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Preface

Innumerable pronouncements have been made about modern
man and his alleged consciousness. Most of them have rested on
a rather slim empirical basis, but short of some gigantic
research that is unlikely to be funded these days, nothing
much can be done about this. They have also suffered from a
remarkable lack of theoretical clarity, and this book secks
to remedy that by approaching the problem of modern con-
sciousness from the theoretical framework of the sociology of
knowledge.

The Introduction explains what this means. Part I then
attempts to isolate certain crucial elements of modern conscious-
ness and relate these to the institutional processes with which
they are linked. Part II analyses the process of modernization,
that is, the diffusion of modern consciousness in what is com-
monly called the Third World today. Part III takes up a number
of phenomena in the advanced industrial societies that appear
to be protests against modernity and that (with due apologies
to the denizens of college English departments) we have called
‘de-modernization’. The conclusion briefly discusses the prag-
matic and political implications of the argument.

This particular sequence is logically necessary, but it poses
some difficulties for the reader. By far the most complex sec-
tions of the book are the Introduction and Part I. The argument
becomes progressively less Teutonic in Parts II and III. We
would suggest that the reader who is less interested in our
theory of modern consciousness and more in our interpretation
of contemporary situations start reading at the beginning of
Part I and then turn to what precedes this, if he is so inclined. .
Fair warning should be given, however, that a number of essen-
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tial concepts and interpretations are dealt with in the Introduc-
tion and Part L.

This book can aptly be described as what German scholars
call unabgesichert - that is, insufficiently protected from critical
attacks. We have ventured into a vast and largely uncharted
territory. We have tried to construct a comprehensive theoreti-
cal framework for exceedingly complex phenomena, and in the
course of this we have brought together phenomena that have
hitherto been studied in strict separation from each other
(especially those taken up in Parts IT and III). The finished book
fills us with some trepidation. We are far from certain about
many of the propositions, and we are anxious that our argu-
ment be understood as tentative, hypothetical, exploratory (the
reader is welcome to add any other of the adjectives with which
scholars habitually assuage their nervousness about what they
have written). All the same, we are arrogantly self-confident
about one thing: these are the questions that must be asked,
They have not been asked very often, and even more rarely
with any degree of theoretical lucidity. Needless to say, the
answers are few and leave much to be desired. We hope
that our attempt will be criticized — even attacked — possibly
taken apart and put together again in ways we do not now
envisage. We hope this, not out of some innate modesty or
even out of enthusiasm for scholarly debate as such, but be-

- cause we are convinced that it is high time that the questions
raised here moved into the forefront of social-scientific
attention. )

The book has had a considerable history. The ideas in it
began to germinate during 1969, when one of the authors (for
political rather than scholarly reasons) became seriously inter-
ested in problems of ‘development’ in Latin America. Work
began in earnest during a summer stay in Mexico in 1970. At
that time the project was limited to what has now become Part
II of the book, the problems of modernization and consciousness
in the Third World. The logic of our argument compelled us to
expand our scope to what it is here. What started out as a
sociology-of-knowledge addendum to ‘development theory” has

8



Preface

thus become a much more comprehensive treatment of modern
consciousness and its adventures. We may add that for our-
selves this has been quite an intellectual adventure too.



Introduction:

The Problem of Modernity and the
Sociology of Knowledge

The basic problem in dealing with the concept of modernity is
no different from the problem of dealing with any other histori-
cal period or phenomenon. It can be expressed by the question :
In what way is this period.or phenomenon distinctive? Yet
there are at least two aspects of modernity that give it a peculiar
place, at least in the minds of intellectuals and very probably
also in those of much wider circles of people. One is the assump-
tion that modernity is not only distinctive from but superior to
whatever preceded it. The other is the large number of indivi-
duals who presume they know authoritatively what modernity
is all about. A good place to begin any serious consideration of
the problem is to challenge both assumption and presumption.
The assumption of modern superiority is, of course, rooted in
the idea of progress, which has dominated Western thought
since at least the eighteenth century. Whatever may be said for
it, this view has no place within the frame of reference of the
social scientist (or, for that matter, of any empirical science,
including the science of history). Progress cannot be empirically
verified. Therefore, regardless of the scientist’s faith in the
superiority of, say, twentieth-century New York over fifteenth-
century Florence, he must suspend or bracket this faith while
he is engaged qua scientist in his work, just as the sociologist
of religion must bracket his belief or disbelief in the existence
-of God while he is studying, say, Methodist church attendance.
This methodological requirement has a simple but very impor-
tant consequence: modernity is to be studied as a historical
phenomenon — like any other historical phenomenon. This
leads to the awareness that modernity has a history, with a
beginning caused by factors that (at least in principle) are em-
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pirically ascertainable and, therefore, is very likely to come to
an end at some tiime in the future.

The presumption that one knows exactly what modernity is
all about rests, in turn, on the deceptions of familiarity. An
individual is generally ready to admit that he is ignorant of
periods in the past or places on the other side of the globe. But
he is much less likely to admit ignorance of his own period and
his own place, especially if he is an intellectual. Everyone, of
course, knows about his own society. Most of what he knows,
however, is what Alfred Schutz has aptly called ‘recipe know-
ledge’ - just enough to get him through his essential transac-
tions in social life. Intellectuals have a particular variety of
‘recipe knowledge’; they know just enough to be able to get
through their dealings with other intellectuals. There is a
‘recipe knowledge’ for dealing with modernity in intellectual
circles: the individual must be able to reproduce a small num-
ber of stock phrases and interpretative schemes, to apply them
in ‘analysis’ or ‘criticism’ of new things that come up in dis-
cussion, and thereby to authenticate his participation in what
has been collectively defined as reality in these circles. Statisti-
cally speaking, the scientific validity of this intellectuals’ ‘recipe
knowledge’ is roughly random. The only safe course is to ignore
it as much as one can if (for better or for worse) one moves in
intellectual circles. Put simply: one must, as_far as possible,
examine the problem afresh.

Let us quickly say that we do not claim that our approach
begins with a tabula rasa. Clearly, it does no such thing. For one
thing, it has a relatively narrow focus — the sociological analysis
of consciousness — and in placing this in a broader framework
of interpretation (for example, in terms of the institutional
order of modern society) we are forced to rely on the work of
others. Our methodological caveats are thus made not in a
stance of assertive self-confidence but in an attitude of (if we
may coin a psychology-of-science term here) cognitive ner-
vousness. We recommend the same nervousness to everyone
else concerned with this problem. Its first fruit will be the
awareness that modernity is not inexorable or inevitable, that
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much in it may well be due to chance, and that its processes
may turn out to be reversible. The second fruit will be a sober
scepticism regarding all theories of modernity — including those
theories one may produce oneself.

A definition is not a theory. Yet no theoretical enterprise can
get off the ground without defining its terms. Unfortunately,
the matter of definition is very complex indeed in the area
under consideration here. Since World War II, the social sciences
have dealt with the concept of modernity and modern society
mostly in connection with the processes that produce these
* phenomena — processes that have been called modernization
and development and that have inspired a large literature.!

The two terms have been used synonymously and as having
different meanings. Both have been used to refer to economic
growth. A common distinction has been to apply the term
‘development’ to economic growth processes and ‘moderniza-
tion’ to various socio-cultural processes concomitant with them.
Sometimes the two terms have been used descriptively as objec-
tive, ‘value-free’ terms. Often (intentionally or not) they have
been used to prescribe and applaud. This usage has seemed
most appropriate in connection with research geared to policy,
be it the policy of national governments or of international
agencies such as the United Nations. The terminological gyra-
tions used to refer to those not yet fully blessed with ‘moderniza-
tion’ or ‘development’ reflect this point of view. One used to
speak of ‘backward’ societies. These then came to be called
‘underdeveloped’, and later (as an expression of optimism)
‘developing’. Clearly, to be less than ‘modern’ or ‘developed’
has a stigma attached to it. '

Not only the stigmatization but the terms themselves have
been subjected to sharp criticism, particularly by the political
left. In Latin America the concept of ‘development’, especially
as used by North American social scientists, has been decried as
‘developmentalism’ (desarrollismo), which has been analysed
as an ideology designed to mask the realities of imperialism,
exploitation and dependency. The real problem, in this pers-
pective, is not that of ‘development’ and ‘underdevelopment’,
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but rather (in the words of Gunder Frank) of the ‘development
of underdevelopment’ ~ that is, of the relationship between
exploiters and exploited. The term ‘modernization’ has fared
no better than ‘development’ in this respect.

In recent years, however, there have been similar criticisms
made by social scientists less clearly identified with the political
left or with Marxist perspectives. It has been argued that the
concept of ‘development’, while still useful, should go beyond
the economists® mechanical measures of growth (gross national
product, per capita product and per capita income being the
three major ones) to include such items as income distribution,
employment and political participation. The purpose of this
redefinition is clearly ethical: to prevent the term ‘development’
from being used for a situation in which, say, the benefits of
growth are limited to a small stratum, an increasing proportion
of the rest of the population is unemployed and hungry, and a
police state keeps the resultant turmoil under terroristic control.
Generally, the effort to redefine the concept (and thus the policy
goals) of ‘development’ has been motivated by a moral concern
for the human costs.

We believe that the most important question facing anyone
responsible for ‘development’ is, How much human suffering is
acceptable to achieve certain economic goals? There are re-
gimes (incidentally, both capitalist and socialist ones) that are
prepared to sacrifice an entire generation or more. There are
others (again, both capitalist and socialist ones) that try, as far
as they can, to minimize the human costs of each step in the
process. We fully share the ethical aim of those who want the
social sciences to conceptualize these problems (despite the
fact that we believe in a separation ad hoc between scientific
analysis and moral judgement, and that we find most Marxist
approaches in this area one-sided and often misleading). For
this reason, we are anxious that our approach not be confused
with the assumptions of desarrollismo.

Having said all this, there is no other option but to cut the
Gordian knot and take the plunge into some definitional stance
of our own. While we claim no axiomatic status for our termi-
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nology, for precisely the reasons given above (those ascribed to
non-Marxist critics), we prefer to use the term ‘development’
politically rather than scientifically - that is, in a context of
value-oriented policy thinking rather than in supposedly value-
free analysis. And the values we would like to see injected into
this usage are the aforementioned ones of minimizing human
costs. Since, however, this book is analytical rather than poli-
tical, we have tried to avoid the term ‘development’ in our
argument.

No comparable option of avoiding the term ‘modernization’
exists. There is an empirically available and distinctive set of
phenomena customarily referred to as ‘modern society’. And
since this is a historical entity, there is something called ‘mod-
ernization’ — that is, a process by which the entity ‘modern
society’ was originally created and by which it continues to be
diffused. Avoidance of these terms would necessitate the em-
ployment of other, less familiar terms, or the invention of neo-
logisms, which seems of doubtful use.

‘Modernization’ must be seen in close relation to economic
growth — more specifically, to the particular growth processes
released by recent technology. Marion Levy has suggested that
‘modernization’ be directly and simply defined as the growing
ratio between inanimate and animate sources of power. While
we do not quite go along with this, it does draw attention to the
principal cause of everything connected with modernization —
transformation of the world by technology. We would prefer,
however, to distinguish between the technological impact on
the economy and the other processes dependent upon tech-
nology. Thus, we will discuss modernization as the institutional
concomitants of technologically induced economic growth.
This means that there is no such thing as a ‘modern society’
plain and simple; there are only societies more or less advanced
in a continuum of modernization.

Modernization, then, consists of the growth and diffusion of
a set of institutions rooted in the transformation of the economy
by means of technology. There are many such institutions, and
on the basis of a broad consensus in social-scientific thought (we
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have been particularly influenced by Max Weber in this regard),
we make the following assumptions concerning them. We
ascribe principal importance to those institutions directly re-
lated to the technologized economy. Closely related to these are
the political institutions associated with what we know as the
modern state, particularly the institution of bureaucracy. As
modernization proceeds and is diffused beyond its original
territory, we see the institutions of technological production and
bureaucracy, together and separately, as primary agents of
social change. Following Weberian usage, we call these primary
carriers of modernization. Related to these is a multiplicity of
other institutional processes that are secondary carriers. Among
these, we assign special importance to the contemporary city
and its socio-cultural pluralism. And, as we shall see later, some
of these secondary carriers can attain considerable autonomy
as agents in themselves.

One word of caution: In making these definitions, we do not
wish to identify ourselves with mono-causal theories of ‘tech-
nologism’ or ‘economism’ - that is, we do rot assume that the
relationship between the technological transformation of the
economy and the gamut of modern institutions has always been
a simple one of independent and dependent variables. We regard
it as very likely indeed (again, we are influenced by Weber) that
there are reciprocal relations of causality between these various
entities — and that the great transformation could not have
taken place without antecedent processes that were neither tech-
nological nor economic (as, for example, religious and ethical
interpretations of the world). Nor do we assume such one-
sided causation in the contemporary situation. While we be-
lieve that the underlying ‘engine’ of modernization is techno-
logical/economic, we are fully aware of the multiplicity of
forces acting back upon this ‘engine’, and, let it be added, we
do not claim to be able to provide a comprehensive theory
ordering all these forces in some neat parallelogram.

Throughout the book we use the terms Third World and
‘advanced industrial societies’. We are not happy with either.
The term “Third World’ first came up in the 1950s, in connec-
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tion with the Bandung conference and other attempts (espe-
cially by Nehru, Sukarno and Nasser) to bring together the
internationally non-aligned countries of Asia and Africa. The
term now covers Latin America as well, and in addition its
political connotation has changed to refer to countries deemed
to be aligned against the United States and its allies. More
recently, racial minorities within the United States have also
been defined as belonging to ‘Third World peoples’. All of this
is in the realm of ideological rhetoric and has little relation to
empirically significant facts. Strictly speaking, the “Third
World’ as a political, economic or social entity does not exist.
The term is useful, however, in referring immediately and
briefly to a set of societies sharing common characteristics. We
have decided to use it, if only for stylistic reasons, in preference
to reiterating a phrase such as ‘the less modernized societies of
Asia, Africa and Latin America’.

The term ‘advanced industrial societies’ has a very different
history. It comes out of the idea, shared by a number of West-
ern social scientists, that all societies with a certain degree of
technological/economic sophistication have significant common
characteristics, regardless of the ideological and political dif-
ferences between them. In this respect the term has overtones of
the so-called ‘convergence theory’, which holds that Western and
Soviet societies are becoming increasingly similar to one
another. Much can be said against these notions, and we do not
wish to identify ourselves with any particular point of view in
this area. But we do agree that the societies thus designated have
common characteristics, just as do the societies of the “Third
World’, and that these characteristics are sociologically signifi-
cant. So, again, we have chosen this term as against something
like ‘the more modernized societies of North America, the
Soviet Union, and Western and Eastern Europe’.

Thus far we have defined and discussed modernization in
terms of institutional processes — that is, processes that are
experienced and analysable as being external to the subjective
consciousness of individuals. Such analysis, be it undertaken by
economists, sociologists or any other group of empirical scien-
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tists, can clarify a large number of problems, but it misses a
crucial dimension, the dimension of consciousness. We are con-
vinced that a comprehensive understanding of any social reality
must include this, and we regard it as our task in this book to
focus on it.

In trying to accomplish this, we base ourselves on the socio-
logy of knowledge as it was redefined in the phenomenological
approach of Alfred Schutz and subsequently developed by
Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann. It is impossible to give
an overview of this theoretical frame of reference here. We
must, however, briefly define some of its basic principles and
key terms. .

Society is viewed in this perspective as a dialectic between
objective givenness and subjective meanings — that is, as being
constituted by the reciprocal interaction of what is experienced
as outside reality (specifically, the world of institutions that
confronts the individual) and what is experienced as being with-
in the consciousness of the individual. Put differently, all social
reality has an essential component of consciousness. The con-
ciousness of everyday life is the web of meanings that allow the
individual to navigate his way through the ordinary events and
encounters of his life with others. The totality of these mean-
ings, which he shares with others, makes up a particular social
life-world.

Consciousness in this context does not refer to ideas, theories
or sophisticated constructions of meaning. The consciousness
of everyday life is, most of the time (even, by the way, in the case
of intellectuals), pre-theoretical consciousness. Therefore, the
sociology of knowledge must not concern itself primarily with
the analysis of theoretical consciousness like the history of ideas
or the history of philosophy, but rather with the consciousness
of ordinary people as they lead their ordinary lives.

Any particular social life-world is constructed by the mean-
ings of those who ‘inhabit’ it. We call these meanings reality
definitions. Whatever people experience as real in a given situa-
tion is the result of such definitions. They are of different types
(some, for instance, are cognitive and refer to what is; others
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are normative and refer to what ought to be) and have different
degrees of theoretical elaboration (as between the consciousness
of the man in the street and that of the esteemed philosopher).
What they all have in common, insofar as they are relevant to
the sociology of kmowledge, is that they are collectively ad-
hered to.

For example, there are meanings attached to bodily expe-
riences. In many traditional societies such experiences are de-
fined as resulting from the intervention of supernatural beings;
in a modern society they are generally defined in terms of bio-
logical, chemical or sometimes psychological causes. Very
different realities result from these definitions. For three suc-
cessive nights, say, an individual has a nightmare involving his
deceased grandfather, who forces him to eat large quantities of
a revolting dish. The individual in a modern society might de-
cide that he should desist from his new habit of eating heavy
food for supper; alternatively, he might call his psychiatrist for
an early appointment. The individual in a traditional society is
more likely to wonder just what his grandfather is trying to tell
him. The two realities differ cognitively: one includes the possi-
bility of grandfathers coming back in this way, the other ex-
cludes it. They also differ normatively. One norm is, ‘You ought
to live healthily’; the other, “You ought to stay in touch with
your ancestors’. Reality definitions are part of the consciousness
of ordinary, barely educated or even illiterate people. They can
also, however, be elaborated in very complicated theories, such
as a biochemical theory of digestion, a psychoanalytical theory
of dreams, and a cosmology in which the living and the dead
continue to interact.

A first task of the sociology of knowledge W1ll therefore al-
ways be a systematic description of specific constellations of
consciousness. And here, phenomenology offers helpful tools.
Although consciousness is a phenomenon of subjective expe-
rience, it can be objectively described because its socially signi-
ficant elements are constantly being shared with others. Thus
the sociology of knowledge, approaching a particular situation,
will ask: What are the distinctive elements of consciousness in
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this situation? How do they differ from the consciousness to
be found in other situations? Which elements of consciousness
are essential or intrinsic, in the sense that they cannot be
‘thought away’? Thus it is possible to describe a consciousness
that includes the assumption of communication with the dead
and to point out how it differs from modern consciousness, It
is also possible to ask whether this cosmology is essential for
the overall constitution of a particular society (for instance, it
may be an essential element in the legitimation of political
power) or whether the society could be imagined as getting along
without it.

Consciousness is not a random array of elements; it is organ-
ized in patterns that can be described systematically. A
sociology-of-knowledge analysis will therefore try to describe
specific fields of consciousness. Each field of consciousness is a
structure constituted by the modes and contents of what is
consciously experienced. Thus an entire field of consciousness
will be constituted by relations with other people defined as
relatives. The contents of the field are the patterns of kinship as
established in a particular society (‘Among my relatives are
eighth cousins’) as well as the concrete experiences of these
patterns (‘She is an eighth cousin of mine’). There are also dif-
ferent modes of experience relevant to the field: the individual
relates to living cousins in his everyday social life, to dead ones
in dreams, ecstasies or other transformations of everyday con-
sciousness, ‘

. There is an important distinction between the organization of
knowledge and the cognitive style of a particular consciousness,
The first term refers to the what, the second to the how of con-
scious experience. For example, the fact that there is such a
thing as a dead eighth cousin is part of the organization of
knowledge. The fact that he can be communicated with in a
state of trance is a matter of cognitive style.- As we shall see
later, when we are attempting to describe the consciousness that
is linked to technological production, it is possible to distin-
guish between the relevant bodies of knowledge and the ‘habits’
of thinking that pertain to them.
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Any specific knowledge has a background (phenomenology
calls it a horizon). That is, whatever is specifically known as-
sumes a general frame of reference. Also, the discrepant reality
definitions of everyday life require some sort of overall organi-
zation. In other words, the individual needs overarching reality
definitions to give meaning to life as a whole. These overarching
definitions are essential to hold any society together and, for
that matter, to keep any particular social situation going. To-
gether they make up an individual’s or a society’s symbolic
universe. For example, my specific knowledge of eighth-cousin
Mary assumes a world in which there are eighth cousins. Put
differently, it assumes a general typology within which this par-
ticular item of knowledge can be placed. But there is a discrep-
ancy between my experience of eighth-cousin Mary, who is
alive, and eighth-cousin Joe, who is dead: the one experience
takes place in the ‘broad daylight’ of ordinary social life, the
other in the strange context of a trance. This discrepancy is
reconciled by an all-embracing (presumably religious) view of
the world in which death is only a transition between two
equally real states of being. This view of the world not only
holds together different sectors of the individual’s experience
but is important for the entire fabric of institutions and pat-
terns in the society (from the legitimation of kinship, say, to
property and inheritance rights).

A further task of the sociology of knowledge is to link the
structures of consciousness to particular institutions and insti-
tutional processes. In other words, the sociology of knowledge
always deals with consciousness in the context of a specific
social situation. For this task, phenomenology must be replaced
by the more conventional tools of sociological analysis of insti-
tutions. Here we repeatedly use the concept of carriers; that is,
we analyse specific institutions and institutional processes as
the social base for specific structures of consciousness. Put
differently, any kind of consciousness is plausible only in parti-
cular social circumstances. These circumstances are what we call
a plausibility structure. For example, in the fictitious society of
our previous example it is perfectly plausible to say in the

21



The Homeless Mind

morning, ‘I spoke with Grandfather again last night’ (the dead
grandfather, that is). Such a statement would be drastically
implausible in contemporary America and would, indeed, call
for immediate cognitive emergency measures (‘Well, the poor
fellow has finally gone over the hill’) as well as practical ones
(‘What number do 1 call for a psychiatric emergency?’). Social
change invariably entails change in plausibility structures. Thus,
as modernization proceeds, it is very likely that.communication
with dead grandfathers becomes progressively less plausible.

All of the concepts we have discussed thus far are derived
from the sociology of knowledge. We have, for better or for
worse, coined a few new terms, three of which should be men-
tioned here. We use the term carry-over to designate any dif-
fusion of structures of consciousness from their original
institutional carriers to other contexts. Conversely, we use the
term stoppage to designate the arresting of such diffusion. We
have derived from Ivan Illich the concept of package, by which
we mean an empirically given combination of institutional pro-
cesses and clusters of consciousness. Part of our concern in what
follows is to distinguish between packages that are intrinsically
necessary and those that are the extrinsically caused results of
historical ‘accidents’. In other words, we are interested in which
packages of modernity can be ‘taken apart’ and which cannot
be.

For example, it is probably safe to assume that people work-
ing on complicated machinery in a factory should not go into
trances. The training of workers in such a factory, therefore, is
likely to include the cultivation of an anti-trance attitude on
the job. This may have to be done quite strenuously in a society
where trances are taken for granted. Now, there is no intrinsic
reason why people could not be kept off trances at work and in
them when they go home. But it is possible that the anti-trance
attitude may be carried over from the one social context to the
other. To prevent this, the guardians of traditional culture may
take countermeasures to stop the spread of the anti-trance
animus. They might, say, institute special ceremonies to get
factory workers back into a pro-trance state of mind when
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returning home from the factory town. These countermeasures
would fall under our category of stoppage. They could also be
described as an effort to take apart the package of factory
work and anti-trance attitude. This example, by the way, is by
no means as fanciful as it may appear at first.

A number of studies have dealt with modernization and
‘values’.4 These have generally been made within the framework
of American social psychology and have had a strong behav-
iourist tendency in which ‘values’ appear as one set of factors
among many. For instance, scales of modernization have been
constructed in which ‘values’ were combined with other items
to measure the degree of modernity. Such an approach can be
very useful, particularly in relating social conduct to elements
of consciousness. It gives no opportunity, however, to describe
structures of consciousness ‘from within’ — which is what we
intend to do.

Our approach also differs from the ‘culture and personality’
perspective on the problems of modernization 3 which is gener-
ally derived from American clinical psychology, with strong
Freudian or neo-Freudian overtones. We acknowledge the value
of this approach in providing descriptions and perhaps explana-
tions of sections of consciousness, especially motivation. In our
view, however, this is a restrictive approach to the broader
problem of objective structures of consciousness and their
relationship to institutions.

Finally, we must differentiate our approach from that of vari-
ous Marxists § who analyse consciousness as ‘ideology’ or ‘super-
structure’. They see modernization (if indeed they use the term
at all) as the imposition of ‘infrastructures’ of domination and
exploitation and interpret elements of consciousness as depen-
dent variables. Whatever may be the validity of such analyses in
specific cases, this approach, too, fails to deal with objective
structures of consciousness on their own terms and to recognize
that consciousness as such (and not just as an appendage to
‘infrastructures’) may be exported or imposed.

We have no interest in this book in attacking these or other
approaches different from our own. Bach has its validity. We
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consider the principal advantage of our approach to be the
possibility it offers of giving descriptions of structures of
consciousness ‘from within’ and of linking these structures to
the objective meanings of institutional processes given ‘from
without’.

While the sociology of knowledge provides the theoretical
frame of reference for the book as a whole, there is an im-
portant methodological difference between Parts I and III on
the one hand, and Part 1I on the other. Parts I and III deal with
societies of which we have first-hand knowledge as members and
participants; this has permitted us to describe structures of con-
sciousness to which we have immediate experiential access. Part
I, dealing with societies of the Third World of which we have
only limited and (more important) non-participant experience,
does not permit such a procedure; for this reason, we have been
more dependent on other observers’ data in this section of our
argument. We think this dual methodological procedure is
legitimate, but it ought to be laid on the table.

This book is an attempt to apply a particular brand of socio-
logical theory to an empirical problem prominent in the world
today. As such, it has no pragmatic or political aims. It is,
however, related to such aims, both in our own minds and in
terms of its intrinsic consequences. Specifically, it is related to
the increasingly loud questions being asked today about possible
alternatives to the existing forms of modernity and moderniza-
tion. We shall return to this pragmatic/political concern towards
the end of the book, but we wish to make a brief remark now on
the logical relation between this concern and the analyses to
follow.

The question of alternatives can be approached in terms of
two polar opposites. Modernity may be understood as an in-
divisible unity, and modernization, therefore, as an inexorable
destiny, in which case there are no alternatives at all. Or, mod-
ernity may be seen as a freely manipulable complex of ingredi-
ents, in which case there is a near infinity of alternatives, as the
packages of modernity can be taken apart and put together
in new ways at will. It seems to us that both these positions are
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patently untenable, and that little is gained by raising questions
in these terms. The more interesting question is that of the
parameters of choice, that is, to determine when modernity
can be manipulated and when it cannot, and thus what chances
may be assigned to specific alternatives. Clearly the parameters
will be determined by such institutional factors as economic and
political power, but the question can also be put in terms of the
intrinsic relations between institutions and consciousness. The
limits of what is possible are set not only by the external re-
quirements of institutions but also, and fundamentally, by the
structures of the human mind. For this reason, the relationships
dealt with in the sociology of knowledge must be of great con-
cern to anyone interested in changing existing social conditions
(not least, incidentally, to the putative revolutionary).

HM. -2



I

Modern
Consciousness

Here I want to see those men of hard voice.
Those that break horses and dominate rivers;
those men of sonorous skeleton who sing
with a mouth full of sun and flint.

— FEDERICO GARCIA LORCA



1

Technological Production and
Consciousness

Social scientists and historians have defined modernity in differ-
ent ways, and they have differed in their interpretations and
prognoses regarding this phenomenon. There is well-nigh uni-
versal agreement, however, on one proposition: a central
feature of the modern world is technological production.
We fully share in this consensus. The question we propose
to discuss in this chapter is, What are the essential concomit-
ants of technological production on the level of con-
sciousness?

It is important to emphasize that the question concerns the
everyday consciousness of ordinary people engaged in tech-
nological production. In other words, we are not concerned here
with the consciousness of the engineer, let alone the physical
scientist. It is particularly important to make this point in view
of the fact that much discussion about modern consciousness
has focused on ‘the scientific world view’ or ‘the engineering
mentality’. There can be no doubt not only that scientists and
engineers have a specific view of the world but also that this
view has decisively influenced the present shape of technological
society, and thus the consciousness of all of its members. All
the same, the number of scientists and engineers, even in a
society as modern as the American one, is very limited. A
sociology of knowledge that understands itself in terms of the
analysis of everyday consciousness would be ill-advised to con-
centrate on this small number of intellectuals. Rather, it will
seek to understand the consciousness of the vastly larger number
of ordinary people whose everyday lives involve them in various
facets of technological production. In what follows, therefore,
the reader is asked to place himself in the situation of an or-
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dinary worker in contemporary industry. Since we intend to
describe the consciousness in question very broadly, we cannot
take into account obvious differences that exist between various
types of technological production. Thus, we cannot take into
account the differences between, say, the consciousness of a
relatively unskilled worker on an automobile assembly line and
that of a highly skilled technician making precision instrumeﬁts.
We would contend, however, that the following description
refers adequately to a very broad segment of contemporary
technological production.

What organization of knowledge is intrinsic to technological
production?

Quite apart from the specific knowledge about technological
matters that may be in the consciousness of a particular in-
dividual, that specific knowledge has a much larger background.
This background contains a vast body of scientific and tech-
nological knowledge, including a body of rules for acquiring
and applying this knowledge, which is present and taken for
granted in the worker’s everyday consciousness, although, of
course, he does not possess this larger knowledge. In the lan-
guage of phenomenology, the knowledge is deeply sedimented
in his consciousness even though it cannot be thematized. Put
more simply, the worker’s specific knowledge derives its location
and significance from this larger body of knowledge, although
the latter is not available to the worker in his immediate situa-
tion. Yet while this is so, the larger body of knowledge is
potentially available to him — or so he thinks. What he does in
fact know appears to him as part of this larger body of scientific
and technological knowledge, and what he in fact does in his
productive activity thus becomes for him a participation, to
however Lilliputian a degree, in the vast enterprise of tech-
nological production in modern society. Also, because of the
rational quality of the scientific and technological body of know-
ledge, the worker may feel that if only he had been given certain
training, he could and would be a fuller participant. In this way
the impressive edifice of modern science and technology in
toto looms on the horizon of every activity of technological
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production, not only as analysed by an outside observer but
in the consciousness of the ordinary worker.

An important element in the specific knowledge of the worker
is the knowledge of a hierarchy of experts, which is also taken
for granted and which is apprehended as being potentially
available if needed. This hierarchy stretches from concrete face-
to-face relationships (say, with foremen) to relationships appre-
hended in complete anonymity (say, with as yet unencountered
experts who might intervene in the situation in some future
emergency). The worker may define himself as one of these
experts.

There is, of course, the worker’s knowledge of his specific
job, for which he had to be trained. At the same time he could
be retrained (and may already have been) for comparable jobs.
In other words, his work knowledge is not only one of content
(though it is that too, of course, with varying degrees of com-
plexity) but is knowledge of a style of work whose features can
be described. The most important feature is mechanisticity.
This means that the work process has a machine-like function-
ality so that the actions of the individual worker are tied in as an
intrinsic part of a machine process.! A correlate of mechanis-
ticity is reproducibility. No action within the work process is in
principle unique. It can be reproduced and indeed must be re-
producible, either by the same worker or by another worker
with comparable training. This means that the worker’s own
productive activity entails participation in a large organization
and in a sequence of production. The individual’s own work is
related to the work of many other people regardless of whether
these others are physically present in the work situation (as they
would be in a large factory) or not (as would be the case in a
workshop producing components for use elsewhere). The in-
‘dividual worker’s job is a step in a sequence — say, step fourin a
sequence of twelve steps. This sequence is apprehended and
taken for granted by him as logical, even if the engineering logic
behind it is not completely understandable to him. Finally,
an intrinsic element of the style of work in question is
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measurability. The individual worker’s job can be and is
evaluated in terms of precise, probably quantifiable criteria.

What is the cognitive style intrinsic to technological produc-
tion?

It is important to stress that the cognitive style is fundamen-
tally given in the relationship of this type of work to a machine
process and the logic of the latter. It is not necessarily preseht
in the consciousness of the worker in terms of this logic, though
this logic forms the background of his own consciousness as it
pertains to the work process. In phenomenological terms, the
cognitive style is not necessarily at hand in thematizable form
for the worker, but it provides the background of his themati-
Zations.

A strategic element in the cognitive style in question is com-
ponentiality.? The components of reality are self-contained
units which can be brought into relation with other such units
- that is, reality is not conceived as an ongoing flux of juncture
and disjuncture of unique entities. This apprehension of reality
in terms of components is essential to the reproducibility of the
production process as well as to the correlation of men and
machines. For example, each of several hundred cogs involved
in a day’s work is, given certain presuppositions (such as size), a
unit freely exchangeable with every other unit, at least for the
purpose at hand. Reality is ordered in terms of such com-
ponents, which are apprehended and manipulated as atomistic
units. Thus, everything is analysable into constituent compon-
ents, and everything can be taken apart and put together again
in terms of these components. .

From this follows the interdependence of components and
their sequences. Again, this is required both by the reproduci-
bility and the mechanisticity of the work process. Given the
same conditions (including the same actions by the worker), the
same results will be obtained. This is possible only because
the components are continuously mterdependent in a rational,
controllable and predictable way.

A further implication of this is the separability of means and
ends. Since reality is apprehended in terms of components
which can be assembled in different ways, there is no necessary
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relationship between a particular sequence of componential
actions and the ultimate end of these actions. To take an obvious
example, a particular assemblage of cogs produced in a highly
specific production sequence may eventually go into a passenger
automobile or a nuclear weapon. Regardless of whether the
worker involved in this particular production process approves
or even knows about its intended end, he is able to perform the
actions that are technologically necessary to bring it about.

Closely related to the preceding is a pervasive quality of
implicit abstraction. Every action, however concrete, may be
understood in an abstract frame of reference. Again, the ex-
ample of cogs assembled in accordance with a production logic
that may be divorced from any concretely imagined end may
serve by way of illustration. This implicit abstraction is endemic
to the technological production process. The very logic of tech-
pology demands it, even if it is not immediately or continuously
present in the worker’s consciousness.

All elements of knowledge in a human society are linked
to specific contexts of social life and in many cases represent
specific institutions. This characteristic, too, takes peculiar forms
in the context of technological production. Here each item of
knowledge represents much larger classes of items. For example,
a screw represents machines in general. It also represents, in a
particular case, all of the automobile industry. Furthermore, it
represents technology in general. In other words, each item of
knowledge is never a concrete item and that concrete item only.
If it should ever become that to a worker, as might happen in a
moment of aesthetic contemplation, then he would be in a state
of consciousness that is divorced from the production process
and is probably inimical to it. To make this point one need only
imagine an artistically inclined worker on an assembly line who,
smitten by his muse, loses himself in contemplation of the
unique and irreproducible features of a particular screw. Such
contemplation would clearly be irrelevant to the performance
of his job and (certainly if repeated with any degree of regu-
larity) would eventually prevent him from performing his
job.

This characteristic of items of knowledge relevant to the pro-
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duction process has far-reaching implications for the manner in
which different sectors of his own life are represented in the
consciousness of the worker. In terms of the worker’s knowledge
of his own life, the items of knowledge directly related to the
work process represent a very specific segment of his social
reality and only that segment. Thus, a particular type of screw
and the elements of knowledge that go with it (such as know- ’\.
ledge of related items, knowledge of how to handle this item
at work, knowledge of the sources of supply for the item and
so forth) pertain to the work world of the individual and not to
his family world. Both the specificity and the abstract character
of this knowledge assign it to a segregated sphere within the
consciousness of the individual. Thus the knowledge and the
cognitive style of technological production. Such actions are
bodies of knowledge and cognitive styles. Each of these segre-
gated constellations of consciousness refers to specific social
and institutional sectors of the individual’s life. The complexity
of such systems of segregated clusters of consciousness will vary
with different individuals and in different social situations. Its
most important and highly generalized consequence, however,
is the segregation of work from private life. It has been fre-
quently pointed out that such segregation on the institutional
level has been one of the important consequences of the in-
dustrial revolution.? It is very important to understand that the
same segregation pertains, and necessarily pertains, to the level
of consciousness.

Specific types of action in human life are related to specific
types of fantasy. The individual’s actions on the job represent
larger types of action, namely, actions performed within the
cognitive style of technological production. Such actions are
potential projects for the individual and therefore possible
objects of his fantasy. An important characteristic of this type
of fantasy is problem-solving inventiveness.* This type of fan-
tasy closely relates to what may be called a general tinkering
attitude. Thus a certain type of ingenuity and creativity develops
which ipso facto excludes other kinds, or at least pushes them
into the background. Despite the institutional segregation men-
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tioned above, this ingenuity carries over to other sectors of the
individual’s life. Various hobbies, particularly those of the do-
it-yourself variety, express the same features of cognitive style
in the private life of the individual, but a problem-solving and
deeply technological attitude may also carry over into the
manner in which the individual looks at politics, the education
of his children or the management of whatever psychological
difficulties he may be afflicted with.

These carry-over effects do not contradict what was said
above about the institutional segregation of work-related know-
ledge. What is carried over, of course, is not specific items of
knowledge but the general cognitive style that pertains to this
type of knowledge. Indeed, the very fact that this cognitive style
is transferred, while the specific items of knowledge to which
it originally pertained are untransferable, brings out a built-in
problem of modern consciousness. It is possible, for example,
for the individual to look upon his own psychic life in the same
problem-solving and tinkering attitude with which an engineer
contemplates the workings of a machine. However, while the
engineer has a well-tested repertoire of tinkering procedures
available to him for the solving of problems in the manipulation
of machines, such a repertoire is sadly underdeveloped when it
comes to solving problems of the human psyche. Thus it should
not come as a surprise that strongly defensive reactions also
exist against the carry-over of technological fantasy into other
sectors of life. In private life this may take the form of an
urgent quest for the ‘natural’ as against the artificiality of the
technological. Rather than tinker with more machinery in his
den, a worker may then prefer to take up bird-watching as a
hobby, and instead of voting for politicians who take a prag-
‘matic problem-solving approach to public life, the worker may

* give his allegiance to political figures or movements of a charis-
matic or even anti-‘technocratic’ character.

Technological production brings with it anonymous social
relations. This is not to deny the variety of concrete and some-
times rich personal relationships in the work situation — a fact
pointed out by many studies of modern industry which can be
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very important, not only to the individual worker but to the
management of the work process.> Nevertheless it is an iftrinsic
requirement of technological production that those who par-
ticipate initdefine each other as anonymous functionaries. If this
were not done, both the mechanisticity and the reproducibility
of the various components of the work process would be de-
cisively endangered. At least in the mass-production setting of
the assembly line or similar industrial contexts, social relations
between workers are experienced in terms of such anonymity.
The logic of the production process dictates a social experience
of anonymity.5 At the very least this introduces a dichotomy
into the individual’s consciousness of others: they are both
concrete individuals and anonymous functionaries. Thus the
worker who is in charge of step twelve in a2 work sequence in
which I am concerned with step eleven is both my friend Joe,
an individual with unique and irreplaceable qualities, and an
anonymous functionary who could be replaced at any moment.
At most, all the others in the work situation may be experienced
in an anonymous mode, in which case the situation becomes
anomic in the full sense of the word.

Put differently, a double consciousness develops in which the
other is simultaneously experienced in terms of his concrete
individuality and in terms of the highly abstract complexes of
action within which he functions. In order for such actions to be
performed, the other must be anonymized. Because of the im-
perative of anonymity, certain concretizations in the relation
with others constitute threats to the production process ~ for
example, ‘I'll only work with my friends’, or ‘I refuse to work
with Polacks’. The production process therefore necessitates
‘human engineering’, that is, the technological management of
social relations. Although this management may involve atten-
tion to highly personal idiosyncrasies of individual workers and
may even contain a positively therapeutic dimension, its funda-
mental purpose is to control the unfortunate intrusions of con-
crete humanity into the anonymous work process. Individuals
become organized in accordance with the requirements of tech-
nological production. Further, in terms of the organization of
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knowledge, the other is defined as a carrier of specific expertise,
and he derives status from this.

Once again, there may be defensive reactions agamst this
anonymization of social relations, not only in the worker’s total
social existence but within the work situation itself. Some of
these reactions are institutionalized, as for instance, by labour
unions. Yet the same anonymity of social experience allows the
worker to identify with large groups of people and sectors of
society such as ‘organized labour’, ‘the working class’ and the
like. These larger identifications are important not only politi-
cally but in terms of potential mobility within the social system.”
Conversely, an incapacity to transcend face-to-face concrete re-
lations with others (such as those of friendship, family or neigh-
bourhood) are hindrances due not only to participation in this
type of production but also to participation and social mobility
on a larger social scale.

Through the reciprocity of perspectives endemic to human
social life, all these features of the experience of others also
apply to the experience of self. More than that, the very anony-
mity of the aforementioned social experience carries over more
easily to the experience of self than to-highly concretized re-
lations with others. For example, I can become a ‘worker’ in
my own consciousness much more easily than I can identify
with individuals who have, say, a very peculiar sense of humour.
There then occurs a process of self-anonymization to a high
degree.® The self is now experienced in a partial and segmented
way. Indeed, it becomes a componential self. A fundamental
feature of componentiality intrinsic to the process of techno-
logical production is thus carried not only into the area of social
relations but also into the intra-subjective area in which the
individual defines and experiences his own identity.

* Put differently, the componentiality of the cognitive style per-
taining to technological production extends to identity. Again, a
specific kind of double consciousness develops. In this case the
dichotomy is between concrete identity and anonymous identity.
The individual now becomes capable of experiencing himself
in a double way: as a unique individual rich in concrete quali-
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ties and as an anonymous functionary. This dichotomization in
the subjective experience of identity makes it possible for the
individual to establish subjective distance vis-3-vis certain fea-
tures of this identity.? =

For example, the individual will now experience that portion
of his identity that contains his anonymization as a ‘worlfer’
as being ‘less real’ than his identity as a private person or a
family man. Since each portion of identity relates to specific
roles, it now becomes possible for the individual to perform
some of these roles ‘tongue in cheek’. The componentiality of
identity, as the componentiality of social relations, makes pos-
sible an ‘engineering’ practice. This time what is involved is the
‘engineering’ of one’s own self. Those aspects of identity that are
defined as ‘more real’ must be protected against threats coming
from the ‘less real’ components of identity. Very importantly, a
psychological management of considerable complexity is neces-
sary in order to perform actions ‘tongue in cheek’. This is a
precarious business - effort-consuming, requiring a lot of
thought and intrinsically unstable. In extreme cases the in-
dividual in this situation will experience ‘alienation’, that is, he
will no longer be able to recognize himself in this or the other
component of his subjective identity. In the common usage of
the notion of alienation only one type of such nonrecognition
has been stressed: the case where the individual can no longer
recognize himself in his anonymized identity. It is important to
stress that the other type is just as possible, that is, the individual
may feel alienated from precisely those components of his self
that are notr anonymized.!® While the individual may seek psy-
chological refuge from the alienations of his work situation in
private life, it is also possible that an individual may seek such
refuge in the very anonymity of his work situation because he
finds the non-anonymous relations of private life intolerable.
At the least, there will be a problem of correlating work identity
with other components of identity. The macro-social implication
of this dichotomy in the experience of self is this: there nuust
be a private world in which the individual can express those
elements of subjective identity which must be denied in the work
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situation. The alternative to this would be the transformation
of individuals into mechanical robots, not only in the external
performance of roles but on the subjective level of their own
consciousness of self. Such a transformation, the extreme case
of alienation, is ost certainly impossible empirically because
of deep-seated features in the constitution of man.

An important feature of psychological ‘engineering’ is emo-
tional management. The logic of the production process dictates
control over free-flowing emotionality. It requires and indeed
institutionalizes a specific mode of emotionality. Its characteris-
tics are that it is low keyed, ‘cool’, controlled (in psychoanalytic
terms, highly ‘repressed’). The work situation does indeed permit
‘niches’ for freer forms of emotionality. Individuals may call
each other by emotionally charged nicknames. They may engage
in joking or playfulness and the like. These freer emotioral
forms, however, must always remain within the requirements
of appropriate work attitudes or ‘morale’. The implication of
this is a cleavage in the emotional economy of the individual.
This cleavage produces anxiety; it may produce more severe
psychological disturbance. To reduce anxiety and to avert more
severe disturbances a management of the emotions develops.
Externally this is effected by procedures and agencies set up by
those who manage technological production (including explicitly
therapeutic procedures and agencies). Internally the same
management is performed by the individual himself. It is clear
that such management of the emotions requires considerable
effort, almost inevitably runs into problems, and by its very
nature is always precarious. It not only affects the individual’s
psychic life but even his organism. Thus highly rational struc-
tures (for example, time rhythms or functionally efficient figures
of physical motion) are imposed upon the organism. There
enlerges a ‘second nature’ which has a fragile and conflict-prone
relation to the ‘first nature’ of the individual. Once more, the
former affects the latter in a variety of ways, ranging from the
emotional control deemed necessary to.achieve certain sexual
results to similar controls built into the functionality of the
political process.!
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Another feature of the cognitive style of technological pro-
duction may be termed the assumption of maximalization. For
both technological and economic reasons the logic of the pro-
duction processalways tends towards amaxitnalization of results
- more product for less expenditure. There is therefore a built-in
innovative tendency describable, as the case may be, in terms
of ‘bigger and better’, ‘more and more cheaply’, ‘stronger hnd
faster’, and so on. This assumption of maximalization enters
into not only the worker’s actions but his fantasy. It thus has
an important carry-over potential for other sectors of his
social life.

One of the important characteristics of technological pro-
duction is that from the point of view of the individual ‘many
things are going on at the same time’. This is true both of the
production process itself and of the multifold social processes
that are connected with it. The individual must keep in touch
with all of these. His relations both with material objects and
other persons become very complex. To keep up with this
complexity necessitates a particular tension of consciousness
characterized by a quick alertness to ever-changing constella-
tions of phenomena. This feature, an important element in the
cognitive style in question, we would term multi-relationality.

The production process itself derives its meaning from a multi-
relational context. The meaning of the process from the point
of view of its functionality is alwayslong-range. Each unit within
it derives its complete meaning from the whole. This has an
important consequence from the point of view of the worker:
it may become difficult to ascribe meaning to his units within
the process unless he has some view of the process as a whole.
Typically, however, he has no such view, and the end product
is not available to him in any concrete experience. At the same
time, because he has been socialized into the reality of the
production process, he has some sense, however vague, that he
ought to have a view of the whole. Thus his own experience is
apprehended by him as incomplete, as somehow defective. He
may devise strategies to get around this, strategies expressed in
statements such as “This is not my problem’, or ‘I take it easy
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and let them worry about the big picture’, and the like. These
strategies are likely to have precarious results. Therefore there
is a constant threat in the situation of meaninglessness, disidenti-
fication and experiences of anomie.

This threat can again be dealt with to a degree by ‘engineering’
on the part of management. For example, the availability of the
‘big picture’ may be conveyed by means of one kind or another
of managerial ideology, such as a vision of the American pro-
ductive miracle or, alternatively, a vision of the toil of the
present finding fulfilment in a socialist future. All these visions,
however, depend upon ongoing propagandistic efforts and are
always endangered by the concrete presence of a very different
experience. The threat of meaninglessness is probably a con-
stant in this situation.

It is important to point out that the preceding refers to dis-
contents that are endemic to work under the conditions of
technological production. There are also discontents that are
brought into the situation by extrinsic agencies such as the mass
media, political influences (say, by labour unions), books written
by intellectuals, and so on. As a result of these the worker may
feel ‘alienated’ because he does not own the means of produc-
tion, or he may feel deprived because his ‘needs’ for ongoing
personal fulfilment are not met on the job, or the like. It is
important to understand that such discontents are added to the
work situation but are not essential to it. They may or may not
endanger the continuing function of the production process
depending on how far the latter can maintain its autonomy,
that is, autonomy with regard to the subjective consciousness of
those who work in it. In other words, technological production
may go on for a long time even if those who participate in it feel
frustrated in one way or another. The aforementioned tech-
niques of psychological management may actually promote such
a state of affairs. On the other hand, a point may be reached
where these psychological tensions could endanger the work
process itself. Needless to say, these additive discontents can be
very real, both in the consciousness of the worker and in actual
social-economic consequences. As far as the worker is con-
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cerned, they may even produce psychopathological reactions.

All the same, it is important to keep them apart from the intrin-

sic threat of meaninglessness that was discussed before. Indeed,
the procedure employed here is designed to separate intrinsic

from additive elements in the consciousness pertaining to this

type of production process.!

We have tried to describe a number of features of conscious-
ness that appear to us to be essential or intrinsic to the process
of technological production - that is, we find it very difficult
to ‘think away’ these elements while assuming that technological
production will continue. It is clear that technological produc-
tion in any given situation will contain many other elements of
consciousness which could very well be ‘thought away’. In any
given situation, then, the usefulness of our procedure will be
demonstrated to the extent that it makes possible a differentia-
tion between those elements that may be ‘thought away’ and
those that cannot.

We have already had occasion to point to carry-over effects
beyond the actual social area of work. We have described how
elements of consciousness that are intrinsic to technological
production are transposed to areas of social life that are not
directly connected with such production (for example, problem-
solving ingenuity). In so-called developed or advanced indus-
trial societies, in which technological production provides the
economic foundation of society as a whole, these carry-over
effects are massive. Everyday life in just about every one of its
sectors is ongoingly bombarded, not only with material objects
and processes derived from technological production but with
clusters of consciousness originating within the latter. Thus
many of the above-named themes serve as contributions to an
overarching symbolic universe peculiar to modernity. It is
especially important to understand this, since the majority of
the population is never directly engaged in technological pro-
duction. For better or for worse, it is not necessary to be en-
gaged in technological work in order to think technologically.

It is possible, then, to differentiate between primary and
secondary carriers of these constellations of consciousness. The
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primary carriers are those processes and institutions that are
directly concerned with technological production. The second-
ary carriers are processes and institutions that are not them-
selves concerned with such production but that serve as
transmitting agencies for the consciousness derived from this
source. The institutions of mass education and mass communi-
cation generally may be seen as the most important of these
secondary carriers. Through school curricula, motion pictures
and television, advertising of all sorts, and so on, the popula-
tion is continuously bombarded with ideas, imagery and models
of -conduct that are intrinsically connected with technological
production. As a result of this wide diffusion, some of these
themes become independent of the primary carriers. These
themes then become incorporated in a modern world view
diffused through a multiplicity of channels which in its fully
developed form is no longer dependent upon any direct con-
nection with the actual processes of technological production.
Like other fully developed world views, the world view of
modernity takes on a dynamic of its own. Not only is it no
longer directly dependent upon specific institutional processes,
but it can itself influence or even generate such processes.!



2

Bureaucracy and
Consciousness

Both technological production and bureaucracy are key
phenomena of modernity.! There is, however, an important
difference between them. Bureaucracy, unlike technology, is not
intrinsic to a particular goal. If one has set oneself the goal of
producing automobiles, there is no way of doing so except
through processes of technological production. If, however, one
has made the decision that citizens travelling outside the country
must obtain a passport, one may set up either bureaucratic
processes or nonbureaucratic ones as the means by which these
passports are to be obtained. Therefore, before any further
statements are made concerning bureaucracy it is possible to
-say: The relationship of this phenomenon to whatever sectors
of social life are dominated by it has a lesser quality of necessity
than the relationship of technological production to its ap-
propriate social activities. In other words, a crucial difference
between technological production and bureaucracy lies in the
arbitrariness by which bureaucratic processes are superimposed
upon this or that segment of social life.

The fundamental logic of technological production, on.the
level both of praxis and of consciousness, is one of productivity.
This is not necessarily the case with bureaucracy. Determinants
other than those of productivity shape bureaucratic processes.
As a result, these have a greater degree of variability than is
possible in the area of technological production. Indeed, the
degree of this variability depends upon how pressing are the
concerns of productivity or efficiency or comparable ‘engineer-
ing’ considerations in the functioning of the particular bureau-
cracy in question. If such considerations do indeed prevail, then
the particular bureaucracy entails knowledge and procedures
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that are very similar to those pertaining to technological pro-
duction as they were described in the preceding chapter. This,
of course, is especially true of bureaucracies that directly admin-
ister such production. Large-scale technological production
almost invariably entails bureaucratic agencies of administra-
tion. These agencies, both in their organization of knowledge
and in their cognitive style, tend to be very similar to what
was described in the preceding chapter. For this reason we shall
concern ourselves here with a different type of bureaucracy — to
wit, political bureaucracy. In political bureaucracy there is less
pressure from the logic of technology and therefore more of a
chance for the peculiar ‘genius’ of bureaucracy to unfold.

For reasons we have explained, we concentrated in the pre-
ceding chapter not on the consciousness of engineers or scien-
tists but on that of the ordinary worker engaged in technologi-
cal production. For similar reasons we will concentrate here not
on the consciousness of bureaucrats but rather on that of their
clients. In what follows, then, the reader is asked to put himself
in the position of a typical client of an agency of political
bureaucracy. For example, he may think of a citizen applying
for a passport from the appropriate government office.

What is the organization of knowledge brought to such an
encounter with bureaucracy?

In the background is the knowledge of a vast bureaucratic
system of which this particular agency (say, the passport agency)
is a particular instance. The knowledge of this bureaucratic
universe is shared by all adults in the society. Furthermore, it
may be taken for granted that any individual confronting this
particular bureaucratic agency, even if he is encountering it for
the first time, has had plentiful experience with similar agencies
in the past. Part of this background knowledge is the generally
accepted assumption that such a bureaucratic system is neces-
sary, especially in the public/political sphere. Moreover, there
is the generally accepted assumption that different areas of life
are under different bureaucratic jurisdictions, each jurisdiction
referring to a different institution (such as the state, the educa-
tional system or private enterprise) or to a different section of
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such an institution (such as different government agencies, the
military or the post office). Every jurisdiction is typically taken
for granted, though specific legitimations are available for each.
The knowledge of these jurisdictions and their appropriate
legitimations is widely distributed in society.

A key notion in the individual’s knowledge of the bureau-
cratic system is that of competence: each jurisdiction and eath
agency within it is competent only for its assigned sphere of life
and is supposed to have expert knowledge appropriate to this
sphere. The knowledge of at least a certain range of these com-
petences and of their boundaries is also widely distributed. Thus
the individual knows where to go for a particular request. He
knows the difference between the bureaucracy of the federal
government and that of the local university and is therefore
unlikely to seek a passport in the university registrar’s office.
Also, he will probably know at least some of the major jurisdic-
tions within the federal bureaucracy and their respective com-
petences and therefore will hardly attempt to obtain his pass-
port from the nearest office of the Veterans Administration.
There is also the knowledge that, in principle, information about
these jurisdictions may be obtained if it is not in the indivi-
dual’s possession already. This involves the notion of referral,
which is a key bureaucratic category. In the life of the typical
bureaucrat hardly a day goes by in which he does not repeat
many times the sentence ‘I am not competent to deal with this
matter’ either to other bureaucrats or to clients. The typical
sequel of such a pronouncement is that the matter is referred
to some other bureaucrat who is competent. Needless to say,
these procedures of referral may be complex and very time-
consuming in large bureaucratic establishments. Nevertheless
there is the assumption that in the end the client will be referred
to someone who is bureaucratically competent to handle his
case. It follows that within the particular bureaucratic sphere
‘nothing is left out’ from this web of competences. This is the
basic bureaucratic notion of coverage. Thus a typical bureau-
cracy keeps extending its procedural rules (even if not its staff)
as cases appear that have not previously been covered. Bureau-
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cratic competences have a built-in tendency to multiply. As the
files grow, so do the standard operating procedures. The suspi-
cion that some new case may not be covered typically produces
anxieties on the part of both bureaucrats and clients. In the
extreme case (which mercifully in all likelihood is improbable in
fact) this would entail the expectation that there must be an
appropriate government agency to deal with every conceivable
problem of individual life. But in the much less extreme case of
the passport seeker there is the expectation that, however pecu-
liar may be the conditions under which this particular individual
seeks a passport, there will be the competence to handle the
case somewhere within the bureaucratic procedures of the pass-
port agency.

Another general notion about bureaucracy is that of proper
procedure. Bureaucracy is assumed to operate within rational
rules and sequences. These are known or in principle knowable.
In the political sphere that most concerns us here this is, of
course, directly related to the idea of legality and lawful proce-
dure. There are laws providing for the existence of a particular
bureaucracy and for many of its procedures. The very existence
- of the bureaucracy is legitimated by this legality, and it is
assumed that the bureaucracy will operate in accordance with
the law. This implies the possibility of improper procedure and
of avenues of redress. Indeed, very often the laws that set up a
particular bureaucratic agency provide such avenues explicitly.
Thus an individual who deems that a passport has been denied
him improperly may resort to various avenues of redress, either
within or outside the particular bureaucratic agency. There are
procedures of appeal and of hearings set up by the passport
agency itself. There is also recourse to the courts. There are
specific individuals, such as lawyers or congressmen, who are
regarded as experts, to assist the individual seeking redress.
Generally there is a knowledge of rights and duties which are
defined in very specific (and ipso facto limited) ways. Thus the
individual has the right to obtain a passport but not to obtain a
diplomatic passport. He has a duty to state truthfully his dates
of birth or naturalization, but not his income, on his passport
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application. The passport agency may ask him to tell which
countries he intends to visit but not what his political beliefs are
and so on. It is assumed that both rights and duties can always
be translated into specific bureaucratic procedures — as long, of
course, as they remain within the competence of the bureau-
cratic agency in question.

There is finally a general notion of anonymity. Bureaucraftjc
competences, procedures, rights and duties are not attached to
concrete individuals bur to holders and clients of bureaucratic
offices. Thus the individual’s right to a passport is vested in his
(bureaucratically defined) citizenship. The duty of the passport
official to issue him a passport is vested in his (bureaucratically
defined) office. All individual characteristics, peculiarities or
eccentricities of both the bureaucrat and his client are irrele-
vant in principle to the business at hand and are carefully ex-
cluded from consideration by the bureaucratic procedures being
enacted. What is more, any breach of this anonymity through
the intrusion of concrete individuality is defined as not only
irrelevant but corrupt. Within the bureaucratic frame of refer-
ence, corruption is any breach in this overriding principle of
anonymity. Typically, where such corruption actually occurs,
both bureaucrat and client tend to camouflage it by reference
to anonymous interpretations of what has occurred. Thus a
passport may in fact be denied because a bribe has not been
offered, but the denial will be legitimated in terms of an irregu-
larity on the passport application; or a diplomatic passport may
be issued to an individual who is somebody’s cousin, but this
act will be explained by ascribing to the applicant some quasi-
diplomatic status not readily visible to the naked eye. In both
examples, motives of concrete individuality are translated into
the anonymous terms deemed appropriate for the bureaucratic
universe of discourse. Actually, it is not concrete individuals but
abstract categories that interact in the bureaucratic process.
The bureaucrat is not concerned with the individual in the flesh
before him but with his ‘file’. Thus bureaucracy is an autono-
mous world of ‘papers in motion’, or at least it is so in principle.
Naturally this principle is frequently violated as bureaucratic
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anonymity is ongoingly disturbed by eruptions of concrete
humanity. At the same time the controlling and corrective power
of the principle is part and parcel of the empirical reality of most
bureaucracies. Even where this is less the case, the power of the
principle continues to manifest itself in the compulsion to give
at least lip service to it.

Thus a specific body of knowledge emerges (and with it a
specific language) which appertains to bureaucracy and to
bureaucracy only. This is segregated from other bodies of
knowledge, such as those pertaining to technological production
or to private life. Bureaucracy is encountered by the individual
as a highly specific social reality. At the same time there is the
possibility of carry-over processes, both from and ro bureau-
cracy. On the one hand there is, for example, the bureaucratiza-
tion of personal life. Although there are few, if any, hard data
on this, we may assume that this phenomenon is most intense
among bureaucrats themselves. In any case, there are indivi-
duals in different occupations who try to organize their house-
holds and families as far as possible along the same lines as
those of a bureaucratic office. A graphic illustration of this is
the bulletin board hung in the kitchen or near a telephone in
many middle-class American families with the express purpose
of allowing family members to write memoranda to each other
or to themselves, It is not uncommon to see posted on such
bulletin boards standard operating procedures (say, for getting
the family shopping done or for getting ready for a party) that
would reflect favourably on the management of a medium-sized
office.

Conversely, there is the phenomenon of the personalization of
bureaucracy. Sincerely or insincerely as the case may be, there is
a deliberate effort to introduce patterns of emotionality and
personal relationship into the anonymous structure of a bureau-
cratic agency. From the office Christmas party to the erotic by-
play around the water fountain, this constitutes an attempt to
incorporate elements of private life into the social relations of
bureaucracy. Where such efforts are part of deliberate manage-
ment policy, this is a phenomenon very similar to the ‘human
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relations’ in industry that we referred to in the preceding chap-
ter. Furthermore the body of knowledge pertaining to bureau-
cracy includes knowledge of at least some empirical carry-over
possibilities. For example, the individual knows where he can
use ‘personal influence’. This indicates that the personalized
interruptions of bureaucratic anonymity may themselves be
patterned — indeed in the extreme and ironic case they may
themselves be bureaucratized, as, for example in the file kept-
by a politician about the personal favours owed him by various
members of a bureaucratic establishment. Different bureau-
cracies vary considerably in the way in which personalism and
anonymity relate to each other, and indeed knowledge of the
particular relation is an important part of the client’s know-
ledge about bureaucracy. A good deal of anxiety is connected
with this. After all, the individual may make a mistake. This
knowledge must include knowledge of differential access to
bureaucracy. For example, an individual may know that he has
no personal ‘in’ with regard to a particular bureaucratic agency,
but he also knows that his friend X does. This type of know-
ledge may itself become the foundation of a particular and
often highly sought-after expertise. This expertise is represented
by the role of the ‘fixer’, often a key role in the social reality of
bureaucracy.

What is the cognitive style of bureaucratic consciousness?

An overriding element is orderliness. Every bureaucracy
must produce a system of categories into which everything
within a certain jurisdiction can fit and in terms of which every-
thing can be handled. There must be clear and concise defini-
tions of every relevant phenomenon or situation. As bureau-
cratic administration continues over a period of time this system
of categories expands. Bureaucracy is not only orderly but
orderly in an imperialistic mode. There is a bureaucratic demi-
urge who views the universe as dumb chaos waiting to be
brought into the redeeming order of bureaucratic administra-
tion. More specifically, this orderliness is based on a taxonomic
propensity. This also brings about a sort of componentiality,
but of a more concrete and artificial sort than that discussed in
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the technological sphere. Phenomena are classified rather than
analysed or synthesized. The engineer puts phenomena into little
categorial boxes in order to take them apart further or to put
them together in larger wholes. By contrast, the bureaucrat is
typically satisfied once everything has been put in its proper
box. Thus bureaucracy leads to a type of problem-solving dif-
ferent from that for technological production. It is less condu-
cive to creative fantasy, and it is fixating rather than innovating.
It produces a general taxonomic style which, as we have seen
before, may be carried over successfully into other spheres of
social life.

Bureaucracy presupposes general and autonomous organiza-
bility. In principle everything is organizable in bureaucratic
terms. Because of its abstract formality, bureaucracy is appli-
cable in principle to just about any human phenomenon. In the
technological sphere, social organization is largely heterono-
mous, that is, it must be so shaped as to conform to the non-
bureaucratic requirements of production. This imposes certain
limits on organization. Bureaucratic agencies within the ambi-
ence of technological production are controlled by such limits.
In the political sphere, which is the bureaucratic sphere par
excellence, these limits are much less in evidence. Here, organ-
ization can be set up autonomously, that is, as following no
logic but its own. In the extreme case, a bureaucracy may do
nothing but operate itself (experience with bureaucracies make
one wonder whether this case is really all that extreme). As a
result, the processes of bureaucratic organization have a high
degree of arbitrariness. This may be seen, for example, in the
steps that are set up for a particular bureaucratic process and
the timetables within which these steps take place. In technolo-
gical production the sequence of steps is dominated by the
ehgineering necessities in question, and these necessities set the
parameters within which arbitrary variation is possible. The
same is true of the timetables of production. Bureaucracy does
not suffer from such handicaps. Paper does not resist the
bureaucrat in the way that steel parts resist the engineer. Thus
there is nothing that intrinsically prohibits the passport agency
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from deciding that ten rather than three bureaucrats must
approve every passport application and that therefore the time-
table for obtaining a passport is greatly extended. _

There is a general assumption of predictability. 1t is assumed
that bureaucracy will operate with certain regular procedures.
These procedures are known and can therefore be predicted.
This is different from the predictability of technological produe-
tion, because there is much more leeway for arbitrary definitions
of bureaucratic procedures. This, of course, is directly related
to what has just been said about the material controls imposed
upon the engineer and about their absence in the case of the
bureaucrat. The arbitrariness of bureaucracy, however, has
pragmatic political limits. For example, there is no technical
reason why the passport office should not be open from mid-
night to 3 a.m. Such an arbitrary decision, however, would run
into severe pragmatic difficulties and probably would have very
negative political consequences for the bureaucrat making the
decision. These political controls enhance the predictability of
bureaucracy. There is also a carry-over of predictability from
one bureaucratic agency to another. Thus, while this may be the
individual’s first experience with the passport agency, he has a
general idea of what to expect because of his experience with
other government agencies. He knows that he must fill out
certain forms. He has at least a general idea of what informa-
tion will be required. He is familiar with the social etiquette of
government offices. He knows that his application will be pro-
cessed in certain stages and so on.

There is a general expectation of justice. It is expected that
everyone in the relevant category — as, for example, those en-
titled by law to a passport — will receive equal treatment. It is,
of course, understood that certain persons may be excluded
from this relevant category — for example, resident aliens or
convicted criminals. It is also understood that the bureaucratic
procedures may codify certain preferences, for example, in
favour of diplomats or other people travelling on urgent gov-
ernment business. Once the categorial system has been estab-
lished, however, the presumption of equality holds within each
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category. In the most general way, bureaucracy is expected to
conform to the Roman principle suum cuique. An implication
of this is that there will be no favouritism or any other intrusion
of personal bias in the bureaucrat’s handling of each client’s
case. The bureaucrat is expected to handle every case sine ira et
studio. In other words, there is the general expectation that
bureaucracy will operate impersonally and with ‘affective neu-
trality’.2 These considerations bring us to an important point:
unlike anything discussed in the preceding chapter, the cognitive
style of bureaucracy contains a moral quality, not just as a
limiting factor (after all, there are also moral assumptions about
technological production — for example, that no one will be
killed in the course of it), but as an intrinsic part of its own
structure of consciousness. The source for this moral element is
probably to be sought in the primary social location of bureau-
cracy in the political sphere.

What emerges from the combination of the aforementioned
elements of cognitive style might be described as moralized
anonymity. In some ways this is similar to the anonymity of
technological production, but here it becomes morally ‘charged’,
that is, anonymity is not only recognized as a pragmatic neces-
sity but is given allegiance as a moral imperative. In technologi-
cal production, anonymity is imposed on social experience by
the extrinsic requirements of the production process. In bureau-
cracy, anonymity is intrinsically defined and morally legitimated
as a principle of social relations. Thus the presumption of
equality (that is, of anonymity in a moral sense) among all in a
relevant bureaucratic category is not a technical requirement but
an axiom of bureaucratic ethics. The bureaucratic system as a
whole is deemed to have moral obligations towards its anony-
“mous clientele. This indeed is the basis of the bureaucracy’s
fegitimacy. A bureaucratic agency will be judged in terms of
how well it is doing its job in this moral/anonymous way.
Conversely, violations of this anonymity are subject to moral
censure. Typically, a bureaucracy or bureaucratic agency will
acknowledge this morality by providing regular avenues of
redress. '
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Bureaucracy posits the non-separability of means and ends.
Here is an element of cognitive style that is directly contra-
dictory to that of technological production. In bureaucracy the
means are typically as important, or nearly so, as the erids. It is
not just a question of getting somebody a passport but of get-
ting it to him by the proper means. And indeed this principle,
too, is heavily ‘charged’ morally. The proper means and proce-,
dures are given a positive moral value, and in many cases it is
assumed that even if the legitimate end is obtained by illegiti-
mate means, the damage done by this to the integrity of the
bureaucratic agency far outweighs any positive benefits from
the action. The bureaucrat will therefore always try to main-
tain a non-separability of means and ends because this non-
separability serves to legitimate his procedures. Bureaucracy is
by the same token singularly susceptible to ‘goal displacement’.?
This prevails when interest in the means has actually replaced
the original interest in the ends and the bureaucracy concen-
‘trates all its energies on the perfection of its procedures. The
purpose of the bureaucracy is now no longer to issue passports
but to perfect the procedures operating within the passport
agency. For pragmatic reasons it is likely that passports will
still be issued as a sort of fringe benefit to the properly bureau-
cratic work of art, but the focus of interest will be elsewhere.
Such a situation, needless to say, will always be profoundly
galling to the client who senses that his own problem is purely
incidental from the point of view of the bureaucrat. One may
even suppose that there is a built-in utopianism in bureaucracy
which projects the perfect situation in which bureaucracy
operates with no clients whatsoever. In the vast organization of
the modern state there are bureaucracies which closely approx-
imate such a platonic heaven. In most instances, however, there
will be pragmatic political limits to such utopianism. Leaving
aside these idealistic aberrations, clients as well as bureaucrats
typically recognize the moral character of the non-separability
of means and ends, and in many cases the clients too have a
strong moral investment in the expectation that their cases will
be handled ‘properly’.
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This brings us once more to an important aspect of conscious-
ness in modern society that we have encountered before in a
slightly different context: the differentiation between struc-
tures of consciousness pertaining to different institutional
spheres. Thus most individuals in contemporary society directly
or indirectly encounter both the spheres of technological pro-
duction and of bureaucracy. Differentiated structures of con-
sciousness pertain to each. The individual who must relate to
these different institutional spheres must therefore learn to oper-
ate with different cognitive styles at different times. The differ-
entiation is given in the organization of knowledge and in the
several cognitive styles available to him in his everyday life. In
the concrete example at hand, the individual must know when
to apply the principle of separability of means and ends and
-when to apply the contrary principle of non-separability. Objec-
tively this difference between these two institutional spheres has
historical roots and is probably to be sought in the time dif-
ferential between the developments of, respectively, bureaucracy
and technological production in Western society. Be this as it
may, the differentiation in consciousness is a correlate of these
objective institutional developments.

The encounter with bureaucracy takes place in a mode of
explicit abstraction. In the discussion of technological produc-
tion, abstraction was seen to be implied but not necessarily
available to the consciousness of the individual engaged in such
production at any given moment. By contrast, the abstractness
of bureaucracy is typically available to the consciousness of its
client (and of course to its practitioner). In other words, there
is a general knowledge of the abstract modalities of bureau-
cracy and at least a very common readiness to play the game
by the rules of this abstraction. This fact gives rise to a contra-
diction: The individual expects to be treated ‘justly’. As we
have seen, there is considerable moral investment in this expec-
tation. The expected ‘just’ treatment, however, is possible only
if the bureaucracy operates abstractly, and that means it will
treat the individual ‘as a number’, Thus the very ‘justice’ of this
treatment entails a depersonalization of each individual case. At
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least potentially, this constitutes a threat to the individual’s
self-esteem and, in the extreme case, to his subjective identity.
The degree to which this threat is actually felt will depend on
extrinsic factors, such as the influence of culture critics who
decry the ‘alienating’ effects of bureaucratic organization. One
may safely generalize here that the threat will be felt in direct
proportion to the development of individualistic and personal-
istic values in the consciousness of the individual. Where such
values are highly developed, it is likely that the intrinsic abstrac-
tion of bureaucracy will be felt as an acute irritation at best or
an intolerable oppression at worst. In such cases the ‘duties’ of
the bureaucrat collide directly with the ‘rights’ of the client
not, of course, those ‘rights’ that are bureaucratically defined
and find their correlates in the ‘duties’ of the bureaucrat, but
rather those ‘rights’ that derive from extrabureaucratic values
of personal autonomy, dignity and worth. The individual whose
allegiance is given to such values is almost certainly going to
resent being treated ‘as a number’. Conversely, groups in which
these values have been less firmly established are likely to be
less troublesome clients for bureaucracy. As we shall see later,
this potential conflict between bureaucratic consciousness and
the values of individual autonomy has far-reaching sociological
.consequences. ’

As in the case of technological production, bureaucratic
agencies represent specific institutions. In the type of bureau-
cracy on which we have concentrated here, these are, of course,
the institutions of the state. But in comparison with technologi-
cal production, this institutional representation is more ex-
plicitly codified and sometimes protected with harsh sanctions.
Thus it is not just a matter of practical utility or of custom that -
specific actions are performed by specific bureaucratic agencies.
Rather, this is codified by legal provisions, and violations may
be followed by legal penalties. The most obvious illustration of
this would be a case in which an individual decides to have his
passport produced in the neighbourhood printing shop, or simply
decides to write in his name in the passport of a deceased rela-
tive. While it is conceivable that an engineer whose job it is to

56



Bureaucracy and Consciousness

deal with automobile brakes may occasionally give a hand with
the engine, it is not possible to ask the sanitation department
inspector to give a hand with the issuance of a passport. Thus
the segmentation of the institutional order is represented more
directly and fixedly in bureaucracy than it is in the sphere of
technological production. This explicit segmentation may also
be the source of certain discontents. For example, an individual
may wish to travel outside the country while he is under a sub-
poena to appear in court. He may wish to discuss this problem
with the official at the passport office and subsequently be irri-
tated by the latter’s stubborn refusal to assume competence in
this other matter. Where there is more direct conflict with
bureaucracy, this irritation may go over into an acute sense of
oppression. Thus it has been a recurring theme in the student
protest movement of recent years to reproach academic bureau-
cracy with being interested only in students’ ‘minds’ and not in
their ‘total persons’.* The effects of bureaucracy on identity are
ambivalent. On the one hand there is an expansive effect, on the
other hand a constricting one. Participation in the world of
bureaucracy expands the range of the individual’s identity
beyond his immediate social location. For example, he becomes
a man who may travel to Europe. At the same time bureaucracy
limits that range. For example, he may not travel to Cuba. The
effects on the identity of the bureaucrat himself are, of course,
far more intensive, but these are outside our immediate scope.
As in the case of technological production, the effects on
emotionality are primarily in terms of control - that is, bureau-
cracy, like technological production, imposes control upon the
spontaneous expression of emotional states. But there is also a
more positive aspect of this: bureaucracy assigns emotional
-states. The bracketing of personal bias, the objective assignment
of cases into their appropriate boxes, the painstaking adherence
to proper procedure even in situations of great stress — all of
these are not just elements of cognitive style but presuppose
specific' emotional controls. Obviously these are more impor-
tant for the bureaucrat than for his client, but to the extent that
the latter participates in the rules of the bureaucratic game
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they will also affect his emotionality. Indeed one may raise the
question whether filling out certain application forms may not
require greater emotional contro! than handling them. Once
more there are emotional frustrations (‘repressions’) that may
arise as a result of this. Once more there develops a ‘second
nature’, this time stylized in a specific way.

The cognitive and emotional style of bureaucracy has a specifit
relationship to private life. Again the contrast with technological
production is useful here. Private life is more easily bureaucrat-
ized than technicized precisely because human relations are
more directly and concretely recognized in bureaucracy than in
technology. Despite this, the individual can, perhaps paradoxi-
cally, identify more readily with his roles in the world of work
(‘I am an automobile worker’) than with those in the world of
bureaucracy (‘I am an applicant’). On the other hand the indivi-
dual may identify with bureaucratically assigned roles on a very
abstract and anonymous level (‘I am a citizen’). Furthermore, in
encountering bureaucracy, more ‘impression management’ is
necessary than at work.S Precisely because of the more arbi-
trary character of bureaucratic definitions of social reality,
there is a greater need for deliberately manipulated self-
presentation. While a worker may resort to all sorts of manipu-
lations in order to obtain a specific job, in the end there is likely
to be a hard objective testing of his performance on that job.
No comparable tests are available in the world of bureaucracy.
The client who knows the appropriate system of boxes may
engage in elaborate operations of ‘impression management’ to
convince the bureaucrat that his case indeed fits into a parti-
cular box. It is difficult to identify with this sort of ‘impression
management’. Indeed, one of its fundamental characteristics is
a fundamental disidentification between the individual and the
manipulative role he is playing. Therefore in encountering
bureaucracy there is always a potential emotional strain. Put
differently, bureaucracy has a strong propensity to make its
clients nervous.

Bureaucracy engenders very specific and peculiar modes of
reciprocity. Typically, there is limited reciprocity between
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bureaucrat and client. The two are not mutually involved. They
have different ‘problems’. Thus the client’s ‘problem’ is to get
his passport; the bureaucrat’s ‘problem’ is to get rid of the
client. In other words, bureaucrats and clients are not engaged
in common tasks and therefore have difficulty in reciprocally
identifying with each other’s roles in the process. By contrast,
an engineer and an automobile worker have common problems
rather frequently in their relation to the production process.
There is much greater reciprocity here and at least potentially
a greater chance of mutual involvement and identification.
Thus it is possible in principle to speak of a morale embracing
both engineers and workers in an automobile plant. Any such
notion intended to embrace both bureaucrats and clients in the
passport agency would be patently absurd.

A related and basically important fact is this: in his work the
individual is always actively involved. As a client of bureau-
cracy he is always passively involved. In encountering bureau-
cracy, the individual does not basically do things; rather, things
are done to him. Therefore the individual’s encounter with
bureaucracy engenders a greater sense of impotence than is
typically the case with his work experience. Empirically, as
seen for instance from the viewpoint of the sociological ob-
server, this may be an illusion. Indeed, it may be the case that
the individual has more opportunity to influence the bureaucracy
than the management of his work situation. In other words,
whatever the empirical political facts may be, the passivity that
is intrinsic to the client relationship is likely to engender feelings
of impotence. This sense of impotence is accentuated by two
further features. First, there is the plurality of points of contact
between bureaucracy and the individual’s life as against the
_single-contact character of his relation to technological pro-
duction. Most people work in only one place. Most people on
the other hand encounter a variety of bureaucratic agencies.
Thus the individual’s relationship to technological production
tends to be highly focused in terms of a particular and, to boot,
highly segregated segment of his total life in society. By con-
trast he seems to run into bureaucracy every time he makes a
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move. Bureaucracy seems to encircle him quite differently from
the way technological production does. This sense of being

“ encircled can very easily go over into a bitter feeling of being
besieged. Secondly, there is the fact that in encountering-bureau-
cracy the individual typically has to deal with strangers. This, of
course, is quite different from the concrete situation of the
great majority of work processes. Combining these two featureéz
one may say that encountering bureaucracy is an experience of
being ongoingly surrounded by strangers.

What is the overall meaning of bureaucracy in social life?

Bureaucracy, especially in the political sphere, locates the
individual in society more explicitly than work. It ‘reminds’ him
of his macro-social connections over and beyond his private
life. Thus it is potentially more threatening or more ‘inspiring’,
as the case may be, than work. The more frequently the indivi-
dual comes into contact with bureaucracy, the more frequently
he is forced into structures of meaning beyond those of his
private life. In the biography of many individuals this happens
as their children become involved in the school system. This fre-
quently is the source of broad political interests and engage-
ments. This again has a moral dimension which is closely related
to the way in which the political sphere as such is morally
‘charged’.

Political bureaucracy may easily become the focus of strong
interest and commitment. The moral assumptions concerning
the bureaucracies of government facilitate this kind of personat
investment. Unlike the world of work, bureaucracy is pre-
sumed to be there for the individual’s benefit. Indeed the indi-
vidual can appeal to bureaucracies (labour unions, agencies of
government, courts) to do things for him in the world of work.
We have pointed out before the bureaucratic propensity to
assume that there must be an appropriate agency and an appro-
priate procedure for every conceivable problem in the bureau-
cratically assigned sector of social life. This expectation can
carry over from bureaucracy to the general sphere of politics.
We are then confronted with the (typically “liberal’) presump-
tion that every social problem should in principle be assigned to
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a specific government agency, which will presumably solve the
problem through an appropriate programme. This has a further
important implication: while technological production may be
viewed as a basic structuring force of modernity, modern man
commonly copes with its impact on his own everyday life via
various bureaucracies.

As we have seen, there is in bureaucracy a considerable dicho-
tomization between bureaucrat and client as to the meaning of
the institution. Therefore there is a considerable problem of
legitimation. This becomes particularly evident in the compari-
son with technological production. While the management of
such production may resort to legitimating propaganda for one
purpose or another, bureaucratic agencies are much more de-
pendent on ongoing propaganda designed to legitimate their
operations and indeed their very existence. In democratic socie-
ties a good deal of this. propaganda will be directed at the
general public. In nondemocratic societies this propaganda will
be directed towards decision-making bodies or rival groups
within the bureaucracy. It goes withoutsaying that even in demo-
cratic situations there will have to be this latter type of propa-
ganda in addition to the appeals made to the general public.



3

Pluralization of
Social Life-Worlds

¥

To be human means to live in a world - that is, to live in'a
reality that is ordered and that gives sense to the business of
living.! It is this fundamental characteristic of human existence
that the term ‘life-world’ is intended to convey. This life-world
is social both in its origins and in its ongoing maintenance; the
meaningful order it provides for human lives has been estab-
lished collectively and is kept going by collective consent. In
order to understand fully the everyday reality of any human
group, it is not enough to understand the particular symbols or
interaction patterns of individual situations. One must also
understand the overall structure of meaning within which these
particular patterns and symbols are located and from which
they derive their collectively shared significance. In other words,
an understanding of the social life-world is very important for
the sociological analysis of concrete situations.

We believe that the above statements reflect anthropological
constants. They apply to any empirically available case of
human societies. Our interest here is in the specificity of modern
society in this matter. We contend that one of the specific
characteristics in question is the plurality of life-worlds in
which the individual typically lives in a modern society.

Through most of human history, individuals lived in life-
worlds that were more or less unified. This is not to deny that
through the division of labour and other processes of institu-
tional segmentation there have always been important differ-
ences in the life-worlds of different groups within the same
society. Nevertheless, compared with modern societies, most
earlier ones evinced a high degree of integration. Whatever the
differences between various sectors of social life, these would
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‘hang together’ in an order of integrating meaning that in-
cluded them all. This integrating order was typically religious.
For the individual this meant quite simply that the same inte-
grative symbols permeated the various sectors of his everyday
life. Whether with his family or at work or engaged in political
processes or participating in festivity and ceremonial, the in-
dividual was always in the same ‘world’. Unless he physically
left his own society, he rarely, if ever, would have the feeling
that a particular social situation took him out of this common
life-world. The typical situation of individuals in a modern
saciety is very different. Different sectors of their everyday life
relate them to vastly different and often severely discrepant
worlds of meaning and experience. Modern life is typically seg-
mented to a very high degree, and it is important to understand
that this segmentation (or, as we prefer to call it, pluralization)
is not only manifest on the level of observable social conduct
but also has important manifestations on the level of con-
sciousness.

A fundamental aspect of this pluralization is the dichotomy of
private and public spheres.? We have already discussed this
dichotomy in connection with the individual’s encounters with
the worlds of work and of large organizations such as those
of government bureaucracy. The individual in a modern society
is typically conscious of a sharp dichotomization between the
world of his private life and the world of large public institu-
tions to which he relates in a variety of roles. It is important
to point out, however, that pluralization also takes place within
these two spheres. This is obviously the case in the individual’s
experience in the public sphere. Thus, as we have previously
mentioned, there are great differences in the world constituted
by technological production and the world of bureaucracy. The
individual relating to both ipso facto experiences a migration
between different life-worlds.

Needless to say, these two cases do not exhaust the subject.
Thus, for example, the immense complexity of the division of
labour in a technological economy means that different occupa-
tions have constructed for themselves life-worlds that are not
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only alien but often totally incomprehensible to the outsider.
At the same time the individual, regardless of his own location
in the occupational system, must inevitably come into contact
with a number of these segmented worlds. Let us simply imagine
the typical factory worker who concerned us in an earlier chap-
ter and accompany him as he visits, respectively, a medical clinic
and a lawyer’s office. But the private sphere itself is not immuane
to pluralization. It is indeed true that the modern individual
typically tries to arrange this sphere in such a way that by con-
trast to his bewildering involvement with the worlds of public
institutions, this private world will provide for him an order of
integrative and sustaining meanings. In other words, the in-
dividual attempts to construct and maintain a ‘home world’
which will serve as the meaningful centre of his life in society.
Such an enterprise is hazardous and precarious. Marriages be-
tween people of different backgrounds involve complicated
negotiations between the meanings of discrepant worlds. Chil-
dren habitually and disturbingly emigrate from the world of
their parents. Alternate and often repulsive worlds impinge
upon private life in the form of neighbours and other unwel-
come intruders, and indeed it is also possible that the individual,
dissatisfied for whatever reason with the organization of his
private life, may himself seek out plurality in other private
contacts. This quest for more satisfactory private meanings may
range from extramarital affairs to experiments with exotic re-
ligious sects.

This pluralization of both spheres is endemic to two specific-
ally modern experiences: the experience of urban life and the
experience of modern mass communication.? Since its incep-
tion in ancient times the city has been a meeting place of widely
different people and groups, and thus a meeting place of discrep-
ant worlds. By its very structure the city pushes its inhabitants
to be ‘urbane’ with regard to strangers, and ‘sophisticated’ about
different approaches to reality. Modernity in any society has
meant the gigantic growth of cities, This urbanization has not
been only a matter of the physical growth of certain communi-
ties and the development of specifically urban institutions;
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urbanization is also a process on the level of consciousness, and
as such it has not been limited to those communities that can
properly be designated as cities. Thus, while from census to
census a larger population in the United States has been located
in urban or suburban communities, an even larger proportion
of the population has been urbanized in terms of consciousness.
1t is the city that has created the style of life (including styles of
thinking, feeling and generally experiencing reality) that is now
the standard for the society at large. In this sense it is possible
to be ‘urbanized’ while continuing to live in a small town or
even on a farm.

This urbanization of consciousness has been brought about
especially through the modern media of mass communication.
The process probably began earlier with the spread of literacy
as a result of modern school systems pushing outwards from the
city into the remotest rura}l hinterlands. In this sense the school-
teacher has been a carrier of ‘urbanity’ for at least a couple of
centuries. This process has been vastly accelerated, however, by
technological communications media. Through mass publica-
tions, motion pictures, radio and television, the cognitive and
normative definitions of reality invented in the city are rapidly
diffused throughout the entire society. To be linked to these
media is to be involved in the continuing urbanization of con-
sciousness. Plurality is intrinsic to this process. The individual,
wherever he may be, is bombarded with a multiplicity of in-
formation and communication. In terms of information, this
process proverbially ‘broadens his mind’. By the same token,
however, it weakens the integrity and plausibility of his ‘home
world’.

In many cases, pluralization has even entered into the pro-
cesses of primary socialization, that is, into those processes of
childhood in which the basic formation of self and subjective
world take place. Very probably this is the case with an in-
creasing number of individuals in modern societies. The im-
portant implication of this is that such individuals not only
experience the multiplication of worlds in adult life but do so
from the very beginning of their social experience. Indeed it may
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be said that such individuals have never possessed an integrated
and unchallenged ‘home world’.#* We shall have something to
say at the end of this chapter about the implications of this for
identity. ..

It goes without saying that pluralization of a high order is
typically involved in various processes of secondary socializa-
tion in modern society, that is, socialization that occurs after
the initial formation of self. Many of these processes of second-
ary socialization are embodied in the institutions of formal
education — from nursery school to the various educational
programmes that socialize an individual for a particular occupa-
tion. Indeed many of these processes of secondary socialization
make sense only on the basis of pluralization. Their deliberate
intention is to lead the individual from one social world into
another, that is, to initiate him into orders of meaning with
which he was previously unacquainted and to train him in
patterns of social conduct for which his previous experience did
not prepare him.

We think it is important to understand the relationship of the
various ideologies of ‘pluralism’ to the plurality of social ex-
perience discussed above. We would contend that to a very
large degree the former function to legitimate the latter. The
coexistence of very different and often discrepant social worlds
is widely legitimated in terms of such values as ‘democracy’ and
‘progress’. We would not deny either the sincerity of belief
in these ideas or the possibility that in some cases these ideas
have had objective social consequences. In general, however, it
seems to us more persuasive sociologically to view the experi-
ence of plurality as prior to the various bodies of ideas that have
served to legitimate it. Whatever its particular ideological col-
ouration, every modern society must find some way to come to
terms with the process of pluralization. Very probably this will
entail some form of legitimation of at least a certain measure
of plurality.

How does this pluralization of social life-world manifest itself
in the everyday life of individuals?

To explicate this let us once more turn to a concrete situation
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of everyday life, a moment in which individuals engage in
long-range life planning. The reader may here imagine a con-
versation between members of a family, particularly between
husband and wife, about their common future. Such a conversa-
tion typically occurs when a particular decision has to be made
— for example, a decision on whether to move geographically
because of a new job opportunity. This sort of activity is, of
course, located in the private sphere of an individual’s social
life. But because of its very nature it must touch upon larger
institutional structures at almost each point.

What is the organization of knowledge implied in such long-
range life planning?

A basic presupposition is that life careers are not firmly fixed
but are at least relatively open. Put simply, the individual is
faced with a number of alternative careers, especially in his
younger years, and therefore must make decisions about these
available options. It is possible for the individual to imagine
himself as having different biographies. This possibility has both
positive and negative consequences for the emotional economy
of the individual. Positively, it may give him a feeling of free-
dom to shape at least certain parts of his life. Negatively, it
increases the likelihood of frustration regarding specific careers.
One is, after all, less likely to resign oneself to a particular
situation if one believes that other situations are, in principle,
possible. This frustration will be linked with feelings of regret
or even guilt if the individual believes that he has missed some
options or made some wrong decisions in the past. The frustra-
tion will be linked to anxiety regarding present or future de-
cisions. Also there is likely to be a general frustration if the
future seems fixed in any way, that is, if the individual perceives
factors in his situation that inhibit or limit his sense of freedom.

‘There is a background of knowledge which includes a reper-
toire of typical life careers in the society; that is, the individual
has a more or less realistic knowledge of life careers established
in the society, and this knowledge provides the horizons for his
own planning. In other words, in the repertoire of typical life
careers there are some which are seen as being actually or
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potentially ‘filled’ by oneself. These types are highly anonymous.
Some of them are not encountered concretely at all in the in-
dividual’s previous experience. In fantasy, usually by imagina-
tively reconstructing one’s own past, most of these types can be
‘filled’ by oneself. Thus a factory worker has a fairly realistic
notion of the typical life career of a lawyer, even if his contgcts
with the social world of lawyers have been minimal or non-
existent, While the factory worker knows that he is unlikely to
‘fill’ this particular biographical role, he can imagine without
much difficulty how he might have done so if his life had taken
another turn at some specific junctures. When the individual
moves from fantasy to realistic reflection, he will then operate
with a knowledge of the probabilities that in fact he will or will
not ‘fill’ this or that typical career.

Implicit in this scale of probabilities is a general ‘sociology’,
on whatever level of theoretical sophistication. The individual
has a ‘map of society’ within which he can locate and project
himself in terms of both past biographical recollection and
future projects. The individual’s life is perceived as a trajectory
across this ‘map’. There is also a large body of factual know-
ledge, most of which is ‘weighted’ in terms of the individual’s
life plans. Thus if a particular career appears to the individual
as a realistically plausible project, he will have more factual
knowledge about it than about a career in which he can par-
ticipate only in pragmatically irrelevant fantasy. In other words,
a good deal of background knowledge is related to ¢ antlclpatory
socialization’.

Bringing together the element of planning for the future with
some of the facets of consciousness discussed in the two previous
chapters, we come upon a constellation that may be called
multi-relational synchronization. This means that the individual
must keep organized in his mind not only a multiplicity of social
relations but also a plurality of careers that are relevant to his
own life. These careers touch upon different institutional spheres
and have different ‘timetables’. In the example of a family plan-
ning a move, there are several such timetables that will almost
always have to be taken into consideration. There is the general
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financial career of the family — for example, how will this par-
ticiilar move affect the husband’s intention to retire at the age
of sixty? There is at least one occupational career and possibly
several — for example, will this move, regardless of its financial
advantages, be a move up in the husband’s occupational career,
and if so, how will it affect the career of the wife (assuming
that she too is working outside the home)? There is also a career
in every marriage which expresses itself in such questions as
whether a particular decision, regardless of other advantages or
disadvantages, will be good or bad for the marital relationship.
If there are children, a quite different timetable is involved, that
of their educational careers: How are the schools and other
educational opportunities in the place to which the family is
considering a move? There may also be other economic time-
tables not directly related to the job, such as the value curve of
the family’s property in real estate: Would it perhaps be pos-
sible to get a better price for the house if one waits another year
or two? In addition there may be various leisure-time careers of
the individuals concerned: How will this move affect the hus-
band’s progress towards first position in his regional chess club,
or the wife’s career in a local political organization, or the chil-
dren’s careers in this or that sport? All these factors enter into
the process of planning, which thus attains a calculus-like com-
plexity. These careers, of course, are not necessarily separate
from each other. One may influence the others, thus making
the calculus even more intricate.

However vaguely this may be defined, there is the underlying
concept of a life plan, both for the individuals and for the
family unit. This life plan is the totalization of all the relevant
timetables, their grand sum and their integrative meaning. In
modern society, such life planning has become a value in itself.
Its absence is commonly an occasion for reproach. The family
unit thus operates as a life-planning workshop. A remarkably
large proportion of conversations between family members (not
only the adults among themselves but the adults talking with
the children) relates to life planning. The life plan is subject
to ongoing revision. This in turn involves an ongoing reinterpre-

69



The Homeless Mind

tation of the past — ‘I really should have done this instead of
that two years ago.’ For most people, the principal institutional
vector of life planning is the labour market and one’s. relation
to it. In other words, the basic organizing principle-for bio-
graphical projects is one’s job, and other career projections
typically revolve around and depend on the job.

The life plan becomes a primary source of identity. Mo’sﬁ
concrete life decisions are defined as means to an end in terms
of the overall life plan. But the latter is typically open-ended
and frequently defined in a very uncertain fashion. There is
therefore a constant threat of frustration. If the life plan is
articulated in a fairly definite way, the relevance of particular
decisions to the grand project will often be doubtful and anxiety-
provoking. If, on the other hand, the life plan is vague, there
is likely to be anxiety of a different sort: the individual dimly
knows that he ought to have some sort of plan, and he is made
anxious and frustrated by the fact that he cannot really articu-
late what it is. All or most of this planning is long-range. It
therefore requires a high capacity for delayed gratification. In
order to further the project, the individual must wait and post-
pone. This brings with it a variety of additional frustrations
and anxieties.

The life plan is the basic context in which knowledge of
society is organized in the consciousness of the individual. In-
deed, life planning is a basic organizing principle. Part of the
stock of knowledge relevant to life planning is knowledge of
coteries of experts who may be of assistance in this planning
process. Some of them may be experts relevant to the project
as a whole, for example, psychiatrists. Others are supposed to
assist in major or minor portions of the project, for example,
educational counsellors or travel agents. Included in this body
of knowledge, of course, is knowledge of the written sources
of information and advice. Thus there is available to the in-
dividual a vast literature of expert advice on how to make a
million on the stock market, how to improve his skills as a
salesman, how to manage his wife in bed and his children in the
nursery, and how to become a chess master. Since most life
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planning, as mentioned before, relates to a socially available
repertoire of typical life careers, much of this assistance is
‘packageable’. Different coteries of experts are prepared to
supply recipes for ‘packaged tours’ through the societal land-
scape. This, in turn, engenders resistances to such ‘packaging’,
particularly in the private sphere. Thus the individual is more
likely to aspire to a ‘personalized’ touch in bed than on the
stock market. The resistance to ‘packaging’ in the private sphere
has led to a quest for ‘marginal differentiation’ in life planning.
Many individuals are in search of a distinctive style that will
mark their career in at least the private sphere. Ironically, this
quest for individual distinctiveness has also been ‘packaged’.
Thus today, in the ambience of the so-called counterculture in
America, there are probably several million individuals who
consider themselves to be ‘nonconformist’ — all of them using
the same language, wearing the same type of clothes and ex-
hibiting the same aesthetic symbols, and nevertheless feeling
that thereby they express some highly individual originality.
What is the cognitive style of such long-range life planning?
We would again emphasize here the aspect of multi-relation-
ality. But this must now emphatically include the self as well as
others. The biography of the individual is apprehended by him
as a designed project. This design includes identity. In other
words, in long-range life planning the individual not only plans
what he will do but also plans who he will be. In the case of
individuals who are of great personal importance to each other,
these projects overlap, both in terms of planned careers and
planned identities. One individual is part of another’s projects
and vice versa. The family and especially the marital relation-
ship occupy a privileged position in such project-sharing. This
becomes clear as soon as one understands that identity as well
" as activity is part of the design. Indeed, the more ‘disinterested’
a marriage is, the more important is this aspect: in such a case
the ‘interest’ is precisely in the realm of identity rather than in
terms of this or that pragmatic goal. The ‘disinterested’ indivi-
dual marries not in order to further an occupational career or,
to gain social status, but in order to further the project of
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becoming a certain kind of person and successfully maintaining
a certain ‘style’ of life.5

Such life planning presupposes a specific mode of temporality.
An important characteristic of this is the predominance of ‘in
order to’ motives over ‘because of’ motives.” That is, the mean-
ings of everyday life derive from future plans rather than from
the explication of past events. This manner of apprehending
temporality not only requires considerable effort at synchroniza-
tion but also thinking in long-range time spans. This feature is
related to the aspect of delayed gratification referred to previ-
ously and to the concomitant frustrations.

Large-scale projections also apply in terms of space. In-
dividuals in a modern society move over considerable geogra-
phical territory not only in fact but also in fantasy. This physical
mobility is, of course, related to projects of social mobility.
American society represents a certain climax of this process. A
high proportion of people in America plan their lives against
the geographical backdrop of a continent. In terms of both time
and space, life planning as discussed here is always a transcen-
dence of the immediate social situation of the individual. The
‘map’, in both its spatial and temporal dimensions, is vast. The
mass of data and ideas with which the individual is bombarded
by the modern communications media augments the scale of
his biographical designing board. Once more this has both
positive and negative implications for the individual. It may
give him a sense of expansiveness and freedom. It may also
mediate experiences of rootlessness and anomie. .

If these are some of the characteristics of the organization of
knowledge and the cognitive style implied in long-range life
planning, what is the larger meaning of the latter for individual
existence in modern society?

We have emphasized the centrality of life planning in the
meaning the individual attributes to his own biography. At the
same time it must be stressed that this meaning-giving must be
related to overarching meanings of society (except perhaps in
the marginal cases where an individual is projecting a highly
eccentric or idiosyncratic career). As the individual plots the
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trajectory of his life on the societal ‘map’, each point in his
projected biography relates him to the overall web of meanings
in the society. Life planning is the overarching activity par ex-
cellence. .

All of this has very important implications for identity in
modern society. By ‘identity’ we do not mean in this context
whatever entity may be thus described by a scientific psychology,
but rather the actual experience of self in a particular social
situation. In other words, we mean by ‘identity’ the manner in
which individuals define themselves. As such, identity is part and
parcel of a specific structure of consciousness and is thus
amenable to phenomenological description (regardless of this
or that epistemological judgement that might be made about it
by a psychologist).?

We have emphasized the life plan as a source for identity.
Conversely it is possible to define identity in modern society as
a plan. All the peculiar aspects of modern identity can be
related to this fact. Four of them should be discussed here.

Modern identity is peculiarly open.® While undoubtedly there
are certain features of the individual that are more or less per-
manently stabilized at the conclusion of primary socialization,
the modern individual is nevertheless peculiarly ‘unfinished’ as
he enters adult life. Not only does there seem to be a great
objective capacity for transformations of identity in later life,
but there is also a subjective awareness and even readiness for
such transformations. The modern individual is not only pecu-
liarly ‘conversion-prone’; he knows this and often glories in it.
Biography is thus apprehended both as a migration through
different social worlds and as the successive realization of a
number of possible identities. The individual is not only ‘sophis-
ticated’ about the worlds and identities of others but also about
Kimself. This open-ended quality of modern identity engenders
psychological strains and makes the individual peculiarly vul-
nerable to the shifting definitions of himself by others.!?

Modern identity is peculiarly differentiated.’! Because of the
plurality of social worlds in modern society, the structures of
each particular world are experienced as relatively unstable and
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unreliable. The individual in most pre-modern societies lives in
a world that is much more coherent. It therefore appears to him
as firm and possibly inevitable. By contrast, the modern-indivi-
dual’s experience of a plurality of social worlds relativizes every
one of them. Consequently the institutional order undergoes a
certain loss of reality. The ‘accent of reality’!? consequently
shifts from the objective order of institutions to the realm of
subjectivity. Put differently, the individual’s experience of him-
self becomes more real to him than his experience of the objec-
tive social world. Therefore, the individual seeks to find his
‘foothold’ in reality in himself rather than outside himself. One
consequence of this is that the individual’s subjective reality
(what is commonly regarded as his ‘psychology’) becomes in-
creasingly differentiated, complex - and ‘interesting’ to himself.
Subjectivity acquires previously unconceived ‘depths’.

If this characteristic is coupled with the one discussed first,
the crisis of modern identity becomes manifest. On the one
band, modern identity is open-ended, transitory, liable to on-
going change. On the other hand, a subjective realm of identity
is the individual’s main foothold in reality. Something that is
constantly changing is supposed to be the ens realissimum. Con-
sequently it should not be a surprise that modern man is afflicted
with a permanent identity crisis, a condition conducive to con-
siderable nervousness.’3

By the same token, modern identity is peculiarly reflective.X
If one exists in an integrated and intact social world, it is pos-
sible to do so with a minimum of reflection. In such cases the
basic presuppositions of the social world will be taken for

_ granted and are likely to remain so within the biographies of, at
any rate, ‘normal’ individuals. This condition of unreflected
‘being at home’ in the social world has been classically caught
in Edmund Burke’s famous image of peacefully grazing English
cattle — aptly used by Burke as a counter-image to the restless
questioning and frenetic innovative activity of the French revo-
lutionaries. Modern society, alas, is peculiarly inimical to such
bovine tranquillity. It confronts the individual with an ever-
changing kaleidoscope of social experiences and meanings. It

forces him to make decisioris and plans. By the same token, it
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forces him into reflection. Modern consciousness is therefore
peculiarly aware, tense, ‘rationalizing’. It follows that this reflec-
tiveness pertains not only to the outside world but:also te the
subjectivity of the individual and especially to his identity. Not
only the world but the self becomes an object of deliberate
attention and sometimes anguished scrutiny.

Finally, modern identity is peculiarly individuated.> The
individual, the bearer of identity as the ens realissimum, quite
logically attains a very important place in the hierarchy of
values. Individual freedom, individual autonomy and individual
rights come to be taken for granted as moral imperatives of
fundamental importance, and foremost among these individual
rights is the right to plan and fashion one’s life as freely as
possible. This basic right is elaborately legitimated by a variety
of modern ideologies. It is all the more important to see its
rootage in fundamental structures of modern society — institu-
tional structures as well as structures of consciousness.

The pluralization of social life-worlds has a very important
effect in the area of religion.’ Through most of empirically
available human history, religion has played a vital role in pro-
viding the overarching canopy of symbols for the meaningful
integration of society. The various meanings, values and beliefs
operative in a society were ultimately ‘held together in a com-
prehensive interpretation of reality that related human life to
the cosmos as a whole. Indeed, from a sociological and social-
psychological point of view, religion can be defined as a cogni-
tive and normative structure that makes it possible for man to
feel ‘at home’ in the universe. This age-old function of religion
is seriously threatened by pluralization. Different sectors of
social life now come to be governed by widely discrepant mean-
ings and meaning systems. Not only does it become increas-
ingly difficult for religious traditions, and for the institutions
that embody these, to integrate this plurality of social life-
worlds in one overarching and comprehensive world view, but
even more basically, the plausibility of religious definitions of
reality is threatened from within, that is, within the subjective
consciousness of the individual.

As long as religious symbols truly overarched all relevant
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sectors of the individual’s social experience, that experience in
its totality served to confirm the plausibility of the religious
symbols. Put simply, almost everyone encountered by the indi-
vidual in everyday life acknowledged the same overarching
symbols and thus validated the credibility of these symbols. In
the context of pluralization, this is no longer the case. Increas-
ingly, as pluralization develops, the individual is forced to tike
cognizance of others who do not believe what he believes and
whose life is dominated by different, sometimes by contradic-
tory, meanings, values and beliefs. As a result, quite apart from
other factors tending in the same direction, pluralization has a
secularizing effect. That is, pluralization weakens the hold of
religion on society and on the individual.

Institutionally, the most visible consequence of this has been
the privatization of religion. The dichotomization of social life
into public and private spheres has offered a ‘solution’ to the
religious problem of modern society. While religion has had to
‘evacuate’ one area after another in the public sphere, it has
successfully maintained itself as an expression of private mean-
ing. Separation of church and state, autonomization of the
economy as against the old religious norms, secularization of
the law and of public education, loss of the church as a focus of
community life — all these have been powerful trends in the
modernization of society. At the same time, however, religious
symbols and even (to different degrees in different countries)
religious institutions have continued to have an important place
in private life. People continued to utilize the old religious rites
in connection with the great events of the individual life cycle,
most importantly birth, marriage and death. Significantly, how-
ever, this utilization itself increasingly took pluralistic forms.
Even in the private sphere, there appeared a variety of religious
options. One may be baptized a Catholic, marry in a Protestant
service, and — who knows? — die as a Zen Buddhist (or, for that
matter, as an agnostic). The public sphere, by contrast, has come
more and more to be dominated by civic creeds and ideologies
with only vague religious content or sometlmes no such content
at all.

Social-psychologically, the same forces of pluralization have
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undermined the taken-for-granted status of religious meanings
in individual consciousness. In the absence of consistent and
general social confirmation, religious definitions of reality have
lost their quality of certainty and, instead, have become matters
of choice. Faith is no longer socially given, but must be indivi-
dually achieved — be it by a wrenching act of decision along the
lines of Pascal’s ‘wager’ or Kierkegaard’s ‘leap’ — or more triv-
ially acquired as a ‘religious preference’. Faith, in other words,
is much harder to come by in the pluralistic situation. The indi-
vidual now becomes conversion-prone, as it were. Just as his
identity is liable to fundamental transformations in the course
of his career through society, so is his relation to the ultimate
definitions of reality.

This conception of the relationship of pluralization and
secularization in no way denies that there have been other
factors conducive to the latter in modern society. The rational-
izing effects on consciousness described in the previous two
chapters must undoubtedly be taken into account in this. While
it is questionable whether modern science and modern techno-
logy are intrinsically and inevitably inimical to religion, it is
clear that they have been perceived in this way by large num-
bers of people. At least to the extent that mystery, magic and
authority have been important for human religiosity (as Dostoy-
evsky’s Grand Inquisitor maintained), the modern rationaliza-
tion of consciousness has undermined the plausibility of
religious definitions of reality. As a result, the secularizing effect
of pluralization has gone hand in hand with other secularizing
forces in modern society. The final consequence of all this can
be put very simply (though the simplicity is deceptive): modern
man has suffered from a deepening condition of ‘homelessness’.
‘The correlate of the migratory character of his experience of
Society and of self has been what might be called a metaphysical
loss of ‘home’. It goes without saying that this condition is psy-
chologically hard to bear. It has therefore engendered its own
nostalgias — nostalgias, that is, for a condition of ‘being at home’
in society, with oneself and, ultimately, in the universe. We shall
have occasion to return to this a little later in our argument.



Excursus

On the Obsolescence of the
Concept of Honour

Honour occupies about the same place in contemporary usage as
chastity. An individual asserting it hardly invites admiration,
and one who claims to have lost it is an object of amusement
rather than sympathy. Both concepts have an unambiguously
outdated status in the Weltanschauung of modernity. Especially
intellectuals, by definition in the vanguard of modernity, are
about as likely to admit to honour as to be found out as chaste.
At best, honour and chastity are seen as ideological leftovers in
the consciousness of obsolete classes, such as military officers
or ethnic grandmothers. .

The obsolescence of the concept of honour is revealed very
sharply in the inability of most contemporaries to understand
insult, which in essence is an assault on honour. In this, at least
in America, there is a close parallel between modern conscious-
ness and modern law. Motives of honour have no standing in
American law, and legal codes that still admit them, as in some
countries of southern Europe, are perceived as archaic. In
modern consciousness, as in American law (shaped more than
any other by that prime force of modernization which is capi-
talism), insult in itself is not actionable, is not recognized as a
real injury. The insulted party must be able to prove material
damage. There are cases, indeed, where psychic harm may be
the basis for a legal claim, but that too is a far cry from a notion
of offence against honour. The Weltanschauung of everyday life
closely conforms in this to the legal definitions of reality. If an in-
dividual is insulted and, as a result, is harmed in his career or his
capacity to earn an income, he may not only have recourse to
the courts but may count on the sympathy of his friends. His
friends, and in some cases the courts, will come to his support if,

78



The Concept of Honour

say, the insult so unsettles him that he loses his self-esteem or
has a nervous breakdown. If, however, neither kind of injury
pertains, he will almost certainly be advised by lawyers and
friends alike to just forget the whole thing. In other words, the
reality of the offence will be denied. If the individual persists in
maintaining it, he will be negatively categorized, most probably
in psychiatric terms (as ‘neurotic’, ‘overly sensitive’, or the like),
or if applicable in terms that refer to cultural lag (as ‘hopelessly
European’, perhaps, or as the victim of a ‘provincial mentality’).

The contemporary denial of the reality of honour and of
offences against honour is so much part of a taken-for-granted
world that a deliberate effort is required to even see it as a
problem. The effort is worthwhile, for it can result in some,
perhaps unexpected, new insights into the structure of modern
consciousness.

The problem of the obsolescence of the concept of honour
can be brought into better focus by comparing it with a most
timely concept — that of dignity. Taken by itself, the demise of
honour might be interpreted as part of a process of moral
coarsening, of a lessening of respect for persons, even of dehu-
manization. Indeed, this is exactly how it looked to a conserva-
tive mind at the beginning of the modern era — for example, to
the fifteenth-century French poet Eustache Deschamps:

Age of decline nigh to the end,

Time of horror which does all things falsely,

Lying age, full of pride and of envy,

Time without honour and without true judgement

Yet it seems quite clear in retrospect that this pessimistic esti-
mate was, to say the least, very one-sided. The age that saw the
decline of honour also saw the rise of new moralities and of a
new humanism, and most specifically of a historically unprece-
dented concern for the dignity and the rights of the individual.
The same modern men who fail to understand an issue of
honour- are immediately disposed to concede the demands for
dignity and for equal rights by almost every new group that
makes them — racial or religious minorities, exploited classes,
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the poor, the deviant, and so on. Nor would it be just to question
the genuineness of this disposition. A little thought, then, should
make clear that the problem is not clarified by ethical pessithism.
It is necessary to ask more fundamentally: What is honour?
What is dignity? What can be learned about modern conscious-
ness by the obsolescence of the one and the unique sway of th
other. g ’

Honour is commonly understood as an aristocratic concept,
or at least associated with a hierarchical order of society. It is
certainly true that Western notions of honour have been
strongly influenced by the medieval codes of chivalry and that
these were rooted in the social structures of feudalism. It is also
true that concepts of honour have survived into the modern era
best in groups retaining a hierarchical view of society, such as
the nobility, the military, and traditional professions like law
and medicine. In such groups honour is a direct expression of
status, a source of solidarity among social equals and ademarca-
tion line against social inferiors. Honour, indeed, also dictates
certain standards of behaviour in dealing with inferiors, but the
full code of honour only applies among those who share the
same status in the hierarchy. In a hierarchically ordered society
the etiquette of everyday life consists of ongoing transactions of
honour, and different groups relate differently to this process
according to the principle of “To each his‘due’. It would be a
mistake, however, to understand honour only in terms of hier-
archy and its delineations. To take the most obvious example,
the honour of women in many traditional societies, while usually
differentiated along class lines, may pertain in principle to
women of all classes. ;

J. K. Campbell, in his study of contemporary rural culture in
Greece,? makes this very clear. While the obligations of honour
(timi) differ as between different categories of individuals, ‘nota-
bly between men and women, everyone within the community
exists within the same all-embracing system of honour. Those
who have high status in the community have particular obliga-
tions of honour, but even the lowly are differentiated in terms
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of honour and dishonour. Men should exhibit manliness and
women shame, but the failure of either implies dishonour for
the individual, the family and, in some cases, the entire com-
munity. For all, the qualities enjoined by honour provide the
link, not only between self and community, but between self
and the idealized norms of the community : ‘Honour considered
as the possession by men and women of these qualities is the
attempt to relate existence to certain archetypal patterns of
behaviour.”® Conversely, dishonour is a fall from grace in the
most comprehensive sense — loss of face in the community, but
also loss of self and separation from the basic norms that govern
human life.

It is valid to view such a culture as essentially pre-modern,
just as it is plausible to predict its disintegration under the
impact of modernization. Historically, there are several stages
in the latter process. The decline of medieval codes of honour
did not lead directly to the contemporary situation in which
honour is an all but meaningless concept. There took place first
the embourgeoisement of honour, which has been defined by
Norbert Elias as the process of “civilization’, both a broadening
and a mellowing process.? The contents had changed, but there
was still a conception of honour in the age of the triumphant
bourgeoisie. Yet it was with the rise of the bourgeoisie, particu-
larly in the consciousness of its critical intellectuals, that not
only the honour of the ancien régime and its hierarchical proto-
types was debunked, but an understanding of man and
society emerged that would eventually liquidate any conception
of honour.

Thus Cervantes’s Quixote is the tragi-comedy of a particular
obsolescence, that of the knight-errant in an age in which
chivalry has become an empty rhetoric. The greatness of
Quixote, however, transcends this particular time-bound de-
bunking job. It unmasks not only the ‘madness’ of chivalry but,
by extension, the folly of any identification of self with ‘arche-
typal patterns of behaviour’. Put differently, Don Quixote’s
‘enchanters’ (whose task, paradoxically, is precisely what Max
Weber had in mind as ‘disenchantment’) cannot be stopped so
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easily once they have started their terrible task. As Don Quixote
tells Sancho in one of his innumerable homilies :

‘Is it possible that in the time you have been with me you have
not yet found out that all the adventures of a knight-errant appear
to be illusion, follies, and dreams, and turn out to. be the reverse?
Not because things are really so, but because in our midst there isa
host of enchanters, forever changing, disguising and transforming
our affairs as they please, according to whether they wish to favour
or destroy us. So, what you call a barber’s basin is to me Mam-
brino’s helmet, and to another person it will appear to be something
else.’ s

These ‘enchanters’, alas, have not stopped with chivalry. Every
human adventure in which the self and its actions have been
identified and endowed with the honour of collective prototypes
has, finally, been debunked as ‘illusion, follies, and dreams’.
Modern man is Don Quixote on his deathbed, denuded of the
multi-coloured banners that previously enveloped the self and
revealed to be nothing but a man: ‘I was mad, but I am now in
my senses; I was once Don Quixote of La Mancha, but I am
now, as I said before, Alonso Quixano the Good.’¢ The same
self, deprived or, if one prefers, freed from the mystifications of
honour is hailed in Falstaff’s ‘catechism’: ‘Honour is a mere
scutcheon.”” It is modern consciousness that unmasks it as such,
that ‘enchants’ or ‘disenchants’ it (depending on one’s point of
view) until it is shown as nothing but a painted artifact. Behind
the ‘mere scutcheon’ is the face of modern man — man bereft of
the consolation of prototypes, man alone.

It is important to understand that it is precisely this solitary
self that modern consciousness has perceived as the bearer of
human dignity and of inalienable human rights. The modern
discovery of dignity took place precisely amid the wreckage of
debunked conceptions of honour. Now, it would be a mistake to
ascribe to modern consciousness alone the discovery of a funda-
mental dignity underlying all possible social disguises. The same
discovery can be found in the Hebrew Bible, as in the confron-
tation between Nathan and David (‘Thou art the man’); in
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Sophocles, 4n the confrontation between Antigone and Creon;
and, in a different form, in Mencius’ parable of a criminal stop-
ping a child from falling into a well. The understanding that
there is a humanity behind or beneath the roles and the norms
imposed by society, and that this humanity has profound dig-
nity, is not a modern prerogative. What is peculiarly modern is
the manner in which the reality of this intrinsic humanity is
related to the realities of society.

Dignity, as against honour, always relates to the intrinsic
humanity divested of all socially imposed roles or norms. It
pertains to the self as such, to the individual regardless of ‘his
position in society. This becomes very clear in the classic formu-
lations of human rights, from the Preamble to the Declaration
of Independence to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
of the United Nations. These rights always pertain to the indivi-
dual ‘irrespective of race, colour or creed’ — or, indeed, of sex,
age, physical condition or any conceivable social status. There
is an implicit sociology and an implicit anthropology here. The
implicit sociology views all biological and historical differentia-
tions among men as either downright unreal or essentially
irrelevant. The implicit anthropology locates the real self over
and beyond all these differentiations.

It should now be possible to see these two concepts somewhat
more clearly. Both honour and dignity are concepts that bridge
self and society. While either pertairs to the individual in a very
intimate way, it is in relations with others that both honour and
dignity are attained, exchanged, preserved or threatened. Both
require a deliberate effort of the will for their maintenance —
one must strive for them, often against the malevolent opposi-
tion of others — thus honour and dignity become goals of moral
enterprise. Their loss, always a possibility, has far-reaching con-
sequences for the self. Finally, both honour and dignity have an
infectious quality that extends beyond the moral person of the
individual possessing them. The infection involves his body (‘a
dignified gait’), his material ambience (from clothing to the
furnishings of his house) and other individuals closely asso-
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ciated with him (‘He brought honour on his whole family’).
What, then, is the difference between these two concepts of the
social self? Or, substituting a more current term to avoid the
metaphysical associations of ‘self’, how do these two ‘concep-
tions of identity differ?

The concept of honour implies that identity is essentially, or
at least importantly, linked to institutional roles. The modern
concept of dignity, by contrast, implies that identity is essen-
tially independent of institutional roles. To return to Falstaff’s
image, in a world of honour the individual is the social symbols
emblazoned on his escutcheon. The true self of the knight is
revealed as he rides out to do battle in the full regalia of his
role; by comparison, the naked man in bed with a woman repre-
sents a lesser reality of the self. In a world of dignity, in the
modern sense, the social symbolism governing the interaction of
men is a disguise. The escutcheons hide the true self. It is pre-
cisely the naked man, and even more specifically the naked man
expressing his sexuality, who represents himself more truthfully.
Consequently, the understanding- of self-discovery and self-
mystification is reversed as between these two worlds. In a
world of honour, the individual discovers his true identity in his
roles, and to turn away from the rolés is to turn away from
himself ~ in ‘false consciousness’, one is tempted to add. In a
world of dignity, the individual can only discover his true
identity by emancipating himself from his socially imposed
roles — the latter are only masks, entangling him in illusion,
‘alienation’ and ‘bad faith’. It follows that the two worlds have
a different relation to history. It is through the performance of
institutional roles that the individual participates in history, not
only the history of the particular institution but that of his
society as a whole. It is precisely for this reason that modern
consciousness, in its conception of the self, tends towards a
curious ahistoricity. In a world of honour, identity is firmly
linked to the past through the reiterated performance of proto-
typical acts. In a world of dignity, history is the succession of
mystifications from which the individual must free himself to
attain ‘authenticity’.
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It is important not to lose sight here of continuities in the
constitution of man — of ‘anthropological constants’, if one
prefers. Modern man is not a total innovation or a mutation of
the species. Thus he shares with any version of archaic man
known to us both his intrinsic sociality and the reciprocal pro-
cess with society through which his various identities are
formed, maintained and changed. All the same, within the
parameters set by his fundamental constitution, man has con-
siderable leeway in constructing, dismantling and reassembling
the worlds in which he lives. Inasmuch as identity is always part
of.a comprehensive world, and a humanly constructed world at
that, there are far-reaching differences in the ways in which
identity is conceived and, consequently, experienced. Definitions
of identity vary with overall definitions of reality. Each such
definition, however, has reality-generating power: Men not only
define themselves, but they actualize these definitions in real
experience — they live them.

No monocausal theory is likely to do justice to the transfor-
mation that has taken place. Very probably most of the factors
commonly cited have in fact played a part in the process —
technology and industrialization, bureaucracy, urbanization and
population growth, the vast increase in communication between
every conceivable human group, social mobility, the pluraliza-
tion of social worlds and the profound metamorphosis in the
social contexts in which children are reared. Be this as it may,
the resultant situation has been aptly characterized by Arnold
Gehlen with the terms ‘de-institutionalization’ and ‘subjectivi-
zation’. The former term refers to a global weakening in the
holding power of institutions over the individual. The institu-
tional fabric, whose basic function has always been to provide
meaning and stability for the individual, has become incohesive,
fragmented and thus progressively deprived of plausibility. The
institutions then confront the individual as fluid and unreliable,
in the extreme case as unreal. Inevitably, the individual is thrown
back upon himself, on his own subjectivity, from which he must
dredge up the meaning and the stability that he requires to exist.
Precisely because of man’s intrinsic sociality, this is a very un-
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satisfactory condition. Stable identities (and this also means
identities that will be subjectively plausible) can only emerge in
reciprocity with stable social contexts (and this means coritexts
that are stuctured by stable institutions). Therefore, there is a
deep uncertainty about contemporary identity. Put differently,
there is a built-in identity crisis in the contemporary situation.

It is in this connection that one begins to understand the
implicit sociology and the implicit anthropology mentioned
above. Both are rooted in actual experience of the modern
world. The literary, philosophical and even social-scientific for-
mulations are ex post facto attempts to come to terms with this
experience. Gehlen has shown this convincingly for the rise of
the modern novel as the literary form most fully reflecting the
new subjectivism. But the conceptualizations of man and society
of, for instance, Marxism and existentialism are equally rooted
in this experience. So is the perspective of modern social science,
especially of sociology. Marx’s ‘alienation’ and ‘false con-
sciousness’, Heidegger’s ‘authenticity’ and Sartre’s ‘bad faith’,
and such current sociological notions as David Riesman’s
‘other-direction’ or Erving Goffman’s ‘impression management’
could only arise and claim credibility in a situation in which the
identity-defining power of institutions has been greatly weakened.

The obsolescence of the concept of honour may now be seen
in a much more comprehensive perspective. The social location
of honour lies in a world of relatively intact, stable institutions,
a world in which individuals can with subjective certainty attach
their identities to the institutional roles that society assigns to
them. The disintegration of this world as a result of the forces
of modernity has not only made honour an increasingly mean-
ingless notion, but has served as the occasion for a redefinition
of identity and its intrinsic dignity apart from and often against
the institutional roles through which the individual expresses
himself in society. The reciprocity between individual and
society, between subjective identity and objective identification
through roles, now comes to be experienced as a sort of struggle.
Institutions cease to be the ‘home’ of the self; instead they
become oppressive realities that distort and estrange the self.
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Roles no longer actualize the self, but serve as a ‘veil of maya’
hiding the self not only from others but from the individual’s
own consciousness. Only in the interstitial areas left vacant, as it
were, by the institutions (such as the so-called private sphere of
social life) can the individual hope to discover or define himself.
Identity ceases to be an"®bjectively and subjectively given fact,
and instead becomes the goal of an often devious and difficuit
quest. Modern man, almost inevitably it seems, is ever in search
of himself. If this is understood, it will also be clear why both
the sense of ‘alienation’ and the concomitant jdentity crisis are
most vehement among the young today. Indeed, ‘youth’ itself,
which is a matter of social definition rather than biological fact,
will be seen as an interstitial area vacated or ‘left over’ by the
large institutional structures of modern society. For this reason
it is, simultaneously, the locale of the most acute experiences of
self-estrangement and of the most intensive quest for reliable
identities.

A lot will depend, naturally, on one’s basic assumptions about
man whether one will bemoan or welcome these transforma-
tions. What to one will appear as a profound loss will be seen by
another as the prelude to liberation. Among intellectuals today,
of course, it is the latter viewpoint that prevails and that forms
the implicit anthropological foundation for the generally ‘left’
mood of the time. The threat of chaos, both social and psychic,
which ever lurks behind the disintegration of institutions, will
then be seen as a necessary stage that must precede the great
‘leap into freedom’ that is to come. It is also possible, in a con-
servative perspective, to view the same process as precisely the
root pathology of the modern era, as a disastrous loss of the
very structures that enable men to be free and to be themselves.
Such pessimism is expressed forcefully, if somewhat petulantly,
iff Gehlen’s latest book, a conservative manifesto in which
modernity appears as an all-engulfing pestilence.®

We would contend here that both perspectives — the liberation
myth of the ‘left’ and the nostalgia of the ‘right’ for an intact
world - fail to do justice to the anthropological and indeed the
ethical dimensions of the problem. It seems clear to us that the
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unrestrained enthusiasm for total liberation of the self from
the ‘repression’ of institutions fails to take account of certain
fundamental requirements of man, notably those of order — that
institutional order of society without which both collectivities
and individuals must descend into dehumanizing chaos. In
other words, the demise of honour ha§,been a very costly price
to pay for whatever liberations modern man may have achieved.
On the other hand, the unqualified denunciation of the con-
temporary constellation of institutions and identities fails to
perceive the vast moral achievements made possible by just this
constellation — the discovery of the autonomous individual, with
a dignity deriving from his very being, over and above all and
any social identifications. Anyone denouncing the modern
world tout court should pause and question whether he wishes
to include in that denunciation the specifically modern discov-
eries of human dignity and human rights. The conviction that
even the weakest members of society have an inherent right to
protection and dignity; the proscription of slavery in all its
forms, of racial and ethnic oppression; the staggering discovery
of the dignity and rights of the child; the new sensitivity to
cruelty, from the abhorrence of torture to the codification of
the crime of genocide — a sensitivity that has become politically
significant in the outrage against the cruelties of the war in-
Vietnam; the new recognition of individual responsibility for all
actions, even those assigned to the individual with specific
institutional roles, a recognition that attained the force of law
at Nuremberg — all these, and others, are moral achievements
that would be unthinkable without the peculiar constellatidns
of the modern world. To reject them is unthinkable ethically.
By the same token, it is not possible to simply trace them to a
false anthropology.

The task before us, rather, is to understand the empirical
processes that have made modern man lose sight of honour at
the expense of dignity — and then to think through both the
anthropological and the ethical implications of this. Obviously
these remarks can do no more than point up some dimensions
of the problem. It may be allowed, though, to speculate that a

88



The Concept of Honour

rediscovery of honour in the future development of modern
society is both empirically plausible and morally desirable.
Needless to say, this will hardly take the form of a regressive
restoration of traditional codes. But the contemporary mood of
anti-institutionalism is unlikely to last, as Anton Zijderveld
implies.® Man’s fundamental constitution is such that, just about
inevitably, he will once more construct institutions to provide
an ordered reality for himself. A return to institutions will ipso
facto be a return to honour. It will then be possible again for
individuals to identify themselves with the escutcheons of their
institutional roles, experienced now not as self-estranging
tyrannies but as freely chosen vehicles of self-realization. The
ethical question, of course, is what these institutions will be like.
Specifically, the ethical test of any future institutions, and of the
codes of honour they will entail, will be whether they succeed in
embodying and in stabilizing the discoveries of human dignity
that are the principal achievements of modern man.



4

Modern Consciousness:
Packages and Carriers

»

In the foregoing chapters we have tried to explicate the relation-
ships between certain institutional processes which are com-
monly taken to be typically modern and certain constellations
of consciousness. As far as possible we have tried to focus on
such of the latter as appear to us to be endemic, perhaps even
necessary, to these institutional processes — that is, we have
tried to clarify certain intrinsic relations between modern insti-
tutions and modern consciousness, or, to put it differently, we
have tried to bring out clusters of consciousness that are
intrinsic properties of certain modern institutions. Yet even in
the foregoing discussion it has become clear that the empirical
relationships are of very great complexity, both on the institu-
tional level and on the level of consciousness. In addition
to the constellations of consciousness that are intrinsic to
modern institutions, there are many that can only be called
extrinsic and that are empirically linked to these institutions as
a result of a great variety of historical processes. What manifests
itself empirically as modern consciousness is a highly complex
combination of these ‘necessary’ and ‘accidental’ elements.

Any attempt to delineate the character of modernity solely
on the basis of a phenomenological description of intrinsic
constellations of consciousness would therefore be methodolo-
gically inadmissible. Indeed it would be a kind of historical
determinism (‘idealistic’ or ‘materialistic’, depending on which
of the two levels of analysis one would assign causal primacy to)
which could only result in a gross distortion of empirical reality.
So in order to do justice to our topic, we must pass from the
level of phenomenological description to that of institutional
analysis, or rather we must seek to build bridges between these
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two. This presents us with vastly difficult and intellectually risky
problems.

To assist us in this task let us introduce two concepts at this
point. The first is the concept of package.! By this we mean an
empirically available linkage of institutional processes and
clusters of consciousness, which may be composed of intrin-
sically or extrinsically linked elements. The second is the con-
cept of carrier.? By this we mean an institutional process or a
group that has produced or transmitted a particular element of
consciousness. Again, this relationship may be either intrinsic or
extrinsic, ‘necessary’ or ‘accidental’.

For example, we have argued that there is an intrinsic linkage
between technological production and the element of cognitive
style we have called componentiality. We are confronted here
with-a package of intrinsically linked elements. In other words,
once technological production is given, it is very hard to ‘think
away’ the element of componentiality. In America, however,
the package carried by the institutions of technological produc-
tion also contains elements derived from the economic ethos of
capitalism — for example, the motives of individual competition
and profit-making geared to the accumulation of private pro-
perty. In theory, these latter elements can be ‘thought away’
from the processes of technological production, and they have
been substantially reduced in some empirically available social-
ist economies. They are therefore extrinsic properties of this
particular package.

As another example, we have argued that there is an intrinsic
linkage between bureaucracy and what we have called the taxo-
nomic style. In America the package carried by bureaucracy
also contains values derived from the ethos of political demo-
cracy, such as the accountability of bureaucratic agencies to a
democratically constituted political structure, or the obligation
of bureaucrats to safeguard the democratically legitimated civil
liberties of the individual. Once again, these values may be
viewed as extrinsic to bureaucracy as such and linked to itin a
package produced by a variety of historical ‘accidents’.
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Similar considerations apply to the carriers themselves. For
instance, bureaucracy as an institution and bureaucrats as a
group obviously serve as carriers of the constellations of con-
sciousness in question. We may assume that they do so by
virtue of their intrinsic character. On the other hand it is quite
possible that the same constellations of consciousness are also
carried by other institutions or groups. The educational systém
or the military might be cited as cases in point. In these cases
it is quite possible to ‘think away’ the clusters of consciousness
in question, and indeed we have empirically available to us
cases of education and of the military without these bureau-
cratic characteristics. In other words, we are confronted here
with institutions and groups that have come to be extrinsically
linked to these particular packages. This, of course, makes it all
the more necessary to explore the historical processes by which
the linkage came about.

At this stage of our argument it is necessary to say something
about the variant institutional vectors that are relevant to the
structures of consciousness previously described. It would be
very satisfying if at this point we could present a comprehensive
theory of modern institutions. Unfortunately, we are not intre-
pid enough to do this. On the other hand, we are not faced with
an insuperable task either. There is a large body of sociological
theory and findings to which we can have recourse.

The peculiarity of modern institutions has, after all, been a
central theme of sociological thought since its beginnings in the
nineteenth century. It has followed two major traditions: that
of Marxism and that of classical (in Marxist terms ‘bourgeois’)
sociology. Marxism explains the peculiarity of modern institu-
tions almost entirely in terms of the peculiarity of modern
capitalism. It takes capitalism’s ‘property relations’ as the deter-
mining variable for contemporary society. All other features of
society then become dependent variables, although, of course,
different Marxist schools differ as to the precise character of the
dependency. Marxism traces the roots of modern consciousness
in all its major constellations to modern capitalism (a procedure
which, because of the philosophical-anthropological presup-
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positions of Marxism, eventuates in a diagnosis of ‘false con-
sciousness’).

We have already indicated that we consider this a very one-
sided and therefore distorted perspective on the level of con-
sciousness. We consider it equally so on the level of institutional
analysis. To be sure, capitalism has been an exceedingly impor-
tant force in the creation of modernity, but it has not been the
only force. We place ourselves in the other tradition, that of
classical sociology, in our understanding of modern society’s
institutional dynamics. Indeed, it is remarkable how much con-
vergence, despite all differences, there has been in the theoretical
explications of this tradition. Of central relevance to our present
concern is Emile Durkheim’s view of the transition from mech-
anical to organic solidarity, Ferdinand Toennies’s conceptual-
ization of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, Max Weber’s theory
of rationalization, Talcott Parsons’s view of the shifts in pattern
variables, and Marion Levy’s view of the shift in the structural
features of society in the course of modernization.® We our-
selves find the Weberian approach to these matters the most
satisfactory.?

Basic to the Weberian approach is the conception of causal
reciprocity between institutional processes and processes on the
level of consciousness. This reciprocity is what Weber called
‘elective affinity’. His basic theoretical intention was to give due
credit to the effect of institutional processes on human ideas,
values and beliefs, while at the same time avoiding the one-
sided determinism that he (rightly or wrongly) associated with
Marx. Thus, according to Weber, certain historical transfigura-
tions of consciousness are to be seen as preconditions for
modern society. In Weber’s own work, of course, major empha-
sis was placed upon the emergence of the ‘Protestant ethic’, that
constellation of values and attitudes that he regarded as crucial
for the emergence of modern capitalism.® However, the institu-
tions resulting from these transformations of consciousness
(including those of modern capitalism) are not to be under-
stood as continuing to be dependent on the constellations of
consciousness that originally gave birth to them. Weber was
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fully aware that the Protestant ethic could in no way explain
the motives and actions of people in the capitalist economy of
his day. Rather, institutions, once established, develop a dyna-
mic of their own and, in turn, have effects of their own on the
level of consciousness. These effects are capable of autonomous
development. Thus both institutional processes and processes on
the level of consciousness are capable of developing autoho-
mously, sometimes for considerable periods of time, while on
other occasions, in terms of the concept of elective affinity, they
may be viewed as ‘seeking each other out’. To return to the
concepts we introduced a short time ago, institutional carriers
‘discard’ their erstwhile ‘baggage’ of packages of consciousness.
Conversely, the latter can ‘go off on their own’ and leave
behind the institutional contexts to which they were originally
linked.

Following Weber, we see the decisive institutional vectors for
modernity in the economic and political areas. Historically, the
modernizing institutions par excellence have been modern in-

- dustrial capitalism and the modern bureaucratic state. To a
large extent they still are, though a number of important devel-
opments have now to be taken into account. The most important
of these is that since the industrial revolution technological pro-
duction has acquired an autonomous dynamic (and rational-
izing force) of its own, which is no longer necessarily linked to
the particular economic arrangements of capitalism. (We
touched on this in our discussion of the relationship of techno-
logical production to modern consciousness.) It is therefore not
possible to relate the constellations of consciousness discussed
merely to those technological economies whose form of organ-
ization is capitalistic; a socialistic organization of the economy,
whatever other differences it may bring about, will confront
very similar if not the same configurations that we discussed.

In terms of modern consciousness in the contemporary world
we must differentiate between primary and secondary carriers.
Primary carriers are, first, technological production (whatever
its specific economic and social organization), and second, the
bureaucratically organized state (whatever its other political or
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ideological features). We consider these two not only the pri-
mary carriers of modern consciousness but, by the same logic,
the primary agents of modernization. It is important to stress
that while empirically these two institutional forces have often
operated in conjunction, they may also operate separately. In-
deed, in line with our previous discussion of the differences in
the structures of conscioushess as between these two carriers,
we would expect that considerable differences will be found on
the level of consciousness, depending on whether the one or the
other carrier is the dominant force in a particular situation.

Secondary carriers include a variety of social and cultural
processes, most of them historically grounded in the primary
carriers but now capable of autonomous efficacy. Among these
we would particularly stress the following: urbanization; a
‘mobilized’ stratification system; the ‘private sphere’ as a key
context of individual life; the distinctive institutions of scientific
and technological innovation; mass education and, as an exten-
sion of it, the mass media of communication.

We have already touched on most of these in our discussion
of the pluralization of social life-worlds, but some further com-
ment may be in order here. Urbanization, both in the literal
sense of the growth of cities and also in the sense of the diffusion
of urban life styles, may certainly be considered an indepen-
dent carrier of modern consciousness today. While most urban
development in the modern world has been closely tied to
developments in the economy, in terms of both trade and manu-
facturing, urbanism today is a phenomenon that must be under-
stood in its own terms regardless of a particular economic
context. Closely related to urbanization in this broad sense is
the great increase in social mobility as between different strata
in modern society. While modernization generally means a real
ingrease in the ability of people to move from one stratum to
another, in many cases (certainly in America) the expectations
of social mobility have been much greater than its realistic
chances for most individuals. These very expectations, however,
are of great importance for what happens on the level of con-
sciousness.® Whatever may be an individual’s realistic proba-

95



The Homeless Mind

bilities of greatly improving his position within the stratification
of his society, his imagination, by virtue of ‘anticipatory social-
ization’, will range far and wide in social sectors that are very
distant from his biographical starting position in society. This
‘mobilization’ (in the sense of making more mobile) of the
imagination may be seen as separate from the economic struc-
ture which generally determines the extent to which mobility
aspirations can be satisfied.” )
We have already discussed at some length the great impor-
tance of the ‘private sphere’ and the dichotomization of both
social life and consciousness that it has engendered. We have
not previously discussed and cannot discuss at any length those
institutions of the modern world that are designed to guarantee
continuing advances in science and technology. We are thinking
here of the vast network of what Fritz Machlup has called the
‘knowledge industry’.® In this network of institutions devoted
to cerebration, research and the diffusion of scientific and tech-
nological innovations, ongoing modifications of consciousness
are produced by an elite whose social mission is explicitly de-
fined in those terms. While clearly only a small minority of the
population belongs to this elite, its actions directly affect not
only the practical lives but also the consciousness of the rest of
the population. As we have seen in our discussion of technolo-
gical production, despite the fact that, for example, production
workers do not directly share in the lore of modern science and
technology, this lore serves as an important horizon to their
consciousness and directly impinges upon it in a number of
places. )
The importance of mass education and the mass media for
modern consciousness hardly needs much elaboration in the
present context. The important thing here is to stress once more
that these secondary carriers can operate as factors quite inde-
pendent of any other. For example, it is possible for a modern
communications medium to ‘reach into’ a situation (as in many
Third World societies) that has not been touched by any other
modernizing force, either primary or secondary. Similarly mass
education, while it certainly cannot be considered an important
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factor in the creation of the modern world historically, is today
a modernizing force of very great importance indeed.’

In the absence of a comprehensive and definitive theory of
modern institutions, any statements about institutional vectors
of modern consciousness will have to be hypothetical. We would
therefore like to emphasize very strongly that the following
discussion is strictly hypothetical, by which we mean not only
that we do not claim to be sure about what follows, but also
that these matters are amenable to empirical investigation. With
these reservations we suggest that the following are variant
institutional vectors of significance for modern consciousness.

(1) the degree of development of the primary carriers. A sig-
nificant variant for modern consciousness is whether the pri-
mary carriers are more or less ‘advanced’. In the case of the
first primary carrier this means, of course, the degree-of econo-
mic and technological ‘development’; in the case of the second,
the degree of ‘development’ in terms of modern political insti-
tutions. In each case the most meaningful way to look at these
matters is by conceiving them as continua.®

(2) the cultural location of the primary carriers. A significant
variant is whether the primary carriers are culturally indigenous
or culturally imported. Needless to say this is a particularly
important variant to look into when comparing ‘development’
in the so-called Third World today with the history of Western
industrial societies.

(3) access to the economic benefits of modernity. Modern
technological production has enormously increased the affluence
of certain societies. However, both within these societies and in
the relationships of other societies to them, there continue to be
enormous differences in terms of access to these economic bene-
fits. Some groups directly participate in these benefits, while
others relate to the processes of modern production in much
more marginal ways, or indeed by way of being exploited by
them. Put simply, some groups are rich by virtue of their rela-
tionship to modern technological production, while others have
remained poor or have even been impoverished as a result of
this relationship. In other words, the analytic import of this
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particular variant is the question as to whose ox is being gored.

(4) the social organization of the economy. While technolo-
gical production is viewed by us as a primary social force, this
force can be organized in different ways. The most important
differentiation in terms of the contemporary world is that be-
tween capitalist and socialist forms. As we have argued before,
this variant does not, in our opinion, affect the intrinsic pacl'(_—
ages carried by technological production. However, there are
important extrinsic modifications of both institutions and
consciousness that must be taken into account.

(5) the degree of bureaucratic autonomy. Bureaucratic organ-
ization, as we have tried to show, engenders a dynamic of its
own on the level of social action and on the level of conscious-
ness. Bureaucracy, however, operates in quite different social
and political contexts. The most important variant is whether
bureaucratic organization operates with or without external
restraints upon it, or, more precisely, the variant to be taken into
account concerns the degree of such external restraints.! Put
simply, some bureaucracies have nothing to worry about except
themselves; other bureaucracies have to put up with such intrin-
sically irrelevant inconveniences as legal restraints or public
opinion. )

To repeat, while we do not claim that this list is either axio-
matic or complete, we hypothesize that the aforementioned
variants cover the most important institutional vectors for
modern consciousness. We will return to them in greater detail
in the following chapter.

Our basic question in these considerations has been: Whlch
packages can be taken apart and which cannot? The foregoing
considerations relate to this basic question by way of two master
hypotheses:

(1) There are more intrinsic linkages between institutional
processes and clusters of consciousness in the case of the pri-
mary carriers than in the case of other carriers. Put differently,
the packages relating to the primary carriers are more firmly
‘tied together’ and therefore more difficult to take apart. To the
extent that this hypothesis holds, we can propose a rule of
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thumb for any projects that involve a restructuring of con-
sciousness, to wit, such projects have a likelihood of succeeding
that is inversely proportional to their closeness to the primary
carriers.

(2) As between the primary carriers themselves, there are
more intrinsic linkages between institutional processes and
clusters of consciousness in the case of technological production
than in the case of bureaucracy. In other words, economic
forces are more ‘compelling’ than political forces on the level
of consciousness. We have already explained why we believe
this in our discussion of the relation of these two carriers to
modern consciousness. )

We cannot presume to validate or invalidate these hypotheses
in the context of this book. Such an undertaking would have to
be enormous in scope, and even then we have some doubts
whether the available data would be sufficient to allow anyone
to make definitive statements. However, having explicated the
logic underlying our hypotheses, we can now continue to draw
out the implications of this particular way of asking questions
about modernity: we turn from institutional vectors to the
level of consciousness and the symbolic universe of modernity.
What we mean by this term is essentially simple: Social life is
permeated by a network of cognitive and normative definitions
of reality. These have differential locations within conscious-
ness and relate in different ways to different sectors of the
institutional order. However, for a society to serve as a com-
mon context for individual life and action there must be an all-
embracing frame of reference for at least most of these defini-
tions of reality, and this frame of reference must be shared by
at least most members of the society. The symbolic universe of
a‘society is a body of tradition that integrates a large number of
definitions of reality and presents the institutional order to the
individual as a symbolic totality.!? In other words, our question
now concerns what has often been called the Weltanschauung
of modernity.

From everything that has been said before, it should be clear
that this cannot be considered a firmly crystallized or logically
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coherent body of reality definitions. It should also be clear that
whatever the symbolic universe of modernity may be in its
specific details, it is unlikely to be causally traceable to a few
invariant institutional factors (let alone one such factor). We
may assume that the symbolic universe of modern societies will
be a loosely assembled and far from stable constellation of
reality definitions. Often it will be grossly lacking in logical
consistency. Always it will be related to a number of institu-
tional carriers that are themselves constantly changing. The
relation of this modern world view to institutional carriers will
evince once more an empirical coexistence of intrinsic and
extrinsic elements of consciousness, that is, of ‘necessity’ and
‘accident’.

The best word to describe what we have in mind here would
be the French word briccolage,'® which is used for the activity
by which a child puts together and takes apart the pieces of a
construction set. It is very salutary to think of modern Weltan-
schauung in such terms, especially in view of the continuing
tendency of a number of culture critics (and culture prophets!)
to tell us with apodictic certainty just what ‘modern man’ is and
just what is allegedly inevitable about his view of the world.
The various theories about ‘modern man’ and his Weltan-
schauung which have been concocted for at least the last hun-
dred years are themselves an interesting topic for the sociology
of knowledge, a topic which, unfortunately, we cannot pursue
here. We suggest an attitude of sharp scepticism towards most
of these theories. Their overall tendency has been to simplify
and often to obfuscate the situation. The alternative to this type
of simplification, however, is not some sort of hushed awe be-
fore the allegedly irreducible diversity of the human spirit (let
alone before some alleged mystery, redemptive or malign, of
modern man). These phenomena are quite amenable to theore-
tical clarification as well as empirical investigation. Instead of
adding to the various pronunciamentos concerning modern man
and his putative consciousness, we would like to suggest a process
of careful and necessarily tentative analysis.

If we hypothesize that technological production and bureau-
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cracy constitute primary carriers of modern consciousness, and
if we understand that the packages pertaining to these carriers
combine in a variety of ways with elements of consciousness
deriving from elsewhere, then the following question becomes
relevant: Which specific themes of the symbolic universe of
modernity are intrinsically derived from the primary carriers?
We can put the same question differently: What themes for an
overarching world view are intrinsically contributed by tech-
nological production and bureaucracy?

Let us consider technological production first. Technological
work has an ambivalent place in the symbolic universe of mod-
ernity. On the one hand, it has directly shaped the latter. On the
other hand, it has also engendered strong reactions against it.
We find a recurring ambivalence of componentiality on the
one hand and of a renewed quest for ‘wholeness’ on the other.
We should also note that aspects of the symbolic universe of
modernity (we may refer here once more to Weber’s discussion
of the Protestant ethic) antedate modern technological produc-
tion and indeed were a precondition for it. At the same time,
these aspects are now greatly reinforced by the situation brought
about by modern industrial production.

Generally speaking, the ‘world of work’ occupies a dominant
position in the social life of any society.!* This has probably
always been the case, but it has been the case more than ever
because of the tremendous impact of modern technological pro-
duction upon every facet of social life. The themes derived from
this form of production dominate the reality of social life. In-
deed other forms of social experience are defined as enclaves
within or refuges from the ‘world of work’. The individual’s
‘private sphere’ is, as it were, ‘surrounded’ by the large economic
of bureaucratic institutions to which he relates through his job.
In  order really to remove himself from the dominance of the
‘world of work’ he must either literally or figuratively ‘go on
vacation’. Such a ‘vacation’ always involves a deliberate and
often very difficult effort to shake off precisely that reality that
is foremost in the individual’s work life. Whatever the resis-
tances or reactions against the packages derived from this
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primary carrier, work life is of paramount importance to most
people in a contemporary society.

Not all the themes previously discussed in connection with
technological production are ‘transferable’ to the symbolic
universe as a whole. Some, particularly the following, are.

First: Rationality. This, as Weber saw most clearly, is a key
theme. This does not mean the reflective rationality engaged in
by a scientist or philosopher, but rather immediately available
functional rationality, rationality as it is thematizable in the
everyday life of the individual.

Second: Componentiality. As we have seen, reality is appre-
hended as being constituted by clearly separable components
which relate to each other in structures of causality, time and
space. This theme is introduced into experiences of both others
and self, and becomes an overarching theme for the symbolic
universe as such.

Third: Multi-relationality. This, as we have seen, relates to the
enormous variety of relations — with other people, with material
objects and with abstract entities — that the individual must hold
present in his consciousness when relating to the processes of
technological production. Ongoing ‘practice’ in multi-relational-
ity constitutes a field of consciousness in terms of such manifold
relations. This becomes a constituent element of the symbolic
universe, that is, it is ‘transferred’ from the realm of technologi-
cal production to other spheres of social life and consciousness.

Fourth: ‘Makeability’. What is involved here is a problem-
solving approach to reality which is apprehended as ‘makeable’.
Life (including social experience and identity) is seen as an
ongoing problem-solving enterprise.

Fifth: Plurality. As Alfred Schutz has shown, ‘multiple
realities’ are a constant and probably necessary feature of
human consciousness.’s The capacity to move from what Schutz
calls the ‘paramount reality’ of everyday life to other spheres of
meaning may be assumed to be anthropologically given. What
happens under modern conditions, however, is that this given
capacity is vastly intensified. Plurality becomes a basic theme
of life. With this pluralization, the creation of any overarching
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symbolic universe becomes increasingly more difficult. Dif-
ferent realities are defined and legitimated in quite discrepant
ways, and the construttion of an overarching world view that
will embrace all of them becomes highly problematic. An
important characteristic of the construction of symbolic uni-
verses under modern conditions is the sheer number of items
that must be included in such a construct.

Sixth: Progressivity. There is a tendency to maximize the
results or benefits of any action, a tendency that can be traced
to the engineering mentality of technological production. This
tendency produces a basic instability, expressed in the notion
that ‘things can always be improved’. Combined with the con-
cept of ‘makeability’, this leads to an ‘onward and upward’ view
of the world. There is not only an expectation of recurring and
ongoing change but a positive attitude towards such change.
Unfortunately, there is not room here to discuss the very inter-
esting question as to whether or not this particular attitude may
contradict some constitutionally given human characteristics.

Turning to bureaucracy, the most important themes for the
overarching symbolic universe of modernity seem to be:

First: The thematization of ‘society’ itself. Under a bureau-
cracy, society is experienced as an amorphous reality that has
to be organized. It becomes both problematic and manageable
— and it is understood to be manageable in different ways. Thus
the phenomenon ‘society’ emerges first as a system and second
as a system to be tinkered with. There is a built-in principle of
change and changeability very similar to the theme of ‘make-
ability” just discussed. This principle is always in tension, how-
ever, with the ordering propensity that accompanies what we
have called the taxonomic style of bureaucratic consciousness.
This view of society can be both comforting and burdensome,
particularly since it contradicts the way in which social exper-
ience was defined through most of human history. This parti-
cular theme therefore frequently gives rise to fantasies and
counterdesigns of different non-bureaucratic ways of life.

Second: The thematization of bureaucracy and its taxonomic
actions as a way of mitigating the threats of plurality. The
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pluralization of social life means that the individual must con-
stantly keep before him, and react to, a bewildering variety of
experiences and elements of consciousness. Bureaucratic taxo-
nomy is a way of ordering this variety. The bureaucratic notion
of jurisdiction is blown up to become a kind of cosmic principle.
Reality as a whole becomes amenable to bureaucratic ordering
and, insofar as possible, to bureaucratic management. At the.
same time, the notion of jurisdiction derived from bureaucracy
legitimates both plural social existences and role distance.®

‘Role distance’ means playing one’s social roles ‘tongue in
cheek’ and maintaining both to oneself and to others that one’s
real identity is not comprehended by social roles. This is an
overarching extension of the fundamental bureaucratic prin-
ciple by which a bureaucrat acts ‘in office’ qua bureaucrat, and
qua bureaucrat only. It is simultaneously a defence against
plurality and a pluralization of identity.

Third: The ‘allocation’ of particular jurisdictional space to
the private sphere. As we saw in the discussion of the pluraliza-
tion of social life-worlds, this particular aspect of modernity is
not derived exclusively from primary carriers, although it is
closely related to them. But in whatever way the private sphere
may relate to different institutional carriers, the cleavage be-
tween private and public spheres is a basic principle of modern-
ity, on the level of both institutions and consciousness. Anti-
modern ideologies are typically opposed to this cleavage, as we
will have occasion to see in greater detail later.

Fourth: A further theme is the notion of human rights being
related to bureaucratically identifiable rights, although it is not
clear whether this is intrinsically or only extrinsically related to
bureaucracy. Some bureaucracy is always supposed to be re-
sponsible for specific human rights. And it is assumed that there
must always be somebody (and somebody who can be bureau-
cratically defined, therefore bureaucratically ‘found’) to com-
plain to. Related to this is a general theme stressing the
importance of proper procedures,’” which is closely related to
the theme of the bureaucratic manageability of society. Thus
there is a progression from the notion of universal human
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rights to the notion of a necessary universal bureaucracy. The
United Nations may be seen as a somewhat ironic anticipation
of this cosmological vision of bureaucracy. As we have ob-
served before, such potentially cosmic extension seems to be
intrinsic to the consciousness of bureaucracy. Talcott Parsons
has described the difference between universalistic and particu-
laristic pattern variables and has stressed that modernization
typically involves a progression from particularism to univer-
salism.!®* We would agree with this, but would add that under
modern conditions particularism presupposes a universalistic
context.



I
Modernization

On this dirty patch

a tree once stood

shedding incense on the infant corn:
its boughs stretched across a heaven
brightened by the last fires of a tribe.
They sent surveyors and builders
who cut that tree

planting in its place

A huge senseless cathedral of doom.

— KOFI AWOONOR



5

The Transmission of
Packages

Modernization cannot be understood only as an institutional
process, nor only as a movement on the level of consciousness.
If it is to be grasped in its full impact, modernization must be
regarded as a process by which specific clusters of institutions
and contents of consciousness are transmitted. In the sense in
which we have defined this term before, modernization is a
process of transmission of packages. In this chapter we are
concerned with the institutional vectors of this process.

We have emphasized that modern consciousness is an assem-
blage or constellation of specific themes. This means that
although we have not introduced measures or scales, our
approach has been ‘quantitative’ rather than typological. In
other words, we have tried to analyse modern consciousness in
terms of a variety of cognitive and normative themes so that
the degree of modernity could be gauged by the frequency and
intensity of these themes. It follows that no society is ever
modern in a total or exclusive sense, and few societies today can
be described simply as non-modern. Rather, different societies
show different frequencies and accumulations of the themes in
question. Nevertheless there are sharp differences between the
most advanced industrial societies and most societies of the so-
called Third World. Although the former, which still contain
within their own borders ‘pockets’ of non-modern institutions
and consciousness, have not completed the modernization pro-
cess (and, as we will try to show in the third part of this book,
may never complete it), they constitute centres from which this
process radiates outwards into less advanced societies. This, of
course, is why modernization in much of the world today
presents itself as a process of Westernization. As such, it is a
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process not only of social change but of cultural imposition.
This section of the book is concerned with the manner in which
such an imposition affects the societies of the Third World
today.

The current process of modernization in the Third World is
quite different from the processes by which societies reached
modernity in the past. Not only are Third World societies late-
comers to modernization, but the process has reached them, and
to a large degree still reaches them, from the outside. For this
reason it is important not to see contemporary Third World
phenomena as more or less simple replications of what hap-
pened in Europe or North America in an earlier period.

The technological, economic and bureaucratic political areas
that we have found basic to modernity are indeed central in the
Third World today. They do not, however, impinge equally or
uniformly on all situations, and they are related to secondary
carriers (such as education or urbanization) which often attain
relative autonomy as modernizing agents.

We would therefore hypothesize that the degree of develop-
ment of the technological economy is as much a key variant in
the Third World as it is in the advanced industrial societies. Put
in its simplest form, this would mean that there is a direct rela-
tionship between GNP and consciousness. However, the de-
velopment of the economy in the direction of advanced tech-
nological production takes different forms, which have different
consequences for both society and consciousness. This fact
emerges quite clearly from the data on the effects of different
work situations.

A very common pattern in the Third World is that the
modern economy reaches into a situation in terms of various
enterprises which require only small contingents of people with
modern work attitudes. Most of the people in the situation, in-
cluding most of the workers, are related to the enterprises in
question by the performance of low-skill labour or not at all.
Despite the modernity of a particular economic activity, it
would be thoroughly obfuscating to look at such a situation
simply in terms of modernization. What frequently happens in
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such cases is that there are very destructive effects on traditional
patterns of life without any significant modernization of con-
sciousness in terms of positively identifiable themes.

Mining is a good case in point. In southern Africa, mining
has in many places been the activity that has represented the
extension of a modern economy into a particular territory.! It
has attracted large masses of African labour. Often, within a
short time of the establishment of mining centres, streams of
migrants move towards it. The immediate consequence is the
weakening of village life and its traditional cultural patterns. In
many cases the majority of male adults in a village migrate to
the mining centres. While such migration often has serious
effects on the communities left behind by the migrants, the
effects on the migrants themselves are probably much more
devastating. Individuals are torn out of the familiar protective
structures of traditional life, in most cases physically separated
from their families — becoming so-called industrial bachelors —
and thrown into an amorphous and often chaotic mass of up-
rooted individuals organized rather remotely by plant manage-
ment for purposes of labour.

In such a situation the structures of modernity (in terms of
institutions, patterns of everyday life, cognitive and normative
themes and anything else one may wish to name) must neces-
sarily appear to the individual as an alien, powerful and, in the
main, coercive force that completely uproots his life and the
lives of those he most cares about. In such a situation there is
little if any direct identification with modernity.

Such identification begins to grow with the length of time that
an individual is exposed to the new situation. In the type of
African situation just referred to, this transition is often exter-
nally expressed when workers are joined by their families.? In a
literal sense the individual now ‘settles down’ in the new situa-
tion and begins to come to terms with it in his everyday life. The
data indicate that this process of accommodation has a cognitive
side, as workers begin to understand at least some of the pre-
suppositions that govern their work situation3 In the early
stages of employment the African worker finds it difficult to
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understand the principles by which the enterprise is operated.
For example, an African worker doing hard manual work,
which in mining often involves serious dangers underground, is
perplexed by a system which pays more money to men who sit
in offices on a job which requires no physical strength and has
no unusual hazards. As individuals move up in the hierarchy
of labour, their understanding of this new valuation system pro-
gresses. Indeed, especially if they are successful in the new
terms, they begin to identify with this way of looking at things.
" A widespread prejudice in the West maintains that non-
Western cultures discourage work and even produce individuals
with an inherent incapacity for it. The data do not support
this. There is widespread evidence that people in just about
every area of the world have the capacity to work systematically
and well, to be trained in modern methods of work and to
acquire high degrees of technological skill.* We are also sceptical
. of the more sophisticated view that non-Western cultures do not
encourage the need for achievement.s It seems to us much more
in accordance with the evidence to say that non-Western cul-
tures operate in different frames of reference with regard to
conceptions of work and of achievement. Indeed, even the
cursory traveller in Latin America or in Africa is often im-
pressed by the capacity of people for hard, sustained and dis-
ciplined work. This work, however, moves in rhythms different
from those the Western traveller is accustomed to, and its
meaning appears to be understood in a different way. Similarly,
the objectives and motives of achievement differ. The prob-
lem of modernization in the area of production is not to get
people to work, but to get them to work in a particular way.
This involves the imposition not only of external patterns of
activity but, equally important, of specific structures of con-
sciousness. Until identification with the latter has taken place in
the consciousness of the individual, the external patterns are
perceived as alien and essentially meaningless. As long as the
new patterns are not internalized (that is, integrated within the
individual’s subjective structures of consciousness), they ‘sit on’
the individual in a loose and superficial manner, and his ad-
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herence to them is haphazard and unreliable. Adherence in one
context can be only imperfectly transferred to another context.
What is more, the individual easily ‘forgets’ the whole thing —
for example, if he returns to his traditional setting.5

In the initial stages of modernization in the economic area,
only a small number of individuals become ‘modern types’.
These are the people who first internalize the cognitive and
normative themes intrinsic to a modern economy. Very often
they are marginal types? individuals who either for personal
reasons or because of their adherence to a particular group
have not been fully integrated into the life of the traditional
community. They may be people who, because of this or that
biographical accident, are ‘maladjusted’ in their original social
contexts. Or they may belong to ethnic, religious or class groups
that place them on the fringes of the community. In terms of the
traditional community, they represent cases of ‘imperfect
socialization’ on the levels of both overt activity and con-
sciousness. By the same token, they are more prepared than
others for socialization into the new patterns. In many cases
this readiness to internalize new structures is no doubt sparked
by the additional motive of resentment against the old.

Very commonly, the process of economic modernization be-
gins in a highly compartmentalized fashion. A modern economy
reaches its tentacles into a previously untouched region. Its
initial impact is likely to be more destructive than constructive
in terms of the patterns of everyday social life. Initially, only a
few individuals or small groups identify with the process. The
longer it lasts, however, the more likely it is that its patterns
will spread and be effectively internalized by larger numbers of
people.

‘Each phase in the establishment of modern economic in-
stitutions has its correlate on the level of consciousness. Thus,
for example, the substitution of a modern cash economy for a
traditional barter systemnot only revolutionizes economic trans-
actions but necessitates cognitive innovation as well.® As pay-
ments are made in cash rather than in kind, new notions of
measurability become internalized. New elements of imper-
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sonality and formality are introduced into social relations. New
institutions, such as credit associations, arise as mediators in this
process.!’® But something even more important takes place at
the same time - the economic sphere begins to be perceived as
an independent and highly specific area of human life.!* It comes
to be taken for granted that economic transactions entail as-
sumptions and rules that are sharply distinct from those that
govern other activities in social life. One of the most distinctive
features of modernity, the dichotomization between the public
and private spheres, comes to be internalized in consciousness.
Rationality and impersonality come to be experienced not
simply as alien impositions but as necessary and perhaps even
beneficial criteria dominating at least the economic sphere. Later
we will touch upon the various possibilities of these themes
being carried over from the economic sphere to other sectors
of social life.

This suggests that there are a number of crucial variants to be
looked at in connection with the transmission of modernizing
packages by means of economic carriers. First, there is the type
of modern economic activity entering a particular situation.
This involves such questions as the kind of labour skills it re-
quires, the degree to which it makes use of indigenous labour
in the job hierarchy, the size of the enterprise in question and
its relationship to other economic activities (both traditional
and modern) in the area. Second, there is the length of time that
a modern or modernizing economic activity has been present in
a particular area. As we have seen, whatever may be .the
effects of an economic enterprise on social life and conscious-
ness, these effects are strengthened and deepened with the
passage of time. Both these variants refer to economic
activity in relation to broad macro-social contexts. What-
ever the macro-social situation may be, it is also possible to
approach the matter in terms of a third variant, the relation-
ship of particular individuals to the modernizing economic
activity. Both the unskilled miner and the executive trainee
in, let us say, an African country, are related to a modernizing
activity, But the two relationships are drastically different.
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Needless to say, there is an exceedingly intricate variety of such
individual relationships. It is therefore not enough to say that
in a particular situation macro-social forces of modernization
are at work in the economic sphere (or for that matter in any
sphere of social life). It is necessary to analyse the manner in
which particular individuals or groups relate to the moderniz-
ing carriers. In terms of our own theoretical presuppositions
we will assume (or, more accurately, hypothesize) that each such
relationship has its specific correlate on the level of conscious-
ness.

The other principal carrier of modernization, along with
the institutions of technologized economy, is the bureaucratic
state. To some extent, of course, the variants just discussed in
connection with the economy also apply to the state. The type
of bureaucratic structure (for example, civilian as against mili-
tary), its size, the length of time it has been in a particular
situation and the different ways in which individuals relate to it
are all variants that must be taken into account in any analysis.
Nevertheless, there are some very important differences between
the economic and political carriers of modernization.!?

Both the modern state and the modern economy impose
themselves as alien realities upon traditional social situations.
In the early stages of this process, and even later on, most people
in the situation may see little difference in the manner in which
these two institutional complexes are perceived and experienced.
An important difference emerges later, however, particularly in
politically independent countries (such as the new states of
Africa or revolutionary regimes in Latin America or Asia): the
state presents itself as a mobilizing agent for development and
as a symbol of all-important collective aspirations. This makes
it easier for people, especially the emerging ‘modern types’, to
1dent1fy with the state rather than the economic system, and to
regard it as a vehicle of their social ambitions instead of an
inhibiting structure. For example, data on Africa indicate that
government employment has far greater attraction for upwardly
mobile young people than employment in economic enter-
prises.}* Careers in the government bureaucracy are perceived
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as being both more glamorous and less strenuous. Indeed, the
government bureaucracy and its career ladder appear as the
road leading to the pinnacle of status, privilege and power.

This is probably because the bureaucracy is able to accommo-

date itself to traditional patterns of social relations more easily
.than an increasingly technological economy can. Even a very
modern bureaucratic structure can establish working relations
with traditional power structures far better than a modern
economic enterprise can with traditional patterns of production.
Traditional patterns can actually be incorporated into the
workings of the bureaucracy, as the importance of family, clan
and tribal loyalties in the politics of Third World states clearly
indicates.1

This ‘mix’ between modern and traditional patterns in the
area of the state go far to explain the greater ease with which
people can identify with the state. But another element is
involved too, an element very close indeed to the perception of
the situation involved in the data on employment preferences.
It is indeed ‘easier’ to climb a political career ladder than an
economic one. Fewer skills are or seem to be involved. Espe-
cially in times of rapid political change, an individual can be
catapulted almost instantaneously from the lower to the highest
reaches of the system. Thus one must take into account here
not only the imagery of power but very real objective possibili-
ties of power.

At the same time, however, there are significant illusions
related to these perceptions. The principal one is that power
requires no special skills. One may be sceptical about this pet-
ception in any society, including a traditional one, but it is a
patent illusion applied to a modern or modernizing society.
Such a society must necessarily be administered bureaucrati-
cally. Bureaucracy entails not only very specific skills but, as we
have tried to show, a very specific structure of consciousness.
These skills and this consciousness must be acquired in a
learning process that very often is arduous and slow — in other
words, a learning process that is diametrically opposed to the
expectations just described. The result of this conflict between
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institutional requirements and subjective expectations is simple
but far-reaching: in many Third World societies we see bureau-
cratic structures operated on all levels by people who have only
imperfectly, or sometimes not at all, internalized the structures
of consciousness on which a bureaucracy depends.

This illusion about the nature of political power not only is
current among those within the bureaucratic structure but
communicates itself to the bureaucracy’s clients as well. In an
interesting and perhaps paradoxical way, some of our previous
observations on the structures of consciousness of bureaucracy
are relevant here. We tried to show that, unlike the structures of
consciousness pertaining to technological production, bureau-
cracy entails discrepant frames of reference as between its
practitioners and its clients. In other words, the client of
bureaucracy does not have to enter into the bureaucrat’s frame
of reference in order to interact with him. But the worker in
technological production must, at least to a certain degree,
share the same frame of reference as the engineer who devised
the particular production process in order to participate in it
effectively. This is relevant to the modernizing situation. While,
as we have seen, it is possible for workers to relate to a modern
economic enterprise with minimal or no participation in its
ethos or cognitive system, such participation grows with time.
There need be no such growth in participation in the case of
bureaucracy. This may mean quite simply that large numbers
of people continue to expect wonders from the state without
in the least understanding the mechanisms that would be neces-
sary to bring these wonders about.

At the same time they can identify with the glamorous
symbols of political power. As with all symbols of power,
political or religious, throughout human history, identification
without understanding is very possible — indeed it might be
argued that identification is easier without such understanding.
An exhilarated identification with new symbols of state power
can occur almost instantaneously. An understanding of the
efforts required to make a new state into a viable entity is a
different matter altogether. Thus in eastern Africa, particularly
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in Kenya and Tanzania, the political leadership has made great
efforts to educate people in the necessary linkage between
uhuru (independence) and kazi (work), emphasizing that the
former will become hollow and transitory without the latter. It
can be safely asserted that whuru has enjoyed considerably
greater popularity among the masses of the people than kazi
has. Again, it would be a serious mistake to attribute this to
some intrinsic aversion to work in these particular societies. The
failure is of imagination rather than of morality. The work
required to make a modern African state viable economically
and politically requires extensive modifications of traditional
ways of doing things and of understanding the world. By con-
trast, the symbols of national sovereignty and state power are
or seem to be immediately accessible to the imagination. Need-
less to say, this accessibility is deliberately fostered by govern-
ments that base themselves upon a strongly nationalistic
ideology.

The sociological consequences of the foregoing considera-
tions are very far-reaching indeed. We will mention only two.
First, in modernizing societies today the political carrier of
modernization generally appears to be more important than
the economic one - appears to be so, that is, in the minds of
the people in the situation. While there is undoubtedly a realistic
component to this perception, there are also important elements
of illusion. Second, in most modernizing societies today a
specifically political middle class has emerged - that is, a rela-
tively educated and privileged stratum which derives its position
mainly from employment in the state bureaucratic apparatus.
The social dynamics of such a middle class are quite different
from those that produced the bourgeoisie in Western countries.
It is not enough to say that its consciousness is shaped by poli-
tical rather than economic institutions. More importantly, its
conception of modernization is shaped considerably more by
the structures of bureaucratic consciousness than by those of
technological production. It is the imagination of the politician
and the bureaucrat that are of paramount importance in shaping
most Third World societies — not the imagination of the engi-
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neer or the economic entrepreneur. Implicit in this is a strong
tendency towards socialism, which must be added as a causal
factor to a number of other factors that propel many Third
World societies in a socialist direction. We shall have occasion
to return to this point a little later.

The other institutional vectors of modernization enumerated
in the preceding chapter may be covered briefly. One is the
cultural location of the primary carriers, and here it must be
emphasized again that an essential difference between Third
World socicties today and the process of modernization in
Western societies earlier is that today the impulse for modern-
ization comes from outside the cultures in question. To a large
extent, modernization in the Third World has been tantamount
to Westernization, both in objective social fact and in the sub-
jective perceptions of the people affected. In these countries the
economic and political carriers were alien importations. Need-
less to say, this fact has been one of the great energizing motives
in the development of Asian, African and even Latin American
nationalism (though in the last case the animus of nationalism
has been directed against the United States rather than'the
West, since Latin American cultures have been Western at
least ‘officially’ for a long time).

Nationalism often obscures the alien character of the mod-
ernizing agencies. And a universal aspiration of nationalist
movements in the Third World and of the independent states
created in the wake of colonialism has been to make govern-
ment less alien to the people. To some extent the effort has
succeeded. The simple fact of national independence or the
establishment of a national government apparatus does not,
however, automatically bring government closer to the people.
Data from India indicate that the establishment of an Indian
national government, and even of state governments, has not
appreciably changed the people’s perception of government as
an alien entity in village India.'s

This is because in most traditional societies the significant
unit of social identification is the village or the tribe rather than
any larger unit. From the point of view of an Indian villager,
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the national government of India is as remote as the British Raj
was. To a slightly lesser degree, this is also true of state govern-
ment. Indian data show villagers turning away from modern
political institutions and establishing their own forms of leadet-
ship (like the traditional caste council) to counteract the agencies
of modern government. Similar data are available from Africa,
where tribal and ethnic identifications have, if anything:_in-
creased since the end of the colonial era.!s

These facts are particularly galling to nationalist intellectuals
who perceive themselves as being closely linked to the people at
large. In this perception they tend to overlook the degree of their
own Westernization and therefore the degree to which they
themselves appear as outsiders to the traditional elements in
their own society. Indeed, there are data from Tunisia that
indicate that traditional villages are more suspicious of middle-
class intellectuals from their national capital than they are of
Europeans.??

The cultural location of the modernizing agencies makes a
very great difference to the portion of the population that has
been subjected to a considerable degree of Western education.!®
In recently colonial countries the vivid memory of discrimina-
tion against indigenous personnel in political and economic
institutions still remains. Even in countries where such memor-
ies are fading, resentment against the West is a powerful moti-
vating force among the educated classes. This resentment may
be increased by the often unadmitted recognition that while
the West and all its works are violently rejeéted, the nation’s
goals of development and modernization cannot be achieved
without accepting at least a measure of Westernization and of
Western-derived institutions. The aim of many nationalist ideo-
logies in the Third World is to resolve this cognitive discrep-
ancy. Typically, this takes the form of continuing to reject what
are designated as the undesirable characteristics of Western
culture while being willing to adopt and adapt those elements
that are deemed necessary and desirable. Among the latter,
modern technology and its applications in the economic sphere
rank very high. Once more, there is a strong tendency towards
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socialism. Indeed, if one explores the actual cognitive content
of such ideologies as ‘African socialism’ or ‘Arab socialism’,
one finds that the reconciliation of discrepancy is crucial.t®
Western culture, particularly in its West European and North
American forms of capitalism, is perceived as a social system
that not only exploits people but also atomizes society and
uproots the individual. By contrast, the new socialism (which is
only rarely akin to socialism in any sector of the advanced
industrial world) is seen as a system that will combine the
benefits of modernity with a community that offers the indivi-
dual] both meaning and solidarity. A more important vector of
modernization is access to the economic benefits of modernity.
Most national societies today are related to modern economic
processes and to the international system these processes con-
stitute. The nature of the relationship differs vastly, however, in
different countries. Most countries of the Third World are over-
whelmingly poor, and most of their people have only minimal
access to the economic benefits of modernity, as compared with
the people in advanced industrial societies. Marxist analysts of
this situation have focused on economic dependency as the
basic feature of underdevelopment and have argued that under-
development itself is a direct result of exploitation.? We are
sceptical of this type of analysis if it is made into a generalized
explanation. The causes of underdevelopment are far more
complex, and exploitation of Third World countries by more
advanced economies is only one of many features in the situa-
tion, although in the case of certain countries it may well be the
predominant one. But there can be no difference of opinion on
the pervasive reality of poverty in most societies of the Third
World.

This poverty has both objective and subjective elements.
There are the objective facts of underdevelopment and the
conditions of life it creates. On the level of everyday experience,
there are the massive realities of hunger, disease and early death.
But the same facts have a subjective side, and in order to under-
stand what is going on in the Third World today it is necessary
to look at both elements of the situation. Poverty and, indeed,
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dependency and exploitation are not simply objective facts to
be uncovered by the economist or the political scientist. They are
also definitions of the situation and elements of consciousness.
Even in its initial phases, modernization entails an expansion of
the individual’s social horizon.! Through education and mass
communication, and also through face-to-face contact with in-
dividual agents of the primary modernization carriers,’_the
individual becomes conscious of a world beyond the confines of
his everyday social experience. Inevitably, he begins to compare
his own situation with that world. Almost inevitably, the com-
parison is depressing insofar as the new horizon includes infor-
mation and imagery about advanced industrial societies. What
previously was perceived as being part of the human condition
and its destiny now comes to be perceived as a very particular
condition, an unjust one, and one that at least in principle
might be changed. For these reasons there is a widespread and,
we believe, increasing linkage between modernization and the
rise of social dissatisfaction and revolutionary consciousness.
This linkage would probably emerge by itself, in view of the
aforementioned situation, but it has been greatly furthered by
political movements that have the express purpose of fostering
revolution and that quite correctly understand revolutionary
consciousness as the necessary prerequisite for any far-reaching
transformation of these societies.

It is here that our analysis links up with what Marxists in
Latin America have come to call ‘conscientization’,? that is,
the deliberate use of education and political propaganda to
make people conscious of the social and political determinants
of their situation, particularly their own exploitation, so that
they are ready to act politically. The linkage of modernization
with revolutionary consciousness is important not only for
political movements that seek to overthrow existing regimes but
also for nationalist governments that plan to mobilize their
populations for purposes of development. But even if many of
the structures of consciousness transmitted in such situations are
similar to the packages transmitted in politically less volatile
circumstances, the emotional style differs greatly in the two
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cases. Where mobilization is successful (be it mobilization for
revolution or for the post-revolutionary consolidation of a new
regime), every aspect of modernization is perceived as an instru-
ment of liberation (or rather is so perceived if this particular
aspect is part of the revolutionary programme). At least for
certain periods of time, this permits very rapid modernization
while preserving the individual’s sense of community. It is
therefore not surprising that revolutionary ‘conscientization’ is
widely employed by regimes that want to mobilize their popu-
lations for rapid development. The advantages of such mobili-
zation are obvious. The major risk is what happens when, after
expectations and enthusiasm have been roused to a fever pitch,
the goals of development are not reached. The case of Cuba is
very instructive in this regard.?

The institutional vector that we have called the social organ-
ization of the economy reduces itself, for all practical purposes,
to the question of capitalist versus socialist models of moderni-
zation. Modernization along broadly capitalist lines tends to
produce a highly restless, insecure population. Those whose lives
have been uprooted by the modernizing processes (such as those
who have been forced off the land or attracted to the cities) com-
monly find themselves in a threatening situation and, what is
more, without legitimations for this situation. Such people are
attracted by political movements that promise a radical change
in their circumstances and, simultaneously, personal security in
return for total commitment. We doubt whether the disloca-
tions involved in modernization are necessarily less harsh if the
economy is organized along socialist lines. A socialist system,
however, provides clearly defined goals, both collectively and
individually, and thus legitimates the dislocations as necessary
steps on the path to full development. We are not concerned
here with the question of whether capitalist or socialist models
of development are more appropriate for the Third World. Nor
should our observations be taken as an argument in favour of
socialism. All we say is that there are very strong non-economic
reasons why socialism in one form or another presents itself as
the more attractive model in an increasing number of Third
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World countries. These non-economic factors must be taken
into account, no matter how one estimates the economic plaus-
ibility of socialist as against capitalist models of development.

We are not speaking here of socialism in terms of Marxist
ideology. To prevent such a misunderstanding, let us look at the
military as an agent of modernization.? Whatever the political
role of the military in this or that country, its function as a
modernizing agent for the individual is essentially socialist.
While the individual who enters the military is uprooted from
his traditional setting and subjected to fundamental accommo-
dations to modernity under highly coercive controls, he is also
the beneficiary of important compensations for these depriva-
tions. He is provided with a new status and, to the extent that
he internalizes it, a new identity. His life is given form and
meaning in a group with a high degree of solidarity. His future
can be clearly visualized and is presented to him, at least in part,
as dependent upon his own efforts. In this context, the military
has shown itself to be one of the most successful agents of
modernization, including most especially the modernization of
consciousness. Within the military, individuals are introduced to
the possibility of shaping their own future. There are predict-
able relationships between effort and reward, and most impor-
tant, there is a system of equity based on merit. It is therefore
hardly surprising that a number of Third World countries have
come to be ruled by military regimes.

In the first part of this book we repeatedly emphasized that
the dichotomization of private and public life is one of the
crucial social characteristics of modernity. Modernization in
contemporary Third World societies imposes this same dichoto-
mization, and in most instances it is felt to be an extremely
difficult and often repugnant ordeal,” which gives birth to
profound threats of anomie. Socialism presents itself as a solu-
tion to this problem. It promises to reintegrate the individual in
all-embracing structures of solidarity. If modernization can be
described as a spreading condition of homelessness, then social-
ism can be understood as the promise of a new home.

A final institutional vector, the degree of bureaucratic auto-
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nomy, can be directly related to what has just been said. For
many reasons, only some of which have been discussed here,
the state and its apparatus occupy a central position in most
contemporary Third World societies. The tendency towards
socialism further intensifies this centralization. Both the expec-
tations of collective betterment (that is, the expectations of de-
velopment) and the hopes of the individual tend to be attached
to the state and its political promises. This situation is not con-
ducive to pluralization of power or even to restraints upon the
autonomy of the bureaucratic apparatus.



6

Collisions of
Consciousness

In the countries commonly referred to as the Third World,
modernity is a powerful vision full of images, some glittering
with promise, others ominously threatening. And today this
vision fills the lives of an increasing number of people in the
world. Even more important, since modernity is seen as the
wave of the future, the vision looms ahead on the horizon into
which life seems to be moving.

A great many personal and collective expectations are at-
tached to the vision of modernity, not all of them positive. Yet
on the most elementary levels of human experience, modernity
is associated with the expectation of being delivered from
hunger, disease and early death. Thus modernity has about it a
quality of miracle and magic which, in some instances, can link
up with old religious expectations of -delivery from the suffer-
ings of the human condition. But if is safe to assume that the
imagery of modernity is almost never limited simply to these
elemental expectations. Through various means of communica-
tion a stock of knowledge about the modern world is widely
diffused. This includes information (sometimes reliable, some-
times not) about the character of advanced industrial soc1et1es,
as well as information about what is going on in one’s own
society and prognoses as to that society’s future. Such com-
munication takes place even when direct contact with modern-
izing forces is very limited. The mass media, especially the
transistor radio and the motion picture, reach into territories
that have been barely touched by the primary carriers of mod-
ernization. But even more important, communication is spread
by hearsay. There are always people who have been somewhere
else — in some near-by town, or in the capital city or perhaps
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even abroad. Such individuals, when they return to their own
community, become important disseminators of this kind of
information and perspective.

A very instructive illustration of the way in which this kind of
communication can powerfully affect areas quite marginal to

_ the major modernization processes may be found in Jean Duvig-
naud’s study of Shebika, a village in Tunisia.! As Duvignaud
describes the village, it has remained virtually untouched by the
technological, economic and political agents of modernization.
Yet the village is affected by a steady stream of modernizing
communication. There is a school, and most of the younger
children can read. Thus they become the possessors and dis-
seminators,of a variety of facts about the outside world. There
are also in the village a number of individuals who served in the
French or Tunisian armies, some of them abroad. They too are
important informants concerning the modern world. Finally,
there are a number of transistor radios, to which Duvignaud
gives an important place among the influences that have
changed the character of village life.

Duvignaud shows how a situation can be drastically affected
by communication of this sort, even if nothing else changes —
and in this particular case precisely because nothing else
changes. The new lore disseminated by the schoolchildren, the
stories of faraway places told by the army veterans, and the
steady barrage of information and propaganda (especially pro-
paganda by the Tunisian government following that country’s
independence) coming over the radio have all had one major
consequence: the expectations of life have changed in Shebika.
The villagers were particularly roused to higher expectations by
promises made by politicians and government officials over the
radio. They expected the government to do very concrete
things to improve their situation, such as providing build-
ing materials to repair their houses. When these expectations
remained unfulfilled, there was mounting frustration and
anger. This finally led to a critical confrontation with represen-
tatives of the government, a confrontation that came very close
to a rebellion.
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The new images of modernity inevitably collide with the
symbols, values and beliefs of traditional society. To anyone
with a personal commitment to the tradition in question this
collision constitutes a potent threat. One of Duvignaud’s vil-
lagers expressed himself as follows (‘Sidi Sultan’ refers to a
local Muslim shrine):

‘Nothing’s left, nothing. When people come, we let them make an
offering. Why not? But Sidi Sultan no longer answers their prayers.
The old ways are gone; the bonds are loosened. We go through
the motions, but what of it? . . . The radio has killed everything.’ 2

Yet to others in such a situation, modernity appears as images
of glittering allure. Daniel Lerner, in his study of social change
in the Middle East, presents a portrait of the grocer in a Turkish
village, a man who welcomed modernity and who was himself
an agent of modernization.? In one conversation with Lerner’s
researchers, the grocer described in some detail what he would
like his store to look like eventually. The description given in
glowing terms was that of an American supermarket. Affluence,
technical marvels, consumer choice, the sense of benefiting from
the achievements of progress — all these elements are present in
this Turkish fantasy of an A&P.

In most of the Third World the allure of modernity is
strongly linked to city life. It is for this reason, quite apart from
the promise of economic opportunity, that the city serves as
such a powerful magnet. To be sure, people migrate there in the
expectation of finding better employment and better material
conditions of life. Yet these often highly rational expectations
are coupled with something else that is almost mystical in
character. This is the mystique of modernity, which has its most
powerful manifestation in the city. The rational expectations
are disappointed more often than not. The fastest-growing
type of urban agglomeration' in the Third World is the slum.
The hopes for good jobs, better housing or better health most
frequently come to a cruel end in the favelas of Latin America,
the bidonvilles of Africa and the shanty-towns of Asia. The
mystique, however, tends to be stronger than the rational ex-
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pectations. It survives the disappointment of the latter. Whatever
its frustrations and degradations, the city continues to be the’
place where things are happening, where there is movement
and a sense of the future. The mystique gives proof of its dura-
bility very clearly when, coupled with the resentment and anger
of shattered dreams, it transforms itself into revolutionary con-
sciousness. '

The symbols of modernity, and with them the entire vision
of the modern world, are not simply diffused in a haphazard
manner. Often they are deliberately manipulated, for either
economic or political reasons. In those areas of the Third
World that continue to be penetrated by capitalist enterprise,
such manipulation is undertaken by advertising. It is not, need-
less to say, terribly different from the manipulation undertaken
by advertising in advanced industrial societies of North America
or Western Europe. In the Third World, however, it has a much
greater impact because it links up directly with sometimes
desperate expectations of a better life, and also because it
imposes itself on a population that is much less sophisticated
with regard to the deceptions of this form of communication.
The Coca-Cola sign erected on the edge of a poverty-stricken
village in some Third World country has become a notorious
example of this type of manipulation. The manipulation can
also be political, however, and in this form it is employed by
Third World governments regardless of the manner in which
their economy is organized. A villager in Latin America may be
symbolically manipulated by advertising agencies in the em-
ployment of the producers of Coca-Cola, or by propaganda
outlets of the regime of Fidel Castro. Whatever else may be
different, as between these two types of manipulation, they have
one very important thing in common: both are related to the
mystique of modernity and its promise of a better life. Con-
versely, both are inimical to the traditional patterns of village
life.

The governments of newly independent countries of the Third
World have often been chastised by Western observers for their
lavish expenditures on purely symbolic enterprises. The erection
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of magnificent government buildings in the capital city, or the
establishment of a national airline, are favourite cases in point.
The Western observers in question habitually point out that
the governments cannot afford such expenditures. In purely
economic terms this may be true. Men, however, do not live by
bread alone - especially not in situations of desperate need and
urgent hope. In such situations men at least also live on dreams.
To the extent that this is true, one may say that many of these
governments cannot afford not to manipulate symbols in these
or comparable ways. The magnificent new buildings in the
capital city and the powerful new airplanes that bear the
national colours are not simply, and sometimes not at all, the
result of rational economic calculations. Rather, they are sym-
bols, indeed, one may say, sacraments of modernity and its
promises. They confirm the plausibility of the vision, and they
serve as a visible token of the government’s commitment to the
realization of all the hopes that are linked to the vision.

The symbols of modernity are not only diffused through the
mass media of communication, but they also have important
embodiments on the level of everyday life. To take two ex-
amples, the place of the wristwatch and the ballpoint pen in
the Third World today cannot be understood simply in func-
tional, utilitarian terms. These objects are above all symbolic.
They symbolize the modern status of the individual who owns
and exhibits them, and they are well chosen indeed. The one
refers to literacy and the immense new stock of knowledge that
literacy opens up, the other, to that structure of time which,
as we tried to show earlier, lies at the very roots of modern
technological production and modern bureaucracy, and thus of
modern society as such. As the symbols of modernity are visibly
attached to the human body, so are modern structures of con-
sciousness superimposed upon the human mind. Again, the
significance of wristwatch and ballpoint pen can be put in
sacramental terms. They are the outward, visible signs of an
inward transformation of consciousness. They express the colli-
sions, the conflicts and even the rituals brought about by the
intrusions of modernity into traditional social life.4

130



Collisions of Consciousness

As modernization proceeds, there is a transformation both
in the organization of knowledge and in cognitive style, in what
is known and in how it is known. The transformation in the
organization of knowledge is illustrated by one of Duvignaud’s
respondents as he expounds the traditional point of view in
these matters: ‘All knowledge belongs to God, and it is divided
into two parts: hidden knowledge and visible knowledge. Hid-
den knowledge was hidden by God, and it has five parts: law-
making, benevolence, rain, spirits and jinn. Visible knowledge
has three parts: politics, charity and the knowledge of Satan.
The knowledge of Satan has four subdivisions: the knowledge
of Satan proper, the politics of philosophy, geometry and in-
dustry. But these last four exist only in Europe.” This particular
conversation is about the village school. To make clear just how
ambivalent the respondent’s conception of ‘the knowledge of
Satan’ is, it is worth following the conversation a little further.
The researcher goes on to ask, ‘So geometry and philosophy
belong to the knowledge of Satan?’ The respondent replies,
‘Industry and geometry are for those who have denied their
religion.” Logically enough, the researcher inquires, ‘Do you
think that the young people who have been to school should
stay here or should go away?’ The reply to this question is:
‘If they can go, let them go.’

The organization of knowledge as articulated by a traditional
Tunisian villager is, of course, highly specific and may bear
little resemblance to the organization of knowledge in other
traditional societies. But the new organization of knowledge
brought about by modernization is very similar indeed all over
the world, for the reasons that we have already discussed. The
new bodies of knowledge come into traditional societies as
invading armies. Reality is redefined and reclassified in almost
every sector of social life.

As we have indicated before, the initial effect of this invasion
is almost invariably a sense of disorientation and of loss in the
consciousness of the individuals involved. With the social
presence of new bodies of knowledge there is also a new social
distribution of knowledge. Different individuals and groups
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have different access to the new bodies of knowledge. This may
have far-reaching, cataclysmic consequences. In a society in
which wisdom used to be associated with old age there may be a
sudden reversal as the young and the very young can plausibly
present themselves as privileged interpreters of the mysteries
of modernity. In such situations the dethroned elders naturally
have rather mixed feelings about the change.

As with any organization of knowledge, there are experts
and nonexperts. Modernization legitimates new experts and
simultaneously de-legitimates old ones. Some of this legitima-
tion may be informal, as, for example, when the homecoming
migrant suddenly acquires prestige as the man who has ex-
perienced and can tell about the mysteries of the great city.
But there are also highly formal and institutionalized processes
by which the new experts are legitimated. The most important
of these legitimating agencies is the school.® Quite apart from
the degree of information or skill actually transmitted by the
school in a modernizing situation, its very presence serves to
legitimate the new bodies of knowledge, and to bestow status
upon those who have begun in whatever measure to acquire the
new lore. Ivan Illich has very aptly called the school ‘the new
universal church’. The ‘religion’ proclaimed by this new church
is the mystique of modernity. As with the old church, the ritual
representing the new mysteries need not be comprehensible to
the people at large. Indeed, it may be argued that something is
gained by incomprehensibility. In other words, it is not at all
necessary that the lore transmitted by the school be coherent,
let alone useful. The children mumbling away in the school-
house are engaged in a ritual very similar to that of the priest
and his helpers around the altar. The congregation watches and
stands in awe. It is not at all necessary that it understands the
Latin.

Profound transformations also take place in cognitive style.
Although we cannot discuss here the question of whether,
despite the great variety of traditional cultures, there may be
what the Dutch historian Jan Romein has called the ‘common
human pattern’ from which modernity constitutes an abrupt
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deviation,? there is no doubt that comparable collisions between
modern and traditional elements of cognitive style may be
observed in different parts of the world. Most important, the
specific form of rationality associated with modern science,
technology and technologized economy imposes itself as an alien
force in most traditional societies. It redefines reality as an
object of deliberate, systematic and rational human activity.
By contrast, consider this description by a French psychologist
of what he claims to be a general African attitude towards the
world:

"Thus the world in its entirety appears as consisting of a single
tissue. Man cannot exercise domination over it by virtue of his
spirit. What is more, this world is sacralized, and man must be
prudent in the use he makes of it. All this is not very favourable to
the development of economic relations that are purely objective. In
such a world it is not certdin that man can create riches: he must
act in this world as a guest and not as an exploiting proprietor.?

The last sentence succinctly states the fundamental opposi-
tion: man as guest and man as exploiter in the universe. As we
tried to show earlier, this particular collision is most relevant
to the structures of consciousness intrinsic to technological pro-
duction — and by extension to any structures of consciousness
that are directly or indirectly derived from this process.

There are a few other traditional patterns whose collisions
with the structures of modern consciousness have wide import.
One of these is the conception of reality as a living and generally
interconnected fabric of beings. To quote again from the afore-
mentioned African study:

No being exists by itself. All remain tied to the totality of things
and in particular to those that have engendered them. It follows that
individualism is strongly limited. No being and no object can be
perfectly isolated, and every action is susceptible to lead to almost
infinite consequences.?

This kind of world view is in sharp opposition to the specific-
ally modern pattern that we have called componentiality. As
modern technological rationality penetrates a traditional
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society, the archaic unity of being is broken. The cosmic connec-
tion between all beings and all objects is severed. Reality is
organized into components that can be apprehended and man-
ipulated in isolation. To the extent that componentiality extends
even to the realm of social relations and to the individual’s
experience of himself, it tends to be experienced as uprooting
and alienating. -

A basic element in any cognitive style is temporality, that is,
the manner in which time is apprehended in consciousness. Both
modern technology and modern bureaucracy presuppose tem-
poral structures that are precise, highly quantifiable, universally
applicable and, perhaps most important of all, capable of span-
ning past, present and future within the same categories. The
last of these characteristics is particularly important in terms
of actions projected into the future. Modernity runs of necessity
on the time that can be measured on a wristwatch. This type
of temporality is drastically alien to the overwhelming majority
of traditional societies in the Third World, and quite possibly
to all of them. John Mbiti, a contemporary African philosopher,
maintains that traditional African consciousness lacks the cate-
gory of the future as it has developed in Western thought. Time
is divided into those events that have occurred in the past, those
that are taking place right now or in the immediate future and
those that inevitably and recurringly take place in the rhythms
of natural phenomena. Whatever does not fit into these three
categories is not apprehended as time at all. Rather, it is ‘no-
time’. As Mbiti explains:

The most significant consequence of this is that, according to
traditional concepts, time is a two-dimensional phenomenon, with a
long past, a present, and virtually no future. The linear concept of
time in Western thought, with an indefinite past, present and in-
finite future, is practically foreign to African thinking. The future is
virtually absent because events that lie in it have not taken place,
they have not been realized, and cannot, therefore, constitute time.
If, however, future events are certain to occur, or if they fall within
the inevitable thythm of nature, they at best constitute only poten-
tial time, not actual time. What is taking place now no doubt un-
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folds the future, but once an event has taken place, it is no longer in
the future but in the present and the past. Actual time is therefore
what is present and what is past. It moves ‘backwards’ rather than
‘forwards’; and people set their minds not on future things, but
chiefly on what has taken place.!?

Such a conception of time is not restricted to Africa. It is, to
say the least, widely diffused throughout Asia, and in the great
Asian civilizations it was articulated in highly sophisticated
philosophical systems. Whatever the Western notions of in-
tellectual elites, a very similar conception of time is deeply em-
bédded in Latin American cultures and to this day determines
the social life of vast numbers of people in Latin America. With
the onset of modernization, the specifically modern modes of
temporality are superimposed on the earlier temporal structures
on a number of different levels. Everyday social life is reorgan-
ized. In a traditional Mexican village, a campesino making an
appointment would find it perfectly adequate to say ‘I will see
you in the evening.’ This might mean any time between, say,
eight and eleven p.m. The modernized individual (at least if he
is really concerned with keeping the appointment) is more likely
to say ‘I will see you at nine-thirty.” It hardly needs to be em-
phasized that such a change entails a profound transformation
of the fabric of everyday life. The campesino will typically
experience this transformation as a very disagreeable matter. He
is likely to agree that it makes for more efficiency (a quality
that he more readily attributes to North Americans than to
himself), but at the same time he will feel that it leads to a
rushed and harassing way of life that is inherently less humane
than the traditional one.

This collision between different modes of temporality is
inevitable within the confines of modern technological or bur-
eaucratic activities. Thus it is clearly very difficult, if not im-
possible, to run a government office effectively on the time
structure of the campesino. (It has often been argued that the
recurring tendency to do so has much to do with the widespread
inefficiency of government operations in the Third World.) The
substitution of a modern time structure for a traditional one
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becomes particularly important in terms of planning. We need
not repeat here our analysis of the life-planning of individuals
and families in a modern society. Suffice it to say that such
life-planning becomes increasingly diffused as modernization
proceeds. In the process it necessarily collides with the tradi-
tional ways of apprehending the stages of biography. The same,
of course, goes for planning on a societal scale. It would be véry
difficult indeed to plan economic production in terms of African
‘no-time’, as it would be for a government to carry through a
five-year plan within the time-consciousness of traditional India.
Thus the wristwatch is closely linked to the calendar — and not
just to the calendar of the current year but to that of the coming
decade or beyond.

Modernization also brings with it new typifications of others
and of the individual’s relations to them. Every society has
some sort of operating typology to classify its members. At
the least, there are types for age and sex groupings, and for
different categories in the division of labour. In most societies,
of course, the typology is far more complex. Modernization
entails reclassification, often of a drastic and violent sort.
William Hinton, in his study of the coming of the Communist
revolution to a Chinese village, has described in great detail
the manner in which the Communists reclassified the population
for purposes of dealing with different groups of people.!! The
major relevant categories were those of rich peasants, middle
peasants and poor peasants. It was of very great importance to
the people in question whether they were put in one or the other
of these categories. Indeed, in certain instances, classification
determined life or death. Depending upon the gyrations in the
Party line, the criteria for classification were changed a number
of times. Thus a person classified as a rich peasant at one point
might mercifully be allowed to lapse into the category of middle
peasant at another stage. Or, if the Party line was hardening, the
opposite reclassification might occur. What Hinton is describing
here is, of course, a process by which social reality is abruptly
reclassified by the application of political and physical power.
Aptly enough, Hinton’s study is entitled Fanshen, a Chinese
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word meaning a complete turnabout in the order of things.

Similarly drastic reorderings of social relations are typical
in the wake of successful revolutions. It would be a mistake,
however, to limit one’s conception of such fanshen to situations
comparable to that of the Chinese revolution. In a less planned
way every process of modernization entails fanshen. The
phenomenon that in Africa has been called ‘detribalization’ is
essentially a similar process of radical social reclassification.’
While traditionally one’s fellow-men were classified in terms of
tribal affiliations, these now are overlaid by completely different
sodial typologies. Economic status, occupation, political party
affiliation or urban neighbourhood now vie with tribe as rele-
vant criteria for grouping people. Declassification and reclassi-
fication go hand in hand in this process.

Because of very fundamental processes in social psychology,
new typifications of others necessarily lead to new typifications
of self. In other words, as the individual’s apprehension of the
social world is changed by modernization, so is his apprehension
of his own identity. If, for example, it no longer makes sense
for him to identify others in terms of tribe only, it will sooner
or later make no sense for him to do so in his own case. Simi-
larly, the reclassification of others in terms of a revolutionary
ideology ipso facto includes a reclassification of oneself — be it
as an ‘enemy of the people’ or as a “little soldier for Mao’.

It is not difficult to see that fanshen is experienced as most
profoundly disturbing on the level of identity. Not only is the
world redefined, with others reclassified, but the individual
literally no longer knows who he is. At this point, all of reality
becomes uncertain and threatened with meaninglessness — pre-
cisely the condition that sociologists commonly call anomie.
Lykamba, an African interviewed by an ethnologist in the
former Belgian Congo,’® begins his autobiographical account
in these words:

I was one of the last real people to be born to my tribe. I was
born in a world that was not good, and was not bad, but it was more
good than bad. There were other tribes around us that wanted to
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kill us because they wanted our land, but that was only because
there were still others who wanted their land. We were powerful,
and nobody conquered us, and we lived on between the two great
rivers. Then the white man came and stopped all the fighting, and
this was a good thing.

It is much less clear whether what happened later to Lukamba
can also be described as a good thing. He went to a Christian
mission school and subsequently worked for the white man. In
the course of these changes he simultaneously realized the
wealth of his traditional inheritance and the manner in which
it was about to disappear:

I learned to feel close to the ancestors, and to know that we were
one with them, although I still did not know where they lived or
how. But when I put on the skin of the leopard and painted my
body and became as a leopard, the ancestors talked to me, and I
felt them all around me, I was never frightened at such times, but
felt good. This is what we have lost, what we have had taken away
from us. Now it is forbidden for us to talk to our ancestors, the
Anyota is no more so we can no longer learn their will or call on
them for help. We no longer have any reason for living, because we
have been forced away from the ways of our ancestors, and we lead
other men’s lives, not the lives of our fathers.

The time span in which transformations of consciousness
brought about by these collisions takes place differ in different
cases, In some the transformation is rapid or even cataclysmic.
In others the transformation takes longer. The point is often
argued (especially by analysts who are inimical to revolutionary
change) that slower change is somehow ‘healthier’. We do not
think that such a concept has any place in a scientific analysis
of these processes. It is essentially a value judgement. However,
we would tend toward the hypothesis that there is an inverse
relationship between the duration of such transformations and
the degree of coercion necessary to bring them about.

The carry-over process from the primary carriers of modern-
ization to other areas of social life also varies in effectiveness.
While in most cases that are available to us it has been powerful
and broadly successful, it would be a mistake to view such a
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process as irresistible or uniform in character. There is always
the possibility that even when a primary carrier intrudes into a
traditional situation, its modernizing effects will be contained
within a highly specific, limited sector of social life for a con-
siderable period of time. In other words, modernization may
be encapsulated, contained in a kind of enclave, around which
the traditional patterns of life go on substantially as before.
An instructive case in point is provided by Manning Nash’s
study of the introduction of a modern factory intoaGuatemalan
village."* Nash analyses in considerable detail the manner in
which, within the setting of the factory, traditional patterns of
life were transformed. His term for this, ‘factory rationality’,
refers to many of the processes discussed in the first chapter
of this book. But Nash also shows how traditional categories
of village life were prevented from being effective within the
social experience of the factory. These traditional patterns were,
so to speak, checked in at the factory gate. Outside that gate
the life of the village went on in much the same way as it had.
In Nash’s example, a number of factors led to encapsulation,
the principal one being that the factory in question, a textile
plant, was technologically quite unsophisticated and therefore
did not require very much training for local labour,
Encapsulation can be viewed as one pole in a continuum of
carry-over intensities. At the other end is fanshen, in which
carry-over is total, rapid and catastrophic. Between these two
poles, there is a great variety of both carry-over and stoppage
processes. We would contend that one of the main areas of
research in the frame of reference we are presenting here
should be the empirical investigation of the interplay of carry-
over and stoppage in particular modernizing situations.
Between the two poles there are numerous possibilities of
what might be called cognitive bargaining, that is, of com-
promises on the levels of consciousness between traditional and
modern patterns. R. S. Khare's study of a Hindu caste associa-
tion provides an interesting case study of such compromises.'®
It is hard to imagine a more massively traditional social struc-
ture than the Indian caste system. Modern India, however, has

139



The Homeless Mind

seen the development of caste associations, one of whose major
purposes is to mediate between the traditional patterns of caste
and the social realities of modernizing India. Many of the
incidents Khare discusses are excellent illustrations of cognitive
bargaining. For example, the father of a young man who had
just taken a university degree used the ‘strategic connections’
of his caste position to help his son obtain a government job.16
Here, on the surface at least, the traditional network of personal
relations directly collided with the impersonal merit system of a
modern bureaucracy. Interestingly, the father’s efforts on behalf
of his son at no point specifically challenged the impersonal
criteria of merit and fairness institutionalized in Indian govern-
ment bureaucracy. Yet the traditional channels of communica-
tion and influence were skilfully brought into play ‘around’
the modern structures with, in this particular case, formidable
success. As the father succinctly summarized it: ‘I think it was
both my son’s good academic credentials and a helpful attitude
of the caste elite. The latter was not spontaneously produced,
it came out of the right approach and appropriate contacts.’ 1’

The compromises are likely to be most difficult and painful
in the area of religion. One of the most general characteristics
of traditional pre-modern societies is their symbolic integration
by means of religion. This integration is in most cases critically
challenged by the onset of modernization. At the conclusion of
Chapter 3 we discussed the relationship of modernity to plural-
ism and secularization. We would maintain that the crisis of
plausibility that religion has been going through in the Western
world is intimately related to these features of modernity. In
the Third World today the same developments are experienced
as coming from without, that is, from the West. In the formerly
colonial countries they have been coupled with frequently
aggressive intervention by foreign political powers. This does
not necessarily mean (and usually did not mean) that the
colonial power deliberately wished to undermine the religious
beliefs of the indigenous population. On the contrary, most
Western colonial regimes were highly solicitous of traditional
religion, partly, no doubt, because they considered it to be a
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pacifying force. Nevertheless, the exercise of political power by
a Western government inevitably led to a shrinkage in the
social influence of traditional religion. This effect is most
visible in the area of law. Colonial regimes tended to arrogate
to themselves at least the most serious sectors of criminal law,
even if other legal matters were left to traditional authorities. In
societies in which traditionally the entire body of law was under
religious jurisdiction (as in the Islamic world) this arrogation
was in itself a secularizing event. It followed logically that those
sectors of law that came under direct colonial jurisdiction would
be.organized in terms of modern legal canons, which were
usually, of course, derived from the colonial government’s
country of origin. Law became a secularizing agency directly
sanctioned by political coercion. Post-colonial independent
governments have very largely continued this level of seculari-
zation. Whether by design or default, there has therefore been
a repetition in the Third World of the ‘solution’ of the problem
of religion in a pluralistic society — that is, privatization.

A general formula has been for the law to permit religious
jurisdiction to continue over private matters, especially those
that concern the family, such as marriage, divorce, inheritance
or the status of children. Qutside of this private sector, however,
in the area of the public institutions of the polity and the
economy, the law has become increasingly secularized. A good
illustration of this compromise is the passionate debate that
took place after the establishment of Pakistan concerning the
limits of traditional Muslim jurisdiction in the area of family
law.'® Generally speaking, the modernizing view on these mat-
ters has won the day. But this did not happen without fierce
opposition from traditionalist sources. One major traditionalist
argument, in Pakistan as elsewhere, has been that once tradi-
tional religious jurisdiction begins to be eroded it becomes
increasingly difficult to arrest the process. One may say that the
traditionalists have been quite correct sociologically in this
apprehension.

The crisis of traditional religion in the Third World reveals,
perhaps more sharply than anything else, the essential ordeal of
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modernization, the collective and individual loss of integrative
meanings. For this reason, a yearning for reintegration is one
of the most powerful realities of modernizing societies. This
yearning may take the form of nostalgia for the integrative
symbols of the past. It may also take the form of hope for a
new integration to be achieved in some future redemption.



7

Ideologies: Modernization and
Counter-Modernization

In the preceding two chapters we have looked at various cogni-
tive responses to modernization on the level of everyday life.
Let us turn now to another cognitive level, the level of deli-
berate and systematic reflection, or, to put it most simply,
ideology. The term ‘ideology’ has had a number of different
meanings in the social sciences. We use it here in a very broad
sense, as referring to any theoretically articulated propositions
about social reality. There are three different types of ideologi-
cal response to modernization. First, there are ideologies that
directly endorse or legitimate modernization. Next, there are
ideologies developed in opposition or resistance to moderniza-
tion; these might be called counter-modernization ideologies.
Third, and most important of all today, there are ideologies
that seek to control or contain modernization in the name of
values that are conceived to be independent of that process.

Again, we think it is useful to approach the topic by first
looking at polar opposites. At one pole we find an idea of mod-
ernization as redemption. At the other pole we find the idea that
modernization is tantamount to damnation. At the first pole,
ideology legitimates the attachment of profound hope and
aspiration to the modernizing process. At the other pole, the
modernizing process is ideologically represented as a de-
humanizing oppression that must be resisted at all costs. As we
previously saw with collisions of consciousness on the level of
everyday life, there is a variety of intermediate positions be-
tween the poles. And we should not be surprised that in the
Third World today it is the intermediate positions that are of
greatest importance.

Although it is probably not a pure case, the so-called Cargo
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Cult is an instructive example of modernization being legiti-
mated in redemptive terms.! The ideology in this case is clearly
religious. The Cargo Cult flourished in different parts of Melan-
esia during the early decades of this century. Its core was a
prophecy. White men would arrive on ships (in more recent
versions, planes have taken the place of ships). These white men
were the dead returned from the other world. Upon arrival they
would distribute goods to all the people, and everyone would
be very happy as a result, These goods (that is, the ships’ cargo,
from which the movement derived its name) were invariably
modern industrial consumer goods, which became charged with
redemptive significance. The case is not pure because it con-
tains the elements of traditionalism that have led to the classi-
fication of the Cargo Cult under the ethnological category
of ‘nativism’, a category that usually refers to counter-
modernizing rather than modernizing movements and ideas.
While there may well be such elements in the Cargo Cult (the
identification of the cargo-bearing white men with the dead is
a case in point), we think this particular movement is pro-
foundly illustrative of one pole of ideological responses.
Redemptive hopes and expectations are here linked to pre-
cisely those gifts of modernity that are brought by the West on
its ships and planes. Happiness consists in the acquisition of as
many of these goods as is possible. If we take this to be the key
motif of the Cargo Cult, then it represents a very widespread
ideological response indeed. We could even say that all ideolo-
gies that directly legitimate modernization are quite literally
‘cargo cults’, such as the vision of the Turkish grocer mentioned
in the preceding chapter. On the level of more sophisticated
- theory, this generalized ‘cargo cult’ is what Marxist critics in
Latin America have (pejoratively) called desarrollismo.2 The
term literally means developmentalism. It refers to all theories
and ideologies that regard development in the sense of economic
growth and institutional modernization as a good in itself.
‘Developmentalism’ in this sense has, until very recently, been
the underlying assumption of most North American social
scientists dealing with Third World problems. Whether or not
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one agrees with the other positions of the Marxist critics, one is
indebted to them for pointing out, very correctly, that develop-
mentalism is not a necessary and value-free scientific position,
but rather is based upon an implicit ideology. This ideology is,
however, by no means limited to the United States. With con-
siderable differences in detail, the official Soviet notions of
development could also be quite aptly subsumed under the
same general ideological category.? Unlike their American
counterparts, Soviet developmental theorists have, of course,
emphasized the importance of a revolutionary restructuring of
traditional societies before the redemptive benefits of modernity
can be fully savoured. We would not minimize the importance
of this difference. What remains quite similar is the uncritical
legitimation of modernity in opposition to all traditional ways
of life. One need mention only the Soviet glorification of such
things as rural electrification or the mechanization of agricul-
ture, not merely in their own country, but in any part of the
Third World into which Soviet development programmes have
been extended. Only recently a Soviet official proudly stated on
American television, ‘Our aim is the full automobilization of
Soviet society.” To the extent that Soviet society is upheld as
the great model for the Third World to follow, this attitude
represents a ‘cargo cult’ in pretty clear form.

At the opposite pole, there are various forms of counter-
modernizing ideology. These generally include what is
commonly called nativism.# The distinguishing characteristic
here is a defensive reaffirmation of traditional symbols. A con-
venient case to compare with the aforementioned Melanesian
movement is the Ghost Dance of the Prairie Indians between
1870 and 18905 Here, too, there was a prophecy proclaiming
the imminent return of the dead. Unlike the Melanesian dead,
however, the returned Indians would chase away the whites and
restore the traditional way of life. The whole world of modern
America would disappear like a bad dream and the Indians
would return to the allegedly happy days of the past. The
practical consequences of the Ghost Dance for its followers
were a radical rejection of all accommodations to the white
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culture. Adherents had to lead a rigorously traditional life, and
any deviation was considered treason to the movement.

The Ghost Dance was, in the main, a peaceful affair, though
its symbols linked its adherents to earlier movements of armed
resistance against the whites. (Also, presumably, there was to be
a good deal of violence when the prophecy reached fulfilment.)
Nativism frequently takes a violent form, however. A classical
case was the Japanese elimination of all Western influences in
the seventeenth century. Here, a deliberate attempt was made
to wipe out every vestige of Western influence and, indeed,
everyone, either native or foreign, who had in any way become
contaminated by modern importations. The attempt was suc-
cessful to an amazing degree; it kept Japan rigorously isolated
from modernizing influences until the Meiji Restoration of a
little over a century ago. A more recent example of such violent
counter-modernization is the Mahdi rebellion in the Sudan.’
Here counter-modernization was legitimated ideologically in
explicitly religious terms. The rebellion was led by a man who
claimed to be the Mahdi, that is, the saviour foretold in Muslim
tradition who would establish the universal empire of Islam.
The rebels, against the British and their Egyptian allies, were
engaged in a jihad, a holy war as commanded by the Islamic
faith. Such a war is fought in defence of everything that is
traditionally regarded as sacred and humanly worthwhile. Op-
position to modernity was total. Modernity became a malignant
monster that must be eradicated in fire and blood. The religious
context provided an ultimate legitimation of the impulse. of
resistance and rebellion.

In the contemporary Third World, nativism in one modifi-
cation or another continues in various traditionalist ideologies
that seek to maintain or (more commonly) to revitalize an
indigenous tradition in the face of modernization. On the level
of pretheoretical or nontheoretical consciousness (the level of
the ‘man in the street’) counter-modernization still quite fre-
quently takes the form of pure and total opposition to
modernity. Such absolute traditionalism is, however, becoming
rare on the level of systematic ideology. More commonly, what
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one finds is one notion or another of seeking control over the
forces of modernization in the name of traditional symbols.
Most ideological responses to modernization today, even if they
take a traditionalist colouration, are ideologies of control
rather than ideologies of outright opposition. In other words,
there is a general effort to synthesize, both in theory and in
practice, the impulses of modernization and counter-
modernization.

While we may thus still find traditionalism (we prefer this
term to nativism) in various parts of the Third World, it is
rarely expressed as direct opposition to modernity. Rather,
there is the ambition to combine development and moderniza-
tion with the protection of traditional symbols and patterns of
life. Very importantly, this desire for continuity with indi-
genous traditions focuses on the public as well as the private
spheres of social life. The traditionalist is typically not satisfied
with the relegation of traditional ways to the private sphere.
The public sphere as well, particularly its political and
legal institutions, must retain allegiance to the traditional
symbols

Mahatma Gandhi was probably the most important tradition-
alist thinker of the twentieth century. A basic impulse of the
Gandhian movement was to resist modernization in all spheres
of life and (albeit with important modifications, as for instance
with regard to the caste system) to achieve the independence of
India in accordance with traditional Hindu ideas. While the
importance of Gandhian thought for the political reality of
India has greatly diminished since independence, there continue
to be important movements that express the Gandhian point of
view. One of these is the Vinoba Bhave.” The major aim of this
movement is to bring about land reform by persuading land-
lords to surrender land voluntarily to the poor. Beyond this
pragmatic goal, however, is the continuing Gandhian ambition
to revitalize Indian society by ideas and values derived from the
tradition of Hinduism. The Gandhian ideology shows very
clearly one widespread characteristic in contemporary forms of
traditionalism: while tradition is defended, it is at the same
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time greatly modified. Thus while Gandhi was inimical to
industrialization and to many other aspects of the modern
-world as brought to India by the British, he was given to a
religious syncretism that would be abhorrent to a fully tradi-
tional Hindu. He was willing to accept the modern concepts of
the nation-state and of political democracy for independept
India, and (probably most important of all in the Hindu con-
text) he was in favour of radical modifications of the caste
system, to the point of abolishing the lowest categories in that
system.

This characteristic of most traditionalist ideologies replicates
on the theoretical level what we previously called cognitive
bargaining on the level of everyday consciousness. Behind this
phenomenon lies a simple but profoundly important mech-
anism of human cognition: Almost any contact between dif-
ferent cognitive systems leads to mutual contamination.? The
traditionalist defending himself cognitively against modernity
almost inevitably incorporates elements of the latter within
his own defence. This process of cognitive contamination oper-
ates mainly in one direction because modernity is represented
in the traditionalist’s milieu by overwhelmingly powerful poli-
tical and economic agents. Thus it is the traditionalist, rather
than the modernizer, who experiences the greatest pressures
towards compromise in his ideological constructions.

Rich material on the continuing importance of traditionalism
(in terms of both movements and ideologies) can be found i in
the contemporary Muslim world.® There is the extremely in-
structive case of the attempt to construct a state in Pakistan
that would be both explicitly Muslim and explicitly modern.
There is the more recent case of the resurgence of militant
Islamic traditionalism in the revolutionary regimes in Algeria
and in Libya. In the three cases just mentioned, and in others,
there is the common feature of attempting to combine 2 resur-
gent Islam with a commitment to such modern goals as eco-
nomic development, social progress and political democracy.
Beyond this, however, there is the desire to show that the
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traditional culture (in this case Muslim) is actually conducive to
these modern goals.

In other Muslim countries, however, traditionalist move-
ments have repeatedly been in conflict with regimes that have
pursued the goals of modern development. The clash between
the Nasserite regime in Egypt and the Muslim Brotherhood is
an important case in point. There have been similar conflicts in
other parts of the Muslim world, for example in Pakistan and
in Indonesia. The recurring motif in these conflicts is the asser-
tion by the more rigid traditionalists that the modernizing
regimes have diluted or misused the traditional symbols. Such
conflicts are not limited to the Muslim world. Similar con-
stellations. can be found in a number of countries where an
attempt was made to harness Buddhist traditions to the pro-
cesses of development and modernization, as in Burma, Thai-
land and Ceylon.!° The récurring problem for traditionalists of
all colourations is the problem of just where to draw the line —
that is, the line beyond which compromises (in practice as well
as in ideology) no longer maintain the tradition but serve to
liquidate it from within. We doubt that there is any generally
applicable formula to solve this problem, which means that it is
likely to continue to haunt any efforts to synthesize moderniza-
tion and counter-modernization under the banner of traditional
symbols.

The most potent form of ideological response to moderniza-
tion in the Third World today is nationalism.!' There is con-
siderable irony in this. Nationalism, indeed the very idea of
nation and nation-state, is a peculiarly Western construction. In
the Third World the same construction has become an anti-
Western ideology. Furthermore, nationalism is a peculiarly
modern ideology, a product of the same bourgeois class that
created modern capitalism and modern democracy. At least as
far back as the Napoleonic period, nationalism appeared on the
political scene as a force claiming to represent progress and
modernity. Yet, in the Third World, it has been nationalism that
has repeatedly attempted to incorporate into itself the counter-
modernizing impulses discussed above,
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Nationalism depends upon a particular social definition of
the situation, that is, upon a collectively agreed-upon entity
known as a particular nation. While political scientists have
tried to arrive at some intrinsic elements required for national-
ity (such as common territory, common history and the like),
the definition of a particular group of people as constituting a
nation is always an act of social construction of reality. That is,
it is always ‘artificial’. This is as much the case with France as
with, say, Zambia. The difference between France and Zambia
is not that the former is in some way less ‘artificial’ a construc-
tion than the latter, but rather that the construction has
been around for a longer time. People in France have had
a better chance to habituate themselves to the self-identifi-
cation of Frenchmen than Zambians have to their self-identifi-
cation in terms of Zambia as a nation. In some parts of the
Third World, nationalism has been able to attach itself to
older political identities. This has been typically the case in
areas where there are traditions of powerful political entities in
the past, such as India or China. In such places nationalism can
link up more readily with older traditions. In Africa, by con-
trast, where nations were newly defined within old colonial
boundaries, the task of ‘nation building’ (or, if one prefers, the
task of inventing nations) has been much more difficult.!2

In either type of situation, nationalism entails the construc-
tion of new overarching symbols. The avowed purpose of the
construction is, typically, first the mobilization of people to
obtain independence from foreign rule or domination, and
second, mobilization to attain the goals of development policies.
The nation is defined as an all-embracing community, and thus
is posited as an entity that can overcome the fragmentations
and alienations of the modernizing process. The nation pro-
vides a new collective identity and, at least to a degree, an
identity for the individual as well.

The symbols of nationalism have been very effective indeed
in situations where there has been a struggle for independence,
either in the literal sense of throwing out a colonial regime or,
more indirectly, in the sense of liberation from foreign domin-
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ation or influence (in the recent history of Latin America it is
the latter rather than the former aspiration that must be taken
into account). In such situations, nationalism provides integra-
tive symbolism for variegated groups within the society. Once
the struggle has ended in success, however, the symbols of
nationalism frequently lose their integrative potency. Other
collective identifications and solidarities emerge, or re-emerge.
African ‘tribalism’ is perhaps the clearest case of this. Ethnic,
linguistic or religious collectivities appear as challengers to the
symbolic supremacy of the nation, and of the state that claims
to embody it. In such situations, the nation state and its political
institutions become the major modernizing symbol against the
impulses of counter-modernization.

In the ideology of socialism in the Third World there are a
number of issues that we cannot deal with here.!3 Most impor-
tant, we cannot adjudicate the question as to whether socialism
does or does not constitute the most viable model of develop-
ment in terms of economic growth or collective happiness or,
for that matter, social justice. To discuss the first two matters
would transcend the scope of this book; to discuss the third
would entail transcending the limits of social science. Yet there
are a number of observations about socialism that must be
made within our limited scope. We would emphasize once
again that in our opinion these observations can be made quite
independently of the way in which one answers (positively or
negatively) the question about the general viability of the
socialist model.

As we have indicated before, we think there is a hidden
agenda to socialism in the Third World that is only indirectly
related to the pragmatic economic, social and political issues
that socialist ideology addresses itself to. This hidden agenda is
the theme of community posited against the disintegrative
forces of modernization. In this central motif, Third World
socialism is very close indeed to Third World nationalism (de-
spite the frequently quixotic efforts of United States foreign
policy to make subtle distinctions between the two). However,
the community that socialism posits is both more universal and
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more specific than the community defined by nationalism. It is
more universal because most socialist ideologies make an
appeal to a common human destiny that transcends the borders
of the national society. It is more specific because it addresses
itself not only to the various traditional differentiations of
society (tribe, caste, religion and so on), but in addition, seeks
to solve the problem of the new differentiations that moderniza-
tion itself has brought about. These differentiations are very
largely understood by socialist ideologies in terms of class. It
is the community of the oppressed, the poor, the exploited, that
is both defined and constructed by socialist movements.

As in the case of Third World nationalism, the most important
carrier group of the ideology is the ‘intellectuals’. The meaning
of this term in the Third World is somewhat different from the

" meaning to which Westerners are accustomed. To be an ‘intel-
lectual’ means to have successfully completed a certain amount
of education, sometimes no more than secondary school. Both
socialism and nationalism are initially propagated by a rela-
tively small stratum of such ‘intellectuals’, employed in the
lower reaches of the political, educational and economic insti-
tutions of the society. With the coming of independence, this
stratum is supported to a very high degree by government em-
ployment. Socialism and nationalism, then, not only constitute
ideological preferences of intellectuals, but become official doc-
trines, legitimated by government from the highest to the lowest
echelons.

The merging of the nationalist and socialist ideological re-
sponse to modernization is very explicit in many areas. Impor-
tant that cases are ‘Indian socialism’, ‘Arab socialism’, and ‘Afri-
can socialism’. In each one of these cases, there is not only a
merger of the two ideologies, but the further assumption that the
national genius in each particular case will necessitate or facili-
tate a peculiar type of socialism. Often it is a little difficult to
determine in just what way this is supposed to be the case, but
this indeterminacy in ideological content in no way detracts
from the potency of the symbol, and quite possibly adds to it.

The coalescence of nationalism and socialism is of particular
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international relevance today in terms of the split between the
Soviet and the Chinese versions of Communist international-
ism.!* The Soviet model of socialist development has been
widely discredited because of the belief that it seeks to impose
an alien (namely its own) system upon all societies that come
under its domination. By contrast, the Chinese version of
Communism, and the Maoist model of development, have
represented themselves with considerable success in various
parts of the Third World as an ideology that is highly respect-
ful of indigenous traditions and particular local circumstances.
The extent to which this image of Maoism may be an illusion
need not concern us here.

Socialism in any of its versions represents itself as a com-
bination of community and progress, of collective solidarity
and development. While most versions of socialist ideology
acknowledge that development and modernization entail sacri-
fices, there is a strong emphasis on such sacrifices being borne
equitably and in fraternal solidarity by the society as a whole.
To the extent that modernization has up to now entailed a
fragmentation and disintegration of communal solidarities,
socialism promises to reverse the trend. It offers modernity and
community. Indeed, one may say that socialism, as an ideology,
says quite literally that one can have one’s cake and eat it too.
Socialism in the Third World, of course, defines itself in oppo-
sition to a specific image of capitalism, which emphasizes its
allegedly intrinsic exploitative and divisive characteristics.
Socialist cooperation is posited against capitalist competition.
Socialism is defined as a purveyor of collective identity, while
capitalism is seen as bringing about the alienation and isola-
tion of the individual. It hardly needs emphasizing that there
are very strong redemptive undertones in all of this.

" These themes are often linked explicitly to pre-modern indi-
genous patterns. A good example is Tanzania. In the so-called
Arusha Declaration of 1967, TANU, the ruling party of
Tanzania under the regime of Julius Nyerere, proclaimed the
ideology of a distinctive African socialism as the guideline for
the country’s development. A key term in this ideology is
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ujamaa. This is a Swahili term which cannot be precisely trans-
lated but which refers to the indigenous African patterns of
kinship or clan solidarity. TANU declared that ujamaa would
be the basic norm for the development of Tanzanian society as
a whole. The new socialism would link up directly and naturally
with the indigenous African approach to social life. This is
how Nyerere himself explains the concept:

Ujamaa, then, or ‘familyhood’, describes our socialism. It is
opposed to capitalism, which seeks to build a happy society on the
basis of the exploitation of man by man; and it is equally opposed
to doctrinaire socialism which seeks to build its happy society on a
philosophy of inevitable conflict between man and man. We, in
Africa, have no more need of being ‘converted’ to socialism than we
have of being ‘taught’ democracy. Both are rooted in our own past -
in the traditional society which produced us. Modern African
socialism can draw from its traditional heritage the recognition of
‘society’ as an extension of the basic family unit. But it can no
longer confine the idea of the social family within the limits of the
tribe, nor, indeed, of the nation. For no true African socialist can
look at a line drawn on a map and say ‘the people on this side of
that line are my brothers, but those who happen to live on the other
side of it can have no claim on me’; every individual on this con-
tinent is his brother.15 ’

Closely related to this in Tanzania is the notion of controlled
development, in terms of indigenous values and indigenous
resources. The country is to be fully in charge of its own
development policies. It is to seek its own solutions to its prob-
lems of underdevelopment, and to reject the arbitrary imposi-
tion of models derived from abroad. In line with these ambi-
tions, Tanzania has placed a major emphasis on rural and
agrarian development, as against rapid industrialization. A
growing network of so-called ujamaa villages (collective agri-
cultural settlements planned by the government) is to provide
a sound base for the modernization of agriculture while at the
same time preventing the dislocations and conflicts that have
gone with modernization elsewhere. There has also been a
policy of encouraging people to remain on the land to forestall
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the chaotic growth of cities so typical of the Third World.

We cannot discuss here the extent to which these particular
policies have been successful in Tanzania. But the thinking
underlying the Tanzanian model of African socialism is by
no means limited to that country. It represents a spreading
conviction in the Third World (in Asia and Latin America as
well as in Africa) that these societies will have to design their
own conceptions of development and to base their development
planning on self-reliance rather than on dependence on foreign
assistance. In line with this, a slogan has gained currency in
recent years among Third World intellectuals: ‘Development
without modernization’. The meaning is quite simple: it en-
dorses the goals of development in the sense of economic
growth and an equitable distribution of its benefits, in terms of
better health, better housing, better education and so forth. At
the same time, it rejects the notion that these development
goals necessitate the modernization of the entire society in the
sense of adopting Western-derived institutions. Both develop-
ment and modernization are to be subject to controls based on
deliberately chosen values in each country.

Notions such as these bring us to the last ideological re-
sponse that we would like to discuss here — one that for lack of
a better term we call post-modernism. This is a response that
bears considerable similarity to de-modernizing impulses in the
advanced industrial societies themselves (which we will take
up in the following chapters). The root idea is, again, quite
simple: modernity has run its course, modernization and
development must be fundamentally challenged as goals for
the Third World, and quite new approaches to the human
problems of poverty and injustice must be invented. In other
words: The Turkish grocer should have second thoughts about
his vision. :

The ideas of Ivan Iilich, which have gained some attention
in Latin America, may be taken as representative of this novel
ideological response.’® A few years ago Illich began to analyse
the school as an institution imposed by the modern world on
Latin America. He tried to show in a number of sharply critical
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analyses that the school in Latin America was inimical to the
avowed purpose of development and also to profoundly im-
portant human values. The school served to legitimate social
inequalities by using educational achievement in its own terms
as a criterion for social stratification. The school indoctrinated
people in values destructive of traditional solidarity and con-
ducive to capitalist exploitation. Illich called for a fundamental
rethinking of the conception of education, which he felt would
lead to a ‘cultural revolution’ in other areas of social life as
well.

At least in his own work this has been the case. In the recent
past, Illich has turned from the school to other institutions
linked to modernization and subjected them to equally sharp
critiques. He has dealt with modern systems of public health,
transportation and housing, in each case trying to show that
these institutions, as they are currently developing in Latin
America, enslave rather than liberate man. The post-modern
utopia that Illich suggests, which he calls a ‘convivial society’,
would be characterized above all by a rejection of the modern
ideas of unending growth, unilinear progress and ever more
expansive rationality. At the same time, this utopia is not anti-
technological. On the contrary, it would use the most sophis-
.ticated techniques available in contemporary society to permit
the creation of new, deliberately planned human communities.
Inevitably, the emphasis would be on communities of limited
size, with both modern technology and the mechanisms of
political decision accessible to everyone. .

Hiich’s term, ‘cultural revolution’ (a rather unfortunate
choice, since Illich in no way regards Communist China as a
model for his thinking) suggests that a fundamental transfor-
mation must take place on the level of consciousness. In other
words, what he proposes are new and revolutionary theoretical
approaches to the problems of the Third World. In this he is
close to the ideas of the Brazilian educator Paulo Freire, who
developed a method of education he called ‘conscientization’.1”
Originally the term, as used by Freire, simply meant that
adults could be taught anything more readily if the teaching
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was related to the primary concerns of their everyday life.
(Freire was originally concerned with teaching literacy.) The
term, however, has come to mean much more than that, both
in Freire’s own work and in its wide diffusion among radical
intellectuals throughout Latin America. Conscientization now
means the entire transformation of the consciousness of people
that would make them understand the political parameters of
their existence and the possibilities of changing their situation
by political action. Conscientization is a precondition of lib-
eration. People will be able to liberate themselves from social
and political oppression only if they first liberate themselves
from the patterns of thought imposed by the oppressors. In
Latin America these ideas have become particularly powerful -
in the Catholic left and have become incorporated in a body of
thought generally known as ‘the theology of liberation’.*®* One
aspect of this ideology, which we cannot pursue here, is the
legitimation of revolutionary aspirations by Christian theology.
This has become politically important in recent years in a
- number of Latin American countries, spectacularly so in Chile.
More germane to our present considerations, however, is the
nature of the ‘liberation’ being proclaimed. It could be aptly
described as a liberation beyond modernity. It envisages a new
type of society, which would be neither a return to the tradi-
tional structures, nor an approximation of contemporary
advanced industrial societies. Most exponents of this ideology
envisage an economy run along socialist lines, but (even if
Marxism is often accepted as a valid method of analysis) there
is the general tendency to reject all existing socialist societies
as models and to envisage a future socialism that does not as
yet exist. ‘

There is an underlying paradox in all ideologies that seek
to control or contain modernity, a paradox closely related to
the phenomenon that we have called cognitive contamination:
if one wishes to control modernization, one must assume one
has an option and the ability to manipulate. Thus one may opt
against modernity. Thus one will seek to manipulate the pro-
cesses of modernization. These very ideas, however, are modern
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- indeed, modernizing - in themselves. Nothing could be more
modern than the idea that man has a choice between different
paths of social development. One of the most pervasive charac-
teristics of traditional societies is the notion that there is no
choice; that the structures of the given soclety are inevitable,
rooted in human nature, or indeed in the very constitution of
the cosmos. Similarly, the notion that the course of human
events can be deliberately manipulated and controlled is a
specifically modern notion, which is alien to the thinking of
most people in traditional societies. Therefore, at least in this
one fundamental theme, modern consciousness is a well-nigh
irresistible force, and it imposes the theme of option and mani-
pulability even on those who most strenuously resist it.

A number of general questions express the underlying prob-
lem to which all of the aforementioned ideologies address
themselves: Is the process of modernization, as hitherto exper-
ienced, irrevocable and irresistible? Are there alternatives to
it? In our own terms, what are the possibilities of stoppage?

All these questions are, of course, susceptible to being
answered in terms of the available Western ‘solution’ of the
dichotomization between public and private spheres. It would
be possible to concede the irrevocability and irresistibility of
modernization in the institutions of the public sphere and to
look upon the private sphere as a refuge or ‘reservation’ for
other structures of consciousness and patterns of life. None of
the aforementioned ideologies, however, are willing to settle
for this. Indeed, the dichotomization is one of the allegedly
dehumanizing aspects of modernity from which liberation is
sought. So one comes to a very specific question: What are
the possibilities of stoppage within the public sphere? This
question entails implications that are beyond our scope here.
Some of these implications have to do with the economic feasi-
bility, or the political requirements, of certain development
models. However, it should be clear by now that the question
also entails implications on the level of consciousness. What-
ever might be the economic and political parameters necessary
for the realization of development models that seek alternatives
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to what has hitherto been called modernity, there remains the
question of the intrinsic linkage between certain institutional
processes and certain structures of consciousness, and this
underlies some of the most urgently discussed problems in the
Third World today.



I
De-modernization

And now what will become of us without Barbarians? -
Those people were some sort of a solution.

—C.P. CAVAFY

’M.-8



8

Modernity and Its
Discontents

In the first part of this book we mentioned the discontents and
counterformations engendered by the institutional structures
of modernity. Let us summarize these and then discuss the
institutional dynamics within which they are located.

First there are discontents that derive directly or indirectly
from the technologized economy. Most generally, these are
the discontents derived from what Max Weber called ‘rational-
ization’. The rationality that is intrinsic to modern technology
imposes itself upon both the activity and the consciousness of
the individual as control, limitation and, by the same token,
frustration. Irrational impulses of all sorts are progressively
subjected to controls. (The Freudian term ‘repression’ is singu-
larly apt for describing this process.) The resuit is considerable
psychological tension. The individual is forced to ‘manage’ his
emotional life, transferring to it the engineering ethos of
modern technology. The discontents derived from this source
are broader in scope, however. As we have seen, modern tech-
nological production brings about an anonymity in the area of
social relations. What we have called componentiality, which
is intrinsically related to the manner in which modern techno-
logy deals with material objects, is transferred to individual
relations with others, and ultimately with the self. This anony-
mity carries with it a constant threat of anomie. The individual
is threatened not only by meaninglessness in the world of his
work, but also by the loss of meaning in wide sectors of his
relations with other people. The very complexity and pervasive-
ness of the technologized economy makes more and more
social relations opaque to the individual. The institutional fabric
as a whole tends towards incomprehensibility. Even in the indi-
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vidual’s everyday experience, other individuals appear as agents
of forces and collectivities which he does not understand.
Furthermore, he is constantly in the situation of having too
many balls in the air simultaneously. In the words of the clas-
sical American joke: He has ‘too many choices’ all the time. The
complexity of the multi-relational modern world puts a strain
on all standard operating procedures, not only in the indivi-
dual’s activity but in his consciousness as well. The typologies
and interpretive schemes by which everyday life is ordered (and
thus becomes possible as the arena of social interaction) must
be used from moment to moment to deal with vastly compli-
cated and constantly changing demands. Once more the result
is tension, frustration and, in the extreme case, a feeling of
being alienated from others.

The discontents derived from the bureaucratization of major
institutions are very similar to the ones just mentioned. How-
ever, they are even broader in scope for the simple reason that
bureaucratization has affected nearly every sector of social |
life. To be sure, the goods and services provided by the tech-
nologized economy also pervade everyday life. But many of
them can be incorporated into various social contexts without
immediately changing their character. A congregation of
Tibetan Buddhist monks, let us say, transplanted to the United
States, can start using electric razors without thereby altering
the character of their social relations. If, however, this monas-
tic community started to bureaucratize its procedures, the very
fabric of its social life would change almost immediately. The
individual is ‘surrounded’ by bureaucracy far more effectively
that he is by the technologized economy, at least as far as his
social life is concerned. Therefore, while the discontents of
bureaucracy are similar to those brought about by the techno-
logized economy, the individual is more likely to suffer from
the former than from the latter.

The primary and most powerful location of bureaucracy is
in the political sphere, and it is here that these discontents have
bad their most spectacular expression. Increasingly in advanced
industrial societies (apparently regardless of their particular ‘
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ideological or institutional character), people have come to
feel ‘alienated’ from the polity and its symbols. Political life
has become anonymous, incomprehensible and anomic to
broad strata of the population. However, it would be a mistake
to limit one’s understanding of the discontents of bureaucracy:
to the political area. It is much more pervasive than that. 4/l the
major public institutions of modern society have become ‘ab-
stract’? That is, these institutions are experienced as formal
and remote entities with little or no meaning that can be
concretized in the living experience of the individual.

There are also discontents specifically derived from the
pluralization of social life-worlds. Generally, these discontents
can be subsumed under the heading of ‘homelessness’. The
pluralistic structures of modern society have made the life of
more and more individuals migratory, ever-changing, mobile.
In everyday life the modern individual continuously alternates
between highly discrepant and often contradictory social con-
texts. In terms of his biography, the individual migrates through
a succession of widely divergent social worlds. Not only are
an increasing number of individuals in a modern society up-
rooted from their original social milieu, but, in addition, no
succeeding milieu succeeds in becoming truly ‘home’ either. It
is important to understand, as we tried to show earlier, that this
external mobility has correlates on the level of consciousness.
A world in which everything is in constant motion is a world
in which certainties of any kind are hard to come by. Social
mobility has its correlate in cognitive and normative mobility.
What is truth in one context of the individual’s social life may
be error in another. What was considered right at one stage of
the individual’s social career becomes wrong in the next. Once
more, the anomic threat of these constellations is very powerful
indeed.

The ‘homelessness’ of modern social life has found its most
devastating expression in the area of religion. The general
uncertainty, both cognitive and normative, brought about by
the pluralization of everyday life and of biography in modern
society, has brought religion into a serious crisis of plausibility.
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The age-old function of religion - to provide ultimate certainty
amid the exigencies of the human condition — has been
severely shaken. Because of the religious crisis in modern
society, social ‘homelessness’ has become metaphysical — that
is, it has become ‘homelessness’ in the cosmos. This is very
difficult to bear. The problem becomes most clearly apparent
when one locks at that ancient function of religion which
Weber called ‘theodicy’. This means any explanation of human
events that bestows meaning upon the experiences of suffering
and evil. Through most of human history, religion provided
such theodicies. In one way or another, religion made meaning-
ful even the most painful experiences of the human condition,
whether caused by natural or by social agents. Modern society
has threatened the plausibility of religious theodicies, but it has
not removed the experiences that call for them. Human beings
continue to be stricken by sickness and death; they continue
to experience social injustice and deprivation. The various
secular creeds and ideologies that have arisen in the modern
era have been singularly unsuccessful in providing satisfactory -
theodicies. It is important to understand the additional burden
to modernity implicit in this. Modernity has accomplished
many far-reaching transformation_s, but it has not fundamen-
tally changed the finitude, fragility and mortality of the human
condition. What it has accomplished is to seriously weaken
those definitions of reality that previously made that human
condition easier to bear. This has produced an anguish all its
own, and one that we are inclined to think adds additional
urgency and weight to the other discontents we have mentioned.

Modern society’s ‘solution’ to these discontents has been, as
we have seen, the creation of the private sphere as a distinctive
and largely segregated sector of social life, along with the
dichotomization of the individual’s societal involvements be-
tween the private and the public spheres. The private sphere
has served as a kind of balancing mechanism providing mean-
ings and meaningful activities to compensate for the discontents
brought about by the large structures of modern society. In
the private sphere, ‘repressed’ irrational impulses are allowed
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to come to the fore. A specific private identity provides shelter
from the threats of anonymity. The transparency of the private
world makes the opacity of the public one tolerable. A limited
number of highly significant relationships, most of them chosen
voluntarily by the individual, provide the emotional resources
for coping with the multi-relational reality ‘outside’. Even reli-
gion has become largely privatized, with its plausibility struc-
ture shifting from society as a whole to much smaller groups
of confirmatory individuals.?

There can be no doubt that this ‘solution’ has worked for
many people. It has, however, a number of built-in weaknesses,
all of them directly related to the location of the private sphere
in society and to the structural characteristics that are the con-
sequence of this location. One way of describing it is to say
that the private sphere is ‘underinstitutionalized’.? This means
that the private sphere has a shortage of institutions that firmly
and reliably structure human activity. There are, of course,
institutions within the private sphere. The most important of
these is the family, which still derives legitimation and legal
sanction from the state. There are also religious institutions, in
whatever stage of privatization. There are voluntary associa-
tions, ranging from neighbourhood improvement groups to
hobby clubs. But none of these is in a position to organize the
private sphere as a whole, The individual is given enormous
latitude in fabricating his own particular private life - a kind
of ‘do-it-yourself’ universe.

This latitude obviously has its satisfactions, but it also im-
poses severe burdens. The most obvious is that most indivi-
duals do not know how to construct a universe and therefore
become furiously frustrated when they are faced with a need
to do so. The most fundamental function of institutions is pro-
bably to protect the individual from having to make too many
choices. The private sphere has arisen as an interstitial area
left over by the large institutions of modern society. As such,
it has become underinstitutionalized and therefore become an
area of unparalleled liberty and anxiety for the individual.
Whatever compensations the private sphere provides are usu-
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ally experienced as fragile, possibly artificial and essentially
unreliable.

Social life abhors a vacuum, probably for profound anthro-
pological reasons. Human beings are not capable of tolerating
the continuous uncertainty (or, if you will, freedom) of existing
without institutional supports. Thus the underinstitutionaliza-
tion of the private sphere has produced new institutional for-
mations. These have been called ‘secondary institutions’.* Some
of them are old institutions that have been given new functions
(such as the family or the church). Others are new institutions
(such as the great variety of voluntary associations). They are
meant to fill the gap left by the underinstitutionalization of
the private sphere. There is, however, a built-in paradox in the
way in which they function. If they retain the optional, and
therefore artificial, quality of private life, they are not able to
meet the demand for stability and reliability that brought them
about in the first place. If, on the other hand, they are so con-
structed as to meet these demands, they increasingly take on
the character of the larger institutions of modern society: they
become bureaucratized, and therefore anonymous, abstract,
anomic. As a result of its built-in weaknesses and the very
largely built-in difficulties of finding any institutional remedies,
the private sphere’s compensatory quality is constantly in
peril. The discontents engendered by the structures of modern-
ity in the public sphere have a disconcerting way of reappear-
ing in the private sphere. In their private lives individuals keep
on constructing and reconstructing refuges that they experience
as ‘home’. But, over and over again, the cold winds of ‘home-
lessness’ threaten these fragile constructions. It would be an
overstatement to say that the ‘solution’ of the private sphere is
a failure; there are too many individual successes. But it is
always very precarious. )

These discontents and the counterformations to which they
have led have been present from the beginning of the modern
era. Resistance to modernity and counter-modernizing move-
ments and ideologies have been recurring phenomena in the
Western history of the last two or three centuries. Some of
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them have been quite similar to corresponding phenomena in
the contemporary Third World. The counterformations have
been both ‘reactionary’ and ‘revolutionary’, depending on
whether the resolution of the discontents has been sought in
the past or the future. A pervasive and seemingly permanent
theme has been opposition to the public/private dichotomy of
modern life, and various ideologies and movements have de-
rived their motivating force from the promise to bridge public
and private spheres in either an old or a new solidarity. The
major institutional candidate for this solidarity has been the
modern state. This is not the place to expound on the profound
irony of this in view of the intensely bureaucratic character of
the state. The final irony has been totalitarianism in the twen-
tieth century. In both its ‘right’ and ‘left’ expressions, contem-
porary totalitarianism has combined the most grandiose
promises of redemption from the discontents of modernity with
the most extreme institutionalization of these same discon-
tents.

Counter-modernization merges into de-modernization at
whatever point one regards as the definitive establishment of
modern society. The impulse to resist the new evils with which
one is beset then becomes a quest for liberation from the evils
that one has already experienced. In the contemporary world
we find a strange constellation of processes: modernization
continues to go on throughout the world, not only in the
underdeveloped countries but within various ‘pockets’ of the
advanced industrial societies themselves;® counter-moderniza-
tion continues to be an important impulse in the Third World;
and there has been an astonishingly powerful resurgence of
de-modernization in the most developed societies. Moderniza-
tion, counter-modernization and de-modernization must, there-
fore, be seen as concurrent processes.

An interesting historical question, which we cannot possibly
pursue here, is whether there was a certain point of ‘optimum
balance’ in the development of the modern West, a point at
which counter-modernizing forces had declined while de-
modernizing ones had as yet barely made their appearance.
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Perhaps the most likely time to locate this point would be the
nineteenth century in Western Europe and North America, the
century that marked the triumph of the bourgeoisie (the mod-
ernizing class par excellence) as well as the most strongly legi-
timated plausibility of the so-called Protestant ethic. But
whether or not there was such a point, this is certainly not the
situation today. The discontents of modernity are growing in
advanced industrial societies, the old ‘solutions’ are losing
plausibility, and there seems to be an increasing incidence of
de-modernizing ideas and movements. The last seems to be
particularly the case in the very recent past, especially in
America. While there can be no certainty about the reasons
for this, a number of them can be surmised.

One basic reason is undoubtedly the sheer intensification
and acceleration of technological and bureaucratic processes.
Modern scientific and technological advances have accelerated
enormously in recent years and continue to accelerate, pre-
sumably as a result of their intrinsic logic and operation. There
is no corresponding intrinsic accelerating factor in bureaucracy.
Its growth has rather been the consequence of the increasing
complexity of the world created by modern technology and
the enormous increase in population which require even larger
and ever more refined administrative structures. Quite simply,
then, the primary carriers of modernity have become ever more
powerful. Concurrently, the discontents produced by these
primary carriers have increased in intensity and have stimu-
lated the upsurge of strong de-modernizing impulses.

There has been a concomitant development of the second-
ary carriers, particularly urbanization, both in the literal
sense of the growth of cities and in the extended sense of
the diffusion of urban ways of life. Thus there has also been
an intensification and acceleration of the pluralization of all
aspects of social life, bringing with it a deepening of those
discontents that are primarily traceable to pluralization.
Among these we would once more emphasize the deepening
religious crisis.

One qualitative, rather than quantitative, change brought
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about by technological advances has been the economic shift
from production to consumption. The advanced industrial
societies today are characterized economically by the enormous
growth of the so-called tertiary sector — that is, that sector of
economic activity not directly related either to agriculture or
to the production of industrial goods. This change has been so
major that a number of analysts have suggested that contem-
porary society in Western Europe and North America be called
‘post-industrial’® While we are not enthusiastic about this
term, there is no question that it refers to a very real and very
important development. The consequence of this shift in the
character of the economy for everyday life has been the growth
not only of affluence but also of leisure. Less and less time is
spent by most individuals in the world of productive labour of
any kind. Concomitantly, more and more time is spent in
private life. This shift in the ‘time budgets’ of most people has
put additional strain upon the private sphere and on its ‘solu-
tions® to the problem of modern discontents. The search for
satisfactory meanings for individual and collective existence
has become, in consequence, more frantic.

There is an additional causal factor for the recent inten-
sification of de-modernizing impulses, This factor, though
rarely noted, is, in our opinion, of very great importance in-
deed. It is rooted in the peculiarly modern transformation in
the biographical stages of childhood and youth.’

The modern bourgeoisie produced a new world of childhood.
The structural precondition of this was the separation of the
family from productive economic activity that resulted from
capitalism and, more importantly, from the industrial revolu-
tion. With the firm establishment of industrialism in modern
economies, very few people continued to work in the same
place in which they lived with their families. Thus the family
became a protective enclave from the harsh realities of econo-
mic life. The same enclave, of course, provided the location for
childhood. The bourgeoisie developed an ethos of childhood
that placed very great importance on this stage of biography,
a viewpoint that was particularly expressed in the educational
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aspirations of this class. But even more fundamentally, the new
ethos of childhood was based on the assumption that child-
hood was a very peculiar, and peculiarly valuable, phase in
the individual’s life. Bourgeois childhood became sheltered,
tender and even ‘sentimental’.

These developments go back at least to the seventeenth cen-
tury and cannot by themselves explain the recent upsurge of
de-modernizing impulses. There are, however, two more recent
developments which must be seen in conjunction with them.
First, there has been the rapid lengthening of the educational
process, expressed not only in the legal provisions forbidding
child labour and making ever-longer periods in school com-
pulsory for everyone, but in the tendency of more and more
occupations to demand very long educational preparation for
admission. This has led to an expanding scope of the bio-
graphical stage of youth, from perhaps two or three years a
hundred years ago to what is now at least a decade for most
individuals. Youth has become a very important biographical
stage between childhood and full maturity. The ethos of this
new youth, however, is based on the ethos of childhood that
preceded it biographically. To the extent that the bourgeois
ethos of tenderness (what one might call the ‘gentle revolution’)
has been successfully institutionalized and has penetrated other
classes beyond the bourgeoisie, youth has become charged with
very high personal expectations. But its structural.location in
modern society almost guarantees that these expectations will
be disappointed.

Another much more recent factor that must be taken mto
account is itself the result of a particular brand of technology,
namely, modern medicine. This factor is the dramatic decline
in infant mortality and morbidity in the very recent past. It is
very difficult to overestimate this fact. It can be stated quite
simply: it is only in this century, and in many parts of even the
Western world only a matter of one or two generations, that
the great majority of newborn children grow up to full
maturity. Until very recently in human history, most children
died. Today most children live to grow up. This means, first of
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all, that contemporary childhood is sheltered from anguish and
fear in a completely new way. One need only look at such
recent documents as nineteenth-century biographies or memoirs
to grasp the significance of this. There is also, however,
another consequence — for the most realistic reasons, parents
today are free to invest expectations in their children from the
moment of birth that would have been quite unrealistic before.
This is not to suggest that modern parents love their children
more than parents of earlier generations. But they are psycho-
logically free to express this love much more openly than was
the case before the modern revolution in childhood. Before,
every expression of love was inhibited by the probability that
the loved.child was unlikely to survive; today, parental love can
be expressed in the realistic expectation that it will not immi-
nently turn to grief.

The relation of these new modern worlds of childhood and
youth to the discontents of modernity can be quickly grasped
by comparing some of the fundamental values involved. The
‘gentle revolution’ has been conducive to the socialization of
individuals used to being treated as uniquely valuable persons,
accustomed to having their opinions respected by all significant
persons around them, and generally unaccustomed to harsh-
ness, suffering or, for that matter, any kind of intense frustra-
tion. Without intending the adjective to be pejorative, we may
say that individuals produced by these socialization processes
tend to be peculiarly ‘soft’. It is precisely these individuals who,
at a later stage in their biographies, confront the anonymous,
impersonal ‘abstract’ structures of the modern technological
and bureaucratic world. Their reaction, predictably, is one of
rage. What might appear to people socialized under different
conditions as perhaps mild irritation is experienced as intoler-
"able oppression by these children of the ‘gentle revolution’.
Not surprisingly, then, it is youth today that has become one
of the most important locales for de-modernizing movements
and ideologies. Equally unsurprisingly, these have been char-
acterized by a virulent anti-bureaucratic and anti-technological
animus.
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The situation of youth in modern society has been elegantly
described by a British sociologist as follows.

The adolescent was invented at the same time as the steam engine.
The principal architect of the latter was Watt in 1765, of the former
Rousseau in 1762. Having invented the adolescent, society has been
faced with two major problems: how and where to accommodate
him in the social structure, and how to make his behaviour accord
with the specifications.8

In view of the foregoing considerations, we may add that the
specifications are almost impossible to meet. Contemporary
youth has been in ongoing rebellion against them. To some
extent the confrontation between youth and the ‘abstract’
structures of modern society has been class-specific. That is, it
has been most intense in those strata which, in America, are
generally called the upper middle class, for the simple reason
that it is in those strata that the new ethos of childhood and
the resulting socialization patterns have been most developed.
Some of these values, however, have spread throughout the
society, even if different strata have had different reactions.

The individual passing through the stages of childhood and
youth lives a largely private life, even if it is ‘contained’ by
various educational institutions. Even the college student has
as yet no ‘serious’ stake in the publicly legitimated world,
largely because of his peculiar relationship to productive acti-
vity (or rather, his lack of such relationship). This results in a
curious situation: the private sphere, originally serving as a
refuge from the discontents of modernity, now gives birth to
violent reactions against the structures generating these discon-
tents. Generally, attention has been focused on the campus as

- the primary locale of these rebellions. This, of course, is quite
correct. We would suggest, however, that the events on the
campus cannot be understood unless one sees them against the
background of events in the nursery.?

The above considerations open to view a further paradox of
great importance: modernity is understood by some as liber-
ating, and by others as that from which liberation is sought. If
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one is to understand correctly the relation of various ideas and
movements to the contemporary crisis of modern society, it is
most important that one know which liberating aspiration is at
work. It is also important to stress that as far as description
goes, both liberation quests are valid. The final issue, of course,
is not one of descriptive adequacy but a value judgement.

Modernity has indeed been liberating. It has liberated human
beings from the narrow controls of family, clan, tribe or small
community. It has opened up for the individual previously
unheard-of options and avenues of mobility. It has provided
enormous power, both in the control of nature and in the
management of human affairs. However, these liberations have
had a high price. Perhaps the easiest way to describe it is to
refer to it once more as ‘homelessness’. De-modernizing ideas
and movements promise liberation from the many discontents
of modernity. Again, the most economical way of describing
the content of this promised liberation is to call it ‘home’. The
de-modernizing impulse, whether it looks backwards into the
past or forwards into the future, seeks a reversal of the modern
trends that have left the individual ‘alienated” and beset with
the threats of meaninglessness.1®

The liberation of modernity has been, above all, that of the
individual. Modern social structures have provided the con-
text for the socialization of highly individuated persons. Con-
comitantly, modern society has given birth to ideologies and
ethical systems of intense individualism. Indeed, it has been
suggested that the theme of individual autonomy is perhaps
the most important theme in the world view of modernity."
The experience of ‘alienation’ is the symmetrical correlate of
the same individuation. Put simply, ‘alienation’ is the price of
individuation. Quite logically, therefore, an important theme
in de-modernizing movements today is the protest against the
allegedly excessive individualism of modern society. The indi-
vidual is to be liberated from this individualism 7o the solidarity
of either old or new collective structures.

In the advanced societies of the Western world the protest
against individualism is specified in regard to capitalism and
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bourgeois democracy. Capitalism is perceived as a major frag-
menting, ‘alienating’ and ultimately dehumanizing force which
pits individuals against each other in a merciless competitive
conflict. Bourgeois democracy is understood as (in a Marxist
sense) the ‘superstructure’ of the capitalist system. The legal
and political institutions of bourgeois democracy legitimate
and perpetuate the dehumanizing individualism of capitalism.
These perceptions, of course, reflect what may be called the
‘left mood’ among contemporary intellectuals in Western
Europe and North America. It is important to see, however,
that there are comparable phenomena on the ‘right’. Conserva-
tive movements in advanced industrial societies (all the way
back to Edmund Burke or, for that matter, Calhoun) have
repeatedly contrasted the dehumanizing individualism of mod-
ernity with the safe and reliable collective security of pre-
modern society. One of the underlying motifs of fascism (which
one may call ‘right’ or ‘left’ with probably equal justification)
was opposition to the individual egotism of bourgeois society
and the proclamation of collective will and solidarity.
Nationalism, undoubtedly a product of the modern world,
has been both a path towards and a reaction against universal-
ism. In the Napoleonic ethos the nation was understood as a
new community of liberated individuals and as a step towards
the universal brotherhood of similarly liberated individuals
throughout the world. Nationalism at this stage could clearly
be understood as a modernizing force. Nationalism has, how-
ever, also become a reaction against such modern liberations,
as a return to the containing and restrictive solidarities of col-
lective life. Concomitantly, the nation-state has been perceived
both as liberator and as oppressor. Thus, in the Third World
today, nationalism appears as a predominantly modernizing
force, liberating individuals and groups from the old controls
of clan, tribe and the like. Nationalism in the West today has
largely opposite functions. This becomes particularly striking
in the case of what have come to be called mini-nationalisms, in
which smaller ethnic or linguistic groups rebel against the
nation-states in question. We may refer here to the current
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movements for autonomy, or even independence, of the Flem-
ings in Belgium, the Basques in Spain or the French Canadians.
Another example is the current resurgence of ethnicity in the
United States (to the extent that it is a real social movement
rather than a concoction of intellectuals and mass media).
Modernity has coupled the liberation of the individual with
the construction of vast agglomerate structures. De-moderniza-
tion is directed against the anonymity and abstraction of these
structures, even if the price for this should be less autonomy
for the individual.

*In the United States, liberalism as a political ideology has
been a major representation of modernizing forces. The self-
consciousness of liberals about being in the vanguard of pro-
gress is, therefore, perfectly valid as long as one identifies
progress with the peculiar structures of modernity. The cur-
rent crisis of liberalism in this country offers some instructive
examples of the concurrence of modernizing and de-
modernizing impulses in the contemporary situation. Two
timely examples from America are the black movement and
Women'’s Liberation. ‘

The notions of social justice propounded by liberalism are
distinctively modern in that rights are defined as highly ab-
stract and highly individual. The classical American formula-
tion of this can be found in the formula that says-that an indi-
vidual is to be treated fairly ‘regardless of race, colour or
creed’. The combination of abstraction and individualism in
this formula is very important.!? De-modernizing movements
tend to protest against both these aspects. Thus the ideology of
the early civil rights movement was clearly liberal in orienta-
tion. The rights of the Negro were defended as universal
human rights, and they pertained to each individual qua indi-
vidual. The rise of black nationalism in the wake of the civil
rights movement has profoundly changed these themes. The
formulas of black nationalism are highly concrete and cannot
be translated into abstract notions of universal human rights.
What is more, the rights in question pertain to the black com-
munity as a collective entity rather than to the individual
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Indeed, individual success and aspiration are increasingly con-
demned as a betrayal of the collective effort. These new themes
are not only anti-liberal, but they are right in line with the
de-modernizing impetus under discussion here.

A very similar split may be observed in the movement of
Women’s Liberation. There is the liberal, and very modern,

: wing of the movement, which has the basic intention of adding

sex to those concrete qualities that the liberal formula of non-
discrimination proposes to ignore. Women are to be treated as
individuals and in terms of the abstract rights that pertain to
individuals. This wing of Women’s Liberation is the ideological

. correlate of the civil rights movement. It achieved a certain

i

poetic climax in the statement of a young man about his
liberated mate: ‘To me she is just a guy with an extra hole.’
Other branches of Women’s Liberation are much closer
ideologically to black nationalism. The concrete particularity
of women as against men is now emphasized. The rights to

. be fought for are highly concrete (as against abstract) and

they pertain to women as a collectivity (and not to individual
women qua individuals). Very much like black nationalism,
this new feminism vehemently repudiates the liberal formulas,
and indeed seems to be animated by a strong anti-liberal ani-
mus, The de-modernizing impulse goes a long way to explain
these ideological constellations, and also to clarify the libera-
tion that is the avowed aim of these movements.

Other examples could easily be added. To mention only one
more, without elaborating on it, the present religious resur-
gences not only indicate a possible reversal of the seculariza-
tion trend, but can be understood as a particular manifestation
of the de-modernizing impulse.

For reasons indicated above, de-modernizing themes in the
contemporary situation have become concentrated among the
youth and crystallized if not institutionalized in the youth
culture and in that counterculture which can best be described
as a voluntary association of ex-youths heroically refusing to
admit their age. We would contend that both youth culture
and counterculture can best be understood in terms of de-
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modernizing consciousness, and we will look at this in some
detail in the next chapter. Here, however, we would like to
conclude with one observation: in both youth culture and
counterculture, in America and in Western Burope, there is a
strong identification with the Third World. Imagined peasant
tastes are approximated in clothing. Aesthetic and religious
expressions have an Asian bias. Political heroes are generally
Third World revolutionaries. It is very easy to satirize such
upper-middle-class play-acting of the role of peasant. Indeed,
it is strongly reminiscent of the shepherd dances performed by
Marie Antoinette and her aristocratic entourage in the gar-
dens of Versailles.

All the same (and without wanting to take the edge off any-
one’s satire), a correct intuition is involved in all of this. Youth
culture and counterculture are indeed engaged in a rebellion
against the same structures of modernity felt as alien imposi-
tions in the Third World. The confluence of de-modernization
and counter-modernization, however absurd politically or
aesthetically, has a distinctive logic of its own, which is im-
portant to understand.



9

De-modernizing
Consciousness

The youth culture and the counterculture in contemporary
Western societies are complex phenomena that may be viewed
from a variety of social-scientific perspectives.! For example,
it makes sense to look at the youth culture in terms of its
function of keeping large numbers of individuals out of the
labour market and happy (or at least reasonably happy) about
this, or, from a Marxist point of view, to understand the coun-
terculture as an escapist response to the frustrations of political
conflict. Our analysis here of the youth culture and the coun-
terculture as embodiments of de-modernizing consciousness
does not necessarily contradict these other interpretations,
although perhaps it throws a new and useful light on these
phenomena.

To delineate the de-modernizing themes in contemporary
youth culture and counterculture, we must return to the dis-
cussion of the symbolic universe of modernity introduced in
Chapter 4, particularly to those elements of it that are in-
trinsically linked to technological production and bureaucracy.
And since the counterculture is essentially the youth culture’s
parasite, we will refer to both as simply the youth culture.

In enumerating the elements of modernity derived from tech-
nological production, we mentioned rationality, specifying that
we did not mean the rationality of modern science or philoso-
phy (or any other form of specifically modern theoretical
rationality), but rather the functional rationality imposed by
technology upon everyday life. And we showed that bureau-
cracy imposes a similar if not identical rationality. Logically
enough, the youth culture has singled out this type of rationality
as a principal foil against which to define itself.
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Functional rationality means, above all, the imposition of
rational controls over the material universe, over social re-
lations and finally over the self. The youth culture is in re-
bellion against all three forms. The engineering mentality,
which rationally apprehends and manipulates both material
and social reality, is denigrated as a perversion that deprives
human beings of a ‘natural’ relationship to the world. ‘Un-
natural’ control is contrasted with ‘natural’ surrender. Instead
of dominating reality, one should ‘dig’ it. Instead of manipulat-
ing others, one should ‘encounter’ them. Feeling (‘sensitivity’,
‘sensibility’) is given priority over rational thought. Indeed, the
youth culture has a generalized hostility to all planning, calcu-
lation and systematic projects. These are categorized as ‘up-
tight’ (which is, incidentally, one of the most precisely apt
linguistic creations of the youth culture), as against the free-
flowing, unconfined spontaneity of ‘natural’ living. This helps
to explain a variety of youth-culture patterns in language,
gesture and physical accoutrements. The imprecision of
language, the gangling looseness of gait, the affinity for un-
restrained hair and body odour and ‘unbuttoned’ clothes of
every sort, all carry meaning as physical expressions of counter-
definition. The contrary to ‘uptightness’ is (agam, very pre-
cisely) to ‘let it all hang out’.

In counter-defining itself as against functional rationality,
the youth culture has a strong element of nature worship. The
institutions and mental patterns of technological-bureaucratic
society are seen as ‘unnatural’ [Sathologies; the therapy, logic-
ally enough, is to get closer to nature. Indeed, a neo-mysticism
has emerged in the youth culture in which transcendence of
individuality and union with nature (blissful and de-individu-
ating at the same time - the classical combination of all
mysticism) are key themes. Sexuality as a process of discovering
reality has attained virtually sacramental significance. ‘Making
love’ is posited against ‘making war’, the creativity of the
natural against the destructive, death-dealing power of the
technological-bureaucratic world. Sexual orgasm, the ecstasies
of surrender to rock music and the drug experience have in
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common the quality of de-individuation and liberation from
rational controls. They are ‘mind-blowing’ in that they explode
that particular ‘mind’ with which one operates in an everyday
life shaped by functional rationality.

The implicit anthropology in all of this is quite clear: Un-
derneath the constraining structures of individuality and
rationality lies the healing reality of our ‘natural’ being, an
ens realissimum, which is the object of a quasi-soteriological
quest. If there is a certain contradiction between the neo-
mystical goal, which is almost by definition elitist, and the
mass character of the youth culture, this is not the first time
such a contradiction has appeared in the history of man’s
soteriological quest.

It is important to understand that these themes are rooted in
pre-theoretical consciousness — that is, in consciousness prior
to any particular theoretical legitimations.? Just as it is mis-
leading to deduce modern consciousness from the theories of
scientists or philosophers, so it is equally misleading to trace
de-modernizing consciousness to this or that intellectual theory.
The products of intellectuals are mobilized ex post facto to
legitimate themes already present in the consciousness of a
particular group. Legitimating theories are taken up and dis-
carded again, subject to the vicissitudes. of both fashion and
ideological need. The underlying social-psychological reality
(that which is to be legitimated) has much greater stability.
Thus the aforementioned counter-definitions of reality as
against the world of functional rationality have been legiti-
mated by a great variety of theories — the anti-‘repression’
psychologies of Norman O. Brown, R. D. Laing and Wilhelm
Reich, the peculiar mixture of psychological and political
soteriology of Herbert Marcuse and the Frankfurt School, the
ideology of violence as represented by Frantz Fanon or
Eldridge Cleaver, the neo-mystical doctrines of Alan Watts
and Timothy Leary — and so on.

Some of these theories developed in direct symbiosis with
the youth culture itself, in a dialectic between production and
audience greatly assisted by the instant-celebrity status pro-
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vided by modern mass media. Other theories were taken over
from quite different sociocultural contexts and (sometimes
very selectively) assimilated to the legitimation requirements of
the youth culture. The very frequency with which legitimating
theories are replaced should alert one to the fact that they are
not intrinsic to the phenomenon.

Looking at the contemporary American scene, there are two
cultural movements that have a particular affinity with the
de-modernizing impulse of the youth culture. One is the ecology
movement,® which both expresses and legitimates the pro-
foundly antitechnological, ‘naturalistic’ animus of the youth
culture. At least in the more radical branches of the movement,
modern ufban, technological society is viewed as a planetary
cancer, eating up the life-giving energies of Mother Earth.
Salvation is some kind of return to a non-urban, non-
technological way of life, or, failing that, an ongoing struggle
to protect whatever is left of the wilderness in the contemporary
world. The other movement is the resurgence of occultism,
magic and mystical religion (heavily concentrated in the youth
culture, though by no means co-extensive with it). This has
taken a bewildering variety of forms ~ from astrology to a
revival of Satanism, from fascination with ancient Chinese
divination techniques to the revival of faith-healing practices
in mainstream Christian denominations, and including such
properly religious manifestations as Pentecostalism (amazingly
insurgent in Roman Catholic milieus), newly aggressive Hindu
and Buddhist mysticisms (from Zen to Transcendental Medi-
tation), and the Jesus People. All this becomes much less
bewildering as soon as one grasps the counter-definitional
aspect of the phenomenon: whatever may divide these move-
ments and groups, they have in common their profound oppo-
sition to the definitions of reality that pertain to functional
rationality. All of them are thus, at least in part, efforts to cope
with the discontents of modernity that they (quite correctly)
associate with functional rationality.

Two other themes of the symbolic universe of modernity —
componentiality and multi-relationality — are also antagonistic
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to the youth culture. Indeed, unification (as against componen-
tiality) and simplification (as against multi-relationality) are
the key motifs of de-modernization embodied in the youth
culture,

Componentiality, as we saw earlier, produces a nostalgia for
wholeness, unity and comprehensibility.* Reality is not to be
‘chopped up’ into discrete units, but to be experienced (in the
anthropology of youth culture, re-experienced) as a unified
totality. In the extreme, neo-mystical version, this totalistic
experience transcends even the division between self and world,
internal and external reality. In the more common and more
moderate versions, there is a continuous tendency to bridge
separations, to bring together discrepant realms of experience
or cognition. Separation, in experience or in thought, is deemed
pathology (‘schizophrenia’); conversely, unification is ‘healthy’,
‘natural’, even redemptive. Ca the campus, the aversion to
disciplinary specialization (in the radical sense, to any kind of
sharp intellectual differentiation) and the desire for ‘total life
experiences’ express this theme very well.

One of the most important consequences of componentiality
is its effect on the temporal structures of everyday life. The
collision between modern and pre-modern structures of time,
which we analysed in Chapter 6, is repeated — in reverse order,
as it were - in the youth culture. Modernity means to live in
the time of the clock and the calendar. The former organizes
everyday life; the latter makes possible the complex processes
we have called life-planning. Both of these levels of modern
temporality are pejoratively defined in the youth culture. To
organize one’s day by the clock offers prima facie evidence
of ‘uptightness’; to organize one’s life by the calendar is to be
a victim of the ‘rat race’. On both levels, the youth culture
posits its ‘now!’ against the calculated projections and the
delayed gratifications of modern consciousness. In a very
fundamental sense, the youth culture is opposed to waiting. In
this, incidentally, it differs importantly from most pre-modern
cultures: they have great difficulty with life-planning, but most
of life consists of waiting; the youth culture, by contrast, can
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neither plan nor wait. Thus, while the legitimations of the
youth culture’s ‘now’ character are sometimes reminiscent of
classical mysticism (one may think here, for instance, of
Meister Eckhart’s category of ‘das Nun’), the everyday reality
seems closer to infantile temper tantrums than to the trans-
cendence of time by the great mystics. Once again, the ‘gentle
revolution’ of modern childhood is an important factor to
consider here. .

Closely related to the rejection of life-planning is the rejec-
tion of achievement. In America, and especially with those
members of the youth culture who have had the benefit of
introductory sociology in college, this is interpreted (again,
quite accurately) as being directed against the ‘Protestant
ethic’. All the virtues of this ethic are, to say the least, suspect
as ‘uptight’; they are attacked as leading to ‘repression’, ‘alien-
ation’, ‘inauthenticity’ and so forth (there is a convenient lexi-
con of negative categories ‘at hand’ in the youth culture’s
arsenal of legitimations; in this case, there is a choice of neo-
Freudian, Marxist and existentialist categories). The negative
definition covers the virtues of hard work, sobriety, saving,
even honesty (in its economic component of ‘an honest day’s
work’), and, above all, ambition and the desire to achieve status,
wealth or power. For the youth culture opposites of these
qualities are virtues — ‘hanging loose’, ‘turning on’, giving no
thought to the morrow, ‘working the system’ (especially the
economic system) and generally disdaining the fruits of system-
atic ambition. This reversal of values is not only a repudiation
of the achievement ethos that has served as a key motivation
for individual action in modern society, it is inimical to the
very notion of life-planning and to the experience of time that
life-planning is based upon. In other words, the youth culture
is not only ‘anti-bourgeois’ but, more deeply, de-modernizing.

Against the multi-relationality of modernity the youth cul-
ture sets an intense desire for simplification. While modern
society is characterized by a large number of social relation-
ships, most of them very superficial, the youth culture yearns
for small groupings within which relationships will be pro-
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found. To use Ferdinand Toennies’s terms, youth’s aspiration
is for Gemeinschaft (community), counter-posited against the
contemporary realities of Gesellschaft (organization). It finds
the multiplicity and superficiality of modern social life de-
humanizing and, in the last resort, unreal, The individual must
learn to penetrate the irreality of these social patterns and
attain the capacity to relate to others as ‘real people’ — that is,
as unique, deeply significant persons. In the ideal society, as
defined (often explicitly, always implicitly) by the youth cul-
ture, all relations with others would be significant in this sense;
if one were to use the terminology of George Herbert Mead,
all others would be ‘significant others’. Leaving aside the ques-
tion of whether such a society would ever be possible (or
whether, if possible, it would be tolerable), it is clear that even
the partial realization, in subcultural enclaves, of such a society
faces great difficulties in the contemporary situation. Therefore,
the youth culture is saddled with the search for techniques to
make such relationships attainable. An important example is
the currently fashionable encounter-group movement. The
paradox of techniques (the very term ‘technique’ refers to a
symbolic universe of engineers and bureaucrats) applied to the
attainment of nonfunctional relations with other people points
to the inherent difficulty of the de-modernizing impulse: one
wants to be sensitive to others in the manner of a poet, and one
is trained for what purports to be such sensitivity in situations
that are planned and manipulated in ready-made packages.

As we have argued before (possibly ad nauseam), the themie
of multi-relationality is closely related to the modern dicho-
tomy of the public and private spheres. The de-modernizing
consciousness of the youth culture, right on cue, is antagonistic
to this dichotomy, and thus to the general modern ‘solution’
to the frustrations of multi-relationality. The dichotomy is
perceived and condemned as ‘hypocrisy’, in the final analysis
as pathology. In the ideal society, as projected by the youth-
culture imagery, the dichotomy would be abolished. The indi-
vidual would be equally ‘at home’ in all sectors of his social
experience. In practice, this aspiration manifests itself in posi-
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tive hostility to privacy. Staying by oneself, keeping apart from
the group, and ‘holding back’ in any sense are negatively de-
fined qualities. The virtue is ‘openness’ — from reckless verbal
" self-revelation to being at ease with physical nakedness. Public
copulation and public defecation have served to demonstrate
the rejection of the dichotomy on a number of dramatic occa-
sions. The violation of the linguistic tabus of speaking ‘in
public’ is a less extreme expression of the same intention. Con-
versely, the intimacies of the individual’s life are (at least
ideally) open to a collectivity to which he belongs, if not to
the public at large. These aspirations are, of course, most fully
approximated in various forms of communal living.

The rejection of the public/private dichotomy was given
classical poignancy a few years ago, when a West German
communard stated to a newspaper reporter who was inter-
viewing him: ‘I have orgasm problems, and I want the public
to take cognizance of this fact.” The affinity for ‘obscene’ lan-
guage can be similarly explained.

Two other themes derived from technological production
are ‘makeability’ and progressivity. The youth culture tends to
be antagonistic to both. ‘Makeability’ is seen as an attitude of
rape, of doing violence to reality. The counter-theme is sur-
render, letting go, an essentially passive stance towards the
world. To the extent that ‘making’ (and not only in the double
entendre of American idiom) has been understood as a mascu-
line trait, the youth culture is highly ‘feminized’ — again a
characteristic expressed very clearly in its clothing and pos-
tures. The youth culture is also antagonistic to the ‘bigger and
better’, ‘onward and upward’ thrust of modern consciousness.
Progressivity implies aspiration, planning, purposeful action,
all themes that are highly suspect. Lately, an idea has appeared
in conjunction with the propaganda of the ecology movement
that has won instant acclaim within the youth culture — the
idea of a ‘no growth’ economy. This idea expresses the stand
against progress more clearly than anything else.

The youth culture is also in opposition to the key themes of
modern consciousness derived from bureaucracy. Against the
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central notion of society as a system, and as a system to be
tinkered with, the youth culture posits community a social
entity to be experienced spontaneously. This is expressed in the
conception and practice of spontaneous consent in various
youth-culture settings (and by no means only in the ‘partici-
patory democracy’ of politically left groups). Collective action
here is understood in organic rather than mechanical terms;
community is some- kind of animal thing, to be felt, intuited,
moved to action by an osmosis of wills rather than by deli-
berate design. The hostility to rules, regular procedures and
indeed to ‘structures’ in general is closely related to this anti-
system animus. Once again, we come upon an underlying
paradox: The goal is spontaneous social experience. The occa-
sions for such experience, however, are hard to maintain in
contemporary society. They must, therefore, be designed — in-
deed, they must be engineered. One of the most dramatic
manifestations of this paradox is the economic problem of most
youth-culture communes. Whatever the cherished experience
for which the commune has been created, its survival is depen-
dent upon some variety of continuous economic maintenance;
almost invariably, the activity necessary for the latter collides
with the experience that serves as the raison d’étre of the
commune.

Another essential theme derived from bureaucracy, that of
taxonomic order, produces a violent reaction in the context of
the youth culture. It has a deeply rooted hostility to ‘law and
order’, not just on the obvious level of political contrels
(‘repression’), but with regard to any form of institutional

. ordering. It sometimes appears as if there were a positive Iust
for disorder in the youth culture. Order, be it in thought or in
social practice, is perceived as dead, life-denying, oppressive.
Rebelling against order is, conversely, an affirmation of life
and liberty. Cognitively, this rebellion is very similar to the
rebellion against componentiality. The animus is against ‘com-
partmentalization’, ‘petty distinctions’, specialization. In terms
of ‘social practice, there is an animus against all kinds of
regulation, especially against anything in the way of ‘standard
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operating procedures’. The nonstandard is the good to be
sought. Indeed, the nonstandard becomes the norm. The para-
dox appears again: Since few individuals have the ingenuity
required for innovative thoughts or actions, the allegedly non-
standard becomes itself standardized. The irony of the youth
culture is that everyone is supposed to ‘do his own thing’ in
dynamic disorder — with the result that almost everyone seems
to be doing the same things, and highly predictable things to
boot. Apart from members of the armed forces, the proponents
of the youth culture are probably the most uniform portion of
the population in their clothing — one can spot them, like
soldiers, a mile away.

The antagonism against order (specifically, order as asso-
ciated with bureaucratic regulation) carries over into a broad
anti-institutionalism.5 Every institution, however benign in ap-
pearance or intentions, is life-denying and ‘repressive’. The
youth culture is thus constantly in search of alternatives to this
or that institutional order, be it on campus, in the family, or in
the wider. political or economic arenas. It has an affinity for
dynamism, spontaneity, ‘movements’, all seen in counter-
position to the static order of institutions. In all the areas of
social life that are under the sway of institutions, the youth
culture would like to see unstructured community, spontaneous
action, person-to-person encounter. Sociologically, of course,
this is impossible (in any human society, not only in a modern
one). However, the desire to bring it into being makes it neces-
sary to construct elaborate facades of spontaneity to cover
institutional processes. For example, political organizations
(such as the ‘New Politics’ caucuses in the Democratic party)
that seek support in the youth culture go to considerable
lengths to give themselves the look of ‘movements’. Or, for
another example, the youth culture has responded well to
the practice of disruption — throwing into chaos any particular
ordered procedure. Disruption, however, has only limited vari-
ability (after all, how many spontaneous ways are there of
insulting a dean?). Disruption has, therefore, become institu-
tionalized. If one looks at many public gatherings in America
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today, one is tempted to coin the category of ‘programmed
disruption’ ‘

The institutionalization of anti-institutionalism, however, by
no means entails the demise of the latter as a theme in con-
sciousness. It persists as'a motive for action, sometimes with
very real effects in society. The most visible is a recurring
(albeit, of necessity, selective) impulse towards insurrection
against this or that institutional arrangement. The -youth cul-
ture, in other words, is ‘revolution-prone’ — very much so on
the level of rhetoric, but often to quite an extent on the level of
action as well.

The antagonism to institutions logically extends to institu-
tional roles on the level of everyday life. To play a role is,
ipso facto, to engage in hypocrisy. The real self (that spon-
taneous, un-‘repressed’, to-be-intuited entity) is presumed to
lie beneath or beyond all roles, which are masks, camouflage,
obstacles to the discovery of the real self. In line with this,
there is an affinity for any form of self-denuding, physical as
well as verbal.

The concept of the naked self, beyond institutions and roles,
as the ens realissimum of human being, is at the very heart of
modernity, Thus while the rebellion against the bureaucratic
structures may be understood as a de-modernizing impulse, the
anthropological assumptions of the rebellion are profoundly
modern. It is here, in our opinion, that we encounter the para-
dox in its most profound form. The de-modernizing impulse of
rebellion against the structures of modernity faces a dilemma.
Either it can continue its assault on institutions in the name
of a modern notion of the meta-institutional self — in which
case it will, in one way or another, perpetuate the classical
modern dichotomy of ‘unreal institutions’/‘real self’, thus de-
feating the original motive for rebellion. Or it will create new °
institutions to which it will ascribe a higher status of reality, in
which case (probably at great cost) it will be forced to revise its
assumptions about the relationship of self and society. In the
former case the de-modernizing impulse will become privatized,
in the latter case it will eventuate in one or another variety of
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totalitarianism. There is, however, the possibility that inter-
mediate solutions will be found to the dilemma.’

It is highly significant that the de-modernizing impulses of
the youth culture have made their appearance at the very
centre of the most modernized societies. If the global effect of
modernization can be described as ‘homelessness’, then the un-
derlying aspiration of de-modernization is a quest for new ways
of ‘being at home’ in society. Almost all the significant cate-
gories for community in the youth culture bear this out. We
need mention only ‘global village’, ‘tribe’ and ‘family’, and we
cite only the name of Charles Manson, to indicate that this
quest for familial at-home-ness is not without some moral
ambiguities;



10

The Limits of
De-modernization

In the preceding chapter we touched a number of times on
certain built-in difficulties for any de-modernizing aspirations
— built-in in the sense of stemming directly from certain cogni-
tive and psychological presuppositions deeply implanted in
the consciousness of the de-modernizers themselves. The
same point could be made by saying that once established,
modern consciousness is rather hard to get rid of. Its definitions
of reality and its psychological consequences are dragged along
even into the rebellions against it, providing the ironic spec-
tacle of an assault on modernity by people whose consciousness
presupposes the same modernity. From the vantage point of
our analysis of modern consciousness, we may speak here of
intrinsic limits to any de-modernizing enterprise. There are also,
however, extrinsic limits, that is, limits set not so much by
structures of consciousness but by the institutional require-
ments of contemporary society.

The de-modernizing impulse seeks to reverse or transform
the technological and bureaucratic determinants of contem-
porary society. In its more radical form it would like to reorder
society by principles that are, by and large, the very opposite of
those structures we have described as intrinsic to technological
production and bureaucracy. In more moderate versions the
de-modernizers would like to transform these structures by
providing more or less drastic alternatives to the status quo.
To use the package concept, de-modernization entails taking
the packages apart and, in one way or another, depending upon
the ideological orientations of the de-modernizers, reassem-
bling them in novel ways. Our analysis suggests that de-
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modernization, at least in its more radical manifestations, is
faced with very definite limits in any such projects.

These limits are imposed institutionally by the simple fact
that short of unspeakable catastrophe, contemporary society
cannot divest itself of its technological or bureaucratic struc-
tures in toto. The classical Japanese feat of throwing modernity
overboard cannot be repeated. Or rather, if it were repeated,
either in the advanced industrial societies or in nearly any part
of the Third World today, the result would be untold suffering
and even death for millions of people. As we have tried to
show, this fact has implications for consciousness as well as for
the external order of institutions: if we are ‘stuck with’ techno-
logy and bureaucracy, we are also ‘stuck with’ those structures
of consciousness that are intrinsic to these processes. Put
differently, there are certain packages that cannot be taken
apart. ' »

An example might make this point more economically. A few
years ago the American army, as part of its indoctrination in
military neatness, produced a motion picture containing the
following sequence. A customer is seen approaching a teller’s
window in a bank. Behind the window appears a stereotyped
hobo with unkempt hair, stubble all over his face, a dirty open
shirt, a cigarette dangling from the corner of his mouth. ‘Would
you entrust your money to this man?’ asks the announcer. The
answer is obvious as the customer in the film retreats from the
window with a dismayed expression, clutching his money. ‘But
how about this man?’ asks the announcer again as a new teller
appears behind the window — well groomed, close-shaven, with
clean shirt and tie and an impeccable Chase Manhattan smile
on his face. ) )

Let us vary the picture a little. Suppose you are waiting in an
airport lounge prior to going on a plane trip and see the pilots
walking towards the plane across the tarmac — two stereo-
typed counterculture types, with shaggy hair and beads, mov-
ing loose-limbed to an unheard rock rhythm, one of them fond-
ling a cooing stewardess and the other puffing on a marijuana
joint. ‘Would you want to take a trip in this plane?’ The
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answer, we believe, is obvious — no matter how great your
sympathies with the counterculture may be.!

It is impossible to fly a commercial airliner safely unless the
pilots, and indeed all concerned with the technical aspects of
the matter from the Boeing plant to the control towers of the
particular route, operate within the structures of a rigidly con-

" trolled technological consciousness. To be sure, having long
hair or ‘hanging loose’ in one’s body movements are not neces-
sarily disqualifications in themselves. But the structures of
consciousness symbolized by these ‘presentations of self’ (to
use Erving Goffman’s phrase) are disqualifying. For this reason
every halfway nervous airline passenger would like his pilots to
look and act like the pilots on a TW A advertisement - not
because he necessarily shares the aesthetic of the TWA per-
sonnel department, but because he hopes that the TW A pilots
really think the way they look. In other words, whatever our
private ‘life style’, we want commercial airline pilots to be as
‘square’ as they come.

This example is not arbitrary. It points to one particular
activity within technological society, but it can easily be multi-
plied a thousandfold to cover other activities — activities with-
out which our lives would become unthinkable. Moreover, the
example can be extended from the technological to the bureau-
cratic area. Indeed, we can fall back on our corny army movie
here. Suppose you want to make an airline reservation, perhaps
a very complicated one, for an important trip. And suppose the
man behind the reservations counter manifests some of the
more visible symptoms of a de-modernizing consciousness.
‘Would you want to Jet this man make your travel arrange-
ments?’ We daresay that the answer is no — unless, for reasons
of your own, you are prepared to miss your connections, lose
your luggage and arrive at the wrong destination.

The same example opens up further considerations. Not
everyone in contemporary society is a pilot, and even a pilot
does other things in life besides fly planes. What are the impli-
cations of these two obvious facts?

Not everyone is a pilot: by extension, not everyone is
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directly engaged in the maintenance of the central technological
and bureaucratic machineries of modern society. Conversely,
not everyone is equally prone to de-modernizing impulses. At
least as far as America is concerned, the phenomena of de-
modernization discussed in the preceding chapter appear to be
heavily concentrated in specific sections of the population.2
What evidence we have on this suggests that the more radical
aspects of the youth culture and the so-called counterculture
are mainly located within the confines of the college-educated
upper middle class. Lower-middleclass and working-class
young people, while they may exhibit some of the external
accoutrements of the youth culture, seem to be much less
infused with its de-modernizing consciousness. Especially are
they less likely to have abandoned the achievement aspirations
of the Protestant ethic, and therefore they are much less likely
to ‘drop out’ of the conventional career system into some coun-
ter-cultural pattern of life. Long hair or not, most of them
appear to remain emphatically within the ‘rat race’.

If this is so, de-modernization relates in an interesting way
to social mobility. Put simply: as upper-middle-class indivi-
duals ‘drop out’ of careers to which their class background
would previously have pointed them, positions will open up to
be filled by individuals from different class backgrounds. De-
modernizing movements in the upper reaches of the class system
accelerate social mobility from the lower reaches, where de-
modernization impulses are weaker or altogether absent. The
positions in question are, of course, primarily in those tech-
nological and bureaucratic occupations that the ethos of the
youth culture and counterculture disdains. Such occupations
are in the natural sciences and engineering, in business admin-
istration or government service, and other activities that could
well be summed up as ‘minding the shop’ - ipso facto ‘uptight’,
‘uncreative’, ‘square’ occupations. Upper-middle-class indivi-
duals have been moving out of these occupations to the extent
that de-modernization has converted them to other aspirations,
leaving openings for the unconverted from other classes.?

Some of the results of this can already be seen in the cor-
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porations and in government (most dramatically in the mili-
tary), where recruiters have turned to new and, from their
point of view, more ‘vigorous’ strata of the population. The
scenario is, once more, paradoxical: de-modernization, by
- facilitating social mobility, indirectly serves the vitality of the
modern structures against which its rebellion is directed.

The scenario, of course, makes some assumptions that can-
not be tested at this juncture. Mainly it assumes that the present
class alignment of de-modernization will continue in the future.
This assumption is far from secure. If our analysis of the
relationship of specific middle-class patterns (especially the
patterns of childhood we have called the ‘gentle revolution’) to
the discontents of modernity is correct, then the present class
focus of de-modernization is only what we would expect. We
have found, however, that patterns originating within the
middle class have been pushing beyond their original socio-
cultural location. This can be seen quite clearly in child-rearing
patterns. Thus the lower reaches of the class system are by no
means immune to the de-modernization impulse; their present
immunity is, in all likelihood, a relative one. If this immunity
should break down completely, a situation might arise in which
there would be, literally, no one left to ‘mind the shop’. In that
case, far more radically than in our foregoing discussion,
modernity would reveal itself as its own gravedigger.

Because of the unthinkability of divesting society of its
technological and bureaucratic underpinnings, however, we are
very sceptical of such a development. The results would be so
threatening that, long before the final catastrophe, society
would be compelled to take counter-measures. Very possibly
these would take highly coercive forms. In other words, those
still committed to ‘minding the shop’ would have to take drastic
steps to protect that enterprise from collapse. In all likelihood
they (whoever ‘they’ may be at that point) would gain popular
support for their measures to the precise degree that broad
masses of people start envisaging the disappearance of modern
amenities to which they have grown accustomed. Thus, despite
the uncertainties, we are quite sanguine about the chances of
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the technological-bureaucratic structures solving their recruit-
ment problems.

Generally speaking, social institutions are more resilient than
they appear to be during periods of transition and crisis. This
is particularly true of the technological and bureaucratic in-
stitutions of a modern society. Intellectuals are prone to detect
signs of imminent disaster in society on the basis of disturban-
ces that, at times, may be quite superficial. Disturbances are
always highly visible, doubly so in an era of instant mass
communication, the media of which have a vested interest in
the cataclysmic. Much less visible, and much less media-
covered, are the processes of continuity, stability and readjust-
ment. We strongly suspect that such is the case in contemporary
society, especially in the United States, where intellectuals’
prophecies of doom have been the conventional wisdom for
the past few years.

On the other hand, the conviction held by any significant
portion of the population that their institutions are moving
towards collapse is a factor that could gain autonomous power
in itself. Put differently, whatever the institutional processes of
a society, they interact continuously with the definitions of
reality operative in that society. The question eventually is a
political one: Who has the power to make particular definitions
of reality ‘stick’? At the present moment in American society,
the propaganda of doom has had a considerable edge for a
few years, not only in the limited milieu of intellectuals’ coteries
but in the mass media of communication. Thus a ‘failure of
nerve’ about the viability of the institutional order cannot
only be seen in the defeatist and sometimes even gleefully
self-castigating mood of intellectuals and their opinion organs,
but is also reflected in public-opinion data referring to much
broader samples of the population. Some of the foregoing
scenarios will depend to a large extent on whether counter-
definitions of reality succeed in establishing themselves in the
future and what kind of political power is available to provide
plausibility for such counter-definitions.

Be this as it may, it seems clear to us that de-modernization’
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in advanced industrial societies has limits that may be shifting
but are nonetheless quite firm. To repeat, these limits are
grounded in the necessity of maintaining the fundamental tech-
nological and bureaucratic machineries of the society. This
means that de-modernization, and the social constellations
created by it, will be parasitical upon the structures of mod-.
ernity. Their most likely social form is that of subcultures,
enclaves, ‘reservations’. Their existence in any of these forms
depends not only on the tolerance of the larger society but to a
large degree on subsidization by that society. This, of course,
is emphatically clear in the case of the youth culture and
somewhat less so in the case of the counterculture (insofar as
the latter contains adults rather than young people). The youth
culture maintains itself on the subsidies of ‘straight’ society —
on parents’ cheques, welfare mechanisms of the state, scholar-
ships, subsidized college fees and the like. Even those counter-
cultural milieus that, seemingly, have divorced themselves from
the ‘straight’ economy are indirectly subsidized as well.
Countercultural communes may support themselves by sandal-
making or similar artistic endeavours, or even by amateur
farming. But this type of economic activity is dependent on
the existence of the other, ‘serious’ economy, which is affluent
enough to afford such non-productive activities and which
supports the infrastructure of public services (from electricity
to medical care) without which the countercultural enclaves
would descend into abject misery.

It should be emphasized that the term ‘parasitical’ is not
intended in a pejorative sense. It simply describes the economic
and social relationship of dependency. As soon as this relation-
ship is recognized, however, some of the self-definitions of the
youth culture and counterculture as autonomous (‘liberated’)
zones within society lose credibility. As we have argued, the
zones cannot be significantly enlarged without endangering the
survival of everybody (the ‘liberated’ as well as the ‘unliber-
ated’) in the society. Barring significant enlargement, however,
the ‘autonomy’ of these zones resembles that of Indian reserva-
tions — or, to use a more timely Third World illustration, of
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‘Bantustans’. Indeed, the political logic may not be too dis-
similar. The ‘savages’ are allowed to perform their dances
without disturbance, may even be subsidized in this perform-
ance (perhaps as a tourist attraction) and permitted a great
measure of self-administration in their designated locations.
They are ipso facto controlled politically and effectively pre-
vented from having an influence on the ‘civilized’ sectors of the
society. Their inhabitants may be described as ‘licensed bar-
barians’ — an image hardly corresponding to the high self-
esteem in which these groups hold themselves, particularly in
America.

There is-another notion current in the counterculture today
that ought to be mentioned here. This is the notion that because
"of the advanced technology of modern society, ‘alternative life
styles’ may become dominant. This implies that the material
needs of society can increasingly be taken care of by automa-
tion, by cybernetic networks, and by similar technological
wonders requiring no or little human personnel for their opera-
tion. While these automated systems are working away by
themselves, people will be free to devote themselves to various
‘creative’ pursuits. Bureaucracy in particular is to be done in
by such devices. It requires little sociological sophistication to
see that this scenario is illusionary. Even if such automated
technology could be set up efficiently (paradoxically again,
this assumption requires an inordinate amount of faith in the
powers of technology), there would still be the crucial political
question, of who would control the automated system. On the
basis of all the preceding considerations, we think that it would
not be the ‘creative’ people who have turned away from these
mundane concerns. Most likely, it would be a technological
and political elite with a consciousness diametrically’ opposed
to that of the counterculture. Far from making possible the
envisaged ‘liberation’, this sort of technological automatism
would very probably provide the foundation for permanent
totalitarian rule of the very few over the many. The ensuing
society would have the look of a gigantic Skinner Box.

To return to our aeronautical example. A pilot does other
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things besides fly planes. While flying his plane, a pilot must
operate within a time structure that is rigidly and totally
modern. He must operate, in other words, on a time in which
measures down to seconds matter greatly. There is no reason
to assume that he continues to be on this time when he goes
home to his family. Thus (to take the extreme but obvious case) .
we may hope that he is not watching his chronometer while
he is in bed with his wife. To take up terms used earlier in our
argument, there is stoppage between the pilot’s directly tech-
nological activity and other areas of his social life; conversely,
there may be considerable carry-over from the former to the
latter (for all we know, there are particularly dedicated types
who never take off their chronometers).

These considerations open up scenarios less radical than
those discussed above. If full commitment to the de-moderniz-
ing values of the counterculture is somehow reminiscent of a
fervent Puritanism, it makes sense to look at the ‘halfway
covenant’ of the less fervent adherents. We see this as a position,
somewhere between full-time ‘dropping out’ into a counter-
cultural enclave and the purely superficial exhibition of coun-
tercultural symbols. That is, it is a position ‘halfway’ between
the sandal-making denizen of a commune and the Madison
Avenue executive with sideburns. Thus it is possible that the
youth culture and counterculture will have modifying effects
on the overall culture — hardly a process to be described as
‘greening’, but perhaps as adding a touch of ‘green’ here and
there. These modifications may range from rather irrelevant -
changes in conduct (the Madison Avenue executive, say, adds
a couple of positions from the Kama Sutra to his amorous
repertoire) to significant transformations of some social in-
stitutions. For example, the rapid diffusion through American
colleges and universities of a youth-culture antagonism to-
wards precise evaluations of academic achievement is likely to
have quite significant consequences — not only on the academic
institutions themselves, but on the institutions (business, science,
government and so on) that previously relied upon the now-
suspect evaluations. One quite plausible scenario here would be
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the metamorphosis of colleges (at least on the undergraduate
level) into temporary youth-culture ‘Bantustans’, which would
necessitate the creation or reshaping of other institutional
processes for the purpose of evaluation. College students might
be allowed to rate themselves on their mastery of the I Ching,
but some other agency would have to make sure that those of
them who become, say, engineers know how to build a bridge
that doesn’t collapse in a week. Such a shifting in institutional
functions could hardly be described as the establishment of a
new culture, but it would entail social changes of considerable
importance. .

The modification of the socio-cultural situation by de-modern-
izing impulses also raises the possibility of pluralistic develop-
ments in various areas. One such area may very likely be
education. The technological and bureaucratic machineries of
contemporary society will continue to require educational ar-
rangements that will of necessity be dominated by specifically
modern structures of consciousness for the replenishing of their
staffs. But the technological and bureaucratic machineries will
not require staffs that include the total population. Indeed, with
the advances of automation in economic activities proper and
in various administrative networks, the need for trained per-
sonnel in these areas may shrink considerably. There would
then be no pragmatic reasons to prevent the growth of educa-
tional institutions whose purpose is not to train individuals
for technologically or bureaucratically relevant competence
but for any number of educational goals that would seem out-
landish to most educators today.

One might even envisage a situation in which there would
be parallel career systems in society, some within the tech-
nological-bureaucratic structures, others outside them. Each
system would have its own educational institutions, its own
hierarchy of status (quite different from the hierarchy of any
other system), and, naturally, its own package of cognitive and
normative definitions of reality. We cannot deal here with the
question of how such a society would hold together politically
or morally.’ One thing, however, seems clear: pluralism along

201



The Homeless Mind

these lines (even on a much more modest scale than just
suggested) presupposes a cultural climate of tolerance. This,
in turn, presupposes a high degree of freedom from the most
pressing economic concerns. In other words, such pluralism
is conceivable only in an affluent economic situation. Almost
certainly it also requires a growing economy; the ‘no-growth’
economy frequently proposed in the propaganda of the coun-
terculture would very likely spell its demise. In a stagnant
economic situation, competition for the available positions
and benefits would become fierce, and there would be much
greater reluctance to subsidize deviant subcultures — except
perhaps as ‘Bantustans’ in the most literal sense of coercively
segregated slums.

It follows that the limits for comparable modifications of
modern structures are narrower in the Third World. There the
prognosis for counter-modernization is more negative than the
above for de-modernization. This is so despite the fact that the
modern or modernizing structures in the Third World today
coexist with much larger entities of traditional, as yet non-
modern patterns of culture and social life. Most Third World
societies find themselves under extreme economic and social
pressures, some of which we touched upon in Part II. In such a
situation there is the overriding compulsion to mobilize, as far
as possible, the entire population for purposes of development.
There is much less leeway for experimentation with pluralistic
options and less tolerance for what will appear to those in
charge of the society as expensive luxuries or worse. As we
saw in Chapter 7, there are powerful ideologies in the Third
World that seek to control development in terms of values not
derived from the modern West, and concomitant government
policies seeking to devise alternatives to- Western institutional
patterns. These ideologies and policies, however, all exist in a
context of (often desperate) economic urgency. The practical
options for their realization have, therefore, tended to be
narrow. For example, the kind of pluralism in the area of
education mentioned above has a greater likelihood of being
realized in North rather than in Latin America.®
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On the other hand, Third World countries do provide a
variety of situations in which innovative policies are being tried
out, and in which modern institutions are more or less new
and thus not as burdened with structural ossification as they
are in advanced industrial societies. There may, after all, be
something to what Thorstein Veblen called the ‘advantage of
coming late’ (which the Dutch historian Jan Romein put even
more optimistically as the ‘leap of the retarded’). Given clear-
sighted political leadership, and also a situation in which the
pressure of immediate necessities is sufficiently under control
to provide some flexibility in policy, Third World societies may
be in a position to learn from the history of modern institutions
in the West and to innovate accordingly.

Nevertheless, there is ground for scepticism about what
may be called the Zionisms regarding the Third World now
current in Western countries — that is, the fervent expectation
that somewhere in the Third World the solutions for the major
problems of all contemporary societies are being hammered
out. The particular targets of these Zionisms shift frequently,
as this or that Third World country (usually one under an
avowedly revolutionary or ‘left’ regime) either raises or dis-
appoints the expectations of its Western admirers. The image
of the country in question held by its ‘Zionists’ in the West
frequently bears little resemblance to its empirical reality. Thus,
for instance, Western ‘Maoism’ makes little sense if seen as a
response to the realities of Communist China; it should rather
be seen against the background of specifically Western dis-
contents and aspirations. The consequence of this, of course,
is that all these Zionisms are endemically precarious ideologies,
especially when their proponents obtain firsthand experience
of their particular ‘Zion’. We have said that the de-modernizers’
interest in the Third World is based on a correct intuition. We
should add that this intuition is only rarely coupled with
sound knowledge or a sober appraisal of the available options.

But one thing should now be amply clear: if counter-
modernization and de-modernization have their limits, so,
emphatically, does modernization. A totally modern society
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would be a science-fiction nightmare. Long before such a
culmination is reached, the discontents of modernity would
rise to an intensity that requires modifications of the institu-
tional structures. The transition that all advanced industrial
societies are now passing through can, in large measure, be
understood as a quest for viable modifications of this sort.
There is good reason to think that an increasing number of
people have become dissatisfied with the classical ‘solution’ of
dichotomizing their social experience between the public and
private spheres. There are strenuous efforts afoot to modify the
institutions of the public sphere so as to make it more respon-
sive to the needs and aspirations that were originally located
(and, to a point, satisfied) in private life.

Anyone who claims to know the outcome of these efforts
is foolhardy indeed, regardless of whether his focus is on the
advanced industrial societies or the Third World. We contend,
however, that any effort seeking alternatives to existing in-
stitutional patterns can only benefit from an awareness of the
probable limits of such an enterprise, and we believe that these
limits are to be sought, in the main, in the technological and
bureaucratic institutions of modern society and the structures
of consciousness that intrinsically pertain to them. We are not
antagonistic to the hope that these limits are broad enough
to allow for some alternatives that may be genuinely new.



Conclusion
Political Possibilities

It is customary today to demand that every social-scientific
analysis be looked at in terms of its political implications.
Certain aspects of this demand are reprehensible. Often it
expresses an ideological fanaticism, which cannot tolerate
ambiguity and which must immediately assign a stamp of
blessing or damnation to everything and everyone coming to
its attention. At other times it represents an inability to grasp
the value of the theoretical attitude, a crass impatience about
the inevitable hiatus between insight and action. We hold no |
brief for these aberrations. Ideological fanaticism has no place
in the social sciences. Nor can the social sciences be expected
to provide instant and continuous answers to Lenin’s classical
question, What is to be done? Yet, on a deeper level, perhaps
the demand is justified. The basic questions to which the social
scientist addresses himself are questions that involve in-
ordinate amounts of human anguish and human hope. There
is something obscene about the social scientist who pursues
his inquiries in a stance of aloofness from this anguish and
hope. It follows that there is a political obligation to the craft
of social science. There are different responses to the obligation,
and it should not be defined dogmatically or mechanically.
There may be individuals who can in good conscience refuse
to respond, claiming a right to devote themselves sine ira et
studio to this or that politically irrelevant investigation. Such
individuals are probably few, however, and such a claim would
be very hard to sustain for the topics discussed in this
book.

Yet the political implications of our argument are neither
obvious nor unambiguous. Even the authors are not at all of
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one mind concerning the political lessons to be drawn. For
example, there has been repeated mention of socialism in the
preceding pages. In some places our discussion of socialism
could be interpreted as affirming its inevitability (at least in the
Third World), in other places as a sharp critique of the in-
tellectual assumptions of socialist programmes. Yet one can
proceed from our argument and arrive at either a socialist
or a non-socialist position regarding the feasible and desirable
future of modern societies. The one sure conclusion that our
argument offers is that socialism cannot be per se a solution
to the intrinsic discontents of modernity. This does, indeed,
offer a challenge to the Marxist understanding of ‘alienation’.
However, there are quite different grounds on which one might
arrive at a socialist position, such as, say, an economic analysis
of the international capitalist system, or, for that matter, a
meta-scientific conviction of the requirements of distributive
justice.

Especially in the later part of this book we have repeatedly
discussed questions of limits. We contend that such discussion
is important not only for its analytical but also for its political
uses. The social sciences cannot, and should not, offer ideo-
logical or policy unanimity. They can, however, indicate certain
parameters on which individuals with discrepant ideological or
pragmatic interests can rationally agree. Such a conception of
the proper task of the social sciences is often decried today as
‘neutralism’, while its proponents are attacked either as ideolo-
gists hiding their true colours or as people bereft of the passions
of political engagement. This is not the place to take up once
again the old quarrel about the objectivity of the social sciences.
We can only reaffirm our conviction that the differentiation
between science and ideology continues to be valid and emin-
ently important. We will, however, allow ourselves one brief
comment on the notion that intellectual detachment is identical
with lack of moral passion. This represents a rather deplorable
machismo of the mind. It fails to understand that passion
consists of both control and surrender, of ice as well as fire,
and that, indeed, the true test of passion in politics as well as in

206



Political Possibilities

other areas is its capacity to endure distance from that which
it seeks to embrace.

Whatever the parameters mentioned above may be, in the
final analysis it will come down to a question of values. Thus
we have tried, as it were, to set up the parameters of modern
‘homelessness’. What one will want ‘to be done’ about all this

~will depend on whether one attaches greater value to the in-
dividual’s autonomy or to his security, to freedom or to be-
longing. We know of no way in which the social sciences, using
their own cognitive tools, can decide this issue. Yet a good
many political implications of our argument will hinge on the
decision, not least the question of how acceptable the modern
dichotomization of social life into a public and a private sphere
is.

If the passion with which one engages oneself in the struggles
of one’s time can consist of both ice and fire, then surely
sociological analysis belongs to the icy part. Sociology is
essentially a debunking discipline. It dissects, uncovers, only °
rarely inspires. Its genius is very deeply negative, like that of
Goethe’s Mephistopheles who describes himself as a ‘spirit that
ever says no’. To try to change this character is to destroy
whatever usefulness sociology may have = especially its moral
and political usefulness, which comes from being held in
balance, simultaneously and within the mind of the same per-
son, with the affirmations of moral passion and humane engage-
ment. Therefore, we offer no apology for the frequently
negative tone of our argument.

It has not been our intention to deprecate the efforts to
change and humanize the structures of modernity. On the
contrary, we are strongly committed to such efforts. We are
convinced, in particular, of the necessity to seek alternatives
to many existing structures, on the levels of both institutions
and consciousness. Such a search for alternatives, however,
crucially involves the question of limits that we have raised.
Everyone with a little imagination can think up alternative
worlds. He who would be politically relevant must continually
ask himself which of these worlds are possible.
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We are, for example, very much in sympathy with the theme
of participation, which we see as closely linked to the discon-
tents of modernity. In the Third World this theme is part of the
urge to be liberated from structures of exploitation and misery.
In the advanced industrial societies, it comes out of the protest
against the increasing domination of wide areas of life by the
technological and bureaucratic institutions. The theme of par-
ticipation can be embraced as redemption or rejected as roman-
tic illusion. We suggest an approach that skirts these polarities.
We also suggest that such an approach is very badly needed
today.

The social sciences seem to be haunted by the opposing
images of B. F. Skinner and Che Guevara. On the one hand,
there is the continuing appeal of a pedantic scientism, which
either has no utopian imagination at all or, much worse, pro-
duces utopias of its own that make the blood curdle. On the
other hand, there is the powerful appeal of messianic utopias,
most of them spurred by the heady rhetoric of revolution and
violence. Interestingly enough, both attitudes seem to have a
marked affinity for totalitarian solutions to the problems of
contemporary society. Perhaps there is an intrinsic connection
between cognitive totalism and political totalitarianism: the
mind that can only tolerate one approach to understanding
reality is the same kind of mind that must impose one all-
embracing structure of power if it ever gets into the position of
doing so. At that point, it seems to matter little whether the
enterprise stared out in ice or in fire. What we are suggesting
here could be described as the possibility of a pedantic utopian-
ism. If this book has a hidden ambition, it is to make a small
contribution to this possibility — as both a social-scientific and
a political possibility.



Notes

Introduction

1. On the various conceptualizations of modernization and devel-
opment, the reader may first want to look at some of the biblio-
graphical compilations. Cf. Jacques Austruy (ed.), Le Scandale du
développement (Paris, Marcel Rivire, 1968), a curious combination
of a sharp critique of the current concept of development and a
well-compiled bibliography; John Brode (ed.), The Process of
Modernization - An Annotated Bibliography (Cambridge, Mass.,
Harvard University Press, 1969); René Koenig (ed.), Aspekte der
Entwicklungssoziologie (Cologne, Westdeutscher Verlag, 1969).
The articles on modernization by Daniel Lerner and James Coleman
in the International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (New York,
Macmillan, 1968) are useful for purposes of orientation, as is the
excellent volume of essays edited by Myron Weiner, Modernization
(New York, Basic Books, 1966). Probably the most important single
book on the subject in American sociology is Marion Levy’s Mod-
ernization and the Structure of Societies (Princeton, N.J., Princeton
University Press, 1966), which represents an approach derived from
structural-functional theory. For a useful overview from a his-
torian’s viewpoint, cf. C. E. Black, The Dynamics of Modernization
(New York, Harper & Row, 1966). For an example of the
Marxist critique of development in its Latin American form, cf.
Armando Cordova and Hector Silva Michelena, Aspectos teoricos
del subdesarrollo (Caracas, Universidad Central de Venezuela,
1967).

2. Marion Levy, Modernization: Latecomers and Survivors (New
York, Basic Books, 1972).

3. Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann, The Social Construction
of Reality (Penguin Books, 1971). This book contains detailed
references to the sources used for this reformulation of the sociology
of knowledge, and we limit ourselves here to this general reference.

4. We would cite here the works of Alex Inkeles and Joseph
Kahl. To a large extent the same point can be made with regard to
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Marion Levy and other approaches derived from structural-
functionalism.

5. The works of Margaret Mead, Abram Kardiner and David
McClelland may be cited here.

6. In the social sciences in the United States, the Marxist approach
to our topic has been strongest among economists, as in the work
of Paul Baran. In Latin America, by contrast, Marxism is the pre-
dominant framework for the approach to the topic by social
scientists in general.

Chapter 1

1. This is what Thorstein Veblen called the ‘discipline of the
machine’. Cf. Max Lerner (ed.), The Portable Veblen (New York,
Viking Press, 1948), pp. 335 ff.

2. This term, hardly an aesthetically pleasing contribution to the
language of social science, was arrived at reluctantly. We first used
‘atomism’ instead, but discarded this in view of its undesirable
philosophical connotations.

3. The importance of ‘the private sphere’ as a novel formation of
modern society has been especially stressed in recent German
sociology. Cf. Arnold Gehlen, Die Seele im technischen Zeitalter
(Hamburg, Rowohit, 1957).

4. This was one of the key characteristics that Veblen ascribed to
engineers, and the reason for the high hopes he held for the political
importance of this group. Eric Hoffer, in his various works, has
strongly emphasized (and, incidentally, glorified) the same charac-
teristic as far as ordinary American workers are concerned.

5. Cf., for example, Lloyd Warner and J. O. Low, The Social
System of the Modern Factory (New Haven, Yale University
Press, 1947); Delbert Miller and William Form, Industrial Socio-
logy (New York, Harper, 1964). The importance of personal re-
lationships for efficient work performance was the germinal insight,
beginning with Elton Mayo and his associates, of the ‘human re-
lations’ movement in industry. Cf. William Whyte, Men at Work
(Homewood, Ill., Dorsey, 1961).

6. ‘Anonymity’ is here understood in the sense of Alfred Schutz,
with the implications for the typification of others developed by him.
" 7. This feature is related to what Robert Merton has called
‘anticipatory socialization’.
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8. Both George Herbert Mead and Alfred Schutz have shown
that scme degree of self-anonymization, and thus of self-typifica-
tion, is necessary for participation in any ongoing social experience.
What is peculiar to the case under discussion is the degree of self-
anonymization.

9. This is an amplification, by way of phenomenological descrip-
tion, of what Erving Goffman has called ‘role distance’.

10. The reason for this one-sided application of the notion of
alienation is, of course, its origin in the philosophical anthropology
of Marxism, which legitimates the definition of anonymized identity
as ‘less real’. Whatever may be the philosophical merits of this
position, it can be less than helpful in interpreting particular em-
pirical situations.

11. An excellent example of the carry-over of psychological
‘engineering’ from the world of work to private life is what in
German is aptly called Freizeitgestaltung, the systematic organiza-
tion and administration of leisure time. In content this ranges over
a broad field of conduct — material consumption, hobbies, sexuality
and so on. An analysis of ‘the vacation’, as a peculiarly modern
social and psychological phenomenon, would be very revealing in
this frame of reference.

12. It will be clear that, in saying the above, we part company with
the prevailing Marxist interpretations of alienation.

13. This view corresponds to Max Weber’s concept of ‘elective
affinity’,

Chapter 2

- 1. As in the preceding chapter, we have tried here to describe
certain structures of consciousness from our own knowledge, rather
than to present a summation of empirical studies bearing on them.
At the same time, it will be clear that our own knowledge has a
‘background’ of such studies. We have been particularly influenced
by Max Weber’s theory of bureaucracy and by subsequent socio-
logical approaches to this phenomenon. On the former, cf. Hans
Gerth and C. Wright Mills (eds.), From Max Weber (New York,
Oxford University Press, 1958), pp. 196 ff. For good examples of the
latter, cf. Peter Blau, The Dynamics of Bureaucracy (Chicago,
University of Chicago Press, 1955), and Michel Crozier, The
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Bureaucratic Phenomenon (Chicago, University of Chicago Press,
1964).

2. This term was coined by Talcott Parsons.

3. This was brought out very nicely in Robert Merton’s theory of
bureaucracy. Cf. his Social Theory and Social Structure (Glencoe,
IlL, Free Press, 1957), pp. 199 ff.

4. Another Parsonian term, ‘functional specificity’, applies to this
trait of bureaucracy.

5. This term is taken from Erving Goffman.

Chapter 3

1. For earlier treatments of the notion of pluralization, with
special emphasis on its effects on religion, cf. Peter Berger, The
Sacred Canopy (Garden City, N.Y., Doubleday, 1967), and Thomas
Luckmann, The Invisible Religion (New York, Macmillan, 1967).
The concept of social life-world, as indicated before, derives from
Alfred Schutz.

2. As previously mentioned, this aspect has been of particular
interest to- secent German sociology, and we are particularly in-
debted in this to the work of Arnold Gehlen.

3. Both Max Weber and Georg Simmel, in their classic studies of
urban life, have emphasized the aspect of pluralization (though, of
course, they did not use this term). We want to link this concep-
tualization with the sociological understanding of modern com-
munications.

4. This statement is not intended to contradict the findings of child
psychology as to the importance of a safe and coherent social
milieu for the individual’s early development. The experience of a
plurality of reality definitions does not necessarily contradict this
psychological requirement. On the other hand, it is quite likely
that such pluralization introduces instability on various levels of
‘personality’, also in a psychiatrically relevant sense.

5. Once more, we find this term of Robert Merton’s very useful
for our considerations.

6. For an earlier treatment of this, cf. Peter Berger and Hansfried
Kellner, ‘Marriage and the Construction of Reality’, Diogenes,
Summer 1964.

7. Cf. Alfred Schutz, Collected Papers, Vol. 1 (The Hague,
Nijhoft, 1962), pp. 69 ff.
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8. Cf. Peter Herger, ‘Identity as a Problem in the Sociology of
Knowledge’, European Journal of Sociology, VII (1966).

9. This aspect is closely related, not only to Merton’s aforemen-
tioned concept, but also to David Riesman’s of the ‘other-directed’
character. For a comparison between this identity type and the one
prevailing in pre-modern societies, cf. Daniel Lerner, The Passing
of Traditional Society (Glencoe, Ill., Free Press, 1958).

10. If one gives credence to the theory of identity derived from
George Herbert Mead (as we would), one is compelled to say that,
in a very basic way, people in all societies have always been ‘other-
directed’ and therefore ‘open-ended’. What is peculiar about modern
identity is the degree of this — which, we contend, is so much greater
as to constitute a qualitative change.

11. On this point we are greatly indebted to Arnold Gehlen,
especially to his conception of the ‘subjectivization’ of modern man.
Cf. his Die Seele des Menschen im technischen Zeitalter (Hamburg,
Rowohlt, 1957).

12. This term derives from William James.

13. For earlier statements of this, c¢f. Thomas Luckmann and
Peter Berger, ‘Social Mobility and Personal Identity’, European
Journal of Sociology, V (1964), and Peter Berger, ‘Towards a
Sociological Understanding of Psychoanalysis’, Social Research,
Spring 1965.

14. Helmut Schelsky has called this the propensity of modern
man for Dauerreflektion.

15. It is in the context of similar considerations that Luckmann
\(op. cit.) has analysed personal autonomy as a key value in con-
temporary society.
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the neo-Freudian view - for example, that expressed by Lewis
Feuer, The Conflict of Generations (London, Heinemann, 1969).
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und Soziologie (Neuwied/Rhein, Luchterhand, 1963), pp. 232 ff.
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11. By Luckmann, op. cit.

12. To translate this into the theoretical language of Talcott
Parsons, modernity favours universalistic (as against particularistic)
and ego-oriented (as against collectivity-oriented) patterns of social
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Chapter 9

1. In this chapter we revert to the method used in Part 1 of this
book; that is, we try to describe certain structures of consciousness
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with which we have considerable firsthand experience. We have
made no attempt to cover the current literature on the youth
culture and the counterculture, much of which is journalistic and
offers little reliable data. For an attempt to delineate the phenome-
non of the youth culture, see the chapter ‘Youth’ in Peter Berger
and Brigitte Berger, Sociology - A Biographical Approach (New
York, Basic Books, 1972). On the counterculture the two by now
classical texts, Theodore Roszak’s The Making of a Counter-
Culture and Charles Reich’s The Greening of America fall far short
of giving a comprehensive analysis. Roszak’s book (by far the more
respectable intellectually) is a history-of-ideas discussion of a num-
ber of intellectual figures who have served as legitimations for the
counterculture; by its very procedure, the book fails to distinguish
the legitimations from that which they serve to legitimate. Reich’s
book is the confession of a believing convert; it is useful as a
compendium of ideological propositions, but not useful at all in
analysing them.

2. In this, at any rate, Reich’s book is more perceptive than
Roszak’s: Reich’s ‘Consciousness III’ is clearly pre-theoretical.

3. Cf. Richard Neuhaus, In Defense of People (New York.
Macmillan, 1971). '

4. The German term Ubersehbarkeit is appropriate here.

5. Anton Zijderveld has called this the current ‘anti-institutional
mood’.

6. There are interesting parallels to this in the history of religion.
For example, ecstatic prophecy in the ancient Near East may well
have manifested itself originally in disruptions of the priestly cult.
At a later stage it was simply incorporated into it. Cult centres had
priestly officers on their permanent staffs; the job of these officers
was to supervise the ecstatic prophets and to integrate their poten-
tially explosive performances into the official cult. It seems that
they soon hit on the obvious idea of scheduling the ecstatic events
- rather like saying, ‘Those possessed by god X will please limit
their convulsive screams to the time between the first and second
sacrifices’. Eventually, as ecstasy became integrated with non-
ecstatic operations, it became difficult to tell the two elements
apart. Modern scholars of ancient cultic texts have come to- detect
the ecstatic component by certain linguistic forms — for instance,
references to a divinity in the first person singular. Future scholars
studying the minutes of meetings involving ‘programmed disruption’
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may have to use similar methods — perhaps by counting the fre-
quency of obscene terms.

7. For those who prefer more conventional social-scientific con-
cepts, we may add that our analysis of de-modernization could also
be put quite well in terms of Parsonian pattern variables. Thus:
De-modernization entails a reversal in the modern trend from one
set of pattern variables to the other. De-modernization seeks to move
from universalism to particularism (for example, from abstract to
concrete conceptions of rights); from performance to quality (deni-
gration of the achievement ethos and reversal to ascriptive status);
from functional specificity to functional diffuseness; from ego-
orientation to collectivity-orientation; and, last but not least, from
affective neutrality to affectivity. The reversal in the last three pairs
of pattern variables, for instance, can be profitably studied in just
about any youth-culture commune, with its values of rotating
chores, relentless openness and all-embracing affection.

Chapter 10

1. We owe an empirical verification of this example to Richard
Neuhaus. On a plane trip he described to a young fellow passenger,
sitting next to him in full counterculture regalia, the alleged charac-
ter of the ‘swinging airline’ with which they were at that moment
travelling — no ‘uptight’ regulations on staff discipline, pilots smok-
ing pot and stewardesses putting out right in the cockpit, and so
forth. All this, like, you know, some 30,000 feet in the air. Needless
to say, his companion went into a state of barely controlled panic.
The same example, incidentally, could easily be translated into
Third World terms. African airlines, for instance, make a point of
furnishing the passenger cabin in indigenous décor, putting their
stewardesses into African garb, and the like. But they are equally
eager to point out to the public that these manifestations of ‘African
personality’ do not extend to the technical operations of actual
aviation. We believe that even the most nationalistically minded
African politician (assuming he flies the national airline) finds
reassurance in this cultural ‘schizophrenia’.

2. For the following argument on the relation of de-modernization
to the class system, cf. Peter Berger and Brigitte Berger, ‘The Blue-
ing of America’, New Republic, 13 April, 1971.

3. The ethnic component of this scenario is beyond our scope
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here. But it can be seen without much difficulty that the scenario
is particularly negative in its implications for Wasps and Jews,
and that its opportunity aspects are most relevant to other ethnic
groups (including blacks, to the extent that they do not come to be
dominated by a de-modernizing ethos of their own, which may
define achievement in the technological and bureaucratic structures
of the larger society as some sort of racial treason).

4. The ideas of Ivan Illich concerning educational altematlves
point toward such a pluralism.

5. Sociologists influenced by Emile Durkheim will assume that no
society can be viable without some common symbols that integrate
all its component groups in an overarching solidarity, They would
further assume that in the absence of such common symbols (that
is, in our terms, common cognitive and normative definitions of
reality), the society would either fall apart or be held together by
sheer coercive power. One might hypothesize that these assumptions
no longer hold in advanced industrial societies, which could operate
on the basis of reciprocally negotiated pragmatic interests alone. We
are inclined to believe that the Durkheimian assumptions continue
to hold.

6. It is for this reason, we believe, that the strongest response to
Illich’s ideas on education has not come in Latin America (for which
these ideas were first developed), but in the United States.



