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THEORY AND PRACTICE IN THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

David Held

Submitted to the Department of Political Science on January 12, 1976,
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy.

It is my purpose in this thesis to draw out and discuss certain
relationships between modes and levels of theorizing, and social
practice. My intention is to explicate certain immanent connections
between epistemology and methodology, and social life-practice.

I propose to discuss these claimed connections in four different
schools of social science: Max Weber (and certain related neo-
Kantians), Hermeneutics, Positivism, and Critical theory.

I am especially concerned with the relationship between theory
and practice in theory--specifically, with internal relations in theory
between:

1. epistemological positions (e.g., on fact/value, descrip-
tion and evaluation, subject and object, science and criticism)
and social, political, and moral issues and positions;

2. _epistemological and methodological positions and capacities
to conceptualize social and historical action;

3. levels of theory and modes of verification, i.e., the
relationship between a theory's conjectures/hypotheses truth
claims and the nature of evidence it regards as necessary
and/or sufficient for its verification or falsification;

4, the structures of knowledge and the interest structure
(generalized motives) of the species (i.e., can certain modes
of knowing be explained, as Habermas contends, by the struc-
ture of human action?); and

5. the theory of the relationship between theory and political
and moral life.

The relationship between theory and practice in practice essen-
tially concerns the relationship between theory as the expression of



a specific mode of practice and labor, and the practice and labor of
individuals, groups, classes, and epochs. This latter area is the
traditional area of the sociology of knowledge which seeks to expli-
cate the social situatedness of all human knowledge. It is an area

of enormous complexity and my least concern in the thesis. It is
left mainly to suggestion and references (of those who have systema-
tically addressed these questions).

I proceed by examining key texts in each tradition. It need
hardly be said that I make no claims to deal exhaustively with each
school (or author). Rather, I endeavor to demonstrate the central
assumptions and implications of each school through these key texts
recognizing full well that any claims that are made are specific to
these authors and do not represent all possible positions available
within each tradition, '

I do not intend to discuss each school simply within the dimen-
sions above, but hope to develop the discussion, pointing out simi-
larities and differences, etc., across schools. Particularly, I
would like to show how critical theory and science highlight many
~of the self-misunderstandings and inadequacies of the other three
schools. Finally, I intend to argue that the Critical school itself
is extremely vulnerable to a number of important and fundamental
criticisms which leave open a further series of questions and issues
which have yet to receive the attention they require.

Thesis Supervisor: Miles Morgan
Title: Assistant Professor of Philosophy
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INTRODUCTION

It is my purpose in writing this thesis to draw out and discuss
certain relationships between modes and levels of theorizing and
social practice. My intention is to explicate certain immanent
connections between epistemology and methodology and social life-
practice. I propose to discuss these claimed connections in four
different schools of social thought and science: Max Weber (and
some related neo-Kantians), Hermeneutics, Positivism, and Critical
theory.

The terms ''theory'" and ''practice'' have a long and complex
history that dates back, at least, to the Greek concepts of "_th_—gg_rjé,'.' '
and ''praxis.' The historicity of these terms ne.ed not concern us
here atha-.nryn length, although an initial orientation to these terms
is important. ! As Nicholas Lobkowicz points out in his history
of the concept of theory and practice from Aristotle to Marx:

When today we oppose ''practice!' to ''theory' we
usually have in mind lived life as“opposed to abstract

ideas, or else man's acting as opposed to his ''mere"
thinking and reflecting. 2

The term ''practice' or ''practical' in contemporary English
usage frequently implies a denotation to ''technically skilled"

activities, activities which have specified uses and perhaps exchange



value. The Greek terms ''praxis,' however, in its ordinary usage,
had a broader sense and reference, i.e., to '"doing" and "acting"
in general. As Lobkowicz writes:

The verb '"wpieewn [prasé‘S] has a number of'close_ly

related meanings such as "I accomplish (e.g., a

journey),'" "I manage (e.g., a state of affairs), "

"I do or fare (e.g., well or ill),'" and, in general,

"I act, I perform some activity. n3
The etym(")lo_g'ic;a]‘.;‘soqifce of the term ''theory' is the Greek term
""theoria.' Although "theoria' is sometimes rendered as '"contem-
plation, '' '"contemplation, " as Richard iBernstein has noted, too
often tends to suggest ''a receptive and passive state of mind. nd
In Greek usage, and in particular in Aristotle, '"'theoria'is a form
of life that involves strenuous desciplined activity. " For the
Greeks the connotations of theoria and praxis were often intertwined
with a question that was frequently posed in their culture and tradi-
tion, namely, ''which is the best and most desirable of lives?"
Within Greek philosophy systematic reflection on the nature of
theoria and praxis was argued to reveal an immanent connection
between knowledge and a "pé.rticularly sublime way of life, "
"a truly free life. wl Th1s connec"cmn ':;vg.éfoundec(i on ;:he cia1med
ihsight that the truth O Stafements 16 1inked iriitnately nES the
intention of fhS §06d and true Tige. 18

In this thesis I will be concerned to explore the theory of

the relationship between theory and practice and, particularly, as



first suggested by the Greek philosophic tradition, certain claimed
immanent connections 1:;etween theory and practice. My initial
conceptions of theory and practice are commonsensical and conven-~
tional. On this account theory is a schema or system of statements
or ideas held to understand and/or explain and/or account for social

or natural phenomena. It is a human creation, a product of social
activity. Practice refers potentially to the totality of human activity,
to the world-constitutive, self-formative and self-generative activities
of the human species or to some special sector of these activities
(where specified).

The essential guiding principle of this thesis is the study and
examination of how Max Weber and certain neo-Kantians, Positivists,
Hermeneuticians, and Critical theorists conceive, characterize,
analyze, understand, and explain the relationship between theory
and practice. I will be concerned specifically with the relationship
between theory and practice in theory. I Will also be concerned,
but to a much lesser extent, with the relationship between theory
and practice in practice.

In examining the theory of the relationship between theory and
practice in theory, I seek to analyze and understand the internal
relations between:

1. epistemological positions (on fact/value, description
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‘and evaluation, science and criticism, subject and object). .
and social, political, and moral issues and positions. For
example, does holding certain epistemological positions
entail commitments to particular moral positions?

2. epistemological and methodological positions.and
capacities to conceptualize social and historical action.

For example, do certain epistemological and methodological
presuppositions imply specific characterizations of social
action? If so, what kinds of questions can and does a given
school ask about social action? Are any areas of potential
concerns and questions about social action closed off as a
result of a school's initial presuppositions ?

3. levels of theory.and modes-of verification.. For example,
what is the relationship between a theory's conjectures/
hypotheses/truth claims and the nature of evidence it regards
as necessary and/or sufficient for its verification or falsifi-
cation?

4. the structures of knowledge.and-action:. For example,
can the logical structure of scientific knowledge, certain
modes of knowing, be explained, as Habermas contends, by
the basic interests, or basic orientations, of the species?

5. the theory of the relationship between theory and
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political and moral life. For example, how do different
schools and writers conceptualize the way theory should
inform and guide social, political, and moral life? How do
different schools characterize the relationship between
theory and the social and political practice of individuals,
groups, classes, and epochs?
The relationship between theory and practice in practice essentially
concerns the relationship between
1. theory as the expression of a.specific:mode of practice
and labor and the practice and labor of individuals, groups,
classes, and epochs.
This latter area is the traditional arena of the sociology of know-
ledge which seeks to explicate the social situatedness of all human
knowledge. The topics iﬂiin_v,o'ke»d. by the sociology of knowledge are of
enormous complexity and are my least concern in this thesis. This
whole area of inquiry is mainly left to suggestion and to reference
(of those who have systematically addressed these questions).
In concentrating attention on the relationship between theory
and practice in theory, it is my purpose and hope to shed light on

the status and character of certain aspects of social theorizing and

of the self-understanding and self-comprehension of theorists. A

discussion of these issues is claimed to be of significance to social
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science, theory, and social scientific practice. It is, furthermore,
contended that they are by no means only '*abstract philosophical®
questions of limited academic import. They also have immanent
implications and consequences for the practice of political and
social life.

The work begins with an examination of the writings, especially
the methodological works, of Max Weber. ? My intention is to
reconstruct some of the central concerns of Weber's sociology,
epistemology, and methodology. I will, in particular, be con-
cerned with the presence in Weber's work of certain claimed
dualisms: the often perceived cleavages between fact and value,
description and evaluation, subject and object,sscience and criticism,
and the claimed separation of theory and practice that follows in
their wake. It is my hope in discussing Weber's work to critically
explicate its specifically Kantian and neo~-Kantian underpinnings.

I chose to begin this thesis with a discussion of Weber for
three reasons: First, because his writings have been and continue
to be of central importance to the shaping of contemporary social
science; second, because in his work we find detailed and impor-
tant statements that explicitly place the dualisms we mentioned
above at the heart of sociology, epistemology, and methodology;

and third, because we find him often attempting to integrate a
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positivist and a hermeneutic conception of social science. The
latter two features of his work make it an enormously fruitful basis
on which to raise many of the i':'h‘e:r‘nes'i’o‘f_ this study.

The tensions and problems that are highlighted in Weber's
work sometimes find their source and origin in his attempt to
locate in social science a role for a nomothetic (generalizing) and
ideographic (individualizing) science. These respective dimensions
of this thought raise important questions and issues as to the
nature of a generalizing or individualizing (social) science. These
questions and issues are systematically addressed in-Part 2.

In Part 2 I will discuss central aspects of the positivist and
hermeneutic programs for science. The former is a philosophical
expression of a generalizing science, while the latter is a theory
"that informs a conception of an individualizing science. In an
analysis of these schools a central theme of this thesis is developed;
namely, that in positivist thought there is a tendency to reduce
practice to theory, and in hermeneutic thought there is a tendency
to reduce theory to practice. We will see that posit-ivisgl is‘u_vi:m»b’le
to comprehend science, where the latter is conceived, notas a -
formal, self-enclosed system, but as human activity, as the prac-
tice of the community of investigators:. In the positivist program,

theory was dirempted from practice and the former became
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unable to comprehend and thematize the latter. As a consequence,
positivist theory is unable to account for itself and so is unable to
justify itself. The hermeneutic tradition, on the other hand, places
at its center the concern to interpret and understand social practice.
However, within the hermeneutic tradition we find a strong tendency
to reduce the role of theory to that of explicating practice. The
tradition tends not only to grant authenticity, but also authority, to
the categories and concepts of its subject/object of investigation.
As such, within hermeneutic epistemology and methodology, it is
contended that theory falls into a relativism and descriptivism, and
into a position whereby it is unable to justify its (sometimes expressed)
claim to be advancing an understanding of an event in the world
which is something more than just another everyday account.

In Part 3 I will try and show how the Critical tradition attempts
to overcome the problems associated with the previous three schools!
theories of objectivity and truth. The Critical tradition has
developed, with various degrees of rigour, positions which attempt
to ground (ulﬁrnately justify) its choice of theoretical principles
and methodological procedure. This tradition attempts to maintain
standards of objectivity and truth that are both of social practice
and independent of its immediaCies and contingencies. Unlike the
previous :three: schools;. the: critical. school seeks to distinguish

between:
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——-ideol-ogy and truth.

---false consciousness and true consciousness.

---understanding and critical understanding.

Within thisc ontext: Tvwill {b_x_arﬁir{e ‘certain of ft-hef«’ﬁv: f):i'ksr of-Ge org
Lukacs, Max Horkheimer,and HeArbert Marcuse.

In Part 4 I expound and analyze the work of JlIrgen Habermas.
Habermas directly confronts the central concerns and themes of
this thesis. His work is a sweeping attempt to develop a systema-
tic theory of the relationship between theory and practice, and to
ground a conception of a critical science. Throughout this thesis I
both use and refer to his work as a resource and topic. It should
be noted that Habermas' thought and writing have been extremely
influential on (and to some extent informed by) the thinking and
writing of a number of associates, notably Karl-Otto Apel, Albrecht
Wellmer, Gerard Radnitzky, Thomas McCarthy, and Trent Schroyer.
Their work often contains both very helpful elucidations and clarifi-
cations of Habermas' positions, as well as additions to@nd develop-
ments of his conception of a critical science. In this context
reference will be made to their writings.

Throughout this thesis I will proceed by examining key texts
in each tradition of social thought and science. It need hardly be

said that I make no cldims to deal exhaustively with each school
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(or author). Rather, I will endeavor to demonstrate the central
assumptions and implications of each school through these key
texts recognizing full well that any claims that are made are specific
to these authors and do not represent all possible positions available
within each tradition.

The discussion of each of the four schools of social science
is organized around a continuous concern with the theory of theory
and practice. I also approach each school with a direct concern to
investigate its central foci. In each part I hope to give an exegesis
of respective positions as well as a .critique. I do not intend, how-
ever, to discuss each school simply within the dimensions above,
but hope to develop the discussion; pointingtoutisimilarities and
differences, etc., across schools., Particularly, I would like to
show how critical theory Iand science highlight many of the self-
misunderstandings and inadequacies of the other three schools.

It is very important to note that throughout this thesis there
is a continually expressed interest in the capacity of social science
to be able torgenerate a critical theory of society, By critical
theory (or critical science, or critique of ideology), I understand,
unless otherwise stated, a social theoretic position that is able to:

1. give an account of the concept of ideology.

2. - ‘support its pretensions to a critical perspective by
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grounding its vision of ideology-free intersubjectivity, i.e.,
clarify and justify in the notion of ideology, a necessarily
implied conception of a ''self-conscious' and 'self-trans-
parent' actor. In short, it must be able to elucidate the
difference between false-consciousness and true-consciousness.
3. give a reconstruction of the natural-histdrical develop-
‘ment of ideological structures of intersubjectivity.
In the analysis of Max Weber and the neo-Kantians, positivism,
and hermeneutics I attempt to uncover how a critical perspective
is closed off as a result of epistemological and methodological pre-
suppositions. As a consequence we see how each school is unable
to conceptualize the problematic of ideology, the possibility of
systematic distortion in the self-understanding of communities,
societies, and traditions. In this context of themes, certain
criticisms are made of these three schools. In making these criti-
cisms I often draw on the writings of the authors I discuss directly
in Parts 3 and 4. It is crucial, however, to remember that in
' making these criticisms we not only raise a series of questions
which uncover issues and problems which the three schools do not

satisfactorily address, but also note that certain of these criticisms

themselves depend for their viability on the capacity of the critical

tradition to '‘make good''" on them. In other words, the force of
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the criticism, for example, that these three schools close off a
critical theoretic approach, rests on an assessment of the validity
of such a project. If the validity of such a project can be syste-
matically doubted, the previously expressed ''criticism! loses

its status qua criticism. In criticizing the three schools' accounts
of objectivity and truth we must be careful to explicate, clarify,
and justify presupposed standards.

In a discussion of the Gritical school we see that some of our
presupposed standards have, at best, an ambiguous status. I
intend to argue that the Critical school itself is extremely vulnerable
to a number of important and fundamental criticisms. The Critical
school has not (as yet?) been able to develop a defensible theory of
objectivity and truth. Here I will argue that to the extent that this
school searches for ultimate foundations, absolute standards, it
raises a multiplicity of problems. These problems are not simply
problems internal to the critical tradition. They are also not
problems that can be solved within its terms of reference. In my
concluding remarks I suggest that the quest for ultimate foundations
implies a task which is theoretically and practically implausible.
The Critical enterprise cannot be ngounded. However, this does
not mean that a critique of ideology is necessarily an unfounded

imposition on social life. It is my contention that the epistemological
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questions and issues could be reformulated in a manner commen-
surate with a conception of a critical program in social science.
Such a program, it is suggested, would be dependent for its validity
on an appreciation of the important role a nomological and herme-
neutic science can have. Needless to say, we are left, at the eﬁd,
with a further series of questions and problems which have yet to

receive the attention they require.
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lNicholas Lobkowicz, Theory and Practice: History of a
Concept from Aristotle to Marx (Notre Dame, Ind.: University
Press, 1967). Lobkowicz's work is a useful source for references
to the long history of these terms.

2Ibid. » P 3 (my emphasis).

3].'bid. » P 9, and quoted in Richard Bernstein, Praxis and
Action (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1971),
p.ix.. Bernstein added the bracketed phonetic translation which I
have included.

Bernstein, Praxis and Action, p. .

5Ibid .

6Lobkowicz, Theory and Practice, p. 3.
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Jurgen Habermas, Knowledge and Human Interests, trans.
Jeremy J. Shapiro (Boston: Beacon Press, 1972), p. 317.

The works of most immediate concern are: (1) Max Weber,
The Methodology of the Social Sciences, trans. and ed. Edward A.
Shils and Henry F. Finch (New York: The Free Press, 1949) (which
will be referred to below as M.S.8S.); (2) Max Weber,Theory of
Social and Economic Organizations, trans. and ed. Talcott Parsons
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below as T.S.E. O.); (3) Max Weber, From Max Weber: Essays
in Sociology, trans. and ed. Hans H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1972) (to be referred to
below as From Max Weber; (4) Max Weber, Economy and Society,
3 vols., ed., revised, and partially trans. G. Roth and C. Wittich
(New York: Bedminster Press, 1968).
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PART 1

MAX WEBER AND NEO-KANTIANISM:
THE ISSUES RAISED



CHAPTER 1

THE EXPANSION OF RATIONALIZATION: THE EMPIRICAL
BASIS OF WEBER'S EPISTEMOLOGICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS

Introduction

In the following three chapters I will examine certain immanent
connections between Weber's general interpretation of the social
tendencies of his times and his epistemological and methodological
work. Of particular concern will be the relationship between Weber's
recognized and unrecognized commitments to theory and practice as
developed in his theoreticalcwritings. cWeber!s adherence to certain
claimed edualisms sfofcexample;thoserbétween-fact and value, subject and
object, description and evaluation, will be discussed. I would also
like to suggest a relationship between that which his work subsumes
and the social life of an epoch and practice of a particular class.

The latter task is, unfortunately, mainly left to suggestion. It is here
a secondary task. To fulfill it, would require a massive study that
obviously cannot be carried through within the boundaries of this
thesis. In one of the best studies of Weber's life in Germany at the
turn of the century, Arthur Mitzman has attempted such a study. In

The Iron Cage, Mitzman persuasively argues that:

22
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a. . . . generational conflict, aggravated both by the
special tensions of his family and the suffocating
character of bourgeois society in Imperial Germany
did, indeed, underlie Weber's scholarly and politi-
cal perceptions;

b. that his formulation of liberal-imperialist ideology
reflects a stage both in his personal evolution and
in the psycho-social development of the German
bourgeois; and

c. that the "heroic pessimism! of the late Weber was
in large measure a result of his shattering conflict
with his father . . . which . . . reveals in contours
the underlying conflict . . . in fin de siecle Germany
and that a similar hopelessness as to any conceivable
alteration of the merciless course of rationalization
and bureaucratization [was] the source of a great deal
of the estrangement and voluntarist irrationalism of
the age. 1

_However, Mitzman's work, as a whole, has certain fundamental
weaknesses, the most important of which is his option for the
methodology of Psycho-History. 2

In this study we hope to take up a number of the issues suggested
by our second task. But we will only have time to note a few critical
points and establish a direction for further investigation.

We begin this study with an exploration of the empirical basis

of Weber's epistemological presuppositions.

ats ale als ate ats alss -
A A e S = L b
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It will be seen that we cannot separate an interpretation of
Weber's methodology from his general interpretation of the social
tendencies in development during his life and times. 3 As Karl
L8Bwith has emphasized, Weber's methodological standpoint can only
be comprehended adequately in close analysis and appreciation of his
other works, and more particularly, his general interpretation of
the rise of modern capitalism. 4 In fact, the perceived hopelessness
of the course of rationalization, with its resulting 'disenchantment,"
may be conceived, as Jean Cohen has argued, to be 'the foundation
for his epistemological presuppositions. nd It is worth, for a
moment, exploring the concept of rationalization.

In Economy and Society Weber attempts to recount the history

of rationalization in the formal theory of rationality and domination,
the two central themes. Through them the concept of industrial

capitalism becomes concretized. Economy and Society is in large

measure an effort to determine the connections between rationality,
domination, and capitalism. Herbert Marcuse has summarized the
connection in its most general form:

. the specifically Western idea of reason realizes
itself in a system of material and intellectual culture
(economy, technology, 'conduct of life,' science,
art) that develops to the full in industrial capitalism,
and this system tends toward a specific type of domi-
nation which becomes the fate of the contemporary
period: total bureaucracy.

The essential concept is Western Rationality.
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In The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, Weber

sets out to discuss and account for the emergent instrumentalism
(the Spirit) of capitalism and to examiﬁe the part which religious
ideas of ascetic Protestantism played in accounting for an ethos,
he believed, to be peculiar to the West. Weber poinfs to the existence
of capitalist economic and commercial organizations before the
Reformation in order to refute any theory that attempted to hold that
the political-economic institutions of capitalism ''were a result of
the Reformation. " He dismisses such a view as a 'foolish and
doctrinaire thesis. n7 He argues instead that he regards ''the
influence of economic development on the fate of religious ideas to
be very important”8 and declares that any further study of the
Prgtf_stangta_thlf: would demonstrate "how Protestant asceticism was
in turn influenced in its development and character by the totality of
social conditions, especially economic. 19 The thesis has to be seen
in context of his other works.

Weber discusses a number of areas of social and economic
life in which elements of rationalization had advanced prior to the
outgrowth of modern capitalism. These early developments (e. g.,
the emergence and formation of ''rational jurisprudence'! in Roman
law) are seen as having created an increasing capacity for, and

having a facilitating role in, the rise of capitalism. ''"The
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importance of Calvinism and other branches of ascetic Protestantism,

as Weber makes clear in The Protestant Ethic,'" is, as Anthony

Giddens has pointed out, ''mot that it was a 'cause' of the rise of

modern capitalism, but that it provided an irrational impetus to the

disciplined pursuit of monetary gain in a specified 'calling'--and
thereby laid the way open to the further spread of distinctive types
of rationalization of activity stimulated by the vicarious expansion

of capitalism. n10, 11

The ascetic religious ethic sanctioned hard
work, resignation to one's ''lot in life''; the division of labor, etc.:
integral components of liberal and organized capitalism. What were
the elements of rationalization?

The term is a complex one and is used to refer to a number of
sets of related phenomena. (1) There is a growth in mathematization,
as Marcuse pointed out, of "experience and knowledge!'': the shaping
of all scientific practice according to the model of the natural sciences
and the extension of (scientific) rationality to ''the conduct of life
itself.'" This in turn must be seen as part of a specific feature of
the secularization of the modern world which Weber often terms
the intellectualization (i.e., demystification and demagicification)
and/or theidisénchantment.of fh‘efWorld-;‘zr,(Th"e irespective charac- - -
terizations reflect Weber's ambivalence to the program of the

Western, modern '"spirit.') (2) There is ''the growth of rationality
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in the sense of 'the methodological attainment of a definitely given
and practical end by the use of an increasingly precise calculation
of adequate means'. nl2  The expansion of capitalism presides over
the final transformation of social relationships to the form which

approximates the ideal-type of Zweckrationalitdt,: in which a

person rationally calculates the consequences that follow from the
choice (from a range) of means to accomplish a given end. 13
(3) There is ''the growth of rationality in the sense of the forma-
tion of 'ethics that are systematically and unambiguously oriented
to fixed goals'. ntd

The rationalization of mythical, religious, or metaphysical
interpretations of reality takes numerous different forms. Weber
shows in his studies of China and India that the rationalization of
ancient and medieval world views may follow one or a combination
of the three elements above and may extend to a varying degree
through modes of social relationships and the orientation of social
conduct; modes of legitimacy, domination, and authority; classes
and status groups and the respective institutionalized universes of
symbolic meaning. Weber, furthermore, sought to demonstrate
that each of these three aspects of rationalization was promoted
much further by capitalism. It is beyond the scope of this thesis to

discuss and trace the history of rationalization in all these forms. 15
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It is, however, an irhportant task of this work to show how this com-
plex concept provides an empirical basis and justification for his
epistemological presuppositions. But before we can discuss this
relationship and indeed explicate what these epistemological pre-
suppositions are, a number of additional points need to be noted.

In Parsons' highly influential discussion of Weber the suggestion
is made that the process of rationalization can best be described as
a law and, in fact, Parsons goes on to compare the process with the
second Law of Thermodynamics. 16 The process is not best under-
stood in this light. For Weber, rationalization, as the extension of
formal rationality, is not a unilinear law of all-embracing proportion.
Rather, the extension of formal rationality is seen to be dependent on
the outcome of conflicts with substantive rationality (which ''cannot
be measured in terms of formal calculation alone, but also involves
a relation to the absolute values or to the content of the particular
ends to which it is oriented. . . . In principle, there is an indefinite
number of possible standards of value which are 'rational' in this
sense''), 17 Often an advance of formal rationality is itself an
unintended consequence of action oriented to substantive values. The
extension of formal rationality results also, it is argued, in the
generation of unintended irrationalities of a formal and substantive

kind. '"In short,' as Cohen put it, ''the process of rationalization
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can be seen as a dynamic between formal and substantive ra.tiona.lity.”l8

Formal rationality is the organization and orientation of action
to formal laws, rules, and norms; it was the expression of contem-
porary reason, both the result of and impetus to an.impersonal, bureau-
cractic order, an order of precise calculation, of objective scientific
rationality. But with the increasingly impartial, 'fair,' and modern
worlddwe: continually risk the ''dialectic of the enlightenment. 119
The extension of formal rationality to '"the conduct of life'' becomes
a concern for Weber also as a '"form of domination'; means becoming
ends, social rules becoming reified objectifications commanding
directions, the market becoming a key mechanism in the orientation
of conduct and planning. Rationalization expressed as formal -
rationality spins off its own dynamic and depersonalizes both history
‘and social structure. The very products of human activity are seen
as having a strong tendency 'to be apprehended ''as if they were some-
thing other than human products--such as facts of nature, results of

. 20
cosmic law . M

Impersonal forces threaten the role of sub-
jectivity. "It is precisely here,' Cohen has suggested, ''that sub-
stantive rationality or action oriented to the particular, qualitative
needs of man as the ultimate value, intervenes and presents tensions

. . s 21 )
and limits to the process of rationalization.' In Cohen's view,

"as formal rationality advances, it evokes counterforces all along
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the way. 122 This, indeed, seems to a large extent to be Weber's
position. But there is an important point that has not yet been made
that should be stressed. Weber was increasingly pessimistic and
doubtful that action oriented to substantive issues could limit the
process of formal rationalization in the modern era. 23 1f such sub-
stantively oriented action was absent or of insufficient strength to
provide such a limit, Weber thought this should not be the case and

a limit to formal rationality wigorously defended (as the theme of

."Pblit_ics*as:‘:.ef\;Voca'tipn‘/'..xgsugges’té); 24 How he sought to protect a
realm of values we take up later.
Weber's ambivalence to this process and the historical exten-

sion of formal rationality has-already been -b'rie'flir mentioned: It is

g

crucial, nonetheless, according to him, to realize that the resultant
"disenchantment' acts as a critique of traditional world views (e. g.,
Christianity). This means:

. principally [that] there are no mysterious
incalculable ‘forces: that come into play, but rather
that one can, in principle, master all things by
calculation: . This means that the world is dis-
enchanted. One need no longer have recourse to
magical means in order to master or implore the
spirits, as did the savage for whom such mysterious
powers existed. Technical means and calculations
perform the service. This is above all what intellec-
tualization means. 22

The basis for the attribution of ultimate meaning and value-univer-

salism by world views is undermined. In the modern, rational,
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disenchanted world there is no simple reconciliation for "ultimately
possible attitudes towards life . . . their 'struggle' can never be
b . . 126
rought to a final conclusion.
The rationale of action under capitalism, given the pervasive-

ness of Zweckrationalitdt, can only be based on value-judgments and

preferences, on individually chosen values, based in turn on an
Y"ethic of responsibility, ! The only account that we can give of our
ultimate values is through a description of the processes whereby
we choose them; the only justification of our values lies in the coher-
ence and clarity of our choice. The coherence of our substantive
rationality, our values and upheld goals was open, in Weber's view,
to critical tests in discourse. An ethic of reéponsibility was based
on the rational, scientific consideration and calculation of possible
consequences of claimed necessary means, in the pursuit of an end,
goal, or action. 27 But, the choice betweén' values, in the last
instance, was the unique prerogative of the individual. 'It is the
responsibility of each person to judge and decide.' There is no
ultimate justification, but the calculated choice of an individual to
"'which of the warring gods we should serve. 128  The struggle to
choose amongst gods is, ultimately, an irrational one,

Or speaking directly, the ultimately possible

attitudes toward life are irreconcilable, and

hence their struggle can never be brought to

a final conclusion. Thus it is necessary to
make a decisive choice. 29
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Our decision is, in the last analysis, based on faith: '"only on the
assumption of belief in the validity of our values is the attempt to
espouse value —judgementé meaningful. However, to judge the
validity of such values is a matter of faith. 130 Thig is, as Weber
put it, ''the fate of an epoch which has eaten of the tree of know-
ledge. . . . " An account of ultimate meaning can no longer be
grounded. There are no longer world-views which can have any
ultimate basis to command intersubjective agreement.

Weber never ''distanced'" himself from this position. It is a
position commensurate with the unfolding of Western Rationality.
It is a position, as we shall see, that also subsumed and sanctioned

this rationality and an individualistic, atomistic ontology.
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CHAPTER II

SCIENCE IN THE LIGHT OF DISENCHANTMENT:
THE PROBLEM OF KNOWLEDGE; WEBER'S
DOCTRINE OF VALUE-FREEDOM, OBJECTIVITY,
AND THE ROLE OF METHOD
The process of rationalization is then, an agent in the demysti-
fication of the social world. With and because of disenchantment,
the undermining of the legitimatizing efficacy of cultural traditions,
the central questions of men's collective existence and ofindividual
life history no longer found or could find an all—embracinglworld-
view with systematic answers, providing a coherent and cohesive
social identity. 'Now,' and as a result, Weber argued, '"as soon
as we attempt to reflect about the way in which life confronts us in
immediate concrete situations, it presents an infinite multiplicity
of successively and coexistently emerging and disappearing events,
both 'within' and 'outside' ourselves. nl To those who have eaten of
the tree of knowledge, reality no longer appears with the cohesion of
one constituted by myth, religion, and metaphysical world-views,
but as a totality '"in bewegung''--a 'heterogeneous flux.!'"
For Weber,.the consequences of disenchantment were, as we

shall see, multifarious. Of these and of primary importance, was

36
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that historical reality became conceived in identical terms to those
Whiéh Kant had conceptualized natural reality. For Weber, history
was, then, a cultural manifold of infinite richness; for Kant, natural
reality was a sensous manifold. 2 The ."absolute infinitude' of this
reality, this multiplicity, '"'is to remain undiminshed, " for Weber,

""even when our attention is focused on a single 'object, ' for instance,

a concrete act of exchange, as soon as we seriously attempt an exhaus-
tive description of all the individual components of this ‘'individual
phenomenoﬁ' to say nothing of explaining it causally. n3 Causal
analysis evinces the same character; "an exhaustive causal investiga-
tion of any concrete phenomenon in its full reality is not only prac-
tically impossible--it is simply nonsense. n? How then can social
science embrace reality?

Since reality is unknowable in its infinity, the ''object! of
investigation is delineated and constituted by thé scientific investi-
gator. For Weber, all knowledge is a result of constitution; all
cognition and rationality are to be located on the side of the knower.
The scientific investigator proceeds according to his or her own
individual ''values' and cognitive interests. The knowledge generated
by scientific practice is in consequence seen to be partial and one-
sided. But having said this, Weber, nevertheless, claims "objectivity"

for the social sciences and scientific ''truths''/''proofs!" as value-
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free. What is the nature of his argument? How can we conceptua-
lize Weber's position?

The core of Weber's discussion of the nature of ''objectivity"
consists in the attempt to clarify the ''logical relationships' between
scientific and value judgments. The discussion revolves around
their incompatibility and differences. For Weber, this most definitely
does not imply an attitude of ''moral indifference'’; such an attitude
""has no connections with scientific 'objectivity'. nd (The authority
of science, in Weber's view, as we shall see, rests on an explicit
commitment. ) It does, however, imply a complex attitude that

pivots on what he calls ''value-orientations' and rational method

(that guarantees the 'objectivity' of scientific results). The under-
pinning assumptions of this view, and the view itself, need careful
explication and analysis.

According to Weber, '""The type of social science in which we
are interested is an empirical science of concrete-reality [Wirklich-

keitswissenschaft] 16 and our aim is to:

a. . . . understand the characteristic uniqueness of
social reality, the relationships and the cultural
significance of individual events [and phenomena; and

b. . . . to understand the causes of these events] being
historically so and not otherwise.

Since social and cultural reality is infinite, the question arises:

how can we know and conceptualize a part of this reality?
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The number and type of causes which have influenced
any given event are always infinite and there is
nothing in the things themselves to set some of

them apart as alone meriting attention. A chaos

of '"existential judgements'' about countless indi-
vidual events would be the only result of a serious
attempt to analyze reality ''without presuppositions."
And even this result is only seemingly possible,
since every single perception discloses on closer
examination an infinite number of constituent per-
ceptions which can never be exhaustively expressed
in a judgement. Order is brought into this chaos
only on the condition that in every case only a part
of concrete reality is interesting and significant to
us, because only it is related to the cultural values
with which we approach reality. Only certain sides
of the infinitely complex concrete phenomenon,
namely those to which which we attribute a general
cultural significance--are therefore worthwhile
knowing. %% [Emphasis added in last sentence. ]

*Weber's discussion of the ''cultural significance'" criterion
for problem selection (cf. M.S.S., pp. 74-77) is ;ambiguouss .
Parsons argues that Weber insisted on the very'great importance
of the cultural significance of a problem for the values of the time
in determining the directions of the interest of the investigator.
Miles Morgan, on the other hand, has pointed out that a careful
reading of the texts reveals several inconsistencies in Weber's usage
of the terms. It is unclear by whose estimation a problem is to be
regarded as ''culturally significant'': the investigator's, or the
society's begin studied, or people's in different groups in a given
society or which culture's ''significance' is to be used (even given
that all "'cultures' take the phenomenon to be 'significant' in some
way or another)? Broadly, Weber's remarks on the interest of the
investigator indicate the social scientists' sense of ''significance!
is central, and his remarks on Verstehen, which we discuss at
length in the following chapter, indicate the subject's sense of
"significance' is the most important.
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Given the nature of reality we cannot, Weber argues, give an exhaus-
tive description or causal explanation. Weber assumed that a true
picture of concrete reality was impossible and that no individual or
collective scientific enterprise could furnish an '"absolutely 'objec-
tive', " or authentic ''copy of reality.'" Saloman, reflecting on

such statements, has correctly observed that for Weber 'the utmost
that can be accomplished by such sciences, either in the historical
or the social disciplines, is, through reasoned thought, to bring
order into the world of reality, which is in a state of ceaseless flux,

The principles of classification by which this order is to be achieved,

. must be imposed by the scientist himself. 10

Weber'!s:methodological standpoint consequentially hinges upon
the establishment of certain dichotomies; between reality as infinite
and science as finite; between subjectivity in science and objectivity
in science; and between ''rationality' and '"irrationality."

The objective validity of all empirical knowledge
rests exclusively upon the ordering of the given
reality according to categories which are subjec-
tive in a specific sense, namely, in that they pre-
sent the presuppositions of our knowledge and are
based on the presupposition-of the-valuecdfithose
truths which-empiri‘c.ajl knowledge alone is able to
give us. . . . But these data can never become the
foundation for the empirically impossible proof of
the validity of the evaluative ideas. The belief
which we all have in some form or other, in the
meta-empirical validity of ultimate and final values,
in which the meaning of our existence is rooted, is
not incompatible with the incessant changefulness
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of the concrete viewpoints, from which empirical
reality gets its significance. Both these views are,
on the contrary, in harmony with each other. Life
with its irrational reality and its store of possible
meanings is inexhaustible. "
We need to ask more about how these dichotomies were established.
Central to any attempt to explore the polarities Weber estab-
lished is an understanding of the distinction between value-judgments

and value-orientations.* It is important to emphasize that Weber's

notion of value-freedom was concerned explicitly with the relation-

ship of science to value-judgments. As distinct from a value-
orientation, a value-judgment is used to evaluate an object, to express
preference, approval, or dislike, etc. Such judgments are not in
any way part of science.

"By 'value -judgements' are to be understood, where nothing
else is implied or expressly stated, practical evaluations of the
unsatisfactory or satisfactory character of phenomena subject to

12 And, as Weber states: '"The social sciences,

our influence."
which are strictly empirical sciences, are the least fitted to presume

to save the individual the difficulty of making a choice, and they

%It should be noted that Weber rarely, if ever, made (detailed)
arguments for the positions we are attempting to summarize in his
name. Rather, for example, The Methodology of the Social Sciences
reads like a series of position statements.
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should not create the impression that they can do so. nl3 In fact,
the position that he seeks to sustain in ""The Meaning of 'Ethical
Neutrality! ”14 and elsewhere, is that if scientific methodologies,
theories, and validity claims neither entail nor imply value-judg-
ments, they are then value-free.

Weber's position on value-freedom, it can be argued, 15 arose
as a response to two factors. Firstly, he sought to protect science
from '"'the present political situation.' !'Everyone knows. .....7'that

. . vital questions which are of decisive political significance are
permanently banned from university discussion, ! and in view of
that fact '"'. . . it seems to me to be only in accord with the dignity
of a representative of science to be silent as well about such value-
problems as he is allowed to treat. n16 Secondly, he sought to pro-
tect 'the wrealm of values'" from the increasing encroachment of
rationalization. Hence his views on the state, 17 his critique of

1 82‘- and his famous

those that viewed the state as a value in itself,j
stress on charismatic leadership and ''politics as a vocation. nl
With such distinctions Weber attempted to establish an enclave for
science and an enclave for value-judgments. Such an attempt
reflects Weber's anxiety to provide a limit to the rationalization of

everyday life and yet to preserve the benefits of ''the fruit of the

tree of knowledge. "
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The discussion of value-freedom, Weber makes clear, pre-
supposes the crucial questions about the nature of "objectivity!!
itself.

‘When we distinguished in principle between ''value-
judgements' and "empirical knowledge, ' we pre-
supposed the existence of an unconditionally valid
type of knowledge in the social sciences, i.e., the
analytical ordering of empirical social reality.
This presuppostion now becomes our problem in
the sense that we must discuss the meaning of
objectively ''valid" truth in the social sciences.
The genuineness of the problem is apparent to
anyone who is aware of the conflict about methods,
"fundamental concepts' and presuppositions, the
incessant shift of "viewpoints, ! and the continuous
redefinition of '"concepts! and who sees that the
theoretical and historical modes of analysis are
still separated by an apparently unbridgeable

gap. 120

Weber's famous claim that social scientific knowledge is constituted
with reference to value has already been noted. 21 At a preliminary

level the influence of values or presuppositions (''value-orientations'’)

is not only not dénied but seen as the very principle that makes
"objectivity' possible in the first place (and prevents ''a chaos .

of judgements"). As with the Heidelberg school of neo-Kantians,

the "theoretical relation to values rather than interfering with the
acquisition of objective knowlédge, becomes the active subjective
precondition which allows us to acquire objective historical know-
ledge. It allows us to detach from historical reality . . . (an infinite

22

richness) . . . , a definite object. " This is a key part of Weber's



44

position. If historical and social reality is best characterized as
"nothing rn‘ore" than an infinitely detailed manifold there can be
(2) not only no objective analysis of it but also (b) no most profitable
starting point from which we might best begin an examination and
investigation of social phenomena.

There is no absolutely '"objective'' scientific é.naly-

sis oficulture~: s . of social phenomena independent

of special and '‘one-sided'" viewpoints according

to which--expressly or tacitly, consciously or

unconsciously--they are selected, analyzed and

organized for expository purposes.
As Cohen observed, '"Rationalization and disenchantment result in
the fragmentation of the knower into a one-sided specialist and in
the fragmentation of knowledge into separate partial systems con-
stituted according to one-sided viewpoints. nad

- Thus the study of social phenomena presupposes value-

orientations and.the work of the social and/or historical investigator
cannot be conceived independent of them,  Indeed, the very naming
of a phenomenal object as a cultural or socio-economic object or
event, reveals the interplay of values which cannot be taken as a
given, '"'"The quality of an event as a 'socio-economic' event is not
something'which it possesses 'objectively'.” It is rather conditioned
by the orientation of our cognitive interest, as it arises from the

specific cultural significance which we attribute to the particular

. . 25 . :
event in a given case. ' The concept of culture is then, for example,
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a '"value-concept. n2b Therefore, the facts we select for study
depend also on ''a small portion of existing concrete reality .
coloured by our value-conditioned interest and it alone is significant
to us. n21 Likewise, ". . . the extent or depth to which . . . the

. investigation attempts to penetrate into the infinite causal
web . . . is . . . determined by the evaluative ideas which dominate
the investigator and his age. n28 For Weber, the explication of
value -orientations serves to locate--individually, socially, and
historically--the human sciences. It is a thesis that attempts to
take seriously the relativity of the investigator's ”présupposi’cions’[';
the recognition that detachment of an '"'object" for investigation (from
the ''cultural manifold") speaks of the investigator, not of the object
ini -itself; the recognition that 'the stream of immeasurable events'

n29 "freezes'!' science in its

that '"flows unendingly toward eternity
30 ops . . .

youth; the recognition that "every science, every single descrip-
tive history, operates with the conceptual stock in trade of its

] 31 . . .

times. " For Weber, there was a potentially inexhaustible num-
ber of alternative ways to describe, analyze, and account for social
reality. The result is an expectation and tolerance of a relativism

in regard to theory (which is grounded in his relativism in regard to

~ value--the Mresult'cof a rationalized and disenchanted world).

als ate ats als ats ats ale
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Weber's view of value-relativism, it should be noted, does not
imply that ''social phenomena'' or ''cultural objects'' are appraised
according to some schema of values. The history of art, he states,
must be distinguished from an aesthetically evaluative approach.
Rather, it can be argued, the thesis of value-relativism attempts to
distinguish the appraisal of objects by value schema (which would con-
clude that '"'some envisaged or actual state of affairs is worthy of

approval or disapproval') from their characterization (which affirms

that '"a given characteristic is in some degree present (or absent)
. . . 33 . o tres s " " :
in a given instance'!), according to their '"significance' or ''mean-
ing" within the structure of cultural values of the investigator himself.
This view is not without its tensions. For, firstly, 'while
reference to value makes possible objective knowledge of a cultural
or historical object, " as Goddard put it, Weber also want to hold,
as we have seen, that '"knowledge is condemned to remain incomplete.
The criterion of the real ultimately renders the real unknowable as
to its intrinsic or true nature or structure, or its objective mean-
34 - . . 3 3 - ) -
ing. " Secondly, the implicit distinction between appraising and
characterizing establishes a false dichotomy. Weber's attempt to
simply characterize an object implies or takes for granted a further

schema of values that restricts social scientific practice, ''by a

meta-theoretical assertion, ' to the ''production' of knowledge which
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"must have an exclusively descriptive [i.e., a nonevaluative, non-
judgmenta.l] -content. ”35»1” However, this assertion hides an evalpa.tion,
a commitment to a particular form of rationality and, as we shall
see, a certain type of practice. These points need further careful
éxplication.

Weber's position is clarified and better understood in light of
the previous discussion of the empirical basis of Weber's epistemo-
logical presuppositions. With rationalization came ''disenchantment"
and the '"intellectualization' of the world, the perception of the world
as infinitely complex. This process Weber saw as undermining the
possibility of attaining value-consensus in the constitution of the
world and, consequently, destroying the foundation for a collectively
‘attained consciousness. The end result of this process, for the
context of our discussion, was a multitude of competing value-
claims, value-relativism, no value of which could have a privileged
status. There was, in Weber's view, no ultimate justification for
any value. As a result, which we previously noted, Weber sought
to keep value-judgments outside the realm of science.

Weber's view of the human sciences rests''’on-an’interpretation
of developments in the whole of society, on interpretations which"
if it is to have validity, as Habermas has pointed out, ''presupposes

H36 i.

a more pretentious concept of sociology, e., a sociology that



48

is able to grasp the totality of a given social formation, the dominant
trends in it and make fundamental claims about them. 317 Indeed, as
we shall see, Weber's conception of social science is, to a signifi-
cant degree, constituted by his conception of the essence of the
modern era, his pessimism and resignation to what he considered
the "fate of our time''--rationalization, etc. (''the inescapable con-
dition of our historical situation't),

Weber claims scientific practice to be free of the value-
judgments of the social and historical scientist. But this claim
hinges on a belief in the value of scientific truth and its"having
synonymity with '"objectivity.' A value-judgment is concealed:
""The capitulation to, and acceptance of, the rationalized world-as it
appears. The method of formal rationality (use of nonevaluative
concepts) is an expression of Weber's evaluation of the meaning of
the rationalized, meaningless world, of his acceptance and resigna-
tion to this rationalization. 138 In arguing for scientific truth as
objectivity, he presupposes the rationality of this society. The fate
of the modern world is the unalterable foundation of ''science.'" ILet
us examine this claim further.

The rigid demarcation Weber draws between value-judgments
and scientific practice has parallels to one of the central tenets of

positivism: that facts and values are separable and that value-
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judgments have no cognitive bases. In the positivisticé.lly oriented
social sciences, this presupposition has consequences not only on
the .epistemological level of self-misunderstanding of science but,
also, on the level of social theory and social practice, e.g., social
policy planning. To believe in the dichotomy of '"objective'' know-
ledge (facts) and values is in effect to attempt to divorce theory
from practice. Despite Weber's concern with the interplay of value-
orientations and, as we shall see, his views about the role of
scientific practice, he, nevertheless, ultimately reestablished this
dichotomy as a fundamental tenet of his view of the sciences. Weber's
position amounts, in effect, to separating theoretical reason from
practical reason and restricting claims to objective, true knowledge
to the sphere of the former. This dichotomy, as we emphasize
later, supports a technocratic consciousness and leads into a
decisionistic e'chics_:39 ideological factors central to the organization
of contemporary capitalism. (These factors are held to be ideological
because their very claimed status is an inadequate conceptualization
of the nature of their own status.)

Under the guise of a value-free science, Habermas has
attempted to demonstrate that positivist social science masks its

true nature as a proponent of a quite specific form of rationality and

practice. 40 This much, we contend, Weber has in common with
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positivism,. 41 N. B. There are strong parallels between our claims
about Weber's own self-misunderstanding and miscomprehension of
the status of his own claims, and those of the positivists. The
details of Habermas' argument against positivism cannot be made
here but the points of immediate relevance to our discussion of
Weber should be drawn out.

In the name of his own view of science and rationality, Weber
feit that he was able to launch a critique of ideology aimed at rooting
out competing theories which are supposedly value-laden and, there-
fore, illegitimately claiming scientific status. 43 But, as we have
just pointed oﬁt, this critique is laden with a schema of values, an
evé.luétion_ which Weber overlooks. Although not recognized as such,
an‘intéfest_ inrtechnically useful knowledge (i.e., knowledge which
can aid decisions on substantive questions by providing, for example,
knowledge of the choice and effectiveness of means, regularities,
etc. )44 and the rationality which embodies it, are values assumed
by this (and the poéitivist) conception of science. They are not
recognized as values because of a persuasive definition of (scientific)
rationality which makes such rationality coincide with purposive,
rational, scientific procedures. Thus the rationality concept under-
lying Weberian science is that of a formal rationality, ca means-ends

rationality:
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. . . simply, efficiency of means to given ends.

These values are accorded a privileged status since

they are implied in '"'rational' procedure itself . .
In the name of value-freedom this criticism of ideologies dictates
the value-system for all other modes of scientific practice. Theo-
retical objective knowledge is made coextensive with a particular
form of method, rationality, and scientific practice. Questions of
practical reason are ruled out of the range of science and beyond
rational inves»ti'gation (although, as we shall see, Weber's views of
the role of science do specify that science can be critical of the
coherence and ''practicality'" of ends). Not being open to rational
solution, practical questions become the province of the private
individual and, in the final instance, can be justified only by refer-
ence to a decision; ethics becomes decisionism and not open to cog-
nitive mediation.

Thus the belief in the fact-value, theory-practice dichotomies

leads to contradictory results. In the name of value-freedom (i.e.,
freedom from ''value-judgments''), a certain schema of values is
championed to the exciusion of all others. (On this conception,
Weber's understanding of the role of values [value-orientations] .
is singularly inadequate. For his conception of the interplay of science
and value-orientations implies orientations with more extensive

commitments.) Furthermore, despite:Weber's tacit-clairn that theory



_and practice‘ are essentialiy two distinct realms, a particular form of
practice is »sanctione,d.' Weber's seemingly passive. contemplative sci-
entific.reason masks an underlying level of committed reason.

In the name of value-freedom, Weber smuggles in a value-
laden concept of rationality and implicitly sanctions that which he
most feared: the spread of formal rationality. Substantive rationality
is suppressed in the "innocent partisanship for formal :ra.‘ciona.lit')r.”46
The effect on social theory of this hidden value-orientation is a con-
ceptualization of '"'science,'" ''scientific problems, ' 'social prob-
lems'' and "alternative solutions' which encourages the spread of
formal rationality. Substantive ratibnality, i.e., the rationality of
'ul.timate énds, was held to be independent of science., But because
of the fact-value dichotomy, substantive rationality could not itself
be rationally justified and could not be used to ultimately ground
value choices. Thus there was no way to rationally combat the
spread of formal, means -end rationality as a value, i.e., the pro-
cess of rationalization which enthroned science and the technical
values of econdmy and efficiency as ultimate values. Weber saw no
historical alternative to the '"fate of our time'' although he sought to
protect an enclave for values and justify a limit to the process of

rationalization. But while not endorsing Zweckrationalitdt and its

threat to monopolize reason, Weber, nevertheless, succumbed in
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the end to its logic--by grounding science in it. As Habermas wrote,
It is ironical, however, that, as we have seen, this
recommendation of a restrictive concept of science
rests on an interpretation of developments in the
whole of society: . . . In his own work Max Weber
did not keep within the limits set by positivism: he
was, however, in agreement with the Neo-Kantians,
positivistic enough not to allow himself to reflect
upon the connection between his methodological
perspective and rules, and the results of his social
analysis. 47
These connections need further explication. They will be discussed
and developed throughout the remainder of this thesis. They also
will be further illustrated in our discussion of how Weber approached
causality and method and what he himself thought science could tell
us. These topics must be temporarily put aside, but will be taken

up later. It is necessary, first, to explore in greater detail Weber's

relationship to Kant and the neo-Kantians,

ats ats ate als als als ol
b o A w 3L A k2

The theoretical positions Weber adopts overlap in many impor-
tant respects with those of Kant and the neo-Kantians of his day.
The elaboration of this theme provides further insight into his dis-
cussion of "objectivity' and the claim that there exists ''an uncon-
ditionally'valid type of knowledge in the social sciences, i. e., the

analytical ordering of empirical social reality, " the full nature of
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which we have yet to elaborate. The discussion serves further to
highlight the tension between value -relativism and '"objectivity" and
the tension between Weber's methodological position and what we
have hitherto referred to as his subsumed and more ''pretentious
concept of sociology."

In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant argued that ''mature' is

scientifically known to the human consciousness through the opera-

tions of the Understanding. We cannot know 'things-in-themselves"
(the noumenal character of phenomena are inaccessible to the under-
Standing). We can claim to know only what is mediated by the trans-

cendental principles, rules, and representations of human conscious-

48 N, B.

ness (the phenomenal world). It is precisely with this con-

text in mind that D. Goddard has noted that:

Weber follows Kant fully here, since he argues that
the "meaning' of history [i.e., objective meaning,
in the sense, for example, of history embodying an
objective teleology] is inaccessible and that the
actual, empirical objectivity of phenomena is only
possible through the synthetic operations of
consciousness.

Goddard further argues that a formal analogy with Kant's
critique of reason may be advanced. First, it may be noted that

Kant . . . took as given that the perceptual world

was atomistic in character. Perceptions are dis-
tinct and separate from each other. . . . The
sensuous manifold presents itselfas . . . a mosaic

of impressions which . . . could only be unified
through the spontaneous operation of the understanding.
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Sense data are given as subject to unification.
Here is the first parallel with Weber.

For Weber reality is

"an infinitude of details, ' "an infinite rich-
ness, ' '"a finite segment of the meaningless
infinity of the world process.' It has no meaning

or significance, nor any internal bond or connec-
tion, except that which is conferred on it by the
operations of a meaning-endowing consciousness.
In other words, the historical process also pre-

C sents itself as a mosaic of confused events and
actions, the total investigation of the detail of
which must always lead to an infinite regress
resulting in‘a ''chaos of existential judgements. n50

Secondly, noting the influence of the neo-Kantians (and particularly
Rickert), we saw that

. . . segments of that manifold only become cultural
constellations or objects, having a certain unity of
meaning, by reference to value or meaning, or, as
it might be put, under the form of meaning. In the
same way we find in Kant that temporality and
spatiality are the conditions under which sense-data
are received. Sense-data present themselves as
stable objectivities (phenomena) under these forms
alone. Nothing in the external world can be con-
sidered phenomenal, that is, be anything more than
a vague and confused impression, unless it satisfies
these conditions.

However, thirdly,

. . phenomena remain distinct and separate unless
connection is imposed on them by the pure under-
standing. They are subject to ratification. Thus a
temporal sequence A-B-C-D may have no connection
unless the temporal relationship is ratified under the
law of causality, the principal category of the under-
standing in which Kant was interested.
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There is, of course, an extraordinary conjunction and comple-
mentarity between Weber's Kantianism and his sociological investi-
gations. Whereas the theme of rationalization can be seen as the
empirical basis (or concretization) of this epistemological pre-
suppositions, it is clear that his epistemological presuppositions
themselves were in part Kantian. But in discussing:the category of
causality (which was crucial for Weber), we will see that he develops
the Kantian epistemological viewpoint as he both extends the cate-
gory's significance for the human sciences and locates its role within
a complex methodology.

For Weber, the particular concepts we develop cannot repre-
sent reality., The elaboration of concepts serves to ''clarify a singu-
lar event or phenomenon. and facilitates the construction of a syste-
matic or rational picture of a segment of culture in order to establish

52 Yet

its internal meaning and to discover its adequate causation. '
the concepts themselves accentuate already selected aspects of
reality; for instance, an ideal-type ''is formed by the one-sided
accentuation of one or more points of view . . . which are arranged

according to lthose>one -sidedly emphasized viewpoints into a unified

analytical construct (Gedankenbild). w33 An ideal -type is constructed

by the abstraction and combination of a number of elements which,

although given in reality, are stressed and constituted from the point
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of view we are interested in.* As Goddard has correctly observed,
'the ideal—type endows features of cultural experience, which other-
wise would remain indistinct, with a clear and precise rnea_ning.”54
The result is that the concepts generated permit us to make a pre-
cise analysis of it from the value-orientation we took toward it.

The question remains, however, what is the status of this
analysis, given Weber's claim that it can be ''objective, ' if our
topic of investigation is constituted by value and if our concepts are
both value and empirically relative?

The answer lies with Weber's emphasis on rational method.
On this claim rests Weber's attempt to have sei)arated "science
from faith."

In "Science as a Vocation" and "Objectivity in the Social
Sciences, ' Weber states that all scientific work presupposes two
things: (1) ". . . tha’c the rules of logic and method are valid, "

i.e., a "rational method, 1o5

and (2) that '"what is yielded by scien-
tific work is important in the sense that it is "worth being known."56

The former presupposition is crucial for the claims to objectivity,

*Ideal-types are not formed purely through theoretical -
ref1§ction‘.‘~ii Rather,; they arfc_a f.mpdified‘and:‘sha;rpene'd-’chrough. v
ehipirical analysis and in turn further aid the exactness of that
analysis. (Cf. Weber, M.S.S., pp. 32-47 and 90-98.) The role
of ideal-types will be discussed further in the next chapter,
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for it is argued that ''rational method' in the social sciences .

if it is to achieve its purpose . . .'" must generate ''systematically
correct scientific proofs! that must be '"acknowledged as correct
even by a Chinese--or--more precisely stated--it must constantly
strive to attain this goal, which perhaps may not be completely

attainable due to faulty data. Furthermore, the successful logical

analysis of the content of an ideal and ultimate axiom and the dis-
covery of the consequences which arise from pursuing it, logically
and practically, must also be valid for the Chinese. n57 That is to
say, despite the interplay of values, rational method is claimed to
be the basis on which truths/proofs are produced having cross-
cultural inter -subjective validity.

This does not imply that validity claims generated by 'rational
methods' (or the 'ideal' mentioned above) will be accepted or
rejected across cultures. In the second presupposition, as Weber

; 1 : ,.58

put it, '"are contained all our problems'';
, . . for this presupposition cannot be proved by
scientific means. It can only be interpreted with
reference to its ultimate meaning, which we must
reject or accept according to our ultimate posi-
tion towards life.

In fact, Weber states that our evaluation of the importance and status

of science and/or scientific proofs is itself historical (a product of

the ''rationalization' of everyday life). What, then, does Weber
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mean by ''valid proofs,' etc. ? It appears that Weber might have
two views on this issue.

It seems, first, that Weber wants to argue that 'the Chinese"
would accept the validity (despite supposedly distanced cultural
norms) of rational methods (e.g., rules for logical inference,
rational thought, i.e., an appropriate methodology), but might well
reject the interpretive framework, the explanation, the explanans
of a Western advanced, industrial, and scientific culture. '"'The
Chinese'! might prefer and argue instead for accounts and explana-
tions of the (social) world uhderpinned by, for example, moral or
religious standpoints. In other words, "'the Chinese' might accept.
the vé.lidity claims generated bgr an established and intersubjectively
recognized procedure but not necessarily the explanation. (We will
call this ''position one. ")

But a éu,estion arises: why would the Chinese accept the :
methods of inquiry? Why are such methods exempted, in Weber's
view, in their acceptance or rejection from the process of rationali-
- zation? They clearly are not trans-historical and inter-subjectively

60 Weber offers no elaboration of this

recognized across cultures.
point,and, as with so many of his positions, they are simply stated

and-assumed. Elsewhere he states that:

The means available to our science offer nothing
to those persons to whom this truth is of no value.
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It should be remembered that the belief in the value

of scientific truth is the product of certain cultures

and is not a product of man's original nature. 61
If by '""means' he implies rational methods of inquiry, the poisition
we have just established, viz., the Chinese, is contradicted, making
the acceptance of scientific procedures itself also historically and
culturally relative. (We call this '"'position two. ")

Both views, it should be noted, also suggest that given at least

some cultural heterogeneity within a supposedly, predominantly,

scientific culture, there is no ultimate justification for (a) in posi-

tion one, scientific explanations qua explanations, and (b) in position

two, for scientific methods and explanations.

Each position has its difficulties and its tensions. In the first
(position) scientificoprocedutes:iare @assumed to be inter=subjectively -
recognized as valid and in use, productive of truths and proofs that
are said to be valid cross-culturally. Yet, it is also suggested that
the explanations of these !'proofs,' etc., need not entail inter-
subjective agreement. What then is the status of the proofs? What
can they be said to be proofs of? Furthermore, in what sense can
Weber now maintain that science is a rational and systematic means
to acquire truths about empirical reality? On this conception of
science we risk a relativism, a science that is capable of producing

a multitude of competing explanations, all generated by rational
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methods and all at some level claiming the status of truths. The
tensions and issues that are raised here need further explication.
But before doing so, let us look briefly at position two.

In the second position Weber argues more generally that one
cannot justify the '"strange intoxication'' with science and scientific
practice within its own terms of reference. There is a form of
"irrationality,' the motivation base, behind those that utilize the
""rational method.!" In this context we can see why Weber quotes
Tolstoi with appreciation and approval:

Science is meaningless because it gives no answer

to our question, the only question important to us:

"What shall we do and how shall we live? 162
Thus here, acceptance of the authority of science to establish truth
claims is dependent on_prescientific value choices and dependent for
acceptance or rejection on, ultimately, individually chosen values.
Science, then, rests its authority on individual decision and, like
all value choices, such a decision is, in the last analysis, based on
faith. This position, it might be noted, is very close to that of the
thoroughly anarchistic views of the philosopher of science, Paul
Feyerabend. 63

Yet Weber also wants to say (if we take him to be holding

position two'and given we accept the role of science) that science is

uniquely constituted by a rational method productive of valid,
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objective claims! Such a view would not be accepted by Feyerabend,
who would note that the logic of position two cannot generate a single
justification for science. Science, on this account can have no more
claims to be offering an '"objective'' analysis of the social (or natural)
world than other methods and accounting schema that subsume alter-
native rationalities.

So the authority of science is (in position one), on the one hand,
legitimated by rational method, its products are independent of
value-judgments, but on the other hand, explanations are culturally
and historically relative and might well differ. In position two,
science's authority rests on a decision and is dependent {(wholly) on
values. But given a decisionistic commitment to science, valid and
objective claims are (said to be) generated. Scientific claims are
partial and one-sided because in position one, different explanations
are 1§gitimafe for a given and established social phenomenon, and in

_position two, because both scientific practice and explanatory claims
have no privileged status unless accepted individually and thereby
legitimated.

Of the positions, position one finds stronger support through-
out the texts and appears to be Weber's essential argument for
demarcating science from faith. This view is (very importantly)

consistent with Weber's arguments, viz., the dichotomy between
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value -judgments and objective knowledge (facts). It is also consis-
tent with our arguments that Weber subsumes a particular form of
rationality and practice in his view of science. In fact, his very
emphasis on and taking-for-granted of the centrality of method
might well be explained by his implicit evaluation and subsumption
of formal rationality in science. If he held to position two, he would
be risking a view of complete and utter relativism and would not be
able to defend science, as he clearly did, as a special area of
human endeavor productive of '""objective'!" knowledge (i.e., knowledge
Vfree of value-judgments).* The issues raised by position two (which
can be used as a basis for a critique of position one) will be taken up
again later in the text.

As we previously suggested, textual readings provide evidence
that Weber most wanted to hold to position one. It is this position
that we will assume and further explore for the remainder of this

chapter. As Weber put it in ""Objectivity in the Social Sciences, "

*It should be noted that position two does not necessarily
imply a general critique of the notion of objectivity. Rather, that
several methods, e.g., of a scientific, moral, critical, or religious
kind might be defended as equally productive of objective knowledge
(e.g., each subsuming a different form of rationality).



64

The objective validity of all empirical knowledge
rests exclusively upon the ordering of the given
reality according to categories which are subjec-
tive in a specific sense, namely, in that they
present the presuppositions of our knowledge and
are based on the presupposition of the value of
those truths which empirical knowledge alone is
able to give us.

"The criterion of scientific knowledge, ' Weber declares, ''is to be
found in the 'objective' validity of its results. 165 A delicate balance
is struck? Weber deliberately opposes the minimizing of the role of
"subjectivity, "' and deliberately attempts to take into account and
emphasize that which is scientifically undemonstrable. Here Weber
is '"fundamentally attacking . . . the belief of science in objective
norms in general and their scientific demonstrability in part:lcula,:r."()6
The argument (developed above as positioncone andrsuggested in'the
quote above), however, seeks to balance ''subjectivity' with a value
which no longer refers to ''value-orientation' but to the universal
value of scientific method. The argument for ''objectivity' rests,
in the last analysis, on the capacity of certain procedures to generate
'valid'' proofs, i.e., on Method.

The position is a logically necessary one for Weber. For
once it is admitted that subjective value-orientations constitute the
""object of investigation' and the social facts explored; and that there

exists no alternative grounding for our knowledge, then, if the con-

clusion that social science can only produce competitive explanations
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of the social world to those of the laymen and holders of other pro-
cedures and rationalities, is to be avoided--the argument necessarily
tends to a strong emphasis in epistemology on methodology. 67
Weber's position in respect to method can also be clarified
68, 69

with reference to the Heidelberg neo-Kantians of his time,

In his highly influential rectoral address, Gesichte und Naturwissen-

schaft, 70 Wilhelm Windelband rejected the distinction between

Natur/Geisteswissenschaften as a distinction that can be made on

1 Rather, he argued,

the basis of two different objects of inquiry. 7
that any such division must be based on a purely formal or logical
statement. 72 The address, in part, centers on a discussion of the
status pf psychology and in the ensuing analysis and comparison of
psychology and the natural sciences, he concludes that a '"'recon-

struction of their logical similarity . . . must rest on a formal or

methodological distinction with the historical sciences. "

The principle of division is the formal character

of their ends of knowledge (Erkenntnisziele). The
one seeks general laws, the other particular his-
torical facts: expressing this in language of formal
logic, the end of one is general, apodictic judge-
ments (the end) of the other is singular assertoric
sentences.

The distinction is between nomothetic and ideographic sciences, a

distinction that classifies only the ''methodological treatment .

not the content of the knowledge itself, w74
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In the closing sections of the speech Windelband calls for
logicians to recognize that there are other logics than that of the
natural sciences and asks them fo begin an inquiry into ideographic
analyses, specifically the work of historians, to uncover all that is
involved. "Of no less importance, ! Windelband says (bearing the
natural sciences in mind) 'is an understanding of historical evolu-
tion. " His argument about logics and methods rests finally on the
granting of equal status to the different ends, interesAts, and goals
that guide the two (potential) major scientific enterprises. He saw
both of these as necessary for the bildung (cultivation, education),
of man and German society.

It is beyond the scope of this thesis to show how Heinrich

Rickert's position (in his important Kulturwissenschaften und

75

Naturwissenschaften) developed from and differed with Windel--

band's, but one or two points--which offer insight into Weber's own
work--may be noted. Rather than speaking of nomothetic and ideo-
graphic sciences,'Rickert:stressed the'factthat thererare generalizing
and individualizing tendencies within all sciences, and saw these
tendencies as determined by the goals toward which the sciences

airﬁ. 76 Maintaining Windelband's stress on the nature of £he dis -

tinction, he argued that it was purely logical and 'in no way con-

cerned . . . the content peculiar to the various branches of the
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natural or cultural sciences. n?7 The theme can be illustrated well

by his discussion of the concerns of the Kulturwis senschaften; (8

which he argued were and should be concerned with '"the interpreta-
tion and transmission of an historical acquisition, ' i.e., with Kultur,
and thus are compelled to employ the historical or individualizing
method because of the ends they seek. The distinction between the
natural and social sciences is not, however, for Rickert, an abso-
lute one.

It is in this light that we can further understand Weber's stress
on method--a stress typical in certain philosophical circles of his
time. It was unnecessary for him to locate his early methodological
essays: the discussion of method per se. The location was, of
course, taken for granted. His methodological writings can be seen
as an excursion into histiography and the social sciences; a response
to the call for an investigation made by the neo-Kantians.

Weber's methodological preoccupations follow, then, from
Kantian and neo~Kantian and epistemological presuppositions. They
provide the framework in which his work is to be understood. Our
discussion of Weber's epistemology and methodology can now also
be seen to be a discussion that extends into this framework.

However, in many respects, Weber's claims about the role of

the human sciences went beyond that envisaged by Windelband and
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Rickert. Weber's claims about what social science could tell us
extended the logic of a discipline offering an account of Kultur, an
interpretation of past traditions, an historical hermeneutics. In
order to explicate these claims we must first make one further set
of distinctions: namely those that, in Weber's view, separate the
natural from the human sciences. It is only by reference to Windel-
band and Rickert's positions that we can gain insight into Weber's
own.

As it was unnecessary for him to '"locate'" his stress on
method, he likewise essentiallylpresupposed the neo-Kantian position
here as well. But there were certain differences and one major
change. The neo-Kantian account of the natural sciences was sub-
sumed, but he both extended and altered the neo-Kantian view of the
human sciences.

At the turn of the century in German universities there were
extensive debates about the status and differences between the

natural and cultural sciences--the famous Methodenstreit. 79 Many

joined the debate, including economists (Schmbller, Menger),
psychologists (e. g., Wundt), historians (E. Meyer, Lamprecht),
philosophers (Dilthey, Windelband, Rickert), and several others. 80
The center of controversy was the cultural sciences. Shouldithey,
as the positivists agreed,l be aséimilated into the natural sciences,

ooy saveco e Cuciogieg’
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employing the same methodologies? This position was rejected
completely by thé neo-Kantians. Dilthey held that there was an
ontological disjuncfion between the natural and social sciences.
There was a fundamental difference in the respective objects of each
science) aiclassification . . ‘.\»ebe‘\ingrdrawh:between'ztr;»h’e'ikirig’dom‘of
nature and that of the human mind. n8l  Windelband and Rickert, as
we have seen, rejected this ontological claim. For Rickert, the
infinite flux of reality could be broken down according to the different
goals of the respective sciences, which forced on those sciences
particular methodologies.

Rickert (also) argued that the distinction between the natural
and social sciences was not an absolute one. For Weber, following
Rickert, the distinction was also not a 'distinction in principle."
But V/Veber's remarks on the differences between the natural and
cultural sciences were, as we shall see, all too brief.

In his critique of Roscher and Kneis, the first of his metho-
dological essays, he suggests that 'the supposed distinction between
natural and sociai sciences may bé used to support a ''spurious

ere . 82, 83
intuitionism." '

The writings of Roscher, Weber argues, hold
the view that the universe of human action is not one in which natural

scientific methods apply. According to Weber, the Roscher distinc-

tion of natural and social sciences ''introduce an overriding component
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of semi-mystic idealism into the . . . analysis . . . and consequently
. inexact intuitive procedures. . . . The human world is thus an

'irrational' one, which is epitomised by the Volksgeist or Volksselle.

. It is impossible, Weber points out, to reconcile the use .
of such notions as this with the claim, which is advanced by this
same author, that vigorous historical research is an end which
should be striven for. n84 Weber argues that the social sciences
are necessarily concerned with '"spiritual" or '"ideal" phenomena
and that there is a qualitative difference between the subject matter
of the natural and social sciences, but argues--in this paper--that
this does not imply or involve the sacrifice of objectivity nor the
substitution of replicable causal analysis by intuitionism. 85
In "Objectivity in the Social Sciences, " Weber maintains that
""whereas in astronomy, the heavenly bodies are of interest to us
only in their quantative and exact aspects, the qualitative aspect of
phenomena concerns us in the social sciences."
To this should be added that in the social sciences
we are concerned with psychologicalzand intellectual
(geistig) phenomena the empathic understanding of
which is naturally a problem of a specifically
different type from those which the schemes of the
exact natural sciences in general can or seek to
solve. Despite that, this distinction in itself is
not a distinction in principle, as it seems at first
glance. Aside from pure mechanics, even the

exact natural sciences do not proceed without
qualitative categories. 86 [Emphasis added. ]
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If it is not a distinction in principle, one may well ask what kind of
qualitative distinction is being made? A precise answer is not
easily found in Weber's writings.

Weber recognizes, of course, as the remarks and quotations
above suggest, that there is a qualitative difference between the
subject matter of the natural and éocial sciences. There are two
points that can be noted here. First, there is a sense in which
Weber differentiates the natural from the social sciences which
refersiback to our previous comments on Weber'_s,cohception of
value -orientations. Thecobject domain of all sciences was seen to
be the result, for Weber, of a process of constitution. In the case.
of the social sciences he felt that there was a multiplicity of possible
value -orientations that could determine the objects of investigation.
(This was because of, amongst other reasons, (a) the different
interests of historians, economists, and psychologists, etc., in the
social world; and (b) because the objects these people would regard
as culturally significant and consequently worthy of study, changes
over time with historical developments and as a result of enhanced
knowledge.) The complex and changing nature of the social scientist's
value -orientations is held to be in marked contrast to much less
varied value-orientations found amongst investigators of the natural

world. In a very strong statement of this point, Weber wrote:
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This way of being conditioned by ''subjective

values'' is, however, entirely alien in any case

to those natural sciences whichitake mechanics

as a model, and it constitutes, indeed, the

contrast between the historical and natural

sciences. 87
It appears to be Weber's view that there is (complete?) consensus
in the natural sciences informing the:natural scientist's value-
orientations. (This point, as Weber has developediit is not very
substantial. For it can be argued that the differences between, e.g.,
the physicist and the chemist create fundamentally different interests
in the naturé.lworl’d, with the same status as in point (a) above. It
can also be argued that the history of these sciences changes and
complicates the scientist'swalue-orientations in the same way as in
point (.b) above; )’88’ 89

The second point Weber makes, which is much stronger and

more fundamental, is that whereas natural scientists and cultural
tScientistls are concerned: with: objécts ‘asiconstituted from the standpoint
of their-value zorientations), the:icultural-scientist has in ‘addition to be
concerned with '"objects' that have a self-understanding. In other
words, the cﬁltural scientist has to be able to understand his object
domain,whiéh*zcbnfsi’stg -of s‘odié.lvandfhi‘étbr_ic'al 'su:bjects.who themselves
constitute thé world in varying contexts. He cannot offer a scientifi-

cally adequate account of this world without taking into consideration

these acts of constitution. (This:point and its consequences will be
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further developed in the next chapter.) This is a dimension of
scientific investigation which rarely, if ever, exists for the natural
scientist, 90

However, Weber offers no argument that dwells on the differ-
ence between the natural and social sciences being essentially one of
subject matter. - It seems that he saw in this distinction primarily
methodological considerations.

With Rickert he rejects the attempt to rigidly classify the
sciences. He accepts and recognizes the distinction between gener-
alizing and individualizing methods, the ' 'abstract'-theoretical
method' and '"empirical historical" techniques of research. 91 The
natural sciences are seen to be characterized by the former, but not
restricted to this methodological stance (e.g., some natural sciences
might use different methods to explain unique occurences). With the
social sciences it was significantly different--for Weber establishes -
a major ''generalizing and individualizing' tendency within the human
sciences. Sociology and even history are seen to employ and utilize
causal explanations and generalizing laws. There is a complex inter-
play, between the respective methods, that develops in Weber's
writings. How he establishes this position we explicate at length in
the followivng chapter. All that need be noted here is that in making

these fundamental changes in the neo-Kantian position he takes the
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cultural (or human) sciences beyond the logic or goals of those
envisaged for these sciences by Windelband and Rickert. For
Rickert, for example, the study of history through culture was
thoroughly hermeneutic in intent: it was to be an analysis and inter-
pretation of tradition that would yield and enhance our understanding
of the socio-cultural life-world. Weber's position was and is not
simply hermeneutic in implication. As the human sciences embodied
a generalizing and individualizing tendency, so they also embodied
more complex goals. As we have previously noted and as we shall
see in more detail, Weber's extended conception of the human
sciences and their roles implies an alternative conception of their
logic that both extends and changes the neo-Kantian position we have
discussed here.

Weber was much more explicit in his views about what the

sciences could tell us, than about the nature of the distinction between

«them. However, as we point out below, there is more to his view

than he, in fact, even here makes explicit.

""In the natural sciences, the practical evaluative attitude, "
Weber thought, 'toward what was immediately and technically use-
ful was closely associated from the very first with the hope . . . of
attaining a purely 'objective' . . . monistic knowledge of the totality

of reality in a conceptual system of metaphysical validity and
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mathematical form. n92 Those natural sciences which became
closely bound to evaluative attitudes (Weber names clinical medicine
and ''what is conventionally called 'technology'') lose, for him,
their scientific status--becoming '"purely practical 'arts'.”93
Natural science cannot tell us whether we ought to master life
technically or whether such a pursuit is "'meaningful.'" Natural
science can only gather knowledge of reality and tell us how to master

life technically. It cannot tell us whether to '"master life technically"

nor: what ends to pursue to achieve technical mastery.

The social sciences, Weber points out, 'first arose in con-

94

nection with practical considerations, " Tracing its origins to

state economic policy, he goes on to say that as such:

. . It was a ''technique'' in the same sense as, for
instance, the clinical disciplines in the medical
sciences are. It has now become known how ithis
situation was gradually modified. This modification
was not, however, accompanied by a formulation of
the logical (prinzipielle) distinction between ''exis -
tential knowledge, " i.e., knowledge of what 'is, "
and '"'mormative knowledge, ' i.e., knowledge of
what "should be. 95

Such a distinction is "absolutely' necessary for, as we have already
seen, despite the partiality, one-sidedness of knowledge, knowledge
is "objective! and, Weber states countlessly, it is logically impos-
sible for an empirical discipline to establish, scientifically, ideals

which define what '"ought to be, ' i.e., which (and to what purpose)
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an end should be pursued. What then can social sciences tell us?
Weber argues that while value-judgments concerning what
""ought to be!" cannot be validated by science, ''the question of the

appropriateness of means for achieving a given end is undoubtedly

96

accessible to scientific analysis. ! Scientific analysis - can allow
us to determine the applicability and suitability of a given range of
means, by examining the chances attached to each '""means'' for the
realization of an end. Furthermore, the social scientist can
examine the full range of consequences, advantages, ''costs,"
entailed by the selection of a particular means to a given end. 91 The
costs analyzed can be of two sorts: (1) the partial rather than the
complete realization of a chosen end, or (2) the bringing:about of
additional consequences which might have negative effects on other

ends held by the individual. In this way it is also possible, Weber

claims, that we can '"indirectly criticize the setting of the end itself

as practically meaningful (on the basis of the existing historical
situation) or as meaningless with reference to existing conditions,"98; 99
""The contribution of science does not reach its limits with
) - 100 . . . .
this . . . if we are competent in our pursuit (which must be

presupposed here), we can force the individual or at least we can

help him, to give an account of the ultimate meaning of his own con-

duct. nl0l Science is also, therefore, able to assess the internal
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and external consistency of conduct, to make frequently presupposed
ideals explicit and, in other words, to be 'in the service of self-

n102 Weber sees

clarification and knowledge of interrelated facts.
scientific activity as an important agent in the demystification of

the world, not an end itself. Yet again, it can be said, his views
are not without difficulties and tensions.

Science, on Weber's account, can be critical of the suitability,
coherence, completeness, etc., of an end or .'i'dea;l. Science can
evaluate means, suggest which are most appropriate to a given end,
and also ("indirectly') assess the ''practicality' of ends with refer-
ence to existing historical conditions. In fact, on Weber's view,
science is able to establish ''means'' in a hierachy of '‘costs, "
practicality, etc., and, therefore, specify accomplishable ends.
Science on this account, despite Weber's claims, is evaluative and
judgmental. The practical consequences of Weber's view of science
become more explicit here and bring many of our previous themes
to a head. These points are worthy of further consideration.

The assessment of means etc., according to the criteria of
practicality, is to appraise these empirical possibilities with a value
that is, in Weber's works, ambiguous and much in need of absent
elaboration. For the question arises: From whose standpoint do we

judge practicality? The businessman's, the revolutionary's, the



78

social scientist's? Weber's view also establishes a dichotomy that
is, at best, weak. The relationship between means and ends is not
a rigid and distinct relation. After all, what are means? They can
easily be regarded as short-run ends. And ends? Are they not
long-run means? The relationship, as Hegel would argue, is an
identity of identity and difference, i.e., a dialectical unity, a differen-
tiated interacting unity. 103 To evaluate ends even '"indirectly"
according to the ''practicality' etc. of means (albeit in an historical
context), is to beg the question as to whether or not means are ends
and vice-versa and for whom our criteria of assessment are valid.
Given Weber's views on value-orientations, he might well have
responded to these questions by saying that since the disenchanted
world can find no ultimate justifications for deciding between com-
peting irreducible ideals, then, what we mean by practicality or,
for example, an end, will of course differ. And this is how it should
be. So long as the adherents to different conceptions of practicality
etc. utilize the rational method, then we have no means available,
in the last analysis, to choose betwéen them other than personal
decision. Just as science has the capacity to produce '"objective!
competing explanations of the social world, so the role of science
can produce a plethora of different accounts of the practicality of

ends, each having equal claim to validity.
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The tensions entailed in this view were pointed to in our earlier
discussion of Weber!s position (see pp. 58-60 abovg, the discussion
of position one). They can be further elaborated. Weber's account
of science and ''objectivity'' admits, we have suggested, of the pos-
sibility of a multitude of competing explanations of the social world
all claiming validity. Given different value-orientations and adher-
ence to the norms of rational method,. it would seem possible for
there to be mutually incompatible, perhaps contradictory, knowledge
claims. Ethis is the case, then science is open, incomplete, and
necessarily relative to the point of being potentially constitutive of
incompatible validity claims that find no possible resolution within
scientific practice. Weber's conception of science embodies incom-
pleteness and openness in the sense that:

a.  true statements about reality are said’to be.without limit, ,

b. all knowledge is held to be potentially falsifiable, and

c. scientific knowledge: ~ist¢en to‘;»be»\cumulat-ive.] 104
But although it admits of incompatible knowledge claims, it does not
lead to contradiction. Larry Simon has pointed out that it does not
lead to contradiction because there

. is a form of incommensurability inherent in
Weber's position., All scientific truths are partial
and relative to their value-orientations. Truths
have to be understood in terms of this relativity.

Seemingly incompatible claims cannot be juxtaposed
to produce a contradiction because, in the final
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analysis, they are not talking about the same identi-
cal objects or events. KEach is true of a particular
portion of the flux of reality as illuminated or -
abstracted according to a particular criterion of
significance. Since they are not strictly talking
about the same identical thing, they are not tech-
nically contradictory. 105

Instead, they are best conceived as truths of reality which are illumi-
nating of it, but inherently partial and never, by definition, in strict

correspondence to it. The Chinese or Western social scientist can

claim objectivity and validity for an analysis of Z, even though the
former might explain it by A and the latter by B. If Q is constituted
from different value-orientations, there is no contradiction between
the respective accounts. In Weber's conception one can only have
contradictory claims if a given analysis of Q is constituted from the
same yalue—orientations, uses the same intersubjectively recognized
methods of inquiry,: and then>produces incompatible statements.
Scientific practice, therefore, can result in a multitude of competing
explanations of the social world, all illuminating reality, all adding
to our stock of knowledge. There may not be contradiction but there
is an inherent relativism. For, in the last analysis, there are no
criteria to judge between competing explanations other than those
based on individual value-orientations. This same argument obviously
applies to Weber's conception of science's capacity to address

""means, ' "ends, ' and 'ideals."
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Having said this, however, it is crucially important to realize
that in Weber's account of the role of science, the tolerance of rela-
tivism as regards to value and consequently theory and validity,
might be thought of--to use Marcuse's famous phrase--as a ''repres-
sive tolerance. 1106 For although we have competing explanations
all justly claiming validity, they are in competition within a fixed
framework, a specific form of rationality, a specific schema of
values that consequently sanction a particular form of practice.
They are differentiated views, but differentiated within the same
fundamental framework. As our previous discussion of these issues
pointed out, it is a framework delineated by formal, means-ends
rationality, a decisionistic ethics and practice. It is in this frame-
work that Weber grounded his science. Although not recognized as
such, an interest in technically useful knowledge and the rationality
which ehabodies it are values assumed by this conception of science,
for science, on this account, has an inherent potential and subsumed
interest in providing technically useful information. Science lends
itself to technical recommendations and has an in-built potential for
becoming little more than a technical critique. As we noted earlier,
in the name of value-freedom (i.e., freedom from value -juégments),
Weber smuggles in a value-laden, evaluative.concept of rationality

and as such sanctions what he hoped to challenge: the spread of
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formal rationality. Weber takes for granted that which he most sought
to limit.
The 'logic'" and ''goals' of the human sciences are no longer,
as they were for Windelband and Rickert, "simply' hermeneutic in
intent. Weber's concept of science is deeply embedded in a technical,
instrumental interest. This is not to say that Weber's exposition of
the human sciences does not embody a hermeneutic dimension. As
we shall see in the following chapter, his conception of history approxi-
mates the intentions of Rickert, but his conception of the human sciences
extends the '"goals! of both historical hermeneutics and, as we have
just seen, a partiality for the goals of technically useful knowledge.
Interestingly enough, it might be noted, that what we called

Weber's second positionl 07

(i. e., the view that the authority of
science's explanations and rational procedures rests on individual
decision) is the basis of a potentially strong argument to undermine
the first position, which we have taken in this thesis to be the position
Weber attempted to uphold. As we know, Weber takes for granted
formal rationality as the foundation of science. His claims are
essentially unmotivated, they are without (elaborate) justification:
they are, for the best part, assumed. But given his own view that

value -judgments, evaluations, practical recommendations, etc., are

all, ultimately based on faith, there can, within his own terms of
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reference, be no justification for the formal rationality of science as
a privileged, unevaluative, absolute ground for '"objective! know-
ledge. The commitment to formal rationality involves a substantive
choice, ire., a value-judgment. The option for formal rationality
requires a justified practical reason. Since Weber has closed off
value -judgments from cognitive resolution, and rules out of consi-
deration the possibility that practical questions admit of truth, he
cannot rationally justify his own position. It too, within Weber's
own terms of reference, rests on a decision which is, ''in the end, "
based on faith. For there is, in Weber's view, no ultimate justifica-
tion on which science can be grounded. We are, firmly, in the
established relativism of position two. But the question now is:
can we avoid this position? Is it the only option and direction we
have? In asking these questions we discover another position that
Weber implicitly shuts off.

It is often held by the Critical tradition that although Weber,
of course, allows (in position one) for the possibility of describing
the genesis of our values (e.g., the: Rrotestant ethic), herdoes not-
comprehend the possibility of a critically reflexive understanding of
this genesis. Such an understanding of the interconnectedness of
values to their social situatedness, e.g., class structuration, 108

might reveal that certain value-orientations and judgments blind -
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those who hold them to an édequate conceptualization of the social
world, i.e., might be ideological. It would be ideological in the
sense that and insofar as the values project onto the social world a
view which is iimited, oné—sided, distorted, and false, and prevents
an adequate confrontation with the nature of its own limited, one-
sided, distorted, and false status.

Weber can (attempt to) justify his view with reference to the
empirical basis of his epistemological presuppositions. There can
be no ultimate arbitration between value-judgments and value-claims;
they only admit of individual choice in a ''disenchanted'" world. But
in holding this position, Weber must also uncritically accept a multi-
tude of possible competing explanations and accounts about the world
as long as they adhere to the canons of rational scientific method.

As such, it could be argued, he closes off the possibility of a critical
theory that am'ight ~explicatel the ideological basis of certain accounts
of the social world.

Weber's views, as we shall see, are in sharp contradistinction
to certain members of the Critical and Marxist traditions, whose
writings we expl.ore in the third part of this thesis. It is with the
possibility of a critical reflexive understanding, they contend, that
we can avoid the inevitable relativism of Weber's second position.

In order to establish such a critical understanding, the task, which
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Weber cannot conceive within his terms of reference, is to explicate
the possibility of a Critical science which is grounded and which
recognizes that practical questions:admit>of truth. This possibility
we will begin to examine at the close of the following chapter and in
Parts III and IV. However, at this point it should be noted that the
criticism of Weber that he closes off the possibility of a Critical
theory of society depends for its force on the capacity of the Critical
tradition to make goodion its claim that a Critical theory is a viable
epistemological and methodological project. If such an alternative
cannot be sustained we either become once more vulnerable to
Weber's position two or we have to rethink possible approaches and

structures of questions to the problematics raised.
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The issues and critique we have developed so far can be
further illustrated in Weber's account of the human sciences, in his
approaches to sociology and histiography in particular and in his
treatment of their respective methods and approaches to causality.
This we attempt to do in the following chapter. But before turning

to these further questions, an additional note might be added.
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The neo-Kantians did not foresee that in the mid-twentieth
century the interest in certainty, prediction, and control, the logic
they associated with the natural sciences, would become the general
logic and program for most of the social sciences. Weber might be
thought of as having anticipated this development in his preoccupation
with the process of rationalization and the spreading of instrumental
reason. It is paradoxical, however, that given his enormous insights
into economy and society that when compared to Rickert's conception
of the human sciences, Weber's own contribution can be seen to have
added to and confirmed the very social processes he wanted to limit.
The ''fate of the modern world" did indeed show a cunning that he
himself was blind to. Weber's conception of science, given all his
insights, is also ideological. 109 The question must be asked why
Weber remained satisfied with the view of science he expounded.

Any attempt to provide an adequate answer to this question
would require an analysis of the staturé of Lucien<Goldman's study
of Kanlt, ('11(.%1. It>wiould require a study in the sociology of knowledge
that was not just concerned with Weber's life and work, but the epoch
from whence he emerged. It is obviously an unthinkable task in the
bounds of this thesis. We can only note a few brief points.

It is clear that Weber took for granted the philosophical con-

text of his methodological writings and, consequently, epistemology



87

did not directly preoccupy him as it did others of this time. Other
clues can be found in Mitzman's work that we earlier referred 1:0:111
still others, in his acquiescence and capitulation to the rationalized
world as it appeared. For ultimately this was a world in which
formal rationality also made possible a development of social
institutions strongly tending toward law and justice that would free
the arbitration of civil society from collective and individual sub-
stantive interests. A world of universal, technically trained officials
and organizations that becomes the ''absolutely inescapable condi-
tion of our existence.' It is in this context that we may note the
force of Marcuse's comment that:

Weber's concept of fate . . . generalizes the blind-

ness of a society which reproduces itself behind the

back of individuals, of a society in which the law of

domination appears as objective technological law. 112
The very concept of rationalization is also ideological. For it glosses
social processes, reifies social life, and consequently depersonalizes
and depoliticizes history. But for Weber, we must remember, this
process also brings in its wake an intellectualization of the social
world, a new freedom for thought and inquiry. Its institutions offered
a new impartiality and individuals enhancedtchoice. . Itswas a:world
in which each person was, in the end, best able to be the master or

the mistress of his or her life. The emphasis, as we have seen, in

Weber's discussion of values is on individual freedom and choice and
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on the capacity of individuals to choose. In a disenchanted world man

finds a new freedom from dependence on unreflected Weltanschaung,

and a new freedom to will his life his own.
For Weber, the modern democracy is a means to an end. 113
His political writings are deeply intertwined with the values of Euro-

pean liberalism. 114

and its ultimate value: the individual's autonomy.
The classical tenets of bourgeois, liberal individualism, and its
vision of freedom are constantly upheld. These values, Weber
argued, could only be defended and furthered by the development of
the German nation-state. But the State is always a means for
Weber, for he saw modern bourgeois democracies as the '"only
modes, " as Giddens put it, ''of partially releasing modern man
from the 'iron cage' of the bureaucratized division of labour. nll5
Weber also saw the need and the possibility to supplement the
new democratic order with the value-creative properties of charis-
matic political leadership. Weber sought decisionistic self-assertion
in the midst of a rationalized world. In politics he favored, as Haber-
mas wrote, '"scope for a leader, strong-willed and with an instinct

16

for power, nl who could accommodate and use the expert civil

servant. Weber's political vision was thoroughly intertwined with
117

the bourgeois vision of the freedoms of possessive individualism.

There are further consequences which should not and cannot



89

be overlooked. If we may quote Habermas once again:

At the time of the First World War he [Weber] out -
lined a sketch of Caesar-like leader-democracy on
the contemporary basis of a national-state imperialism.
This militant latter -day liberalism had consequences
in the Weimar period which we, and not Weber, must
answer for. If we are to judge Weber here and now,
we cannot overlook the fact that Carl Schmitt was a
"legitimate pupil" of Weber's. Viewed in the light
of the history of influences, the decisionist element
in Weber's sociology did not break the spell of
ideology, but strengthened it.

The same can be said of Weber's conception of science. It subsumes
and reflects the bourgeois vision of Rationality, Freedom, and
Democracy. There is little self-consciousness of this in Weber's

methodological writings.
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CHAPTER III

WEBER'S APPROACH TO METHOD IN
HISTORY AND SOCIOLOGY

Having located the roles of value and method in Weber's work,
we are brought to Weber's analysis of causation and method. In
attempting to unravel these often misunderstood areas, we can pur-
sue the themes of the last pages to the inner mechanisms of Weber's
conception of the human sciences.

We have seen that it was Weber's view that the analysis of
"infinite reality' which the 'finite mind" can conduct rests on the
assumption that only a finite portion of this reality can be constituted
as the object of scientific investigation, and only it, once delineated
5y the ;s,oci,al scientist's value-orientations and considerations of
cultural significance, can be '"objectively" known. Weber did not
beiieve, however, that this segment of ''reality'" should be selected
without aid and consideration of existing empirical studies and a
variety of empirical sources. In '""Objectivity in the Social Sciénces"

and Economy and Society, he points to criteria for selection. These

include the results of functional analysis, the usage of laws, psycho-

logical insights, and statistical facts.

98 -
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The specific reference to organicist sociology--a ''classical

example'' Weber cites as ''Schéffle's brilliant work Bau und Leben

des Socialen KBrpers"l——reveals that he considered it as a means of

"practical illustration and for provisional orientation, . . . not only
useful but indispensable. né "But, '"" and in contradistinction to one
of his most well-known interpreters, 3 Weber immediately adds:

. . . at the same time if its cognitive value is over-
estimated and its concept illegitimately '"reified"

it can be highly dangerous. . . - Inthe:case of social
collectivities precisely as distinguished from organisms
we are in a position to go beyond merely demonstrating
functional relationships and uniformities. We can
accomplish something which is never attainable in the
natural sciences, namely the subjective understanding
of the action of component individuals. . . . We do

not '"understand'' the behaviour of célls, but can

only observe the relevant functional relationships

and generalize on the basis of these observations.

This additional achievement of explanation by inter-
pretive understanding, as distinguished from external
observation, is of course obtained only at a price--
the more hypothetical and fragmentary character of

its results. Nevertheless, subjective understanding

is the specific characterization of sociological
knowledge. 4

Weber differs strongly with Schiffle in his estimation of the logical
status of functional/holistic concepts. These, he argued, could
easily engulf sociologists into the hypostatization of concepts. It
was a ''spectre of collective conceptions' which he sought ''to
exorcise, "o None of this, of course, implies that Weber thought

it unnecessary and undesirable to use collective concepts, e.g., the
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'"State, ' but he always reminds one, in his methodological treatise,
that it must not be forgotten that these collectives are 'solely the
resultants and modes of organizétion of the specific acts of individual:
men, since these alone are for us the agents who carry out subjec-
tively understandable action. nbs

For Parsons it is given in the possibility of analytic science
(natural or social), the capacity to generate laws (statements that
formulate constant and empirically regular relationships between
the values of at least two variables). Parsons also believes, there-
fore, that "Weber should have gone all the way to the view that in a
purely logical aspect there is no difference whatsoever [betweenf“‘ Sl

social and-natural science s], n?

and adds critically that "Weber does
not even consider the possibility of formulating laws of the latter
type, essentially because he does not develop socialttheory explicitly
in the direction of setting up a system of independent variables, but
confines it to the ideal type lev‘el."8

Weber did not, indeed, consider the possibility of formulating

laws for the social world which were logically akin to those of the

natural world: but this:was bymnolmeans ianioversight.. He was deeply

*The point is made by Weber with considerable force. It might
also be noted in this context with some irony given the "implicit"
status of such concepts as 'formal rationality, ' the ''fate! of the
modern world, etc.
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critical of all such enterprises:

It has often been thought that the decisivie criterion

in the cultural sciences, too, was in the last analysis,
the '"regular'" recurrence of certain casual relation-
ships. The '"laws' which we are able to perceive in
the infinitely manifold stream of events must--
according to this conception--contain the scientifically
"essential'' aspect of reality. . . . Accordingly, even
among the followers of the Historical School we con-
tinually find the attitude which declares that the ideal
which all the sciences, including the cultural sciences,
serve and towards which they should strive even in
the remote future is a system of propositions from
which reality can be 'deduced. "9

The goal of these cultural scientists was, Weber argued, '". . . how-
ever far it might be from realization . . . to construct a closed sys-
tem of concepts, in which reality is synthesized in some sort of

permanently and universally valid classification and from which it

can again be deduced. 110 Weber rejected such a goal and frequently
attacked this view. Jo}ﬁj?,Eldlzidge has assessedisuccintly Weber's view
on this issue: ""This position identified by Weber as the naturalistic
viewpoint (or prejudice!) is rejected by him fundamentally because

he does not accept that the cultural scientists can have a direct
awareness of the structure of human actions in all their reality. nll

The point is well illustrated by Weber's consistent critique of those
whoé made the 'fantastic claim' for '"economic theories--e.g.,

abstract theories of price, interest, rent, etc. --that they can, by

ostensibly following the analogy of the physical science propositions,
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be validly applied to the derivation of quantatively stated conclusions
from given real premises, since given the ends, economic behaviour
with respect to means in unambiguously 'de,termined'."lz
This does not mean, Weber asserts, that nomothetic proposi-
tions are inapplicable or impossible in the human sciences: '"a valid
imputation of any individual effect without the application of 'nomo-
logical knowledge, '--i. e., the knowledge of recurrent causal

sequences--would in general be impossible. nl3 n fact, Weber

maintains:

Wherever the causal explanation of a '"cultural phenone-
non--an 'historical individual' is under consideration,
the knowledge of causal laws is not the end of the investi-
gation but only a means. It facilitates and renders
possible the causal imputation to their concrete causes

of those components of a phenomenon the individuality

of which is culturally significant. So far and only so

far as it achieves this, is it valuable for our knowledge
of concrete relationships. And the more ''general,"

i, e., the more abstract the laws, the less they can
contribute to the causal imputation of individual phenomena
and, more indirectly, to the understanding of the signifi-
cance of cultural events. 14

The extent to which a cultural scientist can reach a valid causal impu-
tation with either the aid of ''concretely established generalisations!
and/or ''with his imagination sharpened by personal experience and
trained in analytic methods'" always depends for Weber, as Giddens
has written, '"upon the particular case in question. But it is always

true that the more precise and certain our knowledge of relevant
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general principles, the more certain the causal imputation we can

make. e

At the opposite pole, Weber also maintains, that the practioners
of psychology may offer the social scientist insights. 16 He deals
swiftly, however, with those who propagate a simple psychological
reductionism. As an analytic tool, the analysis of psychological
factors would, he suggests, '"be as useful as a textbook of organic
chemical combinations would be for our knowledge of the. biogenetic
aspect of the animal and plant world...... .CConcrete reality:cannot
be deduced from 'such' factors. 1?7 Weber's view of the role of
psychology is worth quoting at length, especially in light of the
growing status and popularity of psychology and the stress some
schools of social science have placed on micro-sociology, etc.

. the partly brilliant attempts which have been
made hitherto to interpret economic phenomena psy-
chologically, show insany case that the procedure does
not begin with the analysis of psychological qualities,
moving then to the analysis of social institutions, but
that, on the contrary, insight into the psychological
preconditions and consequences of institutions pre-
supposes a precise knowledge of the latter and the
scientific analysis of their structure. In concrete
cases, psychological analysis can contribute then an
extremely valuable deepening of the knowledge of the
historical cultural conditioning and cultural signifi-
cance of institutions. The interesting aspect of the
psychic attitude of a person in a social situation is
specifically particularized in each case, according
to the special cultural significance of the situation in
question. It is a question of an extremely heterogeneous
and highly concrete structure of psychic motives and
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influences. Social-psychological research involves

the study of various very disparate individual types of
cultural elements with reference to their interpretability
by our empathic understanding. Through social-
psychological research, with the knowledge of indivi-
dual institutions as a point of departure, we will learn
increasingly how to understand institutions in a psy-
chological way. We will not however deduce the insti-
tutions from psychological laws or explain them by
elementary psychological phenomena.

The social scientist can also gléan a great deal from ''statistics,"
"statistical uniformities, " 'facts,' e.g,, death rates, suicide rates,
immigration patterns, life chances, etc. 19 These are data to be
"taken into account.!" But however important, Weber clearly dis-
tinguishes the techniques of data collection from the construction of
analytic sociological types (which we have hitherto referred to as
ideal-types). The collection of statistics are ''treated by a different
method from the other; they become conditions, stimuli, furthering
or hindering circumstances of action. 120 John Rex has made a
similar point when he observed, ''research into what Weber called
the 'life chances' of human beings strictly speaking forms no part of
sociology. True it poses a problem for the sociologist who asks
whether the differential distribution of life chances is indicative of
a particular power system or whether it means the emergence of
segregated ways of life. But by itself it is simply a part of the study

of human biology in which exact descriptive and mathematical tech-"

niques have been developed to a high level. n2l
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Having pointed to guidelines for investigation, to signposts for
the social scientific enterprise, we have, of course, as yet said
nothing of how, concretely, Weber suggests we establish the existence
of a causal relationship and how one might employ his guidelines,
concepts, and methods. It is to these issues that we must now turn.

In his critique of Edward Meyer's methodological writings, 22
Weber makes both a crucial and central distinction. Meyer, he

points out, is in '"danger of confusing two fundamentally different

but often identified categories: the ratio essendi and the ratio cog-

noscendi. né3 The distinction is between two forms of analysis and
it is explicated, albeit in embryonic form, three pages later. Weber
talks of

. . . this division of the logical use of data given by
cultural reality into (1) conceptualization with the
illustrative use of 'particular fact' as ''typical"
instances of an abstract ''concept,' i.e., as an heuris-
tic instrument on the one hand--and (2) integration of
the "particularifact' asa link, ice., as a real causal
factor into a real, hence concrete context with the use
among other things of the products of conceptualization
on the one hand as exemplificatory and on the other as
heuristic devices--entails the distinction between what
Rickert called the ''matural scientific' and Windelband
the ''momothetic'" (ad 1) and the logical goal of the
""historical cultural' sciences (ad 2). It also implies
the only justified sense in which history can be called
a science of reality (Wirklichkeitswissenschaft). For
the meaning of history as a science of reality can only
be that it treats particular elements of reality not
merely as heuristic instruments but as the objects of
knowledge, and particular causal connections not as
premises of knowledge but as real causal factors.
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The methods of analysis of the form of ratio cognoscendi are said to

have a different logical structure from that of ratio essendi. The

former represents the scientist's attempt to construct type concepts
(of man, of organizations, of authority, of culture, of socio-economic
structures) which are developed and elaborated as heuristic devices.
The latter form represents the attempt to establish causal linkages

in explaining historical events. Both moments of the neo-Kantian
distinction of 'generalizing and individualizing tendencies"22 sare
present but in a form that would have surprised Rickert. For as we

have seen, he associated the Kulturwissenschaften with the predomi-

nant use of the historical or individualizing method, whereas Weber
has located within the human sciences the applicability of both forms
of analysis. Furthermore, it is our contention that by the time of

.Economy and Society, Weber's fully developed work embodies these

two modes of analysis as two distinct types of causal analysis. That

is to say that ratio cognoscendi no longer can be understood (as in

the Methodology essays) as being only concerned with the construction

of (ideal) type concepts for heuristic purposes. The distinction
between the two modes of analysis, their development, and their
consequences neeci careful attention.

The treatment of these two forms of analysis differs in the

methodological works over time. In ""Objectivity in the Social
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Sc:'tences"26 both are present; the major discussion evolves around
concept formation but, when Weber talks of causality, he is talking

about the method of ratio essendi.

To the extent that our science imputes particular
causes--be they economic or non-economic--to
economic cultural phenomena, it seeks 'historical"
knowledge. 21

In ""'Critical Studies in the Logic of the Cultural Sciences, n28 the
distinctions between modes of analysis are again present, but here

the primary concern revolves around causal analysis and the exten-

sion and elaboration of the techniques of ratio essendi. In Economy

and Society there is a significant shift in emphases. He moves the
focus of attention toward the establishment of uniformities of social
and economic organization, to the problems underpinning the formu-
lation of general principles, generic types, ideal-types; toward
sociology. Let us proceed more slowly and examine each position
in turn,

The determination of (hypothetical) "laws'' and (psychological)
factors is only the first of many operations which lead us to the
desired type of knowledge; it is a preliminary task. The essential
stages of analysis include:

The analysis of the historically given individual con-
figuration of those 'factors' and their significant
concrete interaction, conditioned by their historical .

context and especially the rendering intelligible of
the basis and type of this significance would be the next
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task to be achieved. This task must be achieved, it
is true, by the utilization of the preliminary analysis
but it is nonetheless an entirely new and distinct task.
The tracing as far into the past as possible of the
individual features of these historically evolved con-
figurations which are contemporaneously significant,
and their historical explanation by antecedent and
equally individual configurations would be the third
task. Finally the prediction of possible future con-
stellations would be a conceivable fourth task. 29

In '"Objectivity in the Social Sciences' this ''entirely new and distinct
task'" and the "third task' are early expressions of the two modes of
analysis. Weber offers an example in a discussion of exchange and
the market. Here he clearly distinguishes between the analysis of
general aspects of exchanges (a '"highly important task'') and the
application of the concepts which we are provided by the investiga-
tion. The application entails their use as heuristic devices for
historical, causal analysis. 30 The constituent elements of causal

analysis are given in the techniques of ratio essendi.

Although both moments of the investigatory procedure are
inadequately developed and little discussed in this essay (ratio
essendi receiving fuller theoretical treatment in the critique of
Edward Meyer), one topic does attract Weber's attention: the
specification and usage of ideal-types. Weber does not consider
his discussion of ideal-type concepts original, a new form of con-
ceptual method. Rather he feels he is making explicit what was

C s . 3 .
always implicit in past procedure and practice. 1 Since the status
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of these concepts has already been discussed, it is sufficient here to
sharpen the context of their usage. 32

The interpretation and explanation of an historical configura-
tion requires the construction and elaboration of concepts which are
specifically delineated for that purpose and which, as we have seen,
cannot and do not reflect '""universally 'essential' properties of
reality. 133 As '"mental constructs, ' these concepts are not ''des-
criptions'' nor are they "hypotheses.' But they can assist and
further both description and explanation.

Ideal-types are not created in and for themselves. Their utility
can be judged only in relation to a specific concrete problem. For
example, in formulating an ideal-type of a phenomenon such as
rational capitalism the ''social scientist attempts to delineate,
through the empirical examination of specific forms of capitalism,
the most important respects (in relation to the concerns which he
has set himself) in which rational capitalism is distinctive. n34 The
ideal is created and developed with empirical analysis and it, in
turn, sharpens that analysis. As Giddens has noted, "Weber con-
centrates his discussion upon the formulation of ideal types which
relate to the elucidation of specific historical configurations, since
this presentgit-he «clearest differentiation of descriptive and ideal-types.

But ideal-type concepts are not solely limited to this objective, and
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there are various kinds of ideal-types which, without being simple
descriptive concepts, nevertheless are generic in character. n35
The question arises, then: when does a descriptive classification of
phenomena become an ideal-type?

Ideal-types (the ''one-sided accentuation of one or more points
of view'!') are to be distinguished from the descriptive-type which
involves ''the abstract synthesis of those traits which are common

136

to numerous concrete phenomena. ' "The transition from descrip-
tive to ideal-types takes place when we move from descriptive classi-
fication of phenomena towards the explanatory or theoretical analysis
of these phenomena. 37 Once again this can be illustrated in ref-
erenée to the discussion of '"exchange.'!" Weber holds that the notion
of "exchange' is descriptive to the extent that we observe that a large
number of human actions may be dlabeléd @nd ¢lassified @s exchange -
transactions. '"But if we attempt to make the notion an element in
marginal utility theory in economics, we construct an ideal-type of
'exchange''which" is based upon a purely rational construct. n38
The role of idéal—types and concept formation is central to
Weber's éa.rly methodological essay. Its exposition highlights his
stress on the importance of the process of their formation as an

independent (yet obviously interlinked) stage of analysis. The

emergent concepts (a type of man, authority, economy, etc.) as
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heuristic and/or expository instruments are argued to provide
increasing clarity and precision for historical causal:analysis.

This procedure gives rise to no methodological doubts
so long as we clearly keep in mind that ideal-typical
developmental constructs and history are to be sharply
distinguished from each other, and that the construct
here is no more than the means for explicitly and
validly imputing an historical event to its real causes
while eliminating those which on the basis of our
present knowledge seem possible. 39

As yet our discussion of '"ratioicognoscendi'!'’has:notishowniit to be~

a separate stage of causal analysis (although types such as '"handi-
craft economy, " '"early Christianity, " ''rational capitalism, '’ the
"modern state' have potential explanatory power and usége). Weber
was to develop this initial discussion of types and concept formation
several stages further: before doing so, his whole conception of

ratio essendi was to be explicated.

Since 'the meaning of history as a science of reality can only
be that it treats particular elements of reality not merely as heuristic

instruments, but as the subject of knowledge and particular causal

connections not as premises of knowledge but as real causal factors,"40

the question arises as to how one can establish the validity of ''real
causal' factors, causal linkages.

Obviously not by the simple '‘observation'' of the course
of events in any case, certainly not if one understands
by that a ''presuppositionless'! mental ''photograph'

of all the physical and psychic events occurring in the
space-time region in question--even if such were
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possible. Rather does the attribution of effects to
causes take place through a process of thought which
includes a series of abstractions. The first and
decisive one occurs when we conceive of one or a
few of the actual causal components as modified in

a certain direction and then ask ourselves whether
under the conditions which have been thus changed,
the same effect (the same,i.e., in 'essential"
points) or some other effect '"'would be expected. ndl

Here, in '"Critical Studies in the Logic of Cultural Sciences,'" Weber
is introducing a key notion, the notion of '"objective possibility.' The
category was derived by Weber from a study of certain theories of
criminal law. The reasons for and significance of this position are
well brought out by Andrew Arato:

Objective necessity has no place in criminal law,
because it does not leave room for a dimension of
subjective knowledge; foreknowledge and intention.

But a criminal case must be ultimately decided
according to evaluations of this subjective dimension.
Thus criminal cases must be reinterpreted according
to an objective dynamic that allows for more than one
possibility, even if we know that only one of these was
realized. In other words, a man can ‘Bg—punished for
his subjective role in an event only if the event was
influenced by this role. But that means that without
that role other possible events could have taken place
instead of the event that did.42 Weber adopts this
principle for historical research. The adoption means,
among other things, that the interest of law to locate a
subjective dimension in the past is replaced by the
(contemporary) interest of the historian. The stress

on a prior interest is important because Weber rejects
the possibility of (1) the synthesis of a historical totality
in itself and (2) the presuppositionless photographic ’
observation of facts. The a priori interest of the
historian isolates and generalizes individual components
of events to locate the possibilities within the dynamic
of the past. 43,44
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The analytic technique is a means whereby one can discriminate
between factors which are relevant and those which are not, in
accounting for certain observed events and effects. 45 In his classic
example, Weber recasts Edward Meyer's treatment of the signifi-
cance of the outcome of the battle of Marathon for the consequential
development of Hellenic and Western European culture.

The historian's interest in the battle, itself a ''relatively"
small and contained event, is precisely in its consequences for later
developments and with the thought of what might have been had the
Persians won. 46 In order to demonstrate that the battle was
"causally significant'" in a particular way, we are asked to consider
alternative possible outcomes. Two possible courses of events are
presented (i.e., the effects of Greek versus Persian influence over
the development of the Western World). The procedure in this kind
of causal analysis is necessarily one of abstraction, involving '"imagi-
native reconstruction'; the projection of what would have occurred if
events had been gualitatively and quantitdtively different.

The assessment of causal significance of an historical
fact will begin with the posing of the following question:
in the event of the exclusion of that fact from the com-
plex of factors which are taken into accountias ¢o-deter-
minants, or in the event of its modification in a certain
direction, could the course of events, in accordance
with general empirical rules (Erfahrungsregelen), have

taken a direction in any way different in anéf features
which would be decisive for our interest? 4
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In the case of the battle of Marathon, the consequences of Persian
victory would have been decisive for the subsequent formation and
advancement of Hellenic and, therefore, Western European culture.
One can conclude that had the battle taken a turn to the Persian
advantage, the outcome would have been ''adequate' to produce a
qualitatively different pattern in the development of the Western
World. 49
This method of '"imaginative reconstruction'' is the process

whereby the historian can attribute significance to causal factors and

establish '"adequate causation'' through '"judgments of possibilities."

Furthermore, Weber argues, "we can . . . well enough estimate

the relative 'degree' to which the outcome is 'favoured' by the general
rule by a cgmparison involving the consideration of how other condi-
tions operé.ting differently 'would' have favoured it. When we carry
through this comparison in our imagination by a sufficiently numerous
conceivable modifications of the constellation of conditions, then a

considerable degree of certainty for a judgement of the 'degree' of

objective possibility is conceivable, at least in principle. 150

Despite the familiar and fully justified notice which
warns against the transference of the calculus of
probabilities into other domains, it is clear that
the . . . case of favourable chance or ''objective
probability'" determined from general empirical
propositions or from empirical frequencies, has its
analogues in the sphere of all concrete causality,
including the historical. 21
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But we cannot, Weber immediately adds, assign a numerical measure
of chance, because what is ''wholly lacking' in historical analysis is
what would have to be presupposed in order to assign quantitative
measures--''the existence of 'absolute chance' or certain measurable
or countable aspects of phenomena.' If we ask about the possibility
of predicting an event, it is given in the historical enterprise to
attempt answers which may vary depending upon 'the degree of know-
ledge of empirical regularities' --ranging from the unpredictable to
various degrees of objective possibility and objective probability. 52
These answers, however, cannot be quantified.
(It should be noted that Weber does not mean to imply that this

"thought experiment'" should take place without consideration of past
. relevant studies and existing empirical knowledge. '"The simplest
historical judgement représents not only a categorically formed
infellectual construct but it also does acquire a valid content until
we bring to the 'given' reality the whole body of our 'nomological’

empirical knowledge. ”)53
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From the early methodological essays to Economy and Society,

Weber shifts the (methodological) emphasis from ratio essendi to

ratio cognoscendi; from history to sociology. The philosophical back-

drop and underpinnings of this method remain unrelinquished. The
same basic positions are taken for granted. The concern for
sociology is also not ""mew.'!" For in its fundamental conception, it

is an extension of the earlier focus on ratio cognoscendi, etc. 54

Thus Weber states bluntly:

It has continually been assumed as obvious that the
science of sociology seeks to formulate type concepts
and generalized uniformities of empirical process.
This distinguishes it from history, which is oriented
to the causal analysis and explanation of individual
actions, structures, and personalities possessing
cultural significance.

The full text reveals that the envisaged sociological project is both
involved and complicated. In what is by now a classic passage,
entitled '"The Definitions of Sociology and Social Action, ! Weber
says:
Sociology (in the sense in which this highly ambiguous
word is used here) is a science which attempts the
interpretive understanding of social action in order
thereby to arrive at a causal explanation of its course
and effects.
Sociology is, on this conception, as Weber says, 'highly ambiguous."

For it is conceived to involve (1) interpretive understanding of social

action in order, Weber suggests, to arrive at (2) a causal explanation.
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However, a question arises: Does Weber mean (a) that sociology is
just concerned with (1) interpretive understanding which would pro-
vide empirical informa.fion about general principles, etc., as a basis
for (2) causal analysis, which would be the sole province of the methods

of ratio essendi (as it has been so far in our exegesis)? Or does he

mean (b) that sociology itself involves a form of analysis capable of
causal explanations (of social action)? Weber's stated position is not
transparent between these two alternative positions, although it will
be argued here that despite the fact that dis cussions and analyses at

the level of ratio essendi always take their point of departure from

analyses:and formulations at the level of ratio cognoscendi, textual

analysis suggests strongly that ratio cognoscendi itself embodies
position (b) above. In other words, whereas history is seen as pri-
marily involving analysis to establish causal linkages between ''his -
torical individuals, ' sociology is conceived as also embodying the
capacity to offer a causal account of social action. Weber's position
needs careful explication. We can begin by asking what Weber means
by social action.

"n 'action' is included, ' he contends, ''all human behaviour
when and insofar as the acting individual attaches a subjective meaning
to it. . . . Action is social insofar as, by virtue of the subjective

meaning attached to it by the acting individual (or individuals), it
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takes account of the behaviour of others and is thereby oriented in
its course, "27
'""Meaning, '" Weber envisages, may be of two kinds:

The term may refer first to the actual existing

meaning in the given concrete case of a particular

actor, or to the average or approximate meaning

attributable to a given plurality of actors; or secondly

to the theoretically conceived pure type of subjective

meaning attributed to the hypothetical actor or actors

in a given type of action.
The line between meaningful action and behavior (which is reactive
and nonreflexive) ''cannot be sharply drawn.'" Many areas of human
activity --important for sociological investigation--lie between the
two, e.g., traditional behavior, mystical experiences (''which cannot
be adequately communicated in words'') and many psycho-physical
processes (''discernible' at best '"by the expert psychologist'). How-
ever, empathy and/or a '‘complete" recapitulation of an experience,:
!'is:not a prerequisite tounderstanding'": "'"oneneéd not.have been
Caesar in order to understand Caesar. '”?

Interpretative sociology, Weber argued, must be based on

inter -subjectively recognized methods of procedure, for verifiable,
reproducible accuracy, if it is to be counted amongst the sciences.

There was no doubt, Weber believed, that the canons of scientific

wisdom would be met. '"The basis for certainty in understanding can

be either rational, which can be further subdivided into logical or
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mathematical,. or it can be of an emotionally empathic or artistically
appreciative quality. 160 The latter is attained when, through sym-
pathetic participation, we can adequately grasp the emotional context
in which the action took place. Rational undersfanding is most com-
plete when we attain an intellectual grasp of the ''action elements in
their intended context of meaning.' It is best illustrated by reflec-
ting on an individual's use of mathematical reasoning or formal logic.
""We have a perfectly clear understanding of what it means when some-
body employs the proposition 2 x 2 = 4, or the Pythagorean theorem

in reasoning or argument, or when somebody correctly carries out

‘a logical train of reasoning according to our accepted modes of

nbl

thinking. Likewise, we also understand what a person is doing
M'when he tries to achieve certain ends by choosing appropriate means
on the basis of the facts of the situation as experience has accustomed

62

us to interpret them." An interpretation of this type of rationally

purposeful action (reminiscent of the Aristotelean idea of ''practical
syllogisms”)63 possesses the highest degree of verifiable certainty.
Oh the other hand, much human activity is not oriented to such
explicitly given ends or values, Furthermore, the more these ends
and values dﬁfer from our own, the more .cultural distance between

investigator and the subject of study, ''the more difficult it is for us

to make them understandable by imaginatively participating in them."
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Empathy, Weber tells us, is an important means of obtaining under-
standing of social action but is only one technique to help us achieve
such understanding. Understanding requires of the sociologist both

emotional sympathy (if possible empathy) and an "intellectual inter-

pretation, ' i.e., an intellectual ''grasping' and ''catching, ' of the

"subjective intelligibility'' of action. *

Given our '"basis for certainty in understanding," Weber sub-
divides further the two essential types of Verstehen he distinguished.
The first, 'direct understanding' (the grasping of the meaning of an
action through direct observation), may be subdivided according to
whether it involves rational or emotive actions, Both are simply
illustrated. '"We understand perfectly' what it means when some-
body 'employs the proposition 2 x 2 = 4.'" Likewise, we '"under-
stand an outbreak of anger as manifested by facial expressions,
exclamations, or irrational emotional reactions." The second type

of Verstehen, "explanatory understanding! (erkl#rendes Verstehen)

is more complex and difficult and it is this form that occupies Weber's

at.

*However, Weber briefly notes, ''understanding' might fail
due to major cultural differences, etc. Then, he states, 'we must
simply accept them [the ends and values to which action is oriented]
as given data.' If this should prove to be the case, Weber says,
"we can try to understand the action motivated by them on the basis
of whatever opportunities for approximate emotional and intellectual
interpretation seem to be available at different points in its course. "
(T.S.E.O., p. 91.)
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attention the most. Here a particular act is placed:
. in an understandable sequence of motivation, the

understanding of which can be treated as an explana-
tion of the actual course of behaviour. Thus for a
science which is concerned with the subjective meaning
of action, explanation requires a grasp of the complex
of meaning in which an actual course of understandable
action thus interpreted belongs. 64

However, what Weber means by placing an act in a ''sequence of moti-

vation' jor by grasping the-.'complex of m'ea.‘hifng" in:which:an action

belongs, is by no means straightforward. On Weber's account ''a

motive is a complex of subjective meaning which seems to the actor:

himself or to the observer an adequate ground for the conduct in

question. n5 There;aneu'essentially two difficulties here. The first
is that Weber's concept of "motive' (or complex of ''subjective

" meaning'') appears as a ''catch-all" category for a subject's intended
or unintended meanings, reasons, commonsense knowledge, and pro-
cedures. We briefly discuss some of those concepts, sinsufficiently
distinguished by Weber, at the end of this chapter. Secondly, what
Weber means by an ‘''adequate ground' for the conduct in question,

for the actor or observer, is not clear and raises a number of ques-

tions. As we will see in our discussion in this chapter, and:in the-dis-
cussion of hermeneutics (Chapter 5) and critical theory and psycho-
analysis (Chapter 11), the respective ''weights' one grants to the

actor's account of his or her own action, against the observer's
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account, raises very complex considerations.

For Weber if the action is rational we are able to grasp the
content without difficulty. '"Thus we understand the chopping of wood
or aiming of a gun in terms of motive in addition to direct observa-
tion if we know that the woodchopper is working for a wage or is
chopping a supply of firewoodfor his own use or possibly is doing it
for recreations !0 If the action is emotive we may attain a similar
"motivational understanding.'" For example, we may understand an
outburst of anger if we know that it has been provoked by ''jealousy,
injured pride, or an insult, '

We can apply the term ''adequacy on the level of meaning' to

'"the subjective interpretation of a coherent course of conduct when
and insofar as, according to our habitual modes of thought and

feeling, its component parts taken in their mutual relation are

*Weber recognized, of course, that 'in a large number of -
cases' it is extremely difficult to arrive at a ''satisfactory inter-
pretation of motives.' He argues that '"verification of subjective
interpretation by comparison with the concrete course of events is,
as in the case of all hypotheses, indispensable.' A few cases are
""'susceptible to psychological experimentation.'" !"For the rest
there remains only the possibility of comparing the largest pos-
sible number of historical or contemporary processes which, while
otherwise similar, differ in the one decisive point of their relation
to the particular motive or factor the role of which is being investi-
gated. This is a fundamental task of comparative sociology. Often
unfortunately . . . we are left to the 'imaginary experiment' . .
to arrive at a causal judgement.'" (T.S.E.O., p. 97.)
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recognized to constitute a 'typical' complex of meaning. 167 How -
ever, such adequacy is not to be taken as having synonymity with
causal adequacy. There is, of course, in Weber's opinion no simple
and direct relationship between motives, ""complexes of meaning, "

and action. But there is scope to explore whether or not there are
systematic interconnections between motives, etc., and action. In
order to demonstrate such interconnections and, therefore, ''explana-
tory significance,'" we must, Weber contends, establish "empirical
generalizations'' which relate an understandable sequence of motiva-
tion to a specified class of assessible consequences. 68  An alternative

- form of causal analysis to that subsumed by ratio essendi seems to

be suggested.

A correct causal analysis, Weber states, pivots on our capacity
""'to determine that there is a probability, which in the rare ideal
case can be numerically stated, but is always in some sense calcu-
lable, that a given observable event (overt or subjective) will be
followed or accompanied by another event. n69 | Therefore, a correct
causal interpréta_tion of a concrete course of action is arrived at
when the relationship between overt action and motives has become
meaningfully comprehensible and at the same time shown to be
typical,

A correct causal interpretation of typical action means
that the process which is claimed to be typical is shown
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to be both adequately grasped on the level of meaning
and at the same time the interpretation is to some
degree causally adequate. If adequacy in respect to
meaning is lacking, then no matter how high the degree
of uniformity and how precisely its probability can be
numerically determined, it is still an incomprehensible
statistical probability, whether dealing with overt or
subjective processes. On the other hand, even the
most perfect adequacy on the level of meaning has
causal significance from a sociological point of view
only insofar as there is some kind of proof for the
existence of a probability that action in fact normally
takes the course which has been held to be meaningful.
For this there must be some degree of determinable
frequency of approximation to an average or pure type.

Statistical uniformities constitute understandable
types of action . . . and thus constitute '"sociological
generalisations' only when they can be regarded as
manifestations of the understandable subjective mean-
ing of a course of social action, 70

In sociology, if we are applying the methods of explanatory
understanding, a correct causal analysis of social action is stipulated
to require adequacy at the level of meaning and causation. It is
crucially important here to note Weber's remarks on causality. For
what Weber seems to be suggesting is that given one adequately
grasps ''the level of meaning, ' a correct analysis also depends on
our capacity to show causal significance, i.e., that the relationship
between ''motives,! complexes of subjective meaning, and a given
action, is empirically significant (i.e., typical). This will be the
case if there is proof ''for the existence of a probability that action

in fact normally takes the course which has been held to be meaning-

ful." If an "empirically significant!" relationship can be established
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betweén ""motives, "' etc., and overt action, we have established
adequate grounds to ascribe typical causation, i.e., ''motives'' can

be causes. On the basis of such an analysis of experiences in particu-
lar situations with particular outcomes, we can make ''sociological
generalizations' about understandable, regular types of actions.

An example of such an analysis is. Paul Walton's and Laurrie Taylor's
study of industrial sabotage. The study attempts an analysis of '‘the
meanings or motives which lie behind such action, ntl (i.e., industrial
sabotage) within the context of '"an imaginative reconstruction of the
contextual situation in which the actor performs. n72 They find

three pure types showing that individuals attempt ''to destroy or
multilate objects in the work environment in order (i) to reduce
tension, ‘c'>r (ii) to facilitate the work process, or (iii) to assert some
form of direct control. n?3 The types that are presented are pure in
that they do not reflect the actual behavior of any person, but rather
reflect generalized courses of action and as such may be thought of

as ''conditional generalizations. "

It is imi)ortant, John Eldridge has pointed out, ''to distinguish
between two kinds of probablistic statement, both of which can
properly be thought of as conditional generalizations. The one we
might term an empirical tendency statement based upon statistical

knowledge --for example, the tendency of certain groups of people to
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be located in the commanding position in a society. The other wet
might term ideal typical constructions with built-in statements about
probability, which may be utilized as a benchmark against which to
analyze the actual course of behaviour. 74 "However, these (ideal-
typical) conditional generalizations (of courses of action) may also
be thought of as prov.'iding a causal explanation of typical social
action. For example, the three constructed types of industrial

sabotage are an attempt to give a causal account in motivational

terms, of typical sabotage action patterns. These types do not
explain an individual's action, but rather attempt to get at the basis
of typical and probable social action, i.e., generalized courses of
(mass) action. Such constructed types can be best comprehended as
an attempt to advance concept formation beyond the stage of descrip-
tion and empirical generalization to the construction of explanatory
devices.

For Weber the methods of ratio cognoscendi have as an essen-

tial task the establishment of types. These methods, we have argued,
can be applied at two levels. First, they can be used for the empiri-
cal study of social action where the sociologist attempts to explore
and elaborate relationships between motives and actions, which may
then serve to explain typical and probable courses of behavior,

Secondly, they can be used for the construction of types which can
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then be employed purely for heuristic purposes in the application of

the methods of ratio essendi. (In the following discussion we will

refer to these two levels of application as position A and B,
respectively. )

If there is to be a scientific analysis of social action--an
analysis that proceeds beyond description--it has, Weber argues, to
construct ideal types. Through the use of such types (constructed
on ideals of rational,  or.value-orientéd, or emotive, or traditionally
oriented action), '"it is possible to compare with this the actual course
of action and to arrive at a causal explanation of the observed devia-~
tions,'" which can be 'attributed:toithe influencecof''ilogical fallacies,
personal factors, and a host of other possible elements. Although
""as in the case of every generalizing science the abstract character
of the concepts of sociology is responsible for the fact that, compared
with actual historical reality, they are relatively lacking in fullness
of concrete .content. To compensate for this disadvantage, socio-
logical analysis can offer a greater precision of concepts . . . by
striving for the highest possible degree of adequacy on the level of

176 And if our pure action concepts are only con-

meaning,
structed on the basis of "direct understanding' (or if we cannot

demonstrate causal adequacy in an attempted.explanatory under-

standing);adequacyion the level: of meaning is the.only"way-we can
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compensate for the lack of fullness of our generalizations. These
generalizationé, nevertheless, add very important precision to any
historical analysis (which might employ a whole range of types) that
we might make.

In all cases, rational or irrational, sociological analy-
sis both abstracts from reality and at the same time
helps us to understand it, in that it shows with what
degree of approximation a concrete historical phe:-
nomenon may be in one aspect 'feudal,' in:another
""patrimonial,' in another ''bureaucratic,' and in

still another ''charismatic.!" In order to give a pre-
cise meaning to these terms, it is necessary for the
sociologist to formulate pure ideal types of the cor-
responding forms of action which in each case involve
the highest possible degree of logical integration, by
virtue of their complete adequacy at the level of
meaning. But precisely because this is true, it is
probably seldom if ever that a real phenomenon can
be found which corresponds exactly to any one of these
ideally constructed pure types.

To briefly summarize we should note that Weber's emergent
methodological position is one that combines and locates the two
moments lof the neo=Kahtian view of the' methodsof theisciences- -

within a single framework. Both ratio cognoscendi and ratio essendi

provide us with a form of causal analysis. Ratio cognoscendi also

generates heuristic instruments, formulations that ratio essendi

embraces as-a;point;of ideparture. It is sociology and history that
provide the developed methodological position for investigation.
Weber thus distinguishes sciences oriented toward generalization

and individuation, toward sociology and history, but distinguishes
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only one methodological framework for the human sciences as

a whole.
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The tensions we have discerned and discussed so far revolved
around Weber's account of the relationship between fact and value,
theory and practice, and that which he took for granted and _a’ssumgd.
Our present account of his methodological procedures highlights a
further central issue: that the very logical structure of Weber's
approach to the human sciences and theory formation, predetermines
the possible applications of the knowledge generated by such sciences.
In other words, that the very structure of knowledge generated by
Weber's conception of rational method is restricted in its potential
usage, in its capacity to conceptualize historical and social action,
and that the investigatory procedures structure this bias. The sugges-
tion needs careful explication. Let us begin by looking at the applica-

tion of the methods of ratio cognoscendi: (with respéct to position B)

sandrratio essendi.

4

‘To begin with it can be noted that these investigatory procedures
are representative of more than is made explicit; they are a ''consis-

tent expression of a quite definite attitude of man to reality. n78 1
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a comment that summarizes many of our themes to date, Loewith

has said:

The ideal-typical construct has as its foundation a
specific "illusionless'" man who has been thrown back
upon himself alone by a world become objectively
meaningless and sober, and therefore, to that extent,
emphatically "realistic.!" He is therefore forced to
forge by himself any objective meaning and a meaning-
ful relationship to things, and in particular the relation-
ship to reality, as one specifically his own: in short

""to create'' a meaning, practically and theoretically.
People, state, and individual therefore can no longer

be regarded and integrated as uniform substances with
deeper backgrounds--not merely because it would be
unscientific but because such an attitude would be marked
by transcendental prejudices and ideals, and the world
view into which '"we have been placed'' no longer justifies
such prejudices. n79

In a world that has eaten of the tree of knowledge, that ''suffers the

fate of the modern era, " it is the individual who alone is sanctified.

A pivotal presupposition, which Weber tries to justify through empiri-

cal reference is, as Loewith has written, that

since all kinds of objectivities, as a result of
their disenchantment (through rationalization) can no
longer be imputed an independent meaning, it is only
the '"individual,'" the single man dependent solely
upon himself who is truly real and justified in his

existence. 80

Weber asserts the purely methodological meaning of 'individualis-

tic" and '"'rational'' definitions, types, and constructs and denies

their substantive character and value-relatedness. 81 However, his

method entails, as we have shown, an evaluation of a mode of
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rationality and practice, a commitment to the production of certain
forms of knowledge, which alone are considered objective.
As such, his work is also ambiguous between an explicit

atomistic and rationalistic conception of the totality and an -implicit

organicist or formalist conception. 82 In the former case, the whole

is the sum of simple elements or elementary.'facts.'v«¢We ‘can only
know the ''whole' through its elements and in Weber's view even
these form only a partial and one-sided view. This conception of

the totality seems to be the view that Weber explicitly holds. In the
""rationalized' social world the !'"'simple elements! are individuals,
only the individual is truly real. The patterns of individual acts and
attitudes are the elements occurring in social institutions and collec-
tive conceptions. It follows that for Weber, all such concepts can--
in principle--be defined in terms of individual behavior. If one wants
to understand what passes, for example, under ''collective' concep-
tions, then according to Weber ''the clear-cut sharply defined analysis
of the various possible standpoints is the only path which will lead us

83 ""Collective' conceptions are important

out of verbal confusion. "
and useful for an initial orientation to an issue, but should always be
superseded by analytical and individualistic concepts which can put

the research topic into perspective.

But if Weber maintains an individualistic theory of the totality,
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and ontology, this does not necessarily imply that he believed one
could (a) in practice, define all institutional and collective concepts,
e.g,, Reformation, Capitalism, in terms of individual behavior;
and that he thought (b) it was a priori inappropriate to use such
(institutional) concepts in the social sciences. Weber himself uses
such concepts throughout his work. But it must not be forgotten
that for Weber these ''collective! conceptions are !'solely the resul-
tants and modes of organization of the particular acts of individual
persons, since these alone can be treated as agents who carry out
subjectively understandable action. n84, 85

Ho_wever, Weber's approach also embodies an implicit refer-
ence and commitment to a formalist conception of the totality (although
he gxplicitly rejected such an approach in his methodological writings).
His wc:>rk e.mbraces interpretations of the whole of society and the
totality of tendencies, and often, we have suggested, entails ''a more
pretentious concept of sociology." Here the conception of the whole
appears to imply the view that there are properties of '"wholes, "
"emergent, "' as May Brodbeck has expressed it, 'from properties
of parts,' but which cannot be defined in terms of the parts (i.e.,
“the individuals')interactions. (This view is called ''descriptive

86

emergentism' by Brodbeck. ) In a formalist conception of the

totality, these '"emergent'! properties of the '"whole!" or ''collective,"
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are held to take on a dynamic of their own to shape and dominate the
dimensions of the parts. When Weber talks of the extension of the
process rationalization as the ''absolutely inescapable condition of
our existence, ' he is no longer just referring to an atomistic con-
ception of the toté,lity, but rather to a formal or organicist-dynami-
cist conception. Rationalization, the ''fate of our times;' appears
as the essential defining force of what we understand and can under-
stand by social reality.

It is, in fact, Weber's implicit conception of the nature of
totality as a formal whole which becomes the empirical ‘basis and
hence partial justification for his individualistic ontology and atomistic
conception of the totality. But befo:fe we can develop this pdint it is
necessary to direct further attention to Weber's explicit methodo-
logical commitments (and then come back to his implicit methodo-
logical '"interests'').

The establishment, application, and use of ideal types is cen-
tral to Weber's study of history and the working out of historical
explana.tidns and '"'real'" causal factors. The nature of the role of
ideal-types has been well summarized by Arato:

In the first instance, the concept of ideal type seems
to methodologically negate the historicity of the
spectacle it constructs. 87 However, Weber con-
sidered ideal typic analysis only a means toward (and

not the whole of) historical analysis. He believed
that the same problem complex can be, and must be,



134

cut into from the points of view of several (at times

opposing) ideal types. But the aim of this procedure

is the imputation of the ''adequate causation' of a

unique cultural event, or rather the reconstruction

of the '""objective possibilities'" of the unique cultural

problem complex. 88 The adequate cause is com-

prised of all the elements (each formulated as ideal

types: e.g., "Puritan ethic, ' '"rational law,' 'modern

science, ' '"free labor, " '"bureaucratic state') which

made the emergence of a unique cultural complex (also

formulated as an ideal-type, e. g., ''capitalism, ' 'the

spirit of capitalism, ' and ultimately Western rationality)

objectively possible. 89
The results of Weberian analysis are aniaccount/explanation of an
aspect of the historical social world, which is always partial and one-
sided, and takes place through concepts which capture an aspect of
this world but cannot grasp it in itself. Weber explicitly rejects the
possibility of knowing the historical totality or any of its parts in
themselves. The analysis is always external to the object of investi-
gation because this object, ultimately, cannot be known. The social
scientist imposes ordér on the "infinite cultural manifold, ' in his/
her attempts to account for a segment of this '"flux.' In other words,
the social scientist gives and imposes form and categories on the
social world and creates valid representations. But a plethora of
forms, types, and explanations are, of course, legitimate and valid
(so long as the procedures and canons of rational method are adhered

to).

Central to Weber's methodological position are the dichotomies
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between the world that can and cannot be known, between the knowing
subject and the ultimately unknowable object. Weber attempts to
locate all cognition and rationality on the side of the knower. There
is an empirical basis and justification for this view and these dichoto-
mies; they reflect the diremption of man and the world in the age of
disenchantment and, consequentially, new-found autonomy. There
is also a crucial epistemological foundation. It is clearly Kantian.
For Weber ultimately reproduces the Kantian dualism between the
phenomenal and noumenal worlds; the worlds we can know and that
which exists in itself and is unknowable. We say ultimately because
Weber has his own version of this position. First, its genesis is to
be accounted for historically. It is an historical derivation and
product (the result of rationalization and disenchantment). Secondly,
the outcome of these historical processes was held to be the realiza-
tions that reality is an objectively meaningless, valueless, infinite
flux, the overcoming of which Weber saw as péséible only through
individual commitment and decision which could create and impose
form and potentially "objective'!' and valid knowledge. 90 These
issues raise a number of points which are deserved of closer con-
sideration. We can usefully begin by examining the nature of the

Kantian dualism
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The Kantian doctrine of transcendental categories serves, it
has been argued, to bring and tie together two realms or levels of
phenomena:

. . . (1) the cognitions, perceptions, intuitions,
feelings, etc., of the particular individual, which
are commonly referred to through the use of terms
such as Erlebnis (lived experience) or simply Leben
(life in the sense in which German Lebensphilosophie
developed the term; as human life and experience . . .)
and (2) categories, forms, means of expression, and
symbols which are universal in some fashion, and
shared by a community of individuals, thus making
possible transpersonal, inter-subjective discourse
about the contents of Erlebnis and Leben. 71

Kant's Critique of Pure Reason brought these two levels together and

attempted to bind them into an indisputable unity.

If the receptivity of our mind, its power of receiving
representations insofar as it is in any wise affected,
is to be entitled sensibility, then the mind's power of
producing representations from itself, the spontaneity .
of knowledge, should be called the understanding. Our
nature is so constituted that our intuition can never be
other than sensible; that is, it contains only the mode
in which we are affected by objects. The faculty, on
the other hand, which enables us to think the object

of sensible intuition is the understanding. To neither
of these powers may a preference by given over the
other. Without sensibility no object would be given to
us, without understanding no object would be thought.
Thoughts without contents are empty, intuitions with-
out concepts are blind. 92

~As James Schmidt has pointed out:

- With the requirements that empirical knowledge must
be viewed as consisting of both a general, inter-subjec-
tively shared power of producing representations (''the
spontaneity of knowledge'') and a specific, intuited,
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personal experience (''the receptivity of our mind'")
Kant has given a solution to the problem of knowledge
which neither sacrifices the individual's experience

to the dictates of a higher or more enlightened intui-
tion (such as a wisdom which can only be achieved by
a limited group within the society) nor dissolves the
general images and representations of discourse into
a babel of competing claims and descriptions. Dis-
agreements may arise between individual experience,
but there exist reasonable ways of settling them, since
both the spontaneity of knowledge and the receptivity
of mind are general species traits of all human beings.
Kant is able to win this battle, howevé;,_ only at the
cost of the problematic Ding an sich. 93

Weber follows this Kantian position very closely. For, as we
have seen, he provides a solution to the problem of knowledge which
also grants central importance to the individual's experience, and
yet also does not dissolve general forms and representations into
solipsism. In the human sciences Weber both preserves the autono-
mous constituting role of the individual and the possibility of rational,
inter -subjective discourse. We are prevented from collapsing into
a '""babel of competing claims' by adherence to the canons of rational
scientific method. But Weber wins this battle only at the cost of
reproducing Kant's dualism between the phenomenal and noumenal

realms and establishing ''the problematic Ding an sich.'" Even if the

object of investigation is another subject or oneself, there is a
noumenal realm, which we cannot know.
It is very important to realize the consequences of this view

for the human science. This further dualism ensures that a critically
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reflexive understanding of the genesis of different values, value-
orientations, etc., which we referred to at the end of the previous
chapter, cannot become part of the human sciences program. Weber's
approach and methods, with their '"individualistic'" and ”rati.onal”
definitions, structure the world as to make such a project anathema.
Why this is so needs careful explication.

It has already been shown that Weber's attempt to maintain the
dualisms of fact and value and theory and practice masks a commit-
ment to a particular schema of values and practice. It has also been
argued that Weber's methodological position embraces an evaluation
of the meaning of the rationalized world, as it subsumes formal
rationality as a position supposedly free of evaluations and- value -
judgments (from which it criticizes all other views of science as

‘ideological, i.e., embodying commitments to practical and value-
judgments). It can also be noted, as previously pointed out, that on
this view reality is both the object of analysis and the guiding thread
for the interpretation of this reality. This is because Weber claims

" the disenchanted, rationalized world, or totality, to be of a particular
quality and kind, i.e., meaningless, etc., and therefore can only be
given scientific meaning and known if one pursues a particular form
of method, etc.' But now we should note that we are in a circle. For

what is (claimed to be) known has become the standard of what can
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_be; known. It is like Kant's demand, as Hegel expressed it, ''that
we should know the cognitive faculty before we know. "

Even if we leave aside this last point, the consequences of the
dualism between the world of appearances that we can know and the
essence that we cannot, can be seen to have further implications.
For since the world (or an apsect of it) cannot be known in itself,
there is no justification available, no privileged standpoint, etc.,
which can claim acces’svto it. Quite literally, in the end, one man's
value -orientations, concepts, etc., are able to shed as much light
on this world as another's (so long, of course, as they employ the
rational method). For historical reasons, there now exists a philo-
soﬁhical position that can justify the inapplicability of a critical
refiexive underst_anding of the ''social world."

In Weber's view we can give a partial description of the pro=
cesses whereby people acquire their values, world-views, etc., but
we cannot give a critical account of these. Weber can help give an
individual an account of the ultimate meaning of his or hér own con-
duct and even point out the one-sided, limited nature of this person's
views and orientations. ' But:Weber.can-only do so-(that is, 'if he is
Qoin‘g more than exposing the :internal-inconsistencies of these views)
by pointing out the legitimacy of competing claims, explanations, and

by arguing that the totality is objectively meaningless, etc., outside
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individually grounded characterizations. He cannot, in the end,
arbitrate between claims and claim the ideological nature of certain
values, standpoints, etc.,i.e., that they are not only limited .and
one-sided but also false and distorted. He cannot do this because he
has no conception of a false and distorted view of the world (given we
follow the- correct methodological procedures). He only claims
ideology when value -judgments enter into the doing of science. The
philosophical justification of this position is, of course, that since
we cannot know the object of investigation in-fitself, we cannot ground
any privileged access to this world. As we have seen and see again
here, Weber's position condones a situation of theoretical relativism,
a pluralism in the human sciences and allows no objective ground for
discriminating amongst competing accounts and explanations and
voicing a preference. Weber's methods and concepts remain external
to the world iri,—fit»se'lf and in so doing findra:philosophical ground and
justification for relativism.

Hence inquiry into the conditions of possible knowledge can
onlyA be meaningfully pursued in the form of methodological inquiry
into the rules for the construction and corroboration of scientific
theories. Weber's methodological ''discussions' with his contem-
poraries should be seen in this light (for example, his critique of

Meyer). The subjects that proceed according to these rules lose
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their significance. But this view, first, as we have already repeatedly
noted, makes a dogma of method and masks a commitment to the
values and conseguences of formal rationality, which cannot be
justified within its own terms of reference, i.e., requires a prac-
tically reasoned justification which is not made. Secondly, it rests

on a philosophical argument that dirempts the world into phenomenal
and noumenal rea;lms. The question remains: is this view and argu-
ment justified?

To answer this question fully and adequately is beyond the
bounds of this work. It would require ''nothing less' than a recapitu-
lation of Hegel's critique of Kant. Here we can only suggest a num-
ber of points and arguments that point to the inadequacy of the Kantian
dualism and Weber's seeming.failure-to.grasp the dialectic of experi-
ence. These points and arguments highlight an alternative program
for the social sciences, a critical program that becomes plausible

when it is seen that this final dualism breaks down.
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94

In the Phenomenology’~ Hegel sought to demonstrate that any

methodological procedure that concentrates exclusively on either the
subject or object of investigation breaks down through immanent
7 contradiction~-likewise:any. epistemology that hopes to establish
and delineate the knowing process in abstract philosophical reflec-
tion.. Writing of Kant's circular reasoning, Hegel points out that:

What is demanded [by Kant] is thus the following:

we should know the cognitive faculty before we

know . ... The investigation of the faculty of know-

ledge is itself knowledge, and cannot arrive at its

.goal because it is this goal already. 9
Weber's' reasoning, we have already seen, embodies an analogous
circle. |

We ~c_z_ihnot, ﬂegel contends, restrict our attention to concepts,

forms, anduca'tegories, but rather must concentrate on the explica-
tion of the knowing process that gives rise to new conceptual forms.
Such a procé’ss Hegel finds is a continuous dialectic of subject and
object in which both terms are constantly changing, developing, and
being redefined. It makes no sense to talk of an unknowable object,
a distinct houmenal realm, because to posit such a realm is to make
arcognitive claim. Summarizing an important part of Hegel's argu-
ment, Marcuse writes:

When experience begins, the object seems a stable

entity, independent of consciousness; subject and

object appear to be alien to one another. Thelpro-~
-gress of knowledge, however, reveals that the two
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do not subsist in isolation. It becomes clear that the
object gets its objectivity from the subject. '""The
real'" which consciousness actually holds in the end-
less flux of sensations and perceptions, is a univer-
sal that cannot be reduced to objective elements free
of the subject (for example, quality, thing, force,
laws). In other words, the real object is constituted
by the (intellectual) activity of the subject. The
latter discovers that it itself stands ''behind! the
objects. . . . 96

We cannot obviously follow at any length Hegel's account, in the

Phenomenology, of a subject's (or as Hegel puts its, a ''conscious-

ness''") journey..\()fidisco'very. We can, however, and this is crucial
for our argument, say a little about Hegel's analysis of the dialecti-
cal nature of experience,

In the Introduction of the Phenomenology Hegel wrote:

The dialectical movement, which consciousness exer-
cises on itself--on its knowledge as well as its object--
is, insofar as the new, true object emerges to con-
sciousness as a result of it, precisely that which is
called experience. . . . Consciousness knows some-
thing, and this object is the essence or the in-itself.
But this object is also the in-itself for consciousness;
and hence the ambiguity of truth comes into play. We
see that consciousness now has two objects; one is

the first in-itself and the second is the being for con-
sciousness of this in-itself.

(These two objects, in the above and following passages, can be
thought of as Hegel's equivalent conception of what Kant had called

the noumena (the being in-itself) and phenomena (the being for con-

sciousness of this in-itself.) Hegel continues the passage by saying

that:
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The latter seems at first to be merely the reflection
of consciousness into its self, a representation, not
of an object, but only of its knowledge of the first
object. But as already indicated, the first object
comes to be altered for consciousness in this very
process; it ceases to be the in-itself and becomes to
consciousness an object which is the in-itself only
for it. And therefore it follows that this, the being-
of -consciousness of this in-itself, is the true, which
is to say that this true is the essence or conscious-
ness' new object. This new object contains the
annihilation of the first; it is the experience consti-
tuted through that first object. 97

The necessity to discuss the nature of the true in-itself becomes
redundant and left to the medium of philosophical abstraction. The
result of Hegel's decision to attempt to explicate the process of
knowing reveals that consciousness can come and can only come to
know the world as it appears. The knowledge we have of the world
is ﬂknowledge, in its being for us. As Kenley Dove wrote, ''Since
_ fhe object of our inquiry is knowing, any distinction on our part
between subject and object would be playing with mere abstractions.
Our object is at once and inseparably both the object -knowing subject
and the object known-by-the-subject. Thus our object, consciousness
or Spirit, contains this subject-object distinction within itself and
requires no further distinction by us. n98

The ''supra-phenomenal" constructs of Kantian philosophy are
unnecessary since the ¢'experiences of connslciousn_eAs:s" i;cwé'eif" lead to the

discovery and uncovering of a more concrete distinction.
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Natural consciousness will show itself to be merely
the concept (Begriff) of knowledge, or unreal know-
ledge. But since it immediately takes itself to be
real knowledge, this pathway has a negative signifi-
cance for it, and what is actually the realization of
the Concept is for it [for consciousness] rather the
loss and destruction of its self. The road may thus
be viewed as the way of ‘doubt or, more properly as
the way of despair. For what happens here is not
what is usually understood by ''doubt, ' i.e., enter-
taining a disbelief in this or that presumed truth only
to return to that same ''truth! once the '"doubt'" has
been appropriately dissipated. . . . On the contrary,
this road is the conscious insight into the truth of
phenomenal knowledge, a knowledge for which that
is most real which is in truth only the unrealized
Concept. 29

Phenomenal knowledge shows its incompleteness, one-sidedness,
limitedness, and falseness at the phenomenal level. The develop-
ment of the knowing subject is not epistemological activity per se.,
for that process cannot be severed from the historical struggle
between man and his world, '"a struggle that is itself a constitutive
part of the way to truth and of truth itself, w100 74 4 struggle along
a road of doubt and despair where the subject is continually con-
tinually confronted with the inadequacy of its concepts. But the
question arises: do we not risk skepticism or solipsism in this
process? For what standards or criteria reveal incompleteness or
the inadequacy of oursconcepts? |

For Hegel it is, of course, of central importance to realize

that standards are always our standards--''consciousness provides
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itself with its own standard, and the investigation will accordingly be
a comparison of consciousness with its own self. w10l pove has
elucidated this process well:

To understand how this comparison takes place we
must observe that, just as consciousness or Spirit
was seen to be at once both ''subjective' ‘and "objec- -
tive, ' this same duality holds true for the Concept:
consciousness itself distinguishes between (a) the
Concept qua knowledge and (b) the Concept qua object.
Hence there is with consciousness not only ‘something
which is taken to be for«it; consciousness also assumes
that which is for it, is in-itself or has an independent
status as well. Accordingly, we see that the Concept
has two moments. If we take the Concept to be know -
ledge, then the standard for this Concept qua know-
ledge will be its object or what is said to exist in-itself.
In this case the comparison will consist in seeing
whether the Concept corresponds to the object,i.e.,
truth. But, on the other hand, if we take the Concept
to be the object as it is essentially or in-itself, then
the Concept itself will be the standard for the Concept
qua known, i.e., the Concept qua object of knowledge.
Here the comparison consists —i?l—seeing whether the
Concept qua known or qua object corresponds to the
Concept itself, 102 T

Futhermore, as Dove points out, it must be noted that (2) both these
aspects of the Concept must be taken into account in any attempt to
describe the knowing process and (b) it must be realized that both
these aspects embody, in fact; the same process. 'The standard is
selected by consciousness itself and, since both moments of the pro-
cess fall within our object, i. e., knowledge as it appears, any selec-
. 103

tion of standards on our part would be superfluous." The move-

ment and development of consciousness depends then on the process
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whereby ''consciousness not only selects its own standard but is also
the comparison of its knowledge with its own standard. nl04  Ang if,
as happens continually in the subject's struggle in the world, con=
sciousness finds that its criteria or standard and its knowledge do
not match, it will, "on the basis of its own assumptions, have to
change its knowledge in order to make it correspond to its stan-
dards. ul But as consciousness' knowledge changes, it follows
from what we have said above, that consciousness' standard changes,

"for the standard was based upon the object and, indeed, upon the

object qua known. 1106

Consciousness thus discovers that the process in which
it placed its knowledge in doubt, all the while certain
that it held a firm criterion for what the object of its
knowledge was in-itself, turns out to be a movement
in which it loses its own truth; the ''path of doubt!
(Zweifel) is transformed into ''the way of despair'
(Verzweiflung). . . . Moreover, this despair is not
something arbitrarily imposed on consciousness from
without; it is immanent in the very movement of con-
sciousness itself. Thus, in Baillie's poignant transla-
tion, consciousness ''suffers this violence at its own
hands. 107

Experience is, therefore, a dialectical process to the extent to which
"new objects'' are generated and established for itself. It is a pro-
cess in which consciousness negates the appearance of the first
object of consciousness' experience and in this process uncovers a
new object and a new standard. The negation has a content, it is a

determinate negation. 108
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Hegel speaks of the Concept (Begriff), where Kant spoke of
categories, forms, intuitions, etc. And where Kant speaks of a
phenomenal and noumenal world, a given diremption between subject
and object, Hegel argues we can only speak of an interaction and
tension between subject and object in the process of knowing, out of
which the concept arises. This concept cannot be identified with the
subject or object. It is neither simply a subjective creation and
representation nor an objective structure. Rather, it is temporal
and variable and is given subjectively, but dependent for its realiza-
tion and validity on concrete human, inter-subjective, history, in

which man interacts with the world that he is conscious of. To speak

of two worlds, as Weber did, is to gloss the complexity of man's
self -formative process and his constitution of the world. How we
might further conceive these processes will be taken up again later
in the thesis. It is important here, however, to note the consequences
of Hegel's critique of the Kantian dualism for Weber's own approach
to the human sciences.

First, we must note that where Weber claims discontinuity,
we can only find continuity. The dualism that Weber subsumes can-
not be maintained. Secondly, we must notice that the formal ration-
ality of Weber's method structures the object of investigation in such

a way as to perpetuate this dualism. The true-in-itself cannot be
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known. We can only make valid claims about an object from our own
individual standpoints and if we utilize the rational method. Our
concepts will then capture parts of this object and render valid know-
ledge. But since the true in-itself cannot be grasped, any number of
points of view can formulate starting points of investigation. We,
therefore, have a conception of the human sciences, previously
noted, thét sees relativism as an essential feature.

But, and in light of our above discussion of Hegel, we must
note that Weber's position is a curious one for the social scientist to
accept. For the objects éf the social world are our objects. Following
Hegel, we can note that objects of investigation are always objects
for us, the being for consciousness of an in-itself. As such the
interesting question becomes how a given body of ideas, beliefs, and
knowledge comes to be established as and in social-reality. Indeed, it
is only through an account of the knowing subject (and the constitutive
presuppositions of knowledge) that the human sciences (in fact, all
sciences) can render themselves comprehensible. What is required,
initially at least, is an account of the human subject, of the subject's
knowledge, values, and interests; an analysis and account of the con-
stitutivé ;alements that are at the base and roots of the production of
different (world-)views of social phenomena. Itishould, of course, be

noted that such a study is itself only free from the thrust of Weber's
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‘conc:cif;ips .with‘.the‘ role of the constituting subject and that Zspbjecf;ié -
value -orientations, if it can successfully ground the basis of its own
approach. The nature of this problematic is still to be explored. (It
is defined at some length in the introduction to Chapter 6.)

The process of knowing cannot, then, be severed from the his-
torical struggle between man and his world. The process of knowing
becomes the process of history in which consciousness discovers the
world as its own new and real world. '""The subject conceives the
world as its own 'presence' and truth; it is certain of finding only
itself there, 1109 To uncover this process of knowing and, therefore,
to uncover man's con_stitution of the world, is to necessitate an his-
torical reconstruction of the self-formative process of man and of
the social situatedness of all human thought.

On this account the formal rationality of Weber's methodology
is seen to be inadequate to the task of conceptualiziﬁg the historicity
of the knowing process and the development of man. The method of

ratio essendi, despite its important stress on the necessity of histori-

cal, interpretative analysis, ultimately emancipates itself from his-
tory. As Marleau-Ponty observed, '"Historical epochs become

of_dered around a questioning >of human possibility, of which each has
its formula, rather than around an immanent solution, of which his-

tory would be the manifestation. nl10 Weber's types and concepts
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grasp at the world and offer us a series of representations, the rela-
tionship between which can only be established through the imputation
of adequate causes, etc. But these methods cannot grasp the self-
formative process of man as process, for Weber's representations
bracket this process in a presentation of types and categories which
impose form and, therefore, order on the 'cultural manifold" in a
series of interrelated one-sided categories, which seek to analyze
unique historical configurations. This analysis, restricted to a
causal analysis of historical individuals, cannot provide us with a
sufficient method to uncover the self-formative struggles of man.
This process can only be understood in the attempt to explicate man's
reality as a self-structured, self-unfolding, and forming whole. The
method must be historical, but as historical also dialectical. It
must proceed:

a. through the explication of the actual constitution of ideas
in conscioushess and interaction, inthe dialectics of experience;

b. through the analysis of the creation, maintenance,:.and
change of man's inter-subjective, historical Concepts;

c. by irefusing to(ignorveiandrsmo'oth;over contradictions and
contradictory claims at the phenomenal level, by appealing to an
unknowable noumenal world as the justification for differences, etc.

For this view, as we have seen, embodies a false dualism and in
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Weber's justification of it a dogmatic conception of the totality.

Instead our task here is--along with Hegel in the Phenomenology --

to observe and explicate ''determinate and historical acts of nega-
tion'" and grasp thé: dy‘nami& m’évenﬁent of. the zsisﬁl;j(-a.ct;"and"ﬁnally

d. it must leave open the possibility of a critically reflexive
understanding of history and tradition. It must not only accept the
importance of a hermeneutical understanding of the communicative
structure of tradition, but also recognize that this tradition must not
be idealized. For it might also embody interaction based on decep-
tion, distortion, i.e., ideology. As Habermas has put it, it is neces-
sary to go beyond a limited hermeneutical perspective to uncover
""what lies behind the consensus, presented as a fact, that supports.
the dominant tradition of the time, and does so with a view to the
relations of power surreptitiously incorporated in the symbolic struc-
tures of the-gysfems of speech and action. nlll
The formal method Weber defends glosses these processes and

as such reifies the social world. Despite the fact that the method of

ratio essendi is hermeneutic in intent, its tools of analysis are insuf-

ficient for hermeneutic understanding. In fact, this whole application
of Weber's methodology is ambiguous between a hermeneutic and, as
previously noted, a technical intent. For the methods of ratio cog-

noscendi when applied at the level of position B are ;productive of



153

knowledge suitabl.g to the role Weber allots to science. Sociology on
this aécount is concerned with the establishment of generalities,
empirical regularities, and with the expansion of knowledge of
behavioral uniformities that can provide a basis for conditional prog-
nosis and/or causal explanation. On this level Weber's conceptual
apparatus objectifies the social world and renders it open to instru-
mental action and manipulation. 112 The idea that knowledge could be
produced to emancipate people from hypostatized forces and processes
is ruled out as Weber closes off the dimension of critically reflexive
understanding.‘ How we might reconceptualize those processes and
a method suitable to their analysis and comprehension -iS a topic we
will take furtvher in Parts 3.and 4vof this thesis.«Until theén, it .= s
should be rer_nerhbered that certain of the criticismsv we have made,
in .-con:‘nec;tion‘fi;v‘ithxthe” possibility. of:a',ic;iti’calljr:‘.reflexii(e understanding,
must 'Be"freg'ajr-ded?a_s' ‘tentatives vFor 'as.'wesi)‘revi'oﬁ‘sly’notle‘d,' 'théy depend
for-their force’on the criticalitradition'making @good on its claim that
a criticalitheory is Ia"‘vi'a';bletépistemoldgiéa'lra"hd methodological pro-
ject. {(Aisimilar 'tevntatiivei status shouldialso be given to the following
rematrks. ) emarks.

Before closing our discussion of Weber with a few concluding
statements, a number of further points can briefly be made. These

will be brief since many of the points we make are in need of extended
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discussion and will be taken up more systematically in our discussion
of hermeneutics. Many of the remarks above about Weber's concep-
tion of diachronic analysis may also apply to the methodology of syn-
chronic analysis and its application to the empirical study of social

action (position A,see p..126). In this context Alfred Schutz's critique

of Weber's treatment of subjectivity is apposite. 113

~Schutz argues that Weber's exposition of interpretative 'Sdéiology
is a contribution of enormous importance to the human sciences, but
doesn't go far enough.

Never before had the project of reducing the '"world

of objective mind'' to the behaviour of individuals been
so radically carried out as it was in Max Weber's initial
statement of the goal of interpretative sociology. This
science is to study socialibehaviour by interpreting its
subjective meaning as found in the intentions of indivi-
duals. The aim, then, is to interpret the actions of
individuals in the social world and the ways in which
individuals give meaning to social phenomena. 114

However, Schutz adds that

He [Weber] breaks off his analysis of the social world
when he arrives at what he assumes to be the basic

and irreducible elements of social phenomena. But he

is wrong in this assumption. His concept of the meaning-
ful act of the individual--the key idea of interpretative
sociology--by no means defines a primitive, as he thinks
it does. It is, on the contrary, a mere label for a highly
complex and ramified area that calls for much further
study. 115

Weber's project of understanding social action falls short of its inter-

pretative intentions. For example, when Weber speaks of '"Direct
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Understanding, ''" Schutz argues, he conflates imporicant _cons'titu't_ive
elements of social action, rather than clarifying them. The proce-
dure of "Direct Understanding' is equivalent to ''methods of under-
standing employed in everyday life' and while these methods are
satisfactory for the purposes of everyday accomplishments they
gloss, Schutz suggests, a series of factors and influences which

d. 116 - The two crucial sources of

themselves have to be explore
difficulty in Weber's work are, according to Schutz,

1. his reference to meaning as simply constituted subjec-
tively, rather than inter-subjectively, and

2. his consequential conflation of action as a '"completed"
or "objectified" act, and action as a series and flow of events.
Weber fails to grasp the temporality of action, the process of con-
stituting. (These remarks, it should be noted, have close affinity
to our previous criticisms of the application of Weber's methods to
postion B. )

Considerations of space make a lengthy analysis of Schutz's
ommstde :

critique of Weber impossible. I would, however, like to extrapolate
a few points from the issues Schutz raises (leaving aside Schutz's
own solution to the problems of studying the social world which are
117

not without their own difficulties).

It is necessary, we can argue from Schutz's critique, to go
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beyond Weber's conception of social action and to inquire into the
commonsense world of everyday life. This can only be done by
exploring the processes that are taken for granted and presupposed
by a subject who attempts the execution of a projected a,c"c118 and by
showing how social realities are created, constructed, sustained,
and changed by interacting subjects.

"Efficiency, efficacy, effectiveness, intelligibility, consis-
tency, planfulness, typicality, uniformity, reproducibility of activi-
ties''--i, e., the rational properties of practical activities--cannot
be "assessed, recognized, categorized, described . . . outside actual
settings within which such properties are recognized, used, pro-
duced . . . Structurally differing organized practical activities of
everyday life, ' can and must be "sought out and examined for the
production, origins, recognition, and representations of rational
practices. All '1o‘gica1' and 'methodological' properties of action,
every feature of an activity's sense, facility, objectivity, account-
ability, communality, ' must be treated-=as Garfinkel put it--"as a
contingent accomplishment of socially organized common prac-

119

tices. Social reality can only be known from within social situa-

tions constituted through the interactional use of language. Social
structures are generated by means of interaction, they are the

product of "organic self-mobilization, n120 in inter-subjectively
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constructed organizations of interaction. | Weber's conception of
"'subjective meaning;' considered to be the irreducible element of
social phenomena, glosses the complexity of this social interaction
é.nd as a consequence cuts short the (conceptualization of the) inquiry
- into social action. 121

What appears to be required in an empirical analysis of social
action is:

a. an explication of the procedures and methods used by
members of a society, i.e., their conventional practices, in consti-
tuting their communicative relationships;

b. an explication of the processses whereby social realities
are maintained and sustained; \

c. an explication and understanding of members' reflexive
accounts of théir experience, i.e., their "intentional descriptions,"
(which ';vould entail a study of their expressed intentions, goals,
reasons, or motives); and

d. very importantly, the placement of these iriténtional-descrip-
tions within the context of a critically reflexive understanding of
their social situatedness. Such an understanding would attempt to
avoid idealizing such descriptions and would i(a) test the consistency

of meaning between verbal and nonverbal expressions-and actions;

(b) check the possibility of systematically excluded meanings which
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might inhibit self-expression and communicative interaction and,
therefore; (c) assess the,possibility of a'deceptive self -under~: -
standing, 122 i.e., as we have discussed it hitherto, the possibility
of ideological distortion.

This account which is suggestive of the enormous complexity
of issues embraced by Weber's concept of "'subjective meaning"
makes, of course, no claims to completeness. Rather, the account
is intended to show the limitedness of Weber's conception of the
analysis of social action and the multitude of questions which he does
not address. How we might systematically conceptualize these issues
and develop a method suitable to their analysis is a topic we take
further in Part 2, chapter 5.

It goes without saying that Weber's analysis of social action
was an outstanding contribution. That it did not go far enough in its
intent to provide a groundwork and methodological basis for an
hermeneutic account of social action is less significant perhaps
than the long'distance it did take us toward such a goal. But that
his program for the social sciences did not include the possibility
of critical reflexive understanding was not, as we have seen, because
Weber did not go far enough. His epistemolgoy and approach to the

human sciences close this dimension off.

als als N als als als als
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In conclusion we can note that where a dichotomy and discon-
tinuity were claimed by Weber between fact and value, theory and
practice, essence and appearance (the two-world theory), we have
found certain definite relationships. Where Weber claimed a diremp-
tion between fact and value, we found an unexplicated attachment to
a mode of rationality that subsumed a schema of values that could
not be justified within its own terms of reference. Where Weber
claimed a diremption between theory and practice, we found an
immanent commitment to decisionism, the freedoms of possessive
individualism and the practice of science envisaged as a ''technical
critique' of the choice of means (as well as the commitment to a
hermeneutic practice). Where Weber claimed a diremption between
essence and appearance, we found a commitment to a particular con-
ception of essence, 'i.e., a conception of the unknowable.

Our discussion of Weber has served purposes other than an
assessment of the difﬁcﬁlties, ambiguities, and tensions in Weber's
work. For it has helped to make explicit the questions, issues, and
problems which a more adequate epistemological and methodological

framework would have to (attempt to) contend with.

In Part 2 we will examine how the positivist and hermeneutic

traditions have dealt with these issues.
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PART II

ON THE TENDENCY TO THE REDUCTION OF PRACTICE
TO THEORY, AND THEORY TO PRACTICE



CHAPTER IV

A CRITIQUE OF POSITIVISM: ON THE TENDENCY
TO THE REDUCTION OF PRACTICE TO THEORY

Introduction

There has been a seemingly endless debate over the nature of
"positivism.!" It is a term that has beeﬁ deeply embroiled in polemics.
This chapter begins with a discussion of the term as it has come to
be associated with certain positions in epistemology and and Philoso-
i)hy of Science. These positions are then discussed.

- The themes of this chapter are essentially as follows. Starting
with certain theses of the French Enligh’cenment1 and develbping in
the 19th century in the writings of‘Comte and ’Mach,-f.rpo'sit‘i\?'i‘sm féached
itstzenithrin:the ‘L.(j”gi'calr?rPos.itivis“rh‘ of the Vienna Circ:le; “With 'the rise
positivism, epistemology lost' sight of the significance of the role of

the epistemic subject and of the moment of reflection by the subject

' on his'and/or her own activities. Knowledge became equated with

that form of knowledge generated by the methods of the natural -
science. In the name of objectivity, epistemology, reduced for the
most part to an elucidation of the methodology of science, faced the

danger of falling into subjectivism and even sclipsism. As such,

170
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positivism lost the capacity to understand itself and, therefore,
social practice. Theory was dirempted from practice and the
former became unable to comprehend and thematize the latter.
These themes are illustrated in a discussion of the relationship
between explanation and understanding, and in a discussion of a
position that might be called one of positivism's ''theoretical oppeo-
sites. n2 In this context the work of Thomas Kuhn is addressed.

From the point of view of traditional philosophy, the loss of
the moment of reflection entailed the loss of a critical perspective.
Philosophy followed science into a type of scientism which, in the
name of instrumental reason, increasingly dominated modern: thought
and activity. Today, if emancipation from domination,in all its multi-
faric’ous‘:'forrns,‘ is- t0'-r¢maip ‘a project for humanity; "it is ‘essential to
counter this tendency. Positivism closes off the possibility of a
Critical Science. If such a project is to remain a possibility and if
a critical perspective is to be reestablished, it is necessary we
argue following Habermas, to recover the moment of self-reflection
and of self-understanding.

The relationship between the structure of knowledge and struc-
ture of action is also éXamined, as is poSitivis'rn’vs' appea-ran‘ce of "pass-~
ive contevmpAlatiY(-a sc'ientificr reasoh;'"and-its underlying unexplicated

level of committed reason. Positivism's epistemology has certain



172

social, political, and moral implications.

The critique developed below draws many of its ideas from the
work of Habermas and those who have associated with him, specifi-
cally, Karl-Otto Apel, Albrecht Wellmer, Trent Schroyer, and
Gerard Radnitzky. 3 However, the positions developed below are
by no means restricted to the considerations of these authors,.

It will be noted, finally, that our critique is itself limited in
its applicability to contemporary Philosophy of Science. It is recog-
nized that today Philosophy of Science cannot be equated with a form

of scientism.

~ Positivism, Defined and Criticized

What is positivism? One of the central aims of positivism,
in its various forms from Comte to the Logical Positivists, was to
construct a demarcation line between what it considered legitimate
and illegitimate knowledge claims. Given positivism's location
within the empiricist tradition, this aim amounted to providing a
1, , . criterion for a strict separation between science and meta-
physics . . . ,"4 metaphysics being taken as speculative knowledge;
that is, a mode of thought that placed itself beyond the possibility
of empirical test and decidability. In its concern to separate know-
ledge from dogma, positivism can be seen to have had an initially

progressive and liberating intent. There was, as Israel Scheffler
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has written, an:

underlying moral impulse of positivism, the convic-

tion that our assertions impose upon us the responsi-

bility to satisfy relevant independent controls . . .

to affirm the responsibilities of assertion no matter

what the subject matter, to grant no holidays from

such responsibilities for the humanities, politics,

or the social sciences in particular . . . ">
. Likewise, science, and in particular, natural science, was in the
19th century generally thought to be the most systematic source
of the type of knowledge which could be utilized to liberate humanity
from natural .necessity-and domination by the forces of nature.
Much attention was focused, therefore, on the nature and metho-
dology of natural science. Physics, as the most developed,
advanced, and prestigous natural science, increasingly took center
stage. The other sciences, both natural and social, were regarded
as poor ''seconds' and less developed. However, it was generally
assumed by the (very) late 19th century, that all these other sciences
essentially admitted of the same structure and procedures as physics.

Cértainly in the 19th century; this tendency to:equate knowledge

with science in the effort to free science from dogma appeared to
have some justification. Science appeared to be progressing at
such a rapid rate and with such spectacular results that it seemed

' o’hly to be burdened by metaphysical theories. It is particularly

with the 20th century that it became apparent that scientific knowledge,
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while a necessary condition, is certainly not sufficient for human
liberation and that epistemology's exclusive concern with an exami-
nation of the methodology of science impairs philosophy's ability to
understand the '""meaning'' and "import'" of knowledge.

"Positivism!'' is a term which is used to cover a range of
philosophical positions. Hence it is often difficult to reach a clear
understanding of the term's meaning in a particular context. Here
I will take positivism to be a general philosophical orientation which
maintains at least the three following theses:*

1. All knowledge which is not analytic (i.e., where the
predicate is not contained in the subject) must have a basis in
sensory experience.

2. The methodology of the natural sciences provides the
only valid procedure for establishing knowledge claims which extend
beyond immediate experience.

3. Normative statements have no empirical content and
therefore no cognitive validity.

The goal of positivism is to construct an objective, empirical,
and systematic foundation for knowledge. Given the above three

il e O 1 ST

iv - #*%This definitioniof positivism:is‘adapted.-from a paper written
jointly by Larry Simon and myself, '""Understanding Habermas,"
chap. 2, pp.-4-5.. The following six pagesidraw extensively from~ "~
this jointly written paper, as do pp. 186-91, 217-24.
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theses, it follows that positivists would hold that, ontologically, the
world is composed of ''facts," or ''sense data' (or '"atoms'). These
facts are given, directly or indirectly, in sensory experience and
are the only objects of knowledge. It also follows that positivism
is normally nominalist, that is:
It recognizes only the particular given. Reason
becomes extensional logic; logic turns to manipula-
tion of symbols and symbolic equivalents; and general
ideas, as Hume says, can serve only to represent the
particulars from which they have been abstracted. d
A A further point should also be noted concerning the third of the above
. fhes_es. Postivists argue that it (the third thesis) follows from the
firsi: two theses with an additional claim, viz., that values are not
fé.cts, and hence values cannot be given as such in sense-experience.
Since all knowledge is based in sensory experience, value judgments
cannot be accorded the status of knowledge claims. This thesis
amounts, in effect, to separating theoretical reason from practical
reason and restricting knowledge solely to the sphere of the former.
Ethics becomes, as it was ultimately for Weber, noncognitive and
all scientific or methodical links between theory and practice are
severed. Science can, perhaps, then guide, inform, or recommend
practical measures and decisions, but it cannot be used to confirm

or reject value judgments or questions of practice as such.

The definition of '"positivism! here chosen is fairly broad.
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"Positivism!'' is sometimes taken to have a more restricted denota-
tion and the term '"empiricism!' then used in the wider sense here
attributed to "'positivism.'" The more limited definition of the term
is given in an essay by Robert Cohen on Carnap. There he takes
"positivism'' to refer to "' . . . the phenomenalist tendency within
the empiricist tradition: 'neo-positivism' refers to those recent
views whose consequences may be shown to be phenomenalistic."8

I have chosen to use the less restricted definition of !'"positivism"
in order to better draw out and show the implications of the critique
presented, for a larger range of theorists within the empiricist
tradition. While Habermas has discussed positivism in its specifi-
cally phenomenalist form, with special reference to Mach, the hope
here is to show that his critique extends beyond phenomenalism to
encompass broader but related positions. A more general materialist
empiricism or physicalism can avoid some of the subjectivist pit-
falls of phenomenalism. But:as long:as’itradheres to some version
of the above three theses, physicalism cannot escape the charge of
being unable to understand, within the terms it has set itself, its
own activity (e. g., as involving reflection) and the activity of science
generally, Such an empiricism would be as susceptiblé to critique
as the more narrow version and would prove equally insufficient as

a basis for understanding the human or cultural sciences (and for
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establishing a critical science).

In Knowledge and Human Interests, Habermas begins his

critique of positivism with a critical examination of the works of
Comte and Mach.9 He then attempts to show, through a discussion

of Peirce, how, by systematically exploring certain questions within
the philosophy of science, positivism can be brought to the point of
transcending its limitations (although Peirce, it is claimed, failed

in the end to do so). It is worth exploring Habermas' discussion of
Comte and Mach, specifically his critique of the objectivism inherent
in their positions. We will then be in a position to understand sys-
tematically why positivism is incapable of understanding science as

a human activity.

In Comte's writings, as Habermas points out, 19 positivism did
not appear in its purest form. Rather it was overlaid and ""burdened"
with a philosophy of history. Such a philosophy of history, which
placed the development of science within the context of the evolution
of the human species, was held to be necessary in order to "' .
interpret the meaning of positive knowledge. . . . utl In this way,
Comte was able to justify and ground his belief in science and scien~
tific Vprogress. But as science continued to advance and develop in
the 19th century, it became less of a necessity to justify its status.

Positivism '"'shed'" and rejected its philosophy of history and _
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increasingly became scientistic. In this context, scientistic refers
fo ", . . science's belief in itself:; that is, the conviction that we
can no longer understand science as one form of possible knowledge,
"~ but rather must identify knowledge with science.”ﬁ1

The rise of a scientistic orientation in philosophy resulted in
the deemphasis of what had been the central concern of traditional
critical philosophy; namely, the attempts to establish the conditions
for the possibility of objective knowledge. This occurrence, in turn,
resulted in the loss of the moment of reflection; that is, of the act of
reflection in which the scientist qua philosopher turns into himself
in order to gaiﬁ an ﬁﬁderstanding of the nature of the epistemic sub-
ject é.nd of V"scientific activity.

Epistemology, as a justificatory enterprise, became increasingly
restricted to an examination of questions internal to methodology.
There developed essentially two tasks for such an epistemology. The
first was to examine the methodological procedures of science in
order to understand how knowledge was generated by science. The
second was "co.ana_lyze scientific knowledge itself to demonstrate how
such knowledge was actually constructed out of sensory experience.
Frequently these two tasks were attempted together, but in neither
case was concern created for:the:role-of the epistemic subject:. As -

Habermas put it:
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For an epistemology restricted to methodology, the

subjects who proceed according to these rules [of

scientific procedure] lose their significance. Their

deeds and destinies belong at best to the psychology

of the empirical persons to whom the subjects of

knowledge have been reduced. 13

With the lapse of epistemology into methodology and with the

.abandonment of the enterprise of systematic self-reflection on the
part of the e.pistemic subject, the possibility of philosophy being
critical of knowledge dissolved. From an epistemological point of
view, there could be no attempt to question the meaning or function
of sciences because there was no source of knowledge held to be
independent of science by which to criticize its results. Nor was
there a privileged standpoint from which one could make an evalua-
tion of scientific knowledge. Any attempt to provide an account of
the constitution of the world was blocked by the presuppositions of
positivism, which ruled out of consideration the activity of the
epistemic subject. As Habermas points out, ''the meaning of know-
ledge itself becomes irrational--in the name of rigorous know-.
ledge. nid Positivism, which began as a critique of ideology (e. g.,
of religion, dogma, speculative metaphysics, etc.), as scientism
became itself an ideology. 15 It became ideologic;':a.l insofar as it
prevented an adequate confrontation with the nature of its own status.

Ernst Mach, in his writings on phenomenalism, provided such

an epistemology; although it should be noted that in Mach's overall
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work there is a tension between his adherence to phenomenalism
. o 16 it s .
and a certain evolutionism, However, it is his discussion of
phenomenalism that most interests us here, since it was this aspect
of his thought which was so very influential on positivist thought.
Mach's phénomenalism provided an epistemology for a science,

a new science, '"energetics.'" For those who adhered to this ''new"

science it was of considerable importance that
. natural phenomena might be described as varying
appearances of energy. No need to seek the causes of
apparent ‘motion; and also, no need to restrict the
entities (which undergo motions) to material particles
or rigid bodies, so long as there are observed numeri-
cal correlations between the energy manifestations. 17
Following this science of correlated observation, Mach argued,
that a scientific object exists if "its symbol is the name of a set of
particular perceptions; for it to persist as an entity, the perceptions
must persist as a correlated set through the observer's flux of
) 18 s egs ‘es
sensations. " Scientific entities were ordered bundles of sensed
perceptions. The ordering process was held to be potentially
describable by laws of physiological psychology which were regarded
to be largely unexplored.
This phenomenalistic foundation for scientific statements
served to aid both the elimination of previously cherished meta-

physical (unobservable) aspects of scientific theories and to provide

a basis for the unification of various sciences into a general science
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. 1 ‘
of sensed experiences. ? However, there were several other impor-
tant, but unexplicated, consequences of this claimed phenomenalistic
basis for science.

Mach's phenomenalistic positivism conflated appearance with
reality. '''Essential' reality is the totality of facts as they are
immediately given; there is nothing hidden that only philosophical

. 20 .
reflection can penetrate." Science can help us learn about the
world, but since science can ultimately reduce all its knowledge
claims to its sensory base, all knowledge is there to be had in experi-
ence. As we have seen, in Mach's view, '"for a scientific object to
exist meant . . . that its symbol is the name of a set of particular

. 21 : .. .
perceptions. . . ." Facts (Mach's term) are what is given in
sensory experience. If science is held to merely describe and
correlate these facts, as it was (but not continuously and consis*

22 - T .
tently) by Mach, it is objectivistic; that is, "' . . . the model
sciences, "' about whose scientific character consensus was claimed
to prevail, ''adequately describes reality as what it is. This is the
basic assumption of objectivism, "

But the facts which constitute the world according to Mach's
positivistic objectivism have an ambiguous status. On the one hand,
they are potentially subjective. They are given in sensory experience

and expressed in terms of individual observation reports. On the
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other hand, if science is to be viewed as objective, they must be
established as intersubjectively valid. This ambiguity was reflected
in the fact that Mach regarded psychology and physics as comple-
mentary sciences. The ambiguity was not resolved by Mach. For
if the objective, intersubjective
. aspects of the basic facticity of the world is
stressed, then positivism falls into a circle. If
science describes facts and their relations, and if
we use this criterion to demarcate science from
metaphysics, then we need a criterion of facticity
in order to know if a science is genuine. One way
to avoid this demand is to ontologize facts or sensa-
tions and, with Mach, make them the given in
experience. 24
Solipsism is then ruled out a priori.

It should be noted, however, that Mach did not simply claim
that scientific objects have an independent existence, which sensa-
tions show. Rather, through his doctrine of elements (facts) Mach
claimed that knowledge is always provisional, but is nevertheless
to be understood as

. constructed upon an indubitable and elementary
base~--indubitable, that is the sense of being unavoid-
able, not in any sense of being unalterable. All con~-

ceptions which fail to relate ideas to that base are
thereby suspect; their meaning ultimately unclear . .

25
In Mach's words, '‘bodies do not produce sensations, but complexes

of elements make up bodies . . . all bodies are but thought symbols
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