Chapter thirteen

Philosophy and sociology™

Hannah Arendt

The arguments that follow focus closely on Karl Mannheim's Ideologie und
Utopie,! and constitute an attempt to analyse the foundation Mannheim has
provided there for sociology and the aspirations this discipline has set for itself.
They will not directly address Mannheim’s analyses of individual historical
cases, in which he is far more competent than this reviewer, Instead, assuming
that readers are already familiar with Mannheim's book, I will confine my
examination here to the fundamental philosophical purpose of the work, which is
to reveal the precariousness of modern spiritality (Geistigkeit) from an his-
torical perspective. What significance does this insight into the precariousness of
spirituality have for philosophy? What is the nature of the problems raised in this
context that it can so disturb philosophy?

Mannheim’s book disturbs philosophy for the following reason: Althongh he
argues that every intellecmal expression is bound to a certain position, indeed, a
political position, Mannheim himself adopts none of these positions. At best he
inquires afier the social conditions in which such lack of commitment to a
specific position is possible. It is at this point that sociology touches on
philosophical issues and has something to say to philosophy. Despite its attempts
at analytical dissection (Destruktion), sociology is nevertheless in scarch of
‘reality’ (p. 54; p. 87) rather than in search of socio-economic interest as a
foundation of theory. It seeks out that which is pragmaticaily valuable for
orientation within the world.? The will to orient oneself in the world, however,
implies that the spiritual sphere is significant, that lack of commitment to a
particular position involves awareness of the potential fruitfulness of neuirality.
It is preciscly this which distinguishes Mannheim’s position from that of Georg
Lukécs. Although Lukécs also challenges the assumption that the intellectual
sphere can claim priority, in contrast to Mannheim he speaks from the standpoint
of the proletariat, thereby imperceptibly and without hesitation adopting its
concept of interests.? This proves very fruitful in a concree interpretation,

Such a detachment from every standpoint, however, which involves aware-
ness that the principled lack of commitment to a position is itself historically
conditioned, is significant for philosophy in two ways: First, for Mannheim
inquiry after reality means inquiry into the true origins of spirituality. Second, by
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extending his approach to al! positions, which are thereby radically relativised,
he comes to the conclusion that every ‘interpretation of existence (Seinsaus-
legung)’™* is a means of orientation in a particular historical world whose meaning
is constituted by human communal life.

In philosophical terms, the problem which lies at the heart of Mannheim's
sociology is the uncertain nature of the relationship of the ontic to the
ontological.s Where philosophy inquires afier the ‘being of the essent” (Sein des
Seienden, Heidegger) or the self-understanding of ‘existence’ (Existenz, Jaspers)
in its detachment from everyday life, sociology, by contrast, inquires after the
‘essent’ which is the basis for this ‘existential interpretation’, It is interested
preciscly in what philosophy judges to be irrelevant.

According to Mannheim, alt human thought is ‘existentially bound’, that is, it
can only be understood in terms of the specific situation in which it arose. This is
also true of philosophical thought, which claims to be independent of all special
ties and wants to be taken for the truth as such. It declares itself to be absolute.
This claim cannot be refuted simply by a general demonstration that philo-
sophicalﬂmughtisboundwapmticuhrsimaﬁon.ﬂmisonlymewaytomfute
it: to show in cach case how the philosophy in question is rooted in a specific
situation. Existential bondedness is not only conditio sine qua non but also
conditio per guam. If the vital bondedness of thought were only conditio sine qua
ron, nothing would be revealed about the spiritual meaning contents themselves,
in spite of their state of detached objectivity. Real genesis (Realgenese) does not
simply turn into meaning genesis (Sinngenese). In each particular case,
existential bondedness must not only be acknowledged in an abstract sense but
also concretely shown to be the driving force. The spiritnal contents can then be
defined as a special type of this transformation which is itself vitally bound
(philosophy, for example, can first emerge only from within a particular social
position). Only at this point can the absolute separation between ontology and the
ontic be overcome in favour of the ontic. In its historical changeability, the ontic
eithergivwﬁsetoordwroysavarictyofomologiw.'Iheshowingofam
indissoluble bond between the spheres of being and the essent is greatest where
the consciousness of the absolute is traced back 1o its ontic determinants and is
thereby refuted. Thus, critical analysis not only relativises (which would be quite
innocuous) but it also is capable of refutation. It strips consciousness of its
absolute claims and unmasks it as ideology in the sense of a “total ideology’ (p.
8; p. 49), that is, as a consciousness unaware of its determining ontic factors and
one which believes itself to be unconditional. The important point here is not
merely the fact that the ontological is bound 1o the ontic. Exposing ontology as
ideology also means that, as ontology, it is the result of concealments rooted in
the essent itself. ' '

Phﬂosophymtmlymsoendseverydayreaﬁtybutitoﬁginatesinitinme
sense that everyday life provides its decisive motivations; reality is conditio per
quam. From a sociological point of view, philosophy is no longer the answer to
the question of the ‘being of the essent’, because as an €SSent among other
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wsems.itisclmimdmandenmgledinﬂ\cwaldofmeemusmdindwfm
matmoﬁvaiethem.mulﬁmawmﬁtyofphﬂomphyishuecanedmmqwsﬁon
by reference 10 a “more original® reality which philosophy has supposedly
forgotten. In&ed,itsumndetmiswﬂetstoodasasmishtfmwﬂcascof
‘having forgotten’, and its absolutist claims ar¢ a consequence of having
neglected its own historical rootedness. As a result, it is not only philosophy’s
chimmhcabsoluteﬂlatiSchllenpdhnalsoits_validityinmmespeciﬁc
sitoations. Sociﬂogybﬁngsupaqmsﬁonwhichisitselfplﬂosophical-thatof

heim’sbookispolemicallydirected.lwiilimenﬁonally summarise in a some-
wbame-sidedfnshimmlyﬂmuwmswhichaemﬁalfaapreﬁmhm
orientation.

Ka:l]aspershasmadehummexistmceatheme forphilosophy.lnhisview.
existence does not refer to the continuity of everyday life but to the few
*boundary situations™® in which the human being is authentically himself and
becom&sawareofhisownindepmdmtexistelm,asweuasofthegenﬂal
uncertainty of the human situation. Everyday life repesmtsa‘slidingoff' from
these ‘boundary situations’ and from ‘being authentically oneself’. The human

everyday here and now in which he must constantly prove himself, i.e., be is
himself only when he is in the absolute solitude of the ‘boundary sitmation’. It is
of tittle importance here that Jaspers argues that everyday life, and “sliding off’
into it, are prerequisites of buman existence. The term “sliding off” is implicitly
negative and cveryday life itself is explained by way of what is ‘not everyday’.
Sociology attempts to take exactly the opposite position: it understands the *not
everyday’-as amode of the everyday. We shall later ask to what extent sociology
succeeds in this attempt. In any case, sociologymaintainstlmmeewrydayhae
and now is itself a concrete reality, and that even ‘peak moments’ must be viewed
in terms of historical continuity and merely relative validity. From this point of
view,solimdeappearsasanegaﬁvenmdeofhumexiswme,asmapeﬁom
and anxiety about the world, or (in Mannheim’s terms) as a consciousness ‘that
is incongroous with the state of “heing” within which it occurs” (p. 169, p. 173;
cf. also pp. 52f., p- 86).

In its basic approach to everyday life, sociology inclines toward Heidegger's
Being and Time. Heidegger proceeds from everyday human existence (Dasein) -
for our purposes, from everyday human communal life — in which ‘Dasein
maintains itself proximally and for the most part’.” He calls it das Man, the ‘they’.
Each individual buman being owes so much o the human community and the
historical world that the state of being authentically onesclf *does not rest upon
an exceptional condition of the sul ject,aconditimthathasbeendemched from
the “they™; it is rather an existentiell modification of the “they” — of the “they” as
an essential existentiale’ ® Being human is in essence *Being-in-the-world’.* In
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hisbasicplﬁbsophicalwenﬁse,DascinismaefGtmdusmodasaimcema
parﬁaﬂarwmuljkelaspas,ﬂeideggudescﬁhesa‘basictindofneingwhich
belongs to cverydayness as a “falling™ Dasein’. Authenticity, Dasein’s “poten-
ﬁaﬁtyfaBeingitsSelfﬁmbemmmsﬁbleafwtwehavewscuedomselves
ﬂumﬂremvoidabbs&eof‘lieing«lostinﬂnmbﬁcmof the “they™.**
Wecmmwidenﬁfyadoubbpobmichue:Fn'st(asaboveagaimtJaspus),
dlepossi!ﬁﬁtyofbemgﬁeeﬁomﬂw‘mey'iscalledinmmmﬁmmgetbuwiﬂx
authenticity (which}leideggerdemonmmnismﬁonof‘neing-mards-
death™ and Jaspers in his ‘borderline situath *). Second, this implicitly calls
inmqmsﬁmasweﬂﬂnmdamofdwmgaicsofmmﬁcityand
ilmn!mﬁcityandsuggestsinseeadacomeptof‘bcing’ that lies beyond the
alternatives of anthenticity and inauthenticity, of genuineness and ingenuineness,
shweaﬂﬂwsemwgmcanappmenﬂybempbyedenﬁmlymbiumﬂy.km
longer self-cvident here why ‘being myself’ should take precedence over ‘being
panofﬂle“they”‘.'l'henenttalitywhichistypicalofallthosecawgmiesisa
result of a radical relativisaﬁonandhistoricisatim.ﬂxesuciologistismtjust

outlmwitamse...whaeﬂleplﬁlosophasmps...mewmkofﬂ:esociologist
begins’.! This implies that the ‘they’ does not necessarily always exist. Not only
maymedeg:eeoritscompellingpowermdexpﬁcimesschangeinmeoomseof
history",”? but, in addition, there could also be a kind of human historical ex-
istence for which the ‘they’ (and thus a public interpretation of existence) would
not exist at all (as opposed mnotyethavmgbeendiscovered).'l‘hesociologist
does not approach ‘Being-in-the-world (In-der-Welt-sein)’ as a formal structure
of historical existence, but he rather inquires into the particular historical world
in which the human being lives. This self-limitation of sociology at first appears
mbeharmless,simesociologydoesﬁulemmeﬂmndefmdwﬁmitsoﬁ:sown

philosophy. Sociology denies the possibility of an ontological interpretation of
hmnanenswme.mditargmsthmﬂwonwlogicalmmresofhmnmexisteme
— 1o the exient that their immutability (cf. hmgumdsex)isbeymdqumtion-—
ateunessenﬁalmdofmfurﬂﬁcmmwm.lneverymnptmexplainom
owneximwe.wearedmwnbackuponﬂwevachangingonﬁceMmt,which.
opposedtome‘nwories' ofphilomplms,endmesasmeonlyuuercamy.
AldmghMannheimdwsnotcxpliciﬂysaysoinlﬁshook,wemayinferﬁmnhis
hasicpmm'ms,ﬂ:atthcsph‘ithasnoml'tywhatsoevet}‘ '

Everything spiritual is interpreted as either ideology o utopia. Both ‘tran-
scendeximoe‘andswmﬁomacmscioumss ‘that is incongruous with the
state of existence within which it occurs’ (p. 169; p. 173). The distrust of the

iritwhichcanbediscemedinsociologyandinitseﬁmtatcﬁﬁmlanalysisis
me-resultofthehmnelessmssmwhichthespirithas condemned in our
society (p- 128; p. l42).1hishmmlemmldq)pmnt¥nowdmss(‘socially
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unattached intelligentsia”) (p- 123; p. 137) casts suspicion on everything spiritual.
A reality moremiginalthanmesphititselfissoughnandinmsoﬁtshnagcan
spiritual and intellectual expressions are interpreted or critically dissected.
C:iticaldimcﬁonhmdoesmtsimplyrefenodestmcﬁmbmrathermamdng
back of the claim to validity 1o the particular situation in which it arose.
Psychoamlysisalsoclaimstohave i eredamoreoriginalrealityin_me
same way. Two points distinguish it from Mannheim’s approach, quite apart
frommefactdntpsyclmmalysiscanonlybea‘partial' and never a ‘total’
ideology (pp. 9f.; PP- 50f.). First, Mapnheim 10 some extent accepts the validity
ofmespiriunlsphaeasbmmdtoaparﬁcularsinmiOtuwhﬂepsychomalysis
sees everything spiritual as ‘repression’ OF *gublimation’. Accordingly, for
sisthespi:itpossessesnovalidity whatsoever and does not even
become manifest in a truly umepremed(thalis.pmpeﬂy functioning) conscions-
ness, Second, and this is the crucial point, for the reality which psychoanalysis
critically analyses, meaning and spirit are alien. The unconscious, to which
everything is traced back, will never be fully under human control. It represents
the ahistorical sphere as such. Sociology, by contrast, is commitied to history,
i.e., o what is (or once was) within the bounds of human freedom. Both sociology
and psychoanalysis, however, call for a method of interpretive understanding that
is fundamentally different from the typical method of the human sciences. Theirs
is not a direct understanding which takes its object at face value, nor is it
unmediated analysis; instead, it follows a detour by way of a reality which is held
10 be a more original one. The approaches of both sociology and psychoanalysis
considerthespiritaSsecmdary.asalicnmreality.'Ihe‘reality’ of psycho-
analysis, however, is far more alicn wthespiritthanisﬂ\ereality of sociology
which, by way of an understanding of the ‘collective subject’, calls for an
intmxeﬁvemdetsmxdingmatisrootedinﬂtehiswricaland social milien (p. 8;

research.

The reality which is primary in relation to spirituality is the vital level from
which spirituality originates — the ‘concretely effective order of life’. It, in tarn,
“is to be conceived and characterised most clearly by means of the particular
economical and political structure on which it is based’ (p. 171, p. 174). This may
at first sound as if the economic order from which we infer each particuiar
effective order of life (i.e., reality), is little more than a heuristic principle. The
very fact that it is such a principle, however, that something can be inferred from
it and that it constitates a more authentic measure of reality than any intellectual
or spiritual expression, is of fundamental significance. The assertion that all
philosophical knowledge is existentiaily bound not only fails to refute
philosophy, but may even provide support for it, although philosophy’s claim that

200



Philosophy and sociology

it is absolute (a claim which it could in fact renounce without losing its meaning)
is thereby made relative and may even be aitogether invalidated.

Mannheim himself argues that it is precisely the fact of this vital bondedness
of thought that offers ‘a chance for knowledge’ (p. 35; p. 72). This type of
knowledge goes beyond the noncommitialism and vacuity of assertions that are
sopposed to apply to everyone (p. 41; p. 72). Knowledge can, in fact, substantiate
its uniqueness precisely by reference to the particular forces to which it is bound.
In this process of coming 10 terms with a particular situation, the question of
meaning is bound to arise. How a particular truth has emerged is not necessarily
relevant to the question of its originality and ‘genuineness’. It is, after all, ‘easily
possibie that there are truths or correct intuitions which are accessible only to a
certain individual disposition or to a definite oricntation of interests of a certain
group’ (p. 138; p. 149). Only someone who mistakes particular historical
‘origins’, for example the origins of Western' history, with ‘origin as such’, can
deny this fact. Even a simple example can show that this is impermissible: As we
know today, it was more natural for the early Greeks 1o communicate in metrical
language than in prose; in our own time, however, it would be taken as a sign of
extreme lack of originality and even affectation to cultivate this habit as being
*more original’ and to prefer speaking in verse to speaking in prose. This example
shows that ‘origin (Ursprung)’ and ‘originality (Urspriinglichkeif)’ are not
identical. Each age has its own originality.

As Mannheim emphasises (p. 33; p. 70), to viéw something as relative because
of its existential bondedness constitutes relativism only so long as interpretive
historical understanding is combined with a concept of truth which is itself bound
to a tradition and belongs to an age in which ‘existentially connected thinking'
had not yet beca discovered. Mannheim’s ‘relationism’, on the other hand,
implies a new concept of knowledge, discovered by way of interpretive historical
understanding, according to which the truth is always existentially bound. Exis-
tence, however, in which every spiritual expression is grounded, is defined as the
social state of communal life which is infesred, in turn, from the ‘economic power
structure”. It is therefore from the beginning presupposed as sclf-evident that the
existence to which the spirit is bound, the reality for the sake of which it is
critically analysed, is a public existence (Jffentliches Sein). This assertion follows
from the conviction that this state of existence alone is historically changeable, in
contrast to ‘such natural and inevitable limitations as birth and death” (p. 167; p.
170). This public existence, which is considered to be the ultimate reality (Welt),
also determines individual existences who are confronting it. Only in this conflict
between public and private existence can individual human life become
historical existence (p. 141; p. 151). The view that the historical world is most
clearly evident in the economic sphere implies that it is most univocally itself
where it is most thoroughly alicnated from meaning and from the spirit. For this
reason, the spirit by necessity always ‘transcends reality’. It is not yet reality
itself, although it may know how to arrange itself with the existing economic and
social reality, if only in the sense of discovering in it an incentive for revolution.
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In its analytical attempts, sociology presupposes the spirit as homeless, as living
in a profoundly alien worl 15 For this alien world, the spirit is
mweva.ﬁmspiwofiwhndmmntdnmmmdenwkhmnwlessbmngm
into a relation with the world, it becomes cither ideology OF uiopia.

they contain ‘neimmnotmethanmerealitymwhosenwdium fthey)
operate’ (p. 54; p. 87). In this sphere of congruency, however, it has not yet been
discovered that the spirit can wanscend existence. This discovery becoines
pomﬂ)lemﬂyoncecmscioumcaﬂsianuesﬁmmmyitsclfandinquires

aftertheauthenticmduucrealityassuch. Such a consciousness, however, 13

stage’ (p. 51; p. 85). Every ideology has its origin in ‘false consciousness’,
usually a false consciousness that employs ‘categories which are inappropriate’
(p. 53; p. 86). in other words, in ideology a past state of things, o which the
individualissﬁnbound,issgtnpinﬂwughtzmanahsoluw,inorduwsuuggle
against a new reality of life with which the individual cannot cope. Ideclogy can
therefore critically dissect only the mere ghosts *with which we ourselves are not

spirit'sinevitable transcendenoeofexiswmcbecomesonce agninpanofreality
and, accordingly, possesses 2 certain power over it, although the spirit always
wranscends every particular reality.

For ideology, by oonuast.eitherawm'ldthatexistedin the past may become
the criterion of relevance 10 reality since, as & matier of principle, it rejects
translation into contemporary reality (for example, the romantic ideology of the
Middle Ages),or a *world beyond’ that transcends existence in an absolute sense
(for example, istian religiosity) is presupposed and consequently becomes
disinterested in the existing world. What fundamentally distinguishes utopia
from ideology isthusitswillingneswfacereality.Umpiacmtesamwmlity
and thereby becomesafmcetobereckonedwim. It is only as utopia that the spirit
can create a new reality with which to confront the reality to which it is actually
bound. Sociology, in other words, is not primarily concemed with reality as such

whetemespiritfailstotakeaocoumofmeworldasilacmally is at the time. The
spirit thus neglects precisely that which allowed it to become spirit in the first
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place and to which it remains implicitly bound, although it inevitably forgets this
facLSociobgyidenﬁﬁesmosedemﬁnmsoﬂhougMinwhichthinm;mkes
mhweﬂ.ltuwmbydemsmmmcpmhnfudwmdiﬁomlis
acumﬂyﬁﬁlemmedmmhnpﬁcitforgetﬁngofﬂaecaﬂiﬁonﬁ:gfacms.ms
passionformeabsolnwistypicalfabmhideoloymdutqﬁa,shmmopiam
iscmvﬁwedmatﬂnwodditevokesisanabsolmemmthismsmmeym
bothbeinvalidawd.Sociologyclaimstobed:e‘keyscieme’ (p. 233, p. 222)
becauseitalm\eisableﬁoidenﬁfyﬂmdwmimnts.
Mseﬁmmm«m&am@mwmmdm@tm
comes up against ‘spheres of inseparability’ (p. 163; p. 167). There remains, as
the residue of freedom of thought, the “metaphysical ontological value-judgment’
which no destruction of ideology can really shake and no analysis of the
mﬁcmmmﬂydﬁnhﬁsh.nmmﬂybedelayedby'ina&sed
knowledge’ (pp. 43, 165; pp. 78, 169). There remains, in addition, the ‘ecstatic
realm beyond history’ which somehow exists as something which time and
again,asitwere,putsmeaninginmhistaymdinmsocialmpmieme';itis
comededthal‘historylimeandagaindepartsﬁmnit'(p.47;p,82).'[he‘delayed
metaphysical value-judgment’ and the ecstatic realm beyond history, the exis-
tenceofwhichisultimailely‘admimd‘,cmsﬁmmemwﬁmhsofwhatwccm
know through sociology. This fact gives them & peculiar character. Because
sodohgychimsmbethehyscime,whatevahecmmsvisiblemlyahsom
Jimits necessarily assumes a curious boundary character. Sociology believes that
itisonlypomiblewawounwrﬂwplmmmemaweemyﬂﬁng_thatcanbe
known historically has in fact been invalidated. Because sociology has
Ixoclahneddwhomlesmssofnwspirit(oﬁdeologymduwpia)mdwwaid;
hbelievesthat&eedmnofﬂwspirit(m\dmmdaspﬁmwnmms)canonly
exist beyond historical communal life. The spirit therefore exists authentically
preciselyinasmteoftotallackofrefwme(‘ecstaﬁcmahnbe%histmy'%of
shistoricity. (This remarkable fact, however, is paradoxical only on the surface.)
Onlywhatdnespiriteffectsispmtofhismryandcanhesmdied.Givcnits
fundamental lack of reference, it can only be characterised negatively, and in
deliberately indeterminate terms (such as ‘somehow’, ‘ag it were’, ‘being human
is more than®) (p. 47; p- 82).
!nitsunh\owableaudmﬂﬁp—anauﬂmshipthatcano«ﬂybedimovmdby
negaﬁm—ﬂwspﬁtstandsinamlaﬁonslﬁpwdmmmumlhummmi
aﬁmsﬂmtcminfactbeexpeﬁemedandmphed,mdmatmcompambbm
ﬂlerelaﬁonshipofﬂleﬁodofnegaﬁvemeologymthcacnnlwldhelm
mamimeﬂwpointofﬁewofdﬁsacmalwmid,Godcanoﬂybedcscﬁbed
negauvely,assomeﬂﬁnglwismr.lndeed,wemaypmsmﬂxiscmhusparaﬂelm
mgaﬁyettwobgyevenﬁnﬂxetmdargueﬂIatnegnﬁvemeologymwasoﬂy
abletodedueeGod’sexistcncefromwhatwasalmadygiven,andﬂmﬂ\is
existencempresemsﬂwlindmofhunmnexpaimWecanmenmmparemism
sociologywherehumanﬁeedom,anddmsalsofreedanofﬂ\espiﬂnhasbem
um:edinmamysmriousbordeﬂinefactofhumanhlowledge.TIwhmnanspiﬁt

203



The Sociclogy of Knowladge Dispute

thaebymacendsitsownhmnanwmidmagremerdegreedmevwsociology
had thought possible. Sociological inquiry (in Mannheim’s sense) emerged ata
time when the spirit perceived itself as reality-transcendent. The sociologist
nevertheless saw spirit as rooted in and as arising from a reality that was different
in each particular case. Sociology challenges precisely the notion of a
transcendence of existence, which the spirit had asserted in its claims o be
ahsolme,byinmpreﬁngmisuanmndenceasdetemhwdbyuwemmitself. Its
intapremﬁmisbasedontbeargumemdmm@tisonlycapabhofm-
scending reality once humans can no longer tolerate reality and are no longer at
hmneinithanscenduweisthusinwuedasanightﬁomamﬁtywlﬁchis
inadequate 10 consciousness. But by understanding the spirit’s transcendence as
flight, sociology fails w0 do justice to certain very distinct human possibilities and
only appears 10 be capable of unmasking these. Unanticipated results of its
analysis consequently push sociology in the direction of a much greater radical
transcendence than even the spirit would have claimed for itself. A carious
lﬂmnmmmhsﬁommciology'sunwiuingnessmadmitwthepossible
primacy of the spitimalspbeteandevenfmmthecriﬁcalamlysisitselfwhich
never even defined its own limits (this could not meaningfully be accomplished,
of course, since something immune o criticism can only be discovered by way
of critical analysis): the spirit, now a transcendent and ahistorical one, alone
remains in place, since the reality of history is understood in such a way that there
is in it no room for the spirit any longer.

Sociologyconsidasthisphenommontobcuncxplainab!eandcanshedno
further light on it. For philosophy, however, this phenomenon need not remain in
this indeterminate, negative state. The *ecstatic realm beyond history’ is basically
identical with human historical existence, with ‘existence’ in Kierkegaard’s
sense. And philosophy is perfectly capable of speaking about it. What was
miginallyacomgewsmdvimousanemptmdenymeexiswnoeofm—
scendence, (o subject everything to universal critical analysis, ultimately must
lead to the admission that a residue remains that cannot be invalidated and which
is then equated with transcendence. Sociology thereby relegates phenomena to
the sphere of the irreducible which philosophy with good reason does not
consider to be transcendent at all.

Distrust of the spirit eliminates the spirit in another sense as well. On the one
hand.mespilitispushedmwardabsoluwuansoendence.Onﬂxeoﬂm,itis
relativised at the level of the “collective subject’, which is considered to be the
authentic bearer of history. In our opinion, however, this ‘collective subject’ is
actually relatively more removed from history. The individual is not only rele-
gated to this collective subject and co-determines it but (especially once his own
being becomes a factor in history) he exists in a state of separation from it which
arises when the individual is no longer in tune with the social existence t0 which
he belongs. In this state of separation, the actual historical world into which he
was born becomes simply something that is extant (das Vorhandene) and at hand
(das Vorfindliche) and thus, precisely because of this detachment, something that
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changes and can be changed. Mannheim uses the term ‘utopian consciousness’ (0
describe this freedom from ‘public existence’, which views the world as
something that is to be changed. The following assumptions are implicit in his
interpretation of this type of consciousness: The will 1o change the world arises
becanse consciousness does not coincide with the prevailing public existence.
This also Jeads to a certain freedom from the world. Even detachment is under-
stood as a separation from the given world. The possibitity of ‘freedom from” is
itself the result of being ‘existentially bound’. Genuine solitude is thus never scen
in positive terms as a realistic alternative. Although it should indeed be argued
against philosophy that authenticity does not always require its absolute separa-
tion from communal life, Mannheim’s explicit assumption must nevertheless be
challenged that authenticity is always inextricably bound to community, that
solitude can therefore be understood only negatively, as an avoidance of ideology
or as flight into the future (utopia).

The criterion of ‘relevance to reality’ is consequently not always applicable to
the two different ways of transcending existence, ideology and utopia. Tran-
scending existence can be a positive way of saying nay (Neinsagen) 1o the world
without being utopian (Christian love, for example). Mannheim would interpret
Christian love as ideology inasmuch as the religious person believes that love can
only be realised, as utopia, by absolute transcendence, inasmuch as he wanis ©
achieve God’s kingdom on earth. There is a third possibility, however, which
does not represent an arbitrary example, but was in facta crucial element in the
formulation of Christian love in ancient Christianity; this is the possibility of
living in the world while believing that Christian love cannot be realised on earth
(eschatological consciousness). Such a detachment from the world does not lead
to a desire to change it; yet it is also no flight from the historical world. For
example, St Francis of Assisi lived in the world as if it did not exist and fulfilled
this ‘as-if-it-did-not-exist’ in his own life.

Sociology can easily make the following objection to this particular argument:
To interpret something as “ideology’ implics that its own ideological nature is
concealed from the mind. Thus its self-image provides merely the material for
sociological interpretation and communicates nothing directly to the interpreter.
Howevez, it is highly doubtful that this self-interpretation can simply be skipped
over in this manner. It may be that it contributes something new, that it makes
itself into what it understands itself to be in the first place. The fact that all
thought necessarily transcends existence invariably goes along with separation
and detachment from the particular situation, This detachment may be the
decisive fact underlying all intellectual and spiritual expressions but it can
nonetheless be interpreted in different ways. The interpretation is not (or at least
not always) simply added on to the fact (¢.g., a8 ideological superstructure, in the
view of the study of ideologies), but it rather makes this fact into one which can
be interpreted in the first place and thereby valid and effective in the historical
world. It is thus only as ‘ideology’ that it can become “historical’.

In his essay, “The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism’, Max Weber
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has described how a specific public state of existence (capitalism) ariscs from a
specific form of solitude and its self-image (Protestanﬁsm).“ A state of
bondedness,oﬁgimﬂyreﬁgiousinnaune.aocordingmwhichdwwmldisnot
one’s home, creates 2 world of everyday life which leaves littie room for the
uniqueindividual.ltdmuotcmwmiswaldbwauseitpossesmumpian
consciousness, as in the case of the chiliastic movement,? but rather in conse-

onlyasﬂightﬁ‘omitForﬁﬁsmhappen.meself-crmwdworm must first be
deﬁnedintennsofam‘ldthatoﬁginallydidnotexist: that of economy and
society. Nowadays we are perhaps so much at the mercy of this public state of
existence that even the 'bilityofourdetachmentfromitcanonlybedeﬁned,
indirectly, as ‘being free from it’. This dowmtaltﬂmefactﬂmtthepublic
need not always be dominant. Only once the ‘ecONOMIC POWEL structure’
has become so overwhelming that the spirit which created it is no longer truly at
home in it, will it be possible to interpret spiritual expressions as ideology or
utopia.l! .
Sociology too therefore has its own historical location from which it was first
abletoarise-—thisisthepoimwhu‘ethele itimate distrust of the spirit grew from
its homelessness. As an historical science, sociology thus has very specific limits
to its historical jurisdiction. To critically analyse spiritual phenomena as
ideologyorutopiaisosﬂyjusﬁﬁedwhmuweconomic sphere has become SO
dominant that the spirit can, and in fact must, become ‘ideological superstruc-
wure’. The prior reality of the ‘economic power structure’ has its own history and
isaninwgmlpartofmemodemhismryofumugm

Groups of pre-capitalistic origin, in which the communal element prevails,
may be held together by traditions of by common sentiments alone. In sucha
group, theore! 'calreﬂecﬁonisofenﬁrelyseoondaryixnpormnce-mﬂwoﬂm
hand,ingroupSwhiCharenotweldedwgeﬂwtprimarilyby such organic
bonds of communal life, but which merely occupy similar positions in the
SOCiO-econOMic system, Tigorous theorising is a prerequisite of cohesion.
(pp. 93£.; PP- 116f))

Only where, for example, as a result of economic ascendancy, the individual
is suddenly able to belong 10 a completely different life community and whese,
consequently, the self-evident feeling of ‘being part of a community’ is no longer
present, can ideology emerge as ameans of defeading one’s own position against
the positions of others. Only at this point, because of the uncertainty in one’s Own
situation, does the question of meaning arise. And only once the individual has

206



Philasophy and sociclogy

achievedaplaoehlﬂwwmldbasedmeoonmnicstatusmdmmanmdiﬁon,has
Mbmmehmlmltkmﬂyamﬂtofmmmﬁmmqmsﬁmcm
ulﬁmtelya-iseofﬂaejusumandnmingo{socialpnsiﬁon.

Thisqmthnofmwﬁng.lmwever.isfaoldudmnmpimlism.ltaﬁsesﬁmn
aneerﬁerexpedmceinhismryofhumanmimymﬂwwodda_&om
Chﬁsﬁanhy.mcmweptofideology—imbed,lhefactofideologicalmought
jtself - alludes to something positive: the question of meaning. To invalidate this
qwﬁimofmeaningforthemkeofa‘mepﬁmu‘y’eemmicruﬁtyismﬂy
possibleomcﬂlewoddandhumnlifeareindeedlatgelydcmninedby
economic factors, and once the reality 10 which the spirit is bound has become
fundamentally foreign to both spirit and meaning. This was not the case origin-
ally (in contrast to the psychoanalytic concept of reality). Before Mannheim’s
qu&sﬁonofﬂwmﬂmdhistmi:alplaccofthesociologicalappmachcmbe
posed,wemustﬁrstaddmsstheproblemofﬂwacumlmofdﬁngsmwhidl
sociological analyses become historically possible.
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