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ABSTRACT

B ' ‘ o
In recent tlmes, there has been an lncreaS|ng numbe of attempts

to relate the phenomenologlcal and socnologlcal domalns of nﬁqﬁ%ry.-‘Such
undertakings provnde testlmony to the broad and rather dlsparate lmpact
that Edmund Husserl;s expllcatlon and development of phenomenologlcal
. philosophy has had on the development of the socual sciences over the*ﬁ}ﬁ
past seven decades Yet, the conceptlon of what is most often called
""phenomenologicai stelology“ is problematlc Many misunderstandings and
consequent misuses of phenomenologtcal -concepts in socuologlcal inquiry
ﬁ have largely been a product: of an uncrltlcal metaphorical'transfer of
| phenomenologlcal confefts/»ﬁTE socnologlcal |nqunry. ‘ '{:i |

To examine the relation between the phenomenological andk )

soc:ologlcal domanns of inquiry, it was relevant to trace both domalns

back to thelr origin nn the Hethodenstrelt dnd subsequent crisis of Euro-

pean sciences. Thuﬁf the approach taken here followed a purPOSIve

Sequence. Although many social science tradltlons had their orlgln ln

the crisis of Eurppean sciences, only two tradltuons were examined here..
The phenomenologlcal tr;3?§$> was traced from its lnceptlon in the writ-,
ings of Edmund Husserl to Paul Rlcoeur s nore recent hermeneutlc
phenomenology. Too often, attempts to relate the phenomenologlcal and

.SOCIOIOglcal perspectlves have focussed on Husserllan phenomenology, thus
excludlng post-Husserltan mod:fndatnons This study drew from Rncoeur s

perspectlve the crlterla for the analysns of the methodologlcal pOSItlons

of four eminent socual ‘action theorists--Max Heber Vilfredo Pareto‘

’



tmile- Uurkhelm, and Talcott Parsons | - Hence, the Study almed to lay the
hustorlcal groundwork necessary in order to expllcate the contribution
’ that phenomenology can. make to socnology 4
’ The results.of the study Jhdlcate a general'convergence between
the phenomenologlcal and socual actlon tradntlons which is not phenom-

g enologtcal but phenomenologlcallyxhased There are two possnble results
' ~

of applylng the phenomenologlcal method to SOCIO]Ogy‘ a socuology that

would be lntrins«cally phenomenologlcal in its categories and claims,

.or a socnology that is based upon a metatheoretlcal posutlon that is

- phenomenologwcally grounded In the<f|rst |nstance we mnght say that the

end product of applylng a phenomenolognca] approach to soclologlcal ana-

lysns is a “phenomenologncal socaology " whereas in the latter case the

_/ '
result is-a phenomenologlcally based socnology " Our contentlon is that
only the latter alternatlve is truly possible. f\;f, K !

In addition, the study found a general convergence on action

4t?er than ego as the. focus of analysns for both phenomenology and so-

3

( .

However thts is not the foundation of a phenomenologlcally

based socnology, but rather an indication that a phenomenologlcally based
,!
”xfﬁknetapsychology is employed by Weber, Pareto, and .Parsons. B

T8 “T;*r i

Sance neither phenomenologlcal phlloSOphy nor soc1olog|cal theory
olved the. questlon as to the nature of social existence, a phenom-
:Alcally based socnology would have to. be grounded on |

a phenomenologlcal analysis of |nter{ibjectlv1ty and transubJectIV|ty.
St may well be that the categorles of experience are condltloned by soctal-

factors beyond the realm of the |nd|v1dual's own experience.
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conception that does not permi.t the solutlon of the problem of the

external, lndependent existence of ‘anguage

culture, and socqal order. .
. ,
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. PART |
L AN ‘J,

INTRODUCT I ON

There are dangers whidh/threaten anyone who enters the boundary
, - ‘
region betWeen philosophy and. emplrlcar human science. The dapg"\ijes
, S~
not in the mix of subject-matter as such No obJectLons can be ralsed }'

N

against either a phllosophncal lnterpretatlon of emplrlcal data or.
.phllosophlcal consnderatlons enrlched and clarlfled by emplrlcal facts -
(Strasser 1963 301). The danger ]les in ]osnng sight of both shores
hence, Strasser quallfled hlS statement By saylng that th man of.learn-

-

'vung who enters thlS realm has to know what he |s do:ng. He has to
:rema;n on guard Nevertheless this danger should not dlscourage research‘
in thevreglon between the phllosephlcal and emplrlcal human sciences.
.One need only. be constantly aware of the danger in order to avoia it.

In the present |nqunry, the regnon between phllosophy and
emptrlcal human scnence is entered in a limited sense Concern ig~wfth‘
examlnlng the re]atlon between-phenonenology and soc1ology The Intro-
ductlon to the |nvest|gat|on has two parts‘3 Gﬁapte “ “ines e

. purposes, sagnlfncance, and scope and llmltatuons of the study

'HChapter 2 provides an historicat groundlng and departure for the analysns

- . 4
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. Only a philésophicalﬂy ?
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CHAPTER 1
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TRODUCTION

[

ouqded theory of method can exorcise

h tdday hinder research in the social (/ﬂ\
jsociology.

n

 .--AIfred Schuetz (1967:'xxxi—xxxii{>
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PRELUDE -~ /ﬂ

N,

[/ In recent times, there.has Qfen:an increasing number of attempts
: 2

to relate the phenomenological and sociologica] domains of inquiry. ~Such
=
.undertaklngs pro%\de testlmony to the broad and rather dusparate impact
that Edmund Husseri's explication and development of phenomenological
phllosophy has had on the deve]opment of the social SC|ences over" the‘
past seven decades Husseri's efforts can be -seen as his .attempt to deal
with the issues centra1 to -the ‘crisis. of European scnences“ that.arose
-around the turn’of the 20th'century. ln this sense, h|s work warrants
comparison with‘that of Max Weber whose efforts can as well be seen as an
attemptftb deaI'With the (ssues a;rsmng from this same controversy. The
mritings of both men represent reactions to.the situation‘that underlaid
" the Crisis.. Weber's somewhat more moderate approach to these issues is
'probab]y better known to ‘a. larger segment of socuolognsts than is the |
radlcal departure ‘taken by Husserl in fram|ng his own response ‘fet,
Husserl's undBrtakung touched dnrectly upon an age-old enigma concerned
with the methodology of the study of human affa:rs—-the questlon of the -
:ndependence and/or lnterdependence of “phxlosophy“ and ”scuence” in set-
ting out the superstructure of such an ‘enterprise. ‘ Thus the basis.of
a contununng concern among SOC|olog|sts with the issues he ralsed might
seem to be clearly recognlzable.
Yet; on closer view .the reasons for an increasing interest at

present by North American sociologists ih what is most often called

"phenomenologi'al sociology' are themselves problematic. Based on the

3N/



views of Alvin Gouldner (1970l, the growing interest in “phenomenological
sociology“ could be explalned as a manifestation of the‘comlng identity
‘cr|S|s in North Amer|can socuology That is, phenomenologlcal socnology
could’be vxewed as one alternatlve .to orthodox North Amerlcan sociology.
To support the contention that North American sociology is experiencing
'an identity crisls, one might take note of the growing lnterest in study-
ing the "sociology of soclology” (Frledrnchs 1970; Tiryakian, 1971). On
the other h?nd, one might explafn the growing interest.in 'phenomenologle
cal sociology" as the result of recent recognition of - the interests of

. European colleagues due to more rapid and extensive translations of the
 more formldable Phenomenological lnvestlgations into the English lan-
guage 1 Or, perhaps the explanation of the lncrea51ng interest in_

N phenomenologlcal socnology” represents little more than generatlon-

speC|f|c preferences among socnologlsts in defunlng their areas of

K f:; ce and specialization within the sociological profession. As -

Given the emphasas on “recognltlon“ within the profession

young socnologists may. choose new interest areas because

of their view that ''this is where It s at'' or because there -

is less competlt:on for recognltlon in a new area (l972 6).
‘Whatever the reasons may be, the fact remalns “that many mlsunderstandlngs
-and” consequent nisuses of phenomenological concepts in SOC|olog|ca¥-|n-
qunry have largely been a product of two klnds of failings in settlng out

: 3

the dISCUSSlon First there is a fallure to recognnze the |ntended
sngnlflcance of phenomenolog|cal conc;;ts wnthun\%ie context~of strict
phenomenologlcal lnquiry Second there is a fai re to recognlze that'

the uncrltlcal transfer of phenomenqloglcal concepts into sociological



. i
inquiry cannot occur without an essential distortion of their origina

meaning.

There are a variety of possihle reasons for these two failings.
fFirst, there has been.a“lack of adequatectranslation (both quantitatively
: and qualitatively) ¢ phenomenolog|cal literature into the Engllsh lan-
hlguage.3 Second, the complexnty of the phenomenologlcal subJect matter
creates two difﬁ+eu4t|e5' “(a) a frequent fallure to directly. state what
_ phenomenology is (the llterature abounds with negative replles—-phenom; |
enology is not. thlS, not that) ; and (b) the paradox of ‘mundane word

» L2
concepts, that is, a clear recognltlon of the lnadequacy of language to

convey ‘the exact sense of:;hat phenomenology is (Farber 1968 : 558-59) .

A thlrd and most sngnlfncant reason is a farlure by many writers to ;rasp
the ”radicalness"‘of phenomenological philosophy, Common'sense‘and non-
“phenomenological philosophy’ishrooted in what Huséerl called the ﬁnatpral_
attitude." From‘the phenomenological perspective, the "natural attitude"
is an |mpl|c|t metaphysical commltment whlch lles at the heart of our
worldly experlence St constltutes the central metaphysncal assumptlon

( ¢

of the natural and socual sciences. ~The central task for phenomenology

is to transcend the natural attitude of dally llfe in order to render it

L

"an object- for phllosophlcal scrutlny and in order to describe .and account
for lts essential structures (Natanson 1962' 5). The failure to recog-
nize thlS central task for phenomenology has resulted in many
mlsunderstandlngs As Natanson'succ1nctly states:
The central and ultimate dlfflculty in seenng what phenomenol -
- ogy is trying to do relates directly and lneVltably to the -
rootage of all non-phenomenological attitudes in the natural

standpoint. This | take to be the true basis for so much
misunderstanding of- phenomenology. It is not so much a matter



of this or that phenomenologlcal |dea, concept, or principle
_ that is viewed in a wrong way as it is a failure to grasp
" the ‘very style of phenomenolog:cal concern (1962: 6-7).
X
: Although Natanson states that the main musunderstandungs of phenomenology

are not so much a matter of v:ewang phenomenological concepts lncorrect-
ly, the'mlsunderstandings do manifest themselves in the literature as
w .

a metaphorical treatment of phenomenological concepts in a sociological

‘,analy5|s (Heap and Roth, 1972). Two examplf/‘are prov1ded to |llustrate
the metaphorlcal use of some key phenomenological concepts.

The phenomenological concept of “inteﬁtion” has been misunder-\
stood and misrepresented by Tiryakian._ Tiryaklan (1965: 682) ‘equates
W. |. Thomas' notion\of "attention" (i.e., the mental attitude thCh

takes note of. the outs:de world and. manlpulates lt) with Edmund Husserlts

notion of “lntentlon.“5 The notion of "intention" or “intentionality“

-is central to:Husserl;7'l tentionality is.the property of consciousness

being consciousness of so

th:ng (Husserl 1931:»242). fTo grasp the

b |mportance of thls conceptlon \It is |mportant to notice thevtartesian
influence on Huséerl. The Cartesian method of doubtlng provnded the
petterh for Husserl's p re phenomenology According to Husserl‘ Descertes

did not make a suffnc: 'tly radlcal d|3t|nct|on between the act of thlnk-

i ng and the obJect of hought The technlcal :term used by Husserl to

desngnate the relatlo Shlp between the act. of thlnklng and the obJect of

'thought was |ntent|o allty lntentlonallty occurs even before mind

enters. Therefore Tlryaknan is |ncorrect in equatlng Thomas ' "atten- ‘

}tlon“ with Husserl/s "lntentlon v Husserb "intention" would-be '
e s '
a precondl;lon for the possibitity of Thomas' “attention."
A . ) N o
- \,\. / .
AN S
~ 4

“""’*"—w....._t e 7



7
A second lllustratlon of the metaphorical use of phenomenologlcal
concepts can be drawn from Bruyn s (1966, 1967). attempt to relate'the
éperspectives of the participant observer and phenomenofogist In partl-E;
cular, Bruyn lncorrectly applles the phenomenologlcal concept of

“essence” to the notion of socnal theory. Bruyn (1966: 94) assumes that

there can be a phenomenologlcal socnology derived from and parallel to

Husserllan phenomenology and furthermore, that "the work of. the social

'phenomenologlst becomeg'one of unterpretlng anew the meaning. of’essence
in socual ‘theory." The fallure to understand Husserl ls,clear since one
cannot try to find ”the meanlng of 'essence' in socia] theory." An
essence. refers to pure generalltles whlch put before our mind pure possi-
.bl'ltles whose vallduty is independent of experience (Husserl;'1931,
Sectlon 1: Chapter 1). Essences are the mos t basic constituting

‘entities-?the "what it is." Essence had as its domann of reference the
realm of pOSSlbI]ltleS whnch precedes that of actualities (Husserl 1931:

‘ 213). Essences precede concepts. For every essence it is possuble to
match . a concept. Therefore Bruyn should not  be Iooknng for ''the meaning
of essence in social theory "oaf anythlng, Bruyn should be Iooklng for

. the essence of ‘the conception of '"social theory. ”lﬁln conclusnon Bruyn

makes a fundamental error by farllng to dnstlngu15h between the part|~

cupant‘observer who observes and the phenomenologlst ‘who sees (i.e.

lntUltS) 6. ‘ o ”
THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

There:is clearly somethfng wrong with recent approaches which
attempt to.relate phenomenoiogyvto_soCEOIogy. The “inquiry undertaken

v



here centers on determlnlng what the proble? is and what in partlcular

- the phenomenologlcal approach can contribute to socnologlcal analysus

In attemptlng to determlne whatever contrlbutlon a phenomenologlcal
approach toward socnologlcal analys:s holds out, we might consider thev
alternatlve end results that mlght be thought toqfollow from such an
effort. Here | thnnk we can talk about two possibilities: a sociology-ﬁ
that is intrinsically phenomenologlcal in its categor;es and clalms or
‘a sociology that is based upon a metatheoretlcal position that is phenom-
enolégically grounded. In the first |nstance we mlght say -that the end
product of applylng a phenomenologlcal approach to sociological analysls
ia phenomenologlcal soCIology,f whereas, in the latter case, the,
result ie a."phenomenolooically bai_eg_soci'o'logy.;| Throughout my presenta-
" tion.here, | shall want to. argue the thesis that only the latter
alternatuve is truly possuble i.e., that the’relevance of phenomenology
to socnologlcal analysns IS w:thln a metatheoretlcal veun rather than

a substantive one. 1f we turn dlrectly to the conS|derat|on of the knnds
of partlcular contrlbutlons that a phenomenologxcal approach could make

t

'to socuologlcal analysns perhaps the grounds for such an assert|on can
be illetratEd. |

,Of several possible. 6orms such .contributions mught take, my
'opihion is that two partlcular ones are-most promlnent One of these
tclates to methods of descrlptlon the other to Methods of conceptuallza-
tion. Whlle these two forms- are not to be consudered exhaustive, other :

possnblllpﬁes have not been forwarded at thls time. Let us considerfthe/

’ 'tWO cases, .

»



L o 9
§ . .
. .

hirst phenomenology could inform sociological inquiry by
contributing a dlstlnctnve method by which social phenomena can be de-
scribed. The utility of such a contribution is lllustrated in the area
of ethnomethodologlca] studles which seek t0'reconstruct the way in
which men lntgrpret.thelr own world in dazly life (Garflnkel 1967;
Douglas, 1970; Psathas 1968) .. Ethnomethodology draws extensively from'
the works of Alfred Schuetz (Schutz), especually in ltsvappllcatlon of
his not|on of "suspendlng bellef in the. natural attntude" so that the
‘objective features of the social world are reduced to the observable
elements of concrete ‘Ongoing.social'situations ln'particular, ""ethno-
methodology" refers to the lnvestlgatlon of the rational propertles of
|ndeX|cal expressnons and other practlcal actions as contlngent ongonng
. accompllshments of organlzed artful practtces of everyday llfe (Gar-
finkel, 1967: 11). Thus, ethnomethodology utilizes a basic method quite
aktn-to a central feature of phenomenological method and its practice of
this method mlght be further lnformed through greater famallarlty with
the latter approach -Yet, at present ethnomethodology seeks to esta-
blish itself as a body of knowledge |ndependent from the mainstream of
phenomenology. |

Azsecond knnd of contribution that a phenomenologlcal perspectlve

Al
_mlght yleld concerns the possibility of its offerlng a method of ‘concep-

tuallzatlon for emplrlcal human sctences Such a(fontrlbutlon can be

|
:lllustrated through consndé*btlon of its relation to socual actlon theory

_where the relatlon is probably more dlrect than in the«prevuous example‘
L
but, at present less well documented In partlcular one can draw
I A

e

a useful parallel in this regard with respect to the development of

. ’ 0
. 1L . RS- R
. ! EAP R s e
& 4 i .-,,5:, A I A
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conceptual method among the social action‘theorists and the later
phenomenoldgists. |

The example.just noted is‘partiCUlarly well-taken in another
sense. It serves, as well, ae an excellent instance of the major con-
tention | uish to set out: that the relevance of phendmenology to
socnologlcal analysns lies in 3 nethodologieal vein rather'than_a sub-

»

stantlve one. And, by examining the interplay be tween phenomenology and
. . . — -

_the conceptualnzatlon of action in-the’ wrltlngs of some of 'the acknow-

ledged masters of socxologlcal theory, one can dramatlcally illustrate

* the: claimed relevance of phenomenology for sociological theory as a whole

Hence, the main task for the study is to lay the hlstorlcal

groundwork necessary in order to launeh more intensive and specific

investigations into the question of how phenomenology might relatebto f‘\%%
: o : : . ‘ -

sociology. The dlscussnon contalned in several of the chapters to fol-
Tow represents a critical hlstorucal attempt to set out the parallél w&éf

between the phenomenologlcal and socnal action tradntlons

0ur approach in examunlng thls relatlonshlp follows

'sequence A Flrst we begln by consnderlng the context and lssueg"enerated
during the so called “crlsne of European scjences ” since the phenomenol-
oglcal and social action traditions have thear orxglns there. The

. central quL;tlon of the Crlsns cdncerned the relatlon of values and
science. lnbpartncular quest.on was raised as to the appllcablllty of
natural sc1ence methodologles to |nvest|gate‘man, society, and history.

The result was the emergence of dastlnct methodologles for the investiga-

tion of the human or cultural sciences (Gensteswnssenschaften) 7 After

discussing the main issues of the Crnsns it is then relevant to c8p51der
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the developments in phenomenOIOgy._ Generally, attempts to discuss the
relatlon between phenomenology and socnology have adopted a strict
Husserllan'perspectlve. There has been a tendency to exclude post-
Husserllan modi fications to’phenomenologyl Perhaps a useful relation
between the phenomenological and sociological perspectives can be found.

‘ by paylng more attentlon to - the critical appraisals and subsequent modi -~
'Flcatlons to Husserl's program Thls is nelther to deny the |mportance
of Husserllan phenomenology nor to ignore the fact that all phenomenology
. at some point.is llnked to Husserl. However, it is to express caution
.ln a too dogmatlc acceptance of Husserllan phenomenology Moreover,
'post-Husserllan phenOmenologles lntroduce hermeneutlcs as an Vntegral

and important methodologlcal component Thus, after a dlscussion of
Husserl's program the posntlons of Heldegger Sartre, and Herleau~Ponty\(5
are outlined. The Yevnew of post- Husserllan phenomenology termnnates
wnth‘a dlSCUSSlOn of Paul R|coeur s program which is subsequently'
employed as the mode for analyz:ng several maJor positions wnthln soclol-
ogy. ' In particular, ‘the programs of four eminent social action theorlsts
~(Max Weber Vllfredo Pareto  Emile Durkhelm Talcott Parsons) are ana-

: lyzed. Following a- presentatlon of the conclusnons from the analysis,
some current |nterests emerglng from the interface between phenomenology
~and hermeneutlcs are. brrefly dlscussed

L]

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE gngY

To say that the problem of "methodology“ has occupled 20th
century socnal scuentasts would indeed be an understatement ‘ Rather,

_ methodologlcal issues have tended to preoccupy the attention of social

»
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science investigators. Kaplan (1964 24) has noted that socnal scnentlst<
tend to thlnk that the most serious dlfflcultles in behavioral SC|ences
are methodological. Once these\prob‘ems are solved, progress“ will be’
~ sure and rapid. However, the direction of this preoccupation has.often
been -il1-founded. In the main, incon5|stent use and impreCIse clarifi-
‘cation of.what the term “nethodology” sngnlfies has resulted in amb|QU|ty
In part, this ambiguity can be attrlbuted to a failure to dustanU|sh
“methodology“ from research techniques suéh.as statistics, case'stddy,,
inte£Wiew, and so forth. Methodology taﬁés upon itself the examination
and critical analysis of the special ways in which the~general structure‘
. of theory finds its application in partlcular scnent:flc disciplines.
"Thls conceptlon of methodoiogy allows for variation not only from one
diSClpllne to another but also from one eooch to another in the hlstory
of . the same discipline. At present ‘the general tendency is to conc]ude
.that‘there is no unique scientitic method. On the contrary, the method
of science is a mixture of logical construction and emplrlcal observa-,
\tion; and, furthermore this mlxture varies from one d|5C|pllne to
;another.

In many contemporary posntlons this attltude is manifest |n‘the
advocacy of methodologlcal and theoretlcaf plurallsm For lnstance the
views of ir Karl Popper aptly express thls leanung (1964 1968) Pooper‘
holds that the existence of partiy over{a;;]ng, mutualiy |nconsustent

and yet_empirlcally-adequate theories is not only possnble but also
irequired. The kernel of - Phpper s posntuon is an image of man intertwined

with an ldeal of an open, piurallstlc society. " An open plurailstuc

socnety is the necessary condltlon for the survuval of the crntucust

.
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frame, of reference. In turn, the criticist frame is the base of an open,
pluralistic society. (PepAEr 1968: 374 -76) . - Thus,’ the relation between

criticist frame and open, p?uralnst society can be considered an’

o .
that i%, the improved dialogyg
2

t pOSS|ble to lmprove the rela-

instance of the “hermeneutlc spiral'';

e

wnthln the crutncust frame wull make

ﬂ? %ﬁtlvely open society. Popper's'maln cern or mission seems to be that

cq
-~ ‘
of enllghtenment—-the ‘idea of self-liberation. through knowledge by optlng

for the cr|t|C|st frame (1968: 384) .- Through the enllghtened conscnous-

'ness of'lts members, Popper hopes that socnety ‘as 'a whole would operate

more in accordance Wlth avallable SCIentlflc knowledge Thefphilo§ophy

[

,1of history underlylng thzs type of enllghtenment i's such that, according
to it, hlstory has no more ”meanung“ than nature_has; thus, we have to

assign the “meanlng” to it. Popper s pOSltIOﬂ has an afflnlty to both
' hermeneutlc and dialectic vnewponnts |
Yet, the basis for many general methodologlcal koncerns stems
_; from a tendency to expllcutly avo:d or |mpl:cutly fall té ~recognize the .

. relevance of phllosophlcal lsdues, a fallung common in many contemporary

o

For lnstance the maln focus of modern eplstemology

\Q}Lflc'propositions. However social scuence researchers often
k- o - . . R Sy .
ignore°epistemological problems When socnal ;cqentlsts do expliCitly

\

acknowledge the relevance of eplstemology the |ssues of general meth-
odology are usually lnterpreted in terms of opposing phllosophlcal

/ doctrlnes such as ratlonallsm emplrlc:Sm realnsm-ldealusm, subJectlvasm~

S

. ObJeCtIVlsm, and monism-dualish (Kaufmann, 1944: 2) . But, if the
adherence to any palr of these polar types is taken wlthbut concern for
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further objective justification; then the domain of social science seems

a4

to lack substantial foundation. , - - //

In lieu of these_considerations the significance of the\presq&t

Ve

|nqu1ry rests on the expllcnt attempt to examine what pﬁenomenologlcal

{ . ) *

socuologlcal |nqu1ry In partlcular the

:ﬁes the relevance of phenomenologlcal phllosophy for cldtify-
(“ <

ing the methodologles présent in the works of four eminent sociological

study‘exa

theorlsts-—Hax Veber Vllfredo Pareto Emlle Durkheln and Talcott

Parsons. For lnstance ‘Parsons’ has deflned methodology as:

‘validity of scientific propositions-and systems of them.

It is as such neither a strictly-scientific nor a strictly
philosophical discipline. It is, of course, a field where’
these systems are subjected to phllosophlcal €riticism
touching the grounds of their vatidity, but equally it is

against the validity of such propositions are . ‘subject to"
criticism in the light of the evidence from science itself.
While philosophy has implications for science it is not
:any less true that scnence has 1mplxcat|ons for phllosophy

(1968, l: 2&) i L _ «
However, Parsons does not advance his phllosophlcal posntnon beyond that

of a' prlmltlve phenomenology The present inquiry holds that phenom-

2
v enologlcal method as a mode of conceptuallzatlon can elucndate the con-

\ hl

ceptual problems of these four social. action theorlsts Nevertheless,
a recnprocal clarnf:catlon also exists; that is, social action programs

can help to clar:fy phenomenologlcal phllosophy. In this manner phenom4‘

-enology and emplrlcal human scuence exhlblt a mutual influence upon one

another

The overall'significance of the |nqu1ry IS aptly summarnzed in

—

the two main theses that are put forth here. Flrst JS'claimed.that

'

the |nterests ‘of the phenomenologlcal School in philosophy:and the social

e
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action tradition in sociology have been converding toward one another

since the date of the crisis of European sciences. If this is indeed

- the case, then its "importance to sociological analysis as a whole should

be obvious. Yet, it seems .not so at present. Hence, such an inquiry as

this one)can serve to bring‘that impact into view. Moreover the second

© thesis, holdxng that the relevant contrlbutlon from phenomenology ‘is of

1

a metatheoretlcal character rather than a substantlve character, serves
to eIUC|date the _form in which that |mpact is manifested in socuologlcal
analysns anally, he cnquury br:ngs forward these issues wnth the
current context of the |nte]]ectdgl interchange between ‘these two per-v

spectives impTicit]y represented in the works of two leadlng contemporary
. . »
thinkers, Taledtt Parsons and Paul Rlcoeur o - ~

SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS TO THE INQUIRY

"For. practical reasons, the scope of the research must be limited.

FAR

»»Although the inquirY'Seeks a @Estalt: or view from the . “catblrd seat,"
rall relevant influences and |ntellectual tradltlons cannot be exami. ed.

' By Inmltlng the chouce of wrlters to be con5|dered the scope of the

o
research can be brought lnto more manageable proportlons A number of

:conSIderatlons arise in conJunctlon with llmutlng the - dange of wrlters"

to be studled Flrst our |mmed|ate concern is not with the "success"

: of:theSe programs, but rather wnth the common elements of thelr selected

¥

,'methodologlkal programs. Therefore, a detalled dJSCUSSIOﬂ of varlatlons

_among the writers is not relevant. Second the interest of this |nqu1ry

is not in the Separate and dlscrete propOS|t|ons to be found in the

?works of these@men but in a s:ngle body of systematnc methodological

L
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reasoning, thejdevelop@ent*of which can be traced'through a cgpitical
analysis of the writings of this group and certain of their predecessors.
They can be treated together not because they constitute a 'school! in

B a '
the usual sense but because they“hfve all, in different ways, contributed

13

to'methodologicdl deveTopment.v Thus, the choice has been limited te:

a small number of more eminent writers., Third, vith respect to the texts
of the writers themselves;'an encyc]opedic completeness in‘ xamfnatfon
will not be attemptedr' Selectlons from the texts serve to 1imit the.
structure of the writers! theories as a whole and to suffncuently esta-
blish the ponnts at issue. Fourth the inquiry is meant to be

a monographlc study of a particular, prob]em |n the history of social

thought-commencnng with the MethOdenstreit.Bb As such,-ft does not pro-
fess to be the history ofvphilosoohical and social thought arnsung in
'Europe*during the;bast Century. Flnally, the study is conceived to be

v

_a systematlc whole concerned wnth ideas whlch are |nterre|ated_and per-
meate the whole study. “fact” cited, or a statement.made, should be
taken not only in its immediate intrinsic meaning but also in relation

to the total structure of which it forms a»part.9 o IR

b ]
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. FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 1

L : .

1For example,, the first volume of Husserl's ldeas appeared in
1913; however, the English translation did not appear until 1931.

Cn\\ -2Thése two problems have been discussed in-an'excelleht paper
by Heap.aqg Roth (1972). This paper served as an impetus to the present

inquiry duhing the very early stages of férmulation. -,
3For instance, Spiegelberg (1971b) complains of the misunder-
standings created by the inadequate translation from German to English
of Husserl's Encyclopedia Biitannica articte entitled "Phenomenology"
which appeared in 1929. Incidentally, Richard Palmer (1971) has pre-
sented a new complete translation of Husserl's Encyclopedia Britannica
article. ¥ = : : S o

qFor example: &

.

4
“Phenohenology is not 'subjeétivity'(if-we mean the
'merely sUbjeetjve':obserbations which characterize
the reports of uncritical. and untrained observers
chosen at random'' (Spiegelberg, 197la:,667).-;;“

'"Phenomenclogy [Ts] not descriptive psychology"

(Farber,-1968: 208). . - .
""Phenomenology ‘is thus empirical in i¢- insistence
“ ..on. a continuous and unbiased scrutiny of experience,:
but not.empiricist as ;pe word is commonly used to
o '_ refer to explanation tHrough past experience'
S o "~ (MacLeod, 1968: 68).

VPhenomenoIogy}is'not a form of Platonism, nor is it
- - a revived form of Aristotelian realism. Nor is phenom-~
)  enology a.late edition of idealism or of irrationalism
~of a philosophy based by necéssity on atheism. Phenom--
enology is not another name for introspection and it
is not simply a method used in metaphysics. It is not
a preparatory science which is supposed to ready us for
the real work of philosophy" (Luijpen, 1966: 153-54) .

’Although this inquiry is highly critical of the works of
Edward A. Tiryakian, we acknowledge the intuitive (but vague and ill-
formulated) recognition by Tiryakian that writers such as Max Weber,,
Emile . Durkheim, and Talcott Parsons do display - an affinity to phenom-
‘enological philosophy. In this respect, | oppose Peter Berger's (1965)
critical remarks on Tiryakian's position. Berger maintains that sociol-
ogical figures discussed by Tiryakian have little or nothing to do with
- either phenomenology and/or existentialism. :

’



Many other examples could be cited. For that'matter, Heap and
Roth (1972) have advanced criticisms of the metaphorical usage of such
phenomenological concepts as ''‘phenomena,’ "description,' and "reduction.
As a consequence, Douglas (1970) and Psathas (1971) are included along

wit' Tiryakian and Bruyn as culprits in the illegitimate metaphorical
transference of phenomenologicat concepts intd’sociological analysis.

7The term Geisteswissenschaften does not have a satisfactory
English equivflent. Most t;;nslators have settled for the expression
1

"human studie$." Dilthey's onception of Geisteswissenschaften encom-
passes what would now be g? ed the humanities and the soc;al Sciences,
He formulated this concept™on primarily with the theoretical problems
of- the historian-in mind. For an explicit discussion, sée, Makkreel's
(1969) attempt to delineate Dilthey's theory of the Geisteswissen-
schaften by contrasting ‘it to the theory of the Kulturwissenschaften
(cultural sciences which the neo-Kantians offered as an alternative,
't is ironic to note that the term Geisteswissenschaften appeared as
the German translation for J. S. Mill's conception of '"morat sciences'
(Popper, 1968: 378, footnote 2). S ' ' '

: Many of the issues .raised in this inquiry have roots much - )
earlier than the Methodenstreit. ~In particular, the viritings of Greek-
philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle are relevaht. However, little
more ‘than "lip service' can be made to such influgﬁcés:A :

9An,affinity-exists between Parsons' The Structure of Social
Action and the format of this inquiry. In particular, the Tlimitations
mentioned above are analogous to some:limitations mentioned by Parsons .

(1968: 3#27).

. . 3

4



CHAPTER 2

SOME.PHASES'IN THE HISTORICAL»DEVELOPHENT

OF THE CRISIS OF EUROPEAN SCIENCES -

Only an understanding from within of the movement of
-modern philosophy from Descartes. to the present, which is
coherent despite all its contradictions, makes possible an
understanding of the present itself. The true struggles of
our time, the only ones which are significant, are struggles
between humanity which has already collapsed and humani ty
which still has roots but is struggling to keep them oi find
" new ones . ' o o

--Edmind Husserl (1970b: 14-15)
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The famous'"methods controversy“ (the Methodenstrelt) whlch

arose durlng the latter part of the l9th century ln,Germany provides the_l

h:stor:cal departu;e ponnt for this inquiry. The Methddenstrelt later

evolved nto the more encompassing crisis of European sc1ences whlch
arose around the turn of the 20th century. The central question con-
cerned the relatlon of 6;lues and scuence In particular, queStion was

-

ralsed as to the appllcablllty of Satural SC|ence methodologles to

lnvestlgate man 5?cuety, and history. As a consequence dlstlnct me th-

odologies for |nvest|gatxon of the human or cultural scnences

(Gelstesw155enschaften) began to emerge

The format of‘Chapter-Z is as follows: an h«storlcal summary of

some of the relevant ldeas precedlng and surroundlng the Methodenstrelt

‘are briefed; then' the maln issues of the broader. crisis of European sci-

‘ences are outllned, and flnally, a few of the many dlvergent responses

to the Crus:s-are ment ioned. S

—

ADVENT OF 'METHODENSTREIT' - Y

In its narrowest conceptlon the- Mcthodenstrelt referred to the

methodologlcal dxspute between Eyo schools of economic - thought. (I) the
German historical school of economlcs, and (2) the Austrlan school of

economi ¢ theory (Schumpeter ‘195& 814) Before dlSCUSSlng the ‘Methoden-
& .

_strelt per se, it is useful to gain a general acquanntance with some

prior events. The doctrune of ”camerafﬁsm“ |s‘relevant.
P t

(

f’;ffffj:>l.'-'- : ;liihf _n,' '%B?é%
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Cameralism‘is'the'German and Austrian conception of mercantilism.

It is a term applied to the whole body of polxtlcal and economic pr.c-
tices of the absolute monarchy |n the states of Germany and Austrla,
during some three hundred years (Bell 1967: 87) ..From approxcmately A
the mid- 16th to the mid-18th centurles, camerallsm was COdlfled as . a body
of social ‘theory which was: concerned wtth answerlng one fundamental ques -
.tlon Howlmay a government be strong enough to resist other states and

to preserve order among its own people?<5The cameralistic answer to this
,questlon'was to,have'the.ready:means (i.et, moneyl to finance wars

:(Small; 192353 160).] Although the prevalllng style of thought, durlng

the cameral:stlc perlod stressed concern for “the welfare of the state, w2
Acamerallsm was not a phulosophy but rather an admlnlstratnve technology
geared to meet short-run polltlcal needs lnd|vudual lnterests were-ln-
cudental whereas the lnterests of 90vernment (1 e.y those gf the prlnce)

were foremost. Thus reflectlvely speaklng, German soc1a] sc1ence

(eSpeCIally polltlcal science) was at the ‘outset a flscal science; that

is, attentlon was focussed on ways d means of supplying'the public

treasury. '

Although.there was nordlscrete and eaSlly ldentifiable transition
from "camerallstlc scuence” to that methodology which was worked out in
the lateqiﬂSth and early 20th centurles, a general SYnOpSIS can be .made
of some pertlnent activities whtch entered into this trans:tlon Firstly,
‘fdurlng the last/quarter of the 18th century, the German political philor
‘sophy of co}fect|v15m came under strong attack by both the French

Physnocrats and the English economuc liberalists (following Adam Smlth) 3

Secondly, with the decline of camerallstlcs socnal theorlsts had no
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fundagental problem or prlnC|ple to guide thelr thoughts (Small I923b' _

170) .- Thirdly, the F:rst three quarters of the 19th century was conse-v

quently a perlod |n which German scholars in the flelds of economics,

hustory, and political science concentrated on trying to get their ldeas

“settled about~how to work most |nte]llgently (Sma]l f923¢: 305). 1In

this quest, German economlsts concentrated their efforts on applylng ‘the

suggestlons of Adam Smlth in an ”experlment of: &vylng to make the water

L N i~

of Adam Smith's individualism mix with the.ojl of German collectivism'

(Small, 1923c: 306). ,‘ . | -

The German attractlon to Adam Smlth's works rested on such

factors as (I) its systematnc and thorough presentation, (2). its emphasis

© on generatlng an objective economic method, (3) its recognition of the

importance of moral and psychologlcal elements, and (4) lts pollcy of

»Ianssez faire which prov:ded an alternatlve to the solely collectnv1st

doctrlne of camerallsm Albion Small has expressed the whole of the
German experience wuth English classncal economics in these words:

The" upshot of this whole experlence so far as sc:entlflc
method is concerned, may be reduced to this formula: It
took. the Germans from 1765 to- 1870 .to reach the fundamental
conclusion that human. relations in connection with wealth
.cannot be truly stated in terms of individuals. They can
-be understood only when |nterpreted as-moral or social:

(1923c 306) .

. Subsequent]y, most of the German econom:c |nvest|gat|ons of Engllsh :

classical economacs were shelved to make way for the reappearance of the

ethical factor (about 1870) in German economic thought Chronologlcally,

the reappearance of the ethtcal factor sngnals the later clash between
]

two schoo]s of_econOmic thought: (l) the older German hlstorlcal schooﬂ

of economics,h whnch attempted to reconstruct classncal economic theory

o
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on the basis of comparative economic hlstory, and (ZJ the’Austriah-school

& EORREN N
of economlc theory, Wthh attempted to reconstruct eéonﬁmlc theory by an ?j

ﬁ#
e
Al

appeal to psychology - . o 5ﬁ

The German historical‘school, whith’peakedlf

Wt e Lo e

of the 19th century; developed as a countermovement to romanticnsm and

%he second half

4

as an opposutlon to classjcal economics whosg approach was timeléss and'
atomlstlc . THe hlstorical school embedded economics in a matrix of all
flelds in whlch man is soc1ally active thus provndlng the foundatlons
for a social theory of economits; Two notable precursors were Adam
Miller and'Friedrich List Both appeared as offshoots of romantucnsm and
forerunners to the historical’ school of economics with the substantial
“figure, Karl Marx, appearlng in between 5

| AMuller s econochs consists of a negatlve revaluation of part of
Adam Smith's arguments ~To Huller, classncal economlcs was mechanlstic
‘ coldly rational, materialistic “and statlc.. To the indlvnduallst concep-
tion of economic'lifé Miller contraposes the ldea of the ihterconnection
‘ and unificatlon of all social elements At the same time he pays heed
to their hlstorical settlng (Spann 1930 160 61) - Like Marx, Muller -
saw:the economy as evolving and totally.immanent in history; Unllke
Marx, Huller was concerned w:th spiritual forces“ behind materlal ap-;
pearance of economic life whereas Marx subsequently regarded these

splritual forces“ as epiphenomenal. The second preCursor; Friedrich
‘tlst,vwas champion of the‘concept of the'nation; Envusuonlng the econo-
mic potentlalitles of the German natlon Llst saw the present as merely
a state of: transatlon where poltcnes lose” their meaning beéaise they are-

9
geared to admlnlstration of what Seemingly appear to be permanent
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' conditions (Spann, 1930: 199-200).
The older German hlstorucal school of economlcs emphasnzed the
inclusion of economlcs in the totallty of the common moral and natlonal
'.llfe. whdse historical, organic growth is based on free human deeds

. o . 1
j@?than on natural laws Bruno Hlldebrand was crlflcal of the

‘ -ralTSC|ence character of economlcs and on the hi storlcal method (Schum-
peter, 1954 567) Whllhelm Roscher, whlle remalnlng partlally dependent
on E ass:cal economlc notlons complled a statement of prnncnples whlch

s/ljppor

methods”

ed the hlstorucal method and dlfferentlated it from phllosophlcal
mall 19243 QQS b6) The thlrd maln .Proponent, Karl Knies,
‘subsﬁantive ypeorrelated ethics with economic theory'(Small, 192h4c) . As

well Knles ps'nted toward the methodologlcally sugnlflcant insight that‘

statlstlcal rather than causal regularltles apply in the socio- hlstorlcal

field. This |nsng t marked a deflnlttve break from cla55|cal economlcs
’ ‘ o
-and carved the found t|ons For the later (or younger) historical school 6

The later histd ncal school of economlcs Founded by Gustav

.

“Schmoller, concentrated’ iXs attentlon on the fundamentals of unlversal

historical economlc develo-c-nt Departlng from the position of

ter hlstorjcal school began to research #

S

d on an hlstoJ)cal lnductlve ind\lZ .

‘older‘historlcal school the 1
concrete cases. Emphasns was. pla-~
yidualizing and descrlptlve approac“to economics as opposed to
deduo;ive, ggneralizing,search for‘eoono-ic_lawsV(Sehumpeter,leSQJ
FQlL-l3);‘ lh addition, the later hnstorncal chool relntroduced ethlcal
faorors into questions of socual pollcy

¥
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-The main opponent of the later historical school of economics was
the Austrlan school of economlc theory headed by Carl Menger. According
to Menger“and followers (notably Jevons, walras F. von Wieser), the'

‘chlef fault of the historical School was thelr one-sided inclination
toward partlculartstlc |nvest|gat|on along the Itgps closely associated
with hlstory and thenr complete exclusion of theoretlcal research in- the
field of economics (Small 1924d. 587)2 In brlef,-the Austrian‘school

" was based on the rediscovery of the‘concept of "marginal uttllty" which
perm|tted a dlstlnctlon between obJectlve and subJectlve theorleskof |
value. The explanatlon of value ‘offered arose from an analySIS of the‘

condltlons determnnlng the distribution of scarce goods among competing

:uses and of the way |n Wthh different 3oods competed or cooperated for-
the. satlsfactlon of dnfferent needs-~in Short whatdhas_been termed the
meansrend structure! (Schumpeter 1954' 909416) Later,_Friedrich von-
. Hueser systematlcally developed part of Menger's works since the Ans-
trlan type of marginal- utlltty analysns appeared suntable as a baSls for
further development (Schumpeter 195? 848). From this sprang most of
what is known: today as the logic of chouce or the “g;onomlc calculus.'
Henger s work on economi ¢ theory remalned practlcally unnoticed
in Germany, chlefly owing to ‘the fact that the dominance of the hlstorlcalL

~school had almost ellmnnated the teaching ‘of economic theory from German

unuversutles The famous “methods,contrOVersy"'(the Hethodenstreit)

erupted in 1883 when Menger trylng to vindicate the*position of econo-
mlc theorlsts wroteua crltlcal commentary on the historical method
advocated by Schmoller and followers. Follownng a strong and negative :

review of Henger s commentary by Schmoller and an equally strong rebuttal



by Menger, the contest began.7

The Methodenstrelt debate mlght well have subsuded by the turn of '

the 20th century had it not become entangled in a much more serious con~-
troversy. - This secondiconflict, concernlng the role of value Judgments

in econoﬂic theory,'evOlved into the broader crnsns of EurOpean Scnences

|
.CRISIS OF EUROPEAN SCIENCES: THE PLACE

OF VALUE IN A WORLD OF FACTS

The Methodenstreit evolved into the broader crisis of European
. j ,(
q{h

sciences (hereafter CrlSIS) JUSt after the turn of the 20th century when

concern was raised about the p]ace of values in economnc thought Two"
prevalent attltudes were (l) to demand value free scuence whether natu-
ral or soc1al, or (2) to belueve that sornal scuences can never be

value free for, even though they may seem to be so, values would merely
be latent. The central question whlch arose was whether -or not- the meth-
odology of the natural sciences could be employed in the study of ,
lsoc1ety, and hastory. Two general responses were (l) naturallstchgoc-
" trines of hlstor|c15m whlch advocated natural sc1ence methodology and'
-(2) anti-naturalistic doctrtnes of hlstorICIsm which argued that the
procedures of natural sciences cannot unveil the nature of man either
considered as an |nd|vndual or in groups.

In strond opposition to methodological naturallsm in the

field of sociology, hlstorlc15m claims that. some of the’
characterlstuc methods of physics cannot. be applied to the
social sciences, OWIng to the profound differences be tween
sociology and physncs Physical laws, or the 'laws of

nature', it tells’ us, are valid anywhere and always; for ' R
the physlcal world is ruled by a system of physical uni-
formities invariable throughout space’ and time. Sociological’

laws, however, or the laws of social llfe dlffervin different
places and perlods (Popper, 1964: 5). o
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The'antienaturalistic'view\States.that\iglence provldes no orientation

to thé‘study of man because science separates man from natu e whereas
man has a ;;gte in nature. And, furthermore by focdssing on selected
aspects of man s experlence of nature the scuentlst must arbltrarlly
duscard much of man s subJectlve experlence “for value has_no place in
nnatura] scnenoes,' From this'perspective,‘science:began to be viewed as
a deétnuthve agent in that it tended to demolish not‘onlylthis or that
particular“yaluation‘of man.but even man's be\ief in value.ae Quchr
(Kohler 1938; 32); As afeonsequence,'a'distinction hegan to be drawn

between natdra] scnences and the human or cultural scnences (Gelstes-

wnssenschaften), and thus a phllosophy of the Gensteswnssenschaften

akin to the phn1osoghy of natura] SC|ences began developlng.s

e
The wrltlngs of Ma%»Weber serve well to ullustrate the central

&

,lssues of the Crnsns Thus;Nﬁhese |ssues are’ elaborated in the context

..

of Weber's works., However a more complege understand|ng can be aChI( ed

v

by flrst mentlonlng three pertineﬂt influences on Weber: Wilhelm Dil-

they, Hexnrnch Rickert, and'Werner Sombart. The 5ubsequent diécussion © 4

LQ

'is opened by outllnlng Sombart s posntlon since hls views: provnde a tran-
sition from the lgtg:_hlstorlcal .school of economlcs to the Xounges
' hlstorlcal school, whlch included Max weber.v |

Sombart who was both hlstorlan and economic theorlst studied
_modern capltalnsm in all its ramlflca;mons (Schumpeter ISSH 818).. Inf
the main, Sombart's contrlbutlon |s synthetlc, passung beyond the scope;"
of the Schmollerlan (or later hlstorlcal school) -and ellmlnatlng every- i
thing but Marx's emphaS|s on hlstorlcal perspectlve (Spann, 1930 2@2) N
-Sombart S lnterpretatlon moves away from Marx s materlallsm and back into

{
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the German historico-idealistic methodological tradition: This was
\ ¥ 1
accompllshed by assngnlng prlorlty to the conceptlon of “sp|r|t of capi-

tallsm.” Accordlng to Sombart the concrete.actlv1ties of men are
expressions of thls Geist (“splrlt")
Another |mportant influence on Hax Weber was Wilhelm Djlthey.

.\Jn the context of our present dlSCUSSlOﬂ, Dllthey is relevant.for his

attempt to establish the social sciences and humanities (Geisteswissen-
“schaften, as coined'by Dilihey)-éh‘a basis different. from that af the
natural sciences. Whil e__D.i_l_they_ji,s_;use_-relevant”fb?—ﬁi’§_Eﬂa_f_n “the
development of hermeneutfés it would ‘not be appropriate  to introduce
such a discussion here; therefore thlsvcontrrbutnon ns‘discuSSed‘in
Appendix A to the.study. ' - ' fﬂt ﬁ{fz‘
Dllthey revolted agalnst the Hegellan system uhlch envnsuoned
the Human person as a puppet of the absolute m:nd“ (Salonon 1945 588)
" For Dnlthey there is no cleauage bstween ”mlnd“ and "matter " Hund LS
’organlc to nature and nature IS‘organtc to mind. The ultnmate unlt of
. o~

Social life, man hinself is not a‘glsembodled mlgd nor a fortuutous:
rconcourse of atoms; man-is a psychophysncal entlty lnsepa bly linked -
with the world of nature _an|mate and |nan|mate because [: is part of
pélt and it IS part of him (Becker and- Barnes 1952 [l: 885) Yet
usplte of man' S oneness with nature the natural SC|ences are qunte dlf’
ferent from the socxal SC|ences -The natural scuentist'constructs.

explanatorx ultlmates Such as the electron or the quantum whléh are to "~

some extent abstractlons from the raw data. Jn the other hand the SOCIa]

scientist finds hIS understandable ultimates d:rectly in his ras data fn .

the concrete ‘manifestations of human life (Friess, 1929: 21e22).
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In sum, Dllthey dlstanU|shed "explanation' in the natural science$ from

v
2

understandlng“ in the social scnences

N

HelanCh Rlckert challenged Dllthey s practlce of dIStIHQUIShlng

vbetween the natural and socual sciences at the point where mind enters

N .
2 - <

as betng loglcally questlonable and methodolog|cally useless (Becker ‘and .
Barnes 1952 886) Accordlng to Rlckert the'natural-scientific

procedure |s quute Well Justufled in the realm of the psychical as it is
¢ N

in that of the phy!ncal There is no loglcal warrant for assumlng that
>the dlfference ‘cannot be diminished or even overcome. As a neo- Kantlan
- Rickert warned agalnst ‘the common-sense notion ‘that our knowledge |sA
a passuve mlrror lmage of reallty Any sort .of descr:pt:on lnvolves ann
_active transformation of experienCe, a conceptualizatlon'(Ringer, 1963:
326.)9 - |
-~ Max, Weber s eplstemology stems from Rackert s ideas.‘ Wlth
Rlckert Weber argued that all knownng must -involve conceptualnzatlon A,
Whlle Dllthey Saw explanation and |nterpretatlon as :ndependent methods,

for Weber any « relatlon which is lntelllglble through interﬁretation' /’\\\\

'

should also be capable of "adequate'' causal explanation{(Weber, 1949:
\1476) | T R
, o

He [Webed pointed out. that the particular is¥no more

accessible without "abstract" concepts thanithe’ rule He
» was highly critical of the often unacknowledged tendency
" to solve this problem by picturing the copﬁrete historical ~
”,nndlv1dual|ty as the emanation of an idedy{ More clearly L
and insistently than Rickert, he traced qualitative
differences between types . of explana%n o the diversity
of our |nterests Once the questionabffe $notion of a fully
'"determined" event is. discarded, it B¥eGmes possible to
observe that our' sense of sat:sfact with an answer de-
pends to a large extent upon the hafy e of the question.
asked.’ When explaining a partn;;iqr development we may

o

indeed use avajlable causal rul but we do rnot seek to

w
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establish any new ones. Nor do we attempt the lmpOSSIble
task of uncovering all the “real” or elementary connec-
t:ons involved in the Process. We are satisfied to find
an "'adequate,'" not a necessary, relationship between two
cnrcumstances and we do not proceed to erect this

.relationship lnto a general law (Ringer, 1969: 329).

_ From a naturallstlc standpoint, cause- effect does not allow for the
human element.“ lnterpretatlve explanatlon is needed since our knowledge
is not complete until we have both explalned an activity ‘causally and
grasped its subJectlve meaning.

Weber begnns wuth an oppos:tlon to two main tradltlons of
IdeallSth SOClal thought (1) ObJeCtIVlSm and (2) |ntuvt|on|5m. Both
traditions contended that socnocultural sciences cannot make use of

general laws“ of the loglcal character of those’ occupylng unquestloﬁéd
status in natural sciences (Parsons 1968 it: 580).

ObJeCtIVIsm or hlstorlcal partlcularlsm malntalned the position:

that hlstorlcal and soc«al sciences should cancern themselves only wuth

—_—

.,
LY

:detalled facts of partlcular human - acts and should not attempt to con-
struct general theorles ObJectIV|sm further contended that the
obJectlve nature of subJect matter of Socual sciences was such as to -
»make generaltzatcon about wt nmpossnble since human action was thought
not to be subJect to regularities as are natural phenomena. ’

Weber denied the dlstlnctnon between natural and socxal sciences
on the basns of lnabllaty of socnal scuences to employ general explana*
tory COnceptst Accordlng to Weber, both socnal and natural Sclences
select only partlally from the p055|ble experienceable elements or
‘reallty The dlfference between natural and social sc:ences must lie in.

the pruncuples accordlng to Wthh facts (i.e e., expernenceable elements

;Of reallty) are to be selected (Neber l9h9 80 -82). _ln the
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socnal sclences, value relevance plays a part in the selectlon of facts
whereas in the natural scnences theoretical. relevance takes precedence.
The secc tradltlon that Weber opposed was |ntu1t|on|sm

lntu1t|on|sm clalmed to have established: the possublluty of valid scien-
tific knowledge of phenomena of human action without reference ‘to general x
concepts The intuitionists constltuted the methodologlcal ratnonallza-
tion of the COlleCthISt branch of German historical thought.‘ They were
concerned with the grasp of»total cultUral Gestalten, as wholes.ln their
unique lnd1vndualuty These: cultural totalltles constltuted some sort
of meanlngful system of which the concrete facts were "an expressnonhor
manlfestatlon ThlS methodologlcal position |nvolves two prlnC|pal pro-
positlon§ (1) that generallzatlon in the field of human affairs can

only mean the grasp of these cultural’ totalities in all thelr unlqueness

.

and lnduvnduallty and (2) that the grasp of cultural totalltles takes the -
form of an immediate |ntu1t|0n - that is, a dlrect grasp of meanlng
'wuthout the |ntervention of any concepts

Weber's prlmary arguments against the |ntu1t|on|sts lnclude:

,(l) that ‘they confuse the. processes by which valnd knowledge is arrived
at ‘with the logical grounds of - lts valldlty, (2) that the whole which is
lntU|t|vely dlscovered is not’ |mmed|ately given, but involves selection;
svstemat:zaclon, and relatlon of experlence to concepts (3) that
lmmedlate experlence is dlffuse and becomes precise only through concep-~
’tuallzatlon, and (4) that the intuitionists tend to become engulfed in -
‘pure subJectlvnty and thus are caught in eollpsismt‘ S

| Thus Weber s crlthue of'ldeallstlc methodology led him" to

conclude that both social and natural scsences must have 5ystems of
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general theoretlcal concepts otherW|se anythlng approachlng loglcal

 proof is out of the questlon The fundamental elements pecullar to human

action which remain after Weber's crltlcal analyses are: - Verstehen,

-value, and the means-end schema.

B

> Another significant issue that arose:in.the conte;t of"the Crisls
was concerned with the meanlng of "ethical neutralaty“ in economlcs and
socuolooy. Weber dlfferentlated what he meant by “ethlcal neutrallty“
in teaching from “ethlcal neutrality” inrreaearch. »According;tOAWeber;

value judgments could be permltted in teaching,
-~ ‘ -

. . . only when the teacher Sets as his uncond|tlonal duty,
in every single case, even to the point where it involves
the danger of making his" lecture less lively or attractive,
to make relentlessly clear to his -audience, and especually
to himself, which of his statements are statements of logi -
cally deduced or empirically observed facts. and’ whlch are
statements oF practtcal evaluatlons (1949 2)

However, ln research Weber would not permlt any value Judgments

But inzno’ case however should the unresolvable
question-- ...  _ --35 to whether one.may, must, or, shoul ;
champion certain practical values in teaching, be confused .
with the purely. logical discussion of the relationship of -
value-judgments %o empirical disciplines’ such as sociology -

and economics. Any confusion on this point will impede the
‘thoroughness of the: dlscu5510n oF the :actual logical problem .
(1949 8).. -

~

ln brcef Weber belleved that scuence ‘can tell us’ what we can do and in

some cases, what we want to do but never what we ought to do in other

words, scaence clarlfles facts T j' s ; -

Neber S attempt to draw a. ltne between W|SSenschaft and value,f

Judgment was clearly untended as- an lnterwentnon in the debate over the

. L

future_of socual.reFO“m Rlnger, 196( 61). n 1919 Weber dellvered

his famous lecture c- '"W: ssenschaft as a Vocatlon " Speaklng before an S

2

audience of students 'nterested ln academlc careers Weber proceeded to E
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make uncompromcsnngly crltlcal remarks of contemporary fashlons employed

' by the academic communlty to deal with the shaky methodolog:cai and philo-

sophlcal foundatlons ; In particuiarﬁrweber‘reacted against the Romantlc
resurgence in the student body._ He ‘did not insist that they concentrate
on the clarlflcation of relevant factuai and ioglcallreiationshlps but
maintained that normatlve Judgments be methodlcaliy factored out and sub-
’ Jected to conscious refiectlon ‘and crltlcai analysns Thus, the issues
of the crisis of_European sCIences confrontedhan audience which was ambieh
.valent'as to Qhether a normative or factual basis was most appropriate to
isocial‘science investigatioh. | |

To recapitulate; the.main methodoiogicai issUes arising in
bconjunction with the crisis of European sciences were (1) natural science .

w ) §

and/qrvsociaivSCIence me thodologies, (2} the question of social factgﬂand.
their interpretation (i.e., measurement versus meaning) (3) the paraliei
(or lack thereof) between physical laws and social Iaws, (&) the‘"objec-
tivity'" of soc1al sciences, and (5) value judgments versus vaiue |
neutrailtyjhn the part of teachers and researchers |

Kaufmann (i9hh) ‘has revrewed these |ssues : His general.connents
were as foilows._ F:rst mos t methodological issues are directiy or in-
directiy concerned w:th the relation of natural and soC|ai scnencel
methodologles ‘However. the nature of these methods are freduentiy mlS“‘.
understoOd and. thls mlsunderstandlng has often suggested erroneous views
concernlng the range of their appllcablllty Second the'tontrast

ﬂxt

betWeen fact and value is not one between dlfferent realms of being but
between two different types of rules namely, procedural rules and axlo-

¥ . ‘
joglcal ruieS\ Thlrd, the comparison of physical laws and social laws
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in,., ' BRI & .
has been misled by erroneous preconceptions concerning the nature of the

former. PhySlcélvlaws have been viewed as strlct necessary laws,

whereas in the soclal realm only rules or ten enc;es prevail. This posi-
tion is erroneous since’physical laus are’ ot strict.and'no Synthetic

' \ proposition is necesearily valld. A fourth issue rev1ewed~by Kaufmann

4

was the debate as to whether or not subjecb

‘vebfaCtors must be included

in social scuence”analysis or whether or not hey Can;be ellminated by

a7

using natural'science methodology.‘ ‘This is an :ssue lnnked to a/concep-
\ .

tior. of objective validlty that is not in accordance with scnentlflc
sezdure., Closer analysis reveals that ObJeCtlve val:dlty of synthetlc
propositions' must be defined in terms of rules of emplrlcal procedure

v It |s then realized that thé elllptlcal formulatnon of problems related

to the concept of obJect|V|ty is largely responslble for the controvers'es
concernlng the ObJeCtIVItY of soclal sclence. Flfth‘ one more persistent
',met odological .issue in socnal scnence that loses its point’ as soon as

thelmeaning of ObJeCthItY is clarified is that»of»the admissibility
of value judgments; Since value judgments'are'analytic propositlons
/ S
thCh is clearly recognized whenctﬁEIr elllptncal formulatlon i's replaced

bysthe complete formulation, the;\do\not belong to the corpus of an em-

. s cE ol N
pirical science. .However, there i's no objection to the acceptance into

social science of éehtences containing’value terms provlded their meaning
is unamb(guously establlshed by ax1olog|cal rules. Accordang to Kaufmann

it is then seen that there are no |nsoluble value problems ' .

s
Overall, K@ufmann concluded that the dlfference between the
levels of clarlty attained in natural and social scnences is not

3 .
satlsfactorlly explalned by ponntlng to the fact that social events are
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interrelated in a more eomplex way than are physical events. One of the
most»important consequences to‘be expected from methodological analysis
is the removal of obstacles that aprioristic and relativlstic tallacies
have put in the way of cooperation between social‘scientists' The
-aprlorlst as well as- the relat|V|st are prone to dnsregard objections
ralsed against hlS arguments by fellow scientists. . But' criticism is one

XS

of the most |mportant forms of scientific cooperatlon (Kaufmann 1944:

244)

o Nevertheless Kaufmann s comments are not to be construed as the.
last word on the issues ralsed by the crisis of European sciences. On
the contrary, the response to the Crns:s assumed many forms resultnng in

.

the dlverSIflcatlon and birth of ° many ‘new socnal science dlSClpllnes -

5»MULTIPLE AND DIVERSE RESPONSES TO THE CRISIS'OF EURbPEAN SCIENCES | %~\5
During the latter part of the 19th and early decades of the 20th

-centurles the socnal Sc1ences were being born as autonomous dlsc1pl|nes

istruggllng to deflne thelr subJect matter and to assert their lndepen—

- dence- from one another In thejmaln the social sciences were being

converted into empirical (human) sciences.

.Although the origin of the Crisis'can be traced to the.conflict

»

_between the German hlstoracal school of economlcs and the Austrlan ‘school

. of economlc’theory, the developments in nelghborlng fields were - also

K

' affected.l1 Two main trends related to\th se of German socuology were
(l) an attempt to narrow the fneld of socaology to a llmlted but ‘homo-
geneous SUbJeCt matter that woald make SOCIOIOgY an autonomous and

spec;allzed science ‘and (2) an |ncreased emphasus on exhaustlve
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monographical studies-of specific'aspects of social life!‘hased upon
detailed and specialized research employing inductive methods-and quanti -
tative analysis. (Abel 1929: §5; Gnnsberg, 1933) However, the attempt
to dellmlt the subJect matter of - German socuology took many directiofls.
" Salomon ‘has suggested that in Germany, there is no sociology, just
sociologists. o

In America and in France sociology has an obJectlve function
in the context of the respective societies as. an instrument
of pragmatic enllghtenment and of moral education. Socnology
is a social institution. In Germany, the climate of opinion
was political and opposed to anything that had to do with an
independent society. Socnology became the concern of some
scholars who, starting-from different fields of. .research such
as history, economics, philosophy, Fpnally met in the
development of socnology as theory and method (1945: 587).

Excluding the historical, lnterpre*lve response ‘of Max Weber and
LY
others who ''debated wuth Marx's ghost," some relevant responses |nclude.;

(l) Ferdinand Tonnies' ploneerlng study of Gemelnschaft und Gese‘lschaften
Wthh dlfferentlated .three types of socnolcglcal endeavor--theoretlcal
applled, and emplrlcal- and’ (2) a neo-Kantlan response follow1ng Georg -
~.S|mmel's attempt to provide~a crltlcal exposntlon of social scuence pre-
SuppOSItlonS : ln partlcular Simmel described. socuology as a specuallsm
tv_whlch wOuld lnvestlgate the form and content of social relatiohshlps.
Andp(3) the work of Leopold von Wlese one of Simmel's successors who

P

followed up. the lnductlve procedure lmpl|c1t in Slmmel's wrltangs. And

-

(h) the effort of: Alfred Vlerkandt who, taklng his poxnt of departure
from Slmmel's Formal soc:ology, trled to apply the phenomenologlcal

" method. to formal socnology in order to establish SOC|ology as_a scnence

of soc1al categorles (Glnsberg, 1933 24- 26 Abel 1929:>50-79);?3
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Wlthout further- elaborating the many partlcular dnrectlons of
German sociology, the overall patteqn has a common ancestry Sometnme
.around 1890, German academlcs bg@an to express musgnvnngs about the cur-

rent condltlon of German learning and of German cultural life more
N

generally {Ringer, 1969) They spoke.of a decline in the vitality of
thelr intel lectual tradltlons and of a loss of meanlng and relevance

&p
They yondered whether they themselves were partly to blame for -the shal-
4
lowness of the age, the apparent separatlon of Gelst from politics, and,

the v10lence of the new socnal conflccts These doubts continued to

trouble the German academlc communlty from the 1890's tj&the l930'
\/ . .
S Modern German SOC|ology cannot be understood apart from thls
‘n A @7& ! 7. i
ancestry. NE dealt wuth the destructtve effects of capitalism upon pre-'
B
capntallst forms of socnal organization. It traced the,dlsturblng.
,/. .
results of thlS ‘process in polltlcal and rultural llfe, and it ratsed
v " ,
somentroubllng questlons about relatucns between men in modern society.
J 0
The overall lmpact of the CFISIS on the Founoatnon and development of
0(
OGermav

-1
i

socnology has been poignantly expressed by Karl Mannheam in these

wordS:‘

If 1 were asked to summarize in one sentence ‘the
sngnlflcance of German sociology since 1918 | should say:
German sociology is the product of one of the greatest so=-
cial dissolutions and_reorganlzatlons, accompanied by the

~highest form of self- -consciousness and of self-criticism..
¥ . Inorder to understand this sentence it is necessary to
' analyse its implications in some detail. TFirst we must be -
“agreed .that a process of social dissolution and crisis is
“not S(mply a negative process. For the significance of
lses lies in the fact that they are not simply disinte-
fgratnons but are, rather, the attempts which socuety makes
to overhaul the whole of “its organization, AQnd in the course
of these attempts the utility and value of every institution
~and of every form of spiritual and cultural relationship is
put’ severely to the test under entlrely new condltlons
(1953 2210).
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However, the impact of the Crisis was, not limited to German socnology
-

Edmund Husserl's general response to the Crisis Ied to his expilcation of
pure“ phenomenology

Husserifs lnltlai reaction ‘to the so-called crisis of European-
'sciences was to question exactly where thisg CFISIS iay Accordingly, he
attempted “to awaken new interest in the oft-treated theme of the European
crisis by developing the phllosophlco historlcai idea (or the teleological
sense) *of European man' (1365: 149) . Unmistakably, the naturai sclences

s, .

were not in any crisis, but were models of rigorous and highly successful
scientific disciplines th Speaklng of the special scuence of psychoiogy,
Husserl noted that humanistic dlsc1pi|nes obvuously had s]ower develop-v
ment ‘due to their retardation of_method and shorter existences as
sciences.

1f the world were constructed of two, so to speak, equal

spheres of reality--nature and spirit--neither with a pref-

erential position methodoiogical]y and factually, the

situation would bé different. "Byt only nature can be handled

as a self-contained world; only natural science can with com-

plete consistency abstract from all that is spirit and consider

nature purely as nature. On the other side such a consistent

abstraction from nature does not, for the practitioner of

humanistic science who is |nterested purely in the spirituai

lead to'a self-contained "world," 3 world-whose Jnterreiation-

ships are purely spiritual, that could be the- theme of a pure -

: and universal humanistic science, parailel to pure natural
'*,SCIence (Husserl, 1966: 152) .

To HusserI/that ‘was unmlstakabie was - the “sctentlfic character of
‘natural and newly formlng humantstic d|$C|pl|nes as opposed to the '"‘unsci-
entlfic” character of phllosophy Indeed, philosophy was succumbingvto
Skeptuctsm, irrationalism, and mysticism..

Husserl belneved that the motives for crisis of science lay "in

" the general lament about the cr|S|s of European culture (espec&ai&% German) -
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3

and the role here ascribed to thevsciences Looklng to psychology,

ké

’ kY
Husserl saw. the central question to be the age-old enlgma of subjectivity

and, thus the enigma of psychologlcai subject matter and me thod (1970b

5). The p05|t|v15t|c reduction of the idea of science had excluded those

questions which became most pressing in the ]atg 19th century--questions
concerning the meaning or meaninglessness of the whole of humgn existence.

The natural sciences had, for the sake of malntalnlng canons of scienti-

fic rigor, ellmlnated all subjective elements Scientific obJectlve

a

truth became exclusuveiy a matter of establlshlng what the physical world

is in fact. But what can this conception of science say about man, his

»relations tofother men, his reiations to the world, and hlS hlstory?

‘\\,\yh‘
It |s re]evant to note that it was not always the'case‘that

"'science'"" understood lts demand for rigorously grounded truth in the

sense oF that ObJeCtIVItY whi ch domlnated posctlve sciences by the turn

' of the 20th century (that is, adherence to a method which is the basis

A+

for the support of w:despread acceptance of a phllosophlcal and ideo}ogi-_-

cal pos:tlv:sm) ‘The specifically human questzons were not aiways’banned,

<

from: the realm‘OF-science- their lntrInSlC relatlonshlp to all the sci-
ences (natural or human) was_ not left unconsudered As Iong as this
condition remalned sclence couid claim scgnlficance in the completely
new shaplng of European humanlty whlch began wnth the Renaissance. Why,
then, d|d science lose |ts Ieadershtp (Husserl 1970b:,2—lh)?

In the Renaissance, European humanity brouéht about a-reVolution—
ary change. It turned against its previous way of exusting (the Medieval)
and diSOWned it, seeklng to shape itself anew in freedom. Its admired 3

model was ancient,humanity, whose mode of existence the Renaissance
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wished to reproduce. “The ancients’(Platohics in parttcular) held to
nothing less than thevphilosophical form of exiatence, that’ie; freely
'givfngroneself, one'slwhOle lifée, to rule through phllosophy For Plato-o
niets; all seiences;ére but dependent branches of the One PhllOSophy--the
scuence of the totallty of what is. ' o
The 18th century (Age of Enllghtenment\ Was filled with ™
evertexpandlng anterests in phnlosophy*and all the specnal sc1ehces How~ -
ever~ the universal philosophies Wthh trned to re!ate metaphysics to all
SC|enees took the form of system- ph:lo;ephtes which were not unlfned and
‘mutually exclu5|ve The belief in the |deal of phllosophy and method
began to decllne as the contrast between the repeated Faulures of meta-
physnce‘and the |ncreas;ng wave of theoretlcal and practlca] successes fnv
the posutnve scnences Qas accentuated Thus there beglns a long period

extendlng from Huhe and Kant to the 20th century where emphasis was p]aced
on trylng‘to dlscern why the failure to generate an acceptable method for
phllOSOphlZlng bln partlcular doubts about the pOSSIbI]ItY of metaphy-
stcs the collapse in the bellef of a un:versal phl]OSOphy 3s the gulde
.for the new han, actually represents a col]apse of the belnef in reason.

s reason hhlch ultcmately glves meaning to everynhlng that is thought
* to be.. lf man loses thls falth it means nothlng less than the lo*s Qf

: <
‘falth in hlmself in his own true belng.
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 2

1T_he foundation of cameralism lie deep in.the Medieval period.
%5i1e England and ‘Frange were taking form as unified states, the many
small principalities o Germany were struggling with one another in

. futile efforts to attafin supremacy within Germany. Fhe states were

small and constituted [separate political, legal, and ecbnomic‘units.
Even if the ruler of 3 particular state was not at war, he had to be
prepared to engage in/war at a moment's notice. Thus the cameralistic
problem took precedence--every ruler had to have sufficient means, to
finance war (Bell, 1967: 88-89; Schumpeter, 1954: 200-02). '

L] . i !

2Modern conceptions of this phrase muét'be'avoided. The "'state"

‘meant the government; the ''government" meant the prince. To the cameral-

ists, the phrase, ''the welfare of the state'' had one'interpretation-fthev
ability of the prince to exercise control over his subjects‘and to carry
on successful war. ' ’

, 3The group of French thinkers known as the Physiocrats or
Economistes believed in the existence of a “natural order" in the uni-

LT 3 | . . .
~verSe which.had been revealed by Newton. The term "natural' was used in

the sense of '"mormal! or "‘perfect" rather than "oritginal' or “primitive."

‘All that conformed to this natural order was perfect and destined to

succeed, while_al] that deviated was evil and abnormal just in propor-
tion as it departed from the natural line of procedure (Schumpeter,
1954: 228-49; Spann, .1930: Chapter 6). ' -

While the French Physiocrats .were the founders of economic

liberalism, the first-grgat systematic writer on political economy in
.England was Adam Smith. Smith embodied the laissez faire thesis in his

writings; but in spite. of his acceptance of - the general Physiocratic

position, Smith abandoned the Physiocratic stress on agriculture and

emphasized the value of commerce and manufactures. Later, the develop-
ment of economic liberalism in Britain was carried on by a number ‘of
Smith's disciples, notably T. R. Malthus, D. Ricardo, J. Mill, and“

J. R. McCultoch (Schumpeter, 1954+ 181-94; Spann, 1930: Chapter 7).,m

"hFor convenience ‘in ordering ihfernbés, we shall follow

‘ Schdmpeter's (1954: 800)  demarcation of three phases of the German his-

torical school of economics: (1) an older historical school whose main

‘proponents were W: Roscher, B. Hildebrand, and K. Knies; (2) a younger,

or later, historical school founded by G. Schmoller; and (3) a youngest

historical school which included W, Sombart, A. Spiethoff, and Max Weber.

Sl; is interesting to note that most writers, e.g., Spann (1930),
Roll (1942), Surdnyi-Unger (1968)", cite Adam Miller as being -affiliated
with a '"'romantic school of economics." However, Schumpeter (1954: 421)
emphatically denies that there,ever was such .a thing as a "romantic
school of economics, orfpolitical'economyi“ Regardless, Muller was an
important, although sparsely credited, influence. o

N
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6A'few remarks are warranted on the relations between Marx and
the older historical ‘school. “Both emphasized the concepts of society and
of historical progress. Furthermore, both departed from the relation of
human actions to productive forces. The principal difference is that -
Marx regarded social institutions as a superstructure .dependent on the
economy, whereas the .older historical school saw the economy as the
superstructure and the social institutions as the base. . ya

- /

. f
7Schumpeter (1954: 814) has had strong reservations about thgbw
merit of the Methodenstreit debate and the vast literature vhich followed,
According to Schumpeter, the history of this litefature is substantially .
a history of wasted énergies. At most, a few contributions wvere ‘made
toward the clarification of logjcal backgrounds. Albion Small (1924d:
571) remarks that '"the fight was so hot, principally because no one was
able to make perfectly ¢lear to anybody else just what this 'historical
viewpoint,' or 'historical method' was, which he advocated or opposed."

_ The term Geis;éswisscnsthaft, which has .played .a central role
in the German classification of the disciplines since the early nine-
teenth century, seems to imply an ldealistic approach to the humanistic
" disciplines for which it stands, - In its antecedents, the word can be = . -
followed back. to John Stuart Mill or even to the influence of Descartes
before him. In Germamy, Max Weber has traced it to Hegrmann: von Helmholtz,
the famous psycho—th$Tbis¢ of"he‘mid-nineteenth century. The work of
Hegel helped to briﬁgﬁkgiquo:" fgral use, and the neo-ldealist, Wilhelm
gi fecbnd systematic definition during the

Dilthey, finally ga@é?k dixtes

1889'5 (Ringer, 19695ﬂ96§§§%%?y§~v

‘ ' . space do not permit a more comprehensive
.discussion of Dilthey's and Rickért's positions Yet,; one further rela-

" tionship should be mentioned. Rickert and Wilhgﬁm Windelband cooperatively
studied the question of the relation of history and sociology. - The prinf
cipal question asked was: ""How can the data of history be used by _
sociology at all?" An answer was formulated. in terms of the Windelband- .
‘Rickert distinction,between"idiographic‘and‘nomothetic discipljnes. That

‘9Practical limi tationsio¥

is, history depicts the unique and the non-rec: ‘nt; whereas pociology
sets forth the causal laws of the common and- “znt, respedtively.
Yet, can social data be torn from their full o xt? Negledt of this

question created methodological problems for the earlic- historical sociol-
ogists who utilized the comparative mathod. Ricrert suggested that .there
may eventually be a science of history but it will not follow the pattern
. of the natural sciences. If sociology aspires to follaw the pattern
created by natural sciences, then sociology must relinquish all claim to
‘establishing ""historical laws." ‘The very essence of history is individ-
~ualization and where individealization reigns generalization cannot. -
" 1O%he following discussion draws heavily from Parsons (1968, 11:
579-639) . As well, see: Weber (1949; 1947: 8-29; 1958: 55-61) and Freund
~ (1968: 37-86). Secondary sources are ‘helpful in this regard since much '
of Weber's methodological views are presented within the context of his
substantive writings, rather than as a separate discussion.
: , : .

4
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l]Although empﬁaéis has been placed‘upon the .German” experience in

. .-S0cial sciences during the 19th and early decades of--the 20th centuries,

this is not to assert that all relevant gains should be credited to:the
Germans. Some principal reasons for examining the German experience are:
(1) that the Germans have recorded a relatively complete intellectual
autobiography; (2) the pervading and relatively more widespread recogni-
tion of the limits of knowledge with a deliberate attempt to overcome
those limits; (3) recognition that every social theory, and every type

of social science; is a function of practical problems which contemporary
men are attempting to solve. That is, the 'thinkers' of a generation are
tackling in more abstract form the problems about which their whole 'so- .
ciety at the same time is concretely concerned; and (4) the actual growth
"~ of social science ‘in Germany presents a specific case of the interdepen-

" dence of different phases of social theory (i.e.,.dependence of one social
science upon all the others).. The German experience is not a single case,
but hundreds of cumulative cases. - Nineteenth-century German experience
in the social sciences is a multitude of individual attempts to treat life
analytically, resulting in as many conclusions that after all the last

word about tife must .be synthetic (Small, 1913: 438).
. ]2AI5ért Schaffle was associated with the Austrian. school of
economic theory. He was espechilly notorious since his "'radical' ideas -
early branded him as. an economrc heretic. Subsequent.ill-fated action in
public office drove Schiffle to' diverge from the main . line of economic
" theory, Consequently, his publications df\strict]y sociological work .
‘Became a_proanent factor. in the early stages of the American sociological
movement (Schumpeter, 1954 788). : :

- 13A fews critical comments on Vierkandt's ""phenomenological
sociology' are warranted. Nearly half of Vierkandt's major ‘treatise is
devoted to what he purports to be a phenomeno]ogical analysis of various
. experiences, and it is intended to supply the basis for.the 3ccount which
is then given 6f the real nature of social relationship, conceived as an
inward bond, and a classification of the types of community to which it
gives. rise. Ginsberg (1933) has criticized Vierkandt f falTing into
the very psychologism which the phenomenol..gical method of Husserl claimed
td supersede. . Thus, Ginsberg-concludes that “ierkandt's analysis of so-
cial attitudes and impulses does not differ method from the. . o
psychological discussion of McDougall and, * -nermore, it seldom shows
the fullness and richness of experience “h» e find ir the psychological
-work of Shand. -But perhaps an even more cogent fault in Vierkandt's

work is his emphasis on Husserlian pure phenomenology and the search for
~''essences.' If Ginsberg's assessment is correct, Vierkandt is closer to,
* the Husserlian conception of a '"'phenomenological psychology' than to

a ''phenomenological sociology." : ' ¥ ’ :

v "{hThis‘remark must'ég qualified by noting that only physics was
ROt in any crisis. On the other hand, biology was undergoing a profound

crisis. The biologist Johannes von Uexkull maintained that biology was
a hatural science; moreover, his "revolutionary' views attest to the fact’

thatbiology was being radically transformed (Cassirer, 1944: 25-26) .

<
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PART i

THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL MOVEMENT :

A CRITICAL HISTORICAL REVIEW

In reac;ion to the crisis of European"sciences Edmund Husserl
formulated an unique, complex and comprehen5|ve pos:tlon nhlch rlghg;
lfully earned hlm the tltle of ”foundlng father of phenomenology "
Although the term “phenomenology“ had already appeared in the wrltlnds
of such eminent thinkers ~as - Imma nuel Kant and G. W. F. Hegel the advenc
of the so- called “phenomenologlcal movement” takes its inception»ln'
Husserl's works.. fv ' '7' o .

In Part llbof thts inquiry, the maln goal is to critically
.examlne Husserl's phenomenologlcal method - The procedure is to commenceb
by outlining the essentlal features of Husserl's program. Subsequently,
some of the modlflcatlons made by post Husserllan phenomenologlsts are

brlefed In this regard "the vnews of Heldegger Sartre, MerleanPonty,

"and Ricoeur are dlscussed.

(22
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CHAPTER 3

EDMUND HUSSERL'S ."'PURE' PHENOMENOLOGY

L

Weashall flnd |p-ourse]ves, and nowhere else,

‘true meanlng of pheaomeno]ogy. o
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, The pos:t:v:stlc conceptlon of science at the turn of the 20th

Y

century was, hlstorlcally speaklmg,»a resndual concept Pos»t;vnsm _'
separated science f rom phllOSOphy, broadly concelved ,According to

Husserl, the fate of phllosophy of the modern age taden with~its.own‘
unnoticed naiveties, is to seek_outvthe deflnntlve idea_of,phllosophy,

its true subject matter and its true method. . As ‘a consequence Husserlls

aim became to found phllosophy phenomenologlcally ’ The ldeal was pre-'f?“

suppositionlessness, thatvfs,'to begin phllosophy wnthout p05|t|ng
anything whatsoever. syen the. results of the natural sclences could not
be:utilized since natjra; scxences assume the field of,m;ture .FUrther-
'more all sciences as@ume ollnc1ples of lodlc by‘whlch descrlptlons of
.‘the facts of reallty can be logncally ordered 4Therefore it is impossir
.ble to derive laws of loglc from the results of the emplrxcal sC|ences
'iThus Husserl attempted to formulate and defend the rlghts of “sc1ences
of essence“ as opposed to "'sciences. of.fact.” Husserl's mos t pervas:ve
‘task became the elaboration of a phenomenological method whlch is a de-*v
SCFIp[lOn of essentlal structure whlch underltes knowledge and (known
or.experrenced) reallty (Farber, 1968: 572).
.. The questuon of what is phenomenology is-as lrrltatung for the
phllosophlcal spectallst as it must be for the layman who would llke
a rough characterization of the term. The phllosophlcal spec«al|st has
the feeltng of pursunng an elusnue doctrlne wh(ch«stlll remains.to'be'

y .

clearly defined a half century after Husserl's S initjal statements

However lt would be unreasonable to snmply dﬂscredlt phenomenology by

¢
o
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,accusing it of obscurity or confusion. The widespread influence of the
Husserlian doctrines and the development of a phenomenological movement
b ‘ . ! :

" attest to the necessity of taking Husserl seriously."

-
t

Like other recent philosophical tendencies, Husserl's motif stems
‘ «from the conviction that phl!osophy is not a factualvsc1ence and there-
fore, phllosophy cannot ground itself in factual sciences nor employ lts
methods.n In Husserl'shcase the motff found expression in his attack on
psychologlsm and the subsequent conceptlon of phenomenologncal phllosophy
In: Chapter 3 belov .Husserl's phenomenologlcal method is
de]ineated._ In addition, some of the major faults are noted. Finally,

‘ { .
and attempt is made to exoress the unnty and sxgnlflcatlon of Husserluan

phenomenology from whlch springs a. common denomlnator for the development

. of post- Husserllan alternatives,
$HIFT'FROH PHENOMENALISM TO PHENQMENOLOGY: KANT, HEGEL, HUSSERL

In whatever context the term phenomenology is>used' it referé_.
back to the dlstlnctlon ‘introduced by Kant between the phenomenon'(appear-.
~ance of reallty it consciousness) and noumenon (belng of reallty in
ltself). This Kantlan distinction has been termed phenomenalism Phenom-
enallsm expressly afflrms the reallty of things-in- themselves but denies
their knowablllty

B ]

Kant calls things-in-themselﬁes ‘noumena because they are entities .
of the understandlng to which no obJects of experlence can ever corres-
pond, and contrasts them with phenomena whlch are or can be obJects of

experience. The conceptlon of a noumenon is self consnstent ‘and formed

in an entlrely stranghtforward manner by means of the rules which govern

i } . 3
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the negation of concepts (Korner;’1955: 94). The concept of a noumenon
& .

is, as Kant puts lt, a limiting concept (1966: 199). The purpose of

concelvnng of noumena is as follows:
e 2ena

What then is the cause why people, not satisfied with the
substratum of sensibility, have added ta the phenomena ‘the
‘noumena, which ‘the understanding only is supposed to be able’
to reallse7 It is this, that sensublllty and its sphere,
that is the ‘sphere of phenomena is so limited by the under-
! standlng itself that it should not refer to things by
‘themselves, but only 'to' the mode in which things appear to
us, in acgerdance vith our own subjective qualification
... U§$Lss therefore we are to move in a constant circle,
we must admit that the very word phenomenon indicates a rela—-
tlon to something the immedtate representation of which is no
doubt ‘sensuous, but which nevertheless, even without this
qualification of our sensibility (on which "the form of our
intuition is founded) must be something by itself, that is an
object nndependent of our sensibility. _—

u ‘Hence arises the concept of a noumenon which however
“is not positive, nor a defunlte knowledge of anything, but

which implies only thes t. ‘nklno of sonethlng, without tak|ng
any account of the forﬁiﬁf‘sensuous |ntu1txon (Kant, 1966

195 96) .

Kant thpught that the dlstlnctlon _between transcendental and emplrlcal
\.{. - s

.realaty was’ necessary to resolve the conflnct between sc1ence and morality

<

S,
o,

and rellglo

“By showing that noumena cannot be knOWn but only thought

(w1thout contradlctnon) Kant belleved that he had resolved: thlS conflict.

Hegel's phllosophy shlfts away from the Kantian phenomenallsm
Like Kant, Hegel believed that only phenomena appear Unllke Kant Hegel

bclleved that phenomena serve as. a suff:c:ent basis for a unlversal

scuence of belng, therefore there was no use in thinking of noumenon

For Hegel, phenomena are, revealed through dialectics.

While the young Hegel subsc?ubed to Kantian phalosophy, the

more 'mature Hegel attempted to overcome the Kanttan dualism of phenomena

-

“and noumena (Maier, 1939: . 33-34) . Hegel takes: 'experience' to mean the
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inseparable and conginuous interrelation of subject and object, vHegeI
' criticized‘Kant for speaking abbut.a reality apart from a subject (?Je.,
nOdmenaj.“ For Hegel,‘the midd ia'the’ultimate, unconditioned(reality,
Mind is the subject and the object of knowledge (Baillie, 1949: 43) . In
"particular, Hegel ra%sed two critictsms'of Kant's noumena: (1)-the as-~
sumptiqn ofLSUCh‘a Thing iaduntenab]e on the Very gr0und that we cannot
1know it, for in tHat'case We:could not even know that such a Thing
exxsted, and (2) on the basis of Kant's doctrcne we mdst deny agy qnall-
2 . % .

ties to the thlng-ln-ltself and by this very denj al render it an

absurdity (Maier, 1939: 43-h4) . "

The unconditional acceptance of the rQbIEm of irrationality and’

.the hopelessness of ever overcoming it led Kant to abandon the possibi-
, p ‘ ! p
O oo

'lfty)of an ontology. However with Hegel's establishmenteof the principle
- of unlty of thought and belng, a new light is thrown on the meanlng of
the thlng in- ltself Kant had denied that ‘it was knqwable,because,phe-
nomena were something esaentially-differentAfron ft. Treoq Hegel's
ontologicai pesftion,lthe telation between thingFin-itaeIf and anpearande
becdmes»but a particular caae ot‘tne relation between.befng;in-itself
. e _ .

and being-for-another‘(Mafer,.1939(_h5).\_According to Hegel, it was ne-

cessayy: to attain a ieVel of “objeetivity” in which the duality of .

'5ub ect and obJect would be dlssolved, and wherein subJect and obJect

wol ld e01nC|de in |dent|ty Thls was, Hegel's systematlc demand the
tlng point of hlS dlalectncal |deaI|sm, and ultimately the ground of .
his fallure (Maner 1939: 67).

.- Husserl's attempt to found phllosophy phenomenologlcally was
\',\ ’

bpposed to the Kantuan dualism of phenomenon and noumenon and. to the
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Hegelian-constructiénism»via dialectics. |In addition, Husserl reacted

: -
against the naturalism or_psychologism of_the<positjvist>9 gqultlon g%

What Husserl found partlcularly attractive about Kantlan‘ v

philos: hy was: that it represented, for‘the first time sipce Descartes,

R

a great and_systematically constructed scientific philosophy which must

be called “transcendental SUbJeCtIVISm” (Husserl -1970b: 97). That is,

Kant took as problematlc the questlon of the basis upon v rch rests the
. N‘ :

Yo

'self eV|dence of the p05|t|ve scxentlfac method. Neverth-"ees Husserl
was not uncrjtucal of the Kantran'position.. First, Husserl noted thaf
Kant implicitly. presupposed and took-for- granted the valldnty of the 5ur—
rounding '"1ife-world" (Husserl 1970b 103). Second,. it is difficult to
;understand whaj%the Kantian “transcendental SubJLCtIVIty” is and how it
functfons. More broadly, Kant was guilty of mythlcal concept- formatlon

, 1970b: 115) . Thlrd there was an- opaque dnstlnctlon between

‘&gas‘”transcendental subjectlv1ty“ and "sou', '’ probably the result’ of

an lnadequate conception of psychology during Kant's" era (HUSSerl l970b:
116) A fourth CrlthISm was that a h|dden truth--the p0551b|1|ty of
7 .a 'new dlmensnon“--has remalned obscured both to Kant and to. those who

" have studied him, because'of a peculiar antagonism between.entry into

this new dtmensnon and the everyday llfe-worYd (HUSSerI 19705: 118-19);

\Husserl's optlmnsm at havrng uncovered thlS ""mew dimension' is aptly:
captured in these~words:

ALl this will be confirmed as | now leave the
reference to Kant behind and attempt to show to those
willing to understand one of the paths have actually

- taken; as a path actually taken, it offers -:tself as one
that can at any time be taken agaln Indeed, it is-a. path
which at every step allows just this self- evudence to.be
renewed and te§¢ed as apodlctlc i.e., the. self-evndence
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and i
capable of being followéa_furghgr at will ih}repeatedly ;3?3?
verifiable experiences and cognitions (1970b: 120—21).“,‘§5*ﬂ
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of a path capable of beéing taken repeatedly at will

J_‘:. ‘ . ) R )
_Generally, Husserl's critique of Hegel is parailel to that of

Kant. Like Kant, Hegel failed to recognize thqkpéTédox besetting the .

interrelationships of the '"opjectively true world' and the '"1ife-world" '

¥

(Husserl,'1970b: 131-32) . As well, Hegel's mythical ?Bncept-
construétiohs and wdrld—interpretations were 5ased on ébscure hetaphysical
anticipations (Husserl, 1970b: 201) . Husserlkéa;tly accounts for this
failute gy”the.fact tﬁat as transcéndental/ph7losophy rgcognized the, ne-
seessity of dévg]oping a purely ﬁeﬁtal approach to fhe wérld no adequately
developed psychology e*isted to furnigh éupport. “Tﬁe diffe;enceﬁ betweéﬁ

- empirical and transcendental subjéctivities remained unayoidable, espe-
cially sfnce psychology had médelled itself on tﬁe method~and'ta§k of
natural science. The.po§SibiIity‘of AévéIéping a ésycholééy as,
“uniVeréa; scfence.of psychic beiﬁg” had not been pg}sued (Hﬁs;er]f ’

© 1970b: 203) . - | o

~ From his critical studies, Husserl concludéd.that only phenomena 7 ’
are given;'howgéer, in phenomena are given the very ”egsence“ of'that 
-which is. Husserl had no concern with reality as existeht since.exiéi "

. tence ‘is at best contihgént, hence -existence can add to reality nothi;gbi"
which would be the object of scientific knowledge. According.fq Husserf,
to-reach essence is to have an-éésential and hence_”ﬁcieﬁtific“ knbwledge
of being. Thus, Husser['s aiﬁ}bécamé-to generate ''philosophy as a rigor-
éus sciencé:“ Twé principal'tasks were (1) to found philosophy
phéﬁomeéblpgicafly, whichAWOuld then serve as the ba#is'df all science,

and (2) to generate'a phenoﬁenologica} psychology upon which an empirical

I 1 o
»
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. ' o d
psychology-could be erected. In order to accompgish these two tasks,
N ,

Husserl developed a meihpd uhiqué to the demahds of the task.:

w

THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL METHOb: RADICALIZATION OF CARTESIAN DOUBTING

Husserl view the génefal frame of refq;ence of his own work as
0 .
"a radicalization of Descartes' aemahd that all philosophical knowledge
be fqunded in an abso]utely_certain insight, raised above eYery pogsi-
yﬁility of doubt (Kock?lmans, 1367a: 25). The @%;tesian mthod of total
dOUbéing ehtajls a quesahxﬁng of all presuppositions of human experience.
The goal was to establish an>abSqutely indubitable sphere’oleeing.

Al though Hﬁssefl.éoncurred with the aih of the Car£esian“method
of doubting, he did not cohdéne Déscarteé' insistence upon univefsal
'deniél, that .is, the attempt to doubt everything. For Husserl, thé_util-
ity'bf the method of doubting was that it served as a 'device for
revealing what had previous?f been unnoticed and implicit (Husserl, 1931;
'107t08)i  For “instance, in relation to.]ogic the method of doubting
‘served t; duestfon the presuppositions of judging,‘of validity, and
of truih.”

f‘Hsterlfé a;tempt to found ph}]Qsophy phenomenologicél]y rested
on Lhe ideqf of p;gshppositionleséness, tha; is, to begin philsophy on
. -a supPositfbp which need nof be ?iarified,becéusé:it is immédfatelY
‘eyideht. vfﬁ;ough a rigorously critfcal énd syStemaﬁic Lnyeétigation,:
phenomenologicéi pgiloéoéhy was to attéin absolutely‘valid'Rhowledge of
things. .It i's in thig sense that phgnomenélogy'became the means bj‘ o

which Husserl attempted to generate “philosophy as a rigorous science."

\
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//ﬁ\—/ The means by which phenomeeg]ogical philosophy was to achieve

‘a presuppoéition—free state was through the method of phenemgnologieal
reduction. . By "reduction''Husserl means (in general) that methodic pre-
cedure'by which one places oneself .in the ''transcendental sphere ' that
is, the sphere in whfch we can perceive ''things as they are in them--
,>§e1ves“ independently of any prejudices.1 The “pfejudice“ te which
L<)Husserl refers is that in the posutlve sciences the object of experlence
lsbrepresented, through abstractlon, by concepts . Thls lmposes an arti-
ficial structure in reference @% the world of our‘original.experience.
 Accotdineg,Ato discover the truly origfnal structureS‘bf the objectsvineA
the various domains of being, we must errcome‘the prejudices of positite

S . . . '51
sciences and try to reach reality as’it is'immediately given in primor-

dial experience. In other words, Husserl insists that wevreturn‘tq the
K . ‘ L ' B '
Le -welt (the viorld of immediate experience). The task of phenomenol-

agicai etﬁod is to lead es baek'frém the cultural worldtof the sciences
tc tha p- ﬂerdfal world of Iife.- The phenomehologica]'reduction is the
means by ich a change of attitude takes‘pface. ‘Thfs change of attitﬂde
entails arning to seeAthe thln;s in an orlglnel and radical way
(Kocke ~ an 1967a 30).
Husserl distinguished between an eideticfreduettoﬁ and * .

,.anscehdental-ohenomendloéical reduetion (Huéserl ‘1931t'A4). The
eidetic reductlon leads us from the realm of fécts to the realm of general
essencee. By “essence“ Husserl means.”pure éenerallttes“ whlch put before ,
our mlnd “pure’p055|bllnt|es” whose valldlty is independent of experlence

The transcendental-phenomenologlcal reductlon (hereafter phenomenologlcal'

reductlon) makes us pass from the world of realities to that of their
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ultima’ suppositions. This phenomenological reduction is the
princip- _thod empioyed in phenomeno]ogical analysis.

The. pr|nc1pal phenomenologucal method is a compI%x composed of

three general parts First, it:is '"transcendental' because it uncovers

the ego for which everything has\meaning and existence; second, it is
""phenomenological'' because it trahsforms *the world into mere phenomena;

and, third, it is '"reduction' because it leads us back to the source of

the meaning and existence of the- experienced world insofar as it is

"~ experienced by uncovering intentionality.? Eventually, the phenomenol-

ogical reduction discloses the transtendental'EgoI- The transcendental
Ego 'is not given as an object but as the subject for which the object
N . T : 1, .

|

'manifesté itself. CQnsequently, the transcendental Ego is not a,thing}f

o -

" or a residue of experience but-an ugqugtous single center or pole from:

which emanates the “radlatlons“ offtonsciousness and |ntent|onal|ty On

the'other hand in Kant the transcendental Ego is ng&n A prlorl as the

- 2

‘ﬁcondltlon for the pOSSlbllltY of his whole transcendental phllosophy

kO
B by

. Unlike Husserl Kant does not end up wnth ‘a transcendental Ego, but

#fw ) P

rather starts with it. Herbert Spnegelberg expresses the nature of

Husserl's reductive operation as,follows:

Reduction is not mere]y a moving away from the
/dtural world but a moving toward something . . . . The - °
@?ea] of this movement is none other than transcendental
@subjectivity. Thls,positive aspect is of course .also in-
dicated by the title "transcendental reduction,' which
serves increasingly as the synonym for phenomenological
réduction. It indicates that reduction has the purpose -
to inhibit and 'take back,'" as it were, all references’ to
the "transcendent' as the.intentional corre]ate of our
dcts #nd to trace them back to the immanent. or “transcen-
. dental' acts in which they have their source. Thus what
‘happens in the phenomenological reduction seems to be
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something like this: We thhhold not only our belijefs in
reality but also those acts which give transcendent mean-

ing .to what is an integral element of our consciousness
(Splegelberg, 1971a, -1: 136).

«\\

For Husserl, the reductions disclose on the level of experience, qge‘ ?'
bar- and bas:c elements of pure consciousness. The conception of phenom—
enological’ reductlon can be further elucndated by examlnlng the fact that
it entails a shift from thlnklng to reflectlon This "reflectlon“ is of
a partlcular type and can be understood only by exp\\catnng what ‘Husserl

M

means by the phrase "'the thesis of the natural standponnt and;lts

~—.
- -~

oy

suspenSIon.”

According toTHusée ?.che non-philosophical sciences have

presupposntlons because they ablde within the natural standponnt or "natu-

~

ral attitude ' The natural attltude refers to the world in Wthh ‘we find
:f‘x h
g Ay "
ourse]ves atﬂ%yez§*moment of our llfe taken exactly as it presents it—

b

self to.us l?‘our\everyday experlence (Husserl 1931 101-06) . The world

.'rvs

'from the standpoﬁnt of the natura1 attltude is a fact-world. [n order to
know this fagt-%orld more comprehenssvely and more trustworthlly, Husserl

proposed that we radlcally alter the thesns of the natural standpount by

"su5pend1ng bellef init: "

' Ve do not abandon the thesis vie' have édopted we make no
;¢jchange in our conviction, which remaifnis in itself what it
is so long as we do. not lntroduce ‘new motives of Jjudgment, _
-which we precuse]y refrain from, doing. And»yet ‘the theSlS s
undergoes a modlflcatlon—-whllst remalnlng in itself what
it is, we set it as it were - out of actlon V' we “dlsconnect
it, "bracket it" (19377 108}, - "

The phenomenologlsts does not deny the exnstence of the outer world but,
for analatlca] purposes the phenomenologlst makes up his mund to suspend
bellef-(“hracket”)kin ltS excstence that ig to refraln from all

"judgments related directll or |nd|rectly to the exastence of the
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outer world. By a radical effort of one's mlnd, one 'brackets' Or
sospends belief in the naturel attltude of man iiVing within his taken-
for -granted world (Husserl 1970b Ih8) 3

Husserl borrowed the notion of ”brecketing“ from hathematics
where one places an expressnon in brackets and piaces a pius (+) or .
‘mlnus (-) sign in front of lt (Schmltt 1967 59 60) By bracketing

the obJectlve worid one gives it a different value. . The Phenomenologist
does not turn away ; ther from the whole of experienced reallty and
e actuality or from certain segrents of Ii ‘he only suspends Judgment con-
.cernlng the validity of what is- exoerienced Tne world before the

<

transcendentai-phenomenolooical reductlon and the wor]d thereafter do
.y .
i not_dlffer in content, but rather they differ oniy in the way in which

"1 am related to each of them. Thus, phenonenology takes ‘as its funda-
mental probliem the ciarifncatnon and expansnon of all mundane knowledge
(knowledge within the natural attltude) by relating‘lt_to the que§tion
of “the origin of | the wor 1d" (Farber 1968 548)

The phrase ”orlgln of the world“ referé to the origin of the

_ totajity of the horizon of intentlonal obJects facnng conscnoosness

The notion of “lntentlonallty“ is the key conceptlon in Husserl's works

Husserl-drew the concept of |ntcnt|onal|ty from his teacher/’Franz

Brentano. Brentano, an Austrian psychoiogist proposed tRe thesis that

mind is intentional. > In other words, psychlcal act.vuty ”intends” or
s prlmarlly dlrected toward objects and only seconderliy doeﬁ psychlcal
activity refiect upon itself. | |
Husserl elaborated Brentaho's conception of_intentionaiity. For

‘Hussepi,.intentionélity is the property of consciousness being



consciousness of sOmething.(1931:‘241-46). To fully comprehend the N\

importance of'this conception, itbis.relevant to recail theucartesian i
influence on_Husseri: Although the Cartesian method of doubting pro-
vided a pattern for Huss;rl's‘pUre phenomenology, Husserl (1970b.: 81-82).
claimad that Descartes did not make a sufficiently radicai distinction

between the act of thinking and the obiecthof thought. Thebtechnical

term-usedvby Husserl tobdesignateithe relationship be tiveen the act of
"thinking-and the'obéect of thought was intentionality Subsequently,
Husseri developed a theory of noesug (subJect-in -relation-to- the -object)
.to account for modlficatlons of the intentional object which are duiAto B
the acttvnties of the mlnd, and a theory of nOcma (obJect-in relatnoni
to the subJect) to account for modiflcatlons of . the |ntent|onal obJect
Wthh originate: in the obJect ltself The ''noetic" and “nbematic poles
.are.two directions'of reflection. Theae'two poles are linked by'the con-
ception of 1ntentlonal|ty 'so that -each pole .can only be undcrstood in
pthe Tlight of the other pole (Schmltt 1967: 67).

lntentlonallty has nothlng to do with reiations between "real"
objects but ls'essentlaily an act that gives meanlng In Husserl's
”phliosophy the obJect appears as essentlall} determlned by the structure
of’ thlnking ltself Thhs thlnklng ltself’flrst gives meaning»tO»the
object and then:continues to orient'itself tovthe’poie of identity which
it itself has aiready?created,_ The intentionai analyses uitimately
become cohstitutive ahal*ses’.that is, analyses which do not indicate
how meanlnd.is found in the primordlal exPerlences butlwhlch want’ to
eibfaln how the meanlng of things is primordialiy constltuted in and

-y
through-con5c10usness (Kockeimans, 1967a: 34-35).
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RELATIONS OF PURE PHENOMENOLOGY AND SCIENCE - o

Whlle the transcendental phenomenologlcal-redpctlon i's to be
taken as the pr:ncupal ?pthod oF phenomenology; Husserl's ‘second type
of reduction--the “eldetlc reductlon”--serves as a focal poinit for dls-
cdssing-the relations among the natural attltdde,lsc\ence, and pbre

phenomenology! These relations are illustrated in Figure 1 below. four

_‘relevant relatlons are deplcted in thlS |llustrat|oh (l) a dlrect rela—

RS
tlon between the natural attitude and pure phenomenology which is 1i- ked

by the phenodenOIOQical epoché (bracketing and transcendental-

phenomenological-reduction)' (2) a dnrect relation between science and

the’ natural attitude which is llnked by abstraction or conceptualiza-

tion; (3) a dlrect relation between science and pure pnenorenology
through an eldetlc reductlon and (4) an indirect relation between the

natural attltude and pure phenomenology which ;s mediated by scuence

The conceptlon of etdetlc reductlon lS partlcularly a product of
;.v )
Husserl of the Loglcal lnvesthatlons -;he.untent was to give an epis-
R -f»aﬁ

temological foundation to logical concepts and to clarlfy thelr ultimate

v

meanlng This is posszble only if-the loglcal concepts as unntles of

meanlng are taken in the way they manlfest themselwes in_”original intui-

“tion." Accordnng to Husserl in the natural attltude all knowledge

r
'

fbeglns WIth exﬁ%rlence and remazns wlthln experlence Every empirical

>

¢

“and lndlv1dcalgexper|ence however can be transformed into an essentlal

I'4

Y~

lnS|ght bygmeaus of a special process which Husser] called “1deat|on .
x

The obJect of such an |deat|on is-an eidos (essence) Thus, essential

|ﬂ$|ght which reveals an eidos serves to establxsh the foundatlon for

-

.knowledge within the realm of the natural attltude (Ko{helmans 1967c._80)

h

’ ’ B



Figure 1

Schematic Repregentatlon of Relatlons among Natural Attitude,
‘ //// Scuence and Phenomenology

Phenomenological Epoche ‘ T
(Bracketing and Reductlon)'

NATURAL L ‘ © Eidetic ©  PURE
ATTITUDE _ Abstraction  SCIENCE  Reduction  PHENOMENOLOGY
\ N
St ACTIN L
LEBENSWELT . ORLD. ESSENCE

(Conceptualization)

. .

L

By eidetic reduction Husserl means. the movement from the realm

~

of facts to the realm of general essences For Husserl, a ”fact“ refers

to empqucal generalltles of.experience An "essence' refers to “"pure
generalltles” whu*h put before our mind “pure‘possibilities” whose valid-

ity is |ndependent of experience. Essences are the most basic

—_—

—

/constltutlng entltles~—fhe “what is it" (Husserl 1931 Sectlon 1: Chap )\
ter l) Thus a “sc ence of facts'" provudes an account of why thlngs are
' actual, whereas a "science of essences“ provides an account of how things
are‘posstb1e. ‘An eidetic science (one concerned Wlth essences) excludes
N - . |
tn principle every ass:mllatlon of the theoretlcal results of. emptrlcal
‘éciences Yet, no fully developed science oﬁrfacts could subsist without

elﬁetlc knowﬂedge 7
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But why did Husserl seek to generate a mscnence of essences”?
An answer to this question can be formulated by pursuing two lines of
development in Husserl.‘ First onz must recall Husserl's notion of
‘“bracketlng the standpoint of the natural attltude oo And second, one

must recall the broader frame of reference whereby Husserl aimed to
[

found phnlosophy phenomenologically.

According to Husserl, knowledge within the natural attntude)

-

begins and ends W|th|n ”experlence " The sc:ences.proper to the “naLural_'
standpoint' arg sclences of the world, that is, sc1ences of experlence orh

sciences of fact.8 Emp:rnc:sts and posnt|V|sts lnSlsted that the;experl-f

I

‘mental nature of’ scnence (as opposed to the non—expernmental nature oft
—————— EY B

-

phllosophy) permitted verification of observatlons because they had
li:' & I " {

a factual basis. However when two HUGStIOﬂS are ransed thlS “factual”
—————— 3 B LT

4B

_ basis becomes problematic. FIFSt3 What is a sclence? .SeCond'~What condlr

tions - are necessary to have a sclence at all7 The problem i to determlne

R .~

what an isolated ”fact” is.  No one has ever dnscovered a fact whlch

3

|ndependent of a system (Kattsoff l9b0 206) Husserl's phenomenology_

oo

was not interested ln;“factual facts“ but in the. essences of the immedi-~ .
“ately given phenomena. However Husserl admntted tha& for every essence
one can match a concept (Kockelmans l967c 80) In other words,«the
sciences of. essence had relevance for the sciences of facts According
to Husserl‘ sc:ence mus t employ phllosophy in order to strengthen its

foundationS' whlle the foundatlons of phnlosophy would be strengthened

-

by phenomenology "as phllosophy functlons as a transcendental theory of

all science, a phenomenologrcally foundcd p@gIOsophy functlons as

| a transcendental theory of all phtlosophy

'

B w



Eldetlc sciences were to be descrlptlve sciences aimed at

dlscovernng the unlversal and essential strictures of meaning of experi-

'

ence. By the process %"Q‘I? hﬁc r°duct|on, essences would be d|5covered
- l’s

‘The world of exact §lqeﬂu;fiQﬂconcepts (science of facts) are’ derlva-
tlves of these essences. Some,examples of eidetic sciences include pure
logic, pure)mathematics, and pure time theory. In each instance, these

. - ' ’ ) . . ' .;' y. ‘.V
eidetic scjences are wholly. free from positing any actual facts. ?@&t

is, in.thése nces no experience qua experience can take . over the

»functlon of offering a logical gTound (Kockelmans 1967b: . 91) . Alfred

Schuetz apt]y summarizes the purpose of the eidetic approach as follows:

Agaln we see that the eidetic approach is merely
. @ methodological device for the solution of a special task
The .phenomenologist; we may say, does not have to do with -
the objects themselVves; heis interested in their meaning,

as it lsngonstlt%ted bﬁ ‘fathV|t|es of our m|nd (1952
114-15) . .

#
w s a2’

“Criticism of the defcalwfnwestigations did not deter Husserl

4

from his main goals. .For instance, one major Crlth|Sm pertalns to the

question of evidence: ”How are we able to know an eidos or essence?"

‘According to Husserl, every essence can be ''set out as an Idea“ (Kockel-
_ 9 » Y ;

mans , 1967b: 106).‘ That is,‘every empirical |ntu1t|on can . be transformed’

into an intuition of an essence by means of the process of xdeatlon '
Jgst as>emp_ﬁ c.]';ntUJf?on:|s,con§c10usnéss of an individual object and
»intuitively'brings %t ro inenness SO “essential intuition" is'théﬂcﬁn-
scuousness of an “objeCt” roward which consciousness dlreCtS’ItS glance_
aé toward something ''self-given" (Kockelmans, 1967b 106). It becomes

: R v R v
c?zs?\ﬁsat Husserl presupposes that self—evidencefbased upon intuition

is the ultimate criterion of all.pruég and that the principle that

intuition.igﬁihe ultimate sourée‘which.justifies all our knowledge_i%
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N

even the leading idea of his phenomenology as a whole (Kbcke1mans,'v

1967b : 107) . : R ,

CRITYQUE OF THE HUSSERLIAN PROGRAM

-, ¢ .
lronical!ng_ﬁusserl, who was so highly self-critical, refused to

.enter into a djscdSéion with thc'contemporary critics of his phenomenol-
- ogical program. tnstead, Husserl'retained an assistant, Eugen Fink,
whose prime function was to act as Husserl's intellectual opponent.

(Spiegelberg, 1971a, I: 89)..-The.reason for Husserl's reluctance to

s

—

debate with his critics‘was as follows:

Many have occasionally been troubled by the fact that in
the past years 1 have refrained from entering into a dis-
cussion with critics of the 'transcendental' or '
"coristitutive" phenomenology which has its basis in my
@writings and which develops with an internal consistency
~in them. “ 1 have from time to time stated my reason for
this silence. All of the critiques with which | have :
become "acquainted miss the basic meaning of my phenomenol- ey
Togy to such an extent that it is not in the least affected

by them, despite their direct quotation of my own words.

[ held that it is more important ‘to deal with the demands

made by problems relating to this new science that emerge’

upon ever new levels in comprehensive and concrete work "

% "~ . and to bring thef, partly through rathodical development
and partly through a self-reflective clarification of
their principally new- philosophical meaning, to a level of
concrete development where they will in the future be capa-
ble of representing their unassailable claim to truth on
the own as completed work (Husserl, 1970c¢: 73) . '

fNevértheléss, Husser| admitted that a number ofKWell—founded criticisms
I -had appeared; therefore, at‘Husseles'reqdest Eugen-Fink'entered’iﬁto

a discussion with the Husserlian critics.

According to Fink, many of Husserl's.cdntémporary critics had

-

~ ‘misconstrued ‘the meaning of Husserlian'phenomenology because they had

misundeerood the direction of‘changevih Husserl's thought'from the
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‘Logical Investlgatlons to the Flrst volume of the Ideas (1970 74 75)

A
S

.T;ﬁiiffyil

%

Marvin Farber (1968 Shl- hS) agrees wuth Flnk in that much mlsunderstand*'

|ng can be avoided by dlStlngUlShlng the Ere reductlon stage of

‘development in the Loglcal lnvestlgatlons from the phenomenologlcal

reduction as first: presented in ldeas 1.

4.

The main oppOnent of Husserllan phenomenology was crltlcal .
sv o
phllosophy, which ralsed two basnc obJectlons (1) that phenomenology

O

& the concept of |ntunt|on|sm and’ (2) that phenom~

ifxﬁt

had unjustly ex

enology was ontologlcal (Flnk 1970 '78). The |mpl|cat:on of these two' 'dT

ObJﬁFtlonS for the whole phenomenologxcal program is quite- profound

Now insofar as phenomenology, in Cr|t|c15m S view, proves
to be a form of dogmatism because of its mistaken methodo-
loglcal beginnings (intuitionism and ontologism), its
"scientific! character must be denied. This represents

a very sharp criticism of the |ntellectual endeavor vhich .
is to lead Husserl toward the realization of “phllosophy as
rigorous science' (ank 1970 80 81) : ’

L}

Herver, Fink refutes the: p05|t|0n of crltlcal phllosophy by notlng that

it rests on two unwarranted assumptions. Thus the phenomenologlcal .per-

spective can be ylndlcated by oveithrow1ng these two p;esupp05|t|ons
(1970 93-94) .. The flrst presuppOSItlon is that the method employed in

“the" Logxcal lnvestlgatlons is dogmatlc The second presupposntlon is

-

be

-

that - the shlft ln thought from Loglcal lnvestugatlons to the ldeas repre-
T -

sents a turn toward the crltncal phllosophy ltsélf 10 To overthrow the.

<

two fundamental presupposutlons of the crlthue entat“s demonstrat1ng

.

L a.
>

phenomenology s’ own |nd|V|dual character by sungllng out the dlfferences'

between the tvo. The compleXIty of thlS endeavor: does not,allow for ela-
! 2

boration here. However it is worth notlng that Fink (1970“ 75) endorses‘>

_‘the following_maxim: No phllosophy can be crxtncnzed from the standp0|nt/

\
h&;"‘\. B
i .
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bof>another'philosophy. Hence phenomenology mus t be crlt:C|zed solely
V‘JWIthln the frame@g#k of its own methodologlcal p05|t|on
o All of the criticisms of the Husserlian program could not be
' vxndlcated by Flnk Even Husserl ultimately admitted to some of the

more pertlnent fallnngs The most recurrent and sngnificant criticism
”ls Husserl's fallure to achleve a balance between idealism and reallsm.v
: Husserl's leaning. toward transcendental idealism is exemplified by the
dlffacultles ‘that he enco@ntered ln trylngbto resolve the question of
untersubJectlv1ty 'Huiaerl's fallure to account for lntersubjectivlty
ln the reduced, egologlcal sphere (transcendental realm) finally forced
ham to admit to the SOllpSIStIC Fallac ]l Alfred Schuetz as well as
many others, crltlcally e%amuned the questlon of whether or not lt is
meanlnbful or evendconcetyable .toyspeak of a plurallty of transcendental

,.egos Schuetz concludéd that Husserl's account of transcendental inter-

subJectlvtty dld not succced Furthermore lt could never have succeeded:

¢ a

It is to be 5urm|sed that lntersubJectlv1ty ns'not a prleem

of - constltutton ‘which can be solved within the transcendental .
sphere, but is ‘rather ‘a datum (Gegebenheit) of the life-world.
it is: the fundamental ontological category of Human existence
in the world and thersfore of all phllosophzcag anthropology

'(Schuetz, 1966 82) . . S [\

Even Husserl's assnstant Eugen‘Frnk .found it |mpossrble to. Justlfy the
Husserltan account of transcendental 1ntersubJect|V|ty Wlth Schuetz
“Flnk agreed that the a prlor| ln Husserl's theory of empathy was:
Sunfounded (Schuetz 1966 8& 86) S -

Another major CrltJCISm of Husserllan phenomenology is that the -

'phenomenological reductlon (ln contra dlstnnctlon to the clalms made by -

Husserl as. early as the LOgacal lnvestlgatlons) cannot transcend the

necessnty of loglc The Loqucal lnvestlgatlons attempted to refute the"“*'

oot
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pOSItIOn of loglcal psychologxsm Wthh suggested ‘that loglc ns founded
upon psychology (Farber, 1966 /ﬁZl) Accordlng to: Husserl the phenom-
enological method could transcend the reqU|rement of log:c However Vthe
p0551b|l|ty (let alone the actuallzatlon by Husserl) of thls statement is

“highly questionable. Farber (1968 5%9), among others states'that~phe—

J
-3

nomenological philosophydcannot be freed ofrloglc;; All phenomenological
statements are'logic-bound. ’
-

As well, there are many more crltlcxsms (of both a particular
and general nature) of ‘the phenomenologlcal method and program. Since
‘many of these crntuc1sms will emerge in subsequent dlSCUSSIOnS of post-
Husserllan phenomenologles these crltlclsmsvneed,not be mentloned here.
"Tn the“main, criticism of the phenomenolog?cal method centers around
accusations such as dogmatislm trrat:onallty, metaphysucs and mysticism.

The accusatlonlof ”mystICIsm“ arlses as a consequence of the

fermlnologxcal ambiguity Wthh surrounds Husse I''s work as a whole. The

plctorlal language' of phenomenology prompts‘a tendency toward a meta-

3 I

‘phorlcal usage of phenomenologlcal terms in the dlscourse of other domains
./Of_laner. This dlfflculty is exemplsfled by three paradoxcs whlch con-
tlnually obscure the”bhenomenologlcal problematic (Fink, 1970: th kSl
First, there is the baradox of the communlcatlon of knowledge from the
transcendental observer ‘to the.dogmatlst wnthrn the natural attltude
Al that the phenomenolog|st can accempllsh in thls comhunlcatlon is to
supply enough information to lead naive persons]h to‘make the reduction
themselves The second paradox is that only mundane word concepts of
X!
language are avallable to the phenomenologus& for communlcatlve %urposes
As a consequence, all phenomenologncal reports are |nadequate begause of
. p . ) i , _ S :".j.l. _;;

Y
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the attempt to give a mundane expréssion to ndn-wordly meanings. Third,
the logical paradox of:transcendenfal deferminations maintains that
logic is not equal td the tgsk of solviné the‘probiems‘arising in the
determination of basic transcendental relations. This, in effedt, re-
moves éhe realm of phenomenology beyond proof or disprdof in the
customary sense because mundane iogic is deciared inadequape. I f the
three paradoxes are accepted, tHen,”one can neier be convinced of phe-

nomenology in natural térms, but must adopt the phenomenological

attitude' (Farber, 1968: 560).]5

THE UNITY AND SIGNIFICATION OF HUSSERLIAN PHEHOMENOLOGY

All of phenomendiogy is not Husserl, éven thqugh hd i's more or‘
less its center (Ricoeur, i967b: 3). After Husserl, the pﬁenomenoiogi—
cal moyemedt might bé depicted as ''spokes radiating away from a central
hub." However the disparate character of‘ppenomenoiogy is not coniined
solely to post- Husserlian dcvdlopmcnts It is a]so dlffiCUit to isoiafé
common elements which.wouid provide unity to the immense‘breadth and
‘dedth of Husserl's writings. This difficulty is compounded by»the'iact
that most writers tend to dcmarcate several distinct peridds or phases
in Husserl's philosophical career.

| Three general périods may be distinguished in Husserl'
writings 16 However, it is important ko note that: these three périods‘

should not be considered as discrete addgﬁpiualiy exclusive. The first

perlod is distinguished by Husscrl's publication of the Logical: lnvesti-

\‘

gations (1900 1901) . The second period commences with the publication

 of ldeas |”(1913). This period also‘includesvfhe wfitihg (bdt pos thumous
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publication) of Ideas It and 11l, and extends to the publication the

2]

. S
Cartesian Meditations (1931).  The third period centers around the un-

finished and posthumously published edition of The Crisis of European

Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology (Crisis),]7-‘Paul Ricoeur

(1967a: 2) haS-deSSrcated the same thrée’periods; howevér, his-labelling
is different. First, one might distinguish "Husserl the logician."

Second, the “intuitive Husserl".or the "Husserl of transcendental reduc-
tégn” emerged. And, third, there arose the '"Lebenswelt Husserl" or the
o : EE—

S . : :

gEserl of the "crisis of European sciences."

Given these different periods in_Huéserl's career, thé‘questidn
V:;f as to whether o} not any;common &enominator exists, or éven should
be exbectedAto exist; within Huséerliaﬁ phenomenologiqal philosophy?
Pierre Thévenaz maintains that a-uﬁifying thread is present in the
phenoménoloéic;l movement as a whole;vfof tﬁesg reasons;

If a method originally forged for a very particular and
limited end has been able to take on so many varying forms,
it is because it holds within itself a latent truth and
efficacy, a power of renewal, a principle of progress which .
attests to an exceptienal fecundity. ‘Further, does not

a good part of this obscurity come from our incapacity to
hold on to all of these threads at once and to discern'the
profound unity of the diverse philosophies. which claim the
title of phenomenology (1962: 37-38)7 .

Furthermore, Thévenaz believes that this unity of method also permeates

' Huéserl's entire phildsophical career.]8 The key to this unit? is

~ Husserl's emphasis on the conception of foundations:

The problem that haunted Husser] from his Philosophie

~ der Arithmetik‘(l831) until his death was that of foundatiohs.

This is the guiding thread of his thought and it shows us thi

‘unity of the prodigious effort of reflexion that made of~th$%;
matiematician one of ‘the greatest»philosophers of the '% :
twentieth century (Thévenaz, 1962: 41). ’ Y
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The general aim of the phenomenological mnthod was to radlcally

reformulate the entire enterprise ‘of phllosophlcal reason.

/

This leads us to postulate two common denominafors to Hussérlian
(and also to postQHusserlian) phenomenolqéy. Ffrst, pﬁenomenology is
a method and not a system. Second, thelééthod of‘ﬂhenoﬁenology is
‘groping; that is, no strictly teachable prograﬁ exnsts One simply
‘"takes-up' the Flow of the thought. ThhSJis not to deny that the phenom-
enological method has uncdergone modification; however, it is to assert
that gll_phehomenolbgy first bégins with the metﬁodiof'phehbhenological
reduction. The contemporary French phllosopher and phenomenologist,
Paul Ricoeur, aptly exprc55es the fact of phenomenology. as method in.
theSe terms: - i o . >
Thus, ph:nomenalsry continues thg transcendental of Kant,
the or:glnary of Hume, and the doubt and cogito of Duscartes

In no way does it represgﬂt a sharp mutation in philosophy.

Beyond thlS phenomenology is a vast prOJuCt uhose
expression is not reer|ctcd to one work or to ahy specific

group of works. It is less 3 doctrine than a method capable |

of many exemplifications of which Husserl explonted only -

a few (1967b - 4) _ : oo \
Siﬂce=bhenomenological reduétion (Qr, more fully, phenomcnologlcal .

epoché) was pOstuIated as the Ln|fyung thread of Husserl's program,
a'brLef review is ua.ranted of the role of the epoché in the th%ee
periods of Huss;rl s philosophical ca;eer.

“Ag dlscussed in the scctionventitled “Crftique oflfhe Hu;;érlian
Progrdm,“ many mlsunderstandnngs of the phenonmnologlcal éEoché stem

from confusion as to the direction of Shlft in Husserl's thought from

he Logical lnvestlgat|ons

the Loglcal Investhatlons to the ldeas In 1

the task of the phenomenologlcal me thod was;}o transcend the temptatlons
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of psychological descriptions of consciousness in order to go beyond its
irremediable contingency and, thus, 'to reach a more radjcai foundation in

apodicfic evidence (Thévenaz, 1962: 51).  After the Logical Investiga=~

ELQQE,.Husserl's horks follow two paths rirst- he continued emphasus
on description of phenomehe Second he continued to reflne ;he me thod
of his philosophy (Ricoeur 1967b 7) However the shlft to ldeas |
did not eliminate confusnon as. to what the phenomenological method was

and as to how it was to be performed. ‘ - o -

' The stralghtforward introduction of the reduction makes it
difficult to recognlze the radically new meaning of the
problem which is here raised for the first time. In a very
real sense, the presentation of the reduction here (in the
ldeas) is an appeal for its actual " performance (Flnk 1970:

N : : .

‘Theimoét pervasive difFPculty in understandLng the phenooenoﬂoglcal
\

eEoche is the fact that the reduction cannot be understood from the -
:standp0|nt of the natural attltude Phenomen9109y, having ”bracketed“
the standpoint of the’natural attitude,.makes the reduction its own pre-
supposition_insofar as it alone opens up that dlmenS|0n of problems wuth
reference to which iit establlshes the possnblllty of theoretical know-
Ieuge (ank ]970? 105) Consequently, insight xnto the basic
correlation of epoche and bellef in the’wor]d is of the utmost importahce
for understandlng the reduction. Phenoﬁenology transforms the question
~concerning the being of the world into the questlon concernlng the
essence of . transcendental SUbJeCtIVltY That is, the true theme of phe-

nomenology is the wor!d's becomlng in the constatutlon of. transcendental

subJect|v1ty (Fink, 1970 130 31).
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The |deal|st|c lnterpretation of the belng of the world as

unvelled by the phenomenologlcal epoche reached its climax in the Carte-

sian Medltatlons; This marks the end of'HuSserlfs second period and the
emergence of ‘the third period. The decisive fact_is the progressive

abandonment of the idealism of Cartesiap Meditations. The reduction less

and less signifies a "'return to the: e and more a “"return from

logic-to the éntepredicative,” &o th-‘_‘_."vj : evioence of the world
(Rieoeur,'l967b:112). -The.primacy an quenoess of Tiveq_experieote
becomes the domlnant theme,:and the porpose of the phenomeno]oglcal
eéﬁche is to- lead,us back - io the Lebensweit or life- world

As Husserl began (|n his later works) to abandon the quest.for-
a completely pure phenomenologlcal method, the uayluas opened for the
correlatlonuof Husserl's phenomenolooy ulth eX|sthtxal|sm The COhcep-
ﬁlon of an “ex15tent|al phenomenology” combined pnenomenology ‘as method

with the main theme of post- Hegeluan philosophies, that of the problem

- of existence.
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A1QQﬁtéb&s'thaE apply to the world as a whole, to franscendeﬁtal

consciou
Hussérl,
‘dental

“differen

*. "transce

Atmorefd

epoché o

“method.

sness or :the transcendental realm, are termed "transcendent' by

]

“whereas whatever applies to the plre Bgo Husse¥l calls ""transcéen-
Kant distinguished between both terms, but for him they have
t meanings: ‘''transcendent'' applies ta: the noumenal world, and

»

v ?‘ .oaE .
2The conception of "intentionality' is central to Husserl.
etailed discussion of intentionality is given below.
3 oW ‘ ﬂ S '

In Husgerl's later works, the conception of phenomenological

ndental'' to the phenomenal world (Koestenbaum,. 1964: Ji-Tii).

r}transcendenté?'epoché_subsdmed both the ''bracketing' and the

“phenomendlogical -re uction as integral parts 'of the phenomenclogical . .
“kt is interdsting to.note that Husserl of the Crisis criticizes

 Husser|

of ¢he ldecas permitting the follawing sho}tcomipg;\\
- o . K ] . L ‘ B “ _," '
= "I note in passing that the much shorter .way to the .

franstqndental epoché - i& my ideas toward a Pure Phenomenology

© -and :Phenomenologital P@%&p509h95 which | call the¢ 'Cartesian

Wy’

»

o N

cof arith

,to his s

phasgsf

b

Way' (since-it is thought of as being atlained‘mCrely be re-"
flectively engrossing oneself in the -Cartesian ecpoche of: the
Meditatjons-while critically purifying it of Descartes' pre-
judices and confusions), has a great shortcoming: while it
leads to the transcendental ego in one leap, as it were, it
brings this ego into View as apparently empty of content,

_since there can be no preparatory explicatien; :so one is. at
~a loss, at first; to know what has been gained by it, much

less how, starting with this, & qomQWetelyLnew sort of funda-.,

mental science, decisive for philosophy, hﬁs,bqen attained.
Hencg also, as the reception of my ldeas showed, it is all
too .easy. right at the very beginning to fall back into the’
naive-natural -attitude--something that is very.tempting in

ahy case'' (1970b: TSST;VNK/, L o

~

5Brentar)o ovies his\cohception that mind is intentional primarily

~

y-with regard to the presuppositions
thmetic) ‘eventually led Husserl to philosophy ‘and logic ‘in order
to strengthen the foundations of ‘mathematics. ‘

Y

tudies of Aristotle; to scholasticism, and to Bernhard Bolzano,
“an Italian logician. LTy s

z
o
- ¢

I3

It is convenmient to Sepérate Husserl's writings into three

Sometimes thesé three phases have been collapsed into two phases:

‘‘a pre-Crisis versus a post-Crisis Husserl.

. these -thrée phases is presented. later. -

.A"more complete discussion of

_ It is“interesting to note that HuSserl was first a nathematician,
' .2and only later a philosopher. His concern over the weaknesses:in the
" foundatitn of mathematics (especiall
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’Alfred Schuetz (1962: 113) hab noted that the distinction
between the empirical and eidetical approaches has nothing to do with
the distinction between the mundane-@nd'phenomenolog?cally reduced
spheres. " Even within the mundane sphere, eidetical science is possible.
It is informative to note that Georg-Simmel's writings on the socigl -
ogical a priori were written with ‘the intent ofkshowihg'that no fully
developed science of facts could subsist without eidetic knowledge:

For Husserl, the sciences of the world, or sciences of. our N
natural standpoint, include not only the natural sciences but also such
sciences as biology, physiology;~psycholo§y, and those .related to the
Geisteswissenschaften. . ‘ - ' ’

B ‘?Acqordiné to Kattsoff (1940: 213-14), every part of a completed
Science i3 a whole 'of conceptual steps each of which is irmediately evi-
dent.  An experifment is the act of placing a phenomenon “in "evidence,"
that is, sokphdtﬁit can be grasped by intuition. The concepts and
Propoz}tionsiéf‘a science can We transformed in this way into eidetic
lntUI\}ons.' : ' :

. ) For éxample,,it_isiaréubd that phenomenology and critical )
philosophy have similar aims in that both do not remain within the dog-
matism of the naive world, but 6vercome it 'insofar as they make it an
explicit problef” (Fink, 1970: 89).. In addition, both criticists and
Husserl hold that empirical reality. of existence is founded upon its
trapscendental. ideality (Farber, 19368: 5hé). - .

TN ]] . :

.

N\ . The question of intersubjectivity took on increasing im ortance
in direct relation .o the chronoloay of Husserlfs‘hr?tings. lInté.rsubjéc-
tivity was virtual'; ignored in ldeas | “(1913). |t became  more relevant
in Ideas 11 and 111 (published poSLhuﬁShs}y):: By the publication of the

Cartesian'Méditations (1931), . the question of intersubjectivity was pre- .
dominent (especially Sth.Meditation). The issue still wag focal in
. Husserl's: last maij‘work,ﬁthégjnqomplgte,énd,posthuﬁouély published
. cdif}oh'of_The'Criggé;of European Sciénées‘and'Trahscqhdentalw 
Phenomenglogy.. S T '

. . / . . . ~ - - »

-

-

. o .lelthOUQh the questionubleness of’ transcendental intérsubjec-
- tivity has evoked geﬁcra1ized criticism of Lhe,en;ire'phenomcnological‘
program, Schuetz (1966: 90-917 emphasizes that phenomenoldgy's failure
to answer thet question of intersubjectivity shouid not in any sense be
construed as. indicative aof a failing of phenomenology as a whole.

- 3Farber (1968: 543-60) summarfzcs and comments on the essential
issues discussed by Fink. (1970) . . : -

. N ~

“For.the phenomenologist; the term "naive' is employed in

" a nom-pejorative sense simply to refer to a person who has not done ‘a phe-
‘nomenological reduction. In a‘parallel manner, . the expression ''mundane
sciences' refers to those disciplines which require phenbmenological
grounding before meaningful empirical analyses can be undertaken.
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L 15|n this- regard, 'it is informative to'note that Schuetz (1962:
144) recognized the importance of clearly knowifdg when one has and when 2.
one has nat “brackéted" the natural attitude. Schuetz criticized Ortega
y Gasset for criticizing (from the standpoint of the natural attitude)
‘Husserl's theory of empathy. Since Husserl's theory of empathy is mean;
, ingful only in the context of the'ﬁgspension of the natural attitude,
- then y Gasset's criticisms are invalid. - "
. : : A &
]6Spiegelberg (1960: 74) has also distinguished three. stages in
Husserl's phenomenological program: (1) -the pre-phenomenological period
- marked by Logical Investigations ;. (2) the period of phenomenology as
a ]imited*epistemological;enterpriéé, marked by Logical [nvestigations 11;
- and (3) the period of pure phenomenology as the universal- fouhdation of
philosophy and science, which to Kk shape around 1906. - However, for
present purposes, this demarcatibn. is\not especially suitable. e

4

]ZParts,l and Il of the GAisis ppeared in 1936; however, all
extant parts were not available unhil 1954 " In- this context, it is rele-
vant to note that Husserl's personil demands for exactness coupled with
his highly self-critical attitude kept the maforiﬁy of his writings from &

Ltic : rity « _
~being pwb lished during his Tifetimd. The  fantastic accunulation of some
452000 shorthand Pages. is preserved in the Husser] Archives in Louvain.
" Editorial work continues, but the time lag involved in publishing the
German -text has been great. Of course,. the*time lag for translations
‘from the German'is even gréa&er; . ’ e 0 S .

T8Théyenaz- (1962: 40-41) States that to understand Husserl's
. phenomenology it is necessary to avoid taking each of his works in isola-
. Edon and treating ‘them merely as-successive applications of an original
‘method to ‘various subjects. As well, Husserl's later works adre to a -large
extent ihd?égehsable)fdr obtaining a éorrect interpreLa£ionqof his earlier
vorks',” ' ' R : : ' “ '

LA . A a ’ : - : . . .

Y
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The strict canons of Husserl's transcendental-phenomenological-
reduction had demanded the suspension of ontology. - However, there:are

indications in his later works that Husserl conceived of a distinctive

exnstentlal pOSS|b|lxty in conjunction with his transcendental phenome— :
nology. In the works and manuscripts of the last ten years, Husserlian

phenomenology became more existential to the.degree that the problem of

perceptuon was descrlbed as the basis and" genetlc orlgln of all

operations'of consciousness (Rncoeur, 1967b 204)

3

- Existential phenomeh&logy make$ the transition between'

\

'transcendental phenomenology, born of the reductlon of eVeryfthlng Lo _
'its appearlgg to me 4and onto]ogy, which restorcs the questlon of the )
-sense of belng for all chat is-said to ”exxst” (Rlcoeur l967b:'212).

The exnstentlallsts recognlzed that the act of existing is somethlng

. M

very d|fferent from the mere presence of an essence-before the mxnd

))' . - 7

and furthermore they recegn|zed that non- ex1stence |s very dlfferent

v
ot

E ﬁrom‘ the‘absence of such an essence in.a faculty that is ready to re-'

4 -

‘ceive'it. _Ln addltlon tHe’ exrstentﬂallsts have clearly graspe@)the

»
R , ~ v

weakness and contlngency of human nature. They aﬂso have restored to

iV

: : ¢ S
full S|gn|f1cance the lad of contradlctlon.' ’ T ‘a

e
IR - . . - )

Wﬁnle it is tempting to S|mply assume tha;-there‘is a relation
R T , : '
‘;égetween phenomenology (as method) and existentialism (as subject matter),

‘)thjsvaésumptioh is not unproblematic. Spiegelberg (1960) has made seve-

e ,ral-reharks which vindicate the chpatibilffy vet ihdependence of

- aﬁhehoﬁenology:and exiéteh;iafi%m; vXet,”Earle;(1960) has raised a number

o S . /; : ' ¥ 4
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e

|ncompat|b|l|ty.‘
] ‘ »"\\. ’
1stent1allst Jean ~Paul Sartre belleves that he has

Eser | by radltallznng Husserl‘s orlglnal doctrlne of inten-

. v /

‘hate a relatlon whnch waé&blrea¢y- 4“ ~Moreover,
to lllumlnate

Husserl's achlevements Howevcr this controversy is not at' |55ue'int

the present.anUiry. For our purpoées it can be conclusively stated:

ﬂggd a strong influence on

>

that Husserl‘s phcnomcnologlcal methed fas

(l .
t e
many exnstentaa]lsts _ X
. 7 i

B Lo &\. - - ’ . . .
o In thc»subscqucnt discussion, he rarn |ssues uuth wnlch

ex1stent1al|5m confronts phenomenolooy are brlefed The c‘phasas |n thls

” o .

dlscu55|on is on dlsc5§ﬁ1ng relevant methodolonlcal wod4f|catrons to

R 0 Vv N

3 Husser$ 'S phcnomcnologxcal method ln this regard, thcee post-Husserlian
szrograms are dichssed——those.of Martin. Heidegger, Jean-Paul Sartre, and .

' Maurice Merleau-Ponty.

-PHENOMENOLOGY 'AND. THE HERNENEUT]'C:..TURN;_ ‘M/\R’f_fN'HElDEGGER‘L Lo

N . N -. -

.

In l9lb the prom|sunq young phllosophor and theo!ogxan Martln

P

Hetdegger submttted a doctoral theS|S entltltd The . Theory of Judgment

“in PsYchoIog:sm. The work bears the stamp of Husserl's crutucnsm of

psychologtcal strains in contemporary formal Ioglc and Heidegger's
charactcrlstlc Style was already apparent He‘referred to‘psychologism
“as an "un- phllosophy” (Naess, - 1968: 175). ‘However, the publjcatlon of

Sein und Zeit (Bcnng and Time) in 1927 clearly marks Heldegger S -

departure From'Hasserl's influcnce, especially the,transcendental idealism:

'
2

—
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.expllc1t in Heldegger s - (Thevenaz 1962' 54)

must meet phenomenology. . o o

, : ‘ 77
3
For his part Heidegger made it clear that fdr him the
stumb]nng blocks in Husserl's phxlosophy codsusted in
the transcendental reduction as “'bracketin ‘of Belng "
in the '"reduction' of man to" ‘pure consciousness, and,

finally, in the "reduction' of Being into Being obJect-
for (Kockelmans, 1967¢: 274). '

This is not to say.that Heidegger discarded the phenomenoiogical method:
On the contrary,‘Heidegger rethought‘the concept of phenomenology itself,
. . . O . :

'so that phenomenology and phenomenological method -take on. a radically

a

di fferent character (Palmer, 1969:-125-26).1
, ‘ 1

Heidegger"é philosophy, as a whole, can be characterized as an

attempt to ask questlons rather than to supply ansviers. A]though phenom-

enology had attempted to remain neutral wnth respect to metaphysics, the

'

development of phenomeno]ogy uncovered the ontology uhith was sustaining
&

it: While this remalned vmp]xC|t in most of Husserl's works, it became.
.‘.:'y_ ) . <

S The key to Heidegger': s rethlnklng of phenomenology is that the

’ tn:"
autnentlc dimensions of a phenomenologlcal method makc it hermeneutrcal;
For Heldegger, phenomenology” |s a means\of being,leﬁjby the phenomenon

N ’
through~a way of access gendlnely belonglng to it. Thc |mpkﬁcat|on of
' Hge

,’} B

\thls statement for hermeneutlcs is that lnterpretatlon is not ‘grounded in B

human conscnousness and human catcgorles but in the manffestness of the.

1

e »l

thlng encountered the reality that comes to meet .us Theq,“ontology
. '<«/-». ) - - . ~

Heidegger'ey‘question\s: . "What s the meanlng of Being?"

Although Heldegger i's aware that this questlon is dlfflcult to answer

"because the meantng of the question is irself unclear the general aim

:'IS to reawaken an understandlng of, and to elucudate the fundamental

G

4]



”questions about"the'meahihg‘of Being. Aceording to Heidegger, the
'proper method of an ontologlcal analysis which seeks to expllcate ‘the
meanlng of Betng is the method of descriptive phenomenology Thus;

»

'Heldegger deflnes phllosophy as universal phenomenological ontology
whlch takes lts ponnt of departure from the ""hermeneutics of Daseln " -

‘as -an hlstorlcal analytlcs of exlstence (Palmer, 1969: 129’307//;The key

—

ponnt is that understandihg in Heidegger hdS bccome ont0109|cal _Under—
'standlng, thCh is the bas:s for all interpretation; is oﬁtologieally :
Fundamental and prior to every act oF exnstlng (Pgﬂmeﬂ%41969: 131).
Althougq He|degger descr|bes hlS own methgé as phqnomenoloéicai,
,fhis method is opposed'to tharlof HuSscrl who env’ saged phenowenology

‘as a fundamental "“'science with ItS own intricate structure of concepts.
: . : 1 .

(Nacss, 1968 193); In Husserl, . the search for é;radlcal foundatlon“led'

4 B wr

to .transcendental or constitutinq consciousness In Hc1degger Llnterro-f

gation pushes still dceper even bcyond transcendertal consciousness, to
the “foundatlon of thc foundatlon " the so- called Dasein. Dasein (“Lo— g

’\be there”) refers to an ontologlcal structure bengzth the Tevel of o

3

<COnSCIOUSHCSS from which- ‘one is permntted to unde‘stand the. p055|bll|ty

arrd the mcanlng of a conSC|ousness or what HUSSLF] called a “transcen—'

dental ego (Thevenaz 1962: 56-57, Hendegger s conceptnon of Dasein
reflects his radncallzatlon of tbe Husserllan conc;stlon of intentional-
{ty. In partlcular chdegger breaks away from toe CarteSIao'Ioots whlch_‘.
‘ ! ‘
influenced Husserl's COnCLptIOH of |ntent|onallty z For He:degger :the

intentional s%ructure is present hot only in the realm of conscuousness

undcrstood ln terms of”“hn,s cognltle and theoretlcal relatlon'to hES' _
el ' '

¢

B

world but alrea;y in Qhe'whole of man's prQCOghitive awareness.
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Dasein already exh1b|ts a- preconceptual understandlng of Being in which

the |ntent|onal structure of experience &% already operative (Schrag,

1967 281)
Heidegger agrees with Husserl thatlfhe phenomenologlcal me thod
is both descrlptave and transccndental Husserl's eldetlc reductiaon was

- interested solely in a science of essential being, while thc transcenden-
AN : ' ' d

taéfbhenomeno]ogical reductlon sought to 5uspend the fac?‘ | world by
placing it between brackets. However,’Heidegger insistss
cfsely this bracketed factual world of eX|stence whxchft be described
and subjected to a fundamental ontologlcal ana]Ysis. Whereas Husserf's
phenomenology is_directed'toward af”science of-essences Heldegger s phe-
'nomehology is dlrected taﬁar@ ‘a fundamenta] ontology of existence (Schrag,
1967 289) Thas exlstence |s!both'historical and tempOra1 hence
Heldegger s phenomenological descrlptlon proceeds from an hlstorlcal
lnteroretatlon or hermeneutlcs A

-~

The turn to hermeneutlcs (as a method of “uncovering“ or,“]aying

bare”) | rucral Heldegger s method Eﬁguso-callcd “Dasennsanalytlcs "
wclears the path—to hldden and forgotten belng ) Tt is thrs that constl-
'tutes the orlglnalnty in Heldegger s coupllng of phenomenologlcal method
and Ontology (Thevenaz 1962 58) . lt is a questtonlof |Solat|ng the
fundamental structures of belng which are the condltlons of possnblllty“
of Qur emplrlcal.wor]d_ Wthh are the constltutlve foundatlons of all
that,is. R o , | ’L G

ThePturn to hermeneutics s:gnals a shlft away from phenomenology
Hussertlan phenomeno]ogy aimed at a- Q{&SuppOSltlon free foundlng oF

ra

phllosophy , However hermeneutlcs (as |nterpretat|on) is never.

+
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o N
a presuppositionless grasping of somethnn@ given in advance (Palmer

<4

1969: 136) As phenomenologlst Heldegger was concerned with uncoverlng
.being starting with ‘man.. The Shlft to hermeneutlcs reverses the man-
. Belng.relation. Instead bf man revealing Belng, it is Belng uhcdh ”opens

itself to man. Thus, Dasein represents the opcnlng of Belng to man

| 9

(Thévenaz, 1962: 60) 3 ‘

e

The relevance of language is accentuated in Heidegger's wrntlngs

N

after Being and Time. Language is placed at the center of the Being-man
relationship. Man does not possess language, it is Beifig.which speaks to
man. As Palrer has stated: 2

To -put the matter in terms of expression and "appearance:

ilanguage is not an expression of man byt an =appearance of

belng Thinking does not express man, it lets being happen

“as language event. In this letting- hapoen lies the fatd of

man and also the fate of truth, and ultlmately the Fate of

- being (1969: 155)
Even before man thinks or Speaks Being 5@¥aks to man and renders

;languagc logic, and thought possnble e ¥ Vi\\:'w'

Hesdcgger moves toward rene.al of - the lmportance of the phclosophy

¢ -

‘:Qf language By “explodlng“ the everyday meanlng .of words, Heldegger

-

trles to dlsclose thelr nmplncft or burled mean|ngs in orderfCO-reccver
human lahguage at ltS mcanlngful source (Thevena? 193:. 62). Man ought,
bcfore speaklng, once more let Belng spcak to him, éven é; the.risk’cf,
havlng little: or nothlng to say in’ answer to this call. Only thus-is it
pOSS(ble to restore to the WOrd its essential value and to man the- prlvl
lege of dwelllng in the truth of Belng 4 Thus, Heldegqcr s phalosophy

wlll probably never achleve a final formulatlon Hi's th0ught is stlll

grqplng for more precise and »xact ways of expresslng many of his initial
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videas concerning being. The dlStlnCthe character of Heldegger s
'phenomenologlcal ontology is that it is an ontology'of Dasein or human
existence. As such, it is an existentialist ontology. ;The point of
departure of this existentialist ontology is a hermeneutlcs of the con-" .
crete experience of the historically existing self (Schrag, 1967: 284) .
Of all the exustentlan.st thinkers ‘Heldegger s method is the most exact,
his ldeas the most revolutlonary, and his ontological insight Lhe mos t

. profound (Wild, 1955: 178).

Neyeftheless Hendegger was not solely respon5|ble for the
relntroductlon of . ontology in phenomenology Jean-Pauyl Sactre also
reintroduced the ontological factor in a manner HhICh promoted the juxta-
position of phenomenology and existentialisn. Thus whllé Heidegger's
‘hermeneutlc turn moved hlm away from Husserl S phenomenology; Sartre's
posxtlon emerged in conjunction with hls'subscriptlon to phenomenology

.

as method. ' ' - - ) ) ,

‘.”ExlgTENlIALISM AQB ﬁHENOhENOLOGY:‘ JEAN-PAUL SARTRE . | o e

ST ' >~’x : . - T . : . %; "

, What French phenomenology leafned from Lhe later Husserl was that
;lhe phcnomenologlcal reductlon stralns our lunks to thlngs only- to dis-
%;goyerbchac thesé-links exist;p%lor'to any‘actuof consciopsnessf_ Thus ,
the erlglnal is clearly what can neither be reduced nor constltuted

(Rlcoeuf”«l967a 7) Hence French phenomenolog allled w:th cxusten—
Y

tialism as opposed to essentlallsm (essence) ThlS'alliance ES'reflected ’

by the famous Sartrean slogan Existence (of consciousness) precedes”

essence. S ”-. S
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‘According to Sartré, Hegel Husserl; and Heidegger had tried to
solve the problem of intersubjectivity without lapsing into solipsism,
or else resorting to the awfumptlon of a personal God. However’, none of

thcmrhad succeeded (Schﬁetit}1962: 183) . With reference .to Hﬁsserl,
\ : s [N :

Sartre disapproved of thciid%&]istic tendencies. Sartre's existentialism

1.
-y

derives ?rom a problematic crnt»que and transformation of Husserl's doc--

\. :..

trine of the 1ntent[onalaty of conscrousness.' FQr Sartre, the

phenomenologlcal doctrine of thc lnteﬁtnonal(ty of CQHSUAQUSHCSS not

< »

only leads to,. but is, an Q’Ibtcntla] th\ary (Natanson 1967 341)

@

Sartre begins by QULStIOﬂIng ‘the relevance of the results of

Huascrl s phenorcnologncal reduction. That is, is it (after the reduc—

tion) relevant to speuk of a “transandental ego” which precedes

consciousness? Sartre's answer is no. > The ego is not transcendental,

but transccndent lnkc all mundahc things. "As such, the ego is not part

of the original Bhcture of con;ctousness but rather solethlng that is

F

constntuted by the puite stream of consc:ous acts (Kockelmans, 1967¢: 317).
“What Sartre calls the “transphcnqmcnality of being" is lost in the reduc--

" tion. In other words, the phenomenon of being requires the
. . ’

transphcnomenality of being. It is in th:s sense that the phcnOWLnon of
bc:ng can be given an ontoloqlcal proof,

Sartrc's attack'aqannst the reduction rests 1nyed|atcly on¥
his conviction that the irrealized noema lacks transphenon-ﬁ
enal being, that the whole purpose, thercfore, of Husserl's
doctrine of lntent|onallty has been undermlned Anstead of
consciousness tranfcendlng itself toward the obJects of
rcallty ¢onsciousness fallsg- back upon ltbclf (Natanson

1967: 344) . - -

» v . - v . N o
In other words, as Kockelmans states: MThe world cannot be in conscjous -

- ness, as Husserl would have it, but consciousness is in the world;-_é!
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o

as,Heidegger has shown (1967c:‘321) Nhlle Heldegger discarded the
Husserllan “transcendenta] Ego conscnou5ness“ and replaced it with:the
conception of Dasein, Sartre rejected the "transcendental Ego'' but with
the explicjt aim of rescuino theiHusserIian ""consciousness of'' from

Helidegger's sceptre. Under Sartre, Husserlfs conception of

- v
.

N N
intentiona]ity was radicalized. I , \\1
In order ta expllcate Sartre s alteratlon to Husserl! 's thfory of

lntentlonallty, is’ relevant to empha5|ze the relataon between Sartre's

'h’ ,6",»6‘
‘conception of consciousness and his theory of phenomenod. As a matter
- C e o - 78 i 4 S
of definition, a.''phenomenon' is as I't- appears; a phenomenon is identical
T — ' [
L] . .

with its appearance (Naess, 1968: 285).

Sartre ‘manages to retain Husserl's principle that consciousness

is always consciousness of something.  In knowing-cthciousness there is

sorethfﬁg which appears, namely-knowledge, as a pre-reflective object of

R - e

consciousness GNaess 1968 288). However, |mpl|C|t in the concept of
“phenomenon is the notion that’ phcnomena appear to something, and the
word ”conscnousness” IS ltself the teim denotnng th:s to relation. .What

N
has to be grasped tsu}hat conscuousnesgaaagk in no way be thought of as

~oe : o
an additional phenomenon to all the others. Because the ‘to- relatlon'is
'7mplicit in the concept’of phenomenon, Sartre is able to. deny the exis-

tence of phenomena'other than in re@@tion to consciousness: Wi thout

phenomena there is no consciousness, without consciousness there are no

phenomena (Naess, ]968:;289-90). This leads to the famoUé Sartrean dis-

tinction of two absolutely separated regions of be|n§ “I'etréien-soi“

S

and ”l'etre ~pour-soi. In other words, the belng of the phenomenon is

D o

‘ ca]]ed‘”being-in-itsekf;“ and the being of.the.prefreflective cogfto.is‘

/
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- . : ) . {
called "being-for-itgel f. This‘dichotomy forms the basis for Sartre's
' Y. . & : ‘

Being and HOthinngSs:

=

Thus we have left- ”appearances” and have*ﬁg%n led
progressively to posit two types .of belng, the |n-xtse]f and
the for-ltself concerning which we have as yet'only super-
ficial and 1ncomolete |nf0§hatlon . A multitude of questions
remain unanswered: What .js the ultimate meaning of these two
. types of bexng7 For what reasdns do “they both belong to being
. (n general? *What is the meanina of that being which includes
S _itself these two radlcally separated regions of Eeing?
B iSm and realisnm both Fail to explain the relations ©
"act{unite these® regions’which in theory are without
i 5 whit other solution can we find. for this
i hqgvgén the being of the phenomenon-be

.y -

"&o~atteﬂot to rep]y to these questions that
v thé present work (Sartre, 1956 Ixyii)N

FOR \
~?}t§¢lf“ (en-soi) is de trop; that i$, it cannot. be

-

' séme?hung other than ItSL]f lt is roughly |dent|cal Hlth

the world of -things (ObJCCthItY) and it is utterly contingcntf(notrsub-

. . .
ject to changt, becoming, temporality). In contrast, the Being—forf

itself (pour‘Soi), identical with the human being, is thévfreé subjéﬁiﬁ

which contlnually “'creates!" its own existence. Sartre's ana]ysus pro-'

- ceeds by.examining the rtlatlon5h|p betveen the en-s50i and the pour-soir2
1 . —_— —_—

Following Heidegger subJectlvuty and ObJCCtIVIty are . undtrstood not -as

'

'tvo separate entities between uhsch a FL]atIOﬂShIP mus t only be esta-

b]nshed but as cssentaal “toqcthcrness " and the qucvtion aims at’ the

full. and concrcte structurc of this togcthernes> (Marcuse 1948: 312).

Con<c10usness which brgaks itself’ away from being (which becomes

”unstuck“) is belng for-|tsc|f or nghinqnéSS‘(Thévehaz, 1962: 70). If
conscaousness is nothangness then cvurythlng Iues |n'frqnt of it. It is

in this sense thatg? ﬁégcan conselousncss is existence without essence.
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s

HaVingﬁno essenée conscvousness has to make or ”cpeate“ﬁltself At this

J'Y“>

¢

juncture, Sartre s ontonlogy moves:- beyond belng (the pour-soi and en-soi

[
4

dlchotomy) to lncludeﬁdomg ‘A"Ha@ng " “donng Y and ”benng" are’ the car-
. - . i
inal categorles of human reallty (Sartre ,"1956: . 431) . This turn moves
\ Db "ﬂ' . . A
p edbmenology toward rccognltlon of the |mportande,of,theQEonception.of
. S - o T : ¥y
o, . . B

agtion. As Sartre has satd

| - It is strange that phliosophers have been able to argue

; -~ end)@ssly about determinism and free-will, to cite exam-

‘ ples in favor of .one or the other thesis unthout ever.
attemptnng first to make explicit the strudtures contained

\  in'the very idea of action . . . .. We shoufd observe first

that an action ‘is on principle intentional (1956 433) .

/,

] '

‘In brlefv to be is to act It is precisely only action which enables us’
to see and to know. Man will not be ‘defined by charactegistics or a na-
e B v ' no| :

»ewture‘that would be- inherent in him, but-sdie]y by,hisigorldly ventures,
by his acts. h . ) ‘

.Sartre thus bases his conceptlon of. man ondimew relatlonshlp
between conscuousness and’ the world which entails a doub]e movement of
! - .'\“)5

tearlng away from the world by nihilation. and the pro;ect of - transform—

lng engagement in this world ln Husserl the reductlon was the Q¥‘

‘transformatlon of lntentlonallty, in Sartre nihilatuon is the infention
-

" of transformlng the world (or the lntcntlon of self transformatlon gnnce

‘

the "I'" is a part of the world\

2

To conclude one mlght say that Sartre contributed to the

relneroductlon of ontology into phenomenology Sartre provided for

w
”a novethusnon of Hegel and Husserl ' Hegel' ideas serve to rich
Husseritby introducing ;hg 'power of the n tnve“'ln the expllcat10n oF

’?
rve: to arrest Hegel at ‘the

Y

Self4tonsc10usness ‘ Yet, Husserl‘ <£/e§§\
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" point where he begins to slide toward speeulative.philasophy.

PHENOMENOLOGY OF PHENOMENOLOGY: MAURICE MERLEAU-PONTY

# , ] v

The: personaT\frlendshlp and collaborat:on of Sartre.and HerleaU*-
;Ponty is |nterest|ng with respect to the dlfferences it reveals betwee;
the two men. S tre tended to be polemlcal, always attacking an issue ;
head-on. ’Merleau:ﬁ?nty ded*to-be irenic; that is, he sbught to bring‘
OppOSlng-VléwS‘lntO dlalegue and ‘genuine controntatlon (Rabrl léé?'
117). lt is curious to notf that these roles were Iater reversed and
thelr friendship dlgquaged due to dlfferent polltucal vuews Neverthe-

less Merleau Ponty s |ren|c attitude is evudent |n his critical

treatment of Sartre s Beung and Nothingness.

. . 5 .o
The main theme permeatnng Belng and Nothungness IS that of man's

relatlonshxp to his natural and socnal surroundlngs ~Sartre had rejected
both claSS|cal posntnons on this matter Onithe one hand, man is a part
: of the world; on the other'hand. man i5\the constututxng conscnousness‘
of thngorld. Through the relatlon of the conceptlons of ”belng“ and
noth|ngness " Sartre hOped to achieve an lntermednate alternatnve to
/olarlzatlon of\Esn§2|ousness and actlon Howe&tr Merleau-Ponty
stat:d that Sartre s attempt falled principally for these reasons
In dur opinion the book remalnsrtoo exclusxvely antlthepl

the antithesis of my view of myself and another's view of
me and. the antithesis of the for itself and the in itself

often s to be alternatlves instead .of being described as
the lsvnng bond and communlcatlon between one term and the ’
other . . . . L'Etre et le néant is first of all a demon-

& stration that the subject is freedom absence, and -

' . negativity and that in this sense, fthere is nothlngness
But that also méans that the subJect is only nothingness,
that he needs belng éb sustain himself, hat he can only be
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‘thought of against -a background of the world, and, finally,

that he feeds on being like the shadows in Home r feed on

the blood of the living (1964 72-73) .

‘Nevertheless Merleau Ponty readlly acknowledged that Sartre had ponnted

to the central problemrof philosophy and w:th new. profundlty |
Referrlng to their p05|tlons on the phenomenologlcal method

Sartre saw the phenomenologtcal reductlon proceeding to.a nuhllatlon

which would lead to a perfectliy translucent consciousness, However ,
! ¢

F]

herleau Ponty conceived the radicalism of “the phenomenological reduct}on
to lie- |n an exactly oppOSIte movement For Merleau-Ponty, the reductnon
"is a means ofdﬁpcomlng COnSCiOUS of our belng in- the-world.6 To be-in-
.the-world is at the outset to percelve that world. In brlef
-Merleau Ponty has contrubuted to phenomenologncal exlstent|al|sm a re-
vised understandlng of perceptual conscnousness, an understanding that
places . the perceIV|ng human at the focal ponnt of hlS ph(losophy This.-
. was the main cohclusnon of the fnrst stage in Merleau Ponty's phenomenol—-

ogical program. The<analy5|s in The Structure of Behavnor cllmaxed wnth

the assertlon that perceptlon is prlmary B o B ‘ \\

Three years later Merleau-Ponty S Phenomenoloq//of Percept(on~

was-publlshed : The goal was .to' construct a p051t|ve phenomenologlcal
program. Even though a half century had lapsed since Husserl's first
publlcatlons on- phenomenology, Merleau -Ponty stated that the fundamental
questlon of what Is phenomenology stlll remalned unanswered (1962 vii).

The central problem of the Phenomenology of Perceptlon was to dlscover

3

how meaning ‘emerges from our general perceptual involvement in the world

'(Bannan 1967: 59) ' The question of whether we teally perceiye a world

~h
is not problematic. Rather, the wbrld is what we perceive
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Mericau-Ponty, 1962: xvi).. For Merfeau-Ponty,.the phenomenological @
me thod reveals tk world of -perception (both .natural and social), and
the more radical the reductionrl§ the less the world'appears transbarent.
In his guest to seek the'genesls of meanirg, the ohenomenologist revealé
the mystery of the viorld .and- of reason. Accordnng to Merleau- Ponty, mam o
must seek meaning"ecause we are condemned to meanlng (1962 xnx) e;
cause man is lost ina plentltude of meaning, our knowledge can never be -
exhausted. The task for phenomenology reflects/Just that’
The unflngshed nature of pheromenology and the lnchoatlve
atmosphere which has surrounded it are not to be taken as
a sngn of failure, they were inevitable because phenomenol-
ogy's task was to raveal the mystery of the world and of
reason (Merleau- -Ponty, 1962: XXI)

To Merleau- Ponty the\;>REE%|on |anot an |dealiétic movement'“that“lk

a return to a tran5cendental consciousness before which the world unfolds

-itself in an absolute transparence Rather, the reduction is the formula .

|
- of an existential phllosophy of a subject welded to the world Phenom-

enology, as a dlsclosure of "the world, rests on |tself, or provides'its

;own»foundatlon. Merleau -Ponty has characterlzed phenomenology as- 61 lows

. phenomenology can be practised and |dent|f|ed as A manner
or style of thinking, that it existed as 3 movement before .ar-
-riving at complete awareness of itself as a ph«losophy (1962,
Vlll) - ‘ ‘

Since Merleau Ponty contended that the meaning of phenomenology lSIV '
'acceSSIble only through the phenomenologncal reduction, it is not sur-
prtsnnglthat early in his phllosophlcal career he-turned to Husserl in
'order to grasp phenomenology at nts source 7 it is relevant now to exa-
'mlne some of Merleau-Ponty s crltlcal remarks on Husserl'

phenomenologlcal me thod.

b3
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1n general, we -may say that Herleau Ponty uSes the fundamental

concepts of Husserl's phenomenology but interprets them in, his owh,way

[

(Kwant, 1967a: 375) lee Husserl MerleauwPonty'sought to_radicafly -
‘f';einterpret the Cartesian cogito. Merleau- Ponty agreed with Husserl

;‘that the conceptlon of lntentlonallty |s central to the phenorenologlcal

o

method However, Merleau Ponty emphasxzed Descartes' failure to capture

ﬁthe contlngent and non- conceptual character of our encounters wlth the

/horld and other be1ngs Thus Merleau- Ponty trled to overcome the tradi-
y (

t;onal opposntlon of subJect and object’ by affirming a new mode of being.

)“k

(L .

Thls a@tempt manlfests |tself in an ontological_grounding of the conceptioh”

c

0f |ntent|onal|ty e T '”'*f”'

% Accordlngly, the original intentionality is not yet
characterized by the distance be' ween 3 subject “and an
“object.” Merleau- -Ponty himself sa;s that this distance
“is connected with expressnon ‘and espeC|ally with the
word. ‘Distance arises only on the Tevel of conscious- -

ness. and freedom. Hence the original intentionality is = - T
S pre-obJecttve. In its inn most nucleus our existence ‘
BT is fused w:th the wor Id (hzé 1967a: 379).

For ﬁerleau-Ponty, lntentlonallty is a dialectic'relatfonship within

whi ch meanlng orrglnates.’ lt is an lnteractlon through Wthh an organlsm
makes its material surroundlngs its sutuatlon » |

Another point of agreement between Merleaq—Ponty and Husserl is

that the net result of dcvelopment after Descartes was a conceptlon of
..science whose foundatlons remain obscure -and also amblgu1ty in descrlp-v
tions of the relation of ‘man to nature (Rabtl 1967 56 57) According\)él

to Merleau‘Ponty, it is perceptlon (the pre scientific !lfe of conscuous-.
.ness) whnch alone endows meannng to the conceptnon .and operatlons of -

SC I ence.
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The whole unjverse of SCience is-bufet upon the world as.
directly experienced' and'if we want to subject science- ,
ttself to rigorous scrutiny and arrive at a precise assess-
ment of its meaning and scope, we must begin by reawakenlng\
the basic experience of -the: world of which science Js . the |
second—order expression (Merleau Ponty, 1962: VIII) ) :':\

Thus Merleau- Ponty sndes with those who belleve in the appllcatlon of

the scuentlflc method but nevertheless maintain that the tlarlflcatlonl”
of emplrlcal data. requires an |nterpretatlon which w:ll always be phlld-
sophlcal (Rabll ,- 1967: 16). The necessaty to always phllosophlcally |

'clarlfy emplrlcal data arises because every lnterpretatlon is contingentg

No lnterpretatlon/fan grasp an eternally true essence. Whlle Merleau—'

'b Ponty agreed with Husserl that phenomenology is relevant lnvcritically .

assessinc sclence;”Merleau-Eonty isﬂndtjuncritical,of-Husserle;notion"-

of eidetic reduction,

Husserl's eldetuc reductlon aimed to penetrate to the essential

" core of concrete phenomenon that is, to revealrlts essence By trans—

’ cendlng the facticity of the world the eldetiC reductlon was‘to open up

o

‘.a realm of general ‘essences. .8 But Merleau Ponty 5 phllosophy excludes
the‘notion\of a necessary and essential nucleus in phenomena Therefore,

an eldetlc reductlon in the strict- Husserllan sense is not present in

) . M £

Merleau-Ponty's works; Yet, Merleau Ponty admlts to a partlal relevance

1

to Husserlls noticn of essence. Whlle he . agreed tha@ experlences are.

“ . . . * . )
connected’, Merleau—Ponty'maintained that essences do not underlie experi—
‘ence but, rather, experlence underlles essence. Essence is not an end

.

but merely a means, for lt is the llVlng stream of existence itself that

we want to‘understand (Kwant, l967a:.382).

O



‘gmtonMek{eau-Ponty the entlre reaim,of essences‘i§i e
7 <4 [X ’ _. ’ B S e

?nal,coecethal f:xatuon .nmposednUPon"us by the’Charac-"‘

:

_Thus, an»essence is not the ground of}our experlence 3{]?/3
; .

Kdant 1967b ;. hOZ) t An essence . is not a reaL-thlng
uﬁ o

An*”éssehce is the pomt at w

huch our nhtellect

iontyxreJected»h sserl's conception of a ""pure essence."
s LTV . 1 . L

1sional expressions of ou . experience,

pure essence“ in prlncuple it thus serves as
’ 4

_lmperfect,idea]ization (Merleau—-

"pure essence“ were accepted as . an

{4 q' ’
id@aﬂ\ our real experlences would be deva]uated on the basis of an.im

[ *

p0551b1e goal; therefore, Merleau—Ponty rejected-thisra!ternatiue
o A o . '

3 ’ . . r

Beside h|s reJectaon of the notnon of "pure essbnce," Merleau-

Ponty expanded his crltlc:sn\algng\these‘l S to.reject also the

. e . |
~

conceptlon of inductive Lnowledge (1968 115-16). Both the\eideti
\ .

reductlon and the inductive method start from the order of facts The

endetlc reductnon aims to arrivé at the. necessary .essence, while induc-.,
tlon aims toxarrnve at the necessary law Both approaches assume the

A

contlngency of facts and thus aim to reach a 'ealm of necessuty
Merleau—Ponty stated- that these aims were entnrely false because facts

and essences are two |nd|ssoluble aspects of one and the same field
¥

of experienCe: z
. N N
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The necessities by essence will not be the "answer"
phllosophy calls for, any more than are the facts. The
"answer'' is higher than the ""facts,'" Jower than the ‘
'"essences," 'in the wild Being where they were, and-- _
behind or beneath the cleavages of our acquired culture-- -
‘cantinue to be, undivided (1968 121) . :
f{Consequently, Merleau-Ponty argued thag Hussarl's conceptions of essence
. v.and "pure essence did not provide for philosophical certainty. Rather,
perceptlon is our‘primordial contact'with‘Being and the world;ftherefore,
‘ perception is our'final basis for éertainty.lo
From fMs first book to hijs last, Merleaw Ponty's overriding
lnterest wes in prlmary perceptlon, as is evndent in his repeated appeal
58 lllustratlons taken From language and art, phenomena through. whrch we
are enabled to grasp the world an a primary expressnon or gesture In
"relatlon to his eIUC|dat|on of the prlmary world his discussions of the
ﬁsecondary world of scnence, a world based on abstractlon From the prlmary

~world, appear fragmentary and incomplete. By way<of summary, then, the

first‘phenomenologlcal reflection 'in Merleau Ponty s sense consists of

an attempt to study the Lebenswelt, free from-scnentnflc lnterpretatlons
= relt,

and phllosophic preconceptions. The second phenomenologacal reflectlon

which lt appears—-the perceiver (Splegelberg 1971a: 537‘38)l For

Merleau -Ponty, phllosophy is phenomenology And a basic characteristic

(

of Merleau-Ponty s phenomenology is the attempt to bring it down from the

level of pure conscnousness into the world of concrzte life, tha is, to
lncarnate it in |nd|v4dual and socxal human exustence Like Husserl

Merleau- Ponfy wanted to reduce the constituted or founded phenomena .to

/

\.
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the original’ (constltuent or foundnng) ohenomena. BGQ, no matter how
profoundly we penetrate into the SUbJeLt via the reductlon, we always
lflnd the world. oOur eX|stence is interwoven with and ln «dialogue wnth

.,
the world, Perhaps Merléau—Ponty S most sngnlflcant contrlbutlon ls his-
‘theory of the body subJect¢\|n relatlon to'which all phenomenoiogical

data can be lnterq{eted. For Merleau-Ponty, perception is primary, and

the body is our “perce|v1ng perceptlble n . S
CRlTlQUE AND lHPLlCATlONS

Whlle the third chapter of thi inquiry ended. W|th a note on’ the
unlty of Husserllan phenomenology, the analySIS in the fourth chapter
\ does not leave the reader with the lmpressuon that a common denomlnator‘

can be found within the phenomenologlcal movement. In the works of

Heidegger, and later in Sartre phenomenology has been accused of renoun--

cing ltself and becomlng ontology Heldquer departed from Husserl by

questlonlng the claim as to the absolute irreducibility of the Trecascen-

dental Ego Thus Hendegger surpassed phenomenology by seeking to uncover -

'a fundamental ontology. As a result, Heidegger plunged backllnto the .
fullness of a mystical nothingness,

In reJectlng the phenomenologrcal epoche Sartre transformed
Husserl's theory of COﬂSCIOUanSS into a phnlosophy of nnhxlatlon

Accordlng to the Sartrean view, the world cannot. be in conscnousness as

Husserltwould have it, but consciousness is in. the world, as Heidegger
has shown_- Although Sartre claimed to have “llberated“ consciousness by
S

radicalizing Husserl's" phenomenologlcal method ln effect, Sartre has

done lcttle more. than expllcate the exlstentlal dlmenSIon whlch lay
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'n‘Husserl's program. -Thus' in his effort to avoid the «

'
.

rmpllcatlons of the phenomenologlcal epoche Sartre faw\gd
) w]edge his debt to Husserl's method Flnally,vft was Merleau-
~ Ponty who e*pllcated the indebtedness of existentialis:ﬂphiWosophy to
phenomeno1ogical method.

In attempt:ng to grasp phenomenology at its Source, Merleau;
Ponty turned dlrectly to the Husserlian conceptuallzatlon. 'Yet,'
Merleau-Ponty relnterpreted phenonenolog:cal concepts to SU|t his own
quﬁhses For him the phenomenological epoche{fs not a/return to a trans-
) cendental eonsc10usness before which the world unfolds itself.a On thei
'contrary;‘the epoche is‘the formula for an existential philosophy of
a subject welded to the world. For Merleau -Ponty, the phenomenologlcal
reductlon’served.to reveal the perceptual world |

Although our survey of post-Husserllan phenomenolog|sts is far
from panoramLc,.enough.has been said to questton whether or not a common
denominator conld possibly be found for the phenomenological movement.
.Perhaps aveonmon‘qenom}nator can.best [ )ught through a neqattve
characterization of post -tlusseriian positions.

Common ‘to th~ posntlons of Heldegger Sartre, and Merleau -Ponty
-is the tendency to shlft attention away from the strnctness of method .,
found in Husserl of the lﬂEEE. Exlstentlal Ieannngs become more obvious
in Husserl's later works; thus ~many post HuSSerlnan phenomenologlsts dee
parted from the later as opposed to the earlier Husserllan wrltxngs in
.an effort to avoid the |dea|istic tendencies. Another commanlnty is that .
.Heidegger, Sartre ~ and Herleau*Ponty all Shlfted attention to the

3

subJectlve as. opposed to -objective world Rather than mediating between,
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or transcending above, the subject—o%g;ct-dichotomy, preference”was
. —.
glven to the subJectlve component. |n ‘contra- dlstlnctlon HUSSerl had

always demanded that phﬁlgsgphy be generated according to the canons’ of

rrgorous Sa%ence Heldegger and Sartre had relntroduced the onto-
loglcal component w?fEhIHusserl had suspended However th
. e & ;
relntroductlon took the form of a replacement of, /[ather tha,

comple-

s
ment to, phenomenology. Whlld‘Merleau—Ponty had correctly po:nted to

the relevance of a phenowenology of perception, he had Falled to advance
beyond a perceptual to a lIHQUIStlcallV based phenomenolqu ; S,

| | The phenomenologncal phllosophy of Paul Rncoeur emerges (both
chronologlcally and developmentally) as a reflnement and labOratiOn of

phenomenological method, Rlcocpr S program recaptuges the 'common denom|

v

nator |mpIIC|t but confounded in the works of- Heldeggér Sartre, and
4 .
Merleau-Ponty: that,_initially, phenomenology nust begin with the

strictneéss of method found in Husser! of the Ideas. |n Racoeur S view,

v

phenomenology can p0|nt toward the threshold of ontology. According to
,CRlcoeur MerleanPonty had recognized the lmportance of the quest|on of
;flanguage; however, hls views on language were ill- formulated and préma-

turelylreleasedi#hgonsequently, Merleau- Ponty, by too exclusgbely

proposung aswéﬁﬁkmﬁto the Speaklng subJect placed the phenomenologlcal“
attltude qn'opposutlon to the obJectlve attltude Hence, in formulatjng
;a. theory of language Merleau- Ponty excluded any connectlon w:th mode rn
semiotics (RiCoeur, l967a: 11). That Ricoeur! 'S program could emerge as
'a more reflned phenomenologlcal program than those precednng hlm is

implied in Merleau-Ponty s admussnon that the phenomenologlcal movement

lS never complete but contlnually emerglng According to Merleau—Ponty,
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. e o s : : .
the incompleteness of phenorenology and its inchoative appearance are

not the signs of failure;-

hey are inevitable because the task of phenom-

e . * ’ . )
eno]ogy'is to reveal the.mystery of the world and the mystery of reason-
. »7 ; ' i . L .

(MerlcauJPonty,}1962: ’ xi).'f {

<

N /
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER &4 . . oL P !
SRS ) - ./ | - e
. - . Having been a-fFamising‘studen; undg& HuSSeﬁ1,,“eidegger's
departure from the striét canons of HusSer]'s'r‘enomenologjcal-méthod .
was a bitter disappointment to his teécher."Apparently; Husserl_attri-
buted Heidegger's deviation to his fa§4ure to properly transcend the
realm of .ﬁglnaturalﬁhttﬁtude. By su stituting Auman .ék-sistence
for the éﬁr_'énd‘transcendcntal'ego, Heidegger transformed phenomeno] -
ogy into a “philosopHTcal'anfhrOpology“ which suffered .from the same
weakness as older, well-known forms of psychologism. '
- . B I3 ) . e
‘ ZHéidegger agree?lwith both Husserl-and Brentano before Husserl e
that intgntiohalkﬁyais the presupposition of the phenomenological per>
spective. However, Heidegger expahdcd thé,framew@?k within which ({/
intention&lity Operates. - ’ - . . e
ok , A o . >, o
43AlthougH there»are'developmental chariges in Heidegger's me thod,.
there is no reason to doubt the mainspring of his thought. Heigegqger is
_interested in being per.se and has been consistent in .this regard from
the pdbﬁgéation of Being and Time. ’

. 'hHeidegger's growing sense of the relevance of language cannot .
be over-stressed. [t is interesting to note that Beiing and Time was_only
.a fragment' of the initial task that Heidegger proposed for his philo-

sophical investigations. Why. was this projgct (as initially conceived)
not-followed through? Heidegger's answer seems to rest no§ enly on the
supreme difficulties‘of the task, but also on the immense problems of

. language (Wild, 19557 177) S ' -

PR : R . " o £ . ’ . . <
“33%: < schording to Arne Naess (1968: 270), this answer pavedthe way
“gfor Sarfre's own 'species of phenomenologica]'ané*§§i§ which we find "in

“Being and Nothingness,

- . 1

T . . > RN

‘noted’ that the phenomenological
reduction belongs to existential hilosophy, and that Heidegger's .
“béfhg-ih-theﬁworld“_appears only’ against the background of the phenome-

’ nological reduction. - However, one must remain aware of ‘the differences
between ‘Heidegger's and Merleau-Ponty's conceptions of "being-in-the-
world." " In the final analysis, Merleau-Ponty_arguéd that Heidegger's

~ 'world" is not a social world at all, but parallels Sartre's warld in

which men are Slienatedtfromtone another-(Rabil, 1967: 40-&!).

6MerleaufPonty.(19§2: Xiv

';:I\.
N _7Accofdﬁng to Kockelmans'(1967c: 354§ﬁ?if is‘épparent_in _
Merleau~Ponty's many publications that his versign of phenamenology

" remains closer to Husserl's original ideas than does the pheﬁb@enologi-
cal programs of Max Scheler, Martin Heidegger, or Jean-Paul Sartre. .

: gFor a more complete discussion of eidetic reduEtion,)the(reader'
is referred back to Chapter 3. - =« o - : "

@ -
. h
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, Merleau-Ponty recognized that Husserl's philosophy is _
a philosophy of meaning. However, Husserl is not looking for the mean- -
" xing which jreveals itself &s a matter of fact, but for absolute and
necessary meaning. That is, Husserl wanted to locate a nuclei of mean-
~ ing which would make the whole field of meaning comprehensible. ~Also,
 Husserl views beings, but only ihsofar as they.are medningful. 1t does
not interest him whether the meaningful beings do or do not exist. He
simply -transforms Being into meaning (Kwant, 1967b: 398). '
~- 10It is interesting to note that even Cartesian methodic
doubting cannet escape -this-fact. 'Descarges based his so-called abso- .
fute certainty on the cogito, but this cogito is also commipg+ed\yith
facts. * The cogito would not exist in the manner in which D€scart
experiences it if man did not speak. We are certain because we are
involved in Being. This involvement is a clarity which is essentially’
commingled with facts. We cannot arrive at a reasonable certainty that .
is completely free of all Ffacts {Kwant, 1967b: 396-97). This is why
Husserl did not doubt Being, but simply circumvented the question of

Being by bracketing it. N



CHAPTER § -/

By

“ . THE HERMENEUTIC PHENOMENOLOGY OF PAUL RICOEUR

The phenomenological redictions make it pdssible for  the mind
to discover its own nature; originally lost in the world, the
mind can fi itself again by means of these reductions.

--Joseph Kockg]mans'(1967a: 222)

) . ’ - .
The "hermeneutic circle' is born: to believe is to listen to

the call, but to hear the call we must interpret the message. B

Thus we muSt-believe in order to understand and understand in
order to believe. RN

--Paul Riqﬁeur (1970 :525)‘

v



#

e

/Nhlle mos t post Husserllan phenomenolognsts abandoned the Strlct
enomenologlcal canons of Husserl's s ldeas and departed f rom the later
Jit so-called Lebenswelt Husserl\‘Paul Ricoeurgmaintains that the Husserl
of the ldgas_must.aot be played down in favor of the Husserl of the very
laSt period %dv;g 1971 : 4-5) . Ricoeur cohtends that the- phenomenol09|-
cal reductlon is the stralght and narrow gate to phenomenology{ltherefore,

he is concerned with analyznng and evaluatlng the ldeallSth interpreta-

T . .
tion of phenomenology which reaches its high point in Hussgrl's Cartesian

Meditations. Rlcoeur s phenor,nologlcal method aruses om a criticism
—~drions

of both Husserllan pure phenomenology and of exlsten ial phenomenOIOgy.

While exxstentlal phenomenology broke the bounds of Husserl's transcen-

dental idealism in its applncatlon of phenomenologucal method to such
problems as the llved body, lntersubJectlv1ty, and human freedom, Ri-
coeur's phenomenology opens the way for a second breaklng of the bounds

ﬁ'under the sign of hermeneutlcs (lhde 1971 7)

“For choeur , it is |mpossnble ‘that man may know h|mself dlrectly
'lt lS only by a ser|es of ‘detours that he learns about the fullness and

complexuty of h|s own belng and of hIS relatlonshlp to Being. Thls empha-

-

sis upon medlatlon perVades the whole of Rlcoeur s methodOIOgy from the

early structural phenomendWogy to the later hermeneutlc phenomenology

,Rlcoeur s appllcatlon of phenomenology to language the turn to herme-

. b

neutic phenomenology, funds its Justlflcatuon in a need to elaborate

_-concepts indirectly and dlalectlcally rather than dlrectly and unlvocally

(lhde, 1971/56 7). According to Rlcoeur,‘the |mportance of language

100
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cannot be over—emphasized:

Thns detour through the science of language is
not something one can choose or not -choose to make: it
is essential to phenomenology today if it is to survive.
For the philosophical front is shifting. " Merleau- Ponty

J/ fought ‘on two fronts: that of reflective philosophy- in
its rationalist and neo- Kantian version, and that of be-
haviorist and ObJeCthlSt psychology. TheSe are not the
main issues today, which are_vrgather in the sphere of the
very precise and vigorous eprstemological models which
have made their appearapce i llngu15t|cs with Ferdinand
de Saussure and Louis Hjelmslev, and: have spread to all
the human sciences (1967a ). : L Oy

To conclude this lntroductlon Rlcoeur S phenomenology can .be characterlzed
as the movement from a structural to a hermeneutlc stand

For‘purposes of the present (nquiry; the search for an answer to
the questlon of what “is phenomenology is termlnated within the framework
of Rlcoeur s’ phllosophlcal pro%ram The fOIIOW|ng dlSCUSSIOﬂ aims to de—

Tineate the prlmary elements of Rlcoeur S phenomenologlcal me thod, “These )

alements will later serve as crlterna For the analysxs of the methodolo—
"5 of selected socnal ‘action theorlsts (see Part lll). Thus-Ricoeur's
;m will help to clarlfy the nature of phenomenology |nsofar'as |t‘is
relevant for con5|der|ng the possnbnlnty of a human SC|ence on a phenom-
enologlcal basns As a prelude to the sdbsequent dlSCUSSlon our maln
contention is that Rlcoeur 5 phenomenologlcal method contaxns three rele-
vant elements These three elements are parallel (but not equnualent)

to three. features proposed by Stephan Strasser as charc-terlstlc of phe-

¢

L I
nomenologlcal phllosophy, that it s hermeneutlc dlalectlc, and - .

| o o~
intuitive (1963: 2@9). _ ' //\» : i% ,
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BACKGROUND TO RICOEUR'S PHILOSOPHY' : )

Ricoeur recognizes three\legltimate forms of phenomenology (Kant,-
Hegel, Husserl) and defines h|s own pOSItIOﬂ in rzlation to them (spie-
gelberg, 1971a: 572). The common denominator of these three forms is
their concern yltr the manner in whi ch things appear, while suspending
1»temporarlly or permanently the question of their being.. In Kant, Ricoeur
dlScerns an lmp++vit crltlcal ohenomenology in the $tudy of the conoitionsh
for the pOSS|b|l|ty of knowledge however th|s crltlcal phenomenology
remalned latent because Kant's studies lacked concrete descrlptlons

o

and, furthermore, Kant became sndetracked by his preoccupatlon wrgh.the
,problem of a priori knowledge With reference to Hegel, Ricoeug is at-
tracted to the close connectlon Hegel maintains to ontology. Although
Ricoeur's posntlon |s'geared toward Husserl,‘Ricoeur.does not Wént to
eliminate ontology as Husserl had aovocated. Hegellén and,Kantien-“phe-
’nomenology" arekused by Ricoeur to establish limit§ to the Husserlian
pnre‘phenomenology. | |

.Like‘most post-Husserllan(phenomenologists; Ricoedr contends’that
ﬂHoséerl's metaphysicalvdeclslon ih;tevor of ideallsmbled_directly to th%r
problem of transCendental solibsism Husserl had clearly‘failed to re-’
solve the persnstent tensnon between |deal|st|c and realistic tendencues.
_ Parallel_to Husserl, Rlcoeur seeks to resolve the tension between two.
e*treme alternati&es._‘

| ~ Ricoeur's hermeneutlcs is phenomenologlcal in ltsv
form and in its aim. Just as Husserl before him fought to
create a philosophy whlch avoided the problems of both

realism and idealism in relation to more traditional . _
epistemology and metaphysics, so Ricoeur seeks to create



a philosophy of language which avoids today's major
alternatives of romanticism and formalism . . .

The hermeneutic tyrn is that direction which
attempts to go between formalism and romanticism and
‘to formulate a phenomenology of language which exceeds
both the Husserlian and existential versions of '
_phenomenology (lhde, 1971: 162).

.Althhugh highly critical of the Husserlian program, Ricoeur stresses the

impottance'of‘nqt favohing the Lebenswelt or Crisis Husserl over the
wHusseri pf the ldeas. | N
Nhilé translating ldeas I, Ricoeur %fvélobed a strong respett for
the pre-Crisingussérl;z» In the‘lgggzthicoéEr found the str?ctnes§ of_;
method that hé sought énd from which he maintains.that any phcnoﬁenolpgy;t
going beyond Husserl must begln Husserl's assistant and crltlc Eugen
'Flnk held that the prlmary theme of lgggi_was that of the ”orlgln of the
world“ in transcendental sungctlvuty;‘ Although Ricoeur does not disf

V
«

o _— : . .
agree with Fink, Ricoeur's translation of ldeas !°led him to conclude

that- this is not the primary|theme\ (Ballard, 1967: xv). Instead, the

theme of the 'origin of the world" is a guide to Husserl's génetal‘philo-

sophical aim, which is to upveil the ego and its constitutive function.

According to Ricoeur, the orld;»originatiﬁg.in transcendental subjectiv-

: !
ity, is to be viewed as a llmltatlon placed upon the ego.  The world is
the lndex of the ego sPp ssibilities. Hence Ricoeur's interpretation of

"Ideas situates it Wj'hl .the perspactuVevdefihed'by the Cartesian
““‘f} : . o EEE—
Meditations. .
—_— | s
The.ldeas‘l d scrlbes an ascentling path wh1ch leads to what

1

Husserl calls. the reductton of “suspensuon” of the natural thesis of the

'world‘(Rlcoeur ‘42§7b 16) ~-This redugtion is also a conversion of the

r
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subject itself’which frees lt;from the limitation of the natural attitude.
| The subject which is hidden from |tself as part of the world dlscovers <iL ‘
|tself as the foundation of the world. Thus for Ricoeur, to dlscover ?
the transcendental SUbJeCtvlS precnsely to found’ beluevnng in the world
(Rlcoeur 1967b 26) . The movement from Husserl to Ricoeur is a movement
toward the suspICIon that radlcalness in phllosophy |s\not to be attained
. hy way of an egology d@thOUt ontology. The self and the world stand in
.a dellcatebalance.
The necessxty to retain ontology retlects the limits Ricoeur
_sees in Husserl's p:enomenolOglcal method, eSpecially when it approaches
the range of |nvoluntary phenomena or mystery  The |nfluence of Gabrlel
Marcel on Ricoeur's nntellectual development enters here 3 Marcel's‘cen—
tral intuition, expressed in the concept of “nncarnatlon s precnsely
'one of ‘an ultimate ontolog:cal unlty o? man's benng in- the-world and so
standslln clear contrast to the dlchotomy of subJect and obJect For
Marcel the problem is neither one of relattng the: subJect and the obJect
" nor of reducnng one of them to. the other but rather one of:descrrblngv
the polar structure of thenr ultlmate unlty (Rlcoeur 1966"xiii) Ri-
coeur accepts Marcel's ‘basic insight of the ultamate unnty of subJect
and obJect in lncarnatlon but, unllke Marcel Rlcoeur flnds that Husserl-
ian phenomenology prov1des an adequate methodologlcal tool for elaboratlng
a
a phllosophy.of man's belng-ln-the-world The. questlon arises as to how
. Rlcoeur proposed to employ the phenomenologlcal method and what modi fica-

‘tions he made The shlft from phenomenology to exnstent:al phenomenology

points to some of the llmltatlons and dlfflcultles of Husserl's philosophy.



In his essay ﬁn:“Exi$tedtial Phenomenology,“ ﬁicoeﬁr»notesighat
the existentfaliét theme of the owned and lived body places a limit~uhon
the Husserlian method of reduction. Neither the body, througﬁ which | am
inserted in the world,. nor its involuntary behavior,lwill allow for our
suspension of.their éxistence: The theory of the ''owned body" ;s the
crltlcal p0|nt where the breakdown of objective thlnknng is consunmated
‘and where the perspectivist doctrine of perception is EZtablished (Ri;
coeur, 1967b: 209). Yet th:s rccognltuon was not sole]y post Husserllan
In the works and manuscripts of the last ten years Husserlian phenomenol-
ogy became more.éx15tént|a|.to the'degree that the problem of perception
took precedehcé over afl other problé;s. ~In the later_Hussgrl, pefcep-
tion is described as the initial basis andlgenetic origin of all:
operations of consciousness (Ricoeur,>1967b: 20&).

"Existenz philosophie" influenéed Ricoeur's early intellectual
_endeavors which were aimed at férmulating.a conéfete philosophy of Eumani
existence. Howeyer; Riéﬁehr's fntercsts shifted away fromvspecificélly .
existéhtialist tasks: ‘

While he began hlslcarecr wutﬁ an open and frlendly _ ¢

attitude toward the existentialist philosophies, during

ten years of teaching he found his general sympathies

tempered by more traditional emphases which eventually
moved him further from existentialism (lhde, 1971: 9).

.
For Ricoeur, the inner Eglgf_bf‘all pﬁiiosophy is fatibﬁality; and.éVen

if the existen;falists do not fgcognize it;-Ricoéur maintainsvthat theif‘
km?'in contribu;ion fs the discovery.of‘a_neh diménsion of,rétionality.
The phenomengdogy termed "existéntial" is ﬁot aﬁother'diyisién‘ju;tapose& o

to tfanstendental phenomenology, but, rather, this phenomenology is

a"method placed in the service of the problems concerning existence .
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(Rlcoeur, l9o7b: 203). R|coeur sees exnstentnal phenomenology as .
.a transntlon between transcendental phenomenology and an as yet unspeci-
fied ”phenomenology open to ontology." But before elaborating this
turn, it is relevant.td briefly indicate some of‘Rlcoeurls criticisms of
specific writers affiliated with eX|stentlal phenomenology

Although Rlcoeur approves of Heidegger's enlargement of the sense

of "world," his’ sympathy with Heidegger is llmlted As early as the pub-‘

lication of Belng and Time, Heldegger transcended the central demands of‘-

Husserl's conception of lntentlonallty (Splegelberg, 1971a: 566). To the ﬁ%%
contrary, Ricoeur contendS'that Husserl“s conception of intentionality as

conSCEOUSness of something must remainfcentral to phenomenological method.

With reference to Merleau Ponty and Sartre Rlcoeur is in agreement with
E thexr crutrcal attitudes toward Husserl's transcendental idealism. How—.
ever, Rlcoeur CrlthIZeS Merleau Ponty for exclu51vely orlentlng himself
to the Lebenswelt Husserl. ‘Merleau-Ponty's neglect of the Husserl of the
lgggg_tends to make phenomenology solely a study of existential signifi-
:.catlons And while Rncoeur s@bports (wuth some reservatlons) Sartre! s'
conceptions of |ntent|onal|ty and imagination, Ricoeur dlsagrees with
Sartre S phllosophy of freedom as essentlally negation (l967b 210- ll)
-"Central to R|coeur is the motif of reconcillatlon-—a reconcnlla-’

tion of man with hlmself hlS body, and the world Behind this motif

A ‘l‘

- lies Ricoeur's vaster,scheme for a ”reconcnled ontology“ (lhde l97l 8)

{
,Startlng with the fundamental pﬂ?losophlcal experlence of man as a broken

unlty, Rlcoeur moves on, by way of a second and ontol09|cal reflectlon

upon the ”fault” wnthln human w:ll “to approach a hermeneutlc of the
2
myth of eval and an ontology of the fault whlch characterlzes the human

SN et
Fl ey_-.“

» "s’ el J R R



-~ person and ‘is perceptible even prior to the elaboration of an ethic.
Thus ‘Ricoeur's philosophy opens up another possibility. Ricoeur contends
that phenomenology itself contains a nafvety:

, v " The ”constntut(ve” character of consciousness

| - is a conquest of criticism over naturalistic (or mundane)

naivete. But the transcendental level thus won conceals
a second-level naivete--the naiveté of criticism which
consusts in consnderlng the ''transcendental," the.
""constitutive," as the absolutely |rreduc1ble (1967b: 228)
As a consequence,- Ricoeur seeks to radlcallze phenomenology ltself\BV"/
uncovernng the nalvety of transcendental phenomenology If reaching

transcendental phenomenology can be . characterlzed as a ""first Copernlcan

Revolut|on " then a ''second Copernican Revolutlon” is needed to pass from

transcendental phenomeno]ogy‘to ontologlcal phcnomenology in order to vgﬁf

remove the ego from the center of ontologlcal concern (1967b 232-33). é?y

The problem is how to do thls wuthout returning to the naive obJectlvn’%-

whlch transcendentel phenomeno]ogy initially- overthrem /

to contend with this prob]em

phll;sophlcal career--a project of the Phllosophy of thev,, -
ncontext of the executlon of thls prOJect Rlcoeur s s:ngular ni"k |
:‘INTRODUC{:O&fTO R1COEU§?§ PHILOSOPHI CAL PROGRAM: . PH!LOSOPHY OF-THEleLL" )
L L . o - i

)

The folIOW|ng dlSCUSSlOﬂ outllnes the general scope and dlrectlon

of Paul Ricoeur's' prOJected philosophical program-—“Phllosophy of: the
Wit Rlcoeur, in approachlng the‘problem of |ncarnat|on and of being-
in-the~world, relues heavcly on Husserl:an phenomenologlcal method Thus

the entire phllosophlcal program is conducted within' phenomenologlcal
®
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brackets as an intentionalkanalysis. Although it is risky to discuss
Ricoeur's still-continuing contribution to the refinement of Husserlian
method, ‘the task is undertaken,‘ance Ricoeur's unique perspective on

~ phenomenological method is most understandable within the broader con-

text of hié projected life's work. The generai scheme~of Ricoeur's
pr99r§mlis presented in‘Tablg 1 below. _ o | A ' o

Ricoeur's grandiose pfdject for alﬁBIIOSophy of the Will took
its inception from Husserl of the ldeas.

At several points in Ideas | Husserl ‘indicates
that the problems of the will could and should be en-
tirely repeated and recast by the method of intentional
analysis which had already borne its first fruits onm the
level of the perceptual consciousness and more generally -
on the level of objectivating dcts. He outlined this
‘transposition of -the method to the “affective and voli-
tive subjective processes' in two directions. -
Phenomcnqlogy applied to these new subjective processes
will firs¢ have to exemplify the universality of inten-

~ tional analysis,'anq in particular the universality of
. the distinction between noema and noesis (Ricoeur, 1967b:
2]3)_ . AN - :

‘ Basgd upon Husserl;s suggesfions, Ri coeur projected é three-phase
philosophical prdgram‘whfch‘is sfiil being‘elaborated (sée Tablé l);.
The t;skvof.Phasevl (Eidetics of.theluill) is a phenomenological
,descriptioﬁ;ofvthe esﬁentia] or eidetic structures of manfs'being-in—
‘thefwbrld. Thevmaiq}aim is fo vindicate the ?g]evance of an intenfioﬁél
an?lys%s-of'man's:fuhdamental possibilities (Ricoeur, 1967b: 214); The
“analysis of man's "fu;sgkental possibilities" or ?structuré;” of the

will is. conducted with a double bracketing which excludes bbth the dimen-

sion of fault and the diéension of Transcendence. Through eidetic

-3

bracketing, Ricoeur is able to separate the essential structure of man's

being-iﬁ-the-world from its special existential characteristics.
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Yet; |n splte of the extensive use he makes of Husserl Ricoeur is

scrupulously careful trﬁav01d any reductncn of. the world to the subJect
Q £
Rlcoeur presents his basic methodgt gical prlncnple through whlch he.
v

"
i
f ] t
seeks to avoid either'reduction or pplarization of subject and obgect, lﬁ-

in the somewhat cryptic formula th

""the voluntaryvls by reason of the

%Aﬁ& involuntary while-thevinvoluntary:i
¢ - :
voluntary and. 1nvoluntary stand in a reciprocal'relation. This relation

. for the voluntary,“ In other words,

could be paraphrased into less precnse but more famlllar termlnol%gy by
saylng that while nature makes freedom actual freedom makes, nature

‘mean|ngful, and nelther can ultlmately be separated from the other‘
(Kohdk, 1966 xv). B

| Thls baslc prtncnple of rectproclty of.the voluntary and the
lnvoluntary also serves ‘as Rlcoeur s gu:de in brldglng the gap between
phenomenology and the emplrlcal hunan sciences. " The distlnction permits

Ricoeur to dlfferentlate descrlptnon and explanatlon k Accordxng to'

Rlcoeur the lnvoluntary has no meanlng of - lts own O/ly the. relatlon -

s '

”LbetWeen voluntary and. |nvoldntary is intelligible. Descrlptnon is de-

"ﬁlned,as~understanding in terms of the relation between voluntary and

nyoluntary (1967b 218). ~This is why Rucoeur beglns with a descrlp-
tign of the voluntary aspect after which he consnders what lnvoluntary
'structures are needed to make that act or that aspect of<;he will Intelll‘ 

'glble Hence the first task posed is. to dlstlngu15h the most “natural

[N

artlculatlons of‘WIIltng“ (1966: 6). The articula:ions of willing are

7 the QUIde lnto the realm of the lnvoluntary And entry into this realm
»proceeds by appllcatlon of the Husserllan maxim that |ntentionality is

x

consciousness; and,‘furthermore, that.consciousness Ls always

-



-
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_consciousness of something In Ricoeur's terms, the artacul7£}9
ur//

“the w:lled” as correlate of w1ll|ng is preCIsely what direct

~description (1966¢ n. g

4
-

~In general terms, Ricoeur's theory of the voluntary an&kthe

"ary is one of understandlng how' a dlstunctlve understandlng of

; ‘
subjecf've structures of the voluntary and an encompaSSIng.sense of the’

mystery of |ncarnat|og/mutually complete and limit each other This aim

is exempli £ |ed in Freedom and Nature where the ‘task is to understard the

mystery as reconciliation, that is, as restoration; even on the clearest

level of consciousness, of the. original concord of vague consciousness

withlits body and its world. in this sense, the theory of' the voluntary

and tnvoluntary not only descrubes and understands but also restores

(Rlcoeur 1966: 18 19). Ricoeur's study of the volunt ry and the lnvol-

untary is a limited- contrlbutxon to a far broader scheme which would be |

——

ca- reconcnled ontology

. - ‘ )
In the second phase of Rlcoeur s program (Emplrlcs of -the Wlll)

the eidetic brackets lmposed nn PhaSe 1 are removed. The subject matter

~

is actual eX|stence, or a descrnpﬁlve phenS%%nology of existence as it

is reflected in conscnousness The shlft From ?hase J to Phase 2 ls

<

expressed by Rucoeur in these words

: The analytical descruptlon of overlapplng

*  intentionalities within the willing consciousness js = *
only a first stage for phenomenology. There remains
-the task of recapturing the whole movement of conscious-
Mness opening from the future, making ifs landscape wuth_
its deeds,  and working. through what it has not done.’
The questaon of the’ lnterpretatlon of. the\whole of the T
life of consciousness arises in this passaye from
|ntentlonal analysis to existential synthes)s (1967b: 220) .

~

e
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. Furthermore, the questlon of ontology is still su5pended

4nat re, emplrlcal descrlptlon of nature is

vy
.proach emplrlcal sc1ence ”dlagnostlcally,“

. - e

Although the eidetic brackets are removed,

PEY
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the phenomenologncal brackets'

.remain since the. approach Stlll beglns wnth an lntentlonal analysns.

The two’ representatnve publucatlons of Phase 2 are Rncoeur s

phenomenology to hermeneutuc phenovcnology,
&

Falllble Man and The Symbollsm of Evil. Fallible Man examines the exis-
tentual pOSSlblllty oF‘evul- however, ‘it is llmlted in that this work
. ' ’7.
.does not yet reach the level of the experlenced fact of evnl This 1imi-

' tatnon opened the way for -the methodologlcal shift from structural

marked by the publlcatlon of -

The. Symbollsm of Evnl ~In this work,'an attempt is, made to reach the -

very experiernce of evil,'not as a reflexnve formulatlon in consciousness

which'remOVéé it to the level of possabnluty but as a pre-reflexnve ex-

- perience of the fact of evil, . It is.in symbolnc express:ons of ewul and

thelr systematnzatlon in myths that a concrete experience presents |tself

for phllosophtcal analysns

Ln this second phasgm‘the phenomenology of the wull revises

not overthrow it (Rlcoeur l967b 228) Unllke the exnstentlallsts Rl-

Husserlnan transcendentalnsm?nn 2 more existential dlrectlon b%t”doe&

coeur VéJects nelther tradltlonal phllosophy nor empxrlcal sc:ence but

rather makes extensnve use of both Slnce

/

,for phllosophy But, since phllosophy,‘as

freedom |s lncarnate in

prlma facae relevant evtdence

Ricoeur understands it, is

l
wlntentlonal analys:S of the ‘subject’ s belng-ln the-world it has to apt>>

as a. descrlptlon of "'symptoms ,"*

i ’a

Ihthat is, descrlptlon of the ways |n whlch the coglto becomes actual in”
@' .
o+ the world, aﬁd apply lt to ltS own question, the questuon of the

¢

\
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underlying intentional Structure manlfest through the obJeétlve form.

a‘é"'

_The term dlagnostlcs refers - to thIS process of uncoverlng intentional

structures embodted in empirical descrlptlons (Kohak, 1966: xv) .
E-3

Similarly, the ”hermeheytics“ to which Ricoeur turns at length

3

in Freud and Philosophyk is a complement to dlagnostlcs on the other end

of the spectrum. While . the term daagnostlcs refers. to uncoverlng inten-

tional structures or meanlngs latent in obJectlve, empigihcal description,

o : , ‘ ) ' .ol
so hermeneutics refers to the uncovering of latent mean gs of symbolic
and mys?ifilsexpressions of ‘experience (Kohék, 1966: xv-xvi). Thus

Freud and Philosophy signals the movement Entd Phase 3 (Poetics of the

WIll) of Rieoeur's philosophical program Thls work takes up the ques-

tion left unresolved at the end of The Symbolism. of Evul, namely the -

relatlonsh|p between a hermenetucns of symbols and a phllosophy of con-
crete reflect|on (Rlcoeur 1970: Xll). To be more preci{e Freud and
Phllosoghz is a propadeutlc to Phase: 3 since thls work outl\Qes a-theory’
of symbollc expression and hermeneutic interpretation but does not reach
the level of ontologieal phenomenology, or an ontology of consciuosness.

ln Phase 3 per se (for whlch no maJor publxcatlon as yet has
appeared), a. poetlcs of the will. shall determnne the status of con-
sciousness in the total framework of belng. Ricoeur expresses the
problem_for'a properly ontologieal phenomenology as follows

A Here our problem is to show the resources of BN

a phenomenology of the will in the movement goward the

threshold of ontology. Phenomenology has, in fact, .its

own way of eliciting the transition to the problem 09

the being of the human existent by unveiling a specific

: non-being of the will, an ontological defncnency belonglng
\ to'the will (1967b: 225). .
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The task of an ontologlcal phenomenology/ls to dustlngulsh intentional
analysis of the vision of a reconc1let humanlty from "poetry " In
\

a basic sense of the word, poetry'is the art of conjuring up the world

Es\greated. iC is in effect the order of creation which descrlptlon - ‘

holds in uspensnon The task of the “poet:cs” is the evocatton of the
vision of TranSCendence and reconC|l|at|on A phenomenology. of man's
being-in-the-world remains lncomplete as. long as it doesanot include an

intentional analysns of the vision. But again the poetics of the will

I
i

continues to oper e wuthin ohenomenologncal brackets ' The question of

'.the ontologlcal status of Transcendence and reconsullatloh remains in
suspension (Kohak, 1966: xvi).-
In order ‘o prepare an understandlng of the Poetlc we”need to
strlve'at length to understand freedom as a rulg_over‘mottves powers,
and even over the necessuty built into its very hear (Rlcoeur 1966:. 30) .
A There is no thlnkable system of - Freedom and Transcendence any more“thanf
oﬁnireedom and‘nature.. The paradox of ?reedom and Transcendence can be
sustained only as a mystery whlch lt is the task of poetics to.dlscern
1,(Rlcoeur 1966 33)- The abstractlon of the fault and of Transcendence
'makes lt possuble to - restore the meanlng of frezdom understood. as ‘a dia-
logue w1th nature. Such abstractlon is necessary in order to understand
-as»much as possible the paradox and the mystery of cncarnate freedom.
The turn to an ontologlcal phenomen0109y presents a danger in
that such a turn may return one to the rule of- the obJect whlch transcen-
_idental phenomenology had to overcome rn the flrst place In the foldownng

sectlon, a more |ntensnve examination is made of’ Rucoeur s shlft from the

method0109y of structural phenomenology to that of hermeneutlc phenomenology

'l

Y
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RICOEUR'S METHODOLOGY: A SHIFT FROM STRUCTURAL TO |
HERMENEUT I C PHENOMENOLOGY — .

The generalvstrategy of opposing two sides of a polarity leading.
S e

to a limit concept is a major tactic of Ricoeur's thought. A dialectic

v

 of oppositions, limited i a third term, femains‘the halimark of-
’ i | o ‘ v
Ricoeur's method: :?'

In the play and countefplay of phenomenplogy -and
_counter-phenomenology Ricoeur seeks to isolate latent
- phenomenologies from their objectivist contexts _and to-
providé _a critique which destroys the naivete of the ob-
Jectivisy attitude toward the subject. But in the same
play and cdunterplay a set of limits ultimately shows -
that the countermethods may not be taken up into a cen-
' trally weighed focus. The dialectic remains one of only
partly overlapped circles (Ihde, 1971: 16) . :
In Ricoeur's view all methods are dia]cétically limited and are:foUnded
- through the discovery of limits. To discover the limits of a method
opens the passibility of exceeding that method.

" Don Ihde (1971) hasvdistinéuished two phases .in Ricoeur's
‘methodological development--an earlier “structural phenomenology'' fol-

lowed by a later “hermeneutic-phehomenology.“g‘Riééeurhhag both
vindicated (hde'skcjassffitapiéh and dffeﬁpted to account ‘for this meth-
odological shift. According to Ricoéur, this shift is partly a response

to historical changes in philosophical problematics:
At first | was absorbed by the question: What is will?
I took it as quivalent to the question undertaken by
Merleau-Ponty: What is perception? It was thus that o
" -the. relation voluntary  nvoluntary became the center of = ~:"
gravity for afl/otheﬁ.qgestions.fmToday the relationship
“between speech and acti®mn (or saying-doing) seems to ‘me
+ £t be mbreagg;ompéssing. ‘The question of language is
thus no longer simply a milieu in.which a discourse on
.action can be articulated; it is a mode of .being, a pole
. of existence as fundamental as action itself. A new .
> equilibrium between _uying and doing'musc'bcbsought,

Y o

P
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but it has not yet bé%njfound It will give the future
""Poetics of the Will' an entirely different aspect from
the one whlch was |n|t|ally foreseen (1971: xnv)

Thelshlft from structural to hermeneutic phenomenology .entails a movement Ve
‘from the study of the structures of experlence to the study of concrete
expressions un symbols and myths that man makes concerni his existence.
In other words, the hermeneutlc turn shlfts attention to e_question of

- language, commené:ng wi th symbollc dlscourse Rlcoeur holds that the
|nterpretat|on of symbols is the focal ponnt for all hermeneutics today,
The need to understand symbolac dnscourse is the theme for Rlcoeur's.

' A
ent v 1to the philosophy of language. The hcrmeneutic turn finds its
Justnflcatlon in a need to elaborate concepts |nd|rectly and
dlalectlcally rather than dlrectly and univocally.

The elabOration of a hermeneutic phenomenology arlses in
conJunctlon with Rlcoeqr s alm‘to radlcallze all phenomenology., While
the Husserllan phenomenological epoche Served to dlspel the nalvety of

h'the standponnt of the natural attitude the questlon arises as to the

possrble nalvety of the phenomenologlcal epoche itself. Ricoeur Wants
to dlspel thns second nalvety (i.e e., radlcalize.all phenomenology) by

“readlng” of the wnll in a' poetlcs“ which would dlsplace the

a final

subject'from its self-made circle. ThIS “pothcs " hermeneutlc in its

mode of |ndr>ectness has not yet been formulated However, the need

for.tkls po tics‘has-been antlcipated from the outset of Ricoeur's philo-
¥/ \

sophlcal program and furthermore its demands have been clarified in

_the publ:catton of Freud and Phulosophy (1hde, 1971 19).5 “In the subse- _'

vquent dlscu5510n the sallent features of Rlcoeur s methodology are 'v;o

outlined, |llustrat|ng some oF the chronologlcal alteratlons to Rlcoeur S
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method as it shifts from‘a structural to hermeneutic phenomenology.

The structural phenomenology of Freedom and Nature anticipates

Ricoeur's subsequent hermeneutics In the dlalectlcal confllct between
!

phenomenologlcal and obJect:ve universes of dlscourse, a latent herme-

. neutics emerges ¢ By the so-called method of diagnostic, 6 the flndlngs

of phenomenology are played off against the flndlngs of obJectlve studles.
A

The purpose is tovlndlrectly gain a better understanding‘of the movement

1

- from.existence to objectivity in which the subject becomes alienated from

the full sense of its experlence9
| Thewlatedt hermeneutics is antncnpated in two ways: (l) the

dnagnostnc is the’ methodologlcal antucnpatlon of a general dlalectlcv

whlﬁggpermeates all of Rlcoeur s thought and (2) the playing off . of the

findings of phenomenology agalnst the " flndlngs of obJectlve studles

raises the uestlon as to how he sub ect can aSStmtlate more than one
q J

perspectlve; The answer to this questlon is found in the movement

toward: the formulation of a new perspectlve which raises the two opp051ng

?

' perspectlves to a dlfferent level (1hde, 1971: 55- 56) In brtef he

methodologlcal *ESson from Freedom and Nature is that fundamental possi— ‘

‘

bllltles of the will have both an’ upper ldeallty llmlt and a lower )
obscurlty limit. And furthermore these.strUCQUral limits can be’
interpreted_“in a'Kantnan sense."

“Fallible Man beglns From thls Kantlan sense of llmlts as it
; -

,elevates structural ggenomenology to a hugher level The appeal to

v e

a Kantlan idea as a limit concept |s employedfby Rncoeur in an attempt

to ellmlnate the transcendental ldeallSM(Wthh is |nherent in the

.Husser}ian_xegﬁion of phenomenology By castlng phenomenology in J]‘_
. 4 .. ll “Ja . :
S : s CREY : o .
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a Kantian‘interpretive framework, the cogito is prevented from maklng
a circle with |tself hence phenomenology is stopped short of becomnng

fully idealistic (lhde 1971: 59). Accord|ng to Ricoeur, the Kantian
) %

foundatlon and llmlt is provided by a return to the dlstlnctuon between

intention and lntuntlon In Husserlian terms thls means that an inten-

¥

tion need not be fulfllled snnce .empty intentions are permlSSIble,
Rlcoeur makes the strong claim that all intentions stop short of total

fulfilliment (1hde, 1971:-60). Thus, the Kantlan |nterpretatson/yimits

transcendence to an xntentlonallty wi thout total fulflllment

]

In general, Fallible Man remalns on the snde of a structural

phenomenology, and its task is to do a “phenoménology of falllblllty" as
the fundamental possnbllty of human will (Ihde 1971: 66). The goal of
Fallible Man is to understand the structures of the will as a totallty

.

but its achlevement is not to be taken as a fundamental ontology.

Ricoeur limits structural phenomenology so that"- lt remalns short of
a deductlon of man's actual _experience of evil’ and sufferung. Instead,

Rlcoeur |nvest|gates the realm of expressnons of evul under the sign’ of
\ .

Fault (lhde 1971: °80).

With the publlcatlon of The Jymbollsm of Evil, Ricoeur begins

a detour |nto a mythics whlch is concerned wnth relxglous confession of .
»experlenced ev€; ‘and sufferlng. Methodologlcally~Speak|ng, this publn-\
cation begins the turn to hermeneutlcs in the full sense of
lnterpretatlon 7 Hermeneutlcs presupposes that a “teXt" or an “"expres-
sron“ has somethlng to say whlch in turn can: be |nterpreted or resaid

in another way. “In Rlcoeur S view, hermeneutlcs is a "reading":or

a‘“ltstenlnd'to what'ls,sald_(lhde, 1971:.83), Hermeneutlcs.ls the
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~specuf|c way in which Rlcoeur opens up the problem of language. For
Rlcoeur, symbols and myths are  the prlmlt}ves of language' hence, to
uncover the‘symbol is to locate the “fullness of language“ since, pre- -

/

-sumably, syﬁbols enlgmatlcally house - language ln,The Symbolism oF'Evil,

the study df Ianguage is limited to expressions dealing with the symbols -

and myths'of evil. The symbolic lanchage of the confessnons of evil is

«

the flel# of understandlng Fault as th ex:steﬂttal situation of man.

,\.1

;

/

Experlence is read through the expressudsslof angulsh found in the
confess:ons of evil (Ihde 197l 95) . I

\

\
Y

< Ricoeur's overall aim is to ”elevate symbols to the rank of
existential coneepts” (Ihde, 1971: 102) . kt is the symbol whichtreveals
originary experience. The symbol reveals experience through expression;

the myth |nterprets the express:on whlch the sywbol gives, The herme-~
neutlc problem at thls level is one of flndlng an lnterpretatlon which
is ‘adequate to the lnvarlance of the symbol Thus , the expertence of
evil mus t be |nterpreted in such a way as to retain the prlmary
_|ntent|onal|t|es of the symbol (thde, 1971: 129).

v

In The Symbolism of Evil, Rncoeur dlscovered that the Structure

g of symbols were multl—layered While this work dealt with the cosmic

aspects of symbolnc dascourse Rucoeur s next najor publication, Freud

and - Phalosophy, pays attentlon to the psychlc s:de of symbol structures

Hence; Freud and Phllosophy contlnues the lnterrogatlon of symbolic
meanlng, thus sharpentng the hermeneutlc tool. ln general this. publl—

cation serves as a propadeutlc to a yet unwritten work whlch would reach

.

.the Ievels of goesus ltself ) .
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The two main goals of Freud and Phllosophy are (l to relnterpretlﬁ_

”(2) to elucxdate i?

b Y A
V. T">. W
phllosophlcally Freud and his intellectual Jodﬁﬁkg’

In the latter |nstance . the partucu'ar aim’ i to rela

}the unconSCIous

gg%he oonceptnon .

of the unconscuous to-a problem of |nterpretat|on (1hde, 1971 132).8 :
The method by which Ricoeur approaches these two tasks is. to

follow hlS general strategy of opposnng two S|des of a polarlty leadlng

. to a llmlted third term.. In Freud and Phllosophy, the dialeCtic exhibits
three distinct moments. The flrst moment is one of.oppoSition,_fOCUSslng
on the debate between a hermeneutlcs of belief and a counter—hermeneutlcs
.of susp:cnon While ''belief'" serves to restore lost meaning, sdspicion”_ @
serves to guard agaln%t‘illQSIOn or false conscioUsness., The second'mo-‘

ment of the dialectic is one of approximation. Concern is on the

lndlrectness of method, spec:fncally wnth a comparnson of Husserl's phe-
nomenologlcal reductxcns as they approxnmate the Freudian theory of ‘the

unconscious. The - thlrd moment |s the Hegellah moment which in RICOEur s

usage restores a rad|cal|zed understandlng of the symbol and the subject.
The effect of the three moments. of the dialectic is twofold

First . the Frehdlan perspectlve by lumltlng and radncaluznng phenome-
‘nol09y, serves to limit the phenomenologlcal tendency toward transcendental
fldeallsm.- Second the Freudian radlcallzatlon of phenomenology is coun-
'terbalanced by a “new phenomenology“ whlch-emerges from the Hegellan
posntlon Rlcoeur does not aim ‘to fuse Freud and Hegel but »rather ‘to
show that both the Freudlan and Hegellan posntlons meet q%skhe movement

of becomnng self consc1ou5'
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Whereas Hegel llnks an explicit teleology of mind or
cspirit-to am implicit archeology of life and desire,
Freud links a thematized archeology of - the unconscnous }
to an unthematized teleology of the process of becoming
.. . conscious. - | do not confuse Hegel with Freud, but
- | seek to find in Freud an inverted image of Hegel in .
order to discern, with the chelp of this schcma, certain’
Q? ‘dialectical Features which,' though obV|ously operative
_ ,g%&? inanalytic practlce have not found in the ‘theory
a cggplete systematxc elaboratlon (Rlcoeur 1970: 46l-62).
l :
detour into Freud as hermeneut grovndes a model for the regressive
i . |
f decenterlng immediate consc10bsness by uS|ng a theory of the

l

ious ag the set of" rules Whlc4 provides the decenterlng lts

i
l

gain 5ug ests an. ”archeology of refleptlon " But it ls‘also‘neCessary

© to recognl e an antlthe5|s to an archeology, an inverse side which is

apr 06:/;snv

'whnch is under tood From the -one which Follows This model is provided

genesis of meanlng through successlye Flgbres,-eachvof

by Hegellan herm 'eutncs w1th_|ts progress:ve'and teleological‘dlrec?

tion. Since these nrectlons (regreSS|ve and progressrve) are two, s ides
ofva Slngle lnyerS|on,’eaeh lsblmplled in the other These‘twov
|nterpretatlons_meet&lh . thlrd term whlch is t@p/eymbolfiteelf (Ritoeur,
1970: . 495) . L |

'Accordlngito:Rlcoeur the problem of the symbol is co extens:ve

70: 16).  The reason for this equality

; f
-f}?_s?)°

- | - .‘f
/wlthlhj

of symbol and language is. to be und in the conéept of the ”f

language " Presumably, the symbol a ready halds thls fullnes

W’
utself enlgmatlcally The symbolnc exp ession is thé’place within lag-

of meannng.
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Through the detour into Freud, Ricoeur claims an advance in
‘understanding the enigmas of the symbol. Reread as rules of interpre-
tation, the Freudian theory of the unconscious relates back to the

probleh.of the symbol. The theory of the-unconscious is a fatent thébry

of Ianguage (a difficult and metaphorical languagmﬁﬁwhich'requires

a Feading aiméd at revealing hiﬁd%nvweaﬁihgi The thedry’;f the uncon-
‘SCFSU3 and the technique’ofvfﬁdiréctnegs.in the therapeutic re]atiohshipv
combfne as the "excess" of F}eud}anism which is not reducible to‘phendm—
.venological;'efIQCtion (Ricoeu;, lSipfyhOS).' Ricoeurhemploys this
Freudian Yexcess" to radicali#e'ﬁheégménology in drder to circﬁmvent the
tendency foward transcendental ideal%%m. ‘HoweQer, Ricoeur is cafefulvto
.FCOunterbaién;eAthfs "excess! of Freudiéﬁ;psychéana]ysis. Hegel pfévfdes
the.céuntérﬁfocus which aims at attainin; a balance. in Freud, the
coming td-ﬁelf—conscioyshess'is the progfess?ve counterpart to the regres-
sfve unfoldiné of the psycﬁe." ﬁegél jnverts Freud, and Ricoeur
ultimately sides with Heéel-. A prpgressfve analysis of symbdls and the
%elf will haye thg last word in this.xedreSS“qf ihe Freudian '‘excess'

o

(Ihde, 1971: 159). .

-~
Ko

The diaTecfica] detour, which_révealed tﬁeshﬁltiplicityvof
levels in éymbols, ultimatély parallels a basic phénomenologica‘ view.
Fbr Ricoeur_the §yﬁb6| is thé\concrete'eXPression which has‘a multfplg
function (1970: ]6).‘.Transiating this éﬁaﬁemént into phenomenblogicai
terms is to say that phenbmené display mﬁlfib]e dimensions. That is;
a phenomenon is.almggi alwafsifound to be richer fhén One;jﬁitially'
_mighl expeggi that }g} Pheﬁbmena‘are multiple and complex in:struct%re_

.(lhde,_1971: 161)...Tﬁé'multiplicity of "functions fn symbols is nmot to
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be considered problematic¢. Rather the symbol allows for the possibility
of carrying and engenderlng multiple and oppoSung |nterpreE$t|ons each
of which is self-consistent (Ricoeur,'l970: h96). ZQ/
DIRECTIVES FROM RICOEUR'S HETHODOLdGiCAL APPROACH

\ E .

J .

The following discussﬁon'bresents; (1) a short summary of

Ricoeur’'s program as discussed above, (2) the main emphasis in’Ricoeur'S

thought since Freud and Phllosophy, and (3) a concluding statement

which brlefs my lnferpretatlon of the essential features charaeterizing
Ricoeur's methodic d¢QCedure. |

| In both fte Structural and-hermeneutic modes, Ricoeur's S
phenomenology sought to establlgh a balance between the extremes of

romantnctsm and formalism. |In Structural phenonenoloqy, a Fundamental

p055|b|l|ty was seen to have both a “top” or |deallty limit and’

"bottom' or obscurlty limit. -The dialectical'detour of hermenehtic Y
phenomenology further demarcated these two linitsﬂ .Freudian regress}Oe
hermeneutics established the “bottom“ or obscurlty l|m|t Hege]l
progressive hermeneutxcs began to establish the “top“ or |dea||ty ]Imlt

' Rlcoeur s tactic of nnvertlng Hegel and Freud concluded wuth the

- designation of Freud and Hegel as two ends of a SIngle scale of symboll-

-

zatlon._nThe structure of gymbols, whxch lles at the bo tom or obscurity‘
border of lqnguage,\aseends frqm its base_toward its id:;] possibflity;.
: which is the creation (poesis) of-human»noasibilities

Hermengutics substitutes the natural world of the body

and the thing for the cultural world of the: symbol and

the subject, a language world.  The symbols as the
"living words' of culture are the historical baS|s from -
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% which man understands himsetf, The language world
Yo is the cultural” lnfeworld (Ihde 1971 163, emﬁﬁasns
added)

o

3

The fullness«of language is a fundamental possiblllty'lnscribed in and’
upon the authentlc symbols of hlstorlcal cultures

There are two related dlrectlves found in Rlcoeur s

“a

lnterpretatlon of Husserl's view of language which are 'rally employed.

5

by Rlcoeur. First, language ‘is essentially‘a mediation, a third term,
situated between two limlts or borders: . ,\

. The flrst one, as we sand, constitutes its |deal of
Jdogicity, its telos: all meanings must be able to . ~
- be converted into the logos of - ratlonallty, the se-
cond one no longer constitutes an ideal, but a ground,

a soil, an origin, an Ursprung. Language may be
" reached "*from above,'" from its logical limit, or "from

: below," from its . llmlt in-mute and elemental experience.
In ntself it- %Q\a medium, a medlatlon, an exchange _ - %
between Telos and Ursprung (Rlcoeur 1967C' 209) .

A

, & . )
‘SeCOnd ‘the. phenomenologléal reductlon is patterned upon a certaln

v

understandlng of language - The way bektween llmltS attributes bot* < cer-
tain immanence and a certaln transcendence to language (lhde l97l 168)
Lan uage can be nelther pure ideality nor a snmple descrlptxon of the 'l
generatlon of meannng from pre- l|nQU|st|c exper:ence All language is’
already |nst|tuted as a breaklng of any unlty W|th natural surroundlngs'
These two dlrectlves taken from Husserl, provnde the platform
from which Rlcoeur dlStlngUlSheS hls own method from that of exlstentlal
phenomenology and from the llngUl;?lC SC|ences ‘While he agrees wuth
exnstentlal phenomenology for rera:sung the questxon of the subject and ' ?
. his experlence Ricoeur cr|t|c12es exxstentlal pthomenology for almost \h
- taking SUbJeCtIVItY for a dlrect ontology (lhde 1971 170) ~ This tendehcy
g

excludes objectivist galns from the outset Rlcoeur_attempts to take yp
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the debate with the.linguistlc sciences in such ‘a manner as to inclupe ]

the findings of objective investigation.

Given the .development of Ricoeurls_phlloSophical program thus

far, the final outcome remains germinal. However, it is relevant to

-

note that Ricoeur has begun to reformulate the main idea ofYRis last

major publlcatxon Freud and Phllosophy In a series of ar:"les‘v describ*
ing his more recent stuxy of ahe llngUISth dlSClpllneS Rlcoeur contends.
that his equatxon of . the problem of symbol with that of language really

is a problem more broadly wlthln the realm of language. According to
,RICOCUF, he falled to see this in his study of the symbole ot‘evil and”

the detour by way of Freud (Ihde, 1971: 167). g
| : : < kmﬁ

In his debate.with the llngulstlc SCIenc§§ bRicoeur employs his’
_familiar dlagnostlc method whereby one seeks to be |nformed by the flnd-
|ngs of obJectlvxsm but never. reduced to |ts methods In-thns instance, Lo

" the term “dlagnostlcs” refers térthe process of uncoverlng lntentlonal

structures embodled in emptrlcal descrlptl The result of Rlcoeur s \)'

dlagnostlc |nvest|gatlon of. strqstural llnguls{xcs is the de-mystificaF

L d

tlon of the problem oF the symbol\ ‘What Ricoeur dlscoﬁers is that. the

=

szmbol is not prnvnleged because it is poetic, spontaneous; or polysemic.
For that matter, all the words of an ordinary language have muttiple

P : 10 ‘ o . ' ' '
“significations. As a consequence, untvocity rather than polysemy m&v
‘ emerges as problematic to Ricoeur. Nevertheless, the defmystificatlon
of polysemy does not mean that.the "mystery'' of language has vanished.
' -But there is a mystery of lanc :nge. It s that language

says, says somethlng, says something of being. If there’

is an enigma of symbollsm it 1csides entirely at the level

_of manifestation where the equivocity of being becomes said

in discourse (Rncoeur quoted and translated by lhde, 1971: 180).
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.For Ricoeur, the word is :that instance of language which mediates between

structure and event. _Thus, the w0rd in- thls mediating pOSltIOn, as

o

- a thlrd.term, is like the symbol The mystery of - the word (I|ke that of

the symbol) necessitates the turn toward an “ontolog of lan’uage " To
, : v 4 g

date , Ricoeur has not tackled this topic. However, as he is well aware,

“

the topnc cannot be C|rcumvented since ‘the '"poetics" of‘the will and the

!

L

_experlence Hence the: speC|al|st |n emplrlca(

broad coriception of ph?losophy of language cross in the question of an
Y P B
ontology of language.]1

The questlon arises as to whether or not Rlcoeur can ever reach

an ontology of language " espec1ally through the use of hls dlagnostlc
TR
method. Our’ contention is that Ricoeur will probably not succeed, espe-

crally through the use of the dlagnostlc -because to reach ontology

Y

llkely reqU|res a “leap of falth of language " So/g remarks by Stephan ‘

Strasser (1963) are lllumlnatlng-in thiS‘regard
Strasser (1963 2h4y) malntalns that it is characterlstlc of

lntellectual life ln our time to desire broader and more profound know-

3

ledge. Metaphy5|cal asplratlons stlll remain relevant to ‘modern man;

S
4

‘howa{er the metaphys:cs suntable for 20th century man must emerge from

- ﬁ‘B
el v 2,
7

a dlalogue WIth the f|nd1ngs of positive science. },n thlS regard

\\ it . ~¢£3

Straiie; parallels Ricoeur. What the phenomenologlcal phllosopher offers

the emplrlcal human sc1ent|st is a meanlngful v1§|on of the facts 67
._,/( o i ~

LANEN

riman sclences must become

acqualnted with the ”language” of -the phtdosnwger. Yet, to provide

‘{‘osopher must be willing to

listen toithe'empirical human sclentisttﬁj}"Strasser has<succinctly

stated: . : . , Y

3
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. . . the specialist will have to be more than a mere
specialist, and the metaphysical '"dreamer' will have
to be more than just a dreamer. Only then will the .
two be able to collaborate fruitfully (1963:- 240-41) .

The route to what Strasser has called the ''third objectivity' depends

upon acquirihg\a metaphysics which can utilize rather than reject posi-.
tive scientific findings. Scientific illumination cannot be undone but

only elevated .to a higher'level; However, as Strasser's historical
vision suggests, the resolution of a metaphysical vision with scientific
findings will require a very special effort.

Briefly summarized, this vision claims that in the.

past Western .thought has ascended from the “natural"
uniformity of archaic cu ture to. the artificial uni-
formity of a universal scientific cuiture. From this
artificial uniformity Western thought will have to ,
risk the leap toward the free multiformity of a great "
metaphysical vision. The leap has to be made, for

there is no other way up (1963: 742, emphasis added).

This conce§tiQn of “Ieaﬁ“ has releyance for Ricoeﬁr, who anticipates frbm
,the'qutset the pbséfb}lity thaf‘he may not be able to generate an
‘”onto]ogical'phenomenology“ withduf.a “leap";or "act of faith;"

Since Ricoeur's work is ﬁot cémplege, it is not fruitful fo»
‘pufsuevthe'question as to Whether'of not Ricoeur will déscribe an_ﬁonté-
légy of language.". From Ricoeur's p?ogrém (as it now stands),‘a number

vof,directiveé arise which are impdrtant to the central task of this
inquiry. | | | | |
7o recapi tulate, the'cchtral task Qf-tﬁi§ inquiry i# to discern .-N
what phenoménology can ;ontribute to $ocf0i§gical qudirzi 'The maiﬁ : 
contention is that phenomenology'can contribu:e a method for the ﬁon;ép-_
~tualization df’éction, TE¢~the$i§’td‘be defended by this iﬁqﬁiry is.

that the phenohedOIogical'Method‘is implicit in the me thodological
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positions of such eminent sociological theorists as Max Weber, Vilfredo
Pareto, Emile Durkheim, and Talcott Parsons. The inquiry now shifts its
attention direc iy to this task.

The historical analysns of selected phenomenologacal posutlons
has led us to the conclusion that the methodologlcal program of Paul
Rlcoeur is relevant for our analysls of the methodologles of selected

ocial action theorists. The principal reasons for this conclusion are
as]follows: (1) Although his method emerges from. a critical assessment °

- and reftnement of Husserlian and exxstentlal phenomenologlcal programs
Rlcoeur s program still embodles the essentlal alms of - phenomenologlcal

_ phllosophy as concelved by Edmund Husserl. (2) Rucoeur s position is-
~emergent from an hlstorlcal review (i.e., h|story of |deas) of. the main

» conceptlons in phenomenologucal phllOSOphy (3) The conceptnon of actlop//
is lmportant to Ricoeur and he antnClpateS the centrallty of this con-

. : . .
ception from the outset of his prOJected phllosophlcal program
Consequently, Rlcoeur points out that the concept of Actlon will emerge
ln h|s Flnal phase (poetlcs of the wull)

The conception of action, so broad and so prectse seems

. to us to acquire its full significance on the level of- s

a Poetics or, better yet of a spiritual analysis of the

will, such as we find in. Pascal, Dostoevski,- Bergson, or

‘Marcel. On this level. there prevail. essentlally unnfxln

concepts, beyond the diversity of acts and in particular

beyond the duality of knowledge -and of acting whose diver-

gence in aim and_ object we have had to respect. Action ‘is
one such unitive concept (1966: 31). - '

(h) 0f the phenomenolo |cal programs surveyed Rncoeur S program most

9

¥

.emphatlcally brlngs the problem of language into the center of focus.
Recall that it was predlcted that the phenomenologlcal me thod and

methodologles ‘of selected socnal actlon theorlsts would converge on the
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essential .variable of language.

Iy

To conclude our discussion of Ricoeur, it is pertinent to

_indicate the main features of his method. These features will subse-

guently serve as,criteria'in the analvsis in Part 111 of thls work 'n
- © ‘ : ’ . ,

its current form, Rncocur 3 phllosophlcal program focusses attentlon on

the problematics of Ianguage The phenomenolog cal me thod by uhlch thls

problem is tackled has three key features--lt is hermeneut:c,_dualectics

and |ntent|onal;
= lntentionat: -

The method is hermeneutxc because it is concerned thh indirectly.
dlsc1051ng the structures of experfence through an |nterpretati0n of -
expreSStons for that eXperienceﬁ Exper}ence is to:be read through ex-
pression. Second, the ncthod‘is‘diajectic:in thatjft attempts to ¢ diate

the ﬁindingsvof opposihg positions.,'fn'general terms, Rlcoeur dlagnos—
KRy :
tlcally uncovers the relevance of the Facts of experlence of obJectlve
. P !
c'entlflc disciplines by’ placlng these Facts into;a’ ”dlalog“.with the

*

&

flndlngs of phenomenologtcal phllosophy However the resolutlon ln

y e \,

a thrrd term always asdbmes the, form of a ”postponed synthesns” S|nce the -
nature of dlalectics xs that lt IS never coMplete Thlrd Rlcoeur s

. method is always an lntentnonal analysxs of the subJect s. bclng-ln the~

‘world., The aim is to uncover the |ntent|onal structures embodted fn ;;

' te
H *

empirical descrxptnons o -‘ o mA— s
' One -additional reason for advocatlng Rlcoeur s pOSltlon can be .

generated by brlefly comparlng Rlcoeur wlth Stephan Strasser ] charac-

terization of phenomenology Stras<>r (f963 249) has . demarcated‘three

. ¢ .
main features in his “‘aracterlzatnon of phenomenology--that it is»a

“hermeneutic, dialeziic, and nntU|t|ve _However, Strassqr arrived atjthis:

&
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‘con61usion simply by demarcatlng as succunctly as possible what he

thought to be the. maln elements necessary to adequately pose an answer

3,\ P

“to the questlon of what is phenomenology’ Yet Strasser admits that

: the‘better,approach to determlnlng what phenomenology is would be to

write a history of the phenomenological movement (1963: 249) .

Our contention is that Strasser's position partly'vindicates

‘our historical lnterpretation of the main features of Ricoeur's method.

Ry

Strasser's analysis moves parallel to, but Falls short of, the con-
clusions reached by Rlcoeur For Strasser the prlmary alm of

phenomenological philosophy is to “lay bare the general and necessary

structures of experience" (1963: 275). For Ricoeur, thls type of struc--

. .
s

_tural phenomenology was only a frrst (although essentlal) stiage in the

development of a hermeneutlc phenoﬁenology There are two lmportant
reasons why Strasser falls short of RiCoeur:. (1) the failure to bring
the problem of languagellnto the center of focus and (2) the llmltatlon
to “herm%neutlcs” in Heudegger S -sense. 12 Nevertheless, both Strasser
and Ricoeur are in agreement on a fundamental issue--that the'contriou-
tion by phenomenologlst and eﬂolrlcal human scnentnst must be recnprocal
The phenomenologlst can help "purify" the human sciences from emplrnc15t

N

obJecth|st|c and scnentlstlc preJudlces 13 The ~empirical human SCIen-

‘tlSt can pre«ent the phenomenologlst from generatlng a phllosophy whlch

wouléfbe of little or no use in constructlng a phllosophlcal anthropology.

A Phenomenology does not seek to destroy or elnmlnate the results
o

of emplrncal lnqu1ry, but rather to draw attentlon to the llmltatlons

of qhe results of thls "flrst" experlence. Strasser may be rlght_ln
. N ~ “ -
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statmg that "perhaps it is the role of the phenomenologlcal philosophy ‘

_to act ‘as -Qm:dwife

at the birth of a new |dea] of science" (1963 313).
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- FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 5

]AlthoughLit is risky to attempt to capture the essence of
a philosophical program which is still evolving, two factors favor making
such an attempt in the case of Paul Ricoeur. First, Ricoeur has outlined
the essential tasks of his overall program, which he then proceeds to
elaborate. Second, Don Ihde (1971) has made such an attempt, and his
attempt has .been vinQicated by Ricoeur. ' -

2The time to study Husserl .in detail was afforded Ricoeur under
rather unusual circumstances. At the outset of World War 11, Ricoeur,
an officer in the French army, was captured, sent to a series of POW
Tcamps, met Mike] Dufrenne, and spent the war reading German philosophy.
Ricoeur's transTation and commentary upon Husserl's Ideas | was the major
work of this period, and it established Ricoeur's position (after the war)
as one of France's foremost Husserl experts (lhde, 1971: 9).

3Gabrie1 Marcel can be credited as an early and lasting
intellectual stimulator of Ricoeur's thought. Ricoeur, a student of
Marcel, shares with his feacher a’'profound respect for the mystery of
being. Ricoeur, like Marcel, holds a deep mistrust of simple reductive -
\'§xplanations of man and culture (thde, 1971: 8-9). 5 - ;
’ S

the Ehglish translation of De L'lnterpretation: Essai sur
Freud has reversed the order .ot the title and the sub-title. It appears
‘as Freud and Philosophy: An Essay on Interpretation. -

. Slt,is,interestfng(tb note that Ricoeur has taken the occasion of
his prefacing of .Don Ihde's (13971) book to mention that the idea of inter-
pPretation as posed in Freud and Philosophy is too limited, in the sense .. _
that hermeneutics. is bound to the notion of symbol with its double meaning.
Ricoeur now opts for taking the widest notion of- a text as a guide on the
hermeneutic level. This modi fication to Ricoeur's philosophical program -
as initially projected now anticipates a general theory of text which
will be at the heart of the ""Poetics of the Will'" (Ricoeur, 1971: xvii).

/

_ The term “diagnostics" refers to the process of'uncqvering
intentidnal structures embodied in empirical descriptions. That is,
lRicoeur-vieWS'philosophy as an- intentional analysis of the subject's
being~in-the-world. Therefore,jphilosophy approaches empirical science
''diagnostically," as a description of “snpptoms,” These symptoms are
deScriptionS»of,the‘ways.in which the cogi to, becomes actual in the world.
Thus,  the task .is to reveal thewUnderlyiqgkkéténtional structure manifest
through the objective form (Kohik, 1966 :“xv) . ' '

‘ 7Tﬁe distinction befween:hqufneutic and existential is often
confused when reading Ricoeur's works: since the themé of Ricoeurs’
hermeneutics is existential while the method is not existential.
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8Ac;0rding‘to Ricoeur, Freudian psychoanalysis conflicts with'
every other global interpretation of the phenomenon of man because it is-
an interpretation of culture (1970: xii). ' ' »

9In particular, Ricoeur challenges the empirical model of
structural linguistics, which has“had'su;h widespread influence . in the
social sciences. Ricoeur criticizes structural linguistics from the
phenomenological viewpoint in an attempt to break the mystique which
often surrounds. the ‘initial successes of cbhjectivist methods, '

!

_,,loRicoeur contends with the controversial debate as to what is
a ''symbol'' and what is a "sign'' as follows. For Ricoeur, symbols occur
when. language produces signs' of composite degree in which the meaning,
not satisfied with designating some one thing, designates another mean-
ing attainable only in and through the first intentionality (1970: 16).
Then, a sign is characterized by the problem of unity of language and
the interrelationship'of its multiple functions within a single empire
of discourse. i : ' -

. ?]It Is interesting to note that in his ﬁntrodbction to ‘the task
of Freud and Philosonhy, Ricoeur already anLicip@tes that the bread and
~comprehensive philosophy of language that we ard waiting for today will

likely never be elaborated by any one man (1970: 4).

S

_ 2Since both Heidegger and Ricoeur share the aim of revealing an
“ohtology of language,' how then do we distinguish between their respec-
tive "hermeneutic phenomenologies''? * Ricoeur differentiates his own ‘ ‘
method from Heidegger's on the basis of its “indirectness and its dialec- -
tic with, rather: than an exclusion from, the linguistic disciplines.
Heidcdager's way is the short route toward -hat Ricoeur calls a "direct ,
ontology of comprehension' (lhde, 1971: 171). 1n other words, Heidegger
breaks all methodological debates and drives directly toward ontology.
For Heidegger, to comprehend is no longer a mode of knowledge, but
a mode of being, the mode of that being who exists in comprehending.
Thus, ‘Heidegger's '"hermeneutic phenomenology' either avoids or opposes ;
objectivism. In contra-distinction to Heidegger, Ricoeur's hermeneutic
phenomenology contfnues.to debate with the objective sciences in. the .
search for methods which are adequate to the subject matter under
" -investigation (lhde, 1971: 172).. A : o

13ln brief, these three types of prejudices are: (1} empiricism
which is based on a faulty conception of the cssence of experience,
(2) objectivism which stems from a misconception concé-ning the partners
playing a role in experience, and (3) scientism which results froin
a metaphysical over-valuation of empirical insights (Strasser, 1963:

' 307-08) . ; :



PART 11
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R roo |
TOWARD CONVERGENCE OF RHENOMENOLOGY

o AND SOCIAL ACTION TRADITION

)

. The phllosophy of Paul Rlcoeur brlngs to fruition the pOSSlbllltY

of é comprehenS|ve view of man's belng in the world, an endeaVor which
K ’ :
was,contained in Brentano 51|ntentional psychology and Husserl's phe-

nomenology. In elaboratlng the E@ﬁ?‘btlon of lncarnate coglto as
a phllosophlcal gu1del|ne rather than as a mystery, Rlcoeur resolves pre-
cnselﬁﬁ@ﬁe dlchotomy of being- for-ltself and being-~in-itself uhlch had

drlyen earllerreXIstentlalust thinkers toward mysticism or materialism
rAt‘the samejtlme Rlcoeur S |ns:stence that the cogito is actual |n and
throngh the world makes. a dlagnostlc use of emp|r|eal xnvestlgatlon
J ,lle, ogenlngwa,llne of communication»be:ween«phllOSoth’and the -

an and éocial sciences (Kohak 1966: xxxii). The movement from

Husserl to Ricoeur is a movement ‘toward a more crltlcal awareness of the
o
presupp05|t|on of the flnallty of the scuentlflc |deal of rigor and

obJect|V|ty along with .an. accompanylng suspicion that radlcalness in

phulosophy IS not to be attayned by way of-an egology wnthout ontology

» N

‘The self and the world stand |n a delicate balance;
The task ln the thlrd part of  this dlssertatlon‘ls to draw to”
a poin. of convergence the phenomenologlcal phllosophy of Paul Rncoeur
and the posntlons of ‘some, eminent socnal actnon gheorlsts In thelr
9

attempt to: mediate between descrlptlon and explanatlon, socual action -

o

b
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theorists have often generated an obscure and lneompletely formulated

. methodology. ln this connection, phenomenological method can enter into
a meaningful dialogue wi th..the descriptive me thods ot sbch soclal action
theorists as Max Weber, Vilfredo Pareto' Emile Durkhelm and Taleott.i |
" Parsons. A main contentlon of this dlsser ation is that these four
writers have IHEIICICIX employed phenomenological me thod and although
-Parsons admits to an affinity. between his methodology and phenomenology,
he does not’ elaborate ‘this relatuon In the fOIIOIIng dnscussnons thi;
'.relatlon w1l| be exollcated and elaborated In general terms, the con-

vergence between phenomenologiCal mathod and the nethodologles of Soc1al

action is on the essentlal variable of language



* CHAPTER 6

SURVEY OF SELECTED METHODOLOGICAL PROGRAMS

_ FROM SOCIAL ACTION TRADITION
’ R

S . :
Jlthout a crltlcal conscience about one's debt to pasit thinkers,
one's’ trivial thoughts begin to sparkle with. the. glitter of
orlglnalnty and grit of self- adﬂlratlon One has, without it,
no ‘standards by which to Juuge one's own experlence or to
-’recognlze the quality of one's thought

--Arun Séhay_(197l: 15)



Eminent sociallaction theorists such as Max Weber, Vl]fredo

’

Pareto, Emlie Durkhejh and Talcott Parsons have advanced methodologies

i , . -
which emphaS|ze the relevance of an emplrlcal scientific approach to "\

e\..

the investigatlon of socual phenomena Nhiie Weber and Parsons have =

explicxtly,attempted to-construct methodologies capable of mediating
values and facts, Pareto and Durkheimfinfrially favored a more positiv-

istic approach which excludes at the oitset all questions of value,

However the claim to have_ cichmvented'phiiosephical issues often

.

appears as llttle more: than the forcnng of such’ issues into the p05|t|on
of wgincnt assumptions wnthln one's wrltlngs In this regard it is
»:nterestlng that Durkhelm s inteliectual deveiopnent iater brought him
admi't to thebpresence of elements whlch he had so fervently trled to
'C/xgid\jn’hls earlier works.
: Regardless of their differentes; a comﬁon pieblem arises for all.
Four'éoeiai action.theorists. None of them.were abie to‘fbrward a pre4}
ctse and clear methodology for the conceptualization of soc1ai action.

Parsons has advanc;d furthest |n thls regard as exempllfled by his

Cattempr to draw the seemlngiy dlsparate posntlons of Weber Pareto and

L

Durkhelm (also Marshall) to a pount of convergence on the conceptloQQOf
'voluntarlsm while he touched on the relevance of - phenomenoiogy as

vV

a method of c0nceptualwzat|on of social actuon Parsons did'not_e]aborate
'Q“this‘relatlon.’ The contention of thisvinquiry is that Parsons, as well
ias the other three theorists, could have improved their methodologiesiby
',relatihg them to phenomenology.

137



138

Before drawxng the phenomeno]oglcal and socual ~action
methodo]ogles to a po:nt of - convergence it is relevant to outline the
essentiai features {’;?he{Q“ograms of Weber Pareto Durkhelm, and Par-
sons. In Chapter 6 below, the general perspectiye of each wrlter is-
outlined. In addition, their methodologles are briefed. Considerations
oﬁésbace prevent a comprehensive treatment of ‘each writer; therefore,

{2 o

odWy a minimal attempt to csiticize each program shall be made in this

chapter.
MAX WEBER*—SOCIAL'ACTION AND CONSTRUCTION OF IDEAL TYPES

The encyclopedtc knovledge of Max Weber wasvshaped through hIS
,«‘9
challenge to the ideas of many wrlters One natable lnfluence on Weber
was the»p05|t|on of Karl Marx. lee Marx Weber obJected to the . cloudy
.mystification of:German idealism, hence both men focussed thelr investi-
gations on the actlons of concrete human actors. However, Weber,
although regarding all perspectlves as necessarily llmlted and partial,
-crlt|c12ed Marx for his one- s:ded accehtuatlon of the economlc factor
‘Unlike Marx who maintained that the rellgnous factor was eplphenomenal
" Weber be]:eved that ascetic protestantlsm had contrnbuted to thekdevelop;
ment of modern capxtaltsmvv The questlon was' to determlne the extent of.
~ that contribution (Weber’-]9583. 26 27) Because the Weberlan posntlon
‘emerged prlncnpally from a debate with Marxlan VIews Weber has’ been
referred to as the ”bourgeons Marx" (Salomon 1945 598) . Limited to his

methodological wr|t1ngs perhaps it would ‘be more apt to characterlze

Weber as the “bOUFgeOIS compromise between Marx and Hegel "
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For Heget, hbman'h{atory was the proeess ot ”objgctification” of
the.single unitary Weltgeist (Parsons >1968 I' “478) . HiStorical atten-
Ation waslfocgssed_not on lnleldual events or acts but on the ESLEE.Wh'Ch
constituted their bnity. The aap between the ultimate unity and the
historical uniqueness’of partlcu]ar epochs was accounted for by Phevdia-
lectic whieh allowed for qua]itative differenceé‘in the stageé of -
self-realization of the We]UgCISt Parallel to Hegel Marx concelved of
human development as a. single process toward a detcrmlnate goal . How~-
ever, Marx manntalned that the dynamic forces of hlstory are not to be

found in the |mmanent self- devc]opment of a Gexst in the Hegelian sense

but rather in the sphere of men's concrete tnterests (Parsons, 1968, (1:

490). In thts regérd Marx,generated a materialism in:opposition to the

Hegelian ldeallsms &>
- s, -t

[

The provnnce %é%ﬂ' |nvest|gatnons and interests was

incredlbly broad, nnc}ud«ng-s udnes in Iaw economiCs, the interpretatfon
of rel?gious doetrines, medietal tradingicomgznies, the medieval orioins
of Western_musfc andvmuch'more;' Within the context of our- study,»onlyv
a very thin slnce of Weber's contrlbutlon is narticularly releyan ;

‘ThIS relates to Weber's dlscrlmlnatlng sys zation and conc ,tualizaj

. tion whlch is especnally ObVIOUS in the first part of Economy and Soeiety.

'.fweber sought to transform {he human and cultural scienees lnto emplrlc,

Scuentlflc dlSClpllnes The clash between ideal standards and c0ncrete

real!tles posed the crucnﬁl questlon of- Weber s methodologlcal lnqutrles

Hls attempt to mediate between these two tendencnes also. reflectsshis

lntermedtate posntlon between Hegel and Marx.. lt is .in thns sense that

Weber mlght be called the ''bourgeois compromise between Hegel and Marx.“
1 ) .



L

140

Weber s methcdology stemmed from an opposxtlon to two. main

tradlt?ons of idealistic social thought : objectivism and lntuntlonlsm
“In brlef Weber's crlthue of both these tradi'tions focussed on- their
‘contention that social sciences cannot make use of general;laws of the
loglcal character of those occupyung unquestioned status in the natural
sc1ences in this regard, Weber's mos t basic thesis is that generalized
theoretical categorles-are essential to the proof of causal relationships
in the socnal sciences as well as lnvthe natural scuences Otherwise,
anythlng approachlng loglcal proof |s out of the qu estlon ‘Acc6rding to

r

Weber, advances in the soc1al sciences depend upon a crlthue of concept-
-construction:
The hnstory of the socnal sclences is and remains
@ continuous process passing from the attempt to order
m  reality analytically through the construction of con-
"~ cepts--the dissolution of the analytical constructs SO
constructed through the ‘expansion and shift of the sci-
~entific horizon--and the réformulatiocn anew of concepts
oh the foundatlons thus transformed (1949 105) .
Having rECognlzed thls Weber introduced an element of relagivity‘into
hls methodology, thus overcomlng the necessity of havnng to make clalms
of emplrlCISt absolutlsm The consequenrn of Weber s° “forts was 'the
recognltlon that a knowledge of actlon and “ts elements'is‘indispensable
‘to ground the methodology of science and, 2 versa, scientific know-
. ledge const(tutes an |nd|spensable element in the analysls of action
(Parsons, 1968 ll: 600) Hownver Weber was never completely clear on
-the questlon of how scuentlflc method appltes toxthe study of human phe-

nomena ThIS is |llustra£§d from Weber s struggle to precusely expllcate

the intent of his “ldeal-typlcal“ method Broadly the goal of "ideal-

typlcal“LEoncept -construction is always .to make explncnt not the class or.

)
3
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average character but rather the unique individual character of culturah
phenomena (1949: 101) .2

Weber began the process of systematic conceptuélization by
establishing a classification of four types of social action accordinglto
mode of orientation (1947: 115). First, Webér identified social action
in terms of rational orientation toia.system oF'discrete individualkends

(Zweckrational). Second, Weber ‘demarcated a type of social action in

terms of ratlonal orientation to an absolute value (Wertratlonal) vThird,

‘Weber identified social action ﬁkterms of affectual’orientaticn that |$;Q
as determined by speC|f|c enotxons and states of feellng of the actor
Fourth, Weber noted a type of soc1al actlon which was tradltxonally ori-
‘ented through the habituation of long practlce : Havlng dlétinguished.
these four types of social action, Weber proceeded to'judge the useful-
" ness oF the'classlflcatlon since the classxflcatlon in utSelf is only an
attempt to formulate in conceptually pure form certaln socuologlcally
important types of social action. ln~order to judge the relevance of
this fourfold:claéslficatlon, Weber introduced the concept of "social
relationship;“ The consequence was to refer social action to the
subJectlvely meannngful behavaor that takes into account the behav1or
“of others: - S o
"The term socual relatlonshlp will be used to.

denote the behaviour of a plurality of actors in so far

as, in its meaningful content, the action of each takes
. account of that of the others and is oriented in these

Jterms.  The social relationship thus consists entirely

Fand. excluclvely in the existence of a probability. that

‘there wil’ be, in some meaningfully understandable sense,
‘a course of socual action (1947: 118).
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In this‘EOntext, the term ”meaningful“ refers to a behavior in question
maklng sense tokan act|ng |nd|v1dual Meaning ‘can be of two sorts:

(1) that deallng wnth a behav:or in question éétualjy maklng sense to an
actor or an- average or approxnmatlon of behavior maklng sense to a plu-

rality of actors and (2) that dealung with ndeal typ ca] meanlngs

A
B

' ‘attrlbuted to one or more hypothetlcal'actors;f This latter sort of

meaning is‘elaborated below.
2 .r‘

Weber assuned at the outset that mo individusl scuence is
capable of furn|sh|ng an authentlc copy of rea]nty The utmost'that can
:be accompllshed by any one social science is; through reasoned thought

to brlng order |nto the world of reallty whlch is in a state of ceaseless

3

flux : The prnncvp]gs of classuflcatlon by which this order is to be
EY
achieved,; cannot draw upon realnty but must be xmposed by the scientist

himself.' Reallty, so |nterpreted ‘is the process of creat|ng meanlng,

) and the sccence bf reallty,‘therefo'e

."»’ .

meanlng patterns Consequently, Weber s constructnon of “ldeal types“
o

, is the understandung of isuch

served as an heyristic tool whfch provuded fixed po nts of referc ~ for

neasurnng the extent of dlvergence of ‘individual lmputatlons of reality. 3

.;‘-u ©

lt is dlffncu]t‘toftonstruct a prec1se deflnltlon of the Ideal

‘Type sumply because/ihe concept |tself is not precnse The ldeal Type

-

;ﬁls not a single. entlty, whlch Weber leads us to believe, but rather
L. a conceptlon composed of two separate types, ;?%wof which has two sub-
f'types (Rogers 1969 87) Thus there»are three dlfferent Ideal Types

veach of‘which is |ntended for the analys:s of a speC|f|c set of phenomena

For purposes bf thls study, two senses of ideal type are relevant First,
Al
,.Nebef,% |deal type can serve as a short-cut method for the descrlptﬁon

vy o

:-'f}_.w‘
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of empir -z reality. 'Second, the ideal type functlons as a hermeneutlcal
devuce in the constructlon of meanlngs Nevertheless 'attempts to char-

acterize what an ideal’ type is have not been unpnoblematlc

N b

Much has been made of Weber s negatlve characteruzatlon of the

ideal type -that is, the ideal type is not this, not that. _For instance,

»

Weber stated that the‘“fdeal typical concept ‘will help to develop our .
- skill in'imputation.infresearch: it is.no“hypothesis’rbbt,it'offers

gu:dance to the construction’ of hypotheses“ (1949 90) ‘And, furthermore,:

Weber malntalned that the |deal type “|s not Ei dcscruptlon of realtty

u(

but it aims to give unamo(guous means of expreSS|on to such. a descrlp-

IR

tion'" (19&9: 90), Regardless of “such negatlve characterlzatlon one'
‘Fact remains certain. In its concepteal purtty, the ldeal type cannot
be found empurlcally anywhere in reality, Rolf Rogers captures. thIS
vnotlon in his 5ummary statement of cher 5 ldeal type |

the ldeal Type is a utopian construct \thh is
prlmarlly rational and abstract. - it is normatlve]y
ideal, therefore, in its conceptual pquty ‘it cannot’ ,
be found emplrlcally anywhere in reality. Wh:le it g
does not describe a concrete course of .action, ‘it does
describe an ”obJectlver possible" course of actlon
Thus it contains, within the logical requ1rewents of
the relevant frame of reference, all the necessary
~properties or features of a concrete act or complex
of actlon (1969: - 91) .

0

One Weberian commentator has recently crltncxzed socnolog:sts

for tending to see the |dea| type as - lrreconCIIably g=nera||Z|ng and in-
leldualizing.’ Arun.Sahay (1971) argues that it has become fashlonable
to label any arbltrary description which cannot be Justlfled as ''ideal

"o

typlcal To reduce ambnguuty, Sahay has. attempteé to posntlvely
&

characterlze the ideal type
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An ideal type is a logically consistent description,

ks from a specific, or given, point of view which makes -
the means-end relationship of the action, event, pro-
cess or interpretation of ideas, unambiguous, to enable
one to translate disparate, fragmentary ideas, interpre-

~ tations or correlations into scientifically explicable
-terms. The ideal-type concept, in fact, is the reali-
zation of the principle of sociological rationality,
which is Weber's basic and original contribution to sci-
entific analysis. . Its contents are only relatively
objective, and the purpose of sociological analysis is
to decide which particular one--or combination--of these
relatively objective but possible descriptions of facts
is the completely valid one, i.e., which gives the
correct cause of an event or action (1971: 72-73).

Nevertheless, whether one characterizes the 'ideal type negatively,

) ' o . \ N o . Y . .
positively, or ESug‘hybrld of the two, the preciseness of the conception
. K _ . , 1
is still not unproblematic.

One'problem_with the ‘ideal type is the tendenéy to equate it with _
the notion of ideal -in the sense of a metaphysical perfection. Weber

aptly responds. to those who would tend toward this error:

. 2 A o
An ''ideal type' in our sense, to repeat &ﬁze more, has
no connection at all with value-judgments, and it has
nothing to do with any -type of perfection other than
a purely logical cne. There are ideal types of brothels
as well as of religions; there are also ideal types of
those kinds of brothels which are technically "expedient"
from theroint of view of police ethics as well as those
of which «he exact opposite is the case (1949: 98-99) .

’ Obversely, there is the danger that ‘the ideal type will be confounded with
fea]ity. ,Talcott‘ParsonélcritiCized Weber for tending to reify hiS-ideal
*typical conceptions, especially the process of rationalization which is’
the prominent feature of Weber's embirital work (Parsons, 1968, 11: 607)-.
’ln addition, Parsons has forwarded other critiéisms’of Weber's methddol-
ogy such as: (1) Weber's failure to ekamine-how each of the four types -

of social action and their elements fit into a total functioning‘system; '

¢
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>(2) Weber's emphasis of polar or'extreme ideal t pes to the exclusion of
_ Y

. Kt )
intermediate possibilit ces;6 and (3) Weber's failure to systematically

- examine the psychological component, which eventually created problems

L

since the |solat|on of rationality and the treatment of affect as only
a factor of deviation from rational norms is incompatible with the find-

ings of modern psychology which points to the integration of affective

and rationally cognitive elements in the same action (Parsons, 1968, 11:
610-39).7 = @

Regardless of the imprecision of the ideal type, cher's viork
was hlghly relevant for vundlcatnng the pos:tton that scnentlflc concep-
tualization is in the nature of the case abstract' ‘and, furthermore, it

never fully exhausts or reflects concrete reality;' For purposes of

, the construction of ldeal types

.3‘

helps to answer . the questlon a%7to what a behavxor pattern uould be like
. O

if it possessed cbmpletely ratlonal _enpxrccal and ]ogical correctness
uz . . . '
and consistency (Weber, 1949 QZ)t Moreover Weber permltted a wtde

array of?pdssible ideal‘typeS' since, from a logxcal point oF view, the

normative: correctness" of these types is not essentlal Whatever the

k5] e
Py

content'of the ideal-type, be it an ethical, a legal, an aesthetfc, or

a“religious ndrm or a technical an economic, or a cultural max1m or

~any. other type ef valuatlon in the mos t rataonal . form possuble it has
only. one function in an emplrlcal :nvestlgatlon lts funct|on is the

comparlson wuth emplrlcal reallty in order to. establlsh its dlvergence,

or snmllar|t|es to descrlbe them wsth the most unamblguously |ntell|-'

gible concepts and to understand and explaln them causally (Weber

'1949 43).
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VILFREDO PARETO--NON-LOGICAL ACTION AND THE RESIDUES

’ ~
- Like Max Weber;s Pareto's posntlon was formulated partly through
a crrtique of the views of Karl Marx. While Harx\had vuewed man as
rational and perfectlble Pareto saw man s non- rataonal and unchanglng.
And while Marx saw a linear progressuon to hlstory, Paretovregarded his-
ltory as essentla]ly cyclical. In direct antnthesns to Marx's theory of
class struggle, Pareto advanced hlS theory of the curculatlon of elltes
Unlike Max Weber, Pareto regarded reason as’ an irrelevant’ Sactor for
'vunderstandlng socuety and hlstory To V|nd|cate the principle that man's
action is non-ratlonal Pareto advanced hlS theory of resndues
lee many of his predecessors Pareto set out to make economics
o and socnology posntlve scnences on the model of the phy5|cal sclences.8
)However Pareto did not advocate radical - eﬁ;>ricist positivjsm,but,
‘rafher characterlzed science as “loglco-experimental" (1963: 9). Two
essential elements are involved: ‘logicalvreasoning and ohservation‘of
ufacts.“_ For?Pareto a fact was;anf obserQation made by rhe\senses,
The aim of science was to arrlve at‘statenents of uniformlties among
#observed facts. In other words to generate theory the scuentlst mu;t
first observe. facts and then argue Ioglcally from these facts Thus,
VPareto favored the |nduct|ve me thod. This preference is. mllustrated in
the following quOtatTont

In the former Dogico-experlmental theorles] procedure is
gradual. One starts with facts and reaches this or that
abstraction, thence going on to a more general abstrac-~
tion, becoming more and more circumspect, more and more
cautious, the farther one gets from dlrect experience. In
non-logico-experimental theories, a deliberate leap is taken
away from direct experlence, as broad a leap as posslble,

~
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and the farther one gets from direct experience, the -
greater the assurance, the greater the reckqessne§s //

(Pareto, 1963: 48-49) .9 , Y,
&/

Pareto never suggested that,an experimental fact necessarily emhodies

, _ . . , . [
‘the totality of a concrete penomenon. The scientist js always faced

with an infinite number of facts; therefore,.statéments of uniformities

.

among the facts must proceed through a SerIes-of'successive approximations

-

"(1963: 55- -56) .

Science ‘and logic),
.

In addttlon to the loglco experimental domain

Parcto demarcated a second domaon of human conduct—-that of “sentxment.“

!
!

This second domain of humqh conduct is non-logico-expeririental, and it
. ' ) . . .10 L :

is independent of the logico-experimental comain. According to Pareto,
sentiments are the predominant force in society. But because the

ultimate basis for all sentiments is non—logical; the only path to logico-~

'ghgl_periemcnt truth is to reject all sentiments. Thiscsets the basic_theme

B Pareto S magnum opus, A Treatnse on General Socuolouy. Given the

‘whole range of human conduct the problem is to fund catcgorles that will

-separate logical actlons from non- loglcal actions .— Logncal actions are
;those'that Iognca!ly conJoln means approprlate to ends, as observed.fré%
both subjectlve and obJect:ve positions. Non-loglcal-action js‘a resi-
dual catcgory, belng dcflned as all actlon which is not Iogncal action
(1963 77) - Logical actlons are largcly the beElﬁégOT processeg of .
reasoning. Non-logical actions originate chiefly in dcflnute psychlc
Stacgs, sentiments, Subconsciou$ fcelingé,vand the like (1963: 87- 88)
According to Pareco, it is the task of psychology to lnvestlgate such-~

‘psychicvstates For hum these psychuc states. are the data of fact from

S
i

“which he begtns hﬁﬁﬁgbalysi v o L -
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-In Pareto's ydew, man's actions are- » noh- Jagcal. But

man seéks to jﬁ;tify hié";qn-lggfﬁal;acfs; tﬁgévys;‘t;?®§£é¢_
) R } ! . . : .
lpgicgj.(196§: i72). This is the depafturé poi2t for'ParetO‘s\inquiry,
‘Télco;t Parsons has 5uccinct]y‘summarized'Pa}eto'S analysfs‘bnAnPnf
légicai'actioh: | .
"% 1t'is inductive and starts with a distigction of two
classes of concrete data--overt acts-and lingu¥stic

expressions. Pareto:is directly concerned owly with
-the latter and as a result of the analysis of nonscien-

tific '"theories" in this sense arrives at the categories
- of residue .and derivation, the relatively constant. and
- variable elements of these thegries respectively. Thus
the residue is a proposition (1968, 11: 705). :
A study of the relations among residues, derivations, and derivatives

(resultants of residues and derivations) forrms the core of Paréto's
investigations.ll_ -

R&sidues‘ére thé constant, unchanging, bjo-psychic forces. fhe
res idues afé;hot to be confused!&jthhthe sengiments or instincts to which
fﬁeQiﬁorrespohd. ‘Residues aré the mani festations: of senéngqlg and in-
stincts just a; fhe rising of the mercury in a tHermometer.}S_

a mahifgstation of thevrise in tempekéture‘(PaFeto, 1963:°511) . ‘Pafétovlﬁ
_distiﬁguished éix general oléssés oflresidue: (1) Instfncf %or Combfnéi
tions, (2) Persistence of Aggrégates,'(B) Need of Expfgssing"Séﬁ;f%énté_.
by External Acfs; (%) Regidueé'Connected_with Socfélity, (5)'lntegfftj'.
voF’tﬁe lndivfdual ana his Apgurteﬁances, and (6) The Sex Residue (1963 :
516-19). of theseléix c!asses, Pareto emphasized the impdrtance of

Class | (lnétfnct'for Combigations) and Class Il'(Persfstence of Aégre;'
gatgs).‘ Class | includes sucﬁ characterisfics as'tﬁé abi]jty to think,

inventiveness, imagihation,uénd'originality.' Class Il refers to such
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thlngs as the persustence of relatnons between a person and other persons

t H
|

or places that &y it includes such notions as habit, custom tradltion,

4

] . ot

and other bellefs and practices that persist through ttme . i

Pareto s conceptlon of derlvatlons Was generated to account for
the production and acceptance of vary:ng Justnflcatlons and non- A

scientific theorles by which people attempt to account for their conduct
‘ I
' Concrete theories in sccial conn%glons are made up of |
residues and derevatlons The ré&pidues are manifesta-
tions of sentirents. The derivations comprise logical
reasoningss, unsound reasonings, and manifestations of
" sentiments used for purposes of derivation: they are
mani festations of the human being's hunger for thinking.
If that hunger 'were satisfied by. logico- -experimental ,
reasonings only, thare vould be no derivations; instead /
of them we should get logico- “éxperimental theorles /
But the human hunger for thinking is satisfied in -any |
number of ways; by nseudo- “experinmental reason: ngs, by . »
words that stir the sentiments, by fa* uous , rnconclusnve o
“"talk." So derivations come . rnto being. They do not
figure at the two extreme ends of the ]:ne that :is to /
say,. in conduct’ that is purely lnstlnctlve and .in - !
strictly loquco “experimental science. They anure in
the lntermedlate cases (Parcto, 1963: 889)

H

lnﬂthis‘manner people mlstakenly belleve that the “explanatlon“ ss also

the cause of thEI} conduct. * But the researcher who seeks only loglco-

. ,experlmental knowledgc must not halt ‘the analysns at manif statlons of

? \

social actavnty“ that is, at the- derlvatnons The cause of the actnvnty

lies deepcr f{n the r;sudues(1°63 890 91) Pareto listed four classes

- of deravatlons (l) Assertlon {2) Authority, (3) Accords wi}h Sentiments

or PrlnC|p[es -and (4) Verbal Proof§ o R /

/,

Dcrlvatlons fabrlcate Persuasive explanations for non-iog]éal

J .
action because they are derived from an individual's sentiments. Fur-

P /

v ' . /
.'thermore, derivations appeal to the dominant sentiments /such as the

P
authority of maxims prevalent in a community, or to the authority of
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supernatural beings (Zeitlin,~1968-: 184). Granted that derivations and

residues are elements of the non-scientific theories which accompany

»

hbn-lggical action, the question now arises as to how res{dues and
derivation; funcfion. \ o .
The function of residues and derivations can by systematically

"examined as the relation of foﬁr mu;ualvdependéncies: ihe ﬁutdal
dependence,of residﬁes and residues, of residues and derivations, of
deri;atibns and.résidues, and of derivations Snd derivétions (Homans
aHdICurtis,-ISBQ: 229).]2mmerst, witﬁ respett to the relation of resi-
‘dues and residues, tﬁe main point is tﬁat residhes‘are coné;ant,iqr.élse

change only slightly over long perfods of time. The conSequeﬁCe‘is that

. ' ' S
contradictory residue$ exist side by side within the same person and

within the same community. Second, the influence of residues on deriva-
. N

tions can best bé explained by means of the notions of residue-in-chief

¢ ' residue. used to derﬁ&e:-
' »

. / : . : 4
‘We are exhorted #o”accomplish some act. That -exhortation
is the residue-in-chief. In one era we are exhorted to
accomplish it because it is the will of God, in another
because it will/fulfil the principle of '‘the greatest
happiness of the greatest number.'' These are the res!dues
used to derive.. The first brings in a residue of the Per-
sistent'Aggregates, the second a residue of Sociability.
The choice of one or of the other depends on whether these
residues -are strong at a given tipe in the author 6f the
derivation and in ‘the people he seeks to persuade by it.
.1t is in this sense that the derivations may be said to
depend on. the residues (Homans and Curtis, 1934: 240).

Third, the relation of derivations and r¢$idués'suggest$“fﬂé notion of

. i ';\,‘:! S , .
a feedback mechanism vhereby derivations strengthen the residues with

which they have been associated by clarifying sentiments which héd]been'

°

anfused and vague. In other words, derivations tend to bring sentiments
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_ _ , . .
‘e focus of consciousness. Final and fourth, the relation of

de ations and derivations suggests that as residues change different

derivations will come into. vogue.. Th|s does not nécessarlly imply that

1
dlfferent classes of derlvatlons wall come into focus. Rather, it may"

‘

sumply mean that complewentary derivations within the same class will

become noticeable.
| Let us nhw comment on the question of the bearing of tne resxdues
- on social hti]ity.> Pareto has studied thls questlén by consuderlng the
lnteractnon of four factors: the resndues of Comblnatron, the residueé
¥of Eersisteh; Aégrega;es,ha grohé of men called‘thé elite, and all other'
‘men called the noh~élite (H@mhns,andicurtfs, 1934: 250)'3 The fnterac-

tion of these four. factors resul ted in a process which Pareto called the

"Circulation of the Elite." g

)
e

g R
The theory of the curcu]atlon of élites is based on, the assumption

4Yv‘.? 3
» K

: that people are- unoqu§l pnysncally, morally, and 1ntell ctually Pareto.

-‘r

desngnated the Iabel e]nte to = class of people who have the hlghest in-

dices'iq tﬁ?ﬁ branch of actlv1ty, thCh can be anythlng (1963 1423).]3

=
a 4

Two partlcu]ar groups interested Par;to- a qoverncnq elite, composed of

lndaV|dua|s who directly or lndlrectly play a role in government and
o -

ﬁ,a non- qovernlng ellte who comprlse the rest. All other eersohs .

~—

aréghart of the non-cllte or lower stratum:

The Ieast we can do is to divide socnety into two strata:

-a higher stratum, which usually contains the rulers , and

a lower stratum, whcch usually contains the ruled.: The

fact is so obvuous that it has always forced ltself even "
upon the most casual observation, and so for the circula- ‘
tion of individuals between the two strata (Pareto, 1963:

: 1427) .
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According to Pareto, changes invihe’proportion of Cjaes I and Class I1

residues to be found within the two social strata (élite and non-élite)
u

have an important lnfluence ln‘determining the social equlllbrlum (1963“\
, ‘ : ;

1427) . For example, the ellte often has contalned groups of peqyle :

al]ed the arlstocracy There are cases in whlch the maJorlty of indi-

vnduals belonglng to such arlstocraCIes actually possess. the qualities 4

th

TN .
requ15|te for remalnlng there and in other cases

o1
B

hey have not possessed
those requts:tes Nevertheless, overrlong periods oRNtime, all aristo~

craCIes decllne “History is a graveyard of aristocraci (Pareto,

A

R} t0cracbes not only decline *in number but

1963: 1430) ,5 here is

- also a reduction in the proportlons of residues whlch had once enabled

“

" the arlstocraCIes to win and hold thelr power. |f a governing élite is

-

to be effec%gja and stable |t must consist of indfvidual§ who have

a strongﬂmgxtﬂ}e of - Class lnand C]asS'll residUes (Pareto 1963 1740 -4).

e addlumq | a. superIOr governlng ellte should be ready and wnlllng to

e N
> .

'use force« decaylng ellte sh%nng avay . from the use of force, tries

K .
to buy oﬂ* ?ts adversaries. The consequences of such actaon are marked.'
: Wo prevent or resist vnolence the governnng rla:’ resorts
' to ”dlplomacy,” fraud, corruptlon--governmental authorlty
,fvpasses ~in a word, from the lions to the foxes. ' The ‘gover-
3"nlng class bows lts ‘head under the threat of vnolence but
it surrenders only in appearance "trylng to turn the flank
of the obstacle it cannot ‘demol ik’ in frontal attack. In
the long run that sort of procedure comes to exercise a far-
reachlng influence onthe selection of .the governing class,
which is now recruited oniy from the foxes while the lions
are blackba]led (Pareto 1963 ISIS) ~

Elaborat|ng on the ana]ogy of the llons and foxes men pr:marlly moved

by Class ! resxdues are like- “Mach+ Mi's foxes " capable of experlment
x

and. |nnovat|on However, such men lack fldellty to princuples and to
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those conservative virtues that‘insure stability. On the other hand, the
conservatlve forces are represented by men in whom Class || residues pre-
domlnate These men thlblt traits such as loyalty, class solidarity,

and patriotism; Such men, who are also not afraid to exercise erce

k-

"mlght be called ”Machlavelll' lnons t Thus, ln_Pareto‘s view, the

political and economlc controls of ahy country inevitably -rotated from

the hands of old lions to new foxes and so on. - Hereqjs the crux of the.
)

theory of the circulation of elites. :5' By lmpltcatxon {the ideal
2, '

governing elxte would be composed of a judicious mlxture af lions and foxe:

At this Juncture, it is relevant to comment on Pareto's theory of
WY

revolution.” Revolutions are sparxed when a governlng ellte beglns to

decay. That is, it loses those residues necessary to rule and becomes

I

'unwnlllng to employ force. . At the same time, elements of supcrlor quality

are ar|sing in the lower strata of socnety (1963 lh3l) If the cxrcula-

tion oF elltes s slow and if the avenues for upward mobullty are blocked

'.the ambltlous“ foxes are prone to overthrow the old lions (l963:1l797).

Whatv then, is the upshot of Pareto's overal] perspective? What
emergesfls a perspecttVe in which socnetles.change llttle or not at all,
since Pareto S social equ:llbr(um rests on unchangnng (or at/least very
slow=-chdnging) . Sentlments. Pareto attempted to. show how the dxstrlbut|on

<}

of residues in avpopulation is related to the state of the pollty and. of .

-the economy. The social equlllbrlum is determined by the'distribution

N
N\

, . - )
of reSIdues or, more preclsely, by the distribution of indlyiduals holding

these attrlbutes (1963: lhh&) Hence Pareto s theory of the structure of

socuety is ultlmately psychologlcally based
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In his efforts to highlight those aspects of a social system

|
\

that are not amenable to economi ¢ investigation]§ and thus require com- {
. Oplementar? analysis on a specifically 50ciological plane, Pareto was.led
to“make the distinction between,the ma*imun‘utTlitx of. and maximum ut}l—h
ity For a community (1963:.1464-71)' The ]atter lS the point where each
.Inleldua] has attalned ‘the " maxcmum possible private satlsfactlon

whereas the former refers to the maxlmum utlllty of the group or socuety

as a whole. ThlS dlstlnctlon sngnals a shlft from a claSSIcal liberal

84 .
economic to a SOC|olog|cal vxewponnt Pareto rejected the classical

economlccstandpo:nt s assumptlon .that total benef?ts for, a communi ty
'Slmply equalled the sum total of the benef:ts derlved by each lhdIthual
Amember (1963 1&65) The soc10]og|cal viewpoint treated socnety as

a total unity and sub- -groups oF |nd|vxduals are considered from the view-
point of the|r contrlbutlon to the overall system'as well as in terms of
ithelr peculiar wants and desires In brief systcm.needs were

| dISCIHQUIShed from individual or sub- group needs, .

At thISJpoint, Pareto's thought converges with that of Emlle
Durkheim. Both Pareto and Durkhelm reJected utiltitarian’ and AndIthual—
istic notions and stressed the need to conSIder the requnrements of
soc1al systems qua’systems However they are dlfferent in that Durkheim
malntalned that system needs could be determlded obJectlvely and scien-

tlflcally, whereas Pareto contended that Judgments of such needs sprang

from.the desures propensntles values and norms of those in ‘command.
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EMILE DURKHEIM--RULES OF THE SOCIOLOG{CAL METHOD o

The wrltongs of Emlle Durkhe|m emerged from a debate wnth many -

eminent scholars. Two notable |nfluences were Karl Marx and Salnt -Simon.
§ \&1 Y - in
- /

From the tradition FOIIOW|ng Salnt—Symon, Durkheim owes his positivistic
orientation. To Marx, Durkheim owes the insight that social existence

- . : : 1
determines social conscicusness. 7 .
. , : ’ o #
' In his,ear]y writings, Durkhe|m S general questlon became that
: G
of examnnlng thc relations of the lndlvndual and the social group His

familiar, now cda55|c, ansver to that questnon was that Socuety is not
/ t

a simple aggregate of |nd|vuduals but a realntv sui_gereris. That is,

the |nd|v1dual is not a:concrete entlty but merely an abstraction from -

<

‘the group. In _turn, the group is subordxnate to the Socnety Society,
for Durkheim, is always to be written with a capxtal letter ”S“ since
the social order mus t be malntauned at alt costs

"x

Although Durkhelm was aware of class conflncts he contended

that socual order and ‘stability cou4dﬁbe achleved Like de Bonald

de Hanstre, and Salnt—Slmon 18 Durhhelm malntalned that the decllne of ’
religious forces had left a moral vacuum. Moral ldeas are the real
cement of Society; therefore, integration. and stabllnty could be achneved
by |nst|tut1ng the approprlate norai |deas. The- task for positive
%c:ence waswto determlne what moral ideas are best suited to achieve.
stabnlctv under the new |ndustr|a- condltlons

. - t ) :
In his. flrst maJor publlcatlon' The Dav:snon of Labor in Socnety,

Durkheam Sought to demonstrate that a growing lelSlOn of labor brings

with it an even higher form of solidarjty (196ha: 62—63). The shift from

S, . f
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mechanical to organic solldarlty (from old to new form of socuety) does
not result in an automatic loss of "collectxve _conscience't but only in

an alteration of its form. The common or collectlve conscience refers
: _ ¢ . . _
to the totality of beliefs and sentiments common to the average citizens
5
. . : . 1
of the same socnety (1964a: 129). 3 Because the collectlve conscience

is andependent of lnd|v1duals (collectlve sentlments are engraved on all o
|nd|v1duel consc;ences), it does not change_wlth'each generation. Rathe;,
it conneots“successive oenera;lons. vAccording‘to.Durkheim,'a normal so-.
_eleff'muet be fodnded or. such traits es collcctivevconéclenoe, moral
eufhority;ﬁoommunlty,,and ﬁhe sacred. The'only appropriape_resbonse‘to
yyodern coddltloné ls to‘étrengthen such'treits.k”THen such facfors as
iﬁéplclde, economlc conflict, and the‘frustrationé of anomic lifevwill be
.moderatedlzo - | - |

The re*hodology employed by Durkhelm in his study of rhe division

of labor is only lhpllClt._ Durkheum subsequently explicated hls methodol-

.O”iﬁal posntlon in The Rules of Socuologtcal Me thod (Rules) (1964b lx).
D‘The Bglgi_presents Durk“elm s early methodologucal approach-—sociqlbgis-
tic positivism.. This oOSItlon stemmed from two sources: a cfitical
examlnatlon of the methodology of uttlltarlan lndlmldualnsm andethe eja-
 borat|on of Durkheim's conceptlon of pos:t|V|sm Brlefly, Durkheim's
mos t basnc$cr1t|cism of utilitarian indiv 'dualism vas its inability to
account for the element of normative order in socuety (Parsons 1968,
3#6) With reference to hle posnt:vustlc orlentatlon Durkhelm s task
‘was to construce a methodology for the observa:nOn of ''social facts "

1"Thns flrst entalled decudlng whlch facts are commonly. called social.

The deflnltlon Durkhelm forwarded was as follows' ; E ‘ AR
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. - .t A social fact is every way of acting, fixed or
not, capable of exercisina on the individual an external"
constralnt or again, every way of acting which is
generatl throughout a given socucty, vhile at the same
time existing in its own -ight independent of its
individual manlfestatlons (1968b: 137,

[N}
Durkheim next formulated his rules for the oHservation of social,FactS;

The flrst and nos t fundaﬂental rule was to cor snder soctal facts as

"things" (l96hb ). 1t is relevant to elaboraee ‘the intent oF th|s ;

rule in order to nllustrate the importance” oF the two_main crlterla of'
socnal facts: exterlorlty and constralnt i

.;.
. Kd

Thnngs are objects of the external world whlch can be obJectlvely

conflrmed Things include all ohjects oF knowledge that cannot be con-4”Q:

s L #

celved by purely mcntal activity, those that rbqunre for‘thelr oOnceptlon '
‘data from- outssde the mind, from obseryatldné and exoerlnents (Durkhelm »
196hb: xliii). 21 And éoclal ﬁhenomena are:things;l éOClal ph nomena are
external to any particplarhlndlvldual;lthus 'thcy cannot be explalned on:’
the biological or psycholodleal levels Furtherwore ~sotlal phenom;na

) ? .

endure over time whlle partlcular |nd1v1duals dle and are replaced by

(
~

other 1nd|v1duals (Coser 1971- 129) Consequently, Durkhelm contended

that the task for 50c10]ogy (as a p05|t|ve sctence) was to dlscover the

g
socual facts of SOCIal phenomena. . L !

For Durkheim, the essential asalytical:problem was toldefine the

nature of the social factor'in human behavior' His partlcular aim was

B )

to arrive at somethlng more- than a resndual definitioh of the social

S
2

factor. His task now became'to distjnguish social facts.ﬁrom non-social
‘e : '

things (Parsons, 1968, I 565);‘ This was acconpli§hed by means of the

.. ’ Y . .
formula that "social facts .are facts ahgﬁt-psychic entities.
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However, the notion of psychic entities (which lncluded consc:ence and’
}

representatlons) was not preC|sely clarified and ultimately, this notion
led Durkheim lntOég

3357‘}{ | . o

Accordingfto-Parsons, Durkheim's early methodology had two main

ro?l 35 related to the assumption of “group mind''
/ ", :
(Parsons 1968

failings:' (l) Durkhelm failed to guard against. the |nterprctat|on that

social reallty is a concrete entlty separate from. lndlvudualsggbnd

(2) Durkhelm had only a partial grasp of the conception of analytlcal

abstraction (1968, I 367 68) ln addltaon Durkheim was concerned with

the question of “the’ relation of science and ethlcs ~Like most‘positiv-

ists, Durkhelm thought  that it was possnble to develop a scientific
'ethlcs which would serve ‘4s.the basis for ratlonal action and human
'betterment (l964b 23) “Ak;ordlng to Parsons, the very poss:bullty of

& , o v
a scnentlflc ethics contrlbuted to Durkhelm s subsequent de-emphasns of

-pOSIthISm and hls acknowledgment of the relevance of SubJectlve factors:

The employment of .the schema of scuentlflc

methodology as a framework for the analysis of action

from the subJective point of view was very probably -

ductated in large part by the requirements of a4 scien-

tific ethics. For ethics must, in so far as it is .

to yield practically appllcable rules of conduct, take

the subjéctive pdint of view 'of the concrete lnleIdual

- A scientific ethics Mmust, in turn, be capable of fitting

all the elegents which are determlnant of conduct into

_thls schema 1968 i: 37#)
Thus, whlle in hns early work Durkhelm defined soclal facts by thetr }f;ﬁ
exterlorlty‘and constralnt has later work stressed that socual foCtS
'become effectlve guides.and controls of conduct only to the extent that

A
they become lnternallzed ln the consciousness of individuals.

(.
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Durkheim's earlier concern with social regulation was focussed

on the external forces of social control, more particularly on the

]egalis;ic Way of looking at things in terms of the relatlon of ‘an indi-

" vidual to a rule which he either obeys or vnolates ‘Later, Durkheim

.conSIdered forces of social control that were internaljzed in fndividual

ot
”

conéciousnesg; Bexng conVInced that ”soc:ety has, to te present wnthln

‘the individual," Durkheim was led to study theories of re]xglon since

rel|g|on was a force that created hlthlﬂ individuals a sense of moral

oblugatlon to adhcre to Soczcty s derands (Coser 1971: 136). Theumajor

-7
representatlve publncatnon was Durkhexm s The Ele erientary Forms of the

Reliaious Lnfc (E]enentary Forms) . Theoretically, there are two different

th0ugh>intertwined elements  in the'E!cncntarerorms: a theory of rell-

[3

gion and an epistennlogy ln this funal phase of Durkhecm S wrltlngs

there was an cxplncnt nethogologlcal shift from the earller SOCIo]oglstlc

<

positivism to a socnologlcal eplstemology

The theory of rellgnon departs from the d(ftinction between:
beliefs and rlteS‘ : o ' i , ’ .‘if;
: Rellglous Dhenomena agé natura!!y arranged in two
Avfundamental cateqorxes _beliefs and rites. The first are
States of - opinign, and consnst in representat:ons- the =
second are detcrmuned modes of action. Between these two -
classes of facts there is all the dlffercnce which separates
thought from action (Durkhelm 1965 51).

In his examination of reluglous bellefs Durkheim found the common

<

denom .ator to be a distinction between the sacred and profane. Sacred
thtngs are those which the lnterdictions_protect and lsolate' profane

things are those _to which these 1nterd|ct|ons are applied and whlch must

remaln at a dlstance from the flrst Thus rellglous bellefs are the

*
v
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representatlons which express the nature of sacred thlngs and tge = %:7
© . Ky b 3
S S qn e A

relations which they sustaln elther Wlth each other or. wlth profane r§=~“\

\»*.:,;

vthlngs. Rites are the rules of conduct whxch prescrlbe how a*man sho Jd

conduct himself in the presence of sacred ObJECtS (Durkhelm l965 56)

As in his other studles Durkhelm s procedure was to start by

crltlc121ng tradltnonal conceptlons in other theorles in thlS nstance 42
drﬁ\ {«% A . . .
theories of rellglon (1965 65) The WO classes of theorles .on. whlch
o ‘ ' RS
. e e T
Durkheim conceﬁﬁféged hls crlthue were anlmlsm and naturusm "Durkhelm e

accused both of reduClng rvllglous |deas to lllusions, But lf rillglous
|dqas are not sheer llluSuon they must correspond to an external

obServable_reality. And for Durkhelm that reallty was the socnal reality;'

~

. . . and we have seen that this reallty, uhlch mythologles
have represented under so many .different- forms, but which

. is the universal and eternal objective cause oF these .
sensatlons sui_generis out of- ‘which religious experience is

made, is soETet§—TT§3_' 465) :-‘ _ ’_‘ a
Socnety cannot make its lnfluence Felt unless it is in actiOn,hand_lt
is not ln action unless'thev|ndlv1duals{who compose it are assembled L;;
together and act in common'. Coqsequently, actlon do 1nates the rellglous

lle' because of the mere fact that it is Society whnch is ntS'source‘

>(Durkhe|m 1965 h66) This llne of argumentatlon terminates wutw

‘-

Durkhexm s. famous proposntlon that fod or any other sacred obJect is
a symbolic representatlon of Socnety (Parsons 13968, I 417)

Accordlng to’ Durkhelm, the fundamental errér of other theorles
of rellglon has been to conFUSe |ntr|nS|c and symbolic relatlonshlps

Failure to make thls dtstlnctnon led pOSItIVIStS to V|ew(rel|g|on as
4 )

. oo
lrratlonal Slnce symbollsm has no place [n the positivisStic scheme of

analysis, sclence cannot provide‘a mode | for»religion.

Sy ) : : . .
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-:Moreover"the fundamental categories of thqought, and cbnsequently of

'lscnence “are of rellglzus origin (Durkheim, 1965 L66) . Fccordingly,

]

ﬁ:Durkhenm concluded that religious beliefs rested upon a specnflc experi-

ence whuch is’ lndependent of, yet just as valid as, E}perlences called

\

scnentxftc.. Nevcrtheless Durkheim's sociology of reluglon aimed to
. (£ .

study rellglous ldeas from a SCILntIfIC perspective. This resulted in

-Durkhelm s concludlng that religious ideas rust be distorted rebresenta—
;tlons~of an emblrlcél réality. In Talcott Parsons view, the consequente

was that Dur«hexm had reverted to hxs Larller pOSICIVISth anproach
'," : . \ . . -

",

Analyt:cally rtvardtd tho rtference of relugnous ideas

Do cannot be to any ermpirical reality at all, if they are
to be held to, represent the principal exnst»ntaﬁl cogni -
tive element of the ultimate ‘value corplex. In effect

‘this procedure: Forces Dur\hClW back frod a genuine ana-
lytical position to one of ewpnrrcusu. Instead of the
common, normat i ve element, tb socnet\" witich is symbolized
in rellglous ideas bcco.es tHe concréte social group. For
this is,; indeed,+an enonrlcally observable entity. . The
concretc lndlvndual is-in a position. to observe it, to be
assnmxlated to the 5|tuat|on of a scxentnsts (1968, 1: 471).

- 3

_That be|ng the case Durnhenm found hlmself ln a dilemma

\

a

.. An exclusive
. adherence to scnentlfnc reason would place thlcs and rellouon in a rela-

tive' pds1tton . The solutnon to the dllemma was to gyew reluglous cdeas

L

as a cognltnve brldge hetueen the emplrncgW and non- enp:rlcal realms.
’ . /

. Durkheim's turn to a- SOCIOlOgICal eplstenology reflec%s hlS attempt to

¢ Ca

"resolve thls dnlema.

, . . ) .'

ln the Elementa(y Forns,,Durkhenm%expl|c1tly Stated ‘that socnety

exnsts only in the mlnds of nnlelduals Thls statement refchts the_'
:loglcal outcome of hIS whole developwent and also the funal abandonment

of his ObJCCthISt blas (Parsons 1968 l QQZ) Accordlng to Durkhelm

vﬂthe radlcal empuruc:st posntlon by ltself cannot account for all knowledge
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The apriorists were right  in maintaining that non-empirically derived

categories are-also'necessa:f: HerVer,‘Durkheim maintained that an
“"empirical" explanation .is eminently possible fgr‘ép?iorist éategdfies,'

since he believed that their origin was in the social reality (Parsons,

1968, 1: 443). Hencc'Durkhcime sqcfological.epistémdlogy qhergﬁd when

“he identified the sccial factor as the a priori?sourcé‘Qf“categories.

<

t'.t'hrough because the two methqdologies--sociOIOQEs;ic$positivism and so-

)

o/ : . : ‘ . -, :
This identification broke Durkheim's bond to empirical rcality. There-
. . ; o ) : S ,

: - Ly ’ . , . T , - -
after, DurkhdNm tended to favor, idealism. And.so he ended up vacillating
between an idealistic and a positivistic'approéch.“‘The'undesirabi]ity of
favoring ejﬁher extreme is aptly expresséd'in;the§é‘wofds: ' !

Just as positivism elimipates the cFeatiVe, voluntaristic
‘character of action by dispensing with ithe analytical
significance of values, and ghc:gther‘normatEVC elements by.
making them epiphenomena, soiidealism has the same effect
for the opposite reason--idealism eliminates the reality
of the obstacles to the realization of values.  The set

‘of ideas  comes to be=id¢ntifﬁcd~with'the concrete empiri-
cal reality. Hence tha central ‘feature of the caqggory

of action, its-VOluntaristiC'character, the elemenfs of
will, of effort, have no place in such a scheme. Indeed
.one very important reason ‘why Durkheim was attracted, by
idealism was that he never really outgrew his empiricism. «
He could never cleéarly and consistently think of social
reality as one factor in concrete social life, but always
tended to slip.over into thinking of it as a concrete-
entity. Then since ""ideas'' cannot be dissociated from EEE
“the latteﬁé'it must consist of ideas (Parsons, 1968, | Lh6) .

a

: Even though,Durkhéim‘S'sLudy-oF religion brought him close to;recdgnizing

the importance of a voluntaristic element in action, he never quite broke

[ .
-

ciological epistemology--tended to counteract one another.’lH6Wever!‘

Péréons contends that Durkheim's diffiCUltiés afe.elu;idating and»h?ghly

“instructive BecauSg his struggles demonstrate that neither horn of the

. . : : o

dilemma provides a satisfactory methodological basis for a’ s¢ience
. . : 54 a

.75 . 7;.) /
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‘ of.sdeiology, or for any other social science (1968, I: 448) . Such
S/ '
e : .
considerations served to reinforce in Parsons' mind that only something

akin to a voluntarlstlc theory of action might help to transcend the

pOSlthlSt rdealnst dilemma.
 TALCOTT PARSONS--STRUCTURE OF ACTION AND ANALYT I CAL REALISM

Our review of the programs of selected social action theorists

terminates wnth an exam|nat|on of Ta]cott Parsonst monumenta] work, The

i

Structure of Socnal Action. In this study, Parsons attempted to find

a common denomlnator in the seemannly d(sparate views of Alfred Marchall

: Vllfredo Pareto, Emile Durkheim, and Max Weber. The result of this syn-.

thesizing effort was the emergence of a voluntaristic theory of action

which, according to Parsons, lay unrecognized in the works.of writers of .

.utilitarian;ﬂpositivistic,'and idealistic inclination, The relevance of
the conception ef voluntarism is apt]y captured by Alvnn Gouldner ih

these words:

-'Sombart, Weber, Parsons in The Structure of Social Action,
and the young Marx of the philosophical manuscripts, all
agree that a situatioh in which men are molded by autono-
mous social forces, and in which their aims and efforts
are controlled and overridden, is undesirable. Weber and
Sombart tended to sce this as unavoidable in modern indus-
trial civilization; Marx saw 't as inevitable under
rapltallsm but avondable under communism Parsons sees it
s avoidable even under capitalism, lndeed is a cen-
tral point of Parsons" “voluntarism' that men's efforts
always make a dlffethCL |n\what happens (1970: 185)

According to Parsons, any meanlngful eg;lon theory must be voluntarlstlc

) Actlon is meanungful only if preceded by a funct|onally relevant process

or ortentatlon and thns is poss:ble only if some freedom exi§ts to choose
among a]ternatlves-—that is, there must be <an element of voluntarism

’
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(Devereux, 1961: 19-20). B
. @

The publication of Tha Structure of Social Action codlfled Parsons'

early formulation 6f his action frame of reference Two particularly

relevantvaspects of this action scheme are its subjective reference to

‘action from,the'%oint of view of the actor and its normative orientation,

thet is, the claim that action always involves a reference to or a con-
~

g%ideratibn of some normative element. ‘However, the immedi3te point is
- _ . .

What the early formulation of the action scheme is the béét’place to look

T or specnf:c associations with epistemology and ontology. In this res-

. Scott (1903 715) malntalns that The Structure of S5~ 1 Actlon is

=%Mly much rore a book about the phnlosophy of SC|ence than its title

e
-~

tends to suggest. o -

Recall that the aiﬁ‘of'thfs_dissertation is to exblitate the
parellel between phenomenological me thod end, in this~instance Parsonian
'methodology. I this regard, a number of additional reasons can be for-
warded for focossfng on the g_ilz_Parsons.Z? Flrst Parsons recognized
“the reciprocal xnfluence of scnence and phllosophy and the fact that
they can be |ndependent of yet lnterdependent on, one another at the
same time (1968, 1: 20-27). ‘Second, Parsons maintains that there‘is no

St

erpirical knowledge which is not.in some sense conceptually formed. In

4

other words, a descrlptlon oF the facts involves @ conceptual scheme;

hence descrlptuve frames of reference are -fundamental to all science

(Parsons 1968, 1: 30). 23 Third, Parsons recognlzed (but did- elaborate)
that his actlon frame of reference had what might be called a''p egom—
. w“‘
enologlcal" status (1968 It: 733}. 24 These con51deratxons lead u§ﬁto
‘ %

contend thatvParsonsf methodblogyf—"énalytlcal rea]ims"--parallels

;Y
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25

phenomenological method.

Parsons' action frame of reference can be characterlzed as

emerglng out of his cr|t1c13m of three tradntlons-—utllltarlanlsm posi-
tivism, and idealism. Speaking about the}utilitarian and positivistic
positions, Parsons states his reason for wanting to mediate between. them:

The form of prrmary interest here is an urcreas:ngly sharp
presentation of the Mutilitarian dlle“ma either a really
radical positivistic position or the strlctly utilitarian.
The former course involved abandoning completely the means-
end schera as analytically indispensable, the latter meant
increasing dependence on extrascientific metachysical assump-
tions. In the generally positivistic state of opinion all
the weight of "hard-boiled'" scientific prestige scemed to
lie on the radically positivistic side. But at the same time
the utilitarian tenets rested on sound erpirical insight
which could not readily be explained away. Hence the stage

- was set for a radical theoretical rcconstruction that would
transcend the dnle*ra altogether (1068 I'l: 702). »

The utilitarian ac;ion system had four relevant features: atomism,

rationality, empiricism, and ra ndo mness of ends (Parsons, 1968, 1: 60).

.Atcording to Par;ons, Qtilitar?anism and economi; theory sérved as avgood
model of systematic aﬁd analytical theory; however, it could not achieve
the sta;uslof'genenal\theory.ze‘ On the other haﬁd, the positivistic 'k\\ .
tradition wasbattémpting'to develdp a theory whfch could aCéount for. N\

human behavior in.tefms of determinate scientific laws, Such as;tBosc

in physics. The failing common to,a1| positivistic th:origs_of.actioh

was that Qxdimpliéitly Lreating cnas as if they wefe reducible to the
N :

conditions o% action the positivists denied the subjective coéponent of

action (Parsons, 1968,AI: 66-67).‘ tbnsequently, the positivistic posi-

S

tion denied the independent; metaphysical foundation of values-because it .

has failed to distinguish between the realy of fact and the realm of
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ideas from which values spring. But, accordnng to Parsons, actuon
involves wvolition or wnlllng, therefore, the subjective component cannot
be ellmlnated . “

’ At the other extreme,tthe idealistic tradition was tryingﬁto
generate a theory which |nterpreted concrete social phenomena as emana-
tions from the realm of values Parsons'vprlnclpal criticism of ideallsm
was that it widened thevéap between fact and‘value. "Hence action itself,
as the relation between fact and valee, was elimlnated._ The Parsonlan

conception of voluntarism, and subsequently the notion of voluntary

action, emerged as an alternatlve to the |deallst|c and pOSlthlSth

.pOSIthnS ‘ ’ ’ o -
. -
@l From his investigations, Parsons concluded that :at-some point
there emerges a minimum frame oF reference for actlon In" other words,

)
the structural elements of thls action frame of: reference are irreducible.

The minimum elements necessary to have a meaningful descrlption of an
act include end; means, conditions, and norms (1968 il: 7}2 The bastc
prlnClple is that of duallty—-actlon is defxned in terms of its relatlon
_between actor and sntuatlon. By actor, Parsons means an agent or analy-
tical reterence point. The situation is composed of physlcal objects.
-(including organisms other than men), cUltural objecté (sﬁchAaS arti-
facts,’language, values); and social obJects (lnleldual socnal actors
or,collectivltleS) (Williams, 1961 68). Other pertinent features of the
actlon frame of. reference are (l).thatlthe relations ‘of the structural
elements lmplies a normative orientation of action, a teleologncal char-
acter; (2) that action is always a process in tlme, and (3) that the L

. -

: actlon schema is. lnherently subJectlve in the sense that normatlve

3
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elements can be conceived of as 'existing" only in the mind of the actor
(Parsons, 1968, 1 732—33)'1 .
' . 1 - ) L4 ) .

The upshot of the specification of a minimum frame of reference

for action is that such a schema sets a definite limit to the extent of

useful subdivision of the phenomena into units or parts. In the case of

[ .

- phenomena describable in terms of} a, the smallest unit which

can be conceived of as concretely ¢ Eitself is the "'unit act."

The implication for a science of a MSEY. this:

A definite limit to the scicntifically useful subdivision
of concrete phenomena into units or pargs is set by their
£ relevance to the frame of reference. l? the theory of

: action it is their capability of bein thought of as acts
or concrete elements of acts. One pFiﬁcipal criterion of
this capability is that the subjective point of view can
be employed. Failure to see this: was one of the main
reasons why Weber was so afraid of abstraction- ard hence
did not even attempt . to develop a generalized theoretical
system (Parsons, 1963, 11: 738).

A

‘Based on these considerations, Parsons formulated his general

epistemoiogical position of "analytical realfsm.”z7 Analytical realism
describes Parsons' position regarding the relation of theoretical con-

cepts to concrete phenomena. This view maintains that at least some of

.the general congepts of science are not fictional but adequately repre-
. / ' .

N «

vsent,aspects‘of the,bgﬁective, exfernal world. In éddition; analytical
healisn av;ids fhe objectionable implicétions‘ofvan empiricist rgéliSm.
These éoncepts éorrespona not to coﬁcrefé phenémgna But té éleménts in

. thé'phenomena whiqh are analYtiéally separab]e;froﬁ éther elements
‘(Parsgns; 1968, ll:<730). T;ere is no implication that the value of any
‘ , . »

be ‘ X . ¥ L !
one element, or even of those included in one logically coherent system,

is a complete description of any particular concrete thing or event.
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Therefore,,an adedﬁate‘understandlng of -one ar more concrete phenomena

N

“may require the employment of analytlcal categorles drawn from more than
A

one’ such system perhaps from several (Parsons, 1968, I1: 757).' In
” i .
brlef a‘complete_explanatlon of concrete phehomena‘may require inter<®

- .
Tl

.relatlng theoretical categoriesffrom~all'analytical sciences. -

> 4

‘Thus, on an iﬁalythal{basis, Parsons detected'theremergence of

threeigreat classes_ofltheoretical systems--systems of nature, of action,

, o , o _ AT
vand of cdlturé (l@ég,pllzl762). Systems of nature involve time in rela-
'tlon tojspaéé.l Systems of.actionvlnvolye time .in relation'to:meansfend

//,schemad‘ However culture.systemshare distinouishedffrom thevother two

R

o ' in that they are non-spatial and atemporal ~Disregarding the “sciences"
oL _ N ﬁ&‘ : _

" of culture; Parsons conclude&f&hat the emplnlcal analytncal sclences may

v

then be lelded lnto two groups. natural sciences and the scuenCes of

: actlon. Referrrng to the.scxences oF action, ParSons states
o The latter are dlstlngu1$hed negatively by the lrrelevance

of the spatial frame of reference, positively by . the“}pans-
‘end schema and by the, lndlspensabllnty of, the subject 2 pect,

b ~ hence-of the. method of Verstehen, which, is- spCC|F|cally
' ‘lrrelevant to the natural sciences (l968’“|l 76& 65).

]

S With ‘the tarn- to Lhe three great theonetlcal systems (natur action,

and eulture) the relevance of tpe conceptlon ;of voluntagism fas’ it had

'

been %pplted o the theqry of actnon dlm)nished 29 Parsoas began to

s

’

v . . W
. make reference Slmply to the scnences of actlon as dnstxngunshed from

- .
.

'those o‘ nature .and culture. ‘t.~ .
ln sum, Parsons proposed that adequate socnologlcal theory must

AN

o

be ~dction theory And as long as. socaal thoughb remains d|v1ded between -

s

the posntxvnstlc and the udealustlc systems there is no place for

analytlcal socuolog.cal theory in Parson°' sense (l968 L 774) .-

Ve -

8

i
.



. | 169

. -

A]though Parsons thought The Structure of Social Actlon contrlbuted

'toward combattlng the tendencnes oF either idealism or positivism, one.

/-N

of hlS CrltICS does not agree ( As Scott (1963: 732) has State@%

| i
;

"o . with all*respgct for the. monumental scholarshtp that went into

its writing and for the exhaustlve—éeﬁatl of its'exposition, néver ad-

vances it§ discussion bcyond .nineteenth ccntury epnstero]ogy and never

v

answers the one questlon on whnch 50 much of its discu:sion turns:  what

|s the nature of valuatlon?” N




4@F09TNOTES TO CHAPTER 6

'This topic has already

. European Sciences) . Therefore,
tulate the main ideas, and then
""ideal type." ~

For example, the conce
- in the sense of a complex of tr
as long as we-disregard the rej
and simply analyze the term in
this concent to the concept of
struct the concept of '‘economic
“event, this then contains, as e
which is fully elaborated dogic
conditions oF exchangs. It ass
therewith ideal-tvnical in the -
from empirical reality which ca

o 170

been discussed {Chapter 2, Crisis of .
the present discussion shall only recapi-
Rrocced to elaborate Weber's notion of

: . &
et of "exchange' is a simple class concept
aits which are common to many'phenomena,
ning of the component parts of the concept
1'ts everyday usage. 1f, however, vie relate
“"margi utility,”'for»instance, and con-
exagnange\ as an economically rational -
very\concoht of "'economic exchange' does
ally,\a juddment concerning the ‘'typical"
uTes ayaeneti gharacték-and becomes
logica) sense, i.e., itlremoves itself

. I

n only be compared or related to .it. The

same 'is true of all the.so-called “fundarental concepts'' of economics:

_they cah be developed in gereti
100). - . ‘

. 3Thé lite-dture related
- extensive and only a poftion .ca
not that ruch of the confikion
stens from a failure té.grasp-t
(1971: 68). emphasized that Web
\) Predictive explanation of, actio
Verstehen. Failure to grasp th
as an intuitionist, idealist-ra
faor -the capitqlist'ideology.

3credited-to‘Aléxénder-VOn Shel

e g o hThé dfstinctibn‘amonj}}ﬁe threeOquﬂ]rtypes in Weber's work- s . .

¢, form oniy as ideal types (Weber,. 1949:

2
‘to webgrﬂs,jdeal-type construction is .

n be discussed here.! It js relevant to
surrounding the intent of the ideal-type
he totality of Weber's methodology. Sahay
cr.waélconcerned with the analytical and
n--a clear scientific delimitation-of

is,hds led many critics to designate Weber -

tionélist,.pessimﬁst,4and‘eyeh an, apologist
. . < )

.

fng (Parsons, 1968,'11: 604-06)." “Von ,

e p . R A L
Sh%[ting“was the‘fiqstxgo'pqi.t;oux that. under the term .ideal type Weber
included" two guite heterogéqeous”¢ate90[iés'of genqra]bzing~and individ=

ualizing concepts. * Later, von
the individualiziriqg concepts.,

Shelting démarcated two subcategories of - -
Talcott Parsons has¥contributed to

a clarification.of Weber's methodology, especially the relation of ideal-

type to generalized analytical
a synopsis of von Shelti
from German inta English,

SApcordingﬂggagahay (19
have ignored or.failed to see t
stantive ideal types are equiva
relationships betwéen the value
actions, and events to be analy
and events. Weber's basic poin
of values, individuality, and u

v

theory. As well, Parsons provides |

ng‘s-po%ivion,:which has not been translated

. . i R @ -
715 73) ., githér'contempbrary sociqlogist5~
hat the formal'basig for all kinds of sub-

lent, * All are concerned i th the. logical -

» which may have determined ‘the "ideas,

zed, and the results of the ideas, dctions
t is that sociological analysis is in terms.
nderstanding; -and) the different .forms of

N S &
Q@
i, .

¢

-
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ideal types are the’ various means of relating these methodological .

prnnC|p]es each depending on the substantive material.
\

‘

, 6For”example Weber's basuc dichotomy of rational and irrational
(with'irrétional elements being defined resndua]ly as a deviation) tends
to create a false, thcoretlcally unwarranted antltheS|S Parsons main-
tains that this tendnncy was exemplified by WFber s confinement of ideal
typical analysis to the rational case. A related tendency was fo.- Weber
to confine the ahpllgabllcty of subjective Categories to consciously
intended motives,

7Roqer5\(1969 81-83) ponnts out. that chnr s avoidance of the
- psychological cdhoon;nt may not have been unwarranted, . First, Webher was
primartiy concermned’ vt ms Sf “institutional ghange. This prob]em
was of no conccrn Lt ﬁ% 5.in Veber's periad of urltlnq “Second,
}psychologlsts were & of“t allacy of misplaced confret eness.
'JLer ccﬁtalnly avouded hlsﬁehror : ‘

s

‘ Pargto studied cconOans and sociology in the Iater part of his
life. His formal education was in mathen ‘atics and phvsncal sciences,
“and for many: years hL was a practncnng cngineer. B
,}" ‘ Slt is relevant to .note that Péréto cquateslcxacriehce and - -
* observation., I s S -

]

) K R

*»
e

_ ’ OVlthln thg non-lqglcal-cvoerlmcntal doma|n, Parcto was careful
‘Lo distihguish betueon psuedo~scientific theories dnd theories transcén--
ding experience. ACCOFdan to Pareto, psucdo-scientific theories (those
pretending to havg a entific’ 5tatu>) are anchored in biological néeds.
Therefore, psuedo- 5c:0ntlf|c theories can be. llw:naLed by uncovering the
.undgrlynng resnducq and ‘ultimately Basic numan se ntlanLG on,which they"

- are restlng Howcver Pareto is careful to notu“that thLOFICS ~transcen-

=, ding experience never claim a \CfLHLIflC status. Such tneorILS represent

the ,cultU(aI dim-15i6n of humun aLLIOH and \as such _3re-a necessary. part

Qf any attemp% to acqount for the ends’ of human action (Paleté Chgpters Y.

' d S) 20 [N AN . . -

', . o~ i~ . ) L - . ’

.

S e ParLtb (1963 )08) noted that the terms residue, 8LFIJ%CIOHS
an 5 ‘ﬁavatlves u;r; merely arbrLrary\word “nares aSaIQﬂCG to a’sct of -
*h&i among thlngs initially, designated as ! a,'" "b,'" and ‘e, v
ﬁ¥$q§p5;er the reader is warned not to infer anythxng from thL pbroper

m@nxngs of these words or their e tymologles . ‘

(.

" ~‘I”'E-*]2In rhIS»regard’ the dlscussnon by ‘Homans and Curtls is briefed,

e

'§fpc¢é;nreto's discussion .is confusxng and dlffncult to follow ?ﬁomans

a,q,gé’v..us 1934: 225- )7) E o o o

& In Pareto s usaqe the term C]Ile has no méral or honorific
connotatnon& Elite 5|mply denotes. a class of people who have the htghest
-indices in their particular branch of activity. For example a - chess
champion. is a member of a partlcular ellte ' . SN

1l
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i ] 1

Pareto's theoretical ametlon may be understood as an effort to
link traditional ltalian ® 1ach|évefT|an“ social theory with 19th century
positivist thought. Like Machiavelli, Pareto wanted tosconstruct a science
of power that would explain how the few manage to rule over the many
Pareto wanted to discover the relation between human action and man s
fundamental nature (Coser, 1971: k07-08).

1?The ciruclation of élites discussed here has focussed on the

polity. However, Pareto found a parallel situation existing in economics
wheve speculators are similar to the foxes, and rentiers are similar to

the lions. For brevity, the economic parallel is not elaborated here
~(1963: 1555-70 and 2310-17). 3 ‘
16

The economic system is made up of certain molecules set in
motion by tastes and subject to ties (checks) in the form of obstacles
to the. vaUlSIthn of economic values. ~ The socnal svstem is much nore
complicated, and even if we try to surolufy it as far as we possibly can
wi thout; farllnd into serious errors, we at least have to think of it as

‘made up of certain molecules harborlng residues, derivations, interests,
-~ and proclnvntles and which perform, subject to numerous tibs, logical
- and non-logical actions. In the economic system, the non-logical element

is relegated entirely to tastes and disregarded, since tastds are taken ™.

* as data of fact (Pareto 1963: 1&&2). A N
. - v : . ,

L of course Durxhnlm never admltted to the paral] i bctwecn hls
vievs and those oF Marx The p3rallel emerges ds a result of the work
of other wrlters o o B 7 B

18These mon were asscciated with: the Roméntic- Conservatlve
‘reaction against: the: dlgorganIZIna consequences of the French Revolution.

. De Bonald and de Maistre developed-Catholie counter-revolutionary philo-
.sophies which not only provided an'ldcologlcal defense for the Restoration
but algp advocated regreSS|on tq ‘the order oF the old regime. Later,r o
Salnt QﬁmOﬁ”' JrltlhOS ref*ected ant aosorptlon of both Enlnghtenmcnt -and
COUnter revolutjon vneus " For'Saint-Simon, scnence “and nnduery led to ®
the final, demise of ' the™ S1d order; Yand Furthermore science (Gnd lndustry
have become the essential positive prlncapléSféf Lhc neéw order. lnraddn—
tion, the wiews of. ‘Auguste- Comte- (a one-time ‘student of Saint-Simon)
lnflucnced Durk'e;m. - Although- he dlsagreed with, Comtean metaphysics, -
Durk“elm certannly paralielled Comte's qencral methodoldgical quest for
posutlve 1awis of soc:al behavuor

? ]9An apt empirical indication.for the exustence of collectlve

entiments is the sogial reaction to crime. For Durkheim, an act is
"criminal' insofar as it opposes the collective sentiments. Anythlng
which violates the common conscience (or collective sentlmgnts)
a threat to the solndarlty of society.

2Olt is lnterestlng to note. that from siich conSIderatlons

Uurkhe|m s program for reform advocated the, resurrcction of the conception
Tof gullds or occupatloggl groups , Gu1lds had a strong moral |nfluence'-

- . y

(it}

“

~

-
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sy -

capable Qf'tontaining‘individual egos and of maintainingyphe collective

"conscyéﬁ%ﬁf}s:h o , _ , =L

*ﬁéim refuseg'tb Permit ideas or concepts to be legitimate
6r“thingsg'7ﬁe examined social phenomena in“themselves as

7

im: the consciously -formed representations of them in the mind.

. e . - ! ; ; A

As Durkheéﬁ%Sagd:' "Indeed, the most Important characteristic of a "thing®

is the birpoessibility of its moci{ication by a sigple. effort of , the will"
' i . IR ) ik o B .

(1964b: 28)s . ke

8]
2

LScott‘11963) has eXarined the ques ti ofshe the, changing foundations
of the Parsonian action scheme. In particular, oty focussed ion the
question as to the 'Fate' of the voluntaristic thesis in Parsdns'vlater s
writinags. Two general phases are cemarcated for Parsons' writings: °
w(1). a pre-war phase which focussed ‘around The Structure of Social Action;
and (2}ya post-war phase in wnich the action scheme <(ill eraloys  a means-
end framework, but its constituent,elcmegﬁs are presented in a different
‘way.  In the present ingquiry, interedt céﬁ%ers'dn the pre-war, or carlii
Parsons. It is inforrmative to note Pﬂrsoﬁgh,position with respect to
writers aho hive attempted to trace and demarcate the main themes running
“through gﬂJ of the.Parscnian publicationsvto date. ' As Pérsdps;has_SaTd,
‘there. seers to bé a certain unity in tHe Qeripd of intellectisl intérests
’éhd,thgorétical-dcxélopmqnt rurning from completion of Tin: Structure of *
Social Action to the 'two major bools’published {1951, Tewiard a General
JThcmry@of,Actioh'Ghﬁj?ﬁﬁ‘SccialﬂSystcm3 The most important thread of con-
tinui lies. in yWav‘ca@eﬂto be cal)ed the ”paLLenn-vaniab]q” scheme -
(Parddfis, 197077842) . : :

o

v23Ac¢ording to Parson “fact" is‘understood_to be an erpirically
verifiable statement about phergmena in- terrs of a conceptual schere. -
A fact is not itself a' phenomenon at all but a proposition akout one or.
-more. phénomena. All scicntfﬁit.theories are made.up.of facts and of -
- Statementsof relations betygeh ."ctSan_this sense (}9@83 L: 41) -

~ vr

r.

_ %AlthaughfParsons eXp}ithlY*Eékhdwledggd his affinity to )
§hcnomenolbgical‘phildsophy””hg did not elaborate this relation., In addi-
tion, Pabensvdfd~not”gofbeyond Husserl of the Loaical Investigdtions, =~  F
Mofeoverl the direction of ?nte[lcctug] conceen after The Structure of

Social Action mo;engérsons further avay from his affinity with .
phenomanolOgical.philosophy. ' o

25

o Of course,. the implicit parallel between “5%a1ytical reali§mt3

and- phenomenological philosophy may be partly contingent on the early
intellectual3influcncesROn'Parsons, Obviously, Qriting; reflecting the
crisis of Eufopean\scﬁences abognded during the first three decades of
‘the 20th century.. And phenomenology was one offshoot from that Crisis.

26Parsons" maintained that all the relevant problems related to

* a general thedry of action systematically borderéd on the works of Alfredr
Marshall; bu;,_uhfortuhate]y, Mafshall'hadjnot Fully recognized what he'
was: doing. It is'interesting to note that Parsons later vindicated his

.
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position on-Marshall as it was initially formulated in The Structure of
Social Action. Parsons (1961: 317) .contended that the mpst -important
contribution of The Structure of Social Action was the demonstration of
a systematic range of problems on the bonderline of Marshall's theory,

“and a coavergent body of concepts oriented toward dealing with these

problems, the most fundamental of which is the problem of order. In
a recent article, Parsons (1970: 8€9). reaffirms that the problem of
order is a main theme,~stemming from The Structure of Sccial Action,.
throughout the «course of his intellectual pursuits.

27Epistemology here refers to the status of scien®ific cdncepts
in relation to reality.

a ;
28

In a recent article, Parsons notes some of the: circumstances
relevant to his formulation of analytical realism. ‘According to Parsons:
A '""Weber _had insisted on the inevitability and cognitive
validity of selection among available,factual information. The
importance of analytical abstraction was further strengly empha-
sized by Henderson in his formula: . 'A fact is a statement about
‘experience in terms of a conceptual scheme.' The culmination of
this conception came for me in A. N. Whirehead's work, especially
his Science and the Modern World, .including his illugiinating dis-
cussion of ‘the 'faliacy of miSpLaceq goncTeteness.' Through
"channels such as these !{arrived.atfg‘conception'which | called
tanalytical realism,' which treated the kind of theory | was
interested in as therénfly“abstraqt.but-by‘no means as -
N 'fictitious"' in the: sense of Hans Vaihiger" (1970: 830).

29Although the post-war writings of Parsons de—emphasize the’

importance of the concept of voluntarism, Prbvision exists for its re-

vitalization «if it should ever become necess TY. The post-war scheme .
says only that "behavior is normatively regulyted.' . While voluntarism . ..

towauld hot"bepintonsistenf’w?th such a conception 6f actic i't"is not

a ‘necessary conclusion from it. The post—war'§§pemc thehigées a* new.
term,~"motivation'': action involues .the expenditure &f energy or effort.

'The‘scheme was extended. by ‘the addition of the now celebrated thrce,modesv‘

of orientation of action: cdgﬁitidn, cathexis, and evaluations (Scott,
1963: 725-26). - = . - , 3

oo
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ANALYSIS OF SOCIAL ACTION METHODOLOGIES

In so far as | understand a Lext nderstand |t--|n some
v.respects--better than the author. I; L -really understand
a _proof | ought to be able to produce variants ‘to it; if .
L understand a discourse | should be able to rephrase it--
above all in order to assimilate i't, make it my own, ! have -
to "tfanslate" it into the Ianguage of the tradltlons 1 am

at home in. , N

r = L . ;
--An old topos -of hermeneutics



N

The follow:ng analyS|s aims. to" dlsclose the relation between

<3 o

phenomenologlcal method and the methodo gles of. Weber, Pareto Durkheim,

and Parsons. The assessment of these four methodolog|caP posntnons is
conducted by examunlng the Sumllarltles and differences of each posltlon

‘Wlth Rncoeur s phenomenologlcal method In this respecl@ Ricoeur's

ogies.approximate in varying degrees. Theraim of .the
discern»the affinity and the'degree to which the-methovoibgles of weber,
Pareto, Durkheim, and Parsons approximate the phenomenological'approach !

\» - ~An assumption relevant to the assessment of the adequacy of . these
N 2 k) .W\: -
\\\nethodologies is that they falled to extend theur basnc'*ramework (for

\
he analysus of social actlon) to ltS logacal llmlt ThlS failure is

reflected in a lack -of clarlty and precusnon ln formulating these .methods .

1
In other words methodology for conceptuallzatlon of social action is
l%ss well developed than the: phenomenoldglcal me thod whlch is also rele~

an ‘ <
- wvant, for&conceptuallzatlon. Slnce this |an|ry has - CONCIuded that

w ’

\—"Rlcoeur S phenomenologlcal method is relevant then the. assessment of

&
theSe four pos.itions proeeeds in two ways. (1) a negatlve assessment

whereby each method falls shorhlof Rlcoeur s method which lS taken as
-
an upper ldeallty-limlt' (2) a posnttve assessment whereby Ricoeur's

‘ method is sumply taken to be further refined than each- method but all
| methods are only successuve approxlmatlons to some undeflned Utoplan

methodology Thus by a process of comparlson and contrast the adequacy

of each methodology is Judged emp?oylng crlterla drawn from Rlcoeur s

176
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phenomenological method. The criteria- (dlscussed in Chapter 5) lnclude

dialectics, hermeneutics, and diagnostics (lntentlonal analysis).

¢

As a propadeutic to the assessment, it is relevant to flrét

-~

. discuss the views of Alfred Schuetz. In his works, ‘the attemptuto relate

phenomenology to socnal action is most consplcuous.

[

A NOTE ON THE POSIllON OF ALFRED SCHUETZ

ta

»

The work of Alfred Schuetz warrants dISCUSSIOn here because -

Schuetz attempted to construct a bridge between Edmund Husserl's phenom-

enology and Hax Veber s verstende SOC|ology Two quest|ons of central
IE—— 2 -

interest in Schuetz were- the relgtton of obJectlvnty and subJect|v1ty in

social science methodology and the nature d% human actlon Schuetz found

_c ues for an5wer|ng both these questlons in the wrntlngs of Max Weber.
Houever, the loglcal problems involved in weber S notion’ of “ideal types”
'and other key concepts drove Schuetz to a thorough analysus of Neber s
entare methodologlcal program. Ut|l|21ng the H&Q/erllan cqpceptlon of
ﬂ\meanang,“ Schuetz attemﬁ%ed to recast the foundatuons of web 5 _lnter-

rpretlve undersfandlng (Verstehen) thus provndlng the phenomenological

P

,groundnng whlch Heber s program lacked ' . ' Coor

.

Schuetz agreed with Weber that the essentlal functnon f social
‘ scnences is to be_"lnterpretlve '* that is, to‘understand thevsubjective'b
meaning of social action:?
. . Never before had the pro;ect of reducung the ”world
of objective mind" to the behavior of individuals been so
radically carried out as it was in Max Weber's initial state-
-ment of the goal of interpretive sociology. This science is
to study social behavior by interpreting its subjective mean~
~ lng as found 'in the intentions of |nd|V|duals The aim, then,
is to |nterpret the actions of |nd|V|duals in the soc1al world
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and the ways in which individuals give meaning to social
phenomena (Schuetz, 1967: 6)
But Schuetz found that Weber had failed to clearly state the essential
characteristics for the understanding of subJectlve meaning, or of action.
He further contended that Weber's concept of “|nterpret|ve sociology"
rested upon a series of tacit presupposntnons which needed explicating
n(1967 7). Taking hls«departure point from Weber's postulate of the
subjective interpretation of "meaning," Schuetz was predominantly con-
cerned with the understanding of soc:al action as the meaning whlch the
actor bestows upon his action. Slnce Schuetz agreed with Weber that .ﬂ
action |s deflned through meaning, the flrst(p05|t|ve step in Schuetz s
formulation Was to reconsider the nature of fhe phenomenon of “meaning."
According to'Schuetz, most. scholars had m7£ZZd the pO|nt that the problem |

/ . K _ .
of meanlng is a problem of historical lee' : o

aée of time, filled, to be sure,
aving the nature of an “lnternal
asconsciousness of one's own duratlon
' It is within this dur tion that the .meaning of a pérson's’
Lt j expertence ls/constl uted for him’ ‘as he I'ives through the ]
.. experience. Herewand here only, in--the deepest stratum of RS
~experience that is accessible to reflection, . is%o be found
<+ . the ultimate source of thé phenomena of “meanlng” JSlnn)
and "understandlng“ (Verstehen) (1967: 12)

The latter is always™a pas
"+ with physical events yet
T time consciousness, "

Thus Schuetz s procedure was to track the ‘concept of * neanlng“ to its '

. ponnt of" orlgln in inner tlme-consc10usness, that is, in the duratlon.

\”df the ego as |t actually llves through its experlence According to’

Sehaetz only after we have a flrm grasp of the concept of neaning as
such wull we be - able. to analyze step by step the meanlng-structure of _.T\\\~_
the socualsworld" (1967: 13). He found' a solutlon to the rcddles of

meantng-establlshment and meanlng lnterpretatlon3.in Bergson's philosophy“
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of durationh and in~Husserl's transcendental ohenomenology.

From his laner into the nature of ‘the phenomenon of meaning,
f .
Schuetz drew a num?er akbconCIUSIons The most general'result was
a demonstratton that Wegem S concept of |ntended meanlng (which the actor
axtaches to hlS act:on) HS unclear and imprecise so long as the concep-

tion of action remains undef?ned (1967: 215) . Thus Schuetz concluded

that ‘action is (1) a lived experlence that is (2) guxded by a plan or

,prOJect arising from the subJect's spontdneous actnvaty and (3) dlStln'
guished from all other 1jved experlences by a peculiar Act of attention.
As a consequence of thlS deflnltlon of action, Schuetz concluded that

it is incorrect to regard mean:ng as. lf it were some kind of predicate

W3

which could be “attached" to an action. For that matter, 'Schuetz disel
tinguished between action as experlence in nrocess and act ‘as completed

process. - Thus Schuetz malntauned that it is methodologlcally inadmissi-

‘,r

ble to inter t a guven series of acts obJectlvely as a unified sequence
'Wlthout any reference to a prOJect .and then to ascribe to them a subjec-

tlve meaning (1967 2]6) From these investigations, Schuetz demarcated

the limitations of Max Neberls podition.

- Weber's failure to clarify the philosophical presuppositions of

<n

his own'brimary conceots‘was _the prime stlmulus for Schuetz s crlthue
of Weber's methodologlcal program. . Flrst Schuetz argued that Neber s
prlmltlve conceptlons (e g., the cqncept of the meaningful act of the-

lndnvudual) were not primitive enough (Schuetz 1967: 7). Second Weber

~

made no dlstlnctlon between “actlon" and “act " Third, Weber dld not

P

dcsttnguush between the meanlng ‘of the producer.of a cultural obJect and En
vy

the meanlng of the obJect produced Fourth, Weber drd not dlffe#gntlate,'

T

L
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e between meaning of one's own action and the action of ang her person.
Fifth, Weber never attempted to |dent|fy the unique and fundamental rela-
tion existing between the self and the other self, that relatnon whose

c
clarification is essential to a precuse understandlng of what it is to

- know another person. In short, Weber naively. took for granted the mean-
~ .‘:L
ingful phenomena of the socual world as a matter of |ntersubJect|ve
agreement (Schuetz, 1967: 9). , " \§ [/

.o AR understandlng of the paramount reality of ’ common-sense life

is the c]ue to grasplng the works of Alfred Schuetz HIS maln concern
= .

was to describe the ”meanlngful Structure of the world of daily life."

The world of dally life, or the everyday worklng world, establishes the

—ligits wnthln whlch our exustence unfolds For SchUetz, thefmost central

\

~

feature,of the everyday world is that it |sitaken-f0r-granted.-

The taken-for- granted (das Fraglos gegeben) is always that
particular level of experience which presents -itself as

not in need of further analysis. Whether a level of experi-
-ence is thus taken “or granted depends ‘on the pragmatic
interest of the reflective glance which is directed upon it
and thereby upon the particular Here and Now from which that
glance’ is’ operatnng**ﬂ . a change of ‘attention can trans-
form something that is t;kéﬁ\ﬁor granted into somethlng '
problematlca}x(}§67 74)

©

~Phenomenology has taught us the concept of" phenomenologncal epoche that
is, the suspensnon of our bellef in the reallty of the world as a device
to ovehéome the taken- for-grané@hness of the natural -attitude. > Schuetz

furthé?hcontended that man wuthln the natural attltude also employs an

N

epoche : However in thls case, man suspends doubt that the world and /,

\
lts obJects mlght be otherwnse than it appears to him ‘(Na nson, 1962

x1iii). This specuflc epoche Schuetz labelled the ”epoche of the natural

attltude "6‘ ’

]
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Fdr Schuetz, the everyday world is the arena of social action

3

where men tré}to relate to on\ anothew. Each |nd|vudual locates hlmself

J

in dally life in a partlcular manner, in llg%& of what Schuetz has called

one\s ”b|ographical situation.'" Ope's blographncal situation defines’ the

~ -

unterprets its possibill-

The world becomes transposed into my.

way in whlch one locates the‘%rena of actuon

ties, and engages its challenges.

» But, although an |nd1v1dual defnnes his world

- he is nevertheless a social belng rooted in an

B ff,eaﬂ ty..‘». The world of daily 1ife

?

Bet an lntersubJectlve world.

into thch\we areiborn
1

Thus the phllosophlcal prob-

-y'lntersubJectIVIty is the clue to social realuty Posltlng_

\lntersubJect|v1ty as an ontologlcal glven, Schuetz then examined it by

v

way of a descrtptlve analysns of typlflcatlons of the common-sense world.

ln brlef “typlcal“ refers to open hortzons of ant|c1pated snmllar

experlences (1962 7).

-
-

. Typification as a general feature of perceptual experlence denotes

a very |mportant and fundamental problem of general phenomenology for

typlflcatlon is certalnly at the origin of conceptual consclousness if

it is not itself’ conceptuallzatlon in an incipient or at least germinal

Cr .

Schuetz does not study typlflcatlon,

Eer se but rather the specaflcatron of typlflcatlon

form (Gurwitsch -1966: xiv). However

For |nstance

, Ve

Schuetz noted that the pragmatzc motive domlnates our dally life in the ‘

-

’veryday world And as long as recnpes permlt us to obtain desnred

‘ .

, ¥ . ,
‘yplcal resul@s;}%ﬁey are unquestlonangly applled It is now relevant to
. ¥ . ' , i

L . . -
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. » examine Schuetz_s methodology.u - '

BN

[

Schuetz sought to. trace the origin of categorles pecullar to the
. - “ o . X ._'), .. _. . .
»socual scnencgs in the fu?damental factﬁkof the life of consctousness

“ (S

i
*@Accordlng ‘to! Schuetz all our knowledge of the world common-Sense as

- well as scnentufud)nnvolves constructS"-i . : L
. v
- Strictly speaklng, there are no such things as facts, pure
and simple. All facts are from the outset facts selected
»from a universal context by the activities of our mind.
They are, therefore, always interpreted facts, either facts
~ looked- at as detached from their context by an artificial
- abstraction or facts consndgred in their partlcular setting
(1962: s5).
¥ . ‘
The- relevant lmpllcatlop is that all scientific knowledge of the social

world is |nd|rect. This poses the mos t serious quesxlon for the method-

. ed
-

‘ology’of the soc:al ;sciences: “How ls it possnble to form obJectlve
.concepts. and an obJectlvely verlf%able theory of subjective meaning
_structures?" Accord(ng to Schuetz, the answe provnded by the basnc
rlnsﬂ;hkthat the concepts formed by the social’ scientist are constructs’
: i

of the cons\ructs formed |n common-sense’ th|nk|ng by the - actors on the

socnal ‘scene (1962 62—63) And furthermore, these "constructs oﬁﬂghe'

constructs formed in .common~sense thinking' are obJect|ve |deal typlcal -

'constructs. At this ponnt Schuetz acknowledges the relevance of Max v
Heber s formulatlon of the |deal ~type method

By thls method of constructnng and verlfylng |deal types,
' the/meanlng of particular social phenomena cangbe |nter-

e preted layer by layer as the subjectively intended meaning
of human acts: 1In this way the structure of the social N
world can be disclosed as a structure of lntellidlble B
X‘ rlntentlonaljgeanlngs (1967'J7).

'Thus, social sciences by typlf |ng‘e pe'lence, tragsform subjectlve
b :

meanlng-contexts lnto objectlve meanl /9 contexts Transthlng this
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Statement lnto Weber's. termlnology, one would say that the ideal. types
constructed by socual science (in parttcular by |nterpret|ve socuology)
mus t possess at the same time both causal adequacy and meanlng adequacy
(Schuetz, 1967 224) As. far as the constructlon of the ldeal type Is
concernﬁdﬁ the postulate of adequacy requires that it-be Erobable that 1.

d real pe ff*ﬂ/behave in thg manner speCIfled by the type. 7 After

examlnlng the notions of causal adequacy and meanlng adequacy, Schuetz.

~concluded that:

. % so fir as Max Weber is concerned the two concepts:

of ca¥sal adequacy, and meannng adequacy are convertible.
Any interpretatian which is meaning-adequate must also be

'~ causally adequate and vice. versa. The two postulates
really require that there be no contradictTOn to previous
.experience (1967: 235) > . .

& .

Schuetz answered the questlon Qf the relatlonshnp between the meaning-

f endownng acts. of everyday lnfe and thelr interpretation. by the social

" sciences by saying that "all socnal.sciencesvare objettive meaningf

contexts of subjectivelmeaninchontexts“'(1967?-241) Consequently, the
"\-/
prlmary task of anterpretnve soclo]ogy is to descrlbe the processes of

‘meanlng-establlshment -and meannng lnterpretatlon as these are carried

™ :
out by individuals living in the social wo;?z This description can be

-emplrlcal or eldetlc,8 it can take as its subject matter the individual

" or the typical it can be performed in conzrete situatlons of everyday

llfe chﬁlth a hlgh degree of generality. But, over and above thls

?

l

,lnterpretlve socnology approaches such cultural obJects and seeks to”

7

understand thel r. meaning by applyin; to them the |nterpretlve schemes

thus obtained (Schueﬁz, 1967 2&8 49)

~

. ,/
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Before.terminating our synopsis ofiSchuetz's'standpoint,'a few
critical remarks are warranted. Since this inquiry contends that'the o
_ phenomenologlcal phllosophy of Paul Rlcoeur is an: |mprovement upon some
weaknesses |n the Husserlian program, it is relevant/}d‘ read"‘Schuetz
by way oflR:coeur. Both Schuetz and Ricoeur'are in _agreement that all
knowledge of - the socnal world and "of man can only be obtanned lndlrectly;
V-Furthermore both agree that' the problem of conceptuallzatlon |Sdcr|t|cal
ldhlnterpretlng the behavuor of man. ln this. regard ‘both Rucbeur and
Schuetzjrecognlzed the relevance of Husserl's phenomenologlcal method
however they disagree wvth respect to the direction of that contri-

9

’bution. thle Schuétz departS’from the Lebenswelt Husserl Ricoeur

maintains that the Husserl of lgeaz.should not be played down in favor'
of the ‘Lebenswelt Husserl, sunce the phenomenologlcal reduction is the
lstratght and narrow gate to phenomenology. For Schuetz, the central
contribution of,Husserlian method was the‘phenomenological epoche nhose~'
results are valld wuthln the realm of the’ natural attitude as well as the
phenomenologlcally reduced Sphere. Thns marks thp point where Rlcoe@ﬁ 'Q
'and Schuetz disagree on the issue of the relevance of Husserl's phe-’
E nomenologlcal method. While Schuetz V|nd|cated the relevance of -
phenomenologlcal method Rncoeur maintains that a dangerous tendency
" toward dogmatism accompanies it.. That is, the person in the phenomenol- :
ogically reduced realm may f|nd it even more dlffncult to break out of
these bonds than had been the case in Ieavnng the standpoint of the natu-
ral attitude. Consequently, Ricoeur proposes to radlcallze all of
dphenomenology, which entails ‘a shuft from a perceptuallst to I|nQU|stlcally

based.phenomeTology. vAlthough Schuetz recognized the importance of the
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question of language, this variable never moved into the focal position

‘ .
RER
e

RN

which it occupies in Ricéeuf's program. . ‘
Besides his OrfedEatidn to Husserl, Schuetz also emphasized the
relevance of Max Weber's ideal-typical method. Since the subsequent dis-

‘cussion "tggg§9*ﬁz;;} by way of Ricoehr, fPrthef?QESights~(although

<+
17

indirect). are gained into the methodologiéal weakneéses=of Alfred_SchuetziS

position. I ‘ ‘. a
' /

ASSESSMENTSOF WEBER'S POSITION
.-\ ) >

-

Weber's basic methodological problem was thét‘of cpnceptualizatfon.
- In his attempt to defenq,the.distinction betweén"the logical_characber of

. » , , ‘ , N S
. the .natural and social sciences, Weber was driven to a fictional view of

7

" the nature of general concepts. This}fictional'view_is'exemplified by
his tendency to reify his ideal type conceptibng; According to Parsons,
the conseqhence wasuthat Uéber ténded to obscure’ the role of the essen-

fially‘ﬁOnPfictiOnal'generalized,system of.fheé{y (1968, 11: 7|S-16).l°

P

~ That is, Weber's ideal type theory, being largely oriented to the action
level of behavior, is }elevant in terms of ‘'vertical integration" but is -

questionable in terms of 'horizontal integration":
' In other words, .if we view social action in terms of .

systems, we would construct an integrated hierarchy |
consisting of system elements, sub-systems, and the

~ total system as the ultimate ¢onfigurational,entlty.

Within this entity (the total system), each element is

part of a sub-system of the first order (or level),

which in turn is vertically integrated into a sub-system = ,
of the next order, and so on, until all sub-systems by ~ . .
successive integration become a part of .the total systenm.

~ In addition to the vertical integration, however, -sub+

systems (and elements) are also subject to horizontal
integration. That is, since the ‘are always a part of

a higher level system, that higher level system requires

[



from Rlcqeur s phenomenological method

- .tures’ embodled in emplrlcal

186
:57 .
interaction among its subsudiary systems in order to
operate (Rogers 1969: 95-96). :
Granting, then, that Weber's ideal type'method'is prob]ematfo; the task

is to dlscern the extent to which the method IS snm:lar to and dlfferent
11
~Both Ricoeur and Weber sought conceptual ciarifiCation. .

Furthermore both Rlcoeur and Weber sought to elaborate concepts lndlr-

A,ectly, since experience is- not dlrectly approachable In addrtlon their

methods both recommend themselves as means and not ends That is concep-

'tual clar:ty can- only be achieved through a'series of successnve

.approxnmattons whlch asymptotlcally approach an upper |deal|ty llmit.

The Jdea[ type is anAUtopla in the scnse that in its conceptual purity

_ . . o o .
'this construct cannot be found anywaere in empirical reallty. Similarly,

Rucoeur s phenomenologncal method aims to uncover the rntentlonal struc-»'

-

descrlptlons. In other words,: both Rlcoeur

8]

‘ and Veber seek somethlng which cannot be located directly in the-

.empirical .world.

| Another common feature of the method proposed by Weber and

Ricoeur is that both approaches reJect the possiblllty of ever reaching

12

a presupposutnonless copy of obJectlve facts In Ricoeur's program,

the rejectlon of presupposutionlessness I's sngnalled by the presence of

’ the hermeneutic element In Heber s program, this same rejection |s

q
stgnalled by the presence of the conception of Verstehen (lnterpretlve

'_understandtng) The parallel betWeen the conceptlons of hermeneuttcs and

Verstehen is aptly captured in these words:

Hermeneutics culminates In the Verstehen of the most deep-
lying "final aims™, of the great Neltanschauungen and works =Y
of’art, and of cultures_and epochs as wholes . . . S

-7
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According to E.: Rothacker this type of Verstehen has . e
reunited Begreifen and explanation as the methodologi - Cme

cal correlatés of truth and reality.into a new
methodotoyical procedure!. Begreifen (as a methodol-
ogical tool of.the just-mentioned Verstehen of final .
aims, and as a limiting case of Verstehen) refers to
meaning-connections of universal (time= -less) validity. .

It involves-generalized Ratio (verstand) rather than
Reason (Vernunft). The paradigm case is that sort. of
understanding in which we understand a "mathematical

proof. A partlcularly important subtype of Rothacker's
Begreifen is Max Weber's |dea]type of Zweckrationales
Verstehen (Radnitzky, 1970, 11: 28).

A further resemblance is that Weber s and choeur s approaches to
both asplre to "'open up' the possnbuln&y space. The |deal type serves to
.construct a hypothetlcal course of events where. the causal explanatlon of
..an 'ndividual event requires -an- answef to-the- questlon of what would have‘
happened under.certaln hypothetlca] but possuble, assumptionS’ Like the

|deal typical method, the phenomenologlcal method also seeks to open up

¢
L

the possublllty space. In this instande one transcends beyond the lim.

tations and bondage of the natura] attjtude And in Rlcoeur s partncular s

case, the: transcendlng is carrled one =“ep further, since the transcen-

. dental realm or reduced- egologlcai sphere,valso contalns a dogmatic |

na«vnty (whnch may be more d|ff|cult to overcome than the nalvuty of thexl

natural attltude) ' ‘ o : e . ~
Turning to some points of ditference between°Ricoeur and Heber

the superiority'of~Ricoeur's method can be illustrated While both Ri-

coeur and Weber sought to mediate objective and subJectuve elements

\t\gy}dlffered in the manner in whlch thelr attempts were mancfest Veber

confrontedvthe alternatives of idealism and realasm in an attempt to

retain bo h a b‘%crlptlve and explanatory function in sociai science

investigatlon. ‘However, Ricoeur's focus on the varlab]efof language Y



)'Anothe,ddnfference is that weber s ideal Jtpe method is' statlc

Rogers attempted

. Q’)’

|deal type method to the level of a total system.

v Heber was. prlmarlly concerned with analyS|s of

vﬁpqh%v1 r andi'‘change at the institutional level [sic

% The ‘majority .of his emplrlcal studies reflect this ori-

~ i entation. On this level the ldeal Type, in general, is
useful as a method of analysns By extending his theory .
to the next higher level; namely, the total social system,
and especially the notion of systems' interaction, we-are .
simply attempting to carry his basic “framework" to its
logical conclusion (1969: 100).

‘From his attempt, Rogers concluded that Weber's ideal type method was
static.lk Since social systems are d;%amlc by thelr very nature, the

|deal type method -is unsultable for analysus at the level of a total "ﬁ

'system.‘ On the other hand the dlalectlcal component in Rlcoedrmé
. phenomenologncal method makes it‘dynamic;

The dialethcallcompohent circumvents ome-sided statls
accentoations. For example, Heber formulated the ldeal type as a ra-
tiohal type. vConsequently, irrational behavior had to be defined as
a deviation from a,cohceptually)oure type of rationalvactfoo. The’result

: ‘ N . S
was that Weber was forceg,lnto a static conception of polar types.

4/,
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However, Ricoeur's method always resolves oppositions in a third term.

But because this third term takes the form of a '‘postponed syntheSis,“"

. the resolution is never final in any ultimate sense. Thus the dialectics

. rinsures that the method is dynamic.

'ASSESSMENT OF PARETO'S POSITION'®
; 4 ;
° At first glance Pareto's'methodology seems to have little in

g common'W|th phenomenoioglcai method. Pareto advocated that sociology

54

N modei the Ioglco-expertmentai method of phy51cai scnences, and that

a dlscu55|on of value not be entertained However, Pareto was by no means -
- g . :
. a radlcal emplrlcal posutnvnst and his view Qf sc1ence was much more

16

: quest.

| Pareto aise nad a clear recognitionnof the abstractness of he
analyticai concepts of science. iﬁtthis’respect; Pareto is.said td have
surpassed Weber: | |

lt _may be said, however, that Pareto had a clearer
conceptlon than Weber in the more general me thodologi =~
cal context. He was thus also spared most of the X
difficulties growing out of a conscious or unconscious |
~empiricism (Parsons, 1968, 1I: 294) : : !

An important feature of Pareto's methodology was that he included.the:
) o R . , N

“element of‘abstraction within his conception of fact itself. In other
1

words, Pareto's concepa of fact lmpiicltly included the conception of
”meanlng“ R o ' - | N

It seems quite clear from”Parggo's'usage hat
the meaningful aspect of linguistic'e, ressions is in-
", cluded in the status of experienced facts. At the very
/ beginning of his discussion he refers to 'propositions
and theories' as experimental facts . . . . What is
' common to the two sets of data is pot the ''sense Impres- -
sions'' .as such in any concrete. i;yze but the "meaning"

~of the symbols (Parsons, 1968, 82)
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Eyen though Pareto's-formulation ofl the conceptionabt’scientiflc fact
made no commitments with respect to the question of;the'observabillty of.
the/meanings>of symbols, his empirical procedure uas such as to imply it f
throughout. By according factual status not only.to the physical proper-
ties but a¥so to the meanlngs,of symbols, the possnblllty was opened for
|nterpret|ng such data as manifestations of the mind of the actor. The
consequence was that Pareto recognnzed that SOC|al$phenomena could be
studled from two different po1nts of vuew--obJectnve and subJectlve.

The obJectlve vuewp0|nt was- characterlzed by what the phenomena
are "in reality." The subjective vnewponnt refers to the way phenomena
uappear "in the mlnd of the actor." From a comparison ofvthe results of
objectlye and subJectlve viewpolnts,‘Pareto'differentiated Critefion for
logical and non-logical action. The objectlve end, which is always
arrived at by a ptocess'of obseryation, delineates logical action. By
i definition -non;loglCal action.emerged-as a residual being all action:
which ls'th lagical. Thus' Pareto employed the: standard of ingico-
experimental science as the craterl n for the selection of hlS data.
‘Only insofar as theorles departed from thlS standard were they relevant
.‘to his analysls. |
At this point, a discussion of the afflnity between hermeneutics
'Jand Weberls‘methodology can be .introduced. Pareto ] analy5|s of non- |
: loglcal action- commenced with a dlstlnctlon between two classes of gon~

17

crete date--overt acts and l|ngulst|c expreSS|ons By llngUIStic
expresslons Pareto meant ‘the resudues and derlvatlons as propOSItlons

A
»Derlvatlons functlon to brlng sentiments lnto the focus of consciousness.

Thus derivatlons are lingulstic expresslons for underlying senti‘ments.'18



ke hermeneutics Pareto's methodology captures the undeclyfng structures

mwperlence on]y lndlrectly through expreSsnon.
.Jyj ; "The reTatlon between hermeneutlcs and Pareto's methodology can‘be
|ilustrated |n a second way. According to Parsons, the‘norm |nvolved in
Pareto S Ioglca] action may be called that of "lntrlnS|c,rat|onallty O
However, the cho:ce of means to an end may lnvolve a selectlve standard
defined in terms other than that of intrinsic appropruateness accordlng
to a loglco-experlmental standard., |

The standard of selection may be that. of symbolic
appropriateness as an "expression,'" in that senge

a manlfestatlon, of the normative. sentiments involved.
This lnterpretatlon would meet the empirical criteria
implicit in Pareto's treatment of ritual. For the
relation between a symbol and its meaning is always,
by definition "arbitrary" as seen from an |ntrinsicf
point of view (Parsons, 1968, I: 210- -11).

ln other words the norms’ of rltual actions appear as Systems of symbols
-The relatlon of symbol and meaning, rather than that of cause and effect,
becomes relevant However ‘the meanlngs ‘of symbols are never: fully

'adequate express:ons of the con > phenomena to whlch they relate

L4

Therefore lncreased understandlng can be achleved only through continu-

ous |nterpretat|on It |s in th|s sense that Pareto's methodology has

t

a hermeneutic functlon.

- - e

Another snmllaruty between phenomenologlcal method and Pareto s
methodology is that ‘both approaches are concerned with |nvestngating

pOSSIbl]lty as well as actuallty space. in Paretovs works possibilltles

S

" are represented by the notlon of "lmaglnation"'-

- . . while the obJectlve end must be a "real" end,
'."falllng within the domain of experience' this is not
necessari! - true of tHe subjeEtive end, which_may, on
the contrary, be an "umaglnary" end, falllng outslde

‘ that domain (Parsons, 1968 i 20#) :

e
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The-implication drégn‘f:om th|s by Parsons is that |t us qh|te Ppossible

2

.to have a state of affalrs where the actor s pos:tnon cannot be declared

I
~

emplrucally rlght or Wrong. The actor's v1ewponnt may not be’ accessnble
*
to obJeot?ve sclentlflc observatlon In other’ words, even*though

a means-end re(Z;)onshlp may be logical, its Juatlfxc tl nzmay not be

posslble'by scientific or logico—expernmental standards”.MOreoyer there
is nothing in the concept of logical action to exclude the pOSSIbIlItY
that the ends of "loglcal acts" could be “manlfestatlons of sentiments"
rather than statements of facts lParsons, 1968, 1 206 07) " Thi%s posn~
'tion.emerges as anbactuallty ln,’rather than a(poss:blllty of Pareto's -
1methodology when one recalls that resudyes are held/ao constltute an
lmportant element in a\Eancrete .System of act%g‘ |
%ssumlng that Parsons is Justlfled in statlng that "the ends of
logical acts can be manlfestatlons of sentlments ' Pareto s me&hodology
'dlsplays an‘affinlty to |ntent|onal analysis in phenomenology ' An'inten-
‘tlonal analyS|s aims to dusclose the structures embodied ‘in- emplrlcal
descrlptlons of phenomena. Recall that Pareto ] loglcal actlon reflected
the standard of obJectlve loglco-experlmental method. 13 The purpose of .

M 4

‘Lor logical action was to serve .as a. crlterlon by whtch

ey v:_. x"'. . . ’ . . ‘ . ‘ R
,ﬁ%ction could be'dlstlngulshed as a reSIdualc’ Hlthln non-

loglcal actlon one ftnds _the reS|dues and derlvatuons (the relatnvely

constant and varlable elements respectlvely) The reS|dues are mani\-

n

festatlons of the underlylng sentlments Furthermore the derlvatiOnb‘

are manlfestatlons of the’resldueS' What Pareto ultumately sought to

3

dlsclose was the sentlments (or central '|nstlncts“) However, the route

taken must necessarlly-be.indlrect. The der(vatlons ultlmately appear in

/ | , . .
.. .

-
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. the form of linguistic expressions for the deep, underlying'sentiments.

.

According tolPareto,,an analeis which is content to-remain at the loglco-
P

experlmental level wnll not pass beyond derlvatlons Thus,an~|ntentiona]
analysns is'similar to Pareto s methodology in that both methods seek to

uncover structures beneath the more superfucual empnrlcal descrlptlons.

-

To conclude this assessment, a few remarks are warranted om the

* .

dlalectlcal component of Rlcoeur s phenomenologlcal method Like that of °

Weber, Pareto's methodology does not lnclude a dlalectlcal component. ¢

Pavgto's methOdO‘OQY POIGZ/Zed logical actlon and non - loglcal action. A' A
" i
Hence the approach is static in that Pareta was comm! tted from the outs%k ’tgq

R

Ry

to this polarization.v By abstractlng loglcal actlon, Pareto ended up -

T .

wnth non-logical action as a residue. This residue constituted the

source of data for Pareto's agalysis.

~ Pareto! s adm@§5|on of the legltlmacy of the process of analytlcal

abstractlon ln the social scnences -moved him toward recognltlon of the

'

lnterdependence of fact and value Although Pareto |n|t|ally refused to
admit to,the relevance of values they remalned an |mPIIC|t part of hls

program from ‘the begnnnlngg Later in his career Pareto. saw that scnen-
— .

L tlflC facts are observatlons in terms of a conceptual scheme. Slnce it

is not possible to know a concrete phenomenon imall its complexity,
L 4

A*glence mus t proceed by analyzing concrete phenomena and generatlng ana-

tical theorles to relate the facts found Thus, through a contlnuous

'serles of successive approxnmatlons, science can asplre toward one day

reach(ng a complete synthetlc account of some sector of -reality (Parsons

1968, 1: 18%84). - >
A - ‘ :
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. r Y . Nl:l'.cﬂ/
Durkhelm's'early.methodologlcal view (soci OgISth posutuvnsm)

et

displays no relatlon to phienomenological method 20 However during the
couqsexpf develepment of Durkhelm s methodolog|§al views, an. implicit

affinity to phenomenologlcal phulosophy emerges r Durkhelm s later meth-
\

odology (socnologlcal eplstemology) thCh arose ln conJunktlon wlth hls
§ lﬂ "’7

theory of rellglon, dlsplays a correspondenc to phenomenologlc method -
¥

“

-

-

The task in the followtng assessment is to show some lmpllc1§FpsTnts of

correspondence between Durkheim's methodology and Ricoeur's phenomenologi -
¢

cakg@&thod Perhaps it is approprlate to characterlze Durkhelm s flnal-”/i
methodologlcal posutlon as having-an |nc1p|ent and germlnal relation to

phenomenology. Then Durkhelm could be consndered a klnd of "reP//Jant

‘ phenomenologlst "o . N
y L e

In hIS theory of rellglon Durkhelm acknowledged the relevance of

[N

ultlmate value attltudes |n°rel|g|ous ldeaS'and in ritual This entailed o

hid rdcognltaon of the fundamental lmportance\bf symbollsm and the~sym-

:
bolnc means-end relatlonshlp Thus Durkhelm was . Ied-to see that hot all

)

knowledge could be measured y standards of - |ntr|nsuc ratconallty.' More-
over, the acquas:tlon of knowledge did not guarahtee that it would be: ™
automatlcally converted |nto action. According to . Talcott Parsons, the

-

dlrectlon of Durkhdnm s |ntellectual development was. Ieadlng hlm toward

an expltcnt recognlt;on of the voluntaréﬁ%ature of action (1968 0 Lyy) .
" .

Yet, Durkhetm stopped short of this expluc?t»recognltnon The relevant

questlon s why? ‘ m7 , . ‘ ”'J‘TZQ | _ i‘.‘ ot



The early methodological position never distlnguished between
? . . - -

the emplrlcal reference of analytical categorles and concretely existing
entities. ln his later methodologlcal vnews, Durkheim granted that
" a priorists were correct in assertlng that analytical categornes are both

essentlal and not empt(/fally derlvable  Yet, Durkhelm malntalned that
/ ow

by excludlng the p055|b|l|ty of an empirlcal explanat|op/£e(\analytlcal
S
categorles the a prlorlsts had no explanatlon at all. The alternative

proposed by Durkhelm sprang from his claim that the social factor had

\

been overlooked by earlier eplstemologlcal pos:tlons Accordingly,

cow

Durkhelm s empirical explanatlonkof analytlcal categories claimed that

“the source ofhthe Categories was*ln the social reiiity:

Then it is actlon which dominates the religious flfe,
becauseng the mere fact that it’ IS society whlch is (ts

~ |/ source. \

.« . . As we have progressed we have established

the fact that &he fundamental categories of ' thought, and- -
‘consequently of science, are of religious origin . . . . ?Jy
I f rellglon has given b|rth to all that is essential in

- soctety, it is because the idea of society is the soul of
religion (Durkheim, 1965: L&6, emphasis added) .

The relevance of-thiSJproposltion’is stated.”in these wordS'
. " As in the case"‘F rellglon the strlllng thlng about
Durkheim's position hé&re i¥ net his :w ‘iew abtout the
- categories but about society. Societ> has become the
thing the idealist philosophers are .alking about. - It
“consists as he says '"exclusivelv of ideas and sentiments,"
and not, it may be further said, merely of ''ideas'" but of
the ldea, or the categories are the very matrix out of
s -~ which partjcular -ideas are formed. It consists not. merely
of ''represgntations" but of ideas in the technical philo-
sophical sense. Society becomes not a. part of nature at
all, but, in Professor Whitehead's phrase, of the world
f "eternal obJects" (Parsons, 1968 l: hkh)

Hence the categornes origlnate in Socuety, or soclal reality And the

abstract form of the” concept of society ls the concept of tota%}ty,'

i
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» .
that is, the whole.;hich includesggif>égihgs, the supreme class wHich
embraces all other.classes (burkhéim,-lSGS: 490) . The.unfortunate conse-
quence of equating Society with the so4called “world of eternal objects"
s that the creativs element of action was eliminated. In other words,‘
'Durkhelm has jumped from posntuv1sm into idealism. 21 By adopting this
;itreme the voluntaristic or wllllng character of the category of actlon
2 . -

is eliminated.

4

i

to. the phenomenologlcal conception of |ntent|onal|ty lntentlonallty is
- — .
the property of consciousness belng consciousness of something. . Inten-

‘ tlonality_has >thing to do with "'real'' objects, for it is essentiallyv

-

an act thatfgiVes,meaning. In Durkheim's case, lntentlonallty can be

thought of as monsciousness’ of "Socnety as part of the world ogzﬂternal

’obJects " Fq:\?urkhelm Socuety is the ldea whlch gives meanlng to all
‘categorles The functuon of the categorles is\to: domlnate and envelop

all other concepts. Furthermr < the concepts ﬁ&e collectlve

repre tatlons.

They are not abstractions whlch have . a reality only in .

particular conscnousness but they are as concrete con-.

crete representations as an individual could form of

his own personal env1ronment" they correspond to the

way in-which this very special being, society, considers

ihe)things of “its own proper experlence (Durkheim, .1965:
83 _ , S '

)

In Ricoelur's program the method of dlagnostics was used to uncover the

2

intentional structures embodled ‘in emplrtcal descrnptlons In Durkheim s
/

case the end result of such an’ |ntent|onal analysis would be to “see'’

Socnety as the underlyiwg structure which is manufest through obJective

Vform. Concepts are. an example of this manlfestatlon.

\

But the shift from positivism to iaealism does signal»a relation ’

=
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A similarity to hermeneutics arises at several places in
Dﬁrkﬁéim's theory of religion. One was the pofnt at.which'Durkheim.recog-

nized that positivists viewed religion as irrational because of their
’ o SN . ‘ : ‘ .
failure to distinguish intrinsic from symbolic means-end relation%hips.

~The essenTe of"a symbol is that its meaning or value is not inherent in
- the intridsic‘properties of the symbol itself 'Thusﬁtﬁe meaning of

a symbol is arbitrary. These views: led Durkhelm close to recognlzlng
{

that rellg|ous |deas are attempts by men at a cognltlve apprehensnon of
3

~_the non-empirical’ aspects of realgty. However, the difficulty whioh
" arose was how to specify the symbolic reference or meaning of te1igious
‘ideas. Rather than seeing the fnterptetive function in.specifying the

, meening of symogls, Durkheim reyetted to a mode of though}thich he had

-

already superseded‘
He tries to thlnk of the rellglous symbol as capable
of assimilation to the symbols ‘involved in scientific
proposntlons as constituting part of a fact the mean-
ing of which is to be found in an observable feature
of the empirical world. The result of this is to drive
him back to what is in essence another version of the
) type of theories which he has already rejected. Reli-
P gious ideas must, then, be distorted representations of
an emplrncal reallty whlch is capable of correct analy-
sis by an emplrlcal science, this time soe;ology (Parsons,
1968, 1: 420). ' S ) :

‘A seeond illustfati ofiDurkﬁeim'Sffoplicit'hefheheotics can be
drawn from his theory of ritual. Here his mode of analysls follows hlS
general theory of rekigion whlch'he views as ‘an expressnon in symbolic
form, of socnal realltnes. Actlon whlch takes the form of rltual ‘may be
held to be an expression in symbolic form of ultimate values (Parsons
1968, 1t Le7) . However, ritual is more than Just expression. The theory.
' of-ritual aiso introduced the element of will orveffort. Far from being -

AN
’ s

ae S
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automatic; the realization of ultimateyvalues is a matter of active
energy or willing. In addition, the function of ritual is aS‘a;stimuiant
to social-solidarity: Because ritual can be considereo an expression of
common value attitudes, rltual serves to perlodlcally reafflrm the collec-
tive sentlments on which social solldarlty depends (Durkhelm 1965
h7h-75). Consequently,rrltual is an expression of the unlty of soc1ety
whlch is the soclal realnty Parallel to ‘the theory of relnglon, Durk-
_heim's .views on rltual stopped short of- fully recognlzlng thelr hermeneutic
character.- On the contrary, Durkhelm termlnated hlS inquiry by stressnng
the empirical relevance of the rltual act in |ts concrete context. ‘
By comparison with Rlcoeur s resolutlon of opposites in
uk a "POSFPoned SYnthesiS."'tPe use otfﬂfalectics“inhDurkheim.can be charac-
terized as little more than‘an abortive'attempt Rather than/*econCtling
the - contradlctlon between the view of society as an emplrlcal reallty

g %
‘?ﬁand soc1ety as nndependent of nature, Durkheim's efforts tended to widen

T
#the gap between opposing views. Thls lnterpretatlon is supported by the
contentlon that Durkhelm s shift from‘pOSltIVlSm to ldeallsm made it

ImPOSSIbIe for him to return to the emp|r|cal reallty that had once pre-
-

-occupied the focus of hlS attentlon. Horeover Parsons malntalns that

Durkhelm s fallure to rlde between ‘the horns of the reallst ldeallst
o A v
;dilemma was a consequence of h|s fallure to explncutly see the relevance

‘of. the voluntarlstnc element in the conceptlon of ac?ion
: A T

—

ASSESSMENT OF PA,RSONS" POSITION Vé

The task of assessnng whether or not Parsons' methodology is

‘related to Ricoeur s phenomenological method is s:mpllfled snnce Parsons
P )

y e
B
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explicitly mentions his affinfty to phenomenology. However, Parsons does
not elaborate or extensively discuss the relation between his methodclogy
of analytlcal reallms and phenomenology. Therefore, the aim of the

subsequent discussion is to elucidate‘thls relation. ,

e

The most conspicuous acknou!edgment of-the relevance of
‘ phenomenology occurs fn:Parsons' assertion that the action frame of refer—..
ence'has¥what mightAbercalled a “phenomenological status." That is; the
action frame of referencewis-not»a{phenomenon in the emoirical sense but,
drather, is the'indispensable logical frameuork forddescribing and think-
‘ing about the phenomena of action (1968 11: 733). The |m;;rtant point
is that the aftlon frame of reference or action schema NS useful for
obserVIng~and descrublng the facts of human Ilfe in society because it
sets’ a standard for adequate observatlon Every actually or hypothetif
cally concrete entity descrlbed in terms of a frame of reference must
have propertles This is an ultlmate necessuty of thlnklng about empiri-
.cal reallty or, in Parsons words, phenomenologlcal fact' (1968, I11:

749) . Otheé references to phenomenology occurein -the. text of Parsons*
|nqu1ry, however, for present‘ourposes ‘|t is |mportant s:mply tqknote.
that the Parsonlan methodology seeks to strike a balance between realist h
.and |deal|st epnstemologlcal tendencues. Parsons is very awéie that the ¥ .
facts which are lmportant in terms of a glven frame of reference are by

no means all the facts whuch can be known about a concrete phenomenon

‘A complete explanatlon of a concrete phenomenon would only be possible :

when the phenomenon has been adequately descrubed in terms. of all. known .

frames of reference- Furthermore, all the data would have to be subsumed

' under analytlcal concepts of .some system (1968 1: 755) 23 '
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. ‘
Within this context, a. descrlptlve action schema and an analytlcal action

schema would be bound togegher phenomenologlcally

In:The Structure of Social Action, the phenomenon studied is .

theories that other writers have formulated about other phenomena.

Hence, Parsons deals wnth a class of fEEEE_Wh‘Ch are llngUlSth expres -
sions.v Then ‘the empirical observat}pns of the phenomenon under
|nvest|gat|on entalls an lnterpretgtlon of the meanlngs of the llthlSth
symbols employed in the theories of K:e writers ‘examined. 24 Thus Parsonsl
examination of the facts requ:red that he malntarn a close lnterdepen- “

dence betweq\\empurlcal observatlons and - theoretlcal analysns The

hermeneutic functlon |mpl|CIt in Parsons approach should now be_apparent,

Notwlthstandlng this recognltton the following assertion Makespit

‘obvious: ' .
ithout a theory of |nterpretat|on many of the facts
aﬁLut thése writers' theories on which the greatest ,
stress has been laid would not have been Important and
i they had been observed at all, would have led to no
't‘eoretlcal conclusions. But equally the theory would
have remained sterile if it had not been continually

erified by observation (Parsons, 1968 1 698)

Grahting that ParSOns' rogram eXthltS a eneral hermeneutlc functlon,
‘ prog 9

it relate tn partlcular to Rlcoeur S. hermeneutlcs? .

-oa

Accordlng to Rlcoeur hermeneutlcs presupposes that a text of-

an expression has somethlng to say which in turn can be lnterpreted og\
\

resald in another way. ln other words, hermeneutucs is-a “reading" or’

a ”llstenlng“ to what is said. FHE conclusnons to Parsons' |nvest|ga-
-

'tloh reflect the demands and aim of Ricoeur' S hermeneutlcs ln general

Parsons found that ,the seemlngly dlsparate positlons of Harshall Pareto,-
/

\Bu[kheiﬂl_and uéﬁér all pointed toward the same system of generallzed
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social theoféf_ The underlying structural feature common to all four

writers was the element of voluntarism in the conception of action) Con-

>

vsequent]y; Pareons accounted.for'tnebapparent conceptual discrepancies
énong the four writers as partlyve faifure by secondery‘analysts to see
past terminological.differences. When concepts.arevpléced within the
context of dlfferent framee of reference even seeming]y oppoeing’con-t
cepts can sometnmes be found to dlsplay equuvalent meanlngs Jo
e]uc1date this-point, it‘is appropriate to quote at'length from.Parsons:

Theoretically important differences between these’ wrlters

can be reduced to three circumstances: (a) Differences

of terminology, different names for the same thing (for -

instance Pareto calls '"'logical't what Weber calls “rational').
- '(b) Differences in the po|nt to which the structural ana-
"~ lysis has been carried in order to arrive at the explicit
distinétion of all the major elements. In this respect
Marshall represents hardly more than a beginning of .the
‘advance beyond the utiligarian position. But is a begin-
ning at such a strategic point as to be of great interest »
here. (c) Differences in mode of statement due to the .
different emplrlcal centers. of attention and theoretical
approaches of the different 'writers. Thus the moral
element appeared for Pareto first as ultimate ends, one -
-element of the residues; for Durkheim as institutional

norms (1968, t1: 720). . D . R
ln bruef Parsons concluded that . "readlng" one writer by way of another
e
. often reveals that dlsparate concepts really mean the same thing.

Hermeneutlcs (as method) aims to achieve such conceptual clarity.

In conjunction,with this hermeneutic function, Parsons' work
also dlsplays a relatlon to Ricoeur s dlagnostlcs or intentional ana-
lysns The purpose of an |ntent|onal analy5|s is to uncover the
v structures underlying empnrlcal descrlpt10ns ln Parsons' lnquiry, the
(structure beneath the emplrlcal lnvestigatlons of Harshall Pareto
Durkhenm, and Weber was found to, be the actlon frame of reference.

¢

.‘ . )_, i
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The ‘ultimate unity which can be thought of as a sub-system of actlon is
» 2
the Mact. The “unit act" is |rreduc1b|e, although it .does contain four
glements. Thus Parsons' “ynit act" could be considered as the resultant
of an intentional analysis. An intentional analyS|s of the subject's
being-in-~ the-world reveals the ways in whtch the cogi to becomes actual in
the world. Although the unit act |;~the ultimate unlt, from the point of
view of the theory of action it is not,an,hnanalyzable entity'but rather
~very complex (Parsons, 1968, I11: 731). It is composed of a concrete end,
- concrete conditidns concrete means, and one or more norms governing the
choice of means to the end. Hence the unit act is relevant to under-
standlng actlon as the relatlon between actor and s:tuatlon subject to
specific constraints.
Parsons, like'Ricoeur, has an interest in dialectics. For
Parsons, the dialectical interplay of philosophy and science is relevant
for clarifying the status of concepts in relation to'reality. The gene- .
ration of conceptual dlstinctnons is h|s way of constltutlng the “oneness"
‘or wholeness of the social world 5 The prnme importance of conceptualu—
zation is captured in these words whlch express the general ontologlcal
-status of the theory of actlon.
_ The posntlon is realcstlc in the technncal eplstemologlcal
' "sense. - It is a phnlosophlcal lmplucatlon of the position
‘taken here that there is an external ,world of so-called em-
pirical reality which is not the creation of the individual
human mind and is not reducible in terms of an ideal order, N
~in the phllosophlcal sense. : : :
o The systems of scientific theory under cens:deratlon,
are obviously not this external reality itself, nor are they °
a direct and literal representation of it, such that one and
only one such representatlon is in any sense valid. They
stand, rather, in a functlonal relation to it, such that for

certaln scientific purposes they are adeqdate repﬁesentat|ons
of it (Parsons 1968, 11: 753).

.
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Neverthe]ess, Parsons impresses upon his readers that The Structure of

Social Action is an empirical monograph, and that references to the meta-
thsica] basis of value are minimal. .Philosophical issues are introduced
only E?sofar as they are imponfgnt to immediate points.of issue. Con-

L/

_ trary tg Parsons, Ricoeur's use of dialectics is a direct attempt to

reconcile philosophical findings and scientific facfs._ Ricoeur seeks to

be - informed by the ffndings of objective Studies,‘but never to succumb

to its method. At the outset, Ricoeur is:é phenomenologica1 philosophes.

@

Thus Parsons tends to circumvent philosopﬁ?cal dilemmas, whereas Ricég]pv‘
confronts them directly.

i\,
N
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 7

1The approach taken in the inquiry does not simply summarize and

restate earlier ﬁésitions, but rather seeks convergence through a critical.

re-examination of certain features of earlier positions. The evidence for
convergence is a matter of fitting the facts (linguistic expressions) into
@ general pattern which makes sense. In this inquiry, the interpretation
of Weber, Pareto, and Durkheim was flavored with Parsons' views in The
Structure of Social Aetion. ~Although Parsons' interpretation was veri-
fied by using original sources to check and expand upon his views,
a critical attitude is manifest more toward the direction taken by Parsons
after the Structure. Even though Parsons (1978)_maintains that the -

thread of continuity linking the Structure to his later works Iié§“¢hiefl¢

in the so-called "pattern«variable“‘scheme, it is undeniable that the
phenomenological component was not developed in the later works.

2ln this context, ''social" is defined in terms of a relationsgfb
between the behavior of two or more people, and the concept of "actiop'
is defined as behavior to which a subjective meaning is attached. o

1,0
Iy

. 4 _ . &
3Heaning-establishment refers to the Act whereby an individgal

gives meaning to a certain piece of behavior, a sign, or a cult =4} object.

Meaning-interpretation refers to the comprehension of what is meyii by the

':indiyidual-establishing-such meaning.

‘qBriefly, Bergson has distinguished between living wit
stream of experience and living within the world of space an¥
Bergson contrasts the inner stream of duration, the. dureg
coming-to-be and passing-away of heterogeneous qualitie
time, which has been spatialized, quantified, and remiy,
What Schuetz learned from Bergson's concept of'duﬁgé%%g,

<ence between the flowing experiences in pure duration;ﬂx
_discontinuops images in the space-time world is a dif
levels of consciousness (Schuetz, 1967: 46-47),

n the
‘time.
#is£ont i nuous
lith homogeneous

Fat the differ-
. the discrete
hce between two

5FOr'a more complete discussion of this notion, refer to Chapter. 3

"The Phenomenological Method: Radicalization of Cartesian Doubting." T\»
L= According to Schuetz, Husserl's key contribution to empirical

i social sciences lay in his analyses of problems of the Lebenswelt. . -

- Husserl established the important principle that analyses made in the ‘
reduced sphere are valid for the realm of the natural attitude (Schuetz,
1962{'149§ - : i '

7Heber distinguished between objective and subjective probability.

The former consists in the fact that certain behavior can be conceived

with both causal adequacy and adequacy on the level of meaning without

regard to the subjective experiences of the actor. The latter looks: for-
ward _into the future from the vantage point of the actor {Schuetz,

1967: 237). .

b

. .
L

3

&
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880th empirfcal and eidetic ideal types can be constructed. By
empirical is meant "derived from the senses,' and by eidetic is meant
'"derived from essential insight" .(Schuetz, 1967: 244). :

\
R 9In a recent articlé; Hindess (1972) has gone so far as to claim
that Schuetz néever legitimately represented Husserl's position: S -

"In fact Schutz's phenomenology involves a gross
distortion of Husserl. Far from being phenomenologically
founded, Schutz's sociology employs a phenomenological
gloss' to support its basic and ‘unquestioned premise that

'the world of objective mind!’ can be reduced to the actions
of individuals" (1972: 6),‘ : :

~In brief, Hindess concluded that Schuetz's humanism cost him the

: possibility of discovering social or historical laws.

_ ]oln more recent literature, attempts are being made to reinterpret
the positions of. the masters of sociological theory. For instance, Giddens
(1971, 1972a, 1972b) re-examines the relations among Durkheim, Weber, and

- Karl Marx from a standpoint which“is-critical of the interpretation of
‘Talcott Parsons and. followers. | According to Giddens, secondary writers’
have underplayed or missed the historical dimension in Weber and Durkheim.
Emphasis has been upon the attempt to formulate a body of ahistorical -
‘'‘general theéry,' which directs attention away from the problems of social
change or development (Giddens, 1971: 246) . Although Giddens® interpre-

- tation of Weber and Durkheim varies from that of Parsons, this will not
affect our inquiry in any._significant way since Giddens' interpretation
differs in a substantive rather than methodological way. Nevertheless,
~this reason is only suggestive, and. further study is necessary before this
reason. can be forwarded as conclusive in any sense. ‘ :

1

In Weber’s. terms,

L perhaps one could call Ricoeur‘s.method the -
"ideal typical methodology."! '

bleccording’to Weber, whoever accepts the proposition that the
knowledge of historical reality can or should be a presuppositionless

copy of objectjyg facts will deny the value of the ideal type.
: 13 »

: -"In this discussion, ideal type refers to Generalized ldeal

Type. The dis{iqg%ion among three ideal types made by von Shelting is _

_not relevant for r present purposes (see discussion of Weber in Chapter 6).
This is the same conclusion and main criticism that Talcott

14
Parsons has levied:against.Veber's_methodology;

_ 15The foliqwing‘discthion rests heavily on Talcott Parsons' ' .
views on Pareto's methodology (see Parsons, 1968: Chapters 5 and 6).

\ L4
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. ‘ , {
l6According to -Parsons (1968, 1: 293), Pareto approached the
theory of action without any positivistic dogmas on a methodologi cal
level which would have committed him in advance to a positivistic o
system of theory. Thus Pareto avoided many of the difficulties: that

Durkheim was forced to confront.

"7Pareto was directly concerned only with linguistic expressions.
. The concrete systems of action were implicit in Pareto's work, but they
only emerged later.. - ' ‘ ' :

Pareto explicitly acknowledges the pfimaty‘of language ih‘thatx
he generated a class of derivations which he called "Verbal Proofs.!

, 19I't'i(s relevant to note that logical action is not an element
. in Pareto's theoretical system. 0On the contrary, it is employed- for
- pragmatic purposes as an explanatory tool (Parsons, 1968, |: 186) .

ZQOf course, the validity of this statement is questionable if
viewed from a phenomenclogical perspective. - Recall Husserl's maxim that
phenomenology aims to end where the mundane sciences begin. That is,
phenomenology is complementary rather than antithetical to positive em-
_pirical.sciences. By implication, even Durkheim's early positivist
-methodology would be related to phenomenology. = .-

, 2li’\nthony Giddens (1971: 106-07) fervently opposes the Parsonian®
view that Durkheim's emphasis on the specific character of symbols in
The Elementary Forms signals a sudden capitulation to idealism. Moreover, _
.Giddens suggests that the tendency to misunderstand Durkheims' equation
_between ''society'':and '‘the sacred' has supported the false notion. that
Durkheim.ceded to idealism. Apart from other specific criticisms, Giddens
challenges the basic Parsonian view that Durkheim was primarily concerned
with the problem of order. Giddens maintains that: o '

ﬂDurkheim_always emphasized the crucial significance of
the historical dimension in sociology, and | believe that
an appreciation of this leads .to quite a different assess-
ment of Durkheim's thought from that which is ordinarily
given. Durkheim was not primarily concerned with 'the
problem of order', but with the problem of !'the changing
nature of-.order' in the context of a definite conception
of social development" (}911: ix). .

2Just as positivism eliminates the creative, voluntaristic
character of action by dispensing with theianafytical significance of
- values, and the other normative elements by making them epiphenomena,
so idealism’has the same effect for the opposite reasga--idealism
‘eliminates the reality of the obstacles to the realizatiion of values

 v(?arsons, 1968, 1: 446).

e N i |

>
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23ln Parsans' view, the concept of system isvital to science.
Besides empiricévaalldlty and- conceptual piecision, there are two ‘
other essential criteria of the scientific usefulness of sets of the-

oretical propositions, namel their level of generality with reference

t yial ly @iothing but an applicatjon of qpe
criterion of logical integratpgn of generaluzed proposntlonsé
hAccording to Par this must be granted to be emplrlcal
observation, otherwise not on his investigation, but also the works
of all the writers that he dlscusses, and all others which involve. the:
subjective aspect of .action, must be denied SClentlfIC status (Parsons,

1968 11: 697).

SAlvnn Gou]dner (1970 209) has ‘an extremely Crltldﬂh view of
the worth of Parsons' excessive conceptualization. In Gouldner's words:
""Parsons' categories thus function as a.symbolic representation and
constitution of the social world's oneness. This oneness is expressed
and communicated by the very weaknesses of his work; it is conceptually
promoted by the promiscuous combining, blending, bleeding, leaking of.
‘his concepts, one into the other, by their fungus-like capacity to:
grow out in all directions from a S|ngle spore and to cover the entire
‘territory in shingled layers."



CHAPTER 8
~ CONCLUDING REMARKS .

It is an: exce]lent thing to travel in many count?ues but the

. traveler who refuses to take any cognizance of the. ]ocal
pecullarltles and customs of the countries he visits is Ilkely
to get into trouble. Many a traveler has Iost his life through

sheer {gnorance of these thlngs. : : a

--Talcotf‘Paréons (1968, 11: 759)

=
. - . . v



.‘lhe context of the previous remarkvwaS.Parsons' sympathetlc;‘
‘agreement with'those echolarsrwho have protested against attempts to esta-
blish rigid boundarles between dlsc1pl;ne; ‘ Neverthelees 'hls adyocacy

- of "scnentlflc wanderlust" is: qualnfled with this cautlon. 't isha'good
thing to know what you are donng" (1968 i 759) . 7 Slnce thls d!sserta-’
tion has travelled through several domains of inquiry, it is relevant to
open the,concludlng chapterywith a brief summary of the general dlrectlon
taken.. Thls'recapitulation of key points is a useful introduction to‘the"
preéenta}ion of‘the main'conclusioné of the study. Subsequently, implicaf

-~

‘tions relevant for futu e research are presented under the heading of
"Contemporary Posntlons and General Implocatlons"' and, finally, the

ei hth chapter termlnates wuth a general dlscu5510n of the current
° P

,rapprochement between science and_phllosophy.
GENERAL SUMMARY . e N
The 6verall aim of thlS lnquury was to relate phenomenology to
sociology.. In particular, the study SOUght to c?rrelate phenomenologlcal

" method wuth the methodolog:cal approaches of selected social action theo-

Vrusts . -The obJectlve was to |dent|fy a ponnt of convergence between
phenomenology and the methodology of socnal action.

7

The historical ponnt of or:gln for thcs study was the Meth\denstrelt

) p
and the subsequent cr|S|s ‘of European scnences. In response to the issues,
ralsed durlng the Crlsns a large ‘number of |ntellectual tradltions

: L
vemerged among them Edmund Husserl's phenomenologlcal philosophy._
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Thus the hlstorlcal revnew of the phenomenologlca@—movement commenced
with a duscu5510n and crltlcal assessment of Husserl's perspectlve
During the course of his {ntellectual development, Husserl's program
‘shifted from -a "pure‘l to a more exlstentlally lncllned version of phenom-
enology. Slmllarly, thls shift is reflected |n the programs formulated
by many post-Husserllan phenomenologlsts who soughty to circumvent the
idealistic tendencies and unfortunate sol:pslsm accompganying Husserl's
early works. | ‘ |

Q,;«ijecting to Husserl's suspension Of ontology,‘Heidegger
transcended beyond the limits imposed by Husserl's phenomenologlcal re-
duction. Later, Jean-Paul Sarire who also dusapproved of Husserl' .
eiclusion of ontology, sought to: “liberate" conscnousness by radlcalizing-b
:Husserl's phenomenologncal method Not until Herleau Ponty was the debt -
of the existential phenomenologlsts to Husserl explncntly acknowledged |
‘The exustentlal element had always been an |ntegral (albelt dormant)
feature of Husserllan phenomenologlcal phllosophy. For Herleau-Ponty,
~ the phenomenologlcal reduction contlnually operated to. unfold the complex-
|ty of the perceptual world. Flnally, the survey of the phenomenologlcal
movement termlnated with a discussion of Paul Rlcoeur.

The |mportance of Ricoeur's position was hls recognltlon of the ‘
primacy of the questlon of. language and, consequently, h|s attempt to
formulate phenomenology on a llngUIStlc rather gpan perceptual basis. In
. addition, Rlcoeur drew attentlon away from the later or so- called Lebens-
welt Husserl and thus relntroduced the slgnlfacance of Husserl of the. ’

Ideas. The study concluded that Rlcoeur s program exhibited a reflned

:-and crltlcally developed phenomenologlcal method. While careful to

’
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- maintain ties with Husserl, Ricoeur also ¥ncorporated applicable
modifjcations‘made hy‘Heidegger, Sartre, Merleau-Pontyi and'others. As
"a-result of the‘hiStoricaT_surVey of selected'phenomenologiCaI perspec-‘
tiJng Ricoeur's method.ﬁashadopted as the criterion fOr‘the assessment

~ of the methodology'of‘four social action theorjstsi Mavaeberj Vilfredo
:Pareto Emile Durkheim, and Talcott Parsons. ‘ .v : .

Prior to analyzcng these pos'tnons, an overVIew of the
perspectlve andvpartlcular methodology of each soc:al actlon -theorist was
presented. Subseqd%ntly, each methodo}ogy was judged according to its '
affinity (snmllarltles and dlfferencess to three elements which comprlse -
_»Rlcoeur s methodlc proceoure--hermeneutlcs, d|alect|cs’ and diagnostics )
“‘(lntentlonal analysis). Based on the results of the anaIYSIs it now
remains to state what concluslons can be drawn From this inqutry.‘ But,
before maklng any def|n|t|ve statements, 'it is relevant to briefly dis-
cuss in what fashion the anaIYS|s is suggestjve of the convergence
between phenomenology and social action methodologles. - .

It is. |ncontest§b|e that Rncoeur maintains that the prlme focus
for phenomenologncal phllosophy is the question of Ianguage.v The immedlf'
ate question is to discern- to what. extent the socnal action theorlsts
.also recognlze the prgmacy ‘of language. Based on;thgs analysgs, the
four,Social.action theorists:can be‘crudelylranked according to.the'
degree_of.emphasis on the'variahle of language. From low to hlgh the
»rankingkplaces Durkheim first followed by Weber, Pareto, and Parsons.
That is, Durkhelm s emphaS|s on the variable of language is. Iow Even.;;ﬁ
hlS methodologlcal shlft from SOCIOIOgIStIC positivism to Soc10|oglca|>h

'.epistemology still Ieaves the questlon of language in a germinal state.

\A



/ {' | P | | .212

On the other hand, Parsons' recognition is explicit and emphatic. For

)
that matter, the class of facts wuth whnch Parsons deals are. llngU|st|c

expressions
8

The most sugnlflcant conclusion of Parsons' The Structure of

’

1

Socigl Action was thiat the works of Marshall Pareto, Durkhelm, and
Weber all convergé? oward a voluntaristic theory of actuon.\ Horeover,
the relevance of a voluntarlstlc theory‘of actlon, according toAParsons
was‘thag t represented an attempt to mediate beizeen .positivistic and
: ldealistli\prItlons Hlstorlcally, both these positions have been antag-
onlstlc since they both have been lmperlallstlc in the sense of attemptlng
‘to-make thelr own- methodologlcal pr:ncnples cover the entire field of
thlngs knowable However, this inquiry has’ contended that nelther'weber
Pareto Durkhelm ‘nor Parsons has elaborated a precnse and clear method
- for the conceptuallzatlon of soc:al action. Phenomenology as method yas’
postulated as relevant in thls regard |

1

Of the methodologacal posutlons examnned that of Talcott Parsons

,

seems most parallel to phenomenologlcal nethod -Yet, Pars0ns was not
immune to the problems of |mpreC|se and unclear conceptuallzatnon
lndeed thlS has always been a focal point for Parsonlan CrltICS Al-

though Parsons"recognltlon (though unelaborated) of the relevance‘of

-fphenomenology in The Structure of Social Actlon suggested promlse ‘fnone

g of the‘subsequent publlcarnons mentloned the phenomenologlcal component.
a Even though Parsons paral{vls Rlcoeur ln that both are. fully coganant

. of the prlmacy ‘of Ianguage Parsons' faalure to fully apprecnate the
ﬁalmerlts of phenomenology have prevented hlm from attalnlng the means to

c0nceptual clar’ v afforded by Rgcoeur s,apprOach;
o - S R
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Thus far, the discussion is only very suggestive of the
convergence of phenomenology and social.action methodology on the essen-
tial varlable of language. Subsequently, supportlve evidgnce .é rallled

to conflrm suspucnons about the direction and point of convergence betweﬁh

phenomenologlcal and social action tradltlons
MAIN CONCLUSIONS

From the revuen of phenomenologucal‘programs, it was concluded
. at choeur s position was appllcable to the analysus of socual actlon
m=thodologies. The general results of this analys:s are summarazed in
Tahle.z.below. Based on these results; a number of general findings are .
lposited, : | |
. Arsigniflcant finding is that‘allbfour social action methodologles
'jare‘correlated with klcoeur's phenonenological'method however |nd1v1d- :
ual varlatlons exist w1th respect to each of the three crlterla of
hhermeneut|cs, dlagnostics,land dialectics. First,-the criterion of_hermee’
neutics»Was manifest'in all bdt Durkheim‘s work. Second, although |
diagnostics'was present in all'four methodologies, this criterion was
_manlfest only in Weber and Pareto. Third the dialectic was absent from
‘all programs except that of Parsons where it appeared only in latent form.
The results also lndlcate that Parsonlan methodology is most .
similar to R:coeur s phenomenologlcal method, uhereas Durkhelm S, method
is least slmllar Although the analysis specnfled that Heber is more
LS|m|lar to Rlcoeur than is Pareto thus statement warrants qualiflcation.'

In Chapter 7, |t was malntalned that Pareta had a better understandlng

than dld Heber of the abstractness of analytical concepts in sclence.

rF
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: N - Table:2

Summar?_of Analysis of Social Action Methodologies

Analytical Criteria.
Methodology . . . Diagnostlcs or . Lo
A?alyzed * | Hermeneutics Intentional Analysis . Dialectics
Weber PM PMO-
. T . ' ¢ :
Pareto ‘f;h4 PL , A
. Durkhgim PL: ) PL | A
: i .
- T — —
Parsons PH P fL
m“‘@Key: P = Presence of Criterion
T A = Absence of Criterion ,
M= Criterion manifest, i.e. , correspondence exhlblted or d:st:nct

(even though termlnology may differ). .
L.-,Crlterlon latent, i .e., correspondence not readcfy apparent
(tends to emerge ‘as a result of analysrs)

The discrepancy between thlS statement and the results of the analys:s

~——

can be accounted for by noting that Pareto dlsplayed a more explucnt

' awareness than did weber of the prlmacy of language. The analysus ln

-~

thlS qnqulry served to elucidate what may not have been that apparent to =
! . :

Weber hlmself

wlth reference to theTQUestion of the point of convergence

.

between phenomemglog:cal phclosophy and SOCIal action methodology, the

v
,‘ Vv

results of. the analysls are’ adequate to conclude that convergence occu:s

S
on the essentual varlable of language The hermeneutcc f ctor was

_‘present in all foun methodologl@ggmppsltlons : And wherever the dlagnostlc
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component was manifest, thlS factor tended to foster and support the
~'hermeneut|c functlon of |nterpretrng the meanlng of linguistic expressuons.

-3

A negative conclusnon must be drawn from the results rela:ed to
the dialectical criterion. Three out of four socual action theorlsts did
‘not |ncorporate dialectics; and furthermore, the fourth program exhibited:
‘this component only in latent form. ,ConseqUently,‘Ricoeur's phenomenol -~ !
‘ogical method ls'superior to social_action methodologies since dialectics

implles a dynamic as opposed to'static proCedure. o '// ‘

The main tasks for this |an|ry were' (l) to hlstorlcally trace

the phenomenologlcal and socxal actlon tradltlons from thzir advent in

the crisis of European scaences to a ponnt of convergence° (2) to show
that phenomenology has metatheoretical relevance for socuology, and-(3) to
illustrate that phenomenology.ls appllcable as a method for conceptuallza-
tion of social actlon. In the matter of convergence then, this lnqu1ry
has offered two responses. On’the one hand, convergence emerged by trac-
ing the development of two |ntellectual tradltlons '~ On the other hand,
convergence was detected through an analysis aimed speclfically at re-

veallng the afflnlty between phenomenologlcal method and ‘the methodologles

of soc:al action. Nevertheless; these results do not suggest themselves

.«"

as an ultlmate conclusuon to the development of these two lntellectual
tradltnons. At is relevant to)now turn to & discussion ~of some contem-
porary pOSItlon which foster a contlnuatlon of the debate as to the role

- of phenomenology and hermeneutics in socnal science. .
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CONTEMPORARY POSITIONS AND GENERAL [MPLICATIONS

.

In addltlon to the possubcllty of conceptualtz:ng social actton
phenomenologlcally, other approaches'have been taken in analy2|ng soc:al
actlon.. For |nstance the logical analysis of mundane action has been
undertaken by praxlology, which concerns |tself'W|th a general theory of
efficient action. The obJectlve of the praxlologlst is the technlque of .
good, efficient work as such |nd|catxons'and warnings |mportant for all
work whlch is intended to achneve maxlmum‘effectlveness (Kotarblnskl
1965: l)’. Accordlng to;Kotarb1nsk|,-|t is an extraordunary paradox,that
- man has;not succeeded in formulatfng a'”grammar‘of action.'" Since man”

~ has already nade large numbers of observations concerning the effective-
- ness of var}ous forms-of athon, an important task_for the theorist is
to. clarlfy and systematlze these . observatlons Consequently, Kotarblnskl
states that his goal is to contribute in some measure to the |mp]ementa-
tion of those tasks of praxiology which consist in registering and
| ordering existing concepts (1965: 13). ‘
" .‘The praxiologist is not concerned with explanation{ but rather”
with a logical analysfs of the structure af action.>:Takfngfconceptions
such as intention, purpose, and meansfend as given the praxnologlst
'operdtes‘without,nuestioning these categories. Thus. the praxnologlst
focusses attention on the structure of action rather than on the struc-
ture of experience; While the praxnologlst shares wnth the
phenomenologlcal and socnologlcal approaches a concern with actlon theb;
: praxlologlstvs‘narrou technical sense of actlon is phenomenological!y

.

and theoreticallyrgeficient. Since sonething‘more than a theory limited
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to efficient action is desirable otherlapp%oéchesfﬁost berexplored.
' U.iqﬁ_?ei’

An explucat relation between phengmg
tradition emerges from more recent: develo
1971). Drawnng on the classncal traﬁitlon:of aeﬁkon (partncularly the
Parsonian conception of'action) Jung employs phenomenology as’ the
~method of conceptuallzatlon appropriate for. the construction of -a céné—“
‘ral Theory of Action. The General Theory of Actibn conceptualizes
behavnor of individuals inaenvironments phenomenologically as actions
constrained by systems'of;meanings;.it‘constrdctSpactors and situations
"as theisources.of meanings; it»eXplains action cybernetically as the
.mutual disturbance and re;olation by an‘actor and a situation.‘h ‘ @ '

,The Genqral Theory of Actlon postuiates that separate

conceptuallzatlon and analysns of ‘three special processes is necessary
'and suffucnent for complete analy5|s of action. Each of the three pro-
cesses expressesva different fundamental,propensity of action. Whitle
eémbedded in'the comﬁon.conceptual and~explanatory.format of the General
TheO'y, the analysis of each, process also requnres spec:al concepts,
mechanisms, and prnncuples. Thus, the actual analysus of actlon is
accomplished by three Special Theories of-Action' (l) the SpeC|al
Theory of Orientation (2) the SpeC|al Theory- of Motlvatlon and (3) the
Special Theory of DeC|SIon

Jung s formulatlons are especnally relevant since some of his
- views support the main contentlons of our study His ‘approach shares
. wlth phenomenology ‘the analysis of experlence throasg;reflection. .To

!

Jung »experlence“ (tike ontology or noumena) is inaccessible, thus it is

L
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_possjible only to imagine that 'experience' is there. - To analyze
"'experience,'" one must proceed through a phenomenological analysis of

discourse. In other words, ”categories of experience“ produce systems

Ve af dlscourse whlch can be phenomenologlcally analyzed At thls point,

}f %é

A

\/

~Jung® %?V|ews depart from conventlonal phenomenolog:cal treatments of .
action. While phenomenology can prOV|de dlfferent metaphyS|cs of action,
Jung contends that it cannot prov1de an explanatlon of action. There
can be no phenomenologlcal explanatlon, for even the phenomenoldglcal

.concept of ”|ntent|on” is a category and not an explanatlon of experlence.
To explaln social action, Jung employs a scuentufuc mode of explanatlon

thCh |s based on the functlonal and cybernetlc models. "

The problematlcs of explanation are often cnrcumvented by.

.
)

de5|gnat|ng somethlng as ontologlcal, or else by acceptnng a category as
av«ng explatned a phenomenon ln the former case,” Jung argues that phe-
nologlsts such as Hendegger and Rncoeur have attempted to avond |
ation by turnlng to ontology For eﬁample Jung would clalm that

has nalvely attempted to explaln experience through the category

Tt . . . N :
S, AT

R L . R . .y .
one's being involved with the socpal. Action, as man's discourse with
the world, stands out dqd can be analyzed,_ since meanings are coded in
“the actlon -JUng S'posltlln departs markedly from the Parsonian view of=

social actlon and Kotarbinski
, i

Tmé es actlon the focus of

-4

schema. In contra-distinction t

Y
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analysis, rather than the actor and the situation. - Meaning is reflected
in actions and actions can be described phenomenologically.
\
NotW|thstand|ng the many new avenues developed in Jung 's

J

formulatlons, hIS perspective does Support the malﬁ conclusions of this,
~inquiry. First, Jung's conceptlon of actioﬂ@emerges as\a refinement of
the classncal tradltlon of actlon' therefore his program is logically
- consistent with the hlstortcal dlrectlon of my study. ;econd, by analyz-
.ing Yexperience'’ through.a phenomenologlcal analysis of discourse, Jung's
views support my contention that the phenomenological -and social_actlon
tradltlons converge at oint which explicitly acknowledges the primacy
of the question of language) The questlon now arises as to what are the

. 798'
broader lmpllcatlons of thls fnndlng?

The relevance of the question of’ language arises ln conJunctlon v
‘with attempts to explaln and/or understand the phenomenon of |ntersub-
»Ject|v1ty It would be lmp0551ble to outllne (let alone locate) all the
attempts to solve thds questlon. For lllustration, a few comments are
made on Husserl's pOSition. B | _

Husserl fervent\\ﬁbelleved that an atté%pt must be made (however
prellmlnary) to unmask the lntersubject|v1ty dllemma since only by
,understandlng transcendental lntersubJect|V|ty is it possuble to account
for the constitution of ' the real world as exlstlng for everyone. Conse-
quently, in hns later works, Husserl speaks frequently of an lnterwowadlc
universe and thus obvuously assumes a pluralnty of transcendental €gos.

vHowever, it is ‘one of the most dlfflcult problems of phenomenology--

(‘>

: perhaps ‘an |nsoluble one--to reconCIle the notion of the transcendental
D
Ego as the source of the ldea of a plurality of coexlstent transcendental
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subjects. Moreover, it is also doubtful whether or not such an attempt
can succeed at all within the transcendental sphere} Like other approache<

Husserl's did not succeed hence the questlon of lntersubJectIV|ty sttll

\

remains a legltlmate focus for lnquiry.

- In general terms, lntersubjectivity“refersgto a.plurality of

subjectivities which share a common world. Thef”common world” can refer
to anything, for example knowledge, language, concepts and so forth.
From the ntersubJectlve perspectlve, understandlng arises ‘in the course
'of an interactign. Yet, another posutlon, transubjectivity, malntains
that understandlnglis possnble only because language which is |nternal-

)

ized by the |nd1v1dual |s a precondltlon for sharlng experlences with

others. Even though the categorles of. expeyience may well be conditioned .

by socnal facto*s beyond the reaLm of the i dividUal's oWn'experience, it

is also p055|ble that thls latter realm contr{butes to the generatlon of "
categorles pecullar to descrlbnng unique sorts of. -experience. Many views
have been advanced to account for the lndlvndual and/or sogial nature of
dlanguage A few posltlons are mentloned below.. (1
Some recent remarks by Karl -0tto Apel (1972) ralse the questlon
of lntersubJectlve communlcatlon within the broader context of the old,
unresolved and continuing debate as to the relation between science and
the humanltles Because the neo-positgvistic logic of unified science
.haé failed to .reflect upon the fact that all cognition of object presup-
. poses "understandtng" as a means of lntersubJectlve communlcatlon - Apel
(1972: &) contends that the question remains as to whether the methodology

in the humanltues should ‘not presuppOSe a relatlon to social praxis that

is complementary to the ideal objectification of human behav1or, namely, .

o
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unrestrlcted communlcétlondby\way of nntersubJectlge "understandlng "
[ ]

,adequate basns for the methodology of the humanltnes In Apel's view,

neo pos:th|sts have not comprehended the meta-sicentific rationality
of 1ntersubJect|ve dlscourse whlch is mediated by the expllcatlon of
concepts and the snterpretatlon oFﬁTnfEﬁtlons Thus, the hermeneutic

preljmlnarles to meaning-conventions are conditions of therpossibility :

.. and validity of scientific objectivity. For instance the expllcatlon

o

2

of}conceptual meanings is*a precOndition for. scuentlflc obJectlv1ty.

Hence, in the Iong run, the pragmatlc criterion for the valldlty of con-

ceptual meanlngs can be found in tneir contrlbutlon to the formatlon‘of
meannng—convent@&ﬂ in the lnterpretation communlty (Apel 1972 29) 5
The broader lmpl|c§§lons of ‘this stance emerge in Apel s vision of then
methodological pattern for a crltlcal social science. This vusion en-
talls the- dlalectlcal medlatlon gf communlcatnve understand v

(espeC|ally human self understandlng) by the quast-naturallstlc Q?JeC‘. Ff

tification and explanatlon of human behavuor and human hlstory (Apel;

1972 34) . Moreover the lmpllcatlon of relatung such a critical-social

' sc1ence to the efflClent practlce of life are to provoke publlc

self- reflectlon, -and: the emancnpatlon of men as subjects. v

While Apel's remarks are a recent V|ndication of the transubjective
perspective, the |mportance of transubjectlvuty has long been recognized

One noteworthy position is that of Emlle Durkhelm _ Underlylng Ourkheim-s

work |s the theme of an external order to whlch man is orlented ' The

prlmacy of the socual factor is clearly expressed through Durkheim s

3

criterion of "extertorlty "' For.Durkheim, there are two related senses'
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in which social facts are “"external" to the individual: (1) every man is

born into an ongoing, Structured society which conditions his personal-
ity; and (2) any one individual is only a.single element within the
totality of relatlonshlps which constltutes a soc:ety, therefore these

-

relatlonships are not thé(creatlon of any s:ngle indlvgﬂual but rather

o . .
are constltuted by multiple interactions between mdivvl ls. The impli-

cation of Durkhelm(§ posutnon is that language is socially conditioned
and socually transmitted therefore, transubjectivity accounts for
a plurality of.subjectivities.

Following the advent of ethnology and ethnography around'tﬁe‘

turn of the 20th century, later developments tn cultural anthropology

focussed attention on the question as to theﬂ{%latlon between language

and culture Edward Saplr drew the attentlon of anthropologlsts to the

correlation between language and culture and partlcularly the recogni- .

tion that linguistic and cu*tural relativity co-vary. Following Sapir,

Benjamin Lee Nhorf:continued to study his correlation, byt with less | -

emphasis on thelpredominanceﬂof language over culture. The we!l-known

-

. ’ s ., . " - ) v . .
"Uhorfian,hypothesjs" holds that language pattern{&andjcultural norms. /)

have'grown up together, constantly influencing one another. édt, in

this relation the nature of language is the factor that MNmits free

-plasticity, thus rlgidifying channels of development "
Hhile the views of Whorf suggested that fixed patterned

£ _
relations could ‘be found in lanquage, hls posntlon did not undicate What

e

'the nature of those relatlons mic * be. The search for, universal struc—

‘

tures (n.language has been dlrectly undertaken by such emlnent scholars

85 Claude LevlfStrauss and'Noam Chomsky. Chomsky (1972) argues that the
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and myth.

~ guage. Language is not a functlon of the’
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general principles which determine the form of grammatical rules .in
particular languages are to a consnderable extent common to all humaq\
languages. Furthermore Chomsky claims that the prlnClpleS underlying

the structure of language are biologically determined- that is, the capa- '~

- city for language has a genetic basis. . lf Chomsky's clalm is legltlmate

then hls“theory of transformatlonal grammar provides an advanced

.sophisticated descruptlon and explanation of the structure of human
: (

A

»vganguage. SR oo

Levi-Strauss (1967b)' in seeking to establish universal, a priori
truths valld for all ”human minds," examines the questlon of the rela-
tlon between language and experlence. In Lev:-Strauss view, the '"human
mlnd" can be reached through the structural aspects of the unconscnous
and the uhconscnous is to be appr‘ ched through.the study of symbolasm.
There is aubasic contrast in the/hi istory of the human mlnd between sym-
bolism,- WhICh dlsplays a character of dlSCOhtanIty, and knowledge which

¢

is marked by contnnuuty It is . in thlS sense that the symbollc functlon

s'- . , \

is not an express:on of socnety but its origin. Hence éV| -St uss s

concerned with detectlng.the universal, a prlo l structure of langua f

The wel'l-known posnt10n of Ferdlnand .de Saussure represents an

attempt to account for both thé |nd|v1dual'§nd soc1al characte) of lan-.

TN
[N | Ny
’ peaker it“is a product that

is pa551vely assamnlated by the |nd|vf Language is'both a soCial

product of the faculty'of speech an”

that have been adopted by a soc:al be‘y*to permlt |nd|V|duals to exercnse

ﬂL
that faculty (Saussure 1966 9)“ Language is never complete in any speaker,
. i :
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existing perfectly only wuthln a collectIV|ty, for Ianguage embraces the’
sum total of word- lmages stored |n the minds of all individuals.  On the
other hand, speaklng is an |nd|v1dual act which |s both wnllful and in-
tellectual. Hlthln-the act of speakrng,_lt is relevant to distinguish.
between the combfnationsrby which the‘speaker uses the ]anguage‘code for

. expressing his thought and the psychophysical mechanism that allows him
to exteripriie'those combinations. Speaking is always executed b; the
individual, for the individual-is the master cf speaé?hg (Saussurer
1966: 13). s ;

" Quite recent]y, Jurgen Habermas (1970a 1970b) has 'p’cked up the
theme of the relevance of speech in communlcatlon Accordlng to Habermas'
communlcatlve competencebmeans the mastery of an xdeal speech sutuatlon.
The:concept of the ideal’ speech sutuatlon consists of the supposltlon
that the motlvatlonal base of all actions is organlzed llngu15t|cally,
that is, within the structure of potentlal speech Thls model of pure
communlcatlve action is relevant for the deS|gn of pure |ntersuh}ect|v1ty,
Habérmas assumes that socnal action is not only controlled by motives
whlch conncude with the |ntent|ons of the actor- speaker but also by mo -
tives excluded from publlc communlcatlon and fixed to pre- llngutstlc
Isymbol organlzatlon. - The greater the share of pre llngulstlcally fixed
7:motivat|ons whlch cannot be converted readily in publlc communlcatlon,_
">the greater the deviance from the-model of pure COmmUnicative'action.
| without further elaboratlon, it can be stated that the prlmacy

of the questlon of }anguage provndes a contlnual source of stlmulatlon '

in the productlon of varylng views -as to the'lndividual versus the social
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nature of communication:. Thus far, our inquiry has stressed the
|nterrelat|on between sociology and phenomenologlcal phllosophy This
|nterrelat|on can be viewed in the context of a general rapprochement

between philosophy.and science, whlch is currently occurring.

GEISTESWISSENSCHAFTEN REVISITED

"The interest in mediation of ‘tradition, which, to begin with,

. - N P . . . . )
was an external interest, that is, one originally emanating from a need .~

of'society at large, became an internal interest when the Geisteswissen-
schaften had reached a certain autonomy. According to Radnitzky (1970°

_17-18), it appears that the dnsclpllnes of the GelsteSW|ssenschaften have

been too exclu51vely gunded by |nternal |nterests, and that thlS has co

‘trlbuted to the fact that, an c:rcles outside the communlty of cul
.SCIEHtIStS they have of late not been regarded as partlcularly useful
~Thus, the theme of the “crns:s of humanltles” has become topncal Many
new challenges are. belng expressed through a reconS|deration of the
general relation between phllosophy and sctence. |
| One controverSIal and wldely known p05|t|on |s tha; tahen by

' Thomas S. Kuhn (1970) . According to Kuhn, science has a dual nature
because it is characternzed by two developmental episodes: (1) normal
or paradlgm-based scnence, and (2) revolutlonary science whlch begins
wlth crisis -in the paradlgm theory followed by a prolnferatlon of theo-
ries culmlnatlng in the rejection of the old paradigm theory and -
acceptanceiof a new paradigm.sv Furthermore; Kuhn contends that there,ls

. no neutral observation language. Every descrlptnon of phenomena will be

in the termlnology of some theory, paradlgm metaphysuc, or world vlew
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lmpllcut tn ordlnary language. For.the purpose of science, it -can be
said that what is a scnentlflc fact will be. in an important sense deter-
mined by the domlnant paradlgm for descrlptlons of some aspect of
phenomena must be couched in the language of the current scuentlfuc‘
theory Should thIS not be possible, such an observatlon of phenomena
w1ll appear to be anomalous and will not be a fullfledged SClentlfIC |
fact until the anomaly is removed ' | o 7.

| | Paul K Feyerabend (1962 15%5) has put forth another contemporar
vaew of 5c1ence whlch |s somewhat related to that of Kuhn. Feyerabend'
position ‘s that the terms of any two successuvevtheorles wnthnn the same
» domain wnll have undergone a change.un meanlng (1962 28-29 Such transf

formatlons in the meannng of scnentlflc terms |s the maln reason why
] . .

‘successive scaentlflc theorles are lncompat|ble and’ |ncommensurable.,‘

this ponnt Feyerabend‘s ‘views are to some extent in agreement*wumh those
of Kuhn, Both,Kuhn and Feyerabend clalm that there is n pure‘observa—
tion language |$’terms of whlch we can arrlve at a neutral and
pre—theoretlcal descrlptlon of nature. Thus both-Feyerabend andAKuhn '
hold that descrlptlons of facts are theory- or paradtgm-laden (Lashchyk'
1969. 109) However Kuhn and Feyerabend do dlffer |n a number of ways
the most s:gnlflcant belng Feyerabend‘s advocatlon of ‘the | doctrlnes of
theoretlcal pluralism.‘ Fefgzﬁzgﬂrhglds that the ex:stence of partly
voverlapplng, mutually |nconsnstent and yet emplrlcally adequate theorlesf
_ls not only posslble but also’ requnred (Feyerabend 1965 218),6 :
}et anotner relevant f'ewpdlnt is found |n Jurgen Habermas' K

,(197]) case ~r z crltlcal socnal scnence Habermas has an lmage of.man

.in which the ‘dea of practlcal wasdom or «eason EIS central (ln the
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::Kantian sense) An lmagelldealhof socnety in which the idea of reasonable
practlce of llfe is centra{ 2& based upon this image of man. Moreover,
Habermas' |mage of man presdpposes the emancnpatory/hermeneutlc interest,
the strlv;ng after.the emancipation of the |nd|v1dnal. _Following closely
in the tradition okaant; Hegel,vand Husserl, Habermas' vision is that
of the “full transparenty of man"‘and through it the ratlonallzed prac-
tlce of life. lee Popper s socnal philosophy, Habermas ' soclal phllosophy
is “lndIVIdualcentrlc '--but only in the sense that it |s the identity and
freedom of the |nd|V|dual which is the center ?f concern (Radnltzky,

1970 1&9). Usnng ‘this image of man as a base, Habermas proposes a galac- :
tic program for the socnal sciences which entails two complementary types
of ﬁ6c10109y' (I) an emplrlcal sociology. whose resear;h—gu1d|ng interest
~is technical with the purposes of studylng ratlonal political actlon° and
(2) a crltlcal socuology whose research guldlng lnterest is the hermeneu-
t|c/emanc1patory interest. The crltlcal soctology provides the‘wider.
coﬁtext within which the empirical socnology is couched Furthermore,f‘
crltlcal socuology provndes the base for a gradual approxlmatmon to the
B ideal of selfftransparency (at the individual Ievel) and to the idea]aof
‘ 2 fully open socuety (at the societal and |nst|tut|ona| Ievel)
o The wrltlngs of Karl-Otto Apel are also relevant in the context
',:of the dISCUSSIOn of contemporary p051t|ons which advocate the rapprochee
W’ment of scuence and phllosophy. Accordlng to Apel, the hermeneutlc

GeISteSWISSenSChaften sought onl to “understand" the meanln of “actions.
g Y 9

v The new challenge is to “explaln" as well as "understand“ action (Apel

N

1967:. 20-21). Apel's lmage of the human scuences is based upon the model
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of the development of knowledge in the psychoanalytlc sntuatlon The
applncability of the said mode]l of e“development of knowledge to human
scuences;hlngesxupon the_world—plct’_ hypothesis_(of.philosophical
anthropology) that human ‘beings are not‘fully‘transparent-to-themselves

. : : o

as regards their own motivation nor.with respect to the intention of the

L=

discourses they produce. This meansi

’

at part of the intentions of the

texts as well as part of the motlvatlon is not amenable to any: method of:
J
hermeneutlc Understandlng alone but necessitates also causal analysns

the paradigm of which we find’in the natural,sciences (Apel, 1967: 25-27).

This leads to Apel's main thesis which Radnitzky summarized as follows:
: i .
Natural sciences and human science--in the science of,ﬁan-- i
and quasi-naturalistic and hermeneutic approach--in héman
" scgience--are mediating each other, so that in each the deve-
" ‘lopment of knowledge proceeds by a continuous tacklng be tween
the two approaches or levels (1970, K 65)

ln order to legitimate such a galactic program of human sciences,
Apel'spells out an ethical ground-plan which could~bring‘about a unified
phllosophlcal mediatlon of theory and practlce In B(ief “an ethics that

. would point the way qnt of the dilemma of partlcdtarlsm versus collectiv- -
g

'( l* .

v

ity is made in calling for the recogn|t|on that’ thes emancxpatlon of the

.lnd|V|dual is medT:::d‘through the emanC|pat|on of humanity and, vice

versa, the‘emancipationiof humanity is mediated_throughuthe individual.
. Radnitzky (1970) has reviewed several major positions related toi

'-‘the quthlSt frame in an attempt to contrxbute to the pOSSIblllty of

|ts/leglt|mation. In general, Radnitzky's pOSltlon‘lS compatible-Wlth

)

the positions previously discussed. The only absolute commitment'is to
the criticist frame. However, Radnugzky suggests that Justlfytng the

criticist. frame by a criticist SdClal ethlcs ‘must be complemented/by an’

.
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existentialist ethics in the prlvate domaln of the lnleldual (1970, 11:

k 171 72) This concession arises in order to deal with the question of

[

whether or not the criticist frame itself.must be or not be s;ubject,to~
criticism;l |

Popper's answer'to this queStion is that the adoption of the
criticist frame is a moral dec:suon that is, the'choice of a way of
life. Habermas consnders Popper s defense of the criticist frame unsatis-
factory. To answer. this quest:on Habermas turns to the level of
‘phllosophlcal anthropology (whlch Popper ° JUSt touches) and globalizes the
-issue by trac:ng traits in this “falth” or way of life which reveal the

basnc unlty of manklnd. On the other hand, Radnitzky's answer is to make

.one concessuon to the ex:stentlal skeptlc. ' )

_ When talking I am already WTthin the criticist frame--this
' goes beyond Popper. -But my keeping within it, or, f you
wish, my adopting it for the future, contains an unellmlnable
a—ratnonal element in the sense that | cannot be forced to do -
'so in the name of Reason or of Talking or of Human Existence
(existence as human being in the full sense) because there is
always the possibility open to me to reject all: Reason,
talk and life itself (be demonstrating rather than by argu:ng)
This much, we think, must be conceded to the existential
sollp515t or exlstentnal sceptlc (1970 1 183).

Radnltzky believes that the ‘two ideals, that of being transparent to
opeself and that of the open §ocuety, ‘are not . Utopnas but rather ldeals

that may generate criteria which regulate the deepenlng and widening of

Y

che hlstorlcal dlalogue of humanlty and guide the practlce of llfe in an

%han ever before felt to be the

basic lngredtent of the human condltlon.,
’_/‘\_/

To summa>}ze, all of these contemporary pos:tlons concur that

: the useful dlrectlon for future |nvest|gat|on follows the general
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prescriptions of a critical social science. The bid for a critical

ot

socual science is sumultaneously a recognition and an admnssnon ‘that all
knowledge and all understandlng is only partial and, therefore, thgi an
integrated perspectlve whlch permlts both complementary and competlng

~

- claims is mosq\fruntful. whxle the view that phnlosophy and scuence are
anterdependent is not new, this view has exper:enced a resurgence in
! i
recent tlmes.7 Hlth some. snmpllflcatlon we might summarize this.view

as "an integrated lmage of scuence,stressing the human side of this

thoroughly huhad»ente[prise“ (Tennessen 1973) ' The reason for a crltl-

K

cal evaluation of phllosophy by scuence, and of 5c:ence by phllosophy,

'ns_aetly expressed |n these tqrms. ' o o . ‘ S f\\\\

) But this necessuty of crnttcns:ng phllosophlcal positions
from a scientific point of view is not the only important
relation of the two sets of disciplines. Every system of -
scientific theory involves by .implication philosophical
consequences, both positive and. negative. This is nothing
more than a corollary of the rational unity of cognltlve

experience. Then it is also true -that every system of ‘ -~
. scientific theory involves phllosophlcal assumptions o
(Parsong7 1968; 22). ‘ . T s

o : _—
Yet, for writersvsucbjas Stephan Strasser, the rapprochement of

empirical human sciences and philosophy also signals.tﬁe emergeﬁee of

a vew phase iﬁ Vestern thought (1963: 207). Strasser méintains that the'j
o be pur3ued wnll be prlmarlly metaphysncal snnce lt is im- ..
pOSS|ble to pursue emplrlcal human science wnthout a vns:on ThIS

‘VIS|on must be metaphysucal because the task of the phllosopher is to 1

offer the emplrlcal scuentast ~an horizon of higher |ntell|g|b|llty, that o

is,_a,vnsuon of-the meanlng of the facts of<experience*(StraSSer 1963 )
237). However no one vision- is to be accepted as the "correct“ vision, /.
/

~but rather alternatlve vusuons and thus varying world views "are permnssub}e.
¢
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Slnce no lnterpretatlon can claim to |ncorporate everythlng, the
\

pOSSlbIIItY of a pluralist metaphysucs must be entertalned with oppos -

|ng |nterpretat$3ns serving to critically examlne and thus medlate one
: S

another.v T N

'~

i T The plauS|b|Ixty of varylng world vnews arises in conjunction

/
with the demands of a crntncnst frame of reference A crltlcal dialogue

) between the’ phllosopher and the emplrlcal human scientist serves. to

-

mediate the flndlngs from both domains of inquiry. THe criticiSt frame
. ensures that the debate caaﬁ*nues hence the possibility of new and
r varylng lnterpretatlons is always present. " And, furthermore phenomenol-
ggﬁy'and hermeneutic5'p1ay a.role in fosterlng a continuing crltlcal
déba;e'between phllosopher and empirical scientist. Phenomeno]ogy seek;
to ré?eaJ'more of the richness. and complexity of man, his relation to
‘other men, and to tne worfd Tn chis vein, Marleau Ponty (1962 xxn)
///has arrly stated that the tasx of pheﬁomeno]ogy is by its very nature
/ ,

unendlng. In a complementary sense, the task of hermeneutics is to

contlnually mediate lnterpretatlons of tradltlons and to expose dormant

and concealed meanlngs
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 8
~IA corollary to.this conclusion is that Parsons' approximation to -
phendmého?ogy may be the obnsequence of his éynthesizing efforts in The
Structure of Social. Action. That is, the phenomenologi;al tencencies in-
herent in Weber, Pareto, and Durkheim were cumulated and emerged through

Parsons' efforts.

t

2This explanation is logically consistent with the fact that
Ricoeur's program served as an upper ideality limit which Weber's
methodology only approximates. . :

. Y .

3Ther'e are a number of pragmatic reasons for omitting the
discussion of Jung's program from the body of the dissertation. First,
Jung's program is only. partly codified and No.major representative prli--
cation has appeared at this time. Second, the published materials thus
far signify only a general referent to phenomenological philosophy. - There
is no specification of particular phenomenological philosophers; there-

phenomenology into the review of selected_phenomenologistsJ Third, the
very precise and interdependent conceptualization in Jung'E program would
' : in order to .
correctly ‘convey the intended meanings of” terms. Limitations of space
favored discussing Jung's views in more general terms; therefore, it was
- decided that this could best be dccommodated in the concluding section -
of the inquiry. ' ‘ ' '

hlt is relevant to note that Giddens '(1971: 86-87) maintains

that unwarranted confusion has been created by secondary interpreters in
discussing Durkheim's famour criterion of "exteriority." |n Durkheim's
view, no theory of analysis which begins from the “individual," in either
of the two senses mentioned above, can adequately’grasp the specific pro-.
perties of social phenomena. This is a conceptual point, and thus it :
should be apparent that 'exteriority" is'not an’ empirical criterion. 0On
the other hand, Durkheim's second crfterioh¥*ﬂconstraint“--is empirical
Since Durkheim applied his conception of constraint in specifying the

©.nature of social facts, . ' - '

5ln general terms, Kuhn's notion of "paradigm' can be taken to
designate an accepted model or pattern (i.e., rules and standards) which

. Most researchers committed to a given domain of inquiry adhere to at 7
-a given point in time  (Kuhn, 1970: 17). However, Kuhn's definition and
usage of '"paradigm" itself is problematic.\\tashchyk (1969: 9) indicates
that he isolated five clusters of usage of "'paradigm' by Kuhn. Also,
Masterman (1970) counted twenty-one different usages of '"paradigm' by
Kuhn, which she categorized into three main groups: metaphysicql,‘
sociological, and construct paradigms. Much of the skepticism surrounding
Kuhn's work, Particularly from the logical positivist and logical empiricism
schoals, is‘couched in the multiple usage of the concept@ﬁ"baradigm.“



232

b

It is relevant to note that Karl Popper's position parallels
that of Feyerabend ‘in many respects. Since Popper's position was
mentioned in Chapter 1, his views are not repeated here, :

7It is relevant to ngte that philosophy and science are indepen-
dent as well as interdependent. Parsons (1968, 25, footnote 2) points
out that it is a common but most serious fallacy to think that intér-
dependence implies absence of independence. No two entities can be
interdependent which are not at the same time independent in certain
respects. o ' - '

)
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Two influences on the development of hermeneutlcg warqanbuJ -
1

Sy

,', Lo

Jz,\}
mentioning here, Notw;thstandlng the tack of Engllsh translataons of

their works, |t would not have been approprlate to’ have placed these f.

-
4

‘writers into the maln body of the text, snnce thlS would have dlsrupted'

the hlstorlcal contnnuuty whlch thls study sought d‘??'

’»z

'-@ﬁﬁayhelm Dllthey,‘who was alluded to earller |n the lan|ry, ws
a fore;%h‘%r of hermeneutlcs‘ Furthermore recent contrlbutlons by

\
Hans- Georg Gadamer are lmportant Follownng Heldegger, Gadamer orlents

-~

his thlnklng to, the more phllosophlcal questlon of what understandlng

|tself,|s While the tradltlon follownng Dilthey (partlcularly the

-

works of Emilio Bettl) alms to- provnde a general theory of how “objec-

tlvatrons“ of human experlence can be lnterpreted Gadamer clalms that
L} .
to speak of “obJectlvely valid |nterpretat|ons” is nalve, since to do

so assumes that it js poss:ble to understand from some standpo:nt outs:de

Loy

of" hlstor?fﬁgal r, 1969 h6) Gadamer malnﬁalns that understandlng is

“an’ hlstor(cal act and as such. is always connected to. the present

The key dlstlnctlon between Gadamer and the tradltlon Follownng

{

D|lthey 1s that Gadamer maintains that he is Simply descrnb:ng what is;

that is, he is donng ontology and. not methodd\ogy In. thls'respeCt .
[l
Gadamer s posntnon is dlametrlcally opposed. to Rncoeur s posntlon in

which hermeneutlcs appears as one of three essentlal elements of phenome-

nologlcal method. In order to explore this matter further it is
(“\

relevant to hlghltght both Dulthey(s and Gadamerts posntoons
4
Dllthey maintained’ that concrete, hlstorlcal llved experience

and not speculatlon must be the" only adm:ssnble starting point for

BERY 256(
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a theory of the Genstesw:ssenschaften Life |tself is that out of whlch

}wéghust develop our thlnklng and toward which we dlrect our questlonlng, |
S|nce behlnd life itself our thinking cannot g0 (Mandelbaum, 1967: 60-6]).
The categorles of life are not rgbted in a transcendental reality but in
the - reallny of lived experlence Like Hegel, Dilthev believed that life
IS an hnstorfcal reality; however Dllthey saw hlstory not as an absolute
goal or. a manlfestatlon of absolute spirit but as an expressuon of life.
Accordnng to Dllthey, the keynote far the human studies was ”understand-
‘ing,”] Explaqatlon was for scnence whereas nhe human studies understand .
expressuons of. llfe Thns is the message of.Dllthey s hermeneutlcal for-
mula: Experlence Expressuon Understandlng.2 For Dllthey, man's

N

self—understandlngnus not dlrect but indirect; thus it must take an hep‘///

F
W

meneutlcal detour through ﬁixed‘e;pressuons datlng back over the past
-Dependent on hlstory, self understandlng is esssptlally and necessarily

' hlstorccal (Palmer 1969 116) S jc t . .

" - Dllthey 5 c0ntr|but|on was to broaden the horlzon of hermeneutlcs

cors . .

by placlng it ln the context of |nterpretat|on in the human studles His

-thlnk:ho on the hermeneutlcal probtem starte&*very much in the shadow of

g Schllermacher s psycholoolsm; and/only gradually dld he concelve of inter=-
pretatlon as focussed on. the express:on of “llved experlence“ Wlthout

‘reference to lts author (Palmer 1969 121) | Nevertheless Dllthey - con-'

.rtrlbutlons do not exempt hls program From crltlcusm Flrst he dld not '

‘fully succeed in extrncatang hlmself from the sc1entnsm and obJectlvnty L

- of the hlstorlcal school whnch he:had undertaken.to transcend (Mandelbaum

11967 66 67) Second Dnlthey s category of “llfe” is susplctously close

to Hegel's "obJectlve Splrlt w however much Dllthey protested agalnst

L JE



absolute ldeallsm and tried to ground hermeneutlcs in emplr|cal facts

A

free from all metap sics.’ And thlrd Dllthey (llke Schllermacher) can

~be criticized for vuewang understandlng as’ re-exper:encnng ‘and recon--
; P .
struction of the author s experlence and therefore analogous to the act
>

-

of creation (Palmer 1969. 123)

Nelther Dulthey S own hermeneutlcs nor that of Heldegger or

. Gadamer is concelvable except |n~terms‘of hlstorlcality{r Hlstoricallty,
/
taklﬁg lts decisive beglnnlng in Dllthey, provndes the theoretical foun-

datlons for modern ‘hermeneutics (Palmer 1969 117 18). Yet, with

T
Gadamer the conceptlon of hermeneutlcs as:- the methodological basis for

7

the Geusteswussenschaften is left behlnd ‘and the status of method (tself

i

is: called into questlon Accordlng to Gadamer, truth eludes the methodi-.
cal man. For Gadamer truth is not reached methodlcally but dlalectlcally

" The dlalectlcal approach to truth |s seen as the antltheSIs of method,

@
sndeed, as'a means of overcomlng the tendency of method to prestructure
the lnleldual's way of seelng ' ln method the lnqu;rlng subJect leads
"controls,'and manlpulateS' in dlalectic the matter encountered poses the

questlon to whlch the subJect responds, (Palmer 1969 165) Understand-

J
ing is not concelved as a subJectlve process of man over and against an
SRS
.'obJect but. the way of. belng of man hlmself Gadamer is not concerned

wi th practlcal problems of formulatlng rnght prnncnples for interpreta--

tion; rather he wants to brln; the phenomenon of understanding itself

N -

to light.

The basnc Heldeggerlan conceptlons of thtnklng, language,

<

history, and. human experuence are carrled ove?\lhto Gadamer - Both Gadamer
% . o | -

‘and Heldegger would agree that language is the reservq@ﬁ and communlcatlngv
) ’ ) ".g;,’ .
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medium_of tradition. For Heldegger and Gadamer language history, and

being are all not only interrelated but nnterfused so that the lanU|s-
»tlcallty of being is at the same time jts ontology. (its ""coming into
- being'') and the med i um Of'ltS hlstorlcallty (Palmer, 1969:'177). In
Gadamer's opinion, Dulthexﬁls a perfect example of the scientific com-
“pulslon to‘method-orlented thought effectively preventlng a glfted and
JSIncere searcher for hlstorlcallty from finding it Gadamer_sees
Dilthey as‘the archetype of our own present loss of authentic historical-
ity, reflected in_odr tendency to employ inductive methods to obtaln
”objectively valid" knowledge in llterature (Palmer 1969 178~ 79)

Gadamer begins his examlnatlon of the hermeneutncal expernence
by crntucnzung the prevalllng concept of experlence whYch is oriented
toward knowing as a perceptual act and knowledge as a body of _conceptual
data (Palmer 1969 lsh) Over against the myth of purely conceptual and
verlflable knowing, Gadamer places his hlstorlcal and dialectical concept
‘of ”experlence " where knowing is not simply a stream of perceptlons but .
'a happening, -an event, an encounter. Although he doee not share Hegel's
oresuppositlons and concluSions Gadamer finds in Hegel's dlalectlcal
»account of experience the startlng point. for his own dialectical herme-
neutics (Palmer l969 195) ., For Gadamer experlence” does not mean
some kind of informatlonal knowledge preserved abdut this or that, Rather,
_exgerience (close to ordingry\language;qsage) refershto a‘non-objectifled '
and largely non-obJectnfnabl\/ ccumulation of ”understandnng“ which is
often called w1sdom (Palmer l969 195) . lt is the ”experlenced“ man who

knows the llmltS of all antlc1patlon and the insecurity of all human plans.

'Thus true experience s experlence of one's .own hlstorlcallty

Sy
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The diglectica@:kharacter'Of experfence isvreflec :d)in the
movement and encéunter with: negativity found in all true questioning.
fo question genuinely means to '‘place in the open" becaQse the answer is,
" not yet‘qgtermined (Palmer, 1969: 198-99) . The openness of quest?bning,
however, is not absolute betausé a_questibn always has a_cgrtain direc-
tion. Henée, the sense of the question ;lready‘contains the directiéﬁ

“in which the answer to that question must come (if it is to be meaning-
' ' @] '
ful and appropriate). Real questioning, then, presupposes openness and
. Tx.
at the same time it necessarily specifies boundaries (Palmer, 1969: 199).

That Befng the case, Gadamer maintains that the one way to find the

right question i$ throQgh'immersion fn thé subject—matter ftself.b‘

A true dialogue,is the{opppéite of an argumen;, for an argument holdé to
itébopening response-t;ithevquestién.. in he;meneutical dialogue, bofh
fhe fnte}preter and the tekt are immersed in the t;aditibh. Ané1 oné's
partner }n thé dialogue is the text.. Thg épcounter with the horizon of

the transmitted text becomes - a moment of ontological disclosure:

The disclosure, in other words, comes as the kind of
event whose structure is the structure of experience and the
Structure of question and answer; it is a dialectical matter.
And what is the medium' in and through which this ontological
disclosure can take place in the dialectical event of experi-
.ence as questioning and answer? What is the medium that is:
vof such a universality that horizons can interfuse? What is

.. the medium in which the cumulative experience of a whole his-
torical people is hidden and stored? What is the medium that
is inseparable from experience -itself, inseparable from being?
The answer must be: language (Palmer, 1969: 201).

Fundamental to Gadamer's conception ‘of language ié the rejection
_.of both sign and symbol theories of the nature of Ianguaggﬁ{ Gadamer -

. o

Y ) 3

3 .
N , b
contends that the transformation of word into sign lies at %be base of

science with its ideal of exact, unambiguqué concepts (Palmer; 1969: 201).
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On the contrary, he points'to the character of "Iiving'language” and our
participation init. Words are not sOmething that he]ong to man but to
the situation. One searches fot the words that belong to the situation.
The formation of words is not" a product of reflectlon but of experlence
It is not an expressuon of sﬂ{\it or mlnd but of S|tuat|onband belng,

‘for language d;scloses our llfeworld not our environmental scuentlfgc
world‘(Palmer} ]969: 203). Linguisticality is . something that permeates
- the way of being—in-the-world nf historical man. The hermeneutical
experience is an encounter"befheen her.itage in the form of avtransmitted.
text and the horiidn offthe‘interpreter. Experience jg;not so much some-
thing that comes grior to Ianguage,.but rather experience Stse1i OCCUFS
in and‘thrOUgh language (Palmer, 1969: 207). It is precisely this'
deeper ontological dimenéion; accessible‘through language, that gives the’
'hermeneutical exﬁerience its significance fdr the present life of the
interpreter.. ‘ . - ¢ | _

S An sum,‘Gadamer‘asserts that human_u derstaﬁg;ng'perbse is
histerieai,‘linguistic, and dialectical. Ip/the de elopment of a ques-
.tlonlng posntlon desugned to meve beyond the confines of the éubject-
object schema,,Gadamer's hermeneutics'suggeSts a neu kind ot objectfvity
grounded in the fact»that what is dnsclosed constltutes not a prOJeCtIOH
of subjectivity but something which acts on our understandlng in ptef
senting |tse|f (Palmer, 1969.: 212) . Gadamer does not fall into Hegelian'
‘metaphyS|cs which takes. language as the instrument qf subjectivity. -u
Since language is both historical a d finite, itAmust iead'one in under-.

standing the text. The task of h meéneutics is to take seriously the

: Ilngu15t|cal|ty of language and eﬁperlence and to develop a truly
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historical hermeneutics (Palmer, 1969:,214),

In order not ‘to leave the reader wuth the |mpressxon that
+Gadamer's views are preferred, some criticisms of Gadamer's works are
mentloned; Two-prlnC|pal obJectlons have been advanced by Emlllo Betti:

(1) that Gadamer s work does not serve as a methodology or aid to method-
ology for the humane studles, and (2) that Gadamer jeopardizes the
legltlmacy of referrlng to the objective status of obJects of |nterpre—

tation, thus renderlng questlonable the objectivity of .the interpretation

itself (Palmer, 1969: 54). According to Betti, Gadamer is-lost in

a standardless existential subjectivity Following Dilthey's lead
Betti's quest is ‘to look for what 1s’pract|cal and useful to the inter-
preter Unlike Gadamer Bettl seeks to dlscern rnght from wrong

lnterpretatlons -and to dlstlngulsh one type of |nterpretat|on f rom
)

| another, Nevertheless, Gadamer's position should not be rejected simply

because of its anti-objectivism. Gadamer does not deny the possibility
of hermeneuties as method;'rather Gadamer is merely lnterested ln the
broader question of the nature of understandlng per se.

Although thlS lan|ry IS somewhat sympathetlc wnth Gadamer s

'vieWS, it .is contended that the - fa:lure to mediate the results of sub-

jectively orlented |nvest|gatlon with the fsndlngs of obJectlve lan|ry

- unnecessarily. promotes one- S|ded accentuations. The danger of solipsism

o

arlses in conjunction wuth such one-sided views.. In thlS respect,

' Ricoeur's regulatton of an upper ldeallty l|m|t by mediating with a lower

1%

obscu |ty ]lmlt (and_vice versa) provndes a better alternative. Gadamer,

assertions; -

llke Hei egge[/and Husse\],'ls probably maki
7. . ‘ ) By G
-however, heiriﬁgs being enjulfed in pure Subjectivity.

¢

In other words,
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Gadamer rlsks the possibility of belng unable to locate appropriate
lungu15t|c expressions to convey the sense of what it is. And yet, the

direction taken by the unvestlgator is in itself a volitional act. For

|nstance those who subscribe to Heideggerian viewpoints should listen to

the call of Belng, even at the . rj Sk aving little or nothing to say in

response to that call.

L
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- FOOTNOTES TO APPENDIX A
" .

S

r

, &‘UnderStanding-is not a mere. act of "thought but a transposition
and re-experiencing 6f the world ‘s arother person meets it in‘lived
. .experience. It is not'a conscious, reflexive act of comparison®but an
-“operation of silent thought which accomplishes a pre-reflexive trans-
" position neself into* the other person.(Palmer, 1369: 114-15;
Mandelba 967: 62-63). A .
L : xperience‘is.intrinsicafly temporal, that is, hiStoricaI.in.
_,-the deepest sense of the term. ' Thus, we understand the present. really
“ only in the horizon of past-and future (Palmer, 1969: 111). For Dilthey,
" expression is“Hot an embodiment of one persbnfs'feelings but rather an
- "expression of,life." An expression can refer to ‘an: idea, a law, lan-
'zgﬁage, a social form,.or anything that reflects the imprint of the inner
~life on man (Palmer, 1969: 112) . As.discussed in Faothote 1 above,
-understanding ‘is reserved to designate the operation in which the "mind"
(Geist) ‘grasps the 'mind" of the other person. 5 '
e : . R 2T,

LR
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THE METHODOLOGICAL RELEVAKNCE

OF “BOUNDARY CONDITJONSHU
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: of such eqUatlons involve both arbltrary functtons and arbltrary con-"-

.

The ”boundary condltuons” concept is of utmost importance'in
theoretlcal phystcs, for |nstance in the. deducrlon of physncal laws from
&
physucal theories whose fundamental hypotheses are expressed‘in_terms of~'
dufferentlal equations (Llndsay and Margenau 1957: 49). The Solutlons
//"J
stants and hence are at first of little ¢ concrete phy5|cal value ) They

obtaln concreteness only through nhe |mp05|t|on of specual condi tions

specnfylng the type of functlon of greatest Uti]lty and evaluatlng the

- arbltrary constants. These specnal condutlons, or boundary condlttons

in physucaJ theornes are denoted as Eecxfnc and genera]z A specxfnc

) b
boundary condltlon is. S|mply a postu]atad event |n space and tlme éx=

pressed.by-the statement that a symbol representnng a certaln physqcat

quant1ty, shall have a deflnlte value or set of vadues throughout a specu-

d”

: $|ed lnterval of tlme (L:ndSay and Margenau 1957 49) However, for

n L s Z\'

purposes of thls |nquury, the general concept|on of boundary condctlon is

more ne]evant. o »d// S woows i - T .
v - YA , - X

s
N 5
L RS ‘ e e

’

- : The sngnlflcance of general boundary condltLons is. that they

2 i 4

lmpose fundamental restr|¢t|ons on the tpr»of actuvnty posscble formthe

system cons:dered (L:ndsay and Margenau 1957: 53) Whtle the specnflc

condltlons show ‘us how to use a law to predlct physucal events and |gno- :
\ B G - ’

rance of them- forces us back on probablluty consuderatlons the genera1

e}

. boundary condltnons fix the possible types of IaWS Jor the possnble klnds "

o

- of functnons whlch enter into them. Although the m|nd can conceive -

- countless forms: of differential laws ﬁe'general boundary conditlons‘

oL "‘.»
¥ R
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. serve to pick out the useful ones. For example, the law of the »
conservation of mechanical energy appearing 'as the first integral of the
equations of motlon of a conservatlve dynamrcal system is a boundary con-
dition in the sense that it is the mathematlcal expressnon of the fact

that the System under consideration is conservative. It thereby delimits

v or fixes asboundary for the class of systems considered and separates

Caars]

them from allﬁjf

"

-laws obeying iu;_‘ "%{ fcondltlon are found to be. satlsfxed approxn- .

is is lmportant because many of the speC|f|c

mately in the world of physucal phehomena (Llndsay and Margenau 1957 -
'55). Hav«ng noted the sngnlflcance of the concept:on of “boundary condl—

tlons” in physncal theorles' what then, is thenr relevance ?or
'

non- physncal theor:es7 To begln thns dISCUSSlOn it is. useful +fo-dis-

.~ 4

tIHQUISh two, analogous vet dlfferent conceptlons——boundary condltlons

: and "'boundary sntuatlons

-,

, The conceptlon of ”boundary situations{“,common-to existential

ph?losophy, was coined»by‘Karl.Jasperé* 80undary sntuat:ons refer to the

~‘}_'lnascapab z condrtnons of human exnstence which lumut us and about whlch

noth1n§ can be d%ne (Nlld 1955 80 81) Snx main boundary srtuatlons

,*”cape dlstlngulshed (I)‘s:tuatlonalnty, (2) chance arfd fd?tune (3) suf- -
'IA&? ~ SR
Ferqng, (4) human struggle and

N 11

confllct (5) gutlt, and (6) ‘death. “Since

/

‘these boundary sutuatnons cannot be el-mlnated they must be faced. {

There is an authentlc and an |nauthent|c way of faCIng them and the dif-

é’ference is sharp and clear (Hnld 1955: 139-40). Although these limits

)
i

i are |nescapable their. .negating effect may be reduced as a result of the-
[theoretlcal knowledge acquired about thelr functtonxng The ldea that

boundary sltuatlons are opaque to rationa! analysus must be - categorlcally

5

.« «
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,reJected for 0 set up_a limit is already to transcend it theoretically
(Wlld, 1955 215). ’ ) -
The physical conceptlon of general boundary condlttons is similar

to the concept:on of boundary sntuatlons in that both impose restrlctlons

g . Sr llmltatlons n lnvestlgatlng the . lnescapable condltlons of human

existence, every domain of anu1ry necessarlly has llmntung or boundary
conditions Wthh restrict the. valldlty of the evndences poss:ble by that
domain of lnqu1ry For lnstance the study of man qua man.can be pursued

in two ways: (1) in the form’ of ah emplrucal inquiry whose phllosophiCa]

*i: bearlng is eprIC|tly formulated, and (2) in the form of a phllosophlcal

lnquury'whsch is emplrlcally enllghtened and enrlched (Strasser 1963
. i .

292); Rather than speaklng of a boundary llne wh|ch separates phllosophy

,,fTrom emplrlcal human science .It Jis more accurate,to speak of a bounda[y‘_

. . @
region between the two:- o ¢
By using this term, we oonvey the idea that on the one hand
', some pursuers of the empirical sciences, reflecting on: the
contents of theijr- experierice with man, have arrived at in-
Sights of phllosophlcal -Lmportance, and on “the other hand,, _—
. that there are’ philosopﬁers who have thrown llght on the. con-v N

,‘,*»,crete;exlstence ‘of -man 'in ‘a way that has_proved lllumnnatlng
> . for. the man of empirical resea;ch Desplte gﬁmte s prophe-
® "1 cies, there. has- baen" an encounter in'this reSdm between the °
S ’phllosopher-metaphysICIan and? hhe man of positive research .
é - : (Strasser 1963 293) . v , o .

o i i .
The phllosopher wants to lnterpret the rlddle of human exustence, and the

*

student of a: human science wants to make a contrlbutlon to this lnterpre-

tatlon The pr'marlly evndent lnS|ghts into the structures of exper)ence
. oh
'wou!d remain frultless for the phenomenologlcal phnlosopher if he were

B

not able to apply it to the data of hnstory, soc1ology, -or anthropology

(Strasser 1963. 279). lf the phenqmenologlst is entitled to introduce

, &

Z A S S

.
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. *@Hé«reSults ofjscientific experience into hJS consaderatlons this right
s . ,

,7§@e ‘far- reachlng»consequences for hls‘blscourse. On the one hand,
4

. .l
;-On the other hand the entire

pdemented W|th evndences

ES

that possess only a more restrlcted vaI|

=@5y (Strasser 1963 289- 90)
The phenomenologist wnll endeavor phllosophlcally to interpret "all human'
‘>~forms of exnstence (lncludlng that of pursu1ngVSC|ence) on the ba5|s>of
man‘s belng-in the-world Whit cﬁén .|s the.relevance of the: conceptlons
of boundary conditions and‘boundary region for the present lnqu1ry?

I'n Flgure 2 below, the boundary condgtions and- boundary reglons

- of four domalns of inquiry aré schematlcally~depicted fThe”Four domains
TS -;{lo, - .

ﬂpf ianiryrﬁ%cludexontology, phenomenology, emplrical human *science, and
At s )

'

d.

the everyd Between these four- domains there are three overlap-

‘ping areas \ or boundary regions. The boundary conditlons of each domain -
bf ihquury afe not to be construed . as dlscrete and easuly ident|f|able

"i RS . -~
To the contraﬁyj the*boundary condlt(ons are obscure dlffuse and dlffl

1

cult to locate Yet the mare dlfflcult task is that of |dent|fy|ng

“
A

a‘boundany region, that is, the pount ‘of overlap between two or more
‘domains of inquiry. It i's postulated that this difflculty is adgﬁented s
by thetfactvthat_the loglc pecullar to any one ‘domain does not tike pre-

‘cedence over the logic of another domaln wuthln a boundary reglon For

)

'example wuthin ‘the boundary reglon where ontology overkaps wnth phenom-

«

enology, the logic relevant to ontology |s no more appllcable than the

logic relevant to phenomenology To map a course through the boundary

"region entails consnderable rlsk of lostng sught of both shores

ye
-
. P

| PR
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Figure 2 g
_'Diagraﬁhatic Depiction of Relations
~ Among Four Domains &f Inquiry

Metaphysics#*

N
@ \
Ontological -
Realm Boundary
| Condi tion
A .
Phenomenological
Realm .
Boundary
Region
i ; Reélm'of
o . Empirical Humap| .
: : Science
. \‘ ,
v L N
- ¢ \ ‘9
T L Realm of :
. Everyday .
. ’ "7 Life
- ‘ L .. “I ‘ o f
: ‘ AR ] \Rav}i’ E']emént_a]' Experie’ﬁcﬂe*fs
*In Ricoeur's térms, metaphysics refers to an upper’ideality
limit.' . . - . . . .

**In Ricoeur's’ terms, raw elemental experience refers to a lower "

obscirity limit, ¢ 5 , k///;

N
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The'relevance of these remarks | ‘can be |llustrated‘(Wlth particular
:tespect to thlS |nquury) by referrlng to Max Weber's ldeal-typlcal meth-
' odology.' Havnng concluded that Weber s method of conceptuallzatlon only
,v‘approx1mated Rlcoeurls phenomenologucal method, |t can be argued that -

‘—Weber s methodology is less adequate than Rlcoeur s method for demarcat-
w»

"lng the boundary reglon between empirical human science and phenomenology

In brlef Weber s reluctance . to abstract prevented him from clearly recog-

>

nlzlng the limits to the boundary region where the results of

_phenomenologlcal descrlptuon and sc1eng?P|c¢txplanatlon come into play,

. ' ' ,ASA' )
) medlate, and thus clarlfy one another. In this_respect, Talcott Parsons

claimed that his methodology was mote advanced than that of Weber, Pareto,
- oo } i v S

MR

or Durkheim. o | , e

A
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GLOSSARY OF SELECTED PHENOMENOLOG!CAL

AND RELATED TERMS*

N oy
~

\

Apodjctic‘(apodlctlc evidence): synonym for necessary, indubitable.
Knowledge of what must ocgur, as opposed to knowledge of what }
might occur. Applicable not only to knowledge but also to :
objects known and to methods. 6;;7’)

>

Bracketlng: see Reduction, phenomenological.

Cogito: in broadest sense ‘includes "all experiences. "In narrow sense,
‘refers to Cartesian ''| think'' which functions in Husserl's phe-
nomenology ‘as the conscious acts of the ego Wthh remain
unaffected by the phenomenological reduction.

Z
. Constitution, phenomenologlcal . in broad" se%se the act by which an
object is built up in consciousness. ln marrow sense, the

structure of igtentlonallty in its character as productlve of
valid.objects and correct, justified habits.

Dasein: being there; in Heidegger, refers to man as the being which
' comprehends Being. ' '

A Daselnanalytics analysns of ‘man's being~-in-the-world,, wnth SpeCIal
T reference to Heidegger's. ontologlcal analytlcs of Daséin.- o

Doubting (Cartesngp) prOVISIOnal doubt Jé/the rule proposed by the
Cartesian method of. voluntary suspénsion of Judgment in order

to reach a more dependable conclu5|on -

N

o

ﬁgo (pure or transcendental) " as free essentlal Be1ng living in its
«acts; the ego which remains as an irreducible residue after
hav4ng been subJected to "the phenomenologlcal reductlon

. Egology in Husserl the study-of the- transcendental ~ego and lts role: B
in transcendental constitution.

o Endetlc reductlon " see Reductlon,

<

, *The compllatlon of this glossary of terms relies heavily on -

three sources: (1) Husser! (1931: 429-65), Analytlcal Index to- IdeaS°

(2) Herbert Spnegelberg (1971a: 709-28), glossary of terms and '
(3) Runes (1962) D:ctlonary of’ Phtlosophy

)

n
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Epoche: suspension of beliefs, in Husserl both suspension of beliefs
and transcendental- phenomenologlcal reduction. .

Essence: the nature of a thing considered independently of its .
existence; the whatness of things, as opposed to their thatness.

Facticity: ip Heidegger.and Sartre, refers to the factual being of
Dasein. ‘

" Geist: mean “soul" or "shirit," especially in the Hegelian sense.

Idealism, phenomenological: the world viewed as intrinsic correlate
'of absolute consciousness; all '"reality" as constituted in
consciousness.

Intentionality: the property of consciousness whereby it refers to or
intends an object. The intentional object is not necessarily
.a real or existent thing but is merely that which the mental
act is about.

(a) Brentano: the property of all psychical phenomena to
contain an object as inexistent’, combined wntﬁ the
property of referring to an object.

(b) Husserl: the property of consc10usness of belng
conscuousness of somethlng

(c) Sartre: the property of consciousness to be directed toward-
being which is more than merely phenomenal i.e., .

- transphenomenal . :

Lebensyelt (glfe-world) the encompassnng world of our .immédiate
experience’ which can be" recovered from tﬁ@zworld as given
to scnentlflc lnterpretatlon by a spec:al type of reduction.

. Natural attltude -everyday unreflectlve attltude of naive bellef in the
©  existence of the world.
Natural standpoint, thesis of: all doubting and rejectlng of. the data
. of the spatio-temporal fact-world leaves standing the general
" thesis of the natural standpoint. The goal ‘of  the sciences of
the natural standpoint is to know the fact—worgd more compre-
. hensnvely and trustworthlly than the naive lore of experlence _
- can’ prov1de .

Noema:. in Husserl, the object- referent of a noetic act. That js,
' the ObJeCtlve sense of & noesis, together w:th the character
of the sense as posited in a certann manner,  as guven or

;~\~\\*\;; emptlly |ntended ina certaln manner-.
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Noesis: in Hugserl, any act directed to an intentional object. That
current in the stream of consciousness which is intrinsically
intention%] in that it points to an object as beyond itself.

. BT . b .

Noumenon:- in ﬁan@% an object or power transcending experience whose
_existence'is theoretically problematic but must be postulated-
“ by practical'wreason.

.Ontology, ontologicglﬁ fhe theory of being qua being.

~ .

( - ’ w N .
(a) Hussertis fédrmal ontology as general.. theory of objects and.
. their properties as a part of pufe logic; regional
ontology as groundwork of the sciences of facts.

(b) Heidegger:“ the study of Beidgplx‘f m o .(;

N C | ceg A
« (c) Sartre: the study of Being and Nothingness in all -their
aspects. ’ ’

Originary: . synonym primordial; term designating the world of the first
order, e.g., originary experience.

Pheriomenology: for Husserl, a descriptive theory of the essence of

- transcendental pure consciousness. :

— : 2 L b .
Phenomenon, pure; in Husserl, that which having been subjected to the
henomernological reduction is purified from the reality
@ribu ed to it by naive consciousness: ‘

F

Primordial world: see Originary.

Realism, phenomenological: doctrine that the realm of essences, or
possible universals, is as ‘'real" as (if not more real than)
the realm of existence, or actuality.

‘ . ,

Reduction: ;
(a) eidetic: "the act which leads from particulars to universal .
Y © ''pure' essences.

. ‘ %
(b) transcendental and/or pHenomenolOgical: the act by which the
# ‘ general thesis of belief in factual existence character-

' tstic of the natural attitude is inhibited, suspended,

bracketed, and which uncovers; in transcendental f
subjectivity, the acts of which constitute pure phenomena.

‘Reflection, reflexion: broadly, the knowledge which'the‘mind\has‘df
itself and.4ts operations.  In Husserl, phenomenological reflec-
tion réfers to consciousness' own method for the knowledge of

‘consciousness generally. 3
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qupens&ig;” synbnym_for bracketing; see Reduction.

Telos: "the end term of a process; the view that mind- is guided or
" governed . by purposes and values, as well as by factual and
obJectlve evidence.
2y . -
Transcendent : absolute being. In Husserl, status of an intentional
ObJeCt constituted by intentional acts and lying beyond their
xmmahent constltuents -
N
Transcendental: term designating the_sphere of consciousnéss whlch is
not' affected by the phenomenol gical (or tran?Eéndental) reduc- P
tion; the transcendent lS ‘constituted by transcendental ' o
consciousness,

\

w3
" Transcendental (or phenomenological) reduction: see Reduction.
. T . oy [N .

Welténschauung*] term meaning world-view, perspective of llfe concéption
.of” thlngs : )

L}
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