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*nnlg"‘ The cent concern of thislthesis is the influence of Europeanndia-

lectic (Hegel and Marx) on western sociology, with particular reference-:

/ ;to the schools which emerged in American sociology.,,

f;](Hegel Mark Simmel AGur' tch) to American sociology.,

'.‘j Basf/ally a philosoPhical method the dialec‘icvisimoxt_conspiciously




synthesis (dihlectical tr

J

1&‘&) is challenged In the' same‘vay the con- o
L L R




" .pragmatism,  The tentative Gompar dialec
' Yaicaves the: ot fond " £of possible)and ‘needed redddreh.
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: ght,to'dnger-
in spite of its

5}‘,”;f‘x:u- Tb ask whether the aoci f
LN or not: ‘means purely and :2m9

"34;4"stand reality or- to ﬂist :

' different :and; apparently :
~in-the s@venteenth centur _
‘against’ the: particular ‘Interests of forces boun
...\ -to theé Church; the’ struggle“against”particul‘
‘4_ : free, objective .and. human”kn.,lédge'
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! an-"academia which turns'”to busiuegs m:‘
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ln‘5. ments which it contains. This is the dialectic of historicallsociolo

f'* analysed within the framework’of this th sis.
(‘\‘P

’uzv; 1ess ia.the background

.v,}
\ .

Still another school of American sociology - the hiatorical

o

sociology of P. A. Sorokin and Barrington Mbore Jr. - which brings us

right ‘to &he present is aiao anaiysed in terms of the dialectioﬁl ele-f

?

4

the third type of dialectic present in western sociology, and which is “f

Mt

"v" ’

To sum up, our analysia epdeavour to show the path and the meta//

morphoses of the dialectic from Hegel and Marx to contemporary echools :

-

E?:,} and‘followefs of this perspective in American sociology.;;.g-iﬁiu

o,

It should be stressed that this is. not a stuﬂy in Merxism nor a
. : (\v‘,
study Qf dialectical materialism but rather a study of the most generhl

features of dialectical thought in the WEStQSU“chiology,_wslls~

This study is alao limited to dialectical thought reasoning, _-5=

/

Despite thia prim




. ‘;ftf‘tentativei‘y as a mode of viewing historical re& ty a/in it:s totality, in

' ;,v"»terms of change and in terms of its imminent cont:radictions r# opposi-;,v

‘.,'tions. »

of the work of Hegel and Marx.v_ Since Marx s“ time thé traditio:"' hras been

9 l

f '







‘‘‘‘‘

.:,ffdialectics becmning a fad. Althoughii‘the dialectical t:rad:l.tion has not
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. ‘ :;‘”:ﬂ_\‘
can.be ‘traced ,‘Qvén.f@.

s




“'chicicqi'of“,” e

L wisdmn“




v ”f,discourse"

S f o -‘casei tovt:he es

N e 3 i
thg clash of opinions and more particularly the metbod of resolving %;.V
such,_gonflict" (1bid.: , he portraya‘well the essence :)f Plato 's: dialec- S

"’_,. T e T '* L ' . . " . “ \‘ ! A o ’/,
tic. *,4‘V*ai”” J-I.f"k, T "'-ﬁ'f,a EIE SR R o

Tl JRR IR
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5 Another valuable commentfby the eame author is of interest here.

NS ‘Durbin points out significantly that_logic:

= meaning inhphe Greek tradition lnd 1 the mddern tradition In the!Gr ek
?7;tradi;iqn logic was inconceivable ;

l

while 1n the modern tradition (Deécarteé aud,after) the empJQ:ftﬁz
f?f-hasis has béen placednpn individual hink‘ g?fﬁThis posit:
jlfvoborated by E. Kapp (burbin,

.'0

1968 31 ‘Knpp, aeaj

D

One mé&e aspect of flato

- <

‘ﬁvtention.“ It i&.his doctrine of unity £ B {hg;

'g=:;’particu1arly in the dialogues Sogn?/

“of reason unaided.byf



totle therefore assigned less importance o\ ;ialect-ic“as &he art: of







7§in emphaaia among var ious thi;

1idiacussion.¢, »i&ﬁ“







| thought vas' dialectts

akl,
| /meant’to show.the roots

. ‘scphical problen o







g 'arrived a "Ithrough contradictions. : In R. Hall'




The theory of easence, in H Marcusev'fwords,

‘ipulses.;4 The concept of essence was taken up'ny the

materialist theory, f

o :

Y ‘:"7;,rThe7exiséence













Vo

tﬁol-maker but rather‘from a modern perspeétive,

and capability for
Ly

extrinsic symbolization g as anima



? thati of a philosc:pher. As G Pétrovié poinEs out when Marx asks wbat

.0 .

not be i;letu:ified with any partial a;:tivity._ Man definiteLy :bs a produ-

e s . . li’ SR [ . e Tty bonal Mo 33 S -
i . ,-"—.I i, - R Lot . . . AR e '~ H " v

] ;
is'é&n he has 1n mind man e essenc

N

from everything else (Petrovié 1967

;; under the dominion qf immediate physical°need whilst man prdduces eveu f:f

P u

Pl when(he is free from physical need and,o'ly truly produces in freedom “f

featuré of man, this manner o existence

'd

pert ‘ning‘only{t_rman, and ex—,fﬁ'J&




. .; sical existence" (Marcuse, 1972' 29)

e o
el e

While Feuerbaph sew in religion the source of man s alienation,

‘n‘ sl

‘p..‘ "'o,

with Marx alienation‘is examined as a social phenomenon characterizing

class societies.“ In his Paris"m‘nuscripts of 1844,‘nnder the‘title Die :

ftion. First there¢is the alienation oi the products“of manft-‘_;

man s productive activity is alienaﬁed itself. ,Ihird by alienating‘him-

R

g self from his own activity, nan allenates from

: -*"”‘,‘ '

'fispenda himself“; |
‘which, he creaees over-against—himsell -

~ﬁff511enation o,fthe worker inb 1] rodu
‘+.labour becomes an object; an exte“‘aiiexis n
- outside’ him,” independently, as 4 alde
“becomes a powet . of its own- onfrontingih .
thich'he has conﬁerged;on the: gbject iconfr
-t 5 - L 2"58) .




l

-gf;a means for the maintenancevof hls individuAI existence man alienates

fghimself from his humanity,

he ceases to )

in recent sociological writings -

sense of powerlessness,

SR

me&ningledsneae normlesane 8,

self—estrangement (Seeman 1959)
_ A I ,






The original interrelationsh
formed 1nto the rgla '

urned:: : fe means"ubo'di"
i,"institutionalized




. In its myatified fbrm;
'jbecauae 1t eeemed ‘to tran

SRR and; 1ts’ doctrinatre prs
;jw;ﬁits compréhen ion ‘and affirmati
. of: -things,




“:'Q:ted by men, the emetgency of self frOm group‘aud society;'

jof the ao~ca11ed latent functions"seeing chrough the facades of the every#:"*

3

)

.:{l' =

bfsuch ‘a8 the realization that social reality is pre-selected and construq-

’the significance Qe;

‘fiigday and obvious toﬁthe hidden structdres, theﬂiebunking tendenqy of socio-~:ff

'ffilogical thought were almost all left to us by Mhrx. although seldom pro-éﬂ”“‘

?‘;{fperly understood and appreciated Exampleplof'this 1"k"c;.understanding




AﬂThe characteristics of this dialectic could be summarized under the ccm-fhfr:‘h
;;}mon‘name, post-Msrxian dialectic with dogmetic traits." Dialectic was
'ﬁnow codified in the so-celled "laws of dialectic."ygfy’- | |

F Engels was the first who'formuleted these "laWs“ 1in unpublished '

'-_ manuscripts, these notes were posthumously published under the title Die-'1' g

- R

5:‘.;fecticsof Nature. According to Engels, these lsws of dialectic are ab-‘if_wl

"ufstracted from the history of nature and human society, for they sre nothing

f'but the most general laws of these two aspects of historical development

7ss well as of thought itself Engels has in mind his well known formuls-

i'f"f'tions such ‘as. the law of interpenetretion or struggle of opposites, the RARES

i. :law of transformation of quantity into quality and vice versa, the law

'sn“\of the negetion of the negation.: Engels has also formulated a concise .

"i‘jdefinition of dialectic as a science of the generel laws of motion snd

“fﬁf7development of nature human society and thought (Engels, 1966'

".1-55)

The "laws"'referred t?#by Engels have been incorporeted in-the

y:_kind of Marxism (Di or dielectical materialisno, which”predominates

.vin the Soviet Unioyf %According to: the stendard interpretations, the

. nf,first of these lews is meant to r‘iidf_the answelgto the question as‘to




| stated, that he did not publish his notes, they were published posthu-"
.mously and have provided only‘the skeleton for the subsequent codifica—"
'4_ tion, The truth of the matter is that even the expression "dialectical
:f.materialism was coined not by Engels, but by Plekhanov, and that a num-"";
‘ :“ ber of lazy and incompetent dogmatists did really stick to Engels whose
" writings were within reach of their understanding, as opposed to the more
-_« difficult works of Hegel and Marx.zo _ : | ’ ”_ _ | " ‘
When attention is paid to the published works of Engels during his 4“>
1ife one could with difficulty conclude ‘on. any codification" of dialec- ";
tic.» Besides,‘the laws of " dialectic had been already formulated by Hegel
| as the laws of thought which fact Engels mentions immediately after the ,fvff"
formulation of these laws. “ : .“ : " . ‘: |
Two of these laws (dialectical change of quantity into quality, "_t'"-
and negatiou of‘the negation) were discussed extensively in his polemical
essay against Duhring. These discussionst as well as his formulation of
dialectical laws in Dialectics of Natgrej have become the real foundation
of dogmatic tradition of Diamat., From the same source (Qiglgg;igg__g
Nature) the dialectical materialism has taken the distinction between

l;” the so-called "objective dialectic" and "subjective dialectic ‘ For whenv;”ib”

Engel says.»‘ ;;._objective dialectic rules in the whole nature, andfthe*'

o-called subjective dialectic, dialectica;;_hinking, is only a reflec-'u”

4
R ; . R

tion of general movement in nature through Oppositions . ;f" (Engels;

1970 239) this indicates that his di"lectic is both ontological and

:p episteéological.zz,




",kLenin calls thgm "eleme

' f»*termination quality, featuref

o} ce N’tibools (dated from 1914-19I5w and also publisbed posthu-'i“

b'mously) are of interest here. Lenin s emphasis is on the doctrine of the' ﬂ

a

3 unity of Oppo:btes as the core of dialectical thought.'l"In brief dialec-f_; .

o tics can be def- ed ss gge doctrine of bhe unity of opposites" (Lenin,

'1961 223) i another occasion'\"Dialectic in the proper sense is

0

It is quite 'lear, dialectic for Lenin has primarily an ontological
{;meaning.. Iﬁe s}nt-‘u points on dialectic in Lenin 5 Philosoghical Not ‘\“"]j:

‘;r the immediate impact of Hegel's Science of\ :

N\ of dialectic" Besides the emphaais on evo7/f“
'-kﬁ;"" "3,- .‘ﬂ’

,, IRV -’

ﬂf?irution it seems

|
4

Points four and five emphasize what Lenin called "the inte ,alf&-J

: "‘/ :
o f'contradictory tendencies" and “the,thing (phenomenon) as the sun and

"| . ",",i . -

",.unity of opposites";h P01nt nine stresses "the transitions of every de-f;f,f'”

aside,:pyoperty into every other (intd its

7fopposite)",.(ibid” 222) which in itself'is a significeht dialectical

' 'ipostulate..i.‘i"

,'

Fiﬁally, the similarity to Engels is obvious in the elements of

o dialectic listed under points 14 and 16. These are'ne t'“

' ?:tion, and the transition of quantity into quelity andi?i“””‘

\

fiitions_is quite successful in this tradition, and'one could say that'Mso:Tse




‘ T ‘ ' ,u_i,q? SRR
Generally sgeaking, Mho Tse-Tung is emphasizing the dialec ical i

relationship betweenﬁezeory and practice. He also stresses Lenin s dic- _f'lf

tum concrete analysis of concrete conditions" (emphasized also by Lukécs)

1 .,wﬂ
as. indispensable to didlectical enalysis.f It is this emphasis on. g JEO

and totalitz thst chiefly dfﬁferentiates Mso Tse-Tung from the main.tradi- -,L

tion of Diamat

~g The uneven character of development isfanother idea taken over;ff“”

s

'”fron:w;nin snd built into the explanation of "principal contradictions" f52’

" as disti-’t from "secondary contradictions" In this Mao TsewTung s con-il'ﬁ',

ceptions f0110w Marx and Lenin but this is done with a considerable de-7’"'?

55

*.‘ﬁ"e'of originality.l The principal contradict}ons in anﬁxconcrete socie-ﬂf’ o

ﬁfudtion according to Mso Tse-Tung, would be the essential "playing

&g the 1eading andadecisive role" (Mao Tee-Tung, 1966 53), such a8 for 1n-.f;’2.;,

. stance the proletariat and the bOurgeoisie as the two major forces in conr

Gf tradiction in capitalist society . Due to the unevenness of deveIOpment

;;f within any ccntradiction Mao Tse~Tung diff“ entiates one appect aa prin—”q

‘ As we. have said one must not treat all’ hefcontradictions in
- a ptocess ‘as:; being equal but! must distingu.s, '
© .- and the seconddry. contradictions, and ‘pay- s
- ' grasping the principal one. ::But," in'anyigi‘
" whether . principal. or secondary, should" EWO ¢
. be treated as equal? ‘Again, o ; rediction the ‘de elop-
" ment. of -the" contradictory aspects‘is unéven.’ Sometimes: they seem- to

~ .- be in equilibrium -which is however onl temporaryan ‘relati £
 while imevenness ig basic.  Of the tw ,ontradi't ry as
- must beﬁprincipal and: ‘the other secondary

© " ‘the’ -one playing :the: 1eading role: n th ;
" ofa thing is determined mainly by‘the pr c
._,*diction, the aspectﬁwhich has gained,

spect5




eagst

. .-
L

Georg Lukécs, the controversial Harxist philosopher from Hungary;ffiu

o occupied a.very significant place in the 20th;cencury intellectual life S

Marx,

while at the same time it'was denou ced by dogmat“éa as revisionismffﬁf

and Hegelian deviation. xh"hu

ginator of existentialist philosophy, aIso as tbe first”who deveIOped &hef L

**4;% sive change in philosoPhy, and particularly in Marxist theory (Goldmann *Ka:f

19711:- 65) B
Lukécs. s




according to Lukics, to destroy this ficticions immortality andu he're-

- ified character of bourgeois aocial éhought 25; Luk£ca found this reifi-

e cation not only in bourgeois social thought but in dOgmntic‘Mhrxism as .

well and in particular in Pavlov s theory of reﬁlection.‘""

:‘“f the°ry ““d practice, the historical changes*i‘ thga‘*"‘

:??‘ totality.; This cannot ; .a




o ?;. i o ; *f*f,‘ { :“.. . ‘f : f':ii»yi“' jch‘f .ijlfgﬁilnf,bf
“’Vthought for comPrehending reality which 1s, essentially negative in’ charac;"fﬁ‘
7n}7ter.. This reality is contradictory in itselfx and thua dialectic as n a#jlf?
'tive thinking is "a tool for analysing the world of facts in terms of its :Jl:

\.
. Y :

internal inadequacy eeee Thought corresponds to reality only as it

””?rgtransforms reality by comprehending its contradic%ory structure."' Being

K4

: essentially "negative thinking" a critique oﬁ a given state of affairs"oofff

"-ﬁ; the negetion which dialectic applies to the very processes,of’reality, is S

‘.:'Wcontrasted with "Bcientific reason" and

"-f;positive in character.a In contrast to

"*ffﬁvii~xiv) of“gffihﬁ'

”7;.;scholars are considered aa Heselian MﬁfxiﬂgB;W

"common sense" :which are both’g

ialectical thought "conformiaticlh

”f; logic denies the raality of contradictiona,"»says Marcuse (Marcuse, 1964'ff

The Hegelian.influenceais obviohs<in this conception ua in the

ncase of Lukacs, but the presence of Marx is noticeable a8 well“h

Tk

Their interpretations qf.~,3
. S ; v e e
:»jdialectic are of relevance gor the explanation,of the elements'of dialec-j..

‘iictic which follows in the next two chapters;l

1‘,0‘-"3:



" from itself and thus unites itself with itself, like the harmony of .

: sociog aphy, empiricism, facticity, etc.:,l

- In his Re gubli Plato sﬁeaksavery highly of'dialectic._ In the eduq,/

'"In Plato's xgggsi Heracl tus 8- principle of dialectic as the'
gnity of all opposites is- oted: 'The ‘one differentiateﬁ itself’

the bow and the lyre. _ Harmony ‘in general’ pteaupposes dissonances,
disagreements out. of which their reconciliatidn arises" (Mueller, .
1959 10 11) . U L _ -

' In contemporary termin010gy this multiknowledge corresponds to

5 )

s

" ‘cational scheme he was ‘propasing, the&%hilosOphers from age 30-35.
S are ‘to be exercised in- Dialectic (See especially Chapter XXVII).

—On this particular point,’ sbciological functionaliam was quite";i’
‘close to-the dialectical: Vviewpoint, - We: shall see ‘later that P. 3
Sorokin was particularly concerned ‘in: developing this perspecti)L
in his concept of‘”logico-meaningful integration of culture...

A similar cOmparison could be drawn between Khaldun 8 view on- the
role of the individual in. history and - the much- later dialectical
doctrine of historical materialism of Marx and Plekhanov.-*’f

Where such equality is justified it ia in the indisputable fact hhat ,ff

" both scholars were extremely powerful- _thinkers,  This valuable '

‘ quality of their- thought ‘has- significantly contributed ‘to " their‘capa- ﬁri

city to. refine the dialectical perspective within the framework of
their philosophical systems.x o ,v:‘ S I'.!‘Q__,,V ,

ac
.

In his interpretation of . Hegel‘s triad ‘and’ wi reference to popular ﬁVf'f
—misrepresentations,AWalter Kaufman uses the e ressions%_shallowness\mﬁ"

-of the traditional: misrepresentation': and - the legend o
antithesfa, synthesis (Kaufman, 1965 198)

The term triad is.also justified'with reference to the division of‘
Hegel 8 system into Logical Idea, Nature, ' -and Spirit. It is also

the case’with reSpect to logical doctrine, which,. according to Hegel, f’:"

~"has three- sides ‘(a) the Abstract side, or" ‘that. of. underatanding, -
(b) the Dialectical, or. that of negative reason;. (c) the Speculative,~
ot that of positive reason” (Hegel 1892 145). L

3

thesis, : FTRE

P A Sorokin was among the first to point that the classical Chinese o

- thought ‘contained the- elements of dialectic in ‘the. conceptions of . Yin .
" and Yan ng (Sorokin,. 1941 624) Only recently the/idea was; expressed i
. that- evén Hegel, by far the greatest»dialectician in’ western classicalVif
'}philosoPhy, was much influenced by Taoism and-the . ancient Chinese con~ .
~ ception of diatectic (Ten Houten "and ‘Raplan, 1972: 219) Hegel ‘was,
i namely, lecturing to his. students at’ Heidelberg in 1816 on/Taoism e

- oand Confucianism.- e e DR SR ~v/“.ﬂ'.:fffl

R S e

-



" an absolute consciousnd ,
" ness: coincides with the teal, 1is called’"dialectic"., -The diai:ctic,

“

. <. . BET '."14 . .

Commenting on He el's vieWpoint Baillie sayg ‘ 'Wb cannot say

' that the subject dominates the object any more than the object

directs the activity. of the subject: ..they are inseparable ele-‘i"fl
ments and deve10p pari pa au" (Baillie 1949 39) <

The evolutionary process itself by which- consciousness develops -ﬁ~j;'h
from an initial opposition between.consciousness and reality to .~
in which the ideal world of conscioug- -

" .then,. 1§ ndt. just one philosonhica; method ‘améng otherss it

1;'such " are doomed ; and in: say

'the self&deveIOpment of thought and of reality" (Dupré, 1966‘ 27)

: 9. "~ R
'Evetything that surrounds us ‘may’ be viewed' ‘as an instance of Dia- ,,;]

{xlectic.. We: are awere that everything finite, instead of being S

jstable and ultimate “ig” rather changeable ‘and" transient, ‘and this i

~is exactly. what we.mean by that Dialectic of the finite, by which .’
the finite, as implicitIy other than what it is, is forced beyond

its own: immediate or. - natural being to turn" suddenly into its op-:

-posite. ... All things, we sain.- that’is, the finite world as =

g 80, ‘we ‘have a vision of - Dialectic'

.+ as the upiversal and irresistible ‘power béfore which nothing can.

.13,

e fcontradictdry -and with this enunciates "the law of contradiction".zﬁ

. He goes on to.say: MBut. it 18 one of the fundamental prejudices of. "
.logic as hitherto ‘understood- and of ordinary thinking, that contra~f7‘ '
o diction‘is not ‘so characteristically esgential and immanent a deter-;'f

" mination as identity, but:‘in fact, if it were a question of: grading '

- the two determinations and: they’ had to be kept - separate,’than con-f.‘

_j~stay, however eecure and stabLe it may deem itself" (Hegel 1892 150);'

In his Science of Logic Hegel declares "everything is inherently

tradictions would have to be" taken a8 ‘the yrofounder determjnation

* .7 . and more characteristic of. essence, For as against contradietion,

"Videntity is merely the determination 6f the simple immediate, of ;

T dead being, but contradiction is the: root of all moyement :and vitas" i

‘7vlity, it’is only in so far as. ‘something has’ contradiction within it

14,
T - tics .as well ‘as ositivism, have been’ incorporated into materialist

-that it moves,. has an urge and activity" (Hbgel 1969 439)

l"The critical impulses in’ the theory 0 fessence, sbandoned by’eide--75“

-theory.- Here;. however, the éoncept of essence takes on & new form. {:fd

This theory: conceived concern with the ‘essence of mait as' the task of

o a rational’ o;ganization of . society, to’ be achieved through practice

" that alter
-the given: 't e

/its présent form. Msterialist _theory .thus transcends
£ fact ‘and - moves ‘toward a: different potentiality,

wT}}proceedin £ om: immediate appearqnce ‘to the essence ‘that" ‘appears 4o

e ¥

. tg explain in’brief "what is rational in the method that Hegelldis-

SRR £ But ‘hexe ‘appearance ‘and - eéssence beconie members’ ‘of a real: anti-iuﬂ.~
" thesis arising from the particular: historical structure of the social n
-j_proc/ss of life." (Mhrcuse, 1973+ 66-57) B R S

In/a letter to Engels of January 14 1858 Marx speaks bf the desire o

/covered and mystified at, the same time.“t‘t,:




"VI 42.,i1i_

‘M&f16 "we have been able to eetebliah with enough proof to" etate it,
v - that Marx's" ‘discourse is.in. principle | foreign to Hegel B, that -
his dialectic is. quite . different from’ the’ Hegelian dialectic,.i s

- then that 1s all we have done._ We ‘have not gone to see whenee .
‘Matrx’ took this method of analysis vhich,he presents ag if it were P
pre-existent - 'we have not posed: the queation as. to-whether Marx,
far from borrowing it, did: ‘not’ himself invent this ‘method of ana-if o
lysis which he thought he was. merely applying, as he’ really did-
- invent: the -dialectic which he tells us he:took: from Hegel, in - . ..
.certdin;well-known" passages. which are. too often re- hashed by hur-’,]'{ ~
ried interpreters" (Althusser 1970 50) oo S

e _;,- »'

17’ Berrington Modre Jr has indirectly underscored these advantages RS
"~ of Marx's method ‘when. he described the’ préVEIII“*“etrategy in 'social
z‘science as . ahistorical abstract formel and lacking in criticalv‘
epirit (Moore, 1965 123) C L . )
e _ SO , e e
']vﬂua e Professor H Marcuse has a very interesting Opinion on: thie point. ﬁ*
. "~ He thinks that: the dialectic in Soviet Marxism has’ ‘beeén trahsformed
. from: a" mode‘ofecritiggl thought into a universal "world outlook“
< and universal method- with’rigidly fixed rulee and regulations., In
his words, L ‘the" movement' of dialectical. thought is" codified into
"f a: philosophical system.ﬁ ‘Thus dialectig itself ‘becomes : formal logic,
2 V;...-and this: transformation destroye'the dialectic ‘more thoroughly
_‘than:any revision e but the very. essence of" dialectics rebels R
g " against - such codification <4 . for neither Hegel ‘hor'. Mth‘deveIOped
‘f!$“.4) dialectic ‘ag:a general methodological scheme.. The  first step in’
R this direction was made’ by Engels in’ his'Die ectics of Neture,(which h
_he did not" -publish); ‘and his notés. have’ provided the skeleton: for the -
Soviet Marxist codification" (Marcuse, 1961 122-123) RIS S

",'. 5

In his critique of contemporary M xism and of Diamat,mveah;pgdi'””“
Sartre uses*expreesions such:as F_ialectic without men, -'Staliniet
Marxism' ' g q"frozen Uerxism (Sartre, 1963) B ,

.-19 "Just as the bonw;eoisie by largevscale industry, competition andyf:iff'
‘ ‘ 't dissolves in-pracdtice .all stable time-honored - & .
hiactical” philosophy dissolvee ‘all concep~
truth aéd %ﬁ»fkheolute state of humenity
corresponding te it t“&dialectical phiIOSOphy) ‘nothing. is
~final, ebsolute, sacred Tt .reveals . the trensitory character: of R
everything ‘and in everything, nothing can ‘endure’ before it except LT
' the. uninterrupted process. of: becoming and ‘of passing away, “of- e"d
less ascendancy from the . lower to the higher. And dialectical ORI
philoeophy itself is nothing more than ‘the : mere reflection of this;
process in the thinking brain" (Engels, 1959 ~199- L

tions of final ahso

"The great basic thought that theswofld 8o Lo
“as a complex of ready-made  thin s,jbut ‘a8 a complex of. proceases, ,gg D
in which ‘the. things, apparently stable ‘ny . less ‘than _thedir- mind. S
imeges in our: heads, :the. concepts; g through‘en uninterrupted change

of coming into being and passing{awhy, n which; in,spite of all_

TR
[ I
o -



. " totality. The category it totality, the

o L V.‘ﬂ"-‘ﬁva.iwﬂl',A'a T R LT e e
‘seeming accidgntali:y'andjqfﬁdll;téﬁpo:a:yﬂtétrogfessibﬁ;_a}prbr»v=,'4
_gféssive=develqpmentvasse:ts~icself¢in.cheténd@éithta:éreatffﬁndaé. o

. mental thought has, especially sipcg,the_;1m€fo£!ﬂege1;/§p4,,-ﬁ-fvgjll

: théroughly@permeqpedTOrdin&fy‘édnhéiousnegé”thatfiﬁ.fhisjgenetalitygf"
it is now scarcely ever cpq:radi;téd"j(ibidg39226é2279,ﬁ.7.” SO

- 20;>‘In:the}samé;dégmétipft:aditiohjarg“thé.wfitihgb of:J;fV;'Stalingfj', ;

" Since he was neiqhet;d“échétar*pb:kéhfinteliéétual;thqZviéﬁafwill,:-f-

. ';befdisregarHEd infthis.S“:Véy4j ﬂl?$‘?4fvfi S ﬂ=_}f’.i Wh¢£u;.tf

¢ 2%, Engel*s~seardh,f¢r{dia1ect1c{1ﬁ_ng:ﬁté,has bfoyoked}aqoéhgrybontro? oA

R f'Vefsyx°Vef7theipf°ble@’bf7Subject‘9b3§¢F“r¢15inn8hi§¥Q:Thiéﬁdié~.fd'f.

,_pugeginvc1ved;theununggrihnguarxiét'ph119§¢pher,cebrg.Lukaéa_dndnt;" ‘

Fiatecess e WPon I the section dealing with Lurdes: comceps of

_dialectj_c. S SRR e

i éz.f'Lsﬁinfs*esea§~ﬁrhéffea¢hin*iofhxai?5M£fi2;6f1éiﬁ511y written in 1914

.-f']fdr”the.RdssiaﬁjEnéleOpedia, stanﬂs.cléngY11@"Engglafwtradiqiqns:;g-; 
- whose excerpts from Ant{-Dij ing and_Lud ig Feu rbac“xLehin'quotqd,ngLg

\

©. 23, Trench Marxist M. Godelier recently reflacted on these definitions, | -
e " 'He finds that Lenin was confusing identit thJOqugites;;qrvatoﬂﬂ.“

AR posipg_false;éqﬁivaleggé?bétﬁqgn thegeﬁ§?¢fdé£init;0n8;y“Gdﬂéliéf“‘j o
." 21jvtﬁihks*that'Mao~TseeTungﬁisEmgking.thégsgmg,fdllacyy-;(Qddeliat,;1922'g

'”:324."iIn'1923ngké¢s»gé1&:~'ﬁip,ié,ﬁbtrcheipriﬁé&yﬁbf;ﬁ@@ﬁé@i@{mpgi

"T:j}“.hav‘isfotical-explaﬁatibn that.¢9ﬁstipute;#th¢xaecgs;vg,difgérgnég;g%“
. between Marxism’and bburséOis;tho&ght>~but¢the;poinﬁfoiﬂviﬁ?&ﬁf.

"v;.//yhg whole ‘over' the parts is the e§s¢n¢g~cffthé}géfﬁddfﬁhiqﬁ?ﬁéxxﬂ5*4“”E;_

v;“g,; ;:tipné_ofigiyhdllygnéw{s¢i¢n§éﬁ-k1@kﬁi§;31971""

*.J,N25y"The-fetishiétiéiillusiqnswenvé19bin8“4L1fﬁh9ﬂ9@enafin<¢¢pi9%li8t
.. society s#ceeedﬁiﬁucqﬁcea;insureali;y;rﬁﬁt?moreﬂi'"con¢ealédbthan

0ss1b1 eral natuge of  phenomend.
; Ppossible by the fact that in capitalist’
'“gqgier"manﬁsiényirthen;’”anqhespégigl1y7§heﬂ¢“‘¢é°t@esfgfge¢pno

T AN the“histo:ical;'1;e],;transistbrff3e'hemeralfnatu
LS ek ‘sloric Lra Y €p ra

f_;llhngqoncéalmentAiéfmadei

- ~3m1cs;«appear”to,him.imme; ”“,1y:gnd%ﬁecegsgpily,in;theufprmbﬁbf;’p?;;)_;y
foT V.ﬁobj¢¢tiVitY;=whichﬁcoh WL the fac ’thﬁt&théyf@:éﬁthé7¢hteé6ti¢§fofs'~ i
‘;ﬁtﬁeffe-afions“afgmeh wil Sot: g;Iuécggdfc;kyagppggtf&sfthiugg;
}v,.[audithefrelatIOQsldf;;h-"‘ 3_”thiedch¥bﬁhéi,. hé§¢f9;g;;gﬁqugthe@:?
v .'diaiedfical,méthpd;destrdyéﬁthétfictiag*og;chg,ijﬁqﬁtalityqofg:hq
.'(,‘éétesériesiiczalsoldééﬁrbYS+their*rqi; cHaracter ‘and clears th
f~ﬁ_way;t3;a~kn6wle§gggdf_:églfﬁyv 3




.“'-_\_7_‘:’*f[fgi;:;véﬁAtttnﬁiIiyf_E‘ ‘
DIALECTICAL CONTRADICTION
The preceding survey has shown the ecopeyof different empheses.;_i,ufi
Undoubtedly dialectic has not meantwmhe same thing to different thinkers,gj
many of whom have given somewhat different emphases to it While—ﬂegel ’
and Marx stressed prigerily chengq, contradiction and negativity, Engels;p;i{
empteeized the - ontological unive;eality of laws of motion. With Lenin
:‘i the emphaaia was on the doctrine of unity of Opposites with Lukécs it
" was totality, and with Marcuse itﬂis "negative thinking". More recentlyvszli

Gurvitch deve10ped his "bmpirico-realia\it dialectic" in a critical

55_; effort to integrate the dielectical perspective and modern sociology._tff}ﬁnvﬂ

'1;_ There is little doubt thet in the history of ideas the dialectical ;'ﬂm

. tradition occupies a significatﬁfpiece.i From Hegel via Marx and Engels

;; :Ienin Lukécs Gurvitch Gbldmann; Sartre, Marcuse, downn ojMészéros theef:fi

Paz tradition can be cleerly detected in inte of differenees in emphesis of

differzg% Pr°tagonists of’nhis conce&tion.or*ﬁf':"'

"- a number of additional traits;ofsdielectics such as chen_e interrelatedness,

interrelated

As Kt

vk

Kosiklhae emphssized

';i‘ The problem is no‘ whether to recognize the pri y‘of total ty
' };with respect to the’ contradictions or: vice-versa, ‘since such-a

A iseparation eliminates both the totality ‘and ‘the dialecticalﬂcont ,
. -dictions?: totality without contradictions 18 empty - atd dead;'while

iﬂiky‘contradictions outside of the totality are formal ‘and arbitraryi(Kosik_
'vﬁl*j1969 51) & L , -




"‘[ In contradistinction to Marxists, who stress the primacy either of
"{totality or of contradictions Kosik underlines the dialectical relation- ":'
e Uy

'ship between these two major elements of dialectical coaceptionia" in-i:r*°ff

if:separable., The present research on dialectics leads to the conclusion

S "I RERR
: lthat most of the elements of dialectic can be subsumed under two major ":J:?f

hheadings - dialectical contradiction and dialeetical totality. Therefore
a separate treatment of each merits our taek This separation, however, ﬁ";‘

'is an' artificial one, and is made only foﬁ the purpose of exposition be-';;&,

“-'”cause any:dialectical mode of analysis cannot afford to separate the two

';rfaspects. uff'qf {.g-, f,?~‘”.”.-5*..'= 1‘;]i, ‘"Qf{ ,'_,Zit ﬁ;f;ﬂji'f=f5“;:3»

';'~Engels Lukécs,‘Marcuse Operate w1thin the same conceptual framework. :<ff*

g B _
Like a red thread the idea of contradiction (oppositeness), nuns "f‘
"ié""through the writings of Hegel, Harx and Lenin._ Other radical tﬁinkers,'_f;f"

)

Ef‘“fﬂegel as we have seen, pointed out the ontological dniversality of contra-f”:

et

/'fifdictions in the universe. For Marxv contradictions exist‘primarily as fi?nﬁfi

'_.itealities inherent in modern social formation - capitalism, and Lenin~de-['vff

‘;“ffines dialectic as "the study of contradictions in the very essence of

T

vf:fonects" (Lenin 1961* 253 4)

'gf | ] EERE 3 POLARITY opposzmnsss-,_ AND co, 1cr10ns
Both "contradiction" and "opposite" are ﬁ@i@pm precisely defined

y

/lp_terms and are consequently cri%icized on the grounds of be%gg ambiguﬁﬁp,._lar

‘“1 vague and obscure.. The languAge of dialectic is clearly derived ,fom,,

:"_"Logic. The‘expresaﬁons such ass"negation" contradiction" : opposites",aiflz

S g&msis" T"antithesis" )"unity or_identity) of opposites", etc., are »

-]ﬁ}indicative.,'Marxists "following Hegel Z"ften refer to dialectic as a

Ql;system of logic., Logic' as we know, is_most ofteanescribedgas a: setf"f

‘fjfrules by:which we control the correctness of our'conclusions and thinking. B




'Fji7ithat in the Hegelian-Marxist tradition both terme have clearly ontological )

.c;;f explains the genesis of movement by the struggle between the internal Op-;_*

'1f}f jective character of contrndietions" (Schaff 1960 241~242)

o

d'wHOWever, when dialectic is defined in terms of logic we must keep 1n mind

'«f.implications.: ?fff-d
Numerous examples of ontological statements can be found in the

tfworks of writers who professed t0<take 4 dialectical position.v For the _tf

F"'i-purpose of illustration the following examplea will suffice.fj"Dialectics,,ﬁ‘

tfﬁoposices proper to all things end phenomena."Lzorf ﬂbialectisi

asserta ob“

-.:,'. BN

”frIn order to provide some explanation for these and similar ontolo-kilf

]

' fg‘gical statements 1t seems necessary to consider the two crucial terms - ?”

L opposites" apd "contradictionsﬁ What really are Oppoeites? Extensive ;iw%

"4-\ s,(s-

:7;:fconcept Thus A Meyer mey be'righvii 'Bie conc

,4,_

e ,80phy,;elear and precise meaning However, once they‘areiap’i ed to th
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A :

R sgﬁaré.bffgggdsitiéﬁs;; o ST e
LA T BN Progosition ‘An B
L ‘Cbntraries , o : ' S
A ',.‘ o JE A 7 universal-affirmative '
v - . ﬁpb |- . Ea= universal-negative -
by ‘2 i 3 TR particular-affirmative
‘xady - ,n'téa»j,hlfvf"z-f;»o = particular-negative v |
-ﬂ11 N"'?-' ——— o O*nggfr.f;fnf?¢:f"* ‘

Subcontraries

;}gTh in tenms of the scope of the three logical categories they could be
".‘f‘-trelated as' Polarity > Oppositeness >Contradiction where the mathema--'.' :
"l tical symbol " means 'greater than"“ . CRaRS 5

l

Polarity, according to. Archie,:implies opposition and therefore f’“h
.nwzduality (twoness) and negatiOn (notness) Generally speaking, polarity
A;;(Lat polarita ) denotes two contrary qualities at two Opposing points
'¢:;of the same body In Schelling 8 natural philosophy, each of these con-: o
zyytrary qualities expresses a tendency tdward unification and thus results.v
"ain unity (Filipovic 1965 311) "The poles of polarity are oppositesjyh?;lli

'lbut not contradictories",‘says B J Archie (1970 31?37

,:"1 R

'f For the majority of authors, polarity is defined in terms of op—

f~positeness (Sheldon 1944.:108 Cohen 1959f rss Bruyn, 1966 51 ss) In e

: Z‘W H Sheldon s model for example, polarity appears as a relation of Op-

'”fhpositions analogous to the north and south poles of a magnet Therefore

.t,. - . 0

"fpolarity:includes balance’ but it more significantly points toward pro-fg,f'«"

f{{dcess, says Sheldon (ibid 102)

In the same line is Morris R Cohen 8. description of the_principle

"vfof polarity He stresses the opposites such as immediacy and mediation,

’1hunity and plurality, fixad and the flux, substanceiand3fun0tion- actual

”fofand possible etc .y all of which "involve each Other when applied for any

jJ;significanc entity" (Cohen, 1959 165)"




!
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T. S Bruyn expresses a similar position in his recent book when

he cites examples of polarity in th' ry and sociology.‘ traditional em- .

-.]ﬂadvanced among others by theorists such as E Durkheim, F Toennies H
vﬁ:Maine H Becker R Redfield P Sorokin T Parsons.; All of these ad-_,'
;ff;vanced their typologies as dynamic concepts with the purpose of explaining

continuum and the major direction of social change (continuity within dis-bw
‘;ucontinuity) ' .

" Mbre precisely speaking in the sphere of the social the opposites

B jvare maiply characterized by antagonism‘apd confrontation Thus they could
Ah;jbe more- properly exemplified by the relationship of capital and labour,
'ﬁs;bmetrOpolis versus hinterland collectivism versus individualism or socia-'.ﬂ

‘flism.!EEEHS capitalism idealism versus?materialism etc.ap B
) . . . e v -

Y G E R Lloyd's discussion shows,,
' ') / .

npﬁinstance; that the English

: iterms "Opposition and "opposite" are. used to refer to many different types"f
fffpgof relationship,<such as relationships betwéen pairs of propositions (pon-fff}
'h jtradictpries, contraries and subcontra;ies) but also more regularly in o

'-ﬁconnection with pairs of terms such as contraries (e g black and white ’

'rptall and short odd and even) :""But we also use}&he term "

:»fgenerally to describe the relationshﬁp betTeen any pair of t.l“ggﬁhich;%af,
,»fapprehendggr imagine as contrast or - antithesis" (Lloyd“ 1966°" ). This 'J?:Cf
- 5is{direct1yisupportive ofﬁthe-position:suggested:aEOVep:tﬁatfsdc&ai{oppoégf; cid

T LU

’1f;sites are mainly characterized by antagonistic relationships.lfffni

»contradictio kontradiktion) &t

implies a statement that contradicts itself or a relationship between

9

Generally in logic, contradiction

:‘_.- “_

two concepts or . pr0positions of which one entirely negates the content e
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of another ( ilipovié 1965 329) 1 In its strictly logical meaning

b contradicto ‘ opposition necessarily contains truthfulness of one prOposi-
. .‘\:A.VQ.:, ; \‘“I L

tion and at“t e same time wrongfulness of its contradictory opposite. Its

q
H

formula i%vth%s,."either - or" or simply - tertium non datur. f-f“t“

i

S B
_1»{ ’/ Many P ilosOphers are of the opinion that the concept of contradic-

tion cannot b used outside of logic Hegel however, was of a difﬁerent

'Opinion.; To’him, contradictions existed in real events, they had ontolo-:'

{3 K t‘a‘ .
;gical meanin'., In this new meaning contradictions denote relationship

"”Hegel to Ma:x was, naturally, not very far
j .-,,‘ g . w / .
, ve seen that polarity implies opposition and that poles of

;ur‘polarity a’e opposites (Archie 1970) It was also shown that most of the

li‘writers whxptackled the - problem of polarity, defined polarity more or. less

L in termsvo_ oppositeness However when one surveys Marxist literature,
ﬂ_the imp?es‘ion one. gets is that the dialectical category'of contradiction
- is often eXplained in terms of 0ppositeness or. simpiy used as synonymous

' with Opposition The examples are numerous and can be found in the works It
,,Qof Engels, Lenin Mao Tse Tung, and a number of second~rank Marxist 13f“' ;"h
N B O AR o ';*'f:~" Lo
writers' k L : R S S SR L
In the very first sentence of his essay on contradiction M&o Tse-’“

e, £

‘7_ Tung says'i’"The law if contradiction in thinés that is,vthe law of the" =

‘r,iunity of. Opposites
: B

the basic law of materialist dialectic,“ in~whichlf;v¢.
g;:lrespect he follows Lenin whom he immediately quotes (Mso Tse-Tung, 1965,:i4,i

'i23);' Positing ontological universality of con;radictions in naturefaﬁd

f,g'society, Mao Tse-Tung makes an effort to explain "the process of develop-.br'“

B

-hf:ment of a11 things" as resulting from the_existing internal Oppositions fﬁ{iﬂl

f?r{(ibid 29-30) In his exPlanation of "identity of contradiCtion"’ifrh=f;;:iﬁ

. A 4 BN AR . B MR . M B B . B A o - - .




I
o

',_;Mao Tse Tung is using contradiction and opposite interchangeably. {Heh”«?

:hi'dwells mainly on the ideas of Engels and Ienin who often did the same. ) ¥
| Ienin also, for example describes the identity of opposites as the dis-fv -
»vcovery and recognition of the contradictory mutually exclusive,‘opposite_f“’
itendencies in all phenomena and processes ‘of nature including mind and fh.

"society. He concludes with ghe statement that development is 'struggle

_of opposites (Lenin 1961 360)

-

- Of interest here is the definition of a Sogiet author.: "Contra-.:d ﬂi
diction is a division within unity and‘a struggle between the various |
;binternally connected aspects and tendencies of objects and phenomena in'if}“i
othe objective‘world" (Stepanyan 1955 73) 4 We see it also portrays dia-nfﬁu
“Li Iectic as ontological while in its essence equates contradictions with ”

o . ) \%. .. ; o ;." v.. . e . , Ll
oPPositions.z s S

Illustrating the universality of contnadictions Mao Tse-Tung uses’~hs
Lenin s examples.of identity of 0pposites such as plus and minus, differenrv;;
tial and integral in’ mathematics, action and reaction in mechanics, posi-,cr:
vf tive and negatiVe electricity in physics the class struggle in social

3¢%%§science (Mao Tse Tung, 1966 32) 3 To such handling of contradgﬁtions by

' mgans of the above examples, the critique has (and to a certain

ey

with good reason), pointed out that in the majority of the cases there is

:pf really no contradiction involved at all Properly speaking, the q:’stion

is one oﬁ;coutrary opposites as G A Wetter has pointed out (195“
: oY

L e

1._‘349) o

we see the semantic question coming again to the fore. ) :

| For any prOper understanding of dialectical contradiction oficrue

. cial significance is the conception of°unity or interpenetration of oppo#
sites, sometimes referred to as "unity and struggle of opposites.“: Follow~

‘ iy v

\-
ing Hegel, some authors use instead of "unityﬁ the expression "identity"

f; thus "identity of OppositesC;

NN T




Here the critique has pointed out that both Lenin and Mao Tse-Tung

3tend to. confuse the term "unity" with the inappr0priste term "identity

This time the criticisw pomes From the French Mhrxist Msutica Godelier,

'5: who suggests that his auaiysis definitely excludes the possibility that

'fMarx eoﬁld have held a theory of the "identity of Opposites (Godelier,;u’

7

:1ition and this structure, based on- the principle of the idah'ity of Oppo-i'f i.

“‘;siteﬁ is "the direct inverse of Marx s making the dialeetyc “useless fof

e
“ - )

7V;science In fact anYthinG,bi e nothinB,,can be proved with the hYP0~jrfi,:*7

“'_fthesis of the identity of 0pposites" (ibid., 358) ;ff77'* ~VFH':‘;

To chia*gnould be- sdded that c W, Mills considered Engels' three

"51aws of dialec icito be’mysterious, and in partieular'"the interpenetra-:ft

l197o'f“

:” Ltion of opposites ‘as .confusion of logic with metaph iss“ (Mills,

' es:;hat one and4many are the same Heraclitus waap" e




fliifoperated with its basic lawa of identity;1cootf§§iotéoo;3a§d eko;od§dj”f*'.

ﬁmiddle. = f; V]L ,.:”52;;“'ﬁa»‘vflj;[;;5[;!igi5'"* =

.r ~l

w1th his new dialectical method Haget performed a eubstantive

e break in logic. He explicitly formulated - what was in earlier philosophy//

* ? on1y implicit -'the new logical principles of identity of QPPOSiteB.”m 

f(law Of identity of formal logic operated Si ply On the basis bf the formula ?1

‘}."A equals A“QQ Thus contradictory prOpert{/; were conﬁidered incompatible

"!'The same thing c0u1d not at the 3ame time be and not be because it was

o h " SRR

.Ig seif—contradictory.fy"ln formal logic contradiction and.especially self—_i

‘.:’.‘;

o
Pt

 [contradiction are 1mpossible in reality aa well as illegitimate in thought "

1-12 (Novack 1971 91) The new "a1ecc1c?1 logic of Hegel on’ the contrary |

”}f;oflopposites.




nuaffﬂpsulated self-. ~';ﬂﬁf 

S For understanding each category S
B ‘The categories e

"f,existent being,: completely cut off from’ t'ﬂf _
:" - thus/ regarded .are. static, fixed and: life‘ g d&sfo the eye of reason,
»7v1'3however, the categories. are seen to be alive withfmovg_ent “to- be .
o fluid, to bredk up_ and flow ‘into. each” other, as we.HKave seen tHRt
. being flows. into nothing. For -the understanding*anyrdeduction of
",categoryﬂfrom category 1g impoggible, for  there is no passage- from e
one tothe other. Only reason can- deduce the’ categories,“‘Under- ;“ Lo
standing meets every question with ‘an. inflexible "either:., a.or .
The: truth is: either A or not=A,: either being,or not-being.cA thimk
f‘either is, or 18 not; Reason breake this: hard: and fast mchemntiem
.. of the un&etstanding, sees that A‘ﬁnd not<A. . are’ identical in: their
”:‘”very difference, that the truth does ngt lie, as undergtanding 8Up~
‘ . poses, either wholly ia A, or wholly in.not A but rather in the o
»‘,synthesis of the two.‘.-t,iﬁ St s Xk o
‘o . e ‘ﬁjiVJY (Stace, 1955 101)

- 09

'*?}ff;; One can easily recagnize in this difference between Veretand and

,.‘ -:.' . L

Vernunft a similarity to Engels déscriptions bf dialectic as contr&sted'“":‘
ey e . : e
with what he used to eall metaphysics“

;i. example from Hegel‘-:‘

C

) Instead qf apeaking by the maxim of°Excluded Middle (which ie‘“_ _
' ”the maxim of: abstract underetanding), e ‘should” rather say: Every- .
'athing is: opposite.;_Neither in heaven nor. ¥ -earth;. -neither in the
_“world ofsmind ‘nor of. nature, - 18 there anywhere such an, batract e
'fﬁ'Either-or. ‘ag the understanding maintains. Whatever exists g con~ .-
L. cretey winh difference and oppohition itself, "The: finitude of things ..
- t?ﬂwill then lie *in" the want nf carreSpondence between their immediate

'Q;being and what they essentially are.;n»@ SRR

“ntsidered to be responsiblg'for mOVement and chengq, gv,., O

;t very moving principle of the world' and it is ridiculous tOnsay that 3j-a.$ :

B B

- 5 _
_"_;contradiction 1s unthinkable" (ibid )
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Sesic and

d“ lies the essential contradiction of a given "thing-process."

Stojkovic point out that the same v1ews were shared by the classics of
"\

Marxism where 0ppositions are taken to be a’ 1ower deve10pmental stsge'

of contradictions, and contradictions as intensified oppositions (§e§h

-0 N

' and Stojkovié 1962 256- 257) . i

The above views seem to be little in tune with the views . expressed _'

I

o wby Mao Tse Tung or even with those of H. Marcuse.‘ Mao Tse Tung, namely,

. seems to hold the view that Opposites are’ forms of contradiction or ele- S

\"’,

ment s of contradictions At least the follqping senté&ce leads to the .
c e '\ : ) - /l
above conclusion-""Between the opposites in'a contradiction there is at

o once unity. and struggle and it is this that q®pels things to move and

f;,i _change"(Mao Tse Tung, 1966 91) When Marcuse says "Contraaiction or

x .

- ‘the. concrete form of it we are|discussing, the opposition sew " (1964:”'04
o 124) he too seems to be expre331ng a similar v1ewp01nt namely,_that
. R o /f :
e

/

contradiction is a. broader category than opposition

\

From theilogical principle and ontological postulate of identity

+

o of opposites stem also two additional and widely knowd postulates-' (l)

»,‘the postulate of change of quantity 1nto new quality and vice versa and

(2) the postulate of negation of the negation Engels called these pos—

. - - 8

l .
tulates 1aws and the tradition of Diamat attributes to these "laws" e

'”'c{ontological universality It 1s usually stated that these “laws" of dia-,pff

\ B I
2

lectic "explain" how change occurs and through which stages the changing

N

' entities pass in their 'develoﬁment' Compared to these two postulates

l-the so-called law of unity and interpenetration of 0pposites is suppose4

‘- -1-‘ .
The usefulness of these postulates (ov "

o

, to eXplain the causes of change, and therefore/is of crucial SLgnificanCE.-..

aws") in explanation of

\a

p change, one must admit is highly dubious. ,C W Mills H Marcuse and
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[

'_G Gurvitch have aISO expressed serious doubt in their validity Animated

..'of explanation (Gurvitch)

-dialectical thought does not- tolerate any"codificatio (Marcuse), and

dlalectic does not really explain ﬁut rather bring/s us to ‘tl‘l‘é .threshold'v

. «
L [

.-

-

'that anything existing changes and that in the’ course of its change or

\

The peculiarity ofg&he Hegelian term aufheben is that it denotes the syn-

) the51s of a triad whidh both abolishes and pzeserves the differences of

’Vzhe thesis and antithesis. Thuq the dialectical negation is not a simple

¥

W

‘ some characteristics of the nega ed one ;"17.3-f~; 7,.Q ‘ “.' SRR

e . i ~
i

The most 1nteresting aspe

e

idea that as’ a part of the”hega 1on process ‘an entity turns 1nto 1ts Op-

B posite : Naturally in the dia ectical perspective this opposite is the

‘{ﬁias oppOSite is 1n fact its o'

N, B
oL .

[,

3 ‘.vl*a

: other._ Dialectical thought abounds with

4\.

:fexamples of this shift into ‘he opposite of which the simplest instances ‘

‘.fwould be thexturning of ‘war into peace love into hate, Joy into sorrow f

e

e The postulate or principle of dialectical negation basically posits

t of this way df“looking at change is the o

”-jdevelopment it is being superseded or’"sublated" (aufheben) by its other.

fact of destruction but & qualit tive change where the new’ entity preserves

't‘is generated w1thin the old f'amework Therefore the new gmerged entity,,.

I
.11fe into death Professor)harcuse has this to say. 2Q.fij-}hi!f1_'hgfn;,"ﬂr

By Virtue of the- negativity that belongs to its nature each f}i

‘ything is linked. with its. -opposite. - To be what it ‘really is it

" ‘must ‘become: what it is not, To éay, then that- everything contra- " -
. dicts itself ig to ‘say that its essence contradicts its given state‘s
L of existence. Its proper nature, which . iS\‘in the last analysis,

£ its. essence, impels it to- 'transgress the state of existence in
"»which 1t finds itself and pass over tgﬁanother.f;”j;v . '

L L S e NI (Marcuse 1964 124)

! ;1resu{t of,ptevious,quantitativ 'growth;;whérefthéfsprOut Offthe new_entity &



Examples of this Specific VlEWpOint can be found in the diafectical

“\«, ) . : |

vconceptions of Georg Simmel in the works of Marx and Engels, too, of

. -

S

'".‘course and even 1n modern sociology.:’
That the relationa of production from the formdof the development

By v

P of the productive forces turn on a certain stagé*of deve10pment into their
b ' 5 v

.f}'fetuers is perhaps the most striking examp:hpof Marx s usage of dialec-‘

’ 'tlcal negagive and the idea of the turn into the opposite. The latter idea

v

'could,alsb be called the "dialectical paradox"'v The theory of alienation,v"'

,f?as developed«by Marx in his early works, as well as. its Specific applica--

: ,Z,"A /
"a.

tﬁon to the’problems of commodity fetishism in Capital abounds with this '

,'o .. H

. /\n, i 2

<7rd1a1ectical p&radox or turn ipeq,opposite.

4a ‘/

"7f;f Of more interest here i@'that contemporary socialjsc1entists deploy 'g‘
S aw /-. e .;',."
this dialectical paradox in their reasoning as well Numerous examples .

“‘: could be cited For the sake of brevity we shall limit this number to

e
~!
o

two modern writers. In his book Power and Privileg G E ienski says- ‘
. " As: tﬁé church gained in power and influence, the more radical B
3 tendencies of Christianity gradually lost ground2 at’ least among— I
o - +ichurch’ 1eaders.v The conservative viewpoint ‘came in time - to be re=:. -
AR "garded as:virtually a matter of doctrine; and as: such’ was developed
. and. elahorated to a high degree. Co :

3 (1966 8) s Qgs‘l
Qomment is needless. Ve | clearly in the presence of the dialec %}
The’same is éﬁ? case with contemporary e
thinker, Ivan Il ich w1th whom the shifting into the Opposite comes more =
Only w1th n limits ‘can education fit people into a man—made v

U‘
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People feel’ joy, as’ Opposed to mere - pleasure, ‘to. the extent , P
'[»that their a¢tivities are creative, while the growth. of tools beyond.,‘;' ¥
: ~'a certain- polint’ increases regimentation, dependence, exploitation ‘\j .
. :_’and impotencu; B : L SN SN

ERE (Illich 1973 §4j63;'67), L
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_'Hegel 1892 150 151)

:ltics and dialectical materialism have brought about numerous controver-.»’.\

Needless to qay, this sudden shifting into. its Opgosite is illus—‘u

trated by Hegel in his discussion of the general objectiVity of dialectic'

«”and the~presence;of;the-same in‘the spiritual world;-'The proverbialrex- .

3 —— ol

pression-summumﬂjhs summa injuria 6 extreme anarchy and extreme despotism\\\—
|,' / - : L

leading to one other, extremes of pain and pleasure'p3881ng into each ‘

o ot“er are among others given as examples by the great master of dialectic

II. -‘TYPo'L,ocY«'O‘E’CQNTRAD'ICTIONS' RS R

éggieal Contradiction '

wo ~
. o .

sies and a confu81on in interpretations.. A way out was - suggested by

, Polish scholars Casimir Ajdukiewxcz and Adam Schaff.7 Following

AJdukiewicz 5. article on Zeno in 1948 Schaff and other dialectical

materialists agreed that "contradiction" when applied to nature and society

\

‘does not mean the same as logical contradiction Thus although dialec-."’~
tic‘asserts the objective character of contradictioﬁs in nature gnd society,‘
"’~,r' s )
the dialecticians (including Marxists), reJect 1ogica1 contradictions in. _'f
o \ o B
thinking. In his article published fi;;t 1n Poland in IEES sé% ff pointed

'out that dialectic does acknowledge the validity of the principleoof con~ fr;:

tradict on and the excluded middle as - used in logic (Schaff 1960 241 250)

A few 31mp1e examples suffice to illustrate this point.- The assertion that

I

someone has died and that he 1s also alive or that somebody was at homel.fvr

and was not at home at the same time lare. definitely contradictory and

therefore logically 1nadmissib1e

'“? There is however, an important difference between contradiction S

1n the logical sense and the "contradiction” as used in dialectic and



R R :.,tj’l=’_gihjf?':i -
'f-dialecticaI materialism T This of course requires a- separate discussion

o and will be dea{t with in tHe next section

o Ob1ect1ue Contradietions :: j ::' ’: .'i.
_ Obviously,othe most typical meaning of contradiction in dialectic;<"‘
"tfihs related to'the central thesis of: dialectic -,to the so-called "principle
tof unity and the conflict of Opposites" ' In this conception every pheno— -
\ 'jlimenon and thing is a unity of opposites | Thus the Opposing tendencies or ]i

'forces within phenomena are cOnsidered to be the source ‘of movement snd |
‘:change (e g the forces of life ‘and. death the struggle of classes, etc )

"fAs A, Schafa has put it ‘bbjects andvaEnomena have a polar structure"

":(ibid., 24 ) In this perspective the struggling tendencies or "OppOSites"wl

".[_,are ofter: referred to as'"contradictions" ' This meaning of contradiction
‘ it:is naturally quite different from the meaning of the same expression in _;
‘ logic and could be referred to as a "dialectical contradiction", or simplyv}'
ljas objective contradiction" This one, of course has a clearly ontolo-“f":
""".gical meaning, unless it is employed as- a hypothesis only.»\ Lo |

To assume ontological existence of contradictions in the social

processes is to touch upon the problem of the dialectic of the real move- \f .

o

vf yment of histor1ca1 totalities as: distinguished from the dialectical method "v‘

B which is epistemological A number of authors agree on the point that
-:t .dialect is the movement of historical reality or "the very structure of
.kconcrete reality 1tse1f" (Dupré 1966 43) In this group could b!‘gamed
G Gurvitch 3 P Sartre ‘L. Dupre A Kojeve :f;f‘[j 7’]5gj_”'v ,""é;
| "f%epgman and the

#*Ek,;s a distinct

For Sartre dialectic denotes the reciprocit'

‘. WOrld man and man the individual man and the grou B

Part of man -3 lived reality reé/lting from human interaction and not a v7"'

blind law of nature.» Followrng the elements of Hegel's dialectic Sartre

\




~contradictions." Marx studied the contradictions in history ag well a3'?'

66 .

el

: stressea the relational structure of human activity as very basic to
: dialectic. And he. strongly disagrees with Engels who attempted to apply
ﬂdfalectic to nature and was' in’ ﬁact searching for the dialectical patq i

_terns in inorganic nature, 'Sartre 8 point of view was well summarized by

. ; _ EIRE N Y ¢
W, Desan.'_, G T -j'.‘;,, o ,3;"~ S
1f there ig dialectic in nature it can only be insofar as { L
human praxis confers upon matteér its particular "importance", or : '
stated differently, Ainsofar as ‘mafetrial conditions affect. the -~ -
 human world and in.turn themselves- receive the’ impact of humap
‘interference Only ithin the social orbit of man can‘matter’
have dialectical i lications. ' Outside man-and without man,
dialectic is ‘mere Hypotliesis. ':>.§y,“\ 2
. - ”_-]* ST ~3‘ ‘ “f (Desan 1966 73)

°

L.

The leading scholars in Marxian tradition (Marx, Lenin, and Mao M{.,

_ SR
"~Tse ang) were all engaged in analysis of what is here called "objec&L ve"

‘-in the reality of his time.ﬂ In his historical analyses (e.g. The .

- tions which were responsible for production of historical totalities and

Y-T- and the social superstructure (Iegal, political ideological) between“

3 for their dissolution, a8 pointed out':y Sartre (1968 25)

_-lations) These very basic contradictions are according to Marx at u\«;*j

these were the internal contradic-»‘:

"’a',f ' Tb Marx the very basic contradiction of the ca‘f' :
’_was to. be found between the collectivity of production and the private
_-.mode of apprOpriation, between{?evekping forces of production and the 'fy‘ L

hfccrystallization of the established relations of production (property re-

o

"Wthe root of or responsible for the conflict between the economic structure

) .

jdcapital and labour (bourge01sie and proletariat) between town and country.

— ,\_

“f-The above outlined contradictions are therefore complex determinants of

ﬁi_all sorts . of sociaI&toniiicts.a yid;f.';;f”;an'ffulj.'%bf”'”‘




. wealth both of which in’ Marx §. own words "form a srngle whole ..;," and

ulh; fr:pi'}]:-;' '::”_bw - bh,h"’67:

The concrete opposites rn Marx 8 analysis are proletaria and

[

are "begotten by the world of private property“..‘Thehe ‘two opposites’are‘ -

) :mutually dependent and condition each other.. As ‘two sides of the whole

,vtariat in existence"), while the other

the one (private prOperty) is the positive side of ‘the contradiction {“T

("is compelled to" maintain itself and thereby its opposite the prole- e

T’he proletariat -a8 its opposite

"'Jis the negative side of the contradict on" (“is compelled ‘as proletariat

to abolish itself and thereby its opposife ...,i.e.'private-property") ’

© (Marx, 1956: 51) . ;:-_[_: I L T

we see above, the concrete contradiction with 1ts positive and G

results from’the Opposites which make the totality of the

) ial formation.» The same contradiction demands a supersession'

;ior sublatiou of the ex1sting dtructure which is viewed as’ historical and

»

‘ therefore‘tranSLtory As AL Schaff pointed out the question here is of

1nterna1 contradictions of the system " of the malfunctioning of the

A :'social system which is bound to collapse as a result of the opposed ten-'fl

. -‘.“
“« \ E

'dencies it contains (Schaff 1960 246) From his critical and revolu-‘_ﬁv

..xxvii) f:yt ';:? f,; ) ‘“":1‘defrﬁ.ﬁhfi_;?

'c;tlonary platform Marx regarded every historically developed form as "

'.,

’h transient and in flux. He also sought to discover the laws of the pheno-i'—;:

b'mena the investigation of which he wag'. concerned with the 1aws of their :gi

’,deve10pment and their transition from one historic form to another., These‘;l

N

L.

'-iMarx considered to be the major characteristics of his method (Marx, 1957' f;'

The opening paragraph in The Manifesto as well as: numerous pages

-
~5

: of Marx 8 opus make it sufficiently clear that in his dialecticalxperSpec-'T*p

f tive a qualitative change in society (often a "change into opposite"),.“,ufé'V

iy S
.



an

| objective contradictions'

X

xY

~In explain‘ng the conflict between expansion of production and pro-‘v

uition of surplus-
: ‘

"are alwaydh

L)
ies 9

value Marx’ uses the expression "the conflict of anta-'

which find vent in crises. These crises 1t is said

€

,~momentary and forcible solutions of the existing contra-'

dictions"; The author of Capital eXplains best what we call here concrete

N

, The contradiction to put it in 2 very general way, consists
" in that the capitalist mode of production’ involves a tendency towards
© abgolute. development of .the productive" forces, regardless: of. the value
- and surplus-value -it contains,: and. regardless of the social conditions
‘uider "which capitalist production takes place; while, on the other

-hand, its aim is’

to ‘preserve. the value of .the existing capital and - to

. promote its self-expansion to ‘the hi ighest limit (i.e.; to promote an
‘ever more rapid growth of: this value The specifie feature about it <
is that it uses. the. existing value capital as a'means of increasing
this value to the. utmost. The methods. by which ‘it -accomplishes ‘this:

'include the fall

of the rate’ of profit,. depreciation of the: existing

- capital and deJeIOpment of the productive forces of labour at the .

‘eXpense of alre:

The category

Ry

y created productive forces. <
, . : (Marx, 1967 249)

of contradiction takes also a prominent place in the f

i

works of G Lukacs and the French Marxist scholars H Lefebvre J P

: Sartre, L. Goldmann

"

M Godelier and L. Althussar.-f

":%connection with Lenin s theme of the "weakest link", and thereby arrives

:'at his concept of "overdetermination" (Althusser, 1969 89-116)

fl

) _
fizgeveIOpment in the

-+

¥

),

LH
wsociety. Althusser

Ltk : o

F

the weakest point

L

:J‘rand later by Mao Tse Tung), and the role of this notion 1n Lenin 8 analysis

it

of‘the concrete historical contradictions in pre-revolutionary Russian:‘j;;."

I

concludes by saying that due to the law of uneven

'system of imperialist states' (Lenin) Russia represented

S

»"This weakness was the product of this special feature’,?.p

& w 4,‘ - .
L A B

as

[

3 Althusser, for example discusses the category Of contradiction in S

%onints to the so—called "law of uneven development" (emphasized by Lenin fl:,;f



.. e o . ‘g" - o . 6o *;

v _the accumulation and exacerbation of all the historical contradiptions |
then pOBSlble in a single~state"(ib1d., 95-96)
In his work on imperialism Lenin engaged in a profound analysis

of the very fundamental contradictions of this stage of capitalism de-

-

" ,
lineating- the same as "the contradictions between mpn0poly angd- free compe~ ‘

_tition which exists side by 31de with it between the gigantic "operations"
(and gigantic profits) of finance capital and "honest" trade in the free
: market the contradiction between cartels and trusts, on the one hand and
xthe non—cartelized 1ndustry, on the other etc" (Lenin 1965 141 21)
;. Different writers in the tradition of dialectical materialism tend

, '_to classify contradictions Thus among others \we find polar types of
. \ N

external versus internal" ‘ anta onistic versus non-anta onistic" c0ntra-'
Jersus ‘ yersus 8 .

dictions.h The antagonistic contradictions it 1s said are to be found

LR

particularly in social life ~and are éharacterized by‘the irreconcildble )
interests of the hostile classes or groups. They lead to conflict and

‘can be resolved only by force, class struggle and - by revolution (§e§ic
and Stojkovic 1962 267—268) s ', o L e

Stalin was among the first to. argue (in his "conflictless theory")

that Opposites (read "contradictions") in socialist society are non-
‘ P S

o antagonistic (e g between the peasantry and the proletariat in the Soviet

Union) ' In o;her words ‘the anéagonistic oppositions disappear while non-v
G B

." antagonistio Oppositions remain in the socialist social orden. eThis "‘

P

opinion seems to be well rooted in Lenin who said' i"Antagonism and~con-."’""

)
tradiction are not at all one and the same. Under socialism the first

" will disappear the second will remain" (Lenin 1931‘ 357)

Similar classification is pursued by Mao Tse-Tung in his essay'
on contradictions, who argues that antagonism is only one. form of*thei’j'“'

e




struggle of opposites (Mao Tse-Tung, 1966 68 71) He says'

14

e

]

Some contradictions are characterized by open antagomism, othersl_

are not. In accordance with the'concrete development of things, -

some -
into

contradictions which were originally non~antagonistic develop
.antagonistic ones,.while others which. were originally anta-

gonistic develop into nonrantaghqistic ones." (ibid., 70) ..

Mao Tse-

trarily

Tung is reiterating that the formula of antagonism cannot be arbiQ

appliedgeverywhere (ibid., 71). . Following basically in the foot-»;

steps of Lenin Mao Tse-Tung has in "a quite un-Hegelian light" (Althusser s

- v

’ expre851on) developed a typology of contradictions by emphasizing separately

N )

principal and secondary c0ntradictions, the principal and secondary aSpect

: of contr

¢
!

: {
adiction and the law of the uneven development of contradiction._-

Mao Tse-Tung s emphasis on praxts On totality, on,contradiction

"~ to his conception 1s the emphasis on the qualitative difference between

1

i'r : .
the two terms by specifying contradictions in a narrower sense as relatively;

:h: when translated from the obscure style of this Fr

PR

e as synonyms.o Se§1c and Stojkovié are among the few who

Hegelian and Marxian dialectit“—which he summarizes in his concept of ;eil"°

"over- determination" To Althusset namely, the Marxist contradiction

in contradistinction to Hegel' 'is "overdeter ned" that is "complexly-

x.\.

structurally—unevenly-determined" (Althusser lg&

"{"

language the body social is complexrstructured- g

1nten51fied oppositions. Mao Tse-Tung, who does not make this distinction

i

' and on unevenness of development was”taken ‘over by Louis Althusser.v Bas%c

:%rfed to separate

uses primarily the term' contradiction (and spmetimes ﬁgpposition' as a o

synonyuD, and finds that he needs to distinguish between opp081tions of f‘

T



V‘different R’vds. Therefore . o takes up Stalin 8 terminology of anta- »

i 1ad

gonisti .nd non-antagonistic C. '*radictions' which he ‘uses quite ideo-*

/

~logie lv like many of his predecessors in the dialectical-materialist
tre .ition. The problem is only in defining what constitutes such non- -
.anstgonistic cnntradictions Are not sll contradictions by mere defini- .

'ﬁti:n antagonistic? On’ the cont 1ry when distinction is made between. d
-wOppos-;ionr and contradictior> as suggested by Se81é and StOJkovic anyh“
d:AiStiﬁ¢ti°“ between an:.as - istic and non-antagonistic contradictions/be-.;!.
scomes_superfluous : .‘. o p“rj »:‘;Azr. L SN y:ik{i'

’ 7

Besides mouern sociology has used for a long time a more natural’

/
i

»term S conflict denoting one of the very basic social processes.. It also '
’needs to -be . said that one. of the leading theorists of conflict - Georg
lﬁiSimmel despite his formalism was_ a dialectical thinker. Simmel simply
~1does not use the favourite term of the radical thinkers'- contradiction, iAa“
’ Slnce no social science can hope to be non-ideological we can only conedz; .

clude that if Simmel, or- for that matter for example Emile Durkheim were .

-

"sideologicel in a conservative sense the Marxists are ideological in the

_ksense of their unreserved commitment to social change, or in Mannheim s fa"

f'terminology, in a "utOpian" sense..y
.o = _,O.»\ ..
Essence -~ Appearance Contradiction

N

S Ve T

In addition to the two types of contradictions dlscussed above .
(logical and objective) it is. possible to add one more 8130‘often employed i
,»fby Marx although he did not call this type contradz{tion . This type per-'

ﬂ’tains to the discrepancy between appearance and reality, and perhaps would }2

1

be better called 'dialectical paradox The true nature of dialectic“

hcan best be Judged precisely on this aSpect which portrays dialectic as ”ﬂ:ff‘f

i

< . e - . .
:’% o S
. " .
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}p'essentially a philosOphical meihod with both ontologicgﬁ'and epistemolo—

. o ) ‘ ’ . o ,T‘ TR ‘b‘?i‘(r "
giCﬂl traltg ') .' Lo . f _' - ?'7\!-.-‘.” - TR ‘,:n ‘- et 4 .

1his typé of dialectfbal contradidtion is seldom discussed by the :
-’I
authors who wrote on contradictions The only exceptiop seems to be M.,
‘Godelier ‘who discusses the prog¥im of essence and appearance in;his article
. T : iy
: i e e

on contradictions in Marx 8 C&pita (1972)

For the purpose of ‘;ﬁosition and clarity we- shall first follow K.

, - R ST

Kosik in the following gsragraph ”vg' , "i v;r

As a philosophic%l method the dialectic deals with the "mere thing"';
P which is not immediately given to man 11 What is giVen as‘the reality ares
the. so-called 'phenomenal forms or 'the world of pSeudo-concreteness' 'in

1perform1ﬂg his practical activity ("the practical utilitarian relationshipjﬁi

&

&Mlth things"), or action ‘a historical individual (actor) create§ for him-ff~

i

o self‘his own’: representation of things (e g personal coustructs') These;-f*
Ea

phenomenal forms which are related to immediate.utilitarian praxis

freproduced in the heads of actors as the categories f common- el

'V_,the other ha “?%ghe argument goes on there is‘"real existence“ (essence)

.-'1 # :

'~_which is not 1mmediate1y given but.only mediated by the phenomenon, and

. this real world manifests itself as Lomething other than itself. Ihus the'dji
essence is generally speaking, hidden while the phenomenon manifests
-1t$e1f first and 1mmediate1y.n The old idea of Hegel that nature likes.to’ ;

,hide we seeﬁpresent here Now what happens is that in the world of

- pseudo-concreteness' this difference disappears and the phenomenal aspect~i*¢7

i of the thing comes to be considered as its own: essence 12'

And here we nome to dialectic as a philosOphical method Sinoe the'*‘ﬁl

_essence oF. a't

R u"‘”.. -
'fthought aids 1n comprehending the reality adequately.. This ‘can be

:'13 “°t directly fEIt the dialectic as a: critical '; e

.
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accomplished through the destruction of . pgiudéyconcretenéss (Marcuse 8.

A | L
negative thinking ), through the destruction?of Bhe "fetishized creations"

and of the ideal and reified world\ Dialectic, however does not deny the
. "A' . . ’ < . .

obJective existence of phenomena,.bui\destroys only their"pretended;in—,f"

dependence o It must;be poirted out however,‘that the destructi N

pseudq-concreteness which dialectic a? a revolutidnary method seeks to
: - 3 "‘"3.‘_ TN

/‘accomplish is not equated with tearin% away of a. screen or "seeing g:

l, through" in modern sociology On the

lontrary, the negative dialectical
- - ‘l I

¥

, thought in the process of destruction of?iseudo-reality,‘creftes reality 13 ‘f

LlluSion or semblance Seen in this persbective man 8- world appears to

R

‘ him.in a distorted llght or~sometimes even in an inverted image as in r;fﬁ~
; _[. R ) m E

‘ camera obscura In other words, we are in thespresence of reification and N

o dialectical thought is seen as a heuristicﬁdevice to aid man in his effort

.9,

to penetrate below the surface of semblance.ﬁ In this reSpect all the rhe-fff5

torics of contemporary sociology such.as thé”bmphasis on seeing through' “1

R
unmasking tendency > 'transformation of conSciousness‘, ‘debunking

'u'

(Berger, L963),'0r the fuss about 'latent functions' is in no., sense in-t':

novation in comparison with Marx.‘ Following Kosik we have.seen that the“
3'f cdgtical stand of dialectic by far surpasses modern positivistic sociology.-p
e Basic to dialectical perspecﬁive as the previous discussion shows, "l;
e 18 the cognizance ‘of the unity of Opposites in the existing reality of |
man\s_world And this unity of opposites applies to appearance and realityAwm

‘gﬁ as well : In a Hegelian manner G. E Mheller says‘ﬁ"The dialectical unity

/

of appearance and reality pervades all realms of experience.i It is.

e

= ; Reality (being) is both in what 1s real and in what is apparent. It is'«f'

'ffv an unav01dab1e ontological unity of Opposites" (MuelIer, 1952, 103) ;j;ff?
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Marx reasoned that a truly scientific studygﬁwould be. superfluous KR

if the outward appearance of things coincided with their essence" -fﬁe=ft

0,

~did not use~the term reification (Verdinclichung) but rather objectifi-=

L cation ; and with reference to commodities the term 'fetishism~; con-;'
noting a: definite social relation between things and acquiring a phantom

obgectivity, or in the meaning of transformation of all products into

commodities,'i e, into exchange values. What is reificatiou for Marx ‘was, -

a . MU ,t- s _ R
perhaps best explained by Lucien Goldmann "'¢ T R hf L
_'J What characterizes exchange value ina commodity~production- )

" economy’ is that it transforms the relatioﬁship between the neéceg-, . ..
‘sary’ labour for the production of .some objéect €commodity) and the ' -
object itself into an objective quality of the object" (1962 70)

In okher words the economic category of value appears in human conscious- :

ness as an’ objective quality of commodity

Marx 8 writings and in particular Capital abound with this type

R \,'
- of dialectical thinking, pointing to the discrepancy between existence

—and. reality Only a. certain number of instances are selected here for
- , , e

illustration. Mbney, for example is seen,not as a natural object (al-' o
o TR v‘

though it appears as such) but rather as the objectified form of the
basic cial relations._ Capital is not viewed as a thing but asr"a social

'3> relation between Persons mediated through things” And again in Ga ital R

- use-value becomes the form_of manifestation, the phenomenal form of its’iih

0pp081te 'value" (Marx, 1957 25) In a different piece of work we: read-ighv.

o ;,..the value or price of labour-power takes on the appearance of ;hefixff-f

"’;price of labour itself" (Marx 1949 105) Marx 5 critique of the ideo-

Te

o logical facade which conceals the mechanisms by—means of which the exis—ifﬁiq

.~.. : - o‘_. .

'Tting society maintains and reproduces itself is still another example LA

Generally speaking, "In capitalist society real things appear asf_;ff #

\\\\what they are not" (Paci 1969 9) Thus for example inrMarr,s=interrti?;f?f



°

epretation‘capital "personalizes 1tself and becomes the historical agent.v

'54_ It appears so and this appearing becomes a reality. But ultimately
:.h there are always authentic agents (men) hidden by the continually changing

2
—

play of the transformation of what appears and what is (Paci 1969 6) 14 f«t

‘.

- To sum up this excur31on into Marx, we shall conclude with his
. . TPy

' succ1nct statement on, reification and alienation of men under - the system

of commodity production. "To them their own aocial action takes the form

> hof thehaction of objects,which ru

¢

le the producer 1nstead of being ruled

_:-As'M. Godelier put'it "Fo' Marx the scientific understanding of . o

.
..

_ by them" (Marx, 1957: 46).

, ; : .
~the capitalist system consists in the discovery of the internal structure

¥

f hidden behind 1ts visible function%ng" (1972 335 336) Marx s primary
toe i [ ,‘ Co
methodological rule was to destroykthe %bviousness of immediate appearances.‘

\ BT . .

Marx 5 dialectical ana1y31s‘goes directly to the COre ‘and the ‘eg-

J
|
1 o

'sence of the economic and politicaﬂ.system he was analy31ng His analysis

= . N i ‘
i ' s Te

shows that while on the surface in the! eyes of the common man the capi-'

{talist 5conom1c system is: characterized by freedom and, equality of ex-:,'

-

‘:change in its essence and lhcrefore in its hidden structure it is based

. 1

" on inequality, compulsion and the lack of freedom As a fraction of the

N oy

v K "

ur=value created by the use of the workers labour-power, profit is unpaid‘ 'i;’-

L
Vo

ﬁlabour. But in practice saysaGodelier,,in the eyes of capitalists and S

'< workers:L everyth1n§ takes place as\if the wages paid for all the labour ';‘

= e

f; prov1ded by the worker" (ibid ) 15 And in the Hegelian tradition

L. . _ N

o : Cl S o SN : s g

‘@.'Professor Marcuse says PR R T".J T T T { A
g S ‘ o el _ .

B

' - Knowledge deals w1th appearances in order to get beyond thems... U
B Eﬂowledge that ‘appearance and -essefice do not- jibe" is the be- L
i gin ng ‘of truth. The mark of dialecticar thinking i5 the abllity‘ffi'
S tody tinguish the essential ﬁrOm the, apparent proceSS of reality v
*. and- to graSp their relation" (Maréuse 1964* 145 146) T IJI';

Kl : . . S
" . PR RS . .“' I"- '\ - ) T

7 L A < e
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Perhaps the most valuable aspect ‘of the dialectical method is to
be found in.this quality and desire to penetrate beyqnd,ghe~ merely

1mmediate outward and individual as Opposed to the mediate inward and

l,l . k 'IX‘ ’ . °|
@niversal"'(Hegel 11892 43) In Hegelian 1anguage the dialecticalyrea-;

son. seeks to go beyond the complex mediations of everyday life in order

to graSp the hidden essence.

Dialectic devoid of the category of contradiction is a caricature

and an empty rhetoric. - The same is the case with the category of totality ‘

to be discussed in the: following %hapter. For that matter*a simple two- '
Way-interactiOn 1nterpenetration and mutual influencing is not yet a

dialectic although recent sociological writings abound with this crippled

’ _conception of dialectic oo . - T 1?
;The purpose'of”the~preceding discussion wasffirSt self—clarifica- |

’tion' and'seCoﬁd to show\the complexity of; the problem namely, that..

_’dialectical contradiction is. not simply an 0pposition. Therefore,,the
: K] i

suggested typology endeavours to delimit the contradictions of thought

1from the obJective contradictions and again the latter, from the dialec—

< RN . 4

tical paradox or: essence-appearance contradiction. ‘The works of scholars B

'isuch -as Lukacs am%lKosik have made it sufficiently clear that contradic-.
e : . - ' T
' tions and totality are indispensable categories of materialist dialectic S

- . -

and as 8uch also- inextricably connected A'ii xcuuﬁ~--"

S R T L S
. . . ) o . o . L
»3 . R ' : > S Lo
. 4 \ : , , . :



“and the Opposites appear as two sides of the contradictio u

FOQTNOTES (Chapter III)

Since contradictories are a’ Special type of: oppositeness it is not
ingorrect to state that contradiction denotes the relationship be-
tween two.propositions which have the same spbject and the same pre-.

';dicate but differ in quantity or. quality, which.of: course holds
'good for. 0ppositeness ag well. o . - N S

L

Similan , and .even more in line ‘with the identification of contradic-'

tion wik jositeness, ~1s a recent: Soviet source: "It follows that
“whenever 0pposites come up agains§ one another and enter into some

relationship, this: gives rise to contradictions between -then, ‘because

. opposite tendencies, trends, forces, run against one. anoth r. HenCe,l

a contradiction can’ be defined as a relationship between

1971: 57) . o F . -,.

'_ﬁMao Tse-Tung s essay on contradictions was’ first published in 1937
- Tn a much later article on "Contradictions among the People" :(pub-

lished . in 1957) Mao Tse-Tung names as antagonistic contradictions,
‘those between the people and the enemy, and as non-antagonistic, o
those among the working people., In the latter group are found the
contradictions within the working class, within the peasantry, and
within the intelligentsia ‘and ‘again’ between these classes dnd . their
groupings. Also mentioned are.the contradictions between the govern-

ot

 ment and the people, and between the working class and the national .

bourgeoisie, (Mao Tse-Tung, 1966: 80-82), Still another distinction
introduced by Mao Tse-Tung in the same essgay is thg,distinction be-
tween - principal and secondary contradictions, described here in

4chapter II . o SR

1

‘"ﬁhls hypothesis was, in fact "invented by Hegel to show that there

{8 an internal solution to the internal contradictions of a structure.

'_If such a solution 'is possible,veach of the elements contradicted

within the structure: must at the same time-be its: own opposite. The

- thesis must be -itself and its opposite the antithesrs if the synthesis';;

is already contained in their contradiction. Marx's work radically

- excludes this possibility, for neither the elements in contradiétion ,
~-within & structure, nor the structures in contradiction within a

system are redqcible ‘to .one another, identical to one another"

: (Godelier -1972: 357)

N Q

"Dialectics is the teaching which shows how pposite can be and how
they happen to be (how they;become) identical _~-under what conditions

' they are identical, becoming transformed into one another - why the
_human mind should, grasp these opposites’ not as dead, rigid but as

livin conditional mobile becoming transﬁbrmed into one another"
(Lenin 961: 109) . : :

| Meaning, ‘that to drive an abstract right to its extremity is to do -

a wrong

77
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. 7.  This controversy is described by H. B, Aétoﬁ'"Diéléctic&i Materia1;sm;f”;;

in The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, The Maczéll'ﬁ Co., 1967, Vo1. 2, - ..°

op. 392,

B IR
8. ' In contemporary sociology, for -éxample,: Professor A, K. -Davis.analyses . -
. ‘Canadian ‘society in terms of its basgiec oppositions between Erhncophbneé;'
- and Anglophones; between metropolis.and hinterland, and - transcending

all -sbétWQen owning over-class and working under-class. » ’

-
o

a7

9. . The separation of ideology and politics from schola ship, in the .case
of Lenin.and Mao Tse-Tung, is difficult to make, dug to their double
.role as scholars and political leaders. - A contempowary sociblogist
would more likely tend to think of the’ above views as examples of
defensive ideology. '~ = - Lo R : :
10. " This term is suggested here in-the meaning as defined by Webster's
Dictionary: (1) a statement contrary to common belief, (2) a staté- .
ment that seems contradictory, unbelievable, or absurd but that may
actually ‘be true. in fact. I L R
‘ o e | S - e
11." In the concluding paragraph of 'his-book Dialectic of the Concrete”
(1967), Kosik gives the following explanation of the term ‘mere
taing', '"Dialectic is concerned with 'mere thing', Hdﬂ&ver,l“mqtéﬁ
‘thing' is not an ordinary object, not even a hing: in general. The
‘mere thing' with which the philosophy is conc rped, is man and his
position;in,thejUnivérsé,'in bther,wo;ds: the . otality of the. .
world being discovered:by.man in history, and the ™még who exists in
the totality of the world"  (Kosik, 1965: 251). Obvio sly 'mere -
ching' 1is not éqﬁatéd-ﬁith.tﬁeikh’ ian_Ding an sich, ‘and therefore
te translate it as -'thing in icse?g‘ (Telos,” No. 2, Fall; 1968) is
wrong., "Mere" 1s used here in the meanin ~c1qsé§t to" unmixed;
pure; unqualified; absolute, described a vobsolete in Webster. = . B

12. 1In'this dialectical conception, the essence.is not a reality of a , v
diffhreng order from that of, phenomena, which'also exist objectively
and have their strycthre. The whole conception is well stmmarized '

- by Kosik: - "Yet Zhe world that is preserited. to man in fetishized .
'praxia,.in«trapiZending’énd,manipulating; is mot the real world, al-
though it has the 'consistence' and thé 'validity' of the real world..

':}ﬁ;iéf‘the7wor1duof.appearancef(MargL, ~The representation of the . -

' thing‘tha;’pagses:fqn'thef“thingwitéelf;*band that‘creatgs ideological
.appeéranges,'does‘not.canCiCute a natural quality of the thing and
of reality, rather, it is thé projection of the determinate histdrii .

. cal ‘conditions that have bgéen petrified into, the .consciocusness of -
.~ 'the- subject" (Kosik, 1968: 25), -, v ""'; > SRS

13, _As‘Kosik puts,it;'"PSeudbwcbncfetgnéss‘is preci§e1y,;he.autonomous' L
. existence of man's products, and thelrep:oduction' ,mansat:the.leVel
" .of utilitaria praxis. ' The destruction of pseudo-concreteness is-a .

 protess that ¢ eates reality and its concreteness" (Kbb}k,'19§8:;281,

=

ST et
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ﬂarx_dgéc ibes thé.bgsié phenbménon'of réificékibniig £ﬁe fOIIOWingf
"manner: YA commodity is there¥fore a mysterious thing, simply be-

cause in it the social character of men's labour appears to them as .
an objective character stamped upon. the product of that dabour; be- .
cause the rklatibn of the producers to the sum total of their labour .

j{s‘presented to them as a social relatfon@ existing not beétween ..
~ themselves, but\between the products of their labour., This is the

reason why tHg‘producéq of -1abour become commodities, social things .
whose qualities arezat_theusame,time'percep&ible %nd'impercept;ble |
by the sensgs”\(Marx,~1957: 42—43).'5~_. A T

\

”Hefe'PfofeSSor bodeliéf gives a,veryzpercinent;quoté frOm'Cagita':
. "This phenomenal. form, Which makes ‘the actual relation invisible;
and; indeed, shows the direct opposite of that relation,” forms the

" basis of all the juridical notions of both labourer -and capitaliéc,

 (Godelier, 1972: 336-7). N

of all the mystifications of the capitalistic mode of production" -

. And to the frequently poséd:quéstion by &‘ﬁuzzled‘sqciolbgiét,xof
howrdOes_one-dete;mine the essence empirically, it is possible to
vanswer by recalling once again Marx's analysis ‘of capitalism, -

. Beyond the. appearance of equal exchange and formal freedom lies the. -

essence in ‘the form of the existing inequality, economic;cbmpuléioﬁ',

~ and exploitation. = el o

L
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- _CHAPIER IV

ISR . DIALECTICAL TOTALITY » SRR

Totality as Dialectical Category 1 h

.~

, Almost Any discussion of dialectic deals with tptality f% some way.

' 4 2D ,
That this category is an inherent part of dialectical perspective is a

-commonplace. Georg Lukacs has stressed forcefully the category of : totality

as the most essential characteristic of the dialectical method In:this ;'

reSpect he was folloWed by Lucien Goldmann and M MErleau~Ponty.,

ek %
~ et

.- Both_ the category of totality, as well as the dialectical method
originated in philosOphy . Sociology as a relative newcomer to social“ -

science finds this category already present in the works of Spinoza Kant,
R

Hegel and Marp"“Engendered by the crisis of western society in the mid- ‘1

. !;» :
dle of the l9th century, sociology was‘already at 1ts inception split in-

T

to- two opposing trends - that of sociological p031tivism (Comte) and that

of Marxism. Sociology, which after Comte deve10pedimain1y in a positivis-'

',tic tradition operates within the holistic conception. 'Holism is also =

. "

a

quite pronounced in social anthropology, and in its EurOpean counterpart -

. _ . _ Ch
éthnology o . '1 R : '£? R DR . j,fﬁ

I o B

Most frequently the term "holism" is- used in the sense that a groupl

\

is more than the mere ‘sum of its parts. In~other words social systems

.mere regularities or tendenc1es rEBulting from the behavrour of inter- ,};

‘acting individuals 1 Thisvt'

{!.n

11!;%51

n"

constitute "wholes" which are entities sui generis, not . to be explained as.

'lsprinciple ppsits a person or a grouprf:f?”




) :Sl'v'

" order to understand a phenomen it is necessary to understand it in its

'entirety, that is ohe must know the whole In this sense it is. often

..employed by philOSOphers, and could be said to be close. to the dialecti-_

“ . ' ) L N
cal category of totality R C f',v R

Although similar to some degree ih thelr outward appearance )
»hollsm and’ the dialectical conception of totality are not the same. Un-'

fortunately, too often social scientists -posit. the identity of the two,

>

ifailing to perceive and, to understand the qualitative difference between',

Y

same

- one and the other, owing to the fact that the two theoretical principleS-

L b
overlap to. some degree.
. o

: It will be. the task of this chapter to eXplain dialectical totality

‘e

:fand to show that this category and sociological hollsm are not one and the

,ﬁ

T ,'J. :ﬁ‘},u

The Problem Of Totality and Holism o

u"
.

Dlrectly bearing on this problem are the views of C, Lév1—Strauss

and of T B. Bottomore. In The vage Mind uévi-Strauss says ‘"It 1s f

possible that the requirement 0§4'totalization is a great novelty to some

: historians soc1olog13ts and psychologists.> It has been taken for granted

'by anthr0pologists ever slnce they 1earned it from Malinowskl" (1969 250)

, have used the category of totality since the inceptlon of their discipline a

-And T. B Bottomore has added to this "One might add that sociologists

. T

"'rln the works of. Saint Simon Comte and others" (1971 63)

) .
Tﬂe above views pOSlt the identity of the dialectical category of ;

",tgtality and the holistic conception 1in 8001qlogy and anthrOpology., héf‘.'

" j

T

“freal question remains whether Lev1-Strauss and Bottomore/are right on thiSe.‘

ER e

‘particular issue. In other words the question is whethet dialectical ;d

*)-

’f]totality and the,totality posited by holism are the same, and 1£ they are

not what -is. the dlfference'l .4-; K = o . ' \ o



There is little doubt that the idea of totality in some” form is o

present in contemporary sociology and anthrOpology Instances for
‘example, can be found in. the concept of '1og1co~mean1ngful 1ntegration of

A

culture (Sorokin) 1n the functionalism of‘B Malinowski and A R Rad-

S

cliffe Brown ‘and in the sociology of G Gurv1tCh or simply as "holism" L

T K =
" in the anthrOpology of R: Redfield ‘R. Firth J Steward and in the eth-v'
‘ nology of Lévi Strauss LA few examples will suffice, _' /‘; L

. Anyone familiar with Redfield's methodological essays,The Little
. N /'. - % : '
_Communitx will know that his perspective is distinctly holistic. His o

4 .
PR

' first chapter deals significantly w1th the little community as a whole,

ﬂl and the last one in thls collection lS entitled “Whole and Parts" L
. _ P

|. s n' - . IR

The views of Raymond Firth and- of Julian Steward deserve to be men-‘v
—"~tioned as’ particularly instructive Firth for instance has this to say

‘"The . .vcharacteristic feature of the social anthropologlst s, enquiry

¢

.‘is that it is holistic in, its impllcation Any part1¢u1ar 1tem selected vf‘{“"

for examination is always considered with some regard to 1ts place in the
total phenomena in the’life of the human group concerned "'"Tc this l .

i X Ly ‘]
, Redfield has added a sentence from Professor J Steward on the distinctive

'methodological aSpect of the study of c0mmunities.“ff_ it is ethnographic'

the culture of a- tribe band or village is studied in its uotality, all g“j

'forms of behaviour being seen as functionally interdependent parts in the ,u~§*w

g
2

,context of the whole" (Redfield 1963.‘156) g SETRA ':’U

% ‘/. ’ '
One should hovever allow for the possrbility that some of the

)

_abovefmentioned scholars were influenced by the ddalectical viewp01nt T

For Gurv1tqh and Levi Strauss there 1s no doubt about 1t In the case .
e - .

'of Redfield it 1s very 1ike1y that he was indinectly influenced by _"'1ﬁ; .

=1 v,

Simmel's dialectic.3 Georges Gurvitch although not a. Marx1st was a

R s - L ot .
P S e
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fdialectical thinker, and the conception of totality is central in his
- sociology. In his conception the subJect matter of sociology is 'total
.sacial phenomena which dre: studied in. their wholeness and their move—L“”
ment, and classified into dialectically expressed microsocial groups and
soc1al types, all of which are ceaselessly in the prbcess of strhcturav
tion- and destructuration (gurvitch 1966 36) Sartre s notion of tota-
Iization is undoubtedly related to these ideas of}Georgesturvitch

Besides the apparent similarity between dialectical totality and |
'.sociological holism what further obfuscates their diffetences are some -

o

_statéments of dialectical thinkers themselves, especially when‘quoted out
of cantext, Karel KOSlk for example describes the dialectical view-
point of the concrete totality[ as meaning primarily that every pheno-“u'
| menon can- be understood as the moment of the whole (K051k 1969 37)
Similarly, Lucien Goldmann states that in the perspective of totality the
.parts cannot be understood by themselves outSide of their relation in o
~the whole (Goldmann 1962 385) In this reSpect one could think that "
Kosik and Goldmann are not far from the holism of Malinowski 3 functional
school., However following Lukécs Goldmann states Significantly. ."The
Aidea'of totglity is in fact the center\and the foundation of every dialec-z
i.:tical thought (ibid., 384-5) ; Kosik also’ emphatically denies the 1den— N

‘tity of concrete totality Wlth the holistic point of view which he saysv
'hypostatizes the whole beforé the parts . _»:ii:lgl“d” :rﬁv'

; Too often the dialectiCians reiter that soc1al phenomenalor
facts must be analyzed and studied in their Eg;ality Selﬁom however

Tdo they specify what they mean by totality. The natural conclusion is

yof the identity of holism and dialectical totality, as we havexseen'in T

y .
;e .
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-the views of C. Lévi Strauss and T. B Bottomore. To these could be
"fadded Pierre van den Berghe and Andre Gunder Frank (Van den Berghe 1963

695- 705 Frank 1973 62~ 73) 4

fL  The Notion of Totalitv %n Historical Perspective( T com .: '
e?pategory of .

It isdﬂn the philOSOphical monism of Spinoza that th

" totality is for the first time anticipated in. modern thought In his sys- ff'
- e

.tem of philosophy,-mind and body are two processes both forming, in rea-
? E

lity, inextricable unity Spinoza equates the Aristotelian substance’
‘_as that which is capable of independent existence With nature, and. labels

it 'God' ThuS, in Spinoza s attempt at. a. comprehensiVe conception of the
BN
world the category of totality is an. integral component of his thought.

¢

.,While K Kosik pOints to this antic1pation it 1S L. Goldmann who in his

pstudy on Kant emphasizes that Kant seems to be the first modern thinker to» :

S

recognize the importance of totality ag the fundamental categOry of exis—ub

tence In Goldmann s opinion the neo-Kantians failed to graSp, and in fact -

,neglected Kant 8 ideas of totality (Goldmann l97la-36 53 58)

With the category of the whole the universe, Kant has, in Goldmann s B

”words opened the way for the later development which leads from Fichte

Hegel and Marx through Lask Sartre,lﬂeidegger Lukacs t% contemporary -

o

Marxism (1bid 47); From the precritical period' onwards, totality

w b

occupied the most important place in the works of the philosopher,:con-'ﬁ.,”

.\_

the concepts of Space, time and God in the early works of Kant a11 three
.'7
.of which are expressionsxef the category of totality (ibid., 66 67)

Being influenced primarily\by Platonic tradition Kant did not admit R

,\

'totality to be subject to development and thus he never became a dialec- -

: @ i s //.
‘ tlcal thinker. (iBid , 72y, e e

¢l

NE

Py

Vcludes Goldmann. He also links this finding to the close relation between éﬁl~

3



| o5
That the category of . totality stands at the centre of Hegel' ‘s
dialectical method is little doubted nowadays. As a fundamental conceptw
'of Hegel's phiIOSOphy and an essential characteristic of Idea totality
expresses the completeness of the Universe where nothing is omitted.and
'_/ every part is incorporated‘into the systematic wholeness of Beingl Das -

Ganze ist das Wahre (The truth is the whole), says Hegel (1949 81)

Above all it is important to note that Hegel 8 totality is dyna-
] .
mically conceived This whole is a self-rea1121ng essence only through

g its process of.development.. For Hegel, only a whole 1s real truth., Hows"

ever,,this whole lS ‘not conceived as a finished result but as: a whole B
. U . o

\

in the movement'of becoming. "Oof the Absolute it must be said that it

JJ,' : TN

is essentially a- resuit' says the philosopher in. his Phenomenology of

Mind (ibid., 81 82)

. We can see that Hegel did not aV01d the idea of changing totality N

-,

as did Kant.‘ Goldgann has also sucCinctly summarized the principal

'S

o characteristics of the. Hegelian totality as "concrete ontentfull

f'm changing developing by contradictions" (gp._cit., 71) Here, —concrete :

a

and content-full' are contraSted,with formal logic and 'developing by

\ ,
contradictions' denotes the Hegelian triadic schema~ uthesis antithesis, :

Lot g

‘and’ synthesis. P H," S L L

For  Hegel the end of. philosophy is to understand W at is and this

o

ot partially, but in its totality. Thus,‘the obJect of philosophy is

the Whole the Absolute, or God in- its oneness._ This Absolute in its_ex'. T

PO

aspect of self-dispersion is the world of nature so hat nature the

Wbrld is understood as & single unified whole. Hegel was also the: first

thinken~to discover the dialectics of the real, or the real dialectic of S

B 7 e
. e



’1865i
'Being He considered his part was to describe this real dialectic in its

totality, or to put it differently, the totality of the real in 1ts be--
T S :
coming (Kojéve -1969 169 l90) Following Kojeve s interpretation of
. - - " ‘
\ . Hegel we could say that totality 1s the revealed Being, or self-conscious

: Being which Hegel calls absolute concept' 'Idea or"Spirit"-‘This -

*&foncrete (revealed) real Being ig’ neither pure Identity (Being) nor pure

. Negativ1ty (Nothingness) ‘but: Totality (Becoming) "Totahity is, therefore,>?¥.

" ‘the third fundamental and universal onto-logical categoryhf‘conciudes

g . Lo R - o e

ff KojeVe 8 interpretation of Hegel' dialectic as a description of

'the real dialectic of Being (still an absolutized abstractum) is- sustained,,)'i

»

Marx s historical dialectic was a dialectic of the concrete reality.:~ is

. totality is always a concrete whole in becoming ' "The production rela-

tions of every society form a whole"' says Marx (1963' 110) In, his cri- ; :

,tique of the method of political economy,_describing his method of abstrac-‘“

s ~ P . _-(l

tion, we find the folloWing characteristic wording' fﬁ -'_ o f_,' ;'>)

The. totality 4886
5-product of the’thinﬁﬁﬁ%-intellect which: assimilates ‘the- ‘world in
the only ‘way open: to.:-ft, a way_which. differs “from - the artistic, re-
‘ligious and gracticl ly.intelligent assimilation of this world (Marx SR
l970a 207) - T : ‘ L

I

bentrasting his.k

B,

TN

ceived the gilw ry‘idea that the,real world is the resul&zjf_thinking,._ .

‘ which causes its own synthesis"), in the same paragraph Tx talks of

B concrete totality regarded as a cbncept”al qotality, as a mental faet'

nd\says that it is indeed a product of t inking, of comprehension, but -

'

‘only as the result of assimilatiom and transformation of perceptions

and images into cbncepts (ibid) L : v uLg o \o

nceptual entity seen by’ the intellect is a.-- A\;

onception of totality with that of Hegel s ("Q.:. con-‘iﬂfe"'

HBa



Sl e [} - "'.

- A less abstract and perhaps more instructive paragraph from_the,

. °
— v

same source, could be - quoted for the sake of brevity only in part
"~ The,conclusion which follows from this is _not that produc-‘ s
tion, distribution, exchange - and-consumption are identical but - . -
that they are links of a .8ingle -whole different aspects of one -

unit, ,,.A distinet mode of prodhction thus determines the ..

f ases _to one another, e
Thére is an interaction between the various aspects, ' Such inter-
thtion takesaplace in any organic entity (ibid., 204-205) 6/

This passage significantly stresses mutual 1nterrelations between

- the elements of the economic system viewed as a totality.; Today/ghgsef2>/

relations are again emphasized as the organization of elements in a sys-»_

tem and discussed in the contemporary system theory Of interest here ?-5ﬁ::f

also~1s a recent 1nterpretation of Mﬁrx in terms of the phiLOSOphy of "
internal relations' by B. Ollman, who offers a fresh 1nsigh?ﬂinto Marx s,T'7

tdialectic., The emphasis here is on the indisputable fact that Marx in

stuéyrng capi;alist society, operated w1th social f}lations and. that his bl'

- T

language reflected the real social ties which he uncovered The peculiar-'j'

-

ity of Ollman s_interpretation is in his claim»that Marx conceived of

things as-relations and that the basie Lcaffolding of Marxism ia best

0

- constructed as relations . In brief Ollman is of the,opinion that the Tt
. ﬂb*' }

_ language of dialectic describes only in a different 'ay what can be ”

;:‘,~,

presented in terms~of/relations. ‘rxﬁe'i'ff" 'f;g
. All I have described in- tErms of - relations can also "be pre-. e
sented in the language of the. dialectic, for. above all else Marx's: 'f"vs.”
.- dialectic ig a .way of viewing things' as .moménts in their own > S
develoPmenE in, . with, and through other things" (011man, 1971 52)

The best known and robably the leadin inter reta ion of Ma x! 'S
P g P R\ F

o

v-conce?t of totalit was given by Georg Lukécs in<his History and Class e

W,

-3Consc1ogsness. The whole of Marxist historical dialectie is An’ fact R
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interpreted here in terms of the category of totality, which is at the'wa\.~~

.same time regarded as the fubdamental category of reality.,._

-
Pl

o This dialectical conception of totality, says Lukacs, is the only
/

"_“method capable of understanding and reproducing reality. '"Concrete tota-_ .

711ty is therefore the category that governs reality (Lukacs, 1971a- lO)

it is precisely this perspective of totality that according to Lukécs

'l*lcon.titutes the decisive difference Between Marxism and bourgeois thought R
", ;'the all perva81ve supremacy of the whole over the parts is the es~¥~“fg
‘sence of the method which Marx took -Qver from Hegel (ibid., 27). Viewed

"from a contemporary perSpective young Lukacs has obviously oversﬁg%ed the o

continuity between Hegel s. and Marx s methodology, and in particular in Y
=terms of the epistemological break’ emphasized nowadays by L. Althusser.,
The category of totality,.however determines notfonly the;i'f
', object of knowledge but also the subjegt ‘Bourgeois - thought - .
o Judges social phetromena consciously or. unconscioualy, naively
- or subtly, consistently~fr0m the standpoint ‘'of the: iqdividual S »
. ..No path leads from the individual to the totality;, there is at.: ooy
" — best a road, leading to’ aspects of particular areas,,dere frag- ST
. ments for the most part, 'facts' bare of any-confext, or to - ‘/EQ‘”.J':
‘abstract, special lawsd The totality of an-objett can only be .~ - '
posited if the positing subject is. itself totalit Y and if -
. the ‘subject wishes to: understand itself it must conceive of ‘
" the object as a . tothlity. :In modern aociety only the’ classes‘
“can represent this total point of view (Lukacs 1971a 28)

[FOAIE

-

Lukacs makes it parti; _:ly clear here that Marx 5 method i o
 to considerxthe probleﬁs pf the wh le of caﬁitalast society as. pro lems fd 3

fi_yof_the classes constitutin”fs_ the classes being regardéd as to alities".t;;
| .(ibid., 29), | - .,' S _” ; ’gg L Yo ‘“/_ _

Interpreting Lukécs dialectic I Mészaros points &ut that Lukacs i
concrete totality", as the 'true category of reality ai:‘concretiaed as.

socio-historical process' and in L_ ’cs tologz defined as a compleﬁ

f of complexes (Mészéros 1972 62) 7 f':xl.v&'%t , 15<'~;3; TR



| diff\arent. _~'=’Th'e'.‘_;."}lég’_‘a_iir-- apt

1

e

dominance s saysmAIthu§§et'(1969 256:

elaborate&expranation- ﬂff;'

© is. const uted ‘by a:

‘v.‘structured whole containing what. caqxbe called levels o%. in-i'
_*-stances, which are distinct.and. !refatively autonomous', and -
" co-exist within this comple

: L .\»_}»4 o
[

Oﬁfliﬁy

v..-,,x“ “1”. b

/)(

- v, w'\ ‘ o

e K

Wb know fhat ;he Mhrxist whole _cannot' be confused with the

"Hegelian whole: " if'1s ‘a whole. whose/uﬁity, far from: being:ﬁx-

pressivequ gpirit is unicy of Leibnitz's.or Hegel".whole
rain. type of cqpplexity, ‘the unity of a .

R

'Or again, and thls time a morefa  ,f:f

‘ tructural, unity,;articulated witﬁ v
' one another"accotding;to specific determinations, "’fixed in the:
=;~Last inatance by the 1evé’“' ' 4 :
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: Another author, Karel Kosik stresses also the close relationhip

\

fﬁof‘the\dialectical conception of totallty to dialectical contradictiﬁhs,
. pointinh to the possible dangers invqiyed in their separation v Kosik thus

'fbdfks of contradietions in totality and of the totality of the contradic-"
‘ I

5 :tions (Kozik, iuoa 37) In addition to his insistence on the important

‘diftérence between the di lectical categorz of totality and holism Kosih

-6

‘;emphasizes a significant mqment which he calls genetico-dynamic character U

"of totality fotality is\here viewed aq a complex and dynamic process

\

‘“the determinati/p of which pfésuppose the genesis anﬁ\development of this ;ff"‘

'totality. Ihis author supports his conciusions by the concrete example

of Marx 8 reasoning from Grundrisse (ibid., 50) Kosik describes concreteei

ltotality as the dialect}cal-matetialist position in cognition of reality ;;3f;::

e

the moments of which are destruction df'pseudo,cencr”eness cognition of e

b ’»‘\ /. .

.nthe hishorical character of phenomena ahd discove* of the objective con- Jv_tf

4.“ .\k : .~__ i-’. }1‘

g&_tent and meaning of - the phenomenon, as well as of its function and histori-f“tl'

15_,ca1 place within the social whole (ibid., 52) 9

'-“J Among the dialectical thinkers of prominence who also stress t:he._-:'~




o .
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: Every time it was a question of finding the' infrastructure ;' LT
" of a philosophy, a literary or artistic current ultimately we d e
. have beén forced to consider, nét a. generation, nation or church R
_not a. profession or any other: social grouping, but a social iﬁ;ss f‘
B and its relations to society.., S
R R (Goldmann,.l969 102)

91+

Goldmann s views aqe here»in fact close to his coutemporary, the
S ST
- _French sociologist G Gurvitch in whosa system of soeiology, clpsses
S figure as typicet}total social phenomena. 'j*e;L;a};.g' |

s | T o

What Gurvitch and Sartre have in common is the view that dialec-i"4'

n<tic has both ontological and epistemological aspects.. In other WO:ng it .n-7'

vifrefers Hoth to. the "connection between objective events and to the method
uhfof knowing" (Barnes, 1968 xi) Second both writers hsVe aIso emphssized;ji‘h

:,‘the totalizing aspect of the dialectical viewpoint and Both consider the.;r717
f:,dialectic as pertinent only to social reality.;p

. -i<‘ Ce

The total social’pheno-ff;;jfj

”menon occupies_‘a centrel plaqe in Gurvitch'samciology_. It is derived

T";‘totality (Bosserman, 1968' 102),:'"

,‘»s»Q

: L-Totality versue Holism




SRR Sz
rationalistic conce“tion (Descartes to Wittgenstein) con-'f L

A omistics

W

P)

LcEives of the whole aa the totalit%xcf the simplest elements-ot factk

osik) , In this conception society ,,for example, means at most
f the interaction of autonomous indlviduals. This ia also known in'
\}' '

science as methodological individualism or nominalism. In sociologyf% L

.‘“

its typical representatives are H Spencer, M Weber,,_ Pareto,.and”*

L

Weber s follcwers in the USA and in philOBOphy Descartes, Leibnitz;ﬂfﬁff‘:i
Locke, Hume, and the neo-Kantians S k N

3




It was explained earlier how both Kosik and Althusser argue most

".sdecidedly that the dialectica conception of tdtality is closely related ﬁk

:»]' to dialecti 1 contradictioniiiFor this they deserve credit. However,
7ﬂﬂ:it wag'also-shown that the realv:f?:'

"Efbelongs to Lukacs,g‘.“>

<

In his bo%k The Dialectic of ghe Concret published for the £Jrst
t.'time in Prague 1n 1965‘

.3Kpsik points qignificantly to the constant risk

‘ﬂﬁof interpreting the categoryfqﬁ‘totality unilaéﬁrally, lest it be completely




. more meaningful. oKosik was in fact contrasting two different concep-

’

3-

e Ty

c, y
e

o tions of realitzéj the dialectical conception of totality with holism., o

‘His conclusion 5. that the viewpoint of the concrete totality has nothing~ :'“\f

’ 7'in %ommon with the holistic organicist totality,'"wu!ch hypostathes the

- '/
(g;ﬁwhole before the parts and makes the whole iﬂto a myth" (1bid., 49) .

;pw Durkheim s sociologisn, with its priority of the grbup over the parts e

/

= ;c(the society as an entity 'gui generis) cbuld also be regarded as the most

‘,J'sophisticated form of holism known in sociology.l;, hfkf»af"" L
. | Quite on the Opposite side is, of course, the methodological indivi-A .
v_fvdualism/(in the above outlined division called "atomistic'), advanced first

v};‘by J. W_ N Watkins, and in sociology advocated most vehemently by V

iz&Pareth

: nd M Weber, and in philosophy by K. POpper and F A Hayek.xz.' ;

"~'Abstraction and‘Social-Realit_ff'

‘.r

Generally speaking, the dialectical category of totality, as a cons., iyy

..'1.-‘1“., o
:-f'ceptual totality, is a mental construct, an abstraction, but a reasouable

;_:~one, which has its Basis in reality, and is therefore a necessarystool

Va;ffor compreﬁending social reality. »To cOmprehend phenomena dialectically,

bles._ It means to see the parte and the_




{

‘xfz.lectic does precisely this.-ej:ﬂf‘Tﬁ
| Besides a way of seefng things Ma 'y dialectic is also his | ‘
approach to ‘the study “of problems. whic cqncentrates‘onylooking -j[“j~n
.. for. relationships, not only between different«entitiesjbut between . ‘-

o the same one. in times past present aﬁd future, says Ollman 61971 52)

1L(i'here > aud uow"" likewise the dialecticalltotality requires a temporal




L. - NS o - c

.

A legitimate question could be raieed with reqpéct to examples of

totalities in social reality ' Social classes have already been mentioned

— v,p-.
@ 4"

as 1nstances of concrete totalities in the political sociology of Karl

- i B f‘r‘ S
L Marx and the dialectical sociology of Geotges Gurvltch Marcél Mausa I
. , I u

~

: %‘Jho defined the subject matter of aociology as the study of total social
b phenOmena provided .an inatructive example in his study of potlatch' as %{ﬁ' ;%
fc_jat oncevaJuridicai}‘;conomic religiousf And aesthetic phenomenongb While f?ﬁ
'E,Mauss identified total socialrpheno;:na with global societies Gurvitch |
.T:seeme; to have thought that even micro—sociological elements could co;sti-:'
' ' ' =y j,l_" 1:*'C;Q:‘['r¢‘ - B

5 . ,—.;._‘

. :tute such totalit> 3 , -
‘T1&0n one point however, there is little doubt. Ihe domain of socio-"'

4
-

Iogy,‘broadly stated is social reality, and this social reality is con-ﬁ‘ggw?
' g

. ceived in the dialectical perspective as- a concrete totalityuf Thua, a11
S o . . '6

.N;;basic Marxian abstractiona\are framed within certain socio-historical
vt '-f.( ‘

rgdividualiman‘_

‘1

&\J é; -
a Being of_dfven i ied needs and abilities.

%ﬁis just as‘much‘




[y

! ‘ B '_, . . . ! L " ,:"..l : '. L K ' . " : . ) “ : | .’, .

Once the cateéory of totality is understood in terms of the trans- L

1 o --4-{» «';

'uformation of potentiality into reality - as unfinished potentiality with

e teleological 'future point' (Bloch) in view, then Marx 8 concept’of
.

Slom nf(which\is at the centre of his theury of alienation), can also be more -

[
st

,' p Operly grasped through the roncept o dialeﬁtical totality.
V A further eﬁﬂﬂple of the ca: n;:xy of totality is 111ustrated by the e
”oncept of "socio-econom1¢ i‘l@mtion" in ﬁarxist social science.t This con-;;

ept‘ already present in Mars' s works as a mode c~'production"'of social'f i

o ormation', was later more precisely form“

' conomic formation, covers all human rp‘a*i

ted by Leninx The term socio-htif}
s in'a specific society, or h L
:n a. group_o} societies‘which are based on the same type of relations of !

production. Thus socio—economic formation would be exemplified by feudalism, hf

L capitalism, socialism.; No doubt, such a eonstruqt is an q’ample of the ap—
N ﬂ* : .

'; of totality.. These two aSpects (the elements and the whole) are to be

T

ﬁi? man‘ although it is acoessibl 't
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13~4!h9193 Therefore the path ‘of knowing, from this 'chaotic representa-.

. tion of the whole (Marx s'phrase), to concrete totality, needs a: detour f.i

o via’abstraction.f,"Concrete becomes comprehensible through the mediation

!

:7‘of the abstract the whole through the mediation of parts" (K081k 1968"35)
VIt is widely known that the very basis ofvugfx 's thought wag the ”'j*':_

Bo-¢ alled method of abstraction.v It is-the method of ascénsion from the

I

i /[abstract to the concrete,‘nowadays emphasized by many‘of Marx s commenta-
d‘)\‘" e

tprs, and concisely explained by Marx himSEIf in his work‘t&lled A Contri-l,"f

'”"bution to the Critique of Political Econ 23 published in 1859 To start

'45""in economics with "population" seems to be correct, says Marx but on g,mfff;';

.‘close examination this proves false Very soon one realizes that this S

'_category (population) is only an abstraction, if we leave out'the classes

P

'"'";ofrwhich it is composed And these classes are again an empty phra.e iff’”:f"

o

'""one is not fﬁ‘—yiar with the elements on which they rest e g. wage

71abour, capital etc., which 1n turn presuppose exchange, prides, divisiOn |
‘of labour etc. :"Thus if I were to begin with he population this would
e K AR ,,lm - ’: iy . . i .

Jbe a chdotic concept"on of the Whole "SaYS’Marx »(p::




g that in its complexityoand thoroughness th¥ dialectical totality sur-

\»

i totality q;ffers sharp1y fgIm holism in that it is concefyed as, 45 a- Y;“?fi L

e.g

LT rgg
R ‘-, v LA e v' v

The preceding diajrssio% leads to an. obvioua oonclusion, namely,r o

Passés the sociological holism the explanator?“?ower SF whgyh isrlimited?7

and often insufficiept to pravide a’ deeper insight That i to sa that '-/"”
g

L ,'/r"' .

the dialectical totality offers a solution to the contrdversy between*the

-

extreme positiona of holism and nominalism. As such the’ dialectical .{:']‘ -

concrete totality and not an abstract totum) b) as a "negative totality"

”‘7 which "evolvea only by virtue of its contradictory forces" (Mhrcuse, 1964'~

= 158~9) and incorporates and is based on internal contradictions and c)__;,f"“

preted as the whole" (Marcuse ibid.).id

(Marcuse 1965 83)




"dialectical negation"), the dialectical complementarity, the dialectical
L &
unity of content and form, continuity within discontinuity, and the unity

. e . ) S . [ . S
e of theory and practice.v‘f-“?. ,f-:{ﬁf_ m'_ 57?,” o 'A'?R?Qﬁgg";ft

- A A " -

'U'_'gories of dialectic, will appear in the second part in the &iscusaion of

i dialectic and sociology, as independent elements, approximating what was“

‘."up to now treated only as an ideal type of dialectic..llﬁ3eQ

'v«. R . B . .

Many of these elements, incorporated here into the two major cate-?“.”'



Hegism_ggn be best explained L is conttasEed with its oppos{te,
- With‘methbdologiéaa ‘indivi alism.l Briefly stated nominalfsm -\

P tionalism and: dialectic are: ‘Holistic, although at the same ‘time

14 translated from German'by:'f ‘W Ryazanskayay

ze,

iror methodological individualish i social science ‘holds to the ~view'
that all social. phenomena’ ‘must ;be, fegarded as the sum of the acts of
individuals, -and’ that society 15 an. aggreghte Of interaccing indivi-

" quals. Consequently, A Ehis perspective, social wholes—are only

fheorefical construc;s which have,no substantial reality.
. ‘.) |.,

. : .'“l" .
s <r ’

Under "category" are gener&lly understood bAsic logical concepts re< fo o

flecting ‘the ‘most géneral’ fand’ essential properties,

aspects and re-'
lationg of things and phenomenali"reality : : e

& ‘mem ers. oglthisrschool was considerable

N l
P

A G Franw° ar : ﬁ‘lgr with Pa Van den'Berghe that botn func;

ﬁto thre major differences betweeg thege ’ ;wo types of
1 o the 1hand states flatly that

" m§‘ﬁ 3

M. Nicof aus

4

nChicago School of Soqiology, and the,;ﬁf,;alff




Similarly, to the members of the Frankfurt School the concept of
. ‘totality implies a "heterogeneous constellation of mediated.rela- ’
'~ tionships, ultimately irreducig}e to any one- of its components",
: < (Jay, 1974 41) T o L S
»Quite opposite to Lukécs' dynamic, and therefore dialectical, con-
" ception’ of totality, is’ the image of an unmediated; segmented R
7Y frozen’, and there fore nou—dialectical, conception of totality.,' ;."
,, .. Lukécs' encounter ‘with Marxism also. provided a solution to "the >
N -problem of, immediacy—mediati n-totality" (Mészaros 1972 70) .
-+ “Lukécs ,has thus found as the jcrucial intermediary link - of all’ human
: %phenomeqs in man's "practicojcritical activity", with its ultimate
- . reference 'in the sphefe of economics (ibid.). ' In' this respect Gt %
.\‘Lukécs differs from some members.of the Frankfhrt ‘School (such ag -
: S 7Habermss), whose epistemological pluralism refuses to reduce’ the.
;gi';u"-socialowhole to the économic: substructure, (See Martin Jay, i "Some v
o . Recent" DeveIOpments in Critical Theory" Berkelex Jgurnel»of Socio--f~
‘w;'_ logx Vol” XVIII (1973-74) p. 41) 3

R 8. To this difference between Hegel and Marx with respect to. the cate- S

' ' ‘gory of totality, Professor Marcuse! gives a somewhat. different em- 5“v\4g
phasis;-"Fon Hegel, thertotslity was the totality of reason, a = < ..
closed ontological ‘systen", ‘to Marx ' ("who detache dialectic frompj" '
‘this ontological base™), the . totality is the totdlity of class ” -

21 S society.. In, his work the negativity ‘pf reality becomes istorical
ai?' . .condition and dialectic becomes historical method" (Marcuse, 1964- ‘
313~ 315) SR

: ‘v:-‘ ’

T 9, Kosig 8- conception'Will be £urther discussed with reference to‘his
's‘:',:.views on- holism. oo ST : S

-

- L10h. This viewpoint was shaged by M.'Merleau-anty who also‘considered‘
" the concept of. totality,a'fundamental categcr,\of,Marxism;y' ;

- whole controversy ‘over "the . 0
' nature, ‘the most relevant seems to be Professor'MsrcuSe s ccmment
'"The dialectical totality agsfh'includes nature, buthoﬁly iniso
. far: athhe ‘latter enters and conditions the hist 8.0
social reproduction." (1964- 14) :

N his whole socioloéy, namely, that the individual

B iety of in&ividusl",(Aronu Vol IL; 19%
‘the’’ same placexAron ‘haas this to say: "We have. here” . th :
,utline of whst is to be one,of Durkheim,s central ideas th ougho




:vwete prevented: from finding ‘their. definttion within the ‘whole ‘and, f e

Kl

A discuasion of the controvetsy over: the metﬁodolégical individue- :

- liem and holism would go beyond the'Limits. of thia chapter and work. L

f: Criticizing the vulger materialists, Iukécs expressed'the same idea

much better" "The cruden&bs and conceptual nullity of ‘stch thought
{tory nature of capitalist aociety.‘ Its determiﬁants‘teke on’ ‘the ap-
pearance. of timeless, ‘eternal- categoties valid for-all ‘social  forma-
tions, = This could be seen at its crassest in ‘the vulgar bourgeois

',‘economista, but the vulgar:. Marxists soon’ followed 'in their: footsteps.,;f

The. dialectieel method as overthrown and with it ‘the methodologi-~

cal swpremacy .of the & lity over ‘the individual: &speets- the. parts

linstead the whole :was dismissed as unscientific or else it de-ff "11-3
generated into. the: mere- 'idea{ or 'suii' of ‘the- parts. ‘With the tota-1~

5f.lity out of the way, “the fetishistic relationa of the: isolated parts. -

' 14 .
© - ' totality; where the ‘whole is" conceptualizqg ‘as-a sum of separate.-

o1

appeared as a timeless law’ valid fBr every human,aociety" (Lukacs,,’“

S 1971a: 9). “j;-, ,,,;1,. __::_,,._ @A,‘v',, i A _;e, ':,a#v ,;,;;;

. ’ S , -
-Thie is, of coutee, not the cese with the common sense conception oﬁl

-g;‘iparts~aftér the model of . closed circle. (See qu details An. Ollman;'jl.;
;'1971 253) S e : . ’

. .\..

The: eomplexity involved “in Mnrxian concept of totality can well bé

“illustrated by Mészéros” summary of the multifarious nature of - {’jﬁ:}
" Marx's ‘analysis of cepitalism. (See Istvan Mészérbs, Marx's Theogx R
'Aof Alienationg London,nMErlin Press, 1970 pp. 99 100) "'
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,J;f‘” CHAP¥ER v
e EUROPgAN BACKGRLUth‘ FORMAL#HEUR;erO;biALEcricv4ff_ el
co ‘ e . ‘v"‘ oo : ‘ 00,
o ' ‘ _ s T
. The'dial tic and the science of society are inseparable. 1The' S

same,»however, c nnot be said for sociology, which in its quest forre{ff
;}scientific defin tion has too often abandOnedvthe dielectic as "metaphysi-luff
'fp‘ cal"'h Exceptions, of course, do exist because this aeparation proves im-<='
leossible.. Thus isolated elements of dialectic can be found in the cOncep- L
uf;~.tigns of numerous western scholars., In fact many of the precepts of _i

nrv;scientific thought which Engels considered to be the traits oz the dia- Tfff
' nlegtic, have in the meantime been incorporated 1nto the methodological ’.““
”andepisten;logZ§el £oundations of the social scﬁences although they are Hmi

2 ffnot called dial tical. o

-No known sociologist could be consideredp"icompletezdialecticiAn ‘_‘?f

“.“of th"calibre of Hegel end Mhrx, for the qu§te understandable reason that
SRR, ¥ - R
;;Hegel an_ Marx were philoaophers while sociologyhdeveIOped lt the tur of

.-..‘

’vﬂ(ontolosical characterietics.




Nevertheless, the conceptions of certain western sociologists and

4

“ socisl scientists abound With elements.of'dialectical perspective.‘,One‘j

B reason for this lies in the fact thst the early origin of sociology can' -

,} be’ traced to the philosophy of history, of such thinkers as Ibn Khaldun, '

fi;‘Vico, SaintcSimon and Hege1,. ".:,w

;'] selective. Not all sociologists, in who:‘

f;f;nowevet, the fact remains thst any dialectizeti

P (

‘ For quite understandable rea#o s the following analysis must be

thought the dialectic is present

j in one form or another, cen be included Even less is it possible to take

: other social scientists such as ethnologists, political scientists,_eco--ﬁ“.;{¥

3 'I-.

o nomists or philosophers into consideration,. Instead of selecting a smsl-'“

. ler number of representative scholsrs, in whose works the dialectical per- ﬂfﬁ

v s .

.;spective is most pronounced it is more feasible to take a group of certain

wgwestern social scientists,_whose works show sufficient evidence?of dialec-fjjf

o &lu .

;ftic snd to deal with their treatment of s few msjor themes.lf”‘ljlb

Dialectic/is By no- means 8 distinctly B“ropeanfﬁaﬂ“ P

 of ‘soe! logical thoug c

Inrother‘words,_thevff et



Georg Simmel --the German ph11030pher of Neo-Kantian orientation - ?:5

¢

was by far the greatest dialectician among the founders of European socio-af i

. logy.‘ Karl Marx was another but he was not a sooiologist by profession

anyway.» It 13 one of the theses of this work that the Simmel-Chicago

e

School 11aiaon haa brought the elements of dialectical conception to fﬂ7t""?’

American sociology.f»'i;”vx"

dialectical thinkers. Not many‘elementsbof reaV_dielectical‘thought'oan

'?l centered on the presence of dialectic in European:e: :

Simmel and Georges Gurvitch Additional‘reaeonsiare tha

tensive number of publications on Simme :

:-ngmet;ce., The sociologica ‘history of B



:ffragmentary form, thesg "elementa" (e.g. dialectical reciprocity, polari- |

o zation complementarity, tra;§£$Sfation Of quantity int ﬁT?‘:

‘szed in Meazéros phraee

i"_'zanenacim' " (1970) ;

7’capitalist thought.é




?ff;'logy. Most often dialectid 1s absenglin ;he‘major schools of sécidlogy :

‘f@fairly well accounted for by the empiricist o;ppositivist tradition,‘1  ?j o
\ _ . e 'Uiﬂru

}through a mild reformism.

However certain




if%oncentionxatel_QT‘

only fragmentarily present in the works of the scholarly representativea,f

-'l‘of these schools, the§3are indicative of the growing interest in dialec-.”"' '

tics in America.. It ia preciBElx in thia respect that onel@am find-a h

rationale for anaiwsing the dialectical components already preseﬂ;fin ,_,'

loomed large.r_tﬁ'. B

certain schools that have thrived in American sociology.’ The following e

'\" [

.V analysia thus hopes to-show to what extent the dialectic is new and to

. . . B
o S i

"‘ what degree it has been already incorporated into the aystem and thought

.,/

iof some- of the major representatives of the specific schools in aociology.~‘ i

Although the differences between Georg Simmel (1858—1918) andQ_

Georges Gurvitch (1894— 965) surpass by far their similarities the fact |

,,m

remains that their sociblogical concept}éhs were a grest deal permeated

by the dialeotical quality of their thought. Gurvitch who really be-[?ﬁ?

approach in sociologyr; Simmel on the contrary, rarely used the term .ffi; e

'dialectic ;‘although in hia reasoning the dialectical mode of thinking

ialectics‘;
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L. THE }nmmcnc OF FORMAL socmloGY : "Ga'oacf;_' SIMMEL i

: o : B , o
when SimmeT s influence and career is considered the striking
d“factvﬁnoticed by many who wrote on him, is that despite his personal quali-
vidties as a very talented lecturer, his prolific scientific output of books

A.and articles, and his insightful analyses of social reality, Simmel had
ot —'t?‘r’“_fw 2 ST
’;considerable difficulty in achieving adequate academic recognition. jﬂf' s
' o e I
f3§ Simmel 8 Jewish origin and the existi g anti-semitism in the Germany of

r"*’f‘\ )

L

l'.his time, his diversity of interests and his lack of systematic thorough-"

CI B

';ness have usually been offered as expianations.f Even in the decades that J_ff
:_;followed Simmel 8 death in 1918 Simmel '8 pogularity was not great.“fflzi.c’ﬁ
- ‘, It is the contention.of the present writer that Simmel was neg-’ g
Hbf’lected in the 1930's and on, particularly on account of the rather devas- e;}:
:-tating critique of P A Sorokin whose clasaical book e Congemgoragx :

Soci lca""eo‘ first published in<1928 and translated subsequently

:'-into many languages, contains a disqualifying and somewhat sweeping cri-

tique of formal sociology" In it,‘Sorokin simply attacked Simmel and his

AL

sociology as an inadequate :nd wr_ngly orientedfschOOl.v He;claimedjthat

e

;"1Q*forms of sociar-reﬁations were being studied by almost all social science

t*- .(‘..

'”Vfbaseless. He considered,‘tO

tl:gcontent was fallacious,



e -
. 'domEin'-VHis WOrks for example, disclose an interest in psychology,,

R

o 1dterature,.art end history. Thus we are confronted with a problem ‘a8 aff'f

-

\

- to how to classify Simmel as a thinker and scholar.. Several authors have‘” a

vﬁsuggested that—gimmel ehould be looked upon primarily as -a philosopher ofﬁ_;.y

icontemporary culture whose lei;motif was the pbilosophy of life €Lebensff;,ff

philosophx)

M R P S : el '
In the fr work of this chgpter we. shall restrict our’ attention B

Q?o one valuablesaspect of Simmel's thought which is often* in the hasaye I

. - L \ R

,:n; on Simmel either insufficiently emphasized or only lightly touched upon.rkiff

pologist R Murphy (1971) Others, such as’ R. Aron (1965)”,_i*i

(1965), 1' Caplow (1968) P K Etzkorn (1968) and D;

.‘,-.

fic1ent1y recognized




'/ ] . .

recurrent regularities of in;;raction" H Becker and H E Barnes sqy.ﬁ ol
Ty V. . -
Critics who have appa ently understood very little of Simmal s
" ‘work ‘have' eyen gone so far \as to. equate his exclusion of content -
v-,'*:in the speciaf‘meaning attac ed to that term, with "emptiness "jk.%:_
.. ‘Exgo, say’ thege’ writers, Simmel's sociology is'a hollow shell; ‘the - 0
- .warm, pulging- life of society is to:be sought elsewhere. Now the jf» .
‘ .amazing ‘thing' about Simmel '8 work is precisely his ability to’ 1end
. tolor anﬂ mo ement to the ‘most- abstract type. of sociological ‘ana-

. lysis‘ there" s far more: cOntent in his sociology, using that tern' |

in: its ordinary méaning, ‘than-is. to be found in many if not most
:;vof his critics.ﬁ (1961 890-891)

L '

AlthOugh Simmel was known to American.sociologists during his L

..‘\‘._
EAY

L life-time through the works and’;ranal tions of A W Small R. E Parkb

51960'3.

TO’theﬁe one should add the eignificant contributions of Lewig'” .

S A Coser whose best known work The Functions of Social Conflict (1956)u

~

the "synopsis_ £
Simmel is not



B . °

Forms according to this auchdr, are not;'enerar concepts atrived

L e

at by generalization and abstraction which retaiv thé ”ost common of all

I

:; contents. (1bid ) "Simmel s program does not rule out coubeut"* continuesl-]

'Tiflherent cggtent but with regard to 1ta'f

L Simmel and A, Small Tenbtuck:concludes~th'tVaociology,»although in%this

\

1:l'Tenbruck.f "A11 it asks is: hat realityybe viewed not with regard to in SR

rmé-" (ibiﬁ., 79) qp11ow1ng_;;i'”

‘.’,perSpective understood aa tha?study of forms, cannoa study form per se
3f}{(1bid ). | i £ ‘







'analysis, and the 'vanity of opposites in sociaI rea"lihy._-f'f',‘ A_" L

COBe]?\ 'd(:e not: use the latter expresslon ("unity~ qf oppoqites") but t:he

“lexample.s he uses fi'om Simme}. can be,réduced more or /Iess,

to this phrase.”}-.._ v

Thuﬁs,forexample,thedi ] ’,ical tension bet:ween t:he mﬂividual o

‘/ . ° . . : ~",l

S




SR ”‘:“ o J‘ s "};% ‘“_ < “:; B SRR X 115

e '~‘ -1 ’ 9. N . o s o T L ’ i ‘ * ' y ! ’ \9 ‘1‘ T o ' ' v

o tigism, rela&ionism,,or even functionalism -~ 1is. nothing less than one of .
the basic postulates of dialecoic only it is not recognized as such

®

28 of Simmel 8 dialect{cal views are really %umerous,,g‘
. ﬂ‘,

and‘it wOuld an;going beyond the limits of this work to list them all{ L

'Q

Only for the sake of illustration will the,most characteristic examples= i

be mentfoned ; ‘f~ : ;- ;’ . i"
. C e L : -
° : " «';, E - - . J L oo

The dialectical view o{ the unity of opposites, the transformation ‘

~ 1’./-‘ ‘:-,Z‘

e

'fl of phenomena into their Opposites,_and change of quantity into new quality -

oy g
: v

all these dialecﬁical principles can be found in most of Simmel s WOIRB.Q,:

\‘ -

Thus, for example when discussing his concept of stranger ,jf

)

P Simmel emphasizes the/importance of the unity of nearness and remoteness

W w .

involved in any human,relation. The stranger is described as a.-d

I . . Wl e
. ,_ouz:w: t, . o : . o

that is

‘5Tpotential wanderer as & person who comes- today but stays tomorrow. fln‘; S

N him are united the twa/tharacteristics. liberation from a giwen point in sz.:'

lg,'space (exemplified in wandering) and its conceptual Opposite -‘fixation

L

R This also applies to conflict and peace., Both ih the succes-
ff"f{,sion and in the simultaneity of. social life, the two are 'so inter-
Sl g0 Woven. that in every state -of - peace the conditions of future con-
'fT'fligg ‘apd- in‘évery’ conflict the conditions of future peace, are o
: d. (Simmel 1964& 109) e e e e

The dialectical quality of these vie%s cannot be-deniedj"because

c~'_



Just °°’ the:e ‘(Obﬂbl Existz no: social unit ,nmwhich 'con-
: t_zvergent aud divergent .purr: ut’s anong i ;
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o i N ‘.‘,‘;__,‘ . .v . o

’J;interaction among their membera, which inevitably disappear when the f;ﬁ\}f‘;
2'group grows largen" (Simmel 1964b 87) Analysing authotity and prestige;.,

'y Simmel describes a pereon of supetior significance and str%ngth" "By

'acting 'authoritatively the quantity of his significance is transformed

'41

“T’into a° new quality" (ibid., 183) 6

ilh tions as ambivalenta. Simmel's concept sociecion' 4

{

Nﬂf}le: ‘ﬂf;i 1 ggif?~fv,;7:‘£
A A distinctly dialectical view of internal contradictions of e
L"social groups ia also found in Simmel's characterization of human rela—y'

Q\

\

B is relevant here, and on this subject Profeaso"Coser hns this to say;u{;f
- RO
'.Hfl ¢ To Simmel sociation alwaya involves harmony and conflict‘ .

. . attraction and: repulsion, ‘love a _gg hatred. . He ‘saw’ human relations T
. .as8’ characterized by ambivalence ptecisely those who are. connected A
. -in-intimate relations are® likely to harbor for one another nq\ponlyf-" TR
”’positive but also negative sentimenta (19651f11 12) : o




"\;f‘at the time when western capitalism temporarily and in the short ‘Tun,

When one’considers the social causes and origins of his school |
‘finas uell as the fadtors in its disappearance the position taken'by Prof
vi.,h_R Lukic of the University of Belgrade is of interest Formal sociology,};i
’i’he writes, appeared at the turn of the century, that is to say, precisely

.

‘iffvwas going thnough a relatively stable and safe phase.; Thus the socio-u'jif

;‘: logy of civil (bourgeois) society could indulge in pure'; grand-scale‘::h
‘fltimeless and spaceless taxonomies of social processes and £0rms of socia-“hiikf

.'aifetiona'(iukic 1967 46)

: ,'7SimMe1 as. the most eminent representative of this school was~~5'f"f*'
‘b"" «A .’H N : ’

H- B

) ”J'also a philosopher whose dialectical view;_were rooted in the German 21;37;”

‘tifidealistic philosophical tradition.} His dialectic.has both epistemologif;t‘

.»<ca1 and ontologi%al‘traits although the former Seem 0 prevail._ In this

: ;frespect his dialectic is similar to that of Georges‘Gurvitchi: Another

?Afsimilanity can be found in the heuristic nsture;f

E other words dialectic serves Simmel asfan aid in his analyses and ”;hjﬁ”h‘"'”

’f,coveries through reasoning._



noticed by other writers.« (Aron, 1965. 139 Coeer 1971 I92 Iarael

’/

1971 132 Murphy, 1971 130 133) The simi]:arity ‘r eepecially pro- T’:_.j'fi".vjfl"‘-}

nounced with reference to the phenomena of alientation objectification 7if"

and reification.: That Simmel dwelled On Marx e idees is very Kikely. j.ifeff
However, the similarity may also be attributed to the similar mode of 2
:‘ th°u8ht that is to aay, both scholars were dielectical thinke;p. ;f;%‘i

Finally, pro£0und1y important ie Simmel's Opinion that the very.} o
charecter of hpman life is dialectical.v Like Freud his view of cnlture

is based on the contradiction between theindividual and civilization,

between the continuity of the life-process and acts of individuationfs-

brought about by the trends of modern societyﬂ‘iWhere Marx saw lebour's‘“f

320) Thiw philoeophical _ovement ‘was charactex
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a As a member of this philosophical movement Simmel could scarce1y15

ffxtbe viewed aa a complete dialecticiaj, although tr ;by’far more of a

./.

"{?ldialectical t inker than the sociologists of his time and generation.lgﬁtfun

'i;,Aufhebungu qeems to be something alien
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f?in»_orrh;Americe;LVhereﬁoniyle[feﬁ;offhibubooks?ha?egeojfer{heenvtreneﬁf“'”'

Even more surprising 18 the fact that the nternational Encxclo—

civnces (1968) does not have an anticle on Gurvitch

who is in fact mentioned only once in che article on Maurice Halbwachs by t "Y

Georges Friedman,9 Gurvitch~was aware of chis isolation when in hie auto— f{(;ﬁ

'f:biographical no;es he said "For the'most part American and French socio— e

s ‘ N i l . B
IOgiats consider me a philosopher who has entered the wrong door, and

5i; the ph11050phers regard me%as a traitor whb changed camps long ago.

(Bossermen,_1968 57) When it ie remembered that modern western socio-

Gurvitch often reiteratedﬁtheﬂnecessity )

T .

theory and empirical research end?vlso7between philonphy and :st:u:iolt:ogy,?-"{_~






~'7&efinitiOn., It also appears on almost every page of Gurvitch 8 major,s
" ,ﬂworks, and thus occupies the central place 1n his sociology. The concept_'
'1was taken dlrectly from Marcel ﬂauss and in Bosserman 8 words it under-, o

“lines Gurvitch's notion of society 8; totality, its wholeness.‘ Total

' '-social phenomena are social reality (Bosserman 1968 2), or as: Gurvitch

',says "The totalxsocial phenomena are real totalities which move and ereiﬁ"”i”;

;ceaselessly changing" (1965 23)

Despite some vagueneas regarding a more precise definition of this 7”117

. ‘)‘

- crucial concept of Gurvitch sﬂsociology, qpe>thing is clear. Gurvitch;”

"5speaks of partial and global total social phenomena Iarger society

'eff(global society) is an example of Gurvitch's global total social phenomenon..,f,

.‘say. ”““

‘ To restrict the concept'of total so ial phenpmeno to global
 society, would mear however, to commit &’ grave methﬁw
. error. - Every group; ‘as ‘well’ -as-every, manifestati 0,

. can:and should be ‘conceived -as ‘total’ ‘phenome;

o

:ﬁ.in the totality of their depth levels..(Gur




htotality. As we have seen, it 1s applicable not only to macro-structures,
but to the micro-structures of society as well In other words, even small
groups could be considered as tothl social phenomena in Gurvitch‘s special

meanlng of totality

. Basically, the concept of total social phenomenon has two funcﬁions o

‘ in Guryitch's sociology.. First it stresses the basic structure and. struc—.iU
‘Wtural completeness or wholeness-‘that 18 to say,‘every social phenomenon
is total if it possesses all basic Jgualitatively specific, and mutually ?~y'
irreducible dimensions existing in social reality (Milic,(1965 533) ' _11s;ﬁ1

. Second the concept of total social phenomenou emphasizes the need for the .

rholistic -or. total approach to the study of social facts,‘as opposed to the S

.{«,4.

prevalent segmentalization and compartmentalization which characterize the ‘

; repudiation of the'di‘iectical processes on: the part of positivistic socio-yi




T LAV DI -‘faﬁf*
In his degth-sociologx Gurvitch distinguishes ten depth-levels L

'of total social reality, according to their accessibility to observa-;;}r,.,nily

ctions.¢ These ere- 1) the morphologicel and ecological surface, 2) social

-

organizations 3) social patterns or models 4) regular collective be-~ R
. ‘ it s e

'haviour not confined to socisl organizstions, S) the web of sociai roles,._if}r

'\1,

',_5) collective attitudes 7) social symbols, 8) Spontaneous, innovstivé

A,“v

L and creative collective behaviour, 9) collective idees and values, iO) w;,fi,_
: P - :

"5fcollective mentslities (or collective consciousness)

."?31 All these ‘epth-levels are in themselves dead abstractions if

"'separeted from eny;concrete total phenomenon.”iThey ariﬁpnly conceptual

?ltools with ‘an heuristic function. As such this'type Of anslysis”is 39"

“ "plieﬂ to global (inclusive)’societies, to” groups; and to forms offsocie 'f'.;y

‘fjbility. 'f";ff'””“

“ :




of the hqrizontal aapect investigates the different forma 1n which total

;1 social phenomena eppear, as we11 as their relations. (Milic 1965 556)

Gurvitch wa,s of t?e opinion that: total social phenomena make t;heir’v_,‘ S

appearance in three basic f”orms~*' 1) microsociologic&l (e % forms of

‘ sociability) 2) special social groupings, (e.g., B social classes)'.' ‘ 3)

81°b81 or total societies. Mut:ual qonnected ss of al 1t

fic e:deavour. : Having crit




as 'a pat?i‘way 3. the way followed "oz: e

,_ﬁ’




L
e

L'such as;fun'uional correlationw regukpritiq% of;trends Iaﬁéé?ﬁ:;‘

of probabglity and speciallcausality.__,ﬁ_f




s

.
5o

5 Reciproc_gv of pgrsgectives involves so:tofspeak 'mutuai, '_ht;"‘
hmmanency.' Examples would be inventibns which are results of ihdivxdual fh,i_
creativity, but which occur under certain“histoiical conditions oréah o

case of bureaucratic organizations which both c;eate and attract certain f'{‘

) personalities.l?_‘.'*"¢;M T 'dflf f‘«{@,?f

Although on the surface, Gurvitch's operational procedures of

dialectic seem very’little related to the more conventional and tradi--‘ S

4 - ',o

tional cOnceptions °f dialectic (HESGl Mﬂrx) on a closer look ‘some- simiﬂ“ f f;

larities are’ nevertheless detectable._ The similarity becomes particularly

B evident in the fourth procbgure (dialecti'ol polarization), which comes =
closest to the c1a881ca1 notion of dialectic Lff7:1wf‘e'h{*hfl_.f.§'°i_i-a v

As a true movement dialectic concerns primarin human reality
%» which is social reahity par exceﬂence. It is particularly in his latest

works that Gurvitch emphasxzed the connection between dialectic of«socials:i,,

‘ .
. Y

reality and the dialectics of human experience,,understood broadly as in~ :qub
SN

. O

d1v1dua1 and collective human praxis.: Thus, Iike other Frenoh scholars

-Q i(Sartre Goldmann),.and like Lukacs itch too considered dialectic toix”

"l‘« : . Py R . N IR W

be exclusively man s characteristic.“hﬂffi';?vf'**
'k«‘-, . “:‘J‘d ’

Y S

We . have proposed to,characterize Gurvitch'

empirico-realis'ic ‘ﬂi

.‘,

dialevtic as chiefly an.heuristic deuice because this seems to bﬁ.the ;fd?, i

main role assigned to it by the author. Arguing.against equating dialecf;”ﬁﬁﬁ

‘N




. ) . . co e R '-*._ - e

<
Sy

[t

s

At the beginning of his essay on dialectic and sociology, ,

Gurvitch describes every suthentic dialectic as a demolition of all ac-;ii

.

quired concepts with the purpose of preventing their mummification'A )
which resug/s from their incapacity to grasp the real totalities in motion

( en rcgg ) (Gurvitch 1962 5) The heuristic‘nature of_this dialec-”

-

//tic comes again to the fore in the following formulation" “As»a method
the Hialectic has meaning only when considered as ‘a preliminary purrfica-‘.;:i.'
jl : ‘ '
tion as an. ordeal, a harsh test necessary to any science or\philosophy "

(ibi.d . 1962- 14). SRS
R \Therefore when Gurvitch attributes to his dialectic the role of "

}; cleansing the path to’ original experience and to originsl non-dogmaticn L

thought through destruction of all acquired and crystalize’ concepts,

i

3 this is another statement of the heuristic character of his dialecti@ 14

Gurvrtch's interpretation of dialectic is different from the main

o

philosophic%&’tradition. Even in sociology it is unique and stands as a
ﬁ; solitsry conception different from she dialectic of Marx and Simmel.- 'ﬁ‘:”:{;T

This dialectic possesses a number of specific traigg One would probably

S agree that mere foroeful emphssis on totslity, as well as on the dialec-u

R

RERNE I b

tical nature of social reality and thought is in itself a very signifi-»

Lo
e

JEY csnt a hievement of GurVitch's sociology. Another significant aspect is,' |

of course the destruction of the facticity, frsgmentation and ompartmen-?ffj;if

talization which characteriZes positivism. ,_"‘
As a genersl approachr the heuristic role':f this dislectic seems L




-_dialectic only modestly in his analysis of social reality,'some COmments
are in ordet hete, gﬁf; R ,

¥ e

Undoubtedly, Gurvitch has significantly contributed to at least

'fthree substantive areas of sociology. to the sociologv of law, the

e . 4 ’
y

' sociology of knowledge, the sociology of moral life, and to some degree ;3Q;~\¢

B 3fto the study of social classes In most of these areas of sociOIOgy

:Gurvitch has applied his dialéctical method One regularity can be noticed

however when his works are’ reviewed in time perspective and progression?€ _\f@
.;yrhe dialectic is ‘more. often present in his later works. .;;”Jgr;:
S o L AR

Thus,- nh _rvitch LR Sociology of Law, first published in 1942

: idiSIECtic is least noticeable. Nevertheless the roots of Gurvitch's dia-‘f'“ 'h

,Iectical views are already present.in this work Gurvitch here contrasts S
. : ¢

,fythe dogmatism,'slowness,’and conservatism of jurisprudence with the always

thlochanging perpetual dynamism of law (1942 10)

In his study of social timeflGurvitch stresses that/nothing re-ifﬁw.'

"dquires the dialectical approach more than the proble of time and that

-lf“all the charscteristics can only be(understood'dialectically as. "discon?

a1 never unilatersli;
:ameworks condition

o ffor us,- It is’ reciprocal because thetl
“-;time as: well as being conditioned by"




A The total social phenomena both produCe and are products of
e,},social time, -move. and ‘unfold in: Aty ,Thus socidl. time canrot be -
“fdefined without defining‘che total social phenomenon‘,eibid., 27)
f ] 1. \ Ny

The study of sociel time can be understood as a. part ‘of . thev“"k
. R o (\ »_" e
j‘logy of knowledge. In his lasc major work Iee cadres sociaux de la con- ;

:.naissance (19665,15 dialectic ﬁf amply applied in the discussion of che ‘}L;ff?
e 'discincuon between "sociality by, partial fusion" and "sociality by par-
: ial OppositiOn (ibid., 1971 461 and also in the dialectical theory o
!'»-of the relationship between sociecy and the individual cbnsciousnesa, or

in the dialectic relation beCween a social framework and‘knowledge where “;wg
. . ) R

T

. ?laImOBt &11 five dialecticaI pvbcedures areitwolved&16

| 'I.'he study-_of ot
[ 3 R }"E_P. 2 . .
o ,-:stresses the }adically d\ialectical procesq involved in structura:iorl’ re-? '.f

= i r'

”f:Jstructuration and destructurﬁtion of thesa 1uporcant and meallsocial

j355groupings.-;,

f*fdlness-, The: 1a1ecticai quality of thia view/is seéen



e

industrial society, reasoned Gurvitch -at new techno-bureaucratic clasaf:'nf“n-

ie emerging.; It has been gaining in strength and powet, to the detri-Life;3 S
ment of both workers and the capitaliats.,if7ai‘_ fv"_ ;l'onﬁ‘f o ,;f?'l .

In thie respect compared to. Gurvitch's views Marx 8 optimism*i'

'u with :egard to disappearance of clasaes, seems to have been premature.3ff5

The dieleccic of ceaseless restructuration and destructuration seems to

S

be militating toward ‘a. more peséimistic view., This isNtﬁe view of a new

industrial and post~industria1 aociety with a techno-buxegucracy (based ;f ?

: on skill -and’ knowledge) as a dominating soeial clase, premonitioned by

'l L :'

A? > Gurvitch, .

5 In conclusion, compared to Marx 8 dialectic Gurvitch's dialecti"'f

’_\.
L

vistic. _It does Operate with the category of totality, but is devoid of“ﬂ
any contradictions.,ai‘ffn' ' L ‘

l
.
As

views._ Thus in his_Traité 'e ociolo ie




:sociology characterizes the works of,Weber, Durkheim, Simmel Pareto
Sorokin nirsons, Merton and the whole of 20th century American socio— “1f‘

'~logy. Gur itch however, criticizes Simmel for wanting to exclude from fﬂ*
‘ sociological studies ‘all, cultural phenOmena and a11 activity of groups T

il

- and societies. In this respect Gurvitch supports Durkheim s criticism f_
iof the Simmel concepti’%g;; Further Gurvitch sees in Simmel s sociologyt%f“i:f
..,~. i 5

-7nominalism, individualism, and idealism - which destroy socisl reality.

~

;Gurvitch thus coneludes his criticiam.ﬂ "The trouble with Simmel is pre-;j_j{;?;

o cisely that he does Dot understand that groups and societies can‘ﬂtfbe77

'.-reduced to interpersonal relations, snd that he does not have aifeelii f;tﬁ_i"
' _unfor building of structures" (Gurvitch 1966 Vol, 1 13)

On the other hand the dialectics of Simmel“and Gurvitch are notﬁ}r

of his method '1‘0 put n differently, smne 8 dialecti

'”tions._ Thus, we. can con. ud




&

o/ FOOTIOTES (Ghapes: V). .

"’[l;'”,It could be perhaps argued that the dialectic wes ‘a characteristic
o of ‘Durkheim's method. ‘Seé’ in particular Ernest. Whllwork ‘Durkheim
- 1y_-Moralitx and Milieu, Cambridge ‘Harvard University ‘Press, 1972, How-
7 Tever, if this view is accepted, then the dialectic must be inter~' 5
- preted ‘in &’ very specidl -and narrow sefise, . That 'is to say, as"an
G intellectual skill in: seeklng a- delicate balance between opposing
o views which are first. criticized and seemingly diacarded ,until they
.,3are joined in a modified form inta new synthesis.\’ Ve Wl

‘:Eggz,*,*The whole sociologlcal and philosophicel output of Georg Simmel ti'.;n ,
- not &ere ‘examined ‘in’ 1ts complexity and; entirety. On the contrary,‘ﬂ ‘
... the treatment is’ cursory, and its: function is menely to illustrate
»Simmel 8. dialectical conceptions. (f_‘f o : S :

i The sources for thisranalysis come from the following works by

.. Sfmmel:. Georg Simmel, The Sociology: of. Georg Simmel, translated S
edited, and with-an introduction. by Rurt 4. Wolff New York, The '

¢ Free Press of Glencoe, 19643 Geqrg Simmel onflict. (translated by

' Kurt H. Wolf%) and' The Web of: Group~Af il-ations (tranelated by oo
'gf,Reinhard Bendix) ‘New. York; . The Free ‘Press of: Glencoe 1964; ‘Georg o
~ Simmel, The Conflict dn’ Mbd'rn Culture and Other Egsay sf*transla-x;fﬂ'vﬂ~f

.2+ tion and’ introduction by Peter: Etzkorn, ‘New: ‘York;. -Teachers:Colleg

" Press, Columbia :University, 1968; Geor Simmel;‘"The Number ofﬁ
o Membere a8 Determining the: Sociologicslﬂ,O» f the: ;
o and II" 'l’he 1 ‘-S og’

“Z.Ph11°°°Ph1°“1 LiHrary,”igsg. Géorg SlmmeI,v"$“1“
Social’ Forms, edited and with an:Int 10

mf'Chicago, ThegUniversit

2 ha; ,that 19; att ”c, ve.
o . ln order'to ave ‘any form’ “t’all,;so society,
5:too, in order to atcal 'a:determinete shepe ‘need: som : uan tative
'55'ratio of harmony and diaA s

. lﬁsee also Simmel's eﬁﬂay Tbﬁijdn' endent'Character:Qf dfe" in
;“”Donald N Ievine (ed ),, eOrs el : Lt and e

€: Number of Members as: Detern ning'thephp
.fin trenaleti f AL all;’ ne

f’dialectical reaeoninét
hat numerical modificatio

Mbre specifieelly, it:is”_rgu
lways produce mation. in




, | fy:Sociolo ical Frame
: 7;{*lishers

2 cent edition ‘of the La

feutries on: Gurvitch

©.' ‘national Enéye.

" * persons’ from theix :biographies, but

' +Gurviteh, who died: in 1965 is not:
Wfdied in 1968mnis 'hcluded?”‘*

'i;;idii

‘fg;Presses Universitaires de’ France, 1963

,v?Gcorges Gurvitch
- 1962; Georges Gurvitch ‘The Speéctrum:of Social. Time," Dordrecht

_ ~ Holland, D. Réidel Publiahing Co., 1964; K
" of Law, New York, Pbilosophical Library, 1942; Georges Gurvitch The Lt

g 5 New York Harper and Row Pub-:'rﬁﬁv

fThe same definition sppears ‘in-Gurvitch's
> Traite de sociciog ie‘(1963 'and La Aoca ion ac telle

’.{tﬁffﬁ;sociologie (1963);

‘“ﬂgflik”A‘kyQVN'_if:ﬁ *Ah';.x‘F;}iff'-_ ’idf‘iiﬁ 137

‘tity into a new: quality, unity of opposites 4and the - unity through

-negations .are frequently and amply illustrated in- this work of

o :q~';. S ..,‘xq '~‘;~y{‘,:v_;

f'"By the glance which reveals the other one. discloses himself., y

, 'jthe Banie act: in which the observer seeks to know the observed .he
~:sutrenders himself o be’ understood by the- observer. The eye cannot

“take: unless at’ the- same time. it .glves, - The: eye of a person dis- Yj, o

, closes his ‘own'. soul when ‘he’ ‘seeks ‘to uncover .that. of another.» What, -

Simmel,  Soziolegie, Leipzig, 1908,

J-‘and By W, ‘Burgess, - Introductionxto t 8
“z"M»The University of Chicago Press, S

v,;;The sources for this anslysis come from the following works of
- Georges. Gurvitch; : -Georges Gurvitch
V_'sociologie Paris, Presses Universitaite

vocatio _dctuelle de la..
8 de ‘France, 1963 (Yugoslav
translation 1965) ; Georges ‘Gurvitch;: Trajité de socio ogie, Paris,
'.Yugoslav ‘translation;- 1966)
Dialectique &t sociolo ie, Paris, Flammarion :

Georges ‘Gurvitch, Sociolo

works of: KhOwled &

1971

It could be-
opedia ofthe Social " Sélences excluded all living

fluded while ;.

8 major works, such as

Ffrom every” aciabilit

»occupies' inte

gain how does onexexplain that N

quite special sociological category. The dialectical change oﬁ quan-:"'

¢ ia, all of which have ;‘s?‘f;;x;
‘perhaps- explained that the Inter~ R,



_.1nto “we" S

}Sorokin 8 description of Gurvitch s sociology as givided into '

balance is achieved._ It is of crucisl importdﬁce here to under-oi‘“
' gtand that these are not groups, but degrees of partial fusion '

. microsociology ‘and macrosociology, of‘which the latter: deals with
' 'depth-levels ard.sectors of the social, .is thus. incorrect and even

."le?i

- confusing. Also Sorokin 8 summary of: Gurvitch's depth-levels is ;;;:#,-f
o not .very accurate’ - See P, Sorokin, Sociological Theories of Tog_g
S New York Harper and Row, 1966, pp. 470 472 o

_On these,'Operational prooednres“§of Gurvitch So;okin (1966),
. Bossermdn- (1968), and’ Laezarsf:' R
. 'While~ Laszarsfeld\snd Bosserma restrict: themselves to concise’ des-*t-l' Sl

(1972); "have. commented extensivelysf

"i]criptiona of the above five operational procedures ‘of Gurvitch

:’,Theories of Today,”1966 New York ‘Hsrpe:;
14y
"15;,' :
o 1Harper & Row, 1971._.v,g“f S _‘uzn_sv,:i‘-*

T

~. Sorokin: engagesfin some. criticism

.See . P, A, Sorokin, Sociolggicalw} ,

.fThis heuristic trait of Gurvitch [N dialectic has bee noticed by
V. Milic and P A Sorokin as well. e g.‘,,_ B RO

'nd Row ;pp. 478~483)

(.

Translated into Englisb as. Social ?rameworks of Knowled“e, New York

Lo

:Dialectic is also more subtly present in Gurvitch's microsociology; vj""
where 'in fact it makes the core and the motive power of his ‘analysis.' .

. 'It’is through the dialectical proceéss: that Gurvitch:arrives at the - .

ot reciprocity of persPectives' between the three opposing poles' R
- within. the: 'total psychic phenomenon e the 1. (individual) ‘the EENAERRE

"UQOther (interpersonal), and ‘the 'We'/ (collective) . "Consciousness is

© ' - a'dislectical relationghip between, I, Others and We, which partially.
: jj-v{interpenetrate each other and parti'lhylconverge through opposition,"
'ﬂvo;concludes Gurvitch (1949 13)._.u . A ;

]The formal features ‘of Gurvitch‘s sociology wer noticed by:Sorokin
:']who also pointed to the - ,
.h;f;v(Sorokin, 1966:: 494-5) ' :

. pressed by French' socioloéist ‘Armand Cuvillier,” and. by’ Don'Mhrtindale.

1uence of ‘formal. sociology on Gorvitch
ong’ ‘others,’ the similar‘view Were’ex~ .

*;H:The latter. one classified Gu¥vitch in the" phenomenological branch of

"csociological formalism (ﬂsrcindale, 1960 276-278}r




STt T T T e R e
M '_PI_ALECTICAL.'EI#EmNts".m THE SOCIOLOGY OF THE -CH_‘I.CACD SCHOOL -t

: The Chicago school of sociology is here Chosen for analysfs because*iﬂ

K

of 1ts unprecedented significance in the history of North Americ&n aocio-

bf»jlogy. In contradistinction to other types of dialectic found in sociology,

(f-?{We have chosen‘to call the dialectic present in thg Chicago school "prac-’ﬂfﬁ B

. CESB. L

‘f»vtico-empirical" because of the basic empirical orientation of this sehool.;

#»

s Iu this chapter we shall be dealjng with the following five aspects
crejof the Chicago school._ general aSpects of the practico~empirica1 dielec~a¥f5;cﬁ
' i'tic dialectical reciprocity, oppositions and conflict rela'ionahlps, the '

.ﬁ view of totality, the participant observation method as a dialectical pro-ic“;;f

(:M e

' f“Practico-empirical Dialectic

”oE]I Thomas the Chicago Dep.“'f"_'f'v‘ !




",,\ ,'
"

Ji;their research in the second quarter of this century, and their hummna’

j-'_;'.’older Speculative and analytica

,i{;:Chicago slums were among their favburite tOpics of researci“

vnQ;course of decidedly empirical T

mf sub-communities ( natural areaa') of their booming city e

. e'ology bore some traits of modified social DerwiniSm.u';V;ft e

Of aignificance is the fact that Chicago human sociologists

‘;headed by their Dean, R: E Park “were responding in their own way to o
uithe most urgent priﬂiical needs of rapid social change“caused by urbani-v;ﬁdf7f

,.Qzation and the procees of migration. This, they did by breaking with the;t;fffp

A
8 ociology, and by setting out on the

-

earch of specific problems in particular;fgf\n;

Juvenile delinquency, eth' ¢! sub-communities,vskid row, and the

A

{t 'r.;" :

'f»ot backgtound On the contrary, Park'had emphasized ; certain number of'Q“

3ing metrOpolis. Thesa he delineated ao”competitiogi"conflict adjust-




R SRR

o

B and cmmunicat:ion were considered as the conséquence of man EX etruggle
B ¢ Bl

oM - S  ‘ : : . ,.,._M .( .
fOr existence on an 1mperspna1 level 'ﬁ_lf. , g~je_ﬁ;;;ff"ﬁ‘§a‘p:‘: .

That Park ehd'hie aesociatea were also influenced by the German e”ff

 i_ tradition of formal sociology is a widely,u.cepted faeﬂ‘; Park tt is

known, atudied in Germany (Leipzig and Benlin), where he wasién”olledﬁin

Simmel s course and listened to his lectures.»fﬂe aleo studied under ;fﬂ

Windelbend K J‘.:; :; - j',i e
', simmells influ&nce on Park ia

if_}! recognized.v Park'e‘writings'o.




“.";.

Firsr *pf all Park

h

"h° ’t“died }“@em‘énﬂy, : i:mga'» 1yth whom wou).d rest”the resydnsibility for ‘

in thﬁ first place



e Small also engaged in active criticism of'the social Sciences in]f'“”
7;%’ Ametica.;

Thus in ‘a recent essay on Albion,E S’all Ernesx Beckeracom- j;f“‘.

'.1




Although he was a conflict theorist Small nevertheless gave due

regard to“the process gﬁ coioperatign ag* well There is even indication

D that he treated both processes 33 equals. > ~"”? flea;:"ipbv‘VZ' *J". ';LVhQ
= ;:-@ There is sufficient ground for the contention that A; W.. Small 8 '““51;§

': political orientation was socialism. It was said that he had read Karl l‘f
'1f Marx with sympathy, and that in his critique of capitalism he was influen-:ﬂ
’L NN . R S |‘ 5»8‘ N
‘_; ced by Marxism and T Veblen (Barnes, 1968) . l,v‘g~f.ﬁ ,f:_ ; E )/6%‘.

According to another source, Small maintained that "There 1s agﬁ

- irrepressible conflict in modern society betWeen the presuppositiongroi N

:ff capital and the par%mount values of humanity" (Small, 1912 819{)L }j i:*

- \ B 'I’he above quote indicates that Small Was not only a confhict socio- :

logist but also a dialectical thihker.. One nesd only substitute the

?fi term contradiction' for the term conflict to get a statement strikingly

: similar to Marx s way oflreasoning.- f.* %

Not only was Small among the first pioneers of American sociology

"/ s v .

to lay stress on eocial processes and the conflict of interests.; He was

o, e(\‘

;:. aIso probably the first advoqate of indﬁstrial democracy in North

America., Thus in his book Between Eras' From'Ca italism~to Democrac'fﬁ'g

te

v (1913), Small describes the conflict between labour and capital.‘ With ;‘:

f*:frespect to his 1nsistence on industrial democracy, as well as in many
v_v--others,.Small was truly-ahead of his time..f‘l‘ , '
a N : S ‘ e
e Iewis A ﬁCoaer-has rightly noted in his book on SOCial COnfliCt

'that in contrast to early "structural reformers (Warde Small Rose, Veblen,

)

u

:{”and Cooley),,in whose Writings conflict occupies a central place, the'&]t}[gw

;']ycontemporary American sociologists have very much neglected this impor-<‘

tant social process (COSer, 1964. 15 20)




0 '

From th';Chicago school has emerged another conflict sociolqgist, f o
It is Geer/efB Vold, the criminologist mostly known by his book Theoreti~':f:
L cal Crimino;ogy (1967) 6 As a conflict theorist Vold represents ‘a, bridgeﬂi

“4 between eﬁ!ﬁy conflict writers (Smsll Cooley, Veblen) and such contem—fl:f-~'
N g

AR

porsry conflictetheorists as‘hu Coser (U S A ) and R. Dahrendorf (West IR

"f”y Germany) *'f;ﬁgfﬁ o

@

Vold s work-discloses‘Small 3 and Cooley s influencei as well as 'ff»;v

that of Park and Burgess.; "Conflict is viewed therefore, as one of the :lojf

| principal 8nd essential social processes upon which thé/continuing on-\jllﬁv
going of society depends.“ (Vold 1967 *iOA) 7 As a criminologist Vold &

- was, among few to explain crime in terms of conflict process. The fbllow{f::af

:1 ing passage illustrates this point well fg;*jgfy_jgﬁffii_“;rf""

i In other words, €he whole political process of law making, law L
".,Tbreaking, ‘and ‘1aw 'enforcement becomes a direct. feflection of deep-1 7 |
,,_.ﬂseated and fundamental conflicts between interest groups and. their "f7',,

o :fl_more ‘general struggles ‘for the: control of. the ‘police ‘power .of the e

0 oostate. ~Those ‘who" produce legislstive majorities win cofitrol over = ..

" ‘the police power and ‘dominate the policies.that. decide who is”likely‘
"_to be involved in violation of the law. (ibid.,‘208 209) 8 ‘

The contemporary conflict theorist Relf Dahrendorf has summsrized
the conflict perspective in sociology in\the following four basic tenets'“ '{f

_fil_,_l(l) Every society is st every point subject to processes o_jxﬁiﬁf“l ;
,fg';'lT: o change' socisl change is ubiquitous. 4;_p : . R

L'(2)/Every society displsys at every point dissensus and con-‘w-
o flict, social conflict is ubiquitous.nvlq”. A Lo

}li.“:.a‘;j'ﬁ3) Every element in a society renders a contribution to’its S
- TR RS disintegration and change.;’&»"'"- : v

S y (4) Every society is based on the coercion of some of its ‘;i:;@i.ﬂ"i
R / . members by, othersg. '~ . .l B S
-"/G ?v“,:o,:,__:_ . “i.j' »,_q'; ifg”'.,f_ (Dahrendgrf 1965 162)f[f 3




"_-145'__ ST
-more complex dialectical ontologico-epistemological paradigm. Intother:f-”

”_,words, every conflict perspective is not per se dialectical but every

N
1

"dialectical approach or paradigm doea incorporate some form of conflict?::"
:model. : Sle ~ L

In his formative period;Albion Small was l:fluenced by EurOpean.:;f"r

?f'conflict theorists.l One of %bem was Simmel .de dialectician among the

'3Eur0pean classics.: The conflict model llzan inheren; part of the dialec-_'f/t‘

N

=Lica1 paradigm. Was then Small a 'ialectical thinker? His sociology at~

ﬁf&east bears some traits “of alectic, which wilr be emphasized later in
3

the inte rated discussion: vFor the time being, only some instances of
- dialectical elements of thought in Small s works will be tduched upon. _g_l,fh
P . From Simmel Small has taken the conception of sociology as a |
:dstudy of social relations.. In iﬁs rudimentary form this conception in;”:t}:f'
”5‘fv01ves dialectical reciprocity (interactionb In Small s:wordz,‘;Elhei.fi; B

'{_structural or static phase of social occurrences is a sort o£ mirage

Y

as R and G Hinkle say,_g; because it is only a provisional represen-;ffgtﬁ

'vA:tation of a te ' \n of fo ces constantly rearranging itself snd consequently,

(Hinkle and }linkle, 1963 8) The "provisional re- e o

'{re clearly stand for dialectical differentis-Cf#

;never reallyjstatic"

““7u;presentation" and "mirage»

o &

:':.tion between appeauance ap alityi or*what we have also termed the "dia—;:r

-‘flectical paradox"";;fhf;::gfﬁﬁpfgf fgfsﬁiffafé,f?gfhy:::g i:ff!ff',f'ﬁ}“r“iy

Still another instance of a dialectical viewpoint is Small 8 fre-_;f,

:iz,'quent emphasis on historical perspective in social“reaearch.,-"Sociology SO




) ‘has also been carried into the present by scholars such as P A Sorokin,

[ DY

L achievements past. and. present in all the relations in’ which théy have a :Eﬁfl

permanent meaning." (1894 56). . ”

A possible objection that this position reflects a l9th—century
. : ‘{ -
- social science, can be dismissed by the fact that the same emphasis on \

histgrical explanation is found in Small s much later work in 1924 9' It.”

,r

0‘. A

“»Barrington Moore Jr., and E H Carr.10
Describing historical schools in each of the major divisions of
'fjsocial science, Small says..,"we cannot fully know any human fact or any

‘- .

yihuman situation, without knowing it in its relations as a consequence of

"}wover from Simmel

g . - S - B RS

Z its antecedents." (1924 17) 11 The same s'mphasis on historical perspective )

l~‘

permeates Small 8, discussion of Savign] and the historical school of juris-lff

v

- prudence with the factor of "continuity as a phase of human experience" 12

e
: Ly .
.

'f7D1a1ecticaL Reciprocitxl3 ‘7f7:u;£vﬁg

Dialectical reciprocity or mutuul interrelatedness is probablyfthe

R most common dialectical element found in almoat any Scientific conception.»l:g

7i';In social science it is widely applied and is in fact inherent and thete- Fﬁj-

Qf fore inevitable. Unfortunately, the dialectic is too often xeduced to this

L

o 'é.inaié*' él.éﬁenit;f é;nﬂ_ all too aftem’-'a,‘i“cé#iééxscsiaii. b;‘s;ed;_an,,_mjcega@ns; rects

"procity is rutomatically called dialectical 14

X

’2 Dialectical reciprocity is already implicit in éhe Simmelian con-?ff"'

e

ception OF sobiology as a sciendt ‘of. human interaction which Small took;iﬁjﬁn

f inn”ractionqbetween econnmic, political

4

e iand ideological factors 1n societybis in fact at the root of Small's ex-ff:jf:

; ;iplanation of social change.fs And finally, the Simmelian conception 55';_ftﬁf

(

gi;‘conflict as a form of sociation on which Small had based his theory of

f;avconflict of interests presupposes interaction or reciprocity...'

g
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The eame holds good for Robert E. Park who was: considerably in- _;5‘}
fluenced by Simmel. Interaction was the dominant social process for Park i

His interest was primarily focussed ‘on’ interaction and on. types of rela-'

. tionships,‘among which the most typical processes in Operation in the com-ii

. munity are competition conflict accommodation, and assimilation. Even

- Park'a definition of a communitx?ps a territorially organized population :5.

Ly

Y

‘: the continued existence of tﬁh urban community, as an organic and func-T.fg;

oy

i . -'-. ’ .
possessing mutually interdependent individual units in symbiotic relation— )

ship is based on the idea of dialectical reciprocity.: "In Park s view

o says ‘L.. Coser,‘"society is best conceived as the product of interactions

Jt‘\' “la ;-_[‘-

between component individuals which are controlled by g body of traditionsf?.h

md—normr tha t ~ar ieefin—the—precee&ef-—interaetien 4Cos er7~L9m3 58)ﬁ~ﬂ p

: .f.
P

The concept of dialectical neeiprocity, of course, looms large in V,.v
N :

.

George H Mead 8 theory of self and society, and it is of interest to

note that Coser 8 interpretation of Park ia in the same veiu.‘ "To Park
the self igréznﬁtituted by theyindividual 8 conception of is role, and _.f;j

this role in its turn’is built upon the recognition others

.

cord the status upon which roles are baeed." (ibid., 365)
-.égg;, Social interaftion is”for Park only the most generaI tnd a11 inclusgf]

Syt

’if: sive social process.. More specific and elementary processes o frative in;ff[

ﬁ"‘ § .,{'f,'?. LN

human commdnities are according to Park communication and compe:ition.
“Communication and competition are elementary social proceeses by ”hich
tional unit, is insured end maintained" (Park 1952 122)

The dialectical reciprocity which figures go prominently in the ?ﬁlg

thought of G H. Mead is clearly noticeable in the above citations from

§

.';,

Parky quever{,theg_‘ ‘st statément of diaiectical reciprocity can be




found in Park s Introduction to the Science of Sociologx o
- ,' The idea of interaction is not a notion of common sense.-uf.i"'A
; It represents the culmination’ of long-continued reflection by
‘;;human beings in their ceaseless effort 60, resolve the ancient SR
. paradox of university in diversity, the Yoné" and the many", 'f" IS
“j'to find law ‘and order - in the apparent’ chaos of physical dhanges '

and ‘social’ events; and thus to find explanatibns for the be- F'~""
'havior of the universe, of society, and of man. (1969 339)

N

B Or,/a little.later Park says "Society exists wherever several individuals

, - i

S are in reciprocal relationship. This reciprocity arises always from speci-fx

:T-r others, this presence of dialectic in the thought Qf Gﬂf& Mead was noted ?V

o fic impulses or by virtue of specific purpose" (ibid., 348)

Moreover for Park both "culturem and “civilization" are products o

= of social interaction and of social organization.l.6 His concept of

natural areas" as distinct communities within the urban settlement is

g .. L
described as a process which selects, and is selected by, individualg on fi].’
impersonal grounds (ibid.,.109)._,i:'f,iu;;:qgﬂi:,h,, o

George H Mead (1863 1931), whose teaching et the University of

Chicago has set the foundation of mbdern‘social inteructionism, is well

. O;

known for his dialectical conception of interdependence‘ahdﬁ eciprocity

between the self an' society, and between.being and consciousness.. Among,,,re

by Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann(1967) Bedrich Baumann (1969) Peter'.“

L Berger (1970) James E. Curtis and John.S Petras (1970), and by

| Irving M Zeitlin (1973) 3 On this point B Bauwni’is quite explicit"""?"‘v;; P

. In our. view Mead is neither an idealistﬂhdh»a suhject st
but~- along. with Hegel and Marx = one-of the- greatest figigig in
" the: history of dialectics whose deep insights into: manksnd society
exclude any subjective onesidedness (1969' 203) s _

Mead 8" basic theories of social interaction, of interaction of the

i

self and the society, of the emergence of consciousness as a thought-‘
: o e o
stream arising in the dynamic relationship between a person,and his ,ocial

: S R N e '

."fw‘ .



| e
environment and the relationship of 'I' and 'Me' are all deﬁinitely

| dialectical in cheracter.,: =

In the conversation of gestures what we say, calls out a
. fcertain response in another and that- in turn changes our own
“‘“action go that we shift. from. what we started tg do because of.
. the reply the other makes, ' The’ conversation of . gestures is ,
\"'the beginning of communication (MEad 1934: 140-141) e

One more example will suffice.- Mead discusses the dialectical
'j,¢reciprocity between the human individuai and the community.,lhi‘

o Indeed %ny psychological and philosOphical treetment of IR
* human nature “involves: the assumption that'.the human- individual o
. ‘belongs to. an organized social” community, .and ‘derives his human
© nature from his social ititeractions and relations with:that = - . e
. community as.a whole and with the other individual members of it.,
"'(Mead 1934.'229) EIEE . : S :

- 'Mead considered individuals always with reference to their relations'tosfi.-',i
:-f groups of their significant others.“ By doing this, he engaged in a dis-fk
"qussion of the ubiquitous dialectic between the individual snd the groupttﬂ

o The same holds for Mead's contention that social change and personality

es Peter Berger seys,&:"

)

This dialectic between sociﬁlpstructdre an&,psychoIOgiceli‘
';reality may ‘be called ‘the: fundamental proposition o%iany;sdci‘ﬁ.

", ‘peychology in the ‘Meadian traditionm. . ‘Saciety . not - e | =

_ - but’'creates psychological reality,  The. individual realizes *;7:’- :

fr'himself in society'- that is; he: rebognizes his- ‘identity:in f‘3""'”

‘ fT;socially defined: terms ‘and these definitions become reality = )
7. as he lives in.society. This fundamentally Meadian: dialectic G

.+ makeés intelligible the social-psychological ‘scope of W, - I.,-'u~

. 7. Thomas" concept. of . the "definition of the situation' as well.

,;??*;as of Mérton 8 of thev"self-fulfilling prophecy" (1970 375)

'ff]dft*is of interest to notice here the striking similarityf‘étween the i iasihﬁj

‘._fiof;G H Mead and certain formulatidns of Simmel;i,rni;nﬁf
v .3
- The simplest and moet fundamental instance of what is meant /o
" here is self-awareness, which. is" also the. original phenomenon °u:,j
"+ -the mind.as’something humanly alive, ' The "I" not; .only/confropts:
1i.f1tse1f making itself as. knower the object of its'own_knowing, s




N .or1dL

 iteelf, and s0.is put, bove itself “““ ‘It moves beyond itself. con-
- -stantly, and ‘yet remains in:ftself, since itg subject and object B o
. are here identical The self articulates . this identity “in the in-"v'n
'.¢V‘te11ectual process. of knowing itself without thereby mutilating it L
o (Simmel 1971°T363-364) S »H;,_‘ A A IS

',7but it even judges itself as a third ParfY,IGSteemslor depreciates 'iiif“;

1; Or again, in Simmel s thought on the dialectic of consciousness and

'f'society. . ?-‘tdfj_:f s l"‘.'ﬁ--['V‘-f:j T f J.;;~;' tﬁj f‘;
‘ Every relationship between persons gives rise to a picture of
'~5each in the other; and. this. plcture, - obviously, interacts with
thé actual relation. The relation constitutes ‘the condition under’
* ‘which the conception,- that each has ‘of the other, ‘takes this or .
. ‘that- shq e and 'has its truth legitimated,’ On the otheér: hand, the
f'.real interaction between tbe individuals is based upon the pic-'
., tures which they acquire‘bf one’ another.. Here we hLave one of the . _
Ce deep-lying circuits of intellectual life, where an. element pre-1_“97*"'“
et supposes ‘a. second. element which yet in turn presupposes the first.
L _q(Simmel 1964b 309) AT S S ‘ . o

e

~»—During his studies in Germany (Le:lpzig and Berlin) G H. Mead had

aﬁ‘very likely listened to’ Simmel's lectures.. lewis Coser allows for that |
., possibility (Coser‘ 1971 ~343), and it seems pr0per to conclude that Mead'
:fffdialectic in his formative years has been strongly influenced by Simmel_s
;;vdialectical chought if' }: .?...‘*1,1-.‘?_! SR E
o No emphasis is needed nowadeys on the widely accepted position that

. . e
'~human action as interaction has become an essentialA%haracteristic_of the

sociological perspective.- The dialectic is, as Gurvitch had argued fa'rf

Dialectical reciprocity, oﬁ course, can be found in other scholars

SR

must for any sociology proper..if5,1'5~"3

S V @ ’
f;tof the Chicago tradition._ Anthropologiat Robert Redfield is among them._

.rHis rural and peasant communities are alweys seen as interacting with

.”

:jnearby urban communities and with the larger aociety of which they are

oh.,

i"iparts.i Also, his civilizations are conceived as systems of coexisting

;thand interdependent "Great Traditions"'fthe scienc ;:philosophy,ffine arts fihfi




b“_;'of interaction between the two types.

o o 152
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~‘:of the critical and reflective few - and "Little‘Tradition" the‘folk'
Do R

. ylart, lore, religion of the unreflective many._ih: :

i

".14”“ Dialectical reciprocity is particularly vivid 1n Redfield's idea’

| ol

‘;‘Beneath and within this high
ey :
_culture live ‘the common peOple whose"Little Tradition" is creator and

then creature of the philosophy, science and fine art of the'Creat*Tradi- P

‘-_'.tion" (Redfield 1962 Vol I 303)

Epositions and Conglict Rekationships sh:‘clsh ’ ,
Oppositions and conflict,occupy a significant place in the works .

5

AR

.-and conceptions of A W Small and R.VE Park, and can to some extent be
’ detected in.R Redfield although in a much modified and special sense.,
Directly related to dialectical reciprocity and most typical of

. (
-Park's conflict perspective is the often quoted paragraph from Park s o

",'Introduction to the Science of Sociology

Every society represents an organiz tion of elements more or
- less antagonistic to each other: but . unit d: for the . moment, - at-
_.."least, by an arrangement which defines- t e reciprocal relations
“"and- respective spheres of action of each. “This accommodation, T
" this modus vivendi, may. be relatively permanent as. in a society . . R
, 'constituted/by castes, or quite transitory as iir societies made.. -
- up.of.open.classes," In either ‘case, the: accommodation while: it~
SRS D maintained, securés: for ‘the individual or;for the group a re1
L [cognized status._(Park 1969 6659 e L :_,b e

» In numerous ways Park continued Sf%mel's ideas._ As Coser says,.7f<"

"f‘"Park's general apprLach to society as a system of interactions, -and. his o

the margél man Q
. . v,.’...' "_ . @é

nl@p‘

b e

R

'hstimulated b;BSimmel.ﬁ (1971 374)
While A Small was primarily interested in class conflfct Pgrk'
basic concern was race conflict to the investigation of whichghe devoted

_a\considerable part of his time and energy, ;gh:fﬁ

. '.'_- B



Park usad to. differentiate hetween prejudice and social diatance
on the one hand and racial antagonism and conflict on. the other. vAs“

Coser says,‘"The former 0perate when the subordinate accepts his inferior

B

' status the latter arise when he is not willing to do so" (1971.“361)

Park's views disclose that racial conflicts and antagonisms strongly indi-

",_éate that the existing and traditional order is hreaking and that previous:‘“

accommodations are inadequate and inefficient. ,"Racial conflicts are ‘hax- B

':bingers of change in the racial status order"' says COSer in his interpre-iz‘i

'.tation of Park g views on race (ibid ). _' Z;T. _", o *f i’} .‘“ fi]MW» o

Of particular intergst here is the structure,of Park 8 thought

- which, e may say without seriously stretching the imagination, comes

close to Marx 8 dialectical model First the idea of four major social
-processes is‘presented. Compgtition dominates as the most prevalent

among them, Then through various forms of rivalry and war, conflict

' Q:emerges as the determinant of status position.in society.v Acco dation

implies a cessation of conflict when the relations of superordination and
subordination have been temporarily fixed and controlled jﬁm‘,jghally, hang “““T

occurs when traditional accommodations break down under the impact of

antagoniSm and conflict and these conflicts prepare the way for a new

ny RN S SR
B accommodation between the contending parties. »'L : j“,: f‘_f,y ‘..»-

We see than, that oppositions generate change. What alone is e

“5.‘missing is the concept of fevolution as a form of conflict resolution as
’f

is the case in thj Marxian scheme. I‘stead Park used accoggodation as o

the basic mechanism of conflict resolution in his model of race relationa;'

- Albion w Small was a genuine conflict theorist His intellectual f;é'

,'{J

background qas the classical conflict tradition formulated in the wo!ks

" B PR S
A_... ¢



&

";of G Ratzenhofer, L, Gumplowicz K.,Marx A. Smith and G Simmel I |

| this respect Small was- unique in American hociology. This background

Q_sas well as his socialist leanings, led Small to examine the structure

.hand dynamics of capitalist society in terms of/class interest and con- .
ﬁflicts.: | | B | ‘
: Following Ratzenhofer Small relates class conflict to the state t.s‘i}
;organization and thus views the conflict betyeen economic classes as. a ‘h
struggle within and about the state (Page 1969 123).'.Although ideally fuﬂl
‘ithe state as a mediating a§Ency ia above classes it 1is the economic 7lihl”£:?5

-

classes which struggle for the control of the state (ibid ) In this,tff;'fji.

the State is a union of disunions a conciliation of conflicts,_a har- LT

mony of discords" (Small 1905 252 53) In other words, expressed in

‘_'the language of dialectic Small viewed the state as a unity of opposites.[ht'

In the Marxian manner Small stressed ownership or non-ownership ;;ff

of prOperty as indices of class position.ﬁ His class model was basically
"dichotomous (the rulers and ruled the haves and have-nots, conservatives;f

- and radicals as the following excerpt\indrcates.i”;dfhfv”,
2 Sy q_'»':»'-'.
AR ; :
T e e find that there has always been a mpre or less evidend
division of . men’ into,thoae who- looked upon life with the eyes of
i3 those who 'had reached’ secure_stdnding ground ‘and’ those who- regarded e
: things from the - situation of those ‘who were: struggling for’ place..v_:l_‘

*The - former ‘have always been the - minority. Their presumption ‘has

always been’ that things were about as well settled- -as could ‘be: . s
. and-that ‘all good. citizéns should’ be content with ‘the'-esti ished
§-~~‘ order., The ‘latter ‘have always been the vast’ magority, ‘and*as:'a’’

? “rule-the social influence ‘of ‘the - two. ‘strata at a-given: moment-has'
'been, -let us say, at a venture, something like the inverse of ‘the CTy T
’ cube of their numbers (Small 1912° 808) ,iw_ o ‘.ailg,,'jl7ﬁifﬁ o

" In accordance with’h >ethica1 humanitarianism, Small howaver,

e was prgpe to see the resolution of class ;_nflict in a form of-a middle-wff5ics
. @\ : SRR o L W TR
road adjustment between individualism and socialism, that is in cooperaé,fu“'

tion of capital and 1abour, which he called "socialization".




Although revolution ss conflict resoldtion in the Msrxist sense

,,1

‘is missing from Small's conception of cless confliﬁt a; partial dialectic;y.‘

."1'is here present nevertheless.a Conflict o interests leads to a synthesisf”tl

' _found in c00peration and socializetion. »The similarity to Park's model |

'*of racial conflict %nd Fssimilation proaess as a conflict resolution is ij57

obvious._' i‘j{"ﬂ, A: ,r;f ﬂ@vcf*“rgw’Lf ‘~.;' ’,~, .ﬁ, -:jﬂ,s”ﬁvf

It would be possible to v1ew Robert Redfield s, ideal type construct, v

"of ”folk;sbciety" snd its implicit opposing type qf "urban society" (later

civilized society“) as conceptuAI opposites._gB t;:tben;qby1

"‘:}replacsd'by‘

‘5token, every.dichotomous typology, including Redfield s dynamic :fof

i? ‘:cahtinuhm of#folk-urban, could be considered as’ consisting of dialectical e

/( '1\

‘77”;opposites.» This could easily lead to a superficisl conclu
‘.ff'thougbt of v1rtually every social science scholar of prominence is dialec-ig-
: i . . : B

':tical AB in any research the exercise of caution is necessary.,_i f PR

Therefore: we must look for possible dialectical elements in other

ttle Communit'. '. v

There the basic
F)

nation of opposites‘ As augzxperienced field-'°

',"one face."

o The qqution now is addressed particularly to the possibility
“that, this. ond commnnity ‘before us mey. be. described not.as" hsving.;w-
T . just “thig" contegt but ag having.also."that" content:.- thatv“ e
. may be twe thingqmof ‘the fdame kind: * ‘two. .views of the wor1d,
L ' ; two sets of emphasized values,
ﬂVITask if this may be true in;sOme littl.




SRR SN Lep T 156.-.
possibility ean be mede'”' asis’ of another deliberate Lnstrument !
of understanding‘ﬁﬁ'"' cripERon of -band. OF, village. .The communi ty
2-HEe m more ‘than one face: it -may, within they gﬁidance~é& any .
',/f descriptive ¢oncept,’ be ‘uniderstood. not simply’as just "this" hut as
j ’ slso’"that" (Redfield 1963 133) _ ST 6

G

Cbmmentingnfurther on the criticismgpf Oscar Lewis addressed to

Redfield's report on Tepoztlan,_Redfield says in the same place">;7"‘

viﬁ“’_ It seems to me thet with the recognition of the influence of :
. personal choices ‘on’ the- resulting ‘description we arrive: at the = - © o
s possibility ‘of cowbiniug two cOntrasting viewpoints into a combinedf.g,*‘
. viewpoint of a, protean” and: unattainablg absoiute reality.‘ I think .0
.'we may well conceivemof ‘the: .pracéss by which. understanding of humanu»ﬁ-f;
- wholes is: ‘advanced- a"a ‘kind of" dialectic of’ viewpoint 3 di&logue I
. of characterizations ; "This " but on the other hand. "thst " is theh“jﬁ;"
”*lorderly ewing of the . mind towardjtruth (ibid 137) N

.Am;

sSorokin described later his own phiIOBOphical conception“of Wintegralism" oo

‘Gfi.tas dialectical 18 f";fgf”ﬁbx .

- ﬁ‘questi0n remains, how they cOuld have come to contrasting'and Opposing

: vieﬁs if’the object of their study is characterized‘by,_l '7i'"

| i dialeetical that is to say, that it is a: coinciden-'fﬁx



Q

g;;”ﬂ=V*hear the relative'trﬁth of whac one 13 orle’! 8, self saying one ﬁubt fi”"
) *;“Anliaten.to\what ‘the ‘other: worker sayq about whatone:'s/ self has
uﬁidescribed otherwise.: :The - point I Hﬂdéi t;;veqﬁto make in’ this

S _'j"*che understanding ‘of uctle commun:ar.ugg,, 429
“trolled conversation, g dialectic af o
'148)

fq” 7one 8. self (ibid’




whereby the community is- atomized by the investigation of a single and

specific problem within its boundaries;1Q

s

Besides, in his comments on peasant c0mmunities, Redfield undsr-

o\
o

lines the long established interdependence betneen such communitie< d
the gentry and nearby s. In this manner he has recognized tue uystems

that connect the small community with other such communities, within the

.a

e nation and with industrial systems wider than the nation.21 His view of

peasant culture and community“Ts\cgnsistently seen as inextricably telated

" to the civilization of which it is an inherent part._? é:7fsifl‘

]}’4- Thus we see Redfield transcends the narrow holism/of the classi-“

éal anthrOpologists (of coursem@p a different case - the peasantry), d"wv

thereby comes c103er to dialectical totality. ,lv .

v ; .
. R ' . DR
\ e . g

o However,'dialectical totality, as we have shown ﬁn the first part .h
[ . SR . .

of this work involves contradictiOns, and we: are puzzled as to why,
' /

./’

a

or whether, they are missing from Redfield s analyses. Yes, and no, de- T

pending on the viewpoint. He definite1§ considered human communities as o

©

i entities containing, and characterized by, a cOmbination of oppothes.--J
But Redfield's view of the opposing quaiities is quite static.; What is
o opposed°in his conception seem ‘to be the static quafities, and it is a
far cry from the dynsmics of the opposing forces which are responsible
for generating change in Hegel s or Marx s dialecticallparadigm.aju |
’;} :v A view of totality permeates much of A w Small s writings,iiév'vjfig
the organizatfbnal plan of sociological discipline he argued against com-'i;i

partmentalization of social sciences (as mentioned earlier), and for a

more inclusive view of social totality, which he thoug t sociology is

RTINS i . .

',calledfupon‘to ﬁulfil; *;,//<f_j'

e



A cisely by fragmentin' it.

L t1se

‘“Sociology'deals'with'thejwhole of'social life;",'says.Small‘in‘
;the first manual of.sociology that he published as. early as 1894.21p'

-~

f'Twenty years later, as a guide for the immediatenfuture of social re- c
: i

2 'search he says' ‘"Finztginterpretation of: human egperience is’ not to be'
ffound 1n abstractions from experience but in composition of abstractions
i; into a- reflection of the totality of experience" (Small 1924. 369; . »T -

7~l; Repeatedly, Small insisted on comprehensxon of total gyénomena

)

'on showing "the l!tuman whole", and not the study of mere parts. He used

v‘_,_ ,,_ > .

to warn against the danger of separating social reality into disciplines
N . ) \ L
-g‘isuch as history, economics and politic%iwhich missed human reality pre-

r,"

A brosder pe spective of the totality category is not easily found

odn’ the works of Rob rt E Park., To. some extent this is also the case ;f“

a

,"

with R Redfield L;This should not be surprising.‘ Both men were. primsrilyo -

{students of commu ities as 10231 territorial groups more ‘or less in the

| classical anthrop 10gical tradition, and their conceptions of tot ality "”,

s"

= cherefore remain d basically on a comparati¥fly 1imited holistic level

':’%Tglance toward .

fAs Maurice Stei' says while referring to Américan community studies, T

'-"The unity of 8 udy is always the total community (1960 9)
: Y

Oné of “he methodological precepts of Park indicates,_however, az;"

| S
wider category of totality. ‘Events were thought of sy

f“'social frame of reference and then, in a sociological frame of eference;'giﬁ
’ . ._(‘,’"7 . . L
d(Bogardus, 1966 55647) Now\ﬁif research begins~with individua* acts

\

\Tvor events, it is only a beginning.. gﬁ achieve its goals the research must

strive to attsin a sociological frame of refereru“:e.z3 And this sociologi-'f:t
e ]cal frame of referenee, if>A Small 8 dictum is applied is totalfty._,;s,"
PR ifr -.;.z.ii" '

R
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In his. critique of the philosophy of empiricism in contemporary
P

psychosocial sciences R Sorokin criticized the metaphysical separationc

\‘,of subject of cognition (knower, the r@searcher) from<ﬁhe object of cog—f'igi

X{)|‘~/

f-‘nition (phenomenon studied),’in the approach which”ta&ls itself "positi—ﬁd,

% vism ) "logical positivism,,"operationalism ,,etc. In the latter uni- d
‘ 3 . ca ;

' 4

,"E sTble for the knower and the known to merge into one unity, andlthat some L

: _degree of Merging }s necessa@yJ?or any accurate cognition of an object,zégy

In Sbrokin s Opinion "tﬁe True Reality" "the coincidentia oEposi- ‘if“

oy

;\_<‘

i

- torug can be attained only by the mtuitional identification or mergingvl,

of the knower and the known into oneness (ibid., 287 9)

" . .‘;,“,' k
D oe *

i§agi"‘= "When ip opposing the subJect and object intellectual theory ab-ff?}.‘

“
’ .
v

”f_‘stracts them both from Being (reality) it makea the apprehension of £

R

' Being 1mpossible. Td oppose knowledge and Being is to exclude knowledge e

from Being says Sorokin, quoting Hindu and Buddhist logicians (ibid., 290)

Gy i i
Obvi&ualy, Sorokin was ‘not criticizing the Chicago sociologists, §§€%

g

: d A i oy
. ‘," of) L - B &
. %@ t 8 more recent brand of empféz%iSm. As is well known, Sorokin consi— f ﬁ;-

3 of Sk rilliant dialectical logic" (ibiﬂ ) Lol e

. \ o o - . .
"74&. Dialectic maintains a.specific perspective on: subgect—objedt re—v

ST

'f_’lat'onship First of all any separation bf the two is s‘traightforwzaurdly:f''-~

v



| ) 1,61.1"'?'1-

urejected as metaphysical Any separation of the knower and the known
<'cannot be the ground of real cognition.» On the contrary, subject and

.object merge, they are reciprocally related a&h mediate each other.- ﬁéf ‘

-vare, thus, in the~presence~of the Marxian<dialectic; ‘ -”‘,, ; ,rf;wf'{

AR

. U
.

All the known materialist philosophers before MArx had conceived
)/////f man and of his thinking process abstractly. They used to interpret ;f,
- the object reality, as something given as something that the subject

'.reflects and therefore becomes cognizant of., However what they did not

1grasp was that the object' nature is in fact human nature and a Fthing-~ )

hood' made by man. Neither did they gra8p that historical nature does not»f
'f'exist without man ;nor man outside of nature."f‘[‘;‘} R R .r‘

..Thus, in this donception the subject ceases to be a passive sub~-

o N

iject which reflects reality, and reality ceases to be an object which is f‘~’
’ - R . ~ L
,passively reflected ._J’.'Vm"fyy f'tff'_;“.“~'_f,' “:;.~
In other-words before Marx the materialists like Feuerbach used

P

to treat "material reality"‘as the determinant of human’activity, and did
'jnot consider the reciprocal modification of the obJect (the world) by the

»fsubject (i e., by the activity of.- men) In fact what exists in reality

-Q)

fis a constant reciprocity\Petween consciousness and‘human praxis. Marx‘;i

S

.’makes this clear in his first thesis on Feuerbach"” o 4§$w%
E 5 S

‘The/chicf defect of a"il hitherto existing mate’rial%sm - ‘that.

.-7- Co :

_ of Feuerbach ‘included - is that the thing, reality, bensuousness,l_gx.f'*"

is conceived only in the form. of the object or- of ggggggglggigg

~ but not as human sensuous activity, ggactice, not suBjectively.

- _Hence it happened that the active side, in contradistinction to.
'.1materialism was . deve10ped by idealism -. but. only abstractly,- .
~ since,. of .course, - idealism does ‘not" know real, sens&ous activity
-as ‘such. ‘Feuerbach'wants. sensuous objects, really distinet - from
" the. thought objects, but he does ‘not conceive human- activity it-'

gelf as objective- activity., Hence, in Das Weseri des Chris entums,h,&ﬁ-fliw

" he regards the theoretical attitude as the. only - geniuinely human EERRE
- attitude, while practice is conceived. and fixed ‘only in its dirty~" L
Jjudicial manifestatfon, . Hence he does ‘not grasp the~significance 'f,"”
.of "revolutionary " of practical critical activity (Marx, 1972 107)



/‘f The Marxists who really grasped the meaning of the above thesis o

‘ i_v‘(fdr instance Lukacs or Horkheimer) stressed the active element in cog-'n

'nition.- As Horkheimer later argued the objects of perception are them-

"‘.seIVes the product of man's. actions.2§ o

So far“ we have considered the sﬁbstantive aspects‘of the works ™ |
of.;ome of the‘Chicago scholars. Considering the Golden Age of the school
‘.'to be between 1920 and 1932 it can safely be stated that their major con~_
rtribution in substantive terms, was to urban sociology and to c0mmunity ’
studies in general. The theoretical orientation of the most influential
P men at the Chicago school (Small and Park) was predominantly ‘a conflict

perspective. Simmel's influence is clearly present in their works as

| well as “in the works of such younger members as Redfield and Lou1s Wirth
| Thus two moments ought to’ be stressed for é clearer understanding N
'of the orientation and achievement of the Chicago school.dv?irst Euro-fT
"pean and in partlcular Simmel s influence was strong., In thisﬂrespect,‘

continuitx is established with German formal sociology.v Second a new

'quality is found primarily in the empirico-practical orientation of this

_'soc10103y This moment or aspect represents the giscontinuitx from the -i.;v

ﬂformer speculatiye ‘arm-chair and philosgphical orientation wideSpread

Lol

_f'in both Europe and Nfrth America.‘llfi_' ':;7; TTQ’T” fj;¥:3..-

Now, with respect to the methodological compqnent a real break-

“f

";through was accomplished by Park ‘and his students.. The complex methodo-{f

‘logy of . urban commdnity research was for the first time successfully ap-i'

¢ ~

»,plied on a large scale ‘on. American soil Park waa"gainst sociBlogy con-f"

”yceived as’ armchair philosophizing, and on the contrarx insisted that realj‘
- ' ( s -

¢

:afkwhat they.are doing. SRS
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_-_v' . . . : . ; - R . ' ,',(“ »
' Ihe urban dommunity researchers therefofém relied on available

D
statistics, on existing reports and documents (both official and private)

fon biOgraphies and interviewing, and above all on. the method of partici-

Pant,observation. co 0"'§‘
S o . S St . : I e

("1

‘\'_g To the extent that Chicago sociologists were investigating what

N

bthey called "natural areas",“or sbbcommunities of the large city, by means '

of participant observation, their methodology we may say, carried charac—A"

teristics of the dialectical approach F . o "m’{}
: SR S : S

It is the thesis of this chapter that field-work methodology, alsof‘

called qua itative methodology, is per se Based on dialectical reciprocity »

. between ubject and object and therefore is the social sciehce methodology

closest to dialectical conceptions. | o Hs‘ I
‘ The field-work methodology of participant observations well reflects

.the dialectical relationship between subject and object in social research

0 B A e

C and: therefore, we may say,_that where dialectic is most clearly present

%]

-»is precisely in the Chicago schoal's methodology of partic1pant observa-'“ '

..tion.ga .q_‘bj : .ff.{'t? ﬁpi;:?. ah d vaaltﬁ’f;fh}bwﬂhh:?l"i;?{
e ]' . It was stated above that the participant observation method is DT
based on. dialectical reciprocity of subject and object Traditional ‘j-f& jﬂ'

empiricism,'still present today 1n American ultra positivism, employs
: primarily quantitative techniques of research and therefore claims to ,]f

'rbe more scientific. The participant observation method on the other hand

Y

: 'a .Jf}
'1s based on- direct and personal interaction-of the researcher with the\ o

‘ members of the studied group.. The subject (the observer) and the ob~

7tject (the field situation) are‘thus brought into direct contact., They

,merge and mutually interact therby guaranteeing to the observer, of
course» depending on the degree of involvement,/firsthand knowledge of

the_field—niruarinn,'- o o T L T N
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It is one of the central tenets of Marxist dialectic that the

’-'truth can be best discovered in human practice. And the corollary of '

. ; i . .
‘ this position is the principle of unity of theory and practice. "The L
'dispute over, the reality or non-reality of thinking that is isolated from o

- practice is a purely scholastic question" says Marx in his second thesis

~on Feuerbach (Marx, 1972 108) This positioﬁ can be supported by the o

. thought of J. J Rousseau which states°” "we 'sée other' s actions only

‘to the extent that,we act ourselves.",'as*well as by Karl Kautsky, who
Aiwas conv1nced‘that “A ‘man never gets far w1th mere looking—on ‘without -
'-entering into ﬁhings practically (Kautsky, 1953 XII) ” } j§)~'l-“[
Of alluthe methods in social science it is precisely the method

'of‘"articipant observation'which possesses ‘in the: highest degree these

'qualities of unity of subject and object in the process of cognition
s
.as well as the unity of theory and practice emphasized by modern dialec-' ‘

°
w®

E tics.. e ".5'

"To be. more objective about man in society, social science today

‘5f must. become more subjectively adequate. "> says T S Bruyn in his recent )

,book on participant observation (1966 163) The method of participant‘

'observation the most . saifent one in the/studies of communities, is com-'
'_plex and very demanaing on a researcher.' It requires,‘although this is

‘7not always realized the most complete social science training, including

el

a. knowledge of linguistics, economy, history and social psychology.ﬁ;-s..'

S Conrad Arensberg, one of themprotagonists of this method has described

e the community study method as necessarily comparativequultifactoralg and
'inaturalistic and aimed at studying behaviour and attitudes as obJects in -

vivo, through observation,,rather than in vitro through isolation and




_ abstraction, or in a model through eXperiment (1965 29 31) A
A similar idea is also expresséd by 5. T. Bruyn in his distinction

Y s

between tradi{d.' wﬁmpiricism (positivism, behaviourism), a mode which

gy,

tends toward -.f.l,«ative research and participant observation as quali-":

_'tive research a. more interpretative type of inquiry (Bruyn 1966).

In this type of inquiry, the participant—obServer (subject) by

his mere',l sence and participation is to some’ degree influencing the

f_field-situa ion (obJect), and the object on the other hand reciprocally“"

/ !

. <inf1uences the subJect. Thus mutual modification and mediation of each

§
o

,results in a synthesis which i%)realized and presented in the fleld-work N

report This of course has its advantages and disadvantages.: The ad- ‘“L

o

vantage is in & more 1nsightfu1 and adequate report while the disadvan-‘

‘ tage con81sts in a certain degree of almost inevitable distortion of both:,

) the 81tuation and the researcher‘ re report._ ' Vo

e

One of the inherent characteristics ‘of community‘studies, both
ianthropological and sociological }1s their holistic character.f In that
irespect they are approaching the diaLectical conception of totality. Whatru
'they often fail to examine 1s not 80 much the lack of relationship be-",»}
tween the community and the larger society, but more often the 1ocation |

of such a community w1thin the larger context of the economic and politi-i“
. ’a' } l
;cal organization of the society in question. This was a drawback of the

.A__'

.‘i:Chicago studies as’ well

One 1ast comment must be made here.u The demands of Albion Small
:frffor relevancy,historicity, a- critical approach and understanding in

totality,'were almost non-eXistent in Park 8" papers on urban communities.d

i%ff what methodological value t.

J .
J« R4 . S BRI

e Chicago studies possess is precisely their -
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wpractico-empirical directness of field work approach fThue by uniting‘
.subject and object through direct observation, participation end repor- k
',ting, ‘ the Chicago sociologlsts established‘ a dialectical relationship

between the two essentiaibeomponente of feeearch. we would dare to say

that this is one- of the princ:lpal reasons -for-the wide p0pularity of this =

:sclhoo_ln-,.in_the hist_ory, of .ssoc‘i.oilog_y.2”7 ' o v _ o ”
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f FOOTNOTE'S. (Chapter VI);

iy

~1. Le Play, Frederic L'Organization de_1la Famille Tours, 1884

: - Charles Booth, Life and Labour of the Pe#gle in London, London,
‘Macmillan Co., Ltd., 1902; Friedrich Engels, The Condition of
the WOrking Class 1n England Stanford University Press, - 1968

2, On Sigmel's influence on Park " see in particular Lew18 A, Coser,
' Mastérs of Sociological Thoug t, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich 1971

" po 374

3. Albion Small studied also in Germany for a- period of two years,
and he was in' thé" first. place responsible for the importation

"of Simmel's ideas’to the Americgn audience. A number of essays ‘
and selections from: Simmel 8 Soz;ologie were tranglated and pub-

~lished by Small in The American Journal of Sociology at the turn
of the: century - v

4)"1In E Becker s words, "Albion Small is contemporary. And the
reason is that for "the’ first time since’ ‘the 1920's there is L
again deep searching for what sociology is should be, or might L

" be." '
e (1971: 3). L EE A

5., "In the mind of Small the social process turns out to be two.
_social processes, namely, conflict and co-operation, with the.
latter playing ‘an increasingly influential role" (Bogardus, 1966:
439). . , P . SR
< x
Vold studied at" the University of Chicago, where he reck ived “his
M.A. Degree in 1924. * He received his Ph.D. .later.at the Univer-
. sity of Minnesota, ‘where he became - fyll professor in 1937., ‘Don R
,"Martindaleﬁhas also classified Vold among conflict theorists. ‘See
' his The Nature and Types of Sociolo ical Theor s Houghton Mifflin
~Co., Boston, 1960 pp 200 207 : . ;

SO\ -

Y .Vold 8. reliance on- A Small and‘C Cool“pcan be. seen in the
, following paragraph: "The normal  pr’ né%@%e of social: organiza- _
tion is: that. groups are formed ‘out of’sit tions:in- which members
_‘have common .interests and -common . heeds th gﬁcan be best furthered
;" through collective action. In other worﬁ3
important’ needs of group members, and " gro,
. of -the mémbers or they- soon wither away” i\
are therefore. continuously being formed agd
\ and existing groups weaken and disappear wHexEs
7g purpose. to serve.. Groups come into confl’;
the 1nterest and purposes they serve tend to' v
one another, and become- competitive. ‘In othe;”
. between groups occur principally when - the - .grou :q ,
by attempting to operate in the same general fieldiof interaction.
- (Vold, 1967:: 205) In fact Vold refers on the same page to both
i A Small and C Cooley._, : L : S

: ust serve the needs
_a%sappear. .New groups” s
"'%interests arise,;~_;.~"

ﬁ}th’one another as y
5
1ap, encroach on
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~_'1o;{
11%’
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o1

- 14,

15.

¢

16,

‘cussed in the: next chapter which,deals with historical sociology

e e

Vold here relies on Edwin H Sutherland who can also be viewed as
a conflict theorist, .~

. Of spo jal interest . the recent popularity of the conflict model

and .ven .a-proliferaticr of dialectical elements in British and

_An, ican criminology and "e. so-called sociology of deviance. See’

particular Ian Taylor :aul Walton and- Jock ‘Young, The New Crimi- s
xology for a Social Theory »>f Deviance, ‘London and ‘Boston, Routledgel*~
and Kegan Paul, 1973. As further instances generated by American
gchoiars in this field, one ould ‘enumerate Edwin Schur, Our Criminal
Society, Englewood Cliffs, N. J. Prentice~Hall '1969; ' Jack Douglas R
(ed.), Deviance and ReSpecrmbility, New. York, Basic ‘Books, 1970
in particular the conflict perspective- advanced by American crimi- iy
nologist Austin Turk, Cri nalit .and the Le al Order, Chicago, Rand
McNally & Co., 1969 o o ‘ o

L N .. "
See Albion W. Small, C: tgins of Sociologx New York Russel & AR
Russel, 1924. q‘iz"'.\cantly the, ‘book was. reissued’ in 1967, which is
anotier indica'' of Small's contemporary importance.- See in parti-»j
cular Ch. '’ \lue Thibaut-Savigny Controversy Continuity as a
Phase of Human Experience) e e :fﬁ' //- »

Com

The‘ﬂialectical elements in the thought of these scholars is dis- g

/
One cannot help noting the similarity of this phrase to one :of the‘;‘
prescriptions of Durkheim in his Rules of Sociological Method R

for this Albion W. Small, rigins of Sociologx Chicago Univer-‘
sity of Chicago Press, 1924 Chs.»II and XIX

Dialectical reciprocity was earlier discussed as ‘one of the five

: Operational procedures of’ dialectic of G. ‘Gurvitch (Chapter V).
1nIt is‘also implied ag an element in the dialectical category of

totality. S el e

-This conception is widespread in American sociology. L. A ’Coser_ﬂ’
" has already been mentioned as an’ example. Another widely read.:
‘gource 1is the ‘book - by Peter: L. Berger "and ‘Thomas Luckman, }Qg Social
.Construction of Reality (1967), ‘essentially a phenomenologically
oriented essay on: the sociology of knOWledge.‘ -

See Charles S Page Class and American Sociology New- York Schocken fz
Books, 1969, P. 121. . : ’

See Alvin Boskoff The Theory in American Sociol_gy, B ston,'Thomas

o Y Crowell Co., 1970, p. 98

17l

For the discovery of this important thought of Small the writer 18 "";
indebted to Charles Page “Class and American ‘Soci¢logy, New. York, :
Schodken Books, 1969. Small 8 bqpic dichotomous model was later in




' y.f24;'{To the above two assertations Sorokin adds a third one.

ti§9h_\-'d

o General-Sogiology (1905) modified to a trichotomou model of three :
classes: '"the privileged", "the middle class", and Xthose without .
property, rights or influenc& ‘When compared to Lh Marxian dialec- .

tical approach to soclety,- ‘this is, of COurse,,ﬁanon~dialectica1 posi4_
tion, dnd for ‘the purpose of our analysis p nt%Ato non-dialectical
velements in Small 8 thought. ﬁ Sl .

“n

18, ‘See more on fhis in next chapter, Also in P. A. Sordkin “Socifi]
' ¢ Cultural Dynamics, Vol. IV, 1941, Ch.:13; P, A, Sorokin,‘"Repdy to "~
S My Critfcs", in Philip J. Allen’, (ed ), Pitirim A, Sorokyg*in Review,
: .Durham N. C., Duke Universicy’Prees, 1963 e L

R

19. See' in’ particular: Robert@ﬁedﬂeld The Little‘Community, Chicago, Lo ~
.~ The University of Chicago Press, 1963 Chs. g and 10. . s

.20, See Robert Redfield »Peasant Societv and Culture, Chicago, ‘The. Univeré
R sity of Chicago Prevgf 1963 Ch. 2 (Peasantry. Part Societies) o
S ¥ iR 4 Lo
21. "Society is ‘a cogplex of activities and movements originated by the
© " energy of thoae? hysical and psychical attributes which determine S
human'motives. ¥These ‘elementary factors of: sqcial activity produce .
social phenomena that fall into groups,. each of which. is distinguished
by certain. common peculiarities, ' Society cannot be known. through ore ™
~of these phenomena only, any more than matter can be known through a. .
'single one .of its properties.. Each of: ‘these groups of facts: must be -
known . separately,,and then it its actual relation to coexisting S
groups, ‘before society or social life can be understood“ (Small ER R
1894: 55) . N e ra B

f22;1,See more on this in Ernest Beckéf Lost Science of Many George"“‘*-————
L Brazillier, New York 1971 pp. 18 22, 65.,“' -

. ‘ ‘ é} R . ' B o . 5 - = ‘ ; Y >:
23.:'See more ‘on this in Emory S Bogardus, The Develogggnt of 'Social»;_i e
Thought New York Dav1d McKay Co., Inc., 1966, pp..656b57 Lo

; 'M ultimate or - true reality ' This "reality" is of course :

: c¥lbed as "unutterable!, ‘"inexpressible", ‘that can’ only be sym-

~_bolized ~and. in exceptﬂégal cases: intuitively communicated by:. ..g,v‘”

. merging of ‘the minds of \thg communicants (Sorokin, 1956 287) One R

. .can easily see that. modern .sciénce is ‘not interested: in any ‘ SR
‘»"ultimate or trTe reality", but prefers to leave this to metaphisics.

25; See Martin Jay, Dialectical Ima ination Boston, Little Brown, 1923
SRS AREETE c S . : Ll

26, Refiecting on the Chicago school and their: study of natural areas, i
. Maurice Stein says: "'Natural areas' as an‘object of’ inquiry have - ’
‘received 1little attention 'in recent: years and the whole: social-anthro-.
_ -pological: field tradition, which figures so large in Patk's methodo—f-.x
Logy, has given way td\etatistical and ecological research.;;»i R

-»j~.:~-4 e ‘:. .5': Celan e R .' e _I'..
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. . as their: implicitly. biological ‘conception of so ty.
' -”\sqggortiVe of ‘our account of the -same schbol.

. Middletown' by Robert and Helen Lynﬁﬁg:"

170

. Everett Hughes and his students remain the:most important de34
cendants of Park now. working in ‘the field of sociology" (Stein,"
1960 28) L ST RN

Of course, the two classical communi ‘ tudies “of American sociology,‘
F'Streat Cormexr Societ by . v

participa t observation,

"~ W. F, Whyte, ‘both of which were basg

 weré not direct’ products of the Ch;gago schooly: Nevertheless, their’

auhmcmwuwtmnruumhmtzs&mdmdmn&uuasﬁ
this century, precisely when the Chicago community studies culminated .
in'. the works of Ry E Park and his stpdents. S

PR ey, N - , : L s o
It is of interest thpqte that thevBritish authors of a recent cri-.“?

- tical text in criminology emphasize a ‘specifically sociological cfi-

‘tique. of prevailing*sdciel conditions on the ‘part’ of the Chicagoans. .
They stress their deteiled empiricsl res@hrch-orientation, as well :
All this isg-
the same
authors hold the. Chicago ecological tradition as ost responsib
for the contlnuing hold" of\gusitivistic assumptions in American
. Continuing in ‘theix crltical vein they slso say:. “The

abstractidg.and anti-theoreticalbnature of much of. Ameticsp sociology

(and crlmin'.ogy) .can best be ex 1ained ‘not as the legacy of = .
- Durkheim being. translated for home consumption by MErton, ‘but “as- the
legacy of ‘the -scientism of Comte translated into naturalistic ob-.ﬂf e
-servation for quantification and’ codification by - technologists at-. E

tached to the sociology departments" (Taylor, et al., 1973 110 112)

—i



el Sl cwAPTRRYVID o - LT
T msm'nm. s0¢ :toi.oore AND’ nmdnp{

™~

Dialectic is primarily a theory of social change.‘ History, in

- general terms, is largely a study of changes in human societies. Thus fff- o
dialectic as a theory of change of man g distinctive reality is inextri-'

cably related to the history ?f mankind In other words the dialectic ufﬁf;'
2 ’. : A : < ,s“,‘.‘.)‘
is inherently historical and every authentic human history ishdialectical

7

The above preamble provides a rationale for the examination of

tvanjh er: type of dialectic ‘to be found in sociology and the related soeial

;sciences.g ,J type is present in the historical sociology of P A

‘:Sorokin Barrington Mfore\grii and in,vfor example, the sociological his-.

R

. -
‘I>tory of E, H Carr.: These three eminent scholars are here chosen as ex—‘¢j
L ’amples of the historical tradition ih sociology.-

The most significant works and theories of P, A Sorokin»deal with

,_/4-—,__,.,__.
s

-the problems of social change.p The same can be said for the contemporary

vlsociologist B Moore Jr.- Their longwspan historical and cross-cultural
: Cig Tl

generalizations can b ompared with the grand theories of civilizations
}'*ﬁ'of A Toynbee and Ol S ngler. ».#‘? *QUV«Tfkﬂjfﬁ‘. RPN "”T7-1*4f

As a contemp rary historian E H Carr analyses the human events =

‘h5of the modern era in their processes of change.x Thus, a cOmmon ground is 'FT[

.esta.lished for the investigation of dialectic in historical sociplogy

r

: .and in sociological hist:ory.1 -ff?fifAif_:- g}l;;fé' = S .. _
S e S ;J?fhf-f',jn;j," ;“:trfhf’ ﬁvt S e
- -’PITI*RIM A sonoxm T R I TS S

In a paper\on Sorokin, Arthur K. D&%is has ex ressed the Opinion
\ e .

'qiethat North American socioldgists have notllearned enough\of what Sorokin ;1 |
: ' %1 ; : .'__ . ‘ ) ;‘.* R o LB .-“'v_.r. ‘.\' -

N . PN
AN
. . N

P, et
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“ n v .- e

R offered to his students and. what he stood: for (Davis, 1967- 1-7).

Contemponary sociology on this continent in the decades following
the Second Wor1d War has: indeed largely ignored Sorokin although he was
still in the prime of his creative capacity during thlS period o

| The time. of grand theoriz1ng and of system-building in. SOCIOIOgy

has seemed to.many writers to be a matter of the past. The . great classics

. R
A 4 ¥

‘% of EuroPean sociology had faded from the scene by the second decade of the
20th century, And sociology, in the. effort to become more exact and scien-sh
tiflc, has assumed mainly the character of ‘an’ empirical science. The |

o German forhal school of sociology was.in decline; agd the only systemizer g:'{

1eft was Le0pold VOn Wiese (1876 1969) In France Durkheim left a school »_"

n\

. \
of able followers in duch scholars ag Marcel MBUSS,ﬁLuCIQH Ievy-Bruhl and

MBurice Haleachs. In American sociology Sorokin stands as a solitary

K L
glant whose scholarship is firmly rooted in: the European classical tradi-

-

M .

PR

tiOn P
S,

BN S ST : \ ' . : o
o Comparéd to. thj Marxian approach to society' non-Marxian sociolo-.'

2

L.

gists lacked 7 cohere t and general theory of- soci ty.- From“t is’ perspec-

(

tive Sorokin s system ¢ f analytical sociology, as thq grandk

theorizing of Talcott Parsons, can beaseen as an effort .to. fill that void
' ! ’ vrj\‘ I_ '

\

The reasons for the- relative neglect of Sorokin s numerous works °
- . Lo .\1 ‘: ) E . o P .
) in Amerlcan sociOIOgy are complex.‘ One of them has already been mentloned -

« _’<.' . f -

the strong Empirlcal trend in sociology; lAnother contributing factor wa%
. o R A
': 11ke1y Sorokln 8. ciassical_EuroPean trainingaﬂ*This was reSpOnsible for

: . o [
s. PR ° .

hlS dlstfnctlve outlook on sacial realixy, which was not very congenial

, L -

o .
to the North Amerlcan mind and cultural background In addition Sorokin s

o L O . \_-, o
. . o .

extremely critical stand toward Americaa social science and toward Sensaoa

o b..‘_ ,4 - ? ",<

<

<

an

cﬂlture iﬂ gener 1 played a,s1gn1ficant part As'a scholar Sorokin "
B TR "‘v).. S L R A CE SR e

s ~. ) . . IR . - SO .
P . L . . \1 A - e T o Co N R s

At O
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considered crit1c1sm to be his duty to his profe331on to society, and to _
humanity. He simply refused to play the role of a nice docile American?

o

1mmigrant schola No wonder , then, ‘that he had to bear the consequences .
in the form of a negative labeling by the academic community.

[
-

DeSpite his academic position‘éprofessor and chairmanfof the Socio?

N

logy Department at Harvard University) this lack of acceptance by Ameri-
can academic circles has meant aihegative attitude toward his ideas and

* theories, and. consequentgy aqyinsuﬁficient appreciation of this eminent

R R L ‘
I The dialectic'is inherently historical and the maJor works of P
. oyl :
A, Sorokin are distinctly of- an historical nature. His theory of social

scholar. ‘ i, 7

N

: r-change, as . well as his treatment of various social institutions histori-

i and most original If oné wants to search for possible dialectlcai ele- ’

'cally bear the - traits of’ the dialectical approach : Con T 'f? '

‘ Sorokin 8 Opus encompasses a huge variety of sociological studies.

~
- Among other works hlS theory of socio-cultural change is the best known

ments in the conceptions of this emlnent scholar, then hlB theory of 1m-

-

'manent causes of soc1a1“change must be considered first It is also in

’ this theory that the dialectical element in Sorokin s thought is most

e
.'.‘.

1 ely to be fllustrated . ,1,Ny f'x" .I_ 'm;l _fv
Historical sociology is. the study Qf soc1al change and development

'0ver long periods of time. In this respect Sorokin s theory of socio-

-~
~

-_.cultural dynamics belongs to the same group as Oswald Spe ler 8 study of

v.emergence and dissolutlon of cultures, and Arnold Toynbee 8 studies of .
\- X . L Q .

o historical civ11&zat10ns.. These modern theorists of the ZOth century had

“their forerunners in the cyclical theories oﬁ Vico and Comte.:”f;*ff ST e
. . “ . ' O ‘ m . )



'/ ' Sorokin 8 macrosociological ana1y51s of ‘two major socio-cultural

&

I i

}_supersystems - Ideational versus Sensate - in Graeco—Roman anj ‘Western

ffsocieties is well known and has often been commented Upon in the recent

xpggt (F R Cowell 1952 N 5. Timasheff 1955 C. P Loomis 1961;. P.
'J Allen 1963 A K Davis, 1967 l970a° A Boskoff 1970 F. R Allen,.

;’1971) _ No extensive description 1s therefore needed beyond a brief sum- -

Basad on his exten31ve research with some twenty collaborators

‘x‘x' R R ;,
Sorokin set forﬁh\the results and ‘his conclu31ons i four bulky volumes

ta

mary as a. remiﬂger. R ’ o . - , ‘ 't':f,.;{
i

‘ '(together some - 2800 pages) entitled Soc1al and Cu;'ural Dynamics'¥¢937-

i

1941) SRR : .f . _‘, L RS R S

ol
Sorokin § tonclusions. (summarily described here w1th the 'unavoid-
i

’ able risk of overSimpliflcation) were that 'in the past 2,500 years inl/’,' L

the history of Graeco-Roman and Western societies it is p0351ble to‘d

L

tinguish two major cultural supersystems' nIdeational'and Sensate with- -

/.‘"

~the1r correSponding types of mentality. Each of “the two historical cul-

‘ture types is based on different and almost opposing yalues and ideals

and QE permeatéd by an entirery different conception of truth anh of’b

3

them lasted over a lOng span of several centuries. -
- . s ' .
: MR Thus ‘the unified system of culture called Ideational is based on,

_fthe principle of a supersensory and supernatural God as the only true~;

;reality and value (Sorokin 1941 19) This type of mentality or cultural'

ki

supersys}em characterized‘%reék society from the eighth century until thej

-u,'

-

P I ’ Sl

_end of the sixth century B C., and was also typical of the long period of;-?“"”

»

dieval culture from the’sixth to- the thirteenth centurx A D - The list o

.of traits of this type of culture mentality is too long tO'justify enumera—;'

o R

'tion.‘ Examples would be-= reality is ‘seen as spiritual and eternal hefﬂ



. emph8518 is on other-worldly values ‘and abSOIutejeternal prin&rples; vCogfﬂ'{%f:

k)

nitron of truth depends on div1ne revelation on 1ntuit10n and faith,t
. ] r_ . . "\"‘,.“,"
D Another, and 0pposing culture style is called Sensate. This one 3f—;““'"

- S oo
v

stresses malnly materiallstic, worldly and utilitarlan values. “The . prlmary
' needs of man are physical values are: transient‘ the truth is’ based on‘bb-

\ v
v

: servatlon measurement and experimentatlon. Moral

are relatlvistic and

changeable, Greek and Roman culture from the 1ater art of. the fourth

-

'century B. C to the fOurth century A, D.,,was primarily sensate, and the

- modern era after the 14th century, as well.y

i . -
>

The third 1ntermediary or mlxed type of cultural supersystem,‘

Sorokln calls Ideallstic.‘ Thls ‘one combines the characteristlcs of the

\

fcrmer two oppositlonal types and has (accofding to Sorokin $ research

e

e
ansformation from 1deational

ana data) occurred only twice so far 1n the

O sensate culture type the Golden Age of Ath ns qf the flfth and fourth

_eqturies B C., and from the twelfth century to the e rly 14th century in

Western Europe., : - T oy

a -

The ‘above historlcsl macro-typoldﬁy is Lh 1tse1f a very interestrng

\‘/

constructlon.’\ﬂowever for purposes of our dlSCUSSlon the most pertlnent

aspect is 80rokin;s explanatlon of the mechanism or the’ dynamics of change.
;," . 8 ]

Sorokrn has examlned the fluctuatlons 1n the historical types of

a

- me tallty or culture in*a number of specific areas such as art, philosophy,

ence, ethics, 1aw, and. SOClal relatlonships. His conclusion is that . .

i

e macro-culture types fluctuate - each of them belng replaced by.ltsl'
after‘lt reaches its culmlnation - alI\\hese changes occurriﬁg

1 over long-time perlods. For example the Ideatxo:al mentality was re—

_.placed by the Sensate after three to seven centuries. S "*ﬁ““

0
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Thus‘the historical, lalternating super-beaf'or‘rhythm;is: . Idea-

tional - Idealistic - Sensate with the Ideational system seen as mixed,

uniting some traits of the two opposing primary types.. ‘In fhe hlstory of

western civ1lizat10n, with the dissolution of the Sensate Graeco-Roman o f(

C culture, there ‘came’ into existence an’ Ideational mentality in’ medieval
" : L 7
society, which "in turn gave way to the present Sensate culture. Sorokin

€

S

-was. of the Opinion that the present socio-cultural system (Sensate) has

2

]

‘now.reached its maturlty and showsp81gns of.cris1s and is ready to give

nay to'k’new ideational cultural mentality. . . o ;v;
We: see‘that Sorokin's theory of socioeculturaludynamicsfposits two'
; “rw‘ v

large cultural supersystems ‘and, their alternatiou in history, with con— ,7 ;é
.comitant fluctuations in particular subsystems such as Slt, law, science;‘
'mores "basrc princlples in philosqghy, etc. It 1is pretisely this alter-t
nating quality, as. well as . the support of the theoretlcal scheme by re-

search data that d?stinguishes Sorokin' s model frOm the evolutionary -
scheme of VlCO Comte, Morgan Marx, Engels, ‘and Spencer. The same quali-

¢

ties differentiate thls conception from Spengler s and Toynbee s predomi~f

: nantly organismic conception of-growth decllne, and eventual $assolution

PR . . .
of individual cultusgizor civ1lizations- or for that matter also from

i

the typology of historical socieﬁfes set . forth by‘G Gurvitch : ;'~f1§

-
RN P "

Despite the absenCe of overt conflict in this theoretical model e
of culture hange certain elements of dialectic are ﬁevertheleas trace-'
able in Sorokin s explanatron of the immanent nature of socio-cultural"

change. rOf partlcular signiflcance are tbe follow1ng moments..-

'l,: The component parts of a social system (persons social

¢

~

w,organizatlon, and culture),-constitute an interrelated

AN

and integrated unity, or totality

P B R N "ﬂtx".



- form itself" (1b1d., 667) 15"17" - o A

a3 cultural’reality He.says;; !

S 177
2, There is the assumption of continuous flux and change
of each culture type.- )

3. ,Thensources of changemin any soci chlturalﬂsystem are

primarily internal (immanent cha ge) and thus located

in the 8system itself se-change is inherent in the

-nature of culture and therefore a general law of all life.
s, Ad. a g01ng concern each socio—cultural system is con-
i | o
'stantly active working, pulsating, and cannot help changing.

3
-

As. Sorokin says'. "The change is. an 1mmanent consequence of
o ’fthe system 8 being a geing concern. Its functioning makes
.change inevitable" (SCD Vol. IV 1941 593) R

‘5. Culture as such never dies completely on’ the contrary,

its elements change and dre absorbed’ by different cultures
q
fand thus survive in ‘new combinations. :
More Spec1fica11y, an. answer tofthe question of why there 1s socio-

a

_cultural change can be found in the following statement by Professor

1
LAl

- - . .

Sorokin"‘

Since any soclocultural system is composed of human beings: at
one of its components, and. since any organism, so long as it exist
* cannot help changing, the sociocultural system is a 'going concern'
and cannot help changing 8o long as it exist, regardless of its.
external conditions even when they are :Psofutely constant (ibid., 594)

252

. To a very general question "Why chaﬁge?" ”Sorokin later says that-

each: culture and soclety is destined to. change " ... is destined to .

. \' ' .
change bears in 1tsé1f its own motor that propels it incessantly to trans-
3 ‘

The rsader is Stlll pug&%ed'as to. what is that motor, and. Sorokin s _‘1f

=f1s a natural trait of every socio—l

. o

analy31s seems to suggest th
! L

ge is an, immanent\consequence of the

‘e ‘k E : . uﬁ;"ﬁ".; .

= . y e . B ) . B Loy
&y ‘-4;{)‘;:?,_:7‘:. ‘ S e, f’l - R LR




' (ibid.,, 593)’.

B reality- Nobody can explaln it better than the - author hlmself

)

”of the tran91tton from one

“1nstance Ideational to Sens

.fallacy 31de by side w1th truth) Thus a reason for the super rhythm of~'

-~ 7 ‘u’ ‘ . ) »-b . ‘.‘-' ‘, 178
system's beinSLa going concern. Its functioning makes)change‘inevitable" -

(3

To a more spec1fic qu stion of the deeper reasons for the "why"
y

lelC shpercultural system to- another (for

Sorokln 8 analysis seems to suggest the
following.explanation°: Each of the three ‘main systems of truth and rea-
11ty (and the1r corre5pond1ng culture) is a house div1ded. Each system

is partly true and partly false partly adequate and partly inadequate.

'Each of them contalns a vital part “and also an invalid part (error and

Ideatlonal“IdeaIi tlchensate forms of culture is »according to Sorokln,
in the internal 1nadequacy of each of the main systems of truth’ and B

./,

When such &.system of truth and reality ascends grows and o
becomes more and ‘more monopolistically’ dominant its false part S
- tends to- -grow, while iﬁsxvalld part tends to decrease. Becoming
monOpolistic or domlnaht _«i&. tends to drive out all the other -
systems of truth and redTity, and with them the 'valid parts: they
contain, At the same time(’llke dictatorial human - ‘beings, be-
coming dominant, the«system ig likely .to lose 1ncrea31ngly its:
. validities and dexeiop its” falsities., The net result of such a
trend is that &g -the dominfition of the system increases, it be-
'tomes more -and more- inadeghate. As such, it Becomes less and’
“1éss capable of serving a%lan 1nstrument of ‘adaptation, -as ‘an
. 'experiénce for real satlsfaction of the needs of its bearers, S
" and as a foundation of-their social and cultural life, ‘The ° e
society and culturéiﬁ”TTt’on such a premise become. more and : B
‘more ~empty, false, inexperlenced ignorant; therefore, power-ﬁ
less, disorderly, and base' nobody can build his or-society's
) life and culture on error “ignorance and puyg 1llusion.. The A
.. moment comes when: the false part. of the system begins to over- .
weigh its valid part. Under such condithns,,the society of
its bearers is doomed either to perlsh A it has to change its
ma jor premise -- to. "redeflne the situation" -- and: with it
its*Bystem of culture.v In this way the dominant system pre-
- pates its own downfall and- paves the way for the ascendatice
and domination of one of the rival systems of ‘truth- and reality,,
which - is, under the circumstanées, more true and valid than the -
‘ foutworn and degenerated dominant. system. The new dominant, system:
undergoes again the same- tragedy, and sooner or later is replaced
by - 1ts rival (lbid 743) :

! | ¢ | o o / - /: . Ho,' ; _




On a closer look Sorokin 8. model of social change possesses
'several evolutionary characteristics. Examples ards. inevitability and

-fimmanency of continuous change, unfolding of the idmanent potentialities ”

\

of the system, the so-called ptinciple of 1imits as a c0rrolary to the

e

: theory of immanent change.. Most of these components of evolutionary

Weltanschauung are also essential parts of a complex d1a1ectioa1 perspec--

tive. Generally s"!Ling, the evolutlonary perspective together with

the idea of progress . can be regarded as constituent parts{of a broa&iy

conceived dialectical model - ,';‘&lfif-’fﬂa I
' Ekcept for the primacy of polltico-economic factors,,in one parti- i

”cular 1nstance SOrokin 8. thought-structure is unusually close to that df
: 4

Karl Marx _ Thus, when Marx says" "With the change in the economic foun-"'~

»dation the whole vast superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed"-;f

- W

this can be 1nteresting1y compared with the following Sentence from

Sorokin 8 Social and Cultural Dynamics";"When K-t culture passes from say,
'*the Ideational to the Sensate type, ‘or vice versa, all its ant philosophy

',:religion vscience etbics, and law undergo the same profound transforma—"

N

.tion" (SCD., Vol. II 1937 v1i) This of course shows that both writerihfi
thought 1n tegms ofu;ociety as a relatively coherent or consistent c0mp;? o
lex’ of component 1nstitutions and their structures “.}j;ﬂ:-»-;fi{Lf-fpiﬂﬁ*g*f
| Sorokin 8 theory of social change poSsesses a numberaof dialectical
traits 'as can be seen from the preceding ana1y31s. However when com:';(g{

L

pared . to Marx s dialectical paradigm of social change then the opposi-

tions inherent in Sorokin's model are different First of all Marx s

soc1al system and those contradictions or opp051tes are held respon81b1e PR




3 . P : ;_ X A ‘r‘:ISO ,
Sorohinfindeed operates withtoppositions,hbut those Oppositions
or contradictions are not assignedfa pre-eminent role'as causes of

'-hChange in socio-cultural systems., ‘ B T J“;ﬁ
: As‘en idealist, Sorokin operates on a different level of realipy

-and conceptualization.. In a word his reasoning remains on the level of
=~ . - ‘ . 9 o
ideological supErstructure.. This Weltanschauung or system of truth as

\

against that Weltanschadung or system of truth A clear answer to the

-aestion of "why" one system of truth or culture runs itself out why it
/ oo

is unable to:. safisfy-its human bearers why its vital parts (true
‘aspects) are prdgressively being lost and invalid parts (errors and falla- B

j c1es) proliferate'- this answer seems - to be still 1acking. Marx and the
, “/ R B ,
. Marxian social science have an answer in the general theory of historical ;

3

‘_materialism."Sorokin, as idealist remains in the domain of ideas and o

.shares this aspect with ‘the idealistic sociology. l .f;'. B

Three things need to be stressed now before we proceed further.

‘Flrst Sorokin Sporadically uses the term "dialectic" o' "dialectical"

in a number of hls wrltings. However,_this usage is often quite vague,
N and the terw" afe seldom precisely defined In most such instances the#

term conveys the meaning of dialectical complementarity or of reciprocal

~

influencing of two items or social phenomena. Second when Sorokin isg.
&\ discussing dialectic he usually approaches the subject with respect and"

‘more or less w1th approval : It also seems qufte plain that he considered

r.,.

his own conception of society, and in particular his theory of immanent

change as dialectical 3 fThird Sorokin was’critical of particular types =
. . ,I

LY

- of dialectic found in sociologyaand related social sciences, such as the "

' dialectical theories of G._%srvitch Jean—Paul Sartre snd’Otto Kuhne~;";

‘

(Sorokin 1966 462 525) g
' W,

'h\v‘; =

- N ﬁ-'j - s~vb~ . o ;':‘ R e e .
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Directly supportive of our position that dialectic is definitely

a

present in Sorokin 8 sociology and thought oare the views of L Schneider
in his assessment of Sorokin s views (1964: 371 AQO) Schneider is also
among the few, and probably the first to point to- the significance of dia—

\lectical method in Sorokin's works.. Another writer ~who emphasizes the

-

e

presence of dialectic in Sorokin 8 theory of social change is E. ‘A,
‘Tiryakian (1968 Vol 15z 61 64)
‘Both Schneider and Tiryakian found that the dialectic iS\at the

lcentre of Sorokin s theory of spcial change.a. Schneider, for example

1

argues that thé dialectical outlook is present. in Sorokin s theory of
o .
change and recurrence of the Ideational - Idealistic - Sensate sequence

-

of culture types. He finds the two related ideas of inherent dissolution
"transitoriness" both 1n Buddha and Sorokin in a form that could be

called an "immanentalist" v1ews. In this perSpective change as a process

, “Works in such a manner that every system contains in itself the seeds of

its own destruction.j«»- ' ‘lf.‘

" K

In this 1nstance the similarity to Marx is more than obvious. This

dea is sometimes calledsby Sorokin "the principle of limits ' wh1¢h

t

: underpins the rhythmic periodic1ty of socio-cultural phenomena. Ontthis‘
point Tlryakian says: - p" ) _ﬂ

Moreover, the process within sociocultural systems is a dia—
lectical. one, for "the very accentuation ‘and predominance of. ther -
fundamental Weltanschauung, or basic conception Qf reality,. le~ds &, .
to-its exhanstion and. eventual replacement by omne of the two '
alﬂ%rnative Weltanschauungen. This dialectic is at ‘the heart of
. \Sorokin's "principle of ‘limits" , which unaerscores the rhythmic o

‘ eriodicity of soctocultural phenomena. (ibid., 62) {_ S el
N St ’.ﬁ-?& -

In his reply to Schneider 8 observations, Sorokln stresses the 8

L
N Lo

N

- 1mport at role played by dialectical methnd in his theories of chance,.‘ o

'_with a note that American sociologists Y with a few egceptions,

. . 5 . \
° oo : : L T o s ST



ke
I

LY

T M

.maJor works.

a

“have largely neglected it" ‘ih the same placerhe-makes fayourable com~

ments on the important cognitive functions and ‘the heuristic use of the

dialectical method in the study of natural and socio-cultural processes

(Sorbkin 1964 402~ 3),
o .. . ;
Sorokin concludes this section of his .essay with the following-

e

statement :

In other words, in the construction of my Integral system of ' .
sociology, and in my ‘analysis of culture as systems, supersystems, . .
and congeries, I.continue to use the dialectic method in its dif-A'V
ferent: forms (tempered and. tested by empirical ‘verification and
combined .with postulational deductiver and inductive methods)"
(ibid: 403) : :

To this 'Sorokin adds a note on GurvitChfs conception‘of dialec-'

tic, with a claim that at 1esst four of Gurvitch's 0perationa1 procedures

of dialectic have been used in his integral system of philosophy, socio—‘

logy and personality‘structure Sorokin concludes: "Ivthink that with-

T~

out a skiHlful use" of the dialegtic in its various forms no adeguate theory

|

of the soc1o—cu1tural structures and forms is possible" (ibid., 405)

i 4

1

o

thinks of himself Iherefore we still need to pursue the problem of

Naturally, our Opinion of a scholar cannot be. based dh what he n;‘

the nature of Sorokin ] dialectic by a closer examination of some of ‘his *

i .
i

-

The dialectical the%ries of social and cultural systems are criti- f'

cally examined by Sorokin in hlB book Sociological Theories of'Today
(1966 -Ch 14) The essential point that emerges from this work is that
Sorokin ] understsnding of dialectic is primarily epistemological and

inrno way ontological although he seems to be somewhat contradictory

on.that as will be shown later. This is where Sorokin 8 conception‘ .

- differs from almost all dialecticians ?f the Marxian orientation.': '

2
e



fto restrict the dialectic a§ a\special log

In_other words, Sorokin understood dialectic as a method'or a -

‘fOrm ofllogict Criticizing‘Gurvitch' "dialectic of real social move—

"ments and - the "dialectic of the dialectic relationships 5 Sarokin says"'

e

"Although.Ivunderstand somewhat dialectic as‘afspecified.form of 1ogic

and method;.I'failito grasp the meanings of those two forms." (1966: 481)

‘Sorokin concludes with a’statement -"To sum up; we cannot'and should?not .

w? . RN

31mpute the characteristics of dialectic to the real - phenomena analyzed 77

3

by dialectic as it is done by Marx, Soviet dialectic1ans and Gurv1tch "

. - . . - . -

(ibid., 483). -

" Sorokin's claim that 1t is unwarranted to imputh the properties i

’

of dialectic logic or. method to real social movements .or processes is

.
K

\ based on hisrconception of. dialectic as epistemoloéical ‘ Namely,nhe~ _

, draws the analogy between dialectic and deductive or 1ndugtive logical

@

: fules or~statistica1 procedures ‘none of which in his view can, be imputed

el

to inorganic or organic reality or. to sociocultural processes (ibid.,'

L T O TN
: 482)' Ty hdf g’ L .j S P ' ,: o fv- ] .’e.‘.'
vkju; By admitting further hlS lack of understanding of Gurvitfh s plea—
for the "dialectization of dialectic" (the relation between the dialect c
fas method and the di ' ctic of- real social movement ) Sorokin hows that ;
B
. \ : :
The has never quite,gn&gped;the dialectic of the SubJGCt and the bject, ;
: A "ﬁs " _ T \ ':
1 ,’»_-\\v ‘,'[ \\
v Most dialecticians,'as was shown in the first part of thls work
B e -
(Ggapters 1% "_do c0nsider the dialectic as having both epistemologi-?i]
cal and - Gntbfg 1cal characteristics. \ When Sorokin s views and - commentSr

—"\

on dialectfg are cqnsidered the 1mpression§:;? gets is that he wants <A

,;toamethod,-and thus\tof'



Still Sorokip is not consistent on this point and one could

~_-even say that he 1Sucontradictory Namely, on the one hand he. is a ainst
e!‘

; ascribing the characteristics of "dialectic logic or method"' to r "move-:"

‘ments of the body socia s while on theoother hand 1ndirectly, by his rea—‘

A
v'soning and research he admits that the Drocesses of oo arizatiog do occur

'}n social reality. ThlS is for example corroborated by his own _conclu-

, siomn about religious and ‘moral polarization under the,impact of calamity

© ~

Y

"or catastrophe. Also his own research shows that changes in soc1ocu1- '

ftural or personality systems 1ead to conseqpences contrary to those that

- the system @bssessed-at the preceding phase of 1ts existence and that it '

happens quite often.

v

Sorokin tries to recont1le this contradiction by. poi ingfout.that ‘

"these.and'similar ﬁ .. forms of the real movements of social totalities ‘

(systems)—have heen andfcah‘bé déscribed and studied w1thout-1mputing to

' them a dialectic character (ibid., 481)

©
B :

As vas 1ndicated above, Sorokin failsﬂﬁb perceive the 1mportant -
: e

reCiprocal influence between thought ‘and’ being Xsubgect and object) .8 He :

—

-~ .simply reques to see that nobody is "imPUtlif or "ascribing" to reality
a dialectical character, but ‘that - instead,the processes of man 8 social

-4 - . :

world exhibit the dialectical properties in their movement and change.*'

s Therefore dialectical th&ught cannot be dialectical apart from the dia— ,i

- R )

lectical nature of reality, nor would reality be dialectical apart from

/ w : P
: L S AR S

_ ' Y
nthe human mind as: the su Ject B R oo

It ‘was also 1ndicated earlier, that Sorokin 8 theory of'socialw'v

. change, 1n order to become fully dialectical needs’ﬁuiltnin contradic?f

tions. Onﬂa broader plan however, Sorokin s ana1y81s does incorporate,,iw



.‘~12 o Q

. ogposiﬁions and dialec%&cal polarity ' Instances can be found both in ' ’
iBx:uLL_ﬁhd_ﬁnltnzﬁl_Dxnﬂmina and in other works from Sorokin 8 later.;'

’ f, phase. One such 1nstance can be found in the description of antagonism;if
' ,:'-', \‘\: \ * ! \ g

hetween ‘the partisans of the rising i?eational truth (the
N\

- and the partisans of the declining truth of senses and of reason in the

_hristians)s

\
- X

first five centuties of the Christian era (SCD, 1937 Vol II 79) "In

brief" s7ys Sorokin;'"In its, constructive aspect the system°of truth of

’

early Christianity 18 one - of the purest mi itant forms of the truth faith -

“' diametrically opposite to the truth of sefses and reason ‘to. sc nce and

ilogic which prevailed before and at the
. P IR o

.eginning of Christianity" (ibid.,

e s o

~
- -

B 81 and 94)

B

Much later in 1963 Sorokin des/ribes

la
1
-

13 inte%ral philosophy by6

! saying expressly that,,' . _'1 ”‘. R

- ) :
.'\..;‘9 o S ’ - [T

'
e

e - . It views total reality ‘as - the infinite X of numberless ﬁuali~
S t1es and quantities. spiritual and- material everchanging snd“un—‘

: fv‘ichangeable ersondl’ and superpersonal temporal and- t1m816853 e
N ‘spaciai -and spaceless, ‘one and many .\ . . .In’this sense it is 4L»«?f~.
" thg' veritable- mysterium tremendum et fascinosum and: the coincidentia\

- Efasitorum (reconciliation of opposites) (Sorokin, 1963 372) i

4o -

,v

-'"Empirical reality appearsf 1ndeed as a reconciliation of 0pposite

N
o says Sorokin in 1963 (lbid., 375) Thisr of course ~,is again a distinctly
: SRR N P : L : R ¥ LI
dialectical p01nt of v1ew.;f$ . lef ; ;;] “Q o 'w‘k, o _ft’ﬁl e

When Sorokin describes his oitology as 'a ‘mere dariation of the._°r
\ S

v . " :

‘rﬁ others Taoism Zen Buddhist thinkers Heraclitus Pl'to, Plotinus, St

\‘———r‘ . ! '/

tAugustine St Thomas Aquinas,“Nicolas of Cusa Des‘artes, Splnoza, pel?:}

\

'}' is descgibing nothing else Put the’ dialectical tr'vition kn hum Q:/i;-iw;j

o . N N ! - - . - .. . AR L [N .
SO T R U e e
Y e T : . I A :
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This is corroborated alsotby J B Ford ;\}nterpretation of

"‘Sg%okin s ph11050phy, where the "integral truth" incorporates partial

/truths of each of the maiJ formp of truth (based on intuition reasqn

‘and senses) it is nDt idehtical to any of the three but embraces ele—v
\ .

. ments: of a1l of qbem gﬂ\'_; ‘Ijg_’:.; ST

I, - N - e ) ’ - 1

'«c" vg, The dialeeﬁic&l unity of Opposites finds its place on. the pages

: 'a"of other works by Sorokin Thus when in- Social and Cultural Dynamics he N

)

“ .u.

tanalyses the most general pattern of socio-cultural chaBge as that of

R

incessantly varying recurrent proﬁeases",'Sorokin says -"Thus history

ever repeats itsel;,and never repeats ltqelf both seemingly contradictory ?'

; staﬁgments are true and aS% nbt contradictbry at all when properly under-f”da”

“stood" csqp_ Vol IV 1941' 732) In his last maJor work §§ciologica1 f~'

Theories of Toda (1966) he returns again to the same phrase but adds A;
_________rr_____x o
after properly" An- brackets ialectically"l thus qualifying ptbperly"iff

_ as~meaning*;dialectically " (1bid., 616) Vﬁ,'l ?‘:f,h‘&ff“x{f7.:"1J:_”h}";.f'.
:fﬁ?<.gaf R ) R R P ORI o

. Dialec lfthpughtfia é;sbﬂquige}ndtiéeaﬂié'1ﬁfsd£pkiﬁl;ff“' en

: All great reVolutldns produce,gestructive a8’ L
- tive. (creative) effecty. %n*pr_cticaliy_every~aspect*uf‘tﬁe*iﬁlf§ra1
-——and“s‘cial*life -of -the revolutiouary society ~These changes- are 5 B
vcommqp to all. fuIly developed revolutions. This. dialectically SR e s
- opposgite" two-sided uniformity can be called the."Law of Polariza-
' tion " (ibid., 626) o s e S

'}sociological study\

' fdisaster from a much laterlperiod (rﬁhz)f

v T

" ‘.‘ ’ Doy B . S
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of the same can be foun‘ in the fdreword to his book The Cfisis of Our\\// '

S N v \A

g (1941) where the "vouble processes" in the realms of religion

« R
e philosophy,!gthics, and politics are concidhly described and thé possible

o . {

~

'consequences.of the str ggle between the ideational and the sensate forces L

-,

»

'«commented upon

Finally, Soroki 's major typology of socio—cultural su%ersystems‘

¢ lled Idealistic. .This type discloses some corres-';

L]

.7includes the mixed ty

.ﬂ-{ J s

‘-fpondence to a dialecti 8 conception.- Thus the Idealistic phase of Greek

c1vilization (the ‘Sth e%tnry and the 4th century B C ) succeeds the Idea».kf"

':tional phase, eventua11‘ giving way to the Sensate phase. It is not dif- b
N ) |

>7~f1cu1t to see . that the Idealistic phase is at the same time a phase of
develppment of the ancient dialectic. Heraglitus*afd Plato were, for “_,

i

. \_7_,,/ : _
,example among the most prominent thinkers of that period (SCD Vol II .7-\L:

P R . . . .
. o o K - N

’_1937 62)
In Sorokin '8 interpretation this Idealistic system.incorporates
N
‘three types of knowledge an& truth First ia the knowledge based on senses\

(unreliaHle, uncertain mere Opinion" in Plato 8 language) Second is\

;'and partly on reason and logic.j Finally
o3 ‘ .

'“ﬂ[third is the knowledge based on: "divine intuition" and contempiation.i__gliﬁ;fi

';knowledge based partly on sen';

The Platonic system of truth and knowredge, then, embraces all :
_ the. theee. forms-of truth - the truthgpf "diviné madness ‘or: ‘revelation," :
_;;;____he_txuth,df,reasonior—inte : As‘fd~the truth- of"senses”**lt'also‘_”—_“'
- combhinesg: them, giving suum’ guigue into one -coherent- whole, “in which. RO
;}gempiricism is assigned’ an’ unimportant ‘but a- real place and. divine con=
,Ttemplation is given the ‘highest - place. A1l ‘this is’ shaped through and
by the finest dialectic of -human mind., ~.Such a ‘system is idealistically
”;ratiOnalistic, par excellence (SCD Vol. II 1937 63)‘ ¥ L :

When this is compared to Sorokin s description of his integral

philosophy, the picture becomes fairly clear. Sopokin seems to be basi—

o cally a’ Platonic idealist 7 It is also worth recalling here Merton-and




~

: e
and "temporalism" - the philosophical orientations concerning reality

. logy of Becoming, claims that everything i (:

’

e l. L ‘i,7ﬂ,_“' _’,7p-,' ST N ‘188

Lo :
- \/

Barber 8 characterization of Sorokin 8 sociology of knowledge as "idealis-"

-

fl tic and emanationist" (Merton and Barbqﬁ? 1953 337) The same authors.f.

tnd

.then compare Sorokin 8. idealism to the materialistic conception of K

'Marx with the conclusion that these two scholars could not be farther

b . , o _ : .
apart (ibid., 344-5) L V:j']T ERR o fi‘; S

Perhaps these authors are correct insofar as materialism[id7alism

'duchotomy is concerned | But ‘was Marx only a materialist when it is

').’

.;”knOWn that he was a’ supreme dialectician? Or was not there a great deal

1

of similarity between Marx s and Sorokin 8. dialectic? o 'f E 5",;/fl;‘
T & : el
Sorokin s analysis also reveals a noticeable correspondence between,

what he cg¥ls "temporalistic mentality" or Sensate culture, and the dia-

lectical perspective.,[ ;Ll ‘i:

L . . . :. ) - _: / . ) . ..v VY -‘
'u Thus vnot only ’P the systems of truth fluctuate according éb :\" .
o ‘ R N
Sorokin /concomitantly with the majdr types of - culture but so- too, do

‘the 'first principlesf, Such as idealism and materialism 5’"Eternalism" _js ;

- (sco, Vol II chs.,3 and 8. Eternalism is denoted by Sorokin as the L

(S

- "ideology of being which stresses that the true ultimate reality is un-¥~’dv

Iy

changeable super-all-time Being (ibid., 212) Temgoralism or‘the'ideojs§?°jfci

"”“conception, or. to putvi,bdifferently, that the dialectical paragigm over- iiff

- tlaps with what Sorokin calls &emporalism" z*jiﬁf B

: coming, change flux (ibid., 214) : Since such thinkers as Heraclitus and\‘-ff-f

“to see that Sorokin g "tem oralism" is in fact a moment of a dialectical
P

Hegel are in\particular mentioned in this connection, it is not difficult

Through further analysis, Sorokin shows t;st another aspect of

- A

o %r .‘ ; . L ;,.-‘
n;nthis temporalistic and dynamic viewpnint was an ordinary rise of”,arious jﬁ?lfgw

LS
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theories of:hecoming (the theory of biological evolution the theories‘,xv*

of social dynamics, éocial evolution, cultural change) The corollary 6ﬂ‘je
I‘of this is the deveIOpment of an evolutionary historical mentaiity parf )

’ Pl T PN

- excellence", where "historismus" is a category of the Sensate-tempdralis- :
tic mentality (1bid., 233) 'g,i-fi,h'fv7f&: fdhi."f?'li"dﬁﬂi 'sbh W§f|f
Both historical and evolutionary perSpectives are- the constithent

3

aspeofs of a more complex dialectical conception. Thus "temporalism“ and “ ‘

¢ . . e
dialectic ara at least historically overlapping,o if not quite the same.c ';f' '

Generally speaking, in the grandiose scheme of social deVelopment ”ﬁ;tﬂ

and change devised by P A Sorokin 'the»dialectic as ‘a method and a form . ':T”

. . ; \ AT

M of logic finds its place as cme of the more general traits aqd Vehicles gf;
.B :

of»the Sensate and the Idealistfc mencalicies.f,prﬂ’fgjf';f ?.4fi?‘“‘ R
L It is well known that Sorokin waa a trenchant critic of other

: -»,’- g I AR : PSR ES
social theorists. However and perhaps more significantl he was ex-fﬂ'

Cow el

tremely critical of’numerous aSpects of industrial civilization or Sen—jrt.
'. sate culture In th1§ reﬂpect his position is close to the critical as~ f’“‘7'

h pects o; Marx 8 dialectic or to modern critical theory; basically Marxian

{h orientation,_thQ,;;,~ s

T
/ J

'f*" , However even here differences appear. _Sorekin as idealist has f"w‘”




_ , A (- ?
NI Ay

&~

structure of three’aspects? personslity,-mociety, culture zs a unified

ig for f"ﬂ}

;

' who}e Moreover gss _e have ‘seen earlier, the total reality

Sorokin a coinciden ia o'

o .f"v R Lo o
" -\f N
Alfred Weber 5. appeal for understanding of the historical processeg'i‘, .
S ' '=. / AR 3.» "n'\r~-" ) b ‘, O ' }
. their totality B Arl . fti 'j r'ufgzﬁ. L . : "‘ : v
ﬂff”,ym: : Such 15 he essential jramework of this theory._ Notrmuph dif— o

ferent Tig. the edry - offered'by A, WEber R.: MacIver and’ T, Veblen. 73:¢?§
- Alfred Weber rightly points out that if sociology does not want-to .. L
L ytbe sterile_and pedantic it must ﬂeal not only ‘and not ‘so mdch with

NG

yjpc11culturelblifé;ﬂendctry,to{phderst " the historical’ ‘Process, their o
R 'meanihgsfehdsbow,andoyhyiinftheir totelity._(Sorokin 1966 292)

Q‘.

oy

And to’ this can be added the following comment by Professor A J‘ 'f"'

S Sorokin hes ovei#jdden the conventi al barriers between the
j-i"discip&ines" ‘He has .taken- human affairs as a’ whole,'and has e
" studied them“from any promising angle by any’ promising me thod , f,.,

Ll Perbaps this is ‘the, greatest'Of his many services to mankind' _gm&

e ;;common cause. (1963’ 94) e s DR O '

% .

to the holistic than to the dielectic& vconception of totalicy such cmm*f‘

v.~ !

'?‘bments as the one above by Toynbee are:good indicators‘of the philosOphi3" 3‘;;f§:

cal;yreaﬂth of Sorokin R approach to sdciety._.
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co L : r.ﬁ‘”‘}g; RO f».'ﬂnt _ . .
- The best known book hy the contemporary American sociologist 01: a

N

Barrington Moore

SocialvOri insvof ictator hi{ and Democrac '(1967)

L ‘an historical and comparative work . Although this najor work ofLMoore

vt contains little exglicit dialeotic, it is the contenfion of'the present
o 2','_."'
' writer that its latent strdcture is based on dialectical premlses. i
. T

Mopre s generalizations cover a. long span of several centuries However

i the period in which he is interested is much shorter than Sorokin s two }];f
and one-half niilenia »i.') -v‘¥  - "1?“;:-4n F h.*
| Although temporally shorter Mbore s égzerarization‘ah;” '9i411§oi}

g or geographicalIy much broader than those of Sorok“‘"."'\V ofputvit differently,,_
Moore is interested primarily in the emergence of modérn societies 'and “f'joo

EEN ."'_ l

this on a comparativa basis crossculturally.. He uses as samples certain’f.

‘ societies (Japan,‘India England France the . S A ), as the most typi- Tf5hff

. cal of several distinct routes of modernization.:f ,r:

. .. i

're.specifically, Moore s focus is on the conditions of’growth of'ff

'btf and dictatorship in transition from traditional to modern indus?ff"

P

Vg -

trial societies.:ﬁ?ﬁ}‘ »
Basically, Moore 8 thesis consists of the following propositions g;*"

the transition-from»traditiouat—t0‘modern soctecies““

g countries have taken different routes. Thus, the three major routes to

»the modern world were'ii' '

»revolutions,'”

and parliamentary democracy sfter a series of

the U s A )

France

l'.

DI -‘-‘ A
AL I8



Sgranes
k]

T Ceol T e o lptEe s wR A
b ~{,33P3889d.thr9hgh,reaqtioﬁa;y political 'forms and ."{n
R cog T e ca T ;
‘,fﬁ;,'T a.s@rbﬂé}revolutionaty‘surge?{ cﬁ1m;n§ted

s
RSN

-
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eord, 1967saly . T S O R
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- and peasant,in,thgéﬁgking of§the‘mOQérn,wpfld”,uwhich ipdiCa;es'the:ﬁaﬁygﬁi-lil

. s .

T 1ike afstandar&ﬁtyﬁoIdgy;

S ;quué~o£fMQore’§:in;erest}'(In'thgfaﬁtﬁé:‘s 0wn;wordéd,_~_ S

. o
R

e’
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ded'ifor modernization, and' 't
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L L e R TR SRR R

8:-decigive factors, - .
;",'. L '.‘ :.-'. o

e

; fdctor was the success or failire of the .
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-
"market") ‘as was the case 1n England peasanthrevofutions were

'weak or absent . _j-’ . Lo o »'_'”
\e : . o ‘ ' ‘ )

h4.‘ Conversely, the societies where the landed aristocracy faiIed

e _,7 . to develop a commercial orientation and impulse the revolutionary
'l movements (mostly based on peasant masses) were likely 'to occur,._

as was the case in 18th century France and in Russia and China

during th1s century.- As Mbore says_“vv,.,. 2

L Turning to the process of. modernization itself ‘we notice once .
‘;againsthat the success or failure of the-hpper;class:in'takingoupﬁl

3 1967 459) S _T_.,.,A I # szg L -f],;,‘; .

Although granting an exception in the case of India as a generali-.

. o s

zation one could say that Moore p091ts the survival of peasant society as
,; a precondition of modern revolution. ég;';;ﬁrp e e

As a matter of fact one could say that the structure of Moore s’ o

thought in thés major argument is dialectical His thought also seems toa"

-

be very close to the famous passage from Marx £ prefaee to A.Contribution

e iy e e

.“Thubf1ﬁ?diélééft§5rfféim§f¢§ férminblésys’Meréfé schenie ‘cou




194

‘ e - r ,
- The r*xtltlr; contradiction is resolved through revolution whlch

o Bs reenlution and a qualitatrve change in the relationships)(,
ST osroduend o, } .

e

In other wo: .3, Bar-ington Moore 8 model is essentially a tension.

L

. parad. .m where the‘covtraciction deve10ps between the existing structure '-];

of re' 1tigril in 204 the Jblllty of society to implement the needed///cial
transi.ion 1. uired b :he new need (technological), commercial, orgauiza-';

L " , -
tionalj, This mode of reasoning, plus the historical dimension dis-( ,,f i

"_close Moore 8. model or paradigm;'as least in part as dralectical

To this one could add that‘mqtual dialectical implication and re-vfe

ciproclty within the framework of totality are also present in Moore é e
"reasoning, as the follqwing excerpts disclose. ;iﬁ ,*_f f"igff" -
o “ U o ’ - .
JUCA moment 8 reflection on’ the course of any Specific pre:.nduatrial ‘
_rebellionarevealsvthatgonefcannot ‘understand it wﬁthout reference to 3:
E 'the.actions‘of‘the upper classes that in: large measure: provbked it. S
... Before. looking.at the- peasantry, it is necessary to leok at. the ;_a;;
L whole society (Moore* 1967 457) e .L: S

A reader familiar with dialeccic will ‘not- heve difficulty fn re-',"vf .

':ﬂcognizing the presence of dialectic in the recent#book by B Mbore Jr.

:Eriminate Them (Boston 1972) History ‘as; a conflict between the opposing

f‘principles is well illustrated/i% the follgwing_pa:agfé,..»jﬁ:ygg,ﬂ_:;:ff;; o

BN ,
Revolutiou seems to be a relatively recent .and - distinctly kbstern ST
;'cultural invention appearing ‘dn- full. bloom for the' first time with. a0
? - the- French Revolirkion, . On the: ‘Other ‘hand, Western history ‘has,. from-.,
;the very. beginning, been a confliét between -opposing principles of
,;,,_social organization: from ‘the- age ‘of ‘the struggle between ‘the
'j'Persianjbureaucﬁatic.monarchy;apdjthe;Greechity}states through that
f'betweenﬁpaganismfandforganizedfchiistianity;jddwhgto'the rige of !
o modern;sociel;formsapot&of“andMagéinstbfeu&giism and royal absolutism. _
- This struggle of.course -continues in our own time, ‘now. mainly between '
S radvancedtindustrial capitalism and efforts at revolutionary mod'rni’ '
”{“zation. (Moore 1972 23) e . I




In this recent wot//of Barrington Moore all these aspects of

. R el .
BRIt

. [

...f.fdialectical thought cann\j found‘~ the dialectical turn into opposite

cdhfllct and resul&ing change in society, the application of the dialec-'~

‘;tical category of totality, quantitative-change leading to a new quality,

the dialectical reciproeity and c;ont:rad:l.ct:ionl8

’\‘v;

A few typical examples will suffice to illustrate thf/presen of

dialectic 1n Moore s ahalysis : Perhaps the most vivid examples of tﬂ/ﬂ ..Af‘

c‘<,

dialectical turn into opposite (which could be conceived as a- form of J;éu
. ,’;, / v s

dialectical negation), can be. found in the essays titled "Of Hunger Toil, .r‘v

Injustice and 0ppressxon”, and in” "Some Prospects fdr Predatory Democracy"

1\

"(Moore 1972) Thus,:commentinghon the relations of direct democracy and o a

0 . A 2

L terror with specific reference to a phase of thelpﬁinese revolution e ""?5

. Mbore show§=how democracy turns into terror"$1~“b BT “,."’[H; 1 °A
. R Y . . o :
e But in a very short“space of time revolutionary terror turned
".against direct démocracy, ....; In general,. it is-safe ‘to assert A
.7 .. that the restoration of order- and’ security has not. been for the \v,l“ _*“ﬁi
- benefit of the 1 ttle,people “in'whose honor, ‘the revolutions ‘were., Vrﬁ-?]v“
. . proclaimed. - »+so Dirget democracy': generates revolutionary terror, -
s ?_its own nemesis (Moore, 1?72 65-660 P

o S 'KL s R ST
g sf" The above can he supplemented by one of the concludingastatementm_f;,:jij

‘ of this book : "The first revolution that took power mainly as a result
) A

gvi’

of a radical thrust the’Bolshevik Revotution turned into a vicious s

form of oppre851o }t' & h s to;bg;ghgkéA;ogér”'-'

;T on, it will be -atdsimilar thoughts and mode of thfﬁk&ng are

b 2

‘ofithe contemporary British historian vjf'j |

am

present in the'

finds

significantly, aiprogressive decline if the hsitoricah*perspec--

tive, starting with Max Weber, Georg Simmel.gLeop;}d von Wiese; 1




< fpﬂ:m'h 5?'.‘57ﬂ_. Y R xiff”',,;§- ﬂl ';;ht;jfgw;T' i
BT D e LI ST

N -

g’trend continues straight to Talcott Parsons. Thus the prevailing

e strateg in modern;aocial science a?cofﬂing oo Mbore, is that it is

o ahistori&al that it lacks in critical spirit and tenﬂs to be abstract _?:\

. ~-

‘;and formal (Moore, 1965 123)

Argumentum a contrégio the reader can concIude f0r himself thht i§'<
'f_wjopposite is the dialectical approach and inqparticular the’Marxian diae ﬁ."

,a’

B lectic which takesyinto account the concrete political struggles, classi“f-” ;

N ' RS ' e , S
: 1antagomisms oppression,vand change4- Criticizing equilibrium theory andfn‘ff;w
o hfunctionaiism, ﬁ Moore concludes with a. dire@t note on the dialectic.‘,‘u. .

i;i"The Hegelian dialectic with its conbeption of deveIOping contradictions S

5“tthat lead to intermittent abrupt changes provides,.one may argue a better 5‘51

'theuristic gufﬂe ‘to the explanation of many important processes of histOri-”}}ff
’ ot : . 3 ::J.." ')" _".‘: :

o N LD
“-fcal growth" (1965. 138) :3ro__ - ﬁ}£:~;ﬁl

.EDWARD HALLETT £ARR

historical'facts and: socia

.H,v
[N

"{, to psss some geneifl but relevant comments on

hif'change.\,igﬁi'



-

description of historical events in their details that the author 18 »i‘fﬁ"}“

s rather continuously interpretin& the historical facts /and seatching forf.

N

‘o {their meaning, °°“ne°ti°n3: and the dinections of influence. This is f:" N

"

1”.prrecise1y what makes the writings of this modern historian soeiological.ﬁ'5”“
L 1%?1 focui of this theais the relevant question;

Now from the spe

"is to what degree is E H, Carr a’ dialecticel thinkdp”"or,whether he is ;f
. c k X - L ‘, . L : L : P W“. ;,. v‘
) 11. N A
= e fact 18 that Carr seldom uses the term 'dialectic Neverthe-,je

\ b T

. f;leqs, the dialectic%} perspective seems to be often prgfent in the strubrci-n

‘fture of his thought.A In fact this dialecticall ent (to use L Schneider s

expression) is qnite pronouncad in Garr ,writings._ As an illustration

,\, ;»ar,'

o and perhaps the moat typical statement with far reaching consequences,iin_;;”fff

_ , he oppoee ‘pngnciple of”con nuit
L 8 ejgrouudwork oivhiStory Nothing nnﬁistory that seems
o continuoux_i \exempt - “from .the.. .subtle lerogion ‘of ‘ififier. chs nge; no
. change,: howev; ‘violent and: ~abrupt in‘appearance, wholly‘v”‘
'fz,jcontinuity bevjeen past and" presant. g ‘ :

iﬂturningqpoints in® historx,
. - socidl: forces which alte;,
. (Carz, ‘1 S




o

(19

‘It is of interest t:o note that the same dialect}cal model is nowa-‘ =

days quit:e accep,table imanthropolégy and\ soclology. One example v(bu}d 5

be the applicat:ion of the continuity-(discont,iuuity model”’%ﬂ the exp}.ana--‘_i"-‘

‘ ,..,.

. tion of man s“biological and evolutionary deveImeen . in compariscn to

‘-"other species. El ‘

i

:cular instance, to apply the afalectical perSpective a»s a heuristic de-.

i “."vice to a Specific giroltlem’ under T

;\,13‘..

‘pecc of 11fe,: And this s precisely vh_'t

s e Revolutions dO 110‘: hWe\rer, r' olve the tension between ch
C o+ and continuity, but" rather- ‘heighten 1t}
DA 2 % stimulates all. Ehe forces in play,-.
- ;“’the degire. for change "a

.+ -clination- te: conserve.‘ :
" power, -ag the antidote éo change*‘
s which remainaf dormant ih unevent.fu

fige" v'j;:‘?., g e
sin&-the dynamic of revolq- N

1 cime_, ~and of ‘which w become .
e, hr'-ougm:emj act
_ er, ‘uz‘"ovmfvThus

‘developmeht b‘f.tha' lrevolution, ‘the: elemente“ f change
PR fight side by side,“now _conflictiﬁg“a ‘

hal leng




- |

o . T .

' It is easily nnderstood that revolution war or a civil war,

' _are forms of conflict process but it is not so conspicious that a re-~'f§*5

Y

";ilatively~peacefu1 phase in the life of a society is equally characteri-
PR

zed by 0pposing)torces andgtendepcies, by friction and. competition> by

R now hidden conflict of opposing groups engaged in a struggle for prﬁyir )
»leges and social power. And this is precisely what E H Carr briqgs Lol

. ’forth in his history of the p st r%yolutionary phase of the Soviet Union._ l?

as Well as_}<3

<

";." Oppositions, contradictions of real and pulsating life,

~the related processes of the dialectical turn into opposite can be amply

' L L
' :tillustrated i the historical analyses of Carr.i For reasons qi brevity, e,;'
R ST '

'.we shall restrict the examples cited to the most typical cases.‘ e

e e |
--f:‘t By reading about the post revolutionary politicaI development in e

N

5 -the Soviet Union “Socielism in Onb Count . Vol I and II), gpe realizes ;5

‘__that although the front was Sf bne unified«or "mdholithic" party running

‘A-the country, there were gp fact two parties within the official party -";'

. ,the officialgand the oppositional fection.pf'i';{?i_Qﬂi'

. That oppositions are ihherent in the mere socio-political system gf
B '"!»- T T e N R PRC I I U RO ST R e | __fn'
',is-corrohoratedﬁbnyanrfs_lucid;snelysis:ofgtheznost;important,strnggl o

: betWeen the regime of Lenin and the regime of Stalin:fvol ”II'fl o1

j;ﬂ:"The Monolithic Party") Another,f

3f‘that period in Russia was, pf Cbursﬁf; plh

trifand political conceptions - the one“

The impression and the message one~gevsfbynreading Csrr is thab



../}fﬂ:' R

f L} as the basid/;;;ositiOn betdeen typltypes of attitudes and two types of

w'f
Pl
o
N

2 work - one belonging ‘to intellectuals devoted to revolution, the other

A
to’ bureaucrats orx apparatus-men" (ggg;gtghiky) :
EER - ' .
ey If the party no longer encoursgea independence of thought, it el
. provided safe careers- for ‘those who would serve it faithfully and -
, .effijciently. Stalin's "apparatus-men" were in this senge the very
o fantithesis of -the: intellectuals whpse far-ranging thought had’ pro-.
e vid d the inspiration of the revolution., ‘A’ fundamental animosity
L. a ncOmpatibility of temper’ sharpened eyery: claeh between: the
'_pa leadership. and.the successive. oppositions.‘ Order ‘and dis~ . = ‘
. '4;cipline, not revolutionary enthusiasm, ‘were now the prime virtues.f.‘*-'”-’~
‘. : v of a party member and of a party of.f:u:ial.‘r It was these virtues ..
v which the secretariat of Stalin strove to inoulcate (Carr, 1959 ZOL)

‘\“ . AR BT l .
There‘is no need for a-betterrgxample to illustrate what is some—";'

-
times called "turn into opposite"' as ; moment of dialectical negation,

“l and as a type of change to be discussed stiil further5‘4

o

.‘f_,/ Analyzing the change in the Red Army, Carr describes the constant {;ﬁg

friction and rivalry<between the opposing-tendencies Of party authority

-

?i end the military experts, or between the po1itica1 commis:‘rBJandwthe .

a ff military suppqrters of unity of command (Trotsky Versus;Frunze){
n 23)’.2t_ &tgi , el B |

e : g L
The gontradictions nn IOppositions withi {the system aré disclosed

s

. 2
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crucial sign of internsl class struggle can be'seen 1n the gnstsnces of
’ mass workers' strikes of which the first occurred in 1923 dgy\ba .‘g:i
) trigge td he celays in- wﬂge payment | That things really turned into op~ .
) f‘uposite ig shown in the f0110wing paragraph'7 St |
The, pxoletariat had. seized power the mesns of- production be-"'

-ﬂ;longed to it, . Yet the fevﬁlutiqn~ha4yp?°“8ht.itffew"ﬁaterialgadvan;,“r
;tag&s-:1Ih§8evhad589né“:g§»th¢.ﬁbat;part’tb théfépecialist and the -

!‘5fI“ th¢”4°@§inw°f 5°Ci§1‘control‘§n§‘lav enforcepent, Carr says . = -
vif."Refornetion}end-}eptessionlstggggieq-sfdetﬁyiéiae’gbiﬁﬁin:eiéméﬁts‘iﬁ;“ e

- Bolshevik penal. sheory. and practice (Carr, 1959:. 423)
~: ¥

e ‘-,,

N .Dialectical turn into OPPoaite as a form of dislectical negation :yfff
‘ comes again to the fore iu the discussion of the changed role of concen-gfjf

‘ -tretion camps as instruments of repreasion from preventive to punitive

Xe-n

‘,_function (ibid., 424-426) \Floselw rel t’d to this is the gradual trsns~.[;?“
- formstion of the police state by means of concentration camps andrthe‘ft‘f;"’

;cheka (state police) Cheka as sn administrative organ, eould commit a- ;iij

ﬂﬁperson to a concentration camp by administrstive sction only,‘without a

R

fcourt deciSion or the right to defense;. This of course, spells the com-‘ufﬂ;3

~fff;":plete SUSansion of judiciary system as a guarsnty of individual freedom ;

ﬁg%Lwhich equals to despotic rule‘of state bureaﬁi;scy

inf‘ Ihese aa WEII a ‘m&n ,other examples on the pages of Carr‘s his-;"““

. ;H

'tory speak Vividly of the perversion of\the revolution'inco -8 bureaucraticf__ g

_\

f*i-autocracy 8nxi°“§f$0 Perpetuate its own,rule at a11 osts ;1f.f




The dialectical turn into opposite seems to be a recurrent themejd;
v

~°f Csrr s thought._ Ihe instances are numerous Q:\only a’ few more ex-:.},ﬁ

v'amples will suffice to, illustrate this. P _ﬁ; TSN

To what has been said above ~one’. could add description of the ?.i~“
:;cnanging function of Soviets from a representative organ of the people to..
lv';an agency of local government carrying out orders of the central authority

. f(ibid . 365 366) :‘ffji.j-i ;:zvi.lﬂf;trutirp:jx;! -'A | g ‘, :
‘ f~/ Analysing the past revolutionary deve10pment in Soviet Russia, 5

Carr says significantly-""The radicalism of revolutionary doctrine was

R

Y

b}

succeeded by the conservativism of administrative empiricism" (Carr;leSStiﬁ

.‘:25)"}.'}"T .

“.

Georges Gurviteh expressed the opinion that in human societies new;sfi
classes are|continuously being generated subJect to unceasing structura—f:}f

_tion, restructuration and destructuration.i\_”?‘

?has turned into:rule over'the proletariat by Lt ownfpa‘tl



_ k , S T S T
s ey " o

1became 8 m&jority, had become tbe new ruling class of that BOCiety.. Thuse

Rfifthe dictatorship of the prolqtariat wab a political not an economic or‘f'

g 500131 phenomenon.. It was a rule not of a class but of a. party In
b_:this hypertrOphy of power the Bolshevik party became society in miniature*i

_ and succeeded &utomatically to the ptestige, authority an; sanctity fOt_;éyﬁt
| merly attached to the person of the Tsar (ibid., 134—135) - :' 'xlf
| With the development of the cult of Stalin a new factor was added;fi.

e which in socihlist education and indoctrination‘in the Eastern EurOpean ﬁ:“;

oo block of theJchialist countries echoed‘3 "bur father is Stalin and‘oureif

‘-ic:mother - the Party"., Thus the dialectical negation was complete, even'inzb

t;Openly declared slogans apd ideology.; Or as E R Garrwput it el thefft

‘ftruth seems to éé that every revolution is 8hcceeded by its own reaction'?
1 ‘ :

ﬁ‘k 1950‘ 213




“g o 103) JThis also applies to the social sciences where subject

'jand objeet belbng to the sam%\category and interact reciprocally on each .

f,__.other (ib:(d., 0y,
'g efC1ose1y'ielece3££01thesef;xEAexanﬁiesfanmucﬁelf&ialétfi alii 11-=

ecation or_ interggnetration._ Mhn and.societ”'mould each other (ibid., 33)

‘4_:History is seen as a "continucuﬁ'process of interaction between the his-il Q

5;tor1an and his facts,,an unending dialogue betWeen the present and the
"_f past" (ibid., 30 35) Qarr sees the interaction between past and present =

“i"}in the works of the histOrian, and says "Great hzstory is wricten pre-:”"'

J;fcisely when the historian';;:ﬁrjtw

‘ st is illuminated'by insights -{}

'-,ﬂf[finto the problems'i"ﬂthe present" (ibid., 37)




countries Tollow the Amugisan qpute to m dernization. In: itself the

above hypocrisy is a paradox and as Such:\ic once again confirms the

dialectical nature of social reality N
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__:ﬁmi ﬁ; ‘: _ M‘..‘ ffI T :.FDOTNOTESJ(Qhaﬁter Vii)'.f .  ‘{... ‘-{vi:H" f

SEEEA

D,

1. Mot every'histoiy_is»qociplogical,ﬁn_fjia it dialectical. Simple
»dndﬂdfyaﬁeécri'tiOn,:tgcptgiﬁgjof'éveﬁﬂbﬁanggpefﬁbns vho -played " = *.
5 spécifigfr61e§$invéﬁbhﬁhisﬁbricalghappqungs;;may,be good;histo:ioﬁ _f,
_ »g:gphy;fbut.it.iglnoffygp h}story.gprfbeﬂhistory;”it needs to be a. .

‘ _xg;?'ldgical;fitﬂneedé'tOJIOQKIiﬁtb-higt0ric&l:faqts_fopfcausea,.funétionsv,
u,i.'and‘méaninga,. If"such,hiétdry‘triehntogestablish higtorical.or .~ = -
L sociological tYpes;”SOcialfpgggqpees;fdrﬁtq'discover_poSsibLé_laWs,vff‘,
' ” 8 1¢t6f§oc101ogygﬁlIoibghqmefdialectical,vboth’hia-
mus;!make-useﬁof?cheﬁcénttal'éategqries_of‘d£a~'.
'ion{:neggtidn5imediatibﬂfﬂphd‘pbtali;y. AR

_ .. tory and . sociolog
et lectie - contradii -
2. 'In this;. as we 1 ds i the future ref rehcgé,ascnﬂhéaﬁQs;f@ftébfokin{Aj,

‘" Social_and Cultural Dynami g oo TR TTRICR ROE Borokinis

3. 'Sée:Séfdkiﬁbé:fep1y tofLoﬁi§vSéhnéidétbin;ﬂéb#éé?K;:Zqiiséhan.éﬁd“é;  37
5 *;Whlter?Hirshi(edgg);,Exflorations:inTSo‘ia ~Chan e;'Bostpg,:Hbughtgn~-J,

, When, Sehialdes quivn i iam i T
. 4. ' When Schneider de@lareg;."Ifhold«téﬁthegviewd;hpt1itgfé?in}¢0nnéctiouff<,
S withk dialecticalgndtiﬁnsrthatLSoquInfmakéé[hiéjlargestféoptribqtibn .
th'thé’thgpry;bf?éhaqgégla-at;thé'veryg;ééspﬁiﬁﬂaqsociglggicaljperf"fg,;
*spegtivéPyKIQGA:t375),3;¢j1g;pre¢;gé1y,thg;pq1n:;wetwantth‘estabgish B
_ubtfpn1y~fdf{Sorokin;Jbutjfﬁr_aeﬁp;al”othe;.schnlagst(Mhrx;ﬁSimmgl;*f\lgb

and the i 2thers) . In other.words, their success as sehotarn |

: ted largely, although . - -

‘their thought, =~ =

ol aﬁ@fthe:vigburqufthefr“ideaégji§fhg;eﬁéftt;ﬂ
oy ,notxéxclustvgly;?ﬁb;;hé@diglgggichiqugli;ygb_

e 5;75frhé“diaigéci¢éi?§géi;¢1egiéf,ségéﬁﬁdjé?xégsbﬁingﬁhgyejaigdgbéeh}gﬁfﬂi},~af
e noted.by;the,same»au;ﬁot}ih'prQQhQTcalls'?de&eldpmentfinto;qupsftgf;:*

“fﬁ(?i@fiar-#dﬁsiﬁmel',,éndiin?ﬁhé*rblétéﬂﬁpnéée#39s76f4?dfsctep§ﬁcy?~‘~ e

- Petveen initial intentions and final cutcomes” (etneider, 1964 381). -

6. A &ofaiafgéaﬁcibﬁeiAfngeeséhfyﬁu’“1acé:§uélifi£¢5;révaé3sfsc¢@éﬁé<1
‘fa*:.Whettwaé:écdtﬁdf#bévefié*bdse¢fvnfse eral ‘impressions.'on '
- reading Sorokinls comnents n dialectic in seiol

R . 8ldered; Thue in his book Fads ani ) ology.

Q;ﬂ*“””{fvRelatedlSciéﬁééé”(lSSﬁ)}ﬁafgu;pgﬁagaihgtzempirigfdﬁ,}Sbfbkiﬁ%pb-hts
‘f-1Dﬁ-‘ftO:#heBOQethglmihgfi] ortance.

- /seiegtific discovery:

portance. of 'superconscious  intuition! in’
:f-thethIPﬁOfi*Pfﬁ551§Q¢¢i3fThé”félaffbnship 5
] _t);“hmdﬁthevkﬁéﬁnE(OPjéﬁt)?‘gndwtﬁéif}&ﬁa,“f
fwvruticplgr1y»atfgé‘ea*as"ébsdlutely“"” gar:
AR




, vv?,ﬁ‘-Sorokin was also a deeply religious man.tf"Who except Almighty and]‘
PR ‘_Omniscient God can decide which-of ‘these three main truths is the
Lt real trd—H", “says he in Social and’ Cultu-a nami ex\Vol II . New
York American Book Company, 1937, p. 93.. iy

N : »3&";"5, e : ’ el
B B@rrington Mb're Jr.,,- ' v !‘“ -
SR ——and» Cértain Pro

jals to Eliminate fhem, Boston Beacon Presa
1972, pp. 33, 43, 44, 54,55, 65-66, 150 192. e

l9:"f*Compere this to Barring;on Mbore Jr.,

', Human Misery and iipon' Certai‘QPro 03a13-to<EliminéteﬁThem,
‘Beacon Press, 1972, P+

’ in Ehis chapter.,,;'f

Boston R
23 qudted also in the section on: B Moore ij

'ITfinQV See for example, Dennis H Wrong and Harry'L Gracey (eds ), Raadings[:;
“.u.l*<in Introductor ;Sociolo . New York The Macmillan Co., 1967

AL "These problems are dealt with by E B Carr'mainly in the volumes. o
.7 -Soeialism in One. Gountr”; 'I-and II; and.The. Integ;eggum. All volumesf
- are part .of. his Higtory of SoViet Russia, I-~X; London, The i
'7,'Macm111an Co., 1950 69w et T e
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SR R AT CHAP,TER' VIIT. -
.‘_.I.(‘ ' O \ ‘,' ’ - .‘" ) - n v ! R . . . . L .

o concwszons

. 'O“' : e

-

:itk.’ jb",f. The preeeding chapters have fl;st outlined the maJor aspects Of
v . ...diale::ltic and then traced tne (:lialectical elements in western sociolo-"l..
B vgical thought, taking as examples the views of a aelected mnnber of scho- :
."..‘.;lars,‘ re;resenting the trends or schools in which the dialectic was: most.
jcharacteristzcally Present " L ‘, 1 RRE

e T

..

/ | What do this aurve»y and this analysis show and to nﬁat are they

' -'”._pointmg? Is there eny discernible pattern in _t‘: path of dialectic from

'o eontemporary western sociology? Another relevant ques-

d zbgel via M&rx
ion cont:erns the decline amd revival -gf the dialectical paradigm “in

\’ .

__western social sczence as relatﬁd to the socio—political causes of this :

; fluctuation.;. These di"e the questions to-wh:l,‘ch th‘a concluding reml.rks in
o this chapter will be addressed




WL

"n . A CENA Lo e |\l"

organismic analogy, in the aense that particula; schools develop and cul-::

W 1\

’_"'1\m1nate, then decline and disappear. Science, on the contrary, as distinct fu

from art was con31dered more cumulative in Che senSe“that any subsequent'~7

[

achievement that is accomplished ie based on previoqa”success. In dia-?f{=f

lectical terminology thia is the process of continuity.;“

This conception of the cumulative nature of science was seriously

':5; shaken in the 1960'3 by Thomas S Kuhn s ideas concerning scientific re-'fgig;

1wnicfuly ompecsdhsispadiem Y

(Kuhn 1970)

Dialectically speaking tﬁis is the process of discontinuity.;]i

Another discernible pattern is noticeahlei particularly 1 sqsial




’ 'H \--o NN

R i
B \something and therefore critical. Hegel a dialectic was developed in 0p~

o - - <s

'Sefpoeition to Kant ‘s criticel philosophy._ Marx s dialeCtic was opposed to

oo o R RIS - ‘
"jpositivistic metaphy'ics and to Hegelian idealism.v-Similar ' "che caae Ly

Lode t 'h . .

.'*ri'oWith Lukacs' emph'a 'ggn'dialectical toA.lity; and Lenin s streas on op-ffk'*

; f% revolutionary dialectic.; Gurvitch's and Sorokin 8

.!‘




D T s e T T T L e
B . a SO S T Sy ¥ * . . . h '
N ,Jﬂk_,. R RSO ’

ﬂ'g,-w;«fécéﬁt;yitQAthorough critical examinations, for ipsﬁance by'R




. , 212 ,-vf?ai-
‘.The aame chapter deals extensively with the cate-.};
goriés °f polar;ty and OPPositeness-aE,' : PR

1¢$1081\paradigm.

Y




"'fildi?lectical perspective the work and in particular the typenof dialectie

. y

of the chief types of dialectic found in western sociology.l In-chisff:;
v,,&_r _' ‘l . !

endeavour three major types of dﬁalectfc are delineated~” a) formal-.--; ;t" "

heuriatic dialectic, b) practfco~empirica1 dialectic and c) the diarec~‘_f7

Lo

i tic of: historical sociology.g.v ”;h 'fi‘t»f'f

The present author feels that the existing literature insufficiéntly ‘5"

"

' emphasizes the presence of dialectic in sociology, regardless of the de-f:‘-'7
v‘ocﬁ o

I[ gree of dialectization ofxthe sociological thought.. The rationaley there.fl

S fore behind the efforts containedain Part Two, is the need to redress the 5?

‘_ balance in favour of an adequate understanding of the presence of dialectic,

even in the schools of sociology where this quality is not ao pronounced

ty

i and easily recognized f\_f" ﬂ;firiffffffv

:J\ 5 At ‘the same time an effort was made to asaess critically and from.g

~~o

e found in the different authors whoae worka were analyaed
. __' :vw 5 ’ o R .
As a study in the history of social thought ’this\work endeavours '

\/ L -«1 Ky !

to show the path of dialectic from its ear}y beginninga in the:so—called

cradle of Western civilization" (Ancient Greece), up to its preaentmforms‘ -

"":1n the science of society.; Hore precisely, it is theftre(
i

American soil,_ On thevcont ax:




. *s

'.;

e -

'f

Yy

| AP L A R

- 1

more popular orientacions suth as seruccural-functionalism, symbolic H“T

1nteractionism ethnomethodology, and the drématurgical approach N veq-l-j"'

vheless,éhistorical sociology (and this holds good ﬁpr the dialectic pre-fﬁlol

Di sgnt 1n lt) has had its eminent representatives fn such scholars as P

/..

A, Sorokin aldﬁB Mbore Jr. fi*fi*gf?f*cjﬁ*;lfgf‘ ‘l:“*'?
v When the general trend 18 obserVed in the historical per pective,
i

'lf o

-one, is prone tQ view the path of dialectie in sociology as one of progres-;ffi

o sive ottrition, especf‘lly if compated with the dialectics of Begel amd"“

L a

. This, of course, is to be expectedf

The dialectic originated in

PhilOdbPhy, angithe early roots of sociold’fjcan be traced to the phzvo-

sophy of history., Sociology ‘on the;contrary, from its"

in the works of Saint—Simon and Qomte’wnsa'*~~

'Lscholarship " making their presegge n

ol




R 74@f;’lfi v;i.:fl;f“f-fﬂff'45:"1115'11 zxiejv*

V'?The‘impetus which was already lost with Simmel anﬂ Gurvitch ‘“-**

deteriorate4 even further with the practico-empirical nature of the“vf' .
Chicago school where only fragmentary elements of dialectic can be fuund

Although it is still possible to speak o dialectic in the conceptions of

.“1'

_ﬁ_certgin hembets of the Chicago school there seems to be a noticeable i&-e
: .minution of dialectical thought when the trend from Smallfto Park and’ ”
| Redfield 1s viewed in time perspective.‘ The activistic historical and
critical aspects, stiIl strong}y Spesenﬁ with Smalll are all almost cow-’fk.E;
pletely loat 1n thia transicfhp. So is‘the emphasis on social class and

o e e e :

the conflict of int:erests. L 5 .

RS

*'w:th;;aeggqlwipqeion;q;;;gfueﬁﬁialé

MErton M Levi K Davis ﬂ' Mbore)

tury only sporadic and 1solatedqe1e



‘|‘

dialectical categories of objective contradictions, class conflict

'”'-f*gory of totality,rand the historical dimensiono, are largely abaent in

) o

'~:;fthis recently dominating school of»American sociology. Thus, Barrington

K

ﬂ;and ahistorical are Well placed

}f’social change as a result of internal oppqéitions, (as well aa the cate~lﬂ"f&tf

[

':'ﬁfj Moore s remarks that modern social science tends to be abstract formal '13




v \_' f

‘-dialectic 1n weqt:ern socgology is extinct toaay., Obviously che answer ,




: the radit:ion of Sppncer, )Weber,
R "li'f‘Simmel) . empiricism g nd, pragmatism, '







‘ from the truth of that conception, and the sum of these consequences
3@w111 constitute the entire meaning of the conce’tion "Z In other words,,p{,'.f

:ftthe pragmatists used to Judge the values of their‘bef\Efs by what useful

‘ffconseqnences those beliefs had '1f(}_“'

In the light of pragmatism as a pbiloBOphy, one ahould also—ev&luatetf?fﬁ
’.f7the most important tenets of structural functionalism, because»the func-‘?'7'e

-uftional analysis, as is well known, searchea £or consequences of culture
”items for the larger structures. o ;

'u..

S . . . , i
S While recent literature (Berger"and Inckmann,1967 Baumann, 1969

'r'A‘,'.‘l'_curtis and Petras, 1970) has plentifully emphasized the simi j’ :’_,jties be-;.;',“;i

'ftween the dialecticel conception; of G' H Mead and'Mnrx; it qeems that




SU 'b'f22151
active aapect of the human individual and of human cognition (man aa an

active subjeet), and the view of man as both subject and object.; To'

~f these should be added Mbad 8 view of the emergent theory of evolution ac-""‘”°v

'5 cording to which in the course of evolution the new qualities and forms ’

3 e .

appear by means of leaps or emergents.; Finally, John Dewey was influenced

by Hegel's dialectic an Darwin s evolutionism,?_‘:{,h

However,.below these seemiug eimilarities lie much more important

r S

disimilarities between the Marxian dialectic and pragmati.sm. Most of

(

them are pretty obvious to anyone'v knowledgeable in “the two respect:'we

-.‘Q‘.. ’



I
‘a

x';~,says ROpere (ibid ) while for pragmatiste i; is not the caa{
g ceive of changing a real objective world

”"tinction between appearances and the hidden substratum of reality, which

.chhanacterizes the dialectic“as a philosophical;method_ _e{v.\.e,ﬁ

Lo

Ch

Ciwe

'?2;' "Dialectical materialism,recbgnizes the existe

tive material world whoae existence 18 independent of se'

:uujf 3 Pragmatists separatf;the theory and the practice and do not con-f_7_f

'b". T

5f4ﬂ As a doctrine of radical empiriciam, pragmetiem denies the dis-{@

With reference to G. H Mead whose dialectical conceptions are e

o language end consciousness;;'ij'

o ?rgle of‘human labour



thing" (1969 4)

not as biologicauy A‘iven,

It

.‘-_‘













: '&- q

vlj own extinccion, or may

S 'l

'°3r1°“3}Ylm0dify his ovm existence as a s§e¢, 8. .




B - 3 1c never: achieved a respéctable place_r
%,,;BLW_ . academic aociolqu.‘fA more ‘complete explanation wqdld:tjquir'
PR . soclology -of knawledge approach -where' the : fluctuati h 0f g
w0 léectdeal! ‘method 'wbuld: be: ‘related’'to . the: chahging politicax‘condi-

;;;YT“;';wtions 1in: America.,» 5 0f course would réquire: ahothe: volums

separate type :hé _,5
scentialist dialﬂctic, arh

“*a.ﬁ”Senﬂrﬂl-QHGOretichI andj thodol
., Finally;- almost- all*function

-,fifpbiﬁciple ‘of cohtinuitl_ﬂ:w_,h
A ;he mrxian‘ On."’




,."

,Cﬂhfigélrgiioé Collected Paggrs, Vol V paragraph 9 aa quoted in‘f*l

N e ‘

.;:tica of Human Wbrld) Novi Sad~

' "'j_’The above discussion of dialectic in relation i
,_,;"'bolic int:eraction:lsm ‘is not: meant _to'be: conclsuv
S it is only cursory and points t:o t:he need"‘

jopht ;: Vol 6 Ne‘w York~ 'l’he Macmillan

Centar za“ Politifie. Studije, 1969

'-if'_»'See Mihajlo Markovic, Di al'kt:iEka téori & znaé" n"a (The Dialecticalﬂ‘:;‘ B
e Theory of Meaning) an edition, Beograd'- Nolit, g

_’71 p, 81,\‘:._‘

rasmatism and sym-}' S
On the contrary
T further st.udy. A
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