e  s o c i a l  process organism-environment, and a re  use fu l  

abs t rac t ions  f o r  c e r t a i n  purposes. Mead was not suggesting 

t h a t  we begin t o  ignore t h e  f a c t  that jwe can d i s t i n g u i s h  be t -  

ween, e.g., a  t i g e r  and a  t r e e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  we have a  choice 

of being confronted with t h e  one or  t h e  o ther .  He was suggest-  

ing  t h a t  i f  we want t o  understand and explain l i f e  and con- 

sciousness we have t o  understand t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  underlying our 

specious world, seeing t h e  organism as  an emergent i n  t h e  

n a t u r a l  world, and with i t s  emergence, t h e  t ransformation of 

aspects  of the  n a t u r a l  world t o  i t s  "environment". We have t o  

be ab le  t o  see consciousness a s  an emergent, and t h e  t r a n s f o r -  

mation of aspects  of t h e  n a t u r a l  world t o  i t s  "environment", 

i . e . ,  p a r t  of t h e  environment of t h e  organism r e l a t i v e  t o  

which consciousness emerges. 

Mead argued t h a t  t h e  "environment" or " f i e l d "  of con- 

sciousness  includes aspects  of t h e  organism being conscious. 

... Li fe  becomes conscious a t  those po in t s  a t  which 
t h e  organism's own responses e n t e r  as a  p a r t  of the  
ob jec t ive  f i e l d  t o  which i t  r e a c t s .  36 

Consciousness occurs when t h e  " indiv idual"  experiences h i s  "self" 
1 

as  p a r t  of t h e  "objec t ive"  f i e l d  within which he i s  ac t ing .  

Consciousness includes processes not  only within t h e  organism, 

but between organisms, and between organism and t h e  n a t u r a l  

world wi th in  which i t  e x i s t s .  

Mead pos i ted  f e e l i n g  as  t h e  most bas ic  form of con- 

sciousness .  



. . . When we say t h a t  t h e  iowest form of conscious- 
ness  i s  f e e l i n g ,  what i s  implied i s  t h a t  when l i v i n g  
forms en te r  such a systematic  process t h a t  they 
r e a c t  purposively and as wholes t o  t h e i r  own condi- 
t i o n s ,  consciousness a s  f e e l i n g  a r i s e s  within l i f e .  37 

Feeling i s  dependent upon t h e  organism's a b i l i t y  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  

p leasure  and pain.  Feeling-consciousness i s  t h e  b a s i s  out of 

which mind emerges -- mind r e f e r r i n g  t o  ideas ,  images, sensa- 

t i o n s .  Mind emerges a t  t h e  poin t  where one ind iv idua l  i s  a b l e  

t o  t ake  t h e  a t t i t u d e  of another i n t o  cons idera t ion  so  t h a t  he 

i s  ab le  t o  pass from one mutually exclusive system (perspec- 

t i v e )  i n t o  another.  

From t h i s  d iscuss ion  we can see  t h a t  Mead considered 

mind t o  be a s p e c i a l  case of consciousness which a r i s e s  when 

ofie organism "sees" i t s e l f  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  another,  i . e . ,  when 

i t  includes both i t s  own a t t i t u d e  and t h a t  of another i n  i t s  

consciousness. He explained: 

... Let us ... accept passage as  t h e  cha rac te r  of 
r e a l i t y ,  and recognize t h a t  i n  passage t h e r e  i s  
change i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of th ings ,  and t h a t  because 
of passage objec ts  can occupy d i f f e r e n t  systems. 
If we then recognize t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a form of 
s o c i a l i t y  within which we can go from t h e  one t o  
t h e  o ther  by means of a system of t ransformations,  
and s o  occupy both systems, i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  same 
ob jec t s  i n  each, i t  becomes p o s s i b l e  f o r  passage t o  
t ake  pBace between a l t e r n a t i v e  systems t h a t  a r e  
simultaneously mutually exclus ive .  The s e t  of t r a n s -  
formations and t h e  mathematical s t r u c t u r e  b u i l t  upon 
i t  a r e  as  much p a r t s  of na tu re  as  anything e l s e .  
They a r e  a t t i t u d e s  answering t o  meanings of th ings  
brought under our c o n t r o l  by symbols. Passage from 
a system i n  motion t o  t h e  same system a t  r e s t ,  while 
t h e  r e s t  of t h e  world passes  from r e s t  t o  motion, 
means passage from t h e  one t o  t h e  o the r  i n  what we 
c a l l  a mind. These two aspects  e x i s t  i n  na ture ,  and 
t h e  mind i s  a l s o  i n  na ture .  The mind passes from one 
t o  t h e  o ther  i n  i t s  co-cal led consciousness, and t h e  



world i s  a  d i f f e r e n t  world from t h e  s tandpoint  of 
one a t t i t u d e  from what i t  i s  from another.  We say 
t h e  world cannot occupy both neanings, i f  they a r e  
mutually exclusive;  but passage i n  a  mind enables 
i t  t o  do so by means of t ransformations.  A l l  t h a t  
we need t o  recognize i s  t h a t  t h e  world had t h e  one 
aspect  from one poin t  of view, and t h a t  t h e r e  has 
been t h e  same passage i n  n a t u r e  from t h e  one t o  t h e  
o ther  as  has taken p lace  i n  t h e  mind, j u s t  as  t h e r e  
i s  a  passage from one p r i c e  t o  another i n  s tocks  on 
t h e  market because of t h e  changing a t t i t u d e  i n  
men% minds. 38 

What I want t o  d iscuss  here,  with reference  t o  t h e  t r a d i t i o n  

i n  Western c i v i l i z a t i o n  of an e i t h e r - o r  philosophy, i s  an 

impl ica t ion  of h i s  observat ion t h a t  "We say t h e  world cannot 

occupy both meanings, i f  they a r e  mutually exclusive;  but 

passage i n  a  mind enables i t  t o  do so by means of transforma- 

t i o n s " .  According t o  Mead, when we say t h a t  t h e  world i s  

e i t h e r  one way or another,  e .g . ,  t h a t  i t  i s  e i t h e r  b a s i c a l l y  

good o r  b a s i c a l l y  e v i l ,  we a r e  not  making s tatements  about 

necessary condi t ions of r e a l i t y ,  b u t  about two a l t e r n a t e  

choices,  and t h a t  t h e  one e n t a i l s  one world, t h e  o the r ,  another. 

J u s t  a s  t h e  p r i c e s  i n  t h e  s tock  market f l u c t u a t e  because of 

"changing a t t i t u d e s  i n  menfs minds", t h e  n a t u r a l  world changes 

when men t ake  one a t t i t u d e  or  another.  Here we can see  t h e  

f u l l  impl ica t ion  of h i s  argument t h a t  " t h e  d i f f e r e n t  p a s t s  of 

experience a r e  - not  sub jec t ive  r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of a  p a s t  which 

i s  independent of t h a t  or  any p resen t .  " The n a t u r a l  world i s  
r 

I a  p o t e n t i a l  chaos, "brought under our c o n t r o l  by symbols", 

We have t o  be c a r e f u l  a t  t h i s  po in t  t o  keep from assuming t h a t  



mind wi th in  t h e  framework of ' t h e  organism i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  world, 

and t h a t  mind i s  subjec t  t o  t h e  "laws" of t h i s  world, t h a t  i t  

i s  a  n a t u r a l  process i n  i n t e r a c t i o n  with o ther  n a t u r a l  pro- 

cesses .  But a t  t h e  same time we can recognize t h e  power a t  

which he i s  h i n t i n g  a t  t h e  d i sposa l  of minding organisms, a  

power which they can use t o  c o n t r o l  atomic energy f o r  des t ruc-  

t i o n  and c rea t ion ;  and t h e r e  i s  no reason t o  suppose t h a t  the  

c o n t r o l  of atomic energy i s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of any more than  a  

small  f r a c t i o n  of t h e i r  f u l l  c a p a c i t i e s ,  i . e . ,  f u t u r e  emer- 

gents  . 
Mead described t h e  world a s  cons i s t ing  of a  f i n i t e  

number of objec ts  occupying simultaneously many systems. One 

g e t s  t h e  impression t h a t  he imagined a tem'poral-spatial  

s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  world, of systems within systems, so  

t h a t ,  f o r  example, we can d i s t i n g u i s h  between atoms as objects, 

o r g a n i s m s ~ s  ob jec t s  and persons as  ob jec t s .  The passage of 

persons from one system t o  another i s  an experience common 

t o  everyone: both i n  t h e  sense t h a t  everyone experiences 

passage from one t o  another,  and i n  t h e  sense t h a t  t h e  passage 

occurs only by communal agreement. For example, a  " f a t h e r  a t  

home" passes  i n t o  a  "motoris t  on t h e  road" i n t o  a  "professor  

a t  un ive r s i ty" .  The person, i n  t h i s  passage, moves phys ica l ly  

from one loca t ion  t o  another,  a c t i n g  i n  ways s p e c i f i c  t o  t h e  

d i f f e r e n t  "temporal-spacesf' ,  and h i s  phys ica l  movement means 

fa ther -motor is t -professor  by communal agreement. The meaning, 

and t h e  performance, of t h e  phys ica l  a c t i v i t y  depends on t h e  
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"mental" a t t i t u d e s  of t h e  members of a community. 

Mead's o r i e n t a t i o n  toward t h i s  common experience 

i l lumina tes  some of t h e  problems involved i n  d e l i b e r a t e  s o c i a l  

change, and r e f l e c t s  on Marxrs i d e a  t h a t  r a d i c a l  s o c i a l  change 

most probably (i. e . ,  i n  most c a s e s )  r equ i res  v i o l e n t  revolu- 

t i o n .  His theory suggests t h a t  t h e  smaller  a group, t h e  

e a s i e r  r a d i c a l  change w i l l  be, t h e  smal les t  group being defined 

as  a " s e l f "  ( cons i s t ing  of "I1' and "me" , which enables t h e  . 

i nd iv idua l  t o  address i t s e l f  as  s e l f  and o t h e r ) ;  and t h e  

l a r g e r  a group ("group" presupposing some s o r t  of organization, 

excluding aggregates and mobs) t h e  more d i f f i c u l t  i t  w i l l  be 

t o  e f f e c t  r a d i c a l  change. It a l s o  suggests  t h a t  t h e  k ind  of 

change w i l l  be pecu l i a r  t o  t h e  s i z e  of t h e  group. For examp 

the  ind iv idua l  can "change h i s  mind" much more r e a d i l y  than 

h i s  in te r -pe r sona l  h a b i t s ,  which inc lude  a t  l e a s t  some o the r  

people i n  the  "group" t o  which they r e f e r .  

It suggests t h a t ,  i f  we want d e l i b e r a t e l y  t o  make 

r a d i c a l  changes, regardless  of t h e  s i z e  of the  group moving 

from one perspect ive  (system) t o  another ,  we need t o  have a 

c l e a r  understanding of t h e  pe r spec t ive  t h a t  we now occupy, 

and a c l e a r  understanding of t h e  methods t h a t  we can employ t o  

move from one system t o  another,  i . e . ,  d i r e c t  our own emergence. 

With reference  t o  Marxls theory of v i o l e n t  r evo lu t ion ,  

Meadls theory suggests t h a t  it i s  unl ike ly  t o  be a method 

adequate t o  t h e  goal  of moving from one system t o  another.  
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It may be t h a t  violence (phys ica l  in t e rpe r sona l  o r  o therwise)  

i s  an aspect  or  i n d i c a t i o n  of r a d i c a l  change, but i t  i s  not  

a  method. Both our h i s t o r i c a l  experience with v i o l e n t  

revolu t ion  and Meadls theory imply t h a t  it i s  only a  t o o l  of 

des t ruc t ion ,  and not  a  method of d e l i b e r a t e  c rea t ion .  Violent 

revolu t ion  alone, as  Marx recognized, r e s u l t s  not i n  a  r a d i c a l  

( b a s i c )  change, but i n  a  "mere" r evo lu t ion  ( tu rn ing  over) .  

What Marx d i d  not recognize,  i n  t h e  l i g h t  of Meadfs theory,  

i s  t h e  extent  t o  which we c o n t r o l  ( o r  a r e  capable of con- 

t r o l l i n g )  ourselves,  and t h e  " intermingl ing" of mind with our 

c u l t u r a l l y  c rea ted  soc ie ty .  Meadfs theory i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  

s t r e e t s ,  c a r s ,  bui ld ings ,  c lo thes ,  e t c . ,  a l l  a r e  "entangled" 

with mind so t h a t  choosing t o  make r a d i c a l  changes involves 

much more than simply making a  conscious dec is ion  ( i . e . ,  have 

an i n t e n t i o n )  and then a c t i n g  on i t .  It involves continuous 

d e l i b e r a t e  a t t e n t i o n  focused on t h e  p resen t .  

Of t h e  s e l f ,  t h e  minding organism, Mead sa id ,  

The s e l f  by i t s  r e f l e x i v e  form announces i t s e l f  as 
a  conscious organism which i s  what i t  i s  only so  
f a r  as  i t  can pass from i t s  own system i n t o  those 
of o thers ,  and can thus ,  i n  passing,  occupy both 
i t s  own system and t h a t  i n t o  which i t  i s  passing.  
That t h i s  should t ake  p lace  i s  ev ident ly  not t h e  
a f f a i r  of a  s i n g l e  organism. Shut up within h i s  
own world -- t h a t  which answers t o  h i s  s t imula t ions  
and responses -- he would have no entrance i n t o  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o ther  than those  which h i s  own 
organized a c t  involved. It i s  only as h i s  a c t i v i t y  
i s  a  p a r t  of a  l a r g e r  organized process t h a t  such 
a  p o s s i b i l i t y  can open. Nor i s  t h i s  t h e  only pre-  
r e q u i s i t e .  The s o c i a l  organiza t ion  of a  mul t i -  
c e l l u l a r  form i s  one i n  which each c e l l  i n  l i v i n g  
i t s  own l i f e  l i v e s  t h e  l i f e  of t h e  whole; but i t s  
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  r e s t r i c t s  i t s  expressions t o  t h e  



s i n g l e  funct ion  t o  which i t  has become adapted. 
Only i n  a  process i n  which one organism can i n  
some sense s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  another could an i n d i -  
v i d u a l  f ind  i t s e l f  tak ing  t h e  a t t i t u d e  of another 
while s t i l l  occupying i t s  own. I t s  own d i f f e r e n t i a -  
t i o n  must never be so complete as  t o  r e s t r i c t  i t  
t o  f u l f i l l i n g  a  s i n g l e  funct ion  only. 39 

I 
Mead has named two p r e r e q u i s i t e s  necessary f o r  t h e  occurrence I 

of a  s e l f :  t he  a c t i v i t y  of t h e  organism i s  p a r t  of a  l a r g e r  
i 

organized process,  and t h e  organisms a r e  "in'some sense" 

capable of s u b s t i t u t i n g  f o r  one another such t h a t  they a r e  

ab le  t o  " take  t h e  a t t i t u d e  of the  o the r"  while s t i l l  occupying 

t h e i r  own. 

The mechanism "by which t h e  ind iv idua l  l i v i n g  h i s  own 

l i f e  i n  t h a t  of t h e  group i s  placed i n  t h e  a t t i t u d e  of t ak ing  

t h e  r o l e  of another' '  i s  " t h a t  of communication". 
4 0) He disagreed 

with t h e  use of "communication" t o  descr ibe  a l l  i n t r a  and in ter -  

organic i n t e r a c t i o n ,  and argued, 

There may be a  type of communication i n  which t h e  
condi t ions of one organ s t imula tes  o the r s  t o  t h e i r  
appropr ia te  responses. There i s  i n  t h e  physiologi-  
c a l  system such a  system of communication c a r r i e d  
out by t h e  hormones. But t h i s  i s  only an elabora-  
t i o n  of the  i n t e r r e l a t i o n  of highly d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  
organs funct ioning  i n  a  common l i f e -p rocess .  
Communication as  I s h a l l  use i t  always implies  t h e  
conveyance of meaning; and t h i s  involves t h e  
a rousa l  i n  one ind iv idua l  of t h e  a t t i t u d e  of the  
o ther ,  and h i s  response t o  t h e s e  responses.  4 1  

Mead d is t inguished between communication common t o  s e v e r a l  

spec ies  of animal and communication which appea.rs t o  be unique 

t o  man as  "conversation of ges tu res"  and "conversat ion of s i g -  

n i f i c a n t  symbols". Conversation of ges tu res  i s  a  mode of 

conveying f e e l i n g  consciousness,  while conversat ion of 
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s i g n i f i c a n t  symbols i s  t h e  method of "mental" communication, 

dependent upon t h e  f a c u l t y  f o r  language (as  organiza t ion  of 

vocal  sounds). 

Feeling consciousness i s  bound by t h e  p resen t  i n  which 

f e e l i n g  occurs, and i t  i s  only with mind t h a t  t h e  present  i s  

transcended, and a  pas t  and f u t u r e  c rea ted ,  i . e . ,  t h a t  con- 

sciousness becomes re f l ex ive .  

... The animal could never reach t h e  goal  of becoming 
an objec t  t o  i t s e l f  as  a  whole u n t i l  i t  could en te r  
i n t o  a l a r g e r  system wi th in  which it could play 
various r o l e s ,  so t h a t  i n  t ak ing  one r o l e  i t  could 
s t imula te  i t s e l f  t o  play t h e  o the r  r o l e  which t h i s  
f i r s t  r o l e  c a l l e d  f o r .  It i s  t h i s  development t h a t  
a  soc ie ty  whose l i f e  process  i s  mediated by communi- 
c a t i o n  has made poss ib le .  It i s  here  t h a t  mental 
l i f e  a r i s e s  -- with t h i s  con t inua l  passing from one 
system t o  another,  with t h e  occupation of both i n  
passage and with t h e  systematic  s t r u c t u r e s  t h a t  each 
involves.  It i s  the  realm of con t inua l  emergence. 42 

Mind i s  a  s o c i a l  process,  a  "temporal extension of t h e  environ- 

ment of t h e  organism", t h e  " l a r g e r  system within which it", 

the  animal, can "play various ro les" .  

I n  t h e  above passage Mead r e f e r r e d  t o  "mental l i f e "  as  

t h e  process  i n  which t h e  animal i s  an objec t  t o  i t s e l f  a s  a 

whole. Relat ing t h i s  t o  Marxfs a l i e n a t i o n  hypothesis ,  i n t e r -  

l I p re ted  as :  "Man as  a  whole" a l i e n a t e s  himself from h i s  species 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c "  of " f r e e ,  conscious a c t i v i t y 1 '  through prac- 

t i s i n g  "forced labor";  Mead made no use of t h e  term a l i e n a t i o n  

but defined mind i n  a  way c o n s i s t e n t  with Marxrs " f r e e ,  con- 

scious a c t i v i t y " ,  and sa id  t h a t  t h e  organism i s  an objec t  t o  

i t s e l f  a s  a  whole when i t  p r a c t i s e s  "mental l i f e " .  Marx re la ted  
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d forced labor  t o  the  d i v i s i o n  i n  human soc ie ty  between mental 

and phys ica l  a c t i v i t y .  He argued t h a t  t h i s  i s  a  f a l s e  d i s -  

t i n c t i o n ,  and t h a t ,  i n  order  f o r  a l i e n a t i o n  t o  be overcome, 

forced labor  needed t o  be abol ished,  implying t h a t  t h e  d i v i s i o n  

between mental and phys ica l  a c t i v i t y  has t o  be abolished. 

Mead d i d  abol i sh  t h i s  d i v i s i o n  i n  theory.  The methods by which 

a l i e n a t i o n  ( i n  Meadfs terminology, i l l u s i o n ,  h a l l u c i n a t i o n )  can 

be overcome i n  p r a c t i c e  a r e  implied i n  h i s  theory and only 

caut ious ly  hinted a t  by him over t ly .  

Mead understood mind t o  be located i n  na ture ,  as a  

con t inua l  emergent; an int ,eract ion between selves-in-environ- 

ment i n  systematic  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s .  These r e l a t i o n s  a r e  

charac ter ized  by s o c i a l i t y ,  se lves  having the  capaci ty  t o  s l i p  

from one system i n t o  another,  i n  t h e  p resen t ,  marked by passage. 

If we t r y  t o  look a t  an ind iv idua l ,  o r  a  group of ind iv idua l s ,  

ou t s ide  of passage, we w i l l  see  him (them) i n  only one system. 

This way of looking a t  ind iv idua l s  and groups i s  c h a r a c t e r i s -  

t i c  of the  o r i e n t a t i o n  t y p i f i e d  by the  Newtonian th ree -  

dimensional universe,  i n  which t h e  system appears t o  be of 

i n f i n i t e  ex tent ;  and i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of the  s t r u c t u r a l /  

f u n c t i o n a l i s t  approach t o  soc ie ty .  It i s  i n  t h i s  approach t h a t  

man i s  regarded as  a  p a r t i c u l a r  funct ion ,  i . e . ,  each man i s  a 

p a r t i c u l a r  funct ion .  Seen wi th in  t h e  l a r g e r  framework of 

Meadls theory,  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l / f u n c t i o n a l  approach can have 

g r e a t  value,  as  a  method of s tudying systems i n  i s o l a t i o n .  AS 

i s  wel l  known i n  t h e  s o c i a l  sc iences ,  t h i s  approach cannot 



explain change i n  soc ie ty ,  and Meadls theory i s  an explanat ion 

of why i t  cannot. Change i s  a  process  involving t h e  movement 

from one system t o  another. 

Mead suggested t h e  d i r e c t i o n  i n  which s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  

can look ( t h e  perspect ive  they can t a k e )  i n  order t o  determine 

s o c i a l  change. 

Our problem i s  t o  determine j u s t  what i t  i s  t h a t  
has preceded what i s  tak ing  p lace  so  t h a t  the  
d i r e c t i o n  of temporal progress  may determine what 
t h e  world i s  going t o  be. There i s  a  c e r t a i n  
temporal process going on i n  experience.  What has 
taken p lace  i s s u e s  i n  what i s  tak ing  place,  and i n  
t h i s  passage what has occurred determines spa t io -  
temporally what i s  passing i n t o  t h e  f u t u r e .  So 
f a r  then as  we can determine t h e  cons tants  of motion 
we can fol low t h a t  determination, and our ana lys i s  
seeks t o  resolve  t h e  happening i n  so f a r  as  may be 
i n t o  motion. I n  general ,  s i n c e  passage i s  i t s e l f  
given i n  experience, t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of changes t h a t  
a r e  going on p a r t l y  condi t ions what w i l l  t ake  p lace .  
The event t h a t  has taken p lace  and t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of 
t h e  process  going on form t h e  bas i s  f o r  t h e  r a t i o n a l  
determination of the  f u t u r e .  43 

If  we could "determine t h e  cons tants  of motion" i n  human society,  

we could "follow t h a t  determination",  i . e . ,  p red ic t  change i n  

soc ie ty .  Change i n  human soc ie ty  can be ef fec ted  by con t ro l l ing  

"mental l i f e "  i n  t h e  process of "mental l i f e " .  

One of Mead's caut ious h i n t s  f o r  e f f e c t i n g  s o c i a l  

change i s  indica ted  i n  t h e  fol lowing passage: 

I wish t o  make as  emphatic as  poss ib le  t h e  reference  
of p a s t s  and f u t u r e s  t o  t h e  a c t i v i t y  t h a t  i s  c e n t r a l  
t o  t h e  present .  Idea t ion  extends s p a t i a l l y  and 
temporally t h e  f i e l d  within which a c t i v i t y  takes  
p lace .  The p resen t s ,  then, wi th in  which we l i v e  a r e  
provided with margins, and f i t t i n g  them i n t o  a l a r g e r  
independent ch ron ic le  i s  again a  mat ter  of some more 
extended present  which c a l l s  f o r  a  wider horizon. 



, 
But t h e  widest horizon belongs t o  some undertaking, 
whose p a s t  and f u t u r e  r e f e r  back t o  i t .  For 
ins tance ,  t h e  present  h i s t o r y  of t h e  sun i s  r e l e -  
vant  t o  t h e  undertakings of unrave l l ing  t h e  atom 
and, given another ana lys i s  of t h e  atom, the  sun 
w i l l  have another h i s t o r y  and t h e  universe w i l l  
be launched i n t o  a  new f u t u r e .  The p a s t s  and t h e  
f u t u r e s  a r e  impl ica t ions  of what i s  being undertaken 
and c a r r i e d  out i n  our l a b o r a t o r i e s .  44 

I n  t h e  phys ica l  sciences we study t h e  r e l a t i o n  between such 

"ob jec t s "  a s  the  atom and t h e  sun, r e l a t i n g  microscopic systems 

t o  macroscopic ones. We understand t h e  " h i s t o r y  of t h e  sun" 

i n  terms of our "ana lys i s  of t h e  atom". Mead suggested t h a t  

we apply t h e  same a t t i t u d e  t o  human soc ie ty ,  r e l a t i n g  t h e  

I I un iversa l"  process of i d e a t i o n  t o  persons e x i s t i n g  i n  f i n i t e  

presents .  By analysing ourselves i n  our present  a c t i v i t i e s  

and r e l a t i n g  our a c t i v i t y  t o  i d e a t i o n ,  we can c o n t r o l  ourselves.  

He suggested, as  an impl ica t ion  of h i s  theory,  t h a t  

This view then f r e e s  us from bondage e i t h e r  t o  pas t  
or  f u t u r e .  We a r e  n e i t h e r  c r e a t u r e s  of t h e  necess i ty  
of an i r revocable  p a s t ,  nor of any v i s i o n  given i n  
t h e  Mount. Our h i s t o r y  and our prognos t ica t ions  w i l l  
be sympathetic with t h e  undertakings within which we 
l i v e  and move and have our being. Our values l i e  i n  
t h e  p resen t ,  and p a s t  and f u t u r e  give us only t h e  
schedule of the  means, and t h e  plans of campaign, f o r  
t h e i r  r e a l i z a t i o n .  45 

This means t h a t  r ega rd less  of whether we choose t o  be aware of 

i t ,  regardless  of whether we choose t o  c o n t r o l  our s o c i a l  ex i s -  

tence,  by the  f a c t  t h a t  we p r a c t i s e  human l i v i n g  i n  the  present ,  

we condit ion human l i f e  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  and c r e a t e  our human 

h i s t o r y .  "Our h i s t o r y  and prognos t ica t ions  w i l l  be sympathetic 

with t h e  undertakings wi th in  which we l i v e .  and move and have 

our being." Mead's tone i n  t h i s  passage was triumphant and 
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op t imis t i c ,  but one i s  reminded of Weberfs caut ioning words: 1 
"The f a t e  of our times i s  charac ter ized  by r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  and I ' 1 

i n t e l l e c t u a l i z a t i o n  and, above a l l ,  by t h e  'disenchantment of 

46 t h e  world1", and h i s  recogni t ion  t h a t  "academic prophecy, 

f i n a l l y ,  w i l l  c r e a t e  only f a n a t i c a l  s e c t s  but never a  genuine 

communityll. 47 Being f reed  from t h e  bondage t o  pas t  and f u t u r e  

c a r r i e s  with i t  t h e  impl ica t ion  of an awesome r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

i n  t h e  present .  We can o r i e n t  toward t h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  

var ious  ways, j u s t  as  e a s i l y  f a l l i n g  i n t o  despai r  over t h e  

enormity of t h e  s i t u a t i o n  and t h e  ignorance with which we f a c e  

i t  as  r i s i n g  up t o  the  chal lenge with eagerness t o  l e a r n .  The 

a t t i t u d e  t h a t  we t ake  toward our s i t u a t i o n  condi t ions "what 

w i l l  be", because these  a t t i t u d e s  have ob jec t ive  exis tence .  

.. t h e  p r i n c i p l e  ( t h a t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  e n t e r s  i n t o  
t h e  per 'spectives of o the r s ,  i n  so f a r  as  he i s  ab le  
t o  t ake  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s ,  or occupy t h e i r  po in t s  of 
view) ... has ser ious  impl ica t ions  . . . i f  one accepts 
t h e  o b j e c t i v i t y  of perspect ives ,  and recognizes t h a t  
these  perspect ives  a r e  made up of o ther  se lves  with 
minds; t h a t  here  i s  no na tu re  t h a t  can be closed t o  
mind. The s o c i a l  perspect ive  e x i s t s  i n  t h e  experience 
of t h e  ind iv idua l  i n  s o  f a r  a s  i t  i s  i n t e l l i g i b l e ,  
and i t  i s  i t s  i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  t h a t  i s  t h e  condi t ion  
of t h e  ind iv idua l  en te r ing  i n t o  t h e  perspect ives  of 
o the r s ,  e spec ia l ly  of t h e  group. 48 

"There i s  no na tu re  t h a t  can be closed t o  mind", a  l o g i c a l  imp- 

l i c a t i o n  of h i s  theory of human s o c i e t y ,  r e s t i n g  on t h e  accep- 

11 tance of t h e  o b j e c t i v i t y  of perspect ives" .  This i s ,  of 

course, a  hypothesis,  open t o  empir ica l  v e r i f i c a t i o n .  

As a  p r i n c i p a l  evidence t h a t  perspect ives  a r e  objective,  

Mead c i t e d  t h e  inf luence  t h a t  our use of t h e  experimental  



method has had on us. 

It i s  i n s t r u c t i v e  t o  note  t h a t  never has t h e  charac- 
t e r  of t h a t  common perspect ive  changed more rap id ly  
than s ince  we have gained f u r t h e r  c o n t r o l  over t h e  
technique by which t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  perspect ive  
becomes t h e  perspect ive  of t h e  most un ive r sa l  com- 
munity, ... t h a t  i s ,  t h e  technique of t h e  experi-  
mental method. We a r e  deluded, by the  ease with 
which we can, by what may be f a i r l y  c a l l e d  t r a n s -  

, formation formulae, t r a n s l a t e  t h e  experience of 
o ther  communities i n t o  t h a t  of our own, i n t o  giving 
f i n a l i t y  t o  t h e  perspect ive  of our own thought ..... 
We have never been so  uncer ta in  a s  t o  what a r e  t h e  
values which economics undertakes t o  def ine,  what 
a r e  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  r i g h t s  and ob l iga t ions  of c i t i z e n s ,  
what a r e  t h e  community values of f r i endsh ip ,  of 
passion, of parenthood, of amusement, of beauty, of 
s o c i a l  s o l i d a r i t y  i n  i t s  unnumbered forms, or  of 
those  values which have been gathered under t h e  r e l a -  
t i o n s  of man t o  the  h ighes t  community or t o  God. On 
t h e  other  hand t h e r e  has never been a time a t  which 
men could determine so r e a d i l y  the  condi t ions under 
which values,  whatever they a r e ,  can be secured. I n  
terms of common condi t ions ,  by t ransformation formulae, 
we can pass from one value f i e l d  t o  another,  and thus 
come nearer  f ind ing  out which i s  more valuable,  or  
r a t h e r  how t o  conserve each. The common perspect ive  
i s  comprehensibil i ty,  and comprehensibi l i ty  i s  t h e  
statement i n  terms of common social .  condi t ions .  49 

Men a r e  now i n  a  p o s i t i o n  t o  determine t h e  condi t ions under 

which values ... can be secured",  and t h e  perspect ive  through 

which they can do t h i s  i s  t h e  common one of comprehens'ibility, 

" the  statement i n  terms of common s o c i a l  condi t ionsf ' .  Common 

s o c i a l  condi t ions a r e  those t h a t  have an e f f e c t  on a l l  people 

i n  soc ie ty .  The e f f e c t s  may not  be uniform because d i f f e r e n t  

people occupy d i f f e r e n t  a t t i t u d e s  with reference  t o  common con- 

d i t i o n s .  Through studying t h e  var ious  a t t i t u d e s  with reference  

t o  t h e  common s i t u a t i o n ,  we can begin t o  "comprehendf' our s i tua -  

t i o n .  

More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  Mead s a i d  of t h e  common 



perspect ive ,  

In  t h e  process of communication t h e  ind iv idua l  
i s  an o ther  before he i s  a  s e l f .  It i s  i n  
addressing himself i n  t h e  r o l e  of an o ther  than 
h i s  s e l f  a r i s e s  i n  experience. The growth of t h e  ' 

organized game out of simple p lay  i n  t h e  experience 
of t h e  ch i ld  and of organized group a c t i v i t i e s  i n  
human soc ie ty ,  placed t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  then i n  a  
v a r i e t y  of r o l e s ,  i n  so  f a r  a s  these  were p a r t s  of 
t h e  s o c i a l  a c t ,  and t h e  very organiza t ion  of these  
i n  t h e  whole a c t  gave them a  common charac te r  i n  
i n d i c a t i n g  what he had t o  do. He i s  ab le  then t o  
become a  general ized o ther  i n  addressing himself 
i n  t h e  a t t i t u d e  of t h e  group or t h e  community. 
I n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  he has become a  d e f i n i t e  s e l f  
over aga ins t  the  s o c i a l  whole t o  which he belongs. 5O 

The most comprehensive "general ized o ther"  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  

r e l a t i o n  between t h e  h d i v i d u a l  and a l l  o the r s ,  o r ,  i n  Marxfs 

terminology, t o  t h e  ind iv idua l  who " t r e a t s  himself as  a' 

un ive r sa l  and the re fo re  a  f r e e  being". 51 The broadest r e l a t i o n  

( ind iv idua l  t o  a l l ) ,  t h e  macroscopic, i s  r e l a t e d  t o  the  

narrowest ( ind iv idua l  t o  s e l f  ), or microscopic. But i n  

r e l a t i n g  these  two systems we have t o  remember t h e  source of 

s e l f  i s  i n  communication between organisms. Neither Marx nor 

Mead were i n t e r e s t e d  i n  " i s o l a t e d "  individual ism.  Soc ia l  

change implies  t h e  involvement of more than .one  ind iv idua l .  

, The s o c i a l  ind iv idua l  can e f f e c t  change " in"  himself through 

h i s  s o c i a l  cha rac te r  as  a  s e l f ,  a s  we l l  as  being a b l e  t o  a c t  

i n  conjunction with o the r s  t o  e f f e c t  change. As a  f u l l y  i s o -  

l a t e d  organism, it has no s e l f  and can e f f e c t  no human s o c i a l  

change. 

3. MARX AND MEAD ON HUMAN SOCIETY 

Hegel used t h e  d i a l e c t i c  method t o  descr ibe  t h e  pro- 
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cess  of i d e a t i o n  as  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between f i n i t e  ob jec t s  and 

i n f i n i t e  subjec t  (world s p i r i t ) .  Marx took t h i s  method out of 

t h e  Hegelian context  and applied i t  t o  t h e  ma te r i a l  world t o  

show how a c t i v i t y  and not "mere" thought changes t h e  world. 

For Marx t h e  g rea t  mover of soc ie ty  was t h e  d i a l e c t i c  between 

t h e  fo rces  and r e l a t i o n s  of production. In  making t h i s  t r a n s i -  

t i o n  Marx bridged a  gap between thought and ac t ion  such t h a t  

anyone who reads and comprehends h i s  theory ( i . e . ,  looks a t  

t h e  m a t e r i a l  world around him and a t  himself i n  t h i s  world 

with reference  t o  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  framework provided by ~ a r x )  

t ranscends t h e  separa t ion  of thought and ac t ion ,  r ega rd less  of 

whether or not  he agrees with Marx's s p e c i f i c  diagnosis .  Marx 

crea ted  a  crude s c i e n t i f i c  method f o r  analysing human soc ie ty .  

I n  h i s  d iscuss ion  of p r a c t i c e ,  he s t r e s s e d  a c t i v i t y  

more than  thoughtful  a c t i v i t y .  Immersed i n  t h e  assumpti'on of 

a three-dimensional universe,  he assumed t h a t  the  phys ica l  

environment i s  a  cons tant  i n  which t h e r e  a r e  causa l  connections 

between th ings  independent of man's r e l a t i o n  t o  them. He seems 

t o  have assumed t h a t  we have only t o  understand t h e  laws ------- - 
associa ted  with these  causa l  connections and we w i l l  be ab le  

t o  use them t o  c o n t r o l  our own l i v e s .  The ques t ion  of what we 

would do with them was not a  problem f o r  him. 

Mead, with t h e  advantage of a four-dimensional p i c t u r e  

of t h e  universe i n  which r e l a t i o n s  between "phys ica l  objec ts"  

a r e  j u s t  a s  quest ionable  as  a r e  r e l a t i o n s  between "mental 

constructs1 ' ,  was a b l e  t o  go a  s t e p  f u r t h e r  than Marx and 
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analyse t h e  phenomenon of p r a c t i c e ,  Marx assumed t h a t  i n  

p r a c t i c e ,  without r e i f i c a t i o n ,  t h e  r e a l  i n t e r e s t s  of people 

would become apparent t o  them, t h e i r  r e a l  i n t e r e s t s  being 

ob jec t ive ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  r e a l  world of p r a c t i c e .  Mead 

analysed p r a c t i c e  as a  s o c i a l  emergent occurr ing i n  a  p resen t ,  

inc luding  both thought and ac t ion ,  i. e. , as  "mental l i f  e n .  

Marx used t h e  d i a l e c t i c  t o  analyse movement or passage 

i n  t h e  m a t e r i a l  world, but was unable t o  see  t h e  l o g i c a l  exten- 

s ion  inheren t  i n  t h i s  method i f  appl ied i n  a  four-dimensional 

universe -- a  universe i n  which many mutually exclusive systems 

can co-exis t .  I n  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  universe,  an 

objec t  may be a  t h e s i s  T1 r e l a t i v e  t o  an a n t i t h e s i s  A1 i n  one 

system, and a  t h e s i s  T2 r e l a t i v e  t o  -an a n t i t h e s i s  A2 i n  another, 

t h e  ob jec t  having t h e  capaci ty  t o  e x i s t  i n  s e v e r a l  systems a t  

once. The r e s o l u t i o n  of t h e  con t rad ic t ion  between Tl, A1 and 

between T2, A2 may not t ake  t h e  form of a  syn thes i s  of each 

within t h e  d i f f e r e n t  systems, but may be i n  t h e  form of an 

emergent which inc6rpora tes  both systems and many o thers .  Marx 
\ 

assumed t h a t  t h e r e  can be only one human s o c i a l  system, and 

suggested t h a t  communism i s  t h e  b e s t  one. Mead, on t h e  o the r  

hand, assumed a  l imi ted  number of ob jec t s  occupying many sys-  

tems a t  once, so  t h a t  we can have a  v a r i e t y  of systems i n  our 

human l i f e ,  none being n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  bes t ,  each answering t o  

s p e c i f i c  goals .  

Reificatio-n as  a  form of mental bl indness ,  a  way of 

d i sgu i s ing  r e a l  connections between r e a l  condi t ions  i n  t h e  
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ob jec t ive  world, which e x i s t  independently of the  yphantoms 

i n  ments minds" 52, became i n  Meadls theory,  i l l u s i o n  and 
/I 

ha l luc ina t ion .  Re i f i ca t ion  means thought which i s  not  of I 
I 

p r a c t i c e ,  and i t  r e s u l t s  i n  i r r a t i o n a l  ac t ion .  I r r a t i o n a l i t y  I 

l 
and r e i f i c a t i o n  a r e  d i r e c t l y  connected with each o ther .  Marx I 

I 

concentrated h i s  a t t e n t i o n  on economic a c t i v i t y ,  and r e f e r r e d  1 
-1 

t o  capi ta l i sm,  f o r  example, as  an i r r a t i o n a l  mode of organizing 
h 

f o r  human purposes. Through Meadfs c r i t i q u e  of t h e  whole of 1 

human l i f e  as  we now know i t ,  Marxfs theory of a l i e n a t i o n  
i 

through forced labor  i s  uni ted  with psychological  and psychia- 

t r i c  theory of "mental i l l n e s s " ,  i . e . ,  t h e  study of methods 

by which people h a l l u c i n a t e  and delude themselves. 
53 

\ 

Marx suggested t h a t  what i s  p a r t i c u l a r  t o  human beings 

i s  the r e l a t i o n  of the  whole man t o  h i s  spec ies  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  

man a c t i n g  as  a  human being when he t r e a t s  himself as  a  "uni-  

v e r s a l  and the re fo re  f r e e  being1'. Mead s a i d  t h a t  t o  understand 

human behavior, "It i s  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of t h e  ind iv idua l  perspec- 

t i v e  t o  the  common perspect ive  t h a t  i s  of importance". 54 Per- 

spec t ives  c o n s t i t u t e  the  n a t u r a l  world, i . e . ,  a re  not  " r e f l e c -  

t i o n s  off1 or "approximations of"  more " r e a l "  ob jec t s  "out 

there" .  Both t h e  percept ion of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  and t h e  ob jec t  

being perceived "belong" t o  perspect ives .  Thus t h e  importance 

of touch, phys ica l  contac t ,  f o r  t h e  " san i ty"  (prevent ion of 

h a l l u c i n a t i o n )  of ind iv idua l s .  

Both t h e  ind iv idua l  pe r spec t ive  and the  common per-  

spec t ive  a r i s e  together  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the  organisms-in- 



environment. In  ongoing p a r t i c u l a r  human s o c i e t i e s  t h e  

ind iv idua l  gains  h i s  perspect ive  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  common per-  

spec t ive -by  l ea rn ing  "where he s tands" i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  o the r s  

i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  soc ie ty .  He l e a r n s  t o  be both s e l f  and o ther .  

By l ea rn ing  both the  ind iv idua l  and common perspect ives  he i s  

ab le  t o  a c t  out of the  ind iv idua l  perspect ive  with reference  t o  

a l l  o the r s  ( including himself as one among many). This holds 

f o r  a l l  "occupations" of perspect ives ,  i l l u s t r a t e d  by e.g. ,  t h e  + 
occupations of f a t h e r ,  doctor ,  a r t i s t ,  e t c .  Once t h e  i n d i v i -  

dual  has learned how t o  be a  s e l f ,  he can c r e a t e  new "occupa- 

t i o n s "  f o r  himself and f o r  o the r s ,  and can rede f ine  t h e  

boundaries of a l ready ,exis t ing pe r spec t ives ,  A r t i s t s  and 

s c i e n t i s t s  have as  t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  "occupation" t h e  purpose of 

doing t h i s .  

Within t h i s  framework, Marx's work on a l i e n a t i o n  can 

be seen, with reference  t o  forced labor ,  as h i s  i n s i g h t  i n t o  

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  " n a t u r a l  soc ie ty" ,  and e s p e c i a l l y  within t h e  

p a s t  few hundred years ,  labor  ( i n  t h e  economic system) i s  a t  

t h e  same time a r b i t r a r y  t o  t h e  i d e n t i t y  of t h e  whole man, and 

overshadows a l l  o ther  "occupations" (of perspect ives  ) t o  t h e  

extent  t h a t  i t  i s  a  major determinant of t h e  form t h a t  o the r  

occupations w i l l  take.  Man t r e a t s  himself as e s s e n t i a l l y  one 

dimensional, r a t h e r  than r e a l i z i n g  himself t o  be by h i s  human 

"nature"  multi-dimensional, a  s o c i a l  being, capable of being 

s e v e r a l  th ings  a t  once. 

The word a l i e n a t i o n  c a l l s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  ways i n  
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ch human animals f i n d  themselves t o  be s t r angers  t o  them- 

se lves ,  one another and t h e i r  common environment. The word 

r e f e r s  both t o  t h e  ind iv idua l  and  common perspect ives ,  such 

t h a t  t h e  ind iv idua l  experiences himself a s  a s t r anger  i n  t h e  

world (as  indiv idual ,  d i s t i n c t  from t h e  common), and t h e  

experience i s  a common one, a l l  i nd iv idua l s  having t h e  

experience.  "Alienation" r e f e r s  t o  t h i s  experience as  a 

"problem" which i s  solvable .  The s o l u t i o n  i s  i n  man as  a 

whole t r e a t i n g  himself a s  man as a whole, and not as  a "mere" 

p a r t i c u l a r  funct ion.  The experience of being a s t r anger  i n  

t h e  world i s  an ob jec t ive  one. People a c t u a l l y  a r e  s t r angers  - 
t o  themselves, t o  o thers  and t o  t h e  world. The beginning of 

t h e  p r a c t i c a l  s o l u t i o n  t o  a l i e n a t i o n  i s  t h e  recogni t ion  of i t ,  

i n s o f a r  as  i t  i s  a problem, as a common problem, i . e . ,  we a r e  - 
s t r angers  t o  ourselves,  one another,  and t h e  u n i v e r s e , , r a t h e r  

than - I am a s t r anger  t o  myself among "those o thers"  i n  " t h a t  

world out there" .  a 

It i s  not t h e  new and unfamil iar ,  i . e . ,  s t range ,  i n  

i t s e l f  t h a t  c o n s t i t u t e s  a l i e n a t i o n ,  but t h e  ways i n  which man 

approaches himself,  o thers  and t h e  environment with r e fe rence  

t o  t h e  s t range .  The f a c t  of new and unfamil iar  experiences i s  
\u 

bas ic  t o  human l i f e  by i t s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of emergence. The 

experience of s t rangeness  i s  a p o t e n t i a l l y  meaningful one, and 

t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  a t t i t u d e ,  t h e  experimental  method,is an example 

of one way i n  which s t rangeness  i s  p a r t  o f ' a  meaningful 

experience. The p a r t i c u l a r  kind of estrangement c o n s t i t u t i n g  
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a l i e n a t i o n  i s  t h a t  between body and mind as  expressed wi th in  

t h e  indiv idual ;  between bodies and minds as  expressed between 

ind iv idua l s ;  and,with reference  t o  t h e  universe,  between mind 

t o  " a l l " ,  t h e  oneness of t h e  universe,  and body t o  " p a r t i c u -  

l a r i t y ' ' ,  t h e  phys ica l  d i sc re teness  of a l l  ob jec t s ,  i . e . ,  t h e  

sepa ra t ion  of " re l ig ious"  experience and science.  

"Alienation" draws a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  a r b i t r a r y  n a t u r e  

of our ind iv idua l  perspect ives  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  common per-  

spec t ive  (e .g . ,  p a r t i c u l a r  occupations i n  t h e  economic system), 

po in t ing  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  o u r , i n d i v i d u a l  perspect ives  a r e  not 

due t o  inherent  d i f f e rences  i n  ouP b i o l o g i c a l  make-up but a r e  

t h e  r e s u l t  of a  combination of acc ident  and choice i n  t h e  s o c i a l  

world. (This i s  a  statement of genera l  condi t ions ,  and i s  not 

meant t o  apply t o  e.g.,  t h e  e f f e c t  of poss ib le  i n n a t e  d i f f e r -  

ences which con t r ibu te  t o  Van Gogh p a i n t i n g  d i f f e r e n t l y  from 

Paul  Klee.) The r e a l i z a t i o n  of t h e  ex ten t  t o  which p a r t i c u l a r  

perspect ives  a r e  acc iden ta l  leads  t o  t h e  recogni t ion  of t h e  

extent  t o  which we a r e  capable p o t e n t i a l l y  of c o n t r o l l i n g  them, 

and t h e  recognit ion,  through experience i n  t h e  world as  i t  now 

i s ,  of t h e  very complex s e t  of condi t ions  prevent ing us  from 

a c t u a l l y  c o n t r o l l i n g  them. 

We can study t h e  r e l a t i o n  between p o t e n t i a l  and a c t u a l  

c o n t r o l  of soc ie ty  through analysing e x i s t i n g  power r e l a t i o n s ,  

i . e . ,  p a r t i c u l a r  uses of energy, a s  they now e x i s t .  Marx 

discussed power r e l a t i o n s  a s  a  problem wi th in  t h e  context  of 
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socio-economic organiza t ion  where a  few people use t h e  organiza- 

t i o n  t o  "exp lo i t "  t h e  majori ty  . He s tudied  t h i s  "exp lo i t a t ion"  

as  "forced labor" ,  and considered t h e  explo i ted ,  i n  t h e i r  p a s s i -  

v i t y ,  t o  be ac t ing  out of " f a l s e  consciousness". He t r e a t e d  

" f a l s e  consciousness" as  a  r a t h e r  simple ( a s  opposed t o  com- 

p l e x )  problem i n  h i s  s o c i a l  theory,  t h e  s o l u t i o n  t o  it being 

t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  by t h e  explo i ted  of t h e i r  c l a s s  p o s i t i o n ,  i . e . ,  

of " c l a s s  c o n s c i o ~ s n e s s ' ~ .  

Weber defined power i n  a  more genera l  way, allowing 

f o r  a  c l e a r e r  understanding of t h e  problem Marx r a i s e d ,  power 

being 

... t h e  chance of a  man or  of a  number of men t o  
r e a l i z e  t h e i r  own w i l l  i n  a  communal a c t i o n  even 
aga ins t  t h e  r e s i s t a n c e  of o the r s  who a r e  p a r t i -  
c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  ac t ion .  55 

His d e f i n i t i o n  presupposes, as  condi t ions  f o r  the  execution of 

power: I )  t h e  exis tence  of a " w i l l " ,  which must n e c e s s a r i l y  

inc lude  ( a )  i n t e n t i o n  on t h e  p a r t  of those ac t ing  and ( b )  a 

p lan  of a c t i o n  of some s o r t ,  and 2 )  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  ac t ion ,  i . e . ,  

communal ac t ion .  His d e f i n i t i o n  does not  imply t h a t  where 

power i s  exercised,  t h e r e  must n e c e s s a r i l y  be r e s i s t a n c e  t o  i t .  

Real iza t ion  of power aga ins t  the  r e s i s t a n c e  of o the r s  i s  only 

one p o s s i b i l i t y ;  another p o s s i b i l i t y  being t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  of 

power by ind iv idua l s  i n  communal a c t i o n  such t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no 

members who r e s i s t ,  or even would r e s i s t  i f  they had t h e  w i l l  

to .  

Weberts d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  combination of l a r g e  s c a l e  



bureaucra t ic  organizat ion and c a p i t a l i s t  ownership of t h e  

means of production (p roper ty )  suggests  t h a t  t h i s  combination, 

i s  not  only a  use of s o c i e t a l  organiza t ion  which prevents  a  

l a r g e  number of people f rom r e a l i z i n g  t h e i r  " w i l l " ,  but suggests 

a s  wel l  t h a t  it i s  a  use of s o c i e t a l  organiza t ion  which prevents 

people, through t h e  kind of involvement required by t h e i r  par-  

t i c i p a t i o n  i n  i t ,  from forming " w i l l s "  t h a t  they might then  

t r y  t o  r e a l i z e .  Weber def ined power i n  such a  way t h a t  power 

i s  t h e  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  use of energy. The enormous s i z e  of 

bureaucra t ic  machinery gives t h e  ind iv idua l s  involved i n  i t  

the  impression t h a t  they a r e  dea l ing  with an impersonal 

(consequently, inhuman) fo rce ,  and d i r e c t s  t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n  

away from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they a r e  dea l ing  w i t h  one another.  

Marx's theory of forced labor ,  exp lo i t a t ion ,  e t c . ,  i s  

an hypothesis t h a t  can be t e s t e d .  To t e s t  i t  one would f i r s t  

have t o  analyse i n  d e t a i l  t h e  s p e c i f i c  f a c t o r s  i n  contemporary 

socio-economic organiza t ion  t h a t  "prevent" people from forming 

"wi l l s "  (i. e.,  discover  whether t h e r e  a r e  such f a c t o r s ) .  Since 

power i s  an i n t e r p e r s o n a l  use of energy, and s ince  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  

a c t i v i t y  i s  mediated through communication, the  beginning of 

such an ana lys i s  could be undertaken by a  study of communica- 

t i o n  channels. Fami l ia l ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  p o l i t i c a l ,  and economic 

organizat ions a l l  can be seen as channels of communication. 

The quest ions t o  be answered by a  study 02 these  organiza t ions  

(systems) would be communication of what, by -9 whom f o r  what, and 

f o r  whom. That i s ,  who does what, where, when, why, t o  whom and 



how i s  i t  done. - 
The task ,  however,is enormous enough, f o r  i t  involves 
no t  simply breaking down pass ive  b a r r i e r s  such as 
those of d i s t ance  i n  space and time and vernacular ,  
but those  f i x e d - a t t i t u d e s  of custom and s t a t u s  i n  
which our se lves  a r e  imbedded. Any s e l f  i s  a  s o c i a l  
s e l f ,  but i t  i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  group whose r o l e s  
i t  assumes, a_nd it w i l l  never abandon i h i s  s e l f u n L z  
l~~itself7er?:tegrj---g @~g-the..Jarger soc ie ty  and 
maintaining itsqJz$=.the* The whole h T ~ ' t o r ~ - ~ ~ o f  war- 
----YILL.-- ...-- y^+. .~  *" . "* - 
f a r e  between s o c i e t i e s  and wi th in  s o c i e t i e s  shows how 
much more r e a d i l y  and with how much g r e a t e r  emotional 
t h r i l l  we r e a l i z e  ourselves i n  opposi t ion t o  common 
enemies than i n  co l l abora t ion  with them. 56 
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CONCLUSION 

The 19C humanist perspect ive  was one with which men 

c r i t i c i s e d  t h e i r  s o c i a l  organiza t ion  w i t h  re ference  t o  t h e i r  

t r a d i t i o n a l  values.  It seems t h a t  i n  order  t o  g e t  beyond 

a l i e n a t i o n  i n  t h e  20C men need t o  be c r i t i c a l  of both t h e i r  

t r a d i t i o n a l  values and t h e i r  s o c i a l  organizat ion.  Men have a  

method by which they a r e  now ab le  t o  do t h i s ,  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  

method, and t h e  a t t i t u d e  with which i t  i s  associa ted .  I n  t h e  

broadest  sense,  t h e  method c o n s i s t s  of ways of checking our 

expectat ions about some s p e c i f i c  event with t h e  a c t u a l  

occurrence of t h a t  event. I f  we a r e  going t o  adopt t h i s  method 

with reference  t o  human behavior, we have a l s o  t o  take  t h e  

a t t i t u d e  accompanying i t ,  t h e  a t t i d u d e  being charac ter ized  by 

"heal thy scept ic i smf ' ,  i . e . ,  by delaying h a b i t u a l  responses,  

suspending h a b i t u a l  expectat ions about how people behave. 

Marx's work, among o ther  th ings ,  showed how men a r e ,  

i n  general ,  unable t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e i r  values from t h e i r  sen- 

sory experience,  and consequently, i n  t h e  process of r e i f i c a -  

t i o n ,  f a i l  t o  c o n t r o l  e i t h e r .  He a l s o  developed t h e  not ion  

t h a t  s o c i a l  organiza t ion  can more or  l e s s  allow f o r  human 

expression, depending on the  kind of organiza t ion  and t h e  

goals associa ted  with it. He suggested t h a t  a l l  organiza t ion  

i s  d i r ec ted  t o  some end, and i n  f a c t ,  t h a t  people only organize 

f o r  ends. 

Marx assumed t h a t  s o c i a l  perspect ives  a r e ,  i n  general, 



bias ing ,  and t h a t  ob jec t ive  knowledge i s  independent of such 

b ias .  Soc ia l  perspect ives  as b ias ing  he termed r e i f i c a t i o n ,  

i n  c o n t r a s t  with ob jec t ive  knowledge. Marx assumed t h a t  i f  

t h e  b ias ing  perspect ives  were exposed f o r  what they r e a l l y  a re ,  

men would be f r e e  t o  a c t  humanly, seemingly t h a t  human behavior 

i s  i n e v i t a b l e  i n  t h e  absence of r e i f i c a t i o n  and forced l a b o r ,  

Mead approached knowledge from another d i r e c t i o n ,  

be l iev ing  t h a t  s o c i a l  perspect ives  a r e  ba.sic t o  knowledge, 

i . e . ,  - a r e  knowledge. Mead suggested t h a t  t h e r e  i s  one a t t i t u d e  

common t o  a l l  of humanity, t h e  a t t i t u d e  of comprehensibi l i ty  I 

which i s  most bas ic  t o  human l i f e .  He suggested t h a t  with t h e  

s c i e n t i f i c  method we a r e  l ea rn ing  t o  t e s t  t h e  p a s t  aga ins t  t h e  

present .  

Applying t h i s  not ion  t o  a l i e n a t i o n ,  we a r e  l ea rn ing  

t o  cope with the  au thor i ty  of our ances tors .  We a r e  a t  p resen t  

witnessing a  confronta t ion  between a u t h o r i t y  as  such and 

i n d i v i d u a l  perspect ives  which deny t h e  use of au thor i ty  which 

i s  e x t e r n a l  t o  them. 

Mead suggested t h a t  h i s  ana lys i s  of human soc ie ty  

f r e e s  us from t h e  pas t ,  t ak ing  us beyond t h e  necess i ty  of 

adhering t o  old m o r a l i t i e s  and au thor i ty ,  and providing us w i t h  

t h e  freedom t o  choose. The old m o r a l i t i e s  and a u t h o r i t y  assume 

t h a t  people a r e  incapable of t ak ing  ind iv idua l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  

and t h a t  they must be cared f o r  as  ch i ld ren  by e .g . ,  t h e  Church 

and t h e  S t a t e .  Mead d i d  not ,  as  Marx d i d ,  assume t h a t  man w i l l  

t ake  ind iv idua l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  a "new world"; he assumed 
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t h a t  he can do so, through adopting t h e  common a t t i t u d e  of - 
comprehensibil i ty.  With t h e  adoption of such an a t t i t ' u d e ,  - 

t h e r e  can be no absolu te  s o c i a l  pe r spec t ive  i n  t h e  sense of 

one bes t  way, one t o t a l  ideology. Nothing which i s  open t o  

t h e  conscious sc ru t iny  of people can t o t a l l y  capture them. 

The a b i l i t y  t o  imagine and analyse t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  i n  which we 

f i n d  ourselves makes t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s  a r b i t r a r y  r a t h e r  than 

t o t a l .  

With t h i s  a t t i t u d e  our myths a r e  exploded, and we a r e  

unable t o  j u s t i f y  our ac t ions  with reference  t o  t o t a l  ideologies. 

Ins tead ,  we a re  led t o  quest ion,  t o  t e s t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of our 

assumptions -- t o  discover under what condi t ions people w i l l  

a c t  i n  one way or  another,  and t h e  laws associa ted  with t h e i r  

behavior. 

One consequence or symptom of a l i e n a t i o n  i n  our con- 

temporary world i s  t h e  l ack  of s ign i f i cance  i n  t h e  l i v e s  of 

many, t h e  major i ty  o f ,  people. Most people most of t h e  time 

move "bl indly"  o r  h a b i t u a l l y  through t h e  events comprising t h e i r  

l i v e s ,  and a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  by some contemptuously, as " t h e  

masses". Only when we become aware, wi th in  a  l a r g e r  framework 

of our movement, does our a c t i v i t y  t ake  on s ign i f i cance  f o r  us.  
- 

Men make t h e i r  ac t ions  human ( i . e . ,  g ive  them s i g n i f i c a n c e )  by 

r e f e r r i n g  them t o  l a r g e r  frameworks, by seeing themselves 

through t h e i r  ac t ions  i n  t h e  world. The suggestion here i s  

t h a t  removal of forced labor  may be a  necessary condi t ion  f o r  

going beyond a l i e n a t i o n ,  but i t  i s  not a s u f f i c i e n t  one. It i s  



, 
a l s o  necessary f o r  mento make t h e i r  l i v e s  meaningful, i . e . ,  i n  

Marx's sense,  t o  work f r e e l y  t o  c r e a t e  themselves.~ 

From t h e  combination of Marxfs theory of a l i e n a t i o n  

and Meadfs theory of human soc ie ty ,  I have deduced some bas ic  

hypotheses about t h e  ways i n  which men do and can make t h e i r  

l i v e s  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  through c o n t r o l l i n g  themselves and t h e i r  

i n t e r r e l a t i o n s .  

Indiv iduals  can c o n t r o l  events only if 

a .  they a r e  involved i n  e f f e c t i n g  t h e  events 

b.  they a r e  able  t o  understand some poss ib le  a l t e r n a t e  

l i n e s  of ac t ion  t h a t  can be taken t o  e f f e c t  t h e  event.  

The l e s s  understanding t h e r e  i s  of t h e  poss ib le  a l t e r n a -  

t i v e s ,  t h e  l e s s   ont troll able i s  the  event.  

Any i n d i v i d u a l f s  understanding of an event ( i n  terms of 

t h e  poss ib le  a l t e r n a t e  l i n e s  of a c t i o n )  der ives  from an 

understanding common t o  a l l  i nd iv idua l s  involved i n  t h e  

event and r e f e r s  back t o  t h a t  common understa.nding f o r  

i t s  va l ida t ion .  

It i s  equal ly as  necessary,  f o r  each person ' s  understanding 

of an event, to.know t h e  loca t ions  (perspect ives ,  associa-  

t ed  with i d e n t i t y )  of a l l  persons involved, s i n c e  a l l  

involved con t r ibu te  t o  t h e  r e s u l t s  and experience t h e  

e f f e c t s  of t h e  co-operation. 

Only t o  t h e  extent  t h a t  one knows t h e  loca t ion  ( i d e n t i t y )  

of a l l  persons involved i n  an event does he know h i s  own 

loca t ion .  
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The fewer number of people, r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  t o t a l  number, 

d e l i b e r a t e l y  e f f e c t i n g  an event,  t h e  fewer number of loca-  

t i o n s  t h a t  can be i d e n t i f i e d .  

The fewer number of loca t ions ,  t h a t  can be i d e n t i f i e d ,  t h e  

l e s s  complete w i l l  be t h e  common understanding of t h e  

event.  ( leading back t o  2 )  

The l i m i t s  of self-conscious co-operation (self-determina-  

t i o n )  a r e  defined by t h e  maximum s i z e  of a  group i n  which 

a l l  a f fec ted  by t h e  event can d e l i b e r a t e l y  e f f e c t  t h e  

event. 

The maximum s i z e  of a  group i n  which a l l  a f fec ted  a l s o  

d e l i b e r a t e l y  e f f e c t  t h e  a c t i o n  would depend, i n  tu rn ,  upon 

t h e  na tu re  of t h e  a c t i v i t y .  (Two f a c t o r s  involved i n  t h e  

l i m i t a t i o n s  imposed by t h e  na tu re  of t h e  a c t i v i t y  would be 

t e c h n i c a l  s k i l l  a t  organizing and a v a i l a b l e  communication 

channels ) 

common understanding, I am r e f e r r i n g  t o  Meadfs common a t t i -  
\ -. 

tude of comprehensibil i ty.  

A l l  of these  hypotheses r e f e r  t o  one event,  and I have 

apparent ly ignored Mea,d 7 s  bas ic  content ion t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n c e  

emerges i n  t h e  confron-tation between one system and another .  

It seems t o  me t h a t  i t  would be i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  confronta- 

t i o n  between d i f f e r e n t  systems t h a t  men would see  t h e  a l t e r n a -  

t i v e s  f o r  ac t ion  with reference  t o  one system, i . e . ,  t h a t  they 

can understand one event only i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  o ther  events i n  

which they a r e  involved. This i s  Meadfs bas ic  not ion  of 



I 

s o c i a l i t y .  It can be i l l u s t r a t e d  q u i t e  simply: one can ask 

what a t t i t u d e  a  person has toward e .g . ,  a  s p e c i f i c  s o r t  of 

c r iminal  a c t i v i t y ,  a s  a  " f a t h e r " ,  a s  a  "judge", a s  a  "criminal", 

as  a " p o l i t i c a l  s c i e n t i s t " ,  as  an " a r t i s t " ,  e t c . ,  g e t t i n g  

d i f f e r e n t  perspect ives  on t h e  same "objec t" ,  or  event.  It i s  

not  t h e  s p e c i f i c  content  of any " r o l e "  t h a t  i s  human behavior,  

but r a t h e r  the  capaci ty  t o  move from one " r o l e "  t o  another,  

t o  choose r o l e s ,  invent  new ones, e t c . ,  t h a t  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

of a l l  humans. We can see  t h i s  as  a  f a c t  from cross  c u l t u r a l  

comparisons. It i s  toward t h i s  capaci ty  t h a t  s c i e n t i s t s  ( a s  

opposed t o  n a t u r a l  h i s t o r i a n s )  must d i r e c t  t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n  

i f  they choose t o  understand human behavior. 
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NOTES 

INTRODUCTION 

See Leon F e s t i n g e r ' s  A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance, 
Stanford Universi ty  Press ,  1957, esp. Ch.1. Fes t inger  
r e f e r s  t o  cogni t ion as mapping " r e a l i t y " ,  and * t o  cog- 
n i t i v e  dissonance as an experience due t o  " t h e  r e a l i t y  
impinging on a  person" and exer t ing  "pressures  i n  t h e  
d i r e c t i o n  of br inging t h e  appropr ia te  cogni t ive  
elements i n t o  correspondence with t h a t  r e a l i t y " .  

I am r e f e r r i n g  t o  Marx's theory of a l i e n a t i o n ,  and con- 
s i d e r  t h e o r i e s  previous t o  h i s ,  e.g.  those of Hegel 
and Feuerbach, t o  be p a r t i a l  t h e o r i e s .  Hegel uses 
a l i e n a t i o n  t o  descr ibe  a  s t a t e  of mind, and Feuerbach 
uses it with reference  t o  sensual  experience.  Marx 
was t h e  f i r s t  t o  ground both mind and sensual  
experience i n  p r a c t i c e .  

"Class less  soc ie ty"  i s  a  symbolic r ep resen ta t ion  of t h i s  
second so lu t ion  because we cannot assume t h a t  elimina- 
t i o n  of c l a s s e s  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  t h e  e l iminat ion  of 
a l i e n a t i o n .  Simple d e s t r u c t i o n  of one way of l i f e  
does not  automatical ly  imply t h e  c r e a t i o n  or  con- 
s t r u c t i o n  of another t o  t ake  i t s  place.  "Class less"  
t e l l s  us what w i l l  not  e x i s t ,  but does not adequately 
descr ibe  what w i l l  e x i s t .  Only i n  the  development of 
a  new form of s o c i a l  organiza t ion  can t h e  symbolic be 
ac tua l ized .  

This myth has been expressed i n  d i f f e r e n t  ways--e.g. a s  
t h e  Hebrew' s  "Jehova", Plat01 s  "Forms", Durkheim' s  
"Col lec t ive  Conscience. " 

See Karl  Marx, The Economic andP-Philosophical Manuscripts 
of 1844, t r .  M. Mil l igan,  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Publ i shers ,  
New York, 1964, p .  119, 

See George Herbert Mead, Mind, Se l f  & Society,  Univers i ty  
of Chicago Press ,  Chicago, 1934, w'th s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n  
t o  P a r t  111, "The Se l f " ,  p.p.135-222. 

Respons ib i l i ty  implies  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  of an ind iv idua l  t o  
consciously make choices from among a l t e r n a t e  l i n e s  of 
ac t ion ,  and t o  recognize himself as  making these  
choices.  It presupposes self-consc.iousness. 

I d e n t i t y  a s  the  recogni t ion  by the  person of "where he 
s tandsn--both as  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t ,  given d i f f e r e n t  



condit ions,  he would s tand somewhere e l s e ,  and of t h e  
con t inu i ty  of being t h e  same ind iv idua l  making 
d i f f e r e n t  choices i n  d i f f e r e n t  circumstances. 
i n  respons ib le  a c t i v i t y  can an ind iv idua l  "discover" 

no temporal sequence i s  intended here.  
O n l y  jl and c r e a t e  h i s  i d e n t i t y .  I would l i k e  t o  note  t h a t  

This use of co-operation app l i e s  f o r  o the r  forms of l i f e  
a s  wel l  as  f o r  men. Bees, an t s ,  wolves, co-operate 
t o  e f f e c t  events.  The d i s t i n c t i o n  I am making i s  one 
between a l l  animals co-operating t o  e f f e c t  events and 
mants c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  respons ib le  (consciously d e t e r -  
mined) co-operation. / 

See Edward T. Hall ,  The Hidden Dimension, Doubleday & Co,, 
New York, 1966, f o r  a  d iscuss ion  of the  c o n t r o l  of - - 
s o c i a l  space i n  d i f f e r e n t  c u l t u r e s .  

Property can be seen as  an extension of t h e  s e l f ,  marking 
boundaries between ind iv idua l s ,  and i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of 
outse lves  through property r e l a t i o n s  i s  indica ted  i n  
our uses of "me" and "mine", "you" and "yours". 

See Hannah Arendt, The Origins of Tota l i ta r ian ism,  New 
York, 1951; and Gabriel  Marcel, Man Against Mass 
Society,  Henry Regnery Co., Gateway Ed . ,  Chicago, 1962, 
Tor two exce l l en t  d iscuss ions  on t h i s  problem. The 
c l e a r e s t  and most aweful d e s c r i p t i o n  t h a t  I have found - 
of t-he h e I ~ l e s s n e _ s _ g ~ ~ ~ $ - ~ c ~ a n - _ b e _  f e l t  bx- ~e~~-le---kd?en 
faced with I _ _  si- tuat ions i n  whi-ch t h e i r  old assumpt&_n_s - -4"-."-_- _ - 
h a - ~ f f e ~ t '  i s  given by ~ u d o l f  Vrba i n  I Cannot -. - 
Forgive, Bantum, Toronto, 1964, i n  which he descr ibes  
with cool  i n t e l l i g e n c e  h i s  experiences as  a  pr i soner  
i n  Auschwitz. 

Both Erikson and Lynd study shame and g u i l t  a s  p o s s i b l e  
avenues toward t h e  discovery of i d e n t i t y .  "L 

Erik H. Erikson, Childhood and Society,  Norton, 1950; 
Helen M. Lynd, On Shame and t h e  Search f o r  I d e n t i t y ,  
Science Ed. ,  New York, 1951. 

This s p e c i a l  use of t h e  word present  was developed i n  
~ e a d f s  Philosophy of t h e  Present ,  and w i l l  be d i s -  
cussed more f u l l y  i n  Ch.4. It was through developing - 
some of the  ph i losoph ica l  impl ica t ions  i n    in stein s  
General   he or^ of R e l a t i v i t y  t h a t  Mead a r r ived  a t  t h i s  
usage of the  word. A t  p resent  i t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  , 
note  t h a t  he r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  present  as  t h e  " locus  of 1 
r e a l i t y " ,  i n  which t h e  s e l f  f i n d s  i t s  expression and 1 
t o  which mind r e f e r s .  



5  Gerth & Mil ls ,  i n  t h e  in t roduc t ion  t o  From Max Weber, 
Oxford Universi ty  Press ,  New York, 1958, P.P. 71-73, 
d iscuss  Weberls i d e a  of freedom i n  our complex 
s o c i e t a l  organizat ion.  Weber ".. .conceived of i n d i -  
v i d u a l  man as  a  composite of genera l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
derived from s o c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s ;  t h e  ind iv idua l  a s  
an a c t o r  of s o c i a l  r o l e s  . . . (  only i n  s o  f a r  a s  he does 
n o t )  ... transcend the  rou t ines  of everyday i n s t i t u -  
t i o n s . "  (p.73) The poin t  i s  t h a t  men - can def ine  
themselves a s  cogs i n  a  machine, and can a c t  on t h i s  
d e f i n i t i o n ,  and can understand, p r e d i c t a n d  c o n t r o l  
t h e i r  behavior of ihe b a s i s  of t h e i r  s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n  
and t h e i r  ac t ing  out of i t .  They do not have t o ,  but 
choose t o  do t h i s .  Marx's argument, with reference  
n s  i s s u e ,  was t h a t  i f  men choose t o  do t h i s ,  
they a r e  not  ac t ing  i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  of t h e i r  human 
na ture .  Mead went f a r t h e r  and showed how human 
na tu re  i s  t h e  transcendance of " t h e  rou t ines  of 
e v e r y d a ~ i n s t i t u t i o n s "  . 

16. S o c i a l i t y  i s  another word t h a t  ga ins  a  p a r t i c u l a r  
d e f i n i t i o n  i n  Mead's work. It r e f e r s  t o  t h a t  uni-  
v e r s a l  process which allows f o r  t h e  occurrence of 
new phenomena. Mind i s  a  s o c i a l  process  which allows 
t h e  ind iv idua l  "minding" t o  t ake  d i f f e r e n t  perspec- 
t i v e s  with reference  t o  t h e  same ob jec t .  The ob jec t  
being regarded i s  a  s o c i a l  process as  wel l ,  by h i s  
def ini tPon of s o c i a l i t y  a s  " t h e  capaci ty  of being,  
s e v e r a l  th ings  a t  once." 

d 



CHAPTER I 

The Holy Bible,  King James Version, John C. Winston Co., 
Phi ladelphia ,  see  Ephesians, 4, 17-19, Colossians, l , 2 1 ,  
Psalms, 58, 3, and Ezekial ,  14, 506. 

See N. Rotenstreich,  "On t h e  E c s t a t i c  Sources of t h e  
Concept of  liena at ion", Review of Metaphysics, 16, 
March, 1963, p.550-51. 

See Rotenstreich,  op. c i t . ,  p.550. 

See Rotenstreich,  op. c i t . ,  p.551. 

Both J. B. Bury  he Idea of Progress,  Dover, New York, 
1932, esp. Ch. X I I I ,  "German Speculat ions on ~ r o g r e s s " ,  
pp.238-59) and Arthur 0. Lovejoy (The Great Chain of 
Being, Harper Torchbooks, New York, 1960, esp. Ch.IX- 
X I ) i s c u s s e d  t h e  g r e a t  concern of philosophers i n  
~ e g e l f s  time with the  i d e a  of t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  develop- 
ment of man. Hegel, along with h i s  f r i e n d  Goethe, 
accepted t h e  i d e a  of e t e r n a l  change, while s t i l l  
maintaining t h e  not ion  t h a t  man i s  pe r fec tab le ,  (Bury, 
p.259) Self-conscious S p i r i t  being t h e  f i n a l  s t age  of 
manfs development. 

d' 

Hegel developed t h e  d i a l e c t i c  method t o  descr ibe  t h i s  
development as  the  con t inua l  merging of f i n i t e  and 
i n f i n i t e  i n  the  process of becoming. His not ion  was 
t h a t  while t h e  sub jec t  as  i n f i n i t e  and t h e  objec t  a s  
f i n i t e  a r e  not  contained wi th in  t h e  same being, t h e r e  
i s  cont inual  change, i . e . ,  becoming. When t h e  sub jec t  
and objec t  a r e  uni ted i n  t h e  same being, S e l f ,  which 
i s  both f i n i t e  and i n f i n i t e ,  t h e  negation of the  one 
by t h e  o ther  i s  a  se l f -negat ion .  
The negat ion of t h i s  se l f -negat ion ,  t h e  syn thes i s  of 
t h e  f i n i t e  and t h e  i n f i n i t e ,  i s  be ing-for -se l f ,  o r  
self-contemplation, i . e . ,  Self-conscious S p i r i t .  

See Karl Lowithfs  d iscuss ion  i n  "Estrangement as  the  
Source of Hegel fs  Reconci l ia t ion" ,  From Hegel t o  
Nietzsche, Holt, Rinehart ,  Winston, New York, 1964, 
PP 162 '(3 - 

" I n  Search of Marxist Humanism", Soviet  Survey, 32, 
April-June, 1960, pp. 21-31. 

I n  Hegelf s  Phenomenology of Mind, ( ~ r .  J. B. B a i l l i e ,  
New York. 1931) he t raced  t h e  development of t h e  World - -  , 

, S p i r i t  t h o u g h  t h r e e  s t ages  : Stoicism, Scepticism, 
and t h e  Alienated Consciousness. Each s t age ,  he 



bel ieved,  represents  a  new " l e v e l  of consciousness", or  
t h e  S p i r i t  coming more completely t o  be conscious of 
i t s e l f .  The bas ic  p r i n c i p l e  of Stoicism i s  t h a t  con- 
sciousness i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  " t h a t  which things".  
Stoicism i s  t h e  negat ion of otherness ,  i . e . ,  of anything 
which i s  not  thought. Because it  ignores  ex i s t ence  
Stoicism does not  negate exis tence  i n  an absolu te  sense.  
Scepticism does absolu te ly  negate  exis tence  by doubting 
exis tence .  It i s  t h e  " r e a l i z a t i o n  of t h a t  of which 
Stoicism i s  merely t h e  not ion,  and i s  t h e  a c t u a l  
experience of what freedom of thought i s ;  i t  i s  i n  
i t s e l f  and e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  negat ive,  and s o  must e x h i b i t  
i t s e l f " .  (p.246) Stoicism answers t o  the  not ion  of 
independent consciousness; Scepticism corresponds t o  
i t s  r e a l i z a t i o n .  Stoicism recognizes only pure thought;  
Scepticism recognizes ex i s t ence  and denies i t .  

The Unhappy Consciousness has gone beyond both Stoicism 
and Scepticism through recognizing both pure thought 
and p a r t i c u l a r  ex is tence .  The Unhappy Consciousness 
has transcended pure thought,  "so  f a r  as  t h i s  i s  t h e  
a b s t r a c t  thought of Stoicism, which t u r n s  away from 
p a r t i c u l a r s  a l toge the r ,  and again t h e  merely r e s t l e s s  
thought of Scepticism--so f a r ,  i n  f a c t ,  as  t h i s  i s  
merely p a r t i c u l a r i t y  i n  t h e  sense of aimless cont radic-  
t i o n  and t h e  r e s t l e s s  process of cont radic tory  thought.  
It has gone beyond both of these ;  i t  br ings and keeps 
together  pure thought and p a r t i c u l a r  ex is tence ,  but has 
not  y e t  r i s e n  t o  t h a t  l e v e l  of th ink ing  where t h e  p a r t i -  
c u l a r i t y  of consciousness i s  harmoniously reconci led 
with pure t h o u g h t . i t s e l f .  It r a t h e r  s tands midway, a t  
t h e  po in t  where a b s t r a c t  thought comes i n  contac t  with 
t h e  p a r t i c u l a r i t y  of consciousness qua p a r t i c u l a r i t y .  
I t s e l f  i s  t h i s  a c t  of contac t ;  i t  i s t h e  union of pure 
t h o u g h t a n d  i n d i v i d u a l i t y ;  and t h i s  th inking  i n d i v i -  
d u a l i t y  or  pure thought a l s o  e x i s t s  as objec t  f o r  i t ,  
and t h e  unchangeable i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  i t s e l f  an i n d i v i d u a l  
ex is tence .  But t h h t  t h i s  i t s  ob jec t ,  t he  unchangeable, 
which assumes e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  form of p a r t i c u l a r i t y ,  i s  
i t s  own s e l f ,  t h e  s e l f  which i s  p a r t i c u l a r i t y  of con- 
sc iousness- - th is  i s  - not  e s t ab l i shed  f o r  i t" .  (pp.256-57) 

Phenomenology of Mind, p.253. 

Ib id . ,  Ch.14, pp.217-267. 

I b i d . ,  pp .I@-55. 



i d . ,  C ~ . V I ,  B. 

L. Feuerbach, The Essence of C h r i s t i a n i t y ,  T r .  G. E l i o t ,  
Harper Torchbooks, New York, 1957, p. 230. 

A major f law i n  Feuerbacht s  argument i s  t h e  assumption 
t h a t  i f  an event, A, a r i s e s  out of condi t ions X,Y,Z;  
then  t h e  condi t ions X,Y,Z a r e  equivalent  t o  event A. 
George Herbert Mead argued aga ins t  t h i s  assumption 
with h i s  not ion  of "emergence", which w i l l  be discussed 
i n  Chapter I V  of t h i s  t h e s i s .  An a u t h o r i t a t i v e  argu- 
ment on t h i s  sub jec t ,  with reference  t o  t h e  emergence 
of l i f e  out of non- l i f e ,  can be found i n  t h e  b i o l o g i s t .  - 2 

Ludwig von ~ e r t a l a n f  f y f  & book, Problems of Li fe ,  
Harper Torchbooks, New York, 1960. 

Feuerbach, op .c i t . ,  p.79. 

Ib id . ,  p.244. 

Ibid. ,  p.245. For a  d iscuss ion  of t h e  phi losophica l  
r e l a t i o n  between Hegel and Feuerbach, see  Lowith, 
op .c i t . ,  pp.71-82. 

See Lowithfs  discussion,  o p . c i t . ,  p.76. 

See note  19 above. 

Lowith, op .c i t . ,  p.76. 

See Marx's The Economic and Phi losophic Manuscripts of 
1844, T r .  M. Mill igan, I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Publ ishers ,  
New York, 1964, esp. p.111, para.4,  and p.112, para.2.  
That Marx c o n s i s t e n t l y  r e f e r r e d  t o  aspects  of a l i ena -  
t i o n  becomes re l evan t  i n  my discuss ion  i n  Chapter I11 
of contemporary t h i n k e r s '  handling of t h e  concept. 
Seeman, f o r  example, ("On t h e  Meaning of m lien at ion" , 
American Socio logica l  Revi ew, 24, Dec., 1959, pp. 783-91) 
d is t inguished four  kinds,  r a t h e r  than  aspects ,  of 
a l i e n a t i o n ,  arguing t h a t  they a r e  l o g i c a l l y  d i s -  
t inguishable .  Marxts re ference  was t o  t h e  empir ical  
world; and t h e  way i n  which Seeman has handled t h i s  
concept, without r e fe rence  t o  empir ica l  condi t ions  of 
a l i e n a t i o n ,  misses t h e  po in t  of Marxts argument, and 
r e s u l t s  i n - a n  empty c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system. 

i 

t 
26. The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p. 107. 



27. The Philosophy of Science, Harper Torchbooks, New York, 
1960, Chapter One, Two, P P . ~ - % .  

29. For some f a s c i n a t i n g  new information on t h e  poss ib le  
, L - ?  , 

source of p r i v a t e  property i n  t h e  t e r r r i t o r i a l i t y  of 
?* ( 2  , animals; and f o r  a d iscuss ion  on t h e  d i f f e r e n t  uses 
e ~ C " , :  b e  " s o c i a l  space i n  d i f f e r e n t  c u l t u r e s ,  see r e spec t ive ly ,  

(v\ Robert ~ r d r a y f  s African Genesis, ~ o l l i n s ,  London, 1961; 
and Edward ,T. H a l l ' s  The Hidden Dimension, Doubleday, . 
New York, 1966. 

The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p.107. 

Ib id . ,  p.112. 

Ib id . ,  p.112. 

See Marxl s chapter  on "Human Requirements", op. c i t . ,  
pp. 147-164. 

Ib id . ,  p.113. 

I b i d . ,  p.112 f f .  

Ib id . ,  p.115. 

See n F C. Wright Mi l l s !  The Marxists,  Del l ,  New York, 1962, 

The Economic and Phi losophica l  Manuscripts, p.107. 
Some contemporary t h e o r i s t s  who a r e  concerned with 
man1 s treatment as  a commodity a re ,  t o  name only a few, 
William H. Whyte, Marcuse, F rom,  Gabriel  Marcel, 
Helen Lynd, Pappenheim, Bettleheim,and Arendt, whose 
works a r e  r e fe r red  t o  i n  my Bibliography. 

Ib id . ,  p.108. /' 

Ib id . ,  p.108. 

Ib id . ,  p.115. 

Ib id . ,  p.115. 

Ib id . ,  p.119. 

Ib id . ,  p.119. 



Lowith, op.cit., p.76. 

See, for example, Berlin, Karl Marx, His Life & Environ- 
ment, Galaxy, New York, 1963; Marcuse, Reason and 
Xevolution, Beacon, Boston, 1960; Tucker, Philosophy 
and Myth in Karl Marx, Cambridge University Press, 
1965; Plamenatz, and Society, Vo1.2, Longmans, 
London, 1963; and-. 

Rotenstreich, op.cit., p.553. 

See Plamenatz, Man and Society,op.cit., Ch.6, pp.351-408, 
for a discussion of Marxfs understanding of "society", 
and "community1' . 

See Marx & Engels, The German Ideology, Ed. Pascal, 
International Publishers, New York, 1965, p. 74. 

Ibid., ~.76. 

Ibid., p.24. 

Ibid., p.22. 

Ibid., p.23. 

Ibid., p.67. 

Ibid., p.75. 

See T. B. Bottomore and M. Rubel, Karl Marx: Selected 
Writings in Sociology and Social Philosophy, 
I v l M  

The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, op. cit., p. 140. 

Ibid., p.138. 

From Hegel to Nietzsche, op.cit., p.155. 

See L. Easton, "Alienation and History in the Early Marx", 
Philosophy and Phenomenological Research. 

From Hegel to Nietzsche, op.cit., p.281. 

For a more detailed discussion of the various ways in 
which Marx defined "ideology", see Plamenatz, op. cit . , 
pp.323-50. 



The German Ideology, op. c i t  . , p. 2. 

See K., Lowith, "Man's s e l f - ~ l ' i e n a t i o n  i n  the  Early 
Writings of Marx" , Soc ia l  Research, Summer, 1954, 
p.204. 

See Marcuse's use of "one-dimensional" i n  One-Dimensional 
Man, Beacon, Boston, 1964. - 

See Floyd W. Matson, The Broken Image, B r a z i l l e r ,  New York, 
1964; and Joseph R. Royce, The Encapsulated Man, 
van Nostrand, Toronto, 1964. 
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CHAPTER I1 

1. Karl Marx & F. Engels, The Communist Manifesto, Washington 
Square Press ,  New York, 1964. p.58. 

2. Class & Class Conf l ic t  i n  I n d u s t r i a l  Society,  Stanford 
University P ress ,  Stanford,  1959, see  Ch.14, pp.117 f f .  
and C. W. Mills ,  The Marxists,  Laurel  ed. ,  Del l ,  
New York, 1962, see Ch.6, pp.105 f f .  

3. Ib id . ,  pp.58-9. 

4. Ernst  Fischer ,  i n  The Necessity of A r t  ( T r .  A .  Bostock, 
Penguin, 1963 ) noted t h a t  "Marx and Engels both warned 
aga ins t  dogmatic and mechanistic over-s impl i f ica t ions  
of t h e i r  fundamental t h e s i s ' '  ( i . e . ,  i n t e r p r e t e d  as 
economic determinism, aga ins t  which Weber argued i n  
favor  of the  inf luence  of ideas  independently of 
economics upon s o c i a l  change) (p.128).  He quoted 
passages from l e t t e r s  w r i t t e n  by Engels t o  Joseph Bloch 
and Starkenburg, explaining t h e  approach Marx took t o  
h i s  subjec t  matter .  To Bloch he wrote, "According t o  
t h e  m a t e r i a l i s t  view of h i s t o r y ,  production and repro-  
duct ion of r e a l  l i f e  a re ,  i n  t h e  l a s t  ins tance ,  t h e  
determining f a c t o r  i n  h i s t o r y .  Neither Marx nor I have 
asse r t ed  more than t h a t .  If anybody t w i s t s  t h i s  i n t o  
a  claim t h a t  t h e  economzc f a c t o r  i s  t h e  only de te r -  
mining one, he transforms our statement i n t o  a  meaning- 
l e s s ,  a b s t r a c t ,  absurd phrase.  The economic s i t u a t i o n  
i s  t h e  b a s i s ,  but a l l  t h e  f a c t o r s  of t h e  s u p e r s t r u c t u r e -  
p o l i t i c a l  forms of t h e  c l a s s  s t r u g g l e  and i t s  r e s u l t s ,  
c o n s t i t u t i o n s  adopted by the  v i c t o r i o u s  c l a s s  a f t e r  
winning a  b a t t l e ,  forms of law, and more than t h a t ,  t h e  
r e f l e c t i o n s  of a l l  t hese  r e a l  s t rugg les  i n  t h e  minds of 
t h e  people involved, p o l i t i c a l ,  l e g a l ,  and phi losophica l  
t h e o r i e s ,  r e l i g i o u s  views both i n  t h e i r  e a r l y  and t h e i r  
more developed, dogmatic form--al l  t hese  f a c t o r s  a l s o  
inf luence  t h e  course of h i s t o r i c a l  s t rugg les  and i n  many 
cases  play t h e  dominant r o l e  i n  determining t h e i r  form". 
(p.128) Engels repeated t h e  same theme i n  h i s  l e t t e r  
t o  Starkenburg: " P o l i t i c a l ,  j u r i d i c a l ,  phi losophica l ,  
r e l i g i o u s ,  l i t e r a r y ,  hnd a r t i s t i c  developments, e t c .  
a r e  based on economic development. But, i n  add i t ion ,  
they a l l  r e a c t  upon one another and a l s o  on the  economic 
bas i s .  The economic s i t u a t i o n  i s  not  an o r i g i n a l  cause 
which alone i s  a c t i v e  while a l l  e l s e  i s  merely pass ive  
e f f e c t .  There i s ,  r a t h e r ,  mutual ac t ion  on the  b a s i s  of 
economic necess i ty ,  which always proves t h e  determining 
f a c t o r  i n  t h e  l a s t  ins tance .  " (P.  128) 



See Hans Gerth & C. W .  M i l l s ,  From Max Weber, Galaxy, 
New York, 1958, p. 182. For f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  
s i m i l a r i t i e s  between Marxrsand Weberrs ana ly se s  of 
c a p i t a l i s m ,  s e e  Birnbauml s  a r t i c l e  "The R i se  of  
Cap i t a l i sm:  Marx and ~ e b e r " ,  i n  N e i l  J.  Smelse r r s  
Readings on Economic Sociology,  P r e n t i c e - H a l l ,  
New J e r s e y .  1965, pp.3-5. His a r t i c l e  can a l s o  be -, - -  - - 
found i n  t 6 e  B r i t i s h  J o u r n a l  of S o c i o l o m .  4. 1953. 

I b i d . ,  p.186. 

I b i d . ,  p.187. 

I b i d . ,  p.181. 

I b i d . ,  p.184. 

I b i d . ,  p.186. 

I b i d . ,  p.183. 

I b i d . ,  p .  185 

S t u d i e s  on t h e  "marg ina l  man" have shown t h a t  t h i s  i s  t r u e  
f o r  movement from one s o c i e t y  t o  ano the r  a s  w e l 1 . a ~  f o r  
movement w i t h i n  a  s o c i e t y .  See E v e r e t t  V. S t o n e q u i s t ,  
The Marginal  Man, a  Study i n  P e r s o n a l i t y  and C u l t u r e  
C o n f l i c t ,  Char les  S c r i b n e r r s  Sons, 1937, pp.139-58. 

From Max Weber, o p . c i t . ,  p.180. 

I b i d . ,  p.183. 

I b i d . ,  p.79. 

I b i d . ,  p .  79. (/' 

I b i d . ,  p.215. 

I b i d . ,  p.214. 

I b i d . ,  p.215. 

I b i d . ,  p.216. 

From Hegel t o  Nie tzsche ,  o p . c i t . ,  p.281. See h i s  n o t e  a s  
w e l l .  



The Economic & Ph i lo soph i c  ' ~ a n u s c r i p t s ,  - o p . c i t . ,  P .  139. 

From Max Weber, o p . c i t . ,  p.228. 

I b i d . ,  p.228. 

I b i d . ,  p. 228-29. 

I b i d . ,  p.229. 

I b i d . ,  p.221. 

I b i d . ,  p.229. 

Arnold Hauser ,  i n  The S o c i a l  H i s t o r y  of  A r t  (Tr .  S. Godman, 
New York, Knopf, 1952) ,  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of 
c u l t u r a l  p roduc t s  t o  t h e  s o c i e t y  i n  which t h e y  a r i s e ,  
and t h e i r  c a r ry -ove r  i n t o  d i f f e r e n t  c o n d i t i o n s .  

From Max Weber, o p . c i t . ,  p.293. 

See Weberrs The Theory of  S o c i a l  and Economic Organiza-  
t i o n  Ed. IF. ~ a ~ r s o ~ 1 6 -  
-9 

From Max Weber, o p . c i t . ,  p.293. 

I b i d . ,  p.294. 

Weber, "Sc ience  a s  a Vocat ion" ,  i n  From Max Weber, op . c i t . ,  
p .  129. 

I b i d . ,  p.143. 

I b i d . ,  p.143. 

I b i d . ,  pp.148b4g. 

I b i d . ,  p.156. 

The Theory of S o c i a l  and Economic Organ i za t i on ,  o p . c i t . ,  
p.103. 

From Max Weber, o p . c i t . ,  p.155. 

I b i d . ,  p.158. 

The Theory of S o c i a l  and Economic Organ i za t i on ,  o p . c i t . ,  
p.103. 



CHAPTER I11 

Op.cit . ,  Del l ,  Laurel Ed.,  1962, I n t r o .  PP. 9-53 

 lienat at ion i n  Mass Society:  Some Causes and Responses", 
Sociology and Soc ia l  Research, ~ 0 1 . 4 9  ( 2 ) ,  1965, 
pp. 142-52. J 

Ib id . ,  p.144. 

11 On t h e  Meaning of  liena at ion", American Socio logica l  
Review, vo1.24, Dec., 1959, pp.783-91. 

Seemants discussion of a l i e n a t i o n  has been used as  a  
b a s i s  f o r  empir ical  research ,  both h i s  own and t h a t  of 
o ther  people. Some of t h e  s t u d i e s  which have made use 
of h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a r e :  Seeman & mans ,  "Alienat ion 
& Learning i n  a  Hospi ta l  Se t t ing" ,  American Socio logica l  
Review, vo l .  27, Dec., 1962, pp. 772-82; Neal & R a t t i g ,  
"~ imens ions  of Alienation among Manual and Non-manual 
Workers", American Socio logica l  Review, 28, Aug., 1963, 
pp.599-608; Neal & Seeman, "Organizations & Powerless- 
ness :  A Test  of t h e  Mediation Hypothesis", American 
Socio logica l  Review, 29, Apr i l ,  1964, pp. 216-bb; 
meal & Kat t ig ,  "On t h e  Multidimensionali ty of Aliena- 
t i o n " ,  American Socio logica l  Review, 32, Feb., 1967, 
pp.54-64; ~ b b e r t B l a u n e r , o n  and Freedom, t h e  
Factory Worker and h i s  indus t ry ,  Chicago, Universi ty  of 
Chicago Press ,  1964. 

"DehumanJzation of Anomie and Alienat ion : A Problem i n  
t h e  Ideology of Sociology", B r i t i s h  Journal  of Sociology, 
15, Dec., 1964, 283-300; p.283. 
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Alienat ion",  American Socio logica l  Review, 22, 1957, 
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Apathy", Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis,  The Ohio S t a t e  
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c r i t i c i s m  was t h a t  t h e i r  measuring s c a l e s  f a i l e d  t o  be 
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s o c i a l  s i t u a t i o n  before he can experience f e e l i n g s  of 
a l i e n a t i o n  within i t  . . ." (p.849).  Scales  which a r e  
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d i s c r e t e  and unre la ted  s t u d i e s ,  r a t h e r  than cumulative 
addi t ions  t o  a  coherent body of empir ica l ly  v e r i f i e d  
propos i t ions" .  (p .  63 ) They suggested t h a t  " c a r e f u l  
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Press ,  New York, 1966, p.3, "Human passions s top  only 
before a  moral power they respec t .  If a l l  a u t h o r i t y  of 
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and l a t e n t  or a c t i v e ,  t h e  s t a t e  of war i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  
chronic.  

I do not  mean t o  disparage t h e  p o s i t i v e  con t r ibu t ions  of 
t h e s e  t h e o r i s t s ,  but merely t o  underl ine t h e  l i m i t a -  
t i o n s  inherent  i n  t h e i r  analyses  due t o  t h e  assumptions 
t h a t  they c a r r i e d  i n t o  t h e i r  analyses  of soc ie ty .  



12. Op.cit . ,  r e f .  9, p.849. 

13. "On Alienat ion",  Inquiry,  8, P a r t  2, 1965, pp.143-44. 

14. See Robert Blaunerfs  Alienat ion and Freedom, op .c i t . ,  
r e f .5 ,  as  an example of t h i s  tendency. 

15. See Pappenheim, The Alienat ion of Modern Man; an i n t e r -  
p r e t a t i o n  based on Marx and Tonnies, New York, Monthly 
Review Press ,  1959, and Josephson, o p . c i t . ,  ~ ~ . l 6 - 2 1 .  

16. Nearly a l l  of t h e  books l i s t e d  i n  my Bibliography a r e  
concerned i n  some way with t h e t h r e a t  of a l i ena t ion .  
Spec ia l  a t t e n t i o n  might be given t o  Marcuse, One - 
Dimensional Man , Matson, The Broken Image; Laing, 
The Divided S e l f ;  and Bettleheim, The Informed Heart; 
t o  name only a  few. 

17. For a  c l a s s i c  study of some of t h e  e f f e c t s  of "adjustment" 
t o  condi t ions i n  suburban d i s t r i c t s ,  see Whytefs The - 
Organization Man, Garden City,  New York, Doubleday, 
1957. See, a l so ,  Alan Harr ingtonls  "Life  i n  t h e  Crys ta l  
Palace",  i n  Man Alone (op. c i t .  ) pp. 133-43. 

18. See t h e  books by Lewis Mumford and by Ashley Montagu i n  my 
Bibliography with reference  t o  t h i s  problem of man's 
adjustment t o  h i s  environment and i t  t o  him. 
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See The Philosophy of t h e  Act, P a r t  I V ,  essay X X V I I ,   he 
Back of our Mind", pp.479-93. 

See The Philosophy of t h e  Present ,  p.1, and The Philosophy 
of t h e  Act, pp.31-33, 56, 627-29, 119, 274-75, and 
364-65, f o r  Meadfs d e f i n i t i o n  of " r e a l i t y " .  He wrote, 
f o r  example, "Appearance i s  t h e  adjustment of t h e  
environment t o  the  organism--that i s ,  t h e  e f f e c t  which 
t h e  environment has upon t h e  organism because of t h e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  organism. Rea l i ty  i s  t h e  e f f e c t  
which t h e  environment has upon t h e  organism when t h e  - 
organism has responded t o  t h e  primary inf luence  of t h e  
environment upon t h e  organism", (p.627) and "This world, 
which i s  t h e  t e s t  of a l l  observat ion and a l l  s c i e n t i f i c  
hypo the t i ca l  recons t ruc t ion  has i n  i t s e l f  no system 
t h a t  can be i s o l a t e d  as a  s t r u c t u r e  of laws, or uni- 
fo rmi t i e s ,  though a l l  laws and formulations of uniformi- 
t i e s  must b e ~ b r o u g h t  t o  i t s  cour t  f o r  i t s  imprimatur. 11 

(p.31) This i s  t h e  world cf " th ings  and events ,  which 
a r e  what they are" .  For a  view of t h e  world sympathetic 
with t h a t  of Mead, see Wallace Stevens'  poetry,  and h i s  
book The Necessary Angel, where he d iscusses  r e a l i t y  as  
th ings  which a r e  what they are,and t h e  "pressures  of 
r e a l i t y "  on t h e  imagination. Essays on Rea l i ty  and t h e  
Imagination, London, Faber, 19 

The Philosophy of the  Present ,  pp.20-21. 

Mead sa id  of perspect ives ,  e .  g. , arguing agains t  Whiteheadfs 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of r e l a t i v i t y )  'In h i s  ob jec t ive  s t a t e -  
ment of r e l a t i v i t y  t h e  exis tence  of motion i n  the  
passage of events depends not  upon what i s  tak ing  p lace  
i n  an absolu te  space and time, but upon t h e  r e l a t i o n  of 
a  consent ient  s e t  t o  a  pe rc ip ien t  event .  Such a  r e l a -  
t i o n  s t r a t i f i e s  na ture .  These s t r a t i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  not  
only t h e r e  i n  na ture  but they a r e  t h e  only forms of 



nature  t h a t  a r e  the re .  This dependence of na ture  upon 
t h e  pe rc ip ien t  event i s  not  a  r e f l e c t i o n  of na ture  i n t o  
consciousness. Permanent spaces and times, which a r e  
successions of these  s t r a t a ,  r e s t  and motion, a r e  the re ,  
but they a r e  t h e r e  only i n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  per-  
c i p i e n t  events or  organisms. We can then go f u r t h e r  
and say t h a t  t h e  sensuous q u a l i t i e s  of na ture  a r e  t h e r e  
i n  na ture ,  but t h e r e  i n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  animal 
organisms. We can advance t o  t h e  o ther  values which 
have been regarded as  dependent upon appetence, appre- 
c i a t i o n ,  and a f fec t ion ,  and thus  r e s t o r e  t o  na ture  a l l  
t h a t  a  d u a l i s t i c  doc t r ine  has relaged t o  consciousness, 
s ince  t h e  spatio-temporal s t r u c t u r e  of the  world and 
t h e  motion with which exact phys ica l  science i s  
occupied i s  found t o  e x i s t  i n  na tu re  only i n  i t s  r e l a -  
t ionsh ip  t o  pe rc ip ien t  events or  organisms". (p. 171) 
A perspect ive ,  then, i s  a  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  "per- 
c i p i e n t  event' '  and na ture .  

Ib id . ,  p.10. 

Ib id . ,  p.11. 

The ~cbnornic and Phi losophical  Manuscrips of 1844, ~ . l 0 7 .  

"A ( s i g n i f i c a n t )  symbol does tend t o  c a l l  out i n  t h e  
ind iv idua l  a  group of r eac t ions  such as i t  c a l l s  out 
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ponse within one 's  s e l f  t o  such a  word as  ' c h a i r '  o r  
'dog ' ,  i s  one which i s  a  s t imulus t o  t h e  ind iv idua l  as  
we l l  as  a  response. This i s  what, of course,  i s  
involved i n  what we term t h e  meaning of a  th ing ,  or i t s  
s ign i f i cance  .... t h e n  we speak of t h e  meaning of what we 
a r e  doing we a r e  making t h e  response i t s e l f  t h a t  we a r e  

- on,the poin t  of car ry ing  out a st imulus t o  our ac t ion ."  
(Mind, S e l f ,  and Society,  p.72) 

The Philosophy of the.  Present ,  p.12. 
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For two conCemporary i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of " insan i ty"  t h a t  
a r e  sympathetic with Meadcs theory (I. see  Laingls 
t h r e e  books), The Divided S e l f ,  a Study of Sanity and 
Madness, London, Tavistock Publ. ,  1960; The Self  and 
Others, f u r t h e r  s t u d i e s  i n  s a n i t y  and madness, London, 
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