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|. The Foundations o f Knowl edge in Everyday Life 1. THE REALITY OF
EVERYDAY LI FE Since our purpose in this treatise is a sociol ogi cal

anal ysis of the reality of everyday life, nore precisely, of know edge

t hat gui des conduct in everyday |life, and we are only tangentially
interested in howthis reality may appear in various theoretical
perspectives to intellectuals, we nmust begin by a clarification of that
reality as it is available to the commonsense of the ordi nary nenmbers of
soci ety. How that conmmonsense reality may be influenced by the

t heoretical constructions of intellectuals and other nerchants of ideas
is a further question. Qurs is thus an enterprise that, although
theoretical in character, is geared to the understanding of a reality
that fornms the subject matter of the enpirical science of sociol ogy,
that is, the world of everyday life. It should be evident, then, that
our purpose is not to engage in philosophy. Al the sane, if the reality
of everyday life is to be understood, account mnust be taken of its
intrinsic character before we can proceed with sociol ogical analysis
proper. Everyday life presents itself as a reality interpreted by nen
and subjectively nmeaningful to themas a coherent world. As sociologists
we take this reality as the object of our analyses. Wthin the frane of
reference of sociology as an enpirical science it is possible to take
this reality as given, to take as data particul ar phenonena ari sing
withinit, without further inquiring about the foundations of this
reality, which is a philosophical task. However, given the particul ar
purpose of the present treatise, we cannot conpletely bypass the

phi | osophi cal problem The world of everyday life is not only taken for
granted as reality by the ordinary nenbers of society in the

subj ecti vely neani ngful conduct of their
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ZO THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALrTY lives. It is a world that
originates in their thoughts and actions , and is maintained as real by
these. Before turning to our main task we nust, therefore, attenpt to
clarify the foundati ons of know edge in everyday |ife, case, of course,
the parental world will have dom nance by predefinition. The child wll
be recogni zed by all concerned and by hinself as belonging to his
parents' group and not his nurse's. Al the sane, the predefinition of
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FOUNDATI ONS OF KNOALEDGE | N EVERYDAY LI FE 21 bored that the

consci ousness of the Enpire State Building differs fromthe awareness of
anxiety. A detail ed phenonena | ogical analysis would uncover the various
| ayers of experience , and the different structures of neaning involved
in, say, being bitten by a dog, renenbering having been bitten by a dog,
havi ng a phobia about all dogs, and so forth. Wat interests us here is
the common intentional character of all consciousness. Different objects
present thenselves to consciousness as constituents of different spheres
of reality. | recognize the fellowren | nust deal with in the course of
everyday life as pertaining toa reality quite different fromthe

di senbodi ed figures that appear in ny dreans. The two sets of objects
introduce quite different tensions into ny consciousness and | am
attentive to themin quite different ways. My consciousness , then, is
capabl e of noving through different spheres of reality. Put differently,
I am conscious of the world as consisting of nultiple realities. As |
nove fromone reality to another, | experience the transition as a kind
of shock. This shock is to be understood as caused by the shift in
attentiveness that the transition entails. Waking up from a dream
illustrates this shift nost sinply. Anmong the nultiple realities there
is one that presents itself as the reality par excellence. This is the
reality of everyday life. Its privileged position entitles it to the
desi gnati on of paranmount reality. The tension of consciousness is

hi ghest in everyday life, that is, the latter inposes itself upon

consci ousness in the nost nassive, urgent and intense manner. It is

i npossible to ignore, difficult even to weaken in its inperative
presence nsequently, it forces ne to be attentive to it in the fullest
way. | experience everyday life in the state of being w de-awake. This
wi de- awake state of existing in and apprehending the; reality of
everyday life is taken by me to be normal and self-evident, that is, it
constitutes ny natural attitude. | apprehend the reality of everyday
life as an ordered reality . Its phenonena are prearranged in patterns
that seemto be independent of my apprehension of them and that inpose

t hensel ves upon the latter. The reality of everyday |ife appears already
objectified, that is, constituted by an order of
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY obj ects that have been designated as
obj ects before ny appearance on the scene. The | anguage used in everyday
life continuously provides ne with the necessary objectifications and
posits the order within which these nake sense and within which everyday

life has meaning for ne. | live in a place that is geographically
designated; | enploy tools, fromcan openers to sports cars, which are
designated in the technical vocabulary of my society; | live within a

web of human rel ati onships, fromny chess club to the United States of
Anerica, which are also ordered by neans of vocabulary. In this manner

| anguage marks the co-ordinates of ny life in society and fills that
life with neaningful objects. The reality of everyday life is organized
around the "here of ny body and the "now' of ny present. This "here and
now' is the focus of nmy attention to the reality of everyday life. Wat
is "here and now' presented to ne in everyday life is the realissinmm of
ny consci ousness. The reality of everyday life is not, however,
exhausted by these i medi ate presences , but enbraces phenonena that are
not present "here and now. " This neans that | experience everyday life
in terns of differing degrees of closeness and renoteness, both
spatially and tenporally. Closest to ne is the zone of everyday life
that is directly accessible to ny bodily mani pul ation. This zone
contains the world within nmy reach, the world in which | act so as to
nodify its reality, or the world in which I work. In this world of
wor ki ng ny consciousness is donm nated by the pragmatic notive, that is,
my attention to this world is mainly determ ned by what | am doi ng, have
done or plan to doinit. Inthis way it is ny world par excellence.
know, of course, that the reality of everyday |life contains zones that
are not accessible to ne in this manner. But either | have no pragmatic
interest in these zones or ny interest in themis indirect insofar as
they nmay be, potentially, manipulative zones for ne. Typically, ny
interest in the far zones is less intense and certainly |less urgent.
amintensely interested in the cluster of objects involved in ny daily
occupation -say, the world of the garage, if | ama nechanic. | am

i nterested, though less directly, in what goes on in the testing

| aboratories of the automobile industry in Detroit-1 amunlikely ever to
be in one of these |aboratories, but the
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FOUNDATI ONS OF KNOALEDGE | N EVERYDAY LI FE 23 work done there wl|

eventually affect ny everyday life. | may also be interested in what
goes on at Cape Kennedy or in outer space, but this interest is a matter
of private, "leisure- tinme" choice rather than an urgent necessity of ny

everyday life. The reality of everyday life further presents itself to
me as an intersubjective world, a world that | share with others. This
intersubjectivity sharply differentiates everyday life from ot her
realities of which I amconscious. | amalone in the world of mny dreans,
but I know that the world of everyday life is as real to others as it is
to nyself. Indeed, | cannot exist in everyday life w thout continually
interacting and communi cating with others. | know that ny natura
attitude to this world corresponds to the natural attitude of others,
that they al so conprehend the objectifications by which this world is
ordered, that they also organize this world around the "here and now' of
their being in it and have projects for working in it. | also know, of
course, that the others have a perspective on this common world that is
not identical with nmine. My "here" is their "there." My "now' does not
fully overlap with theirs. My projects differ fromand may even conflict
with theirs. Al the sane, | knowthat | live with themin a compn
worl d. Most inportantly, | know that there is an ongoi ng correspondence
bet ween ny neanings and their nmeanings in this world, that we share a
common sense about its reality. The natural attitude is the attitude of
comonsense consci ousness precise:lY because it refers to a world that
is common to nmany nen. Commobnsense know edge is the know edge | share
with others in the normal, self-evident routines of everyday life. The
reality of everyday life is taken for granted as reality. It does not
require additional verification over and beyond its sinple presence. It
is sinply there, as self-evident and conpelling facticity. | know that
it isreal. Wile |l amcapable of engaging in doubt about its reality, I
am obl i ged to suspend such doubt as | routinely exist in everyday life.
Thi s suspension of doubt is so firmthat to abandon it, as | m ght want
to do, say, in theoretical or religious contenplation, | have to nmake an
extrene transition. The world of everyday life proclains itself and,
when | want to chall enge the procla-
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY nmation, | nmust engage in a

del i berate, by no neans easy effort. The transition fromthe natural
attitude to the theoretical attitude of the phil osopher or scientist
illustrates this point. But not all aspects of this reality are equally
unprobl ematic . Everyday life is divided into sectors that are
apprehended routinely, and others that present me with problens of one
ki nd or another. Suppose that | am an autonobile mechanic who is highly
know edgeabl e about all Anerican- nmade cars. Everything that pertains to
the latter is a routine, unproblematic facet of nmy everyday life. But
one day soneone appears in the garage and asks nme to repair his

Vol kswagen . | am now conpelled to enter the problematic world of
foreign-made cars. | may do so reluctantly or with professiona
curiosity, but in either case | amnow faced with problens that | have
not yet routinized. At the sane time, of course, | do not |eave the
reality of everyday life. Indeed, the latter beconmes enriched as | begin
to incorporate into it the know edge and skills required for the repair
of foreign-made cars. The reality of everyday |ife enconpasses both

ki nds of sectors, as long as what appears as a probl em does not pertain
to a different reality altogether (say, the reality of theoretica
physics, or of nightmares). As long as the routines of everyday life
continue without interruption they are apprehended as unprobl ematic. But
even the unproblematic sector of everyday reality is so only unti

further notice, that is, until its continuity is interrupted by the
appearance of a problem When this happens, the reality of everyday life
seeks to integrate the problenatic sector into what is already

unprobl emati c. Commpnsense know edge contains a variety of instructions
as to howthis is to be done. For instance, the others with whomI| work
are unproblematic to me as long as they performtheir famliar,
taken-for-granted routines-say, typing away at desks next to mine in ny
of fice. They becone problematic if they interrupt these routines-say,
huddl i ng together in a corner and talking in whispers. As | inquire
about the neaning of this unusual activity, there is a variety of
possibilities that my commonsense know edge i s capable of reintegrating
into the unproblematic routines of everyday |life: they nmay be consulting
on how to fix a broken typewiter, or one of them nmay have
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FOUNDATI ONS OF KNOWLEDGE | N EVERYDAY LI FE 25 sone urgent instructions

fromthe boss, and so on. On the other hand, | may find that they are
di scussing a union directive to go on strike, sonething as yet outside
my experience but still well within the range of problens with which ny
commonsense know edge can deal. It will deal with it, though, as a
problem rather than sinply reintegrating it into the unproblematic
sector of everyday life. If, however, | come to the conclusion that ny
col | eagues have gone collectively mad, the problemthat presents itself
is of yet another kind. | amnow faced with a problemthat transcends

the boundaries of the reality of everyday life and points to an
altogether different reality. |Indeed, my conclusion that my coll eagues
have gone nmad inplies ipso facto that they have gone off into a world
that is no longer the conmon world of everyday life. Conpared to the
reality "derivations " in Pareto). 69. Qur concept of "synbolic

uni verse" is very close to Durkheim's "religion." Schutz's anal ysis of.
"finite provinces of neaning"
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THE SCClI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY there are, of course, shifts in
attention within everyday life, the shift to a position in the tota
conversational apparatus. It is inportant to stress, however, that the
greater part of reality-maintenance in conversation is inplicit , not
explicit. Mdst conversation does not in so many words define the nature
of the world. Rather, it takes place against the background of a world
that is silently taken for granted. Thus an exchange such as, "Well,
it's time for ne to
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al ready encountered in our discussion of legitimation . There are
various levels of the legitimtion of synbolic universes just as there
are of the legitimation of institutions, except that the former cannot
be said to descend to the pro- theoretical level, for the obvious reason
that a synbolic universe is itself a theoretical phenonenon and remains
so even if naively held to. As in the case of institutions, the question
arises as to the circunstances under which it becones necessary to
legitimate synbolic universes by nmeans of specific conceptual

machi neri es of universe-maintenance. And again the answer is simlar to
the one given in the case of institutions. Specific procedures of

uni ver se- mai nt enance becone necessary when the synbolic universe has
becone a problem As long as this is not the case, the synbolic universe
is self-maintaining, that is, self-legitimting by the sheer facticity
of its objective existence in the society in question. One nmay conceive
of a society
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALI TY exami nation before | have passed
t hrough certain educational programs, | cannot practice ny profession
before | have taken this examination, and so on. Al so, the sane tenpora
structure provides the historicity that determnes nmy situation in the

worl d of everyday life. | was born on a certain date, entered school on
anot her, started working as a professional on another, and so on. These
dates, however, are all "located" within a nmuch nore conprehensive

history, and this "location" decisively shapes nmy situation. Thus | was
born in the year of the great bank crash in which ny father lost his
wealth, | entered school just before the revolution, |I began to work
just after the great war broke out, and so forth. The tenporal structure
of everyday life not only inposes prearranged sequences upon the
"agenda" of any single day but also inposes itself upon ny biography as
a whole. Wthin the co-ordinates set by this tenporal structure
apprehend both daily "agenda" and overall biography. d ock and cal endar
ensure that, indeed, I ama "man of ny time." Only within this tenpora
structure does everyday life retain for me its accent of reality. Thus
in cases where | may be "disoriented" for one reason or another (say, |
have been in an autonobile accident in which | was knocked unconsci ous),
| feel an alnobst instinctive urge to "reorient" nyself within the
tenmporal structure of everyday life. | look at ny watch and try to
recall what day it is. By these acts alone | re-enter the reality of
everyday life. 2. SOCI AL | NTERACTI ON | N EVERYDAY LI FE The reality of
everyday life is shared with others. But how are these others thensel ves
experienced in everyday |life? Again, it is possible to differentiate

bet ween several nodes of such experience. The nobst inportant experience
of others takes place in the face-to-face situation, which is the
prototypi cal case of social interaction. Al other cases are derivatives
of it. In the face-to-face situation the other is appresented to ne in a
vivid present shared by both of us. | know that in the sanme vivid
present | am appresented to him M and his
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worl d of everyday life. | was born on a certain date, entered school on
anot her, started working as a professional on another, and so on. These
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have been in an autonobile accident in which | was knocked unconsci ous),
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everyday life is shared with others. But how are these others thensel ves
experienced in everyday |life? Again, it is possible to differentiate
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present | am appresented to him M and his
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of the other. It follows that relations with others in the face-to-face
situation are highly flexible. Put negatively, it is conparatively
difficult to inpose rigid patterns upon face-to-face interaction .

What ever patterns are introduced will be continuously nodified through
the exceedingly variegated and subtle interchange of subjective neani ngs
that goes on. For instance, | may view the other as soneone inherently

unfriendly to ne and act toward himwithin a pattern of "unfriendly
relations" as understood by me. In the face-to-face situation, however,
the other may confront nme with attitudes and acts that contradict this
pattern, ..ERR COD:3.. misinterpret the other's neanings even in the
face-to-face situation, as it is possible for him"hypocritically" to
hi de his nmeanings. Al the sane, both nisinterpretation and "hypocrisy"
are nmore difficult to sustain in face-to-face interaction than in |ess
"cl ose" forms of
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FOUNDATI ONS OF KNOW.EDGE | N EVERYDAY LIFE 31 typificatory schenes in
terns of which others are apprehended and "dealt with" in face-to-face
encounters. Thus | apprehend the other as "a man," "a European," "a
buyer,” "a jovial type,” ind so on. Al these typifications ongoingly
affect ny interaction with himas, say, | decide to show hima good tine
on the town before trying to sell himmy product. Qur face-to-face
interaction will be patterned by these typifications as long as they do
not becone problematic through interference on his part. Thus he for
Anericans in general and American salesmen in particular. At this point,
of course, ny typificatory schene will have to be nodified, and the
eveni ng planned differently in accordance with this nodification. Unless
t hus chal | enged, though, the typifications will hold until further
notice and will determne ny actions in the situation. The typificatory
schenmes entering into face-to-face situations are, of course,

reci procal. The other also apprehends ne in a typified way-as "a man,"
"an Anerican," "a salesman ," "an ingratiating fellow, " and so on. The
other's typifications are as susceptible to ..ERR COD:1.. of contenpt
for Anericans in general and Anerican salesnen in particular. At this
poi nt, of course, ny typificatory schene will have to be nodified, and
the evening planned differently in accordance with this nodification.
Unl ess thus chal |l enged, though, the typifications wll
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of which | apprehend fellowren in face-to-face situations is constantly
"filled in" by the multiplicity of vivid synptons referring to a
concrete human being. This, of course, is not the whole story. There are
obvi ous differences in nmy experiences of nere contenporaries. Sone |
have experienced again and again in face-to-face situations and expect
to meet again regularly (ny friend Henry); others | recollect as
concrete human beings froma past neeting (the blonde | passed on the
street), but the neeting was brief and, nmost likely, will not be
repeated. Still others | know of as concrete human beings, but | can
apprehend themonly by nmeans of nore or | ess anonynopus intersecting
typifications ..ERR COD: 1.
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FOUNDATI ONS OF KNOWLEDGE | N EVERYDAY LI FE 33 (ny British business
conpetitors, the Queen of England). Anbng the latter one could again

di sti ngui sh between likely partners in face-to-face situations (ny
British business conmpetitors ), and potential but unlikely partners (the
Queen of England). The degree of anonymity characterizing the experience
of others in everyday |ife depends, however, upon another factor too. |
see the newspaper vendor on the street coner as regularly as | see ny,
wife. But he is less inportant to ne and | amnot on intimate terns with
him He may remain relatively anonynous to ne. The degree of interest
and the degree of intimcy nmay conbine to increase or decrease anonymity
of experience. They may al so influence it independently. | can be on
fairly intimate terms with a nunber of the fellow nenbers of a tennis
club and on very formal terns with ny boss. Yet the former, while by no
nmeans conpl etely anonynous , may nmerge into "that bunch at the courts"
while the latter stands out as a unique individual. And finally,
anonym ty may becone near-total with certain typifications that are not

i nt ended ever to becone individualized-such as the "typical reader of
the London Tines." Finally, the "scope" of the typification-and thereby
its anonymity-can be further increased by speaking of "British public
opinion." The social reality of everyday life is thus apprehended in a
conti nuum of typifications, which are progressively anonynous as they
are! renmoved fromthe "here and now' of the face-to-face situation. At
one pole of the continuumare those others with whom 1 frequently and
intensively interact in face-to-face situations-ny "inner circle,” as it
were. At the other pole are highly anonynous abstractions, which by
their very nature can never be available in face-to-face interaction.
Soci al structure is: the sumtotal of these typifications and of the
recurrent patterns of interaction established by neans of them As such,
social structure is an essential element of the reality of everyday
life. One further point ought to be nmade here, though we cannot

el aborate it. My relations with others are not limted to consoci ates
and contenporaries. | also relate to predecessors and successors, to

t hose others who have preceded and will follow nme in the enconpassing

hi story of my society.
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t hrough certain educational programs, | cannot practice ny profession
before | have taken this examination, and so on. Al so, the sane tenpora
structure provides the historicity that determnes nmy situation in the

worl d of everyday life. | was born on a certain date, entered school on
anot her, started working as a professional on another, and so on. These
dates, however, are all "located" within a nmuch nore conprehensive

history, and this "location" decisively shapes nmy situation. Thus | was
born in the year of the great bank crash in which ny father lost his
wealth, | entered school just before the revolution, |I began to work
just after the great war broke out, and so forth. The tenporal structure
of everyday life not only inposes prearranged sequences upon the
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in cases where | may be "disoriented" for one reason or another (say, |
have been in an autonobile accident in which | was knocked unconsci ous),
| feel an alnobst instinctive urge to "reorient" nyself within the
tenmporal structure of everyday life. | look at ny watch and try to
recall what day it is. By these acts alone | re-enter the reality of
everyday life. 2. SOCI AL | NTERACTI ON | N EVERYDAY LI FE The reality of
everyday life is shared with others. But how are these others thensel ves
experienced in everyday |life? Again, it is possible to differentiate

bet ween several nodes of such experience. The nobst inportant experience
of others takes place in the face-to-face situation, which is the
prototypi cal case of social interaction. Al other cases are derivatives
of it. In derivatives of it. In the face-to-face situation the other is
appresented to nme in a vivid present shared by both of us. | know that
in the same vivid present | am appresented to him M/ and his
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even though | was sl eeping when he threw it and never saw hi m because he
fled after his near-hit. Indeed, if | |eave the object where it is,

can look at it again the followi ng norning, and again it expresses to ne
the anger of the nman who threw it. Wat is nore, other nen can cone and
look at it and arrive at the sane conclusion. In other words, the knife
in nmy wall has becone an objectively available constituent of the
reality | share with ny adversary and with other men. Presumably, this
kni fe was not produced for the exclusive purpose of being thrown at me.
But it expresses a subjective intention of violence, whether notivated
by anger or by utilitarian considerations, such as killing for food. The
weapon qua objet in the real world continues to express a genera
intention to commit violence that is recogni zabl e by anyone who knows
what a weapon is. The weapon, then, is both a human product and an

obj ectivation of human subjectivity . The reality of everyday life is
not only filled with objectivations ; it is only possible because of
them | amconstantly surrounded by objects that "proclain the

subj ective intentions of ny fell owren, although |I nmay sonetines have
difficulty being quite sure just what it is that a particular object is
"proclaimng," especially if it was produced by nen whom | have not
known well or at all in face-to-face situations. Every ethnol ogi st or
archaeologist will readily testify to such difficulties , but the very
fact that he can overconme them and reconstruct froman artifact the

subj ective intentions of nen whose society may have been extinct for
mllennia is eloquent proof of the enduring power of hunan

obj ectivations. A special but crucially inportant case of objectivation
is signification, that is, the human production of signs. A sign may be
di stingui shed from other objectivations by its explicit intention to
serve as an index of subjective nmeanings. To be sure, all objectivations
are susceptible of utilization as signs, even though they were not
originally produced with this intention . For instance, a weapon may
have been originally produced for the purpose of hunting animals, but
may then (say, in cerenonial usage) becone a sign for aggressiveness and
violence in general. But there are certain objectivations originally and
explicitly intended to serve as signs. For in-
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY stance, instead of throwing a knife
at ne (an act that was presumably intended to kill ne, but that m ght
concei vably have been intended nerely to signify this possibility), ny
adversary could have painted a black X-mark on ny door, a sign, let us
assune, that we are now officially in a state of enmty. Such a sign,
whi ch has no purpose beyond indicating the subjective nmeaning of the one
who made it, is also objectively available in the cormon reality he and
I share with other nen. | recognize its neaning, as do other nen, and
indeed it is available to its producer as an objective "reminder" of his
original intention in making it. It will be clear fromthe above that
there is a good deal of fluidity between the instrunmental and the
significatory uses of certain objectivations. The special case of magic,
in which there is a very interesting nmerging of these two uses, need not
concern us here. Signs are clustered in a nunber of systens. Thus there
are systenms of gesticulatory signs, of patterned bodily novenents, of
various sets of material artifacts, and so on. Signs and sign systens
are objectivations in the sense of being objectively avail able beyond
t he expression of subjective intentions "here and now. " This
"detachability" fromthe i medi ate expressions of subjectivity also
pertains to signs that require the nmediating presence of the body. Thus
perform ng a dance that signifies aggressive intent is an altogether
different thing fromsnarling or clenching fists in an outburst of
anger. The latter acts express ny subjectivity "here and now," while the
former can be quite detached fromthis subjectivity-I nay not be angry
or aggressive at all at this point but nerely taking part in the dance
because | ampaid to do so on behalf of soneone else who is angry. In
ot her words, the dance can be detached fromthe subjectivity of the
dancer in a way in which the snarling cannot fromthe snarler. Both
danci ng and snarling are manifestations of bodily expressivity, but only
the forner has the character of an objectively available sign. Signs and
sign systens are all characterized by "detachability ," but they can be
differentiated in terns of the degree to which they may be detached from
face-to-face situations. Thus a dance is evidently |ess detached than a
material artifact signifying the same subjective neani ng. Language,
whi ch may be defined here as a system of voca
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i mportant sign systemof human society. Its foundation :is, of course,
inthe intrinsic capacity of the human organi smfor vocal expressivity,
but we can begin to speak of |anguage only when vocal expressions have
become capabl e of detachment fromthe i mrediate "here and now' of

subj ective states. It is not yet language if | snarl, grunt, how, or

hi ss, al though these vocal expressions are capabl e of becom ng
linguistic insofar as they are integrated into an objectively avail able
sign system The common objectivations of everyday life are maintained
primarily by linguistic signification . Everyday life is, above all,
[ife with and by neans of the |language | share with ny fell owren. An
under st andi ng of | anguage is thus essential for any understandi ng of the
reality of everyday life.. Language has its origins in the face-to-face
situation, but can be readily detached fromit. This is not only because
I can shout in the: dark or across a di stance, speak on the tel ephone or
via the radio, or convey linguistic signification by neans of witing
(the latter constituting, as it were, a sign systemof the second
degree). The detachnment of |anguage lies much nore: basically inits
capacity to conmuni cate neani ngs that are not direct expressions of
subjectivity "here and now." It shares this capacity with other sign
systens, but its inmense variety and conplexity nmake it nuch nore
readily detachable fromthe face-to-face situation than any other (for
exanpl e, a systemof gesticulations). | can speak about innumerable
matters that are not present at all in the face-to- face situation
including matters | never have and never will experience directly. In
this way, |anguage is capable of beconing the objective repository of
vast accunul ations of meani ng and experience, which it can then preserve
intinme and transmt to follow ng generations. In the face-to-face
situation | anguage possesses an inherent quality of reciprocity that

di stinguishes it fromany other sign system The ongoi ng production of
vocal signs in conversation can be sensitively synchronized with the
ongoi ng subjective intentions of the conversants. | speak as | think; so
does ny partner in the conversation. Both of us hear what each says at
virtually the same instant, which nmakes possible a continuous ,
synchroni zed, reciprocal access to our two subjectivities,
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face-to-face situation that no other sign systemcan duplicate. Wat is
nore, | hear nyself as | speak; nmy own subjective neani ngs are nade
objectively and continuously available to ne and i pso facto becone "nore
real" to me. Another way of putting this is to recall the previous point
about ny "better know edge" of the other as against nmy know edge of
nmyself in the face-to-face situation. This apparently paradoxical fact
has been previously expl ained by the massive, continuous and
prereflective availability of the other's being in the face-to-face
situation, as against the requirenent of reflection for the availability
of ny own. Now, however, as | objectivate nmy own being by neans of
| anguage, nmy own bei ng beconmes massively and continuously available to
nmyself at the same tine that it is so available to him and | can
spont aneously respond to it without the "interruption" of deliberate
reflection. It can, therefore, be said that |anguage nmakes "nore real"
my subjectivity not only to my conversation partner but also to nyself
This capacity of |language to crystallize and stabilize for nme ny own
subjectivity is retained (albeit with nodifications ) as |anguage is
detached fromthe face-to-face situation. This very inportant
characteristic of |anguage is well caught in the saying that nmen nust
tal k about thenselves until they know thensel ves. Language originates in
and has its primary reference to everyday life; it refers above all to
the reality |I experience in w de-awake consci ousness, which is dom nated
by the pragmatic notive (that is, the cluster of neanings directly
pertaining to present or future actions) and which | share with others
in a taken-for-granted nanner. Although | anguage can al so be enpl oyed to
refer to other realities, which will be discussed further in a nonent,
it even then retains its rootage in the conmonsense reality of everyday
life. As a sign system |anguage has the quality of objectivity.
encounter | anguage as a facticity external to nyself and it is coercive

inits effect on nme. Language forces ne into its patterns. | cannot use
the rules of German syntax when | speak English; | cannot use words
invented by ny three-year-old son if | want to conmuni cate outside the
famly; | must take into account prevailing standards of proper speech

for vari ous occasi ons, even
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son-inlaw ) can have ""nother-in-law trouble.” In this way, ny

bi ogr aphi cal experiences are ongoi ngly subsuned under general orders of
meani ng that are both objectively and subjectively real. Because of its
capacity to transcend the "here and now," | anguage bridges different
zones within the reality of everyday life and integrates theminto a
meani ngf ul whol e. The transeendences have spatial, tenporal and soci al
di mensi ons. Through | anguage | can transcend the gap between ny
mani pul atory zone and that of the other, | can synchronize ny

bi ographical time sequence with his; and I can converse with hi mabout

i ndividuals and collectivities with whomwe are not at present in
face-to-face interaction. As a result of these transcendences | anguage
is capable of "making present” a variety of objects that are spatially,
tenporally and socially absent fromthe "here and now." Ipso facto a
vast accunul ati on of experiences and nmeani ngs can becone objectified in
the "here and now. " Put sinply, through | anguage an entire world can be
actual i zed at any nonent. This transcending and integrating power of

| anguage is retained when | am not actually conversing wth another.
Through linguistic objectification , even when "talking to nyself" in
solitary thought, an entire world can be appresented to ne at any
moment . As



Page 40

THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY far as social relations are
concerned, |anguage "makes present” for me not only fell owmren who are
physically absent at the nonent, but fellowren in the renenbered or
reconstructed past, as well as fellowren projected as imaginary figures
into the future. Al these "presences"” can be highly neaningful, of
course, in the ongoing reality of everyday life. Mreover, |anguage is
capabl e of transcending the reality of everyday life altogether. It can
refer to experiences pertaining to finite provinces of neaning, and it
can span discrete spheres of reality. For instance, | can interpret "the
meani ng" of a dream by integrating it linguistically within the order of
everyday life. Such integration transposes the discrete reality of the
dreaminto the reality of everyday life by making it an enclave within
the latter. The dreamis now neaningful in ternms of the reality of
everyday life rather than of its own discrete reality. Enclaves produced
by such transposition belong, in a sense, to both spheres of reality.
They are "located" in one reality, but "refer" to another. Any
significative theme that thus spans spheres of reality nmay be defined as
a synbol, and the linguistic node by which such transcendence is
achi eved may be call ed synbolic |anguage . On the | evel of synbolism
then, linguistic signification attains the nmaxi num detachnment fromthe
"here and now' of everyday life, and | anguage soars into regions that
are not only de facto but a priori unavailable to everyday experience .
Language now constructs i nmense edifices of synbolic representations
that appear to tower over the reality of everyday life |like gigantic
presences from anot her world. Religion, philosophy, art, and science are
the historically nost inportant synbol systems of this kind. To nane
these is already to say that, despite the maxi mal detachnent from
everyday experience that the construction of these systens requires,
they can be of very great inportance indeed for the reality of everyday
life. Language is capable not only of constructing synbols that are
hi ghly abstracted from everyday experience, but also of "bringing back"
t hese synbol s and appresenting them as objectively real elenents in
everyday life. In this manner, synbolism and synbolic | anguage becone
essential constituents of the reality of everyday life and of the com
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this reality. | live in a wrld of signs and synbols every day. Language
buil ds up semantic fields or zones of neaning that are linguistically
circumscri bed. Vocabul ary, gramar and syntax are geared to the

organi zati on of these semantic fields. Thus | anguage builds up
classification schenes to differentiate objects by "gender"” (a quite
different matter from sex, of course) or by nunber; fornms to make
statenents of action as against statenents of being; nodes of indicating
degrees of social intimacy, and so on. For exanple, in |anguages (such
as to and vous in French, or du and Sie in German) this distinction

mar ks the co-ordinates of a semantic field that could be called the zone
of intimacy. Here lies the world of fiutoienent or of Bruderschaft, with
a rich collection of nmeanings that are continually available to nme for
the ordering of ny social experience. Such a semantic field, of course,
al so exists for the English speaker, though it is nore circunscribed
linguistically. O, to take another exanple , the sumof linguistic

obj ectifications pertaining to ny occupation constitutes another
semantic field, which neaningfully orders all the routine events
encounter in ny daily work. Wthin the semantic fields thus built up it
is possible for both biographical and historical experience to be
objectified , retained and accunul ated. The accunul ati on, of course, is
selective, with the senmantic fields determ ning what will be retained
and what "forgotten"” of the total experience of both the individual and
the society. By virtue of this accumul ation a social stock of know edge
is constituted, which is transmtted fromgeneration to generation and
which is available to the individual in everyday ..ERR COD:1.
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course, shared both by those who are poor thensel ves and those who are
in a nore privileged situation. Participation in the social stock of
know edge thus permts the "location" of individuals in society and the
"handl i ng" of themin the appropriate manner. This is not possible for
one who does not participate in this know edge, such as a foreigner, who
may not recogni ze nme as poor at all, perhaps because the criteria of
poverty are quite different in his society-how can | be poor, when |
wear shoes and do not seemto be hungry? Since everyday life is

dom nated by the pragmatic notive, recipe know edge, that is, know edge
limted to pragmati c conpetence in routine performances, occupies a

prom nent place in the social stock of know edge. For exanple, | use the
t el ephone every day for specific pragnatic purposes of ny own. | know
how to do this. | also know what to do. if ny tel ephone fails to

function-which does not nean that | know how to repair it, but that I
know whomto call on for assistance. My know edge of the tel ephone al so
i ncl udes broader information on the system of tel ephonic conmunication
-for instance, | know that sone people have unlisted nunbers, that under
special circunstances | can get a sinultaneous hook-up with two

| ong-di stance parties, that | nmust figure on the tinme difference if |
want to call up sonebody in Hongkong, and so forth. Al of this

tel ephonic lore is reci pe know edge since it does not concern anything
except what | have to know for ny present and possible future pragnatic

purposes. | amnot interested in why the tel ephone works this way, in
t he enornmous body of scientific and engi neeri ng know edge that makes it
possible to construct tel ephones . Nor am| interested in uses of the

tel ephone that lie outside nmy purposes, say in conbination with
short-wave radio for the purpose of marine communication. Simlarly, |
have reci pe know edge of the workings of human rel ationships . For

exanple, | know what | mnust do to apply for a passport. Al | am
interested in is getting the passport at the end of a certain waiting
period. | do not care, and do not know, how ny application is processed

in government offices, by whomand after what steps approval is given
who puts which stanp in the docunent. | am not making a study of
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typically a "mrror" response to attitudes of the other. It foll ows that
relations with others in the face-to-face situation are highly flexible.
Put negatively, it is conparatively difficult to inpose rigid patterns

upon face-to-face interaction . Whatever patterns are introduced will be
continuously nodified through the exceedingly variegated and subtle
i nt erchange of subjective meanings that goes on. For instance, | may

view the other as someone inherently unfriendly to ne and act toward him
within a pattern of "unfriendly relations" as understood by nme. In the
face-to-face situation, however, the other may confront ne with
attitudes and acts that contradict this pattern, perhaps up to a point
where | amled to abandon the pattern as inapplicable and to view him as
friendly. In other words, the pattern cannot sustain the massive

evi dence of the other's subjectivity that is available to me in the
face-to-face situation. By contrast, it is nmuch easier for ne to ignore
such evidence as long as | do not encounter the other face to face. Even
in such arelatively "close" relation as nmay be mai ntai ned by
correspondence | can nore successfully dismss the other's protestations
of friendship as not actually representing his subjective attitude to
me, sinply because in correspondence | |ack the i mrediate, continuous
and massively real presence of his expressivity. It is, to be sure,
possible for me to nmisinterpret the other's neanings even in the
face-to-face situation, as it is possible for him"hypocritically" to

hi de his nmeanings. Al the sane, both misinterpretation and "hypocrisy"
are more difficult to sustain in face-to-face interaction than in |ess
"cl ose" fornms of social relations. On the other hand, | apprehend the

ot her by means of tvpificatory schenmes even in the face-to-face
situation, although these schenmes are nore "vul nerable" to his
interference than in "renoter” fornms of interaction. Put differently,
while it is conparatively difficult to inpose rigid patterns on
face-to-face interaction, even it is patterned fromthe beginning if it
takes place within the routines of everyday life. (W can | eave aside
for later consideration cases of interaction between conplete strangers
who have no common background of everyday life.) The reality of everyday
life contains
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may perhaps doubt elenents of it. But these doubts are "not to be taken

seriously." For instance, as a businessnan | know that it pays to be
i nconsiderate of others. | may laugh at a joke in which this nmaxi m| eads
to failure, | nmay be noved by an actor or a preacher extolling the

virtues of consideration, and I may concede in a philosophical nood that
all social relations should be governed by the Gol den Rul e. Having

| aughed, havi ng been noved and havi ng phil osophized, | return to the
"serious" world of business, once nore recognize the logic of its
maxi ns, and act accordingly. Only when ny naxins fail "to deliver the

goods" in the world to which they are intended to apply are they likely
to becone problematic to me "in earnest."” Al though the social stock of
know edge appresents the everyday world in an integrated manner,
differentiated according to zones of famliarity and renoteness, it

| eaves the totality of that world opaque. Put differently, the reality
of everyday |life always appears as a zone of lucidity behind which there
is a background of darkness. As sone zones of reality are illum nated,
others are adunbrated. | cannot know everything there is to know about
this reality. Even if, for instance, | ama seem ngly all-powerful
despot in ny famly, and know this, | cannot know all the factors that
go into the continuing success of nmy despotism | know that ny orders
are al ways obeyed, but | cannot be sure of all the steps and all the
notives that |ie between the issuance and the execution of ny orders.
There are always things that go on "behind ny back.” This is true a
fortiori when social
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than those of the fanily are involved -and explains, incidentally, why
despots are endem cally nervous. My know edge of everyday life has the
quality of an instrument that cuts a path through a forest and, as it
does so, projects a narrow cone of light on what |ies just ahead and

i medi ately around; on all sides of the path there continues to be
darkness. This inage pertains even nore, of course, to the nultiple
realities in which everyday life is continually transcended. This latter
statenent can be paraphrased , poetically if not exhaustively, by saying
that the reality of everyday life is overcast by the penunbras of our
dreams. My know edge of everyday life is structured in terns of

rel evances. Sone of these are determ ned by i medi ate pragmatic
interests of mine, others by ny general situation in society. It is
irrelevant to nme how ny w fe goes about cooking ny favorite goul ash as
long as it turns out the way | like it. It is irrelevant to ne that the
stock of a conmpany is falling, if I do not own such stock; or that
Catholics are nodernizing their doctrine, if | aman atheist; or that it
is now possible to fly non-stop to Africa, if | do not want to go there.
However, ny rel evance structures intersect with the rel evance structures
of others at many points, as a result of which we have ".interesting"
things to say to each other. An inportant elenent of ny know edge of
everyday life is the knowl edge of the rel evance structures of others.
Thus | "know better” than to tell ny doctor about ny investnent problens
, hy | awer about ny ulcer pains, or nmy accountant about ny quest for
religious truth. The basic relevance structures referring to everyday
life are presented to ne ready. nmade by the social stock of know edge
itself. I know that "wonan talk" is irrelevant to ne as a man, that
"idl e speculation " is irrelevant to ne as a man of action, and so
forth. Finally, the social stock of knowl edge as a whole has its own

rel evance structure. Thus, in terms of the stock of know edge

obj ectivated in American society, it is irrelevant to study the
novenents of the stars to predict the stock nmarket, but it is rel evant
to study an individual's slips of the tongue to find out about his sex
life, and so on. Conversely, in other societies,
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econom cs, speech analy. sis quite irrelevant for erotic curiosity, and
so on. One final point should be nade here about the social distribution

of know edge. | encounter know edge in everyday life as socially
distributed, that is, as possessed differently by different individuals
and types of individuals. | do not share ny know edge equally wth al

my fellowren, and there may be sone know edge that | share with no one.

| share ny professional expertise with colleagues, but not with ny
famly, and | may share with nobody ny know edge of how to cheat at
cards. The social distribution of know edge of certain el enents of
everyday reality can becone highly conpl ex and even confusing to the
outsider. I not only do not possess the know edge supposedly required to
cure ne of a physical ailnment , | may even | ack the know edge of which
one of a bewildering ..ERR COD: 1.
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Il. Society as Ohjective Reality 1. | NSTITUTI ONALI ZATION a. Organi sm and
Activity Man occupies a peculiar position in the aninal kingdom.1

Unli ke the other higher mammal s, he has no species-specific
environnent,a no environnent firmy structured by his own instinctual
organi zation. There is no man-world in the sense that one nmay speak of a
dog-world or a horse-world. Despite an area of individual |earning and
accumul ation, the individual dog or the individual horse has a largely
fixed relationship to its environment, which it shares with all other
menbers of its respective species. One obvious inplication of this is

t hat dogs and horses, as conpared with nman, are much nore restricted to
a specific geographical distribution. The specificity of these animals'
envi ronment, however, is much nore than a geographical delinmtation. It
refers to the biologically fixed character of their relationship to the
environment , even if geographical variation is introduced. In this
sense, all non-human animals, as species and as individuals, live in

cl osed worl ds whose structures are predeterm ned by the biol ogical

equi pnment of the several animal species. By contrast, nman's relationship
to his environment is characterized by worl d-openness .8 Not only has
man succeeded in establishing hinself over the greater part of the
earth's surface, his relationship to the surrounding environment is
everywhere very inperfectly structured by his own biol ogi ca
constitution. The latter, to be sure, permts nan to engage in different
activities. But the fact that he continued to |ive a nomadi c existence
in one place and turned to agriculture in another cannot be explained in
terms of biological processes. This does not nean, of course, that there
are no biologically determned linmitations to man's relations with his
envi ron-
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and not or equi pnent inposes obvious linmtations on his range of
possibilities. The peculiarity of man's biol ogical constitution lies
rather in its instinctual conponent. Man's instinctual organization nay
be descri bed as underdevel oped , conpared with that of the other higher
mamal s . Man does have drives, of course. But these drives are highly
unspeci al i zed and undirected. This neans that the human organismis
capabl e of applying its constitutionally given equipnent to a very w de
and, in addition, constantly variable and varying range of activities.
This peculiarity of the human organismis grounded in its ontogenetic
devel opnment 4 Indeed, if one | ooks at the matter in ternms of organismc
devel opnent, it is possible to say that the fetal period in the human
bei ng extends through about the first year after birth.5 Inportant
organi sm c devel opnents, which in the aninmal are conpleted in the
not her's body, take place in the human infant after its separation from
the wonb. At this time, however, the human infant is not only in the
outside world, but interrelating with it in a nunber of conplex ways.
The human organismis thus still devel oping biologically while already
standing in a relationship to its environnent. In other words, the
process of becomi ng man takes place in an interrelationship with an
environnment. This statenment gains significance if one reflects that this
environnment is both a natural and a human one. That is, the devel oping
hurman being not only interrelates with a particular natural environnment,
but with a specific cultural and social order, which is nediated to him
by the significant others who have charge of hime Not only is the
survival of the human infant dependent upon certain social arrangements,
the direction of his organism c devel opnent is socially determ ned. From
the nmonment of birth, man's organi smc dcvel opnent, and indeed a | arge
part of his biological being as such, are subjected to continuing
socially determ ned interference. Despite the obvi ous physi ol ogi cal
limts to the range of possible and different ways of becoming nman in
this double environnmental interrelationship the hunman organi sm nmani fests
an i mense plasticity inits response to the environnental forces at
work on it. This is particularly clear when
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bi ol ogi cal constitution as it is subjected to a variety of

socio-cultural deternminations. It is an ethnol ogi cal commonpl ace t hat
the ways of becom ng and bei ng human are as nunmerous as man's cul tures.
Humanness is socio-culturally variable. In other words, there is no
human nature in the sense of a biologically fixed substratum determni ning
the variability of socio-cultural formations. There is only human nature
in the sense of anthropol ogical constants (for exanple, world-openness
and plasticity of instinctual structure) that delimt and permt man's
soci ocul tural formations. But the specific shape into which this
humanness is nolded is determined by those socio-cultural fornmations and
is relative to their nunerous variations. Wile it is possible to say
that nan has a nature, it is nore significant to say that nman constructs
his own nature, or nore sinply , that nman produces hinsel f? The
plasticity of the human organismand its susceptibility to socially
determined interference is best illustrated by the ethnol ogi cal evidence
concerning sexuality .9 Wiile man possesses sexual drives that are
conparable to those of the other higher manmmal s, human sexuality is
characterized by a very high degree of pliability. It is not only
relatively independent of temporal rhythns, it is pliable both in the
obj ects toward which it may be directed and in its nodalities of
expressi on. Ethnol ogi cal evidence shows that, in sexual matters, nan is
capabl e of al nbst anything. One may stinulate one's sexual imagination
to a pitch of feverish lust, but it is unlikely that one can conjure up
any imge that will not correspond to what in some other culture is an
established norm or at |east an occurrence to be taken in stride. If
the term"normality" is to refer either to what is anthropologically
fundamental or to what is culturally universal, then neither it nor its
antonym can be neani ngfully applied to the varying forns of human
sexuality. At the same tine, of course, human sexuality is directed,
sonmetinmes rigidly structured, in every particular culture. Every culture
has a distinctive sexual configuration, with its own specialized
patterns of sexual conduct and its own "ant hropol ogi cal ™ assunptions in
the sexual area. The enpirical relativity of these configurations, their
i mmense variety and | uxurious inventive-
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product of man's own sociocultural formations rather than of a
biologically fixed hunman nature 9 The period during which the human
organi sm devel ops towards its conpletion in interrelationship with its
environnment is also the period during which the human self is forned.
The formation of the self, then, nust also be understood in relation to
bot h the ongoi ng organi sm ¢ devel opnent and the social process in which
the natural and the human environment are nedi ated through the
significant others?e genetic presuppositions for the self are, of
course, given at birth. But the self, as it is experienced |later as a
subj ectively and objectively recogni zable identity, is not. The same
soci al processes that deternine the conpletion of the organi sm produce
the self inits particular, culturally relative form The character of
the self as a social product is not limted to the particul ar
configuration the individual identifies as hinself (for instance, as "a
man," in the particular way in which this identity is defined and forned
in the culture in question), but to the conprehensive psychol ogi ca
equi pnent that serves as an appendage to the particular configuration
(for instance, "manly" enotions, attitudes and even somatic reactions ).
It goes without saying, then, that the organi smand, even nore, the self
cannot be adequately understood apart fromthe particular social context
in which they were shaped. The comon devel opnent of the hunman organi sm
and the human self in a socially determ ned environnent is related to
the peculiarly human rel ati onship between organi smand self. This
relationship is an eccentric one.” On the one hand, man is a body, in
the same way that this may be said of every other animl organism On
t he other hand, man has a body. That is, man experiences hinself as an
entity that is not identical with his body, but that, on the contrary,
has that body at its disposal. In other words, man's experience of
hi nsel f al ways hovers in a bal ance between bei ng and having a body, a
bal ance that nust be redressed again and again. This eccentricity of
man' s experience of his own body has certain consequences for the
anal ysis of human activity as conduct in the material environment and as
ext ernal i SOCI ETY

n
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under st andi ng of any hunan phenonmenon will have to take both these
aspects into consideration, for reasons that are grounded in fundanent al
ant hropol ogi cal facts. It should be clear fromthe foregoing that the
statenent that man produces hinself in no way inplies some sort of

Pronet hean vision of the solitary individual.12 Man's sel f- production
is always, and of necessity, a social enterprise. Men together produce a
human environment, with the totality of its socio-cultural and
psychol ogi cal formati ons. None of these formati ons may be understood as
products of man's biological constitution, which, as indicated, provides
only the outer linmits for human productive activity. just as it is

i npossible for man to develop as man in isolation, so it is inpossible
for man in isolation to produce a human environnent . Solitary human
being is being on the aninal |evel (which, of course, man shares with

ot her animals). As soon as one observes phenonena that are specifically
human, one enters the realmof the social. Man's specific humanity and
his sociality are inextricably intertw ned. Hono sapiens is always , and
in the: sane neasure, hono socius.la The human organi smlacks the
necessary bi ol ogical neans to provide stability for human conduct. Human
existence, if it were thrown back on its organisnic resources by

t hemrsel ves, woul d be exi stence in some sort of chaos. Such chaos is,
however , enpirically unavail able, even though one may theoretically
conceive: of it. Empirically, human exi stence takes place in a context
of order, direction, stability. The question then arises: From what does
the enpirically existing stability of human order derive? An answer may
be given on two levels. One may first point to the obvious fact that a
gi ven soci al order precedes any individual organisn c devel opment. That
is, world-openness, while intrinsic to man's biol ogi cal make-up, is

al ways pre-enpted by social order. One may say that the biologically
intrinsic world-openness of human exi stence is always, and indeed nust
be, transforned by social order into a relative world-closedness. Wile
this reclosure can never approximte the cl osedness of aninal existence,
if only because of its humanly produced and thus "artificial" character,
it is neverthel ess capable, nost of the tine, of
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technol ogi cal arrangenents ). Social order is not part of the "nature of
things," and it cannot be derived fromthe "l aws of nature."14 Soci al
order exists only as a product of human activity. No other ontol ogical
status nay be ascribed to it w thout hopel essly obfuscating its
enpirical manifestations. Both in its genesis (social order is the in
any instant of tinme (social order exists only and insofar as human
activity continues to produce it) it is a human product. Wile the
soci al products of human externalization have a character sui generic as
agai nst both their organismc and their environmental context, it is
important to stress that externalization as such is an ant hropol ogi cal
necessity. 15 Human being is inpossible in a closed sphere of quiescent
interiority . Human being nust ongoingly externalize itself in activity.
Thi s ant hropol ogi cal necessity is ..ERR COD: 1.
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everyday |ife appears |ess ongoingly penetrated by sacred forces. The
body of theol ogi cal knowl edge is, consequently, further renoved fromthe
general stock of know edge of the society and thus becones intrinsically
more difficult to acquire. Even where it is not deliberately
institutionalized as esoteric, it renmains "secret” by virtue of its
unintelligibility to the general populace. This has the further
consequence that the populace may remain relatively
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY ity, habitualization nakes it
unnecessary for each situation to be defined anew, step by step?large
variety of situations nay be subsumed under its predefinitions. The
activity to be undertaken in these situations can then be anti ci pated.
Even alternatives of conduct can be assigned standard wei ghts. These
processes of habitualization precede any institutionalization , indeed
can be made to apply to a hypothetical solitary individual detached from
any social interaction. The fact that even such a solitary individual,
assum ng that he has been forned as a self (as we woul d have to assune
in the case of our matchstick-canoe builder), will habitualize his
activity in accordance w th biographical experience of a world of soci al
institutions preceding his solitude need not concern us at the nonent.
Empirically, the nore inportant part of the habitualization of human
activity is coextensive with the latter's institutionalization. The
guestion then becones how do institutions arise. Institutionalization
occurs whenever there is a reciprocal typification of habitualized
actions by types of actors. Put differently, any such typification is an
institution 21 What nust be stressed is the reciprocity of institutional
typifica tions and the typicality of not only the actions but also the
actors in institutions. The typifications of habitualized actions that
constitute institutions are always shared ones. They are available to
all the nmenbers of the particular social group in question, and the
institution itself typifies individual actors as well as individual
actions. The institution posits that aGtions of type X will be
performed by actors of type X For exanple, the institution of the |aw
posits that heads shall be chopped off in specific ways under specific
ci rcunstances, and that specific types of individuals shall do the
choppi ng (executioners, say, or nernbers of an inpure caste, or virgins
under a certain age, or those who have been designated by an oracle).
Institutions further inply historicity and control. Reciprocal
typifications of actions are built up in the course of a shared history.
They cannot be created instantaneously. Institutions always have a
hi story, of which they are the products . It is inpossible to understand
an institution adequately wi thout an understandi ng of the historical
process in which
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occasions . In other words, the background of habitualized activity
opens up a foreground for deliberation and innovation .19 In terns of
t he: neani ngs bestowed by nman upon his activ-
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTION OF REALITY uing in time. Let us assune that two
persons fromentirely different social worlds begin to interact. By
sayi ng "persons" we presuppose that the two individuals have fornmed
sel ves, sonething that could, of course, have occurred only in a social
process. W are thus for the nonent excluding the cases of Adam and Eve,
or of two "feral" children neeting in a clearing of a prineval jungle.
But we are assunming that the two individuals arrive at their neeting

pl ace from social worlds that have been historically produced in
segregation fromeach other, and that the interaction therefore takes
place in a situation that has not been institutionally defined for
either of the participants. It nmay be possible to imagi ne a Man Fri day
j oi ning our matchstick-canoe builder on his desert island, and to

i magi ne the former as a Papuan and the latter as an Anmerican. In that
case, however, it is likely that the Arerican will have read or at | east
have heard about the story of Robinson Crusoe, which will introduce a
neasure of predefinition of the situation at least for him Let us,
then, sinply call our two persons A and B. As A and B interact, in

what ever nmanner, typifications will be produced quite quickly. A watches
B perform He attributes notives to B's actions and, seeing the actions
recur , typifies the notives as recurrent. As B goes on performing ,

.. ERR, COD: 1.
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 57 common?z Wile this reciprocal
typification is not yet institutionalization (since, there only being
two individuals, there is no possibility of a typology of actors), it is
clear that institutionalization is already present in nucleo. At this
stage one may ask what gains accrue to the two individuals fromthis
devel opnent. The nobst inmportant gain is that each will be able to
predict the other's actions. Concomtantly , the interaction of both
becones predictable. The "There he goes agai n" becones a "There we go
again." This relieves both individuals of a considerabl e anpbunt of
tension. They save tine and effort, not only in whatever external tasks
they nmight be engaged in separately or jointly, but in terns of their
respective psychol ogi cal econonmies. Their |life together is now defined
by a wi dening sphere of taken-for- granted routines. Many actions are
possible on a low |l evel of attention. Each action of one is no |onger a
source of astoni shnent and potential danger to the other. Instead, nuch
of what goes on takes on the triviality of what, to both, will be
everyday life. This neans that the two individuals are constructing a
background, in the sense di scussed before, which will serve to stabilize
both their separate actions and their interaction. The construction of
this background of routine in turn nmakes possible a division of |abor
bet ween them opening the wary for innovations, which demand a hi gher

| evel of attention. The division of |abor and the innovations will |ead
to new habitualizations, further w dening the background common to both
i ndividuals. In other words, a social world will be in process of

construction, containing within it the roots of an expandi ng
institutional order. Generally, all actions repeated once or nore tend
to be habitualized to sone degree, just as all actions observed by

anot her necessarily involve sonme typification on his part. However, for
the kind of reciprocal typification just described to occur there nust
be a continuing social situation in which the habitualized actions of
two or nore individuals interlock. Wich actions are likely to be
reciprocally typified in this manner? The general answer is, those
actions that are relevant to both A and B within their conmon situation.
The areas likely to be relevant in this way will, of course, vary in

di fferent
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY situations. Some will be those
facing Aand Bin terns of their previous biographies, others nmay be the
result of the natural, presocial circunstances of the situation. Wat
will in all cases have to be habitualized is the comuni cation process
between A and B. Labor, sexuality and territoriality are other likely
foci of typification and habitualization. In these various areas the
situation of A and B is paradigmatic of the institutionalization
occurring in larger societies. Let us push our paradi gmone step further
and i magi ne that A and B have children. At this point the situation
changes qualitatively. The appearance of a third party changes the
character of the ongoing social interaction between A and B, and it wll
change even further as additional individuals continue to be added 23
The institutional world, which existed in state nascendi in the origina
situation of A and B, is now passed on to others. In this process
institutionalization perfects itself. The habitualizations and typifica
tions undertaken in the common life of A and B, formations that unti
this point still had the quality of ad hoc conceptions of two
i ndi vidual s, now becone historical institutions. Wth the acquisition of
historicity, these formations al so acquire another crucial quality, or,
nore accurately, perfect a quality that was incipient as soon as A and B
began the reciprocal typification of their conduct: this quality is
objectivity . This nmeans that the institutions that have now been
crystallized (for instance, the institution of paternity as it is
encountered by the children) are experienced as existing over and beyond
t he individuals who "happen to" enbody them at the nonment. In other
words, the institutions are now experienced as possessing a reality of
their own, a reality that confronts the individual as an external and
coercive fact 24 As long as the nascent institutions are constructed and
mai ntained only in the interaction of A and B, their objectivity remins
t enuous, easily changeabl e, alnost playful, even while they attain a
nmeasure of objectivity by the mere fact of their formation. To put this
alittle differently, the routinized background of A's and B's activity
remains fairly accessible to deliberate intervention by A and B.

Al t hough the routines, once established, carry within thema tendency to
persist, the possibility of changing them or even abolishing themre-
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it is possible in principle to assert that "social facts are things,"
and to intend thereby no nore than the objectivity of social facts as
human products. The theoretical key to the question is the distincltion
bet ween objectivation and reification. 60. Conpare here Sartre's concept
of the "practico-inert,” in Critique de la raison dialectique. 61. For
this reason Marx called reifying consciousness a fal se consci ousness
This concept may be related to Sartre's "bad faith" (rmauvaise foi). 62.
The work of Lucien L-Bruhl and Jean Piaget may be taken as basic for an
under st andi ng of protoreification, both phylo- and ontogenetically.
Al'so, cf. Claude L-Strauss, La penssauvage (Paris, Plon, 1962) . 63.
On the parallelismbetween "here bel ow' and "up above," cf. Mrcea
El i ade, Cosnbs and Hi story (New York, Harper, 3L959) - A simlar point
is made by Voegelin, op. cit., in his discussion of "cosnol ogi ca
civilizations." 64. On the reification of identity, conpare Sartre's
anal ysis of anti-Semitism 65. On conditions for dereification, cf.
Berger and Pull berg, loc. cit. 66. The term"legitimation" is derived
from Wber, where it is developed particularly in the context of his
political sociology. W have given it a nuch broader use here. 67. On
legitimati ons as "explanations," conpare Pareto's anal ysis of
"derivations." 68. Both Marx and Pareto were aware of the possible

aut onony of what we have called legitimations ("ideology" in Marx,
"derivations " in Pareto). 69. Qur concept of "synbolic universe" is
very close to Durkheim's "religion." Schutz's analysis of. "finite
provi nces of neani ng"
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60 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY the institutional world
transnitted by nost parents already has the character of historical and
obj ective reality. The process of transm ssion sinply strengthens the
parents' sense of reality, if only because, to put it crudely, if one
says, "This is how these things are done,"” often enough one believes it
onesel f.26 An institutional world, then, is experienced as an objective
reality. It has a history that antedates the individual's birth and is
not accessible to his biographical recollection. It was there before he
was born, and it will be there after his death. This history itself, as
the tradition of the existing institutions, has the character of
objectivity. The individual's biography is apprehended as an epi sode

| ocated within the objective history of the society. The institutions,
as historical and objective facticities, confront the individual as
undeni abl e facts. The institutions are there, external to him
persistent in their reality, whether he likes it or not. He cannot wi sh
them away. They resist his attenpts to change or evade them They have
coercive power over him both in thensel ves, by the sheer force of their
facticity, and through the control nechanisns that are usually attached
to the nost inportant of them The objective reality of institutions is
not dimnished if the individual does not understand their purpose or
their node of operation. He may experience |arge sectors of the social
worl d as inconprehensi bl e, perhaps oppressive in their opaqueness, but
real nonetheless. Since institutions exist as external reality, the

i ndi vi dual cannot understand them by introspection. He nmust "go out" and
| earn about them just as he nmust to | earn about nature. This remains
true even though the social world, as a humanly produced reality, is
potentially understandable in a way not possible in the case of the
natural world 27 It is inportant to keep in mnd that the objectivity of
the institutional world, however massive it may appear to the

i ndividual, is a humanly produced, constructed objectivity. The process
by which the externalized products of human activity attain the
character of objectivity is objectivation 28 The institutional world is
obj ectivated human activity, and so is every single institution. In

ot her words, despite the objectivity that marks the social world in
human experience, it does not thereby acquire an ontol ogi cal status
apart from
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is an objective reality. Man is a social product. It nay al so already be
evi dent than an analysis of the social world that | eavers out any one of
these three nmonments will be distortive?e One may further add that only
with the transm ssion of the social world to a new generation (that is,
internalization as effectuated in socialization) does the fundanent al
social dialectic appear in its totality. To repeat, only with the
appearance of a new generation can one properly speak of a social world.
At the same point, the institutional world requires legitimation , that
is, ways by which it can be "explained" and justified. This is not
because it appears less real. As we have seen, the reality of the socia
world gains in nassivity in the course of its transnission. This
reality, however, is a historical one, which conmes to the new generation
as a tradition rather than as a biographical nenory. In our paradigmatic
exanple, A and B, the original creators of the social world, can always
reconstruct the circunstances under which their world and any part of it
was established. That is, they can arrive at the nmeaning of an
institution by exercising their powers of recollection. A's and B's
children are in an altogether different situation. Their know edge of
the institutional history is by way of "hearsay." The original neaning
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58 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY situations. Some will be those
facing Aand Bin terns of their previous biographies, others nmay be the
result of the natural, presocial circunstances of the situation. Wat
will in all cases have to be habitualized is the comuni cation process
between A and B. Labor, sexuality and territoriality are other likely
foci of typification and habitualization. In these various areas the
situation of A and B is paradigmatic of the institutionalization
occurring in larger societies. Let us push our paradi gmone step further
and i magi ne that A and B have children. At this point the situation
changes qualitatively. The appearance of a third party changes the
character of the ongoing social interaction between A and B, and it wll
change even further as additional individuals continue to be added 23
The institutional world, which existed in state nascendi in the origina
situation of A and B, is now passed on to others. In this process
institutionalization perfects itself. The habitualizations and typifica
tions undertaken in the common life of A and B, formations that unti
this point still had the quality of ad hoc conceptions of two

i ndi vidual s, now becone historical institutions. Wth the acquisition of
historicity, these formations al so acquire another crucial quality, or,
nore accurately, perfect a quality that was incipient as soon as A and B
began the reciprocal typification of their conduct: this quality is
objectivity . This nmeans that the institutions that have now been
crystallized (for instance, the institution of paternity as it is
encountered by the children) are experienced as existing over and beyond
t he individuals who "happen to" enbody them at the nonment. In other
words, the institutions are now experienced as possessing a reality of
their own, a reality that confronts the individual as an external and
coercive fact 24 As long as the nascent institutions are constructed and
mai ntained only in the interaction of A and B, their objectivity remins
t enuous, easily changeabl e, alnost playful, even while they attain a
nmeasure of objectivity by the mere fact of their formation. To put this
alittle differently, the routinized background of A's and B's activity
remains fairly accessible to deliberate intervention by A and B.

Al t hough the routines, once established, carry within thema tendency to
persist, the possibility of changing them or even abolishing themre-
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a new generation. In the early phases of socialization the child is

gui te i ncapabl e of distinguishing between the objectivity of natural
phenonena and the objectivity of the social fonmations ?a To take the
nmost inportant item of socialization, | anguage appears to the child as
i nherent in the nature of things, and he cannot grasp the notion of its
conventionality. Athing is what it: is called, and it could not be
called anything else. Al institutions appear in the sanme way, as given,
unal terabl e and self-evident. Even in our enpirically unlikely exanmple
of parents having constructed an institutional world de novo, the
objectivity of this sane way, as given, unalterable and self-evident.
Even in our enpirically unlikely exanple of parents having constructed
an institutional world de novo, the objectivity of this world would be
increased for them by the socialization of their children, because the
obj ectivity experienced by the children would reflect back upon their
own experience of this world. Enpirically, of course,
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 57 common?z Wile this reciprocal
typification is not yet institutionalization (since, there only being
two individuals, there is no possibility of a typology of actors), it is
clear that institutionalization is already present in nucleo. At this
stage one may ask what gains accrue to the two individuals fromthis
devel opnent. The nobst inmportant gain is that each will be able to
predict the other's actions. Concomtantly , the interaction of both
becones predictable. The "There he goes agai n" becones a "There we go
again." This relieves both individuals of a considerabl e anpbunt of
tension. They save tine and effort, not only in whatever external tasks
they nmight be engaged in separately or jointly, but in terns of their
respective psychol ogi cal econonmies. Their |life together is now defined
by a wi dening sphere of taken-for- granted routines. Many actions are
possible on a low |l evel of attention. Each action of one is no |onger a
source of astoni shnent and potential danger to the other. Instead, nuch
of what goes on takes on the triviality of what, to both, will be
everyday life. This neans that the two individuals are constructing a
background, in the sense di scussed before, which will serve to stabilize
both their separate actions and their interaction. The construction of
this background of routine in turn nmakes possible a division of |abor
bet ween them opening the wary for innovations, which demand a hi gher

| evel of attention. The division of |abor and the innovations will |ead
to new habitualizations, further w dening the background common to both
i ndividuals. In other words, a social world will be in process of

construction, containing within it the roots of an expandi ng
institutional order. Generally, all actions repeated once once or nore
tend to be habitualized to sonme degree, just as all actions observed by
anot her necessarily involve sonme typification on his part. However, for
the kind of reciprocal typification just described to occur there nust
be a continuing social situation in which the habitualized actions of
two or nore individuals interlock. Wich actions are likely to be
reciprocally typified in this manner? The general answer is, those
actions that are relevant to both A and B within their conmon situation.
The areas likely to be relevant in this way will, of course, vary in

di fferent
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 65 De facto, then, institutions are
integrated. But their integration is not a functional inperative for the
soci al processes that produce them it is rather brought about in a
derivative fashion. Individuals performdiscrete institutionalized
actions within the context of their biography. This biography is a

refl ected-upon whole in which the discrete actions are thought of not as
i sol ated events, but as related parts in a subjectively nmeani ngful

uni ver se whose neani ngs are not specific to the individual, but socially
articulated and shared. Only by way of this detour of socially shared
uni verses of nmeaning do we arrive at the need for institutional
integration. This has far-reaching inplications for any anal ysis of
soci al phenonena the integration of an institutional order can be
understood only in terns of the "know edge" that its nmenbers have of'

it, it follows that the analysis of such "know edge " will be essential
for an analysis of the institutional order in question. It is inportant
to stress that this does not exclusively or even primarily involve a
preoccupation with conplex theoretical systens serving as |legitimations
for the institutional order. Theories also have to be taken into
account, of course. But theoretical know edge is only a small and by no
means the nost inportant part of what passes for know edge in a society.
Theoretically sophisticated |egitimtions appear at particular nonents
of an institutional history. The primary know edge about the
institutional order is knowl edge on the pretheoretical level. It is the
sumtotal of "what everybody knows" about a social world, an assenbl age
of maxinms, norals, proverbial nuggets of wi sdom values and beliefs,
myths, and so forth, the theoretical integration of which re. quires
considerable intellectual fortitude in itself, as the long line of
heroic integrators from Homer to the | atest sociol ogical systembuil ders
testifies. On the pretheoretical |evel, however, every institution has a
body of transnmitted reci pe know edge, that is, know edge that supplies
the institutionally appropriate rules of conduct 8a Such know edge
constitutes the notivating dynanics of institutionalized conduct. It
defines the institutionalized areas of conduct and designates al
situations falling within them It defines and constructs the roles to
be played in the context of the institutions in question. Ipso facto, it
control s and
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particular activites involved. In its linguistic basis, this know edge
is already indispensable to the institutional "progranmm ng" of these
econom ¢ activities. There will be, say, a vocabul ary designating the
various nodes of hunting, the weapons to be enployed , the aninals that
serve as prey, and so on. There will further be a collection of recipes
that nust be learned if one is to hunt correctly. This know edge serves
as a channeling , controlling force in itself, an indispensable
ingredient of the institutionalization of this area of conduct. As the
institution of hunting is crystallized and persists in tine, the sanme
body of know edge serves as an objective (and, inci SOClETY
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AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 6% dentally, enpirically verifiable) description of
it. A whole segnment of the social world is objectified by this

know edge. There will be an objective "science" of hunting,
corresponding to the objective: reality of the hunting economy. The
poi nt need not be bel abored that here "empirical verification" and
"science" are not understood in the sense of nbdern scientific canons,
but rather in the sense of know edge that nay be bonme out in experience
and that can subsequently becone systematically organi zed as a body of
know edge. Again, the sanme body of know edge is transmitted to the next
generation. It is |learned as objective truth in the course of

soci alization and thus internalized as subjective reality. This reality
in turn has power to shape the individual. It will produce a specific
type of person, nanely the hunter, whose identity and bi ography as a
hunter have nmeaning only in a universe constituted by the aforenentioned
body of know edge as a whole (say, in a hunters' society) or in part
(say, in our own society, in which hunters come together in a

subuni verse of their own). In other words, no part of the
institutionalization of hunting can exist w thout the particul ar

know edge that has been socially produced and objectivated with
reference to this activity. To hunt and to be a hunter inplies existence
in a social world defined and controlled by this body of know edge.
Mutatis mutandis, the same applies to any area of institutionalized
conduct. c¢. Sedinentation and Tradition Only a small part of the
totality of hunman experiences is retained in consciousness. The
experiences that are so retai ned becone sedinented, that is, they
congeal in recollection as recogni zable and nmenorable entities a4 Unl ess
such sedinmentation took place the individual could not make sense of his
bi ography. Intersubjective sedinentation al so takes place when several

i ndi vidual s share a comon bi ography, experiences of which becone

i ncorporated in a common stock of know edge. Intersubjective

sedi mentation can be called truly social only when it has been
objectivated in a sign systemof one kind or another, that is, when the
possibility of reiterated objectification of the shared experiences
arises. Only then
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTION OF REALITY is it likely that these experiences
will be transnitted from one generation to the next, and from one
collectivity to another. Theoretically, common activity, without a sign
system could be the basis for transm ssion. Enpirically, this is
i nprobabl e. An objectively avail able sign system bestows a status of
i nci pient anonymty on the sedi nented experiences by detaching them from
their original context of of concrete individual biographies and maki ng
them generally available to all who share, or may share in the future,
in the sign systemin question . The experiences thus becone readily
transnmittable. In principle, any sign systemwould do. Nornmally, of
course, the decisive sign systemis linguistic. Language objectivates
t he shared experiences and nmakes them available to all within the
i nguistic community, thus becom ng both the basis and the instrunment of
the collective stock of know edge. Furthernore , |anguage provides the
nmeans for objectifying new experiences , allow ng their incorporation
into the already existing stock of knowl edge, and it is the nost
i nportant neans by which the objectivated and objectified sedinentations
are transmitted in the tradition of the collectivity in question. For
exanpl e, only sone nmenbers of a hunting society have the experience of
| osing their weapons and being forced to fight a wild aninmal with their
bare hands. This frightening experience, with whatever |essons in

bravery, cunning and skill it yields, is firmy sedinmented in the
consci ousness of the individuals who went through it. If the experience
is shared by several individuals, it wll be sedinmented

i ntersubj ectively, may perhaps even forma profound bond between these
individuals. As this experience is designated and transnitted
linguistically, however, it becomes accessible and, perhaps, strongly
rel evant to individuals who have never gone through it. The linguistic
desi gnation (which, in a hunting society, we may imagine to be very
preci se and el aborate indeed-say, "lone, big kill, with one hand, of
mal e rhinoceros ," "lone big kill, with two hands, of ferale
rhinoceros,” and so forth) abstracts the experience fromits individual
bi ographi cal occurrences. It becomes an objective possibility for
everyone, or at any rate for everyone within a certain type (say, fully
initiated hunters) ; that is, it beconmes anonynous in principle even if
it is still associated with the feats
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 69 of specific individuals. Even to those
who do not anticipate the experience in their own future biography (say,
wonen forbidden to hunt), it may be relevant in a derived manner (say,
interns of the desirability of a future husband) ; in any case it is
part of the comron stock of knowedge. The objectification of the
experience in the language (that is, its transformation into a generally
avail abl e object of know edge ) then allows its incorporation into a

| arger body of tradition by way of noral instruction, inspirational
poetry, religious allegory and whatnot. Both the experience in the
narrower sense and its appendage of wi der significations can then be
taught -to every new generation, or even diffused to an altogether
different collectivity (say, an agriculture society that may attach
gquite different neanings to the whol e business ). Language becones the
depository of a |large aggregate of collective sedinentations, which can
be acquired nonothetically , that is, as cohesive whol es and wi thout
reconstructing their original process of formation.3nce the actua
origin of the sedinentations has becone uninportant, the tradition m ght
invent quite a different origin wthout thereby threatening what has
been objectivated. In other words, legitimtions can succeed each ot her,
fromtine to tinme bestowi ng new neani ngs on the sedi nented experiences
of the collectivity in question. The past history of the society can be
reinterpreted without necessarily upsetting the institutional order as a
result. For instance, in the above exanple, the "big kill" may conme to
be legitimted as a deed of divine figures and any hunman repetition of
it as an imtation of the nythological prototype. This process underlies
all objectivated sedi mentations, not only institutionalized actions. It
may refer, for instance, to the transm ssion of typifications of others
not directly relevant to specific institutions. For exanple, others are
typified as "tall" or "short,"” "fat" or "thin," "bright" or "dull,k"

wi t hout any particular institutional inplications being attached to
these typifications. The process, of course, also applies to the
transm ssi on of sedi mented neanings that neet the previously given
specification of institutions. The transm ssion of the nmeaning of an
institution is based on the social recogni-
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY tion of that institution as a
"permanent" solution to a "permanent " problem of the given
collectivity. Therefore, potential actors of institutionalized actions
must be systenmmtically acquainted with these neanings. This necessitates
sone form of "educational" process. The institutional neanings nust be
i npressed powerfully and unforgettably upon the consci ousness of the
i ndi vidual. Since human beings are frequently sluggish and forgetful
there nust al so be procedures by which these neani ngs can be rei npressed
and renmenorized , if necessary by coercive and general |y unpl easant
means. Furthernore, since human beings are frequently stupid,
institutional neanings tend to becone sinplified in the process of
transni ssion, so that the given collection of institutional "fornulae!'
can be readily |l earned and nenorized by successive generations. The
"formul @a" character of institutional neanings ensures their
menorability. We have here on the | evel of sedinmented neanings the sane
processes of routinization and trivialization that we have already noted
in the discussion of institutionalization. Again, the stylized formin
whi ch heroic feats enter a tradition is a useful illustration . The
obj ectivated neani ngs of institutional activity are conceived of as
"know edge" and transmitted as such. Sone of this "know edge" is deened
relevant to all, sone only to certain types. Al transm ssion requires
some sort of social apparatus. That is, sone types are designhated as
transmtters, other types as recipients of the traditional "know edge."
The specific character of this apparatus will, of course, vary from
society to society. There will also be typified procedures for the
passage of the tradition fromthe knowers to the non- knowers. For
exanpl e, the technical, magical and noral |ore of hunting may be
transnmitted by matermal uncles to nephews of a certain age, by neans of
specified procedures of initiation. The typol ogy of knowers and
non- knowers, like the "know edge" that is supposed to pass between them
is a mtter of social definition; both "know ng" and "not know ng "
refer to what is socially defined as reality, and not to sone
extra-social criteria of cognitive validity. To put this crudely,
mat ernal uncles do not transmit this particular stock of know edge
because they know it, but they know it (that
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTIVE REALITY 71 is, are defined as knowers) because they
are matemal uncles. If an institutionally designated maternal uncle, for
particul ar reasons, turns out to be incapable of transmitting the

know edge in question, he is no longer a maternal uncle in the full
sense of the. word, and, indeed, institutional recognition of this
status nay be withdrawn from him Depending on the social span of

rel evance of a certain type of "know edge"” and its conplexity and

i mportance in a particular collectivity, the "know edge" nmay have to be
reaffirmed through synbolic objects (such as fetishes and military
enblens ), and/or synbolic actions (such as religious or nmilitary
ritual). In Gther words, physical objects and actions may be call ed upon
as mmenotechnic aids. Al transm ssion of institutional neanings
obviously inplies control and legitimtion procedures. These are
attached to the institutions thensel ves and adm ni stered by the
transnitting personnel. It nmay be stressed again here that no a priori
consi stency, let alone functionality, may be presuned as existing
between different institutions and the fornms of the transm ssion of

know edge pertaining to them The problem of |ogical coherence arises
first on the level of legitimtion (where there may be conflict or
conpetition between different legitimations and their admnistrative
personnel ), and secondly on the | evel of socialization (where there may
be practical difficulties in the internalization of successive or
conpeting institutional neanings). To return to a previous exanpl e,
there is no a priori reason why institutional neanings that originated
in a hunting society should not be diffused to an agricultural society.
What is nore, these neanings may, to an outside observer, appear to have
dubi ous "functionality” in the first society at the tine of diffusion
and no "functionality" at all in the second. The difficulties that may
arise here are connected with the theoretical activities of the
legitimators and the practical ones of the "educators” in the new

soci ety. The theoreticians have to satisfy thenselves that a hunting
goddess is a plausible denizen in an agrarian pantheon and the
pedagogues have a probl em expl ai ni ng her nythol ogi cal activities to
children -who have never seen a hunt. Legitinmating theoreticians tend to
have | ogi cal aspirations axed children tend to be recalcitrant. This,
however, is not a probl em of
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY abstract logic or technica
functionality, but rather of inge. nuity on the one hand and credulity
on the other-a rather different proposition. d. Roles As we have seen,
the origins of any institutional order lie in the typification of one's
own and ot hers' performances. This inplies that one shares with others
specific goals and interl ocking phases of performance, and, further,
that not only specific actions but forns of action are typified. That
is, there will be the recognition not only of a particular actor
perform ng an action of type X, but of type-X action as being
perfornmabl e by any actor to whomthe rel evance structure in question can
be plausibly inputed. For exanple, one may recogni ze one's
brot her-in-1aw engaged in thrashing one's insolent offspring and
understand that this particular action is only one instance of a form of
action appropriate to other pairs of uncles and nephews, indeed, is a
general ly available pattern in a matrilocal society. Only if fine latter
typification prevails will this incident follow a socially taken-for-
granted course, with the father discreetly withdrawing fromthe scene so
as not to disturb the legitimte exercise of avuncular authority. The
typification of forms of action requires that these have an objective
sense, which in turn requires a linguistic objectification . That is,
there will be a vocabulary referring to these forns of action (such as
"nephewthrashing," which will belong to a rmuch l|arger |inguistic
structuring of kinship and its various rights and obligations). In
principle, then, an action and its sense can be apprehended apart from
i ndi vi dual performances of it and the vari abl e subjective processes
associated with them Both self and other can be apprehended as
perforners of objective, generally known actions, which are recurrent
and repeatable by any actor of the appropriate type. This has very
i mportant consequences for self-experience. In the course of action
there is an identification of the self with the objective sense of the
action; the action that is going on determnes, for that nonent, the
sel f - appr ehensi on of
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTIVE REALITY 73 the actor, and does so in the objective
sense that has been socially ascribed to the action. Al though there
continues to be a nmargi nal awareness of the body and ot her aspects of
the self not directly, involved in the action, the actor, for that
nmorent, apprehends hinself essentially in identification with the
socially objectivated action ("I am now thrashi ng ny nephew'-a
taken-for-granted episode in the routine of everyday life). After the
action has taken place there is a further inportant consequence, as the
actor reflects about his action. Now a part of the self is objectified
as the perforner of this action, with the whole self again becom ng
relatively disidentified fromthe perforned action. That is, it becones
possi bl e to conceive of the self as having been only partially involved
in the action (after all, the man in our exanple is other things besides
bei ng a nephewthrasher). It is not difficult to see: that, as these
obj ectifications accunul ate ("nephewthrasher," "sister-supporter,"”
"initiate-warrior," "rain-dance virtuoso," and so forth), an entire
sector of self- consciousness is structured in ternms of these
objectifications. In other words, a segnent of the self is objectified
in terns of the socially available typifications. This segnment is the
truly "social self," which is subjectively experienced as distinct from
and even confronting the self inits totality .86 This inportant
phenonenon, which allows an internal "conversation" between the
different segnents of the self, will be taken up again |ater when we

| ook at the process by which the socially constructed world is
internalized in individual consci ousness. For the noment;, what is
inmportant is the relationship of the phenonenon to the objectively
avail able typifications of conduct . In sum the actor identifies with
the socially objectivated typifications of conduct in actu, but
re-establishes distance fromthem as he reflects about his conduct
afterward. This distance between the actor and his action can be
retained in consciousness and projected to future repetitions of the
actions. In this way both acting self and acting others are apprehended
not as uni que individuals, but as types. By definition , these types are
i nt erchangeabl e. W can properly begin to speak of roles when this kind
of typification occurs in the context of an objectified stock
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALI TY of know edge conmon to a
collectivity of actors. Roles are types of actors in such a context 3T
It can readily be seen that the construction of role typologies is a
necessary correlate of the institutionalization of conduct. Institutions
are enbodi ed i n individual experience by neans of roles. The roles,
objectified linguistically, are an essential ingredient of the
obj ectively available world of any society. By playing roles, the
i ndi vidual participates in a social world. By internalizing these roles,
t he same world becones subjectively real to him In the common stock of
know edge there are standards of role performance that are accessible to
all menbers of a society , or at least to those who are potenti al
perforners of the roles in question. This general accessibility is
itself part of the sane stock of know edge; not only are the standards
of role X generally known, but it is known that these standards are
known. Consequently every putative actor of role X can be held
responsi bl e for abiding by the standards, which can be taught as part of
the institutional tradition and used to verify the credentials of al
perforners and, by the sane token, serve as controls. The origi ns of
roles lie in the sane fundanental process of habitualization and
obj ectivation as the origins of institutions . Roles appear as soon as a
common stock of know edge containing reciprocal typifications of conduct
is in process of formation, a process that, as we have seen, is endenc
to,social interaction and prior to institutionalization proper. The
question as to which roles becone institutionalized is identical wth
the question as to which areas of conduct are affected by
institutionalization, and may be answered the sanme way. All
institutionalized conduct involves roles. Thus roles share in the
controlling character of institutionalization. As soon as actors are
typified as role performers, their conduct is ipso facto susceptible to
enforcenment. Conpliance and non-conpliance with socially defined role
standards ceases to be optional, though, of course, the severity of
sanctions nmay vary fromcase to case. The roles represent the
institutional order.38 This representation takes place on two |evels.
First, performance of the role rcpresents itself. For instance, to
engage in judg-
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY $ation in human conduct, which here,
of course, is conduct typified in the institutional roles of the | aw
When individuals begin to reflect upon these natters they face the
probl em of binding the various representations together in a cohesive
whol e that will make sense se Any concrete role performance refers to
the objective sense of the institution, and thus to the other
compl ementary role performances , and to the sense of the institution as
a whole. VWhile the problemof integrating the various representations so
involved is solved primarily on the level of legitimation, it is also
dealt with in ternms of certain roles. Al roles represent the
institutional order in the afore-nentioned sense. Sone rol es, however,
synbolically represent that order inits totality nore than others. Such
roles are of great strategic inportance in a society, since they
represent not only this or that institution, but the integration of all
institutions in a meaningful world. |Ipso facto, of course, these roles
hel p in maintaining such integration in the consciousness and conduct of
the menbers of the society, that is, they have a special relationship to
the legitimting apparatus of the society. Sone rol es have no functions
other than this synbolic representation of the institutional order as an
integrated totality, others take on this function fromtine to tine in
addition to the | ess exalted functions they routinely perform The
judge, for instance, nay, on occasion, in sone particularly inportant
case, represent the total integration of society in this way. The
nmonarch does so all the tine and, indeed, in a constitutional nonarchy,
may have no other function than as a "living synbol” for all |evels of
the society, down to the man in the street. Historically, roles that
synmbolically represent the total institutional order have been nobst
commonly located in political and religious institutions 40 Mre
i mportant for our imediate considerations is the character of roles as
medi ators of specific sectors of the common stock of know edge. By
virtue of the roles he plays the individual is inducted into specific
areas of socially objectivated know edge, not only in the narrower
cognitive sense, but also in the sense of the "know edge" of nornms,
val ues and even enotions. To be a judge obviously involves a know edge
of the law and probably al so know edge of a nuch
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when to restrain his feelings of conpassion, to nmention a not

uni nportant psychol ogical prerequisite for this role. In this way, each
rol e opens an entrance into a specific sector of the society's total
stock of knowl edge. To learn a role it is not enough to acquire the
routines imedi ately necessary for its "outward" performance. One nust
also be initiated into the various cognitive and even affective |ayers
of the body of knowl edge that is directly and indirectly appropriate to
this role. This inplies a social distribution of know edge 41 A society
's stock of know edge is structured in terns of what is generally
relevant: and what is relevant only to specific roles. This is true of
even very sinple social situations, such as our previous exanple of a
soci al situation produced by the ongoing interaction of a man, a

bi sexual woman and a Lesbi an. Here sone know edge is relevant to al
three individuals (for instance, know edge of the procedures necessary
to keep this conpany economcally afloat), while other know edge is
relevant only to two of the individuals (the savoir-faire of Lesbian or,
in the other case, of heterosexual seduction). In other words, the
social distribution of knowl edge entails a dichotom zation in terns of
general and rol e-specific relevance. Gven the historical accunmul ation
of know edge in a society , we can assune that because of the division
of | abor role-specific know edge will grow at a faster rate than
general ly rel evant and accessi bl e knowl edge. The nmultiplication of
specific tasks brought about by the division of |abor requires
standardi zed solutions that can be readily learned and transmtted.
These in turn require specialized know edge of certain situations, and
of the nmeans/ends relationships in ternms of which the situations are
socially defined. In other words, specialists will arise, each of whom
will have to know whatever is deemed necessary for the fulfillnment of
his particular task. To accumul ate rol e-specific know edge a society
must be ..ERR, COD: 1.
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 55 it was produced. Institutions also, by
the very fact of their existence, control human conduct by setting up
predefi ned patterns of conduct, which channel it in one direction as
agai nst the many other directions that would theoretically be possible.
It is inportant to stress that this controlling character is inherent in
institutionalization as such, prior to or apart from any mechani sns of
sanctions specifically set up to support an institution. These
mechani sns (the sum of which constitute what is generally called a
system of social control) do, of course, exist in many institutions and
in all the agglonerations of institutions that we call societies. Their
controlling efficacy, however, is of a secondary or supplenmentary kind.
As we shall see again later, the primary social control is given in the
exi stence of an institution as such. To say that a segnent of human
activity has been institutionalized is already to say that this segnment
of human activity has been subsumed under social control. Additional
control nmechanisns are required only insofar as the processes of
institutionalization are |ess than conpletely successful. Thus, for

i nstance , the | aw nmay provide that anyone who breaks the incest taboo

wi || have his head chopped off. This provision nmay be necessary because
t here have been cases when individuals offended agai nst the taboo. It is
unlikely that this sanction will have to be invoked continuously (unless

the institution delineated by the incest taboo is itself in the course
of disintegration, a special case that we need not el aborate here). It
mekes little sense, therefore, to say that human sexuality is socially
controll ed by beheading certain individuals. Rather, human sexuality is
socially controlled by its institutionalization in the course of the
particular history in question. One; may add, of course, that the incest
taboo itself is nothing but the negative side of an assenbl age of
typifications, which define in the first place which sexual conduct is

i ncestuous and which is not. In actual experience institutions generally
mani f est thenselves in collecti:vities containing considerabl e nunbers
of people. It is theoretically inportant, however, to enphasize that the
institutionalizing process of reciprocal typification would occur even
if two individuals began to interact de novo. Institutionalization is
incipient in every social situation contin-
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one inquires into the ways in which the individual, in his total social
activity, relates to the collectivity in question. Such an inquiry wll,
of necessity, be an exercise in role analysis 42 e. Scope and Mddes of
Institutionalization So far we have di scussed institutionalization in
terms of essential features that may be taken as soci ol ogi cal constants.
Cbviously we cannot in this treatise give even an overvi ew of the

countl ess variations in the historical manifestations and conbi nations
of these constants-a task that could be achieved only by witing a

uni versal history fromthe point of view of sociological theory. There
are, however, a nunber of historical variations in the character of
institutions that are so inmportant for concrete sociol ogical anal yses
that they should be at least briefly discussed. Qur focus will, of
course, continue to be on the relationship between institutions and
know edge. I n investigating; any concrete institutional order, one may
ask the follow ng question: What is the scope of institutionalization
within the totality of social actions in a given collectivity? In other
words, how large is the sector of institutionalized activity as conpared
with the sector that is left uninstitutionalized?43 Clearly there is
historical variability in this matter, with different societies allow ng
nore or |less roomfor uninstitutionalized actions. An inportant general
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HO THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY consideration is what factors
determ ne a wi der as against a narrower scope of institutionalization
Very formally, the scope of institutionalization depends on the
generality of the relevance structures. |If many or nost rel evance
structures in a society are generally shared, the scope of
institutionalization will be wide. If only few rel evance structures are
general ly shared, the scope of institutionalization will be narrow In
the latter case, there is the further possibility that the institutiona
order will be highly fragnented , as certain rel evance structures are
shared by groups within the society but not by the society as a whole.
It SOCIETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 81 such a society there would be al nost
no comon stock of know edge. Al nost all know edge woul d be

rol e-specific. In terns of macroscopic societies, even approxinmations of
this type are historically unavailable. But certain approximations can
be found in smaller social formations-for exanple, in libertarian

col oni es where common concerns are limted to econom c arrangenents, or
in mlitary expeditions consisting of a nunber of tribal or ethnic units
whose only conmon problemis the wagi ng of the war. Apart from
stinul ati ng soci ol ogi cal fantasies, such heuristic fictions are useful
only insofar as they help to clarify the conditions that favor

approxi mations to them The nobst general condition is the degree of

di vision of labor, with the concomtant differentiation of
institutionsde Any society in which there is increasing division of

| abor is nmoving away fromthe first extrene type descri bed above.

Anot her general condition, closely related to the previous one, is
availability of an econom c surplus, which makes it possible for certain
i ndi viduals or groups to engage in specialized activities not directly
concerned with subsistence 47 These specialized activities , as we have
seen, lead to specialization and segnmentation in the common st ock of
know edge. And the latter makes possi bl e knowl edge subjectively detached
fromany social relevance , that is, "pure theory.."4$ This nmeans that
certain individuals are (to return to a previous exanple) freed from
hunti ng not onh7 to forge weapons but also to fabricate nyths. Thus we
have the "theoretical life," with its luxurious proliferation of
speci al i zed bodi es of know edge, adninistered by specialists whose
social prestige may actually depend upon their inability to do anything
except theorize-which | eads to a nunber of analytic problenms to which we
shall return later. Institutionalization is not, however, an
irreversible process, despite the fact that institutions, once forned,
have a tendency to persist49 For a variety of historical reasons, the
scope of institutionalized actions may di m nish; deinstitutionalization
may take place in certain areas of social life so For exanple , the
private sphere that has energed in nodern industrial society is

consi derably deinstitutionalized as conpared to the public sphere 51
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY several actions work together for
the great society (which is A-B-C, this "know edge" will influence what
goes on in the situation. For instance, C nmay now be nore anenable to
budgeting her tine in an equitable way between her two ngj or
enterprises. If this extension of our exanple seens far-fetched, we can
bring it closer to hone by inagining a secularization process in the
consci ousness of our religious genius. M/thology no | onger seens
pl ausi bl e. The situation has to be explained by social science. This, of
course, is very easy. It is evident (to our religious genius turned
social scientist, that is) that the two sorts of sexual activity going
on in the situation express deep-seated psychol ogi cal needs of the
partici pants. He "knows" that to frustrate these needs will lead to
"di sfunotional " tensions. On the other hand, it is a fact that our trio
sell their flowers for coconuts on the other end of the island. That
settles it. Behaviour patterns A-B and B-C are functional in terns of
the "personality system"” while CGAis functional in terns of the
econom ¢ sector of the "social system" A-B-Cis nothing but the
rational outcone of functional integration on the intersystemnic |evel.
Again, if Ais successful in propagandizing his two girls with this
theory, their "know edge " of the functional inperatives involved in
their situation will have certain controlling consequences for their
conduct. Miutatis nutandis, the sane argunent will hold if we transpose
it fromthe face-to-face idyll of our exanple to the nmacro-social |evel
The segnentation of the institutional order and the concomtant
distribution of knowl edge will |ead to the problem of providing
integrative neanings that will enconpass the society and provide an
overal | context of objective sense for the individual's fragnented
soci al experience and know edge. Furthernore, there will be not only the
probl em of overal |l neaningful integration, but also a problem of
legitimating the institutional activities of type of actor vis-d-vis
other types. W nay assune that there is a universe of mneaning that
best ows obj ective sense on the activities of warriors, farmers, traders,
and exorcists. This does not nean that there will be no conflict of
i nterests between these types of actors. Even within the common universe
of neani ng, the
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are perfornmed within situations of equal relevance to all the actors.
This heuristic nodel of a totally institutionalized society (a fit topic
for nightmare3, it mght be remarked in passing) can be slightly
nmodi fi ed by conceiving that all social actions are institutionalized,

but not only around common problens. While the style of |ife such a

soci ety would i npose on its nmenbers would be equally rigid, there would
be a greater degree of role-specific distribution of know edge. A nunber
of liturgies would be going on at the same tinme, so to speak. Needl ess
to say, neither the nodel of institutional totality nor its nodification
can be found in history. Actual societies can, however, be considered in
terms of their approximation to this extrene type. It is then possible
to say that primtive societies approxinmate the type to a nuch higher
degree than civilized ones .44 It may even be said that in the

devel opment of archaic civilizations there is a progressive novenent
away fromthis type .45 The opposite extrene woul d be a society in which
there is only one conmon problem and institutionalization occurs only
with respect to actions concerned with this problem In
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Eg~require much nore devel oped solutions of the econom ¢ problem Like
all social edifices of nmeaning, the subuniverses nust be "carried" by a
particular collectivity,s4 that is, by the group that ongoingly produces
the neanings in question and within which these nmeani ngs have objective
reality. Conflict or conpetition nay exist between such groups. On the
sinplest level, there nay be conflict over the allocation of surplus
resources to the specialists in question, for exanple, over exenption
from productive | abor. Wio is to be officially exenpt , all nedicine
men, or only those who performservices in the household of the chief?
O, who is to receive a fixed stipend fromthe authorities, those who
cure the sick with herbs or those who do it by going into a trance? Such
social conflicts are readily translated into conflicts between rival
school s of thought, each seeking to establish itself and to dis-
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200 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY 54. Weber repeatedly refers to
various collectivities as "carriers" (Trr) of what we have called here
subuni verses of neaning, especially in his conparative sociol ogy of
religion. The analysis of this phenonenon is, of course, related to
Mar x' s Unt er bau/ Ueber bau schenme. 55. The pluralistic conpetition between
subuni verses of meaning is one of the nost inportant problens for an
enpirical sociology of know edge of contenporary society. W have dealt
with this problemel sewhere in our work in the sociology of religion,
but see no point in developing an analysis of is a dialectical one, that
is, know edge is a social product and know edge is a factor in social
change."" This principle of the dialectic between social production and
the objectivated world that is its product has already been explicat ed;
it is especially inportant to keep it in mind in any analysis of
concrete subuniverses of mneaning. The increasing nunber and conplexity
of subuni verses nake themincreasingly inaccessible to outsiders. They
become esoteric enclaves, "hernetically sealed"” (in the sense
classically associated with the Hernetic corpus of secret lore) to all
but those who have been properly initiated into their nysteries. The

i ncreasi ng autonony of subuniverses nakes for special problens of
legitimation vis-d-vis both outsiders and insiders. The outsiders have
to be kept out, sonetines even kept ignorant of the existence of the
subuni verse. |f, however, they are not so ignorant, and if the

subuni verse requires various special privileges and recognitions from
the larger society, there is the problem of keeping out the outsiders
and at the sanme tinme having them acknow edge the legitimcy of this
procedure. This is done through various techniques of intimdation,
rational and irrational propaganda (appealing to the outsiders
interests and to their enotions ), nystification and, generally, the
mani pul ati on of prestige synbols. The insiders, on the other hand, have
to be kept in. This requires the devel opnent of both practical and

t heoretical procedures by which the tenptation to escape fromthe
subuni verse can be checked. W shall | ook at sonme of the details of this
doubl e problemof legitimation later. An illustration may serve for the
nmonent. It is not enough to set
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SS THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY up an esoteric subuniverse of
nmedi cine. The lay public nust be convinced that this is right and
beneficial, and the nmedical fraternity nmust be held to the standards of
t he subuniverse . Thus the general population is intimdated by inmages
of the physical doomthat follows "going agai nst doctor's advice "; it
is persuaded not to do so by the pragmatic benefits of conpliance, and
by adopt to neet the threat of inconsistency. Various techniques to cope
with the threat of discontinuity are also available. The use of
correspondence to continue significant conversation despite physica
separation may serve as an illustration 22 Different conversations can
be conpared in ternms of the density of the reality they produce or

mai ntain. On the whole, frequency of conversation enhances its
reality-generating potency, but |ack of frequency can sonetines be
conpensated for by the intensity of the conversation when it does take
pl ace. One nmay see one's |lover only once a nonth, but the conversation
then engaged in is of sufficient intensity to nmake up for its relative
i nfrequency. Certain conversations may al so be explicitly defined and
legitinated as having a privil eged status-such as conversations with
one's confessor, one's psychoanalyst, or a simlar "authority" figure.
The "authority" here lies in the cognitively and normatively superior
status that is assigned to these conversations. Subjective reality is
t hus al ways dependent upon specific plausibility structures, that is,
the specific social base and social processes required for its

mai nt enance. One can nmaintain
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away. he objectivity of the social world neans that it confronts man as
somet hi ng outside of: hinself. The decisive question is whether he still
retains the awareness that, however objectivated, the social world was
made by nen-and, therefore, can be remade by them In other words,
reification can be described as an extrene step in the process of

obj ectivation, whereby the objectivated world loses its
comprehensibility as a human enterpri se and becornes fixated as a

non- human, non- humani zabl e, inert facticity e 0 Typically, the rea

rel ati onship between man and his world is reversed in consci ousness.

Man, the producer of a world, is apprehended as its product, and human
activity as an epi phenonmenon of non-human processes. Human neani ngs are
no | onger understood as worl d- produci ng but as being, in their turn,
products of the "nature of things." It nust be enphasized that
reification is a nodality of consciousness , nore: precisely, a nodality
of man's objectification of the human world. Even while apprehending the
world in reified terns, nman continues to produce it. That is, nan is
capabl e paradoxically of producing a reality that denies him61
Reification is possible on both the pretheoretical and theoretical

| evel s of consciousness. Conpl ex theoretical systens can be described as
reifications, though presumably they have their roots in pretheoretical
reifications established in
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Thus it would be an error to limt the concept of reification to the
mental constructions of intellectuals. Reification exists in the

consci ousness of the man in the street and, indeed, the latter presence
is nore practically significant. It would also be a mstake to | ook at
reification as a perversion of an originally non-reified apprehensi on of
the social world, a sort of cognitive fall fromgrace. On the contrary,

t he avail abl e et hnol ogi cal and psychol ogi cal evi dence seens to indicate
t he opposite, nanely, that the original apprehension of the social world
is highly reified both phylogenetically and ontogenetically e2 This
implies that an apprehension of reification as a nodality of

consci ousness i s dependent upon an at |east relative dereification of
consci ousness, which is a conparatively |ate devel opnment in history and
in any individual biography. Both the institutional order as a whole and
segnents of it may be apprehended in reified terns. For exanple, the
entire order of society may be conceived of as a microcosmreflecting
the macrocosm of the total universe as nade by the gods. Whatever
happens "here below' is but a pale reflection of what takes place "up
above."83 Particular institutions may be apprehended in simlar ways.
The basic "recipe" for the reification of institutions is to bestow on

t hem an ontol ogi cal status i ndependent of human activity and
signification. Specific reifications are variations on this genera
theme. Marriage , for instance, nay be reified as an imtation of divine
acts of creativity, as a universal mandate of natural |aw, as the
necessary consequence of biol ogical or psychol ogical forces, or, for
that matter, as a functional inperative of the social system What all
these reifications have in common is their obfuscation of nmarriage as an
ongoi ng human production. As can be readily seen in this exanple, the
reification may occur both theoretically and pretheoretically. Thus the
myst agogue can concoct a highly sophisticated theory reaching out from

t he concrete human event to the farthest corners of the divine cosnos,
but an illiterate peasant couple being married may apprehend the event
with a simlarly reifying shudder of mnetaphysical dread. Through
reification, the world of institutions appears to nerge with the world
of nature. It becomnes
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t hrough as such, happily or unhappily as the case may be. Roles may be
reified in the sane nmanner as institutions. The sector of

sel f-consci ousness that has been objectified in the role is then also
apprehended as an inevitable fate, for which the individual may disclaim
responsibility. The paradigmatic formula. for this kind of reification
is the sta enent "I have no choice in the matter, | have to act this way
because of ny position"-as husband, father, general, archbishop ,

chai rman of the board, gangster, or hangman, as the case may be. This
means that the reification of roles narrows the subjective distance that
t he individual may establish between hinself and his role-playing. The
distance inplied in all objectification remains, of course, but the

di stance brought about by disidentification shrinks to the vani shing
point. Finally, identity itself (the total self, if one prefers) may be
reified, both one's own and that of others. There is then a total
identification of the individual with his socially assigned
typifications. Be is apprehended as nothing but that type. This
apprehensi on may be positively or negatively accented in terns of val ues
or enpotions. The identification of "Jew' may be equally reifying for the
anti-Semte and the Jew hinmself, except that the latter will accent the
identification positively and the former negatively. Both reifications
best ow an ontol ogical and totals status on a typification that is
humanly pro. duced and that;, even as it is internalized, objectifies
but a segnment of the: self.e4 Once nore, such reifications may range
fromthe pretheoretical |evel of "what everybody knows about Jews" to

t he nost conpl ex theories of Jewi shness as a manifestation of biol ogy
("Jewi sh blood"), psychology ("the Jew sh soul") or metaphysics ("the
mystery of Israel"). The analysis of reification is inportant because it
serves as a standing corrective to the reifying propensities of

t heoretical thought in general and sociol ogi cal thought in particular.

It is particularly inportant for the sociol ogy of know edge, because it
prevents it fromfalling into an undi al ectical conception of the

rel ati onship between what nen do and what they think. The historical and
enpirical application of the sociol ogy of know edge nust take speci al
note of the social circunstances that favor dereification-such as the
overal |l col -
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performone action and not another; it also tells himwhy things are
what they are. In other words, "know edge" precedes "values" in the
legitimation of institutions. It is possible to distinguish analytically
between different levels of legitimation (enpirically, of course, these
|l evels overlap ). Incipient legitimation is present as soon as a system
of linguistic objectifications of human experience is transmtted. For
exanpl e, the transm ssion of a kinship vocabulary ipso facto legitimates
the kinship structure. The fundanental |egitimting "explanations" are,
so to speak, built into the vocabulary. Thus a child |l earns that another
child is a "cousin," a piece of information that imediately and
inherently legitimtes the conduct with regard to "cousins"” that is
| earned along with the designation. To this first |level of incipient
legitimation belong all the sinple traditional affirmations to the
effect that "This is how things are done"-the earliest and generally
ef fective responses to a child' s questions of "Wiy?" This |evel, of
course, is pretheoretical. But it is the foundation of self-evident
"know edge" on which all subsequent theories nust rest-and, conversely,
which they nust attain if they are to becone incorporated in tradition.
The second |l evel of legitimation contains theoretical propositions in a
rudinentary form Here nay be found various explanatory schenes rel ating
sets of objective neanings. These schenes are highly pragmatic, directly
related to concrete actions. Proverbs, noral nmexims and wi se sayings are
common on this level. Here, too, belong | egends and fol k tal es,
frequently transmtted in poetic forms. Thus the child | earns such
adages as "He who steals fromhis cousin gets warts on his hands" or "Go
when your wife cries, but run when your cousin calls for you." O he may
be inspired by the "Song of the Loyal Cousins Who Went Hunting Toget her
" and frightened out of his wits by the "Dirge for Two Cousi ns Wo
Fornicated." The third level of legitimtion contains explicit theories
by which an institutional sector is legitimted in terns of a
differentiated body of know edge. Such legitimtions provide fairly
conprehensi ve frames of reference for the respective sectors of
institutionalized conduct. Because of their com
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frequently entrusted to specialized personnel who transmit themthrough
formalized initiation procedures. Thus there may be an el aborate
econom ¢ theory of "cousinhood,"” its rights, obligations and standard
operating procedures. This lore is adm nistered by the old nen of the
clan, perhaps assigned to themafter their own econom ¢ useful ness is at
an end. The old nen initiate the adol escents into this higher econonics
in the course of the puberty rites and appear as experts whenever there
are problens of application. If we assune that the old nmen have no ot her
tasks assigned to them it is likely that they will spin out the
theories in question anpbng thenselves even if there are no probl ens of
application, or, nore accurately, they will invent such problens in the
course of their theorizing. In other words, with the devel opnent of
specialized legitimating theories and their adninistration by full-tine
legitinators, legitimtion begins to go beyond pragmatic application and
to becone "pure theory." Wth this step, the sphere of legitinmations
begins to attain a neasure of autonony vis-a-vis the |legitinmted
institutions and eventually may generate its own institutional processes
.68 In our exanple, the "science of cousinhood" may begin to have a life
of its own quite independent of the activities of nerely "lay" cousins,
and the body of "scientists" nay set up its own institutional processes
over against the institutions that the "science" was originally nmeant to
legitimate. W may inmagine an ironic culmnation of this devel oprment
when the word "cousin” no |longer applies to a kinship role but to the
hol der of a degree in the hierarchy of "cousi nhood" specialists.
Synbolic universes constitute the fourth level of legitimtion . These
are bodies of theoretical tradition that integrate different provinces
of meani ng and enconpass the institutional order in a synbolic
totahty, B9 using the tern "synbolic " in the way, we have previously
defined. To reiterate, synbolic processes are processes of signification
that refer to realities other than those of everyday experience. It my
be readily seen how the synbolic sphere relates to the nobst
conprehensi ve | evel of legitimtion. The sphere of pragmatic application
is transcended once and for all. Legitimtion now takes place by neans
of synbolic totalities that cannot be
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al | -except, of course, insofar as one mght speak of "theoretica
experience" (strictly speaking , a msnoner, to be used heuristically if
at all). This level of legitimation is further distinguished fromthe
precedi ng one by its scope of neaningful integration. Already on the
preceding level it is possible to find a high degree of integration of
particul ar provinces of neaning and di screte processes of
institutionalized conduct. Now, however, all the sectors of the
institutional order are integrated in an all-enbracing frame of
reference, which now constitutes a universe in the literal sense of the
word, because all human experience can now be conceived of as taking
place within it. The synbolic universe is conceived of as the matrix of
all socially objectivated and subjectively real neanings; on another,
started working as a professional on another, and so on. These dates,
however, are all "located" within a nmuch nore conprehensive history, and
this "location" decisively shapes ny situation. Thus | was born in the
year of the great bank crash in which ny father lost his wealth, |
entered school just before the revolution, | began to work just after
the great war broke out, and so forth. The tenporal structure of
everyday life not only inposes prearranged sequences upon the "agenda"
of any single day but also inposes itself upon ny biography as a whol e.
Wthin the co-ordinates set by this tenporal structure | apprehend both
daily "agenda" and overall biography. O ock and cal endar ensure that,

indeed, I ama "man of ny tine." Only within this tenmporal structure
does everyday life retain for me its accent of reality. Thus in cases
where | may be "disoriented" for one reason or another (say, | have been
in an autonobile accident in which | was knocked unconscious), | feel an
al nost instinctive urge to "reorient” nyself within the tenpora
structure of everyday life. | look at my watch and try to recall what

day it is. By these acts alone | re-enter the reality of everyday life.
2. SCOCI AL | NTERACTI ON I N EVERYDAY LI FE The reality of everyday life is
shared with others. But how are these others thensel ves experienced in
everyday life? Again, it is possible to differentiate between severa
nodes of such experience. The npbst inportant experience of others takes
place in the face-to-face situation, which is the prototypical case of
social interaction. Al other cases are derivatives of it. In the
face-to-face situation the other is appresented to nme in a vivid present
shared by both of us. | know that in the sane vivid present | am
appresented to him M and his
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passage fromone reality to another.72 The provi nces of meani ng that
woul d otherwi se remain unintelligible enclaves within the reality of
everyday |life are thus ordered in terns of a hierarchy of realities,

i pso facto becomng intelligible and less terrifying. This integration
of the realities of marginal situations within the paranmount reality of
everyday life is of great inportance, because these situations
constitute the nost acute threat to taken-for- granted, routinized

exi stence in society. If one conceives of the latter as the "daylight
side" of human life, then the marginal situations constitute a "night
side" that keeps lurking om nously on the periphery of everyday

consci ousness. Just because the "night side" has its own reality, often
enough of a sinister kind, it is a constant threat to the taken-for-
granted, matter-of-fact, "sane" reality of life in society. The thought
keeps suggesting itself (the "insane" thought par excellence ) that,

per haps, the bright reality of everyday life is but an illusion, to be
swal | oned up at any nonent by the how ing nightmares of the other, the
night-side reality. Such thoughts of madness and terror are contained by
ordering all conceivable realities within the sane synbolic universe
that enconpasses the reality of everyday life-to wit, ordering themin
such a way that the latter reality retains its paramunt, definitive (if
one w shes, its "nost real") quality. This nomc function of the
synboli ¢ universe for individual experience nay be described quite
sinply by saying that it "puts everything in its right place.” Wiat is
nore, whenever one strays fromthe consciousness of this order (that is,
when one finds oneself in the marginal situations of experience), the
synbolic universe allows one "to return to reality"- namely, to the
reality of everyday life. Since this is, of course, the sphere to which
all forms of institutional conduct and roles belong, the synbolic

uni verse provides the ultimate legitimtion of the institutional order
by bestowi ng upon it the primacy in the hierarchy of human experience.
Apart fromthis crucially inportant integration of marginal realities,

t he synbolic universe provides the highest |evel of integration for the
di screpant neani ngs actualized within everyday life in society. W have
seen how nmeani ngful integration of discrete sectors of institutionalized
conduct takes
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real entity in an ultimately real universe. The gods know or psychiatric
science--or the party. In other words, the realissimmof identity need
not be legitimated by being known at all tinmes by the individual; it is
enough, for purposes of legitimation, that it is knowable. Since the
identity that is known or knowabl e by the gods, by psychiatry, or by the
party is at the sane tine the identity that is assigned the status of
paranount reality, legitimation again integrates all conceivable
transformations of identity with the identity whose reality is grounded
in everyday life in society. Once nore, the synbolic universe
establishes a hierarchy, fromthe "nost real"” to the nost fugitive

sel f - apprehensi ons of identity.
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 101 This means that the individual can live
in society with some assurance that he really is what he considers
hinself to be as he plays his routine social roles, in broad daylight
and under the eyes of significant others. A strategic legitimting
function of synbolic universes for individual biography is the

"l ocation" of death. The experience of the death of others and,
subsequently, the anticipation of one's own death posit the margina
situation par excellence for the: individual.74 Needl ess to el aborate,
death al so posits the nost terrifying threat to the taken-for-granted
realities of everyday life. The integration of death within the
paranount reality of social existence is, therefore, of the greatest

i mportance for any institutional order. This legitimtion of death is,
consequently, one of the nost inportant fruits of synbolic universes.
Whether it is done with or without recourse to nythol ogical, religious
or metaphysical interpretations of reality, is not the essential
guestion here. The nodern atheist, for of lawis, of course, also
represented by | egal |anguage, codes of law, theories of jurisprudence
and, finally, by the ultimate legitimtions of the institution and its
norms in ethical, religious, or mythol ogical systens of thought. Such
man- nade phenonena as the awesone paraphernalia that frequently
acconpany the adm nistration of |law, and such natural ones as the clap
of thunder that nay be taken as the divine verdict in ,a trial by ordea
and may eventually even becone a synbol of ultimte justice, further
represent the institution. Al these representations, however, derive
their continuing significance and even intelligibility fromtheir utili-
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY the institutional order represents a
shield against terror. To be anomic, therefore, means to be deprived of
this shield and to be exposed, alone, to the onslaught of nightnare.
While the horror of aloneness is probably already given in the
constitutional sociality of man, it manifests itself on the |level of
meaning in man's incapacity to sustain a neaningful existence in
i solation fromthe nonmic constructions of society . The synbolic
uni verse shelters the individual fromultinmate terror by bestow ng
ultimate legitimtion upon the protective structures of the
institutional order.7a Very much the sanme nay be sai d about the socia
(as agai nst the just discussed individual) significance of synbolic
uni verses. They are sheltering canopies over the institutional order as
wel | as over individual biography. They al so provide the delimtation of
social reality; that is, they set the linmts of what is relevant in
terns of social interaction. One extreme possibility of this, sonetines
approximated in primtive societies, is the definition of everything as
social reality, even inorganic natter is dealt with in social terns. A
narrower , and nore comon, delimtation includes only the organic or
ani mal worlds. The synbolic universe assigns ranks to various phenonena
in a hierarchy of being, defining the range of the social within this
hi erarchy. 76 Needl ess to say, such ranks are al so assigned to different
types of nen, and it frequently happens that broad categories of such
types (sonetinmes everyone outside the collectivity in question) are
defined as other than or less than human. This is commonly expressed
linguistically (in the extrene case, with the nane of the collectivity
bei ng equivalent to the term"human"). This is not too rare, even in
civilized societies. For exanple, the synmbolic universe of traditiona
India assigned a status to the outcastes that was closer to that of
animals than to the human status of the upper castes (an operation
ultimately legitimated in the theory of karma-sarnsara, which enbraced
all beings, human or otherwi se), and as recently as the Spanish
conquests in Anerica it was possible for the Spaniards to conceive of
the Indians as belonging to a different species (this operation being
legitinated in a | ess conprehensive nanner by a theory that "proved"
that the Indians could not be descended from Adam and Eve).
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 103 The synbolic universe al so orders
history. It locates all collective events in a cohesive unity that

i ncl udes past, present and future. Wth regard to the past, it
establishes a "nmenory " that is shared by all the individuals socialized
wWthin the collectivity.77 Wth regard to the future, it establishes a
common frame of reference for the projection of individual actions. Thus
the synbolic universe links nen with their predecessors and their
successors in a neaningful totality, 78 serving to transcend the finitude
of individual existence and bestow ng meani ng upon the individual's
death. Al the nmenbers of a society can now conceive of thensel ves as
bel ongi ng to a neani ngful universe, which was there before they were
born and will he there after they die. The enpirical community is
transposed onto a cosmic plane and nade majestically independent of the
vi ci ssitudes of individual existence .79 As we have al ready observed,

t he synbolic universe provides a conprehensive integration of al

di screte institutional processes. The entire society now nakes sense.
Particular institutions and roles are legitimted by locating themin a
conpr ehensi vel y neani ngful world. For exanple, the political order is
legitinated by reference to a cosmic order of power and justice, and
political roles are legitimated as representati ons of these cosmc
principles. The institution of divine kingship in archaic civilizations

is an excellent illustration of the manner in which this kind of
ultimate legitimation operates . It is inmportant, however, to understand
that the institutional order, like the order of individual biography, is

continually threatened by the presence of realities that are neaningl ess
inits terns. The legitimation of the institutional order is also faced
with the ongoing necessity of keeping chaos at bay. Al social reality
is precarious. Al societies are constructions in the face of chaos. The
constant possibility of anomic terror is actualized whenever the

| egitimati ons that obscure the precariousness are threatened or
col | apse. The dread that acconpanies the death of a king, especially if
it occurs with sudden viol ence, expresses this terror. Over and beyond
enoti ons of synpathy or pragmatic political concerns , the death of a
ki ng under such circunstances brings the tenor of chaos to consci ous
proximty. The popul ar re-
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 57 common?z Wile this reciprocal
typification is not yet institutionalization (since, there only being
two individuals, there is no possibility of a typology of actors), it is
clear that institutionalization is already present in nucleo. At this
stage one may ask what gains accrue to the two individuals fromthis
devel opnent. The nobst inmportant gain is that each will be able to
predict the other's actions. Concomtantly , the interaction of both
becones predictable. The "There he goes agai n" becones a "There we go
again." This relieves both individuals of a considerabl e anpbunt of
tension. They save tine and effort, not only in whatever external tasks
they nmight be engaged in separately or jointly, but in terns of their
respective psychol ogi cal econonmies. Their |life together is now defined
by a wi dening sphere of taken-for- granted routines. Many actions are
possible on a low |l evel of attention. Each action of one is no |onger a
source of astoni shnent and potential danger to the other. Instead, nuch
of what goes on takes on the triviality of what, to both, will be
everyday life. This neans that the two individuals are constructing a
background, in the sense di scussed before, which will serve to stabilize
both their separate actions and their interaction. The construction of
this background of routine in turn nmakes possible a division of |abor
bet ween them opening the wary for innovations, which demand a hi gher

| evel of attention. The division of |abor and the innovations will |ead
to new habitualizations, further w dening the background common to both
i ndividuals. In other words, a social world will be in process of

construction, containing within it the roots of an expandi ng
institutional order. Generally, all actions repeated once or nore tend
to be habitualized to sone degree, just as once or nore tend to be
habitualized to sone degree, just as all actions observed by anot her
necessarily involve sonme typification on his part. However, for the kind
of reciprocal typification just described to occur there nmust be a
continuing social situation in which the habitualized actions of two or
nore individuals interlock. Which actions are likely to be reciprocally
typified in this manner? The general answer is, those actions that are
relevant to both A and B within their conmon situation. The areas |ikely
to be relevant in this way will, of course, vary in different
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institution of cousinship is |located" in a cosnps of mythol ogical
cousins, it is no longer a sinple matter of social fact w thout any
"additional" significance . The nythology itself, however, nay be held
to naively without theoretical reflection about it. Only after a
synbolic universe is objectivated as a "first" product of theoretica
t hought does the possibility of systematic reflection about the nature
of that universe arise. Whereas the synbolic universe legitimtes the
institutional order on the highest |level of generality, theorizing about
the synbolic universe nay be described as, so to speak, legitimation to
t he second degree. All legitimations, fromthe sinplest pretheoretica
| egitimations of discrete institutionalized nmeanings to the cosmc
establ i shments of synbolic universes may, in turn, be described as
nmachi neri es of universe- naintenance. These, it will readily be seen
requi re a good deal of conceptual sophistication fromthe begi nning.
Qoviously there are difficulties in drawing firmlines between "naive"
and "sophisticated" in concrete instances. The anal ytic distinction,
however, is useful even in such instances, because it draws attention to
the question of the extent to which a synbolic universe is taken for
granted. In this respect , of course;, the analytic problemis sinilar
to the one we have already encountered in our discussion of |egitimtion
There are various levels of the legitimtion of synbolic universes
just as there are of the legitimation of institutions, except that the
former cannot be said to descend to the pro- theoretical |evel, for the
obvi ous reason that a synbolic universe is itself a theoretica
phenonmenon and remains so even if naively held to. As in the case of
institutions, the question arises as to the circunstances under which it
becones necessary to legitimate synbolic universes by nmeans of specific
conceptual machi neries of universe-maintenance. And again the answer is
simlar to the one given in the case of institutions. Specific
procedures of universe-nmai ntenance becone necessary when the synbolic
uni verse has becone a problem As long as this is not the case, the
synbolic universe is self-maintaining, that is, self-legitimting by the
sheer facticity of its objective existence in the society in question.
One may conceive of a society
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Such a society would be a harnoni ous, self-enclosed, perfectly
functioning "system" Actually , no such society exists. Because of the
i nevitabl e tensions of the processes of institutionalization, and by the
very fact that all social phenonmena are constructions produced
historically through human activity, no society is totally taken for
granted and so, a fortiori, is no synbolic universe. Every synbolic
universe is incipiently problematic. The question, then, is the degree
to which it has beconme problematic. An intrinsic problem simlar to the
one we discussed in connection with tradition in general, presents
itself with the process of transm ssion of the synbolic universe from
one generation to another. Socialization is never conpletely successful

Sone individuals "inhabit" the transm tted universe nore definitely
than others. Even anobng the nore or |ess accredited "inhabitants," there
wi Il always be idiosyncratic variations in the way they conceive of the
uni verse. Precisely because the synbolic universe cannot be experienced
as such in everyday life, but transcends the latter by its very nature,
it is not possible to "teach" its nmeaning in the straightforward manner
in which one can teach the neanings of everyday life. Children's
guestions about the synbolic universe have to be answered in a nore
conplicated way than their questions about the institutional realities
of everyday life. The questions of idiosyncratic adults require further
conceptual elaboration. In the previous exanple, the neaning of
cousi nhood is continually represented by fl esh-and-bl ood cousi ns pl ayi ng
cousin roles in the experienced routines of everyday life. Human cousins
are enpirically available. Dvine cousins, alas, are not. This
constitutes an intrinsic problemfor the pedagogues of divine
cousi nhood. Mutatis mutandis, the sane is true of the transm ssion of
ot her synbolic universes. This intrinsic problem becones accentuated if
devi ant versions of the synbolic universe cone to be shared by groups of
"inhabitants.” In that case, for reasons evident in the nature of
obj ectivation, the deviant version congeals into a reality in its own
right, which, by its existence within the society , challenges the
reality status of the symbolic universe as originally constituted. The
group that has objectivated this
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HE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY A further question, with respect to
which institutional orders will vary historically, is: Wat is the
relationship of the various institutions to each other, on the |evels of
performance and neaningls2 In the first extrene type di scussed above,
there is a unity of institutional performances and neanings in each

subj ective bi ography. The entire social stock of know edge is actualized
in every individual biography. Everybody does everything and knows
everything. The problem of the integration of neanings (that is, of the
meani ngful relationship of the various institutions) is an exclusively
subj ective one. The objective sense of the institutional order presents
itself to each individual as given and generally known, socially taken
for granted as such. If there is any problemat all, it is because of
subj ective difficulties the individual may have internalizing the
soci al |y agreed-upon nmeani ngs. Wth increasing deviance fromthis
heuristic nodel (that is, of course, with all actual societies, though
not to the sanme degree) there will be inportant nodifications in the

gi venness of the institutional neanings. The first two of these we have
al ready indicated: a segnentation of the institutional order, with only
certain types of individuals performng certain actions, and, follow ng
that, a social distribution of know edge, with rol e-specific know edge
coming to be reserved to certain types. Wth these devel opnents,
however, a new configuration appears on the | evel of neaning. There wll
now be an objective problemw th respect to an enconpassing integration
of meanings within the entire society. This is an altogether different
problemfromthe nmerely subjective one of harnonizing the sense one
makes of one's biography with the sense ascribed to it by society. The
difference is as great as that between producing propaganda that wll
convi nce others and producing nenoirs that will convince oneself. In our
exanpl e of institutions. The transm ssion of the meaning of an
institution is based on the social recogni-
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY devi ants, whose contrariness is ipso
facto defined as folly or wi ckedness, than to confront another society
that views one's own definitions of reality as ignorant, nmad or
downright evil.83 It is one thing to have sone individuals around, even
if they band together as a mnority group, who cannot or wll not abide
by the institutional rules of cousinhood. It is quite another thing to
meet an entire society that has never heard of these rules, perhaps does
not even have a word for "cousin," and that neverthel ess seens to get
along very well as a going concern. The alternative universe presented
by the other society nust be net with the best possible reasons for the
superiority of one's own. This necessity requires a conceptual nachinery
of consi derabl e sophistication. The appearance of an alternative
synbol i ¢ universe poses a threat because its very existence denonstrates
enpirically that one's own universe is |less than inevitable. As anyone
can see now, it is possible to live in this world without the
institution of cousinhood after all. And it is possible to deny or even
nock the gods of cousinhood w thout at once causing the downfall of the
heavens. This shocking fact nmust be accounted for theoretically, if
not hing nore. OF course it may al so happen that the alternative universe
has a nissionary appeal . Individuals or groups within one's own society
m ght be tenpted to "emigrate" fromthe traditional universe or, even
nore serious a danger, to change the old order in the image of the new.
It is easy to inmgine, for exanple, how the advent of the patriarcha
Greeks nust have upset the universe of the matriarchal societies then
exi sting along the eastern Mediterranean . The Greek universe nust have
had consi derabl e appeal for the henpecked nal es of these societies, and
we know that the G eat Mdther nade quite an inpression on the G eeks
t hensel ves. Greek nythology is full of the conceptual elaborations that
proved necessary to take care of this problem It is inportant to stress
that the conceptual nachineries of universe-nmaintenance are thensel ves
products of social activity , as are all forns of legitimtion, and can
only rarely be understood apart fromthe other activities of the
collectivity in question. Specifically, the success of particular
conceptual machineries is related to the power possessed by those who
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 57 common?z Wile this reciprocal
typification is not yet institutionalization (since, there only being
two individuals, there is no possibility of a typology of actors), it is
clear that institutionalization is already present in nucleo. At this
stage one may ask what gains accrue to the two individuals fromthis
devel opnent. The nobst inmportant gain is that each will be able to
predict the other's actions. Concomtantly , the interaction of both
becones predictable. The "There he goes agai n" becones a "There we go
again." This relieves both individuals of a considerabl e anpbunt of
tension. They save tine and effort, not only in whatever external tasks
they nmight be engaged in separately or jointly, but in terns of their
respective psychol ogi cal econonmies. Their |life together is now defined
by a wi dening sphere of taken-for- granted routines. Many actions are
possible on a low |l evel of attention. Each action of one is no |onger a
source of astoni shnent and potential danger to the other. Instead, nuch
of what goes on takes on the triviality of what, to both, will be
everyday life. This neans that the two individuals are constructing a
background, in the sense di scussed before, which will serve to stabilize
both their separate actions and their interaction. The construction of
this background of routine in turn nmakes possible a division of |abor
bet ween them opening the wary for innovations, which demand a hi gher

| evel of attention. The division of |abor and the innovations will |ead
to new habitualizations, further w dening the background common to both
i ndividuals. In other words, a social world will be in process of

construction, containing within it the roots of an expandi ng
institutional order. Generally, all actions repeated once actions
repeated once or nore tend to be habitualized to sone degree, just as
all actions observed by another necessarily involve sone typification on
his part. However, for the kind of reciprocal typification just
described to occur there nust be a continuing social situation in which
t he habitualized actions of two or nore individuals interlock. Wich
actions are likely to be reciprocally typified in this manner? The
general answer is, those actions that are relevant to both A and B
within their conmon situation. The areas likely to be relevant in this
way will, of course, vary in different
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100 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY sequence that is given in the
"nature of things," or in his own "nature." That is, he can reassure
hinself that he is living "correctly." The "correctness" of his life
programis thus legitimted on the highest |evel of generality. As the
i ndi vi dual | ooks back upon his past life, his biography is intelligible
to himin these terns. As he projects hinself into the future, he may
concei ve of his biography as unfolding within a universe whose ultinmate
co-ordi nates are known. The sane legitimting function pertains to the
"correctness " of the individual's subjective identity. By the very
nature of socialization, subjective identity is a precarious entity .78
It is dependent upon the individual's relations with significant others,
who may change or di sappear. The precariousness is further increased by
sel f-experiences in the aforenmenti oned margi nal situations. The "sane"
apprehensi on of oneself as possessor of a definite, stable, and socially
reoogni zed identity is continually threatened by the "surrealistic"

met anor phoses of dreams and fantasies, even if it remains relatively
consi stent in everyday social interaction. ldentity is a synbolic

uni ver se presupposes theoretical reflection on the part of sonebody (to
whomthe world or, nore specifically, the institutional order appeared
probl ematic), everybody may "inhabit" that universe in a
taken-for-granted attitude. If the institutional order is to be taken
for granted in its totality as a meani ngful whole, it nust be
legitimated by "placenent” in a synbolic universe . But, other things
being equal, this universe itself does not require further legitination
To begin with, it was the institutional order, not the synbolic

uni verse, that appeared problematic and to
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALM unaffected by the sophisticated

uni ver se-nmai ntai ni ng theories concocted by the theol ogi cal specialists.
The coexi stence of na nythol ogy anbng the nasses and a sophisticated
t heol ogy anpbng an elite of theoreticians, both serving to maintain the
sane synbolic universe, is a frequent historical phenonenon. Only with
this phenonenon in mnd, for exanple , is it possible to cal
traditional societies of the Far East "Buddhist," or, for that matter,
to call nmedieval society "Christian." Theology is paradigmatic for the
| at er phil osophical and scientific conceptualizations of the cosnos.
Wil e theol ogy nay be closer to nythology in the religi ous contents of
its definitions of reality, it is closer to the later secularized
conceptualizations in its social |location. Unlike nythol ogy, the other
three historically dom nant forns of conceptual machinery becane the
property of specialist elites, whose bodi es of know edge were

i ncreasingly renmoved fromthe common know edge of the society at |arge.
Modern science is an extrene step in this devel opnent, and in the
secul ari zation and sophistication of universe-nai ntenance. Science not
only conpletes the renoval of the sacred fromthe world of everyday
life, but renoves universe-nmaintai ni ng knowl edge as such fromthat
worl d. Everyday |life beconmes bereft of both sacred legitimtion and the
sort of theoretical intelligibility that would link it with the synbolic
universe in its intended totality. Put nore sinply, the "lay" nenber of
soci ety no | onger knows how his universe is to be conceptually
mai nt ai ned , although, of course, he still knows who the specialists of
uni ver se- mai nt enance are presuned to be. The interesting problens posed
by this situation belong to an enpirical sociology of know edge of
contenporary society belong to an enpirical sociology of know edge of
contenporary society and cannot be further pursued in this context. It
goes wi thout saying that the types of conceptual machi nery appear
historically in innunerable nodifications and conbi nations, and that the
types we have di scussed are not necessarily exhaustive. But two
appl i cations of universe- maintaining conceptual machinery still remain
to be discussed in the context of general theory: therapy and nihilation

Therapy entails the application of conceptual nachinery
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 113 to ensure that actual or potential
deviants stay within the institutionalized definitions of reality, or,
in other words, to prevent the "inhabitants" of a given universe from
"emgrating ." It does this by applying the legitimting apparatus to

i ndi vi dual "cases." Since, as we have seen, every gociety faces the
danger of individual deviance, we nay assune that therapy in one formor
another is a global social phenonenon. Its specific institutional
arrangenents, fromexorcismto psychoanal ysis, from pastoral care to
personnel counseling prograns, belong, of course, under the category of
social control . Wat interests us here, however, is the conceeptuat
aspect of therapy. Since therapy nust concern itself with deviations
fromthe "official" definitions of reality, it nust devel op a conceptua
machi nery to account for such deviations and to maintain the realities
thus chal l enged. This requires a body of know edge that includes a

t heory of deviance, a diagnhostic apparatus, and a conceptual system for
the "cure of souls." For exanple, in a collectivity that has
institutionalized mlitary honpsexuality the stubbornly heterosexua

i ndividual is a sure candidate for therapy, not only because his sexual
interests constitute an obvious threat to the conbat efficiency of his
unit of warrior-lovers, but al so because his deviance is psychologically
subversive to the others' spontaneous virility . After all, sone of
them perhaps "subconsciously," mght be tenpted to follow his exanple.
On a nore fundanental |evel, the deviant's conduct chall enges the
societal reality as such, putting in question its taken-for-granted
cognitive ("virile nen by nature | ove one another"”) and nornative
("virile men should | ove one another") operating procedures. Indeed, the
devi ant probably stands as a living insult to the gods, who |ove one
another in the heavens as their devotees do on earth. Such radica

devi ance requires therapeutic practice soundly grounded in therapeutic
theory. There must be a theory of deviance (a "pathology," that is) that
accounts for this shocking condition (say, by positing denonic
possession ). There nust be a body of diagnhostic concepts (say, a
synpt omat ol ogy, with appropriate skills for applying it in trials by
ordeal ), which optimally not only permts precise specification of acute
conditions, but also detection of "latent heterosexuality" and the
pronpt adoption of preventive neas-
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"It isinthe legitimation A and B have children. At this point the
situation changes qualitatively. The appearance of a third party changes
the character of the ongoing social interaction between A and B, and it
w Il change even further as additional individuals continue to be added
23 The institutional world, which existed in state nascendi in the
original situation of A and B, is now passed on to others. In this
process institutionalization perfects itself. The habitualizations and
typifica tions undertaken in the common life of A and B, fornmations that
until this point still had the quality of ad hoc conceptions of two

i ndi vidual s, now becone historical institutions. Wth the acquisition of
historicity, these formations al so acquire another crucial quality, or,
nore accurately, perfect a quality that was incipient as soon as A and B
began the reciprocal typification of their conduct: this quality is
objectivity . This means that the institutions that have now been
crystallized (for instance, the institution of paternity as it is
encountered by the children) are experienced as existing over and beyond
t he individual s who "happen to" enbody them at the nonent. |In other
words, the institutions are now experienced as possessing a reality of
their own, a reality that confronts the individual as an external and
coercive fact 24 As long as the nascent institutions are constructed and
mai ntained only in the interaction of A and B, their objectivity remins
t enuous, easily changeabl e, al nost playful, even while they attain a
measure of objectivity by the mere fact of their formation. To put this
alittle differently, the routinized background of A's and B's activity
remains fairly accessible to deliberate intervention by A and B.

Al t hough the routines, once established, carry within thema tendency to
persist, the possibility of changing them or even abolishing themre-
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 115 The ni hilating application of the
conceptual machinery is nost often used, with individuals or groups
foreign to the society in question and thus ineligible for therapy. The
conceptual operation here is rather sinple. The threat to the social
definitions of reality is neutralized by assigning an inferior
ontol ogi cal status, and thereby a not-to-be-taken- seriously cognitive
status, to all definitions existing outside the synbolic universe. Thus,
the threat of neighboring anti- honosexual groups can be conceptual |y

i quidated for our honbsexual society by |Iooking upon these neighbors as
| ess than human, congenitally befuddl ed about the right order of things,
dwellers in a hopel ess cognitive darkness. The fundamental syllogism
goes as follows: The neighbors are a tribe of barbarians. The nei ghbors
are anti-honosexual. Therefore, their anti-honbsexuality is barbaric
nonsense, not to be taken seriously by reasonable nen. The sane
conceptual procedure may, of course, also be applied to deviants within
the society . Wether one then proceeds fromnihilation to therapy, or
rat her goes on to liquidate physically what one has |iqui dated
conceptual ly, is a practical question of policy. The material power of
the conceptually liquidated group will be a not insignificant factor in
nost cases. Sonetines, alas, circunstances force one to remai n on
friendly terms with barbarians . Second, nihilation involves the nore
anbitious attenpt to account for all deviant definitions of reality in
terms of concepts belonging to one's own universe. In a theol ogical
frame of reference, this entails the transition from heresiology to

apol ogetics. The deviant conceptions are not nmerely assigned a negative
status, they are grappled with theoretically in detail. The final goa
of this procedure is to incorporate the deviant conceptions within one's
own universe, and thereby to liquidate themultimtely. The devi ant
conceptions nust, therefore, be translated into concepts derived from
one's own universe. In this manner, the negation of one's universe is
subtly changed into an affirmation of it. The presupposition is always
that the negator does not really know what he is saying. His statenents
becone nmeani ngful only as they are translated into nore "correct" terns,
that is, ternms deriving fromthe universe he negates. For exanple,
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALrTY our honosexual theoreticians may
argue that all nmen are by nature honbsexual. Those who deny this, by
virtue of being possessed by denons or sinply because they are
bar bari ans, are denying their own nature. Deep down within thensel ves,
they know that this is so. One need, therefore, only search their
statenents carefully to discover the defensiveness and bad faith of
their position. Whatever they say in this matter can thus be transl ated
into an affirmati on of the honbsexual universe, which they ostensibly
negate. In a theological frame of reference the same procedure
denmonstrates that the devil unwittingly glorifies God, that all unbeli ef
i s but unconscious dishonesty, even that the atheist is really a
believer. The therapeutic and nihilating applications of conceptual
machi neries are inherent in the synbolic universe as such. If the
synmbolic universe is to conprehend all reality, nothing can be all owed
to renmain outside its conceptual scope. In principle, at any rate, its
definitions of reality must enconpass the totality of being. The
conceptual machineries by which this totalization is attenpted vary
historically in their degree of sophistication. In nuce they appear as
soon as a synbolic universe has been crystallized. c¢. Social
Organi zation for Universe-Mintenance Because they are historical
products of human activity, all socially constructed universes change,
and the change is brought about by the concrete actions of hunan bei ngs.
If one gets absorbed in the intricacies of the conceptual nachineries by
whi ch any specific universe is mintained, one nay forget this
fundanental sociological fact. Reality is socially defined. But the
definitions are always enbodied, that is, concrete individuals and
groups of individuals serve as definers of reality. To understand the
state of the socially constructed universe at any given tinme, or its
change over tinme, one nust understand the social organization that
permits the definers to do their defining. Put a little crudely, it is
essential to keep pushing questions about the historically avail abl e
conceptual i zations of reality fromthe abstract "Wat?" to the
soci ol ogically concrete "Says who?"so As we have seen, the
speci al i zati on of know edge and the
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FOUNDATI ONS OF KNOW.EDGE | N EVERYDAY LI FE 45 rel ati onshi ps nore conpl ex
than those of the fanily are involved -and explains, incidentally, why
despots are endem cally nervous. My know edge of everyday life has the
quality of an instrument that cuts a path through a forest and, as it
does so, projects a narrow cone of light on what |ies just ahead and

i medi ately around; on all sides of the path there continues to be
darkness. This inage pertains even nore, of course, to the nultiple
realities in which everyday life is continually transcended. This latter
statenent can be paraphrased , poetically if not exhaustively, by saying
that the reality of everyday life is overcast by the penunbras of our
dreams. My know edge of everyday life is structured in terns of

rel evances. Sone of these are determ ned by i medi ate pragmatic
interests of mine, others by ny general situation in society. It is
irrelevant to nme how ny w fe goes about cooking ny favorite goul ash as
long as it turns out the way | like it. It is irrelevant to ne that the
stock of a conmpany is falling, if I do not own such stock; or that
Catholics are nodernizing their doctrine, if | aman atheist; or that it
is now possible to fly non-stop to Africa, if | do not want to go there.
However, ny rel evance structures intersect with the rel evance structures
whi ch we have al ready discussed , is the enmergence of pure theory.
Because the universal experts operate on a |evel of considerable
abstraction fromthe vicissitudes of everyday |ife, both others and they
t henmsel ves may conclude that their theories have no relation whatever to
the ongoing life of the society, but exist in a sort of Platonic heaven
of ahistorical and asocial ideation. This is, of course, an illusion,

but it can have great socio-historical potency, by virtue of the

rel ationship between the reality- defining and reality-producing
processes. A second consequence is a strengthening of traditionalismin
the institutionalized actions thus legitimated, that is, a strengthening
of the inherent tendency of institutionalization toward inertia .91

Habi tual i zation and institutionalization in thenselves limt the
flexibility of human actions. Institutions tend to persist unless they
becone "problematic."
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 57 common?z Wile this reciprocal
typification is not yet institutionalization (since, there only being
two individuals, there is no possibility of a typology of actors), it is
clear that institutionalization is already present in nucleo. At this
stage one may ask what gains accrue to the two individuals fromthis
devel opnent. The nobst inmportant gain is that each will be able to
predict the other's actions. Concomtantly , the interaction of both
becones predictable. The "There he goes agai n" becones a "There we go
again." This relieves both individuals of a considerabl e anpbunt of
tension. They save tine and effort, not only in whatever external tasks
they nmight be engaged in separately or jointly, but in terns of their
respective psychol ogi cal econonmies. Their |life together is now defined
by a wi dening sphere of taken-for- granted routines. Many actions are
possible on a low |l evel of attention. Each action of one is no |onger a
source of astoni shnent and potential danger to the other. Instead, nuch
of what goes on takes on the triviality of what, to both, will be
everyday life. This neans that the two individuals are constructing a
background, in the sense di scussed before, which will serve to stabilize
both their separate actions and their interaction. The construction of
this background of routine in turn nmakes possible a division of |abor
bet ween them opening the wary for innovations, which demand a hi gher

| evel of attention. The division of |abor and the innovations will |ead
to new habitualizations, further w dening the background common to both
i ndividuals. In other words, a social world will be a social world wll
be in process of construction, containing within it the roots of an
expandi ng institutional order. Generally, all actions repeated once or
nore tend to be habitualized to sone degree, just as all actions
observed by another necessarily involve sone typification on his part.
However, for the kind of reciprocal typification just described to occur
there nmust be a continuing social situation in which the habitualized
actions of two or nore individuals interlock. Wich actions are likely
to be reciprocally typified in this manner? The general answer is, those
actions that are relevant to both A and B within their conmon situation.
The areas likely to be relevant in this way will, of course, vary in

di fferent
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AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 219 tieians and the practitioners of power in such
a situation. The latter were: represented by the Kshatriyas, the
mlitary and princely caste. The epic literature of ancient India, the
Mahabharata and the Rammyana, give eloquent witn:.ss to this conflict.
Not accidentally the two great theoretical rebellions against the
Brahman uni verse, Jai ni sm and Buddhi sm had their social |ocations in
the Kshatriya caste. Needless to say, both the Jain and the Buddhi st
redefinitions of r(ality produced their own expert personnel, as was
probably al so the case with the epic poets who chall enged the Brahman
universe in a | ess conprehensive and | ess sophisticated manncr.e3 This
brings us to another, equally inportant possibility of conflict-that
between rival coteries of experts. As long as theories continue to have
i mmedi ate pragmatic applications, what rivalry may exist is fairly
anenabl e to settlenent by neans of pragmatic testing. There may be
conpeting theories of boar hunting; in which rival coteries of hunting
experts devel op vested interests. The question can be decided with
relative ease by seeing which theory is nbst conducive to killing the
nost boars. No such possibility exists for deciding betwen, say, a

pol yt hei stic and a henotheistic theory of the universe. The respective
theoreticians are forced to substitute abstract argunentation for
pragnatic testing. By its very nature such argunentati on does not carry
the inherent conviction of pragmatic success. Wiat is convincing to one
man may not be to another. W cannot really blame such theoreticians if
they resort to various sturdier supports for the frail power of nere
argunent -such as, say, getting the authorities to enploy arned mght to
enforce one argunent against its conpetitors. In other words,
definitions of reality may be enforced by the police. This,
incidentally, need not nean that such definitions will remain |ess
convi ncing than those accepted "voluntarily"-power in society includes
the power to determ ne decisive socialization processes and, therefore,
the power to produce reality. In any case, highly abstract
synbol i zations (that is, theories greatly renpoved fromthe concrete
experience of everyday life) are validated by social rather than
enpirical support.s4 It is possible to say that in thin manner a
pseudo-pragmati smis reintroduced . The theories nmay again be said to be
convi nci ng be-
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY cause they work-work, that is, in
t he sense of having becone standard, taken-for-granted know edge in the

society in question. These considerations inply that there will always
be a social-structural base for conpetition between rival definitions of
reality and that the outcone of the rivalry will be affected, if not

al ways determ ned outright, by the devel opnment of this base. It is quite
possi bl e for abstruse theoretical forrulations to be concocted in
near-total isolation fromthe broad novenents in the social structure,
and in such cases conpetition between rival experts may occur in a sort
of societal vacuum For instance, two coteries of eremtical dervishes
may go on disputing about the ultimate nature of the universe in the

nm dst of the desert, with nobody on the outside being in the | east
interested the other of these viewpoints gets a hearing in the
surroundi ng society, it will be largely extratheoretical interests that
wi |l decide the outcone of the rivalry. Different social groups wll
have different affinities with the conpeting theories and wll,
subsequently, becone "carriers" of the latter 95 Thus dervish theory A
may appeal to the upper stratum and dervish theory B to the middle
stratum of the society in question, for reasons far renoved fromthe
passions that animated the original inventors of these theories. The
conpeting coteries of experts will then cone to attach thenselves to the
"carrier" groups, and their subsequent fate will depend on the outcone
of whatever conflict |ed these groups to adopt the respective theories.
Rival definitions of reality are thus decided upon in the sphere of
rival social interests whose rivalry is in turn "translated" into
theoretical ternms. Whether the rival experts and their respective
supporters are "sincere" in their subjective relationship to the
theories in question is of ..ERR COD: 1.
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY for exanple, no nenber of the
conquering or ruling group may worship gods of type Y, but the
subjugated or | ower strata may do so. The same protective segregation
may be applied to foreigners or "guest peoples.” .. or a collectivity
(say, the Al bigensian comrunity). At the sane tine, the church, as the
nmonopol i stic guardian of the Christian tradition, was quite flexible in
i ncorporating within that tradition a variety of folk beliefs and
practices so long as these did not congeal into articulate, heretical
chal l enges to the Christian universe as such. It did not matter if the
peasants took one of their old gods, "baptized" himas a Christian
saint, and continued to tell the old stories and to celebrate the old
feasts associated with him And certain conpeting definitions of reality
at |l east could be segregated within Christendomwi thout being viewed as
a of course, is that of the Jews, although similar situations also arose
where Christians and Muslins were forced to live close to one another in
ti mes of peace. This sort of segregation, incidentally, also protected
the Jewi sh and Muslimuniverses from Christian "contam nation." As |ong
as conpeting definitions of reality can be conceptually and socially
segregated as appropriate to strangers, and ipso facto as irrelevant to
oneself, it is possible to have fairly friendly relations with these
strangers. The troubl e begi ns whenever the "strangeness" is broken
t hrough and the devi ant universe appears as a possible habitat for one's
own people. At that point, the traditional experts are likely to cal
for the fire and the sword-or, alternatively , particularly if fire and
sword turn out to be unavailable , to ..ERR CQOD: 1.
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224, THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY ideol ogy" of the Saracens. The
di stinctiveness of ideology is rather that the sanme overall universe is
interpreted in different ways, dependi ng upon concrete vested interests
within the society in question. Frequently an ideology is taken on by a
group because of specific theoretical elenents that are conducive to its
interests . For exanple, when an inpoverished peasant group struggles
agai nst an urban merchant group that has financially enslaved it, it may
rally around a religious doctrine that upholds the virtues of agrarian
life, condemms the noney economy and its credit systemas inmoral, and
general ly decries the luxuries of urban living. The ideol ogical "gain"
of such a doctrine for the peasants is obvious. Good illustrations of
this may be found in the history of ancient Israel. It would be
erroneous , however, to imagine that the relationship between an
interest group and its ideology is always so |logical. Every group
engaged in social conflict requires solidarity. |deol ogi es generate
solidarity. The choice of a particular ideology is not necessarily based
onits intrinsic theoretical elenments, but may stemfroma chance
encounter. It is far fromclear, for exanple, that it was intrinsic
elements in Christianity that made the latter politically "interesting"
to certain groups in the age of Constantine. It seens rather that
Christianity (originally a | ower-niddl e-class ideology if anything) was
har nessed by powerful interests for political purposes with little
relationship to its religious contents. Something el se m ght have served
equal ly well-Christianity just happened to be around at sone cruci al
morment s of decision. O course, once the ideology is adopted by the
group in question (nore accurately, once the particular doctrine becones
the ideology of the group in question) it is nodified in accordance with
the interests it nust now legitimate. This entails a process of
selection and addition in regard to the original body of theoretical
propositions. But there is no reason to assunme that these nodifications
have to affect the totality of the adopted doctrine. There may be | arge
el enments in an ideology that bear no particular relationship to the
legitinmated interests, but that are vigorously affirmed by the "carrier"
group sinply because it has committed itself to the ideology. In
practice this may | ead power holders to support their ideol ogical ex-
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synpat hize with the experts in the traditional definitions of reality
when they think back nostalgically to the times when these definitions
had a nonopoly in the field. One historically inportant type of expert,
possible in principle in any of the situations just discussed, is the
intellectual,
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY whom we nmay define as an expert
whose expertise is not wanted by the society at large.103 This inplies a
redefinition of knowl edge vis-d-vis the "official" lore, that is, it
inplies nore than just a somewhat deviant interpretation of the latter
The intellectual is thus, by definition, a marginal type. Wether he was
first marginal and then becanme an intellectual (as, for exanple, in the
case of many Jewish intellectuals .in the nodern West), or whether his
marginality was the direct result of his intellectual aberrations (the
case of the ostracized heretic), need not concern us here. 104 In either
case, his social marginality expresses his lack of theoretica
integration within the universe of his society. He appears as the
counter-expert in the business of defining reality. Like the "official"
expert, he has a design for society at large. But while the former's
design is in tune with the institutional prograns, serving as their
theoretical legitinmation, the intellectual 's exists in an institutional
vacuum socially objectivated at best in a subsociety of
fellowintell ectuals. The extent to which such a subsociety is capable
of surviving obviously depends on structural configurations in the
| arger society. It is safe to say that a certain degree of pluralismis
a necessary condition. The intellectual has a nunber of historically
interesting options open to himin his situation. He may withdraw into
an intellectual subsociety, which may then serve as an enotional refuge
and (nore inportantly) as the social base for the objectivation of his
deviant definitions of reality. In other words, the intellectual my
feel "at honme" in the subsociety as he does not in the |larger society,
and at the sanme tine be able subjectively to maintain his deviant
conceptions, which the larger society nihilates, because in the
subsoci ety there are others who regard these as reality. He will then
devel op various procedures to protect the precarious reality of the sub-
society fromthe nihilating threats fromthe outside. On the theoretica
| evel , these procedures will include the therapeutic defenses we have
di scussed previously. Practically, the nost inportant procedure will be
the limtation of all significant relationships to fell ow nmenbers of the
subsoci ety. The outsider is avoided because he al ways enbodi es the
threat of nihilation. The religious sect nay be taken as the prototype
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58 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY situations. Some will be those
facing Aand Bin terns of their previous biographies, others nmay be the
result of the natural, presocial circunstances of the situation. Wat
will in all cases have to be habitualized is the comuni cation process
between A and B. Labor, sexuality and territoriality are other likely
foci of typification and habitualization. In these various areas the
situation of A and B is paradigmatic of the institutionalization
occurring in larger societies. Let us push our paradi gmone step further
and i magi ne that the character of objective reality. Conversely,
sectarian withdrawal is typical of situations in which previously

obj ectivated definitions of reality disintegrate, that is, becone

deobj ectivated in the larger society. The details of these processes
belong to a historical sociology of religion, though it nust be added
that various secularised forns of sectarianismare a key characteristic
of intellectuals in nodern pluralistic society. A historically very

i mportant option, of course, is revolution . Here the intellectual sets
out to realize his design for society in society. It is inpossible to
di scuss here the various forms this option has taken historically,loe
but one inportant theoretical point nust be nade. Just as the

wi thdrawing intell ectual needs others to assist himin maintaining his
deviant definitions of reality as reality, so the revol utionary
intellectual needs others to confirm his deviant conceptions. This
requirement is much nore basic than the obvious fact that no conspiracy
can succeed wi thout organization. The revolutionary intellectual mnust
have others who maintain for himthe reality (that is, the subjective
plausibility in his own consciousness) of the revol utionary ideol ogy.
Al'l socially neaningful definitions of reality nust be objectivated by
soci al processes. Consequently, subuniverses require subsocieties as
their objectivating base, and counter-definitions of reality require
counter-societies. Needless to add, any practical success of the
revolutionary ideology will fortify the reality it possesses within the
subsoci ety and within the consciousness of the subsociety''s nenbers.
Its reality takes on nassive proportions when entire social strata
beconme its "carriers.” The history of nodem revol uti onary novenents
affords many illustrations of the transformation of revol utionary
intellectuals into "official" legitimators follow ng the victory of such
nmovenents 10z This suggests not only that there is considerable
historical variability in the social career of revolutionary
intellectuals , but that different options and conbi nati ons may occur

wi thin the biography of individuals as well. In the foregoing discussion
we have enphasi zed the structural aspects in the social existence of

uni ver se- mai nt ai ni ng
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away. he objectivity of the social world neans that it confronts man as
somet hi ng outside of: hinself. The decisive question is whether he still
retains the awareness that, however objectivated, the social world was
made by nen-and, therefore, can be remade by them In other words,
reification can be described as an extrene step in the process of

obj ectivation, whereby the objectivated world loses its
comprehensibility as a human enterpri se and becornes fixated as a

non- human, non- humani zabl e, inert facticity e 0 Typically, the rea

rel ati onship between man and his world is reversed in consci ousness.
Man, the producer of a world, is apprehended as its product, and human
activity as an epi phenonmenon of non-human processes. Human neani ngs are
no | onger understood as worl d- produci ng but as being, in their turn,
products of the "nature of things." It nust be enphasized that
reification is a nodality of consciousness , nore: precisely, a nodality
of man's objectification of the human world. Even while apprehending the
world in reified terns, nman continues to produce it. That is, nan is
capabl e paradoxically of producing a reality that denies him61
Reification is possible on both the pretheoretical and theoretical

| evel s of consciousness. Conplex reality that denies him61 Reification
is possible on both the pretheoretical and theoretical |evels of

consci ousness. Conpl ex theoretical systens can be described as
reifications, though presumably they have their roots in pretheoretical
reifications established in
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in which the habitualized actions of two or nore individuals interlock
Wi ch actions just described to occur there nust be a continuing social
situation in which the habitualized actions of two or nore individuals
interlock. Wich actions are likely to be reciprocally typified in this
manner ? The general answer is, those actions that are relevant to both A
and Bwithin their common situation. The areas likely to be relevant in
this way will, of course, vary in different
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232 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALI TY nmakes them his own. And by this
identification with significant others the child becones capabl e of
identifying hinself , of acquiring a subjectively coherent and pl ausi bl e
identity . In other words, the self is a reflected entity, reflecting
the attitudes first taken by significant others toward it;e the

i ndi vi dual becones what he is addressed as by his significant others.
This is not a one-sided, mechanistic process. It entails a dialectic
between identification by others and self- identification, between

obj ectively assigned and subjectively appropriated identity. The

di al ectic, which is present each nonent the individual identifies with
his significant others, is, as it were, the particularization in
individual life of the general dialectic of society that has already
been di scussed. Although the details of this dialectic are, of course,
of great inportance for social psychology, it would exceed our present
purpose if we were to followup its inplications for social -
psychol ogi cal theory.7 Wat is nost inportant for our considerations
here is the fact that the individual not only takes on the roles and
attitudes of others, but in the same process takes on their world.

I ndeed, identity is objectively defined as |location in a certain world
and can be subjectively appropriated only along with that world. Put
differently, all identifications take place within horizons that inply a
specific social world. The child learns that he is what he is call ed.
Every nane inplies a nonenclature, which in turn inplies a designated
social location .8 To be given an identity involves being assigned a
specific place in the world. As this identity is subjectively
appropriated by the child ("I amJohn Smth"), so is the world to which
this identity points. Subjective appropriation of identity and

subj ective appropriation of the social world are nerely different
aspects of the same process of internalization , nediated by the sane
significant others. Primary socialization creates in the child's

consci ousness a progressive abstraction fromthe roles and attitudes of
specific others to roles and attitudes in general. For exanple, in the
internalization of norms there is a progression from"Mimmy is angry
with me now' to "Mumry is angry with nme whenever | spill the soup." As
addi tional significant others (father, grandnother, older sister, and so
on) support the nother's negative attitude toward soup-spilling, the
generality of the
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of soups. The formation within consci ousness of the generalized other
mar ks a deci sive phase in socialization. It inplies the internalization
of society as such and of the objective reality established therein,
and, at the sane tine, the subjective establishment of a coherent and
continuous identity. Society, identity and reality are subjectively
crystallized in the same process of internalization. This
crystallization is concurrent with the internalization of |anguage.

I ndeed, for reasons evident fromthe foregoing observati ons on | anguage,
| anguage constitutes both the nmost inportant content and the nost

i mportant instrument of socialization. When the generalized other has
been crystallized in consciousness , a symmetrical relationshipis

est abl i shed between objective and subjective reality. Wat is rea
"out si de" corresponds to what is real "within." Objective reality can
readily be "translated" into subjective reality, and vice versa.
Language , of course, its the principal vehicle of this ongoing

transl ating process in both directions. It should, however, be stressed
that the symretry between objective and subjective reality cannot be
conplete. The two realities correspond to each other, but they are not
coextensive. There is always nore



Page 134

THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY objective reality "avail abl e" than
is actually internalized in any individual consciousness, sinply because
the contents of socialization are deternined by the social distribution
of know edge. No individual internalizes the totality of what is
objectivated as reality in his society, not even if the society and its
world are relatively sinple ones. On the other hand, there are al ways
el ements of subjective reality that have not originated in
soci al i zati on, such as the awareness of one's own body prior to and
apart fromany socially |earned apprehension of it. Subjective biography
is not fully social. The individual apprehends hinself as being both
i nside and outside society.l0 This inplies that the symetry between
obj ective and subjective reality is never a static, once-for-all state
of affairs. It nust always be produced and reproduced in actu. In other
words, the relationship between the individual and the objective soci al
world is |ike an ongoi ng bal ancing act. The ant hropol ogi cal roots of
this are, of course, the sane as those we discussed in connection with
the peculiar position of man in the aninal kingdom In prinary
socialization there is no problemof identification . There is no choice
of significant others. Society presents the candidate for socialization
with a predefined set of significant others, whom he nust accept as such
with no possibility of opting for another arrangenent. Hi ¢ Rhodus, hic
salta. One nust nmake do with the parents that fate has regal ed one with.
This unfair disadvantage inherent in the situation of being a child has
t he obvi ous consequence that, although the child is not sinply passive
in the process of his socialization, it is the adults who set the rules
oe gane. The child can play the gane with enthusiasmor with sullen
resi stance. But, alas, there is no other gane around. This has an
i mportant corollary. Since the child has no choice in the selection of
his significant others, his identification with themis quasi-
automatic. For the sanme reason, his internalization of their particular
reality is quasi-inevitable. The child does not internalize the world of
his significant others as one of many possible worlds. He internalizes
it as the world, the only existent and only conceivable world, the world
tout court. It is for this reason that the world internalized in primary
So-
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALITY 135 cialization is so nuch nore firny
entrenched in consciousness than worlds internalized in secondary

soci al i zati ons. However nuch the original sense of inevitability may be
weakened i n subsequent disenchantnents, the recollection of a
never-to-be-repeated certainty-the certainty of the first dawn of
reality--still adheres to the first world of childhood. Primry
soci al i zati on thus acconplishes what (in hindsight, of course) nmay be
seen as the nost inportant confidence trick that society plays on the

i ndi vi dual -to nmake appear as necessity what is in fact a bundl e of

conti ngencies, and thus to nmake neani ngful the accident of his birth.
The specific contents that are internalized in primary socialization
vary, of course, fromsociety to society. Sonme are found everywhere. It
i s language that must be internalized above all. Wth | anguage, and by
nmeans of it, various notivational and interpretative schenes are
internalized as institutionally defined--wanting to act |ike a brave
little boy, for instance, and assuning little boys to be naturally
divided into the brave and the cowardly. These schenes provide the child
with institutionalized prograns for everyday |ife, sone i mediately
applicable to him others anticipating conduct socially defined for

| at er bi ographi cal stages-the bravery that will allow himto get through
a day beset with tests of will fromone's peers and fromall sorts of
others, and also the bravery that will be required of one |ater-when one

is initiated as a warrior, say, or when one mght be called by the god.
These prograns, both the imedi ately applicable and the antici patory,
differentiate one's identity fromthat of others-such as girls, slave
boys, or boys from another clan. Finally, there is internalisation of at
| east the rudinents of the legitimting apparatus; the child | earns
"why" the prograns are what they are. One nust be brave because one
wants to becone a real man; one nust performthe rituals because

ot herwi se: the gods will be angry; one nust be loyal to the chief
because only if one does will the gods support one in tinmes of danger,
and so on. In primary socialization, then, the individual's first world
is constructed. Its peculiar quality of firmess is to be accounted for,
at least in part, by the inevitability of the in-
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY dividual's relationship to his very
first significant others. The world of childhood, in its |umnous
reality, is thus conducive to confidence not only in the persons of the
significant others but in their definitions of the situation. The world
of childhood is nassively and indubitably real." Probably this could not
be otherwise at this stage in the devel opnent of consciousness . Only
| ater can the individual afford the luxury of at |east a nodi cum of
doubt. And probably this necessity of a protorealismin the apprehension
of the world pertains phylogenetically as well as ontogenetically.12 In
any case, the world of childhood is so constituted as to instill in the
i ndi vidual a nomic structure in which he may have confidence that
"everything is all right"-to repeat what is possibly the npbst frequent
sentence nothers say to their crying offspring. The | ater discovery that
sone things are far from™"all right" may be nore or |ess shocking,
dependi ng on bi ographi cal circunstances , but in either case the world
of childhood is |likely to retain its peculiar reality in retrospection
It remains the "home world," however far one nay travel fromit in later
life into regi ons where one does not feel at hone at all. Primary
socialization involves |earning sequences that are socially defined. At
age Athe child should learn X, at age B he should learn Y, and so on
Every such programentails some social recognition of biological growth
and differentiation . Thus every program in any society, must recognize
that a one-year-old child cannot be expected to |learn what a
three-year-old can. Al so, nost prograns are likely to define the matter
differently for boys and girls. Such mninmal recognition is, of course,

i nposed on soci ety by biological facts. Beyond this, however, there is
great socio-historical variability in the definition of the stages in

t he | earning sequence. What is still defined as childhood in one society
may be defined as well into adulthood in another. And the socia

i mplications of childhood may vary greatly from one society to another-
for instance, in terns of enotional qualities, noral accountability , or
intellectual capacities. Contenporary Western civilization (at | east
prior to the Freudi an novenent) tended to regard children as naturally
"innocent" and "sweet"; other societies considered them"by nature
sinful and uncl ean, "
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an ontological and totals status on a typification that is hunmanly pro.
duced and that;, even as it is internalized, objectifies but a segnent
of the: self.e4 Once nore, such reifications may range fromthe

pret heoretical |evel of "what everybody knows about Jews" to the nost
conpl ex theories of Jewi shness as a nanifestation of biology ("Jew sh
bl ood"), psychology ("the Jew sh soul") or netaphysics ("the nystery of
Israel”). The analysis of reification is inportant because it serves as
a standing corrective to the reifying propensities of theoretical

t hought in general and sociological thought in particular. It is
particularly inportant for the sociol ogy of know edge, because it
prevents it fromfalling into an undi al ectical conception of the

rel ati onship between what nen do and what they think. The historical and
enpirical application of historical and enpirical application of the
soci ol ogy of know edge must take special note of the social
circunstances that favor dereification-such as the overall col-
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139 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY b. Secondary Socialization It is
possi bl e to conceive of a society in which no further socialization
takes place after primary socialization. Such a society- would, of
course, be one with a very sinple stock of know edge. Al know edge
woul d be generally relevant, with different individuals varying only in
their perspectives on it. This conception is useful in positing a
limting case, but there is no society known to us that does not have
some division of |abor and, concomtantly, some social distribution of
know edge; and as soon as this is the case, secondary socialization
becones necessary. Secondary socialization is the internalization of
institutional or institution-based "subworlds." Its extent and character
are therefore deternined by the conplexity of the division of |Iabor and
t he concomitant social distribution of know edge. O course, generally
rel evant knowl edge, too, nay be socially distributed-for exanple, in the
form of class- based "versions"-but what we have in nind here is the
social distribution of "special know edge"-know edge that arises as a
result of the division of |abor and whose "carriers" are institutionally
defined. Forgetting for a nmonment its other dinmensions , we nmay say that
secondary socialization is the acquisition of role-specific know edge,
the roles being directly or indirectly rooted in the division of |abor.
There is sone justification for such a narrow definition, but this is by
no nmeans the whole story. Secondary socialization requires the

acqui sition of role-specific vocabularies, which neans, for one thing,
the internalization of semantic fields structuring routine
interpretations and conduct within an institutional area. At the sane
time "tacit understandings,"” evaluations and affective colorations of
these semantic fields are also acquired . The "subworlds" internalized
in secondary socialization are generally partial realities in contrast
to the "base- world" acquired in primary socialization. Yet they, too,
are nore or |less cohesive realities, characterized by normative and
affective as well as cognitive conponents. Furthernore, they, too,
require at least the rudinents of a legitimting apparatus, often
acconpani ed by ritual or ma-
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by becomni ng capabl e of understanding and using this |anguage. He can
then conmmunicate with his fell owhorsenen in allusions rich in nmeaning
to thembut quite obtuse to nen in the infantry. It goes w thout saying
that this this process of internalization entails subjective

identification with the role and its appropriate norms--"1 am a
horseman,"” "A horseman never |lets the eneny see the tail of his nount,”
"Never let a worman forget the feel of the spurs,” "A fast rider in war,

a fast rider in ganbling," and so forth. As the need arises, this body
of meanings wi Il be sustained by legitimtions, ranging fromsinple
maxi ms |i ke the foregoing to el aborate nythol ogi cal constructions.
Finally, there may be a variety of representative cerenoni es and

physi cal objea-ts-say, the annual celebration of the feast of the
horse-god at which all neals are taken on horseback and newly initiated
horsenen receive the horsetail fetishes they will henceforth carry
around their necks. The character of such secondary socialization
depends upon the status of the body of know edge concerned within the
synbol i c universe as a whole. Training is necessary to learn to make a
horse pull a manure cart or to fight on it in battle. But a society that
limts its use of horses to the pulling of manure carts is unlikely to
enbellish this activity with elaborate rituals or fetishism and the
personnel to whomthis
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avail abl e social stock of know edge. The social stock of know edge
i ncl udes knowl edge of ny situation and its limts. For instance, | know
that | am poor and that, therefore, | cannot expect to live in a

f ashi onabl e
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALITY 141 ami nation in Gaelic before being
eligible for a position in the Irish civil service. Such stipulations
are extrinsic to the know edge pragmatically required for the
performance of the roles of diviner, enbalnmer, or Irish civil servant.
They are established institutionally to enhance the prestige of the
roles in question or to neet other ideological interests. A grade-school
education may 'be perfectly sufficient to grasp the curriculum of an
enbal m ng school, and Irish civil servants carry on their nornal
business in the English |anguage. It may even happen that the |earning
sequences thus mani pul ated are pragmatically disfunctional. For
instance, it may be stipulated that a college background in "general

cul ture" should precede the professional training of research
soci ol ogi sts, while their actual activities mght in fact be nore
efficiently carried on if they were unburdened with "culture" of this
sort. While primary socialization cannot take place w thout an
enotionally charged identification of the child with his significant

ot hers, nost secondary socialization can dispense with this kind of
identification and proceed effectively with only the anount of nutual
identification that enters into any conmunicati on between human bei ngs.
Put crudely, it is necessary to |ove one's nother, but not one's
teacher. Socialization in latter life typically begins to take on an
affect tivity rem niscent of childhood when it seeks radically to
transformthe subjective reality of the individual. This posits special
probl ens that we shall analyze a little further on. In prinmary
socialization the child does not apprehend his significant others as
institutional functionaries, but as nediators of reality tout court; the
child internalizes the world of his parents as the world, and not as the
worl d appertaining to a specific institutional context. Some of the
crises that occur after primary socialization are indeed caused by the
recognition that the world of one's parents is not the only world there
is, but has a very specific social |ocation, perhaps even one with a
pej orative connotation. For exanple, the older child cones to recognize
that the world represented by his parents, the same world that he had
previously taken for granted as inevitable reality, is actually the
worl d of uneducated , |ower-class, rural Southerners. In secondary
soci al i za-
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14.2 THE SCCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY tion, the institutional contest
is usually apprehended. Needl ess to say, this need not involve a

sophi sticated understanding of all the inplications of the institutional
context. Yet the Southern child, to stay within the sane exanpl e, does
apprehend his school teacher as an institutional functionary in a way he
never did his parents, and he understands the teacher's role as
representing institutionally specific neanings -such as those of the
nation as agai nst the region, of the national mddle-class world as

agai nst the | ower-class anbience of his hone, of the city as against the
countrysi de. Hence the social interaction between teachers and | earners
can be formalized. The teachers need not be significant others in any
sense of the word. They are institutional functionaries with the form
assi gnnment of transmitting specific know edge . The rol es of secondary
soci alization carry a high degree of anonymty; that is, they are
readily detached fromtheir individual performers. The sane know edge
taught by one teacher could al so be taught by another. Any functionary
of this type could teach this type of know edge. The i ndividua
functionaries may, of course, be subjectively differentiated in various
ways (as nore or |ess congenial, better or worse teachers of arithnetic,
and so on), but they are in principle interchangeable. This formality
and anonymity are, of course, linked with the affective character of
social relations in secondary socialization . Their npbst inportant
consequence, however, is to bestow on the contents of what is learned in
secondary socialization nuch | ess subjective inevitability than the
contents of primary socialization possess. Therefore, the reality accent
of know edge internalized in secondary socialization is nore easily
bracketed (that is, the subjective sense that these internal izat s are
real is nore fugitive). It takes severe biographi cal shocks to
disintegrate the massive reality internalized in early childhood; ruch
less to destroy the realities internalized |ater. Beyond this, it is
relatively easy to set aside the reality of the secondary
intemalizations. The child lives willy-nilly in the world as defined by
his parents, but he can cheerfully | eave the world of arithnetic behind
hi m as soon as he | eaves the classroom This nmakes it possible to detach
a part of the self and its
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALITY 14.3 conconitant reality as relevant only
to the role-specific situation in question. The individual then
establ i shes di stance between his total self and its reality on the one
hand, and the rol e-specific partial self and its reality on the
other.l is inportant feat is possible only after primary socialization
has taken place. Put: crudely once nore, it is easier for the child "to
hi de" from his teacher than fromhis nother. Conversely, it is possible
to say that the devel opnment of this capacity "to hide" is an inportant
aspect of the process of growing into adulthood. The reality accent of
know edge internalized in primary socialization is given

guasi -automatically. In secondary socialization it must be reinforced by
speci fi ¢ pedagogi ¢ techni ques, "brought hone" to the individual. The

phrase is suggestive. The original reality of childhood is "home." It
posits itself as such, inevitably and, as it were, "naturally." By
conmparison with it, all later realities are "artificial." Thus the

school teacher tries to "bring hone" the contents he is inparting by
maki ng themvivid (that is, making them seemas alive as the "hone
worl d" of the child), relevant (that is, linking themto the rel evance
structures already present in the "hone world") and interesting (that
is, inducing the attentiveness of the child to detach itself fromits
"natural" objects to these nore "artificial" ones). These maneuvers are
necessary because an internalized reality is already there, persistently
"in the way" of new internalizations. The degree and precise character
of these pedagogic techniques will vary with the notivations the

i ndi vidual has for the acquisition of the new know edge. The nore these
t echni ques make subjectively plausible a continuity between the original
and the new el ements of know edge, the nore readily they acquire the
accent of reality. One learns a second | anguage by building on the
taken-for- granted reality of one's "nother tongue."” For a long tine,
one continually retranslates into the original |Ianguage whatever

el ements of the new | anguage one is acquiring. Only in this way can the
new | anguage begin to have any reality. As this reality comes to be
established in its own right, it slowy becones possible to forego
retransl ati on. One becones capa-
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| oi THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY ble of "thinking in" the new

| anguage. Nevertheless, it is rare that a | anguage learned in later life
attains the inevitable, self-evident reality of the first |anguage

| earned in childhood. Hence derives, of course, building fromthe "honme
reality, linking up with it as |earning proceeds and only slowy
breaking this |inkage, appertain to other |earning sequences in
secondary socialization. The facts that the processes of secondary
soci al i zati on do not presuppose a high degree of identification and its
contents do not possess the quality of inevitability can be
pragmatical ly useful because they permt |earning sequences that are
rational and enotionally controlled. But because the contents of this
type of internalization have a brittle and unreliable subjective reality
conpared to the internalizations of primary socialization, in some cases
speci al techni ques nmust be devel oped to produce whatever identification
and inevitability are deened necessary. The need for such techni ques may
be intrinsic in terns of |earning and applying the contents of
internalization, or it nay be posited for the sake of the vested
interests of the personnel adm nistering the socialization process in
guestion. For exanple, an individual who wants to becone an acconpli shed
musi ci an nmust inmrerse hinself in his subject to a degree quite
unnecessary for an individual |earning to be an engi neer. Engineering
education can take place effectively through fornmal, highly rational,
enptionally neutral processes. Misical education, on the other hand,
typically involves nuch higher identification with a maestro and a nuch
nmore profound ..ERR, COD: 1.
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as necessary . The relationship of the individual to the socializing
personnel becones correspondi ngly charged with "significance ," that is,
the socializing personnel take on the character of significant others
vis-d-vis the individual being socialized. The individual then conmts
himself in a conprehensive way to the newreality. He "gives hinself' to
music, to the revolution, to the faith, not just partially but wth what
is subjectively the whole of his life. The readiness to sacrifice
onesel f is, of course, the final consequence of this type of

soci alization. An inportant circunstance that may posit a need for such
intensification is conpetition between the reality-defining personnel of
various institutions. In the case of revolutionary training the
intrinsic problemis the socialization of the individual in a
counter-definition of reality-counter, that is, to the definitions of
the "official" legitimtors of the society. But there will also have to
be intensification in the socialization of the nusician in a society
that offers sharp conpetition to the aesthetic values of the nusica
community. For exanple , it may be assunmed that a nusician in the making
in contenporary Anerica nmust comrit hinself to music with an enoti onal
intensity that was unnecessary in nineteenth- century Vienna, precisely
because in the Anerican situation there is powerful conpetition from
what will subjectively appear as the "materialistic" and "nass cul ture"
world of the "rat race.” Simlarly, religious training in a pluralistic
si tua-
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98 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY ing the shock that acconpanies the
passage fromone reality to another.72 The provi nces of meani ng that
woul d otherwi se remain unintelligible enclaves within the reality of
everyday |life are thus ordered in terns of a hierarchy of realities,

i pso facto becomng intelligible and less terrifying. This integration
of the realities of marginal situations within the paranmount reality of
everyday life is of great inportance, because these situations
constitute the nost acute threat to taken-for- granted, routinized

exi stence in society. If one conceives of the latter as the "daylight
side" of human life, then the marginal situations constitute a "night
side" that keeps lurking om nously on the periphery of everyday

consci ousness. Just because the "night side" has its own reality, often
enough of a sinister kind, it is a constant threat to the taken-for-
granted, matter-of-fact, "sane" reality of life in society. The thought
keeps suggesting itself (the "insane" thought par excellence ) that,

per haps, the bright reality of everyday life is but an illusion, to be
swal | oned up at any nonent by the how ing nightmares of the other, the
night-side reality. Such thoughts of madness and terror are contained by
ordering all conceivable realities within the sane synbolic universe
that enconpasses the reality of everyday life-to wit, ordering themin
such a way that the latter reality retains its paramunt, definitive (if
one w shes, its "nost real") quality. This nomc function of the
synboli ¢ universe for individual experience nay be described quite
sinply by saying that it "puts everything in its right place.” Wiat is
nore, whenever one strays fromthe consciousness of this order (that is,
when one finds oneself in the marginal situations of experience), the
synbolic universe allows one "to return to reality"- namely, to the
reality of everyday life. Since this is, of course, the sphere to which
all forms of institutional conduct and roles belong, the synbolic

uni verse provides the ultimate legitimtion of the institutional order
by bestowi ng upon it the primacy in the hierarchy of human experience.
Apart fromthis crucially inportant integration of marginal realities,

t he synbolic universe provides the highest |evel of integration for the
di screpant neani ngs actualized within everyday life in society. W have
seen how nmeani ngful integration of discrete sectors of institutionalized
conduct takes
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in which the habitualized actions of two or nore individuals interlock
Wi ch actions are likely to just described to occur there nust be a
continuing social situation in which the habitualized actions of two or
nmore individuals interlock. Wich actions are likely to be reciprocally
typified in this manner? The general answer is, those actions that are
relevant to both A and B within their common situation. The areas |ikely
to be relevant in this way will, of course, vary in different
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 107 deviant reality beconmes the carrier of
an alternative definition of reality.81 It is hardly necessary to

bel abor the point that such heretical groups posit not only a
theoretical threat to the synbolic universe, but a practical one to the
institutional order legitimted by the synbolic universe in question.
The repressive procedures customarily enpl oyed agai nst such groups by
the custodians of the "official" definitions of reality need not concern
us in this context. What is inportant for our considerations is the need
for such repression to be legitimted , which, of course, inplies the
setting in notion of various conceptual nachineries designed to maintain
the "official " universe against the heretical challenge. Historically,

t he probl em of heresy has often been the first inpetus for the
systematic theoretical conceptualization of synbolic universes. The
devel opnent of Christian theological thought as a result of a series of
heretical challenges to the "official” tradition provides excellent
historical illustrations for this process. As in all theorizing, new
theoretical inplications within the tradition itself appear in the
course of this process, and the tradition itself is pushed beyond its
original formin new conceptualizations. For instance, the precise
Christol ogical fornulations of the early church councils were
necessitated not by the tradition itself but by the heretical chall enges
toit. As these fornul ati ons were el aborated, the traditi on was
mai nt ai ned and expanded at the sane tine. Thus there energed, anopng

ot her innovations, a theoretical conception of the Trinity that was not
only unnecessary but actually non-existent in the early Christian
comunity. In other words, the synbolic universe is not only |egitimted
but al so nodified by the conceptual machineries constructed to ward off
t he chall enge of heretical groups within a society. A mgjor occasion for
t he devel opnent of universe- mmintaining conceptualization arises when a
society is confronted with another society having a greatly different

hi story .82 The problem posed by such a confrontation is typically
sharper than that posed by intrasocietal heresies because here there is
an alternative synmbolic universe with an "official"” tradition whose
taken-for-granted objectivity is equal to one's owm. It is nuch |ess
shocking to the reality status of one's own universe to have to dea

with mnority groups of
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALI TY 149 secondary socializations. It nakes
sense to die as a man, hardly to die as an assistant manager in the

| adi es' hosiery departnment. Again, where secondary internalizations are
socially expected to have this degree of reality-persistence in the face
of marginal situations, the concomtant socialization procedures wll
have to be intensified and reinforced in the manner discussed before.
Religious and military processes of secondary socialization could again
be cited inillustration. It is convenient to distinguish between two
general types of reality-maintenance-routine maintenance and crisis

mai nt enance . The forner is designed to nmaintain the internalized
reality in everyday life, the latter in situations of crisis. Both
entail fundanentally the sanme social processes, though sonme differences
nmust be noted. As we have seen, the reality of everyday |ife maintains
itself by being enbodied in routines, which is the essence of
institutionalization. Beyond this, however, the reality of everyday life
is ongoingly reaffirnmed in the individual's interaction with others.

Just as reality is originally internalized by a social process, so, it
is maintained in consciousness by social processes. These latter
processes are not drastically different fromthose of the earlier
internalization. They also reflect the basic fact that subjective
reality nust stand in a relationship with an objective: reality that is
socially defined. In the social process of reality maintenance it is
possi bl e to distinguish between significant others and | ess inportant
others.18 In an inportant way all, or at |east nobst, of the others
encountered by the individual in everyday life serve to reaffirmhis
subj ective reality. This occurs even in a situation as "non-significant”
as riding on a commuter train. The individual may not know anyone on the
train and may speak to no one. Al the sane, the crowd of
fellowcomuters reaffirns the basic structure of everyday life. By
their overall conduct the fellowcomuters extract the individual from
the tenuous reality of early-norning grogginess and proclaimto himin
no uncertain ternms that the world consists of earnest nmen going to work,
of responsibility and schedul es, of the New Haven Railroad and the New
York Tines. The last, of course, reaffirnms the w dest co-ordinates of
the individual's reality. Fromthe weather report to the hel p-wanted ads
it
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they step -out of their front door. But the reality begins to be fairly
reliable only in the anonynous community of the comruter train. It
attains nmassivity as the train pulls into Gand Central Station. Ergo
sum the individual can now rmurmur to hinself, and proceed to the office
wi de- awake and sel f-assured. It would, therefore, be a mstake to assune
that only significant others serve to maintain subjective reality. But
significant others occupy a central position in the econony of
reality-mai ntenance. They are particularly inportant for the ongoing
confirmati on of that crucial element of reality we call identity. To
retain confidence that he is indeed who he thinks he is, the individua
requires not only the inplicit confirmation of this identity that even
casual everyday contacts will supply, but the explicit and enotionally
charged confirmation that his significant others bestow on him In the
previous illustration, our suburbanite is likely to ook to his famly
and other private associates within the fanmly anbi ence (nei ghborhood,
church, club, and the like) for such confirmation , though close

busi ness associates may also fulfill this function. If he noreover
sleeps with his secretary, his identity is both confirned and anmplified.
This assunes that the individual likes the identity being confirned. The

same process pertains to the confirnmation of identities that the

i ndi vidual may not |ike. Even casual acquai ntances nay confirmhis self-
identification as a hopeless failure, but wife, children and secretary
ratify this with undeniable finality. The process from objective
reality-definition to subjective reality-naintenance is the same in both
cases. The significant others in the individual's life are the prin-
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significant others and the "chorus " in reality-maintenance is a
dialectical one; that is, they interact with each other as well as with
the subjective reality they serve to confirm A solidly negative
identification on the part of the wider mlieu may eventually affect the
identification offered by the significant others-when even the el evator
operator fails to say "sir," the wife may give up her identification of
her husband as a man of inportance. Conversely, the significant others
may eventually have an effect on the wider milieu-a "loyal" w fe can be
an asset in several ways as the individual seeks to get across a certain
identity to his business associates. Reality-nmaintenance and
reality-confirmation thus involve the totality of the individual's
soci al situation, though the significant others occupy a privileged
position in these processes. The relative inportance of the significant
others and the "chorus" can be seen nobst easily if one | ooks at

i nstances of disconfirmation of subjective reality. A
reality-disconfirmng act by the wife, taken by itself, has far greater
potency than a similar act by a casual acquai ntance. Acts by the latter
have to acquire a certain density to equal the potency of the forner

The reiterated opinion of one's best friend that the news-
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTIVE REALITY lia get to the station,” and "Fine,
darling, have a good day at the office" inplies an entire world within
whi ch these apparently sinple propositions nake sense. By virtue of this
inplication the exchange confirns the subjective reality of this world.
If this is understood, one will readily see that the great part, if not
all, of everyday conversation maintains subjective reality. Indeed, its
massivity is achieved by the accunul ati on and consi stency of casual
conversation-conversation that can afford to he casual precisely because
it refers to the routines of a taken-for-granted world. The | oss of
casual ness sighals a break in the routines and, at |east potentially, a
threat to the taken-for-granted reality. Thus one may inmagi ne the effect
on casual ness of an exchange like this: "Well, it's tine for me to get
to the station,” "Fine, darling, don't forget to take al ong your gun."
At the sane tinme that the conversational apparatus ongoi ngly maintains
reality, it ongoingly nodifies it. Itens are dropped and added,
weakeni ng sonme sectors of what is still being taken for granted and
reinforcing others. Thus the subjective reality of sonething that is
never tal ked about cones to be shaky. It is one thing to engage in an
enbarrassing sexual act. It is quite another to talk about it beforehand
or afterwards. Conversely, conversation gives firmcontours to itens
previously apprehended in a fleeting and uncl ear manner . One may have
doubts about one's religion; these doubts becone real in a quite
different way as one di scusses them One then "tal ks oneself into" these
doubts; they are objectified as reality within one's own consci ousness.
Ceneral |y speaking, the conversational apparatus maintains reality by
"tal king through” various el enents of experience and allocating thema
definite place in the real world. This reality-generating potency of
conversation is already given in the fact of linguistic objectification
W& have seen how | anguage objectifies the world, transform ng the a

rhei of experience into a cohesive order. In the establishnment of this
order |anguage realizes a world, in the double sense of apprehendi ng and
producing it. Conversation is the actualizing of this realizing efficacy
of language in the face-to-face situations of individual existence. In
conversation the objectifications of |anguage becone objects of

i ndi vi dual con
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THE SCOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY tr The smle will becone forced,
and eventually is likely to be replaced by a pensive frown. In crisis
situations the procedures are essentially the sane as in routine
mai nt enance, except that the reality- confirmations have to be explicit
and intensive. Frequently, ritual techniques are brought into play.
While the individual may inprovise reality-mintaining procedures in the
face of crisis, the society itself sets up specific procedures for
situations recogni zed as involving the risk of a breakdown in reality .
Included in these predefined situations are certain marginal situations,
of which death is by far the nost inportant. Crises in reality, however,
may occur in a considerably w der nunber of cases than are posited by
mar gi nal situations. They may be either collective or individual,
dependi ng upon the character of the challenge to the socially defined
reality. For exanple, collective rituals of reality-mintenance may be
institutionalized for times of natural catastrophe, individual ones for
times of personal msfortune. O, to take another exanple, specific
reality-nmaintaining procedures may be established to cope with
foreigners and their potential threat to the "official" reality. The
i ndi vidual may have to go through an el aborate ritual purification after
contact with a foreigner. The ablution is internalized as a subjective
nihilation of the alternative reality represented by the foreigner
Taboos, exorcisnms and curses agai nst foreigners, heretics or nmadmen
simlarly serve the purpose of individual "nmental hygiene." The viol ence
of these defensive procedures will be proportional to the seriousness
with which the threat is viewed. If contacts with the alternative
reality and its representati ves becone frequent, the defensive
procedures may, of course, |lose their crisis character and becone
routinized. Every tine one neets a foreigner, say, one nust spit three
ti mes-wi thout giving nmuch further thought to the matter. Everything that
has been said so far on socialization inplies the possibility that
subjective reality can be transforned. To be in society already entails
an ongoi ng process of nodification of subjective reality. To tal k about
transformati on, then, involves a discussion of different degrees of
nodi fication . W will concentrate here on the extrenme case, in which
there is a near-total transformation; that is, in which the in-
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY within the group that enbodies the
plausibility structure and particularly upon the personnel assigned the
task of re-socialization. The historical prototype of alternation is
religious conversion . The above considerations can be applied to this
by saying , extra ecclesiamnulla sales. By sales we nean here (with due
apol ogies to the theol ogi ans who had other things in mnd when they
coi ned the phrase) the enpirically successful ao. conplishnent of
conversion. It is only within the religious conmunity, the ecclesia,
that the conversion can be effectively maintained as plausible. This is
not to deny that conversion may antedate affiliation with the
comuni ty-Sail of Tarsus sought out the Christian community after his
"Damascus experience ." But this is not the point. To have a conversion
experience is nothing nuch. The real thing is to be able to keep on
taking it seriously; to retain a sense of its plausibility. This is
where the religious comunity cones in. It provides the indispensable
plausibility structure for the newreality. In other words, Saul may
have becone Paul in the al oneness of religious ecstasy, but he could
remain Paul only in the context of the Christian community that
recogni zed himas such and confirnmed the "new being" in which he now
| ocated this identity. This relationship of conversion and community is
not a peculiarly Christian phenonmenon (despite the historically peculiar
features of the Christian ecclesia). One cannot remmin a Mislim outside
the "uma of Islam a Buddhi st outside the sangha, and probably not a
H ndu anywhere outside India. Religion requires a religious community,
and to live in areligious world requires affiliation with that
community ?e The plausibility structures of religious conversion have
been inmtated by secul ar agencies of alternation. The best examples are
in the areas of political indoctrination and psychot herapy?7 The
plausibility structure nust becone the individual's world, displacing
all other worlds, especially the world the individual "inhabited" before
his alternation. This requires segregation of the individual fromthe
"i nhabi tants" of other worlds, especially his "cohabitants" in the world
he has left behind. Ideally this will be physical segregation. If that
is not possible for whatever reasons, the segregation is posited by
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FOUNDATI ONS OF KNOW.EDGE | N EVERYDAY LI FE 35 access to his subjectivity
even though | was sl eeping when he threw it and never saw hi m because he
fled after his near-hit. Indeed, if | |eave the object where it is,

can look at it again the followi ng norning, and again it expresses to ne
the anger of the nman who threw it. Wat is nore, other nen can cone and
look at it and arrive at the sane conclusion. In other words, the knife
in nmy wall has becone an objectively available constituent of the
reality | share with ny adversary and with other men. Presumably, this
kni fe was not produced for the exclusive purpose of being thrown at me.
But it expresses a subjective intention of violence, whether notivated
by anger or by utilitarian considerations, such as killing for food. The
weapon qua objet in the real world continues to express a genera
intention to commit violence that is recogni zabl e by anyone who knows
what a weapon is. The weapon, then, is both a human product and an

obj ectivation of be legitimated is not only the newreality, but the
stages by which it is appropriated and mai ntai ned, and the abandonmnent
or repudiation of all alternative realities. The nihilating side of the
conceptual machinery is particularly inmportant in view of the

di smantling problemthat nust be solved. The old reality, as well as the
collectivities and significant others that previously nediated it to the
i ndi vidual, nust be reinterpreted within the legitinmating apparatus of
the newreality. This reinterpretation brings about a rupture in the
subj ective bi ography of the individual in terns of "B.c." and "A.D.,"

" pr e- Damas-
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| THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY ¢ " and "post-Damascus." Ever us
ything preceding the alternation is now apprehended as |leading toward it
(as an "Ad Testanent," so to speak, or as t evangelii), everything
following it as flowwng fromits newreality. This involves a
reinterpretation of past biography in toto, following the formula "Then

I thought . . . now | know " Frequently this includes the retrojection
into the past of present interpretative schemas (the formula for this
being, "I already knew t hen, though in an unclear manner . . :") and

notives that were not subjectively present in the past but that are now
necessary for the reinterpretati on of what took place then (the formula
being, "I really did this because . . :'). Prealternation biography is
typically nihilated in toto by subsuming it under a negative category
occupying a strategic position in the new legitinmating apparatus: "Wen
I was still living alife of sin,” "When | was still caught in bourgeois
consci ousness, " "Wien | was still notivated by these unconsci ous
neurotic needs:' The biographical rupture is thus identified with a
cognitive separation of darkness and light. In addition to this
reinterpretation in toto there nust be particular reinterpretations of
past events and persons with past significance. The alternating

i ndi vi dual woul d, of course, be best off if he could conpletely forget
some of these. But to forget conpletely is notoriously difficult. What
is necessary , then, is a radical reinterpretation of the neani ng of

t hese past events or persons in one's biography. Since it is relatively
easier to invent things that never happened than to forget those that
actually did, the individual nay fabricate and insert events wherever
they are needed to harnoni ze the renenbered with the reinterpreted past.
Since it is the newreality rather than the old that now appears

dom natingly plausible to him he may be perfectly "sincere" in such a
procedure-subjectively, he is not telling lies about the past but
bringing it inline with the truth that, necessarily, enbraces both
present and past. This point, incidentally, is very inportant if one

wi shes to understand adequately the notives behind the historically
recurrent falsifications and forgeries of religious docunents. Persons,
too, particularly significant others, are reinterpreted in this fashion.
The latter now be~ conme unwilling actors in a drama whose neaning is
neces-
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALITY 161 sarily opaque to them and, not
surprisingly, they typically reject such an assignnent. This is the
reason prophets typically fare badly in their honetowns, and it is in
this context that one nmay understand Jesus' statenent that his followers
nmust | eave behind themtheir fathers and nothers. It is not difficult
now to propose a specific "prescription' for alternation into any
concei vable reality, however inplausible fromthe standpoint of the
outsider. It is possible to prescribe specific. procedures for, say,
convi ncing individuals that they can comunicate with beings from outer
space provided that and as long as they stay on a steady diet of raw
fish. W can leave it to the imgination of the reader, if he is so
inclined, reality. This reinterpretation brings about a rupture in the
subj ecti ve biography of the individual in ternms of "B.c.” and "A D.,"

" pr e- Damas-
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16z THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALI TY mai ntai ni ng consi st ency between
the earlier and later elenents of subjective reality. This problem not
present in this formin re-socialization, which ruptures the subjective
bi ography and reinterprets the past rather than correlating the present
with it, becones nore acute the closer secondary socialization gets to
re-socialization without actually beconming it. Re-socialization is a
cutting of the CGordian knot of the consistency problemby giving up the
guest for consistency and reconstructing reality de novo. The procedures
for maintaining consistency also involve a tinkering with the past, but
in a less radical manner-an approach dictated by the fact that in such
cases there is usually a continuing association with persons and groups
who were significant before. They continue to be around, are likely to
protest too fanciful reinterpretations, and nust thensel ves be convinced
t hat such transformati ons as have taken place are plausible. For

exanple, in the case of transformations occurring in conjunction with
social mobility, there are readymade interpretative schenmes that explain
what has happened to all concerned w thout positing a total

met anor phosi s of the individual concerned. Thus the parents of such an
upwardly nobile individual will accept certain changes in the latter's
deneanor and attitudes as a necessary, possibly even desirable,
acconpani ment of his new station in life. "OfF course,"” they will agree,
Irving has had to de-enphasize his Jew shness now that he has becone a
successful doctor in suburbia; "of course” he dresses and speaks
differently; "of course" he now votes Republican; "of course”" he married
a Vassar girl-and perhaps it will also becone a matter of course that he
only rarely comes to visit his parents. Such interpretative schenes,
which are ready-made in a society with high upward nobility and al ready
internalized by the individual before he hinself is actually nobile,

guar ant ee bi ographical continuity and snooth inconsistencies as they
arise.30 Simlar procedures take place in situations where
transformations are fairly radical but defined as tenporary in duration
-for exanple, in training for short-termmlitary service or in cases of
short-term hospitalization 81 Here the difference from ful
re-socialization is particularly easy to see-by conpari ng what happens
with training for career mlitary service
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALITY 16)3 or with the socialization of chronic
patients. In the former instances, consistency with the previous reality
and identity (existence as a civilian or as a healthy person) is already
posited by the assunption that one will eventually return to these.
Broadl y speaking, one nmay say that the procedures involved are of
opposite character. In re-socialization the past is reinterpreted to
conformto the present reality, with the tendency to retroject into the
past various el enents that were subjectively unavailable at the time. In
secondary socialization the present is interpreted so as to stand in a
conti nuous relationship with the past, with the tendency to mnimze
such transformati ons as have actually taken place. Put differently, the
reality-base for re-socialization is the present, for secondary

soci alization the past. 2. | NTERNALI ZATI ON AND SOCI AL STRUCTURE
Soci al i zati on always takes place in the context of a specific social
structure. blot only its contents but also its nmeasure of "success" have
soci al -structural conditions and social - structural consequences. In

ot her words, the micro-sociological or social-psychol ogi cal anal ysis of
phenonena of internalization nust always have as its background a

macr o- soci ol ogi cal understanding of their structural aspects 82 On the

| evel of theoretical analysis attenpted here we cannot enter into a
detail ed discussion of the different enpirical relationships between the
contents of socialization and social - structural configurations. 83 Sone
general observations nmay, however, be made on the social-structura
aspects of the "success " of socialization. By "successful

soci alization" we nmean the establishment of a high degree of symetry
bet ween obj ective and subjective reality (as well as identity, of
course). Conversely, "unsuccessful socialization" is to be understood in
ternms of asymmetry between objective and subjective reality. As we have
seen, totally successful socialization is anthropol ogically inpossible.
Total |y unsuccessful socialization is, at the very least, extrenely
rare, limted to cases of individuals with whom even nini nal

soci alization fails be-
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALI TY 167 special sons of the gods. At this
poi nt an individual assigned to the | eper category may di scover "hi dden
depths" within hinself. The question "Wio am 1?" becones possible sinply
because two conflicting answers are socially available-the crazy old
wonman's ("You are a |leper") and that of the colony's own socializing
personnel ("You are a son of god"). As the individual accords a
privileged status within his consciousness to the colony's definitions
of reality and of hinself , a rupture occurs between his "visible"
conduct in the larger comunity and his "invisible" self-identification
as soneone quite different. In other words, a cleavage appears between
"appearance" and "reality" in the individual's self- apprehension. He no
I onger is what he is supposed to be. He acts the | eper-he is a son of
god. If we are to push the exanple one step further, to the point when
this cl eavage becones known to the non-Ieprous commnity, it is not
difficult to see that the community's reality, too, will be affected by
this change. Mnimally, it will no | onger be so easy to recogni ze the
identity of those defined as | epers-one will no | onger be sure whether
an individual so defined identifies hinself in the same way or not.

Maxi mally, it will no | onger objectivation, lead to the establishnment of
explicit links between the significant themes that have their roots in
the several institutions. In this sense, the theoretical character of
synbolic universes is indubitable, no matter how unsystenatic or
illogical such a universe nay seemto an "unsynpat hetic" outsider.
However, one may and typically does live naively within a synbolic

uni verse. Wereas the establishnment of a synbolic universe presupposes
theoretical reflection on the part of sonmebody (to whomthe world or,
nore specifically, the institutional order appeared problematic),
everybody may "inhabit" that universe in a taken-for-granted attitude.
If the institutional order is to be taken for granted in its totality as
a meani ngful whole, it nmust be legitinmated by "placenent” in a synbolic
uni verse . But, other things being equal, this universe itself does not
require further legitimtion. To begin with, it was the institutional
order, not the synbolic universe, that appeared problenmatic and to
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the peer group is concerned, he concerned, he is ready for his first
serious test of courage by stealing an autonobile. It goes without

sayi ng that such situations are fraught with possibilities of internal
conflict and guilt. Presumably all nen, once socialized, are potential
"traitors to thensel ves." The internal problem of such "treason,"”
however , beconmes nuch nore conplicated if it entails the further
probl em of which "self" is being betrayed at any particul ar noment, a
probl em posited as soon as identification with different significant

ot hers includes different generalized others. The child is betraying his
parents as he prepares for the nysteries and his nurse as he trains for
kni ght hood, just as he betrays his peer group by being a "square" young
scholar and his parents by stealing an autonobile, with each betraya
concomtant with "treason to hinself" insofar as he has identified with
the two discrepant worlds. We have discussed the various options open to
himin our previous analysis of alternation , although it will be clear
that these options have a different subjective reality when they are
already internalized in prinmary socialization. It is safe to assune that
alternation renains a lifelong threat to whatever subjective reality
energes fromsuch conflict as the result of whatever options,
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALITY 171 a threat posited once and for all with
the introduction of the alternating possibility into prinmary
socialization itself. The possibility of "individualisnl (that is, of

i ndi vi dual choi ce between discrepant realities and identities) is
directly linked to the possibility of unsuccessful socialization. W
have argued that unsuccessful socialization opens up the gquestion of
"Who am |1 ?" In the social-structural context in which unsuccessf ul
soci al i zati on becones so recogni zed, the sanme question arises for the
successfully socialized individual by virtue of his reflection about the
unsuccessfully socialized. He will sooner or later encounter those with
"hi dden selves,"” the "traitors," those who have alternated or are

al ternating between discrepant worlds. By a kind of mrror effect the
guestion may conme to apply to hinself, first according to the fornula
"nere, but for the grace of God, go |I," eventually perhaps by the
fornmula "If they, why not I?" This opens a Pandora's box of
"individualistic" choices, which eventually becone generalized
regardl ess of whether one's biographical course was determ ned by the
"right" or the "wrong" choices. The "individualist" emerges as a
specific social type who has at |least the potential to migrate between a
nunber of avail able worlds and -who has deliberately and awarely
constructed a self out of the "material" provided by a nunber of

avail able identities. Athird inportant situation |leading to
unsuccessful socialization arises when there are di screpanci es between
primary and secondary socialization. The unity of prinmary socialization
is maintained, but in secondary socialization, alternative realities and
identities appear as subjective options. The options are, of course,
[imted by the social-structural context of the individual. For exanple,
he may want to becone a knight, but his social position nakes this a
foolish anbition. Wen secondary socialization has been differentiated
to the point where subjective disidentification fromone's "proper

pl ace" in society beconmes possible, and when at the sanme tine the social
structure does not permt the realization of the subjectively chosen
identity, an interesting devel opnment occurs. The subjectively chosen
identity beconmes a fantasy identity, objectified within the individual's
consci ousness as his "real self." It may be assuned that people al ways
have dreans of
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY If one is mndful of this dialectic
one can avoid the m sl eading notion of "collective identities" w thout
havi ng recourse to the uni queness, sub specie aeterntis, of individua
exi stence. 4u Specific historical social structures engender identity
types, which are recognizable in individual cases. In this sense one nay
assert that an Anerican has a different identity than a Frenchman, a New
Yorker than a M dwesterner , an executive than a hobo, and so forth. As
we have seen, orientation and conduct in everyday |life depend upon such
typifications. This nmeans that identity types can be observed in
everyday life and that assertions like the ones above can be verified-or
ref ut ed- by ordi nary nmen endowed with commobnsense. The Anerican who
doubts that the French are different can go to France and find out for
hinself. Cearly the status of such typifications is not conparable to
that of the constructs of the social sciences, nor does the verification
and refutation follow the canons of scientific method. W nust | eave
asi de the nethodol ogi cal problem of what the precise relationship is
bet ween everyday-life typifications and scientific constructs (a Puritan
knew hinself to be a Puritan and was recogni zed as one by, say,
Angl i cans without much deliberation; the social scientist, however, who
wi shes to check Max Wber's thesis about the Puritan ethic must follow
somewhat different and nore conpl ex procedures in order to "recognize"
the enpirical referents of the Whberian ideal type). The point of
interest in the present context is that identity types are "observabl e"
and "verifiable " in pretheoretical, and thus prescientific experience.
Identity is a phenonmenon that emerges fromthe dial ectic between
i ndi vidual and society. ldentity types, on the other hand, are soci al
products tout court, relatively stable el enents of objective socia
reality (the degree of stability being, of course, socially determ ned
inits turn). As such, they are the topic of sonme formof theorizing in
any society, even if they are stable and the formation of individual
identities is relatively unproblematic. Theories about identity are
al ways enbedded in a nore general interpretation of reality; they are
"built into" the synbolic universe and its theoretical |egitimations,
and vary with the character of the latter. ldentity renmains
unintelligible unless it is located in a world. Any
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALI TY 175 theorizing about: identity-and about
specific identity types- nust therefore occur within the franmework of
the theoretical interpretations within which it and they are |ocated. W
Wll return to this point presently. It should be stressed again that we
are here referring to theories about identity as a social phenonenon;
that is, without prejudice as to their acceptability to nodern science.
Indeed, we will refer to such theories as "psychol ogi es” and wil |l

i nclude any theory about identity that clainms to explain the enpirical
phenonenon in a conprehensive fashion, whether or not such an

expl anation is "valid" for the contenporary scientific discipline of
that nane. If theories about identity are always enbedded in the nore
conpr ehensi ve theories about reality, this nmust be understood in terns
of the logic underlying the latter. For exanple, a psychol ogy
interpreting certain enpirical phenonena as possession by denoni acal
beings has as its matrix a nythol ogical theory of the cosnbs, and it is
i nappropriate to interpret it in a non-nythol ogi cal franmework.
Simlarly, a psychology interpreting the sane phenonena in ternms of

el ectrical disturbances of the brain has as its background an overal
scientific theory of reality, both human and non-human, and derives its
consistency fromthe | ogic underlying this theory. Put sinply,

psychol ogy al ways presupposes cosnol ogy. This point can be well
illustrated by reference to the nmuch used psychiatric term
"reality-oriented."41 A psychiatrist trying to diagnose an individua
whose psychol ogi cal status is in doubt asks himquestions to determ ne
the degree of his "reality-orientedness.” This is quite logical; froma
psychiatric viewpoint there is obviously sonmething problematic about an
i ndi vi dual who does not know what day of the week it is or who readily
admts he has talked with departed spirits. Indeed , the term
"reality-oriented" itself can be useful in such a context. The
soci ol ogi st, however, has to ask the additional question, "Which
reality?" Incidentally, this addition is not irrelevant psychiatrically.
The psychiatrist will certainly take it into account, when an individua
does not know the day of the week, if he has just arrived by jet plane
from another continent. He may not know the day of the week sinply
because he is still "on another tine"-Calcutta tine, say, instead
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) THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY of Eastern Standard Tine. |If the
psychiatri st has any sensitivity to the socio-cultural context of
psychol ogi cal conditions he will also arrive at different diagnoses of
the individual who converses with the dead, depending on whether such an
i ndi vidual cones from say, New York City or fromrural Haiti. The

i ndi vidual could be "on another reality" in the same socially objective
sense that the previous one was "on another tine." In other words,
guestions of psychol ogi cal status cannot be deci ded w thout recognizing
the reality- definitions that are taken for granted in the social
situation of the individual. To put it nore sharply, psychol ogica
status is relative to the social definitions of reality in general and
is itself socially defined 42 The energence of psychol ogi es introduces a
further dialectical relationship between identity and society-the

rel ati onshi p between psychol ogi cal theory and those el enents of
subjective reality it purports to define and explain. The |level of such
t heori zi ng may, of course, vary greatly, as in the case of all
theoretical legitinmations. Wiat has been said previously about the

ori gins and phases of legitimting theories applies here with equal
validity, but with one not uninportant difference. Psychol ogi es pertain
to a dinension of reality that is of the greatest and nobst continuous
subj ective relevance for all individuals. Therefore the dialectic
between theory and reality affects the individual in a pal pably direct
and i ntensive manner. \Wen psychol ogi cal theories attain a high degree
of intellectual complexity they are likely to be adm ni stered by
personnel specially trained in this body of know edge. Watever the
soci al organi zation of these specialists may be, psychol ogical theories
re-enter everyday life by providing the interpretative schenes for

di sposi ng of problematic cases. Problens arising out of the dialectic
bet ween either subjective identity and social identity-assignnents, or
identity and its biological substratum (of which nore later), can be
classified according to theoretical categories-which is, of course, the
presupposition for any therapy. The psychol ogi cal theories then serve to
legitinate the identity-mai ntenance and identity-repair procedures
established in the society, providing the theoretical |inkage between
identity and world, as
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALITY 177 these are both socially defined and
subj ectively appropriated. Psychol ogical theories nay be enpirically
adequat e or inadequate , by which we do not nmean their adequacy in terns
of the procedural canons of enpirical science, but rather, as
interpretative schenmes applicable by the expert or the laynan to
enpirical phenonena in everyday life. For exanple, a psychol ogica

t heory positing denoni acal possession is unlikely to be adequate in
interpreting the identity problens of middle-class, Jewish intellectuals
in New York City. These people sinply do not have an identity capabl e of
produci ng phenonmena that could be so interpreted. The denons, if such
there are, seemto avoid them On the other hand, psychoanalysis is
unlikely to be adequate for the interpretation of identity problens in
rural Haiti, while some sort of Voudun psychol ogy m ght supply
interpretative schenes with a high degree of enpirical accuracy. The two
psychol ogi es denponstrate their enpirical adequacy by their applicability
in therapy, but neither thereby denonstrates the ontol ogical status of
its categories. Neither the Voudun gods nor |ibidinal energy nay exi st
outside the world defined in the respective social contexts. But in
these contexts they do exist by virtue of social definition and are
internalized as realities in the course of socialization. Rural Haitians
are possessed and New York intellectuals are neurotic. Possession and
neurosis are thus constituents of both objective and subjective reality
in these contexts. lbis reality is enpirically available in everyday
life. The respective psychol ogical theories are enpirically adequate in
preci sely the sane sense. The probl em of whether or how psychol ogi cal

t heories coul d be devel oped to transcend this socio-historical
relativity need not concern us here. Insofar as psychol ogical theories
are adequate in this sense, they are capable of enpirical verification.
Again, what is at issue is not verification in the scientific sense, but
testing in the experience of everyday social life. For exanple, it may
be proposed that individuals born on certain days of the nonth are
likely to be possessed, or that individuals with dom neering nothers are
likely to be neurotic. Such propositions are enpirically verifiable to
the extent that they belong to adequate theories, in the afore-nentioned
sense. Such verification nay be undertaken by participants as well as by
out si de
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a psychol ogy by definition pertains to identity, its internalization is
likely to be acconpanied by identification, hence is ipso facto likely
to be identity-fornmng. In this close nexus between internalization and
identification, psychological theories differ considerably from ot her
types of theory. Not surprisingly, since problens of unsuccessfu
socialization are nost conducive to this kind of theorizing,
psychol ogi cal theories are nore apt to have socializing effects. This is
not the sane thing as saying that psychol ogies are self-verifying. As we
have indicated, verification conmes by confronting psychol ogi cal theories
and psychological reality as enpirically avail able. Psychol ogi es produce
areality, which in turn serves as the basis for their verification. In
ot her words, we are dealing here with dialectics , not tautology.
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALI TY 17S The rural Haitian who internalizes
Voudun psychol ogy will beconme possessed as soon as he di scovers certain
wel | - defined signs. Simlarly, the New York intellectual who
internalizes Freudian psychology will beconme neurotic as soon as he
di agnoses certain well-known synptonms. Indeed, it is possible that,
given a certain biographical context, signs or synptons will be produced
by the individual hinmself. The Haitian will, in that case, produce not
synmpt ons of neurosis but signs of possession, while the New Yorker will
construct his neurosis in conformty with the recogni zed synpt onat ol ogy
This has nothing to do with "mass hysteria,” nuch less with
mal i ngering, but with the inprint of societal identity types upon the
i ndi vi dual subjective reality of ordinary people with combnsense. The
degree of identification will vary with the conditions of
internalization, as previously discussed, depending, for instance, on
whether it takes place in primary or secondary socialization. The soci al
establ i shment of a psychology , which also entails the accordance of
certain social roles to the personnel administering the theory and its

t herapeutic application, will naturally depend upon a variety of
soci o-historical circunstances 4s But the nore socially established it
becones, the nore abundant will be the phenonena it serves to interpret.

If we posit the possibility that certain psychol ogi es conme to be
adequate in the course of a realizing process, we inply the question of
why as-yet-inadequate theories (as they would have to be in the earlier
stages of this process) arise in the Irst place. Put nore sinply, why
shoul d one psychol ogy rel ace another in history? The general answer is
that such range occurs when identity appears as a problem for what- er
reasons. The problem nmay arise out of the dialectic of rchol ogical
reality and social structure. Radical changes in social structure (such
as, for instance, the changes zght about by the Industrial Revol ution)
may result in bmtant changes in the psychol ogical reality. In that
case, psychol ogical theories nay arise because the old ones no r
adequately explain the enpirical phenonena at hand. izing about identity
will then seek to take cogni zance transformati ons of identity that have
actually occurred, 11 be itself transformed in the process. On the -°
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same tine. The continuing coexistence of man's aninmality and his
sociality may be profitably observed at any conversation over dinner. It
is possible to speak of a dialectic between nature and soCiety .44 This
dialectic is given in the human condition and nmanifests itself anew in
each hunman individual. For the individual , of course, it unfolds itself
in an already structured socio-historical situation. There is an ongoi ng
di al ectic, which comes into being with the very first phases of
soci al i zati on and continues to unfold throughout the individual's

exi stence in society, between each human animal and its soci o-historical
situation. Externally, it is a dialectic between the individual's

bi ol ogi cal substratum and his socially produced identity. In the
external aspect, it is still possible to say that the organi smposits
[imts to what is socially possible. As English ..ERR COD: 1.
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technol ogi cal arrangenents ). Social order is not part of the "nature of
things," and it cannot be derived fromthe "l aws of nature."14 Soci al
order exists only as a product of human activity. No other ontol ogical
status nay be ascribed to it w thout hopel essly obfuscating its
enpirical manifestations. Both in its genesis (social order is the
result of past human activity) and its existence in any instant of tine
(social order exists only and insofar as human activity continues to
produce it) it is a human product. VWhile the social products of human
externalization have a character sui generic as against both their
organi smc and their environnental context, it is inportant to stress
that externalization as such is an anthropol ogi cal necessity.15 Human
being is inpossible in a closed sphere of quiescent interiority . Human
bei ng nust ongoingly externalize itself in activity. This

ant hr opol ogi cal necessity is grounded in man's biol ogi cal equi pnent. le
The inherent instability of the human organi sm makes it inperative that
man hi nsel f provide a stable environnent for his conduct. Man hinsel f
nmust specialize and direct his drives. These biol ogical facts serve as a
necessary presupposition for the production of social order. In other
wor ds, although no existing social order can be derived from biol ogi cal
data, the necessity for social order as sucli stems fromman's

bi ol ogi cal equi pnment. To understand the causes, other than those posited
by the biol ogical constants, for the energence, maintenance and

transm ssion of a social order one nust undertake an anal ysis that
eventuates in a theory of institutionalization.



Page 183

one inquires into the ways in which the individual, in his total social
activity, relates to the collectivity in question. Such an inquiry wll,
of necessity, be an exercise in role analysis 42 e. Scope and Mddes of
Institutionalization So far we have di scussed institutionalization in
terms of essential features that may be taken as soci ol ogi cal constants.
Cbviously we cannot in this treatise give even an overvi ew of the

countl ess variations in the historical manifestations and conbi nations
of these constants-a task that could be achieved only by witing a

uni versal history fromthe point of view of sociological theory. There
are, however, a nunber of historical variations in the character of
institutions that are so inmportant for concrete sociol ogical anal yses
that they should be at least briefly discussed. Qur focus will, of
course, continue to be on the relationship between institutions and
know edge. I n investigating; any concrete institutional order, one may
ask the follow ng question: What is the scope of institutionalization
within the totality of social actions in a given collectivity? In other
words, is the scope of institutionalization within the totality of
social actions in a given collectivity? In other words, how |large is the
sector of institutionalized activity as conpared with the sector that is
left uninstitutionalized?43 Clearly there is historical variability in
this matter, with different societies allowing nore or |ess roomfor

uni nstitutionalized actions. An inportant general
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CONCLUSI ON 187 nerely heuristic status, it all too frequently ends by
confusing its own conceptualizations with the aws of the universe. In
contrast to sone of the dom nant fashions of theorizing in contenporary,
soci ol ogy, the ideas we have tried to devel op posit neither an

ahi storical "social system nor an ahistorical "human nature."” The
approach we have enpl oyed here is both non-sociol ogistic and

non- psychol ogi stic. W cannot agree that sociology has as its object the
al | eged "dynam cs" of social and psychol ogi cal "systens," placed post
hoc into a dubious relationship (incidentally, the intellectual
itinerary of these two ternms is worthy of ase study in the enpirical
soci ol ogy of knowl edge). The insight into the dialectic between soci al
reality and individual existence in history is by no neans new. It was,
of course, nost powerfully introduced into nodern social thought by
Mar x. What is needed, however, is to bring to bear a dialectical
perspective upon the theoretical orientation of the social sciences.
Needl ess to say, we do not have in mind sonme doctrinaire: introduction
of Marxi an ideas into sociological theory. Nor is there any point in the
nere assertion that the afore-mentioned dialectic, in fact and
generally, does exist. What is needed is to proceed from such an
assertion to a specification of the dialectical processes in a
conceptual franework that is congruent with the great traditions of
soci ol ogi cal thought. Mere rhetoric about dialectics, such as is
commonly engaged in by doctrinaire Marxi sts, nust appear to the
soci ol ogi st as just another form of obscurantism And yet we are
convinced that only an understandi ng of what Marcel Mauss called the
"total social fact" will protect the sociol ogi st against the distortive
reifications of both sociologismand psychologicm It is against the
background of an intellectual situation in which this double danger is
very real that we wi sh our treatise to be understood. Qur undertaking
has been theoretical. Yet theory, in any enpirical discipline, nust be
relevant in a double fashion to the "data" defined as pertinent to that
discipline. It nmust be congruent with them and it nust be geared to
further enpirical inquiry. There is a vast area of enpirical problens
that opens up for the sociol ogy of know edge. This is not the place to
provi de a catal ogue of what we consider to be the
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CONCLUSI ON 189 the sane, we do, not underestinmate the nerit of
"positivism" broadly understood, in redefining the canons of enpirical

i nvestigation for the social sciences. The sociol ogy of know edge

under stands human reality as socially constructed reality. Since the
constitution of reality has traditionally been a central problem of

phi | osophy, this understandi ng has certain philosophical inplications.

I nsofar as there has been a strong tendency for this problem wth all
the questions it involves, to becone trivialized in contenporary

phi | osophy, the sociologist may find hinself, to his surprise perhaps,
the inheritor of philosophical questions that the professional

phi | osophers are no |onger interested in considering . In various
sections of this treatise, especially in the analysis of the foundations
of know edge in everyday life and in the discussion of objectivation and
institutionalization in relation to the biological presuppositions of
human exi stence, we have given sone indication of the contributions
soci ol ogi caDy oriented thought nay nmake to phil osophi cal anthropol ogp .
In sum our concteption of the sociology of know edge inplies a specific

conception of sociology in general. It does not inply that sociology is
not a science, that its methods should be other than enpirical, or that
it cannot be "value-free." It does inply that sociology takes its place

in the conpany of the sciences that deal with nman as man; that it is, in
-that specific sense, a humanistic discipline. An inportant consequence
of this conception is that ..ERR COD: 1.
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Noi es | TTRODUCTI ON: TE[ E PROBLEM OF THE SOCI OLOGY OF KNOALEDGE 1. C f
Max Scheler, Die Wssensformen und die Gesellscha f t (Bern, Francke,
1960). This volune of essays, first published in 1925, contains the
basic formul ati on of the sociol ogy of knowl edge in an essay entitled
"Probl ene einer Soziologie des Wssens," which was originally published
a year earlier. 2. Cf. WIhel mWndel band and Hei nz Hei nsoet h, Lehrbuch
der Geschichte der Phil osophie (Tgen, Mhr, o), pp. ff- 3- C. Albert
Sal omon, I n Praise of Enlightennent (New York, Meridian Books, 1963);
Hans Barth, Wahrheit und |deol ogie (Zurich, Manesse, 1945); Werner
Stark, The Sociol ogy of Know edge (Chicago, Free Press of d encoe,
1958). PP- 46 ff.; Kurt Lenk (ed.), |deol ogie (Neuw ed/ Rhein
Luchterhand, 1961), pp. 13 ff. 4- Pens v. 294- 5. Cf. Karl Marx, D e

Fr hriften (Stuttgart, Kr6ner, 1953) e Economi c and Phil osophi cal
Manuscripts of 1844 will be found on pp. 225 ff. 6. On Marx's

Unt er bau/ Ueber bau scheme, cf. Karl Kautsky, "Ver- hnis von Unterbau und
Ueberbau," in Iring Fetscher (ed.) , Der Marxisnus (Minich, Piper

1962), pp. 160 ff.; Antonio Labriola, "Die Vermttlung zw schen Basis
und Ueberbau," ibid., pp. 167 ff.; Jean-Yves Calvez, La pensde Karl
Marx (Paris, Editions du Seud, 1956), pp. 424 ff. The nopbst inportant
twentieth-century reformulation of the problemis that by Gy6rgy Luk,
in his Geschichte und Kl assenbewusstsein (Berlin, 1923), today nore
readily accessible in the French translation, Hi stoire et conscience de
close (Paris, Editions de Mnuit, 1g,60). Luk' understanding of Marx's
concept of dialectics is all the nore remarkable as it antedated by

al nost a decade the redi scovery of the Econom ¢ and Phil osophica
Manuscripts o f 1844- 7. The nost inportant works of Nietzsches for the
soci ol ogy of know edge are The Geneal ogy of Morals and The WII to
Power. For secondary discussions, cf. Walter A Kaufmann, N etzsche (New
York, Meridian Books, 1956); Karl L6with, From Hegel to N etzsche
(English transl ati on-New York, Holt, Rinehart and Wnston, 1964).
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1955;); George B. de Huszar (ed.), The Intellectuals (New York, Free
Press of dencoe, 1960) . 91. On ultimate legitimtions strengthening
institutional "inertia" (Sinmel's "faithful ness"), conpare both Durkhei m
and Pareto. 92. It is precisely at this point that any functionali st
interpretation of institutions is weakest, tending to | ook for
practicalities that are not in fact existing. 93. On the

Brahman/ Kshatriya conflict, conpare Whber's work on the soci ol ogy of
religion in India. 94. On the social validation of propositions that are
hard to
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NOTES 193 14. Cf. Merton, op. cit., PP- 439 ff- 15. Cf. Talcott Parsons,
"An Approach to the Sociol ogy of Know edge," Transactions of the Fourth
Worl d Congress of Sociology (Louvain, International Sociol ogical

Associ ation, .1959), Vol. |V, pp. 25 ff.; "CQulture and the Soci al
System " in Parsons et al. (eds.), Theories of Society (New York, Free
Press, x96.1 ), Vol. |1, pp- 963 ff. 16. Cf. Talcott Parsons, The Soci al
System (G encoe, 1l1., Free Press, 1951). PP- 326 ff. 17. Cf. C Wi ght
MIls, Power, Politics and People (New York, Ballantine Books, 1963),
PP- 453 ff- 18. C. Theodor GCeiger, l|deologie und Wahrheit (Stuttgart,
Hunbol dt, 1953);; Arbeiten zur Soziol ogi e (Neuw ed/ Rhei n, Luchterhand
1962), pp. 412 ff. 19. Cf. Ernst Topitsch, Vom U sprung und Ende der

Met aphysi k (Vienna, Springer, 1958); Sozial phil osophie zw schen

| deol ogi e und W ssenschaft (Neuw ed/ Rhein, Luchterhand, 1961). An

i mportant influence on Topitsch is the Kel sen school of |ega
positivism For the inplications of the |atter for the sociol ogy of
know edge, cf. Hans Kel sen, Aufsdtze zur |deol ogiekritik (Neuw ed/ Rhein
Luchterhand, 1964). 20. Cf. Daniel Bell, The End of |deol ogy (New York
Free Press of d encoe, 1960); Kurt Lenk (ed.), Ideologie; Norman

Bi rnbaum (ed.), The Soci ol ogi cal Study of |deology (Oxford, Blackwell,
1962). 21. Cf. Stark, op. cit. 22. Alfred Schutz, Collected Papers, Vol
I (The Hague, Nijhoff, 1962), p. 149. Italics ours. 23. lbid., Vol. 11
(1964), p. 121. 24. For discussions of the inplications of Durkheimn an
soci ol ogy for the sociology of know edge, cf. Gerard L. De&x 6, Society
and | deol ogy (New York, Columbia University Bookstore, 1943) - 54 ff.;
Merton, op. cit.; Georges Gurvitch, "Probl s de |a sociologie de |la
connai ssance,"” Trait e sociologie (Paris, Presses Universitaires de

France, 1g6o0), Vol. Il, pp. 103 fE. 25. The cl osest approach, to our
know edge, of synbolic- interactionismto the problens of the sociol ogy
of know edge may be found in Tanotsu Shi butani, "Reference G oups and
Social Control ," in Arnold Rose (ed.), Human Behavi or and Soci a

Processes (Boston, Houghton Mfflin, 1962), pp. 128 ff. The failure to
nmake the connection between Meadi an social psychol ogy and the soci ol ogy
of know edge, on the part of the symbolic-interactionists, is of course
related to the limted "diffusion" of the sociol ogy of know edge in
Anerica, but its nore inportant theoretical foundation is to be
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY sought in the fact that both Mead
hinself and his later followers did not devel op an adequate concept of
social structure. Precisely for this reason, we think, is the
integration of the Meadi an and Dur khei m an approaches so very inportant.
It may be observed here that, just as the indifference to the sociol ogy
of know edge on the part of Anerican social psychol ogists has prevented
the latter fromrelating their perspectives to a macro-sociol ogi ca
theory, so is the total ignorance of Mead a severe theoretical defect of
neo- Mar xi st soci al thought in Europe today. There is considerable irony
in the fact that, of late, neo-Mrxist theoreticians have been seeking a
iaison with Freudi an psychol ogy (which is fundanentally inconpatible
wi th the ant hropol ogi cal presuppositions of Marxism, conpletely
oblivious of the existence of a Meadian theory of the dialectic between
soci ety and the individual that woul d be i measurably nore congenial to
their own approach. For a recent exanple of this ironic phenonenon, cf.
Ceorges Lapassade, L'entr dons la vie (Paris, Editions de Mnuit, 1963),
an otherw se highly suggestive book that, as it were, cries out for Mead
on every page. The same irony, albeit in a different context of
intellectual segregation, pertains to the recent Anerican efforts for a
rapprochenent between Marxi sm and Freudi ani sm One European soci ol ogi st
who has drawn heavily and successfully upon Mead and the Meadi an
tradition in the construction of sociological theory is Friedrich
Tenbruck. Cf. his Geschichte and CGesel lschaft (Habilitationsschrift |,
Uni versity of Freiburg, to be published shortly), especially the section
entitled "Realit " In a different systenmatic context than ours, but in a
manner quite congenial to our own approach to the Meadi an probl ematic,
Tenbruck discusses the social origin of reality and the
soci al -structural bases for the mmintenance of reality. 26. Talcott
Parsons, The Structure of Social Action (Chicago, Free Press, 1949), P-
v- z7. Emile Durkheim The Rules of Sociological Method (Chicago , Free
Press, 1950), p. 14- 28, Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Econom c
Organi zation (New York, Oxford University Press, 1947), p. 101. |. THE
FOUNDATI ONS OF KNOWLEDGE | N EVERYDAY LIFE 1. This entire section of our
treatise is based on Alfred Schutz and Thomas Luckmann, Di e Strukturen
der Lebenswelt, now being prepared for publication. In view of this, we
have refrained from providing individual references to the places in
Schut z' s published work where the same problens are di scussed. Qur
argunment here is based on Schutz, as devel oped by Lucknmann in the
af ore-mentioned work, in toto. The reader wi shing to acquai nt hinself
with Schutz's
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"extrauterine Fr hr." 6. The term"significant others" is taken from
Mead. For Mead's theory of the ontogenesis of the self, cf. his Mnd,
Sel f and Soci ety (Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1934). A useful
conpendi um of Mead's witings is Anselm Strauss (ed.), CGeorge Herbert
Mead on Social Psychol ogy (Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1964).
For a suggestive secondary di scussion, cf. Maurice Natanson, The Soci al
Dynam cs of CGeorge H Mead (Washington, Public Affairs Press, X956). 7.
There is a fundanental dichotony between the conception of man as a

sel f-produci ng being and a conception of "human nature."”
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NOTES 197 soci ol ogi que. The :anthropol ogi cal necessity of
externalization was devel oped by both Hegel and Marx. 16. The bi ol ogi cal
foundati on of externalization and its relationship to the enmergence of
institutions was devel oped by Gehlen. 17- The term "' stock of know edge”
is taken from Schutz. 18. Gehlen refers to this point in his concepts of
Triebschuss and Entlastung. iq. Gehlen refers to this point in his
concept of Hintergrundserf ng. 20. The concept of the definition of the
situation was formed by W 1. Thomas and devel oped t hroughout his
soci ol ogi cal work. 21. We are aware of the fact that this concept of
institution is broader than the prevailing one in contenporary
soci ol ogy. W think that such a broader concept is useful for a

conpr ehensi ve anal ysi s of basic social processes. On social control, cf.
Friedrich Tenbruck , "Soziale Kontrolle," Staatslexikon der
Coerres-Gesellscha f t (x962), and Heinrich Popitz, "Soziale Nornen,"
Eur opean Journal of Sociology. 22. The tern "taking the role of the
other" is taken from Mead. W are here taking Mead' s paradi gm of

soci alization and applying it to the broader problem of
institutionalization. The argunment conbi nes key features of both Mead' s
and Gehl en's approaches. 23, Sinmel's analysis of the expansion fromthe
dyad to the triad is inportant in this connection. The foll ow ng
argunment conbi nes Simrers and Durkheimi's conceptions of the objectivity
of social reality. 24. In Durkheims terns this neans that, with the
expansion of the dyad into a triad and beyond, the original formations
become genuine "social facts,” that is, they attain chos 25. Jean
Piaget's concept of infantile "realisnt nay be conpared here. 26. For an
anal ysis of this process in the contenporary famly, cf. Peter L. Berger
and Hansfried Kellner, "Marriage and the Construction of Reality,"

Di ogenes 46 (1964), 1 ff. 27. The precedi ng description closely follows
Dur khei m s anal ysis of social reality. This does not contradict the
Weberi an conception of the nmeani ngful character of society. Since social
reality always originates in neaningful hunman actions, it continues to
carry meaning even if it is opaque to the individual at a given tine.
The original may be reconstructed, precisely by nmeans of what Wber

call ed Verstehen. 28. The term "objectivation" is derived fromthe
Hegel i an/ Marxi an Versachlichung. 29. Contenporary American soci ol ogy
tends towards | eaving out
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 57 common?z Wile this reciprocal
typification is not yet institutionalization (since, there only being
two individuals, there is no possibility of a typology of actors), it is
clear that institutionalization is already present in nucleo. At this
stage one may ask what gains accrue to the two individuals fromthis
devel opnent. The nobst inmportant gain is that each will be able to
predict the other's actions. Concomtantly , the interaction of both
becones predictable. The "There he goes agai n" becones a "There we go
again." This relieves both individuals of a considerabl e anpbunt of
tension. They save tine and effort, not only in whatever external tasks
they nmight be engaged in separately or jointly, but in terns of their
respective psychol ogi cal econonmies. Their |life together is now defined
by a wi dening sphere of taken-for- granted routines. Many actions are
possible on a low |l evel of attention. Each action of one is no |onger a
source of astoni shnent and potential danger to the other. Instead, nuch
of what goes on takes on the triviality of what, to both, will be
everyday life. This neans that the two individuals are constructing a
background, in the sense di scussed before, which will serve to stabilize
both their separate actions and their interaction. The construction of
this background of routine in turn nmakes possible a division of |abor
bet ween them opening the wary for innovations, which demand a hi gher

| evel of attention. The division of |abor and the innovations will |ead
to new habitualizations, further w dening the background common to both
i ndividuals. In other words, a social world will be in process of

construction, containing within it the roots of an expandi ng
institutional order. Generally, all actions repeated once or nore tend
to be habitualized to sone degree, just as all actions once or nore tend
to be habitualized to sone degree, just as all actions observed by

anot her necessarily involve sonme typification on his part. However, for
the kind of reciprocal typification just described to occur there nust
be a continuing social situation in which the habitualized actions of
two or nore individuals interlock. Wich actions are likely to be
reciprocally typified in this manner? The general answer is, those
actions that are relevant to both A and B within their conmon situation.
The areas likely to be relevant in this way will, of course, vary in

di fferent
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY 54. Wber repeatedly refers to
various collectivities as "carriers" (Trr) of what we have called here
subuni verses of neaning, especially in his conparative sociol ogy of
religion. The analysis of this phenonenon is, of course, related to
Mar x' s Unt er bau/ Ueber bau schenme. 55. The pluralistic conpetition between
subuni verses of meaning is one of the nost inportant problens for an
enpirical sociology of know edge of contenporary society. W have dealt
with this problemel sewhere in our work in the sociology of religion,
but see no point in devel oping an analysis of this in the present
treatise. 56. This proposition can be put into Marxian terns by saying
that there is a dialectical relationship between substructure (Unterbau)
and superstructure (Ueberbau)-a Marxian insight that has been widely
lost in main-line Marxismuntil very recently. The problem of the
possibility of socially detached know edge has, of course, been a
central one for the sociology of know edge as defined by Schel er and
Mannheim We are not giving it such a central place for reasons inherent
in our general theoretical approach. The inportant point for a
t heoretical sociology of know edge is the dialectic between know edge
and its social base. Questions such as Mannheinls concerning the
"unattached intelligentsia" are applications of the sociol ogy of
know edge to concrete historical and enpirical phenonmena. Propositions
about these will have to be nade on a |level of rmuch | esser theoretica
generality than interests us here. Questions concerning the autonony of
soci al -scientific know edge, on the other hand, should be negotiated in
the context of the nethodol ogy of the social sciences. This area we have
excluded in our definition of the scope of the sociol ogy of know edge,
for theoretical reasons stated in our introduction . 57- This is the
phenonmenon commonly called "cultural lag" in American sociol ogy since
Qgburn. W have avoided this term because of its evolutionistic and
inmplicitly evaluative connotation. 58. Reification (Verdlichung) is an
i mportant Marxian concept, particularly in the anthropol ogical
consi derations of the Friihschri f ten, then developed in ternms of the
"fetishismof conmodities" in Das Kapital. For nore recent devel opnents
of the concept in Marxist theory, cf. Gy Luk, Histoire et conscience
de classe, pp. iog ff.; Lucien Gol dmann, Recherches dial ectiques (Pari s,
Gl limrd, 1959), pp. 64 ff.; Joseph Gabel, La fausse conscience (Paris,
Editions de Mnuit, 1962), and Forner der Entfrendung (Frankfurt,

Fi scher , 1964). For an extensive discussion of the applicability of the
concept within a non-doctrinaire sociol ogy of know edge, cf. Peter L.
Berger and Stanley Puil berg, "Reification and the Sociological Critique
of Consciousness,"” Hi story and Theory IV: 2, 198 ff. (1965)
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THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY and their relationship to each
other, and Sartre's concept of "totalization ," have been very rel evant
for our argunment at this point. 70. The term "margi nal situation”
(Grenzsituation) was coined by Karl Jaspers. W are using the ternin a
manner quite different from Jaspers'. 72- Qur argument here is
i nfl uenced by Durkheim s anal ysis of anome. W are nore interested,

t hough, in the nomic rather than the anom c processes in society. 72.
The paramount status of everyday reality was anal yzed by Schutz. Cf
especially the article "On Multiple Realities," Collected Papers, Vol.
I, pp. 207 ff. 73. The precariousness of subjective identity is already
implied in Mead's analysis of the genesis of the self. For devel opnents
of this analysis, cf. Anselm Strauss, Mrrors and Masks (New York, Free
Press of dencoe, x959); Erving Goffman, The Presentation of Self in
Everyday Life (Garden City, N Y., Doubl eday- Anchor, x959). 74.

Hei degger gives the nost el aborate analysis in recent philosophy of
death as the margi nal situation par excellence. Schutz's concept of the
"fundamental anxiety" refers to the same phenonenon. Malinowski's

anal ysis of the social function of funerary cerenonialismis also
relevant at this point. 75- The use of certain perspectives on "anxiety"
(Angst) devel oped by existential philosophy nakes it possible to place
Dur khei mi s anal ysis of anom e in a broader anthropol ogi cal frane of
reference. 76. Cf. Ldvi-Strauss, op. cit. 77. On collective nenory, cf.
Mauri ce Hal bwachs, Les cadres sociaux de la mire (Paris, Presses

Uni versitaires de France, x952). Hal bwachs al so devel oped his
sociological theory of menory in La mire collective (1950) and in La

t opographi e | ndaire des Evangiles en Terre Sainte (1941)- 78- The
concepts of "predecessors" and "successors" are derived from Schutz. 79.
The conception of the transcending character of society was especially
devel oped by Durkheim 8o. The conception of "projection" was first
devel oped by Feuerbach , then, albeit in greatly different directions,
by Marx, N etzsche, and Freud. 81. Conpare again Wber's concept of
"carrier" (Trdger). 82. The anal yses of "culture contact" in
contenporary Anmerican cul tural anthropol ogy are relevant here. 83.
Compare the concept of "culture shock” in contenporary American cultura
ant hr opol ogy. 84. Marx devel oped in considerable detail the relationship
bet ween naterial power and "conceptual success." Cf. the well-known
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NOTES 203 fornulation of this in The German | deol ogy: "Di e Gedanken der
herrschenden Kl asse sind in jeder Epoche die herrschenden Gedanken "
(Friihschriften, Kré6ner edition, p- 373)- 85. Pareto cones closest to
the witing of a history of thought in sociological terns, which nakes
Pareto inportant for the sociol ogy of know edge regardl ess of
reservations one may have about his theoretical frane of reference.
Brigitte Berger, Vilfredo Pareto and the Soci ol ogy of Know edge
(unpubl i shed doctoral dissertation, Neat School for Social Research,
1964)- 86. This may be rem ni scent of Auguste Conte's 'law of the three
stages." W cannot accept this, of course, but it may still be useful in
suggesting that consci ousness devel ops in historically recognizable
stages, though they cannot be conceived of in Conte's manner. Qur own
understanding of this is closer to the Hegelian/ Mandan approach to the
historicity of human thought. 87. Both L-Bruhl and Piaget suggest that
myt hol ogy constitutes a necessary stage in the devel opnent of thought.
For a suggestive discussion ol, : the biological roots of
nmyt hol ogi cal / magi cal thought, cf. Arnold Gehlen, Studien zur
Ant hr opol ogi e and Sozi ol ogi e (Neuwi ed/ Rhcei n, Luchterhand, x963), pp. 79
ff. 88. Qur conception of nythol ogy here is influenced by the work of
Cerardus van der Leeuw, Mrcea Eliade and Rudolf Bul tmann. 89. On the
continuity between social and cosnic orders in nythol ogi cal
consci ousness, conpare again the work of Eliade and Voegelin. 90. It
will be clear fromour theoretical presuppositions that we cannot here
go in any detail into the questions of the "sociology of intellectuals."
In addition to Mannheim s inportant work in this area (to be found
especially in Ideology and Utopia and Essays on the Soci ol ogy of
Culture), cf. Florian Znani ecki, The Social Role of the Man of Know edge
(New York, Colunbia University Press, 1940); Theodor Geiger, Aufgaben
and Stellung der Intelligenz in der Gesellsehaft (Stuttgart, 1949);
Raynmond Aron, L'opiumdes intellectuels (Paris, 1955;); George B. de
Huszar (ed.), The Intellectuals (New York, Free Press of d encoe, 1960)
91. On ultimate legitimtions strengthening institutional "inertia"
(Simel's "faithful ness"), conpare both Durkheimand Pareto. 92. It is
precisely at this point that any functionalist interpretation of
institutions is weakest, tending to |l ook for practicalities that are not
in fact existing. 93. On the Brahman/ Kshatriya conflict, conpare Wber's
work on the sociology of religionin India. 94. On the social validation
of propositions that are hard to
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NOTES 205 I11. socl ETY AS SIDJECTIVE REALITY 1. Qur conception of
"understanding the other" is derived fromboth Wber and Schutz. 21. CQur
definitions of socialization and its two subtypes closely follow current
usage in the social sciences. W have only adapted the wording to
conformto our overall theoretical framework. 3. Qur description here,
of course, leans heavily on the Meadi an theory of socialization. 4. The
concept of "nediation" is derived from Sartre, who |acks, however, an
adequat e theory of socialization. 5. The affective di nension of early

| earni ng has been especially enmphasi zed by Freudi an child psychol ogy,

al t hough there are various findings of behavioristic |learning theory
that would tend to confirmthis. W do not inply acceptance of the

t heoretical presuppositions of either psychol ogi cal school in our
argunment here. 6. Qur conception of the reflected character of the self
is derived fromboth Cooley and Mead. Its roots may be found in the

anal ysis of the "social self" by WIIliamJames (Principles of

Psychol ogy). 7. Although this could not be devel oped here, enough nay
have been said to indicate the possibility of a genuinely dialectical
soci al psychol ogy. The bitter would be equally inportant for

phi | osophi cal ant hropol ogy as for sociology. As far as the latter is
concerned, such a social psychology (fundanentally Meadian in
orientation, but with the addition of inportant elenents from ot her
streans of social- scientific thought) would nmake it unnecessary to seek
theoretically untenable alliance;: with either Freudian or behavioristic
psychol ogism. 8. On nonenclature, cf. Caude L-Strauss, La

pens sauvage, PP- 21553 ff. 9. The concept of the "generalized other" is
used here in a fully Meadi an sense. |o. Conpare CGeorg Simel on the

sel f - apprehensi on of man as both inside and outside society. Plessnel's
concept of "eccentricity" is again relevant here. 11. Conpare Piaget on
the massive reality of the child' s world 121. Conpare L-Bruhl on the
phyl ogenetic anal ogue to Piaget's infantile "realism" 13. Cf. Philippe
Arf Centuries of Childhood (New York, Knopf, 1962). 14. Conpare here

t he cul tural -ant hropol ogi cal anal yses of "rites of passage" connected
with puberty. 15. The concept of "role distance" is devel oped by Erving
Coffrman , particularly in Asyluns (Garden City, N. Y., Doubl eday-
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206 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALM Anchor, x961). Qur anal ysis
suggests that such distance is only possible with regard to realities
internalized in secondary socialization. If it extends to the realities
internalized in primary socialization, we are in the domain of what
Arreri can psychiatry calls "psychopathy,” which inplies a deficient
formation of identity. A very interesting farther point suggested by our
anal ysi s concerns the structural limts within which a "Gof fmani an
nodel " of social interaction may be viable-to wit, societies so
structured that decisive elenents of objectivated reality are

i nternalized-in-secondary socialization processes. This consideration
incidentally, should nake us careful not to equate Coffnan's "nodel"
(which is very useful, let it be added, for the analysis of just
described to occur there nust be a continuing social situation in which
the habitualized actions of two or nore individuals interlock. Wich
actions are likely to be reciprocally typified in this manner? The
general answer is, those actions that are relevant to both A and B
within their conmon situation. The areas likely to be relevant in this
way will, of course, vary in different
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NOTES 193 14. Cf. Merton, op. cit., PP- 439 ff- 15. Cf. Talcott Parsons,
"An Approach to the Sociol ogy of Know edge," Transactions of the Fourth
Worl d Congress of Sociology (Louvain, International Sociol ogical

Associ ation, .1959), Vol. |V, pp. 25 ff.; "CQulture and the Soci al
System " in Parsons et al. (eds.), Theories of Society (New York, Free
Press, x96.1 ), Vol. |1, pp- 963 ff. 16. Cf. Talcott Parsons, The Soci al
System (G encoe, 1l1., Free Press, 1951). PP- 326 ff. 17. Cf. C Wi ght
MIls, Power, Politics and People (New York, Ballantine Books, 1963),
PP- 453 ff- 18. C. Theodor GCeiger, l|deologie und Wahrheit (Stuttgart,
Hunbol dt, 1953);; Arbeiten zur Soziol ogi e (Neuw ed/ Rhei n, Luchterhand
1962), pp. 412 ff. 19. Cf. Ernst Topitsch, Vom U sprung und Ende der

Met aphysi k (Vienna, Springer, 1958); Sozial phil osophie zw schen

| deol ogi e und W ssenschaft (Neuw ed/ Rhein, Luchterhand, 1961). An

i mportant influence on Topitsch is the Kel sen school of |ega

positivism For the inplications of the |atter for the sociol ogy of
know edge, cf. Hans Kel sen, Aufsdtze zur |deol ogiekritik (Neuw ed/ Rhein
Luchterhand, 1964). 20. Cf. Daniel Bell, The End of |deol ogy (New York
Free Press of d encoe, 1960); Kurt Lenk (ed.), Ideologie; Norman

Bi rnbaum (ed.), The Soci ol ogi cal Study of |deology (Oxford, Blackwell,
1962). 21. Cf. Stark, op. cit. 22. Alfred Schutz, Collected Papers, Vol
I (The Hague, Nijhoff, 1962), p. 149. Italics ours. 23. lbid., Vol. 11
(1964), p. 121. 24. For discussions of the inplications of Durkheimn an
soci ol ogy for the sociology of know edge, cf. Gerard L. De&x 6, Society
and | deol ogy (New York, Columbia University Bookstore, 1943) - 54 ff.;
Merton, op. cit.; Georges Gurvitch, "Probl s de |a sociologie de |la
connai ssance,"” Trait e sociologie (Paris, Presses Universitaires de
France, 1g6o0), Vol. Il, pp. 103 fE. 25. The cl osest approach, to our
know edge, of synbolic- interactionismto the problens of the sociol ogy
of know edge may be found in Rose (ed.), Human Behavi or and Soci a
.Processes. 32. Qur argunent inplies the necessity of a

macr o- soci ol ogi cal background for anal yses of internalization, that is,
of an understandi ng of the social structure within which internalization
occurs. American social psychology today is greatly weakened by the fact
that such a background is widely lacking. 33- Cf. Gerth and MIIls, op
cit. Also cf. Tenbcuck, op. cit., who assigns a pronminent place to the
structural bases of personality in his typology of prinitive,
traditional and nodem societies. 34- This has the! inportant inplication
t hat nost psychol ogi cal nodels, including those of contenporary
scientific psychology, have limted socio-historical applicability. It
further inplies that a sociol ogical psychology will at the sanme tine
have to be a historical psychology. 35. Cf. Erving Coffman, Stigma
(Englewood diffs, N J., Prentice-Hall, x963). Also, cf. A Kardiner
and L. Ovesey, The Mark of Oppression (New York, Norton, xgb5x). 36. Cf
Donald W Cory, The Hompbsexual in America (New York, G eenberg, 1951).
37- W would stress here once nore the social-structural condi -
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Research, Spring 1965, 26 ff. 43- Cf. ibid. 44- The dial ectic between
nat ure and soci ety here discussed is in no way to be equated with the
"dialectic of nature," as devel oped by Engels and | ater Marxi sm The
former underlines that man's relationship to his own body (as to nature
in general) is itself a specifically human one. The latter, on the
contrary, projects specifically human phenonena i nto non-hunman nature
and then proceeds to theoretically dehumani ze man by | ooki ng upon him as
but the object of natural forces or |laws of nature. 45. For this
possibility of a discipline of "sociosomatics,"” cf. Georg Simel, op.
cit., pp. 483 ff. (the essay on the "sociol ogy of the senses"); Marcel
Mauss, Soci ol ogie et anthropol ogie (Paris, Presses Universitaires de
France, 1950), pp. 365 ff. (the essay on the "techni ques of the body");
Edward T. Hall, The Silent Language (Carden City, N. Y., Doubl eday,
1959). The soci ol ogi cal anal ysis of sexuality would probably provide the
richest enpirical material for such a discipline . 46. This was
understood very well in Freud' s conception of socialization . It was
greatly underestimated in the functionalist adaptations of Freud, from
Mal i nowski on. 47- Conpare here Henri Bergson (especially his theory of
dur , Maurice Merleau-Ponty, A fred Schutz, and Jean Piaget. 48. Conpare
here both Durkhei mand Pl essner, as well as Freud.



From | ndex Page 1

46 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALI TY astrol ogy may be highly rel evant

for econom cs, speech analy. sis of individuals. | do not share ny
know edge equally with all ny fellowen, and there nay be sonme know edge
that | share with no one. | share ny professional expertise with

col | eagues, but not with ny famly, and | may share wi th nobody ny

know edge of how to cheat at cards. The social distribution of know edge
of certain elenents of everyday reality can becone highly conplex and
even confusing to the outsider. | not only do not possess the know edge
supposedly required to cure nme of a physical ailnment , | may even |ack

t he knowl edge of which one of a bewildering ..ERR COD:1.. 1125,
Scheler, Max, 4, 7, 8-9, lo--11, 197 1121, 198 nao, 2061121, 14. 101111.
los nio. 1061111. 2071133 ImWI omas, ., 1q7 ..o 2041195 Schel sky,

Hel nut, 208 1138 Tes, Ferdinand, 19g 1146 Schelting, Al e:cander von,
Topitsch, Ernst, 12, 193
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Subj ect I ndex Abnormality. See Deviance Activity, 6, 18, 181-82 (see

al so Bi ography; Everyday life; Habitualization ; Institutionalization ;
Labor, Roles; specific activities); and organism 47- 52, 181

Adol escents, rites for. See Initiation Aesthetic experience, 25. See

al so Art Age, 137, 147 Alienation, 2.0l Al oneness. See Solitariness
Alternation, 157-61, 10 ff. Anger, 34, 36 Angst, 202 Animals, 47 ff.,
202 Anomic terror, 102, 203 Anonymty, 32-34, 39, 68, 242 "Anticipatory
soci alization," 207 "Anxiety," 202 Apol ogetics, 115 Archaic
civilizations, 80, 203-4, 122 Art, 2 5, 40 "Art of mstrust," 7
"Authority," 254 Background, conmon, al so Rel evances "Bad faith," Zog
57- See "Base-world." See Primary socialization Biography, individual,
60, 64 ff., 67 ff., 82 ff., 227 (see also Ac- tivity, H story, Roles;
Self, the; Subjective reality; specific experiences, types of
experiences ); and synbolic universes , 92-93, 96, 97 ff. Biology, 17,
47-52, 136, 140, 180-83 Body, the, 36, 134. See also Biology Brain, the,
175 "Brai nwashing, " 161, 207 "Carriers," 120 ff., 138 Casual ness, 153
Chaos, 103 Children, 58, 59, 61, 62, 71, 94, 168 ff. (see also
Initiation; New generation; Primary socialization ); infants, 48; play
of, 25 Choices, 5 3 Cvilized societies, 202. See al so | ndustri al
societies; Uban societies ; Western civilization; specific aspects

C ans. See Kinship O asses. See Social classes "Collective identities,"
274 Collectivities. See Institutionali- zation; specific collectivities
"Common | anguage, " 154 Commonsense, 19-20 ff., 179 Communi cation, 23,
58. See al so Language Conpetition, 218 ff. See al so Specialists and
speci al i zati on
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210 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALI TY Conceptualization, i04-16 ff. See
al so Legitimtion Consci ousness, 20-21 ff., 67 ff., 73, 78, 83 (see al so
Mar gi nal situations; Subjective reality); and reification, 90 ff.

Cont enporaries, 32, 33. See al so Peer groups Control, social, 55-56, 62,
181- 82. See also Institutionalization ; specific areas, types of

control Conversation, 152-55 159- See al so Language Correspondence, 30,
154 Cosnol ogy, 110, 175. See al so Myt hol ogy; Universes Crises, 149-50
"Cultural lag," zoo "Culture contact,” 202 "Cul ture shock," 202 "Cure of
souls,"” 113 Dasein, 8o Dauerrel ektion, 208 Death, 27, 148-49, 156, 183;
and legitimtion, 101-2, 103; social control of, 181 Decisions, 5 3
Dehumani zation. See Reification Denonic possession, 113, 175, 177, 178,
179 Despotism 44-45 "Detachability," 36 Deviance, 62, 66, 97, 106-7
ff., 119-28 passim 165-66 ff. See al so Control; Habitualization
Institutionalization; Tradition ; specific types of deviance Di agnosi s,
113 Dialectic, 61, 87, 128, 129, 132 ff., 151, 173 ff., 186 ff. See al so
specific participants "Dialectic of nature," 208 Digestion, 182
"Disorientation," 28 Divinity, 103, 105, 106. See al so Gods; Mt hol ogy
Di vi sion of labor, 57, 66, 77, 81, 117, 164, 173 (see al so Experts ;

Rol es); and pluralism 12 5; and secondary socialization , 138 Doubt,
suspension of, 23 Dramm, 75. See al so Theater Dreans, 23, 25, 26, 40,
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vl THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY repetitiveness inevitable. Thus
sonme problens are viewed w thin phenonenol ogi cal brackets in Section I,
taken up again in Section Il with these brackets renoved and with an is
pliantly expansive so as to allow nme to objectify a great variety of
experiences conmng ny way in the course of ny life. Language al so

typi fies experiences, allowing ne to subsune them under broad categories
in terns of which they have meaning not only to nyself but also to ny
fellowren. As it typifies, it also anonym zes experiences, for the
typified experience can, in principle, be duplicated by anyone falling
into the category in question. For instance, have a quarrel with ny

nmot her-in-law. This concrete and subjectively uni que experience is
typified linguistically under the category of "nother-in-law trouble."
In this typification it nmakes sense to nyself, to others, and,
presumably, to nmy nmother-in-law. The sanme typification, however, entails
anonymty. Not only | but anyone (nore accurately, anyone in the
category of son-inlaw ) can have " "nother-in-law trouble.” In this way,
nmy bi ographi cal experiences are ongoi ngly subsumed under general orders
of neaning that are both objectively and subjectively real. Because of
its capacity to transcend the "here and now," | anguage bridges different
zones within the reality of everyday life and integrates theminto a
meani ngful whol e. The transeendences have spatial, tenporal and social
di mrensi ons. Through | anguage | can transcend the gap between ny
mani pul atory zone and that of the other, | can synchronize ny

bi ographical tinme sequence with his; and | can converse with hi mabout

i ndividuals and col lectivities with whomwe are not at present in
face-to-face interaction. As a result of these transcendences | anguage
is capable of "making present"” a variety of objects that are spatially,
temporally and socially absent fromthe "here and now. " Ipso facto a
vast accunul ati on of experiences and meani ngs can become objectified in
the "here and now. " Put sinply, through | anguage an entire world can be
actual i zed at any nonment. This transcending and integrating power of

| anguage i s retained when I am not actually conversing w th another.
Through |inguistic objectification , even when "talking to nyself" in
solitary thought, an entire world can be appresented to ne at any
monent . As
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I ntroduction: The Problemo f the Sociology o f Know edge The basic
contentions of the argunment of this book are inplicit inits title and
subtitle, nanmely, that reality is socially constructed and that the
soci ol ogy of know edge rnust anal yze the processes in which this occurs.
The key terns in these contentions are "reality” and "know edge," terns
that are not only current in everyday speech, but that have behind them
a long history of philosophical inquiry. W need not enter here into a
di scussion of the semantic intricacies of either the everyday or the

phi | osophi cal usage of these terns. It will be enough, for our purposes,
to define "reality" as a quality appertaining to phenonena that we
recogni ze as having a being i ndependent of our own volition (we cannot
"wi sh them away"), and to define "know edge" as the certainty that
phenonena are real and that they possess specific characteristics . It
isinthis (admttedly sinplistic) sense that the terns have rel evance
both to the man in the street and to the phil osopher. The man in the
street inhabits a world that is "real"” to him albeit in different
degrees, and he "knows," with different degrees of confidence, that this
wor |l d possesses such and such characteristics. The phil osopher, of
course, will raise questions about the ultimate status of both this
"reality" and this "know edge." What is real? Howis one to know? These
are anong the nost ancient questions not only of philosophical inquiry
proper, but of human thought as such. :Precisely for this reason the
intrusion of the sociologist into this tinme-honored intell ectual
territory is likely to raise the eyebrows of the nman in the street and
even nore likely to enrage the philosopher. It is, therefore, inportant
that we: clarify at the beginning the sense in which we use these terns
in the context of sociology, and that we i mMmedi ately disclaimany
pretension to the effect that so-
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Z THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY ciol ogy has an answer to these

anci ent phil osophi cal preoccupations . If we were going to be neticul ous
in the ensuing argunent , we would put quotation nmarks around the two

af orenmentioned ternms every tine we used them but this would be
stylistically awkward. To speak of quotation marks, however , nmay give a
clue to the peculiar nmanner in which these terns appear in a

soci ol ogi cal context. One could say that the sociol ogi cal understandi ng
of "reality" and "know edge" falls sonewhere in the niddl e between that
of the man in the street may believe that he possesses "freedom of the

will" and that he is therefore "responsible " for his actions, at the
sane tinme denying this "freedom and this "responsibility" to infants
and lunatics. The phil osopher, by whatever nethods, will inquire into

t he ontol ogi cal and epi stenol ogi cal status of these conceptions. |Is man
free? What is responsibility? Were are the linmts of responsibility?
How can one know t hese things? And so on. Needl ess to say, the
sociologist is in no position to supply
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| NTRODUCTI ON 3 answers to these questions. What he can and nust do,
however , is to ask :howit is that the notion of "freedom' has cone to
be taken for granted in one society and not in another, howits
"reality" is maintained in the one society and how, even nore
interestingly, this "reality" may once again be |ost to an individual or
to an entire collectivity. Sociological interest in questions of
"reality" and "knowl edge " is thus initially justified by the fact of
their social relativity . What is "real” to a Tibetan nonk may not be
"real” to an Anerican businessman. The "know edge" of the crinina
differs fromthe "know edge" of the crimnologist. It follows that

speci fic agglonerations of "reality" and "know edge" pertain to specific
soci al contexts, and that these relationships will have to be :included
i n an adequat e soci ol ogi cal analysis of these contexts. The need for a
"soci ol ogy of know edge" is thus already given with the observable

di fferences between societies in term of what is taken for granted as
"know edge" in them Beyond this, however, a discipline calling itself

by this nane will leave to concern itself with the general ways by which
"realities" are taken as "known" in human societies. In other words, a
"soci ol ogy of know edge" will have to deal not only with the enpirica

variety of "know edge" in human societies, but also with the processes
by which any body of "know edge" comes to be socially established as
"reality." It is our contention, then, that the sociol ogy of know edge
must concern itself with whatever passes for "know edge"” in a society,
regardl ess of the ultimate validity or invalidity (by whatever criteria)
of such "know edge.” And insofar as all human "know edge" is devel oped,
transmitted and maintained in social situations, the sociol ogy of

know edge nust seek to understand the processes by which this is done in
such a way that a taken-for-granted "reality" congeals for the man in
the street. In other words, we contend that the sociol ogy of know edge
is concerned with the analysis of the social construction o f reality.
Thi s understandi ng of the proper field of the sociol ogy of know edge
differs fromwhat has generally been neant by this discipline since it
was first so called sonme forty years ago. Before we begin our actua
argunment, therefore, it will be useful to look briefly at the previous
devel opnent of the
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4 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY discipline and to explicate in what
way, and why, we have felt it necessary to deviate fromit. The tern
"soci ol ogy of know edge" (W ssenssozi ol ogie) was coi ned by Max Scheler. 1
The time was the 1920S, the place was CGermany, and Scheler was a

phi | osopher. These three facts are quite inmportant for an understandi ng
of the genesis and further devel opnent of the new discipline. The
soci ol ogy of knowl edge originated in a particular situation of German
intellectual history and in a phil osophical context. Wile the new

di sci pline was subsequently introduced into the sociol ogi cal context
proper, particularly in the English- speaking world, it continued to be
mar ked by the problens of the particular intellectual situation from
which it arose. As a result the sociol ogy of know edge remai ned a

peri pheral concern anong soci ol ogi sts at |large, who did not share the
particul ar problens that troubled German thinkers in the Ig2os. This was
especially true of Anerican sociologists, who have in the main | ooked
upon the discipline as a narginal specialty with a persistent European
flavor. More inportantly , however, the continuing |linkage of the
soci ol ogy of knowl edge with its original constellation of problens has
been a theoretical weakness even where there has been an interest in the
discipline. To wit, the sociology of know edge has been | ooked upon, by
its protagonists and by the nore or less indifferent sociological public
at large, as a sort of sociological gloss on the history of ideas. This
has resulted in considerable nyopia regarding the potential theoretica
significance of the sociology of know edge. There have been different
definitions of the nature and scope of the sociol ogy of know edge.

I ndeed, it might alnbst be said that the history of the subdiscipline
thus far has been the history of its various definitions. Neverthel ess,

t here has been general agreenment to the effect that the sociol ogy of
know edge is concerned with the relationship between human t hought and
the social context within which it arises. It may thus be said that the
soci ol ogy of know edge constitutes the sociol ogical focus of a nuch nore
general problem that of the existential deternination

( Sei nsgebundenheit) of thought as such. Although here the social factor
is concentrated upon, the theoretical difficulties are simlar to those
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| NTRODUCTI ON 5 t hat have arisen, when other factors (such as the

hi storical, the psychol ogical or the biological) have been proposed as
determ native off human thought. In all these cases the general problem
has been the extent to which thought reflects or is independent of the
proposed determ native factors. It is likely that the prom nence of the
general problemin recent German phil osophy has its roots in the vast
accumul ation of historical scholarship that was one of the greatest
intellectual fruits of the nineteenth century in Germany. In a way
unparalleled in any other period of intellectual history the past, with
all its amazing variety of forms of thought, was "nmade present” to the
contenporary mnd through the efforts of scientific historica
scholarship. It is hard to dispute the claimof German scholarship to
the primary position in this enterprise. It should, consequently, not
surprise us that the theoretical problemthrown up by the latter should
be nost sharply sensed in Germany. This problem can be described as the
vertigo of relativity. The epi stenol ogi cal dinmension of the problemis
obvious. On the enpirical level it led to the concern to investigate as
pai nst aki ngly as possible the concrete rel ati onshi ps between t hought and
its historical situations . If this interpretation is correct, the
soci ol ogy of know edge takes up a problemoriginally posited by

hi storical scholarship-in a narrower focus, to be sure, but with an
interest in essentially the same questions? Neither the general problem
nor its narrower focus is new. An awareness of the social foundations of
values and world views can be found in antiquity. At |east as far back
as the Enlightennent this awareness crystallized into a nmajor theme of
nmodem Western thought. It would thus be possible to make a good case:
for a nunmber of "geneal ogi es” for the central problemof tlhe sociol ogy
of know edge.$ It may even be said that the problemis contained in puce
in Pascal's fanpus statement that what is truth on one side of the
Pyrenees is error on the other.4 Yet the immediate intell ectual

ant ecedents of the sociol ogy of knowl edge are three devel opnents in

ni net eent h-century Cerman thought-the Marxian, the N etzschean , and the
historicist. It is fromMarx: that the sociol ogy of know edge ..ERR
coD: 1. .
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6 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY his social being. be sure, there
has been nmuch debate as to just what kind of determ nation Marx had in
mnd. It is safe to say that nuch of the great "struggle with Marx" that
characterized not only the begi nnings of the sociology of know edge but
the "classical age" of sociology in general (particularly as manifested
in the works of Whber, Durkheimand Pareto) was really a struggle with a
faulty interpretation of Marx by latter-day Marxists. This proposition
gains plausi. bility when we reflect that it was only in 1932 that the
very inportant Econom c and Phil osophi cal Manuscripts of 184re

redi scovered and only after World War Il that the full inplications of
this rediscovery could be worked out in Marx research. Be this as it
may, the sociol ogy of knowl edge inherited from Marx not only the
sharpest fornulation of its central problembut also sonme of its key
concepts, anong which should be nmentioned particularly the concepts of
"ide. ology" (ideas serving as weapons for social interests) and "fal se
consci ousness" (thought that is alienated fromthe real social being of
the thinker). The sociol ogy of know edge has been particularly
fascinated by Marx's twin concepts of "substructure/superstructure"”
(Unterbau/ Ueberbau). It is here particularly that controversy has raged
about the correct interpretation of Marx's own thought. Later Marxism
has tended to identify the "substructure " with econom c structure tout
court, of which the "superstructure" was then supposed to be a direct
"reflection"” (thus Lenin, for instance). It is quite clear nowthat this
m srepresents Marx's thought, as the essentially nechanistic rather than
di al ectical character of this kind of econom c determ ni smshoul d make
one suspect. What concerned Marx was that human thought is founded in
human activity ("labor,” in the wi dest sense of the word) and in the
soci al relations brought about by this activity. "Substructure" and
"superstructure" are best understood if one views themas, respectively,
human activity and the world produced by that activity .6 In any case,

t he fundanental "sub/superstructure" schene has been taken over in
various forns by the sociol ogy of know edge, begi nning with Schel er,

al ways with an understanding that there is some sort of relationship

bet ween t hought and an "underlying" reality other than thought. The
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nore or less intelligent speculation, has barely begun. W woul d hope
that the clarification of the theoretical perspective of the sociol ogy
of know edge we have attenpted here points to problens for such research
that are easily ignored in other theoretical perspectives. To give but
one exanple, the present interest on the part of social scientists in

t heories derived from psychoanal ysis would take on a very different
coloration as soon as these theories were not regarded, positively or
negatively, as propositions of "science," but analyzed as legitimations
of a very peculiar and probably highly significant construction of
reality in nodern society. Such analysis, of course, would bracket the
qguestion of the "scientific validity" of these theories and sinply | ook
upon then as data for an understandi ng of the subjective and objective
reality fromwhich they energed and which, in turn, they influence. W
have expressly refrained fromfollowi ng up the nethodol ogi ca

i mplications of our conception of the sociology of know edge. It should
be cl ear, however, that our approach is non-positivistic, if positivism
i s understood as a phil osophical position defining the object of the
social sciences in such a way as to legislate away their nost inportant
probl ens. Al
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H THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY transcend the relativity of
specific historically and socially |ocated viewoints. The sociol ogy of
know edge was to serve as an instrument toward this aim its main

pur pose being the clearing away of the difficulties raised by relativism
so that the real philosophical task could proceed. Scheler's sociol ogy
of knowl edge is, in a very real sense, ancilla phil osophcae, and of a
very specific philosophy to boot. In line with this orientation,

Schel er' s soci ol ogy of know edge is essentially a negative nethod.
Schel er argued that the relationship between "ideal factors"

(1 deal faktoren) and "real factors" (Real faktoren), terns that are
clearly rem ni scent of the Marxian "sub/superstructure” schene, was
nerely a regul ative one. That is, the "real factors" regulate the
condi ti ons under which certain "ideal factors" can appear in history,
but cannot affect the content of the latter. In other words, society
determ nes the presence (Dasein) but not the nature (Sosein) of ideas.
The sociol ogy of know edge, then, is the procedure by which the

soci o-historical selection of ideational contents is to be studied, it
bei ng understood that the contents thensel ves are independent of

soci o-historical causation and thus inaccessible to sociol ogical

anal ysis. If one may describe Scheler's nethod graphically, it is to
throw a sizable sop to the dragon of relativity, but only so as to enter
the castle of ontological certitude better. Wthin this intentionally
(and inevitably) nodest framework Schel er anal yzed i n consi derabl e
detail the manner in which hunman know edge is ordered by society. He
enphasi zed that human know edge is given in society as an a Priori to

i ndi vi dual experience, providing the latter with its order of meaning.
This order, although it is relative to a particular socio-historica
situation, appears to the individual as the natural way of | ooking at
the world. Scheler called this the "relative-natural world view
(relativnat che Wl tanschauung ) of a society, a concept that may stil
be regarded as central for the sociol ogy of know edge. Fol | ow ng
Scheler's "invention" of the sociology of know edge , there was
extensi ve debate in Germany concerning the validity, scope and
applicability of the new discipline." Qut of this debate emerged one
fornulation that marked the transposition of the sociol ogy of know edge
into a nore nar-
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as characteristic not only of an opponent's but of one's own thought as
well. Wth the general concept of ideology the |evel of the sociol ogy of
know edge i s reached-the understanding that no human thought (with only
the afore-nenti oned excoptions) is imune to the ideologizing influences
of its social context.
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10 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY By this expansion of the theory of
i deol ogy Mannhei m sought to abstract its central problemfromthe
context of political usage, and to treat it as a general probl em of

epi st enol ogy and hi storical sociology. A though Mannhei mdid not share
Schel er's ontol ogical ambitions, he too was unconfortable with the

pan-i deol ogisminto which his thinking seemed to lead him He coined the
term"relationism (in contradistinctionto "relativisnl) to denote the
epi st enol ogi cal perspective of his sociology of know edge-not a

capitul ation of thought before the socio- historical relativities, but a
sober recognition that know edge nust al ways be know edge froma certain
position. The influence of Dilthey is probably of great inportance at
this point in Mannheim s thought-the problem of Marxismis solved by the
tools of historicism Be this as it may, Mannhei m believed that

i deol ogi zi ng i nfluences, while they could not be eradicated conpletely,
could be mtigated by the systenatic anal ysis of as nmany as possibl e of
t he varying socially grounded positions. In other words, the object of

t hought becomes progressively clearer with this accumul ati on of

di fferent perspectives on it. This is to be the task of the sociol ogy of
know edge, which thus is to become an inportant aid in the quest for any
correct understandi ng of human events. Mannhei m believed that different
social groups vary greatly in their capacity thus to transcend their own
narrow position. He placed his major hope in the "socially unattached
intelligentsia " (f reischwebende Intelligent, a termderived from

Al fred Wber), a sort of interstitial stratumthat he believed to be
relatively free of class interests. Mannhei mal so stressed the power of
"ut opi an" thought, which (like ideology) produces a distorted inage of
social reality, but which (unlike ideology) has the dynam smto
transformthat reality into its image of it. Needless to say, the above
remarks can in no way do justice to either Scheler's or Mannheim s
conception of the sociology of know edge. This is not our intention
here. W& have nerely indicated sone key features of the two conceptions,
whi ch have been aptly called, respectively, the "noderate"” and "radi cal

" conceptions of the sociology of know edge. 13 What is remarkable is
that the subsequent devel opnment of the so-
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| NTRODUCTI ON 11 ci ol ogy of know edge has, to a |arge extent, consisted
of critiques and nodifications of these two conceptions. As we have

al ready pointed out, Mannheim s fornul ati on of the sociol ogy of

know edge has continued to set the terns of reference for the discipline
in a definitive manner, particularly in English-speaking sociology. The
nost i nportant Anerican sociologist to have paid serious attention to

t he soci ol ogy of knowl edge has been Robert Merton. 14 Hi s di scussion of

t he discipline, which covers two chapters of his major work, has served
as a useful introduction to the field for such Anerican sociol ogists as
have been interested in it. Merton constructed a paradigmfor the
soci ol ogy of know edge, restating its major thenmes in a conpressed and
coherent form This construction is interesting because it seeks to
integrate the approach of the sociology of know edge with that of
structural -functional theory. Merton's own concepts of "manifest" and

"l atent" functions are applied to the sphere of ideation, the

di stinction being nade between the intended, conscious functions of

i deas, and the unintended, unconscious ones. \Wile Merton concentrated
on the work of Mannheim who was for himthe sociol ogi st of know edge
par excellence, he stressed the significance of the Durkhei mschool and
of the work of PitirimSorokin. It is interesting that Merton apparently
failed to see the relevance to the sociol ogy of know edge of certain

i mportant devel opnents in Anerican social psychol ogy, such as reference-
group theory, which he discusses in a different part of the same work
Tal cott Parsons has al so conmented on the sociol ogy of know edge.1lis
comrent, however, is limted nmainly to a critique of Mannhei m and does
not seek an integration of the discipline within Parsons' own

t heoretical system In the lat ter, to be sure, the "problemof the role
of ideas" is analyzed at length, but in a frame of reference quite
different fromthat of either Scheler's or Mannheim s soci ol ogy of

know edge ."" We would, therefore, venture to say that neither Merton
nor Parsons has gone in any decisive way beyond the sociol ogy of

know edge as fornmul ated by Mannheim The sanme can be said of their
critics. To nmention only the nost vocal one, C Wight MIIls dealt with
t he soci ol ogy of know -
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12 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY edge in his earlier witing, but
in an expositional nmanner and w thout contributing to its theoretical
devel opnent 17 An interesting effort to integrate the sociol ogy of

know edge with a neo-positivist approach to sociology in general is that
of Theodor Geiger, who had a great influence on Scandi navi an soci ol ogy
after his emgration from Gernany. 18 Geiger returned to a narrower
concept of ideology as socially distorted thought and mai ntai ned the
possibility of overconing ideol ogy by careful adherence to scientific
canons of procedure . The neo-positivist approach to ideol ogical

anal ysi s has nore recently been continued in Gernman-speaki ng soci ol ogy
in the work of Ernst Topitsch, who has enphasi zed the ideol ogical roots
of various philosophical positions le Insofar as the sociol ogical

anal ysi s of ideologies constitutes an inportant part of the sociol ogy of
know edge as defined by Mannheim there has been a good deal of interest
init in both European and American sociol ogy since Wrld War 11. 20
Probably the nost far-reaching attenpt to go beyond Mannheimin the
construction of a conprehensive sociol ogy of knowl edge is that of Wener
Stark, another gr ontinental scholar who has taught in England and the
United States.21 Stark goes farthest in | eaving behind Mannheim s focus
on the problem of ideology. The task of the sociology of know edge is
not to be the debunking or uncovering of socially produced distortions,
but the systematic study of the social conditions of know edge as such.
Put sinply, the central problemis the sociology of truth, not the
sociology of error. Despite his distinctive approach, Stark is probably
closer to Scheler than to Mannheimin his understanding of the
relationshi p between ideas and their social context. Again, it is

obvi ous that we have not tried to give an adequate historical overview
of the history of the sociol ogy of know edge. Furthernore, we have so
far ignored devel opnents that m ght theoretically be relevant to the
soci ol ogy of knowl edge but that have not been so considered by their own
protagoni sts. In other words, we have limted ourselves to devel opnents
that, so to speak, sailed under the banner "sociol ogy of know edge"
(considering the theory of ideology to be a part of the latter). This
has nade one fact very clear. Apart fromthe epistenol ogi cal concern of
some soci ol ogi sts
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| NTRODUCTI ON 15 thing that Passes for "know edge" in society. As soon as
one states this, one realizes that the focus on intellectual history is
ill-chosen, or rather, is ill-chosen if it beconmes the central focus of
the sociol ogy of know edge. Theoretical thought, "ideas,"

Wl t anschauungen are not that inportant in society. Al though every

soci ety contains these phenonena, they are only part of the sum of what
passes for "know edge." Only a very linmted group of people in any

soci ety engages in theorizing , in the business of "ideas," and the
construction of Weltanschauungen. But everyone in society participates
inits "know edge" in one way or another. Put differently, only a few
are concerned with the theoretical interpretation of the world, but
everybody lives in a world of some sort. Not only is the focus on

t heoretical thought unduly restrictive for the sociol ogy of know edge,

it is also unsatisfactory because even this part of socially avail able
"know edge" cannot be fully understood if it is not placed in the
franmework of a nore general analysis of "know edge." To exaggerate the

i mportance of theoretical thought in society and history is a natural
failing of theorizers. It is then all the nore necessary to correct this
intellectualistic msapprehension . The theoretical fornulations of
reality, whether they be scientific or philosophical or even

nmyt hol ogi cal , do not exhaust what is "real"” for the nenbers of a
society. Since this is so, the sociology of know edge nust first of all
concern itself with what people "know' as "reality" in their everyday,
non- or pre-theoretical lives. In other words, commonsense "know edge"
rather than "ideas" must be the central focus for the sociol ogy of

know edge. It is precisely this "know edge" that constitutes the fabric
of nmeani ngs wi t hout which no society could exist. The soci ol ogy of

know edge, therefore, nust concern itself with the social construction
of reality. The analysis of the theoretical articulation of this reality
will certainly continue to be a part of this concern, but not the nost
important part. It will be clear that, despite the exclusion of the

epi st enol ogi cal / net hodol ogi cal problem what we are suggesting here is a
Ear-reaching redefinition of the scope of the sociology of know edge,
much wi der than what has hitherto been understood as this discipline.
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16 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY The question arises as to what

t heoretical ingredients ought to be added to the sociol ogy of know edge
to pernmit its redefinition in the above sense. W owe the fundanental
insight into the necessity for this redefinition to Alfred Schut z.
Throughout his work, both as phil osopher and as soci ol ogi st, Schutz
concentrated on the structure of the conmonsense world of everyday life.
Al t hough he hinself did not elaborate a sociol ogy of know edge, he
clearly saw what this discipline would have to focus on: Al
typifications of conmon-sense thinking are thenselves integral elenents
of the concrete historical sociocultural Lebenswelt w thin which they
prevail as taken for granted and as socially approved. Their structure
det ermi nes anong ot her things the social distribution of know edge and
its relativity and rel evance to the concrete social environnent of a
concrete group in a concrete historical situation. Here are the
legitimate problens o f relativism historicism and o f the so-called
sociology o f know edge. 22 And agai n: Know edge is socially distributed
and the nmechanismof this distribution can be nade the subject natter of
a sociol ogical discipline. True, we have a so-called sociol ogy of

know edge. Yet, with very few exceptions, the discipline thus ni snaned
has approached the problem of the social distribution of know edge
merely fromthe angle of the ideol ogical foundation of truth in its
dependence upon social and, especially, economc conditions, or from
that of the social inplications of education, or that of the social role
of the man of know edge. Not sociol ogi sts but econon sts and

phi | osophers have studi ed sone of the nany other theoretical aspects of
the problem z3 While we would not give the central place to the social
di stribution of know edge that Schutz inplies here, we agree with his
criticismof "the discipline thus misnaned" and have derived from him
our basic notion of the manner in which the task of the sociol ogy of
know edge nust be redefined. In
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTI VE REALITY 133 normis subjectively extended. The
deci sive step cones when the child recogni zes that everybody is agai nst
soup-spilling, and the normis generalized to "One does not spill soup"-
"one" being hinself as part of a generality that includes, in principle,
all of society insofar as it is significant to the child. This
abstraction fromthe roles and attitudes of concrete significant others
is called the generalized other.9 Its formation wi thin consciousness
means that the individual now identifies not only with concrete others
but with a generality of others, that is, with a society. Only by virtue
of this generalized identification does his own self-identification
attain stability and. continuity. He now has not only an identity
vis-d-vis this or that significant other, but an identity in general |,
which is subjectively apprehended as remai ning the sane no matter what
others, significant or not, are encountered. This newy coherent
identity incorporates within itself all the various internalized roles
and attitudes-including, anmong many ot her things, the
self-identification as a the internalization of social reality, are
greatly influenced by George work by the so-called
synmbolic-interactiionist school of American sociol ogy.2>W shall
indicate in the footnotes how these various ingredients are used in our
theoretical formation. W fully realize, of course, that in this use we
are not and cannot be faithful to the original intentions of these
several streams of social theory thenselves. But, as we have al ready
stated, our purpose here is not exegetical, nor even synthesis for the
sake of synthesis . W are fully aware that, in various places, we do
violence to certain thinkers by integrating their thought into a
theoretical formation that some of them mi ght have found quite alien. W
woul d say in justification that historical gratitude is not in itself a
scientific virtue. We may cite here some remarks by Tal cott Parsons
(about whose theory we have serious nisgivings, but whose integrative
intention we fully share) The primary aimof the study is not to
determ ne and state in summary form what these witers said or believed
about the subjects they wote about. Nor is it to inquire directly with
reference to each proposition of their "theories" whether what they have
said is tenable in the Iight of present sociological and rel ated
knowedge . . . . It is a study in social theory, not theories. Its
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18 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY interest is not in the separate
and di screte propositions to be found in the works of these men, but in
a single body of systematic theoretical reasoning?s Qur purpose, indeed,
is to engage in "systematic theoretical reasoning.” It will already be
evident that our redefinition of its nature and scope woul d nove the
soci ol ogy of know edge fromthe periphery to the very center of
soci ol ogi cal theory. W may assure the reader that we have no vested
interest in the |abel "sociology of know edge.” It is rather our
under st andi ng of sociological theory that led us to the sociol ogy of
know edge and gui ded the manner in which we were to redefine its

probl ens and tasks. W can best describe the path al ong which we set out
by reference to two of the nost fanous and nost influential "marching
orders" for sociology. One was given by Durkheimin The Rules o f
Soci ol ogi cal Method, the other by Wber in Wrtschaft and CGesell schaft.
Durkheimtells us: "The first and nost fundanmental rule is: Consider
soci al facts as things."27 And Wber observes: "Both for sociology in
the present sense, and for history, the object of cognition is the

subj ective neani ng-conpl ex of action ."28 These two statenents are not
contradi ctory. Society does indeed possess objective facticity. And
society is indeed built up by activity that expresses subjective

meani ng. And, incidentally, Durkheimknew the latter, just as Wber knew
the forner. It is precisely the dual character of society in terns of
objective facticity and subjective nmeaning that makes its "reality sui
generis," to use another key term of Durkheims. The central question
for sociological theory can then be put as follows: Howis it possible
t hat subj ective neani ngs beconme objective facticities? O, in terns
appropriate to the afore-nentioned theoretical positions: Howis it
possi bl e t hat
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vl THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY repetitiveness inevitable. Thus
sonme problens are viewed w thin phenonenol ogi cal brackets in Section I,

taken up again in Section Il with these brackets renoved and with an
interest in their enpirical genesis, and then taken up once nore in
Section IIl on the | evel of subjective consciousness. W have tried to

make this book as readabl e as possible, but not in violation of its
inner logic, and we hope that the reader is pliantly expansive so as to
allownme to objectify a great variety of experiences conmng ny way in
the course of ny life. Language al so typifies experiences, allow ng ne
to subsume them under broad categories in ternms of which they have
meani ng not only to nyself but also to ny fellowren. As it typifies, it
al so anonymi zes experiences, for the typified experience can, in
principle, be duplicated by anyone falling into the category in
guestion. For instance, have a quarrel with ny nother-in-law. This
concrete and subjectively unique experience is typified linguistically
under the category of "nother-in-law trouble.” In this typification it
makes sense to nyself, to others, and, presunably, to ny nother-in-I|aw.
The sane typification, however, entails anonymty. Not only |I but anyone
(rmore accurately, anyone in the category of son-inlaw ) can have
"“nmother-in-law trouble.” In this way, ny biographical experiences are
ongoi ngly subsuned under general orders of nmeaning that are both

obj ectively and subjectively real. Because of its capacity to transcend
the "here and now," | anguage bridges different zones within the reality
of everyday life and integrates theminto a neani ngful whole. The

t ranseendences have spatial, tenmporal and social dinensions. Through

| anguage | can transcend the gap between ny nmani pul atory zone and t hat
of the other, | can synchronize mny biographical tine sequence with his;
and | can converse with him about individuals and collectivities with
whom we are not at present in face-to-face interaction. As a result of
t hese transcendences | anguage i s capable of "making present” a variety
of objects that are spatially, tenporally and socially absent fromthe
"here and now." Ipso facto a vast accumnul ati on of experiences and

meani ngs can becone objectified in the "here and now. " Put sinply,

t hrough | anguage an entire world can be actualized at any nonent. This
transcendi ng and integrati ng power of |anguage is retained when | am not
actually conversing with another. Through Iinguistic objectification,
even when "talking to nyself" in solitary thought, an entire world can
be appresented to me at any nonment. As
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have remarked before , in this the sociol ogy of know edge nention only
the three nost inportant enpirical disciplines that have caused trouble
for epistenol ogy. The logical structure of this trouble is basically the
sane in all cases: How can | be sure, say, of ny sociological analysis
of Anerican mddle-class nores in view of the fact that the categories |
use for this analysis are conditioned by historically relative forns of
t hought, that | nyself and everything | think is determ ned by ny genes
and by ny ingrown hostility to ny fellowren, and that, to cap it all, |
am nysel f a nenber of the American mddle class? Far be it from us to
brush asi de such questions. All we would contend here is that these
guestions are not thenselves part of the enpirical discipline of ..ERR
COoD: 1.
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Preface The present volume is intended as a systematic, theoretica
treatise in the sociology of know edge. It is not intended, therefore,
to give a historical survey of the devel opnent of this discipline, or to
engage in exegesis of various figures in this or other devel opnents in
soci ol ogical theory, or even to show how a synthesis may be achi eved

bet ween several of these figures and devel opnments. Nor is there any
polemic intent here. Critical comments on other theoretical positions
have been introduced (not in the text, but in the Notes) only where they
may serve to clarify the present argunment. The core of the argunment will
be found in Sections Il and Il ("Society as Cbjective Reality" and
"Soci ety as Subjective Reality"), the former containing our basic
under st andi ng of the problens of the sociol ogy of know edge, the latter
applying this understanding to the | evel of subjective consciousness and
t hereby building a theoretical bridge to the problens of social

psychol ogy. Section | contains what night best be described as

phi | osophi cal prol egonena to the core argunent, in terns of a
phenonenol ogi cal analysis of the reality of everyday life ("The
Foundati ons of Know edge in Everyday Life"). The reader interested only
in the sociological argunent proper nay be tenpted to skip this, but he
shoul d be warned that certain key concepts enpl oyed throughout the
argunment are defined in Section |I. A though our interest is not
historical, we have felt obliged to explain why and i n what way our
conception of the sociol ogy of know edge differs fromwhat has hitherto
been generally understood by this discipline. This we do in the
Introduction . At the end, we nake sone concluding remarks to indicate
what we consider to be the "pay-off" of the present enterprise for
soci ol ogi cal theory generally and for certain areas of enpirica
research. The logic of our argunment nakes a certain nmeasure of
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vl THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY repetitiveness inevitable. Thus
sonme problens are viewed w thin phenonenol ogi cal brackets in Section I,
taken up again in Section Il with these brackets renoved and with an
interest in their enpirical genesis, and then taken up once nore in
Section IIl on the | evel of subjective consciousness. W have tried to
make this book as readabl e as possible, but not in violation of its

i nner logic, and we hope that the reader will understand the reasons for
those repetitions that could not be avoided. Ibn ul-'Arabi, the great
Islamc nystic, exclainms in one of his poens-"Deliver is pliantly
expansive so as to allowne to objectify a great variety of experiences
coming ny way in the course of ny life. Language also typifies
experiences, allowing ne to subsune them under broad categories in terns
of which they have nmeaning not only to nyself but also to ny fell owren.
As it typifies, it al so anonym zes experiences, for the typified
experience can, in principle, be duplicated by anyone falling into the
category in question. For instance, have a quarrel with ny

not her-in-law. This concrete and subjectively uni que experience is
typified linguistically under the category of "nother-in-law trouble."
In this typification it makes sense to nyself, to others, and,
presumably, to my mother-in-law. The sane typification, however, entails
anonymty. Not only | but anyone (nore accurately, anyone in the
category of son-inlaw ) can have ""nother-in-law trouble." In this way,
my bi ographi cal experiences are ongoi ngly subsunmed under general orders
of meaning that are both objectively and subjectively real. Because of
its capacity to transcend the "here and now," | anguage bridges different
zones within the reality of everyday life and integrates theminto a
meani ngf ul whol e. The transeendences have spatial, tenporal and social
di nensi ons. Through | anguage | can transcend the gap between ny
mani pul atory zone and that of the other, | can synchronize ny

bi ographi cal time sequence with his; and | can converse with hi mabout

i ndividuals and collectivities with whomwe are not at present in
face-to-face interaction. As a result of these transcendences | anguage
is capable of "making present” a variety of objects that are spatially,
tenporally and socially absent fromthe "here and now." Ipso facto a
vast accunul ati on of experiences and mnmeani ngs can becone objectified in
the "here and now." Put sinply, through | anguage an entire world can be
actual i zed at any nonent. This transcendi ng and integrating power of

| anguage is retained when | am not actually conversing w th another.
Through linguistic objectification , even when "talking to nyself" in
solitary thought, an entire world can be appresented to ne at any
moment . As
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| NTRODUCTI ON 7 fascination of the schene prevailed despite the fact that
much of the sociol ogy of know edge was explicitly fornulated in
opposition to Marxi smand that different positions have been taken
within it regarding the nature of the relationship be, tween the two
conponents of the schene. N etzschean ideas were |ess explicitly
continued in the sociology of know edge, but they belong very much to
its general intellectual background and to the "nopod" within which it
arose. Nietzsche's anti-idealism despite the differences in content:
not unlike Marx's in form added additional perspectives on human

t hought as an instrunment in the struggle for survival and power?

Ni et zsche devel oped his own theory of "false consciousness” in his

anal yses of the social significance of deception and sel f-deception, and
of illusion as a necessary condition of [ife. Nietzsche's concept of
"resentnment " as a generative factor for certain types of human thought
was taken over directly by Scheler. Mst generally, though, one cart say
that the sociol ogy of know edge represents a specific application of
what N etzsche aptly called the "art of mstrust "s Historicism
especially as expressed in the work of WlhelmDilthey, inmediately
preceded the sociol ogy of knowl edge 9 The dom nant thenme here was an
overwhel m ng sense of the relativity of all perspectives on human
events, that is, of the inevitable historicity of human thought. The

hi storicist insistence that no historical situation could be understood
except inits owm terns could readily be translated into an enphasis on
the social situation of thought. Certain historicist concepts, such as
"situational determ nation" (Standortsgebundenheit ) and "seat in |ife"
(Sitz imLeben) could be directly translated as referring to the "soci al
| ocation" of thought. More generally, the historicist heritage of the
soci ol ogy of knowl edge predisposed the latter toward a strong interest
in history and the enploynent of an essentially historical nethod-a
fact, incidentally, that also nade for its marginality in the mlieu of
Anmeri can sociology. Scheler's interest in the sociology of know edge,
and in sociological questions generally, was essentially a passing

epi sode during his philosophical career.i0 His final aimwas the
establ i shment of a phil osophical anthropol ogy that would
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that this particular constellation has dom nated the soci ol ogy of

know edge so far. W would argue that, as a result, the full theoretica
significance of the 86 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY credit if not
liquidate the conpetitive body of know edge. In contenporary society, we
continue to have such conflicts (socio-economc as well as cognitive)

bet ween orthodox mnedi ci ne and such rivals as chiropractic, honeopathy or
Christian Science. In advanced industrial societies, with their i nmense
econom ¢ surplus allow ng |arge nunbers of individuals to devote

thensel ves full-tinme to even the obscurest pursuits, pluralistic
conmpetition between subuniverses of meani ng of every conceivable sort
beconmes the normal state of affairs.ss Wth the establishnent of

subuni verses of neaning a variety of perspectives on the total society
energes, each viewing the latter fromthe angle of one subuniverse. The
chiropractor has a different angle on society than the nedical schoo
prof essor , the poet than the businessnan, the Jew than the gentile

and so on. It goes without saying that this nultiplication of
perspectives greatly increases the problem of establishing a stable
synbolic canopy for the entire society. Each perspective , wth whatever
appendages of theories or even Wl tanschauungen , will be related to the
concrete social interests of the group that holds it. This does not

mean, however, that the various perspectives, |let alone the theories or
Wl t anschauungen , are nothing but nmechanical reflections of the social
interests. Especially on the theorctical level it is quite possible for
know edge to attain a great deal of detachnment fromthe biographical and
social interests of the knower. Thus there may be tangi bl e soci al
reasons why Jews have becone preoccupied with certain scientific
enterprises, but it is inpossible to predict scientific positions in
ternms of their being held by Jews or non-Jews. In other words, the
scientific universe of nmeaning is capable of attaining a good deal of
autonony as against its own social base. Theoretically, though in
practice there will be great variations, this holds with any body of
know edge, even with cognitive perspectives on society. What is nore, a
body of know edge, once it is raised to the level of a relatively

aut ononous subuni verse of meaning, has the capacity to act back upon the
collectivity that has produced it. For instance, Jews nay beconme soci al
scientists beciuse they have special problens in society as Jews. But
once they have been initiated into the social-scientific universe of
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PREFACE Vii How much we owe to the late Alfred Schutz will becone clear
in various parts of the following treatise. However, we would like to
acknowl edge here the influence of Schutz's teaching and witing on our
t hi nki ng. Qur understandi ng of Weber has profited i mensely fromthe
teaching of Carl Mayer (Graduate Faculty, New School for Soci al
Research), as that of Durkheimand his school has fromthe
interpretations of Albert Sal onmon (also of the G aduate Faculty).
Luckmann, recollecting many fruitful conversations during a period of
joint teaching at Hobart Coll ege and on other occasions , w shes to
express his appreciation of the thinking of Friedrich Tenbruck (now at
the University of Frankfurt). Berger would like to thank Kurt Wl ff
(Brandeis University) and Anton Zijderveld (University of Leiden) for
their continuing critical interest in the progress of the ideas enbodied
inthis work. It is customary in projects of this sort to acknow edge
various intangi ble contributions of wives, children and other private
associ ates of nore doubtful legal standing. If only to contravene this
custom we have been tenpted to dedicate this book to a certain Jodler
of Brand/ Vorarl berg. However, we wish to thank Brigitte Berger (Hunter
Col | ege) and Benita Luckmann (University of Freiburg), not for any
scientifically irrelevant: perfornmances of private roles, but for their
critical observations as social scientists and for their steadfast
refusal to be easily inpressed. Peter L. Berget' GRADUATE FACULTY NEW
SCHOOL FOR SCCI AL RESEARCH Thomas Luckmann UNI VERSI TY OF FRANKFURT
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| NTRODUCTI ON 13 of know edge, the enpirical focus of attention has been
al nost exclusively on the sphere of ideas, that is, of theoretica
thought. This is also true of Stark, who subtitled his major work on the
soci ol ogy of know edge or in any other area. W consider the sociol ogy
of know edge to be part of the enpirical discipline of sociology. Qur
purpose here is, of course, a theoretical one. But our theorizing refers
to the enmpirical discipline in its concrete problens, not to the

phi | osophi cal investigation of the foundations of the enpirical
discipline. In sum our enterprise is one of sociological theory, not of
t he et hodol ogy of sociology. Only in one section of our treatise (the
one imrediately following this introduction) do we go beyond
soci ol ogi cal theory proper, but this is done for reasons that have
little to do with epistenology, as will be explained at the tinme. W
must al so, however, redefine the task of the sociol ogy of know edge on
the enpirical level, that is, as theory geared to the enpirica

di sci pline of sociology. As we have seen, on this |evel the sociol ogy of
know edge has been concerned with intellectual history, in the sense of
the history of ideas. Again, we would stress that this is, indeed, a
very inmportant focus of sociological inquiry. Furthernore, in contrast
wi th our exclusion of the epistenol ogi cal / met hodol ogi cal problem we
concede that this focus belongs with the sociol ogy of knowl edge . W
woul d argue, however, that the problem of "ideas," including the special
probl em of ideol ogy, constitutes only part of the larger problemof the
soci ol ogy of know edge, and not a central part at that. The sociology o
f know edge nust concern itself with every-
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SOCI ETY AS OBJECTI VE REALITY 57 common?z Wile this reciprocal
typification is not yet institutionalization (since, there only being
two individuals, there is no possibility of a typology of actors), it is
clear that institutionalization is already present in nucleo. At this
stage one may ask what gains accrue to the two individuals fromthis
devel opnent. The nobst inmportant gain is that each will be able to
predict the other's actions. Concomtantly , the interaction of both
becones predictable. The "There he goes agai n" becones a "There we go
again." This relieves both individuals of a considerabl e anpbunt of
tension. They save tine and effort, not only in whatever external tasks
they nmight be engaged in separately or jointly, but in terns of their
respective psychol ogi cal econonmies. Their |life together is now defined
by a wi dening sphere of taken-for- granted routines. Many actions are
possible on a low |l evel of attention. Each action of one is no |onger a
source of astoni shnent and potential danger to the other. Instead, nuch
of what goes on takes on the triviality of what, to both, will be
everyday life. This neans that the two individuals are constructing a
background, in the sense di scussed before, which will serve to stabilize
both their separate actions and their interaction. The construction of
this background of routine in turn nmakes possible a division of |abor
bet ween them opening the wary for innovations, which demand a hi gher

| evel of attention. The division of |abor and the innovations will |ead
to new habitualizations, further w dening the background common to both
i ndividuals. In other words, a social world will be in process of

construction, containing within it the roots of an expandi ng
institutional order. Generally, all actions repeated once or nore tend
to be habitualized to sone degree, just as all once or nore tend to be
habitualized to sone degree, just as all actions observed by anot her
necessarily involve sonme typification on his part. However, for the kind
of reciprocal typification just described to occur there nmust be a
continuing social situation in which the habitualized actions of two or
nore individuals interlock. Which actions are likely to be reciprocally
typified in this manner? The general answer is, those actions that are
relevant to both A and B within their conmon situation. The areas |ikely
to be relevant in this way will, of course, vary in different
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14 THE SOCI AL CONSTRUCTI ON OF REALITY The soci ol ogy of know edge, al ong
with the other epistenol ogical troubl emakers anong the enpirical
sciences, will "feed" problens to this nethodol ogical inquiry. It cannot
sol ve these problenms within its own proper frame of reference . W
therefore exclude fromthe sociol ogy of know edge the epi stenol ogi cal
and net hodol ogi cal problens that bothered both of its major originators.
By virtue of this exclusion we are setting ourselves apart from both
Schel er's and Mannheim's conception of the discipline, and fromthe

| at er sociol ogi sts of knowl edge (notably those with a neo-positivist
orientation) who shared the conception in this respect. Throughout the
present work we have firmy bracketed any epistenol ogi cal or

nmet hodol ogi cal questions about the validity of sociological analysis, in
t he sociol ogy of know edge itself or in any other area. W consider the
soci ol ogy of know edge to be part of the enpirical discipline of
soci ol ogy. CQur purpose here is, of course, a theoretical one. But our
theorizing refers to the enpirical discipline in its concrete problens,
not to the philosophical investigation of the foundations of the
enpirical discipline. In sum our enterprise is one of sociol ogical

t heory, not of the nethodol ogy of sociology. Only in one section of our
treatise (the one imediately following this introduction) do we go
beyond soci ol ogi cal theory proper, but this is done for reasons that
have little to do with epistenology, as will be explained at the tine.
We nust al so, however, redefine the task of the sociology of know edge
on the enmpirical level, that is, as theory geared to the enpirica

di sci pline of sociology. As we have seen, on this |level the sociol ogy of
know edge has been concerned with intellectual history, in the sense of
the history of ideas. Again, we would stress that this is, indeed, a
very inportant focus of sociological inquiry. Furthernore, in contrast
wi th our exclusion of the epistenol ogi cal/nmethodol ogi cal problem we
concede that this focus belongs with the sociol ogy of knowl edge . W
woul d argue, however, that the problemof "ideas," including the special
probl em of ideol ogy, constitutes only part of the larger problemof the
soci ol ogy of know edge, and not a central part at that. The sociology o
f know edge must concern itself with every-
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SOCI ETY AS SUBJECTIVE REALITY lia get to the station,” and "Fine,
darling, have a good day at the office" inplies an entire world within
whi ch these apparently sinple propositions nake sense. By virtue of this
inplication the exchange confirns the subjective reality of this world.
If this is understood, one will readily see that the great part, if not
all, of everyday conversation maintains subjective reality. Indeed, its
massivity is achieved by the accunul ati on and consi stency of casual
conversation-conversation that can afford to he casual precisely because
it refers to the routines of casual precisely because it refers to the
routines of a taken-for-granted world. The |oss of casual ness signals a
break in the routines and, at | east potentially, a threat to the
taken-for-granted reality. Thus one may inmagi ne the effect on casual ness
of an exchange like this: "Well, it's time for me to get to the
station," "Fine, darling, don't forget to take along your gun." At the
same tinme that the conversational apparatus ongoingly maintains reality,
it ongoingly nodifies it. Itenms are dropped and added, weakening some
sectors of what is still being taken for granted and rei nforcing others.
Thus the subjective reality of something that is never tal ked about
conmes to be shaky. It is one thing to engage in an enbarrassi ng sexua
act. It is quite another to talk about it beforehand or afterwards.
Conversely, conversation gives firmcontours to itens previously
apprehended in a fleeting and uncl ear manner . One nmay have doubts about
one's religion; these doubts becone real in a quite different way as one
di scusses them One then "tal ks oneself into" these doubts; they are
objectified as reality within one's own consci ousness. Cenerally
speaki ng, the conversational apparatus maintains reality by "tal king

t hrough" various el ements of experience and allocating thema definite
place in the real world. This reality-generating potency of conversation
is already given in the fact of |inguistic objectification. W have seen
how | anguage objectifies the world, transformng the a rhei of
experience into a cohesive order. In the establishment of this order

| anguage realizes a world, in the double sense of apprehendi ng and
producing it. Conversation is the actualizing of this realizing efficacy
of language in the face-to-face situations of individual existence. In
conversation the objectifications of |anguage becone objects of

i ndi vi dual con
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