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ABRSTRACT

Feter RBerger s commitment to religious values is
remarkable if you consider that he is also committed to the
"impossible Shrﬁggle" far "valuefies research concerning
mankind’'s ultimate values." Against "heartless ocbservers”
or technocrats, Herger argues {using sociology of
knowledge,) that it is impossible to divorce oneself from
the Lebenswelt, the world of values. Against idealogues. an
the cther hand, he contends that one’'s engagement to
personal values need nct prevent cne firom attempting to
understand the world cobhjectively. Against technocrats and
idealoques Berger holds out an approach to religion which

alls for the practice of "dual-citizenship." This approach

n

~

enables ane to be academically credible and responsive to

he political, religious and scientific concerns of our

-+

epoch.

m

My thesis centers on Berger’'s dual-citizenship
approach to religiocn. Guided by the ta t
whether Perger’'s dual-citizenship constitutes an "impossible

n
struggle” or a workable mocel for the study of religion, the
i

first part is devoted to exp G

aining what dual-c
entails. The second part tests the cohe
approach. Rather than proposing a new method for the study
aof religion, my thesis has the more modest a]

and testing an already established approach in the field:

namaly that of Peter Berger.
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Berger’'s Dual-Citizenship Approach

to Religion

INTRODUCTION

“To be a socicicgist need not mean that gne becaome either a
heartless cbhserver cr & propagandist. Rather it should mean
that each act af understanding stands in an existential
tension with one’'s values, even those, indeed especially
those, that gne holds most passicnately. For me, these have
mainly been political and religicus values."?*

<

0
o
N
u

(2]
0

FPeter Herger’ s commitment to religiocus
remarkable if you consider that he is also committed tc the
“impossible struggle" for "valuefree research conce
mankind’ s ultimate values."= Against "heartless observers
f

or technocrats; Berger argues {(using socioclogy o

knowledge,}! that it is impossible to divoroce oneself from

4

*FPeter Rerger, Facing up to Modernity: Excursions in
Society, Politics, and Religion (New York: BRasic Books,

LA A

19773, p. vii.

=2Gordon Clanton, "FPeter L. Berger und die Rekonstruk-
tion der Religiocnssoczioloagie,” Ghertragen von Wolfram
Fischer. Hissenschaft und Praxis in Kirche urnd
Gesellschaft, 62 (1973): 993. Clanton states: "Berger 1is .
. « a paradigmatic figure. He reflects the ambivalence
which many of us feel who stand between the sccial sciences
and religion, and struggle for the impossible: valuefree
research concerning mankind' s ultimate values." {(my
translation)



o
«£Z

the lebenswelt, the world of values. Against ideclogues, on
the other hand, he contends that one’'s engagement to
perscnal values need not pirevent one from attempting to
understand the world cbjectively. Against technocrats and
ideclogues Berger holds cut an approach to religion which
calls for the practice of “"dual—citizenship." This approach
anables one to he academically credible and responsive to
the political, religicus and scientific concerns of our
apach.

My thesis centers on Berger's dual-citirzenship
approach to religion. Guided by the task of determining
whether his dual-citizenship constitutes an “"impossible
stiruggle"” or a workable model for the study of religion, the
first part is devoted to explaining what dual—citizenship
entails. The second parit tests the coherence and
“"workability"” of Berger’ s approach. Rather than proposing a
new method for the study of religicn, my thesis has the more
modest aim of unpacking and testing an already established
approach in the field, namely that of Peter Rerger.

My first introduction tao Feter Berger’s work was
about four years ago in & graduate seminar on sccio—critical
approaches to religion. At that time I read The Sacred
Cancpy and A Rumor of Angels, written within the space of
two years, 12467 and 1257 respectively. What struck me about
these works, was Berger s approach to the subject o
contemporary Western religious phenomena from standpoin
traditionally antagonistic ta one ancther—-—the socio
and thesological. In The Sacred Cancpy,. his purposs was to
theorize about the origin and place of religiocn in society
from a saciological standpoint, specifically using sociclogy
of knowledge. Uncamfortable with what may have been
construed as support for a "methodological atheism® in the
study of ireligion, he follawed thirough two years later with

A Rumar af Angels, written fraom the standpoint of a "lay

theologian. "
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Naturally, this apparent methodological flip flop
suggested to some readers that Berger was trying to have his
cake and sat it too. That is, he was attempting to wear the
two distinctly different hats of socialogist and lay
theolegian at the same time. O0f course, this judgment is
roocted in the idea that the "relevance structures" of
sociology and theology have nothing to do with ane anocther,
that "consciocusness is all of one pisce.” rom the
standpoint of mainstiream sociaclagy ar theology, therefore,
the spectacle of Berger changing from sociclogical te
theclaogical frames of reference with the ease of a
chameleon, was simply unacceptable.

Van Harvey is one such critic of Berger. He
charges Herger with obscuring the ciritical differences
between thecological and socioclogical perspectives by aiming
for a reconciliation between "his belief in the god of the
biblical tradition with a sociological thesory in which all
heliefs . . . . are regarded as human products relative to
social structures. . . "T Van Harvey suggests that Berger
is not consistent with his approach, that he speaks out of
both sides of his mouth, as i

spciclogy of

ial for Beirger’'s

1 1cs . one might have
fairly exppcteﬁ him to have addr essed himself in a
thorough fashion toc the basic philcosophical and
theological issuss it raises. How 1is it to take
an obvious guestion, that he can so blithely
“relativize the relativizers" while claiming that
his own work is strictly empirical and valus—free,
just the sort aof claim the sociclogy of knowledge
has taught many of us to be susplciocus of?®

RBecause the relati

ivi
knowledge is obviocusly so ciw
i=

The charge that Berger is not consistent with his

approach to religion sets the agenda for what is to follow.

*Van A. Harvey, "Religious Faith and the Sociology of
¥nowledge: The Unburdening of Feter BRerger". Relligious
Studies Review Vol. 3, Nao. 1 (January, 1979): 1.

“1bid., p. B.
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Our approach to investigating the charge diverges fraom that
taken by Van Harvey. Whereas Van Harvey solemnly concludes
that "it must be counted as the major failure of his wark
that he has never seriocusly dealt with these issues despite
the fact that he everywhere presupposes an answer to them,"=
I respectfully suggest that Van Harvey did not do his
homework. The central task of this dissertation, therefore,
is to establish, analyze and then evaluate the frame of
reference with which Berger studies religious phencomena.

My receptivity to and interest in Berger’'s work
four years ago was rooted in the fact that he had apparently
resclved the classic confrontation between science and faith
in the two aforementioned boocks. BRut I was not sure how he
had done it. I just knew that he had articulated his
position qua Sociclogist and qua Theoiocgian very elegantly.
My question was, is it convincing? Does it wark?™ Rather
than leaving the impression of someone at odds with himself,
Eerger came across as a well versed theoretician about
religious phenomena. Even Van Harvey admitted: "Berger is
abvicusly one of those versatile and prolific minds that
Frotestantism casts up from time to time: egually at home

tters of

U
n
.
]
3
v}

in highly thearetical matters ass well
public policy and papular culture.”®
I will argue that rather than undermining the
strength of sociology and theology, Berger’'s analysis of
religion is a strong argument for the contribution which
each makes to our understanding of this pivotal dimension of

11

rt

W

M

our sxistence. Anton Zijderveld says i

Berger’'s work in the area of religion is an
integral part of Berger’ s whole ceuvre. It should
not be seen as an alien part in it, or as
amateurish exercises in the margins. . . . Much
like Schleiermacher, Berger seems to address the

2Ibid.

sIbid., p. B.



‘cul tured despisers of religion, but he does sc
without any missionary zeal. In fact his motive
to transcend the level of scientific (that is,
empirical, objective, rational) argument and to
engage in religiocus and theological considerations
about the supernatural is a very simple and very
rational one. If debunking of our world-taken—
for—granted is the task par excellence of the
sociology of knowledge, one ought to debunk also
this sociological debunking!. . . . As no one else
in contemporary scciclogy, Betrger had the nerve to
formulate his ideas about all this explicitly,
without aobfuscating the logical and methodological
boundaries between sociclagy and theolagy; between
value—free analysis and normative commitment.”

Whom then does this thesis address? 1t addresses
those students in the field of religion who are interested
in a credible approach and are unafraid to grapple with the
concerns represented by sociclogists and theologians without
claiming to be themselves professionals in sociology or
theolagy; it addresses those students who work in the
interdisciplinary field of religious studies. For those who
believe that understanding modernity depends on coming to

terms with the scientific and religious dimension of our

ot

ives; Peter Berger cannot be ignored. Again, Zijderveld’'s
comments are illuminating:

Raerger ' s sociclogy is not only characterized by
its debunking, rational analysis of the
prereflexive, world—taken—-for—granted. It also
possesses an intrineic relationship with humcr and
lavghter. . . « In a sense, Berger’ s scciology has
always been a fFfroghliche Wissenschart, a gay
science in which there is a titillating mountain
air. But unlike Nietzsche’'s philosophy, Berger’'s
sociolagy is not, in the end, run down by the

farces of tragedy. Maybe in his sociolagy comedy

“Anton €. Zijderveld, “"The Challenges of Modernity" in
James Hunter and Stephen Ainlay, editors, Making Sense af
Modern Times: FPeter (. PBerger and the Vision af
Interpretive Saocioclagy, (London and New York: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1986), p. 73.



wins over tragedy, because it is ultimately based
on Christian faith and hope.®
How Berger 's colleagues in Sociclogy judge his

work is not our concern here, although his name in the field
is well known. Since one of Beirger's "trademarks" is his
“aloofness from the gamesmanship of professional
sociclogy,"® it is not surprising that a “"autual suspiciaon .
- « = has characterized his relationship with mainstream
American Sociology." This in spite of, or perhaps because
of, the fact that BRerger’'s twenty books and one hundred

articles (coauthored, authored and edited) have sold in

excess aof one and a half million copies, and his wark has

87bhid., pp. S7-38. Zijderveld will argue, however,
that Berger’'s answer to the “tragic" element in ideclogies
of demaodernization and counter—modernization, based an an
"inductive type of i+eligion and theclogy", is "far from

convincing." (358} Berger ‘s answer tao Zijderveld in the
"Epilogue" to Hunter and Ainlay’'s diverse collection of
essays, is of interest. He writes: “"Anton Zijderveld’'s

ssay spans @y early work on religion and the concern with
madernization that has preocccupied me since the early 1778@s.
I suppose that my entire published opus revolves
monomaniacally around two questions: What is modernity?
And, how can cne come to terms with it personally and
politically? I agree with Zijderveld that the collapse, or
at least the weakening, of the cancpy of meaning is at the
core of these questions. I alsc agrees that, au fand, this
has been the central problem of sociology as a discipline
from 1ts beginnings, although many socioclogists in recent
decades have found less interesting questions to precccupy
them.. . . . I accept Zijderveld's charge (if it can be
called that) to the effect that, in the final analysis, my
greater optimism 1s grounded in Chiristian faith: under the
aspect of this faith, modernity, like any other era of human

history, is siaultanecusly relativized and transcended. To
say this in noc way detracts from my admiration for the sart
of stoicism with which Zijderveld identifies." (225}

“Hunter and Ainlay, editors, Making Sense of Maodern
Times, p-. 3.
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averaged three hundred listings a year in the Sacial Science
Citation Index since 1780Q0.*°

Locating BRerger in the discipline of socciology is
relatively easy despite his own aversion for the task:

He has shown little interest in personal
intellectual debate in public settings and oanly
marginal interest {in his writing) in the often
ritualistic act of self-consciously defining his
territory through elaborate bibliographic
comparisons, contrasts, cross—referencings, and
the like. He would likely consider both exercises
tedicus and pedantic. He merely pursues his
intellectual agenda whether people like it or
not.**

Rather than introducing a new theory or model for the
sociclogical enterprise, Berger stresses that socioclogy must
begin with endeavoring to understand social reality, a task

firmly rooted in the classical tradition of scciclogy. If

g
Berger has not been self-conscicus about "defining his

territory," he has besn self-conscious about calling o

1
cr
iy
m

task of recovering "the vision of interpretive sociclogy. a
vision established by the classical figures of the
discipline."*2® His recovery of the classical socurces in the
tradition puts his work outside the fAmerican mainstream. I
have alrsady mentioned this point but it is worth irepea

Anton Zijderveld sums up the problem:

BRerger’'s corpus has aften perplexed those schooled
in America’s mainstream, functionalist, and
positivist sociclogy —— a style of sociological
reascning that has often displayed a chilling
disregard for the classical European tradition of
the discipline. For such people, his work is very
aoften judged as supesrficial. Yet tao conclude this

1@ Ibid., pe 2.
1r7bhid., p. 2.
121bid., p. 7. By classical figures of the discipline,

Hunter and Ainlay mean Weber, Durkheim, Marx, Paretc and so
on.



is to fail to appreciate the profundity of
RBerger ‘s cognitive and stylistic virtuosity.*™

A word about my own travelling papers is in arder.
My specialization in religious studies has been that of
Western religious thought, an area which traditionally
highlights what philosophers and theoclogians have said about
religion in the West. While theoclogical and philosophical
approaches to the study of Western religious thought have
dominated that particular carner aof the field, they by no
means erxhaust ways in which people have thought about
religion. Berger’ s sociclogical perspective constitutes
ancther way to approach the study of religion and, needless
to zay, I am convinced that theclogians and philosaphers
have much to learn from sociologists and vice versa. My
"citizenry," therefare, is that of Western religious
thought, which, prior tc studying Peter Berger ' s work, was
daminated by theology and philosophy. In the end;, I can
anly say that BRerger has broadened my own frame of
reference.

Let us return to the central problem of this
thesis. In my copening remarks I alluded to two other
pocssible routes te the study of religion, namely ideological
and technocratic. Essentially, the ideolaogue is
hermeneutically committed te a specific theory or world
view, religious, political or otherwise. The assumption
within thig appreoach is that not only 1is i1t impossible to
sgparate one’'s value commitments from one’'s academic life,
but further, that one must endeavour to implement these
values {(via programs, "consciousness—raising,” etc.) in the
academic world and autside. The dogmatic edge to this mode
of approaching reality is revealed in the classroom delivery
which resembles more that of a preacher or politician than

that of a teacher. In this regard, Berger shares Weher’'s

+37ijderveld, “Challenges of Modernity", in Hunter and
Ainlay, editors, Making Sense of Modern Times. p. 37.
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view: “ . - . der Prophet und der Demagoge [gehdrenl nicht
aur den Katheder eines Horsaals.”"*2

The antithesis tao the idealogical madel, the
technocratic, 1s one which stipulates that personal values
be divorced from academe. HRerger describes this type as

the self-appointed superior man, standing off from the
warm vitality of common existence, finding his
satisfactions not in living but in cooclly apprai-

sing the lives af others, filing thea away in

little categories, and thus presumably missing the
real significance of what he is observing.*®

Undergirding this model is the assumption that pesrsonal
values can be discarded or "put on' as easily as one dresses
or undresses. Presumably, cne could be a racist,
misogynist, socialist, buddhist, (the list can go aon
indefinitely,) without such values influencing cne’'s wark.
Feter Berger recocgnizes the inherent strengths and
weaknesses of both models. With Hansfried Kellner, hs
proposes for those students of religion who are committed to
religious values, that they regard thamseslves as "dual-—

citizens,”*< citizens belonging to the academic world (the

t4Maxn Weber, dMissenschaft als Fszrurf {(Minchen: Buncker
& Humblot, 1919}, p. 25. "The prophet and the demagogue do
not belong in ths classroom lectern.

*3Rerger, Invitation tc Sociclcgy: A Humanistic
Ferspective, (New Yoark: Anchor Books, 19683}, p. 15.

rteRerger and Kellner introduce the notion of “dual-
citizenship" in response to the gquestion: "Can one still
ask about religiocus truth once one has recognized that
religiocus systems too are social constructions?Y Sociclogy
Reinterpreted: An Esszay an Method and Vocation (New York:
Hnchor Books, 1781), p. 84. Taking as an example a Muslim
believer/sociologist, they illustrate the point that one can
both participate in and professionally sociclogize about a
religious community: "I will then have a particular sort of
‘dual citizenship’': on the one band I am a citizen of the
‘republic of scholars’. . . on the other hand, however, I
continue ta be a citizen of the "wmma,” the community of
Islam." (p. 86) In conversation with Peter Berger I

{(continued...)



“republic of scholars") and the everyday world ruled by
practical concerns (der Lebenswelt.) The two waorlds are
neither divorced from nor wed to one another*” but are,
rather, "two solitudes"*® intimately connected within the
person who travels back and forth between the two
“republics.” In this way, commitment to one’'s values and
striving for objectivity, strengths of the ideologue and
taechnacrat respectively, are upheld. Similarly, fanaticisa
and heartlessness,; weaknesses inherent to both approaches
respectively, are banished.

Berger and Kellner formulate their position in the

following passage:

The general problem both in the technocratic and
ideclogical uses of sociclceogy is the relation be-
tween theory and praxis. In our view, there cer-
tainly can be a relation, but i1t is not a direct,
‘“aone—to—one’ relation. Rather, it is a “broken’

te{ . ..continued)
learnad that this notion of “"dual-citizenship" was suggested
by Hansfried Kellner and further, that a "triple—citizen-—
ship" more accurately describes Berger's citizenry. That
is, he is a citizen of three countries;——sociology. religiocn
and ethics/politics.

*7In the traditional sense, where "two become one.”

ren "union of twoe solitudes" represents an opitiaon to
the traditional model just mentioned. R.M. Rilke eloquently
describes such a marriage in his "Letter to a Young Poet®
where he states: "All companionship can consist only in the
strengthening of two neighboring solitudes, whereas every-—
thing that one is wont to call giving ocneself is by nature
harmful to companionship: for when a person abandaons
himself, he is no longer anything, and when two people both
give themselves up in order to come close to each other.
there is no longer any ground beneath them and their being
taogether is a continual falling." He concludes: A
“wonderful living side by side can grow up" if the partners
“succeaed in loving the distance between them which makes it
possible for each to see the other whole and against a wide
sky!” KR.M. Rilke in J.L. Moad, translator, Rilke an Lave
and ather Difficulties. Translations and Cansiderations of
Rainer Maria Rilke (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1973), p-

28.
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relation. The sociologist who is committed to any
pragmatic project, be it technical or political,
must remain aware of this "hrokenness’ if he is
not to be pulled into a pragmatic mentality that
in the end threatens the survival of the
scientific attitude. Again, he must remain
consciogus of his ‘dual citizenship. **

From the foregoing, we note that BRerger and Kellner diagnose
the problem with ideclogical and technocratic appreoaches to
phenomena in terms of how "theory and praxis" relate to aone
anocther. In place of a "one-to—one" relation between
“theory and praxis.," Berger and Kellner presciribe a
relationship between “theory and praxis" which is “broken.®
To visualize a relationship which is “broken," the
authors utilize the metaphor of “"dual-citizenship.”" As
previously noted, dual-citizenship does not involve an

ssimilation of the academic intoc the everyday world or the

m

nverse. Neither does it involve a caonfrontation between

N

o
he two worlds. Rather, a dual—citirzenship approach implies

fus

m

that both worlds, the everyday and the academic, are
valuable in themselves and must be respected as such. Rules
which govern the passage of a citizen who belongs te the
United States and Canada, for instance. are equally
important for the citizen aof the "republic of scholars" and
der lebenswelt. His or her passports for the respective
countries must be in order; passports must not be confused
as border crassings are made; and finally, his or her travel
must be legal. Illegal passage betwesen countries, no matter
how cordial the relationes between them, is never a wise
procedure.

Since "praxis" is subject to a variety of
interpretations, it 1s crucial to indicate what Berger means

by the term. For Berger, praxis means the commitment to a

**Berger and Kellner, Sociolagy Reinterpreted, p. 13%.



“pragmatic project," technical or political.=? When
research is dominated by a pragmatic motif, the potential
strength of the theoretical or "scientific attitude" is
stymied. Berger's quarrel with technocrats and ideclogues
is that they have forfeited academic freedom by committing
themselves to a political cause or a technical project.

The "pragmatic" praxis of the technocrat and the
ideoclogue is substantially different from what we can call
"academic" praxis. Academic praxis involves the lived
activity of investigating phenomena with “"scientific
integrity."” In the pages to follow I will treat this type
cf praxis with more detail.

To summarize our working definition of praxis, it
is important to highlight two points. First, Berger employs
the term explicitly Yo connote a pragmatic commitment to
political or technical prajects. In that connection, he
criticizes the pragmatic praxis of technocrats and
ideologues. Second, although he does not describe his
approach to phenomena as a praxis, an academic pra)is
pervades Berger’'s work. His dual-citizenship approach is
nothing short of a vocation, the vocation of "thinking
through and living through the tensiocns between “"is’ and
‘ought,” between understanding and hope, between scientific
analysis and action."=*

Two crucial assumptions feed intoc the “"dual—-citi-
zenship” approach. The first is that consciousness itself
does nat reguire an "either/or," is not "all of one

plece."?*® Arguing from the standpoint aof everyday

Z@]bid.
Zilhid., p. 13.

ZZzRerger and Kellner state unequivocally: “"To deny the
specificity of the scientific relevance structure implies
the denial of any passible passage between relevance

(continued...)



experience, BRerger maintains that we move effortlessly be-
tween "relevance structures"®= of consciousness in different
situaticons. These relevance structures can be as diverse as
theeology and sociology without one dominating the other. In
this way. a kind of pluralism exists in Gur CONSCiOUSNHESS,
as real in the external world as in the interior. Irn the
socioclaogical realm,., one employs the relevance structure of
science. Canversely, in the theological realm; one’s
operations are carried out gqua those of a religiocusly
engaged individual. One does not do "theclogical" sociolagy
or "socioclogical" theclogy. The two "relevance structures”
are discrete and separate, connected only by the individual
from whose perspective they are utilized.

The second assumption is that individuals within
the academic community are not somehow immune to beliefs and
cpinions about reality by virtue of their professional sta-
tus. Regardless of the level of refinement, hermeneutical
approaches to reality are the product of chaoices one has
already made (consciously or not) about the gamut of exis—
tence. In order tc preserve, therefore, the traditional
model of the university as the place where truth is freely
explored, it i1s necessary that individuals within that com-—
munity live as citizens of "two worlds.®

Our understanding of Berger must begin with his
"sagcioclagical perspective." From early in his career to the

present he has consistently called the hermeneutical point

2=(...cantinued)
structures, and implies conversely the assertion that
conscliausness is always "all of one piece’——that is, that
all relevances and interests are, at all times and in all
places, co—-present in the mind. Both the denial and the
assertion are flagrantly at odds with the empirical
evidence." Socciaclagy Reinterpreted, p. &2.

=="Relevance structure" is a Schiitzian designation for
the way our focus is directed to that which directly
cancerns us, is relevant to us in any given situation and
time.



of departure for his work, his "sociological perspective.™
The terms "sociological" and "perspective" give us a picture
aof Berger’'s approach to reality. In contrast to the sterile
connotations aof "theory" or "method," BRerger opts for the
language of sight, a language which liberates rather than
confines. Similarly, he moves away fram the traditional
focus on "ideas" characteristic of both theology and
philosophy, directing his attention instead to the knowledge
of everydayness. BRerger will initially focus an the
Lebensweltlt since “"knowledge," ideas and theory emerge
therefrom. His investigation begins, therefore, with the
"sogcial,”" what people think and do in their everyday life.
Thus, his perspective is saciclagical.

One of the "unintended consequences" of my re—
search into Berger’'s approach to religion has been the dis-—
covery that a significant portion of the secondary litera—
ture fails to interpret him correctly. The central flaw of
that literature is to evaluate Berger as a “"socioleogist of
knawledge"” as 1if that label would exhaust his intellectual
framework.®% Herger’'s more or less exclusive use of
saocioiogy of knowledge is relegated to the mid-sixties,
making 1t fair ta refer to him as a "sociolaogist of
knowledge" during that time periocd. His perspective,
however, 1s the product of two theoretical components,

namely, Weber s sociology and socioclogy of knowledge. Since

ZaRather thamn listing every article or book in which
RBerger is referred to as a "socliologist of knowledge”
without the context of its rale in his "socieclogical
perspective,” I have selected two names, one of which 1 have
already referred, namely Van A. Harvey, "Religious Faith and
the Sociology of Knowledge: The Unburdening of FPeter
Berger", Religicus Studies Review Vol V (Jan., 1979): 1-10Q;
The other name is that of Armin Kreiner, Religionsscorzriclogie
rwischen Thearie, Apoclogie und Kritik der Religion: Peter
L. Bergers Thearieansatz in thealogischer Perspektive
(Frankfurt a.M.: Verlag Peter lLang}, 19864.
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he is clear about his Weberian/Schditzian foundation,®= it is
crucial that our study proceed from that ground.

Our examination of Berger’'s sociolegical
perspective will proceed in four steps. In the first
chapter, we will attend to the terms he uses to describe his
“"madus aperandi.'" namely, "sociological" and “perspective.”
Here, we will look at a) why Berger adopts a perspective
which is sociclogical, rather than theolegical or
philaosophical; and b) why he opts faor the term “perspective"
rather than "method" ar "thearvy," for example. Finally, we
will note the essential ingredient in Berger’'s sociological
perspective, namely, "humanism,"” and discuss the
implications thereof.

In the second chapter, our task will be to
establish the theoretical background for his sociolegical
perspective. The thearetical background of Rerger’'s
saciclagical perspective is coamprised of Alfred Schiatz’'s
phenomenclogy and Max Weber’'s sociology.

The third chapter consists of an overview of what
Rerger says about religion. In other words; our focus is on
Berger s findings concerning religion. We will look first,
at how he approaches the problem af defining religion, and
the definition itself. In the second half of this chapter,
we will review Berger’'s analysis of religion qua theologian.
Here, we will look at three methodolagical models outlinad
by Berger with which religion can be approached, namely, the
deductive, reductive and, his awn preference, the inductive
models. Following this, we will focus on Berger’s
reflection about two thaclogical points, that of a} the
existence of God, and b} the nature of God. The chapter
will conclude with his proposal that contemporary theology

adopt a "cosmopolitan motif" towards other religions.

23This was canfirmed as recently as December 1987 in
conversation with Peter Berger.
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In the final concluding chapter, we will test the
pillars upon which Berger’'s socioclogical perspective rests,
namely Weber s sociology®® and the Schatzian—based socioclogy
of knowledge.®” To critically assess the foundation for
Rerger s dual—-citizenship approach to reality, we will pose
the following questions in this fourth chapter: a) Does
valuefreeness asz a method of inquiry make sense if 1t
praoceeds from a valueladen base? bk} What use does an
approcach which relativizes and debunks have if even it can
be relativized and debunked? and finally, ©) How well do
valuefreeness and sociclaogy of knowledge interact? Can
valuefreeness withstand the debunking impetus of sociclagy
of knowledge?

Let us turn our attention now to the sociological
perspective underqgivrding Berger’ ' s dual-—citizenship approach

toc religion.

Zele will devote most of ocur attention to Wertrreiheit,
a notion which, as Berger and Kellner remark, has "been end-
lessly and often confusedly debated." Saciclagy Reinterpre-—
ted, p. S1.

=7HBerger and Thomas Luckmann introduced their own
versian of sociology of knowledge to the academic world in
1966 with the publication of The Sccial Constructian af
Reality: A Treatise in the Saciclogy of Knowledge (New
Yaork: Doubleday, 1946). Rerger specifically applied the
sociology of knowledge component of his sociological
perspective to religion in two books which followed shortly
thereafter,., namely The Sacred Canopy and, A Rumcr of Angels.



CHAPTER ONE

Concepts and Relations

Our examination of Berger’ s modus cperandi for the
study of religion will begin with his accounting of the
"sociclogical perspective" with which he approaches
phenomena. Q(Quite simply, we will explore, first, Berger’'s
conceptualization of "perspective" and “sociology" and
second, his understanding of the relationship between a)
socialogy and theology, and b) scciology and philosophy.

Let us begin, then, with the term “perspective."

AL "Perspective”

Rather than employing technical terms like
Ytheory,” "method.” "system" or even "Weltanschauung."
Berger opts for the language of sight to describe his
approach to reality. This is not surprising since he views
human life in terms of "a rich, powerful reality, which
resists absorption into the ‘engineering mentality. "
Clearly, Rerger is uncomfortable with a restricted framework

by which to unravel living phenomena. "Sociologism" results

*Berger and Kellner, Sociaclogy Reinterpreted, p. 133.
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when sociclogical theory becomes systematized, "neat. even
aesthetically pleasing." Berger’ s aversion to building a
system whose logic is "one-dimensianal and closed within
itself"= is plain as one reads his work.

Rerger outlines the dimensions of his perspective
in terms of four motifs, those of debunking,
unrespectability, relativizing and cosmopolitanism. Guided
by the goal to see what is "really going on" he employs two
hermeneutics therefore, those of goodwill™ and suspicion.

Reginning with the cosmopolitan motif or "goodwill," we see
that he calls for an openness towards the variety of
cultural configurations located in our world-village:

The sociological perspective is a broad, open,
emancipated vista on human life. The sociologist,
at nhis best, is a man with a taste for other
lands; inwardly apen to the measureless richness
of human possibilities, eager for new horizons and
new worlds of human meaning.?

Anyone who has travelled for any length of time in
a different culture with its unfamiliar language and
conventions, understands that a provincial attitude towards
the strange place produces barren experiences and memories.
The minimal and most basic task in new cultures {(as 1in
familiar at—home ones}, is survival, which entails at least
an acquaintance with a collection of everyday phrases,
questions and answers in the new language. If we lack

flexibility, a sense af humor, and maintain even the

=Rerger, Invitation o Scciclicgy, p. 168.

=John Robertson equates the hermeneutic of goodwill
with the "ideal of openness" and describes it as "neither
sentimental affection nor guaranteed uncritical agreement®
but rather "the willingness to take the aother seriously, to
allow our conversation partner’s questions to engage us
personally as real questions. . . % “"Hermeneutics of
Suspicion versus Hermeneutics of Goodwill" Studies in

Religion 8/4 (1979: Fall): 3I65-377. p. 376.

“Berger, Invitation, p. 23.
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slightest sense of superiority towards the perhaps barbaric—
like sounds heard around us, we are guaranteed a very short
and miserable sojourn. If we are not deported "back home"”
by the guest authorities, it will not take long before we
will clamor and whine to return to our own secure world.

The cosmopolitan motif gquards, therefore, against
"iems" in the theoretical field and particularly, in
Rerger’'s case, against "sociologism." He sees in
sociologisms of all colours a dangerous gravitation towards
isalation or "protectionism”™ culminating inevitably in a
totalitarian system of cognitive control. Berger and
Kellner contrast a totalitarian appreoach to reality with one
which is democratic:

Just as a totalistic understanding of science
adumbrates a totalitarian approach to political
power, so a non—totalistic, “modest’ understanding
of science is conducive to democracy. Put
differently, by understanding science as a
partial, ‘aspectual’ approach to human reality,
the scientist can never be accorded the status of
& cognitive elite——and, in consequence, both the
caognitive and the political rights of ordinary
people are accorded the respect that is at the
core of democracy.>

fis already mentioned, Berger’'s perspective also
includes motifs of debunking, unrespectability and relativi-
zation. 0Our picture, therefore, is not complete if we only
discuss the "cosmopolitan” ingredient. Contrasted with
gocdwill is the hermeneutic of suspicion:

Sociological perspective can then be understood in
terms of such phrases as “seeing through,”
"looking behind,” very much as such phrases would
be employed in common speech. . . . We will not be
far off if we see socioclogical thought as part of
what Nietzeche called "the art of mistrust.’e

This important motif should not be minimized since for

Berger, to see what is “really going on" requires more than

*Berger and kKellner, Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 165.

“Rerger Invitation, p. 30.
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an "open"” mind. A critical edge is essential to the task aof
exposing. debunking and cutting through the superficial
coverings of reality.

Berger, the cosmopolitan, "eager for new horizons

and new worlds of human meaning." is never far away from
Berger, the debunker, penetrating "verbal smoke screens to
the unadmitted and often unpleasant mainsprings of action."”
His dual—edged socioclogical perspective means that he 1is
open to religious phenomena in a practical, prudent and
cunning manner. Abstract philosophizing, theologizing or
scientific theorizing is debunked and exposed so that one is
braught claser ta what is "really there.”

The hermeneutic of suspicion (wisdom, cunning and
debunking) corresponds with the individual whao prepares for
a journey; similarily, the hermeneutic of goodwill
{innocence, openness and harmlessness) corresponds with
those travellers who. with journey planned and arranged,
turn their gaze to the enchanting and shocking sights around
them. That is to say. it is possible to dynamically bring
together the cosmopolitan and debunking motifs of Berger’s
perspective.

fibsorbed with the world in which we live, Berger’'s
determination is to clearly perceive, with as much accuracy
as possible, what is "really going on." This determination
calls for a strategy of both openness and suspicion, of
goodwill and practical wisdom in order to successfully grasp

the unfeolding drama of human existence.
B. "Sociological”
We will focus on the concept "sociological” 1in

this section. My question is: Why will Berger delineate

his "perspective" as SOCIOLOGICAL? Why not use any of the

“Rerger, Invitation ta Sociclcogy, p. 42.



following labels?——theological, philosaophical, or even
sociology of religion?

Berger classifies the disciplines of theology and
philosophy as "normative":

At the heart of the modern sociolagical perspective is
the perception aof the autonomous and frequently covert
dynamics of human collective entities. ‘Society’ is
nothing but a name for whatever “works away, by rules
that were yet to be discovered, “underneath’ the col-
lective structures as they were "officially’ defined by
such normative disciplines as theology,., philosophy and
law.®

A normative way of looking at reality contrasts with the
sociclogist’s attempt to "be objective, to control his per-—
sonal preferences and prejudices, to perceive clearly rather
than to judge normatively."? Unlike the theologian and
philosopher, the socioclogist is determined “to see the
social world as it is, regardless of [his or her] wishes and
fears—that is, to separate what is from what one believes
cught to be.*®

filthough they proceed on the basis of different
assumptions (roughly stated, the theologian begins with
revelation and the philosapher with reason and/or experi-—
ence}, their aim (in most cases) is samewhat similar. Not
only do they diagnose the state of social reality, but pro—
ceed also to prescribe cures or medication with which to
heal cociety’'s ills.

Even in his books specifically dealing with reli-—-

gion and saociety, Berger avoids applying the "sociology of

SEerger and Kellner, Sociology Reinterpreted, p. 4.
7Rerger, Invitation to Sociclagy, p. 16.

t@Rerger and Kellner, Saciclogy Reinterpreted, p. 10.
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religion”** label to his work. In his preface to The Sacred
Canapy. Rerger states:

The following argument is intended to be an exer-—
clse 1in sociological theory. Specifically, it
seeks to apply a general thearetical perspective
derived from the sociology of knowledge to the
phenomenon of religion. . . . It should also be
stressed that this book is not "a sociology of
religion.’” An enterprise worthy of this name
would have to deal with vast materials not even
touched upon here——such as the relationship be-
tween religion and other institutions in society,
the farms of religious institutionalization, the
types of religious leadership, and so forth. The
present argument, as an exercise in sociological
theorizing, has a much more modest aim.*=

It is understandable why some have designated Berger as a

"sociologist of religion®” since he reserves an important

11Despite his clear statements to the contrary, many
scholars labelled Berger as a "sociologist of religion”
after reading The Sacred Canapy. Included in this group
are: Drehsen, "Die Reprivatisierung des heiligen Kosmos,”
who =states, "Rerger has investigated the problem in his book
The Sacred Cancgpy, which up until naw prabably can be
acknowledged as his main sociology of religion work." (p.
231, my translation) Phillip E. Hammond, "“FPeter Berger’'s
Socioclogy of Religion: An Appraisal.” Socundings 32 (19469):
415—-424. Harvey, "The Unburdening of Peter Berger,"” states:
"Rerger has always displayed a remarkable degree of self-
conscliousness about methodological matters, and it is
interesting to see how he dealt with these conceptual
strains in his major work in the scociology of religion, The
Sacred Canapy." (p. 4) Wolfhard Pannenberq, "Signale der
Transzendenz: Religionssoziologie zwischen Atheismus und
religidgser Wirklichkeit," Evangelische Kammentare 7 (1974):
1931-134. He writes: "In his book A Rumor of Angels, that
was written only two years after his sociology of religion,
but appeared earlier in German translation, the New York
sociologist Peter Berger defended himself against the
misunderstanding that his sociolagy of religion was an

atheistic interpretation of religious phencmena.” (p. 131,
my tramslation)} And finally, John Wilson, “The De-—
alienation of Peter BRerger " writes: "Paradoxically, al-—

though The Sacred Cancpy is something of a landmark in the
sociology of religion there is not a great deal that is new
in the book."” (p. 433)

*ZRerger, The Sacred Canapy, pp. v and vi.
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role within his perspective for the contribution which a
classical understanding of sociclogy of religion can make to
both socioclogy and the humanities.*~ A better grasp of
Berger’'s work as a unity, hawever, reveals that the socio—
logy of religion is only a subdivision of the socioclogy of
knowledge, which in turn is an important pillar in his soci-
ological perspective.*?

An answer has been provided as to why Berger calls
his perspective sociclogical. At this juncture, it is ap-
praopriate to elaborate on our answer. WWhile he groups
theclagy and philosophy together, insofar as they are both

*normative," he nevertheless distinguishes between them.

*>Regarding the status which Berger accords socialogy
of religion in his overall perspective, the following
passages are relevant: Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann,
The Social Canstruction of Reality: A Treatise in the
Saciaglagy af Knowledge (New York: Doubleday, 1266). The
authors state: "Our understanding of the scciology of
knowledge leads to the conclusion that the sociologies of
language and religion cannot be considered peripheral
specialties of little interest to sociological theory as

such,; but have essential contributions teo make to 1t." (p.
185) In Berger and Kellner, Saciclagy Reinterpreted, the
authors write: "That religious systems are such

caonstructions—oar, at any rate are ALS0 such constructions,
within the frame of reference of any empirical amalysis——can
bhe shown quite conclusively by the sociology aof religion
(which, within the discipline, is really a subsection of the
sociolaogy of knowledge).® {(p. 841} Iin his preface to
Invitation to Sociclicgy, Berger writes: "My special
prepossession in the field has been the sociology of
religion. This will perhaps be evident from the
illustrations that I use bhecause they come most readily to
my mind. Eeyond that, however, I have tried te avoid an
emphasis on my own specialty. I have wanted to invite the
reader to a rather large country, not to the particular
hamlet in which I happen to live.” (p. viii) A final
reference 1s found in Berger and Luckmann, “"Sociology of
Religion and Sociology of Knowledqge," Saociclagy and Sacial
Research 47 (July 1963): 417—-427: "——The sociolagy of
religion is an integral and even central part of the socio-
logy of knowledge.™ {p-. 423}

*45ee Appendix I, entitled "Berger ' s Sociological
Perspective."
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How do the relationships of sociology to theology on the one
hand, and of sociclogy to philosophy on the other hand
compare? What does Berger mean by “theolaogy” and
"philosophy?" MHWe will be in a better position to understandg
what is distinct about a sociological perspective once we

have answered the foreqoing guestions.

1. Socioclogy and Theology

Unlike the theclogian, the sociclogist qus soci—
ologist is not concerned with whether “religlious proposi-
tions about the world" are true or false.*>® The empirical
nature aof the discipline precludes such questions. Thus,
both assertions about and questions concerning truth are

racketed by the scciclogist since thay are empirically
unverifiable. This methodological principle means thatlt the

saciclogist begins with an agnostic standpoint towards

religious phenomena:

Thus scciclogical theory must, by its ocwn logic,

view religion as a human projection, and by the

same logic can have nothing to say about the pos—

sibility that this proiecticon may refer to some—

thing other thas the being of its projector. In

ather words, to say that religion is a human pro—

jJection does not logically preclude the possibi-

ity that the praoijscied meanings may have an ul-—

timate status independent cf man.®

Guestions about the possible existence of a trans—

cengent sphare are not excluded from the agendas when theclo-—
gilians and scaciclagists hold discussions. For the

theclogian, however, there is one pravisos
Cnly after he (the theclogian) has really graspad
what i1t means to say that religion is a human

*2Rerger, The Sacred Canapy., preface.

*eRerger, Appendix I, "Sociological and Theological
Perspectives," The Sacred Canopy. p- 188.
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product or praojecticon can he begin to search,
WITHIN this array of projections, for what may
turn out to be signals of transcendence.*”

Despite the ‘“severely discrete relevance structures®” of the
"two distinct disciplines of sociology and theology." they
do “"have an effect on each other.”"*™ The snriching dialoque
tetweean spokespersons for the two disciplines is premised,
however, con the already stated “"proviso.," that the
theolaogian has grappled with Feuerbach’s view that religian
is a human projection.

Theologians must possess a certain spirit, that of
“Yclassical Protestant liberalism." Berger is impressed with
its "intellectual courage" and location, “egqually remaved
from the cognitive retrenchment of orthodoxy and the
cognitive timidity of what passes for neo—liberalism
today.”"*® At the time that The Sacired Canopy was published
in 19487, Berger believed that such a theologiasn must possess
the

courage ta find [himself] in a cognitive
minority——not only within the church (which is
hardiy very painful todayl},. but in the circles of

secular intellectuals that taoday form the
pirincipal reference group for most theologians.=®

Not only aust the abave "spirit" characterize the
theclogian with wham Berger would like to “converse." but he
agir she must alsao have seriously reckaned with the histaoric—
ity of religion:

Minimally, a socioclogically sensitized theclogian
will have to reckon with the “constructedness’ of
religious systems——and, minimally, this will pre—

r7Rerger, The Sscired Cancpy. p- 18G5
r*8Rerger and Kellner, Sociclaogy Seinterpreted. p. 89.
i**Rerger, The Sacred Cancpy, p. 184.

=PRerger, The Gacred Canapy. p. 1885.



clude certain forms of theological fundamentalism
that are unable to acknowledge this.=*

Such a theologian would recognize that insofar as religious
systems are shaped and influenced by cultural, political and
social factors, they are finite. Accordingly, he or she
would adhere to a theology which "proceeds in a step-by-—
step—carrelation with what can be said about man
empirically®=®” and further, possess courage, openness and
wisdom in order to face the Feuerbach of relativism without
drowning or burning in the process.

If 1t is necessary that the theolaogian acquire a
"sociolagical ear," so too is it vital thet the sociolaogist
acquire a "theological ear." Berger notes that classical
sociology, unlike modern sociology (particularly in North
americal), stressed the important role that religion plays in
society:

Virtually all the classical socioclogists under—
stood——not only Weber, but also Durkheim, Simmel,
Fareto and others—-—that religion is a central
sacial phenomenon, since for most of human history
it has been religion that has provided the ul-—-
timate meanings and values of life.=>

While socioleogy and theology act upon one ancther,
and while the acquisition of a “"theoclogical ear’ is
"something more than a marginal skill for the interpretative
saciologist, "®? Herger concedes. nevertheless, that the
effect of sociclogy on theclogy is greater than the con—
verse: "One can certainly do a 1ot ef sociclogy without any
theolegical sensitivity at all.”"2® Herein lies the essen—

tial difference between his understanding of philoscphy and

=1*Rerger and ¥ellner, Socialogy Reinterpreted., p. 89.
=ZRerger, The Sacr=d Canopy. p. 185.

Z=Rerger and Kellner, GSacicliogy Reinterpreted, p. 0.
=4Ibid.

23ipid., p. B9.



that of theology. Ultimately, while RBerger discusses theo—
lagical matters with greater frequency than matters
philosophical, the nature of his sociological perspective is

more tuned to a specific branch of philasephy.

2. Sociolagy and Philosophy

Berger invites a specific breed of philosopher to
converse with him. In an article entitled "Reification and
the Sociological Critique of Conscicusness,"Z$® Berger and
Stanley Fullberg map out a "meeting place" for philosophy
and sociology. The authors begin by delineating one shared
negative feature of both disciplines, namely. a penchant for

1

building superstructures.=<7 By Y"superstructure," Berger and
Fuliberg mean reified theoretical formulations in the
academic field.

"Superstructures"” are produced by two possible

methodological extremes in sociolagy: “a narrow empiricism

zsfater L. HBerger and Stanley Pullberg, "Reification
and the Scciological Critique of Consciocusness." History and
Theory IV (196353): 1946-211.

Z27The following passage from The Scocisl Constructicn of
Reality clarifies the meaning Berger attaches to "dberbasu”
ar superstructure: "The socciclogy of knowledge has been
particularly fascinated hy Marx’'= twin concepis of
‘substructuressuperstructure’ (Unterbau/iGbhberbau). . . .
Later Marxyism has tended to identify the “‘substructure” with
economic structure fout court, of which the “superstructure’
was then supposed to be a direct “reflection’ (thus Lenin,
for instance). It is quite clear now that this
misrepresents Marx’ s thought, as the essentially mechanistic
rather than dialectical character of this kind of economic
determinism should make one suspect. What concerned HMarx
was that human thought i1s founded in human activity ( labor’
in the widest sense of the word) and in the social relations
brought about by this activity. ‘Substructure’ and
‘superstructure’ are best understaod 1f one views them as,
respectively, human activity and the world produced by that

activity.” {(p. &)



gblivious of its own theaoretical foundations," or the ten—
dency to "build highly abstract theoretical systems emptied
of empirical content.”"=® In the field of philasophy,
"superstructures" result from the inclination "for scolitude,
systematic seclusion and dispassionate self-
cantemplation."Z® In order to avoid superstructures, the
intellectual must learn to balance the ascetic impulse with
"actual, Cbncrete, living human intersubjectivity,”"—that
is, the substructure.

While Karl Mannheim did not emplaoy the term
“Oberbau," his appraisal of classical epistemolaqy in
Ideclogy and Utopia is similar to Berger and Pullberg’s
Judgment on philosophical superstructures. According to
Mannheim, classical epistemology was foundationless because
it operated

with this isolated and self-sufficient individual
as if from the very first he possessed in essence
all the capacities characteristic of human beings,
including that of pure knowledge; and as if he
praoduced his knowledge of the world from within
himself alone, through mere juxtaposition with the
external world. . . . Both individualistic epis-—
temology and genetic psychology grew out aof the
sall of an exaggerated theoretical individualism
which could have been produced only in a social
situation in which the original connection between
individual and group had been last sight of.>?

When philosophers and sociologists grapple with
truth from a standpeoint, not only concerned with thearies
about life, but also with 1Iife as 1t is experienced in the

mundane, everyday sense, they soon discover that they are

=SHerger and FPullberg,. "Reificaticn and
Consciousness,” p. 211.
ZZ71lbid., p. 210.

F2arl Mannheim, Ideglagy and Utapia: An Introducticon
to the Scciclogy af Knowledge, Translated by Louis Wirth and
Edward Shils (New Yark: Harcourt, Brace and World, 19367},
p. 28.



compatriots rather than indifferent colleagues. To aobtain
an accurate understanding of the world, the philosopher
must, as Husserl and Heidegger have shown, undertake a
"critique of everyday life." Like their colleagues laboring
in the workshop of philosophy,., sociologists toco must
persistently "clarify everyday life."=2

In his introduction to FPhilgsophy as Rigorous Sci-
ence, Husserl charts out the new path he envisages for phi-
losaphy:

And what meaning should bhe given to the "system’
for which we yearn, which is supposed teo gleam as
an ideal before us in the lowlands where we are
doing our investigative work? 1Is it to be a phi-
losophical “system’” in the traditional sense, like
a Minerva springing forth complete and full-pano—
plied from the head of some creative genius, only
in later times to be kept along with other such
Minervas in the silent museum of history? . . .

Or is it to be a philosophical system of doctrine
that, after the gigantic work of generations,
really begins from the ground up with a foundation
free of doubt and rises up like any skillful con—
struction, wherein stone is set upon stone, each
as solid as the cother, in accord with directive
insights? On this guestion minds aust part com—
pany and paths must diverge.==

Rather than "springing forth caomplete and full-panaoplied
from the head of some creativs genius . . . like a Minerva,”
Husgserl wants to “"begin from the ground up.” The “"ground”
1s founded on "true beginnings.” As a "science of true

beginnings, of rizraomats pantan, " philosophy must return to
“the most basic field of work wherein things are given with

absplute clarity.">® Husserl explains:

F1Rerger and FPullberg, "Reification and
Consciocusness,” p. 211.

S=g£dmund Husserl, Fhenomenciagy and the Crisis of
FPhilosaphy. Translated by Guentin Lauer (New York: Harper
and Row, 19&3), pp. 75-76.

SSHusserl, FPhencmenology and the Crisis of Philcscphy,
p- 146



It is not through philosophies that we become
philosophers. Remaining immersed in the histori-
cal, forcing oneself to work therein in historico-
critical activity, and wanting to attain philoso—
phical science by means of eclectic elaboration or
anachronistic renaissance——all that leads to noth-
ing but hopeless effaorts. The impulse to research
must proceed not from philosaophies but from things
and from the problems connected with them.3%

He identifies the "impulse to research" with "philosophical
intuition in the correct sense." or the "phenaomenological
grasp of essences."™® This emphasis on "eidos" or essence
earned Husserl the classification, "transcendentalist
phenomenoclogist.”

Heidegger s successful attempt to ground Husserl’'s
phenomenological method in "Existenz" or facticity (the
stuff, "“"Sachen"}), in Sein und feit earned him the disfavor
of his farmer professor (even though the treatise was dedi—
cated to Edmund Husserl.) However, it is clear that
Heidegger s stress on the “"[lebenswelit" as a point of access
tao "Dasein’s pre—anteological self-understanding.” did not go
unnoticed by Husserl. In his last work, The Crisis af Euro—
pean Sciences, Husserl devoted an entire section to an "Ex—
position of the Problem of a Science of the Lifeworld.™
Therein, he defined the life—world as

a realm of original self-evidences. . . . All con-—
ceivable verification leads back to these modes of
self-evidence because the "thing itself” lies in
these 1intuiticns themselves as that which is ac—
tually, intersubiectively experienceable and veri-—
fiaple and is not a substruction aof thoughts
whereas such a sub—struction, insofar as it makes
a claim to truth, can have actual truth only by
being related back to such self-evidences.~¢

F4ibid.
==>1hid., p. 147.
SeEdmund Husserl, The Crisis of Eurcpean Sciences and

Transcendentalist Phenomenclagy. Translated by David Carr
(Evanston: Northwestern U. Press, 1978), pp. 127-128.



25

In Sein und feit, Martin Heideqger’ 's investigation
inte the meaning of Reing centered on the [Lebenswelt.
Through an "ontological analytic of Dasein” the "horizaon®
would be laid bare by which a probing into the meaning of
Heing could proceed. Thus he asked: "How can we gain
access to Dasein’s pre—antological self-understanding?" The
answer constituted one of the two tasks which he set for
himself in Being and Time:

He must rather choose such a way of access and
such a kind of interpretation that this entity can
show i1tself in itself and from itself (an ihm
selibst van ihm selbst her.) And this means that
it is to be shown as it is “proximally and for the
most part—-—in 1ts average everydayness.’ (Al ltag—
lichkeit =7

Certainly not all philosophers and sociolagists
share Berger’'s criticism of theoretical superstructures
divarced fram the Lifeworld. From our brief look at Husserl
and Heidegger, however, we can see an agreement in emphasis
hetween Berger and what is called, "phenomesnology" and
"existentialism.” The quality which binds together the
three friends is their animosity towards the normative,
‘superstructure’ element which alienates the thinker from

the world.

= Berger's Sociclogical Perspective,
Fhilosophy and Theology

For the most part, I have concenirated on the simi-—
larities between Berger’'s perspective and the disciplines of
sociolagy and theclogy. As we probe deeper into the respec—
tive relationships, we see that Berger’s crassing inta the

territory of philosaphy is relatively tranguil compared to

="Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, Translated by John
Macquarrie and Edward Robinson (New Yorlk: Harper and Row,
1962, pp. 61-62.
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his craossing into that of theology. His relationship with
philosophy is like a good friendship where "iron sharpens
iron" whereas with theology it is more like a stormy
marriage. Several tentative speculations about the grounds
for that “"stormy" relationship include the following: a)
His pergpective has more in common with the temperament of
philosophy which, unlike theology. does not begin with
revelation. In the case of philosophy, a methodoloagical
atheism or agnosticism marks the point of departure for
research whereas in theology, the belief that revelation is
reliable constitutes the starting point for reflection.
Since, for Berger, agnostic or atheistic theologians are
anomalies, he did not endear himself to the trendy "death of
God" thealagians of the sixties and seventies. As he
nointed out,

Socioclogy has no cheoice but ta bracket the on-
tological status of religious affirmations, all of
which, insofar as they are properly religious, are
bhevond the range of empirical availability. Theo—
logy (Muslim, Christian or what—have—vyou} makes no
sense whatever unless these brackets are removed.
This, cone should think, is a rather simple matter:
it is a measure of the continuing influence of
Feuerbachian reductionism that there are many
Christian theologians who have not grasped it.=®

b) If EBerger s approach to reality is by temperament
philesophical, his interests are predominantly religious and
political, which brings him into the theological realm.

This would be fine, except that Berger’'s professional
training is in sociology, not thecoclogy. <) Berger’s
theological thinking changed from an early neo—orthodoxy to

a later classical Frotestant liberalism™% leading to the

=8Rerger and Kellner, Sociclagy Reinterpreted, p. BY.

S7When questioned about his theclogical stance today,
Berger told me that his theclogical approach to religiocus
phenomenon remained in the liberal classical mode of
Frotestantism.
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criticism that his theoleogy is unstable and, ipsco factao,
unimportant.

In the next section I will attend to Rerger’s
visian of a close alliance between sociology and the humani-
ties. Invitation to Sociclogy documents his call for "an
ongoing communication with other disciplines that are vital-
ly concerned with exploring the human condition, the most
important gf which are history and philosophy."4? Note-—
warthily, theology is not incliuded in his plea for "ongoing
communication.™

Concerning Berger's relationship with philosophy,
the first obvious point i1is that his distance from philosophy
warrants calling his perspective "socioclogical®" rather than
"philosophical.” Degpite his request for an "ongoing
communication” with philoscophers, the introduction to S5ccial
Canstructian aof Reality clearly distinguishes between a
reconstructed scociclogy of knowledge & Ia RBerger and
Luckmann, and philosophy: "The theoretical formulations of
reality, whether they be scientific or philosophical or even
mythological do not exhaust what is "real’ for the members
of a society."%** They contend that if one’s goal is an
accurate understanding of the “"real.,"” more is needed than a
philosophical approach to phenomena. A phenomenoalogically-—
based sociology of knowledge approach to reality would,

therefore, fill in the vital gaps left behind by philaosoghy.

“4®Rarger, Invitation, p. 168, Filling this out further
we read in the same section: "4 humanistic understanding of
szociclogy leads to an almost symbiotic relationship with
fistory, 1if not to a self-conception of sociology as being
itself a historical discipline (a notion still alien to most
funerican soclioleglists but quite common in Europel. As to
philasophical literacy, it would not only prevent the metho-
dological naivete of some sociologicsts, but would also be
conducive to a more adequate grasp of the phenomena them-—
selves that the sociclogist wishes to investigate." (p. 169}

“4*RBerger and Luckmann, Sccial Constructiaon, p-. 19.



This may help to clarify why Herger has never
written a systematic account of his socioclogical
perspective. In many of his books, a chapter is included
which sets out his conceptual instrumentarium, but that is
the extent of his "philosophizing"” (at least aon paper.)}
These chapters, intimate in nature, allow us to grasp more
readily the presuppoaositions af the books® contents. One
difference, then, between Berger and philasophers is the
faorm by which their respective messages are conveyed. Form,
however, can always be reduced to a question of personal
taste unless one follows Marshal Mcbubhan’'s dictum that “"the
medium is the message.”"?*< 1 think, however, that there is a
mare compelling factor which distinguishes Berger’'s
perspective from a philosaphical one.

Saciologists and philosaphers take different ap—
proaches to reality. Both are concerned with persons and
the worlid, but even with their emphasis on the “Lebenswelt,"®
Husserl and Heilideqger, for instance,., devote their energy to
the "Oberbau" of that integral guestion concerning human
reality and its place in the cosmos. In octher words, they
concentrate on ideas concerning man and the world. For
example, Husserl highlights the philosophical turn of
Descartes towards subjectivity. Heidegger underscores an—

ient Greek formulations about the nature of reality. As

f

Berger and Luckmann state:

<« - - the philosopher 1s driven to decide where
the quotation marks are in order and where they
may safely be omitted, that is, toc differentiate
pbetween valid and invalid assertions about the
world., This the socioclogist cannot possibly do.
Lagically, if not stylistically, he is stuck with
the gquotation marks. . . . It is our contention,
then, that the sociology of knowledge must concern
itself with whatever passes for "knowledge”™ in a
society, regardless of the ultimate validity or

“ZMarshall Mclbuhan, Understanding Media, 1964.



invalidity (by whatever criteria) of such "know-—
ledge. =

Berger’' s perspective diverges from both philosaphy
and theolagy because af the way he views the relationship
between theory and praxis. To the extent that philasophers
and theoclogians gc bevond description to the prescription of
"cures" for societal illnesses, a "one—to-—ane" relation
between theory and praxis is evident in their academic

activity. Ry "praxis." Berger means the commitment to "any
pragmatic project, be it technical ar political."®?* The
corvrect relationship between theory and praxis would be a
"braken relaticn."4® He piroposes, therefore, a "dual-
citizenship"” approach to the study of phenomena whereby
one’'s activity gqua saciologist is geared to understanding
what is going on in society. Such a hermeneutical task
requires the "bracketing" of one’'s values in an effart to
understand the full dimensions of social reality. A dual-
citizenship approach to reality, howsver, presupposes that
values inhere in every individual, including the so-—called
“expert." fccordingly., one’'s activity, gqua private citizen
cf the community,. may be pragmatically geared towards the
caompletion of projects, political or technical.

Rerger recognizes, therefore, the impossibility of
divarcing oneself from values. But at the same time, he
believes that the success of the academic enterprise depends
on the attempt to "sees clearly,." to conduct "valuefree
research concerning mankind' s ultimate values.” By viewing
reality AS IT IS regardless aof their "wishes or fears,” the
socicloglist objectively diagnoses his or her subject,
society. Prescriptions for society’'s ills must be framed in

such a way as to provide for options, that is, the

4>Rerger and Luckmann, Sogcial Construction, pp. 2-3.
“+4RBerger and Kellner, Saciclagy Reinterpreted, p. 139.

“=1bid.
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prescription must be open—ended. This does not mean that he
ar she cannot be personally involved in controversial and
weighty problems but it rather presupposes intense concern.
When he or she actively sets about to implement beneficial
praposals for society, it is done as a private citizen, nat

as a professional "expert.

C. “Humanism" as an essential Ingredient in Berger’'s
Sociological FPerspective.

An overview of Berger’'s socioclogical perspective
would be incomplete without attention being paid to his view
of humanhood. From arcund 19463 with the publication of
Invitaticn ta Sociclagy until 19281 with Sociclcogy Reinter-—
preted, Feter Berger’'s concern that the discipline of socio—
logy maintain a humanistic perspective is well documented.
His humanism provides him with the impetus for his theoreti-
cal understanding of the task of socciclogy. In this way,
socioclogy is a "calling" rather than a cold, theosretical
enterprise centered on the analysis of societal functions or
the transformation of revolutionary visions into reality.

Irconically encugh, Berger’' s concern for aordinary
peaple and their needs propels him to advocate s detached
“spciclogical Machiavellianiss” in the face of "conflicting

isms."?** He remains detached from the fanaticism of
"a totalistic conception of science' {positivism} as well as
that of "totalitarian social engineering” (utopianism.l In
both cases,., Berger detects a general foreula whereby the
freedom of the ruling class elite is resalized at the expense
of the freedom of ordinary peaple:

In the case of positivism, reedaom tends tc disap—
pear in rationality: that is, if freedom means
anything, it is to live in as rational a manner as

“44Raerger, Invitation, p. 170.



possible and to rearrange society in accordance
with rational principles. In the case of marxism,
freedom becames an eschatological hape——the " leap
into freedom’® that will come with the revolution
and the attainment of true communism——but IN THE
MEANTIME no freedom makes sense unless it is a
step toward this ultimate culmination.®”

Ta protect “"the freedom of ardinary peaple against the dic-—
tatorial ambitions of these cognitive elites,”"?® Rerger
strongly urges his colleagues to reapprapriate into their
sociological understanding that vital ingredient,——"human-—
ism. "

What does Berger mean by "humanism?" He answers:

To be motivated by human needs rather than by
grandiose political programs, to commit oneself
selectively and economically rather than to con-—
secrate oneself to a totalitarian faith, to be
compassionate and skeptical at the same time, to
seek to understand without bias——all these are
existential possibilities of the socioleogical
enterprise that can hardly be overrated in many
situations in the contemporary world. In this
way, sociology can attain te the dignity of polit-
ical relevance as well, not because 1t has a par—
ticular political ideology of its own to offer,
but just hecause i1t has not.4”

Specific elements of Rerger’'s assumptions about human nature
will be analyzed in the next chapter. Generally speaking,
Berger and Luckmann’'s dialectical view aof the interaction
between individuasls and society owes much to both Hegel and
the early Marx. As well, the biological assumptions of
nald Gehlen and Helmuth Plessner figure prominently in

Berger’'s secciclogy of knowledge.®? His notion of humanhood

“7Rerger and ¥Kellner, Socciclogy FReinterpreted, p-. 184.

“eihid.

TRerger, Invitaticn, p. 171.

=@Specifically, reference is made to Flessner’ s wark
entitled Die Stufen des {Jrganischen und der Mensch, (1928)

and to Gehlen’'s Der Mensch, seine Natur und seine Stellung
in der Welt, (1940) in The Sccial Construction af Reality.



t
|

revolves around the peculiar drive for order and meaning
manlifested by the human species. Unlike animals, humans are
born with laow instincts and are left with a multiplicity of
possible horizons in which to carve out a world for
themseives. Animals, by contrast, live a programmed
existence without much room being left for manoeuver.

Berger and Luckmann explain:

Human being must ongoingly externalize itself in
activity. This anthropolagical necessity is
grounded in man’s bioclogical equipment. The in-—
herent instability of the human organism makes it
imperative that man himself provide a stable en-—
vironment for his conduct. Man himself must spe—
cialize and direct his drives. These biological
facts serve as a necessary presupposition for the
production of social order. In other words, al-
though no existing social order can be derived
from biological data, the necessity for social
order as such stems from man's biological equip-—
ment.=*

The pregiven drive for a stable world manifests itself in
that the newborn enters the world relatively "unprogrammed"”
compared to the animals’ highly programmed structure. The
drive for meaning or "nomos—-building" achieves its best
results in community with others. World construction is a
soclal activity alive with significance for each individual.

Berger’'s humanism depends on this bioclogically
grounded view of the human organism. The philosophical and
religious implications of this essentially scientific under—
standing of humanhood are far—reaching as the follaowing
indicates:

In the end, every society can be seen as a pre-—
caricusly put together fapbric of meanings by which
human beings seek to find guidance for their
lives, to be consoled and inspired. in the face of
finitude and death. It is only one short step
from this vision to the explicitly moral judgment
that all human meanings of this kind have great
value and should not be lightly discarded. One
might even speak here of a specific form of humi-

Sr*Rerger and lLuckmann, Social Constructiaon, p. 32,
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lity that is the property of all authentic social
scientists.>=

The significance of humanism for Berger is reflec—
ted 1n his methaodolaogical standards. We have already taken
note of the interplay between the "cosmopolitan" and
“*debunking® maotifs, of the criticism that positivism and
utopianism dehumanize sociology, and of the crucial
ingredient of humanism in Berger's socialogical perspective.
I will now focus on how he gives the above—listed features
caoncrete expression. The following critical principles will
be discussed: conceptualization and its extreme form,

reification; evidence; abjectivity; and application.

D. Critical Principles

1. Conceptualization and Reification

Conceptualization 1s an inevitable procedure in
the hermeneutical enterprise. The basis upon which our
concepts are formed is crucial to the pursuit of "seeing
clearly.” Rerger emphasizes that the interpreter must
probe bheneath what appears to be happening, in the situation
being studied, in order to more accurately grasp the
meanings and intentions of the actors involved in the
situation. In this connection, he refers to Alfred Schitz's
distinction between "first and second order constructs."™
According to Schiitz, sociological concepts are designated as
"second order" constructs and must be meaning—adequate
(Sinnadiquat, Weber.) This means that the sociologist must
adjust his/her concepts to fit the intentions of the actors
in any particular situation.

"First order constructs.Y on the other hand,

belong to the concreteness of everyday life apart from the

32Rerger and Kellner, Sociciogy Reinterpreted, g. 74.
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intentions of individuals. BRerger's criticism of positivism
is that the transposition of "first order constructs" into
"secand arder constructs” which is at "the core of
sociological interpretation" has been circumvented. That
is, the interpretative task grinds to a halt after "first
arder constructs" have been ascertained. He pinpoints a
faulty view of humanhood as the trigger for this crucial
interpretative error. While conceding that valid knowledge
MAY BE derived from such sterile methods, he concludes:

The resulting statements about society tend to be
very abstract, far removed from the social reality
of living human beings——and, THEREFORE neither
very illuminating nor very useful.?

Reification marks the point at which the ad hoc
nature of socioclogical concepts hardens, becoming petrified.
These frozen concepts then are imposed onto reality FROM
QUTSIDE rather than grasped from the situation itself.
Reification is a distortion of social phenomena.>®® Rerger
and Fullberg discuss how "theoretical reifications" (socio—
lagical concepts which have lost their ad hoc quality,) can
become even more reifled,. "hardening into dogmas and cutting
off the possibilities of the world as an expressive
fabric.">3 They describe a bleak picture of socciologizing
where "roles rather than peaple” are regarded azs the prime
reality and "no ene exists any longer, but roles interact in
a sort of ectoplasmic exchange.”"®* The end result is "in-
trinsically alienating and de—-humaniring," hawever very

functional: "REIFICATION CONVERTS ACTION INTO FPROCESS,

>SHerger and Kellner, Sociclogvy Reinterpreted, pp. 129
13@.

S4Rerger and FPullberg, "Reification and
Consciousness.,” p. 20530

s51hid., p. 20&.

selpid., p. 208.
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which 1s precisely the core of its social functionality.">>
The convenience of reifying sociclagical concepts is due to
the fact that action can then be defined "without the actor”
and "praxis without its author."=e

Rerger has enlisted various terms to designate the
phenomenon of positivism (together with its allies} in the
social sciences. His depictions of "methodism"3% and "posi-
tivism"®® are similar. "Saciolagism” and "functionalism"
are also linked to "positivism” in Berger’'s thought. Even
"marxism" and "freudianism"®! with their "intellectual edi-
fice . . . inviting to many orderly minds,"** contain the
“Yappeal of positivism." Berger asserts that sociolagy "has
been haunted from its beginnings” by the "positivist ideal.”
It entails

the establishment of universal laws, in the fash-—
ion of the natural sciences, allowing for a system
of causally connected relationships under which
specific phenomena can be subsumed. If these laws
are empirically valid, then the specific phenomena
can be deduced from them as cases and predictions
can be made as to their future course.o~

This ideal solidifies in the various "isms" mentioned above.
Berger agrees with the charge of "intellectual barbarism®
levied at sociology (when it is monopolized by the positi-—
vist ideal)}) by those in the field of humanities.®®* He ana-—

lyses this barbarity in terms of an "ignorance af history

=7Ibid.

S=ibid.

2>*Ikid., pp. 12-14.

e®Rerger and Kellner, Sociciogy Reinterpreted, p. 42.
“1Rerger, Invitation, p. 168.

“2Z1bid.

““Berger and Kellner, Sociclagy Reinterpreted, p- 42.

“4Rerger, Invitation. p. 12.
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and philosophy. narrow expertise without wider horizons, a
preoccupation with technical skills, and total insensitivity
tao the uses of langquage."®>

Rerger detects the positivist ideal in Durkheim’'s
functionalist sociology:

Although society is very clearly understood as a
reality sui generis, the method of saciology is
finally not determined by this quality of society
but by an abstract concept of what science ought
to be.®®

Since the functionalist goal is to discover societal func—
tions which occur independently from the intentions of so-
cial actors, this "abstract concept of what science ought to
be" fails to account for the "reality sui generis" of those
fundamental elements of society,——individual actors. Take,
for example. the phenomenon of religious worship. Worship-
pers attending a religious ritual may think that reverence
far God farms the focus of their experience. Sociologists
of religion guided by the functionalist ideal, may decide,
however, that the entire worship experience performs a
functional service to society in that 1t maintains scocietal
order. A softer line could be taken by other
"functionalists" who use technical phrases like "latent
function" or "unintended consequenceY to explain the
disparity between the intentions of the church—goers to
worship God, and the actual functioﬁ in scciety which they
fulfill. Rerger cautions that functionalism in the social
sciences (whether "soft" or "hard.") is valuable SO LONG AS
"it is clear that this is an explanation in the mind of the
scientific observer only and is not imputed i1in any way to

the social reality "ocut there. "e7

“3Ibid.
“<“Rerger and kKellner, Sociclagy Reinterpreted, p- 11.

~7Ibid., p. 44.
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If the public is "conned by the technacratic image
of sociology offered by the priests of the "positivist
church," a "scientization of everyday life" results. Socio—
logists are perceived by the duped public as "practical
problem solvers" or “social engineers"” and a mystique of the
"expert" results. Rerger speaks af the "broad vulgarization
of sociology" which can be "observed with ease" in both
North America and Western Europe whereby the "main purveyors
of this practical wisdom" are the educational system and the
mass media. In the extreme case.

all of life may then be perceived as a laboratory
in which the individual, in an attitude of cool
detachment, tries on, puts aver, tinkers with and
abandons ‘roles’ ——and the human relationships
within which these "roles’ are performed.e®

The tragic stage of the scientization of everyday life is
attained when the "vulgarized socialagy” of the mass media
and the educational system becomes institutionalized as the
only purveyors of meaning.

The aftermath in everyday life of an "imperialism
of technocracy" is deeply troubling to Berger. Again, we
return to his own view of human reality:

To repeat: human life contains a rich, powerful
reality. which resists abscrption into the “engi-
neering mentality.” Sexuality, parenthood, mar—
riage and all the joys, sorrows and terrors of
human existence are such that they will, ever
again, brealk through the fragile constructions by
which ‘social engineers’ try to constrain and
raticnalize them.<”

His analysis of the results of this frightening but real
"aberration” of the sociological task in society constitutes
a salid argument towards his case for a "broken
cannectedness” to exist between socioclogical theory and

praxis.

«eiphid., p. 132.

A
9

“%RBerger and Kellner, Saociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 1
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Functionalism fails the crucial test of incor-—
porating into its strategy the proper relationship between
theory and praxis. Berger writes: "There has been the
notion that the demonstration that something is “ functional”
in a particular ‘social system” 1ipsc facta bestows some sort
of positive normative judgment."”® His methodological cor-—
rective to the problem of “social engineering" is “TO BE
AWARE OF THE DISCRETE RELEVANCE STRUCTURE OF SOCIOLOBY—AND,
CONSEQUENTLY, TO UNDERSTAND THAT WHAT IS PROPER IN SCIENCE
IS NOT FROPER IN LIFE."72

2. Evidence

In light of the preceding, it is imperative for
Berger that evidence always "be framed in terms of
meaning.-"72? In his Paris (ectures, Husserl stressed that
"the first procedure in Meditations I-IV is to awaken the
guiding thought: the world is a meaning, an accepted
sense."”7S If the "world is a meaning," it faollows that data
or evidence follow the principle of fMeaning—adequacy.
Accordingly. meaningful intentions of social actors must be
screened from the bady of available data to produce
*evidence." Flainly, with this axiom, a great deal depends
an how decisions are made concerning meaningful intentions.
This will be discussed with more specificity in the next

chapter.

7®ipid., p. 11.

7ribid., p. 1350

7=Rperger and Eellner, Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 45.
7Sgdmund Husserl, The Paris lLectures, Translated and

Introductory Essay by Feter Koestenbaum (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1978}, p-. 2Z.
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3. Objectivity

With the maxim of objectivity, we enter a sensi-
tive region of debate in the academic milieu. Along with
those scholars who are skeptical of the objective ideal,
Berger admits that "the social location, the psychological
constitution and the cognitive peculiarities"”® of our in-—
terpreter influence the hermeneutical act. However, he
contends that the "PASSION TO SEE" places on soacialogists
demands which must be met if they desire to perceive more
than a "mirror image of his [their] own hopes and fears,
wishes, resentments aor other psychic needs."7? Wdertfreiheit
is the 1idea that one can simultanecusly preserve and trans—
cend one’s values. Values are neither denied nor allowed to
slip away inta the netherlands of unconsciocusness. One’s
desire to grasp what is "really going on" will dictate a
"systematic openness to the values of others as they are
relevant to the situation being studied: seeing is not
approving, but I cannaot see at all if I constantly voice ay
own disapproval.””e 1In this way, objectivity contributes

to. rather than distorts our understanding of reality.

4. Application

With the final methodological problem of applica—
tion we return to the central thesis. That is, the her-—
meneutical key with which we will comprehend Rerger s ap-—
proach to religion. Application is "necessarily value-—
based” and "what must bhe abandoned now is the bracketing of

one’'s own values_."77 it presuppases "an altagether dif-—-
g

7“4Berger and Kellner, Scociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 48.
7SRerger and Kellner, Sociology Reinterpreted, p. 52.
7elbid.

771lbid., p. 393.
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ferent relevance structure" than that of the theoretician.
Rerger maintains that

one of the abuses of sociology has been the ignor-—
ing of this indirect relation between understand-
ing and action, of the shift in relevance struc-—
ture necessitated by the movement from the first
to the second.”®

His ideal of a humanistic sociology is violated when the
pragmatic motif dominates the sociological enterprise. Human
life is too fragile and complex, too mysterious and
wonderful for it to be daominated by ane narrative, one
solution, one theory, metaphysic, method or waorldview.
Berger directs his remarks concerning utopianism
to any politically—-striped socioleogy which, like positivism,
does not retain a brokenness between theory and praxis.
Accardingly, he criticizes "capitalists” and "marxists" in
their respective efforts to "raise the consciousness" of
peasants to their superior ideclogies.”” In The Wdar aver
the Family (1983}, written together with Brigitte Berger, he
criticizes both left and right wings of American political

solutions to preblems concerning the family.

7OSRerger and Fellner, Socioclagy Reinterpreted, p. 34.

7 Peter BRerger, Fyramids af Sacrifice: Foiitical
Ethics and Scocial Change, (New Yark: Doubleday,. 1974}).
Berger s most recent book, The Capitalist Revalution {198&)
demonstrates that he has altered his earlier balanced judg-—
ment regarding capitalism and socialism. Even though qua
saocioclogist Rerger "does not intend [this book] te consti-—
tute a moral argument in favor of capitalism.” he neverthe-—
less incluges a final chapter where values are spellied out
=

"on the basis of which ong may . . . argue . . . in favor of
capitalism.” {p. T The "turning point” in his preceding
balangced treatment of capitalism and seccializ=m came when he
"experienced Asia.” As he puts it: "The experience cof East
A=ia makes it difficult to remain evenhanded as bhetween
capitalist and socialist development modeis.® {p. 1Z) From
the preceding, we can surmise that, qua sociologist, Berger
will not argue in this book that we jump on the capitalist
express even though, gua ordinary citizen, he now believes
that "capitalism is the morally safer het.® {(1ibid)}
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What is uvtopianism? In his book entitlied Ideclagy
and Ytapia, Harl Mannheim describes "utopians' as

incapable of correctly diagnosing an existing
caondition of society. They are not at all con—
cerned with what really exists; rather in their
thinking they already seek to change the situation
that exists. Their thought is never a diagnosis
of the situation: it can be used only as a direc-—
tion for action. . . . It turns its back on every—
thing which would shake its belief or paralyse its
desire to change things.®®

Normally, utopianism begins innccently as a mild reaction to
the e:xcesses of positivism. Rerger’s analysis of "moder—
nization” and 1ts cousin in the reliqious sphere, "seculari-
zation,"” is couched in the same language with which he ana-
lyses the excesses of positivism. For Berger, modern man is
"homeless" as a result of modernization, "the imposition of
rationality on ever—increasing sectors of social life."e2
Secularization is the religious counterpart of madernization
as "traditional religious interpretations of the world®
underga a "“"progressive ‘reality loss. ' "82 The effect of
modernization is described in graphic terms:

Madernization operates like a gigantic steel ham—
mer, smashing both traditional institutions and
traditional structures of meaning. It deprives
the individual of the security which, however
harsh they may have been, traditiocnal institutions
orovided for him. It alsc tends to deprive him of
the cosmological security provided by traditional
religicus world views. S5

BRI

The "discontents of modernity" poroduce the phenom—

enon of individual quests for new ways of "being at home®

SoMannheim, Idealogy and Utopia, p-. 408.
BrHerger., Fyvramids of Sacrifice, p. 22.

®=Ihid., p. 23.

S=Ihid.
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with others in a "redemptive community."®®* The gquest can be
Yreactionary" or "praogressive." The reactionary "Ylocates
the longed—-for community in the past”; the progressive pro-—
jects the new community into the future. Marxism weaves
together various myths with dynamic potency and remains a
powerful tool in effecting change today——both "heady’™ and
religious in its appeal. The myth of a future redemptive
community combined with the countermodern myth of revolution
results in a strange mix of hard science and utopian fervor.
Marxism, according toc Berger, promises that one can "have
one’'s cake and eat it too." BRerger cynically describes the
marxist vision of the "promised land“:

Thus Marxism promises all the good things evoked
in the vision of socialism just outlined, and, on
top of that., maintains that the necessity of the
visiaon can be scientifically demonstrated and its
realization scientifically effected! It therefaore
appeals equally to the engineer with theological
nostalgias and to the prophet who wants to be
‘“hard—nozsed’ in the eyes of statisticians. Its
‘unity of theory and praxis’ guarantees that no
questions may be raised in this harmony of dreams,
theories, and actions. And in the end, everybody
will have everything——the fruits of progress with-
aut the price of alienation;: redemption and tech-—
nocratic contreol, comnunity and individual

choice.®™

cliear that his quarrel is not with

r+

iHe makes 1
thoss thinkers who agree with various marxian interpreta—
tions of the world. In fact, he relies upon Marx’'s early
philosophical writings in order to explain how "knowledge"
is produced in individuals and society.®® Rather, his crit-—

icism is that scientific understanding has no autonomy under

S4ibid., p. 24.
SSRerger, Svramids c¢f Sacrifice, p. 27.

®eSee The Scocial Constructicn of Reality where in the
introduction the authors state: “Our anthropological
presuppositions are strongly influenced by Marx, especially

his early writings. . . (p. 17)



the marxian "Bull" that "the history of all hitherto
eristing society is the history of class struggles."®”> If
the weakness of positivism is that an artificial under-—
standing of science 1is imposed on reality, then the flaw in
marxism 1is 1ts abedience to Marx’'s philosophy of history and
interpretation of reality in light therecf. Finally, Berger
and Kellner criticize sociological utopians for their
attempt to redeem mankind:

Most importantly, science can never provide moral
guidelines for action. EBut the same understanding
alseo precludes any form of utopianism, which sees
the present as leading up to an inevitable and re-—
demptive future. If science cannot provide a
maorality, even less can it provide a doctrine of
salvation.®*®

Berger insists that the discipline retain, against
the technocrats and ideologues. a fundamental respect for
human values. Ferhaps this is best achieved 1f one can be
maoved and humbled in the face cof life's marvels. Rerger
invites a specific type of person to the study of social
reality:

Feople who are interested in human beings only if
they can change, convert or reform them should
alsc be warned, for they will find scociology much
less useful than they hoped. And peocple whose
interest is mainly in their own conceptual con—
structions will do just as well to turn to the
study of little white mice. Scciclogy will be
satisfying, in the long run., only to those who can
think of nothing more entrancing than to watch men
and to understand things human.®”

The "humanistic justification of socioliogy" is that: by car—

rying out the task, "new and unsuspected facets of human

87Rerger cites the quoted excerpt from The Communist
Manifestco in Pyvramids of Sacrifice, {p. 29).

S®Rarger and Kellner, Sociclagy Reinterpreted, p. 12.

®*Rerger, Invitation, p. Z24.
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existence in society’ are suddenly illuminated.®? Qur exis—
tence, then, becomes an adventure, as we explare the drama
arpcund us. As we participate in the glory and despair of

the human spirit our religious sense is awakened.

E. Summary

We have unpacked the meaning of the terms with
which BHerger describes the frame of reference for his "dual-
citizenship" approach to religion. This exercise has
facilitated ocur grasping precisely what Herger’'s sociclogial
perspective is, and what it is not. We have also looked at
the essential ingredient of humanism in Berger’'s sociologial
perspective. Berger brings his humanism "down to earth," as
it were, with the critical principles he incorporates in his
study of social phenomena, those of conceptualization and
reification; evidence; objectivity, and application. At
this point we are ready to probe deeper, to investigate the

theoretical socurces of Berger's saciologial perspective.

T@eibid.



CHAPTER THWO

Theoretical Origins

Among the plethara of intellectual strands woven
together in Berger ' s sociological perspective, Weber’'s in-—
terpretive sociology and Schittz's phenomenology of the
Lebenswelt stand out from the rest. This is not surprising
given Berger’'s consistent depiction through the years, of
his approach to reality as a sociological “"way of seeing*”™
which draws mast specifically on the theoretical
achievements of both Weher and Schiitz. Beginning with the
first period (1959-19463),2 Berger’'s reliance on the
contribution of both Weber and Schiitz is documented in
Invitation tc Saciclagy.™

Again in the second "periocd" (1954-1946%9), Rerger
and Luckmann underscore the significance of Schiitz in their
prefatory remarks to The Scgcial Constructian of Reality:

How much we owe to the late Alfred Schatz will be-—
come clear in various parts of the following trea-—
tise. However, we would like to acknowledge here

1The first chapter of Rerger and Kellner' s Scciclogy
Reinterpreted is entitled "Sociology as a Way of Seeing.”

ZSee Appendix II, entitled "Periodization of Rerger’'s
wark."

SRerger, Invitatiaen, bibliographical comments, p. 178.
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the influence of Schatz’'s teaching and writing on
cur thinking.”?

The authors also cite the influence of both Weber and
Durkheim on their sociology of knowledge: “Our
understanding of Weber has profited immensely from the
teaching of Carl Mayer as that of Durkheim and his school
has from the interpretations of Albert Salomon."® The
impact of Schiitz is indirectly felt in The Sacred Cancpy
where Rerger’'s aim was "to apply a general theoretical
perspective derived from the sociology of knowledge to the
chenomenan of religion."e Weber’'s influence is more direct,
particularly in the second half of the study which analyzes
the impact of secularization in the "west." Besides
inheriting Weber’'s emphasis on madernization and
secularization, Berger also adopts the valuefree approach
for social analysis. This approach is showcased in The
Sacred Canapy although a subdued Berger prefaces his next
book on religion with the following critical comments on
valuefreeness:

In a recent book, The Sacred Canapy, - . - I at-—
tempted to summarize what seem to me to be certain
essential features of a sociological perspective
on religion and I tried to apply this perspective
to an analysis of the contemporary religious situ-
ation. I have been trained in a sociological
tradition shaped by Ma:x Weber and so I tried, to
the best of my ability, to keep my statements
‘value—TFfree.’ The result was a theoretical work
that, quite apart from the technical Jargon in
which it had to be presented, read like a treatise
on atheism, at least in parts. The analysis of
the contemporary situation with which it ended
could easily be read (and, as far as my intentions

“Rerger and bLuckmann, Social Constructicn, p. vii.
SRerger and Luckmann, Sacial Canstructicn, p. vii.

“Rerger, Sacred Canapy, preface.
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weire concerned, misread) as a counsel of despair
for religion in the modern world.”

The Weberian and Schitzian strands in Berger’'s
perspective are again prominent in The Homeless Mind co-
written with Hansfried Kellner and Brigitte Berger which
belongs to Berger’'s third periad (1970-1978). Looking at
the title of the introduction, "The Problem of Maodernity and
the Sociology of Knowledge," we note that Weber's focus on
modernity and the theoretical contribution aof Schitz to
sociology of knowledge are accentuated. But more specifi-
cally, the authors refer to the vital contribution which
Schiitz makes to their understanding of social reality:

We are convinced that a comprehensive understand-
ing of any social reality must include this,—{the
dimension of consciousness] and we regard it as
our task in this book to focus on it. In trying
to accomplish this, we base curselves on the soci-
clogy of knowledge as it was redefined in the
phenomenological approach of Alfred Schatz and
subsequently developed by Peter Berger and Thomas
Luckmann.®

The phenomenological contribution of Schitz must,
the authors claim, be balanced with the analysis of institu—
tions for "any attempt to delineate the character of maoder-—
nity solely on the basice of a phenomenological description
aof intrinsic constellations of consciousness would . . . be
methodologically inadmissible."® By studying societal in—
stitutions the authars hope to account for both "internal®
and "external" reality. Weber’'s theory of rationalization
constitutes the most satisfactary approach ta the study of
institutions because

His basic theaoretical intention was to give due
credit to the effect of institutional procasses on
human ideas, values and beliefs, while at thes same

“Berger. A Rumor of Angels, preface, pp. ix—#.
SRerger, Rerger and Kellner, Hameless Mind, pp. 11—-12.

*Ibid., p. 98.
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time avoiding the one—sided determinism that he
(rightly aor wiongly) associated with Mar:x. Thus,
according to Weber, certain historical transfi-—
gurations of censcicusness are to be seen as pre—
conditions for modern society.*®

The authors follow Weber not only in his theory of
ratiocnalization to explain institutional change, but also in
his concern with the effects of modernity on human life.
They single out a pervasive sense of "homelessness"” exper—
ienced by modern individuals and locate “its most devasta-—
ting expression in the area of religion."*t

Finally. as we turn to the last period of EHerger’'s
work covered here {1979-1986), Weber and Schitz retain their
prominent status in his thought:

We do not claim originality for the substance of
our argument. It i1s a restatement of a central
tradition in sociclogy, maost directly identified
with Max Weber. in ocur case strongly influaenced by
Al fred Schitz and other phenomenclogical writers.
However, we have no wish to present here a sec—
tarian manifesto, be i1t "Weberian" or
“Schitzian.”*=

The foregoing survey demonstrates a consistent
intellectusal undergirding for Berger’ s approach to reality
and, in turn, religion. Schiitz’'s philosophy of the social
sciences is generally relevant te Berger’s overall

perspective and directly relevant to his scociology of

rt2Thid.. p. 181i. The institutional theories of
Durkheim, Tannies, Farsons and Levy are also menticoned but
the authors "find the Weberian approach to these matters the
most satisfactory.” {ibid}) They cite "Emile Durkheim’'s
view of the tiransition from mechanical to organic
solidarity, Ferdinand Tonnies’  conceptualization of
Gemeinschatft and Gesellschart, Max Weber’ s theory of
trationalization, Taicott Farsons’ wview of the shifts in
pattern variables, and Marion Levy’'s view of the shift in
the structural features of society in the course of
madernization.” (ibid}

**Berger, Berger and Kellner, Homeless Mind, p-. 184.

*ZRerger and Kellner, Sociclaogy Reinterpreted, p. vii.
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knowledge which, in turn, is utilized in his approach to
religion. Similarly, Weber s saociology is generally
relevant to Berger’ s perspective and directly pertinent for
his approach to religion. The important of Schitz for
Berger 1is derived fram the "phenomenolaogical preface" which
Schiitz gives to Weber’'s "verstehende Soriclagie.™
Influenced by Schiitz’'s investigation into how meaning is
both individually and socially constituted, Berger and
Luckmann set out tao reconstruct classical sociology of
knowledge.

Weber s influence on Berger lies in twoc areas:
the first area is methadological and the second concerns
substance. Concerning method, Be?ger adopts valuefreeness
and, regarding substance, he is interested in the "big
questions" that engaged Weber's attention, namely,
rationality, Protestantism, “Entzauberung” and
secularization. All of the foregoing themes can be grouped
together under the overarching ptroblem of "madernity," the
prevailing subject aof BRerger’'s analysis.

Eefore we look at Weber and Schittz, brief mention
should be made of other significant, albeit less freguently
observed strands woven together in his perspective. In this
ecliectic group, we find individuals whose specialty ranges
in scope from social psycholegy to anthropology, and from
philcosophy to pelitical science. We find the "early”
anthropological presuppositicons of Marx, Sartre’s notion of
*bad fTaith," Heidegger s comparison between "authenticity™

rnd "inauthenticity,” George Mead s social psychology and

]

rr

he anthropology of Arnold Gehlen and Helmuth Plessner.

The variety of sources found in Rerger’'s
socciclogical perspective bears witness to its cosmopolitan
motif. HWhile a snapshot presentation aof the above-—
mentioned ideas would deepen our view of his perspective,
our focus in this dissertation does not allow that leisure.

The names constituting the “other strands” in the tapestry
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are merely pointed out in much the same way as signs along a
highway 1indicate other possibilities for eventual ex—

ploratiocn.

A. Max Weber

Weber ‘s sociclogy is distinguished by his preoc—
cupation with the gamut of problems surrounding the inter-—
pretation of human reality. In his "passionate and enduring
dedication tc the task of clarifying just what the sociolo—
gical way of seeing is,"*™ Weber evinces, above all, an
attitude of compassion for human "being.”

In order to clarify Weber’'s sociclogy, Rerger
joins a group of socioclogists who contrast Weber’s approach
with that of his contemporary £mile Durkheim.*® Although he
uses the nebulous phrase "different spirit"” to partially
explain what is different about their respective approaches,
this should not deter us from endeavouring to pinpocint

wherein precisely Weber differs from Durkheim.*®

1>Rerger and Kellner, Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 12.

r*40ne example 1s Dennis Wrong, ed., fMakers af Modern
Saocial Gcocience. HMax Weber, ({Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice—-Hall, Inc., 1978}). Wrong explains why he finds his
own vaice more in Weber's work thanm in that of Durkheim:
"At the point wheie soccial science blends with social
criticism and moral vision, American social scientists of
widaly different ideological persuasions have found
sustenance for their views in Weber." {(p- 71}

131t is not completely fair to say that Berger sides
with Weber against the Durkheimian tradition in socioclagy-
At ileast in Berger’'s early period an attempt ta balance the
two paths is manifest: "The Durkheimian and Weberian ways
of looking at society are ncot laogically contradictory. They
are only antithetical since they focus on different aspects
of social reality. It is quite correct to say that society
is obijective fact, coercing and even creating us. PBut it is
(continued...)
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According to Rerger, the essential difference be-—
tween Durkheim and Weber is rooted in the central problem of
this dissertation, that of the praoper relationship between
theory and praxis. While Webeir s approach implies "the
determination to see the social world as i1t is, regardless
of one’s own wishes and fears——that is, to separate what is
from what one believes ought to be,"*® the same cannot be
said of Durkheim’'s method. Contrasted with Weber’'s
preoccupation with "a clarification of the art of
interpretation" insofar as "human phenomenon don t speak for
themselves,"17 is Durkheim’'s method of gathering up bits of

data of human phenomena, into his analytical tool basket and

13(...cantinued}
also correct to say that our own meaningful acts help to
support the edifice of society and may on cccasion help to
change 1it. Indeed, the two statements contain between them
the paradox of social existence: That society defines us,
but is in turn defined by us.™ (Invitation, pp- 128-12%9)

Rerger’'s appreciaticon for the Durkheimian approach
seems to be limited to this early period. By 1981, he was
classifying PBurkheim as a positivist, and attacking this
"camp" for ohscuring the difference between theaory and
piraxkis. At the same time, however, he isolates those
notions in Durkheim’'s system with which he is in agreement:
"The perspective of scciology discloses man’'s boundedness’
in a two—feld way. First, from the maoment of birth man 1is
always in & social context that "binds’ him. . . . This
elementary fact makes possible a statement of deceptive
simplicity: man is in socciety. This society is experienced
by him as a hard reality——outside himself, imposing itself
upon him regardless of his hopes or wishes, precisely as an
gbjective reality. This is what Emile Durkheim had in mind
when he insisted that social facts are “things™ (chaoses).
The "thing —like quality {(choséité) of society is what,
first of all, makes for its "binding’ effect." (Sociclagy
Reinterpreted, p. 1)

teRerger and Kellner, Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 1@.

t7Ibid.
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treating its constituent parts as independent actualities.:s
In other words, Durkheim’ s work does not manifest the
tension in “dual citizenship.” It is as if Durkheim is
oblivious to his own subjectivity. Here is a case, then, of
a "divorce" or complete separation between theoretical and
practical concerns. And yet, strangely enough, the model of
divorce is, from a psychological standpoint, similar to that
of a traditional marriage where "two become one.” While the
revolutionary is consumed with revisionary schemes for
society, the technocrat is rubber stamping the status quo.
Neither experiences the tension in “"dual citizenship.®

Insofar as Durkheim helieves that the totality of
social facts represent society——a "reality sui generis,"” the
approach 1is troubling to Berger since the subjective factor
is not accounted for. Indeed, the very condition for
theorizing about society, i.e., the thinking sublject. is not
acknowledged. In other words, the fundamental point that
saciclogists themselves are "social facts" is ignored. This
"ignorance," then, enables the theoretician to classify his
ar her approach as chjective.

ronically, this so—called scientific and "objec—

tive"” method is, in fact, whimsical and idealistic since a

*83alomon outlines Weber' s method by comparing it with
that of Durkheim: "Weber assumed at the cutset that no
individual science is capable of furnishing an authentic
‘capy’ af reality. The utmost that can be accomplished by
such sciences, either in the historical or the social dis-—
ciplines, is, through reascned thought, to bring order into
the world of reality, which is in a state of ceaseless flux.
The principles of classification hy which this order is to
be achieved, cannot, however, draw upon reality, but must be
imposed by the scientist himself.®” (p. 12) A. Salomon, "Masx
Weber' s Methodology.," as quoted in J.E.T. Eldridge, ed.,
May Weber: The Interpretation of Social Reality (New York:
Schocken Books, 1971). To add fuel to the fire, Salomon
quotes deber as saying: "There is no absclutely “objective’
scientific analysis of culture . . . of “social phenomena’
independent of special and one-sided viewpoints according to
which . . . they are selected, analyzed and organised for
expository purposes.” (ibid)}
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priori, without questioning the starting point, the
"Durkheimian" socioclogist views society as a system of
verifiable facts. Even more problematic faor Berger is
Durkheim’'s tendancy to equate "isness" with "oughtness."*®
For Durkheim, if society is a "reality swui generis," then it
is as it ought to be. The tendancy, then, is to affirm the
status quo.

Berger rejects the scientific method of gathering
statistics about human behavior if this activity is not
accompanied by a self-critical attitude on the part of the
sociologist. in short, "social facts" do not exist in a
vacuum. Weber was aware of the fact that if, for example,
he was a member of the bourgeoisie, he and his views would
be affected by his class. Insafar as he was conscious of
his class—placement, he could guard his sociology from his
own pre—thearetical world. He covenanted to be self—
critical.

Weber's lament over the loss of subjectivity in
modern civilization reveals a vital difference between his
and Durkheim’'s respective approaches to social reality:

0f this last stage of cultural development, it
might well be truly said: ‘specialists without
vision, sensualists without heart; this nullity
imagines that it has attained a level of civiliza-—
tion never before achieved. =@

Weber s much—contested axiam of "valuefreeness"
{(dertfreiheit} reflects his awareness that the sociologist
does naot stand in isclation from sccial facts, but rather is
him ar herself a "social fact." Valuefreeness is premised
on the realization that we possess values, prejudices, hopes
and fears. It is an ideal towards which we strive in our

research. He cannot cbliterate our values but we can

*¥RBerger and kKellner, Scciciogy Reinterpreted, p.-. 11.

Zoriax Weber, as quoted in D. Wrong., Makers of Madern
Science, p. 9.
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attempt to hold them in abeyance or "bracket" them while we
endeavar to understand new problems. BRerger explains the
“bracketing" activity in the following:

We know that in ordinary life people’s interpreta-
tions are bound by their values. In principle,
this i1s alsc true of sociolagists. They are,
after all, members of society and participate in
its values. Clearly,., in many cases these values
will provide the motives by which a sociologist
became interested in a particular phenomenon to
begin with. . . . The point is that once these
saociologists embark on their scientific inquiry,
they must “bracket’ these values as much as
possible——not, needless to say, in the sense of
giving them up or trying to forget them, but in
the sense of contralling the way in which these
values might distort the sociological vision.=®*

Berger describes gbjectivity as the socioclogist's
attempt

to control his persconal preferences and preju-—
dices, to perceive clearly rather than to judge
normatively. This restraint, of course, does not
embrace the totality of the sociclogist’s exis—
tence as a human being, but is limited to his
agperations qua sociologist.==

‘“Understanding for its own sake’” is, for EBerger,; the theore-—
tical task but he is careful tco distinguish between his
sacieclogical task on the one hand, and applying his
sociclogical know—how to everyday life on the other hand.
The saociologist is; fo reiterate, a citizen of two
communities or countries. Values pertinent to each sphere
are not lost when borders are crossed and, in fact, continue
to affect the dual—-citizen. Projects will succeed or fail
toc the extent that the individual is aware of the important
rale that values (bracketed or not}) play in their life. The

pragmatic use of thesory must, therefore, cccur in a systema-—

Z1Rerger and Kellner, Sociclogy Reinterpreted, pp. 31—

)
M

=ZRperger, Invitaticn, p. 1lbé.
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tic and disciplined manner distinct from the aura of theore—
tical expertise.

Ferhaps no other document influenced Berger more
than Weber's lecture in 19218 at Munich University entitled
"“Wiscsenschaft als Berur."®™ Berger prefaces his comments on
the lecture by retrieving the historical context of German
sacial reality at that time:

Daespite the calm tone of Weber’ s exposition one
can sense even today the climate of political
desperation of Germany at this moment——in the wake
of catastrophic military defeat, gripped by deep-—
ening economic crisis, threatened by violent revo—
lutionary movements of both left and right.=<

Weber ' s concein centered on the effect of the political
turmoil in Germany on members of his own discipline in the
social sciences. He pleaded with his colleagues to follow
Verantwortungsethik rather than Gesinnungsethik in their

influential posts:

To take a practical political stand is one thing, and
to analyze political structures and party paositions is
angther. When speaking in a political meeting about
democracy, one does not hide one’'s personal standpoints
indeed, to come out clearly and take a stand is one’'s
damned duty. The words one uses in such a meeting are
nat means of scientific analysis but means of canvas—
sing vates and winning over others. They are not plow—
shares to loosen the soil of contemplative thought;
they are swords against the enemies: such words

are weapons. It would be an outrage, however, to

Z3The term "Berur" has been most commonly translated as
"vocation" and originated in the religious language of being
"called" by God into a particular gphere of service.
Historical circumstances since its earlier usage have
transformed the meaning into 1. a professional, career—
criented attitude taken towards one’s igb or 2. the career

or job itself, called one’'s vocation. Given the tone of
Weber’' s essay, one’s impression is that the older
understanding influences his use of the term. “"Wissenschaft

alzs Reruf” would then be translated as "Science as a
religious Call."

Z4Rerger, Fvramids of Sacrifice, p. 248.



use words in this fashion in a lecture or in the
lecture—room.=>

The "greatness" in Weber for Berger is his
"overriding obligation" qua socioleogist to look at “social
reality with objectivity, without injecting his own values
or taking into account his personal hopes or fears."Z®
Moreover, Weber insists that gqua politically engaged
individual, moral responsibility be taken for cne’s actions.
To canclude then, Weber was a "dual-—-citizen":

Both in his thought and in his life he tried to
bear without flinching the enormous tensions be—
tween detachment and engagement. And he had con-—
tempt for those who sought relief from this ten—
sion, be it by denying that maral options are real
or by absolutely espousing one single option——the
psychological escape routes of, respectively, the
positivist and the doctrinaire ideolagist.=7

Berger and Kellner’'s essay entitled Saciaclagy
Reinterpreted follows the path marked ocut by Weber. Their
concern with what it means to do sociolagy is doubly moti-
vated,-—both by the increased acceleration of change in the
world and the altered vision of what it means to do soci-
clogy in the academic community. In the midst of the
malaise of contemporary sociclagy. the authors call for a
"prise de caonscience by scciologists as to their own voca-—
tion among the sciences and in the larger scociety."=®

FPerhaps the most profound Weberian influence an
Berger is the sense of calling or vocation which beats
through the pages of his work. Karl Jaspers said of Weber

whom he greatly admived: "Er spilrte die Harte der Wirklich—

Z3Max Weber, "Science as Vocation® as found in Gerth
and Mills, editors,. From Max Weber. Essavs in Scciclogy
(New York: Oxford U. Press, 194&}Y, p. 145.

ZeRerger, Fyvramids of Sacrifice, p. 248.

=7RBerger, Pvramids af Sacrifice. pp. 248-249.

Z8Rerger and Kellner, Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 2.
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keit, die Grofe der Verantwartung., den Atem der unheimlichen
Weltgeschichte."=¥ As others leaped into utopian fantasies
or retreated behind the veil of cynical realism, Weher
sought a path of responsibility in the face of the harshness
of reality.

In working through "the possibility of theological
thinking in our present situation,"™® Berger feels towards
the theoleogical carnage of the sixties an attitude of
responsibility similar to that of Weber towards the social
and political reality of his day. Written primarily without
the aid of sociclogical brackets, A4 Rumar of Angels is
Berger's effort to think through present social realities
from the standpoint of a Christian.=* A moral understanding
of his task (whether as theclogian or sociologist) propels
him to face reality as it is, and then to propose tentative

solutions or programs from the standpoint of Ver—

=z¥¥arl Jaspers, Max Weber. Politiker Forscher
Fhilosoph, {(Manchen: R. FPiper & Co. VYerlag, 1938). "He
felt the harshness aof reality, the magnitude of
responsibility, the breath of disquieting world history."
{(p. 8, my translation}

F@Rerger, A Rumar cf Angels, preface.

=ribid., "For better or for worse, my self-
understanding is not exhausted by the fact that I am a
sociologist. I also consider myself a Christian, though I
have not yet found the heresy into which my theological
views would comfortably fit." Preface.
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antwartungsethik.=* The concluding remarks illustrate his
call for Christian responsibility:

We are, whether we like it or not, in a situation
in which transcendence has been reduced ta a

rumor . We cannot escape our situation with aone
magical jump. . . - We must begin in the situation
in which we find owurselves. but we must not submit
to it as to an irresistihble tyranny. if the sig—
nals of transcendence have become rumors in our
time, then we can set out to explore these
rumaors—and perhaps to follow them up to their
source .~

A sense of vocation permeates Berger’'s analyses of
a variety of topics. 0Our central concern is with his ap-
proach to religion and a more in—depth analysis of this
approach will occupy us in the next chapter of this
dissertation. We have looked at Weber s influence on
Berger’'s approach to religion in terms of Wertfreiheit,
Application and Yocation. It ise time to turn to the impor-—
tant contribution to his perspective that we find in the

phenomenclogical sociclogy of Alfred Schatz.

R. Alfred Schitz

The determining feature of Schitz s thought for
Berger’'s approach to religion is his emphasis on the con-

stituting function of the primordial life-world for man’s

=“=ZRerger explains what an ethic of responsibility in—
volves: YAgain: sociclogy cannct offer moral guidance.
Nevertheless, and paradoxically, it has a curious relation
to ethics, or at least to a particular kind of ethics. This
is what Max Weber called the ethics af responsibility (Ver—
antwortungsethik)—-—that is, an ethic that derives its cri-
teria for action fram a calculus of probable consequences
rather than from absclute principles.” The latter type,
Gesinnungsethiik refers to an ethic of absolute ends where
one’'s actions, regardless of the consequences, are deter-—
mined by the principles one espouses. (Sociclagy Reinter—
preted, p. 73}

=SRerger, Rumar of Angels, p. 95.



consciousness. Ry locating the genesis of consciousness
(meaning, language and thought) in the "pre—theoretical”
sphere of everyday experience, Schitz manifests a direct
link to the "science of true beginnings, aorigins, of rizo—
mata pantcon," as Husserl defined philosophy.=% This connec—
tion was not accidental, since, as Maurice Natanson noted,
"It was Husserl’'s theory of intentionality and his notions
af intersubjectivity and of the [lebenswelt which were to
guide Schiitz’s thought and to give it its specific
character."S=

In contrast to the classical tradition of
sociclogy of knowledge,® largely comprised of separate
investigations by Max Scheler, who first coined the term
"Wissenssoriaclogie" and Karl Mannheim, Berger and Luckmann
rercute the discussion away from its preoccupation with
"theaoretical thought, “ideas’, delitanschauwuungen," to "what
peaople 'know’ as ‘reality’ in their everyday, non—or pre—
theoretical lives."=7 The reconstructed socioclogy of know—
ledge s focal point on "commonsense knowledge" as opposed to
"theoretical foraulations of reality” does not preclude the
significance of the latter, but rather realigns power struc-

tures previously weighed in favor of sophisticated theories

S4Husserl, Fhilaosophy as Rigaorous Science, p. 146.

S3Maurice Hatanson, ed. and introduction to Alfred
Echats, Collected Papers: The Praoblem cof Social Reality,
Vol. I (The Hague: HMartinus Nijhoff, 1971}, introduction.

SeTraditionally understood as "concerned with the
relationship between human thought and the social context
within which it arises . . . . [it further] constitutes the
sociological focus aof a much mare general problem, that of
the existential determination (Seinsgebundenheit} of thought

as such . . ." The authors note that "the general problem
has been the extent to which thought reflects or is
independent of the proposed determinative factors.” (Berger

and Luckmann, Sacial Canstructicn, pp. 4-3).

S7Rerger and bLuckmann, Social Construction, p. 15.
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about reality. Following Husserl’'s "“famous marching order
for philosophers: Zurack zu den Sachen’——loosely translated
as “Back to things as they are!"™® Baerger and Luckmann’'s
task is to penetrate behind theoretical articulations of
reality to their primordial origins.

Interestingly enough, Schiitz was indebted to both
Weber ' s “verstehende Scriclagie” and Husserl's
transcendental phencmenclogy. This is evident in his 1932
wark, entitled The Mesningful Construction of the Saocial
World. We will focus, therefore, on the intricate
connaction between the sociology of Weber and the
phenomenclogy of Husserl as they are woven together by
Schittz and, in turn, drawn upon by Berger for his sociolagy
af knowledge. Weber ' s sociclagy. then, not only directly
influences Berger’ ' s approach to religion, but, moreover, is
intricately connected to the sociology of knowledge
caomponent of PBerger’'s method. We will attend first to the
manner 1n which Schitz fashicons an approach to social
reality grounded in the insights of both Websr and Husserl.

1. Per sinnhafte Aufbau der scrialen Wellt as a bridge
tween Weber's "verstehende Scriclogie” and

Husserl s phenomenclagy. and as precursor to Die

Etrukturen der lLebenswelt, a key socurce for

Berger and Luckmann’'s sociology of knowledge

George Walsh has correctly identified the form
which Schitz’ s "phenomenclogical study of the basic concepts
ot the sccial sciences" takes in The Meaningful Construction
of the Sagcial Worid as "that of a phenomanological ‘preface

to interpretive sociclogy, namely, the sociclogy of Max

F2Husserl as quoted [in M. Natanson], Edmund Husserl
(Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern U. Fress, 1973)}. pp-
42ff.,las found] in Berger, Heretical Imperative, p. 52. A
better translation is "To the things themselves" from the
German, “Jurdch zu den Sachen selbst.”
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Weber." % Schitz lauds Weber s recogniticn that the problem
of meaning 1is the "fundamental and basic principle of know—
ledge in the social world,"%? but at the same time points to
a sericus flaw in Weber’'s methodology. Weber' s methodology
is weakened by his uncritical use of an everyday inter—
pretation of meaning. Schiitz describes this average mindset
from which Weber derives his understanding of "meaning" as
follows:

For in the simple- -process of living we directly
experience our acts as meaningful, and we all take
far granted, as part aof our natural outlook on the
world, that others, too, directly experience their
action as meaningful in quite the same sense as we
would if we were in their place.<*

Since Weber does not critically assess the average notion of

"meaning,"*? Schutz harnesses his efforts in this essay to

SvGeorge Walsh, introduction to Schitz, Alfred, The
Phenomenalaogy af the Sacial World (Northwestern U. Press,
19267}y p. ¥vi. First published in Vienna by Julius Springer
in 1932 as Per sinnhafte Aurbau der sazrialen Welt.

“21hid., p. 43. He adds the following: “". . -« Weber’'s
wark, drawing together as it does so many of the currents of
his age, 1is throughout the unique product of an astonishing
genius. It was he who gave present—day German sociology its
direction insofar as it is a science rather than an
ideoclagy., and it was he who gave it the tocols it needed for
its task. . . . He defined the task of sociology not as
metaphysical speculation but as the simple and accurate
description of life in society.” (p- 3}

*rSchitz, Phenomenclogy of Social World, p. 9.

4=Gchititz explains that Weber "naively taok for granted
the meaningful phenomena of the social world as a matter of
intersubjective agreement in precisely the same way as we
all in daily life assume the existence of a lawful external
world conforming to the caoncepts of our understanding. . . .
We also believe that our interpretations of the meanings of
the actions of others are, on the whole, correct. But when
comman—sense assumptions are uncritically admitted into the
apparatus of a science, they have a way of taking their
revenge. . . . If this danger hangs over every science, its
threat to sociology is especially acute." (FPhencmenclaqy of
Sacial World, p. 9.}
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"anchor the methodological apparatus of interpretive socio-—
Iogy at a more accurate point than Max Weber was able to do"
by determining "the precise nature of the phencomenaon af
mesning and to do this by an analysis of the constituting
function."4>

Schitz occupies an intermediate position between
Weber ' s uncritical employment of the "natural® understanding
of meaning, and Husserl s project to radically bracket the
"Natural Standpoint" in his phenomenological investigations
into the “Lebenswell.”** Schitz's method of inquiry into
the everyday experience of meaning, takes the form of
critical scrutiny rather than naive acceptance, or radical
doubt. If we follow Schiitz’'s method, we recognize that
persons in the Natural attitude experience everyday life in
a meaningful manner, but we do not stop at this recognition.
Rather, we then organize and interpret everyday meaning in a
rigorous manner based on a careful awareness of how meaning
is itself constituted. We do not take for granted the idea
that social reality is meaningful,; but rather, rigorously
attempt to understand the phenomenon of meaning.- In this
way, the crucial transformation "at the core of sociological
interpretation” takes place whereby the first—order
constructs or typifications of everyday l1ife®® are

"transposed into a different world of meanings, namely that

asgchatz, FPhenamenclogy, p. 13.

“44The technical term for the bracketing of the Natural
Attitude 1s the "phenomenological reduction" or epache which
requires a disconnection of the “world given—to—me—as-being
there’ (als daseiende). Schitz cites Husserl ' s Ideas as his
scurce for this fundamental phenomenological principle.
Schiitz, Phencmenclagy, p. 43.

43First order constructs'” are defined by Schiitz as
"the already constituted meanings of active participants in
the social world . . . . the concepts peaple have aof the
meaning of their own and others® behavior and the concepts
they have of the meaning of artifacts of all kinds.®
Schatz, Phencmenalagy, p- 1@.
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of the social scientist."®® This is the sphere of second-—
order typifications, equally as significant as the former
for the task of sociological interpretation.=”

Before we embark on our voyage inta the conceptual
regions of Schiitz's thought, a few cautionary words are ne-—
cessary. First, while Schitz relies on Rergson’'s analysis
of "the phenomenon of inner duration"4® and Husserl’'s
"analysis af the constitution of subjective experience" in

£’

order to anchor Weber s “verstehende Soziclagie,” we our-—
selves are limited to mere "port-calls" at the harbors of
Bergson and Husserl. The mundane factors of time and
resogurces play a crucial role in our decision and while the
intellectual benefits of an extended socjourn in these re—

gions would be certain to result, these benefits can only be

noted in passing, as it were.

(a) Concerning Weber ' s distinction between
“Aktuelles Verstehen” and “Erkildrendes
Verstehen" or Direct observational understanding
and explanatory or motivational understanding

In order to grasp Schitz’'s critique aof Weber’'s
distinction between these two types of understanding, we
must first acquaint curselves with Weber s position on the
matter. Observational understanding is direct and

immediate, basing itself on a simple "noting" of outward

““Rerger and Kellner, Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 42.

*7FPaositivism results when second—order constructs are
imposed onto a situation without first taking cognizance of
the meanings already operative within the situatiaon [first
orderl. See Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 4@.

“485chitz describes Bergson’s central notiaon of the
“durée" 1in "Essal sur les danndes immédiates de la
canscience” (poorly translated as 7Time and fFree Will, 1888),
as “"the inner stream of duration" or "living within the
stream of experience" as oppased to "living within the world
aof space and time." Schitz, FPhencmenclogy, p. 45.
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movements of behaviar. Weber illustrates this type of
understanding with the activity of a woodcutter at work in a
farest. "He is chopping wood,"” we immediately surmise as we
stroll by his work area. We understand his activity by
observing his actions.

Motivational understanding contrasts with the
former since, in addition tao our observation of the
woodcutter ‘s feverish activity, we are also aware of the
circumstances under which he labors. Accordingly, cog—
nizance of the woodchopper’'s reasons far his activity (i.e.,
he chops the wood for his own use, for recreation or to work
off a fit of rage®”? locates the witnessed event in a con-
text of meaning (Sinnzusammenhang). Weber claims that any
science which is concerned with the "subjective meaning of
action" is dependent on the “Sinnzusammenhang” of action.

In simple terms, then, aobservational understanding notes
that something is happening; clarifying or motivational
understanding notes why the event occcurred. Weber argues
that if one grasps the “gemeinter Sinn“ {the intended
meaning) of an action, then one’'s explanation will be more
accurate and scientific than if the event is simply ob-
served.

Schiitz contends that Weber’'s distinction between
the two types of understanding is superficial. It is
superficial to say that motivational understanding provides
a mare accurate portrayal of "meaning" than observational,
because "meaning" is canstituted in the person’s activity
priar to the interpreter’'s observation aor questions.

Weber does not probe into the problem of how we

can comprehend the "other" but adopts the average nction

4*This i1llustration is found in Max Weber, Wirtschafit
und Geselischaft, pp. 26—-98, translated by A.M. Henderson
and T. Parsons under the title, The Theaorv af Sacial and
Econaomic Organization {(Glencoe, 1937) See Schitz,
Phenamenalogy . p- 253.



that if we inquire into the whys and wherefores of a
person’'s activity then somehow our understanding will be
adequate. Schiitz complains that Weber

does not try to identify the unique and
fundamental relation existing between the self and
the other self, that relation whose clarification
is essential to a precise understanding of what it
is to know another person.>?®

Ouwr purpose is not to discuss the problem of
intersubjective knowledge but rather, to pinpoint Schiitz’'s
solution to the gaps he finds in Weber's interpretative
sociology. That solution is to provide a foundational
understanding of meaning. His investigation led him toc an
analysis of subjectivity and the Jdurée wherein meaning is
pre—phenomenally constituted. According to Schatz,

What is given to both the acting self and the
interpreting ahserver is not only the single mean—
ingful act and the context or configuration of
meaning to which it belongs but the whole social
world in fully differentiated perspectives.®?*

Along with a praoper awareness of context, the
interpreter requires "knowledge of the actor's past and fu-—
ture”">2 in order to better grasp an actor’'s motivations.
Accordingly, Schitz supplements Weber s loose employment of

"motivational understanding." with the concepts of “in-—
aorder—to motives" (U4m—zu—Motiv) directed towards the future,
and "because—motives" (Meil-Mogtiv) coming at the present
from the past. But vyet, the tempaoral dimension is not
sufficient to give an adequate portrayal of "intended
meaning.” Even though one can receive a reply oriented in
terms of past or future when the question is posed to the

woodcutter, "why are you cutting the wood?," Schiitz makes it

clear that "the statement of the "motive’ by no means gives

S@21hid., p. 27.
PrSchutz, Phengmencliogyv, p. B.

>2Ibid., p. 27.



&6

an exhaustive account of the whole structure of “intended
meaning. "= In fact, Schutz claims that the woodcutter
already has taken for granted the meaning of his action and
accardingly, chaps the wood.

Delving further into the solution which Schutz
supplies to Weber ' s naive utilization of "meaning," we ap-—
proach a radically different understanding of temporality
from the traditional understanding based on space and
clocked time. In order to grasp Schutz’s notion of
temporality, we must note his distinction between
lived experience and reflected—upon experience. Aided by
Bergson’'s distinction between "living within the stream of
experience and living within the world of space and time,"®<
Schitz describes our experience in duration as "a constant
transition from a naw—thus to a new now—thus," rather than
Ya being that is discrete and well-—-defined.">= Reflection,
which is closely related to attention, takes place when we
turn back against the stream. Schitz explains:

However, when by my act of reflection, I turn ey
attention to my living experience, I am no longer
taking up my position within the stream of pure
duration, I am no longer simply living within that
flow. . . . What had first been constituted as a
phase now stands ocut as a full-blown experience,
no matter whether the Act of attention is one of
reflection or of reproduction. For the Act of
attention——and this is of major importance for the
study of meaning——presupposes an elapsed, passed-—
away experience——in short, one that is already in
the past, regardless of whether the attention in
question is reflective or reproductive.>®

Therefore, argues Schiitz, the interpreter’'s knowledge of the

meaning of action is restricted to past actions: “"Only from

>¥GSchutz, FPhenomenalogy ., p- 2%9.
S45chutz, Phenomenclaogvy, p. 43.
=3Ihid.

Se5chatz, Phenomenclcgy, p. 91
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the point of view of the retrospective glance do there exist
discrete experiences. 0Only the already experienced is mea—
ningful, not that which is being experienced."®” Meaning
then, is not something which can be tacked on to a given
experience,®®® but rather, 1s “a certain way of directing
one’'s gaze at an item of ane’'s own experience . . . [1t is]}
a peculiar attitude on the part af the Ego toward the flow
of its own duration."®%

The implications of this phenomenclogical defini-—
tion of meaning for the social sciences will be disclosed in
more detail as we turn ocur "reflective gaze" to Schitz’s
commentary on Weber's distinction hetween meaningful action

and meaningful behavior.

(b) Concerning Weber 's distinction between
meaningful action and meaningful behavior

If, te illuminate what has to this point been
said, I were to link together observational understanding
with meaningful behavior; and motivaticonal understanding
with meaningful action, the crucial insight which separates
Schittz from Webs+ would be manifest. The problem with
Weber = distinction between the two forms of “"Verstehen" and
between action and behavior, is that he uncritically assigns
a legitimate hermeneutical status to action and motivational
understanding. Schitz argues that Weber’ = belief that

a
action involves conscious activity, and behavior unconscious

activity, 1s superficial since meaning is already

>7Ihkid., p. S2.

Se85chutz asserts the following: "By nc means 1s
meaning a predicate of an individual experience——a
conclusion suggested by such usages as "having meaning,
‘meaning—bearing,’ and ‘meaningful. " *® Ibid., p. 42.

2¥8chatz, FPhenomenclogyv. p. 42.
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constituted at the primordial levels denoted by behavior and
abservational understanding.

Even though meaning is already constituted at the
level of behavior, we cannot articulate what the meaning of
experiences “x, y, and z" is while we are living through
these experiences. Any speech about meaning presupposes an
abruption of the durée, an Act arf attenticn or the reflec-—
tive turning—-back of one’'s gaze an hehavior already exper—
ienced. Schitz concludes then

that the concept of meaning and its problematic
have no application to life considered as dura-—
tion. It would be trivial at the very least to
say that the unreflected—upon Here and Now is
meaningful. The Acts of the cogito in which the
Ego lives, the living present in which the Ego is
borne along from each Here and Now to the next——
these are never caught in the cone of light. They
fall, therefore outside the sphere of the meaning-—
ful. ©On the contrary {and this also emerges from
our argument): the actual Here and Now of the
living Ego is the very saurce cof the 1ight, the
apex from which emanate the rays spreading out
cone—like over the already elapsed and receding
phases of the stream of duration, illuminating
them and marking them off from the rest of the
stream.e?

In short, the basis for Schitz’'s assertion that it is tri-
vial to assign the pgredicate "meaningful” to the flow of
lived experience, is that life IS meaningful whether we
attentively turn cur gaze to it or not. It is constituted
at 1ts most primordial level by meaning. This constitution
provides the ground upon which we can live, refiect and

assign to our experiences the predicate "meaning.”

e25chitz, FPhenomenalagy, p. 7@.
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(c) Summary

The guestion which naturally arises out of this
brief excursion through Schiitz's critique of Weber's “ver—
stehende Soziclagie" is whether the first pillar upon which
Rerger ‘s sociolagical perspective rests (Weber's sociology,)
is sufficient for a successful approach to religion. I
propaose that the work of Schitz and Weber must be seen to
build upon one another. WKWhile Weber contributes to the
social sciences the axiom that "the essential function of
social sciences [is] to be interpretive . . . to understand
the subjective meaning of action," Schdtz provides the sy-—
stematic foundation for applying the axiom with his clear
analysis of the “characteristics of understanding (Verste-
hen,} of subjective meaning (gemeinter Sinn) and of action
{(Handeln.)}"®* A positive assessment of Weber’'s role in
socioleogy is found in several places throughout Per sinn-

hatlte Aufbau.o=

“1G5. Walsh in A. Schitz, Phencomenalogy, p. #xi.

“23chiitz prefaces his 1932 study with the following
comments: “The present study is based on an intensive con-—
cern of many vyears’ duraticn with the theoretical writings
of Max Weber. During this time 1 hecame convinced that
while Weher s appirocach was correct and that he had deter-—
mined conclusively the proper starting point of the philosc—
ghy of the social sciences, nevertheless his analyses did
nat go deeply encugh to lay the foundations on which alone
many 1mportant problems of the human sciences could be
solved. Above all, Weber s centiral concept of subjective
meaning calls far thoroughgoing analysis. As Weber left
this concept, it was little more than a heading for a number
of important problems which he did not examine in detail,
even though they were hardly fareign to him. Almost all
these piroblems are closely related toc the phenomencon of the
lived experience of time {(or internal time-sense), which can
be studied only by the most rigorous philaosophical reflec-—
tion. Only when we have grasped the nature of the internal
time—consciousness can we attack the caomplicated structure
of the concepts of the human sciences." Fhenomenclogy, p-

HWXAL -



Clearly, Schitz is committed to building upon
rather than destroying Weber' s "primitive" notions of mean—
ing- I believe that the "phenomenoclogical preface”" which
Schitz gives to Weber’'s notion of meaning not only illumi-—
nates but also enriches Berger ' s socialogy of knowledge
approach to religion. Finally., there 1is no quarrel between
Schiitz and the Weberian legacy of socioclagy so far as the
methodological procedures of valuefreeness, objectivity and
application are concerned. Schiitz asks: "Now in what does
Max Weber’ 's great achievement consist?" With his answer I
will conclude this section:

In the first place, he was one of the first to
proclaim that the social sciences must abstain
from value judgments. He took up the battle a-
gainst those political and moral ideclogies which
all too easily influence the judgment of the so-—
cial scientist, whether this influence is con—
scious or not. In the same vein, he defined the
task of sociology not as metaphysical speculation
but as the simple and accurate description of life
in society.eS

2 Terminolagy taken from Die Strukturen der
lebensweit employed by Berger and Luckmann in their
revised socioclogy of knowledge as outlined in
The SGocial Construction of Reality

The "phenomenological preface" which Schiitz gives
to Weber's "verstehende Scoriclogie" not only serves to en-—
rich our understanding of Weber's scocioclogy. but also pro-—

es the "springbocard” for the final section aof this chap-—

jul
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tar. In the pages to follow, we will examine the technical
notions pertinent to Berger’'s sociology of knowledge
approach tc religion garnered from Schitz’'s analysis of the
structures of the Lifeworld. For the purpose at hand, a

brief reconnaissance aof a} the Pre-scientific Lifeworld and

e>Schitz, Fhenomenclogy,., p- 9.



b) language and symbols, will satisfy our purpose to
comprehend the central notions of Berger’'s socioclogy of

knowledge.

(a) The Lifeworld

In the preceding section, I endeavored to retrieve
from Schiitz"s earliest published study, Der sinnhaflte Aufbau
der sarialen Welt, his analysis of how meaning constitutes
itself prior to reflection. Just as on the individual
level, meaning is constituted in internal—-time-
consciousness {the Jurdge), so, on a larger scale, societal
meaning 1s already constituted in the intersubjective
lifeworld shared with others.®? Since "all social sciences
are objective—-meaning-—contexts of subjective meaning—
contexts,"e® Schitz makes it his task to scientifically
assess this pre-scientific world. He is impressed by the
fact that "the basis of meaning (Sinnfundament) in every
science is the pre—scientific lifeworld which is the ocne and
unitary lifewarld of myself, of you, and of us all."ee

Schiitz"s methodoclogical procedure cuts a middle
course between that of Weber and Husserl. This has already
been noted but it is worth repeating. While Webetr uncriti-

cally incorporated an everyday interpretation of “meaning”

“4Concerning the intersubjective character of the
lifeworld, Berger and Luckmann write: "The reality of
everyday life further presents itself to me as an
intersubjective world, a world that I share with others.
This intersubjectivity sharply differentiates everyday life
fram other realities of which I am consciocous. I am alone in
the warld of my dreams, but I know that the world of
everyday life is as real to others as it is to myself.™
Social Constructian, p. 23.

e25chiitz, FPhencmenclogy, p-. 241.

eeSchttz, "FPhenomenclogy and the Social Sciences,"
article in Joseph Kockelmans, ed. FPhenomenclcgy: The
Fhilaosaphy of Edmund Husserl and its Interpretation {New
York: Doubleday, 1967), p. 432.
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for his study of social reality, Schitz insisted on a
thorough philoscophical inquiry into the phenomenon of
meaning. Although Schiitz adopted Husserl s vital insight

that

every reflection finds its evidence only in the
process of recurring to its originally founding
experience within this lifeworld, and 1t remains
the endless task of thought to make intelligible
the intentional constitution of the contributive
subjectivity in reference to this its basis of
meaning.®”

he did not advocate Husserl s method of bracketing the natu-
ral attitude. Against Husserl's epacﬁg'which suspends the
natural belief that the world is ordered and meaningful,
Schittz incorporates his own epache, an “epaoche of the
Natuwral Attitude." This epaoché suspends the doubt of the
phenaomenologist. Schiitz begins, in other words, with the
Natural Attitude. He commences his study of social reality
by “bracketing the phenomenclaogical brackets.™

Sociclogical analysis, then, accomplished in the
manner advocated by Schiitz, takes a mediate position to that
of Weber and Husserl on the problem of meaning. Armed with
a sophisticated grasp of how meaning is constituted in the

subjectivity of the individual and extending outward into

“7Schiutz, “Fhenomencicgy and the Sacial Sciences”
Collected Papers, Volume 1.
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the intersubjective lifeworld,®® the sociologist, then, ana-
lyses "what is going on®” in the reality around him or her.
What, then, is the significance of the lifeworld
for a sociology of knowledge approach to religion? Since
meaning is constituted pre-reflectively in consciousness, a
sociology of knowledge approach to religion will analyse
religion first, in terms of its pre—analytical constructs
situated in the lLebenswelt. The lifeworld, therefore, is
the workshop of meaning for society, and religion “"implies
the farthest reach of man’'s self-externalization, of his
infusion of reality with his own meanings."®% In fact,
Berger defines religion as "the audacious attempt to
conceive of the entire universe as being humanly
significant."”® Equipped with the insight that meaning is
pre—phenomenally constituted in consciousness, BRerger
locates the pre—theocretical origins of religion in the
lifeworld, the world of human solidarity, activity and

experience.

“8a . N. Whitehead, author of FProcess and Reality, is
also in the company of those thinkers who locate the
foundations of thought and knowledge in the febenswelt.

He argued that "all modern philosophy hinges round the
difficulty of describing the world in terms of subject and
predicate, substance and gquality, particular and universal.
The result always does violence to that immediate experience
which we express in our actions, our hopes, our sympathies,
our purposes, and which we enjoy in spite of our lack of
phrases for its verbal analysis. We find ocurselves in a
buzzing warld, amid a democracy of fellow creatures;
whereas, under some disgquise or cother, orthodox philosophy
can only introduce us to seolitary substances, each enjoying
an illusory experience." Process and Reality (New York:
MacMilian Co.. 1929}, pp. 78-79.

“%Rerger, The 5S5acred Canopy, pp. 27-28.

7eIbid.
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{b) Language and Signification
Having its origin in everyday life, language "as

the most important sign system of human society," embodies
the original expressions of meaning in pre-reflective con—
sciousness. Berger and Luckmann note, in fact, that
"through language an entire world can be actualized at any
moment."7*

Berger and Luckmann distinguish between
“objectivations,"”® "signification," and "symbolism" +to
portray the fullness and extent of human meaningfulness,—
from humble origins to "mansions on high." At the primitive
level we find those "products of human activity" which may
aor may ncot have served as "an index of subjective
meanings."”7~ "Objectivations," such as the first crudely
fashioned weapons intended for the purpose of survival, were

not explicitly meant to express the subjectivity of our

ZiBerger and Luckmann, Sccial Construction - =9
b >

7Zpespite its clumsiness. I use the term
"objectivation" in faithfulness to the text. BRerger
distingquishes between the more natural—sounding term,
*objectification” and 1its npext of kin. "objectivation." He
describes objectivation as "that process whereby human
subjectivity embodies itself in products that are available
to oneself and one’'s fellow men as elements of a commaon
world.” (Berger and Pullberg, "Reification and
Conscliousness,"” p. 199) These products are both material
and non—material. (p. 2080y Tools are an abvious example of
material objectivations. “Signs" and Langusage are non-—
material objectivations. Objectification, on the other
hand, 1s defined as "the moment in the process of
abhjectivation in which man establishes distance from his
producing and 1ts groduct, such that he can take cognizance
af i1t and make of it an object of his consciousness.” {p-.
20} Accordingly,. "man produces material teools in the
nrocess of obijectivation which he then aobijiectifies by means
aof language, giving them “a name’ that is "known’® to him
from then on and that he can communicate te others." (ibid)
Simply stated, then, objectivations are a product of pre—
reflective conscicusness; cobjectifications are refiections
about the products of pre-reflective consciousness.

7=Rerger and Luckmann, Sagcial Construction, p. =5.



ancient progenitors. Those weapons may or may ncot have
constituted political statements of power with which to
intimidate the hostile neighbors. Given certain exigencies,
however, our forbearers may have convened a council to
deliberate over a strategy for survival and power. A plan
may have evolved to construct one hundred slingshots and
fifty crossbows, word of which would have restrained any
unfriendly designs on the vulnerable group. By this
process, weapons, prevreflectively constructed te hunt
animals for sustenance, became charged with significance.

“Signification," as a "special but crucially
important case of objectivation," has language as its
paramount example. While objectivations do not explicitly
convey meaning, signs are intended for that purpose as
i1llustrated by the weapons produced by our crafty and
prudent forbearers. Signs do not rely on the "here and now"”
for the transmission of their significance. Language, with
its "variety and complexity" recurringly transcends the
limits of one particular space—time continuum.

We enter a region of symbols at the peint where
the significatory scheme of lanquage transcends the "para-—
mount reality” of everyday life. Like the fluid connections
between objectivations and signification, symbols maintain
their uniqueness while weaving themselves intc the everyday
world. Symbols mediate hetween everyday reality, and what
Berger and Luckmann term “"finite provinces of meaning””4
which are enclosed within the "paramount reality" of

everyday life. To enter a finite province of meaning

7arrinite provinces of meaning" are defined as
"enclaves within the paramount reality marked by
Circumscribed meanings and modes of experience." (Sacial
Construction, p. 23} They are characterized by a "turning
away of attention from the reality of everyday life."
(ibid} BRerger and Luckmann list art and religion as
"endemic producers of finite provinces of meaning."™ (ibid)
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involves escaping or "turning one’s back" on the order of
everyday life.

A "coffee break" illustrates how this rupture
takes place. After three hours of steady hammering and
nailing, the carpenter ambles over to his truck and pulls
out a thermaos of steaming coffee. 0Or, a financial advisor
for a prestigious downtown investment firm leaves her office
after four hours of consultation with clients, takes an
elevator to the ground floor and purchases a hotdog and coke
from a street vendor. In both cases, a conscious choice to
“"take a break" marks the point of departure for entry into a
"finite province of meaning” or, as it is also called, an
*enclave." In both cases, the disciplined structure under
which their thought had been organized is relaxed.
Momentarily, our carpenter and financial advisor are
transported to another world of meaning, still rooted in the
ground of everyday parameters of behavior. For a few brief
moments,. the pressing concerns of the previous three ar four
hours have been superceded by a splendid form of
forgetfulness. Berger and Luckmann are correct to point out

that art and religion "are endemic producers” of these “"en-—

claves" but as we saw in the above examples, there are other
mare down to earth instigators for "aesthetic holidays.®
Through signification, symbols abstracted from e—
veryday experience are constructed and brought back to con-
front us in our everyday shared experience. Accordingly, a
primitive shrine constructed over the grave of our forbear-—
sr's first victim to the power—-politics of their hostile
neighbors,. takes center stage in the experience of our an—
cient mothers and fathers. Fires are maintained and conch—
shells sounded to the accompaniment of rhythmic drumbeats
every dawn and sunset until the completion of the project to
construct one hundred slingshots and fifty crosshows. The
victim’'s death is recalled as the ritual reminders are soun-—

ded every morning and evening in the busy village. With the
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first victim of war, the weapons previously constructed to
check any intention of aggression by the enemy are now con—
structed to destroy the enemy. The weapon’'s significance,
therefore, has changed for the second time. Meanwhile, the
victim s death has become a tangible symbol for encroaching
chaos and Ancmie, something which can only be overcome with
the group s determination and solidarity.

Through language, we build highly complex
symbolic worlds which "appear to tower over the reality of
everyday life like gigantic presences from another world.®”=
Beirge+r believes that religion, science and art constitute
our most important constructed symbolisms. He defines
religion as "the establishment, thirough human activity, of
an all-embracing sacred order, that is, of a sacred cosmos
that will be capable of maintaining itself in the ever—
present face of chaos."7e

In order to familiarize gurselves with Berger’'s
approach to religion, i1t will be necessary to outline his
idea of religion. The preceding reconnaissance of the ori-
gin of symbols in pre—reflective consciocusness and everyday
life serves as a prolegomencn to a fuller treatment of his

idea of religion in the next chapter of this dissertation.

We have emphasized that EBerger’'s approach to reli-—
gion must be understood in terms of his sccioclogical per-—
spective. In the Tirst chapter we examined what BRerger
means by “sociolegical®” and "perspective" in order to
determine what his approach is and what it is not. The
present chapter constituted an excavation beneath Berger’'s

explanation of what his socioclogical perspective entails, to

73Rerger and bLuckmann, Sacial Construction, p. 40.

74Rerger, Sacred Canopy, p- 21.
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the theoretical sources for his approach. We have focussed
on the two intellectual "giants”" in Berger’'s thought, Max
Weber and Alfred Schitz. We have also demonstrated the
consistency with which Berger has adhered to his
sociological perspective throughout the period of time
covered in this dissertation. The substance of the next
chapter consists of a locok at what Berger has achieved with
his approach ta religion. In other words, we will
concentrate on his analysis of religion, an analysis rooted
in the sociclogical perspective with which the phenomenon is

viewed.



CHAPTER THREE

Berger’'s Analysis of Religion

Underlying the preceding two chapters has been the
proposition that a substantial grasp of Berger’'s reflections
concerning religion, both qua sociologist and qua "lay
theclagian," depends on an adequate account of his
socialogical perspective. Accordingly, we have looked at
his "madus cgperandi" in some detail. Our scrutiny of
Berger’'s sociclogical perspective has, to this point, been
fairly abstract, concentrating on its cognitive
presuppositions. Our present aim is, therefore, to view it
in relation to a specific sphere of inquiry.——that of the
social reality of religious phenomena.

Our focal shift, therefore, will be from form to
content. To this point, our assessment of Berger’'s approach
to religion has concentrated on the approach itself. It 1is
therefore appropriate, at this juncture, to review what
Berger has to say about religion. In other words, before we
can evaluate dual-citizenship as an appreach to religion, we
must acquaint ourselves with Berger’'s analysis of religion
based on the appreacih he takes. Is his analysis of religion
cansicstent with the approach he takes? How does a dual-
citizenship approach to religion work out in practice? In
the pages to foliow, we will find that, indeed, Berger’'s
analysis of religion harmonizes with his approach, and,

moreover, that Berger "practices what he preaches."” That

79
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is, HBerger’'s analysis of religion provides an excellent
erxample of "dual—-citizenship"” at work.

As we begin our probe into Rerger’'s analysis of
religion it is relevant to point out two conceptual shifts
in his work. The first concerns his switch from a neo-
orthodox to a classical Protestant liberal approach to theo-
logy.* and the second involves his move from a "relaxed" to
a "more militant" substantive definition of religion.® QOur
discussion will focus, first; on the reasons for these
conceptual shifts, and second, on his analysis itself, of
religion.

We will begin by looking at how Berger approaches

the perennial question in the study of religion, namely,

1Rerger mentions this shift in the second appendix to
The Sacred Canapy (1947) entitled "Scociological and
Theological Perspectives: "The differentiation between
‘religion’ and “Christian faith’ was an important ingredient
in the argument of The Frecaricus Visicon which took a neo—
orthodox approach at least at that point (something,.
incidentally, that was perceived mare clearly by some
critics than by myself at the time}. This differentiation,
and the consequences drawn from it, now seem guite
inadmissibie to me." He then goes on to elucidate the
weaknesses with his earlier approach to theological matters
and outlines the reasons for his affinity with "the spirit
af classical Frotestant liberalism.” (pp- 183-184)

2This change occurred in the third Feriod, "1976-1978"
and is marked by an address given to the American Academy of
Religion (1973} entitled “Some second Thoughts on
Substantive versus Functional Definitions of Religion.” in
that address, Berger compared his revised position with one
previously held: "But my old position (I stated 1t briefly
in an appendix to my book, The Sacred Canapy in 17587} was
that there is little point to arguing about definitions.
After all, definitions are always ad hoc canstructs. They
dan't fall from heaven. They have a specific cognitive
purpose. To some extent, definitions are a matter of taste.
Conseguently, my attitude to different definitions of
religion was one of relaxed ecumenical tolerance. It is
this attitude that I would like to revise now: I have
become more militant in my opposition to functional
definitions." (Journal for the Scientific Study aof Religion
152 1974, June, p. 127}
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"what exactly is religion?" The reasons for his substantive
approach to the task of defining religiocn coupled with the
thearetical compaonents informing his preference, will con-
stitute the framework for our initial analysis. Equipped
with a handle to the question aof haw he gains access to
religious phenomena, we will then lock at the definition
itself. Here, our attention will be drawn to two central
categories, "the sacvred” and "the superpatural.” A sorting
out of the relationship between these categories will
precede a more precise account of his definition. Following
Rerger's definition of religion, we will look at the
distinctions he makes between three different forms of
religion, namely.,——experience, tradition and reflection.
Finally, we will look at Berger’'s reflections concerning

religion, that is, his "theology."

fAi. Religion Defined

Eerger follows "Weber's methodological premise, .
- - that any human meaning must, first of all. be understood
in its own terms, “from within,  in the sense of those who
adhere to it."™ He opts for a substantive approach,
therefore, one which focusses on what the subject means and
involves. He differs from Weber, however, concerning the
proper sequence of defimnition and research:

I am not at all convinced by Weber ' s position an
the proper sequence of definition and substantive
research, since the latter can only proceed within
a frame of reference that defines what is relevant
and what is irrelevant in terms of the research.®

SRerger. "Gecond Thoughts on Definitions of Religion "
p. 127.

“Rerger, Sacred Cancpy, pp. 1753-176.



Using the metaphor of mountain climbing, we can translate
the above to mean that one must be properly equipped for the
trek prior to setting forth. 0Or, before ascending the
mountain, one should have a clear idea of "mountain peak."
In this case, BRerger requires an explicit definition aof
religious phenomena before it is investigated. The conse—
quence of avoiding a specific definition is too costly for
Berger ' = taste: "Either . . . the area of research becomes
fuzzy or, . - . one operates with implicit rather than ex—
plicit definitions." Accordingly, "the more desirable
course" is that of "explication."®

Berger’'s "relaxed ecumenical" posture concerning
the question of “functionalist" versus "substantive" defini-
tions of religion in 1967 had, by 1973, become hardened. He
articulated his “more militant” opposition to functionalist
definitions of religion at the 1973 meeting for the American
Academy of Religion in Chicago. In the interim he had be-
come 1increasingly concerned with the phenomenon of secu—
larization, concluding that a functional definition of reli-
gion played into the hands of those individuals who
advocated a worldview bereft of the supernatursal.

His critique of functional definitions of religion
has not changed since 1947. Carefully distinguishing bet-
ween the functionalism of Luckmann and Durkheim respective-—
ly., Berger nevertheless criticizes both for their uncritical
interpretation of religion. Durkheim, for example, believed
that religion as a "social fact" was neo more or no less than
an institution. Even though his formal definition of
religion includes the concept of "sacred." his understanding

af the term is limited.® As Roger 0 Toole points out,

SBerger . Sacred Canopy. p. 176.

“Durkheim defines religion as "a unified system of
beliefs and practices relative to sacred things, that is to
{continued...)
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Durkheim excludes any connotation of mystery, “the unknown,
the unutterable and the infinite" in his usage of the term
“"sacred."” Mareover, by excluding mystery from his
definition and emphasizing collective “beliefs and prac—
tices” which glue together a fixture called "the church,”
Durkheim’ s definition of religion could accommodate itself
to traditionally "unreligiocus” social institutions such as
Government, the TSE or even Harold Rallard’'s "Cathedral,"
otherwise known as Maple Leaf Gardens (a good example of
religion in decline, despite its profits and regular full-
house attendance.) Rerger criticizes the functionalist
approach because it casts over the topic too broad a
"definitional net."” With functionalism, religion could
"include such meaning—complexes as nationalism, or
revolutiaonary faiths, or the nability ethos."®

His critique of Luckmann's definition of religion,

“"very clearly in the Durkheimian tradition,"” slightly di-

e{...continued}
say, things set apart and forbidden——beliefs and practices
which unite into one single moral community called a church,
all those wha adhere to them. The second element which thus
finds a place in our definition is no less essential than
the first; for by showing that the idea of religion is
inseparable from that of the church,. it makes it clear that
religion should be an eminently collective thing." Emile
Durktheim, The Elementary Faorms of the Religiacus Life,
Translated by J.W. Swain (New York: Collier books, 19&61.
first published in 19212}, pp. 62-63, as quoted in Rager
O0"Toole. Religicn: (Classic Sociclogical Appraoaches,
{Toronto: McGraw—-Hill Ryerson, 1784}, p. 78.

7Ibid.

®kerger, "Second Thoughts on Definitions of Religion.,”
p. 1i28.

7As contained in Das Frobiem der Religian in der moder—
nen Gesellscharft (1963) translated in English the title
reads The Invisible Religian: The FPrablem of Religicn in
Modern Society (New York: The Macmillan Co.., 1967).
Luckmann writes: "It is in keeping with an elementary sense
{continued...)



84

varges fraom that of Durkheim. Since Luckeann’ s definition
is "augmented by general anthropoclogical definitions,” reli-
gion is more than the sum total of historically relative
institutions. Berger paraphrases Luckmann’'s conception of
religiaon as “the capacity of the human organism to transcend
its biological nature through the construction of abjective,
morally binding., all—embracing universes of meaning."*®
While he shares lLuckmann’'s anthropological presuppositions,
Eerger is unhappy that once again too breoad a "definitional
net” is cast: "Everything genuinely human i1s ipsc facto
religicus." He fears that this premise could be ideoclogi-
cally employed to level off the genuinely Ysupernatural:”
"It is one thing to point up the anthropological foundations
of religion in the human capacity for self-transcendence,
quite another teo equate the two."12

Berger's solidified critique of functional defini-
tians of religion did not emerge out of a vacuum. Living
through a period of time which saw secularirzation become the
norm and “"death of God" theology dominate religious thought,
Berger decided, against the stream, in favour of a substan—
tive definition of religicn. The consequences of a func-—
ticnal apprcach viglated his emphasis on the profound

of that phenomenon which is situated in the

experiential realm where the "sacred" and "supernatural”

i A

overlap. FHe believed that without religious meaning. which
ipsg facta brings order and stability, individuals and
sacieties would not survive. From a functional standpoint,

erience of the "sacred" and Ysupernatural" is glossed

1t
)
m
m
gn

T{...continued!}
of the concept of religion to call the transcendence of
binlogical nature by the human corganism a religious phenome—
nan. " (p. 49 as quoted in 0 ' Toole, Religicn: Classic
Appraaches, p. 2Z224.}

1@Herger, Sacred Canapy, p- 176.

**Rerger, Sacred Cancpy. p. 177.



over or repudiated. It 1s this very experience*® which,
according tao Berger, constitutes the beginning and end of
religion. Clearly, then, a functionalist approach would
miss the essence of religion. When "religicus phenomena" is
vaguely associated with "the truly human” or an institution,
“it is no longer perceived"; it becomes "absorbed into a
night in which all cats are grey."” He pinpoints the
“"greyness" as

the secularized view of reality in which any mani-—
festation of transcendence [is}, . - -
meaningless, and therefore can only be dealt with
in terms of social or psychological functions that
can be understood without reference to trans-—
cendence.1=

Andrew J. Weigert raises the appropriate point
that substantive definitions of religion are not immune to
ideclogical misuse.? Unfortunately, he does not illustrate
his argument but church history records instances where a
sacred—supernatural definition of religion went hand in hand
with such "inspiring" events as heretic—burning and blood-
thirsty crusades against "infidels," in order to ensure its
place of authority over evervyone.

In arder to answer UWeigert. it is important to see
that Berger does not necessarily subscribe to or believe 1n
the categories inherent to religious phenomena but rather,

posits "the supernatural” and "the sacred" as

*ZRBerger 1s clear about where the study of religion
must begin and end: YBeyond all the relativities of history
and of mundane reality as such, it is this care experience,
in 1ts various forms, that must constitute the final
ocbijective of any inquiry into the religious phenomenon.”

The Heretical Imperaltive, p. 5@.

*=RBerger, "Second Thoughts on Definitions of
Religion," p. 129.

r4hndrew J. Weigert, “Comment and Reply: Functional,
Substantive, or Folitical? A Comment on Berger's °~Second
Thoughts on Defining Religion " Jgournal for the Scientific
Study cof Religion 13 (1974), 483-486.
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phenomenologically—derived terms based on an analysis of
religion “from within." In other words, the terms describe
the phenomenon of religion. They indicate "what is." not
what "ought to be."

Fhillip £. Hammond fears that by refraining to
cast too broad a “definitional net" aover religious pheno-
mena, Rerger excludes too much from the investigation:

By insisting on the substantive characteristic
‘transcendence,’ Berger keeps a clear focus on what he
does study, it is true; but it is a focus——because of
secularization—on a smaller and smaller

category.*®

Rerger's response is that one should not be unduly
influenced by an apparent tidal wave of secularization. The
*smaller and smaller category." in fact, works to Berger’'s
advantage because he is able ta concentrate on his topic,

"religion." He is not misled by the pseudo-religious.*®

*3Phillip E. Hammond, "Religion in the Modern World" in
Hunter, James Davison and Ainlay, Stephen C., editors.
Making Sense aof Maodern Times: Peter L. Berger and the
Visian of Interpretive Sociaglaogy (London: Routledge and
Kegan Faul, 1986}, p. 1358.

**Ta Hammond = article Berger responded: *1 have been
concerned for a long time to define religion substantively
rather than functiconally; both my Weberian and my
phenomenological prejudices have compelled me in this
direction: Only after the meaningful substance of religion
is apprehended by way of verstehen should one, logically.
turn to the gquestion of how religion functions in societys
the reverse starting point, typical of structural functional
theories, puts the cart before the horse. So far, so good.
But I don't agree with Hammond that this procedure precludes
the sociclogical study of new religiocus meanings that may
appear under the garb of secularity. If these meanings
really are religious, then one will not be misled by the
secular garb: if, by the aforesaid definition, one will call
these meanings quasi-or even pseudo-religious, this
appellation by no means precludes their being studied
sociolaogically.” Berger, "Epilogue" in Hunter and Ainlay,
editors, Making Sense of Modern Times, pp. 23@-231.
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Critics will demand that BRerger relinquish the
scientific label he attaches to his study qua sociologist,
since he choases a definition which stresses the
"supernatural” element of religiocus experience. What they
overlook is the methodological requirements which he imposes
upon himself. In other words, there is a crucial difference
between believing in the supernatural on the one hand, and
analysing it on the other. For the study of religion to
succeed, there must be a fundamental distinction between
reason and faith; science and metaphysics; reflection and

belief.

1. The Definition

Rudaolf Otto concluded, in his classic analysis of
religious phenomena, that within the "real innermost caore"
of every religion lived an “unnamed Something" which he
designated as the “"numinous."*” Unsatisfied with the

traditionally understood meaning of "holy" as "absolute

goodness,"” Otto sought for a term which would express the

"unique original feeling-response, which can be in itself

ethically neutral." at the core of religion. Accordingly,

H

he coined the word "numinous." from the Latin "Numen"

{(meaning "divine nad.") Otteo cautioned against endeavouring

tc define "numinous®" stating., instead, that one must be

"awakened," receive a “divine nad" as it were, in order for

i1t to be accurately understood:

This mental state [a "numinous’ state of mind] is
perfectly sui generis and irreducible to any
ather; and therefore, like eveiry absolutely pri-
mary and elementary datum, while it admits of
being discussed, it cannot be strictly defined. .

*7Rudolf Otto, The Idea of the Holyv, trans. by John W.
Harvey (New York: Oxford U. Press, 198i. First published
1923),. p. 6.
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. . There is only one way to help ancther to an
understanding of 1t. . . . In other words our
Christianity cannot, strictly speaking, be taught,
it can only be evoked, awakened in the mind; as
everything that comes “of the Spirit’ must be
awakened.*®

Otto's topography of religious experience together
with Schiitz ' s analysis of how the "paramount reality" of
everyday life is breached,. constitute the two key sources
for Berger’'s own definiticn of religiocn. Appraoaching
religion "“from within," he relies both on the substantive
categories employed by 0Otto {(“numinous," i.e., that which is
"tataliter aitter,") and Schiitz's phenomenoclogical
description of the manner by which the "paramount reality"
of "everyday life" is breached creating a multiplied “real"
texture of experience. Located within that texture of
experience are "enclaves," whose existence suggests anocther,
possibly more real reality than that of the sundane.

The central categories in Berger’'s definition of
religion are "the sacired” and "the supernatural." His
employment of these fundamental terms can be readily
documented in the primary source literature over the past

£

thirty years. 6As we fTollow the intriguing developmen
'
o

Berger’'s definition of religion we witness a growing and

maturing conception of “"the sacred." "the supernatural™ and
their relaticnship to one another.

In A Rumor aof Angels, for instance
the terms "supernatural" and "sacred" synonymously.
"Sacred" is identified as the reality encountered in
religious experience. In the language of Ottc, it is
"“totally other’ than ardinary, bhuman phenomena, and in this

‘otherness” [i1t]l . . . impresses man &s an overwhelming,

awesame, and strangely fascinating power."'® Similarily.

*80tto, Idea of Holy, p. 7.

**Rerger, Rumor of Angels, p. 2.
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“supernatural" is defined as a reality which stands in
juxtaposition to the everyday world: "It i1is [in contrast}
to this domain of teaken—for—granted, "natural’ experience
that religion posits a “supernatural’ reality."=®

Ten years later we are pravided with a more pre—
cise use af terminoclogy. one which distinguishes between the
meanings of "sacred" and "supernatural."=®* Firstly, we see
that “the supernatural and the sacred are not to be equated"”
although, secondly,. they share a similar feature in that
they designate a specific experiential reality.=®2 The
authors contend that of the two, the "supernatural" is the
more fundamental, denoting "the uncanny,."” mysterious and
totally other. At the core of the experience of the
"supernatural” is a radical "ontological intentionality™:

This other reality is perceived as “walting for
me ——more accurately, as "having waited for me all
along.’ It forces itself upon consciousness as
ultimate reality. It is experienced as a force
bidding one to enter it, contesting the reality of
the mundane with irresictible power. The cther
world thus apened up is clearly ‘out there’ what
is disclosed is a cognitive map that is not of
one’'s own consciousness but of a cohesive and
fully aobjective reality independent of cne’'s own
consciousness. =~

The "sacred," on the other hand, is encountered in
Ynarticular instances of the experience of the supernatural”
but "not all supernatural reality has the quality of
sacredness” just as "there are many cases where the

supsrnatural origin of the sacred symbols is no longer

=@Ibid., p. =

=iPeter L. Berger and Hansfried Kellner, "GOn the
Conceptualization of the Supernatural and the Sacred" Dialoco
17 {(Winter, 1978), p. 4@.

==1bid.

2>Thid., p. 39.
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present to consciousness.”®* Of the two, therefore,
supernatural reality constitutes the foundation for
religiocus experience but religion is not complete without
the "sacred" ingredient. it is possible, moreover, for an
experience to be supernatural but not religious, and/or far
an experience to be sacred, but not truly religious.
What is lacking in the experience of the

supernatural is the redemptive element of the sacred.
Sacred reality is experienced "as being of immense and
indeed redemptive significance for human beings."Z®® Sacred
reality is both "totally other" (or supernatural) and
invitational but not in an overwhelming fashion where one is
"knocked off one’'s feet," as it were; it is like the warmth
one experiences upon entering a cozy cabin after a lengthy
hike through the woads. One wants to enter into the Gemai-—
lichikeit of this arrangement. At the same time, a certain
tension is experienced, "a curious ambivalence within the
religiocus consciousness—an ambivalence of attraction and
retreat, of being drawn toward the sacred and wanting to
take flight from it."=® 0One wants to believe the apparent
signs of goodwill exuding from the cabin’s warm ambiance but
cannct restrain the disquieting thought that it may all be a
plot or trap. In any case, the terms sacred and supesrnait-—
ural designate experiential realities with distinctive fea—
fures.

Herger defines religion “"as a human attitude . .
- one of reverence and moral commitment . . . in the face of
fthe sacred.”27 Even though "sacred” forms the fundamental

category for Berger’'s definition of religion, its experience

Za1bid., p. 40.
231hid.
zelbid., p. 40.

=71bid., pp. 40-41.
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is dependent on a "supernatural" matrix. Fhillip Hammond
caorrectly perceives in the relationship between sacred and
supernatural a peculiar feature of BRerger’'s theory of
religion:

Where most see the supernatural as a subset of the
sacred, Berger sees the sacred as a subset of the
supernatural. Put another way, most sociologists
aof religion ogerate with a functional definition:
Whatever results from encounters with the sacred,
if it is systematic and institutionalized, is
religion, whether aor not i1t is expressed in super—
natural terms. Berger operates otherwise. For
him, the experience of the supernatural is indis-—
pensable to religion, and ‘“the sacred is a phenom—
enon within the reality of the supernatural.’ ==

Berger clarifies the relationship between sacred

and supernatural in his reply tco Hammond:

- =« - It has occurred to me recently that perhaps
the bhest way to conceptualize the phenamena at
issue is to think of the "supernatural’ and the
‘sacred’ as two intersecting circles. Only the
commaon area of the two circles contains what tra-
ditionally has been known as religious experi-—
ences . There has always been a relation to the
supernatural without a sense of the sacred——magic,
and such of i1ts latterday embodiments as parapsy-—
chological research. The effects of seculariza-
tion might then be described as an increase in the
area denocting the sacred without supernatural
aspects——as in the sanctification of such secular
entities as science, or the nation,. or the revolu-—
tionary movement.=%

With this matured articulation of the relationship
between "supernatural®” and "“"sacred" we are provided with a
Tirm grounding for Berger’'s definition of religion.
Starting out we were faced with a synonymous use of the
termse and, consequently, a fuzzy picture of sacred and

supernatural. At the midway point a clear effort to draw a

=8Hammond, in Hunter and Ainlay. editors, Making Sense
af Maodern Times, p.-. 137, quoting from Berger and Kellner,
"Conceptualization of Sacred and Supernatural,” p. 4@.

=%Rerger, "Epirlogue,” in Hunter and Ainlay, Making
Sense aof Modern Times, pp. 230-231.



line between the two was duly cheserved, coupled with an
emphasis on the primacy of the supernatural matrix for
sacred reality. Finally, having reached our destination, we
are provided with a clear picture of how the two realities
converge in a common region of "religious experience." The
question of which is more important,——sacred or supernatural
reality is not directly answered but can be inferred insofar
as both are depicted as separate intersecting circles.
Insofar as religious experience mediates between them, we
can assume that Berger has transferred to "religious
experience” the primacy originally attached to supernatural
reality. This transfer strikes a conceptual balance between
sacred and supernatural in his definition of religion.

What then is Berger’'s definition of religion? He
defines it quite simply in the following:

Empirically speaking. what is commonly called
religion involves an aggregate of human attitudes,
peliefs, and actions in the face of two types of
experience—the experience of the supernatural and
the experience of the sacred.=?

2 Mediums of Religion: Tradition, Reflection and

Experiencs

For RBerger, the "core experience" 1s that which 1is
located at the intersection of supernatural and sacred
reality, and "must constitute the final aobjective of any
inquiry into the religious phenomenen."S* He describes the
nature of this experience as "prereflective" and "pretheore-
tical.”" = Hearkening te Husserl s demand to "retuwrn to

things as they are" (Jurick zu den Sachen!/,} Berger’ s defin—

S®Rerger, The Heretical Imperative, p. 38.
S1Rerger, Heretical Imperative, p. 5@.

>21hid., p. 34.
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A

ition of religion hinges on whether or not one grasps what
is experienced prereflectively "in the face of two types of
experience——the experience of the supernatural and the
experience of the sacred. S Without grasping that
experience, one cannot understand religion. In returning to
this "core experience" one must cut through the surrounding
underbrush of "religiocus tradition" and "religious
reflection” (theology.} in order to confront its bare
simplicity and beauty.

Mysticism must not be confused with Berger’'s idea
of “"religious experience."” Its assaociation with "the super—
natural” rather than "the sacred,;” means that it is unlike
the balanced mix which we find in Rerger’'s idea of the
religious. He stresses that the euxperience of the
supernatural "is not coextensive with the phenomenon of
religion, or for that matter with what is commonly called
mysticism." % HWhile mysticism "is an important source for
accounts of the experience of the supernatural . . . it is
not the only one."S2 Berger defines mysticism “as an avenue
to the supernatural by means of immersion in the putative
‘depths’ of an individual’'s own conscicusness.”* It is not
the only avenue, however, since one can also encounter the
supernatural confrontationally, such as lightening bolts and
thunder claps from Mount Glvmpus or Jaob’'s encounter with the
"heart of the tempsst.”

I have referred to the "underbrush" which sur—
rounds religious phenamena consisting of tradition and
reflection. Berger defines religious tradition as "a col-

iective memory of those moments in which the reality of ano-

>>1pid., p. 8.
=41bid., p. 40.
>S1pid., p. 41.

Seibid., p. 41.



ther world broke into the paramount reality of everyday
life."=7 Tradition both mediates between the experience of
everyday reality and that of "another world," and domesti-
cates that "“potentially dangerous" experience of “the reli-
gious."S® With tradition, the experience of the "other
world" is transposed into the mundane, the everyday: “The
unutterable is now uttered——and it is rcutinely uttered.
The sacred has become a habitual experience: the supernat-
ural has, as it were, become ‘naturalized.’ "% Understood
as "the careful management of an exceedingly dangerous human
axperience,”"®*? religious tradition is a sharp contrast to
religious experience.

With religious reflection, we move one step

further away from religious experience. Berger arques that

S7Rarger. Heretical Imperative, p. 45-46.

S8In his earlier book, The Sacred Canapy. we find a
fuzzy distinction between sacred and supernatural.
Nevertheless, his description of Ysacred" experience
therein, illuminates the manner by which two worlds are
Jjuxtaposed: "By sacred is meant here a quality of
mysterious and awesome power, other than man and yvet related
to him, which is believed to reside in certain objects of
experience. . - . 1he sacred is apprehended as “sticking
out” from the normal routines of everyday life, as something
extraordinary and potentially dangercus, though its dangers
can be domesticated and its potency harnessed to the needs
of everyday life. . . . The sacred cosmos is confronted by
man as an immensely powerful reality other than himself.

Yet this reality addresses itself to him and locates his
life in an ultimately meaningful order.” (pp. 25-24).

S<Rerger, Heretical Imperative, p. 44.

42ihid.. p. 46&. Berger and Keliner refer to the
‘naturalization’ of the supernatural as ‘domestication’ in
the following: "The domestication of the experiences of the
supernatural and the sacred may indeed be seen as being at
the core of all religious institutions. Haomo religicosus
always stands at the borderline of this world and another
warld; religious institutions are prudent constructions to
ensure that the border remains intact.*” ("Conceptualization
of Supernatural and Sacred.” p. 42.)



anthropological necessity and the need for social
legitimation give rise to religious reflection:

Guite apart from the root anthropological fact
that man is a reflective animal, apparently com—
pelled by his own inner nature to reflect about
his experience, a religious tradition must develop
refilective thought because of the social require—
ment of legitimation.<?*

The important distinctions between religious
experience, tradition and reflection enable us to bhetter
grasp what Berger intends by the term "religion.” While
religicus phenomena comprises itself of this triumvirate, it
is the "core experience . . . that must,” for Berger,
"canstitute the final objective of any inquiry into the
religious phenomenon."<42 While the horizons of inquiry are
seemingly endless, certain signposts are available for a
fruitful journey. At the intersection of sacred and
supernatural reality as it is prereflectively experienced,
our journey to the "core experience” of religion ends, our

labor of understanding begins.

B. EBerger qua Theologian

In this final section I will focus on Berger’'s
"labor of understanding" vis—a—vis religious experience.
This "labor” takes the form of "systematic reflection about
religian”™ or "theolaogizing," a task which, for Berger 1is
"too important to leave to the theological experts. "2~ We
will begin by looking at hics description of three metho-—
dological models, deductive, reductive and inductive with

whicihh to uncover the “"core experience,” the target of

“**Berger, Heretical Imperative, pp. 48-49.
“4=Rerger, Heretical Imperative, p. 2@.

“SRBerger, Rumor of Angels, p. x.



religious inguiry. Once again, it 1s important to
understand that Berger clearly distinguishes between
Approach or theory and Substance or faith in his theological
activity:

It is important to distinguish religious faith
from all exercises in theorizing. A good portion
af my ‘FProtestant liberalism’ 1s a matter of theo—
legical method rather than religious content.

This is why a number of Evangelicals, for example,
fiave felt themselves to be clase to me in faith
while not much l1iking my theology.=<<

Following our overview of three approaches to
religious phenomena, we will focus on Rerger’s systematic
refiection about religious experience. Here, we will stop
at two well-known theological points: a) First, the
existence of God: Berger progposes that the "existence of
God" can be induced or inferred from "prototypical human
gestures,"”" or, "signals of transcendence;" and b} the
nature of God. To round out the previous depiction of
"religicus experience” in terms of where it is located (in
the area where supernatural and sacred reality overlap,] we
will see that an association can be made between HRerger’ s
depiction of supernatural reality and the old testament God,
and sacred reality with the God of the new testament or
Christ. Finally, we will look at his proposal that the
discipline of contemporary theolcgy become engaged in a
“nrise de conscience” from within, and second, that the

discipline confront reiigious traditions other than its own.

“+“Berger, "Epilogue" in Hunter and Ainlay. Making Sense
af paodern Times, p. 232. This is Berger s response to Stan
Gaede’ ' s evaluation af the reductive, deductive and inductive
models.
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1. Theoretical Approaches

(a) The Deductive Model

After emphasizing the strictly typological nature
of his proposed models Rerger describes what is involved 1in
each approach. The deductive model reasserts “"the authority
af a religious tradition in the face of modern
secularity."?3 He calls it "deductive" because analysis and
research will not override already established dogma. The
Ycognitive advantage" of this option is that religious
reflection is provided "with objective criteria of
validity." Practically speaking, however, it is difficult
to sustain “"the subjective plausibility of such a procedure
in the modern situation."#®

BRerger chooses the theclagical approach of Karl
Barth to illustrate the model. With Barth, the desire to
understand religicus phenomena utterly depends on an apriori
acceptance of and obedience to the authority of the Word of
God,. an acceptance made possible through grace alone.

1

“"Grace," in this case, means that one does not "decide® to
make the Word of God ocne’'s authority. Rather, this author—
ity 1s conferred on one regardiess of one’ s wicshes or pre—
ferences. For Barth.:. Ged’'s revelation is absclutely given
in the Word of God and is anly accescsible to the individual
on whom God’ s grace has come to rest.2”

According to Rarth, liberal theclogy. together

with modern thought, erred in assuming that humans can gain

42Rerger, Heretical Imperative, p. S5&.
AeHerger, Heretical Imperative, p. 37.

“47Rerger succinctly outlines Rarth’'s position on this
matter: “"The reality of God's Word——in its original reve-—
iation, in the Scriptures, and in the proclamation (Kerygma)
of the Church——is founded in nething but itself, posits
itself, and cannot be arrived at by any "“method”
whatsoever . " (Heretical Imperative, p. &69.)
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access to divine reality by means of an innate capacity.
Berger lists a variety of "anthropologically given" quali-—

ties by which "liberals" suggest God s Word can be exper-—

ienced, including "will.," “conscience,” “emotionality" and
"reason." BRarth's avenue to faith excludes each of the
foregoing. “"Faith," as the only acceptable avenue to faith

“Yis not a human possibility. It happens if and when God
wants it to happen."“® Rerger comments that while "there is
some thing grandicse about this answer" and "one can greatly
admire it . . . one can also, with all respect, disbelieve
it vew

The debunking motif in Berger’'s socioclogical
perspective is in full operation as he assesses the
deductive model. He suspects there is more to Barth's
uncompromised position on "faith, only given by grace, as an
avenue to truth," than meets the eve. Piecing the clues
together, he "sniffs out" Kierkegaard's method of "leaping,"
a method "peculiarly determined by the situation of
modernity." The method of "leaping” from unbelief into
belief is motivated by the experience of profound Angsi:

In the situation of doubt and despair, the individual
confronts once again the message embodied in the
tradition and,. by a wrenching existential effort,
jumps into the position of sayving. "Yes. 1
believe. =@

Barth, therefore, is not the guardian of the tradition under
which. by grace, he miraculously finds bimself kneeling in
submission and whose truth it is his task to proclaim. but
rather, he resembles more the "knight of faith" which
ierkegaard describes in Fear and Trembling. The medern
situation is such that apart from sheer will-power, belief

in a transcendent God would be abandoned because,

4BRerger, Heretical Imperative, p. 70.
47ibid., p. 73.

®@gerger, Heretical Imperative, p. 74.
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cognitively speaking, it would be considered madness. Thus,
the will—paower of a “"knight of faith" is required in the
contemporary milieu.

Insaofar as "the road" is denied and "the
destination as its starting point” is claimed, Berger
criticizes the neo—orthodox approach to the “"core
experience” of religion.®' Since “concrete human beings®

11}

exist "as troubled Swiss pastors,. French—speaking Arabs who
also want to be Muslims, American college students with
access to paperback editions of the Tibetan Book of the
Dead" and so on, the desire to magically escape reality,
while understandable, is, nevertheless, for Berger
equivalent to acting in "bad faith.*

Berger ' s assessment of the deductive approach
should not blind us to his positive evaluation of its
founding experience: “To reject the neoc—orthodox model
theoretically is not necessarily to reject its practical
(that is, experiential}) foundation."®= Employing the
language of Mircea Eliade, Rerger calls the root experience
Yhierophanic." A hierophany is defined as the experience of
“the breaking—in of another reality into the reality of
agrdinary human life."®F It is this cataclysmic moment in
one’ s experience that precipitates an apodictic certainty of
truth. Berger does not think that the experience which

undergirds neo—orthodox affirmations of truth is an original

21Rerger argues as follows: “"Barth wanted to remove
from the agenda: What are the reacons for being a
Christian? One asks this question in a particular
historical and biographical situaticn. If that situation is
the modern one, the question is beset with all the rela-—
tivizations of modernity. Neo—-orthodoxy seeks to cut
through these relativizations in a hercic act of the will
and, 1in consegquence, to gain a sort of immunity against the
heretical imperative.” (Heretical Imperative, p. B8@)

S=Rerger, Heretical Imperative, p. 81.

S=1bid.
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hieraphany, but is, rather., "the renewed power aof the
tradition in which this or that hierophany has been
embodied."®4 The problem, then, with the deductive agtion
is that one’'s religious experience, that of "the renewed
power of tradition," becomes absolutized, that 1s, 1t
becomes the standard by which all other moments of one’s
lived reality are evaluated.

In absolutizing one’'s religious experiences a
strong psychological security is established. This "umbili-—
cal cord"” to truth is particularly attractive for the in-—
dividual who is surrounded by threats to that bond. But the
insecurity undergirding this posture suggests that one’s
“absolute" experience has somehow last its power. One’s
only recourse, then, is to possess one’'s faith with a Her—
culean strength of will.®® This psychalogical phenomenan
manifests a certain "untruthfulness" to experience since the
decision has been made to hinge one’s entire life on an
experience. This decision is not as honourable as it would
initially appear because it i1s dominated by a pragmatic
motif, namely, "if I do not make the decision to base my
entire life on one experience, then I will certainly lose my
new—found faith."

The deductive model is deceptive, therefore,
because one wills to believe against all odds while
maintaining that one’'s will has nothing to deo with helief.
One denies one’'s facticity or rootedness in a particular
socio—palitical context, imagining cneself standing on a
plateau of constant immediacy to the Eternal. Unfettered by
whims, drives, preiudices and relationships with others,

aone’'s knawledge of the Absolute knows no bounds. The

s4ipid., p. 84.

25ince "religious truth has nothing %o fear from rea-—
son,"” leaps of faith may well appear as "acts of premature
closure——and, perhaps,. of a less heroic faith than one first
thought.® (Heretical Imperative, p. 86)
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apparent é&lan produced by the knowledge that "one is right,”
covers over the reality of less certain moments when one
struggled hard to hang onto the memary of religious
certainty.

{b) The Reductive Madel

The reductive approach to religious phenaomena
constitutes an inversion of the deductive, exchanging the
autharity of tradition or revelation for that of the preva-—
lent consciousness of one’s age—in this case., "modern sec-—
ular consciousness.” In order to retain any sort of "mea-—
ning," affirmations, beliefs and reflection about religious
experience are reduced to secular categories. The “Deus
dixit of old" is replaced by an "equally insistent Homo
madernus dixit.”?® The strength of this approach is “that
it reduces caognitive dissonance;:;" its weakness, “that the
tiradition, with all its religious contents, tends to
disappear or dissclve in the process of secularizing trans-—
lation."37

Stan Gaede correctly notes that, speaking strictly
in terms of "Approach," the reductive model is an unneces—
sary addition to Herger’ s theoretical models because 1t is
identical with the deductive. Its substantive conclusions,
however, are clearly differentiated from those reached via
“"girthodox—Deduction."®® We will look at those conclusicns
bearing in mind that in terms of approach alone, the reduc-—
tive and deductive madels are identical. Their starting
points are different but as interpretive models they operate

in the same way.

SeRerger, Heretical Imperaltive, p. 37.
27Ibid., p. 358.
>8See below Appendix I1I entitled "Gaede's

schematization of BRertger’'s terminology in The Heretical
Imperative."
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Beirger illustrates the reductive model with
Rudolf RBultmann’'s theological program of “"demythologiza-
tion." BRBultmann’'s project to demytholagize the language of
the New Testament stemmed from his belief that Christianity
would become extinct if the Kerygma was not radically trans-—
lated inte language appropriate to “"electric light and radio
users."?® Apparently, Bultmann believed that modern
cosmogonies are somehow more adequate than all former
attempts at understanding reality. Berger’'s main criticism
of Bultmann’'s strategy 1s that Bultmann uncritically
accepted the "“canons" of secular consciousness (that is, God
is dead; scientific knowledge has eliminated from our world
all traces or rumors af the supernatural; the traditional
three—storey universe [Heaven abave, sarth here and hell
belaow] must be relegated to the status of childhood imagin-—
ation, and so on}:

A grasp of the sociclogical determinants of modern

consciousness (including the key determinant of
pluralism} makes 1t difficult either to absclutize
or to radically denigrate that consciousness.
History brings forth and dissoclves one structure
of consciousness aftter another. Each cone is to be
taken seriously and looked at in terms of its pos—
sible insights. In this respect, modern consc—
iousness is cne among many historically availabie
structuras——no mare, no less. To ses the matter
in this way precludes any apodictic statements as
to what modern men “can no longer’ believe.®?

Through the years, Berger’ s repudiation of the

reductive model has been consistent and well publicized. In

5®This phrase is derived from what Berger suspects is
“Yprobably the most often gquoted sentence in Bultmann’'s
essay: ‘One cannot use electric light and radioc, call upon
modern medicine in case of illness, and at the same time
believe in the warld of spirits and miracles of the New
Testament. " (Bultmann, Kerygma und Mythcs, ed. by Hans-—
Werner Bartsch, Hamburg: Reich, 5 volumes published between
1948 and 1935, Vol. 1., p. 18, Peter Berger’'s translation as
quoted in Heretical Imperative, p. 26.)

“®perger, Heretical Imperative, p. 110.
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1947, he advised theologians to "find something better to do
with their time" if their answer to the question, "Is man
alone in reality?" was "yes.®" BRelieving that "the essence
of religion has been the confrontation with an other, be-
lieved to exist as a reality in the universe external to and
vastly different from man——something that is indeed ’“out
there,’ as Robinson puts it.,“®* Berger found the spectre of
"death of God" theology repugnant to his taste, to put it
mildly. It is one thing to buy into secular consciousness
and work fTor IBM. It is ancother thing to buy "the spirit of
one’'s ‘God-less’ age" and retain a chair in theology at a

leading university.

(c} The Inductive Model

The inductive option turns away from authority,®=
religious or secular, in order to move toward experience——
"one's own experience, to whatever extent this is paossible,
and the experience embodied in a particular range of
traditions."*> This approach requires a particular at-
titude, "deliberately empirical," controlled and open to
possible new insights stemming from one’s encounter wit
religiocus phenomena. Thus, it is "unwilling to impose
closure on the quest for religious truth by involving any

authority whatever,.," suggesting a Heraclitian view aof

ciReferring to Bishop JdJohn Robinson s “sensatiaonal”
Honest to God published during the sixties.

“ZRei~ger states: "This position must necessarily repu-—
diate authority as the final source of religious affirma—
tions; at the same time, it can also maintain critical dis-—
tance to the new authority of modern secularity, and by
doing so avoid the self-liquidating procedure of the reduc-—
tionists." (Rerger and Kellner, "Conceptualization of Super—
natural and Sacred,” p. 3I6.)

“>Rerger, Heretical Imperative, p. 3B.
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experience in contrast to the steoical view of the writer of
Ecclesiastes that "there is nothing new under the sun."e2

Gaede criticizes Berger’'s inductive approach for
being unduly influenced by his own theclogy:

- - - Berger considers these “prototypical human ges—
tures’ to have faithful qualities and to be "signals of
transcendence,’ not because that is unarguably the
case, but because he believes it to be the case. In
other words, the linkage between these gestures,

faith, and transcendent reality is a BHergerian
metaphysical assumption . . . . Here is a point at
which BRerger’ s religious metaphysics has informed

his socioloqical understanding.©®

Berger answers that the section in A4 Rumar of Angels to
which Gaede referred (wherein BRerger proposes a theological
program of inquiry centered on the matrix of everyday exper-—
ience, and specifically five "human gestures,”" as an ap—
proach to a position of faith or religious affirmation——,
"This I believe! . ") was not written from a sociological
standpoint: "I never suggested that the transcendent mean-—

ings can be discovered by sociological or any other scien—

“4The stoicism of the author of Ecclesiastes is evident
in the following well—-known passage: "A generation goes, a
generation comes, yet the earth stands firm for ever. The
sun rises, the sun sets; then to its place i1t speeds and

there it rises. Southward goes the wind, then turns to the
north: 1t turns and turns again; back then to its circling
goes the wind. Into the sea all the rivers go, and vet the

sea 1s never filled, and still to their goal the rivers go.
All things are wearisome. Ng man can say that eyes have not
had enough of seeing, ears their fill of hearing. What was
will be againj; what has been done will be done again; and
there is nothing new under the sun. Take anything of which
it may be said. ‘Look now, this is new.’ Already, long
before ocur time, it existed. Only no memory remains aof
earlier time=s. just as in times to come next year itself
will not be remembered.” (Ecclesiastes 1:4-11, The
Jerusalem Hible)

“®3Gaede in Hunter and Ainlay, Making Sense of Modern
Times, p. 1&9.
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tific discipline in these empirical phenomena."®® As he
stated in the preface, “"sociology 1is of little 1f any use"®
in answering the question of how to go about the business of
thinking through religious matters. Its use is limited to
answering whether "such thinking is possible.”"®” He notes,
further, that an "act of faith" is required if one 1is to

claim that human gestures such as "the propensity for

aorder," "play," "hope," "damnation" and "humor,."©® verify

the reality of a transcendental sphere. Treating Gaede’'s
critique with goodwill, Berger suqggeste that Gaede
interpreted the term "“"induction" in a conventional manner
and was thus "thrown off the mark":

The theological procedure advocated in that book (A
Rumar of Angels) is “inductive,’ npot in the sense of
modern scientific method, but in the sense of taking
ordinary human experience as its starting point.

The same meaning of "induction’ is applied to reli-
gious experience proper in The Heretical Imperative.
Ferhaps I invited this misunderstanding by the use
af the term. Using more conventional Christian lan-
guage, I might say that my approach is "sacramen—
tal’ ——an apprehension of God’ s presence "in, with
and under’ the elements af common human experience——
though this usage might invite yet other misunder-—
standings.®”

“*Rerger, "Epilogue"” in Hunter and Ainlay. Making Sense
af Modern Times, pp. 231-232.

<7Rerger, Rumar of Angels, preface.

©8These five "signals of transcendence” are filled out
in detail on pages S3-72 of Rumor af Angels.

©%Berger, "Epilogue.,” in Hunter and Ainlay. Making
Sense of Modern Times, pp. 231-232. It should not be
overlooked (as Gaede obviously has done}) that in
The Heretical Imperative Berger specifies what he means by
the term "induction:’ “"The term ‘induction’ is used here in
its most common sense——arguing from empirical evidence.
This means two things: taking human experience as the
starting point of religious reflection, and using the
methods of the historian to uncover those human experiences
that have become embodied in the various religious
traditions.” (Heretical Imperative, p. 113}
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As an approach to religious phenamena, induction
presupposes a degree of uncertainty (humility) in the face
of the cosmic drama. Uncongenial to the “religious tempera—
ment" which is more at home with "proclamation" than "hypo—
thesis," it nevertheless inspires other religious virtues
such as joy when truth i1s grasped in a fresh way;
peace even though uncertainty is the norm; and hope that
future epiphanies will occur.

Berger suggests that the advantage of induction “is
its apen—mindedness and the freshness that usually comes
from a nonauthoritarian approach to questions of truth." He
praises it for its capacity to bring about a "distinctive
experience of inner liberation,”™ in keeping with the
qualities of "joy,." "peace"” and "hope" mentioned earlier.
The weakness, however, is that the "deep religious hunger
for certainty" can be easily frustrated under the parameters
of this madel. Thus, it is "not a terribly easy attitude®
ta take. It neither condemns nor celebrates “"modernity,"”
but is, rather, detached towards contemporary experience.
While it provides “some safequards both against reactionary
nostalgia and against revolutionary overenthusiasm," all too
often it falters down a slippery slope which ends in
reductionism or "alternatively its frustrations lead to
surrender to the old certainties."”®

Taking his cue from Karl Barth, Berger chooses the
thealogy of Friedrich Schlelermacher as paradigmatic for the

inductive model.”t Rarth repudiated FProtestant liberalism

7@Rerger, Heretical Imperative. p. 299.

7rRerger further explains his choice of Schleiermacher
for induction: "It takes a paradigmatic figure to spot
another one. Karl BRarth, . . . characterized F.
Schleiermacher as the paradigmatic figure of Protestant
liberalism. Indeed, throughout his work BRarth was engaged
in an ongoing dialogue with Schleiermacher. . . . If one
wants to understand the cognitive model of induction in its

(continued...)}
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and criticized Schleiermacher for his part therein.
According to Rarth, Schleiermacher erred by taking human
experience as his point of departure for religious reflec—
tion. For Barth, the foundation of faith cannot be our
experiences aof the supernatural or sacred but rather divine
revelation itself. One’'s faith, therefore, cannot rely on
axperience but rather on the given revelation of the divine
in the Word or Scripture.”@ We have already outlined how
Reiger debunks this nec—orthodox assertion of faith through
grace on the basis of revelation alone.

Schleiermacher’ ' s understanding of revelation degarts
from that of Rarth in terms of substance and access. Reve-—
lation is not relegated to scriptural formulations of tiruth
nor is it accessible only to the chosen few,——whaose part in
the matter of receiving the “truth® is nil. Rather,
Schleiermacher defines revelation as "every original and new
disclosure of the universe and its innermost life to man. "7
The entire universe of which we are members. observers and
partakers "is a symbol of the infinite . . . it is "mira-—
culous’ in that i1t is ongoingly permeated with signals of
the latter’'s transcendent reality."”7?® Berger points ocut how

this view contrasts with that of Feuerbach who "sought to

Tr{...continued}
Frotestant form, it is to Schleiermacher that one had best
turn.” {(Heretical Imperative, p. 116)

“=2The words of the Apostle Paul to the community of
believers in Ephesus reinforce this tenet of nec—orthodoxy:
"Because it is by grace that you have been saved. through
faith; not by anything of your own, but by a gift from God;
not by anything that you have done, sc that nobody can claim
the credit.” (Ephesians 2:8-9. Jerusalem Rible}

“=Schleiermacher, Uber die Religian: Reden an die Gi—
bildeten unter ihren Verachtern, in Sa&mtliche Werke, 1
(Berlin: Reimer, 1843), p. 249 as quoted and tranmslated by
Berger in Heretical Imperative, p. 119.

74Rerger, Heretical Imperative, p. 119.
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reduce infinity to finitude, to translate theology into
anthropology."”7® Against the reductionary posture of
Ffeuerbach, Schleiermacher begins with the empirical world
but leaves no doubt that the world as we experience it on
its most natural and common level, is an intimation of the
divine——"shot through with manifestations of the infinite."
As Gerard Manly Hopkins exclaimed: "The world is charged
with the grandeur of God. It will flame out, like shining
from shook foil."7e

Rerger describes Schleiermacher’s approach to reli-
gious reflection as both phenomenological and histarical.””
If the original religious experiences frozen beneath ages of
religiosity, custom and practice are close to what
Schlieiermacher calls the essence (#esen) of religion, then
the theclogical task must entail a return to those relevant
building materials fTor reflection and systematization. What
is the essence of religion? For Schleiermacher, that
essence 1s defined as the experience "of the infinite or of
God." The central characteristic of the experience is the
feeling of "absolute dependence.” of awe before the majesty

of the infinite.”® In the words of Schleiermacher,

7>ibid.
7eGerard Manly Hopkins. Poem entitled "God s Grandeur."”

“7He argues that “a case can be made that
Schleiermacher was also the father of the disciplines of
comparative religion and history of religion (Religionsge-—
schichte}) in the nineteenth century, disciplines that have
enormously magnified the knowledge available on every ex—
pression of human religiosity. Schleiermacher is certainly
at the methodological roots of what came to be known in the
twentieth century as the phenomencleogy of religion. Its
foremast representative if not founder, Rudolf Otteo. ack-—
nowledged his indebtedness to Schleiermacher.® (Heretical
Imperative, p. 12&}

7®The Fourth Froposition found in the Section entitled
"The Definition of Dogmatics® of Schleiermacher‘s classic
(continued...}
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. - « it can indeed be said that God is given to us
in feeling in an original way; and if we speak of an
original revelation of God to man or in man, the
meaning will always be just this, that, along with
the absolute dependence which characterizes not only
man but all temporal existence, there is given to
man also the immediate self-conscicusness of it,
which becomes a consciousness of God. In whatever
measure this actually takes place during the course
cf a personality through time, in just that measure
do we ascribe piety to the individual.”=

I do not have to elaborate further on Schleiermacher’s care—
ful and peolished analysis of the consciousness of God,. given
in one’'s experience.®?® The crucial factor here is that
Schleiermacher s phenomenological approach is a model for
Berger’'s own approach to religion.

In opting for the inductive model of inquiry. Berger

follows the Husserlian imperative to "return to things as

78 { .. .continued}

The Christian Faith reads as follows: "The common element
in all howsocever diverse expressions of piety, by which
these are conjointly distinguished from all other feelings,
ar, in other words, the self-identical essence aof piety, is
this: the consciousness of being absclutely dependent, or,
which is the same thing, of being in relation with God."
{(The Christian Faith, ed. by H-R. Mackintosh and J.5.
Stewart,. Fortress Fress: FPhiladelphia, first printed 1228,

this edition 1976). p. 1Z2.
7®Ibid., p. 18.

e2To this discussicon Herger adds the following
pertinent commentary. Schleiermacher, notes Berger,
stresse= that religious consciousness is not to be reduced
in our understanding to “"consciousness of oneself.”
Schleiermacher insists, rather, “"that religiocus
consciousness is consciousness gf something beyond itself——
indeed, so much beyond itself that the human subject feels
himself to be utterly dependent on that other reality or
being at the center of the experience. In other words, to
start with human consciousness does not mean that one must
alsoc end there; on the cantrary, in Schleiermacher’ ' s case,
fhuman consciousness is of interest to the theologian only
insofar as it bears the marks, the “intimations,” of a God
who 1is utterly beyond human measure. Again, the experience
of absoclute dependence is designated as the core experience
af religion.” {(Heretical Imperative., p. 122
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they are!"®* Emphasizing the primacy of experience, the
inductive approach steers away Trom reified thought and is
motivated by the "urge to find out "how it really was.’ “==
RBerger and Kellner summarize the location, substance and
strength of the inductive approach:

In between Deduction and Reduction lies an under—
standing of the theological task as one of induc-—
tion—that is, an understanding that acknowledges
and accepts the primacy of experience brought on by
the modern situation and that proceeds to examine
religious traditions and institutions in ongoing
reference to human experience. This position must
necessarily repudiate authority as the final source
of religiocus affirmations; at the same time, it can
also maintain critical distance to the new authority
of modern secularity, and by doing so can avoid the
self-liquidating procedure of the reductionists.®>

2. Substance of Berger’'s Theology

It could be argued that in arriving at this portion
aof our voyage., we have reached the "unmoved mover"” for Feter
Berger's thinking in the distinct and varied spheres of
sociology. theology, political and economic theory. Cer—
tainly, in terms of the thrust of our study this section is
crucial. Although a great amount of care has been exercised
to delineate Berger's approach toc religion (thecory) from his
beliefs concerning religion (praxis), our evaluation of the
model of "broken connectedness” between the two spheres

requires an analysis of each in terms of the cother. I have

Sitdmund Husserl, "Zurdck zu den Sachenf," found in
Maurice Natansen, Edmund Husserl (Evanston, I11.: RNWU.
Press, 1973}, pp. 42ff. As gquoted by Berger in Heretical
Imperative, p. 99.

SZRerger quotes Ranke’'s "wie es wirklich gewesen ist.”
{Heretical Imperative, p. 1135)

8 Rerger and Kellner, "Conceptualiration of
Supernatural and Sacred,"” p. 36.
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concentrated on partraying Berger’ s maodel for approaching
religion. But, as has been noted over and over again, such
elements dao not mystericusly arise in a solipsistic bubble
but rather grow from the seeds of what existentialist philo-
sophy calls "facticity" or "situatedness"——"accidents of
birth and biography."®* This is not to say that his
arientation towards religion strictly results from
"accidents of birth and biography,” but rather, to stress
the fundamental relatedness of his approach with a
Lifeworld, its contextual rootedness in a given world.

At the outset, it is important te note that the
moves which Berger makes between pre—theclogical and
theolaogical frames of reference are undertaken in a manner
similar to those between scientific and religious frames of
reference. Under the heading "While Waiting for the Dark
Drums of God." Berger appends his own "explicitly Christian”

observations to the foregoing pre—theological argument.S®

84Rerger describes "facticity"” in the following:
"Human beings do not choose their situation. At best, they
may choose how to cope with the situation into which they
have been thrown by the accidents of bhirth and biography.
This is as true of the practical as of the cagnitive aspects
af any situaticon {(my emphasis). . . . All of this, though,
does not alter the fundamental fact of the human condition
that existential philosophy has aptly termed its
‘situatedness’ or “thrownness:’ Human beings are indeed
thrown into a world that is not of their own making. This
fundamental fact is the starting point as well as the
limitation of any actes of self—-assertion, rebellion, or
change. The same applies toc the cogniltive aspects of any
situation. An individual does not choose his native
language. with all the implications this has for his
perceptions of the world and his thinking about the worlid.
Nor does an individual, even if he should be a great
philosgpher, chogse the cagnitive milieu within which he
must move as an adult, althocugh (if he 1s very persuasive ofr
very powerful, or both) he mavy medify it somewhat bsfore he
leaves the scene."” {Heretical Imperative, pp. B7-88.1}

83Faor Berger, theclogy is "reflection on the basis of
faith and within a framework given by faith." (Heretical
Imperative, p. 1695.)



112

The move to a poasition of faith {or theology) is signalled
in (what 1s by now) very familiar language:

« - - None of the foregoing was based on a Christian
faith commitment (at least not intentionally). In
conclusion, however, it may be appropriate te give
up this, as it were,., theoretical asceticism and to
make some observaticns from an explicitly Christian
standpoint.®e

Whether we take the view that "society" as a whole
or "the present age" must be held accountable for the “dark
drums of God," or that God has arbitrarily decided to "take
a holiday," the fact remains that his drumbeat "can barely
be heard amid the noises of the world." FParadoxically,
God s silence has become unbearably loud. 1t is this fac-—
ticity that marks BRerger’s point of departure for his obser-—
vations qua—Christian. These observations are significant
for two reasons: a) we are told what Berger believes and
b} by stating what he believes we can better reflect about
the merits of his inductive approach teo religion, since at
ieast some sart of connection exists between Rerger’s ap—
proach to religion and beliefs sbout religion.

Let us look first at whai?t Berger believes. it is
important to grasp the context from which hes launches into
his own “statement of faith," as it were. He has just
aoutlined a proposal for theclegical reflection in the
eighties., one which would see a “"contestation" with other
religiocus traditions in order to learn from their
SMDErIences. I will take up the details of this proposal in
the final section of the chapter but at this point I wish te
outline Herger's own conviction concerning religiaus
phenomena. His conviction, stated quite simply., is that

“the core contents of the Christian message provide the

Selhid.
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fullest and most adequate interpretation of one’' s own ex—
perience of God, world and self.”®7

Berger ' 's "“"confession® of faith directly faollows a
full-scale inquiry into the religious experience inherent to
two cluster—groups——those centered around the confronta-—
tional mode of Jderusalem (Islam,., Judaism and Christianity,)
and those in the interior mode of Benares, encompassed by
Hinduism and Buddhism. Leaving no doubt as to his
"hairesis," Berger articulates the dimensions of his faith:

Christian faith here means to express the conviction
that the universe ultimately makes sense in the
light of Sinai and Calvary. It also means, 1f one
wills, to take one’s final stand in Jerusalem. Such
a stand, needless tao sayv, is nalt simply the taking
af an intellectual positiocn, aof a particular theacre-
tical approach. Rather, it invocives the perscn as a
whole, is ‘existential’ in this simple sense.®® (my
emphasis.}

In the following section I will extrapclate from
porticns of & Rumor aof Angels to lend substance to the
"sense" which the universe makes for Berger in "light of
Sinai and Calvary.” (Qur intention here is to focus on the
“"theological face" of BRerger’s sociclogical definition of
religion. First, let us recall Berger’'s socioclogical
definition of religion. While he acknowledges that religion
can be found in the form of tradition, reflection and
experience, he places the highest priority on religicus
experience for the study of religion. In order to locate
religious experience, cone must be equipped with an accurate
understanding of sacred and supernatural reality and their
relationship to one ancother. For Berger, then, religicus
phenomena locates itself at the intersecticn of the

interlociking realities of the sacred and the supernatural.

®7Berger, Heretical Imperative, p. 165.

®91bid.



114

Given Berger’'s definition of the sacred, a corre-
lation can be made between "sacred reality” and the new
testament portrayal of God in the person of Christ. Simi—
larly, "the supernatural” can be correlated with the old
testament God. Without attending to the gamut of theclogi-
cal points expressed, for example, in the Nicean Creed, we
will limit this section to Berger s theology of God (speci-—
fically in terms of “Father"” and "Son.")}

iLikte his definition of “"supernatural reality,”
Rerger depicts the old testament God as "totally other, . .
- the polar antithesis of the great identity proclaimed by
the mystics."®® Unlike other conceptions of God developed
by their neighbors in the mid-eastern basin, Israel’s God
was "an unheard-of novelty." UWhile this Gaod "stood outside
man and outside the world, . - . He was also the creator of
both man and world.""® If the old testament God is per-
ceived in "terrible confrontation with the world of man,”
the new testament Christ is perceived as “present within it
as suffering leove.""* With our understanding of “"sacred
reality,"” we became acquainted with an element lacking in
"the supernatural*——that of redemption, or the experience
that cne’s reality has been transformed from a posture of
“Ffear and trembling” in the face of an Almighty God, to one
aof confidence and peace in the arms of the Shepherd who has
found his lost sheep. With the experience of "the sacred.,”
the sense of abandonment is obliterated. The reality cof
"thrownness, "——oaf boundedness to "accidents of birth and
hiography.” 1is madified by the added feature of destiny.
Hith the idea of destinv, one believes that life may, after

all, be meaningful. The horizons of one’s life fill in as

S¥Rerger, Rumcr of Angeis, p. 89.

*2ipid., p. 88.

*1ibid., p. 91.
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one confidently makes plans believing in the “goodwill" of a
loving God. This experience of sacred reality contrasts
with the paralysis one experiences in the face of a capri-
cious, whimsical, sometime merciful-sometime vengeful God.
Berger argues that with Christ, "the hope that human
suffering has redeeming significance" is vindicated.

Berger's christology diverges from conventional
reflection about the subject. He detects the reality of
this Christ, not in communities who trace their arigins and
raisen d'8tre back to "a certain point in the past." but
rather, "wherever communities gather around acts of
redeeming love.”""% Thus, BRerger’'s christolaogy is not
exclusively tied to the manifestation of the historical
Christ "given once and for all in the particular historical
events reported on in the new testament."™ Rather, he .
looks for manifestations in our present context of Christ’'s
presence wherever

the redeeming gestures of love, hope:. and compassion
are reiterated in human experience . . . wherever
these gestures are understood in relation to the God
who both created and redeems the world, who may well
have been "in Jesus,’ but who is ever again present
in the human imitations of redemptive love.™<

This means that 1t is not enough to hold to the cognitive
helief that "Jesus is Lord," the theoretical view that sal-
vation is found "through Christ alone." The religious quest
must culminate in an ever—growing unity between right
beliefs and concrete acts of love. or prasxis. Frior to all
cegnition (i.e., so—called "right beliefs,”) is the “core
religicus experience” which discloses i1tself in redemptive

human gestures of "love, hope and compassion.®

ZZRerger, Rumor of Angels, p. FI.
T=Ibid., p. 92.

*41bid., p. 93.
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It is with this understanding of the religious rea—
lity at the ground of Christianity that Berger identifies
himself as a Christian, although he has not yet found a
"comfortable fit" for his theological views.¥2 His para-—
doxical stance is reminiscent of the lyrics found in a song
performed by the contemporary Irish band "U2:"

I believe in the Kingdom Come

Then all the colors will bleed into one
But ves I'm still running

You hroke the bonds

You loaosed the chains

You carried the cross

And my shame . . .

You know I believe it

But I still haven’'t found

What I'm looking for. . .7e

Rerger manages to combine the stance of "believer®
with that of "student." He demonstrates the CDmpatibility-
of both and as we shall see, shows how such a stance can
flower into a better understanding of ocur co-religionists,
members of other faith groups. A matured faith is evident
as Berger recommends that Christian thecologians attempt to
better understand the religiocus reality at the core of their
own tradition through dialogue with other traditions. rather
than centering their attention on proving or disproving the
latest curves thrown their way by the secularized "they.®

Fully aware of the fact that "nothing in human life
can be understood in terms of clear—cut and generally ap-
plicable antitheses, and [thatl religion is no exception to
this,"7” Berger nevertheless procesds to divide the
religious realm into two types. The polarized types
originate in the gecgraphical locations of western Asia

{Jerusalem) and India (Benares):

“>Ibid., preface.

Teryl," Joshua Tree Aibum, "Still haven't found what
I'm looking for.™®

“7Berger, Heretical Imperative. p. 145.
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Western Asia and India have given birth to the two
most comprehensive religious warld views, and the
antithesis between them constitutes the most

important problem for contemporary ecumenicity.

e
He characterizes the religious experience inherent to each
"pale" as a) “"confrontation with the divine”: This
experience, he states, is inherent to "the three great
monotheistic religions coming out of the biblical
exparience"——that is, Judaism, Christianity and Islam,¥% and
b} "intericrity orf the divine”: This experience inheres in
the two great traditions of "the East"——namely Buddhism and
Hinduism.

Rerger concretely demonstrates how it is possible
for an inductive approach to religious phenaomena to
enrich one’'s faith. Although Jerusalem and Benares have had
about as little to do with one another {(fram an orthodox
standpoint.) as Athens and Jerusalem in the time of
Tertullian (third century A.D.,) Berger proposes that
Christian theclocgians pay special attention to Benares.
This attention, however, should not take any of the
following forms: (i) detached scholarship (ii) "reciprocal
antidefamation” (i1ii)} & Mizsichswissenschaft approach or
strategy of evangelization. Finally., (iv} he warns that
with his recommended approach he does not predict or hope
for "any kind of grand synthesis" in the style of a
religious esperanto! The damage would be too great. The
living fire of religious traditions would be reduced to
ashes and warm coals, a reduction to the “lowest common
denominator.” With such a "night in which all cats are
grey,"” Berger argques that "it would be better if no

contestation took place."1@@

*=Ibid., p. 144.
*<Ihid., p. 153.

1®@Rerger, Heretical Imperative, p. 132.
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The type of attention Berger enjoins upon Christian
theologians is one which is agpen—minded, where one is, "at
least hypothetically, [open] to the proposition that this
atiher religion is true." In cother words, one is "“prepared
to change one’'s own view of reality."*®* He will not settle
for anything lese than this type of inductive approach to
religious phenomena.

Why engage in such a labor of understanding? Rerger
provides us with two reasons. The first is that ALL human
experience is significant. Against prejudicial problems
such as the western “strong, built—in bias against mysti-
cis=m'" and conversely, the deceptive "proverbial tolerance of
Benares,"*?2 HBerger calls for a humanistic perspective
taowards religious phenomena. Furthermore, within each
experiential matrix it is possible toc locate elements of the
"other"” side of the spectrum: "There are Benares—type
phenomena within the Jerusalem matrix, and Jerusalem—type
phenamena within the Henares matrix."*?S The second reason
is that such labor will,; Berger believes, bear fruit in the
area of personal growth as one’s views are challenged:

"Once this cantestaticon is entered, it is wuniikely that it=s

ariicipants will remain unchanged."*94 hNot for the timid

]

at heart, Berger’'s proposal appeals most to the instinct for
m

oulse to explore.

1811hid, p. 152.

t@ZHerger points out that behind the apparent
“"opennass” of Benares—type religiosity towards western
religion, one finds the following view: Confrontational
type religious experience 15 understood as "heing of an
inferior religious status, at worst expressing a state of
spiritual benightedness, at best heing useful stages toward
a higher form of experience in which they are to be
dissolved.® {Heretical Imperative, p. 1394}

1@>Ihid., p. 185.

1@a1hid., p. 153.
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In conclusion., Berger ' s apptroach to and beliefs
about religiocus phenomena demonstrate the qualities of peace
in the midst of uncertainty; Jjoy in the quiet confidence of
faith; and hope for future signals of transcendence in the
midst of everydayness. While "waiting for the dark drums of
God," EBerger will “remain open to all the possibilities of a
future that lies in God s hands."*®2 "“{penness" means that
one has not already decided either a) that God has spoken
and there is nothing left to say, nor b) that Gad has never
spaken:

There are times in history when the dark drums of

God can barely be heard amid the noises of this

world. Then it is only in moments of silence, which

are rare and brief, that their beat can be faintly

discerned. There are other times. These are the

times when God is heard in rolling thunder, when the

earth trembles and the treetops bend under the force

of his voice. It is not given to men to make God

speak. It is only given to them to live and to

think in such a way that, if God s thunder should

ceme, they will not have stopped their ears.*@e
Eerger’ ' s mature prapocsal for inductive theology harmonizes
with his balanced view of reality.——rvooted in a "core
faith,” it is ogpen to "reality—ruptures" and all the
potential chaos and change such ruptures can precipitate in

ane’'s experience.

C. Summary

He hnave seen BRerger’'s dual—citizenship at work in
this chapter. Berger contends that one can both
socinlogically analyse religicus phencmena and grapple
theclogically with the same reality. In fact, the two

"relevance structures" have much teo learn from each other

r*@3Rerger, Heretical Imperative, p. 172.

s@sibid., p- 172.
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and ultimately, Berger argues, serve to enhance one’'s
understanding of religion. The important proviso to carry
the right "citizenship papers” in the country through which
one travels, and to clearly signal one’s moves to the
relevant onloakers prior to border—crossings, is
consistently practiced by Berger in his own study of

religion.



CHAPTER FOUR

Testing Berger's Sociological Perspective

To critically appraise something means that we
assign a certain value to the material under investigation.
Having delved into the perspective of Peter Berger we are in
a strategic position to grappie with and question his intel-
lectual framework. The purpose here is to assess the theor-—
etical model with which Berger approaches religious phenom—
ena in social reality.

dur assessment aof Berger’s sociological
perspective will be directed, first, at its the two leading
components, valuefreeness and sociology of knowledge; and
secand, at the perspective "as a whole.” In the first step
we will ask, concerning valuefreenescs: Is there a
contradiction in recommending a valuefree approach as a
value (scientific or otherwise}) in and of itself? The
second question will be directed at sociology of knowledge:
What use does an approach which relativizes and debunks have
if it can itself be relativized and debunked? Finally, we
will inguire into Berger’'s perspective as a whole: How well
do valuefreeness and sociclogy of knowledge interact? Can
valuefreeness withstand the debunking impetus of socioclaogy
cf knowledge? In octher words, Can Berger adhere both to a
motif of openness (implied in the methodological

requirements intrinsic to objectivity and valuefreeness) and



122

one of suspicion (incorperated in the relativizing thrust of

sociolagy of knowledge theory?)

A. Valuefreeness

At first glance the question which I wish to raise
may seem to fall under the category of sophistry. Why quib-
ble about the logical flaws involved with advocating the
value of maintaining a valuefree approach? After some re—
flection however, several aspects of the case emerge which
suggest the gravity of the question.

There are two factors which make Berger’'s use of
valuefreeness questionable. The first has to do with the
way it is described, namely with valueladen language.

Berger and Kellner describe valuefreeness as, "above all a
passion to see, . . . regardless of one’'s likes or dislikes,
hopes or fears.”* Elsewhere they characterize their
approach as a vocation: “Sociology has been and continues
to be a vocation with a form of consciousness informed by a
specific scientific method, and a vocation carrying its own
existential burden."® Herger’'s language with or without
Fellner, reveals the value he places on valuefreeness.

The second factor concerns Berger and Kellner’'s
critique of marxism. They argue that marxists derive their

analysis of social reality from an unscientific base,™

*Berger and kKellner, Sociology Reinterpreted. p. 52.
ZIbid., o. 171.

SBerger and Kellner contend that marxists see scciety
"under the aspect of a philesophy of history, to the point
where scientific understanding is deemed impossible except
as an 1integral part of this philosophical procedure. At the
end of the procedure stands a utopian vision of the future,
without which the entire procedure loses its plausibility.®
Berger & Kellner, Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 12.
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rendering their work sociologically invalid. According to
them, an "unscientific base” results when there is an a
priagri commitment to a specific philosophical interpretation
aof reality. Their solution is to opt for a valuefree
approach, one which is free from philosophical commitments.
As we will see, however, valuefreeness a Ia
Retrger, while not ostensibly rooted in a specific philosaphy
per se, presupposes nonetheless a specific value structure.®
That value structure revolves around one virtue, namely,
"scientific integrity."® By "scientific integrity" Rerger
means that one is guided by the following aims: 1. a
"demacratic focus" such that "everything that human beings
are or do, no matter how common place, can become
significant for sociological research";e 2. the "art of
listening” to other viewpoints no matter how different or
contradictory. BRerger contrasts this quality with "proce—
dures of normative disciplines, such as theology or juris-—

prudence, where one meets with the constant compulsion to

“Armin Kreiner gives clear expression to this observa-
tion in the following: “The analysis of Berger’ 's theory has
revealed; however, that sociological access to social
reality does not succeed without implications of both
metaphysical and normative—judgmental statements and conse-—
quences."” (My translation) Religicnssariclagie rwischen
Thearie, Apclcgie und Kritik der Religiaon, (Frankfurt a.M.:
Verlag Feter Lang, 1984}, p. 446.

Shccerding to Berger. the “sociologist will normally
have many values as a citizen, a private person, a member of
a religicus group or as an adherent of some other as-—
saociation of people. Eut within the limits of his activi-—
ties as a socialogist there is one fundamental value only——
that of scientific integrity. Even there, of course, the
socioclogist, being human, will have to reckaon with his
convictions, empotions and prejudices. But it is part of his
intellectual training that he tries to understand and
control these as bias that ought to be eliminated, as far as
possible, from his work. It goes without saying that this
is not always easy to do, but it is not impeossible." Berger,
Invitatiaon to Scciaclogy, p. S.

“Berger, Invitation, p. 166.
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squeeze reality into the narrow frame of one’'s value judg-
ments":;” and 3I. Openness of mind and catholicity of
vision which invites "an ongeoing communication with other
disciplines that are vitally concerned with exploring the
human condition."® It should not be surprising, then. that
the vocational Yactivity" of valuefree sociology "has human
values over and beyond its strictly scientific purposes."”

The unmistakable impression is that Berger appears
to operate with a blind spot towards his method. He cannot,
in contrast to the marxist, argue that his approach is more
scientific insofar as it is valuefree because "science"
itself is a value. The choice for “"scientific integrity"
involves values and is inspired by a specific philosophical
outlook on life. If there is a weakness in Berger’'s overall
perspective it is precisely at the point where he seems to
ignore the philosophical implications involved in
passionately advocating a position of valuefreeness. It is
one thing to argue that a valuefree approach to reality
ensures the best possible interpretation thereof, but quite
another to claim it is superior to marxist and functionalist
approaches because it is independent of philosaphical
assumptions. One’'s hermeneutical approach is ultimately a
question of choice, a choice intimately related to the
values one holds.

To place valuefreeness aon a secure footing, I
suggest therefore., that two steps be taken. First, one has

to acknowledge that valuees feed into an approach which is

7ibid., p. 167.
SBerger, Invitation, p. 1&6.

“"*Strictly speaking, the vocation of the sociclogist is
to do socioclogy. But as he does sociology, ‘cleanly’ and
without false pretensions, it turns out that this activity
has human values over and beyond its strictly scientific
purposes.” Berger and Kellner, Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p.
74.



valuefree. The second recommendation concerns the term
Ypraxis." This point was previcusly raised in my
introduction but it is worthwhile to review the important
distinction between "academic" praxis and "pragmatic”
praxis.

In Sociclagy Reinterpreted, Berger and Kellner use
the term "praxis" roughly to mean being committed to a
"pragmatic project," technical or political.*® Ideologues,
of which marxists are the paradigmatic example,** and
technocrats, operate with a "‘one-to—one’” relation between
theory and praxis."*2® I sugqgest that "praxis" involves more
than being committed to "pragmatic projects."” “Praxis"”
implies activity and the involvement of one’s own being with
an idea, theory or plan. This would mean that Rerger’'s
vocational understanding of sociology represents a praxis of
the intellectual variety. His passionate commitment to
vaiuefreeness, thetrefore, represents a "one—to—one” relation
between theory and praxis, since he "lives out.” 1.e., acts
upan his commitment to a specific mode of investigation.
Berger should acknowledge, therefore, that his vacational
understanding of sociology is also a “praxis," one of the

theoretical variety.

+2Recalling the passage, Berger and Kellner argue as
follows: "The general problem both in the technocratic and
ideological uses of sociology is the relation between theory
and praxis. In our view, there certainly can be a relation,
but 1t 1s not a direct, ‘aone—to-one’ relation. Rather, it
is a ‘'broken’ relation. The socioclogist who is committed to
any pragmatic project, be i1t technical or political. must
remain aware of this "hrokenness” i1if he is neot to be pulled
into a pragmatic mentality that in the end threatens the
survival af the scientific attitude. Again, he must remain
consclious of his ‘dual citizenship. " Berger and Kellner,
Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 139.

rribid., p. 143.

127hid., p. 139.



Let me outline this point in more detail. I am
arguing that in addition to the more commonly understood
meaning of praxis, as pragmatic activity, we should expand
our interpretation of the term to refer to theoretical
activity. By theoretical praxis I mean the lived activity
of investigating phenomena in accardance with specific
norms. Betrger would argue that so long as one is engaged in
the academic enterprise, academic values must be adhered to
in the manner aof a "calling." This "academic or theoretical
praxis" is significantly different from "pragmatic praxis,”
a praxis which should only be undertaken gqua “private”
person. FPragmatic praxis refers to the political or
technocratic use of theory to support political projects in
the community.

To summarize, the overall geoal of valuefreeness is
achievable within the dual—-citizenship model provided by
Berger if the foregoing suggestions are followed. To
repeat, I propose that Berger acknowledge the role which his
values play in the "call®" for valuefreeness, and secondly,
that he broaden his use aof “praxis”" to include an
understanding of the type of academic praxis he envisages

for the classroom.

B. Sociology of Knowledge

As a strategic weapon in the sociclogist’s ar-—
senal, sociology of knowledge theory, with its relativizing
and debunking capabilities, renders all theoretical legiti-
mations, theodicies and sacred canoplies suspect as purveyars
aof revealed truth. Ry explicating the social constructed-—
ness of reality by means of the dialectical relationship
between self and society, sociology of knowledge theory

effectively demonstrates Pascal’ s well—-known saying that



127

"what 1is truth on one side of the Pyrenees is error on the
other".*~ Sociology of knowledge constitutes the "fiery
brook" through which, Berger contends, the theologian ought
to pass.*®* If there is any consolation for the theologian,
however, it is that in the wake of the fiery destructiveness
of relativizing dissection of what is considered holy and
true, like a phoenix rising from the ashes or the trans-—
lation of calvary death into resurrection life, the simple
facticity of truth, like Spring’'s first bloom, emerges and
reemerges time and again.

The present discussion develops in two steps: (1)
A brief depiction of Berger and lLuckmann’'s theory of how
self and society dialectically relate to one another.,——the
integral component in their "reconstructed sociology of
knowledge"; and (2} A discussion of how seriously we are to
treat saciclogy of knowledge when on the one hand, qua soci-—
ologist, RBerger uses it to diagnose social reality. and on

the other, he turns it on its head in Rumcr of Angels.

1. Salient Features of Sociclogy of Knowledge

The relativizing impetus of sociology of knowledge
is derived from the fundamental insight that all knowledge
is socially constructed:

What remains socioclogically essential is the
recognition that all symbolic universes and all
legitimations are human products;: their existence
has its base in the lives of concrete individuals,
and has noc empirical status apart from these
lives.*™

*>RBerger and kKellner, Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 36.

r4Rerger, Rumar of Angels, p. 29.

*3Rerger and bLuckmann, Social Caonstructicon, p. 128.
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Painstakingly. the authors of Social Caonstruction detail the
manner by which symbolic universes of meaning pre-reflec—
tively originate in the lifeworld.

The outward directed “"home—building” propulsion of
the self is rooted in the bioleogically derived need for
security and order. In contrast to the highly developed
instinctual constitution of animals at birth, humans are
"thrown" into a place and time with seemingly endless hori-—
zons. A combination of “world—openness” and low instinctual
capabilities at birth set the stage for "world-—producers,”
persons in tandem constructing homes, villages, cities,
societies and symbolic universes of meaning stretching over
and beyond the workshop of daily life.

From the initial externalization of a world, we
proceed to the second dialectical moment, “"objectivation®
whare the human—constructed world confronts the individual
as an agpus alienum. The world registered as ganz anders in
the person’s consciousness is, however, not the final truth
about the world. To understand how the products of the
original creative drives come to stand over humans in
oppressive, thing—-like fashion, we must review BRerger’'s
theory of institutions.

Institutionalization begins innocuously enough
with habitualization. The necessity for habitualization is
due to the underdevelcopment of human instincts. In order to
accommadate and direct their chaotic drives, our praogenitors
attempted to habitualize their activities. This activity
relieved the "accumulation of tensions that result from
undirected drives.”*® Institutionalization was just a step
away from the initial ordering activities of our unspecia-
lized forbearers. With institutionalization, individuals
relate to one another according to specific patterns.

Herger ‘s theory of institutions rotates on the fundamental

r*eBerger and tuckmann, Sccial Construction, p. 53.



129

human propensity for order. When that order is threatened
by competing worlds or anomic disturbances, men and women
drraw on their creative resources to ensure that their
institutionalized world retains its "accent of reality.”
HBerger calles this process "legitimation.®

Legitimation, comprised of "simple traditional af-
firmations," begins at the pre—theoretical level. Moving
ahead we reach the next level of folklore, proverbs and
maxims, which reinforce the ordered world. Explicit theo—
ries characterize the third level of legitimation followed
closely by "symbolic universes" in the fourth level. Berger
and Luckmann summarize the vayage from pre—theogria to "sa-—

cred canopy" or symbolic universe:

The origins of a symbolic universe have their
roots in the constitution of man. If man in soci-—
ety is a warld-constructor, this is made possible
by his constitutionally given world—openness,
which already implies the conflict between order
and chaos. Human existence is, &b initic, an
ongoing externalization. #As man externalizes
himself, he constructs the world inte which he
externalizes himself. In the process of exter—
nalization, he projects his own meanings into
reality. Symbolic universes. which proclaim that
&ill reality is humanly meaningful and call upon
the entire cosmaos to signify the validity of human
existence, constitute the farthest reaches of this
projection.*”

Dehumanization results when legitimations are
imbued with an "ontological status independent of human
activity and significaticon."*® At this juncture, it is
appropriate to retrace our thoughts to the original problem
posed by socioclogy of knowledge. By now the relativizing
propensities of the theory should be evident. If one’s
daily praxis is bound by the belief that the Koran is the

revealed ward of God, then one has not been initiated into

*7Rerger and Luckmann, Social Construction, p. 16G4.

1eIphid., p. 90.
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the "liberating" sociology of knowledge insight that sym—
bolic universes are constructed by people. For the ignor—
ant, the world of Allah and the Koran looms over the mundane
world exerting 1its ominocusly omnipotent influence in every
nook and cranny. The Koran—believer is caught in a web of
negations harmful to the realization of his or (more likely)
her full humanity. And yvet the "ontological status" ac-
corded to those beliefs ensures for the believer a stable
and ordered world. Rerger and lLuckmann contend: "Through
reification, the world of institutions appears to merge with
the warld of nature. 1t becomes necessity and fate, and is
lived through as such, happily or unhappily as the case may
be."*%

Finally, with "internalization" the individual ap-—
progriates within him or herself the objectivated world. In
this vital move the objective facticity of the world becomes
subhjectively meaningful for the individual. Internalization

marks the beginning of true being with one ancother,—"we
participate in each other s being."2? Maoreover, it is “the

basis . . . for an understanding of cne’' = fellowmen and . .

=4

or the apprehension of the world as a meaningful and

ocial reality."2* The establishment of a stable identity

hinges on the success or failure of this vital dialectical
movement.== Sociology of knowledge rests on the premise
knowledge results from three dialectical movements which
occur between the individual and the world,—

externalization, cbjectivation and internalization.

**Ibid., pp. F0-91.

=@Rerger and Luckmann, Sccial Construction, p. 139.

Z1ibid., p. 13@.

2

2=ihid., p. 133.



Z. “"Relativizing the Relativizerg”

In 1967, The Sacred Cancpy was published. Its
purpose was “to apply a general theoretical perspective
derived from the sociclogy of knowledge to the phenomenon of
religion."® HBeraer concluded therein, that “"sacred
canopies” are human constructions. Order and stability,
human needs par excellence, propel individuals to actively
caonstruct a home for themselves in social solidarity.
Religion is rooted in this biclogically based an-—
thropological constant of man.

Slightly uneasy about what might have been
construed as its "methodological atheism," he included a
praovocative appendix entitled "Sociclogical and Theoleogical
Ferspectives."” There, Berger discussed the theoretical
possibility that man’'s "projected meanings may have an
ultimate status independent of man."®4 Following up that
possibility two years later in A Rumar of Angels; he argued
that the faint and obscure signals of transcendence (rumors)
surrounding our existence in a secularized world, announce
an eternal source.

It is important to note that the argument of 4
Rumcr of Angels presupposes that of The Sacred Canopy.
fAccordingly, theclogical ingquiry can only begin when one has
"really grasped what it means to say that religion is a
human product or projsction.” At that critical point. one
is then ready to "search, within this array of projections,
for what may turn out to be signals of transcendence.”=®2 In

cther words, recegnition of the limits of human reasoning

“>Rerger, Sacred Canopys p- V.
Z4Rerger, Sacresd Canopy, p. 1806.

Z3Ipid., p. 185.



{inciuding sociclaogy of knowledge,) constitutes the only
valid szil out of which a quest for infinity, for God, for
religiocus truth, can bleossom and grow.

Fassage along the “reocad less travelled” requires
an initial demolition derby of the pervasive nature of
modern consciousness. Jo achieve this, Berger suggested
that we "relativize the relativizers,"2® demythologizing the
myth of modernity®” in order to clear the path for authentic
theological ingquiry and experience.

In appraising the sociology of knowledge component
of RBerger ‘s sccioclogical perspective we are led to the ques-—
tion of i1ts internal logic. How valid is Berger’'s claim
that religion is a human construction if his claim’s
supporting framework (sociology of knowledge} can be dis-—
mantled with one blow ("relativizing the relativizers®")

It is crucial to note his prefatory remarks in
both Sacred Canapy and Rumor aof Angels. Simply stated, the
first boock was written from within a sociological frame of
reference and the second from within a theologically
oriented one. Although a2 "broken connectedness" certainly
exists between the two relevance sitructures, Berger
explicitly discloses his standpeoint in each book. His
concern in Rumer of Angels is “"with the possibility of
theolaogical thinking in our present situation."=2® With the

help of seciclogy of knowledge he demonstrates that

FeRerger, Awrar of Angels, p. 42.

Z7Hy the "myth of modernity” Berger means the assumption
that this age is intellectually superior to all others,
"intellect" heing measured by scientific progress and
technological know—how. See A Rumer of Angels, p. 41.

Z8Rerger, Rumor af Angels, preface.
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possibility.®¥ While Berger qua scociolagist certainly
influences Berger qua theologian and vice versa, the two
milieus are carefully demarcated; signals are decisively
flashed prior to lane—changes between sociology and theo-—
legy. The problem of consistency is solved if we account
for the frame of reference with which he begins. It would
be surprising if conclusions derived from within a
sociclogical perspective precisely correlated with those
inspired by a theoleogical one.

To answer the question more fully, it is
significant to note the character of sociology of knowledge.
Socioclogy of knowledge, we discover,; is escsentially a
philosaophically neutral tool which, depending on ocur
perspective, will elicit varying conclusions.

A closer inspection, moreover, of the substance of
Facred Canopy reveals that Berger does not deny the pos-—
sibility that human projections of God may, in actuality,
point to the reality of God. In other words, his socioclogi-
cally derived "conclusion" does not necessarily contradict
the theologically derived "conclusion" of Sumgr of Angels.

His concliusion is just not quite the same in the two books.

tx

grger’'s point is that gqua socielogist and given the
evidence, he can only outline opticns. The evidence is that
within human experience are found many “"human projections of
Gad."” He articulates his position very well in the
folliowing:

if one grants the fundamasntal religious assumption
that an other reality somehow impinges or borders
upon the empirical world,., then these features of
the sacred will be dignified with the status of
genuine ‘experience.’ Needless to sayv, this as-—
sumptian cannat be made within & sociciagical or

=The overall approach is sociclogical, not exclusively
tied to a sociclogical theory. However, Berger focusses on
the "profound dimension" of sociology’'s challenge to
theclogical thought--socioleogy of knowledge, in chapter two
ot A4 Rumar of Angels. (p. 34)



anv ather scientific frame of reference {my em—
phasis). . . . “Gther worlds’'. . . are only
available as meaning—enclaves within this world,
the world of human experience in nature and
history. . . . Whatever else the constellations of
the cacred may be ‘ultimately.’ empirically they
are products of human activity and human
signification——that is, they are human
projections.=?

Fair enogugh. The reader is told that sacred constellations
are, from the empirical standpeint, human projections. This
leaves the door apen for cother valid conclusions derived
from other perspectives. Berger simply takes a different
perspective towards sacred constellations of meaning in
Rumar af Angels, a perspective which, rather than contradic-—
ting, complements that of the empirical.

In this way, we see that socioclogy of knowledge
theory is a tool which, in the hands of a thecoretician with
"srientific integrity,” can elicit new disclosures of the
phenomenon under scrutiny. Accordingly, religion, from the
standpoint of sociclogy of knowledge,. is a human
construction. But the "sociolegist of knowledge®
understands two things. First, that the "canstructed™
character of knowledge implies that sociclogy of knowledge
is itself constructed and; therefaore finite. This means
that it can be relativized as it, in turn, relativizes.
Secand, the “sociologist of knowledge" is not so naive as to
think that his or her perspective is the only ocne which
sexists. QOther equally valid perspectives such as theclogy
are available far the person intent on scrutinizing all the
angles. The strength eof socioclogy of knowledge is its self-
consciously finite standpoint. Thus, it can relativize and
he relativized and, to answer the guiding question of this

section,——therein lies its usefulness.

S@Rerger, Sacred Canopyvy, pp. 88-89%2.



C. BRerger’'s Sociclaogical Perspective "as a Whole"

In the preceding pages we examined the sociclogy
of knowledge and Weber s sociology to the extent that they
enter into HBerger’'s sccioclogical perspective. To complete
our analysis, we will endeavour to ascertain how well the
two blend in Berger’'s perspective as a whole. In short,
like VYan Harvey, we will ask:

How is it that all knowledge is relative except
that of the sociclogist who demonstrates that all
knowledge is relative? ©On what grounds does the
sociologist claim empirical and value—free
knowledge?~1

Two years after Van Harvey’'s question appeared in print,
Berger and Kellner formulated the same question (with more
precision, ) in response, perhaps; te Van Harvey' s query:
"If¥ science, along with &l11 octher cognitive svstems, 1is
sccially canstructed, how can one cilaim chjectivity far
it?"™=Z Their answer may help us place the questionable
aspects of valuefreeness (already discussed) in a new light.
Herger and Kellner answer Van Harvey that one
cannot claim objectivity for science without recognizing its
boundaries. The quecst of objectivity is, of course, a human
quest. The objectivity which science pursuecs is bounded by
the constructed character of science itselif. éerger'a
abijlity to "relativirze relativizers" is dus to the
canstructed, and thereby, finite character of the scientific
relevance structure under which sccieclogy of knowledge
cperates. Berger’'s acknowledgement therefore. aof the
constructadness of science enables us to soften our earlier

criticism of his "blind spot" vis—-a—vis valuefreeness. Ry

SrVan Harvey, "Religious Faith and the Sociology of
Knowledge," p. 4.

=2Berger and Kellner, Socciclogy Reinterpreted, p. 61.
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recegnizing the fallible soil qut of which the scientific
enterprise grows., Berger indirectly points to the existence
af human values feeding inte valuefreeness.

To answer Harvey. then, rather than cancelling ocne
another out, sociology of knowledge and valuefreeness enjay
an excellent working relationship. Sociclogy of knowledge
pinpoints the finitude of knowledge, including itself.
Through it, we recognize the inexorable link which binds our
loftiest theories, worldviews, with our biases, beliefs and
values. In this way, the "impossible struggle" for
valuefreeness begins precisely with the recognition that we
are connected to personal values. The relevance structure
of science, under which sociology of knowledge and

valuefreeness operate, strives to "see" accurately what is
“there." It attempts to be philoscphically neutral vis—-a-
vis phenomena.

The most important consequence of philasophical
neutrality is the morality it inadvertently generates.
Subjective qualities inherent to this morality include
soberness. modesty,. respect and empathy for others. RBerger
and ¥ellner explain:

To be a iistener cf the many staries cof human mea-—
nings——and then tag retell the stories as rfaithful-
iv as gne 1is able-—this description of what a
sociologist does is a restatement of certain meth-—
odcological princigples. it 15 alsg a statement
with a certain moral status. >

The "moral status" of being a good listener also has a

35
rt

1 ical wvalue i1f one regards education as

DT on
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practical. Since the activity of learning requires an opsn
mind and a desire to breoaden cocne’s heorizons, the "art of
listening” is an undisputed asset for all involved. teacher
and student alike.

We can formulate the question of how well

valuefreeness and soaciology cof knowledge blend in Berger’s

==Rerger and Kellner, Scciclcgy Reinterpreted, p. 795.
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scciological perspective in another way. How can Berger’'s
sociological perspective accommodate the discrete {and
discrepant?}) motifs of openness and debunking under the
"gsame roaf?" Connected with this question are several
others. Ry hausing the two motifs under one “roof," does
Berger intend that a temporal sequence characterize their
employment such that one is first open to the phenomenon and
then suspicious, or vice versa? 0Or, do the two coexist as
lavers such that openness functions as the basement for the
ground—floor of Mistrust, or vice versa? Are they equally
significant and powerful? Daes Herger hope that
saciologists are both open and suspicious? How does the
ideal of objectivity withstand the relativizing perspective
of sociology of knowledge? Conversely. how does socioclogy
of knowledge theory withstand the openness of valuefreeness?
Are the two motifs not doomed to either synocretistic
banality or an exhausting state of steady warfare?

For Berger. it is unpreblematic to integrate the
cosmopolitan and debunking motifs in his coverall perspec—
tive. In his "preface on Ferception" to The Noise of Sciemn
Assemblies, we Tind an apt homily on the Matthew 18:16
passage by which we can perhaps come to better terms with
the two extremes in his perspective.S The passage reports
desus’ injunction to his disciples to be "wise as serpents
and innccent as doves" as they carried the Yevangelium" inteo
the warld. Berger employs this scriptual passage to relate
his concern that Christian students {for whom the boock was
written) "will truthY in their “"perception of the sacial

dimensions of our religious situation."Se

F3This was a "sociologist's study written for the
National Student Christian Federation." Feter Berger, The
Noise of Soclemn Assemblies: Christian Commitment and the
Religious Establishment in America {New York: Doubleday,
1961.)

“eRerger, Nocise of Sclemn Assemblies, p. 12.
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The activity which engenders a clear perception of
reality is both cosmopolitan and provincial; constructive
and destructive; open and closed. “Innocence" translated
from the Greek, means "unmixed," "pure,"” "simple" and “with-
out guile."™” Berger claims that "innocence" 1s a quality
af the heart rather than the head. It is the will to truth,
truth which is unmixed. The will to clear perception aust
therefore be coupled with the practical intelligence of
"wisdam." Tagether they will unmask the idals of our age.

At face value, innocence and prudent wisdom, like
trust and suspiciaon are difficult ingredients to mix to-
gether. The "telos” which binds them together is a "will to
truth.” Openness to sccial phenomena, no matter how dis—
tasteftul or conversely, awe—inspiring, is & direct result of
the passion to see soccial reality “"as it is.” Similarly,
the "art of migstrust" springs from the same "will to &ruath.®

We have seen how the valuefree compaonent of
Weber's sociology dovetails with saocialogy of knowledge.
They cooperate so well, in fact, that it may be unnecessary
to treat them as separate components. There is, however,
another feature of HWeber’' s sociclaogy which Berger cites as a
reasan for requiring more than sociclagy of knowledge to
assess reality. That is, Weber s emphasis on "unintended
consequences.” Since sociclogy of knowladge "deals with the
relation of structures of conscicusness and institutional
structures,.” it cannot account for those phenomena which
appear to have no connectiaon with intentions of social ac—
tors.™® Herger is clearly unhappy with the implicit deter-—
minism of sccioclogy of knowledge and wants to leave room for

freedom in his theorvy.

“7RBerger, Noise af Solemn Assemblies, p. 12.

S®Berger and Kellner, Sociclogy Reinterpreted, p. 67.
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To summarize, Berger’ ¢ sociological perspective is
not composed of contradictory slements but rather its

components cocperate te produce a compelling model for the

study of religion.



CONCLUSION

Jur guiding question concerned the “workability"
of Rerger’'s "dual—citizenship" for the study of religion.

We began our investigation with a look at what the model
entails and compared it with two alternative approaches, the
technocratic and ideolaogical. We noted the paradox that ocur
intimate connection to values does not deter, but rather
motivates us towards valuefreeness in our study of religion.
The ideclogue stops at the first point, concluding that ocur
inexorable connection to values spells futility for the
academic 1ideal of fair play vis—-&-vis theories which
conflict with ocur cwn. The technccirat, on the other hand.
leaps over the first point and incorporates a learned
apprcach to reality utterly divorced from a contextual
undesrstanding of the self and waorld. They both evade the
existential tension involved with being a citizen of two
worlds.

Berger and Kellner call the individual who 1is both
“religlous" and a student of religion, a "dual-citizen." So
leng as one is clear about the citizenship requirements of
the two countries, the "“republic of scholars" and “religious
community,” one has unlimited access to both without
jeopardizing the identity of either. One of the best
examples of Berger’'s "dual-citizenship"” is his analysis of

religion during the late sixties. His approach to religion

144
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in The Sacred Cancpy was distinctly sociological and,
conversely, in A4 Rumar af Angels his approach was that of a
“lay theclogian.®

To answer the gquestion then with which this
dicssertation began, Berger’ 's "dual—-citirenship" works. My
conclusion is grounded in four points. The first point is
Berger s loyalty, from early in his career to the present to
the same recipe for approaching a diversity of topics
ranging in scope from “third waorld" development to religion,
and varying in format from the novel to theoretical treatise
form.

Second, the structural toughness of his
hermeneutical apparatus, able to withstand several critical
assaults without collapse. Berger has been consistent, from
early in his career to the present, about the
HWeberian/Schitzian foundation for his “"sociological
perspective." From our separate treatment of a)
Valuefreeness (Weber), b} Sociclogy of knowledge (Schitzian—
based phenaomenoclaogy), and c} Berger’'s sociological
perspective as a whole, we concluded the following:

Concerning &/, the guestion whether Berger
cantradicts himself in adhering to the value of
valuefreeness, we concluded, initially, that this aspect of
his sociological perspective seemed to be weak. That
initial assessment was based on two points: First, Berger’'s
discussion aof the values ("scientific integrity") inherent
to a valuefree approach; and second, his charge that
marxists are not "really" scientific because they are
philosophically biased towards social reality. Taken
together, we concluded that Berger seemed to operate with a
blind spot towards his own use of valuefreeness, since,
presumably, valuefreeness is also not "really" scientific
given the a priocri philosophical bias towards reality such a

tool entails.
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I suggested therefore, that the problem could be
alleviated if BRerger would broaden his understanding of
“praxis." Recalling the discussion, Berger criticized
marxists for the "one—to-one" relationship between theory
and prasxis in their work. Fraxis was understood in that
passage as the pragmatic use of thecry, whether political or
technical. Moreover, implied in this pragmatic use of
theory is the impression that there is a corresponding
inability tg criticize one’s personal values. A broadened
use of "praxis" would include the practice of academic
norms, something which Berger passionately enjoins upon his
colleagues in the field. I do not think, then. that Berger
would have any quarrel with the marxist committed to
academic freedom, where having a “"democratic focus,"
"listening toc others" and viewing ane’'s own perspective with
a certain humility, was the rule of thumb. In other words,
his complaint is not with the marxist scholar who practices
a kind of "dual-citizenship" in his/her profession, but
rather with the fanatical marxist.

Berger’'s criticism of marxist scholars requires,
therefore, a delineation between two meanings of praxis,
namely, 1} academic praxis., of which valuefreeness is a
crucial ingredient, and 2} pragmatic praxis, where one’s
commitment toc the pragmatic use of theory precludes any kind
of reflection and criticism about the values which feed into
the pragmatic project. In accordance with a "“"dual-
citizenship" approach to religicon, ane’'s praxis in the
Yrepublic of scholars" would be academic—oriented and,
outside of that sphere, pragmatic—oriented.

Our analysis, in the third part, of the combined
product of valuefreeness and sociology of knowledge in
Rerger’'s sociclogical perspective, enabled us to soften our
criticism of his use of valuefreeness. There, we noted the
"constructed"” and ipsag facta, finite character of both

sociology of knowledge and valuefreeness. By pinpointing
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the finite ground of the relevance structure of science,
Rerger indirectly acknowledges the existence of values which
feed into valuefreeness.

Concerning B/, the logic involved in relying on an
approach which relativizes and can itself be relativized,
Rerger effectively demonstrates that this is its strength.
The fact that sociology of knowledge can be "turned on its
head" as 1t were, demonstrates its own constructedness, and
thereby its usefulness.

Concerning C/, the "debunking" impetus of
socioclogy of knowledge does not negatively affect
valuefreeness because valuefreeness, too, is a social
construction and therefore, rooted in values. Taken
together, Weber’ ' s socioclogy and sociology of knowledge
provide Berger with a penetrating sociolaogical perspective
on religion.

We have shown that the basis for Berger’'s dual-
citizenship approach to religion, his sociological
perspective, is durable, consistent and strong despite a few
weak links in the valuefree "pillar.” I have suggested two
steps which would strengthen that aspect. We have,
moreover, seen how his dual—citizenship approach works "in
practice."” Taken together., then, Berger’'s sociclogical
perspective coheres internally, and worked out externally,
as it were, demonstrates an overall consistency and
effectiveness.

The third point in favour of the thesis that
Rerger's dual—citizenship approach to religion “"works," is
that through that approach, he achieves a fruitful analysis
of religion. For those concerned with how religion is to be
defined. Rerge+’ 's lucid and thorough discussion of the issue
caonstitutes an excellent entry point intc the debate. From

a "relaxed ecumenical tolerance," (it being a "matter of
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taste"}* to a more "militant opposition" towards functional
definitions of religion, his argument for moving to a firm
“substantive" definition is instructive.® By setting forth
definitional terms ("“sacred" and "supernatural®), we are
given something solid to work with., Berger’'s focus on
defining religion challenges us with the ongoing importance
of this particular task.

Besides the matter of how it is to be defined,
Berger emphasizes that the modern individual is confronted
with the necessity to choose one’s religion or worldview.
Whereas traditioconal societies provided little choice con-—
cerning religiocus truth, the present reality is such that we
must choose between an array of options including that of
disbelief. Hence, the "heretical imperative":=

In premodern situations there is a world of reli-
gious certainty, occasionally ruptured by
heretical deviations. By contrast, the maodern
situation is a warld of religious uncertainty,
occasionally staved off by more or less piecarious
constructions of religious affirmation. . . . For
premcdern man, heresy is a passibilityv—usualily a
rather remaote cne; for mcodern man, heresy

i1Rerqger, Sacred Canapy, Appendix 1, "Socioclogical
Definitions of Religion." p. 177.

2kerger, "Some Second Thoughts on Substantive versus
Functional Definitions of Religion," Journal for the Scien-—
tific Study of Religicn, 13 (March 1974): 125133,

STitle of Rerger’'s most substantial treatment of reli-—
gion, published in 1979. The etymology of "Heresy" 1is cen—
tral to the argument: “The English word "heresy’ caomes from
the Greek verb hairein, which means “to choose.’ A hailiresis
originally meant, quite simply, the taking of a choice. A
derived meaning is that of an opinicon. . . . For this notion
of heresy tc have any meaning at all, there was presupposed
the authority of a religious tradition. Only with regard to
such an authority could one take a heretical attitude. The
heretic denied this authority, refused to accept the tradi-—
tion in tata. Instead, he picked and chose from the con—
tents of the tradition, and from these pickings and choo-
sings constructed his own deviant aopinion.” (The Heretical
Imperative, p. 23)
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typically becames a necessity. 0O again,
maodernity creates a new situation in which picking
and choosing becames an imperative.?

Finally, he points out three paths along which one
can move from an academic scrutiny of religious options to a
“hairesis.” To summarize, Berger s saocialogical approach to
religion aids our understanding of ourselves and the world
in which we live.

The fourth and final point in favour of our thesis
that Berger’'s dual-citizenship approach to religion
succeeds, concerns the implicit philosophy of education at
the core of his approach. As I showed in the early pages of
this dissertation, "humanism" is the crucial ingredient in
his approach. Rerger’'s approach reflects his view that at
the heart of reality is a mystery that defies ultimate
solutions, and in that mystery a sense of order and
belonging. Retrieviné the original deocuments of our
existence means that we are confronted with an inexplicable
presence, something larger ocurselves.

Religious experience, the experience of "“the
holy," "the sacred," is that which occurs at the abaove-men—
tioned juncture in one’'s journey. Understood along these
lines, Berger’'s approach to spcial phenomena translates into
a pillgirimage to the religilous source of our empirical exis—
tence. In this context, our conventional ideas about reli-
gion have to be revised. Prior to doctrinal statements,
churches, a national ethos or family traditions, religion
begins with the experience of finitude. OQOur frailty is
experienced against the backdrop of God' s majesty.

The philosophy of education at the core of
Rerger 's approach presupposes "a stance of soberness, an

intellectual if not personal modesty."® It requires the

“Barger, Heretical Imperative, p. 29.

SIbid.
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"postulate of ignorance," the capacity for self-criticism.
All of this goes a long way towards producing the right
climate for learning, surely an indispensable task for any
enterprise whose purpose it is to educate.

My investigation into Berger’'s work from 1938 to
the present revealed a consistent frame of reference from
which he tackled a variety of subjects. My reading of the
secondary literature on Rerger, particularly those who
charged Berger with incaonsistency and a kind of
methodological flamboyance, revealed a startling gap in
their assessment of Berger. What was this gap? Namely,
that the frame of reference which Berger uses had not been
grappled with. Therefore, I perceived that this missing
portion of scholarship on Rerger constituted a good place to
make a contribution to the field.

How does this study of Berger’'s dual—citizenship
approach to religion contribute to the field? First, let me
say what the thesis has nat tried to do. It was not a
comparative study of approaches to religion; neither was it
a proposal for a brand new model for enquiry into religion.
Rather, its purpose was to ground the approach demonstrated
and briefly discussed in Herger’'s work on a solid footing
and to critically assess that approach. Its contribution to
scholarship is, therefore, that I have gone bevond existing
scholarship on Berger ta demonstrate the key to his work,
namely the sociclogical perspective comprised of
valuefreasness and socioclogy of knowledge which forms the
basis of his analysis of religion, politics, economics and
so an. And, it is his sociolpgical perspective which forms
the basis for his proposal that religion be studied in the
manner of dual-citizen — gscholarly, i.e., valuefiree and
involved in or connected with a community of religious,
political or other concerns. It is impossible to assess the
seemingly contradictory Berger of The Sacred Canopy and A

Rumcr af Angels, without understanding this idea of dual-
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citizenship, an idea which Berger has consistently practiced
from 1958 to the present. And it is impossible to
accurrately assess dual citizenship without grasping the two
central theoretical components of valuefreeness and
socioclogy of knowledge which blend together in such a way as
to make BRerger’ s work the compelling contribution to the
field of religious studies which it is.

There are praoblems with the model of dual-
citizenship. By pinpointing these problems and proposing an
answer to them, I have offered to religious studies a fresh
understanding of Berger’'s approach.

Of course the taopic is not exhausted. HMuch more
can be done tc assess the maodel at hand. While “dual-
citizenship" has been unpacked in detail, the other two
approaches, technocratic and utopian have ocnly received
interest insofar as they are not the way to go according to
Berger. But who exactly are today’'s utapians and
technocrats in the field? And what kind of answer would
they give Berger to the charge that the cld fashioned
marriage of thecry and praxis, or divorce of theory and
piraxis, distorts the reality under investigation.

Anocther area that I would like to explore in
greater detail concerns Berger’'s view that the study o7
religion must be primarily concerned with the “core
experience” of religiocn — that theoleogy,., Dogma, etc. aust
base their findings on the essence of religion. What neads

to be done here is to set out a method for reaching this

W]

pre—reflective experience. PBEerger argues far its primary
status for research but does not specify exactly how one is
to get there. We gather that the language of phencmenclogy
a Ia Husserl and Schitz is key here, but this needs more
attention. We know that Berger recommends the inductive
path, a path which takes personal experience as the basis
for investigation, but we are not told how to rate and

evaluate our experiences in the face of other s experiences.
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In short, we need a mare detailed explication of how to
conduct our investigation of the core experience of
religion.

BRerger s dual—-citizenship approach to religion has
been carefully considered in the preceding pages.
Hopefully, serious consideration to the question of how we
should approach the study of religion, will not undermine
the real task for religious studies—that of understanding

the religicus dimension of existence.
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Appendix II. Periodization of Berger’'s Work

Other scholars have also divided Berger’s work into
periads ar “"clusters" as Michael Kerlin calls them. The
essential difference between the scheme offered here and
that of Kerlin, Van A. Harvey, Volker Drehsen, and Gordon
Clanton, is that I have included a fourth period containing
the latest literary output of Rerger.

A/. Valker Drehsen, “"Die Reprivatisierung des heiligen
Kosmos: Feter L. Berger und Thomas Luckmann,®” in K.rF. Dahm,
V. Drehsen and G. Kehrer, Das Jenseits der Gesellschaft.
Religion im Frozress Sarialwissenschafttlicher Kritik
(Manchen, 1973}, Z35-268. Drehsen divides Berger ' s woark
into three "“"FPhasen in Anlehnung an G. Clanton.” 1. Theorie
der Kulturreligion, 1961-19263%; II. Theorie der Wissens—
soziclogie, 19263-1966; and III. Theorie der Sakularisier—
ung, 1966—-197@.

B/. Gordon Clanton, "Feter L. Berger und die Rekon-—
struktion der Religionsscziologie," Gabertragen von Wolfram
Fischer, dissenschart und Praxis in Kirche und Geselischaft,
&2 (1973}, 78-93. Clanton divides Berger’'s work into three
"Ferioden." I. "Frithe Arbeiten," 1239-1963: Clanton
describes Herger’'s work in this pericd as “"Kirchen—
rentirierte Forschungen, in denen Sczioclogie als eine kon-—
struktive Kritik kirchlicher Religion gereichnet ist," 78.
II. 1963-19&6: "Eine “Ubergangsperiode,’" Clanton claims
that in this pericd Berger attempts "sich selbst als sdku-—
larer Wissenschaftler zu etablieren,” ibid. He regards
Berger and Luckmann’'s ‘“reconstructed sociology of know—
ledge” as the "founding conceptual instrumentarium for the
investigation of religion® ("als grundlegendes Begriffsin-—
strumentarium zur Erforschung von Religion," ibid.) I1I.
I?&E6—: "Das Schlussel-Konzept heiflt hier——wie in The S5a-—
cred Canopy——5akularisation.” Also. Clanton correctly notes
that during this period BRerger clearly indicates that his
definition of religion will be “"substantive" rather than
"functional,” as defined by Thomas Luckmann. (p. 793

C/. w™Michael J. ¥erlin, "Crossing Berger's Fiery Brook:
Religious Truth and the Sociology of Knowledge.,” Thamist., 40
(19746}, 366~3F2. Kerlin divides the relevant work into “two
main clusters.” The first begins in 1961 with The Noise of

i48
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Solemn Assemblies (1961) and The Frecaricus Visian (19261).
The second relevant "cluster" occurs between 1967 and 127@
with The Sacial Caonstruction of Reality (1966), The Sacred
Cancpy (1967}, and A Rumar af Angels (1269). (p. 367)

D/. Van A. Harvey, "Religious Faith and the Sociology
of Knowledge: The Unburdening of Peter Berger," Religious
Studies Review, V (Jan., 1279}, 1—-1@. Harvey employs the
notion of “"Rerger’'s burden" to interpret his work, reporting
on the "structure of his unburdening" aver the years. (p-
1)} Berger’'s burden, according to Harvey,., "is how he can
relate his Christian belief to his sociological theory: or,
more precisely, how he can reconcile his belief in the god
of the biblical tradition with a sociological theory in
which all beliefs, especially religious beliefs, are regar—
ded as human products relative to social structures, and
plausible only so long as those supporting structures are in
place.” (ibid) Accordingly. he divides BRerger’'s work as
follows: I. "The first Unburdening: the iconoclastic
BRerger." 19259-1963; YI. "Retying the BRurden," 19673 The
Sacred Cancpy; and I11I. "The Final Unburdening,” 1270-1977
or "The Later Berger" or "The Return." Harvey describes
Berger here as "unabashedly conservative." (p- 2}

E/. Py division of Berger’'s work into four chronologi-
cal perionds. I. Period A, *I90B-I963": Npise of Sclemn
fssemblies, The Precaricus Visian, and The Invitation fo
Sociclagy, (19463%}. Here, Berger can be described as radi-
cal, iconoclastic, and demonstrating a gquasi-—nso—orthodoxy
in his critigque cf cultural religion. Berger’'s sociological
percpective in The Invitation to Sociclcgy is equally sup-—
ported by the sociology of Max Weber and the phenomenclogy
af Alfred Schitz. {(see p. 178 of Invitaticn) I1. Period
B, "192464-1369": The Social CLaonstructicn of Reality, (1966});
The Sacred Canopy, (1967):; and A Rumaor of Angels. (19569}).
During this fruitful period, Berger’'s utilizaticn of soccio—
logy of knowledge is more pronounced than in the other
periods. Also, he seems to especially focus on religion in
this timespan. ¥¥¥. fFeriod C, "I978-¥978": The Homeless
Mind., {(1973); FPyramids of SGacrifice., (1974}; and Facing up
tg Modernity, (1977). Feolitical concerns dominate here
particularliy in terms of how secularization and
modernization have impacted "Third world countries" and
society in general. IV. Period D, "1979-1986": The Here-—
tical Imperative, (197%): Sociclogy Reinterpreted. (1981);
The Oither Side of God, (1981); and The Capitalist Revalu—
tign, {(19868). Felitical and economic concerns are tightly
woven together with Herger’'s sustained study of the impact
of secularization on societal structures. His theolegical
preference in both Feriods € and D "is the spirit of" clas—
sical liberal Protestantism, colorfully illustrated in The
Heretical Imperative.



Appendix III

Gaede's Schematization of Berger’'s Terminology

in The Heretical Imperative®

Inductive

Methodological
Appraach

Daductive

Gaede asks why Berger does not
typology an Inductive-0Orthodox
quastions as fTollows:
‘haretical imperative, " Berger believes

Substantive Conclusions

Orthodox

(A) empirical evidence
demonstrates traditional
religious truth

Heterodox

(B) empirical
evidence points
to new reli—
gious under-—
standing ("in—
duction"——
Berger)

(C) traditional
religious truth
asserted a priori
("deduction"—-—Rerger)

Approcach. He

Since we live "in

tS5tan Gaede,
Imperative,"

Heretical

"Review Symposium: Peter

Chart taken from p.
15@

incl

(D) nontradi-—
tional assump-—
tions used to
reinterpret re—
ligious meaning
("reduction"——
Rerger}

ude intoc his
answers his

the age of the
that

"inductive—

L. Berger’'s The

182,



151

aorthodoxy is a practical, if not logical, impossibility."”
{Gaede, Stan D.; Harrod. Harold L.; Miller, Donald; and
Roof, Wade., contributors to "Review Symposium: FPeter L.
Rerger’'s The Heretical Imperative" Journal for the
Scientiric Study af Religion 20 (June 1981), p. 183) In
other words, modernity does not provide the individual with
a sufficient plausibility structure to support an "“"orthodox
interpretation of reality." Gaede finds this assumption
problematic for two reasons: first, it does not allow for
the "possibility of a sectarian response." Second, Gaede
notes that the “"comtemporary evangelical movement" qualifies
for the inductive-—orthodox method on the basis of two quali-
ties: a) it holds to "orthodox Christian dogma" and b) "it
asserts that its faith is empirically and experientially
verifiable.™ {ibid} The sheer numbers assocciated with the
evangelical movement are grounds enocugh for Gaede’'s surprise
that Berger appears to ignore this methadological possibi-
lity of combining Induction with Orthodoxy.

Berger evidently appreciates Gaede’'s suggestion:
"Gaede is quite right: Evangelicals claim both to have an
inductive method (there is hardly a group in Christendom
with as much emphasis on experience as characterizes Evan—
gelicals) and this method leads them to make orthodox affir-—-
mations. Upan reflection I also had tao concede that Gaede
is right in his speculation as to why I ‘missed’ this cate-—
gory: It is not in accord with my own theological predi-
lections. In sum: I plead guilty. This does not mean,
needless to say, that I must revise my theological position.
I do indeed doubt whether true induction leads to orthodoxy,
Evangelical o+ other; theologically and philosaophically, I
find it pretty much inconceivable that human experience of
the divine will, in the end, fit snugly inteo any historical
orthodoxy. But gqua phenomenclogical analyst of religion, I
concur, I must take cognizance conceptually of the people
who do so conceive." {(Ibid., pp. 194-193)

Indeed, Berger could have pushed his doubt that
"true induction" leads to orthodoxy, further. Gaede con-—
tends that the experience of being “born again” qualifies
the evangelical for the methodeological approach of
induction. Upon closer inspection, however, this contention
is dubious. The deductive approach (particularly with neo-—
orthodoxy}) is alsec founded on an experience, the experience
of renewed faith in the tradition which then hbecomes
absolutized by the individual. Although the nec—orthadox
spokesperson would deny any act of the will on their part to
"believe once again," "against all odds,” this necessity is
clearly evident to the observer. While present Evangelical
theolagical thought is divided between latter—-day Calvinist
and Arminian versions of the problem of “free will," an
absolute status of validity is attached to the "born—again®
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experience in both camps (with varying degrees). I contend,
therefore, that evangelicals gperate deductively rather than
inductively vis—a-—-vis their religious experience.

Gaede is correct to note the primacy of experience
in the evangelical mindset. What he fails to note is the
qualitative difference between "hanging one’s hat" on a once
and for all experience of being born again typical of Evan-—
gelicals; and choosing to "hang one’s hat"” on the ongoing
experience of everyday life interrupted from time to time
with breaches or ruptures, whose function it is to transport
the individual to a place where mundane categories of
understanding are overturned and the "starry starry night®
of Vincent VYan Gogh dominates the horizon of one’s
consclousness.

I argue, therefore, that the proposed Inductiaon-—
grthadox approach is too clase to that of the Deductive neo—
orthodox to merit a separate category.
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