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ABSTRACT

The study concerns the historical debate between
critics and proponents of the sociology of knowledge: an
area within sociology which attempts to conceptualize and
investigate the insight that the intellectual and social
dimensions of human life are integrally related.
Specifically, it investigates the hypothesis that an
adequate perspective and response to the critics can be
developed through a synthesis of relevant aspects of the
writing of Marx and Mead; a hypothesis proposed frequently,
but never fully elaborated.

Critics have claimed that an empirical sociology
of knowledge is quite impossible, because self-contradictory.
If all ideas are fundamentally social, then thought is
relativized, the possibility of truth (even for the
sociology of knowledge) is denied, and man's capacity to
reason is devalued. Sociologists have generally accepted
these claims, but, short of denying the possibility of any
valid formulation, they have rather denied its radical form
and Timited the insight's apP]icabi]ity by excluding
certain areas of thought for social penetration.

However, despite acceptance of the demand that

at least some thought transcend social penetration --



especially the "knowledge about knowledge" presumed by
the critics -- no formulation of the insight has success-
fully dealt with the impasse of relativism, and therefore
none fully satisfy the critics. Because of this, the
analysis of Marx and Mead is preceded by a detailed in-
vestigation of the Critique in order to evaluate its
claims and the validity of the continual acceptance of
its parameters.

This analysis concludes that the Critique proceeds
from positivistic presuppositions and that it is therefore
historically rooted in an individualistic conception of
knowledge which is antithetical to the insight that know-
ledge is an essentially social phenomenon. Thus, it is
argued that because of this contradiction between insight
and criterion by which it is judged, it is indeed impos-
sible to develop an adequate, positivistic elaboration of
the insight. At the same time, it is also demonstrated
that there are insufficient grounds on which to justify
an acceptance of positivistic criteria in preference to the
insight.

The subsequent considefation of Marx and Mead is
therefore concerned both to discern ideas relevant to
the discipline, and to demonstrate that their work
"anticipates" the Critique, through-development of a non-

positivistic conception of thought and its validation
iv



consistent with the insight. It is demonstrated that
their work is of essential relevance to the sociology
of knowledge a) because they develop compatible, non-
positivistic conceptions of objectivity, and b) because
while neither position alone is free of inadequacies, a
synthesis of their ideas transcends the separate de-
ficiencies and the impasse of relativism characteristic
of positivistically oriented elaborations of the insight.
This synthesis characterizes the sociology of
knowledge as a critical study of ideas in relation to
social form, and, more importantly, in relation to their
adequacy to the fulfillment and development of human 1life.
It assumes that men are beings of praxis whose ideas and
interaction patterns are dialectically related, inter-
dependent historical products, which are understood as
contingent means facilitating human survival and develop-
ment. As a critical discipline, it deals with an aspect
of the issue of the distortion of praxis: the problem
of the existence of reified ideas within the more general
problem of human alienation; the problem.through which
man's own products become apparent determinants of sub-
sequent activity. In contrast to positivistic sociologies
of knowledge, which intend a grasp of a presumed social-

existential determination of ideas (which appears the case



through a]ienafion), the critical perspective intends a
grasp of the distortion of the actual, dialectical relation-
ship between thought and social form. Whereas the former
sociologies have been unable to resolve the basic issue

of relativism, the critical perspective achieves this
resolution by positing human praxis itself as the criterion
of the objectivity of thought -- a criterion fully con-

sistent with a social theory of knowledge.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The insight that has inspired the development of
the sociology of knowledge, the idea that thought and the
social context are related in some manner, has become quite
common-p]ace.1 It is found, at least implicitly, in much
of sociology; in the disciplines of psychology and
]inguistics;2 and it also informs some of the writing of

historians and philosophers of natural science.3 It is

4 5

reflected in "new" approaches to deviance ™ and poverty,
and it is becoming more familiar in the editorial pages
of newspapers. Perhaps the clearest indication of tha
insight's acceptance at a common-sense ievel is found in
respect to our willingness ‘o view social and political
conflicts less as a matter of ignorance than as a result
of cultural and sub-cultural differences.6

At its simplest common-sense level the insight
involves the recognition that differences in comprehension
of the same event or process do not vary randomly between
persons simply according to individual factors such as
intelligence. 1In general, people admit that knowledge is
at lTeast socially distributed,7 and that Ws distribution

is problematic enough that it creates definite barriers to

common understanding and mutual participation between



groups divided along professional, generational, status
or class lines.

The full theoretical implications of the insight
will be developed as the study proceeds, but it must be
emphasized that the common-sense formulations do not express
the total significance that the insight has held for a
number of writers in the area of the sociology of knowledge.
Some writers argue, for example, that the insight demands
recognition that there are no transcultural or trans-
historical concepts or categories; that what might be
called the basic perspective, "Weltanschauung" or simply
the "intellectual way of approaching things" varies funda-
mentally according to socio-cultural and historical
differences.g In other words, it has been maintained that
all knowledge and inteliectual process has its source
in some particular social milieu.

Whatever the validity of the concern with the
relaticnship between thought and the social context at
common-sense or more rigorous theoretical levels, one thing
at least can be said: the insight has continually drawn
the attention of the central figures in the sociological
tradition. The defining assumption of this tradition is
that man is an essentially social being (though this be
variously understood), and thus the central theoretical

issue of conceptualizing this social being requires



consideration of the specific relationship between human

thought and this social dimension. The major socioiogical
literature from Comte to Parsons and from Marx to Marcuse
is seldom free of reference to, and attempts to deal with

this basic question.

The Problem

The sociology of knowledge is characterized by
an effort to achieve precise conceptualization and detailed
analysis of the relationship between the intellectual
realm and the social dimension of our being. It is an
attempt to carry the insight beyond the level of assumption
and common-sense appreciation. This involves the con-
struction of a conceptual framework which must answer a
series of fundamental questions:9 what is the nature of
intellectual process and ideas?, what is the nature of
the social aspect of our being?, what is the nature of
and degree and extent of relationship between these aspects
of our being?, and what approach may be effectively utilized
in the analysis of these phenomena and their relationship?

Cespite the general acceptance of the insight
informing these basic questions, the history of attempts
to achieve clarification, elaboration and detailed
"objective" analysis has not resulted in any commonly

accepted answers. Furthermore, most attempts to achieve



more precise formulation have been countered by the
strongest and most persistent criticism; criticism which is

not diluted by any similar variation or inconsistency as
characterizes the literature supporting the sociology of
knowledge. In fact, one can identify a basic and persistent
critique in the literature, hereinafter referred to as the
"Critique", that is hostile to the discipline; a Critique
which consists of four basic elements. First, the sociology
of knowledge is accused of a total lack of clarity in
respect to basic concepts of knowledge and of the social
context. Second, it is argued that the relationship be-
tween thought and social context has bheen so inadequately
conceptualized that attempts to impute particular ideas to
particular social bases is not empirically testable. The
third, and very central element of the Critique, is the
charge that the discipline commits the genetic fallacy

by associating the validity of ideas with social origin.

If this is the case, then the Sociology of knowledge lapses
into nihilistic, socio-historical relativism which totally
devalues reason by rendering it epiphenomenal. Finally,

in its most consistent form, the Critique charges that
these factors cannot be overcome and thus that the dis-
cipline, in terms of its traditional insight and intention,

is theoretically impossible.



As devastating as this Critique appears to be,
it has never elicited a direct or convincing response
from writers within the field. On the contrary, an in-
vestigation of the history of the discipline demonstrates
a general, and curiously unreflexive, acceptance of the
Critique. This acceptance is manifested by a refusal or
inability to work out consistently the full implications
of the insight, let alone defend the insight against the

10 Furthermore, even

ultimate conclusions of the Critique.
efforts to avoid the issues raised by the Critique, namely
by accepting it and retreating from the full implications
of the insight, do not escape the central charges that the
critics level at the discipline.

The intention of this study is to develop an
elaboration of the insight as a basis for a sociology of
knowledge that can fundamentally challenge the Critique.
The study will not avoid the issues raised by the critics,
nor will it retreat from the implications of the insight.
On the contrary, it will argue for the validity of a
sociology of knowledge against those who have concluded

[ More

that the discipline is theoretically impossible.
specifically, the study will demonstrate that a sociology
of knowledge is possible, through a synthesis of selected
elements of the writing of Karl Marx and George Herbert

Mead.



This particular approach to the development of a
valid sociology of knowledge, through the works of Marx
and Mead, promises to be fruitful for two basic reasons.
First, most of the criticism of the discipline has been
at least indirect criticism of what have been taken as
Marx' pronouncements on the relationship between conscious-
ness and social context; or of elaborations of these ideas
in the writing of other theorists such as Mannheim. How-
ever, in the light of numerous recent evaluations of Marx'
work, it is no longer clear that the critics adequately
comprehend the elements of a sociology of knowledge to be

found thelr‘e.]2

In other words, it is important to consider
the implications of the distinction that has been made
between Marx as a critical theorist and the a-critical,
positivistic or deterministic sociology that has tra-
ditionaily been associated with his writing. Second, the
interest in Mead's work stems from the repeated suggestion
that various undeveloped or perhaps underdeveloped, and
thus unciear and ambiguous, elements in Marx' perspective
can be adequately completed and clarified through a use of

particulayr Meadian 1'deas.]3



Plan of Study

The analysis takes the form of an investigation
of two specific hypotheses in regard to the work of Marx
and Mead that have been expressed in the literature in
various forms. First, it is argued that the work of both
Marx and Mead contains what can be interpreted as
"anticipations" of the Critique of the sociology cof
knowledge, anticipations that have previously been over-
looked. This is perhaps more immediately plausible in
reference to Marx, following the recent re-evaluations of
his perspective in the lignt of previously unavailable
manuscripts, but it is nonetheless true of Mead as the
following chapters will attempt to demonstrate.

Though it must be acknowledged, that bcth Marxian
and Meadian sociologies are in themselves limited in
respect to the insight and to the claims of the critics,
the second hypothesis argues: a) that there are basic
presuppositions and concepts in their perspectives that
are compatible, b) that a theory may be constructed which
is a synthesis of these specific elements, and c) that the
synthesis will prove to be an adequate ground for the in-
sight of the sociology of knowledge. Essentially this is
to argue that, given compatible elements have been
identified, the different emphases in each theorist's work

can be utilized in the construction of a theory which will



complete the undeveloped and limiting aspects of either
perspective taken alone. It is in these terms that an
adequate response to the Critique, which is at the same
time consistent with the insight informing the sociology
of knowledge, can be developed.

The study begins with a detailed presentation of
the Critique of the discipline. Major elaborations of
the insight are reviewed in order to a) clarify the
elements of the Critique, b) demonstrate the apparent
power of the Critique, and, c) demonstrate the central
and recurrent inadequacies of existing perspectives in the
area. The second chapter concludes with a question which
the review makes obvious, but which has not received
adequate attention in the literature. Specifically, this
guestion concerns the extent to which the persistent failure
to elaborate the insight in a manner acceptable to the
critics indicates that there is a fundamental contradiction
between critics and proponents, and not that the Critique
must necessarily take precedence over the insight.

The third chapter is devoted to a more intensive
eanalysis of the Critique, in terms of its basic pre-
suppositions, in order to determine an answer to this
question. The literature in the area has not squarely
faced the Critique in this manner, and thus has not taken

seriously the possibility that any attempt to elaborate the



insight, within the parameters of the Critique, is in-
herently selfi-contradictory and self-defeating. The con-
clusion of this part of the analysis is that the root
presuppositions of the Critique, and the implications of
the insight are indeed inherently contradictory. Further-
more, it is demonstrated, through a consideration of the
perspectives of Durkheim and Mannheim, that the attempt

to adhere to both the insight and to the parameters of

the Critique precludes any resolution of the issue.

In general terms, the analysis demonstrates that
the Critique presupposes the positivistic conception of
science or objective thought. This conception, which has
been the subject of repeated criticism itself, in other
areas, reserves the label "knowledge" for those ideas which
are achieved ideally through the observational, experi-
mental methods of the natural sciences. It is a position
which therefore treats the “intrusfon" of the social context
in thought as but a source of error and bias. Thus, by
definition, positivism precludes the possibility that
knowledge is a fundamentally social phenomenon. Further-
more, as will be shown, positivism is in turn rooted in
individualistic philosophies which again, by definition,
conceive the act of validation as an act of separate

individuals. Thus, in these terms as well, the insight
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into the fundamentally social character of thought must be
considered erroneous. The chapter therefore argues that
the basic charge, that the sociology of knowledge
relativizes thought and must therefore be self-contradictory,
reflects an adherence, on the part of the critics, to a
conception of knowledge totally antithetical to the
implications of the insight. The effort of some writers
in the area to be faithful to both insight and Critique
is thus shown to be inherently self-defeating, precisely
because the demonstrated contradiction undermines the
insignt ard any elaboration attempted in these terms.

These considerations in turn raise an important
question about the hypotheses outlined above in regard
to Marx and Mead. Specifically, a question is posed as
to the conditions under which the hypotheses could be
granted any plausibility whatsoever. If all previous
attempts to develop adequate formulation of the insight
have failed, it is not immediately clear why the approach
through Marx and Mead can be expected to be fruitful beyond
the unelaborated suggestion found in the 11’cer'ature.]4
However, having demonstrated the contradiction between in-
sight and Critique, in respect to basic conceptions of
knowledge, it can be stated that the minimal condition that
must be met involves the presence, in the writing of Marx

and Mead of a conception of knowledge that is consistent
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with the insight and antithetical to that informing the
Critique. Only if this condition is met does it remain
plausible to pursue the hypothesis present in the
literature.

Chapter three thus‘results in a specific formula-
tion and clarification of the issue at stake, and this in
turn provides a framework for the subsequent analyses of
Marx and Mead. Chapter four analyses Marx' writing and
interprets those aspects ithat are reievant to the problem.
Since, for purposes of this study, the most important
elements are to be found in the earlier writings, attention

is primarily directed to the Paris Manuscripts and to the

German Ideology. The chapter is organized around four

primary considerations: a) an analysis of the basic pre-
suppositions underliying the perspective -- Marx' concept

of praxis -- with specific attention paid to his con-
ceptualization of objectivity in thought; b) an analysis

of the basic problematic of concern to Marx -- the issue
represented by such terms as alienation, reification,
fetishization, false-consciousness; c) implications of
these aspects of his work, both in relation to the insight,
and as anticipations of the Critique; d) limitations of the
perspective and suggestive eiements within the writing
which indicate a direction that might be pursued in over-

coming these limitations. It must be emphasized that this
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analysis is directed to.the discovery of elements in Marx'
writing that are relevant to the sociology of knowledge;
it is not intended as an exercise in detailed Marxian
scholarship.

Chapter five is an analysis of Mead's work, but
though it involves the same questions in respect to elements
relevant to the sociology of knowledge, the analysis is
structured somewhat differently. This is necessitated by
the fact that the conventional, "interactionist" inter-
pretation of his perspective is subject to the charge that
it entails an "over-socialized", and totally deterministic
conception of man; a conception which is antithetical to
Marx' perspective as outlined in the previous chapter.

This, of course, casts considerable doubt on the hypothesis
that there are compatibilities between their work, and is
therefore a central problem that requires specific attention.
Thus, the analysis involves the following: a) an analysis
of Mead's perspective as it appears in the work of most

interest to sociologists, Mind, Self and Society; b) an

analysis of the criticisms of the perspective; c¢) an analysis
of the broader context of Mead's work which contains
elaborations which overcome several of the issues raised

by critics, and which suggests a perspective not unlike that
of Marx; d) a consideration of the implications of elements

of the perspective for the sociology of knowledge, and as
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"anticipations" of the Critique; and e) analysis of
remaining limitations within the perspective.

Both the analysis of Marx and that of Mead demon-
strate that, separately, the perspectives contain elements
which "anticipate" the Critique of the discipline, in that
both contain the elaboration of conceptions of objectivity
consistent with the insight; conceptions which are quite
antithetical to the positivistic conception of objectivity
informing the Critique. However, it is also demonstrated
that the perspectives, taken separately, constitute in-
adequate bases for a sociology of know]édge. The sixth
chapter then proceeds to a demonstration of the hypotheses
of central concern to the study. It is shown that the
perspectives of these theorists are compatible, and that
this is especially the case in respect precisely to their
conceptions of knowledge. Compatibility is also demon-
strated in respect to their conceptions of man and of the
social context. The discussion then reiterates the extent
to which each perspective is limited by itself, but
demonstrates that the specific emphases in the separate
works can be successfully synthesized to provide a consistent
conceptual basis for the sociology of knowledge. 1t must
be noted, however, that the fruitfulness of the analyses
of Marx and Mead is not quite what was supposed and

expected by previous writers, and that the sociology of
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knowledge proposed is radically at variance with previous
ejaborations of the insight.

In general terms, it is demonstrated that neither
Marx nor Mead imply a sociology of knowledge which is
concerned simply with the empirical investigation of the
relationships between specific ideas and specific existen-
tial factors. Neither writer accords ontological status
to the social context; both writers conceive of "society"
as but patterns of interaction which are historical
human products, which are contingent on their continued
relevence to the fulfilment and deveiopment of human need,
and which may be changed through direct human effort. 1In
simple terms, Marx and Mead develop an image of man as a
social being who creates specific forms of interaction as
means in the achievement of related cultural and material
ends. Furthermore, this generating, productive process is
understood as a reflexive process such that social forms
are comprehended as objectifications of ideas developed
in response to collective problems that arise between man
and nature; objectifications which are understood as
standing in a reciprocal, dialectical relationship with the
ideas of the individuals acting within them. Thought and
the social dimension of human life are conceptualized as
integrally related aspects within the whole that con-

stitutes humen life. They are conceptualized as related,
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functional processes or capacities in relation to the
fulfilment of human need and the further development
of human potentiality.

As will be demonstrated as the study proceeds,
this conception of the social and reflexive dimensions, as
dialectically related, functional aspects of human 1ife,
has two central consequences in relation to traditional
elaborations of the sociology of knowledge. First, the
criteria of the objectivity of ideas that is implied is
antithetical to that of positivism. Ideas are evaluated
within this perspective, not according to their degree
of "fit" with present empirical observation, but are
evaluated according to their functionality in practice,
in relation to need and potential. Second, the relation-
ship between thought and social context ceases to be an
empirical question, and is treated more precisely as a
conceptual question prior to any empirical investigation
that is called for. The relationship is presumed to be
dialectical, and both ideas and reciprocally related social
forms are presumed to be historical, or are presumed to
constantly change, as problematics are encountered between
men and nature, and as men reflexively attack these
problems.

The central question for a sociology of knowledge

in this framework of implications is not a question, there-
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fore, of how and to what extent social factors determine
ideas; it is rather a question of the dysjunctions or
problematics that can and do occur in the dialectical
relation between thought and social form -- probliematics
which are captured in the terms "alienation" and
"reification". The sociology of knowledge that emerges,
through a synthesis of aspects of the writing of Marx and
Mead, will, therefore, be shown to be basically a critical
analysis of ideas in relation to their social context.
The discipline is thus shown to be possible (in contrast
to the claims of the critics), but only as a critical
effort to identify those ideas which, through reification,
have ceased to perform a positive role for men in relation
to need and potential. Furthermore, it is an effort to
identify the basis, in existing social form, for the
persistence of such ideas that have become problematic.
The final chapter reviews the basic results of
the study and directs attention to the implications of
the synthesis as a response to the Critique, and thus as
a redefinition and resolution of the debate between critics
and proponents of the insight, that knowledge is an

essentially social pnenomenon.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER I

]F. E. Hartung, "Problems in the Sociology of
Knowledge", Philosophy of Science, XIX (January 1952),
17-32, 18. Throughout the discussion, the word "insight"
refers to the insight of the sociology of knowledge as
expressed in the opening line.

2. p. Chall, "The Sociology of Knowledge", in
Roucek, ed., Contemporary Sociology (Hew York: Philosophical
Library, 1958), pp. 286-303.

3See, for example, T. Kuhn, The Structure of
Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1962); P. K. Feyerabend, "Problems of Empiricism",
in R. G. Colodny, Beyond the Edge of Certainty (Engelwood-
Cliffs, New Jersey: Englewood-ClIiffs, 1965).

4See, for example, H. S. Becker, Qutsiders (HNew
York: Free Press, 1966), or R. Quinney, The Social Reality
of Crime (Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1971).

5For example, the "culture of poverty" epproach
and its variations; see, J. R. Hofley, "Problems and
Perspectives in the Study of Poverty", and 0. Lewis,
“"The Culture of Poverty", both in J. Harp and J. R. Hofley,
Poverty in Canada (Scarborough: Prentice-Hall, 1971).

6This is true, for example, of the French/English
conflict especially insofar as the French Canadian has
framed his argument in terms of cultural differences and
their validity.

7See for exampie, P. Berger and T. Luckmann,
The Social Construction of Reality (New York: Anchor
Books, 1967) and B. Holzner, Reality Construction in Society
(Cambridge: Schenkman Publishing Co., Inc., 1972).

8See, for example, I. D. Currie, "The Sapir-Worf
Hypothesis", in J. E. Curtis and J. W. Petras, The Sociology
of Knowledge: A Reader (New York: Praeger, 1972), pp. 403-421.
It is held by some that in different societies the conceptual
frameworks in terms of which persons comprehend and explain
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their world, both physical and social, may lack categories
fundamental to other frameworks or may define these
categories in fundamentally different ways. Within and
between societies, the conflicts that arise often appear

to involve some degree of social rootedness and such
conflict can often be related to differing interpretations
and thus amount, in part, to "talking past one another”.
Attempts at translation from one perspective to another

and from one Tanguage to another or from one historical
period to another, all underscore how deep divisions may
be. Even the very idea of cultural transmission carries
the implication that ideas are "received" for the most part
and not discovered or constructed. Ideas are received with-
in a social context and are held and maintained often un-
reflexively as part of one's affective as well as cognitive
makeup. The image of "irrational" or determined man that
is implied seems well supported by the degree to which
different or new ideas are so often met less by rational
criticism than by impassioned, diffuse rejection based on
insistent but nonintellectual grounds: interests, power,
status, age, etc. -- see also, Berger and Luckmann, op. cit.,
especialiy chapter 2.

9 . K. Merton, "A Paradigm for the Sociology of
Know]ed%e" reprinted in Curtis and Petras,
pp. 342-3 It should be noted that these basic conceptual
questions are phrased somewhat more generally than in the
case of Merton. For example, nhe uses the phrase
"existential base" in reference to the social aspect of
human 1ife and this clearly prejudges both the nature of
the social dimension and the nature of the relationship
between social aspects and thought. The more general
phrasing of basic questions is an attempt to avoid such
prejudging and the importance of this will become apparent
in subsequent discussion.

1OWe refer here basically to the tendency for the
sociology of knowledge to be conceived primarily as
analysis of communication, media impact, propaganda or
the study of the social distribution of ideas within the
functional divisions of a society; generally the study of
the "functional" interrelationships of ideas taken as
such and social-structural elements or characteristics.
This point will be elaborated in Chapter II. As an
example, see F. Znaniecki, The Social Role of the Man of
Knowledge (New York: Columbia University Press, 1940).
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]]As Nisbet has argued in The Sociological
Tradition (New York: Basic Books, 1966), p. viii,
"In the history of ideas, influences always demand counter-
influences for their nourishment. . . . . So long as these
conflicts [of ideas] continue, will the sociological
tradition remain the evocative and relevant tradition that
it has been for more than a century". Counter-influences
to various social theories of knowledge exist in profusion
but adequate response to this "nourishment" has not been
forthcoming within the field. An effort to transcend the
current impasse needs once again to be undertaken.

]21 refer here for example to the work of the
Frankfurt school which is discussed, particularly in regard
to the critical implications of Marx' work, by T. Schroyer,
The Critique of Domination (New York: G. Braziller, 1973).
See also, F. Hearn, "The Implications of Critical Theory
for Critical Sociology", Berkely Journal of Sociology
(1973), and C. Fletcher, Beneath the Surface (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1974).

]3At least twenty-five years of literature in the
area abounds with indications not only of the need to
formulate an adequate framework which counters the Critique,
but that the promise of such a response lies in a sociology
of knowledge constructed on the basis of compatible elements
of Marxian and Meadian sociologies. H. Gerth and C. W. Mills in
their text Character and Social Structure (New York: Harbinger, 1964,
first pubTished in 1954), p. xv, Mills himself in Power,
Politics and People, ed. I. L. Horowitz (New York: Oxford,
1967), part 4, A. Gouldner in his The Coming Crisis in
Western Sociology (New York: Equinox, 1966), p. 116, and
J. Israel in his Alienation: From Marx to Modern Sociology
(New York: Basic Books, 1966), p. viii and p. 20 all
suggest that there is considerable potential in a synthesis
of their writings. Other writers such as Stark,

The Sociology of Knowledge (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1958), A. Child, "The Problem of Imputation", Ethics, LI
(June 1941), 153-185, B. Bauman, "G. H. Mead and Luigi
Pirandello: Some Parallels" in P. Berger (ed.), Marxism and
Sociology (New York: Appleton-Century Crofts, 1969),

E. Urbanek, "Roles, Masks and Characters: a Contribution

to Marx's Idea of Social Role", Social Research, XXXIV
(1967), J. McKinney, "The Contribution of G. H. Mead to

the Sociclogy of Knowledge", Social Forces, XXXIV (1955) and
K. Wolff, "The Sociology of Knowledge in the United States
of America", Current Sociology (1966) have placed specific
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emphasis on the relevance of Mead's work in relation to the
epistemological problems of the discipline raised by the
critics. The efforts of Berger and Luckmann in The Social
Construction of Reality, imply a complementarity

of the Marxian and Meadian perspectives insofar as they
claim to draw their "anthropological presuppositions"” and
their "dialectical" modification of Durkheim's image of
society from Marx, and their "social-psychological" pre-
suppositions from Mead. They suggest in particular that
problems associated with the concepts of alienation and
reification might be effectively dealt with in terms of
Mead's approach to the socialization process. In contrast
to Berger and Luckmann, one finds much more detailed if yet
incomplete efforts to deal with the suggested compatibilities
in recent efforts by R. Lichtman, "Symbolic Interactionism
and Social Reality: Some Marxist Queries", Berkely J. of S.,
XV (1970), R. Ropers, "Marx, Mead and Modern Sociology"
Catalyst, no. 7 (1973), G. F. Cronk, "Symbolic Inter-
actionism: A 'Left-Median' Interpretation", Social Theory
and Practice (1972), and I. Zeitlin, Rethinking Sociology
(Englewood Cl1iffs: Prentice Hall, 1973). There are of
course other efforts to construct an adequate sociology of
knowledge in the face of the Critique such as those of
Stark, op. cit., Berger and Luckmann, op. cit., N. Elias,
"Sociology of Knowledge: New Perspectives", Sociology

(May 1971), and S. Taylor, Conceptions of Institutions and
the Theory of Knowledge (New York: Bookman Associates,
1956), but none proceed in precisely the direction of this
study in an attempt to consider the hypotheses in respect
to the importance of Marx and Mead.

]4There is, of course, an additional problem that
might be raised. To some it may simply appear to be a
fruitless task to return to such classical thinkers for
guidance in respect to contemporary issues and debates.
However, in Nisbet's words, it is assumed here that,
". . . in the same way that a novelist will always be able
to learn from a study of Dostoevski or James -- to learn a
sense of development and form as well as to draw inspiration
from the creative source -- so the sociologist can forever
learn from a rereading of such men as Weber and Simmel".
Current efforts of re-evaluation of various classical writers
have not gone unrewarded in relation to the "crisis of
Western sociology" and compliment Nisbet's early suggestion.
It is hoped that this study constitutes a modest addition
to these efforts in relation to the development of a valid
sociology of knowledge, and, more generally perhaps, to a
valid sociology. See Nisbet, op. cit., p. 20.



CHAPTER II
INFLUENCES AND COUNTER-INFLUENCES IN THE
SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE

Few would deny that thought is influenced by the
social context to some degree. However, there is no wide
agreement as to the formulation which adequately captures
the nature and extent of such social influence. Further-
more, none of the existing formulations of the relation-
ship between knowledge and social phenomena have dealt
effectively with the criticisms brought against the
sociolocy of knowledge.

This chapter will consider these contentions in
greater detail. First, the four elements of the Critique
will be considered. Second, the chapter will review the
work of those particular theorists who made significant
contributions to the elaboration of the insight. This
analysis will demonstrate the range of possible elaberation
that has been attempted, and thus the considerable
variation which exists within the area, and is of concern
to the critics. In each case considered, attention will
be focused on the basic questions that must be answered by
any sociology of kncwledge: the theorist's conceptions of

knowledge and the social context, his conception of the
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relationship presumed to hold between these terms, and his
approach to analysis. The review will also be concerned
to clarify the meaning and apparent significance of the
Critique by considering each framework in terms of its
success in dealing with the central charge of relativism.
It will be demonstrated that the Critique, in its
hostility to the discipline, is extremely powerful, and
that its apparent finality of judgement is not impaired by
any save per<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>