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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The Problem of the Dissertation 

The problem of this dissertation is to discover the 

axiological basis, or value orientation, upon which Karl 

Mannhetm has developed a social philosophy. A crucial is

sue in such an investigation is the question of the link 

between Mannheim's sociology of knowledge and his axiolog

ical assumptions. This question of the link between soci

ology and value theory raises a number of questions with 

respect to the work of Mannheim. Are there axiological 

implications in the sociology of knowledge? What are the 

basic epistemological claims which Mannheim makes on behalf 

of the sociology of knowledge? What is the relation be

tween these epistemological claims and the problems of 

value theory? Do "facts" and "values," in other words, 

have a common ontological source, or do they arise from 

completely different sources? Does Mannheim draw the axi

ological conclusions which are implied by his sociology of 

knowledge? What are the axiological presuppositions of his 

social philosophy? In short, is value theory possible and, 
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if so, under what conditions? 

These questions suggest, in a rudimentary way, the 

procedural outline through which it will be possible to ex

plore the thought of a man who has encompassed within his 

work the concerns and problems not only of the sociologist, 

but also of the social philosopher and the philosopher of 

knowledge. 

There is here, as is the case with most problems, a 

problem-behind-the-problem, the awareness of which may 

serve to point up more clearly the significance of some of 

the issues involved. The problem-behind-the-problem in 

this case is posed in an article by Alfred Stern. 1 After 

discussing at some length the value systems of Nicolai 

Harbnann and Friedrich Nietzsche, Stern observes that 

Nietzsche's extreme axiological relativism and subjectivism 

insist that everything depends upon the individual, whereas 

in Harbnann's extreme axiological absolutism almost nothing 

any longer depends upon the individual. Consequently, it 

becomes clear that an absolutistic theory of values may be 

as dangerous as a relativistic one. Values which are pre

sented as transcendent, as absolute and independent of the 

individual, are also independent of the individual's 

1Alfred Stern, "The Current Crisis in the Realm of 
Values," The Personalist, 31(1950), 245-253. 
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area of value. 1 

However, there is another side to this, another 

sociological and anthropological approach which has played 

and can continue to play a constructive role, or at any 

rate not a nihilistic role, in the area of epistemology and 

axiology. Such men as David Bidney in anthropology, Karl 

Mannbeim in sociology, and Gordon Allport in psychology, 

have made attempts to deal with some of the philosophical 

implications of their respective disciplines, and to deal 

systematically with the problem of the presuppositions of 

their own disciplines. 

This dissertation is expressly interested in the 

figure of Karl Mannbetm because he bas done an extensive 

job of attempting to relate his own field of specializa

tion, ''Wissenssoziologie" (the sociology of knowledge), to 

other disciplines, especially philosophy and the philosophy 

of knowledge. Mannbetm' s main thrust in this area bas been 

to point up especially what he considered to be the epis

temological implications of Wissenssoziologie. In short, 

Mannbeim claims, the facts which the sociology of knowl

edge turm up require new epistemological foundations. This 

leads logically to the problem of the dissertation as 

1Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social 
Structure (Glencoe, Illinois: the Free-press, 1949), 
p. 219. 





is in this sense a sort of "microscopic" rather than a 

"macroscopic" approach. 
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The study will thus involve an intensive analysis 

of Mannhetm's own writings, subject to the limitations 

declared below. Secondary sources will also be used, pri

marily for clarification of the problem, and for clarify

ing the present status of certain issues that have evolved 

in the historical development of Wissenssoeiologie. 

2. Previous Research in the Field 

Almost all of the previous research on Karl 

Mannhetm's Wissenssoziologie has been undertaken from the 

perspectives of either sociological or epistemological con

cerns. The main attention given to Mannheim has been that 

of his fellow sociologists, raising theoretical problems 

concerning Mannheim's historicism, or the scientific rele

vance of imputation, or other kindred issues. 1 

Considerable attention has also been given to the 

epistemological problems raised by Mannheim. Jacques J. 

Maquet has examined the epistemological significance of 

Mannheim, and has described a series of "metaphysical 

1cf. Merton, oa. cit., for a summary of the socio
logical issues involve in Wissenssoziologie, Cbs. 12 and 
13. 
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Values are treated only incidentally, in terms of their 

ideological character. This is, in fact, true of prac

tically all of the work in the field, namely, that values 

are considered only as incidental to a particular ideology 

or socio-cultural pattern. 

Almost the only attention Mannheim's work has re

ceived from philosophers has been negatively-critical, in 

the form of response to his proposals for epistemological 

reconstruction. No one to date has approached his work in 

terms of the problems of value theory, and an analysis of 

his axiological presuppositions. Hence, the reason for 

the present study. 

3. Limitations of this Study 

The sources of information for this study include 

those writings of Mannheim which are available in this 

country, both in German and in English. Through the ef

forts of some of Mannhetm' s former students and colleagues, 

three collections of essays have been published, thus mak

ing available in English virtually all of Mannheim's 

theoretical studies in sociology, social psychology, and 

the sociology of knowledge. After 1933, the year of his 

emigration to England, his works were published in English. 

Only a few of Mannheim's published articles and manuscripts 
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4. The Method of the Dissertation 

The method of the dissertation will be as follows: 

i. Exposition 

Chapters II and III will be primarily expository, 

setting forth the main outlines of Mannheim's approach to 

the sociology of knowledge and the epistemological conclu

sions he has drawn. An attempt will be made to discover 

from Mannheim' s own writings the answers to the questions 

formulated in the foregoing problem of the dissertation. 

ii. Analysis 

Chapter IV will be primarily analytic. The prob

lem of determining the value components of Mannheim's 

sociological system is basically a complex problem in con

tent analysis. This content analysis will be undertaken 

through a series of categorial analyses. The categories 

of analysis have been derived in part from a comparative 

study of contemporary value theory, and in part from 

Mannheim' s own writings. Contemporary literature in the 

field of value theory reveals certain perennially recurring 

problems and pervasive issues. These same issues are re

flected in the language and structure of Mannheim's soci

ology and social philosophy. It is a constellation of such 

issues that is suggested as the basis of this analysis. 
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The categories here proposed reflect certain of these basic 

issues in contemporary value theory. It is supposed that 

the kinds of answers supplied to these categorial problems 

by Mannheim's writings will yield the value components 

that are implicit and explicit in those writings. There 

is no inherent hierarchical priority so far as these cate

gories are concerned. It is readily evident also that 

there are certain immanent relations between various cate

gories that make for apparent "overlapping," and obvious 

difficulty in finding absolutely discrete and exclusive 

categories. Nevertheless, in the process of analysis, an 

attempt will be made to set forth (in the context of 

Mannheim's own discussion) the distinguishing emphases of 

each category, and their relation to the basic problem of 

the dissertation. 

These categories of analysis are: 

1. Value--Intrinsic and Instrumental 

2. Value--Inclusive and Exclusive 

3. Value--Permanence and Change 

4. Value--Causality and Spontaneity 

5. Value--Egoism and Communitarianism 

6. Value and Personality 

7. Value and the Ought 

8. Value and the Meaning of Freedom 

9. Value and Religion 
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iii. Comparison and Synthesis 

Chapter V will involve mainly critical comparison 

and synthesis. The results of the categorial analysis 

will be subjected to critical and comparative study, for 

the purpose of inquiring into the consistency and coherence 

of his value presuppositions and his sociological conclu

sions, and to offer a synthesis, or "profile," of his basic 

axiological presuppositions, educed from the foregoing 

analysis. 

On the basis of such analysis and comparative study, 

the answers to the questions put forth in the opening para

graph of the dissertation will be sought. 



CHAPTER II 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF MANNHEIM'S THINKING 

1. Brief Account of Mannheim' s Life 

Karl Mannheim was born in Hungary in 1893, into a 

Jewish middle-class family. During his university life in 

Budapest, he moved largely among the socialist intellectual 

circles which assumed a leading role in the post-World War 

I revolution. Hegelian and Marxist thought had profoundly 

shaped his way of thinking during this period of his study. 

Georg Lukacs was the source of two major influences: 

(1) demonstrating the general value of sociological method 

in all fields of social-intellectual history, and (2) show

ing that Marx was the only one who truly grasped Hegel's 

idea of self-alienation, and pointing out that Marx had 

transferred the redeeming function of philosophy into the 

processes of the social revolution. 1 

When subsequent political reaction in Hungary frus

trated his desire for free intellectual development, he 

1Albert Salomon, "Karl Mannheim 1893-1947," Social 
Research, 14(1947), 350. 
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i. Wissensoziologie as Theory Concerning the Relationship 
Between Knowledge and Existence 

(1) Distinguished from Theo;y of Ideology 

Mannheim distinguishes his approach from the theory 

of ideology and its proponents, whose task is seen as the 

unmasking of more or less conscious deceptions and distor

tions of human groups and their patterns of thinking. A 

propos is the query of Hans Speier who asks what has become 

of truth in this age when it is easier to unmask the ideol

ogist than to state a type of thinking which does not re

sult from some subtle influence. He critically observes: 

"On being asked what our values are, we are tempted to tell 

how we got them! Aren't we likely under these conditions to 

lose the ability to proceed from the extrinsic conditions of 

ideas to their intrinsic meaning and philosophical signifi

cance?"1 Mannheim is concerned not so much with distortions 

and deceptions as he is concerned with the varying ways in 

which objects actually present themselves to various sub

jects according to the differences in social settings. His 

main preoccupation is with the problem of how mental struc

tures, thoughts, ideas, etc., are inevitably differently 

formed in varying social and historical contexts. He thus 

laans Speier, Review of Ideolofy and Utol(ia, by 
Karl Mannheim, American Journal of Soc ology, 43 July, 
1937)' 155. 
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angle."1 He declares that "the function of the findings of 

the sociology of knowledge lies somewhere in a fashion 

hitherto not clearly understood, between irrelevance to the 

establishment of truth on the one hand, and entire adequacy 

for determining truth on the other."2 

ii. Wissenssoziologie as Historical-Sociological Research 

(1) Historical Reconstruction 

A second aspect of the task of sociology of knowl

edge is concerned with the problems of methodology and the 

development of techniques for historical-sociological re

search. Mannheim considers this to be the most urgent and 

immediate task, to demonstrate its ability to engage in 

actual empirical research and to work out various criteria 

for assuring exactness and control over the empirical 

truths issuing from this historical-sociological research. 

He believes that there is much to be learned methodologic

ally from the philological disciplines and from the methods 

used in the history of art, particularly with reference to 

stylistic correlations of various periods. 3 In these two 

areas of study the methods of "dating" and "placing" the 

various artistic, linguistic, literary, and cultural 

1 Ibid., p. 287. 2 Ibid., p. 307. 

3Ibid. -
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phenomena are especially advanced and have much to offer to 

the sociology of knowledge. 

(2) Typological Analysis 

The basic task of research in the sociology of 

knowledge is to find a means of determining the various 

perspectives or viewpoints which gradually emerge in the 

history of thought, and to observe the process of change 

and transmission in the social process. This involves the 

reconstruction of integral modes of thought and perspectives, 

and the discovery of the underlying unity of outlook for the 

respective modes. Following this initial step, the recon

structed "ideal types" or modes or perspectives arrived at 

through the above procedure then become indispensable 

hypotheses for research, through the comparison of individ

ual concrete cases with these ideal types. 1 

(3) Problem of Imputation 

Both of these steps are integral phases of the 

method of "imputation," which is the main clue to the 

methodological aspects of the sociology of knowledge, the 

successful carrying out of which will eventually produce 

the concrete picture of the development of thought which 

has actually taken place. "This method," Mannheim asserts, 

1Ibid. -
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"offers the maximum reliability in the reconstruction of 

intellectual development, since it analy&es into its ele

ments what at first was merely a summary impression of the 

course of intellectual history, and by reducing this im

pression to explicit criteria makes possible a reconstruc

tion of reality."1 This is accomplished chiefly because 

the sociology of knowledge seeks to single out what were 

previously "anonymous, unarticulated forces" which are 

operative in the development of thought. 

The controversies concerning the problems of impu

tation (e.g., the problem of the ambivalent character of 

"mixed types," and the question of which mode they are to 

be imputed) are not to be seen as a refutation of the 

historical-sociological method, but are seen to reinforce 

his position. Mannheim points out, for example, that when 

questions arise as to whether the work of certain artists 

is imputable to the Rennaissance or to the Baroque period 

and style, this controversy by its very nature emphasizes 

the existence of specific, articulate modes of artistic 

expression, which themselves are the categories of analy

sis.2 

1 !ill·' p. 308. 
2tbid. -
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epistemological foundation appropriate to these more varied 

modes of thought. Moreover we are required to find if pos

sible a theoretical basis under which can be subsumed all 

the modes of thought which, in the course of history, we 

have succeeded in establishing."! 

Along with this claim is an argument for the recog

nition of reciprocity between epistemology and the special 

sciences. Mannheim rejects as untenable the claim that 

epistemology must develop autonomously and independently of 

the progress of the special sciences. New forms of knowl

edge, arising out of the social conditions of life, do not 

have to be first "legitimized" by an epistemology to 

demonstrate that they are possible. The reverse is actu

ally true, according to Mannheim, 2 Since the development 

of the sciences and their respective theories grow out of 

the actual working with empirical data, and the fortunes 

of epistemology reflect the shifts and changes and realign

ments already necessitated by revolutions in the empirical 

procedures for getting knowledge. 

1 Ibid., p. 290. 2 Ibid., p. 289. 
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Mannheim sees the sociology of knowledge as hav

ing a positive role concerning epistemological issues, not 

merely a negative role as most of his critics have assumed. 

Once we realize that although epistemology is the 
basis of all the empirical sciences, it can only de
rive its principles from the data supplied by them, 
and once we realize, further, the extent to which 
epistemology has hitherto been profoundly influenced 
by the ideal of the exact sciences, then it is clearly 
our duty to inquire how the problem will be affected 
when other sciences are taken into consideration.! 

Several lines of argument then follow from this observation, 

and these Mannheim submits as legitimate epistemological 

implications deriving from the sociology of knowledge. 

i. Inevitability of the "Human Equation" 

First, it calls for a "revision of the thesis that 

the genesis of a proposition is under all circumstances 

irrelevant to its truth."2 This, he believes, is a radical 

challenge to the abrupt and absolute dualism between 

"validity" and "existence," and between "fact" and "value" 

which is characteristic respectively of most idealistic 

and positivistic epistemologies. In these two traditions 

such a dualism is regarded as impregnable and is, accord

ing to Mannheim, "the most immediate obstacle to the 

1 Ibid., p. 292. -
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unbiased utilization of the findings of the sociology of 

knowledge." Mannheim's assertion is merely a plea for the 

recognition that the "human equation" is always present, 

requiring a new understanding of the knowledge problem. 

But it is not a weakness of our minds which prevents us 

from finding the truth: "even a god could not formulate a 

proposition on historical subjects like 2 x 2 = 4, for what 

is intelligible in history can be formulated only with 

reference to problems and conceptual constructions which 

themselves arise in the flux of historical experience."1 

ii. The Need for a New "Thought Model" 

Second, the revised epistemology calls for a new 

model of thought. The old epistemology was built upon the 

axioms taken over from the quantifiable sciences, and is 

for the most part an extension of the tendencies character

istic of this limited form of knowledge. What is needed 

is a thought model which is appropriate to the qualitative 

sciences. This new model will be, presumably, inclusive 

of the wide range of types of knowledge (including the 

quantifiable sciences) which are at the disposal of the 

epistemologist. The present model, that based upon the 

quantifiable sciences, is exclusive, in that it is limited 

1 Ibid., p. 79. 
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It is necessary to raise the question time and again 
whether we can imagine the concept of knowing without 
taking account of the whole complex of traits by which 
man is characterized, and how, without these presup
positions we can even think of the concept of knowing, 
to say nothing of actually engaging in the act of 
knowing.! 

v. Relevance of the Perspectivistic Element 

Fifth, the revised epistemology will take fully 

into account the essentially perspectivistic element in 

certain types of knowledge. 2 Thus, in certain types of 

historical-social knowledge it will be considered not only 

as quite natural but quite inevitable that a given conclu

sion should contain the traces of the existential position 

of the knower. "The problem," according to Mannheim, "lies 

not in trying to hide these perspectives or in apologizing 

for them, but in inquiring into the question of how, 

granted these perspectives, knowledge and objectivity are 

still possible."3 He states this affirmative position in 

still another way: 

The problem is not how we might arrive at a non
perspectivistic picture but how, by juxtaposing the 
various points of view, each perspective may be recog
nized as such and thereby a new level of objectivity 
attained. Thus we come to the point where the false 
ideal of a detached, impersonal point of view must be 
replaced by the ideal of an essentially human point of 
view which is within the limits of a hvman perspective 
constantly striving to enlarge itself.4 

1 Ibid., p. 297. 

3Ibid. -

2Ibid., p. 296. 

4Ibid., p. 297. 
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3. Objectivity Redefined 

What is here proposed is what might be termed a 

highly refined subjectivity, freed as far as possible from 

the illusion of "absolute objectivity," as sensitized as 

possible to the subjective and human elements which are in

herent in it, as internally coherent as human limitations 

permit it to be. Thus refined, it offers a new orienta

tion toward the meaning of objectivity, newly defined by 

a humanized epistemology. Mannheim makes it emphatically 

clear that this solution does not imply renunciation of 

the postulate of objectivity. 1 It does not deny the pos

sibility of arriving at decisions in factual disputes. It 

does not involve the acceptance of fictionalism or illu

sionism. It does not assert that objects are non-existent. 

It does not conclude that reliance upon observation is 

useless and futile. And finally: 

The result even here is not relativism in the sense 
of one assertion being as good as another. Rela
tionism, as we use it, states that every assertion 
can only be relationally formulated. It becomes 
relativism only when it is linked with the older 
static ideal of eternal, unperspectivistic truths 
independent of the subjective experience of the 
observer, and when it is judged by this alien ideal 
of absolute truth.2 

1 Ibid., p. 301. 2 Ibid. , p . 300 • 
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These claims are not a denial of the importance of 

epistemology, for Mannhetm insists that epistemological 

presuppositions are basically involved in every scientific 

pursuit, and he urges that persons in the respective sci

ences proceed with the business of examining these presup

positions upon which they operate. He makes this interest 

explicit by asserting that: "To every factual form of 

knowledge belongs a theoretical foundation." 1 Mannheim is 

prepared to examine his own theoretical position, and 

makes a serious effort to hold himself accountable for the 

epistemological implications for which he has insisted that 

others be held accountable. This is evident in the pro

posals which he has made for the new lines of epistemolog

ical development. Most significant in this regard are the 

directions which he has pointed with respect to the problem 

of "validity," the meaning of "objectivity," and the pos

sibility of a new orientation to the problem. 

4. Perspectival Validity 

Mannheim's position, it was noted, offered a medi

ating position with respect to the problem of interpreting 

the "validity" of a given "perspective." "Perspective," 

1 Ibid., p. 290. 
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as here used, signifies the manner in which one views an 

object, what one perceives in it, and how one construes it 

in his thinking; it is something more than a merely formal 

determination of thinking. The problem is now to see how, 

in terms of Mannheim's conception of knowledge, one may 

identify the perspective which is valid from the ones which 

are not valid. What are the criteria to be utilized in 

this new conception of truth? Mannheim discusses several 

such criteria. 

i. Criterion of Unanimity 

Insofar as different observers are identified with 

the same perspective, and utilize the same conceptual and 

categorial apparatus (as in a highly controlled experiment), 

they will be able to arrive at similar results and be in a 

position to eradicate as an error everything which deviates 

from this unanimity. 1 It is supposed that what will be 

seen by all observers sharing the same point of view really 

exists in the thing being observed, and thus is merely a 

means of suppressing the personal equation and establishing 

"authentic socially conditioned knowledge." 2 Mannheim as

sumes that "sharing the same point of view'' is possible, 

within limits, and this is a methodological problem which 

1 Ibid., p. 300. 
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is not beyond solution. 1 

ii. Criterion of Perspectival Synthesis 

The problem here becomes more difficult, since we 

now have several views of the same thing emanating from 

different perspectives. Mannheim attempts to show how we 

attain a certain objectivity by comparing different per

spectives. In such a case, what bas been correctly but 

differently perceived by the different perspectives must be 

understood in the light of the differences in structure of 

these varied modes of perception. He maintains that an ef

fort must be made to find a formula for translating the 

results of one into those of the other and to discover a 

common denominator for these varying perspectival insights. 

"Once such a common denominator has been found, it is pos

sible to separate the necessary differences of the varying 

views from the arbitrarily conceived and mistaken elements, 

which here too should be considered as errors."2 

Does this procedure of seeking a common denominator 

leave one with a residue (i.e., what can be seen from any 

point of view) or, on the contrary, does it imply the cre

ation of a new, larger perspective which will synthesize 

the previous ones? Mannheim appears to conceive of an 

1 Ibid., p. 301 • ........... 2 Ibid., p. 300. 
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perspective and a critical analysis of his social philosophy, 

to discover What really are his presuppositions with regard 

to value, and the connection, if any, between these axiolog

ical presuppositions and his sociological presuppositions. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF VALUE COMPONENTS IN MANNHEIM'S 

WRITINGS 

Introduction 

This chapter will present an analysis of the value 

components in Mannheim's writings. A preliminary word 

should be said about the semantic problem involved in such 

an analysis of Mannheim's work, especially as it pertains 

to the problem of value and to the many substitute terms 

which Mannheim uses to refer to the value dimensions of 

human experience. A brief summary of the terms which he 

uses to designate the value aspects of experience would 

include the following: value, valuation, aim, goal, goal

direction, attitude, objective, interest, virtues, quali

ties, cultural aspects, morals, sentiments, proper ends, 

social codes, conduct patterns, way of life, ideology, 

utopia. Some of these terms may appear to be rather 

spurious items to include in such a list, and yet their 

use by Mannheim in specific contexts reveal that he is 

referring to the valuational side of experience, and he 

often uses the above terms interchangeably with the word 

- 45 -
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value. 

In the more detailed analysis that follows, the con

textual use of these terms will be evident. The very am

biguity of the terms themselves, and Mannheim's interchange

able use of such terms, constitute a real part of the prob

lem. 

The following analysis of categories will attempt 

to establish as clearly as possible the context of Mannheim's 

own usage and his intended meanings. The purpose of this 

analysis is to attempt to extract from Mannheim's sociolog

ical system the value components that are evident, and 

operative, in that system. 

1. Value--Intrinsic and Instrumental 

The instrumental character of value is readily ap

parent in much of Mannheim's writing. In much of his dis

cussion about "the value situation" or "the value-generating 

situation," value is largely identified with goal-seeking 

activity. 

Mannheim at one point distinguishes what he claims 

to be "the philosophical" and "the sociological" interpre

tation of values. 1 After asking "What are values?" he then 

1Karl Mannheim, SSstematic Sociology (New York: 
Philosophical Library, 19 8), p. 131. 
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proceeds to explain that "to the idealist philosopher-

even to the man in the street--they present themselves as 

eternal qualities, as gifts or commands from Heaven, as 

transcendental forces." On the contrary, to the sociol

ogist they are "part and parcel of the social process-

functions of the social process." Further he states that 

to the sociologist values are "neither abstract entities 

nor intrinsic qualities" of an object. 1 In short, one 

cannot meaningfully talk about values at all apart from a 

valuing subject. 

In Mannheim's basic setting of what he terms the 

value-generating situation, he sees three factors: organ

ism, situation, and object. 2 The "object," he explains, 

refers to values, goals, or interests,which he does not 

basically differentiate. The organism is necessary to 

give real meaning to the idea of value. The situation pro

vides the necessary context for action, within which the 

organism makes a particular act of judgment and selection. 

Mannheim gives a further elaboration of this goal-oriented 

or interest-directed activity of the individual. 

We can start by considering an object of interest 
from the point of view of its subjective element. 
Once my interest has focussed on the object, however, 
the objective relationship between the object and me 
becomes more and more important. In this broader 

1Ibid. -
2 Ibid., p. 133. 
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sense we can speak about interest in cultural objects, 
like a philosophy. In this case interest means ob
jects which enlist our attention. 

From interest, in the sense that I am "interested 
in" a thing, we must distinguish interest which has 
the special implication of personal advantage, which 
we sometimes call self-interest. As an instance of 
this I may want to get the greatest amount possible 
in the fields of power, prestige or economic gain. It 
is principally the wish for advantage which urges me 
to purposive activities. This means that interest 
compels me to organise my behaviour to attain this 
given end of calculation, and in this case we can 
speak about the second sense of interest mentioned 
earlier, rational interest. This implies calculation 
and striving for a given end and is a complex form of 
adjustment, because calculation implies choosing the 
means which lead most effectively to that end in the 
shortest way with the greatest economy of effort. 
"It implies a positive control over the sources neces
sary to carry purposes into effect and possession of 
the means to satisfy desires and the trained powers 
of mind and particularly of initiative and reflection 
required for free preference and for circumspect and 
farseeing desires."l 

In this rather definitive statement by Mannheim, he 

has set the problem very clearly in terms of a means-ends 

situation. He has further suggested a differentiation of 

the means-value and the end-value. There is not only the 

question of determining the ends to be sought, but there 

is, simultaneously, the question of determining the proper 

means of achieving those ends. 

The value of the means is determined by the nature 

of the ends, which require a certain kind of organized 

1 Ibid., p. 37. Mannheim's quoted source is not 
identifiecr:--





actual qualities of experience, in contrast to normative 

values, which will be discussed later. 

Is there further evidence that Mannheim involves 
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in his thinking, consciously or not, implicitly or other

wise, the category of intrinsic values? He speaks of 

"cultural products as they are given in immediacy."l Also, 

in the same paragraph he refers to cultural products "as 

they present themselves when we grasp them adequately as 

value objects in the immediate, unreflected approach to 

the value in question." Then he continues by discussing 

the structure of the "cultural product taken in immediacy," 

and outlines the characteristic features of this "immedi

ately given structure."2 He appears to be saying that such 

cultural products, such "value objects," (literary, 

aesthetic, technological, or otherwise) present themselves 

as immediate, unreflected value to a valuing subject, i.e., 

the valuer prizes them for their own sake. 

Is there an intuitive theory operating here? Is 

this compatible with an earlier-quoted statement that 

values are "part and parcel of the social process--

p. 64. 
1Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge, 

2 
Ibid. -
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functions of the social process"?1 Does Mannheim mean that 

values are exclusively functions of the social process, 

totally dependent upon and varying with the social process? 

Or can they be both? 

The problem of the relation between his intrinsic 

and instrumental values is reflected most clearly in an 

illustration which Mannheim uses in an introductory study 

of value, in a chapter called "The Philosophical and Socio

logical Interpretation of Values." The illustration is in

tended to demonstrate his approach to the understanding of 

value, as contrasted with the theological and philosophical 

approach "which appeals to the thought habits of men ac

customed to act under authority." 2 

Let us take a very simple concrete situation in 
which valuation occurs. I wish to drive a nail into 
a piece of wood and I therefore look at everything in 
terms of its "hammer value"--that is to say, measure 
its capacity to meet the special situation. I try 
out different objects; some of them are effective and 
become active factors in the context of my life. In 
this case, as in other cases, there is no abstract 
value, but certain things become valuable in the con
text of a certain activity, through performing a de
sired function. As a matter of fact the "hammer 
value" corresponds to an emotionalization of certain 
functions which become important in our lives. That 
is to say, the value is not inherent in any object 
or activity as such, but each may become valuable if 
it becomes necessary and therefore emphasized in the 
context of life.j 

1Mannheim, Systematic Sociology, p. 131. 

2!ill., p. 132. 3Ibid. 
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It is important to note that in the context of this 

discussion, no attention whatever is paid to the purpose 

for which the nail was to be driven into the wood. What is 

the end, the goal, the structure prized for its own sake, 

for which "hammer value" or instrumental value is sought? 

The most significant clue to his understanding of the 

value situation, in this instance, is the conclusion which 

he draws above, viz., that "the value is not inherent in 

any object or activity as such, but each may become valu

able if it becomes necessary and therefore emphasized in 

the context of life." 

It would be a mistake to infer too much from a 

single such illustration, but this example is submitted as 

basically representative of Mannheim's areas of emphasis 

and of de-emphasis. Basically, he tends much of the time 

toward a predominantly instrumentalist approach. Meanwhile, 

as in the above illustration, the intrinsic value (of house, 

or whatever the nail and hammer were intended for) is only 

implicit. 

Moreover, because Mannheim feels convinced that 

sociology is the discipline which can analyze the "hammer 

value," the instrumental values of society, he concludes 

that this discipline should thus become the rightful cus

todian of the values of society. 
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What will really happen will be that the theological 
and philosophical obligation will be replaced by a 
sociological one. The theological and to a large 
extent the philosophical justification of values 
appeals to the thought habits of men accustomed to 
act under authority, whilst the sociological approach 
appeals to the democratically educated man because 
the social obligation can be reasonably tested. An
other advantage of the sociological concept is that 
it both explains the obligation and opens the door 
to reforms, whereas the

1
old absolute conception 

rendered reform slower. 

Immediately the questions arise: "Social obligation" to 

what? and, "Reasonably tested" against what? 

Mannheim has a somewhat unsteady confidence in just 

what achievements sociology is capable of producing. In 

contrast to the above-quoted confidence in the sociological 

justification of values, he mentions in another place the 

difficulty which his sociological historicism does encounter 

in determining the proper goals or ends of human beings. 

Now we do not want to deny that historicism does en
counter difficulties--and they arise precisely at 
this point. For while we can see the meaning, the 
goal-directedness of the overall development in so 
far as closed periods are concerned, we cannot see 
such a goal-meaning for our own period. Since the 
future is always a secret, we can only make con
jectures about the total pattern of meaning of which 
our present is a part; ... 2 

1 Ibid., p. 132. 

2Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge, 
p. 172. 
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What then is to determine these goals or end-values? 

Mannheim seems on the one hand to be saying that they are 

mere conjectures. On the other hand, he seems to be declar

ing that sociology can somehow provide a "sociological 

justification." 

Mannheim has set forth, in numerous discussions of 

value and the value-generating situation, both the instru

mental and intrinsic character of value. He appears at 

times to be a thoroughgoing functionalist or instrumentalist, 

somewhat indifferent to the existence of intrinsic values. 

At other times, he seems to give attention to both the 

instrumental and intrinsic values of human experience. 

Basically, he appears to recognize an organic connection 

between the two. 

Human nature as a whole will always be determined by 
the structure and nature of the goal which man sets 
himself to attain, since out of this goal comes the 
thread which links together the whole chain of his 
conduct.l 

Man's goals, and the thread of conduct which con

stitutes the means orienting the individual toward those 

goals, are organically related. These are the intrinsic 

and instrumental values of his system. Mannheim is gener

ally very conscious of the polarities of existence, and he 

recognizes that instrumental values are inconceivable apart 

1Ibid. , p. 258. 
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from some intrinsic goods or ultimate values toward which 

they are aimed at producing or achieving. Contrariwise, 

he is very conscious of the fact that intrinsic values, 

sheer goals, apart from any actualizing process, are mean

ingless abstractions. This is evident in his rather forth

right reaction against certain abstract idealistic systems, 

which, as noted earlier, he tends to equate with all phil

osophy. 

In assessing the instrumentalist character of 

Mannheim's thought, and his frequent tendency to rely 

heavily upon a functionalist approach, there are nonethe

less occasional remonstrances against functionalism and 

pragmatism. Here Mannheim passes his own critical judgment 

upon the limitations and the dangers of functionalism. 

The Romantics and their contemporary disciples were 
defending the unsophisticated immediateness of human 
experience, the desire to accept things simply as 
they presented themselves. People and things exist 
in their own right and not simply as functions of 
other entities. Their very existence is a fulfill
ment of their inner nature. The only proper way to 
treat them is to approach them directly and not by 
roundabout routes, as a function of something else. 
In the same way, spiritual experiences, whether moral 
or religious, once reverenced as transcendent reali
ties, are in the modern approach deprived of their 
true nature when they are conceived as artefacts. The 
functional approach no longer regards ideas and moral 
standards as absolute values, but as products of the 
social process, which can if necessary be changed by 
scientific guidance combined with political practice. 

This Romanticist criticism is undoubtedly a pro
found one, and will still preserve its value in the 
future. Its task is to remind us continually of the 
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Again, as in the discussion of instrumental and intrinsic 

character of value, Mannheim's thought ranges widely across 

the whole field of cultural products (intellectual, reli

gious, aesthetic, and technological). The terms inclusive 

and exclusive are not here being set over against intrin

sic and instrumental values, as if it were an either/or 

situation. The point is not to suggest that values are 

either one or the other, but rather that all are, in one 

way or another, varying dimensions of the value experience. 

The term inclusive is here used to suggest values 

that encompass other values, as a whole encompasses its 

parts, and as shared experience of values encompasses the 

experience of more than one person. Hence, inclusive 

refers not to any supreme set of values in an absolute 

sense, but rather to varying levels of comprehensiveness, 

as varying wholes may be parts of larger wholes. Exclu

sive values, on the other hand, refer to the particular

istic character of value. Such values are limited to a 

particular person, or serve a partial or particular end, 

or are embodied in and experienced by a particular and 

limited group. In the sense here indicated, these terms 

refer to an important aspect of Mannheim's understanding 

of the value situation. 
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positive structural tensions in certain types of social set

tings. But, on the other hand, competition also is "a force 

which compels people to act against one another," i.e., to 

seek values which are exclusive and particularistic. 1 Co

operation, Mannheim believes, is essentially inclusive, en

compassing and embracing other values, such as "like

mindedness, sympathy, mutual helpfulness," which are "im

portant integrating forces."2 But all of these in turn, 

Mannheim acknowledges, have a more ultimate value referent, 

a "connnon external purpose" which can guide persons to a 

more complete integration. 3 

The valuational side of experience is often ex

pressed by Mannheim in terms of general social forces and 

processes "which either bring people together (these are the 

integrating forces) or urge them to act against one an

other."4 But these should not be taken to mean that in

clusive values are to be strictly equated with "good" and 

that exclusive values are to be equated with "evil." He 

recognizes that certain levels of inclusiveness may involve 

simultaneously both positive and negative elements. 

1Mannheim, Systematic Sociology, p. 89. 

2Ibid. 3Ibid. - -
4 Ibid., p. 103. 
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perspectives be brought into a synthesis and their "iso

lated activities correlated through an integrating vision 

of the pattern as a whole." Even so, it is his values (his 

assumed "ultimates" of freedom, democracy, personality, 

unity, harmony, wholeness) which inform his proposed method 

for arriving at a truly integrated vision. Elsewhere, he 

writes that nothing can be saved from the "wreckage of 

liberalism" except "its values, among others, the belief 

in a free personality." "Thus the old ideal of freedom 

can only be attained by the technique of planning for 

freedom."1 These values are Mannheim's own ultimately in

clusive values, and the basic starting points of his so

cial theory. But, being inclusive, they are also particu

laristic. Being universal in their inclusiveness, they 

thus pertain to every person in a specific and particular

istic way. "Democracy as a political institution," 

Mannheim writes, "is a projection on to the organizational 

plane of the principle of brotherhood, everyone being 

equal at least in political rights and opportunities."2 

The broader the base of inclusiveness, the more universal 

are the possibilities of particularistic values. 

1Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruc
tion, p. 364. 

2Mannheim, Diagnosis of Our Time, p. 151. 
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Mannheim protests against any tendency towards a 

"disembodied notion of history' which "bedevilled the 

'dialectics' of the post-Hegelian reflections on history."1 

While he agrees that the "evolving mind is the spark and 

substance of history," he is not willing to speak of the 

"dialectics of history per !!_, without any thought of 

what it is that moves or evolves in the stated antithetical 

forms." 2 

History is then not a substantive, but an attribute 
of an evolving collectivity; it is not only a record 
of change, but also an account of that which changes. 
History conceived without its social medium is like mo
tion perceived without that which is moving.3 

Speaking specifically of values, Mannheim points out that 

by "stability" he does not mean uneventfulness or mere 

personal security of individuals, but rather the "relative 

fixity of the existing total social structure, which 

guarantees the stability of the dominant values and ideas."4 

Values which stabilize or conserve the social struc-

ture are not necessarily positive or negative; they may be 

either, or both. Such values are positive insofar as they 

preserve the ongoingness of life and the maintenance of 

1Mannheim, Essa;IS on the Sociolog;I of Culture, 
p. 38. 

2Ibid. 3 37. Ibid., p. -
4Mannheim, Ideologi and Utopia, p. 85. 
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identity and continuity, in persons and in social groups. 

Most of the values embodied in custom and law, and repre

senting certain norms of social life, function in such a 

manner, providing cohesion and stability. They provide 

the basis for personal valuations, and in varying degrees 

the source of authority for such valuations. 1 

Mannheim points out that the positive values of a 

given tradition can only be fully realized when one both 

lives in it and at the same time is sufficiently distant 

from it to see those elements of the past that are relevant 

to the present, as well as those which are not relevant. 

"It may be well worth heeding a tradition, not for the 

sake of its venerable character, but because it stems 

from past situations which may arise again. " 2 

Speaking again of the positive role of traditional 

values, he notes that in stable social groups the actions 

and behavior of the members are shaped by definite group 

traditions, inhibitions and ethical standards, which are 

a prerequisite for tolerable human life. 

Nobody can expect a human being to live in complete 
uncertainty and with unlimited choice. Neither the 
human body nor the human mind can bear endless 

p. 82. 

l.Mannheim, Systematic Sociology, p. 125. 

2Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Culture, 
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Mannheim's entire study of "ideology" constitutes 

a massive array of evidence concerning the negative value 

of "ideology." While he claims that the word "ideology" 

is essentially "non-valuational," his study of ideologies 

reveals that a particular ideology can degenerate to the 

point where its function "is to conceal the actual meaning 

of conduct rather than to reveal it."1 It is to this ex

tent negative, because it blindly perpetuates an outmoded 

and antiquated system of values, and inhibits the coming 

of "newer and more genuine values."2 

Just as the stabilizing and seemingly permanent 

values of experience may be positive or negative, so also 

there are both positive and negative aspects to change. 

While ideology is seen to be a maintenance social function, 

utopia is seen by Mannheim to be functionally related to 

change. 

For in human mentality it is not always the same 
forces, substances, or images which can take on a 
utopian function, i.e. the function of bursting the 
bonds of the existing order. We will see in what 
follows that the utopian element in our conscious
ness is subject to changes in content and form. 
The situation that exists at any given moment is 
constantly being shattered by different situation
ally transcendent factors.3 

1rbid., p. 95. 

3!E.!£.' p. 206. 

2Ibid. -
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certain instances "take an antithetic course and invert a 

given trend."1 But he believes that change through op

posites is by no means a universal feature of history, and 

he claims that the Marxist view of the inevitable process 

of structural inversions is not at all adequate. "The 

thesis that capitalism is the dialectical opposite of 

feudalism is as questionable as the corresponding prognosis 

that the trend of capitalism points towards its anti

thesis."2 Mannheim is willing to accept the hypothesis of 

the class struggle, not as a dogmatic necessity, but as a 

tendency, in order to be better able to understand the 

great upheavals and structural changes in society. But, he 

insists upon looking for a more comprehensive hypothesis, 

and an "elastic way of thinking which is always ready to 

adapt the hypothesis to the new realities." 3 

Mannheim's basic approach to an understanding of 

social transformation and valuational changes is to be 

found in his study of "The Problem of Generations. n 4 The 

clue to the historical character of thought processes and 

1rbid.' p. 58. 2Ibid. -
3Mannheim, Systematic Sociology, p. 146. 

4Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge, 
pp. 276-320. 









be brought about through collective deliberation, 
and in Which re-valuations should be based ulon 
intellectual insight and consent, a-complete y new 
system of education would be necessary, one which 
would focus its main energies on the development 
of our intellectual powers and bring about a frame 
of mind which can bear the burden of scepticism 
and which does not panic when many of the thought 
habits are doomed to vanish.l [Italics mine.] 
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Here Mannheim has introduced the principle of ra

tional control. "Collective deliberation," as well as 

"intellectual insight and consent" presuppose the principle 

of rational coherence as the condition which makes these 

possible. While the general drift of the social processes 

may be in the direction of an "irreversible" and pre

destined "democratizing trend," techniques of control 

based upon rational values are the clue to determining the 

continuing directions in which the modern society can 

develop. 2 Mannheim cannot mean "irreversible" in an ab

solute sense, otherwise his insistence upon rational value 

controls over the social process are meaningless. Basically, 

he is confident of human rationality and its capacity to 

guide the social processes toward the goals it has set for 

itself. But both value systems and social techniques are 

necessary for rationally guided social change. In discuss

ing, for example, the problem of reorganizing the 

1Ibid. -
2 Ibid., p. 2. 
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institutions surrounding the meaning of property, he points 

out that both values and social technique are necessary. 

It is not enough to give a conscious reinterpretation 
of the value system organized around the idea of 
property; a complete reform is needed if the original 
intention, that the value of social justict should 
prevail, is to be put into practice again. 

What is the basis of change in social life? Not just 

value systems, not just conscious reinterpretation of 

value systems, not just the norms of social justice, but 

all of these combined with the will to re-direct, through 

rationally determined social techniques, the institutions 

and cultural patterns of society--this is the ultimate 

basis of social transformation. At the bottom of 

Manriheim's social theory is a voluntaristic emphasis that 

ultimately calls for the active penetration of reality by 

the participating historical subject. 

4. Value--Causality and 
Spontaneity 

Mannheim's understanding of the nature of causa

tion and of spontaneity in the social and cultural world 

begins with the assumption of the possibility of discover

ing general trends and predictable series of events more 
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Mannheim attempts, in this way, to bring "the whole 

depth of the problems of dialectic" into view, and to ap

prehend the uniqueness of "dynamic totalities" from within. 

These dynamic totalities may be comprehended as parts of a 

total "historical movement toward a spontaneously evolved 

concrete value irradiating the body of history concerned, 

toward a meaningful goal."1 The individual, the historical 

subject, can reflect upon the meaning of his position within 

the total temporal sequence, can (within limits) differen

tiate himself from that process, and can finally, become a 

specific and unique spark of that "spontaneously evolved 

concrete value" irradiating the historical process. 2 

In short, Mannheim states that human beings and 

their values and meanings, are both determinate and self

determining. To be self-caused means also to be involved 

in a complex system of determinate causal sequences. 

Mannheim's dynamic ontology posits levels of creativity 

and spontaneity not only at the individual and the social

historical, but at all levels of the substrata underlying 

human existence. Individuality involves a dimension dif-

ferent from other objects in nature, namely motivation. 

That is to say, human beings are self-caused, hence, able 

to reflect upon and to participate in a spontaneously 

1Ibid. -
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5. Value--Egoism and Communitarianism 

While the preceding categories were of a broader and 

more general nature, dealing with the widest possible con

text of human value experience, the present polar categories 

of egoism and communitarianism provide a transition to a 

more specific locus of the value experience in terms of the 

personal and inter-personal conditions involved. The term 

egoism is not used in any narrow psychologically sectarian 

sense, but only to identify the pole of self-reference, 

self-consciousness, self-interest, the locus of individua

tion. Communitarianism, similarly, refers to the pole of 

sociality, group-centeredness, inter-personal involvement. 

Mannheim clearly sets forth a theory of organic 

interdependence. Self-consciousness of persons includes 

judgments and valuations which have both a self-reference 

and a reference to other persons. A self-centered person 

is one who is "less able to see things and relations from 

someone else's viewpoint." By "socialization," on the 

other hand, Mannheim understands a process of the "expan

sion of the self" in which values and judgments are made 

with reference to other selves. 1 

1Mannheim, Systematic Sociology, p. 73. 
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interdependence--of the interdependence which binds the 

single experience to the stream of single individuals and 

these in turn to the fabric of the wider community of ex

perience and activity."1 

Mannheim, like Marx and Hegel before him, was very 

much concerned with the problem of alienation. He proposes 

that in his approach, i.e., in his analysis of the cogni

tive and valuational processes, a "new sort of life

orientation is at work, seeking to stay the alienation 

and disorganization which arose out of the exaggeration of 

the individualistic and mechanistic attitude." 2 In the 

historical legacy of economic liberalism, massive competing 

units confound the individual and in the midst of the be

wildering complexity of institutional structures "the 

individual no longer sees his way to meaningful contribu

tions to the common end." 3 In the midst of chaos and 

disintegration of behavior, both flight from responsibility 

and deep doubt of former values prevail. Whole groups of 

persons within society may find themselves cast-offs from 

1Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 32. 

2 !!?.!.5!·' p. 33. 

3Mannheim, Freedom, Power, and Democratic Planning, 
p. 177. 
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that society, either because they are too old, or too young, 

or too middle aged. Young persons may find themselves 

emancipated from family life, but without finding an al

ternate role of responsibility within the pattern of soci

ety. Social mobility and massive economic dislocations may 

be causes for whole groups "dropping out of the social 

structure."1 All of these forces of disintegration and 

alienation can only be combatted by the practical applica

tion of the ideal of democratic personalism to specific 

problems in social organization, restoring persons once 

again to the social fabric and reintegrating them in an 

organic manner. Democratization is the only basis on 

which persons are no longer compelled to meet other per

sons solely in their role, either as social superior or 

inferior, but can in fact "establish pure existential con

tact" with them as human beings. "This form of relation

ship between the 'I' and the 'thou' can become a general 

pattern only on the basis of democratization." 2 

Mannheim refuses to treat the issue as one between 

the "great personality" and the "mass," but develops a 

viewpoint which seeks from the beginning to interpret 

p. 242. 
2Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Culture, 
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individual valuations and goal-seeking activity in all 

spheres within the context of group experience. 1 The pro

cess of valuation is not simply the free-wheeling motiva

tion of the outstanding individual, nor is it merely the 

leveled-out mass of humanity. The process of valuation is 

to be seen as a "coherent system of social and psycholog

ical activities," among which are value creation, value 

dissemination, value reconciliation, value standardization, 

and value assimilation. 2 There are definite social condi

tions which favor or upset the smooth working of these 

processes. 

For the individual life-history is only a component 
in a series of mutually intertwined life-histories 
which have their common theme in this upheaval; the 
particular new motivation of a single individual 
is a part of a motivational complex in which many 
persons participate in various ways.3 

Conscious acknowledgment of this mutuality and solidarity 

provides the basis of community, and the common life and 

common values are "crystallized and elaborated into an 

ethical code," remolding and reshaping the values and 

attitudes of various persons who come within the range of 

1Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 30. 

2Mannheim, Diagnosis of Our Time, p. 17. 

3Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, pp. 27-28. 
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are differently judged, depending upon whether one is a 

member of communist, capitalist, or socialist society, or 

of varying religious background and orientation, or de

pending upon any of numerous patterns of social differ

entiation. Mannheim is certainly aware of these varying 

patterns of perspectival differentiation, as he appears 

to be aware of the problem of judgment in human valuations. 

He speaks of the "riddle of changing human valuations," 

and proposes eight hypotheses which he believes will help 

to solve this "riddle."1 

The first hypothesis is that valuations are origin

ally set by groups, i.e., "the real carrier of standards 

is not the individual, but the group of which he happens 

to be the exponent." Second, the valuational standards 

of varying groups reflect to a large extent their re

spective social structures; e.g., the values of a warrior 

group as different from the values of agriculturalists, 

etc. Third, valuation is not an isolated psychological 

act, but is inherently social and serves an integrating 

function in the life of the group. Fourth, conflicting 

valuations occur when groups are "co-ordinated or super

imposed" on one another, posing "counter-values" set up 

1Mannheim, Essays on Sociology and Social Psy
chology, p. 236. 
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against one another; e.g., when values of the warrior 

caste are set against the tribal rules of conformity. 

Fifth, social differentiation and stratification involve 

different value systems, which either become separated and 

insulated, or else clash or mix, "depending on the nature 

of the social integration." Sixth, in static societies 

value systems become fixed by elites, who then subjugate 

other strata of society and the values they represent. 

Seventh, in dynamic societies differentiated groups in so

ciety can challenge the values and prestige of the dominant 

elite. Eighth, the value-generating function is not con

fined to social groups only, but to broader "social forces 

and social processes which determine and change the group

forms themselves. nl 

The above hypothesesare helpful in interpreting 

the dynamics of changing valuations, in demonstrating that 

valuations do undergo certain shifts under certain kinds 

of circumstance. These hypotheses point out the basis of 

conflict as a function of differentiated social groups and 

their respective value systems. They do offer a functional 

analysis of society as it is, and as it may be observed 

sociologically. They do not offer an answer to the ques

tion of what are "the most enlightened values in our age." 

1 Ibid., pp. 236-68. 
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They do not suggest any clue to the nature of the "ought

claim" or criterion of judgment, a fundamental factor which 

is presupposed by every one of these hypotheses. If the 

valuational norms are "originally set by groups," as 

Mannheim points out, what legitimizes these norms in the 

first place, and what criteria of judgment can be offered 

to distinguish the genuine from the spurious? If the 

"individual is the primary locus of reality," what role 

does the individual have in the process of "value creation, 

value dissemination, value reconciliation, value standard

ization, and value assimilation"? These questions all re

main, even with due acknowledgment of the hypotheses which 

Mannheim puts forth to help "solve the riddle of changing 

human valuations." 

6. Value and Personality 

Whereas the preceding category established Mannheim's 

view of the reciprocity of valuational processes between the 

poles of self and community, the present category will indi

cate more specifically the nature of individual conscious

ness, and the role of value in differentiating and individu

ating personality. If the individual is the "primary locus 

of reality," as Mannheim states, what role does the indi

vidual have in the creation of new values, the reconciliation 
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of conflicting values, and the judgment or-standardization 

of values? 

Mannheim approaches this question with reference 

to certain observations about the nature of the cultural 

process. New participants in that process continually 

emerge, as former participants continually disappear. Any 

such participant can engage in but a limited segment of 

that historical-cultural process, but is nevertheless a 

bearer and transmitter of the accumulated cultural heri

tage which links generation to generation in a continuous 

process. 1 Basic to every new participant in that process 

is the fundamental question of identity. 

Different as man in various ages may be, he 
posits similar questions about himself: he wants to 
know how to think of himself in order to act. Some 
conception of the world and the self, unspoken though 
it may be, accompanies every move we make. The ques
tion, Who are we?, has always been asked, but it is 
always through the medium of different objects that 
such questions are faced.2 

Again, Mannheim insists that a man can become a 

"person" for himself only to the extent that he is a 

"person" for others and others are "persons" for him. 3 

"In the light of this approach," Mannheim points out, 

p. 92. 
1Mannheim, Essays on the S•ciology of Culture, 

2Ibid. - 3 Ibid. , p. 244. 
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important symbolic environment of language, meaning, norms, 

beliefs, and values. 

Individuated personality arises as the individual 

person appropriates and internalizes the meanings and val

ues and goals of the groups with which he interacts, thus 

creating a dynamic pattern which is both unique in its 

total configuration, and yet is a bearer of a "basic in

ventory of group life" whose values and norms are rooted 

in the social process. 1 The process of growing self

consciousness and self-valuation includes the responsibil

ity for accepting, refusing, or integrating, these values 

and goals of the groups with which he interacts. 2 

Values, for Mannheim, constitute the basis of 

identity and the basis of personality; conflict of values, 

likewise, constitutes the basis of disintegration and loss 

of identity. The individual person is oriented to the 

world through a dynamic structure of values, and a ruptur

ing or dislocation of this basic value structure results 

in disorientation of the individual. 

Although we may know a great deal about the conditions 
under which conflicts arise, we may still know nothing 

1Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge, 
p. 299. 

2Mannheim, Essays on Sociology and Social Psy
chology, p. 304. 
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of self-regard, or self-valuation. Second, individuation 

involves differentiation, the distinguishing of one's self 

from other selves, or internalization. Third, individua

tion proceeds through goal-determination and acceptance or 

rejection of social patterns and group value-orientations. 

Fourth, it involves what Mannheim refers to as a "deepen

ing into ourselves, that is a kind of introversion, which 

implies receiving into our experience of ourselves and 

sublimating the individualising forces around and within 

US • ul 

Self-valuation, i.e., perceiving one's self as an 

"I" and experiencing one's self as "value," is fundamental 

to these further processes of individuation and differ

entiation. Anxiety, resulting from the shattering of 

varying levels of self-valuation, and the internalization 

of antagonistic values, is the basic problem of modern 

man. It is the business of a responsible and intentional 

connnunity to help "manage" values, by providing the con

ditions within which persons can participate in the pro

cess of value creation, value dissemination, value recon

ciliation, and value assimilation. 

1Mannheim, Systematic Sociology, p. 66. 
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force preventing a-social behavior, is a constructive power 

that is capable of creating a whole system of values in 

elaboration of the ego-ideal. Conscience, in Mannheim's 

terms, embraces both of these, and functions to attain "an 

individual responsible ego which is both able to discern 

good from bad, healthy from unhealthy influences, and to 

revise the values of its environment, and gradually to 

transform its behaviour appropriately."1 

The future presents itself to us, Mannheim notes, 

only in the form of possibility, as it comes into conjunc

tion with the now, the present moment in which we must 

choose. It is the imperative of the "ought" that tells 

us which of the possibilities we should choose, and what 

directionality should be given to momentary acts and de

cisions. Knowledge of that future is not possible in any 

absolute sense, for it appears in experience as a more or 

less "impenetrable medilUI1." 2 At this point, man needs a 

moral imperative, a utopia, to drive him onward and to give 

him a meaningful relationship to history, guided by goals, 

values, and purposeful striving. But such a utopia, or 

complex value structure providing the guidelines of his 

strivings, must not be unrelated to the social context in 

1Ibid. -
2Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia,pp. 260-61. 
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presuppose some irrational value or values, he adds, but 

this does not preclude the necessity for rational deliber

ation and the search for conscious control of values. 

Even if we agree that finally the preference might 
rest upon some irrational decision, persuasion has 
to go through the stage of conscious deliberation, 
and new techniques of conscious value appreciation 
are continually in the making.l 

What Mannheim refers to as the stage of "conscious 

deliberation" is basically the principle of rational co

herence, as the judge and arbiter of value. It should be 

noted that Mannheim introduces the coherence principle in 

a somewhat casual manner. He occasionally uses the word 

"coherence" itself, but more frequently uses such equiva

lent meanings as "dynamic integration" and "congruity" as 

a principle of judgment. While the coherence principle 

is a pervasive element of Mannheim's thought, he rarely 

singles it out in any calculated way. The coherence 

principle is frequently implied in his discussions of 

value and value-judgments. He mentions, for example, 

that moral and ethical responsibility dawns at the point 

where one realizes that the world of social relations is 

no longer "in the lap of fate" but is in some measure 

capable of being guided and controlled by rational judg

ment. This rational principle, Mannheim notes in applying 

1Mannheim, Diagnosis of Our Time, p. 22. 
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a sort of scientific sanction. 

Perhaps the reason for this ambiguity is the fact 

that Mannheim continually fuses the role of the social re

searcher and strategist on the one hand, and the task of 

theoretical ethics, on the other. These areas of respon

sibility are virtually indistinguishable in Mannheim's 

writing. This is but a logical consequence of his claim 

that sociology would replace philosophy and theology, in 

providing a justification for any normative values. At 

one point he almost reaches a distinction between the role 

of researcher-strategist and axiologist, but does not 

quite recognize it. He mentions that the sociologist 

inherits something of the humility of the religious 
mind in that [he] does not pretend to act as a cre
ator of these forces, but rather as a strategist, 
who only watches over the factors at work in society 
in order to detect the new possibilities which are 
coming to the surface at the proper moment, and to 
reinforce thew at those points where vital decisions 
must be made .l 

But he proceeds to say that the sociologist not only ex

amines the factors at work in society, but determines which 

goals are possible or desirable, and the means suitable for 

attaining them. In Mannheim's view, the sociologist not 

only "charts the way man has come" and examines the present 

conditions, but plots out the "horizon of expectations" 

1tbid. ' p. 190. 
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discriminate between competing value systems, is inextric

ably rooted in the social matrix. Moreover, values offered 

as options to the participants of a given community must 

be relevant to the social conditions and circumstances of 

the participants in that community. 

What is the use of freedom in teaching and learning 
to a poor man who has neither the time nor the means 
to acquire the necessary education? What use is the 
freedom to choose our own philosophy of life, to 
form our own opinions, if the sociological mechanisms 
of our society create insecurity, anxiety, neuroses, 
which prevent us from making sound and rational deci
sions?! 

Mannheim's phrase "planning for freedom" is per

haps the best single clue to understanding his social 

strategy. This frequently used phrase does, in fact, sum 

up his whole social theory. Caught between the disintegrat

ing effects of mass society on the one hand, and eager 

totalitarianisms on the other, a third way will seek to 

find new ways to consciously "free the genuine and spon

taneous social controls"2 and re-shape values according to 

the new vision of democratic society. 

Planning for freedom does not mean prescribing a 
definite form which individuality must take, but 
having both the knowledge and experience to decide 
what kind of education, what kind of social groups 
and what kind of situations afford the best chance 

1 !.!?..!£.' p. 377. 

2Mannheim, Diagnosis of Our Time, p. 25. 
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inaccessible to sociological inquiry. 

What then can the sociology of knowledge add to an 

understanding of the problem of human freedom? Is there 

a positive role that can be taken by sociology? Mannheim 

admits that there is one question which the sociologist 

can never answer scientifically, namely: "What are the 

unique and individual paths which a given person must fol

low to attain a rational and moral way of life?"1 Sociol

ogy can determine which social structures and which condi

tions will lead to self-centeredness and irresponsibility, 

and which social conditions will foster a capacity for 

responsibility and communitarian values. Sociology can 

analyze the social process and probe the social determina

tion of ideas and values, not that men may excuse their 

behavior and absolve themselves of responsibility, but 

rather that they may refuse to let the anonymous social 

process make decisions for them, and instead assume the 

responsibility for a decision for themselves. 2 The so

ciology of values enlarges man's responsibility rather than 

contracting it. Mannheim offers, in effect, a new socio

logical charter of freedom: 

1Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruc
tion, p. 51. 

2Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge, 
p. 275. 
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9. Value and Religion 

In Mannheim's various discussions of religion, 

certain ambiguities continually present themselves. First, 

there is the question of Whether he regarded religious 

phenomena as primary experience, or as a sociological 

derivative from other social phenomena. To what extent 

did he take a substantive view of religion and to what ex

tent a functional approach? To what extent did he maintain 

the extreme rationalism of his earlier "Gennan period," 

when his interest in religious manifestations was limited 

to the discovery of their relations with the social process? 

Did he continue to hold his earlier Comptean view that in

tellectual maturity moves from theology through philosophy 

to sociology? 

For example, in his earlier period Mannheim was 

concerned to show that the biblical sentence, "The last 

shall be first," was the psychic expression of the revolt 

of oppressed strata, pointing up the "significance of re

sentment in the fonnation of moral judgments." 1 

In this case, for example, one could say in the case 
of Christianity, it was resentment which gave the 
lower strata courage to emancipate themselves, at 
least psychically, from the domination of an unjust 
system of values and to set up their own in opposition 

1 Ibid., p. 25. 
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to it. We do not intend to raise the question here 
whether with the aid of this psychological-genetic 
analysis we can decide whether the Christians or the 
Roman ruling classes were in the right.l 

From this decidedly functionalist approach of his early 

years, he shifted gradually toward a more substantive ap

proach to religion and value and the understanding of the 

self. Particularly in his later discussions of religion, 

he appears to be more aware of the limits of sociological 

analysis. His study of religion seems to have led him to 

new insight into the archaic regions of the human person

ality, and a new understanding of basic religious experi

ences that lie beyond the realm of logic and science. 

In answer to the question of what can be done to 

foster a "rebirth in the depths of the soul," Mannheim 

suggests that the need is to nurture the "archaic poten

tialities in the mind and society," the basic visions of 

life which are "intuitive, integrating and directly re

lated to the deepest sources of human experience."2 

These basic experiences, he claims, must be distinguished 

from the forms of intellectual life which are merely 

instrumental, analytical, or utilitarian. He does not 

want his apologia for the non-rational powers of the mind 

1Ibid. -
2Mannheim, Diagnosis of Our Time, p. 131. 
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rejection of certain social, political, and economic pat

terns of organization. The paradigmata are inherently 

value orientations. As fundamental interpretations of 

the meaning of life, they communicate some ultimate value 

or values, from which may be derived an entire hierarchy 

of values which are relevant to the various levels and 

the various spheres of human experience. They must, in 

fact, be translated into these various levels of existence, 

or they will be irrelevant. 

For Mannheim, the content of religious experience 

is no static thing, but rather he insists that "a trans

mutation of the religious substance is continually at 

work."1 By this he means that religion in some phases 

exists on the level of "purely personal experience," as 

in the mystics; sometimes it "flows into the mould of 

fellowship," and at other times it "permeates the whole 

pattern of social organization." In still other phases 

it may crystallize into habits of thought, or be expressed 

in "petrified ritual practices. n 2 

The paradigmata of religious experience must be 

translated into the idioms of modern society. He points 

out how Dostoevsky translated archaic religious experi

ences and the ancient conflicts of the religious mind, into 

1rbid.' p. 128. 
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It is possible to love your neighbour whom you know 
personally, but it is an impossible demand to love 
people of a wider area whom you do not even know. 
. • . It is the paradox of Christianity that it 
tried to apply the virtues of a society based upon 
neighbourly relationships to the world at large. 
• • • The solution to the paradox is that the com
mandment "Love your neighbour" should not be taken 
literally but should be translated according to the 
conditions of a great society. This consists in 
setting up institutions embodying some abstract 
principle which corresponds to the primary virtue 
of sympathy and brotherliness. The equal political 
rights of citizens in a democracy are abstract 
equivalents of the concrete primary virtues of 
sympathy and brotherliness.l 

In the above illustration the norms derived from 

the basic vision of Christian faith would be meaningless 

and functionless, if they were not translated into the 

idiom of the new situation. It is the method of transla-

tion which makes the value system function once more and 

which determines the relevance or irrelevance of the 

religious vision. 

It is apparent that Mannheim moved considerably 

away from his earlier rationalistic and functionalistic 

view of religion and toward a more substantive view, or at 

least toward a mixture of these two ways of understanding 

religious phenomena. From his earlier view of religion as 

a secondary phenomenon, he eventually assigned to religion 

the task of an ultimate integration of all human activities. 

1 Ibid., p. 18. 
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He concluded that in religion, freed from authoritarianism 

and superstition, was to be found the authentic vision of 

life and the exemplary patterns of human conduct. The 

paradigmatic experiences of religion, archetypal symbols 

of the meaning of life, are seen to be the ultimate refer

ence points for a system of values, which are derived from 

that basic meaning. To the extent that these derived 

values provide scope for adjustment, and directionality 

for life orientation, they may be said to be normative. 

Hence, normative values must be both contextually related, 

as to their adjustment potential for relevant changes in 

the modern environment, as well as related to the whole 

meaning of life and to the ultimate values of the para

digmatic vision. 



CHAPTER V 

CRITIQUE OF MANNHEIM'S AXIOLOGICAL 

PRESUPPOSITIONS 

1. Fact and Value 

In the statement of the problem of the disserta

tion, one of the crucial questions was that of the rela

tionship between Mannheim's epistemological claims and his 

axiological presuppositions. The question of this rela

tionship implies a number of other questions. How does 

Mannheim conceive of "knowing"? What is the relation 

between "fact" and "value"? How does Mannheim distinguish 

the two terms? Do "facts" and "values" have a common 

ontological source, or do they arise from different 

sources? 

On the basis of the foregoing exposition of 

Mannheim's epistemological claims (Chapter III) and the 

analysis of the value components of his system (Chapter IV), 

it would appear that he conceives of "facts" and "values" 

as dual aspects of the experience of "knowing." They are 

distinguishable but inseparable dimensions of the knowing 

process. That is to say, they are distinguishable as 

- 139 -
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aspects of human experience, but are inseparably mixed to

gether within the content of experience itself. 

This distinction is not unequivocally stated by 

Mannheim himself, but is a logical consequence of his dis

cussion of the valuational processes and the cognitive 

processes. Most of the time these appear to refer to one 

and the same thing, namely, a basic life process in which 

the individual evolves a knowledge of the world in which he 

lives; i.e., life in a community of persons within the con

text of which he derives a Weltanschauung, a system of 

values, and a basic inventory of "factual" and "valuational" 

knowledge. To "know' is to perceive both a "factual" con

tent and a "valuational" content in the object of knowledge. 

It appears to make no difference to Mannheim what the ob

ject of knowledge is, whether theoretical, aesthetic, his

torical, scientific, or otherwise, so far as this under

lying "evaluational" or "interest-oriented" base of knowl

edge is concerned. He does, occasionally, exempt mathe

matics and such similar disciplines from this hypothesis. 

Speaking more specifically of knowledge in the 

social sciences, such knowledge, he maintains, is neither 

"mechanistically external nor formal," nor even basically 

quantitative, but rather constitutes "situational diag

noses" which are premised upon the same thought-models as 
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of true and false, Mannheim contends, are totally inade

quate for dealing with the qualitative and evaluative as

pects of historical truth. Man is a valuing creature and 

truth is a supreme value. A theory of knowledge which 

strips man of everything vital, corporeal, evaluative and 

historical is sub-human. 1 

Mannheim's use of the word "perspective" clearly 

demonstrates his understanding of the two facets of human 

knowledge, the cognitive and the valuational. The word 

"perspective," he suggests, signifies not only the manner 

of perception and the content of that perception, but also 

the qualitative way in which the individual construes the 

object of knowledge within his thinking. 2 These qualita

tive and valuational elements are supra-logical, and are 

always ingredients of the knowledge situation. 

This practical inseparability of fact and value, 

even though they are theoretically distinguishable aspects 

of experience, may be a partial reason for Mannheim's fail

ure to give a more articulate accounting of the value prob

lem. The valuational side of experience is rarely singled 

out by Mannheim for special consideration. By phrases 

such as "qualitative understanding113 and "meaningful 

1Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 297. 
2Ibid., p. 272. 3Ibid. 
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mediation." "Certainly we would be the last," Mannheim 

declares, "to deny that we have made this value-judgment."1 

Thus he attempts to be consistent in his view of "total 

ideology," in making it applicable to his own world-view 

and his own theoretical assumptions. 

Mannheim claims a limited kinship with the phen

omenological school, in interpreting the "existential 

relativity" of "certain items of knowledge," by which he 

means "objects encountered in the living process of 

history." 2 But what other kinds of objects are there, 

that human beings can know anything about, unless he means 

to exclude mathematical "objects" or other similar types 

of mental products. Proper analysis of experience, he 

contends, does not lead to a relativism in which every

body and nobody is right. What it implies rather is a 

"relationism which says that certain (qualitative) truths 

cannot even be grasped, or formulated, except in the 

framework of an existential correlation between subject 

and object." 3 Truth about human existence has both 

factual and valuational content, and both facts and 

1 Ibid., p. 189. 

2Mannheim, Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge, 
p. 194. 

3Ibid. -
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values are relationally defined as aspects of the relation 

between subject and object. Mannheim uses the words 

"knowledge," "truth," and "cognitive act" somewhat indis

criminately, and it is difficult to know just what he means 

by each. MOst frequently, however, he appears to regard 

"knowledge" as the product of cognitive activity, the 

"basic cultural inventory" which he mentions frequently, 

and "truth" as a sort of flexible ideal. Discussing the 

existential determinants of thought, Mannheim comments that 

they not only influence the practical results of thought, 

but "they also condition the ideal of truth which this 

living being is able to construct from the products of 

thought." 1 

This "ideal of truth" which Mannheim refers to is 

not at all as casual a notion as it might appear to be in 

the above context. His ideal of truth embodies the norms 

of coherence, rationality, and progressive synthesis, 

whose value equivalents would be the norms of harmony, 

integrity, and dynamic reconciliation. The problem of 

value norms will be discussed more fully in a subsequent 

section of this chapter. Mannheim's rather decided reac

tion against the idea of a "realm of Truth as such" does 

1Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 298. 
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not prevent him from postulating Truth as a" concrete ideal," 

based upon the unity of personal experience and the co

herently structured elements of consciousness. Mannheim's 

sociology of knowledge does not invalidate the use of human 

reason, but instead attempts to validate reason by purging 

it of its existential capricious ingredients. Self

conscious rationality, Mannheim contends, is a more effec

tive weapon for truth than an unsophisticated and dogmatic 

reason, blind to its own perspectival biases. Furthermore, 

he insists upon the unity of the analytic and synthetic 

method, utilizing a synoptic approach as the means to a 

more comprehensive view of the whole. The valuational 

order itself provides the clue to the interpretation of 

the whole, since values inhere in the personal experience 

of the interpreter and exert a normative claim upon ex

istence. All experience, and hence all knowledge of val

ues, is grounded in a cosmic dynamic creative process. 

It is value which offers a basis of interpretation of the 

physical world, not the reverse. 

These principles are in close accord with person

alistic premises, at least in their rudimentary outline. 

In the process of sociologizing, Mannheim's system has 

transcended itself as sociology and has become philosophy, 

not consciously but subtly and inarticulately. Mannheim's 

sociological quest for "inner understanding" first of all 
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erased the lines of distinction between philosophy and so

ciology, then eliminated philosophy and supplanted it with 

sociology. Finally, his sociological quest took upon it

self the concerns and the functions of philosophy. Then, 

as was noted in the discussion of his concern for religion 

and his study of archetypes and paradigmatic experiences, 

he began to move a little closer to a renewed understanding 

of the legitimate differentiation between sociology and 

the fields of theology, philosophy, ethics. This last con

clusion should not be pushed too far, however, for it is 

evident that even to the end of his life, while he recog

nized the legitimacy of these other disciplines, he really 

expected from sociology the most sophisticated and most 

genuine understanding of human nature. 

2. The Contextual Character of Value 

Mannheim's emphasis upon the contextual character 

of value is a theme which permeated virtually every cate

gory of value in the preceding chapter. The contextual 

emphasis was present not only in the section dealing with 

"instrumental value" but was also evident in the discus

sions of personality, communitarianism, freedom, conscience, 

etc. It was pointed out that Mannheim gave very serious 

attention to the pragmatic and contextual emphases of 
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Dewey, Mead, and others. Much of his argument leans heavily 

on pragmatic theses: cognitive processes as part of the 

evolutionary struggle; adjustment character of value; 

thought as an instrument of cognition; probabilism or per

spectival validity. In spite of these emphases, there is 

much evidence that Mannheim attempted to go beyond prag

matism, beyond contextualism, beyond what he considered to 

be the moral myopia of a contextualist view of value. 

Objecting to the superficialities of much pragmatic 

understanding of human nature, he emphasizes that "society 

is rooted in deeper layers of the human soul" than is gen

erally recognized. 1 He consciously seeks to avoid the 

dangers of moralrigidity derived from abstract value sys

tems on the one hand, and the dangers of "wayward flex

ibility" and relativistic historicism on the other. 2 

Under relativism, Mannheim contends, moral obligation can

not exist, whereas in his relational theory of value there 

!! moral obligation and this moral obligation "is derived 

from the concrete situation to which it is related."3 

1Mannheim, Diagnosis of Our Time, p. 123. 

2Mannheim, Essays on Sociology and Social Psy
chology, p. 41. 

3 Ibid., p. 212. 
















































































































