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Thou shalt not make unto thee any graven image, or any
likeness of any thing that is in heaven above, or that
is in the earth beneath, or that is in the water under
the earth: thou shalt not bow down thyself to them,

nor serve them.
--Exodus 20: §=5

The devaluation of the human world increases in direct
relation with the increase in value of the world of

things.
-=Karl Marx
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A society is rich when material goods, Ilncluding
capital, are cheap, and human beings dear: 1ndeed
the word 'riches' has no other meaning.

-=-R., H. Tawney, The Acqulsitive Soclety

The modern world seems to have escaped the control of
its inhabitants. Soclety, not nature, is a human creation,
but explosive development in the technological mastery of
nature 1s, apparently, accompanlied by a parallel decline in
the ability of human beings to master their social environ-
ment. Enlightenment dreams of improving the human condltion
through knowledge are transformed into a nightmare, in which
the more that is known, the less useful knowledge appears to
be. And the refinement and perfection of tools of human ac-
tivity is met, not with the utilization of those tools for
higher human ends, but with the employment of human belngs to
meet the imperatives of their tools.

Modern individuals are wildely scen as increasingly
alienated from other individuals, from the community, and from
the political system. Order-of-magnitude increases in com-
munications technologies lecad to the bellef that human com-
munications 1s becoming a lost art. Unprecedentedly high

levels of political participation are viewed only as indices



of alienation and discontent. And the increasingly prosper-
ous urban areas of Western soclety are depicted as sterile
habitats of a "lonely crowd."

All this has, of course, been widely discussed. 1f
nothing else, modern information technology has made it pos-
sible for social problems to be ldentified, dissected, argued
about, misunderstood, and forgotten at record rates. But nel-
ther the social sciences nor any other human institutions have
been able to comprehend these problems in a systematic, com-
prehensive, or even intrinsically interesting way--~let alone
remedy them.

I do not pretend, of course, that what follows will
provide a perfect understanding of, let alone a complete so-
lution for, these problems. Even if I were so deluded to
believe that I did have the answers, I would not be foolish
enough to make the claim so early on. But I do believe that
a better understanding of some of the central problems of mod-
ern soclety can be provided only by the creation and appllica-
tion of a productive social theory. This work is devoted to
the first tentative and awkward steps towards 1its development.

It will be argued here that a rather eclectically-
grounded theory of allenation and reification can provide a
powerful tool for understanding important soclal phenomena.

To anticipate and caricature a long, often labored argument:
alienation is defined as the divergence between the will, or

desires, of an indlvidual and the common pood of a social



collectivity. An individual 1s alienated when, and to the
extent that, his will diverges from the General Will. As the
last phrase indicates, this definition and the discussion
surrounding it draw heavily on Rousseau. It 1s posited that

an identifiable General Will will exist for any collectivity,
from the family to the nation-state, That will potentially
conflicts with the wills of the individuals who are 1ts members.

Employing terms suggested by Rousseau makes it possible
to describe alienation as objJective and objectively observable,
present to a greater or lesser extent 1n the relations between
most individuals and most social groupings. Allenation, 1t
is further argued, has been, since some historically moot early
point in time, a pervasive characteristic of most societies;
and it 1s certainly a dominant attribute of contemporary West-
ern soclety.

Because their wills conflict with those of the collec-
tivity, and by extension with those of 1its other members, al-
jenated individuals desire certain things and behave in charac-
teristic ways in order to protect and promote their interests.
Above all, they seek to protect themselves from their social
environments by acquiring power and the security, stabllity,
predictability, and order power can provide. Private property
has historically been identified as the princlpal shield with
which the alienated protect themselves. But property, as a
defensive weapon of the alienated, is far less lmportant than

the pgeneral class of reifications.



A reification, according to the definition adopted
here, 1s an object that has been infused with intrlnsic value.
By "object,"™ I mean any inanimate entity recognized to exist
by a shared culture and a shared language. To reify, similar-
ly, 1s to an infuse an object with iIntrinsic value 1t did not
previously have. In the proper, desirable relationship between
human beings and objects, objects are only valued instrumental-
ly, as means to human ends; they are thought of and treated
solely in terms of their utility for the fulfillment of human
needs, Reification reverses that relationship; when objects
acqulire intrinsic value, they become ends 1n themselves, abtout
which questions of utility or instrumentality are functionally
irrelevant.

The treatnent of objects as ends-~in-themselves creates
serious ethical problems. Human needs go unfulfilled while
energy and resources are devoted to the protection and main-
tenance of objects. More importantly, dehumanization 1s one
of the immediate consequences of reification; human 1lndividuals
are treated as the expendable tools of objects, when the re-
lationship should properly be the other way round.

Because they are intrinsically valued, reificatlons
have power. They exist as unchallengable and 1inalterable
social facticities, about which no one can do anything. In
any perception of the soclal world, they must be taken as
unavoidable givens. Their influence in soclal affalrs 1s not

judged or thought of as the effects of non-reifled objects are,



in terms of utility for social purposes. Indced, it is gen-
erally not done at all, slnce evaluative "oughts" are meaning-
ful only when the possibility of changing some "is" is seri-
ously entertalned,

Moreover, the power reificatlons possess does not
spring from what has long been regarded in the West as the
only legitimate source of political power, the will of the
people. It doesn't even originate In the will of any persons,
but inheres in non-human things.

Reification is effected through mystification, a term
used to describe the processes by which objects come to be
perceived as somehow different from what they really are.
Valuation is a form of social knowledge like any other, and
objects become reified through the same general processes by
which other forms of social knowledge are created, dissemi-
nated, and diffused.

Here the linkage between alienation and relfication
becomes explicit and easy to explain., Objects which advance
particular wills, which promote the desires of alienated indl-
viduals at the expense of the General Will of the community,
can be mystified, so that they are intrinsically valued, and
thus perceived by the community as unavoidable aspects of
social existence. In other words, they can be reified. As
reifications, they possess power, which can be exercised in
the interests of alienated individuals, but which incurs no

social disfavor, and about which soclety as a whole feels in-



capable of doing anything.

In order to protect and promote their private luter-
ests, then, alienated individuals create relfications, or find
ways of identifying themselves with reifications that already
exist. The causal linkage between allenation and reification
is, however, contingent. Creating, or attaching oneself to,
reifications is not an easy or automatlic process. The neces-
sary mystification often requires power. And there are other
ways in which alienated individuals can protect their interests;
property, of course, is one. Many individuals will lack the
necessary intelligence, pluck, wealth, or other resources to
create reifications, while others many find alternative kinds
of protection more attractive.

Still, enough individuals will create enocugh reifi-
cations to insure that the social world will become dominated
by them. All manner of objects-~institutions, organizations,
mores, norms, rules, even words themselves--can be and are
reified to a greater or lesser extent. Relfication can, and
does, occur in objects within ohJects--rules, for instance,
which constitute central elements of organizations, can be
reified, as can the organizations themselves--and in objecti-
fied relationships between objects--as in the institutionalized
interactions between social roles like those of doctor and
patient. The most important reifications, though, and those
to which the most attention will be devoted here, involve the

most important social objects: the state, the corporation,



and other large bureaucracles.

In addition to the aggregate effects of the charac-
teristics of individual reifications--their power, the way in
which their mystified character conceals true socla. relation-
ships, the dehumanization and other moral consequences of
treating means as ends--the existence of recifications in soeci-
ety has some broader systemlc consequences. Relfied socicty
is characterized by a static rigidity, in which important
soclal decislions are made by 1impersonal and uncontrollable
institutions thoroughly immune to human control. Nor 1is the
power of those institutions exercised according to the princi-
ples of rationality or intelligence; Just as they are relfled,
and therefore uncontrollable, from the point of view of soclety,
so they contain internal reifications of their own which make
efficiency or the intelligent use of resources impossible. In
reified society, important things fall to get done.

Not only does alienation cause reification; reification
causes alienation as well. Allenation, agalin, 1s the diver-
gence between the individual's will and that of soclety, and
the more his will is frustrated by soclal iInstltutions, the
more alienated the individual 1s likely to become, Reifilca=-
tions, which appear to be legitimate expressions of the will
of society, are in fact nothing more than the instruments of
particular wills. They therefore frustrate the wills of indil-
viduals who are not attached to them, while at the same time

giving the appearance that their wllls are being twarted, not



by other, allenated individuals, but by legitimate socilal
objects.

Reification is thus fundamentally ironic. An allen-
ated individual may promote his interests in the short run by
creating or attaching himself to relfications, but 1in the long
run, other individuals are equally likely to engage in reifying
behavior; the individual will be confronted by still more al-
ienated private wills in the gulse of legitimate soclal objects;
and his alienation can only increase, Moreover, individuals
can become trapped by thelr own reifications, losing sight of
the private ends for which they created them, and becoming
themselves victims of the same subjection to objects as those
who they sought power over in the first place.

Alienation leads to reification and reification thus
leads to alienation, not in a single, once-and-for-all process,
but in a vicious and ever-expanding cycle, in which both re-
ification and alienation increase while soclal institutions,
increasingly reifled, become progressively more incapable of
doing anyone any good.

There are, possibly, some ways to break this vicious
cycle. Alienated individuals can be encouraged, directly or
indirectly, to channel their alienation into forms other than
reification. Reification itself, in general, can be discred-
ited by political education. And pollitical processes, properly
mobilized, may again make it possible to restore questions of

utility, of service, of ends and means, to public discourse,.



Whether or not the cycle will be broken remains, however, ex-
tremely problematic. Optimism would not be justified by the
facts.

The preceeding pages summarize, in exceedingly brief
form, the general argument to be presented here. Several other
comments should be made before that argument begins. The the=-
ory of reification I will propose in the following pages 1is
Just that, a theory~-a model, an ideal-type. Like any theory,
it seeks to provide a new and interesting way of looking at
the world by focussing attention on a few ideas and a few ways
of thinking about things, to the necessary, if lamentable,
exclusion of everything else., It must be stressed, then, that
the theory of reification should not be taken as a complete
description of soclety or any of its parts. Nor is it an
all-or-nothing kind of proposition. Elements of the theory
may apply more or less accurately and more or less completely
to different aspects of the bloomin',buzzin', confusion of
social reality. It is never entirely true or entirely false;
instead, it will be found to apply more or less productively
to different phenomena at different times.

Nor should the theory presented here he considered to
apply only to modern Western society. Most of the discussion
in the following pages is limited to contemporary civilization
in the West, but that is a result of this writer's limitations,
not, so far as I can tell, the inherent limitations of the

model. The ahistorical and essentially culture-bound nature of
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what follows should be considered with that in mind. What
most concerns me, and what I know most about, are the problems
of modern Western societies. Whether or not the theory of
reification has any use for thinking about other socletles,

or other times, is a question that must be answered by others.

This writer's political =2onvictions, which might best
be described as "liberal humanism,"™ are so entwined with the
exposition of the theory of reification, as well as 1ts con-
tents, that some elaboration of them is immediately necessary.
Only in the context of a liberal-humanist perspective on the
world does most of what follows have any great significance,
or seem worth bothering about.

Reification occuples an important place in both ab-
stract philosophical anthropology and concrete Marxlst revo-
lutionary theory, but it presents a complex problem for neither,
In both cases, its existence 1s readily accounted for by a
priori sectarian assumptions, and its ultimate abolition is
all out assumed. For liberalism, on the other hand, reifi-
cation 1s a particularly cankerous sore on the body politic.
Its xistence creates what can only be described as a problem
of theodicy. All that liberalism embodies 18 opposed and ne-
gated by reification, which seems, however, to spring direct-
ly from the nature of liberal soclety. Liberal politics must
therefore be capable of opposing reification at the same time

as it defends, or at least accepts, 1its sources. Only from
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the standpcint of liberalism i1s it important to understand
all the aspects of reification, and the means by which rel-
fication can be opposed on its own terms.,

Underlying the humanist conception of society is the
vision of rational human beings exercising autonomous control
over their own llves and, through democratic processes, their
collective soclial existence. The 1dea of mastery lles at the
core of the liberal dream. And the kind of humanism advanced
here totally accepts the priority of human beings over non-
human objects. But as a result of the dominance of objects
in social affairs, individuals lack the power to control even
the most private and intimate aspects of their lives.

The humanist starts with Protagoras and Kant--man is
the only measure; the individual must always be an end--and
concludes that persons should rule, not objects; objects should
be means, not ends. Reilfication reverses that position. To
reify 1s to transform objects from means 1Into ends, to attach
to them the value which should inhere only in human beings,
to give them power in the social world.

Locke described the task of philosophy as that of
"removing some of the rubbish that 1lies in the way of know-
ledge."l The theory of reification seeks to remove some of

the rubbish impeding the attempt to realize liberal 1ideas in

lguoted in Peter Winch, The Idea of a Social Science
and Its Relation to Philosophy (London: Routledrge and Kegan
Paul, 1963), p.4.
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practlce,

Liberalism provides no ultimate solutions for the
primal problems of human existence, either on the personal or
social levels, It guarantees neither personal happiness nor
the abolition of social conflict. But 1t does promlse an op-
portunity for people to rationally master thelr own lives and
their own roles in the larger human community. This promlse
has not been fulfilled, it will be argued, because the power
and value which should inhere in human belngs have been assumed
by obJects., Reifications keep getting in the way.

Reification 1s produced by allenation. So long as
liberal values reign, alienation can not be abolished. FRut
reification can be, even if allenation contlnues to exist.
Most of what are taken as the evils of alienation, moreover,
are really the effects of reification. A world without reifi-
cations would look very much different, and very much better,
than existing reality, even though alienation would remain.
Before the liberal vision 1s abandoned, then, the underbrush
of reification must be cleared, so that liberalism can face
its ultimate test which, I clearly belleve, wlll be passed.

The alternative--seeking to abolish allenation tout court--

comes at too high a price.

Human beings should control their own destinles, That
is the core belief of all humanisms, radical as well as llberal.
The continued existence of reifications, of non-human objects

which dominate and control human activity, is entirely abhorrent
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to them all. The Marxist theory of reification holds that

it can be overcome only through the revolutionary recreation of
society. But acceptance of that argument must, to date, be
grounded more in faith than reason.

The liberal theory of reification, to be presented
here, takes a more direct course, It seeks to abolish reifi-
cation directly, not in the hope that the millenium will there-
by have arrived, but in the hope that the abolition of reifi-
cation will at least clear away some underbrush on the road
to a freer, more humane, and more self-determined form of

human soclety.

Other tenets of liberal humanism also contribute im-
portantly, 1f less directly, to the theory of reification.
While not immediately involved in defining the need for the
theory, they constitute principal elements of 1ts method. As
fundamental assumptions, they must alsoc be enumerated.

First of these is what might be described as a perva-
sive epistemolopgical humility. The absolutely good and the
absolutely true have always, and probably will always, remained
unknowable. Liberalism was born a twin to the newly individ-
ualized Reformation conception of conscience, and still shares
with Radical Protestantism the belief that there can be no
higher or more final moral tribunal. Sheldon Wolin puts it
well:

Men feel more confident when assured that their activity
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15 based upon intellectual certainty: they are more

apt to engage in sweeping plans when convinced they
possess truth in the round. In this sense we can say
that the roots of the divergence between the liberal

and the radical democratic traditions lie in their con-
trasting faiths concerning the ability of the human mind
to fathom reality and to translate the results into
practical action. The first tradition was symbolized

in Locke's remark that "our minds are not made as 1§rge
as truth nor sulted to the whole extent of things."

Skepticism about final truths leads directly to the greatest
accomplishments and greatest failures of the liberal tradltion:
the promotion and protection of religious, political, and cultural
tolerance, and of freedom of expression, on the one hand; weak-
willed reformism which, on the other, has historically served
to protect entrenched interests, Justifying itself with the
argument that a known evil is preferable to an unknown one.3
To borrow Isaiah Berlin's metaphor, the liberal temper
prefers the fox, who knows many small things, to the hedgehog,

4 Eplstemologically, this produces

who knows one big thing.
what Leszek Kolakowskl has called a "plurallst bent, not over-
worried about coherent knowledge, not ambitious to construct

a forest of single trees, but instead ready to accept each

particular fact as an absolute even though, on confrontation,

2Sheldon S. Wolin, Politlcs and Vision: Continuity and
Innovation in Western Political Thourght (Boston: Little, Brown
and CO., 19()0-)_, p.2'(”_,).

3CI‘. Charles E. Lindblom, "The Sclence of Muddling
Through," Public Adminlstration Review, XIX (Spring, 1959),
pp.79-88.

b1satan Berlin, The Hedrehog and the Fox: An Essay on
Tolstov's View of History (YNew York: Gimon and schuster, 19606,
p.1l et ff.
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some facts contradict others."5 Its eplstemological preferences,
argues Kolakowski, eventually lead liberalism to a position
that "discloses that a scientific organization of our image
of the world does not represent an organization actually 1in-
herent in the world itsel{, but one that results from just that
propensity 1in the very nature of the human mind."6 The 1ib-
eral view might best be summarized as relativistic, not only
on questions of ethics and polities, but towards scientific
truths as well.

What I have called "epistemological humility"™ extends
to the most primal and fundamental metaphysical questions.
Liberal humanism, at least in the form presented here, is 1r-
reducibly agnostic. Whether or not God exlsts, she plays no
role in the construction of ethlcal or political systems--try-
ing to find some justification for Hobbes's claim to have
founded his entire system on religion has long been a favorite
gane of students of political philosophy; try though they might,
hardly anyone has been able to make much room for the Almighty
in the Leviathan.7 Secular equivalents of the deity are re-

jected Just as strenuously. According to Lucien Goldmann, the

SLeszek Kolakowski, Toward a Marxist HBumanicm, trans.
by Jane Zielonko Peel (New York: Grove Press, 1969), p.24.

61b1d., p.25.

Tan excellent summary of the debate can be found in
Ronald Hepburn, "Hobbes on the Knowledge of God," in Maurlce
Cranston and Richard S. Peters, eds.,, Hobbes and Rousseau: A
Collection of Critical Essays, Anchor Books (Garden Cilty, HeY,.:
Doubleday And Co., 1372, pp.B6-88.
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Marxist makes a form of Pascal's wager, gambling not on the
existence of God but on the meaningfulness of human history.B
Liberalism dislikes the odds in both cases.

But precisely because it resists such wagers, liberal-
ism, or at least the kind of humanist liberalism described
here, ends up with an attitude very much like Marx's towards
human society and human history. For the liberal, man 1s the
only possible measure of each and all things, and human history
can be explained only through his activitlies. 1In a sense,
what Marx takes for a postulate, that society 1is comprehensible
because it 1s produced by purposive human activity, liberal
humanism accepts by default, since it tolerates no transcend-
ent explanatlons.

Similarly, liberallism, because it accepts no extra-
human logos on human potentialities, shares Marx's optimism
about man's future--or, more accurate historicalliy, Marx bor-
rowed the optimism of nineteenth-century liberalism--without
ever fully sharing Marx's faith that such optimism was Justi-
fied by science. Instead, liberal humanism holds that, since
human beings make their own history, they can make of it what-
ever they will, But one can only guess what they will. "Incon-

sistency," writes Hannah Arendt,

8cr. George Lichtheim, The Concept of Ideology and
Other Essays, Vintage Books (New York: Random House, 1967,
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has always been the Achilles' heel of liberal thought;
[liveralism] combined an unswerving loyalty to Progress
with a no less strict refusal to glorify History in Marx-
ian and Hegelian terms, which alone could justify and
guarantee it.9

Liberal humanism differs from all similar political
philosophies in its most basic precept, directly related to
its skepticism and agnosticism, and also to the radical egali-
tarianism that has long been its emotional core. With due
allowances for the prejudices of a nineteenth-century aristo-
crat, 1t was best expressed by John Stuart Mill, who insisted
that, "if a person possesses any tolerable amount of common
sense and experience, his own mode of laying out his existence
is the best, not because 1t 1s the best in 1ltself, but because
it 1s his own mode."10 The best judge of the individual's in-
terests 1s the individual.

No one else has a higher or better claim. "Forcing
people to be free," or even to do what is good for them, con-
tradicts not only the principles of epistemological doubt, but
also the precepts of egalitarianism. The i1dea of contract,
rather than leadership or discipleship or class consciousness,

remains at the core of liberal political thought because it

implies that each particlpant remalns primarily responsible

9%annah Arendt, On Violence, Harvest Books (New York,
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1970), p.25.

1030nn Stuart Mi1l, "On Liberty,"™ in The Philosophy
of John Stuart Mi{11: Ethical, Political, and Relliious, ed.
Marshall Cohen (New York: Modern Litrary, 1961), p.263.
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for his own interests and well-being.

Each individual knows what 1s best for himself; more-
over, the individual, as he actually and contemporaneously
exists, must be taken as the only possible model of human po-
tential. Liberalism's belief in perfectibllity has never in-
volved anything more than a vision of the perfectly-developed
bourgeois. Unlike Marx, whose vision of a possible human so-
clety permitted him to criticize the existing order in terms
of its alienation from what human beings were lmmanently cap-
able of creating, liberalism has always confined its definitions
of good and evil to those experienced by concrete individuals.
This fallure of the imagination--or product, if you prefer,
of epistemological humility--has played a central part in
liberalism's continuing discomfort with revolutionary polltics.

It has also led directly to the unavoidably central
concept of liberal theory: utility. The idea of utility 1s
so cumbersome, so morally dubious, so generally unattractive,
that even Mill was forced to disavow it--but he knew it to be

11 For if no extra-human standard 1is avallable,

inescapable.
and if even the yardstick of human potentiality 1s rejected,
then there can be no measure of the good or desirable beyond
the self-conscious interests of the individual,

The assignment to each individual of the task of

l1ce, mytilitarianism,” in The Philosophy of Mill,
pp.321-398; also, "Bentham," Ibid., pp.io-=52.
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protecting his own interests and ordering his own utilitiles
18 not entirely without foundation, for liberal humanism is
founded in the falth that each individual 1is at least capable
of considerable rationality. In a negative sense, the denlal
of transcendent purposes to human activities makes necessary
that human beings supply order to the world. But more posi-
tively, liberalism makes no sense unless it 1s taken for
granted that each individual can manage quite well for him-
self within his private sphere, and with his fellows in the
public arena. Hobbes and Newton were, intellectually, born
twins. Because it was created and i1s still occupled by purpos-
jve and reasonable beings, the human world is assumed to be
masterable, and rationality is the key to mastery.

And each individual must find his own salvation. Lib-
eralism may well be the political philosophy of hedonism and
happiness,l2 but happiness 1is never really concelved as a sub-
Ject for politiecs. Polities 1s always, at best, a necessary
evil, at worst, an unjustifiable intrusion on the personal
sphere; it is never the direct road to personal fulfillment.
Each individual is allowed an entirely inviolate sphere of
personal privacy and self-determinationj on the other hand,
the existence of that sphere renders liberal optimism doubly

problematic: not only is the outcome of history uncertain,

12Althour,h Adam Schaff claims that distinetion for
Marxism. Cf. Marxism and the Human Individual, ed.Robert S.
Cohen; trans. Olgierd wojtasiewlcz (New York: McGraw=H1ill,
1970), p.8.
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but personal fulfillment occurs in an arena outside the bounds
of both politics and history. For the isolated Dostoevsklan
individual facing the existential void of meaninglessness and

misery alone, liberal humanlsm 1s of no help.

On the one hand, an abiding respect for individual
privacy, freedom of expression, and personal autonomy. On the
other, a powerful tendency towards reformist politles, a his-
torical pattern of preferring the formal appearance of demo-
cratic institutions to real political equality, and a willful
indifference to many profound personal problems. If one can
sum up a political outlook In two sentences, that should serve
as a good sketch of the liberal-humanist attiiule,

The uneasy compromises and loglcal fudgings which
stand at the core of liberal doctrine can be made to work only
if the institutions liberalism engenders can survive and func-
tion effectively under their own steam. But the principal
bulwarks of liberal soclety--the institutionalized markets,
the voluntary associations, the schools and colleges, even
the state--seem to be either falling apart or converted 1into
the institutional embodiments of all that liberalism abhors.
People can not control theilr own lives or determine thelr own
destinies because the institutions that should permit them to
do so are doing the opposite.

If this failure can accurately be attributed to the
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problem of reification, and 1f the possibility that reificatlon
can be abolished without abandonment--indeed, perhaps through
the restoration--of liberal principles can be convincingly
established, then the liberal dream can be salvaged. There

are no attractive alternatives.

The exploration of those possibillities traverses a
long and frequently indirect path; like a good scatback 1t must,
in order to reach the final destination, never take two con-
secutive steps in the same apparent direction, use blocks
wherever it can find them, and remain in constant danger of
stepping out of bounds. The first step 1nvolves the idea of
alienation, which has always been logically and historically
prior to that of reification. Consideration of reification
itself follows, concluding with an attempt to explalin, or at
least identify, the causal linkage between allenation and re-
ification. The following chapter is devoted to the phenomenon
of institutionalization which, it is argued, embodies the im-
portant instances of reification in modern soclety.

With the help of the ideas discussed in Chapters IT
through VI, a number of examples of reification are discussed
in the following three, divided into the general categories
of bureaucracy, the economy, and the state. After this brief
excursion into concrete reality, the path returns to the plane
of theory, for a consideration first of the dynamlc, develop-
mental interrelationships between alienation, reification, and

social change, and then of the prospects for dereification and
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dealienation., The possibility remains, of course, that the
entire enterprise will be ajudged to have gone out of bounds
somewhere along the line, but--just in case it isn't--it will

be run to its completion,



CHAPTER 11

ALIENATION

"We're all in this topgether!" yelled Ponzo. 1 saw that
was so--everywhere I went, everybody was 1n 1t together,
--Kerouac, On the Road

"Alienation," like "revolution," or "ideology," has
become a political catchword of such universal popularity
that it has almost lost meaning. Social critics of both the
right and left use it as a general term for all the 1lls of
modern soclety; exlistentially and psychiatrically-oriented
theorists of the middle use it 8o describe themselves, and
thus by extension the whole of humanity; socilal scientists,
never overly scrupulous about terminology, use 1t to mean
everything from unhappiness to exploitation.

The pages immediately followlng contain an attempt to
restore some meaning to the idea of "alienation."™ My alim has
been twofold: to define the term in a way which promises the
greatest utility for political theory--or more precisely, for
those avenues of political theory I wish to explore--without,
on the other hand, doing too much violence to elther the ety-
mological origins of the word, or the ways in which it has
been employed by important political thinkers in the past.

The poal throughout has been to find a definition suf-

23
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ficiently narrow to delimit a specific phenomenon, but suf-
ficiently broad to encompass, without too much distortion,
the most important earller discussions of allenation as a po=-
litical phenomenon. Lilke the late Whole Earth Catalogue, I
am primarily concerned with access to tools. The process of
redefinition has been undertaken in the hope of providing the
most useful possible tool for the development of political
theory.

Some of the misunderstanding surroundlng the idea of
alienation can be cleared up by looking at grammar. "Allen-
ation" derives from the Latlin "alius," for "other," and 1is
defined by the dictionaries as being synonomous with "estrange-
ment." It is thus "estrangement" from some "other." The
crucial word is "from;" the alienatlion of some subject must
always be relative to some object. One is allenated from
something or, alternatively, something 1s alienated from one.
To say merely that one 1s "alienated" 1s to make a grammatle
cally incomplete statement. This simple distinction has great
importance for making sense of the meaning of "allenation."

By simply applying the rule that "allenation" 1s always allen-
ation of someone from something else, many of the less fruit-

ful usages of the term can be discarded altogether.l

lcr. Kenneth Keniston, The Uncommitted: Alilenated
Youth in American Society (New York: Harcourt, Brace and
World, 1965), p.453; Richard Schact, Alienation, Anchor Books
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Co., 1970), p.257; and
Istvan Mész4ros, Marx's Theorv of Alienation, Harper Torch-
books (New York: Harper and Kow, 1972), p.36.
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A second, semantic, rule can provide additional as-
sistance. For purposes of prose style, as Balzac well knew,
a multitude of terms, differing from one another by only the
slightest shades of connotatlon, enhances the richness of
meaning. The needs of political theory are different. To
have the greatest possible utility, a term should least re-
semble, and consequently be most difficult to confuse with,
other terms. When an adequate word exists to describe some-
thing or some class of things, employing another word which
means the same thing is likely to produce confusion rather
than enlightenment. If it 1s to have any utility for political
theory, "alienation" must mean something other than "discon-
tent," "unhappiness," "exploitation," or "adolescence,”

Applying these rules to the problem of "alienation,"
a good place to start is provided by Melvin Seeman, whose
classic essay sought to make sense out of the soclologlcal
and psychological literature on alienation by distingushing
five separate usages of the term. These usages, argued Seeman,
underlie all the various definitlons of "allenation." For
Seeman, "allenation" can mean either "pbowerlessness," "mean-
inglessness,™ "normlessness," "{solation," or "self-estrange-
ment ,"?

But Seeman's typology can not stand up to the "aliena-

2Melvin Seeman, "On the Meaning of Alienation," American
Sociolorical Review, XXIV (December, 1959), pp.783=-791.
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tion-from" criterion; his five categories soon collapse into
two: alienation as a kind of social relationship, and allen-
ation from self. "Powerlessness," "meaninglessness," "norm-
lessness," and "isolation™ all refer to relationships between
an individual and some social collectivity, whether the partlic-
ular focus of estrangement 13 the collectivity's power rela-
tionships, structure of meaning, system of norms, or soclal
ties to the individual. It makes no difference wuether those
attributes of the collectivity are experienced as entirely
foreign to the individual, or whether, instead, the individual
has so internalized social values or patterns that he experi-
ences his estrangement from them as a kind of estrangement
from self. Either case involves the estrangement of something
social from something individual; and Seeman's flirst four
categories differ from one antoher far less than they all do
from the fifth, which invelves a purely personal relationship

with oneself,

Self-alienation, defined as the experiencing or per-
ception of oneself or one's activitles as forelgn or estranged,
is a phenomenon of major importance and wldespread, perhaps
universal, occurrence. But whether 1t is a proper concern of
political, as opposed to psychological or even soclal-psycho-
logical, theory is another question.

Three different usages of "self-allenation™ are cormonly

employed. The first involves the fallure, generally attributed
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to social and economic conditions, of individuals to achleve
the innate, natural, or "historical” potentialities of human
development, growth, and happiness. The "self" from which one
3s alienated is the ideal possible human self.

This is the sense in which the term is used by most
"Marxist humanists." Gajo Petrovic, for instance, describes
alienation as the distance between human potentliallities, which
are set by human nature, and soclal realities, which are his-
torically determined.> Within the Marxist tradition, this
position has been subjected to Louls Althusser's devastating
eritique. Such a conception of alienation, says Althusser,
implies the existence of a flxed, "idealistic" human nature
entirely divorced from human hlstory. But the first postulate
of Marxist historical materialism, elaborated in the Theses

on Peuerbach, 1s that man makes himself. What human nature

can become once alienation 1s abolished must thus remain an
entirely open possibility. Either Marx was involved in a seri-
ous self-contradiction, says Althusser, or else the "Marxist
humanist" position on self-alienation must be abandoned; it

is closer to Feuerbach than Marx, and thus subject to Marx's

critique of Feuerbach.u

3cajo Petrovic, Marx in the Mid-Twentleth Century:
A Yupmoslav Phileosonher Considers harl varxts Writings, Anchor
Books (Garden City, W.Y.: Doubleday and Co., 19b7), p.BUrr,

YLouis Althusser, For Marx, trans. Ben Brewster, Vin-
tape Books (New York: Random House, 1970), pp.227-231; Georg
Lukacs made essentially the same argument forty years earlier,
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One can generalize Althusser's position to formulate
a non-Marxist critique of the idea of self-alienation as faillure
to attain potentialities inherent in human nature. In order
for such a concept to make any sense, there must exlst an ob-
jective standard of human development against which all ex-
isting individuals and socleties can be measured. Those failing
to live up to that standard can then be defined as "alienated."
Even if one had such a conception, calling the fallure
to attain it "alienation" involves a considerable stretching
of the meaning of the term. "Alienation," again, means "other-
ness" or "foreigness.," If there 1s something innate or inherent
in human personality or society which social conditions pre-
vent people from expressing or becoming, that does not mean
that people no longer possess those characteristics, or even
feel estranged from their awareness of them. By definition,
they remain intrinsic to human personality. People are not
alienated from them so much as prevented from ¢njoying or
expressinp characteristics that are still very much their
own, and if they are allented, it is not from themselves, but
from the social mechanisms that prevent their self-realization.
If, on the other hand, people have somehow "forgotten™
or "lost" those characteristics or the drive towards them, that

can hardly be alienation either. Here, one must take 1ssue

before there was a "Marxist humanism" to be opposed to. Cf.
Historv and Class Consciousness: .Studies in Marxist Dialectlics,
trans. Rodnev Livinpstone, orig., cd., 1923 (Cambridge, Mass.:
MIT Press, 1671), pp.l186-189.
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with the contention of Berger and Pullberg that alienatlion
is a kind of forgetting;5 one can not experience estrangement
from something the existence of which one has forgotten,

Most plausibly, one could argue that self-allenation
13 neither the frustration of expression nor the forgetting
of innate tendencies; but rather the consclousness of experi-
encing something that was once characterlstically human as now
being foreign. One might speak, for instance, of contemporary
humans as being alienated from the propensity of their fore-
bears for red meat. But using the term "alienation" in that
way trivializes it. By that definition, the very exlstence
of human history causes "alienation," and unless one wishes
to make arbitrary distinctions, contemporary individuals are
even more self-alienated in their lack of susceptibility to
the Black Plague or smallpox than in their inability to com-
mune happily with the forces of nature.

A second conception of self-allenation refers to cer-
tain types of neurotic illness characterized by an unhealthy
lack of integration among the various parts of human person-
ality. This psychological conceptlion has only the most tenu-

6

ous links to liberal political theory. The liberal conception

5¢cf. Peter L. Berper and Stanley Pullberg, "Reifi-
cation and the Sociological Critique of Consclousness," History
and Theory, IV (1965}, p.200.

6Cf. Schact, Alienation, pp.123ff.
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of society and social theory 1is grounded in the conviction
that an autonomous, self-determined sphere of 1lndividual self=-
consclousness and individual psychology remains radically sep-
arate from all political and soclal forces, that an irreduci-
ble minimum of human personality remains outslde the bounds

of politics.7 Liberal political theory can do no more than
describe the contents and, in contemporary jargon, "outputs"
of this minimum, and liberal political ethics demand that po-
litical action leave 1t untouched.

Liberalism has, of course, often been attacked for this
"psychologist fallacy,8 as has that archetypical liberal, Freud,
who attributed the origins of anxiety to soclo-historical
forces, but then sought to remedy them on an individualistic
bazis.? But, retaining here the liberal assumptions, self-
alienation, as generally described in the psychological liter-
ature, constitutes for political theory an object of curiosity,
but hardly a subject of much relevance or political signifi-
cance., Mental "illness," or even the forms of mental "health,”
fall into the private sphere upon which liberal theory and
liberal politics forbid themselves to intrude.

The third common usapge of "self-alienation" resembles

Tsee above, p.19,

8cr. K. R. Minorue, The Liberal Mind {London: Methuen
and Co., 1963, p.19 et ff.

9cr. Herbert Marcuse, FEros and Civilization: A Philo-
sophical Inauiry into Freud, Vintage Pooks {(Wew York: Random
House, 10t2), pp.n-li.
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the psychological conception iIn i1ts emphasis on the 1ragmen-
tation of individual personality, but it sees that fragmentation
as socially caused, and prescribes political remedies. Marx's
criticism of bourpeois civil society in hls early wrltings,
drawing heavily on Hegel, makes much of the fragmentation of

the self produced by the differentiation between the civil,

10 ms fol-

political, and economic spheres of bourgeols life,.
lowers have drawn heavily on thils aspect of Marx's work. Mod-
ern soclety, they argue, compels the individual to be all things
to all men, leaving nothing for himself.ll
Whatever the validity of this line of =oclal critlcism,
"self-alienation," used in this sense, clearly refers to a
relationship between the individual and soclety. Elther so-
cial forces and expectations compel the individual to conceal
his "true" self under a variety of soclal masks, or the indi-
vidual has so internalized those forces that he 1s no longer
conscious of the mask-wearinp process, but experiences an
inner conflict between that portion of the self which is "nat-
ural,”™ and those elements of society which he has incorporated

into his personality. These two conditions differ, no doubt,

in the kinds of problems they create for individual happiness

10xarl Marx, "On the Jewlsh Question," Early Writings,
ed. and trans. T. B. DBottomore (lNew York: McGraw-HIll, 19064),
p.14

1lee, Lucien Goldmann, Recherches dlalectiques (Paris:
Gallimard, 1959), p.Bu4; Mészaros, Marx's Theory of Allenation,

P.73.
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and well-being, but at the root they come down to the same
thing: a tension between what soclety demands of the 1indi-
vidual and what he spontaneously desires to give. We are back
to the individual-society nexus.

In sum, so far as "self-allienation" 1is a toplc with
which political theory can deal--and to a conslderable degree
it may not be, implying either a wider, theological framework
or a narrower, clinically psychological one--it can be ac-
counted for entirely in terms of the social relationship be-

tween the individual and others, generally soclety as a whole.

Seeman's five categorlies have been reduced to one,
Alienation can now be described as a certain kind of soclal
relationship.12 Just what that relationship 1is, however, re-
mains to be specified.

Alienation 1is the absence of belonging to an autono-
mous, self-sufficlent, nurturitive, face-to-face community.

Such a community need not actually exist, or ever have
existed, to talk about allenation from 1it; alienatlon can be
described as the absence of that relationship between the in-
dividual and such a community even if the community is merely
posited, existing only in ideal, hypothetical form. More pre-

cisely, one can speak of the extent of an individual's alliena-

120?. Joachim Israel, Alienation: From Marx to Modern
Sociolopy, a Macrosocliolorical Analysis (Boston: Allyn and
Bacon, 1971), p.ll,
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tion by the extent to which his relationship with soclety d4if-
fers from that in an i1deal community.

To speak of alienation is generally to speak at the
same time of community. The two polar opposites revolve around
each other like twin stars; at times, the 1light of one obscures
that of the other, but neither can ever escape the other's
gravitational field. The great critics of alienation since
the mid-eighteenth century have generally been proponents of
community: Rousseau, Hegel, all the Marxists, Durkhelm,
Ténnies--Nietzsche 1s the seminal exception. Just as peace
is, at the simplest level, the absence of war, so alienation
is the absence of community.

The idea of community contains a certain kind of re-
lationship among individuals and, most importantly for the
purposes here, between the individual and the community. Cen-
tral to that relationship is the sense of belongingness, of
being an equal part, and central to belongingness, as will be
discussed, 1s & consensus of wills, a mutuality of interests.
In this sense, the adoption of "absence of community" as a
definition for "alienation" becomes little more than a matter
of logic. Alienation, as discussed, must refer to social re-
lationships characterized by estrangement from others. "Com-
munity" describes non-estranpged soclal relatlonships. Allen-
ation is thus the absence of community.,

Students of the concept of alienation are quick to

point out that it appears to be a distinctly modern problem.
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The historical process of transition from Gemeinschaft to Ge-

sellschaft provides, indeed, a convenient way of thinking of

the development of allienation., Tonnies, who invented the dis-
tinction, must be considered one of the major theorlist of ali-
enation.13 It might even be possible to trace the historical
roots of modern alienation to the breakup of medieval soclety,
which created the new class of Hobbes's "masterless men.“lu
Just as alienation 1s conceptually the absence of community,
so historically it characterizes the epoch after the destruc-
tion of the medieval world order--or for those who take a

less sanguine view of the Middle Ages, the longer epoch since
the destruction of primitive soclety.

Still, it would be a mistake to consider alienation,
as defined here, to be exclusively modern. For vividness and
clarity of detail, no description of allenated modern soclety
can match Thucydides' account of the Corcyrean rebellion, or

of Athens during the plague.15

131 refer, of course, to his masterwork, Community and
Society (Gemelnschaft und Geselischaft), trans. and ed. Charles
. Loomis, larper irochbooks (Hew York: Iiarper and Row, 1963).

lqu. Michael Walzer, the Revolution of the Saints:
A Study in the Oririns of Radical Politincs (Hew York: Athen-
eum, 1970}, pp.9-10; 1li-lv.

15Thucydides, The Pelopnonnesian War, trans. Crawley
(New York: Modern Litrary, 1uhI), pp.loo-191; 112-13, Cfr.
also, Eric Josenhson and Mary Josephson, eds., Man Alone:
Alienation in Modern Soclety (New York: Dell, 19v2), pp.18=20,
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To say that allenation 1s the absence of belonging to
a hypothetical community is, however, to say very little, par-
ticularly when there are no such communities around to serve
as models of what we all don't belong to. In order to elabo-
rate on the nature of such a community, and by so dolng the
nature of alienation, it .1s necessary to devote attentlon to the
foremost theorist of political community, Jean-Jacques Rousseau.

No 1dea in the history of political theory has caused
quite as much trouble or confusion as Rousseau's General Will.
Rousseau liked to describe himself as a "man of paradoxes,"16
and that man's greatest paradox was the General Will.

The problem Rousseau sought to resolve merited no less

complex or sophisticated a solution. "I propose," he wrote

at the very beginning of The Social Contract,

taking men as they are and laws as they can be, to inquire
whether the political order admits of an organizing prin-
ciple that is both legitimate and conducive to stabllity.

I shall endeavor, throughout the inquiry, to wed that which
right permits to that which interest prescribeg, so as to
reconcile justice and utility at every polnt.

Alienated individuals were to be melded iInto a legitimate and

16y Political Writings of Jean-Jacaques Roustcau, 2
vols., trans. and ed. C. . vaurhan (Cambriage: Cambridree
University Press, 1915), I, p.222. Hereinafter clted as
"Vaurghan.”

Y rhe Soctial Contract, in The Social Contract and [the]
Discourse on the Griein and foundation of Inequallty Anong
Mankind, ed. Lester G. Crocker {lew York: Jashinpton Sauare
Press, 1967), p.5. As the divercence between the last two
citations indicates, I have attempted wherever posslble to make
citations to the most readilv-avallable Engllish-lanruarme edl-
tions of Rousseau. When no translation exists, I have clted
the authoritative Vaurnan onlv. In all cases, the translations
in this text are my own, or at least my emendations of others.
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stable political community without any sacrifice of their
personal interests or any violation of the precepts of Jus-
tice.

Rousseau himself despaired of the task; even 1f such
a community could be created, it would be inevitably subject
to the inescapable laws of political decline and degeneration

18 But to attempt anything

--even Rome, after all, had fallen.
less, to 1gnore the attributes and implications of the General
Will, would be to countenance either anarchy, or oppression,
or most likely, the continued maintenance of societies in
which each individual was alienated from everyone else.

The problem, the need for the creation of a General
will, arose because historical accident had thrust mankind
from the state of nature into a society that was not a com-
munity. Before the real or mythical historical point at which

one man, "who after enclosing a piece of ground, took 1t 1nto

his head to say, this is mine, and found people simple enough

to believe him,"19 human unhappiness, destructiveness, and
alienation were not only nonexistent but literally unthink-
able. Natural man, having no need of soclety or its appur-

tenances, lived without 1it, and unconscious not only of others

18Cf‘. Judith N. Shklar, "Rousseau's Images of Auth-
ority," in Cranston and Peters, eds., liobbes and Rousseau,
p.341,

198ousseau, Discourse on the Oripin and Foundation of
Inequalitv Amone !'ankind (herelnafter cited as "Second Discourse,"
in Crocker, ed., p.Zll.
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but of himself as well, had literally nothing to be alienated
from. With no more need of human belngs than wolves had._of other
wolves, or monkeys of other monkeyszo--having, for that matter,
no more self-consclousness than a wolf or a monkey--he could
hardly be sald to be alienated. Indeed, he was like the wolf
or monkey, entirely at home in and with nature, with which hils
relationship was without plan, foresight, contemplation, or
consciousness.21
The destruction of the state of nature through the
institution of private property brought with it, simultaneously,
the need to reckon with other persons as the primordlal fact
of social existence, and the awareness of what can only be
called alienation from them--although Rousseau never used the
word in that sense.22 The essence of soclety was exploitation,
and all human relationships--with the rare and fleeting excep-
tions of some instances of conjugal or familial love--were
founded 1n unilateral or mutual exploitation. Rousseau sup-
nlanted Hobbes's war of all against all with metaphors more
appropriate to the drawing-rooms and salons of eighteenth-
century Paris, in which jealousy, backbiting, gossip, slander,

and obsequiousness were the predominant weapons of interpersonal

20cs, Second Discourse, p.198.

°liwid., pp.189-190.

22

Cf. Schact, Alienation, pp.l18-21.




38

warfare, But the indictment 1s no less severe--although
Rousseau was, of course, polnting his finger at a different
culprit, not human nature, but the nature of human society.23

Soclety was destructive of all that was naturally
good in man, and of human happiness as well, because 1t founded
the 1ndividual's Judgement of himself in the attitudes of
others, but did nothing to guarantee that those attitudes
would be supportive or even friendly. "“The savage," wrote
Rousseau, "lives within himself, whereas soclal man, constant-
ly outside himself, knows only how to live in the opinion of
others; and it 1s, if I may say so, merely from their judge-
ment of him that he derives the consciousness of his own ex-
tstence."2! The relationship of the individual to society
became central to his happiness and well-being, but it pro-
vided 1little of either.

Living in soclety required the individual to become
entirely dependent on others, but because self-interest =still
ruled almost all individuals, this dependence was bound to
be self-destructive. All the goods which sociéty could prec=-
vide--esteem, honor, respect, position, riches--were purely

relative; one had always to measure oneself against one's

23cr, Rousseau, "Social Contract, First Draft," in
Vaughan, I, p.453; also John ickanners, "The Social Contract
and Rousseau's Revolt Arainst Soclety," in Cranston and Peters,
eds., Hobbes ana Rousseau, p.297.

2‘J‘Second Discourse, p.245.
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peers, and was thus always in a competition with them far
more deadly than that of the mar'ket:place.z5

Alienation, in the sense of an estrangement from the
soclety on which individuals were so dependent, but which was
less than a community, 1in the sense of a pervasive and unhappy
perception of otherness in all on whom the individual had to
rely for satisfaction, was thus the central motif of Rousseau's
portrait of soclety. Thils portrait, drawn most fully in the

Second Discourse, described the raw material with which one

who sought to establish the General Will would have to work;
more importantly, it demonstrated why the creation of a rad-
ically new kind of political community was so desperately nec-
essary.

To the world of sham, Rousseau opposed the ideal of
classical antiquity, and especially the community of classi-
cal Rome, but he was sufficlently astute to reallze--indeed
here, perhaps, lay hils greatest genius--that the relationship
between the individual and socliety was more than a matter
of historical circumstance. There was no going back. The
state of nature was lost forever; man's fall from grace had
created an entirely novel and unprecedented situation, which

had to be resolved in a radically new way. Since men had once

25¢f, Marshall Berman, The Polltics of Authenticity:
Radical Individualicsm and the Emarcence of odern Society (New
York: Atheneum, 1972), pp.13i-147; and Rorer D. Masters, "The
Structure of Rousseau's Political Thourht," in Cranston and
Peters, eds., llobbes and Rousseau, pp.400v-407.
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been exposed to soclety, "The sweet volce of nature 1s no
longer an infallible guide for us, nor the independence which
we have recelved from her a desirable state.??§

To restore happiness and morality, to abolish all-
enation and oppression by an act of consclious and ratlonal
will: that was the political task with which Rousseau was
confronted, The tool he employed was the General Will.

It is possible, posited Rousseau, to create and lden-
tify for any homogenous group of persons a common lnterest,
or set of common interests, around which a community could be
constructed, Because, by definition, the common interest
colncides with the personal interests of all those who share
it, the total submission of the individual to the community
can be legitimately and even gratefully accepted, so long
as that submission does not exceed the bounds of serving the
common interest.2! And since moral freedom consists of wil-
ling submission to laws one has wllled for oneself, the con-
sclous identification of the individual with the General Will
also provides a means of promoting and assuring public moral-
1ty.28

Because the contract in which the General VWill 1s

established 1s entirely social and perfectly reciprocal, and

26n50c1al Contract, First Draft," in Vaughan, I, p.488,

27Social Contract, p.21. 281b1d., p.23.
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because it is founded in the absolute juridical equality of
all members of society--more accurately, because 1t cannot
exist without such equality--the problem of allenation should
disappear.29 One acts unselfishly and supportively towards
others in promoting one's own interests, and encounters in
turn perfect reciprocity. Alienation 1is rooted 1in inequality
and selfishness. The soclial contract abolishes inequality
by making all individuals morally and politically equal before
the community; it abolishes selfishness by transforming the
good of the individual into that of the community at large.

In Rousseau's terms, it is thus posslble to restate
the notion of allenation in terms of the concept of General
Will. So long as the will of the indlvidual colincides with
the General Will, he is perfectly unallented from socliety
as a whole; whether or not psychological self-alienation re-
mains is problematic but irrelevant here. When the particu-
lar will of an individual conflicts with the General W1ll, he
is alienated from society. More precisely, one 1s alienated
to the extent that the particular will diverges from the Gen-
eral Will. When the divergence 1s total, allenatlion 1s totai;
the less the divergence, the less the allenation,

For cvery apggregation of similarly-situated individ-

uals, a General Will can be said to exlist, if not 1In practice,

29¢r. Ibid., p.26.
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then at least as a theoretical possibility. There 1s always
some common interest; else there would be no common inter-
course. In Rousseau's words, "what is common among different
interests creates the soclal bond, so that if there are no
points at which the interests of everyone agree, no soclety
can possibly exist."30 whatever provides the motivation and
desire for interaction with others provides, at the same time,
the basis for a possible identification and construction of

a General Will.

Any group can meaningfully be said to have a General
Will. The smaller and more emotionally important the group,
the less likely particular wills are to diverge from the Gen-
eral Will; members of a family or a group of friends all have
their private interests, but often sacrifice them to the good
of the whole. Still, defining alienation in terms of the
General Will permits the identification of alienation 1n, say,
family groups, in precisely the manner employed for larger
forms of social organization.

Nonetheless, Rousseau's cholce of soclety as a whole
as the level at which allenation must be combatted was not
without its reasons. The more individuals are allenated from
soclety, the more likely they are to be alienated from one

another as well. Small groups, like the family, may provide

301p1d., p.27.
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some unaliented relationships, but in the absence of widespread
agreement with the General Will, the wills of those groups

will probably diverge from one another. The term "alienated
society” will thus be employed here to refer to situations

in which a preponderant part of its members are allenated

from soclety as a whole, and by extenslon from one another.

To repeat once more: an indlvidual 1s allenated from
society when, and to the extent that, his will conflicts with
the General Will, And he is alienated from other individuals
to the extent his will diverpges from thelrs.

The tendency of groups wlthin society to have General
Wills of their own which diverged from the General Will of
society led Rousseau, like Machiavelli and the classlcal writ-
ers Rousseau so admired, to lay down an absolute prohlbition
on any intermediate socletles or affective organizations in
his ideal state, What we would call voluntary associations
were to be strictly prohliblited, as would all economic,
religious, and social corporations, sullds, and societles,
except so far as they were direct creatures of the state.31

Te an extent, Rousseau's objectlions to such organi-
zations were the same as hls predecessors'; he feared they
would divert loyalty, encrry, and commitment from their only
legitimate object, the nation-state. But he rephrased the

prohibition in his own terms, which are indispensable to any

3l¢ce. Ibid., pp.31-32.
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modern conception of allenation and reification. The problem,
he wrote, was that the wills of such socleties always had two
different aspects:
for the members of the association, it is a general will;
for the whole society, it is a particular will, which
appears to be in the right on first glance, and vicious
on the second. So the devout priest, or the brave sol-
dier, or the zealous patrician, can also be the bad citi-
zen. Such a commitment can be very advantapgeous for the
particular society, and very pernlcious for the larger.32
One can be entirely unalienated within a particular sub=-organi-
zation and yet thoroughly alienated from society as a whole,

and vice versa; such organizations themselves, as possessing

wills, can be alienated to a greater or lesser extent from
the larger societies of which they are a part.

This formulation can be extended in any direction,
often to great lengths. One might begin by saying that all
of the nation-states of the world, interacting in a purely
Hobbesian fashion, are alienated fror the larger human com-
munity. as are all the citizens of those nation-states who
are not entirely alienated from them. In the other direction,
any given soclety can be seen as 2 set of sub-organizations,
each of which has its own sub-organizations; and llttler sub-
organizations have llttler sub-organizations, and so on, ad
Infinitum.

Among those organizaticns whose wills might diverge

from the General Will is the government itself. Rousseau

32Rousscau, "Political Economy,” in Vaughan, I, pp.
2u42-243,
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was never so nalilve as to confuse the institutional apparatus
of the state with society as a whole, and he well understood
that, in the terms adopted here, the government, as an organi-
zation or set of organlzations, was entirely capable of being
alienated from socliety. Rousseau put the matter quite schemat-
ically:
The Government, as an integral part of the body politice,
shares in the General Will which constitutes that body;
as a body 1itself, it has 1its own will., These two wills
are sometimes in agreement with each other, and some-
times in conflict.33
Just as each citizen has a particular will which may or may
not conflict with the General Will, so every organization,
specifically including that of the government, has its own
will., Whether or not that particular will will coincide with

the General Will 1s, said Rousseau, entirely prolematic.

Merely to define allienation as the divergence between
particular and General Wills 1s not enough., In order to make
the definition more complete and more comprehensible, further
discussion of the idea of the General Will is necessary.
Here, Rousseau 1s often of little help, having been not only
paradoxical but frequently obscure, It wlll be necessary,
therefore, to extrapolate from Rousseau's own discussions,

and make a few reasoned guesses, in order to explaln the General

33R0usseau, "lLLetters from the Mountain,” in Vaughan,
II, p.201.
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Will adequately for purposes of constructing a theory of ali-
enation. This may involve some inaccuracy in the correct
interpretation of Rousseau, but the focus must be less on
what Rousseau actually meant than on how what he sald and
implied can be used.

One thing is clear. For Rousseau, the General Will
is the common good.3u It is thus that the people can err
but the General Will cannot; it is not really a will at all,
in the sense of purposive intent. It always exlsts, but it
is not so much created as discovered. For every soclety there
is a common good, a general interest, a General Will, which
can be discovered by the people assembled together without
resort to any complex argument or inquiry; "it reveals itself
so plainly that nobody with a little good sense can fail to
see 1t "3°

But the General Will is neither a Benthamite utility-
maximization function nor the dictate of some 1lmpersonal reason
which ignores the feellings, preferences, and tastes of the
members of the community. Soclal psychologlsts Cartwright

and Zander distinguish between the goals of members of a group

3“Cf. Social Contract, pp.30-31

351b1d., p.109.
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36 and thelir distinction

for the group and those for themselves,
can easily be applied to Rousseau's model of soclety. The
General Will is the will or goal of each member of society

for society, as distinguished from his personal goals or inter-
ests.

In the simplest, perhaps over-simple, terms, allena-
tion 1s closely tied to selfishness. One's own needs, desires,
and wishes are consldered more important, and are more vigor-
ously promoted, than those of the collectivity. 1In alienated
soclety, everyone looks out for himself, and the public be
damned.

Of course, in allenated society it may be so diffi-
cult, and so personally destructive, to serve the general
good, that heroic unselfishness would be necessary in order
for individuals not to be alienated. Thus the ordinary per-
ception that high levels of alienation indicate that something
i1s wrong with society does not conflict with this discussion's
focus on individual desires and wills. Social conditioens
can make individual apreement with the General W11l elther
very easy or very difficult, and the ease with which thelr

own desires can be brought into llne with the General Will

is undoubtedly the most important determinant of the alienation

36Dorwin Cartwrlight and Alvin Zander, "Motivational
Processes in Groups: Introduction," in Cartwright and Zander,
eds., Group Dynamics, Research and Theory (3rd ed.; New York:
Harper and Row, 1968), p.403 et ff.
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of individuals. Utoplan thinkers have, for that reason, sought
to structure socliety so that the individual can serve the
general good merely by serving hls own interests--—Adam Smith
falls into that categorv as readily as Karl Marx. But reality
is rarely so pleasant, and the conflict between 1lndividual
desire and the pgeneral good more often appears to be unavoid-
able.

It 1s necessary to avold hypostatlzing soclety, how-
ever, in order to carry the analysis one step further. So-
ciety is nothing more than an aggregation of individuals or-
ganized in certain ways and sharing certain things in common.
What one wills for society, then, 1s what one wills for others,
and for the collectivity of oneself and others. More impor-
tantly, what soclety, as opposed to a random collection of
individuals, is is the set of wills for soclety of 1ts mem~
bers, and the patterns of behavior they conduct as a result
of those wills.37

It must be stressed, though, that for Rousseau there
always exists, in each individual, a particular will distinct
and separate from the individual's acceptance, or even active
promotion, of the General Will. The General Will does not
include everythlng; many aspects of individual activity are

matters of total indifference for socliety. The mere exist-

37cr., Rousseau, ﬁmile, trans. Barbara Foxley (London:
J. M. Dent and Sons, 1955), p.H424,
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ence of a particular will is no evidence of alienation; only
when the individual experiences conflict between his will
and that of society, even if he shares in the latter, does
alienation arise.

On the other hand, such conflict can arlse witnout
producing allenation so long as the individual willingly ac-
cepts the precedence of the General Will over his own; most
individuals would rather not pay thelr income taxes, but those
who do so from the feeling that 1t represents a legltimate
imposition, or from feelings of reciproclty towards thelr
fellow citizens, as opposed to those who do so solely from
fear of being caught, can hardly be said to be allenated there~
by. Most mature individuals willingly accept a relatively
high level of social coercion and regulation, and it would
be much too simple to describe an individual as allenated
merely because he stops at traffic lights even when he 1s
in a hurry.

Conceptual difficulty arises because the classic libe-
ral dichotomy between individual and soclety cannot withstand
serious scrutiny. As Rousseau and Marx both so eagerly main-
tained, all real and complete indivliduals are individuals in
society, "It 1s above all necessary," wrote Marx, "to avoid
postulating 'soclety' once again as an abstraction confront-

ing the individual. The individual 1s the social being.“38

38Ear1y Writings, p.158.
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In political analysis, one must always steer between the Scylla
of an unreal atomization of human socleties and the Charybdils
of conceiving individuals as entirely submerpged in the social
whole,

Some elements of soclety are necessarily internalized
in all normal human beings; conversely, human, l.e. soclal,
l1ife only exists when individuals share things in common and
will things for others and for the collectivity. On the other
hand, even the most totalistic soclety ever to exlst--although
more thorough alternatives have been conceived in imaglnative
literature--has never entirely obliterated personal will,
whim, and opinion. The tension of the individual-soclety
polarity is always there; the mistake 1s to assume that 1ts
mere existence implies conflict and thus allenation. To speak
of an individual so self-sufficlent and complete that he can
be self-consciously oblivious to soclety 1s, as Nietzsche so
clearly saw, to speak of an extra-human belng.

Allenation is a characteristic of the individual-soclety
nexus, but a non-allienated individual can still be openly
in conflict with social institutions. Here Rousseau's insist-
ence that government, or other soclal organizations, can em-
body particular willc becomes extremely important. While
soclety per se can ncver be alienated from itself, its insti-
tutions can and often do promote and establish particular
wills. They do so when they are reified. One can speak of

those institutions, as well as those of thelr members who
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share the will of the organization, as being alienated from
society, but it would be pointless to label conflicts between
those institutions and the rest of society's members as in-
stances of allenation. Being in conflict with an illegiti-
mate institution 1is very different from being coerced by one
that 1s adequately representing the will of society, and the
two instances should not be confused.

Marx's description of the proletariat in his earlier
writings provides the best example for 1llluminating thils point.
According to Marx, the institutions of an advanced capltalist
society embody and enforce the particular wills of a handful
of capitalists. The proletariat, on the other hand, once 1t
has achieved true proletarian consciousness, has no will,
as a class, other than that of the common lnterest ¢ all
humanity. It is the "universal class." Its historical mis-
sion is to abolish alienation by overthrowing all those insti-
tutions which perpetuate the particular interests of the few,
rather than the common good. Most importantly, for purposes
of the present discussion, the proletarliat ceases to be ali-
enated not at the moment when the revolutlon succeeds, but
earlier, at the time when class consclousness, the identifi-
cation of the will of the individual proletarian with that

of the proletariat, and thus humanity, as a whole, emerges.39

39Cf. Marx, Early Writings, pp.58-59; also Cf. Nathan
Rotenstreich, Basic Problemzs of lMarx's Philosophy (New York:
Bobbs-Merrill, 1905), pp.be-63.
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The definition of allenation as confllct between par-
ticular and General Wills thus applies perfectly well to this
case, PFrom the point where it develops into a universal class
with a particular will identical to the General Will, the Marx-
ist proletar1a£ ceases to be alienated, as the term 1s used
here, although its historical mission remains that of abolish-
ing allenation. This implies that alienation and revolutlion-
ary attitudes are incompatible within the same personality;
more precisely, the development of revolutionary attitudes
posslibly represents a step in the supersession of alienation
at the personal level,

Conversely, the encouragement and nurture of allena-
ted attitudes appears to be an extremely rational strategy
for alienated institutions which hold power. In order to
continue their existence as promoters of particular wills,
they must encourapge the development of particular wills con-
Ltrary to the General Will, TIdeally, of course, they will
indoctrinate members of soclety into a belief in the particu-
lar will of the alienated organization, but short of that,
they will prefer the development of other particular wills,
even contrary to theilr own, to the posslbility that some class
of individuals might come to value the General Will in prefer-
ence to personal particular wills.

The co-optation and "buying off" of revolutlonaries,

which attempts to promote and make manifest the latent con-
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flicts between personal desires and revolutionary goals, pro-
vides the clearest example of thls process. At the level

of consciousness, a simlilar technique is the attempt to label
acts of guerilla insurrection as selfish "banditry," in order
to promote the belief that revolutlionary activity 1s essentlal-
ly selfish, and thus different only in degree from the priva-
tistic, selfishly-orlented behavior that holders of power

are attempting to encourage 1n the general population,

Restating the idea of alienation 1n terms of the Gen-
eral Will has several distinct advantages for political theory.
As noted above, in order for the idea of alienation to be
useful, it must be consldered as a relationship between the
1ndividual and a collectivity of other individuals in which
he is included; alienation seen as a relationship to the Gen-
eral Will operates at precisely that level. Alienation 1is
generally considered, as was also mentioned, to be the result
of the absence or destruction of an all-encompassing, nurtur-
itive community; and Rousseau's 1ldcal community, in which
the General Will reigns, 1is precisely such a community.

On the other hand, the concept of General Will 1s
not inextricably limited to the level of soclety as a whole,
One could speak Just as reasonably, as Rousseau himself did,
of the General Will of a formal orrFanization, or voluntary

assoclation, or business enterprise, or relipgious order.
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One can then talk of the alienation from these organlzations
of their members, or of the organizations themselves from
soclety as a whole, or of the alienation from society of or-
ganization members who are not alienated from their organi-
zations. As will be seen, this has conslderable utllity for
political theory.

Thinking of alienation in terms of the General Will
also establishes the concept in specifically political terms,
thus escaping the danger, so often encountered by theorlsts
of alienation, of "psychologizing" politlical phenomena., Ali-
enation as alienation from the General Will has nothing neces-
sarily to do with personal incapacity, maladjustment, or ir-
rationality, It is an objective, objectively observable phe-
nomenon which can be experilenced just as readily by healthy,
rational, Benthamite utility-maximizers as by the psychically-
warped and misshapened creatures of some of the more subject-
ively-oriented literature on alienation.

Most importantly, thinking of alienation in terms
of the General Will restores the idea of publlic interest,
public goods, and public concerns to the center of political
theory. At root, polities and political theory concern that
which 1s public; yet the increasing privatization of politi-
cal affairs and political theory since the disintegration of
the Mlddle Ages has produced a political world which, both

in theory and practice, is in some sense profoundly artl-
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political.uo Both the conservative admirers of classical

excellence and the Marxist seekers of the abolition of politics
through politics have long attacked the liberal bourgeois
world-order for this privatization. Untll now, however, those
who continue to accept the central body of liberal doctrilne
have been unable to respond sensibly.

Yet the creation, maintenance, and sustenance of a
sphere of public interest and public good should, at least
theoretically, be far from incompatible with the maintenance
of the predominant values of liberalism. The ldea of social
contract, as central to liberal theory as mathematics was
to Protagorean philosophy, implies that civil soclety exlsts,
and 1s justified in continuing to exist, only so lcng as com-
mon interests unite all its members. The primary concern
of liberal theory has, historically, been the tension between
private and public goods,

That liberalism, in both theory and practice, has
long pald entirely insufficlent attention to the public side
of this polarity 1s an entirely correct critliclsm; that its
internal logic or dynamles have compelled 1t to do so is not.
Perhaps by focussing on allenation, defined precisely in terms
of conflict between the private good and the public good,

it will be possible to restore the proper balance to liberal

40ce. wolin, Politics and Vision, pp.200, 4l4.
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theory and, ultimately, to liberal pract‘.ice.u1

“1cr. Brian Barry, "The Public Interest,”" in Willlam
E. Connolly, ed.,, The Rias of Pluralism, Atherton Controversles
(New York: Atherton, 1669, pp.l159-177; as it reiates to Rousseau
especially, pp.l68-172.




CHAPTER III

ALIENATED SOCIETY

(The reality I speak of here 1s the same onc Hobbes
described, but a little smaller,)
--Woody Allen, "My Philczophy”

Some measure of alienation 1s inescapable, at least
in the short run in the West. Moreover, the costs of escape,
i1f escape 1s possible at all, are not inconsiderable. After
serious consideration of the nature, causes, and forms of
alienation, escape may, indeed, seem far less desirable than
amelioration. Tt 1s the central argument of this thesis that
most of the damaging consequences of alienation arise not
from alienation per se, but from reification; that 1t 1s pos-
sible to abolish reifications without dircctly confronting
the root problem of allenation; but tuat it is not possible
to abolish alienation without at least sirmultaneously attack-
ing reification; that, in other words, it 1g not clienation
but reification which should currently be the primary concern
of soclal theory and soclal action.

In order to make this case, the behavior of allena-
ted individuals and the nature of allenated soclety must first
be briefly discussed. Then, a definitlon and descrliption of

reification must be attempted, after which 1t will he posslible

57



58

to construct the linkage between alienation and reification,
and begin the descriptive task of looking at modern soclety
in terms of the theory of reification.

But allienation, as defined in Chapter II, 1s no simple
or monolithie phenomenon. Within the compass of the defini-
tion 1t 1s 1likely, and certainly expected, that different
individuals will be more or less alienated from different
collectivities at differeat times for different reasons,
Rather than there being two classes of individuals, the ali-
enated and the unalienated, the assumption is that all indi-
viduals are allienated from some social groupings to greater
or lesser extents at various times in their lives. Aliena-
tion 1is thus a conditlon like anxiety or self-confidence which,
present in all individuals at all times, affects their behav-
lor in certain ways, always in the context of, and constrained
by, all the other components of human personality,.

The critique of alienation, combined with the ever-
present promotion of the alternative of community, developed
as a critique of bourgeois society,1 and 1t 1s to the most
famous of those critics to whom it 1is necessary to look first

in order to summarize the important aspects of the behavior

lcf. Robert A, Nishet, The Soclolorical Tradition
(New York: Basic Books, 1966), pp.204ff.; Eertell Oliran,
Alienation: Marx's Concention of Man In Capltalist Sccilety
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1971), p.l3l.
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of alienated individuals. The most important sources, by and
large, are not in the contemporary literature on allenatlon,
extensive as 1t 1s, which has focussed to a conslderable ex-
tent on the subjJective experlience of allenation, or the be-
havior of particular classes of allenated individuals 1in par-
ticular sets of socio-economic-political circumstances, but
rather in the great critics of civil soclety, and thelr more
modern followers,

"A final caveat 1s made necessary by this cholce of
emphasis. Thinkers like Hobbes, Simmel, TOnnies, and Marx,
firmly rooted in the intellectual and methodological climates
of their time, and concerned, as they were, with concelving
sociological phenomena in terms of large-scale historical
change, tended to write and think in terms which, since Weber,
might best be described as ideal-typical. Their descriptions
of bourgeois society tend to be broadly drawn, and inadequately
qualified, But if their models, or archetypes, are conceived
not as descriptions of actual concrete phenomena, but rather
as tendencies or attributes which innere to a greater or lesser
degree in all modern individuals, they remain the best theo-

retical characterizations of allenated behavior,

For the description of alicnated individuals and ali-
enated socliety, Hobbes comes first, Ferdinand Tonnies 1is, as

has been noted, generally thought to have provided the most
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systematic and thorough description of the difference between
alienated and non-allenated socletles, but Tonnies himself
devoted the bulk of his academic carcer to the study of Hobbes,
"the master of us all,"

According to Hobbes, alienated man is, first and fore-
most, a desiring individual. "A perpetual and restless desire
for power after power that ceaseth only 1in death,"2 is implied
in the very notion of alienation adopted here, since it is the
particular will, or desire, of the individual, conflicting
with that of those around him, which provides the whole impe-
tus for alienated behavior, For an individual whose will 1s
entirely consonant with the dictates of soclety, power, be 1t
personal, political, or social, has little lmportance, since
all the mechanisms and forces of society reinforce his attempt
to satisfy his desires. But once wills are in conflict, power
becomes cruclal.

The desiring nature of alienated individuals combines
with the uncertainty of social 1ife to make prudence another
central attribute of alienated bchavior. Only through prudence,
in fact, can individuals ever be induced to leave the state of
nature; and prudence underlies what l!llobbes called the first

3

law of nature, the requirement that men should seek peace.

°Thomas Hobves, Leviathan, or The Hatter, Forme and
Power of a Commonwenlth, i2siecniastizoll and Clvil, ed. Michael
Oakeshott, Collier (lacsics in tne iHistory of Thought (New
York: Collier Books, 1962), ch.ll, p.80

31b1d., ch. 14, pp.103-104.
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Alienated individuals, blessed with the virtue of prudence,u
seek power in order to guarantec thelr personal security and
the stability and regularity of thelr social environments,
Desire produces the quest for power, and prudence 1n the pur-
sult of desires produces the search for securlty.

The obverse of prudence 1s fear. It is "the passion
to be reckoned upon,"5 in considering the behavior of allena-
ted individuals. When one's fundamental interests stand 1in
direct conflict with those of the other individuals by whom
one is surrounded, fear 1is not only the most natural, but
the most rational response., Fear induces rational men to
seek protection wherever they can find it. For Hobbes, of
course, that protection can only be provided by the absolute
sovereignty of the leviathan.

C. B. Macpherson has attempted to abstract and sys-
tematize the fundamental postulates of the "theory of posses-
sive individualism," of which Hobbes 1is claimed to be the
founder and most important exponent. The overrlding thrust
of Macpherson's arguments may well do serious injustice to
Hobbes and the other thinkers he considers, but at least the
first three of what lMacpherson describes as "the assumptlons

which comprise possessive individualism,” may be taken as

41pid., ch. 8, pp.61-62.

5Ibid., ch.l4, p.11l; cf. also ch.27, p.221.
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accurate not only for a description of Hobbes and later liberal
theorists, but as fundamental characteristics of alienated
behavior. What Macpherson claims Hobbes and the later liberals
took as philosophical assumptlons may be seen, that is, as the
conscious or unconscious motivational assumptions of allienated
individuals. According to Macpherson, they are that:
(1) What makes a man human 1s freedom from dependence
on the wills of others.
(11) Preedom from dependence On others means f{reedom

from any relations with others except those relations

which the individual enters voluntarily with a view to

his own interest.

(111) The individual 1s essentially the proprietor of his

own persgn and capacities, for which he owes nothing to

socliety.
Rephrased in terms of this argument, Macpherson, drawing on
the theorists of liberal bourgeols soclety, contends that ali-
enated individuals seek to maximlize their freedom by minimiz-
ing their dependence on others; that they do so by attempting
to limit their relationships with others to translent, volun-
taristic contracts which they enter from alienated motives;
and that they think of themselves as being autonomous in the
spheres of thelr own persons, which they guard Jealously from
outside interference. The {solated yeoman, alone wlth his

family-~from whom he is presumably not alienated--entirely

self-sufficlent both economically and emotionally, represents

60. B. Macpherson, The Political Theorw of Possesslive
Individualism: lobbes to Locke (London: Oxford University
Press, 1962), P.2b3.
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the fulfillment of alienated man's fondest hopes.,
By the time one gets to TAnnles, then, there is 11¢t-

tle left to be added. Indeed, his definitlion of gesellschaft,

the theoretical foeus of his entire work, has a remarkably

familiar ring. "In gesellschaft," he wrote,

every person strives for that which is to his ownn advan-
tage and he affirms the actlons of others only in so far
as and as long as they can further his interests. Before
and outside of convention and also before and outslde of
each special contract, the relation of all to all may
ther;fcre be conceived as potential hostility or latent
war,
The only important deviation from Hobbes, and it is an impor-
tant one, 1s the reminder that even after the sovereign has
been created, the war of all agalnst all 1s not abolished or
even very much abated, but only channelled into newer and less
violent forms. The marketplace becomes the battleground.
Tonnies also suggested a useful metaphor to conceptu-

alize what might be called the architectonics of alienated

society, In a society dominated by pesellschaft relation-

ships, he wrote,

everybody 1s all by himself and isolated, and there exlists
a condition of tension arainst all others. Thelr spheres
of activity and power are sharply separated, so that every-
body refuses to gveryonc else contact with and admittance
to hils sphere...

Society 1s a mass of independent spheres, the occcupants of

TTénnles, Community and Soclety, p.77

8Ibid., p.65.



64

which are concerned, above all else, with maintaining their
structural integrity. Any contact between one sphere and
another is perceived by both as a threat, and hostility is the
emotion produced by the fear that one sphere might impinge on
another,

On the level of interpersonal contact, according to
Georg Simmel, the interactions between these separate spheres
come to be characterized by reserve, politeness, the mainten-
ance of interpersonal distance, and secrecy. Individuals
protect themselves by concealing as much as possible from
one another.9 Simmel well knew, as did his predecessors,
that alienated individuals, motivated primarily by fear, seek
above all to protect themselves from the depredations of
others. Polite soclety is nothing more than an intricate web
of protectlve mechanisms.

If etiquette and noriis of interpersonal politeness
are the primary forms of protection on the interpersonal level,
all have been agreed, from Hobbes on, that private property
is the dominant form through which individuals seek to defend
agalnst threats to their autonomy on the social level. The
sphere of individual autonomy 1s symbollized by the fences or
walls which surround the individual home; the maxim that a

man's home 1s his castle accurately expresses the ldea of a

9Cf. The Sociolory of Georye Simmel, trans. and ed.
Kurt H, Wolff (Glencoe, 111.: The Free Press, 1950), p.416;
pp. 330ff.
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personally-controlled fortress 1n which the alienated individ-
ual can wall ocut the outside world and clearly mark out the
grounds in which his will 1s entirely SOVereign.lo

The conventional description of a liberal soclety
resembling the Brownian interaction among atomized individuals
ignores the crucial polnt: as many individuals as are capa=-
ble participate in the endless series of collisions not en-
tirely alone, but carrying at all times a series of worldy
possessions, which provide the buffers in collisions with
others. Like turtles, allenated individuals enter the treach-
erous social world carrying shells of private property on
their backs. And each time one reencounters what may be the
twentieth century's most dominant, or at least most often-
repeated scene, that of refugees trudging aiong a road, car-
rying or pulling in carts all thelr worldly possessions, one
is seeing in literal form what soclolopgy can describe only in
the abstract: alienated individuals facing the world, not
precisely alone, but alone with thelr pr'operty.11

In sum, alienated individuals, desiring goods which
society has no interest in providing them, fearful always of

the hostility towards them of society and of other alienated

individuals, desirec above all else to protect themselves by

1OCI‘. Mészgros, Marx' Theory of Allenation, p.258.

11Cf. R. H. Tawncy, The Acquisitive Society, Harvest
Books (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1¢%d), pp.72-73.
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creating individual spheres of autonomy over which they have
complete control, Most conventionally, these spheres take

the form of private property. In order that they might not
become dependent on any other individuals, alienated men be-

come, as Rousseau insisted they do, dependent on things.12

But something is missing from this plcture of aliena-
ted society. Property has until recently been the refuge of
a privileged few. In recent years, in those few parts of the
world where the widescale distribution of some minimal level
of property has been attained, this distribution has been
achieved only through the creation of institutions, economic
or political, which in themselves constitute new and more pow-
erful threats to individual autonomy and self-determination,
Control is central to the ldea of property as a protective
device; but the more property individuals come to formally
possess, the less control thecy seem to have over 1it,

Perhaps more importantly, the model of individual
spheres never quite conformed to a soclety in which large-
scale collective action at work, 1n social actlivities, and
often at play is far more the norm than the exception. In
the workplace, the church, the school, the state--the great

engines of bourpeois advancement--the possession of property

4
12¢fr, Emile, p.49; discussed by Wolin, in Politics and
Vision, p.373.
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is not only a defensive mechanism limited to a few, but also
one of 1limited utility even for those who have it. One's
Cadillac, or Volkswagen, remains parked outside the door when
one enters the factory, the office bullding, the school, the
church, or the internal revenue offlce. Property alone is
often not enough to defend the alienated individual from soci-
ety, even in the most purely atomistic and capitalistic of
socletles.

The theory of alienation as 1t has developed since
the nineteenth century has a major hole in 1t. It has been
postulated, quite correctly, that allenated individuals will
act defensively to protect themselves against soclety by devel-
oping spheres of activity over which they have total control
and within which they are entirely autonomous, but only one
of those spheres has been identifled, and no general theory
of sphere-creation or autonomy-maximization has been provided.,

It is no accldent, then, that those who discuss aliena-
tion consider it to be not only so important but so fundamen-
tally destructive of human happiness; faced with alicnation,
the individual's mechanigsms for self-protection are clearly
inadequate, It is also no accldent that, as a result, thinkers
have been tempted to consider and cven promote very extreme
solutions to the problem of alienation, willing to abandon
highly-cherished values 1like privacy and freedom of expression

in order to see that individuals, incapable of protecting
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themselves against alienation, could bc protected from it by
an overmastering collectivity. But the hole remains. What

fi1ls it 1s the theory of reification.



CHAPTER IV
REIFICATION

But if the very Rocks and Rivers (as Metaphysic teaches)
are, in strict language, made by those Outward Senses of
ours, how much more, by the Inward Sense, are all Phenom-
ena of the spiritual kind: Dignities, Authorities,
Holies, Unhollesl

-~Carlyle, The French Revolutlon

The most striking fact about the history of the idea
of reification 1is that no one has sald very much about 1t.
Karl Marx, who is universally regarded as the most important
theorist of reification, and whose writings have provided
the groundwork for literally all the commentary on the subject
since his lifetime, employed the term, so far as I have been

able to determline, only once.1

Indeed, no one has ever pro-
vided for reification the kind of extensive discussion that
Plato provided for justice, or Locke or Mill for freedom,

or Kant for reason., Works, including short monographs, 1n

which reification has been the primary focus can be counted

lor., A Contribution to the Critigue of Political
Economy, trans. S. W. Kyazanchkaya New Tork: International
ublishers, 1970), p.67; so scrupulous a scholar as lienril
Lefebvre, who desires to return the ide2 to popular use,
claims that Marx never used the term at all. See his The
Sociolopy of Marx, trans. Nobert Gutterman (New York: Pantheon,
1908), p.48.
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on the finger of one hand.2 And all those works have fallen
within the Marxist tradition, which, for all its 1importance,
has remained largely isolated, until very recently, from most
of the rest of Western phllosophical and political inquiry.
One can not even take recourse in the dictionary for
help in understanding reification. The definition found there,
which 1is essentially the one assumed in the Marxist traditilon,
is rooted in the most fundamental kind of phillosophical error.
Webster's, with the Oxford English Dictionary in al-
most complete agreement, defines "reify" as "to regard (as
an abstraction, a mental construction) as a thing; convert
mentally into something concrete or objective.," Etymologl-
cally, "reify" and "reification” come from the Latln res, or
thing, and the non-word "thinpgification" is often given as a
synonym for "reification.” To reify, according to the con-
ventional usage, is to make something that is not a thing,
or less than a thing, into a thing.
There would be nothing wrong with this usape were 1t

not for the existence of a parallel set of words with whilch

z[n rourh order of imnortance, I numher in thils listing:
Georg Lukfcs, "Reificaticon and the Consciousness of the Prole-
tariat,” in listorv and Class Conscicusiness, np,83-222; Rerger
and Pullberp, "Reiticatton anua tne Sociolormical Critique of
Consciousness;" Luclen Goldmann, "La rtification," in Recherches
dialectisues, pp.6N1-106; Isracl, Allenntlion, pp.255Qf.; and
Josepnh Gabel, La fausse conscience: cznal sur 1a réification
(3rd ed., rev,; Paris: Lditions De ilinult, 1G09).
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reification is often compared: "objectify”" and "objectifi-
cation." According to Webster's, again, to objectify is "to
cause to become or to assume the character of an object."
In order to make sense of the idea of reification, then, 1t
must be distinguished from objectification.

It is possible, at least for the purposes at hand,
to identify what might be called the Marxist-phenomencloglcal
tradition. Whether or not, as has often been argued, the two
different elements 1in that tradition are converging is of no
importance here; for the narrow purposcs at hand, their cplstem-
ological orientations, both pgrounded in a reaction to the
"purely contemplative” ideallsm of Hepgel, are sufficiently
similar.3

Most basic to this tradition is the bellef that man,
as a species, creates his social world through purposive en-
deavor. While pre-existing natural phenomena form much »f
the raw material of human existence, processes of production,
in the broadest sense, are essential to the conduct of soclial
activity. The social world which reople inhabit--its languages,
customs, mores, institutions, and even 1ts percenrtlons of
reality--1s larpely one of thelr own making, made at least

partially by conscious plan.u

3cr. Rayrond Aron, Marxiom and the Txdstentlallsts,

Clarion Rooks (New Yorx: Simon and Schuster, 1409), p.31.

qu. Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The German Tde-
ology, trans. and cd. R. Pascal (New York: International




72

The process of objectification plays a central role
in this view. Berger and Luckmann define objectifications as
"broducts of human activity that are avallable both to thelr
producers and to other men as elements of a common world.5
In other words, objectification is the primordial human pro-
cess in which subjective human activity creates material,
symbolie, and abstract objJects which are percelved equally
by all members of a common culture, Without objectification,
by definition, there can be no language, no uniformity of
social conduct, no social activity of any sort beyond the
most rigidly primitive 1evels.6

The very existence of soclety necessarily implles
the existence and utility of objectifications; they consti-
tute the shared social world about which and through which

individuals can communicate and develop relationships with

one another. In this sense, man is preeminently homo faber.

Without the assumption of conscious, purposive, goal-oriented

Publishers, 1947), p.l4; Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann,
The Social Construction of Realitv: A Treatise in the Soclology
of Enowledpe, Anchor 1ooks (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and
Co., 1067Y, p.52; on plans, cf. Marx, Capital, A Critlnue of
Political Economy, Volume I, The Process of Canitallst Pro-
duction (nereafter cited as "Capital, 1), Urtermann, trans.
[{New York: Modern Library, 1906), p.196; Jean-Faul Sartre,
Search for a ltcthod, trans. Hazel L. Barnes, Vintapre Books,

{(Hew York: Ranaom House, 1963), pp.l150-151; and Ollman,
Alienation, p.113.

5Berger and Luckmann, Social Construction of Reality, p.34,

6Ibid., pP.35.
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human behavior which creates soclal reality through the pro-
cess of objectiflcation, 1t 1s impossible to arrive at a hu-
manistic conception of soclety or of social science. "Objecti-
vation and objectification," say Berpger and Pullberg, "are
anthropologically necessary. A priori, human existence can
not be conceived without them."'
A relatively orthodox Marxist, Georg Lukacs, makes
much the same argument. Bearing in mind, he says,
that every externalization of an obJect in practice (and
hence, too, in work) 1s an objectification, that every
human expresslon includlng speech objectifies human thoughts
and feelings, then it 1s clear that we are dealing with a
universal mode of commerce among men. And in so far as
this is the case, objectification is a neutral phenomenon;
the true is as much an objectifécation as the false, 1lib-
eratlon as much as enslavement.
But Lukacs continues, quite properly, to insist that reifica-
tion is not a neutral phenomenon, that it is, in fact, one
of the most important forms in which the destructive forces
of capitalism are embodied,
Marx himself sald essentially the same thing in a

number of places. In the Parls Manuscripts, he wrote that:

It is Jjust in his work upon the objective world that man
really proves himself as a specles-beinpg. This produc-
tion is hls actlive svecies-life. By means of 1t nature
appears as his work and his reality. The object of 1labor
is, therefore, the objectifli mtion of man's species 1ife.”

TRerper and Pullberg, "Relficatlion and the Soclologi-
cal Critique of Consclousness,”" p.201

8
9

Lukﬁcs, History and Class Conscliousness, p.xxiv,

Early Writings, 0.128,
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And the very first Thesis on Feuerbach defends objectification
in opposition to Feuerbach's "contemplative"” materlalilsm,
Feuerbach, Marx wrote, "does not understand human activity
itself as objective activity."lo

The production of objects from non-objects thus appears
to be an attribute of human exlstence so fundamental and neces-
sary that it would be senseless to attach any kind of evalua=-
tive judgement to it. VYet "reification" invariably carries
a negative connotation. It must thus be fundamentally dif-
ferent from objectification. BRut, to return to the dlctionary
definitions for a moment, it can be different only if an "ob-
Ject™ 1is different from a "thing."

"Objects" differ from "things;" that is the fundamen-
tal assumption on which all discussions of reification, as
well as the more mundane usages in dictionarles and ordinary
parlance, have been founded. Historically, the digtinction
between objects and things has been important to philosophy,
and those who have spoken about reification can hardly be
blamed for perpetuating 1t. But the distinction between ob-
Jects and things is fundamentally insupportable and indefensi-

ble, and must be discarded if the concept of relfication is

10Marx, "Theses on Feuerbach," in The German Ideolory,
p.197; Cf. also Karl larx, The Grundrlsse, ed. ana trans.
David McLellan, Harper Torchbooks (lew York: Harper and Row,
1971), p.151; Sartre, Search for a Method, n.13; and Roten-
streich, Basic Problems of Farx'sz Philosophy, p.66
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ever to have any utility,

In philosophical discourse, the term "object" general-
ly implles a complementary "subject;" each term is an incom-
plete thought without the other. This practice accords en-
tirely with etymology, since "object" derives from the Latin
Jacere, "to throw," combined with the prefix ob, for "before"
or "towards. An object 1is thus something that is thrown be-
fore or towards-~and "before" and "towards" are prepositions
the object of which can only be the individual perceiver or
actor. For there to be an object, there must be a human sub-
Ject which percelives it.

The next step, in the history of the idea of reifi-
cation, has been to distinguish "things" from "objects" pre-
cisely by the absence of the subjective element. The crucial
role was played, of course, by Kant, who, Ilnsisting on the
existence of "things-in-themselves" that were at least partial-
ly 1naccessible to human experience, differentiated them from
objects of human perception. "Things" are those entities
the essences of whlch remain outside human knowledge.

Hegel, unhappy with this Kantian duallsm, insisted
that the existence of things-in-themselves was not an onto-
loglical necessity, but a product of historical develorment.
The Absolute Spirit, claimed Hepgel, created all ohjJects through
the activities of Mind. Things-in-themselves only apoeared

to be unavailable to human perception and knowledge because
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men had become somehow alienated from them, had lost or for-
gotten their connection to human activity., The abolitlon
of alienation through the realization of the Absoclute Spirit
would recover this connection, and thus end the distinction
between things and objects, In the meantime, however, obJects
had been transformed into things, and were thus reiflications.
It was easy for Marx to then stand Hegel on hils head
and c¢laim that objective reality was created not by the work-
ings of disembodied mind, but by concrete productive labor, by
praxis. And while Marx himself did not use the term "reifl-
cation" in that way, hls followers, once Hegel had been re-
stored to legitimacy, saw clearly enough that for Marx all
objects in allenated capitallst society must be reifications,
just as they had been for Hegel. The exlistence of humanly-
created things-in-themselves was seen as the product of a
specific historical epoch in which human productive activity
was distorted into the production of things. This perverslon
of the proper relationship between subject and object would,
of course, be overcome when the proletariat, the true "sub-
Ject~-object of history,"™ abolished alienatlon in all its forms.ll
Human activity, of labor or of Mind, creates the ob-
Jective world, which, because it has been created by human

activity, remains entirely avallable and accessible to human

11Cf. Luk4cs, History and Class Consclousness, p.126

et ff,
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intelligence. Somehow, through the workings of alienation,
objects lose their accessibility and connectedness to human
activity and become reifications, things-in-themselves, ob-
Jects of human activity entirely outside of human control.
That constitutes, I would think, a falr summary of the idea
of reification to date., And the idea certainly contalns many
useful elements, which any theory of reification should con-
tain: reifications are mystified, outside of human control,
mysterious entities which serve no clear function either in
their creation or their existence, and whose connection to
human activity has been forgotten. But the Hegelian-Marxist
notion remains fundamentally flawed.

The flaw is this. All objects, and all things, exist
for human beings, and human activity on every level except
that of speculative philosophy, particularly including that
of everyday 1life, only as they are perceived and acted upon
by human beings. Without a human subject, there are not only
no objects, but no things. It is theoretically possible for
an 1isolated individual to imaprine a thinp-in-itself that 1is
somehow 1impenetrably mysterious, but he could never communi-
cate the 1dea of such a thing to another human being without
the medium of lanpuape, which i3 composed entircly of objecti-
fications, or perhaps of expressive gestures, which must also
be objectifled. Only through objectification is subjective

experience avallable to other human heings; thus, on the social
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level, only objJectifications can exist.

This statement follows directly from definitions that
those who have written of reification would accept themselves.,
For if all social reality is created by human activity, then
any entity existing at the social level must be an obJectifi-
cation. As soon as an objectification becomes a thing-in-
itself, it ceases to exist at the soclal level, When there
is no subject, there can be not only no object, but no thing
either, since all of social reality is nothing more than an
aggregation of the subjective experiences of human individuals.
Even the concept of "thing-in-itself™ must be obJectifled,
put into common language, in order that philosophers might
discuss 1it,

As soon as the distinction between object and thing
evaporates, as it must for all those, Marxlsts, phenomenolo=-
gists, and others alike, who hold that knowledge 1s a soclal
phenomenon which must be understood soclologically, then the
whole theory of reification would seem to go up in smoke.

But the idea of reification is too valuakble to lose. More-
over, even those dlscussions which have conceived of reifica-
tion in terms of the now-discarded distinctlon between objects
and things retain most of their utility 1f another definition
is provided. What is needed, therefore, 1s a new definition
of reification, one which will retain all the advantares of

the older one without having to rely on an unmaintainable
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distinction.

In order to formulate this new definition, 1t 1s nec-
essary to return for a moment to the idea of objectification.
Objectification is the production of objects by purvoslve
human activity in order to meet human needs. Thesc needs
can be pretty broadly defined, to include not only simple bio-
logical necessities, but also the need for tools and for soci-
ety and all its constituent elements. As instruments of need
satisfaction, though, objects should be functional, purposive
instrumental, utilitarian. ObjJects are created only to satisfy
human needs, whether directly or indirectly, and their exist-
ence can only be justified to the extent that they serve that
purpose.12

Objects, then, are, or should be, instruments of need-
satisfaction. But the process of reification distorts the
relationship between people and the objects they produce--in
the broadest sense of production, for language, social rela-
tionships, and the entire fabric of human life are all products
of human activity. At root, reification reverses the relation-
ship between means and ends in these products. Objects, which
are initially created only as means to human ends, become ends

in themselves. Not only do they thereby lose their instrumental

12pop Marx, the highest need of man 1s that of free,
creative self-expression, the need for objectiflication 1itself,
which can be fulfilled only after man is free from all other
needs, Cf. Early Writings, p.128; Petrovic, Marx in the Mid-
Twentieth Century, p.l27.
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purpose, and with it whatever utility they may have posses-
sed, but in becoming ends they begin the process whereby other
means are subordinated to them. In proper dialectical fashion,
the desirable relationship between humans and obJjects--between
means and ends--is entirely reversed, and people become sub-
ordinated to thelir own toola.13

It is time for a formal definition. To reify is to
"{nfuse with value" an object that has been created by human
endeavor, and then to perceive it and act towards 1t in a
way fundamentally different from an object which has no in-
trinsic value., A reification, similarly, is a humanly-cre-
ated object which has acquired a value other than the instru-
mental one for which it was created, or ostensibly created.
Reifications are thus also objectifications, but objectifi-
cations of a very special kind.

By "perceive it and act towards it 1n a way funda-
mentally different from an obJect which has no intrinsic val-
ue," I mean just that--to treat 1t as an objJect of intrinsic
value. Marx's conception of reification is most commonly

identified with his discussion of the "fetichism of commodl-

ties" in Cagiggl,lu and the operative word 1s "fetlishlsm;"

13Cf. Marx, Earlv Writings, p.1l77; Mészéros, Marx's
Theory of Alleration, pp.it3, 186,

14

Capital, pp.81ff.
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simi{larly, Veblen attacked the "animism" of classical politi-
cal economy,15 the reified character of which will be discus-

16 "Worship" is perhaps too strong a word to

sed later on.
describe the attitude towards reification, and "animism" con-
tains, as will be shown, some misleading connotations, but

the general sense of opprobrium it connotes 1s perfectly sat-
isfactory.

The verdb "infuse” in the definition implies, of course,
an active process, in which something-~intrinsic value--1is
added into something else, But its usage in this context
often refers to a more subtle process, When an object acqulres
intrinsic value 1t did not previously have, that certainly
represents an added characteristic; and the usage of "infuse"
creates no complexities when that addition is the result of
conscious intent to add something, as often happens in the
process of reification.

However, the way in which soclal perceptions work
often makes 1t possible for an object to acquire intrinsic
value by removing something from it: 1ts 1nstrumental value,
Because in many societies objects tend to have a certain value
merely because they exist--because they are there--the acquisi-

tion of intrinsic value is accomplished by the removal of

15Thorstein Veblen, "Why Is Economics not an Evolu-
tionary Science?" in The Place of Science }g_}pdern Civilli-

zation and Other Zssays (New YOrd: Lapricorn 3orxg, 1607,
n.0h,

16See Chapter VIITI.
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instrumental value, in stunning demonstration of the princi-
ple that less 1is more.

In those cases, which are also quite frequent, the
task of infusion with value consists of removing a character-
istic of an object, and that 18 the sense in which the usage
of "infuse" becomes rather complex, although not, I think,
hopelessly so. Berger and Luckmann, ignoring the fact that
reification doesn't just happen, but is made to happen, speak
of the process of reification as one of "f‘orgetting."l7 So
long as one remembers that someone puts the forgetting pro-
cess into motion, they are correct, but that setting into

motion remains, albeit indirectly, an infusion.

A few words should be said in defense of my definition,

Even if the distinction between "thing" and "object" must

be abandoned, 1t is clear that, if the term "reification” 1is
to retain any connection to its earlier usage, the relation-
ship between individuals and reified objects must be somehow
different from the relationship btetween individuals and mere
objectifications. The class of "things" has been excluded
from discourse becausi: of the impossibillity of separating

it from the class of "objJects,™ but the aim 1s somehow to

put the class of "reifications” in 1ts place, only defining

17Berger and Luckmann, Social Construction of Reality,

p.89.
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"peifications” so as to avoild the objections to "things."

The smaller the difference between the new concept of "reifi-
cations" and the older one of "things," 1t would seem, the
greater the possibility of employing older works on "reifi-
cation" without substantial modiflcation.

"Things" were thought to differ from "objects" because
they were entirely autonomous of human activity, because they,
or at least their essences, were somehow 1lnaccessible to human
cognition and human control, As a result, whereas objects
were always perceived in terms of their potential utility
for human self-expression or human need-fulfillment, reified
"things" had independent existences which not only remained
impervious to human control, but came ultimately to control
human activities themselves. As "belngs-in-themszelves,”
"things" were also "beings-for-themselves,” existing entirely
outside of human control or human will.

What was formerly considered effect must now be taken
as cause, Reifications are percelved as being outside of
human control, of having existences of their own which subor-
dinate other entities to them, not because they are somehow
"things," but precisely because they are perceived as being
outside of human control. If this seems circular, it 1is only
because the reasoning that always underlay the conception of
"reification™ as "thingness" was circular. If any non-human

entity 1s treated differently from other objects, in a way
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which permits 1t to lead a kind of autonomous existence in
which it is not subjected to the need to justify itself 1n
terms of utility for human values, in which it 1s not percelved
as having potential utility of that kind at all, then it is &
reification whether it 1s a "thing" or not. What makes an
object into a "being-for-itself" 1s not some fundamental onto-
logical attribute, but the fact that it 1s percelved by soci-
ety as being sufficient unto itself, What makes it sufficlent
unto itself 1s a social ascription of value to 1it,

In a sense, then, my definition is alsc largely cir-
cular. Reifications are all objects which are not valued in
terms of their utility for human happiness or satisfactlon.

Consider a concrete example, one drawn from the tra-
dition in which the 1dea of reification developed. God may
be conceived of as an ultimately unknowable entity, standing
entirely outside the limits of human cognition or human know=-
ledge. She may be a kind of divine thing-in-itself, Alterna-
tively, God may be entirely knowable, perfectly comprehensible
for all men; yet she may still be worshipped. In elther case,
the image of God will be an important factor in soclal 1life;
social activity and individual effort will be subordinated to
serving what 1s thought to be her will; and her existence
will dominate, to a considerable extent, the soclal 1life of
society. PFrom the humanist, post-Feuerbachlan perspective

in which all the contemporary discourse on relfication has
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taken place, both Gods are equally reifications; yet the old
theory of reification, grounded in the distinction between
"thing" and "object," adequately explains the reifled nature
of only the first God.

More to the point, what 1s important to a soclal and
political theory of reification 1s not the intrinsic ontologl-
cal character of any entity, but the way in which perceptlons
and beliefs about that entity influence social behavlor. For
those purposes, the distinction between "thing" and "object"®
18 obviously inferior to one grounded in a purely social fact
such as valuation.

George Lichtheim has perceptively noted that, "posi-
tivist soclology in the later nineteenth century fell heir to

the unsolved problems of traditional metaphysics."18

To date,
the concept of reification has been employed to resolve meta-
physical and socio-political problems at the same time, by
making an ontological category--that of "thingness"~acentral
to a sociological analysis, The wedding between sociologry
and metaphysics has long been uneasy; the two are fundamen-

tally incompatible.lg The time has come for a divorce, And

180eorge Lichthein, "Allenation," in David L, Sills,
ed., International Encvclored!a of the Social Seiences (lNew
York:  Macmillan anda 1nc wree rress, 1963), 1, p.<bd.

19This 15 seen most distinectly nct in Marx, who sban-
doned metaphysical concerns by the time of his mature writings,
but in Lukacs, whose otherwilse excellent, seminal essay on
"Reification and the Consclousness of the Proletariat,” 1s seri-
ously weakened by his self=-consclous attempt to merge soclo-
logical and ontological catesories as part of the task of
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one whose orientation is sociological and political rather
than metaphysical will attempt, in what follows, to assume

custody of the theoretical offspring.

Reification is essentially a problem of consclousness;
to talk about reification is to talk about perception and the
action based on that perception., But, in the strongest possi-
ble terms, it must be stressed that ln no way does the fact
that reification is "only" a problem of consciousness diminish
its importance. In one sense, all human social problems are
matters of consciousness, since human beings can only act
towards and relate to the world as they percelve 1t. Less
globally, 1t is certainly true that all soclal theory 1s con=-
cerned primarily with explaining, reinforcing, or altering
the social consciousness of the theorist's audience. The
Eleventh Thesis on Feuerbach should not be misread to deem-
phasize the importance of problems of consclousness; on the
contrary, it is itself nothing more than an attempt to alter

20
consclousness,

developing a complete Marxist metaphysics. See eapecially
Part II.

20It goes, of course: "The philosophers have only
1nter§reted the world differently, the point 15, to chanre
: n The German Ideolonry; P.199. See also Karl Korsch,
Marxism and Philosophy, trans. Fred Halliday (London: NLB,

1970), pp.obff.
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It should also be clear by now that reification is
primarily a problem of value.21 The critique of reification
is primarily moral, hinging on the reversal of ends and means,
which 1s, of course, a complete and perfect negation of the
Kantian imperative, and thus of the whole structure of human-
ist ethics that goes with it. This structure, founded in the
twin postulates of Protagoras's man as measure and Kant's
man as cnd can reasonably, I should think, be sald to underlie
Marx's system as much as Kant's--even 1f the two phllosophers
had nothing else 1in common.22

That Marx ccondemns reification for precisely this
reason--that it converts the ends into means--is made perfectly

clear throughout his writings, although it 1s best expressed

in the Paris Manuscripts. There, he puts the problem with

all the precision of a mathematical formula: "The devaluation

of the human world increases in direct relation with the in-

“23

crease in value of the world of things, There are two

classes of entitles in the social world, human beings and

objects. The former should be ends, the latter means.zu

2le. Gabel, La fausse conscience, p.59ff.

22Cf. Eupgene Kamenka, The Ithical Foundatlons of Marx-
ism (2d. ed., London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1972), p.Z24.

23Early Writings, p.l21.

equ. Aron, Marxism and the Existentialists, p.5.
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What I have described as a kind of Kantian critique
of reification can be stated in a different way, one with
which those wary of anything that finds traces of Kantlanism
in Marx may be more comfortable. People should govern objects,
not the other way around; that would seem & direct corollary
of the Kantian imperative. There are those, however, to whom
the name Kant signifies a kind of intellectual analogue to
venereal disease, and the latter formulation has the advantage
of being directly supported by Marx's explicit statements,
In the last volume of Capital, he wrote that, in the realm
of necessary production, "freedom in this field cannot consist
of anything else but of the fact that soclalized man, the
assocliated producers, regulate thelr interchange with nature
rationally, bring it under their common control, instead of
being ruled by it as by some blind power..."25
According to Eugene Kamenka, Marx's revolutionary
vision was that of
the creative, self-determined man, master of hils environ-
ment, of the universe, and of himself, cooperating spon-
taneously and harmoniously with all other men as "aspects”
of the human spirit liverated within him. "Dignity," the
young Marx writes in a secondary school essay, "can be
afforded only by that position in which we do not appear

as servile instruments;" "the criticism of religion,™ he
writes...nine years later, "ends in the teaching that man

25Marx, Capital, A Critioue of Political Eccnomy,
Volume III, The Process of Car.:iillot iroduction as a Whole,
Therelnalter cited as "Capital, Iil), uUnternann, trans. (Cnal-
cago: Charles H, Kerr and Co., 19095, p.954.
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is the highest being for ma.n..."26

It is time to confront Marx directly. PFor although
Marx's conception of reification was founded in an epistemo-
logical distinction which can no longer be accepted, the con-
struction of any frultful theory of reification requires the
retention of as much of Marx as possible. It 18 conceivable
that one could systematically recapltulate the entire Marxist
critique, modifying lt as one went along in order to conform
to the present redefinition of reification. That procedure
would, however, be limited by the fact that Marx's theory
of reification 1s a small but integral part of a worldview
fundamentally characterized by its totality, so that an accu-
rate description of Marx on anything requires clear cognizance
of Marx on everything.27

The primary concern here 1s not Marx; the aim is nei-
ther an accurate summary of his thought nor an attempt to
modify it to meet contemporary conditions and lssues. Rather,

Marx provides the critical raw material for developlng what

can only be called a liberal theory of reiflcation; and it 1s

stugene Kamenka, "Marxian Humanism and the Crisis
in Soclalist Ethics,”" in Erlch Fromm, ed., Scalullict Humanism:

An International Syrmosium, Anchor Books (Garden Ciivy, N.Y.:
Doutleday and Cou., 1900), pp.118-119.

270f. Luké&s, History and Class Consclousness, p.27;
Ollman, Alienation, pp.lo,70, 151, et rpassim.
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not his alms nor his total vision so much as some of his 1deas,
ripped brutally perhaps out of context, which have the great-
est utility for that endeavor. So the discussion to follow
will focus narrowly on Marx's discussion of reification as

it relates to three separate problems, each of them crucial
for a theory of reification: they might be summarized, in
cne-word descriptions, as value, mystification, and power.

To tegin with the problem of value, 1t has already
been argued that reification consists of the process in which
objects of instrumental value acquire intrinsic value, and it
has also been argued that this shift in valuation 1is a moral
phenomenon of considerable importance, since i1f one assumes
that human beings should be valued intrinsically and objects
instrumentally, the infusion of objects with intrinsic value
is directly immoral. Marx never put the argument in anything
like those terms, but his most important discussion of reifi-
cation, in the first chapter of Capltal, is almost entirely
about value and valuation, and his central argument conforms
perfectly to the new definition offered here.

"A commodity," wrote Marx,

appears, at first sight, a very trivial thing, and easily
understood. Itas analysis shows that 1t 1s, in renlity,

& very queer. thing, abounding in metaphysical subtleties
and theological nicetics. 3o far as it i1s a value in use,
there 1s nothing mysturious about 1t, whether we consider
it from the point of view that by 1ts properties it 1is
capable of satisfying human wants, or from the point of

view that those properties are the product of human labor,
It is as clear a3 noon-day, that man, by his 1ndustry,
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changes the forms of the materilals rurnishedzgy nature,
in such a way as to make them useful to him.

Prior to the development of capitalist exchange soclety, human
productive activity was motivated entirely by a concern for
use-values, or utilities, ObJects were produced in order to
serve a direct and readily-comprehensible need of the producer
or someone essentlally like him, and the entire econcmic or-
ganization of soclety was oriented directly to the satlsfaction
of basic human needs.29

It was only with the develecpment of production for
the market, production of commodities, that things became
more complex. What transformed the commodlty from a "very
trivial thing™ into a "very queer thing" was precisely the
invention and acquisition of a different form of value, of
exchange=-value.

Exchange-value has nothing to do wilth human needs or
desires, Rather, sald Marx, the exchange-value of any given
commodity merely represents entirely fortuitous relatlonships
among the labor-times necessary to produce certain goods. As
such, exchange-value could be shown to embocdy the entlre set

of social relationships of production.30

28apital, I, p.8l.
agIbid.. p.84; cf, also Israel, Allenation, p.312.
30

Capital, I, p.85.



92

But that was really not the point. PFrior to Marx's
eritique of political economy those relationships had remalned
entirely hidden, so that exchange-values appeared to be an
arbitrary but unquestioned attribute of all objects. More
importantly, from the point of view of the individual producer
the entirely mysterious relationship of exchange-value became
the predominant motivational element in production; things
were no longer produced to meet the needs of the producer or
of anyone he knew, but rather because they had exchange-values
in markets over which the producer had no control. The devel-
opment of exchange-value did not totally obliterate the use-
values of commoditles; the Cinal consumer had always to value
the commodity for its utility, else the whole structure would
collapse--as it did, from time to time. Nonetheless, the
most important fact was that most people percelved objects
not in terms of theilr utilities, but in terms of what they
would bring in the marketplace.31

St111, Marx did not attribute the reified character
of commodities to thelr possession of exchange-value alone.
Still trapped in the Hegellan dialectic, he consldered the
acquisition of exchange-value not as the crux of the whole
process, but only as the cruclal step in the transformation
of commodities into "things." Commodities abounded 1n meta-

phsical subtletles not merecly because they acquired exchange-

311bid., p.86.
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value, but because that acquisition converted them into "things.
All the effects of this reification on the soclal system were
thus attributed to the "thinglike™ character of commodities.

But Marx went too far. The acquisition by material
objects of intrinsic values divorced from their potential use
is adequate by itself for a criticlsm of reification. When
humanly-produced obJects acquire intrinsic value, reification
is already at work. The entire paradigm of men &s ends and
objects as means has already been dlsturbed.

The reification of commodities is best thought of in
terms of exchange-value alone, without the adding-on of "meta-
physical subtleties and theologlcal niceties™ like "thingness."
This can best be demonstrated in the aspect of commodity pro-
duction for which Marx reserved his bitterest attack. The
development of commodity exchange, wrote Marx, pervaded every-
thing, to the point where persons themselves were transformed
into things, or more precisely, to the point where labor 1it-
self became a commodity. "Labor does not only create goods,”

sald Marx, as early as the Peris Manuscripts, "it also pro-

duces 1tself and the worker as a commocity, and indced in the
same proportion as 1t produces goods."32
As a result of the development of capitallst markets

and the institution of exchange-value, "...finally materlal

32g3p1y Writinps, p.l21.
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1ife appears as the end, and what produces this material life,
labor (which 1s now the only possible but, as we see, nega-
tive form of self-activity), as the means."33 The laborer
becomes progressively dehumanized, and progressively enslaved
by his own tools, to the pcint where, "every kind of capltal-
ist production...has this in common, that it is not the work-
man that employs the instruments of labor, but the instruments
of labor that employ the workman."Bu
The conversion of human beings into means, into ob=-
Jects, into commoditlies, has become a major theme of the con-
temporary theory of reification., The noted scholar Luclen
Goldmann, for instance, defines relficutlon as follows:
in liberal capitalist soclety, human relatlonships have
lost much of theilr qualitative and human character, and
have been transformed into merely quantitative relation-
ships, In addition, thelir essence s soclal and inter-
personal relationships has disappearcd from human con-
sciousness, to rngpear in reified form as the character-
istics of things.-
Similarly, Istvdn Meszaros, in his excellent book on Marx's

Theory of Alienation, argues that the development of capltal-

1st labor-contracts is predlicated on the converslon of per-

sons into things.36

33German Ideology, p.66.

34capital, I, p.t62; Cf. also Capital, III, p.310.

35Lucien Golamann, !Marxirme et scionce2s humaines (Paris:
Gallimsrd, 1970), p.33; f, hcchere:s. s (1aic LicUCs, Pelbe

36Mé§zéros, Ma»x's Theory of flienation, p.34, Cf,
Lukfcs, History and Ciass (onsciousness, p. 131l.
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But it is crucial to retain the distinctlion between
objectification and reification, and the idea of the reifi-
cation of human reletionships, as employed by Goldmann or
Mé%za?os, blurs that distinction while distracting attention
from the important issues. As has already been seen, 1t is
entirely necessary that individuals and individual behavior
be objectified, in order for individuals to exist for others
at all. Any agreement or understanding about labor, or any
other form of human interchange, must be objectified if it 1s
to have any real exlstence when more than cne party is 1involved.,
I cannot enter into any kind of agreement or understanding,
no matter how non-exploitative, with anyone else without ob-
Jectifying myself, my commitments, and my actions.

Moreover, it is not the "thinglike" characteristics
of objectified social relationships to which the Marxists
are really objecting. "Things" are mysterlous, uncontrollable,
capricious; but the "reification" of human relatlionships is
attacked becguse it permits individual behavior to be control-
led, predicted, and manipulated. Reification is not dehuman-
ization. It can cause dehumanization, and often does, but
the characteristics ascribed to "things," as well as the prin-
ciple of economy of definitions, make 1t 1mpossible that rei-
fication and dchumanization should be the same.

St11l, the Marxist critique is well-taken, and the

1ink between reification and dehumanization must be explored.
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That nexus 1s nelther mysterious nor hard to find, once the
fallacy that reification involves thingification has been
abandoned. For we are led right back to the question of value.
What is wrong in the treatment of human beings as commodities
is precisely that the objects for which they are exchanged,
money and goods, have been reified. When proflt, or produc-
tive efficilency, becomes an end in itself--acquires intrinsic
value--then (and only then, hilstorically) does labor become

a commodity. The result is the dehumanization of laborers,

the treatment of them as mere tools, as means.

By the logic of the definitions employed here, human
beings can never be relfled, since they, and only they, are
intrinsically valuable.37 But they must, can, and always are
objectified. It 1s the reification of other objects--specifi-
cally money and the relationships of prcduction in the Marxist
critique--which causes dehumanization., The transformatlion of

labor into a commcdity 1s only an effect, a consequence, of

37It should be stressed that while individuals, per
se, cannot be reifled, the roles which they occupy, and the
patterned relationships in which they particlpate, can be.
A king cannot be reified as a person; as a human belng, how-
ever he is valued gqua human being 1s just the opposlte of rel-
fication. But kingsnip can be reified, as can the rituals
attending it. Physiclans are not reified qua hunun belnes,
but the role of physician, as well as the pattern of physiclan-
patient relatlionships that goes along with 1t, 15 a relflca-
tion in most socleties. Once cne starts firom the humenistic
assumptions of the cateporiesl imperative, what 15 1ntrinsic
to human beings becomes the only thing which can not bve reificd.
But soclal objectifications, like rolcs or norms or behavior
patterns, are Just as subjJect to reification as any other.
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the reification of other objects in the economic system.
And the dehumanizing consequences of treating labor like a
commodity are only the second-order results of reification.

The transformation of labor into a commodity 1llus-
trates what might be called the two-step process of reifica-
tion. First, objects other than humans aequire intrinsic
value. They are, in short, reified, Then, human beings,
who should be valued 1ntrinsically, are subordinated to, or
subordinate themselves to, those reified objects. Whatever
it 18 called, 1t 1s bad enough, but it 1s necessary to keep
the logical and terminological distinctions in mind if the
theory of reification is ever to be elevated from a mere irri-
tant in the pores of the Marxist system.3

It might, at this point, be useful to repeat the defin-
itions advanced in this chapter. Objectification is the pro-
cess in which the products of human activity enter social life
as entitles whlch can be recognized by members of soclety.
Objectifications, or objects, similarly, are those entities
which are "cognitively avallable" to members of soclety.
Reifications are objectifications which are valued intrinsi-
cally, rather than instrumentally or not at all. Reification
is the process in which objects--or objectifications, if one

prefers to use a longer word when it 1s exactly synonomous with

3803be1 succeeds iIn keeping the two steps separated.
Cf. Lo fausse conscience, pp.1l07, 121,
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a shorter one--acqulre, become infused with, that intrinsic
value. Dehumanization, on the other hand, is the process in
which the intrinsic value which should inhere 1n human belngs
is stripped from them., It 13 thus the polar opposite of rel-
fication, and entirely distinct conceptually, although the
former 1s generally produced by the latter, and the two gene-

rally flourish in the same hedgerow,

A similar sort of analysis must be provided for the
second aspect of Marx's conception of reification, that of
mystification. Marx insisted again and again that reifica-
tions only appeared to be things; that, indeed, was the prob-
lem with them. They were, in fact, nothing more than the
embodiments of concrete social relationships which were hidden
and mystified by the assumption of thingllke form. To return
to the chapter on the fetishism of commoditles, Marx says
there that:

A commodity is therefore a mysterlous thing, simply be-
cause in it the soclal characicy of men's labor appears
to them as an objective character stamped upon the oro-
duct of that labor; because the relation of the producers
to the sum total of thcir cwn lubor is presented to them
as 8 social relation, existing nct betlyeen themselves,
but between the prccucts of thelr labsr....the value re-
lation betveen the products of labor which stamps them
as commoditicz have absolutely no coanection with thelr
physical propertics and with the materlal relatlionship
arising therefrecn. There it 15 a deflinite soclal rela-
tion between men, that assumes, in ihelr eyes, the fan-
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39

tastic form of a relation between things.
Marx emphasized again and again that social 1life was governed
not by things, but by concealed soclal relationships masquera-
ding as things.uo He always saw the skull of soclal relation-
ships beneath the skin of reifled society, and never tolera=-
ted the fiction that reifications were anything more than
products of underlying soclial relatlons.

Changing the definition of reification from "thingi-

fication" to "infusion with value" permits the retention of
the Marxist description of mystification. Only through mysti-
fication, in the sense of making things appear as other than
they really are, can objects be reified, in the latter sense,
Ascribing intrinsic value to something which did not previously
have it necessarily involves changing the perception of the
object. Something that was not perceived as having intrinsic
value comes to be so perceived; that is clearly mystificatlon.
And this mystification, under the new definlition as well as
the old, invariably grows out of soclal relationships, often
in a consclous or semi-conscious effort to conceal them, as

will be considered in more detail later on.

Marx's discussion of the relationship between relfication

39%ap1tal, I, p.E3.

uon. The Grundr!sse, pp.73, 97; Goldmann, Recherches
dialectiquesm pp.fo, 309.
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and 1ts third attribute, power, merits extensive consideration.
The reified world of capitalist society, said Marx, 1s pre-
eminently one in which objects, not men, rule. This 18 ex-
pressed in the quotation cited above, which argues that men
should rule nature rationally "instead of belng ruled by it

as by some blind power."™ It is also expressed, lndirectly,

in the fact that Marx cnly rarely accuses the property-owning
classes of being somehow evil or vicious in themselves, for
they too are caught in the blind logic of reified soclety. It
is not the ruling class so much as the tendency of men to be
ruled by objects which must be abolished 1f soclety 1s ever to
become truly hum&tn.u1

The rule of objects in alienated society was a central

theme for Marx as early as the Paris Manuscripnts, where he

wrote:

Alicnation is apparent not only in the fact that my means
of life beleng to scrizone else, that my desires are the
unattalinrzole poessession of rfomeone elste, but that every-
thing 13 something different from itself, that my activity
is something else, and finally (and this 1s also the case
for thi capitalist) that an lnhumzn power rules over every-
thing. 1¢

Once the means become ends, they acquire power; they rule,

The theme was reiterated irn The Gerran Ideolory, where

ule. Alfrcd G. Meyer, Marxlsm:  The Unity of Theeory
and Practice (24 ed., Ann Arbor, Mlch.: Taco University of
M chigan Press, 1963, pp.202-203; Meszaros, Marx's Theory of
Alienation, p.1l59

u2Ear1y Writings, pp.177~178.
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Marx's description of bourgeols soclety culminates with the
statement that, "in imagination, individuals seem freer under
the dominance of the bourgeoisie than before, because thelr
conditions of 1life scem accidental; in reality, of course,
they are less free, because they are more subject to the vio-
lence of things."u3 It need hardly be emphasized that these
violent things were not the forces of nature, to which pre-
bourgeols men were at least equally subjected, but the forces
of soclety, embodied in relfications. The mystificatlion that
accompanied reification created the illuslon that individuals
in bourgeois soclety were subjJect to the power of ordinary
things rather than reifications; the possession of power by
reifications made that subJectlion serious and dangerous.

In the first volume of Capital, Marx states the prob-
lem in terms that do proper homage to his intellectual legacy,
and especially his debt to Feuerbach. He explicitly draws
the parallel between the latter's critique and his own: "As
in religion, man 1s governed by the products of his own brain,
80 in capitallstic production, he 1s governed by the products
of his own hza.nd."l“4

Towards the end of the third volume, however, Marx

used an entirely different kind of terminology, in a passage

u3The German Ideology, P.77.

lmCa 1tal, I, p.681; cf. Rotenstreich, Basic Problems
of Marx's Philosophy, p.21.
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that has often been quoted, but which deserves repetition.

"In Capital~-Profit," he wrote,
or better Capital-Interest, Land-~Rent, Labor-Wages of
Labor, in this economic trinity expressing professedly
the connection of value and of wealth in g¢neral with
their sources, we have the complete mystification of the
capitalist mode of productlion, the transformation of
social conditions into things, the indiscrimlnate amal-
gamation of the material conditions of production with
their historical and social form. It 18 an enchanted,
perverted, topsy-turvy world, in which Mister Capital

and Misstress Land carry on their goblin tricks gs soclal
characters and at the same time as mere things.“

Perniclous as the conversion of abstracted soclal relatlon-
ships into things might be in itself, it was not the real
problem. For capitalist society was dominated by the "goblin
tricks" of those things; they ruled soclety both cruelly and
capriciously.

The relationship between reiflcation and power has
also been a major theme of later writers on reification. Gajo
Petrovié, for instance, defines reification as, "the act (or
result of the act) of transforming human propertles, relatlons

and actions into properties and actions of things 1independent

46 “
Petrovic's language 1is

of man and governing his life."
especially interesting since both "independent" and "govern-
ing" are, of course, political words and, all metaphysical

e
considerations to one side, Petrovic sees clearly that reifl-

45capital, III, p.966; Cf. Ibid., pp.9H7rf,

usPetrovic’, Marx in the Mid-Twentieth Century, p.l135




103

cation is preeminently political.
Lukacs puts the situation in especlally clear terms,
"Man in capitalist society," he says,
confronts a reality "made" by himself (as a class) which
appears to him to be a natural phenomenon allen to him-
self; he 1is wiolly at the mercy of its "laws," his acti-
vity 1s confined to the exploitation of the inexorable
fulfillment of certain individual laws for his own (ego-
istic) interests. But even while "acting" he remains,
in the natu;e of the case, the objJject and not the subject
of events.
The last phrase summarizes the relationship between reifica-
tion and power. Individuals become the objects of events;
they no longer exercise control of the soclal world, but are
themselves controlled by thelr own creations, Power in so-
cial activities passes from the hands of human belngs to in-
here in objects, in reifications.

For those who think of reification as thingification,
power seems to flow naturally from the idea of a thing. The
very distinction between object and thing implies, indeed,
that while the former remains entirely subject to human con-
trol and human will, the latter has escaped from both, and
leads an existence of its own., Moreover, this existence 1is
neither neutral nor unimportant; the social world comes to
be filled up by things which influence and even control human

life, but which cannot be controlled by human will.

Once the definition of reification 1s altered, however,

RTLuKECS, History and Class Consclousness, p.l35.
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the relationship between reification and power becomes a l1lit-
tle more complex. When an object becomes infused with intrin-
sinc value-=~when it 1is reified--it becomes an unchallengeable
and inalterable soclal f'actic.'t.ty.uB It structures and con-
ditions all soclal activity in which 1t 1s involved, since
its being intrinsically valued makes some possible alterna-
tive actions more likely and totally rules out others.
Reification, says the French psychiatrist Joseph Gabel,
involves the projection of an "artificial stability" into
the social world.ug The ability of human soclety to make 1its
own history is often described as the condition of "world-
openess;™ all possibilities are open. Once the social world
comes to be occupled by reifications, however, many alterna-
tives are eliminated, and the world begins to be closed off.so
So long as God is worshipped in herself, athelsts and heretlcs
will be in an extremely unfavorable power situation, while
the class of priests which 1s able to ldentify 1tself as the
agents of that reification will readily take advantage of the
power 1t possesses,
By closing off the avenues of hunan activity, reifi-

cation channels that activity into other directions. When a

uBCf. Bergef and Pullberg, "Reification and the Soclo-
logical Critique of Consclousness," p.200

ugcabel, La fausse conscience, p,85
50

Sartre, Search for a Method, pp.94-95.
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reified church dominates the spiritual 1life of soclety, indi-
viduals will seek fulfillment in other arenas, like politics
or the arts. More microscopically, the reification of bureau-
cratic rules makes it impossible for those seeking services
from the bureaucracy to receive them without considerable
effort on their part, and may force them to remain unsatisg-
fied.
"Reification," say Berger and Pullberg,
minimlizes the range of reflection and cholice, autonomizes
conduct in the soc¢lally prescribed channels and fixes the

taken-for-granted perception of the world. Reification
in this way comes close to being a functional imperative,

51
In other words, reification causes things to happen in certain
ways, and prohibits other kinds of activities. That, in the

most fundamental sense, 1s social power,

51Berger and Pullberg, "Reification and the Soclologl-
cal Critique of Consciousness,"” p.208.



CHAPTER V

REIFIED SOCIETY

+sslaw aspires and ought to be something rational, and
therefore demands that there be a distinctlion between
persen and thing.

~-Tonnies, Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft

Allienated individuals, whose wills, by definitlon,
conflict with those of soclety at large, who seek to maximize
their personal autonomy, independence, and power, do 80 by
creating reifications, by infusing obJjects with intrinsic
value.1 Whether they do so consciously or unconsciously is
of little matter, at least for the moment, although it 1s
suspected that most reification is unconscious,

We are back, in a sense, to Rousseau's contention
that alienated individuals should seek to make themselves
dependent on things and not men.2 In order for that depen-
dence to work, however, the objects on which the individual
i8 depending must themselves be sufficlently well-protected
to guarantee permanence and solidity. They must, in other

words, be reified, so that fleeting considerations of utility

1Cf. Berger and Pullberg, "Reification and the Soclo-
logical Critique of Consciousness,” p.207

2Cf. Rousseau, éﬁile, p. 49,

106



107

do not threaten thelr existence.

The petty bureaucrat, who adheres rigidly to a rule,
insisting on its strict observance whether that observance
meets the utilitarian goals for which the rule was created
or not, provides a classic example. He reifies the rule. As
a result, the rule becomes primarily an instrument for pro-
tecting his alienated particular will (preservation of his
Job security) rather than for promoting the General Will of
the organization, the aim for which it was at least ostensi-
bly created.

When objects acquire intrinsic value, those l1lndivi-
duals who are identified with, or i1dentify themselves with,
them benefit. Conversely, individuals seeking to further
their private interests often infuse with value those obJects
with which they are identified., If images of the flag become
reified, for instance, those who wear them on thelr lapels
will be able to enjoy the benefits of attaching themselves to
an intrinsically-valued object. When socliety 1s alienated,
in the sense that individuals pursue only thelr selfish inter-
ests, and an object 1s reified, in the sense that its intrin-
sic valuation 1s widely accepted, then those alienated 1ndi-
viduals who are able to successfully attach themselves to
reifications occupy a highly-favored positiocn,

Put most schematicully, the relationship between ali-

enation and reification might be described as follows. All-
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enation i3 the condition in which the private will of the
individual diverges from the General Will.of a social group-
ing. Reifications are objects valued intrinsically by soclety.
If the alienated individual can identify himself with a reifi-
cation which advances or favors his particular will, he acquires
a powerful weapon in his conflict with soclety. Alienated
individuals, acting rationally to protect their self-interests,
will therefore seek to create, maintain, or strengthen those
reifications which, valued in terms of the general values of
the soclety, nonetheless promote private wills.

If a reversion to philosophical terminology may be
excused, the linkage between alienation and reification can
be understood in terms of the difference between essence and
appearance., In their public gulses, as percelved by soclety,
reifications are intrinsically valuable; they appear to be
good in themselves. But that 1s only because appearance is
confused with essence, because reifications are mystified.
In fact, reifications promote and support particular wills,
which society does not value so positively. Consciously or
unconsciously, the alienated individual who attaches himself
to a reification takes advantage of this confusion. He em-
ploys the mystified appearance to conceal the fact that the
essence promotes his will, and not that of soclety,

Attachment to a reification 1s thus a highly rational

strategy for allenated individuals, seeking to protect their
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interests, to pursue. Whether or not an individual will pur-
sue that strategy depends on the adaptive 1intellligence and
skill with which he confronts his environment, the avallability
of resources at his command--reification is often expensive--
the avallability of alternative protectlve devices, llke great
personal wealth or charisma, and the avallabllity of lilkely
reifiable objects.

In other words, the linkage between allenation and
reification 1s highly contingent. But 1t 1s very strong none-
theless, Empirically, the soclal world 1s jammed fulled with
examples of allenated individuals creating or sustaining rei-
fications; logically, alienated individuals, as will be dis-
cussed in Chapter XI, have few other choices; morally and
politically, the assumption that most individuals are pretty
effective and pretty rational in protecting thelr most impor-
tant interests 1s extremely useful. Not all allenated indi-
viduals create or promote reification-~many are unable to--
but enough do to fill the social world with reificatlons,
and they do it because they are allienated,

How allenated individuals cause objJects to acquilre
appearances of intrinsic value different from thelr essences
~--how mystification is accomplished-~is a complex and diffi-
cult subject, involving all the elements of individual and
mass persuasion, attitudinal change, public relations, and

propaganda. In short, valuation 1s a form of social knowledge
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like any other, created, disseminated, and elaborated in much
the same ways.3 The activities of someone seeking to create a
reification through mystification resemble, in all essential
respects, those of someone marketlng a new varlety of tooth-
paste, or campaligning for public office--often, indeed, they
are identical. And success is also measured in the same way:
by the general public acceptance of the reification's intrin-
sic value, or the desirabllity of the toothpaste or candidate.
In a highly secularized soclety, in which norms of
equality and individual worth are paramount, individuals can
rarely permit their pursult of power to seem entirely personal.
Attachment to a reified object, however, not only permits
the individual to mystify his personal stake in the promotion
of a particular will, but alsoc allows, at the same time, a
pose of disinterested selflessness and self-effacement. An
01l company executive who can mystify his corporation's goal
into one of "helping the nation meet its energy needs" or
some such balderdash not only hides the extent to which the
corporation's success is 1n his own interest, but also comes
to appear as a valuable publlc servant; and the harder he
works to maximize the value of his stock options, the more he

appears as a selfless and disinterested servant of the common

3ce. Jultus Kovesl, Moral Notions, Studles in Philo-
sophical Psycholomy (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1967),
pp.4TFL., for a discussion of how linguistlic knowledge 1is
disseminated.
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weal,

And reifications also possess power. The real lmpact
of the reification of the exemplary oil company comes, of
course, not from the benefits to 1its executlves' self-esteem
and standing in the eyes of the community, but from the power
they command in the corporation itself. An entirely unreified
billion-dollar corporation, were such a beast at all possible
either in logic or fact, would no doubt have considerable
resources for influencing its environment; conslderable power,
that 1is.

But the power of a reified corporation is of an alto-
gether different order, and far greater. So long as 1ts activ-
ities are gulded, or at least partlally controlled, by the
needs and interests of soclety as a whole, the corporation
18 seriously constrained in its actions towards 1ts customers,
employees, and the general public; in the nature of the items
i1t produces and the prices it charges for them; in its declsions
about plant location, investment allocation, and profit dils-
tribution. Once it 1s valued in 1tself, however, once 1t can
legitimize all its activities in terms of reifled objects like
"the nation's energy needs™ or "the growth of the national
economy," 1t acquires a degree of autonory and immunity from
external control that permits it to do whatever it wants.

If power is the ability to irpose one's will on others,

-the reified corporation, merely by beling relfied, and without
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the addition of any other resources, possesses far more power
than its unreified counterpart. Almost by definition, 1t can
do as it chooses, since 1its activities will be accepted as

right and legitimate merely because the corporation is intrin-

sically valued. Its actlions need not even have the appearance

of being socially useful, so long as the institution itself 1s
reified,

It must be stressed, however, that the attachment to
reifications because they possess power 1is, again, probably
more often unconscious than conscious, and that most individ-
uals who create or sustain reifications do so less from a
kind of mad power lust than from the fear of belng stripped
and battered around by an alienated soclety whose will 1s not
their own. The heavily-mortgaged working-class homeowner
who supports reified zoning codes under the nmystification of
"1ocal autonomy" or "maintaining property values" 1s as depen-
dent on reifications as the oil executive, but his motivation
is probably less consciwus, and the power to which he attaches
himself serves less to promote his selfish interest than to
mollify his fears of losing what little he has,

In general, it might be argued that the propensity
to reify exists as strongly, if not more strongly, among the
disadvantaged classes of soclety than among those in power;
the poor and powerless 4arc certainly more likely to be allena-

ted. But preccisely because they are lacking in money, power,



113

and influence, the poor are less able to create reifications
than the powerful. Still, one of the most widely-discussed
reifications--although never discussed 1n these terms--1s3 the
ecreation of informal output norms, or "soldlering," among blue-
collar workers. "A fair day's werk" is an easily-accepted
value, even when it comes to serve less as a standard of what

is actually "fair" than as a means of protecting workers against

their superviscrs and employers,

The process of reification 1s, however, fundamentally
jronic. The interests and wills of individuals change, specl-
fic goals grow or diminish in importance, attitudes and values
are altered. And all people die. But while their wills are
interred with their bones, the reifications they have created
often live after them. An objJect, once infused with value,
tends to retain that value; and obJects, while hardly inde-
structible, are not mortal as people are. The political leader
who reifies the state or one of 1its branches in order to serve
his personal ends would often prefer the state dereifiel once
he has lost power, but dereification 1s harder than reifica-
tion. Workers lald off because management no longer feels a
“"fair day's wages" are economically Justifled by a "fair day's
work™ become trapped in reifications of thelr own creation,
and are forced to accept elther a substantlal alteration 1n

thelr personal values or a serious gap between their wills
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and reality. And, as the case of the workers demonstrates,
individuals are even more likely to be trapped and hamstrung
by reifications of thelr own creation when they themselves,
as often happens, have come to accept the intrlnsic value of
those reified obJects.u

On the soclal level, reification thus tends to 1increase
at a Malthusian, or at least Parkinsonlan, rate. Individuals
come and go, but their reifications remain behind, while new
individuals are forced to create still more reilfications in
order not only to promote their particular wills but to counter-
act the effect of the reifications left behind by others.
Rules generate counter-rules; pollitical symbols generate counter-
symbols; and protective or interest organizations generate
counter-organizations. If the federal government is already
reified, serving the interests of someone else--or even of no
one at all--the alienated individual can only seek to reify

the state government, or the county, or the "community."

uThe entire discussilon in this paragraph closely paral-
lels Sartre's description of the "practico-inerte" in his
Critique de 1la raisen cdlalccticue, especially his notlion of
Yeounter-finaiity.” Interestingiy, if inevitebly, Sartre also
speaks of relficaticn per se, but hies dlscuscion of it 1s far
less interesting, and far less relevant to the thecry of rel-
fication, than his peneral description of the "practicc-inerte."

The Critiaqu~ 1s a complex and raddening, 1f brllliant,
work, and 1ts Lasic concepts function on a level at once more
microacopic-=the simple phenomenolioglcal~--and more macroscopic
—=the world-historical--than the dlscussion here. So rather
than attemptine to find and explain all the parallels, I willl
simply refer the reader to Jean-Paul Sartre, Critigue de 1la
ralson dialectique (procede de Ouesticn de mathnde), Tome 1,
Theorie des eénochmolus praciques (raris: Gallimard, 1960), pp.165ff,
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The dynamics of this process inhere in the very nature
of reification. PFor so long as objects are perceived solely
in terms of thelr instrumental values, thelr continued exlst-
ence remains contingent on their continued usefulness. When
a tool no longer serves the function for which it was created,
it 18 discarded, unless it has acquired an intrinsic sentimen-
tal or artifactual value somewhere along the line. Intrinsic-
ally-valued objects, on the other hand, will tend to remain
in existence until a major change in social values strips
them of their reified quality. This 1s no less true for quasi-
abstract objects, like organizations, than it is for concrete
objects like sacred icons. Organizations, or 1cons, that have
been reified will rarely vanish of their own accord; if they
are not to continue to fill the soclal universe, they mist be
either demystified or destroyed.

The result of the tendency of reifications to remalin
in existence is a soclal werld in which individuals, or soclal
collectivities, have progressively less and less control over
everything. Speaking in terms of the conventional Marxist
notion of reification, Goldmann refcrs to the "anarchy" of
capitalist soclety, denoting primarily the absence of consclous
social control or planning.5 The term is not strong enough;

"anarchy" connotes merely the absence of authority, but reifi-

5Goldmarm, Recherches dialectiques, p.70.
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cation tends to make authority increasingly impossible, as

the social world becomes more and more fillled with autonomous,
intrinsically-valued, uncontrolled objects leading lives of
their own,.

Similarly, Louis Althusser, Goldmann's ldeological
enemy, speaks of Marx's conception of capitalism as one of a
"process without a subject,"6 and once the vell of Hegelian
terminology 1s plerced, he 1s obviously talkling about a soclal
world that 1s controlled, not by humans acting either indi-
vidually or collectively, but by objects over which individu-
als have lost control. The dominant metaphor for a general
discussion of reification must be, not the Wlcked Witch of
the West, but Dr. Frankenstein's monster.

Confronted with a soclial world whose objects and insti-
tutions increasingly resist any form of soclal control, and
many of which embody or promote particular willls in conflict
with his own, the alienated individual responds by creating
st1ll more reifications. But these too come to esacape his
control, or can, at best, do little to promote his particular
will. As a result, the individual becomes stlill more allena-
ted: the pulf between his particular will and the General Will

--which more and more becomes Impossible of fulfillment, 1if

6Louis Althusser, Lenin and Philoesophy, trans. Ben
Brewster, Modern Rcaders (Lew York: lonthly Revlew Press,
1971), p.121. :
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not of expression-~widens, as the particular wills of others
increasingly threaten the individual. The vicious cycle of
alienation-reification-alienation expands in Yeats's ever-
widening gyre, and if mere anarchy 1s not loosed upon the
world, it 1is only because objects have assumed the human tasks

of governance.

Before examining this cycle in greater detall, or
examining at any length specific instances of reification,
it might be a good 1dea to 1list some examples or categorles
of reification, in order to further illustrate its nature
and forms. This 1ist 1s not ecxhaustive, and serves nothing
more than an 1llustrative role.

The French psychiatrist Joseph Gabel, who has written
extensively on reification, speaks often of the "reification
of reason," or "morbid rationality," a dissoclative condition
characteristic of schizophrenics, in which the individual per-
ceives his own behavior as governed by an abatract and immita-
ble logle over which he can, and does, have no control.7 In
addition to clinical case~histories, Gabel offers Camus's

Merseault, the Stranger, as an example of someone who has

p 7Gabel, La fausse consclence, p.239 et passim; Gabel,
"l.a Réification (Lssal de psychopathologle de 1la pensee dla-
lectique)," Esprit, XXIX (October, 1951), pp.li59-432,
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reified reason.8

On the soclal level, educational institutions are
often accused of the reification of reason; by converting
reason from a technique of human activity into an abstract,
intrinsically-valued end, schools, it 1s argued, suppress the
spontaneity, emotionality, and instinects of their students,
thus warping their development by cutting them off from thelr
own feelings and desires, The feelingless robot 1s said to
be the desired, 1f rarely achieved, product of these institu-
tions.,

At its most extreme and terrifying level, the reifi-
cation of reason approaches what Hannah Arendt has called
"totalitarian loglc,"™ in which concrete human ends and desires
are subjugated to the inexorable loglcal consequences of an
idea. "The most persuasive argument in this respect,” writes
Arendt,

an argument of which Hitler like Stalin was very fond 1s:
You can't say A without saying B and C and so on, down to
the end of the murlcrous alphabet, Hcre, the coerclve
force of loglcallity seems to have 1ts source; 1t springs

from our fear of contradicting curselves,

Arendt's discussion presents the paradigm of reiflcatlion 1in

8Gabel, "La Réifilcation," passim,

gHannah Arendt, The Origins of Totalltarianism (24
ed,; Cleveland: World Publishing, 1558), kp.nal2=473; Cf.pp.
470ff, Gabel himself Jeseribes Nazl ideology as a prime ex-
ample of reified thought; Cf. La fausse ccnselence, PpP.07=
109,
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its starkest form. Logic, the science of ends and means, 1s
itself converted from means to end, and human belngs are
crushed beneath 1t.

Still, the reification of reason, or loglc, 1s really
a subclass of what might be more generally described as the
reification of technique. In 1ts sources, forms, and effects,
the reification of reason is not fundesmentally different from
the reification of "historical materlalism,™ or of the tech-
niques of "sclentific management," psychoanalysls, or mllitary
warfare. By definition, techniques are means to ends; in
practice, they tend to be reified, valued for their own sake,
and followed more or less slavishly to the utter destruction
of the ends they were designed to promote.

Closely related to the reification of technlque 1is the
reification of techniclans. The line 1s narrow and hard to
draw between a reasoned respect for technical competence and
an unreasoning failth in professionals merely because they
are professionals. BPBut there is no question that the mysti-
fication and reification of professional rolea 1s a wldespread
fact of considerable social importance, particularly in medi-
cine, the military, and education. As a result of that reifi-
cation, for instance, most professions in most states in this
country, ranging from vetenarlans to cosmetologists, are esen-
tially self-governing and free of external control, in fact

if not in form.
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The reification of technicians or professionals 1s
often confused with another problem, that of the reification
of disciplines or speclalizations~--what might be called the
hardening of the categories. The division of labor and the
demand for growing specialization of personal skills charac-
terlze much of modern soclety. But the insecurlity and atomi-
zatlion involved in narrow speclalization often leads to the
mystification of speclalizations and the bullding of perceptual
walls between them. The Englightenment 1deal of a single,
unified sclence has been replaced by the belief that every-
thing from plumbing to taxation to motel management requires
advanced training and arcane knowledge available only to the
chosen few.

Knowledge 1s thus divided into a string of watertight
compartments, and few 1ndividuals dare think themselves capa=
ble of moving from one to another, This hardening of the
categories 13, of course, most pronounced 1ln the academic
world, where 1t oftcn preduces the most limlted and one~sided
kind of scholarship, with advanced speclalists talking essen-
tially the sane things past each other in differing Jargons.
But it 1s not limited to that world alone, as anyone who has
ever watched a house buillt hy union labor can readlly attest.

Still another type of reification, one already men-
tioned, 1s that of symbols, As soon as the notion of men

dying for their flag passes from the realm of mere metaphor,
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reification is clearly at work. A much less serlous example
is found in the folk wisdom of Washington bureaucrats, who
know that Congressmen are likely to be much more sympathetic
to proposals that contain statistics. A similar idea 1s, of
course, a central part of the folk wisdom of graduate students,
especially in the social sciences., But lest anyone think that
reification is purely a modern phenomenon, 1t might be a good
idea to ponder the behavior of the Knights of the Roundtahle

in their pursuit of the Holy Grall.

Social behavior of all forms 1s, to a considerable
extent, rule-governed behavior; rules are one of the principal
forms of objectification, so much so that whole schools of
philosophy, lingulstics, and anthropology are founded in the
belief that not only rule-making but the forms of rules are
themselves inherent in human nature. But rules too can be
reified.

No type of reification provides, perhaps, so clear an
example of the relationship between alienatlon and reificatlon
as does the reification of rules. Political leaders faced
with large alicnated groups in the populatlon invarlably call
for a respect for law in general, and the attempt 1s made to
focus that respect not on the contents or ends of law, but on
the institution of "the law" itself. The ripld adhercnce,
ignoring all dictates of common sense or even common equity,

to one anomalous law or another 1s a common d:mand of allena-
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ted groups and individuals. And Justice Holmes's dictum about
shouting "fire!™ in a crowded theater should serve as a reminder
that even the best abstract legal or constitutional rules can
be reified if adhered to regardless of circumstance or intent.

The importance to soclety of rules and rule-governed
behavior, and the ease and frequency with which rules are
reified, make rule-making one of soclety's most important
functions, and rule-making positions its most deslired roles,

The higher one goes in the status hlerarchy, whether wlthin
organizations or in soclety as a whole, the greater one's abllity
to make rules and, even more importantly, the greater one's
abllity to ignore rules made by others.

Rules are made to be broken--by those having enough
wealth, status, or power to break them, or make and enforce
connter-rules., Discipline 15 for privates, not generals,
and official limousines rarely get speeding tickets. In an
important way, then, the world of lower and even middle-class
individuals is much more reified than that of the upper classes;
ordinary citizens lack the power or resources to overcome
reified rules., More alienated, one suspects, to begin with,
lower and middle-class individuals are thus also more harassed
by reifications which, as has been seen, are still more allena-
ting. The allenated get more allenated and the powerful get

more powerful,
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Given this parade of horribles, one might be tempted
to believe that Marx was correct, that in contemporary soclety
all obJjects are reifications. But that would be much too
simple, and simplistic, a conclusion. It is probably true
that, to coin an ugly word, all objects are reiflable. It
must be remembered, however, that objectiflications are useful
and entirely necessary, and that when not reiflied, techniques,
professional roles, structural principles, intellectual and
vocational categorles, and rules are all necessary and useful
soclal objects.

Any consideration of reiflcation which does not keep
the question of usefulness or utility foremost in mind will
find not too few, but too many reifications; indeed, will
find reifications in everything. On the other hand, of course,
a kind of vulgar structural-functional approach to social
reality, which finds the utility of objects proved by their
mere existence, 1s not much help either. Whether or not any
given object 18 a reification must be considered entlrely
problematic untlil the way in which that obJect 1s perceived
and valued is well understood.

The study of reification is fundamentally and constantly
the study of the functions, manifest and latent, performed by
soclal objects, and the ways in which those functions are per-
celved by members of soclety. The 1dea of reificatlion demands

of all objects the most fundamental of politlcal questlons:
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cul bono? But 1t permits, even expects, the answer to often
be: no one, It provides a perspective, a vantage point, from
which to observe social phenomena and evaluate them in terms

of their relationships to human desires and needs. Moreover,
as already discussed, 1t deronstrates at least some of the
social consequences of alienation. The theory of reification
presented here has been self-consciously desligned with the
goals of evaluative and descriptive soclal inquiry in mind;

how well it meets those goals can be determined only by observ-

ing how the theory works when applied to concrete cases.



CHAPTER VI
INSTITUTIONALIZATION

ees+sit should be kept clearly in mind that the basis of
every system of authorlty, and correspondingly of every
kind of willingness to obey, 1s a bellef...

—-Weber, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft

The large, formal, purposive organization is the dis-
tinctive social form of modern civilization. As a tool, an
instrument for the attainment of social ends, the large organi-
zation 1is generally, and quite correctly, thought to have cre=-
ated the prosperity, diversity, and complexity of modern life.
To think or speak of politics, economics, or soclology in mod-
ern soclety 1s, by and large, to think or speak of formal organi-
zations.

The great theorists of organization have all, of course,
insisted that many important needs can best, or only, be served
by organizations, and much of their case is incontrovertible.1
The wldespread diffusion of information, goods, and culture

can be accomplished only by complex organizatlional instruments.

1 . \ -
Cf. most famously, of course, !Max Weber, Economy and
Society: An Outline of T=t.a-ictive Sazislary (Wirtreorairc und

Oesellscnatt), ©d. Gucnrher hHotn and claus wittIch, 111 VOi5.,
(New York: Bedminster Press, 19¢8), I, p.337; III, pp.973ff.
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But, like all other nonhuman soclal objects, organizations

can be reified, and their importance to soclety and soclal
life 13 so great that the temptation for allenated individuals
to reify organizations will always be very powerful. Most
organizations purport to be performing some soclal function,
f11ling some social need. In that sense, they are self-styled
instruments of the General wWill. PBut many organizations serve
only particular wills; because they have been infused with
value--reified--they are able nonetheless to continue in exls-
tence and exert considerable power over sccial affalrs.

The problem of organizational reification 1s particu-
larly acute because, in order to function effectively as non-
reified tools, organizations must develop a number of charac-
teristics which make them susceptible to reification. Employ-
ee and managerial loyalty; favorable public recognition of
"brand names” or trademarks; the comnitment of considerable
resources to rationalizing and maklng more sciecntific the
internal workings of the organization--all generally lead, in
the short run, to an increase in the organization's efflclency
as a soclal tool, but all tend strongly to the transformation
of the organizution into something valued 1ntrinsically, for

1tself.2

2Cf. S. N. Fisenstadt, Essays on Ccmnarative Instl-
tutions (New York: Jonhn Wiley and Song 1265}, pp.1lo2-1u3.
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Philip Selznick has described the process by which
organizations acquire intrinsically-valued status as one of
"institutionalization;" more precisely, he defines as insti-
tutionalization the process by which organizations become
"{infused with value."S The familiar ring of that term for
those who have read the preceeding pages 1s not accldental.
FPor the purpose at hand, Selznick's definition will be adopted
completely, with the addition of the theory of reification,
8o that institutlonalization 1is reiflication, or at least one
of the forms of reification. Formal organizations, social
objects created to meet social needs, become infused with
intrinsic value, which is to say institutionalized, or reifled.

This form of reification 1s as pervasive as it 1s
important. As the largest, most powerful, and in many ways
most consequential of soclal obJects, formal organizatlons
play a special role in modern society; when reified, they
are an extremely important class of relflcations.

Most of the balance of this work will be devoted to
formal organizations, primarily because of thelr importance
~=although limitations on the author!s time and interests,
and the narrower limitations on readers' patlence, have also

contributed to that decision. The relationship between reifl-

3Philip Selznick, Leadership in Administration: A
Sociolorical Interpretation (New rforx: liarper and Row, 1857),
p.i7.
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cation and formal organization will be considered first in
the abstract, then a little more concretely. It 1s important
to emphasize, however, that the decislon to focus on formal
organizations is at least somewhat arbitrary. Other forms of
reification~-of language, or interpersonal relationships, of
social roles, and so forth--also occur, are also important,
and are also, hopefully, accounted for by the general theory
discussed in the preceeding pages. It has simply b=2>n nec-
essary to draw some boundarles. -

To begin with a terminolcgical matter: since I have
equated institutionalization with reification, the term "lnsti-
tution™ will henceforth be reserved for organizations which
have been reified, while "organizations," by exclusion, will
be used to refer to non-reified entitles. "Institutlonall-
zation," similarly, will be reserved for the speclal processes
of reification of organizations, for the creation of 1instil-
tutions in the sense adopted here.

Selznick bepins his discussion of Institutionallzation
by making his own distinctlion between organizations and insti-
tutions. "The term 'organization,'™ he writes,

thus sugpests a certaln bareness, a lean, no-nonsense
system of consciously co-oriinated activities. It refers
to an expandable tool, a rational instrument enplneered

to do a joti., An Tinstitution," on the other hand, 1s more

nearly 8 natural product of soclgl needs and pressures--
a responsive, adaptive organism.

41p1d4., p.5, emphasis his.
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Institutionalization, Selznick insists, 1s a historical pro-
cess of growth, of adaptation to the environment. In order
to survive in a hostile world, the organization must develop
and evolve into something other than 1t was to start with.
"When an enterprise begins to be more profoundly aware of
dependence on outside forces," says Selznick,
its very conception of itself may change....As a buslness,
a college, or a government agency develops a distinctive
clientele, the enterprise gains the stabllity that comes
with a secure source of support, an easy channel of com-
munication. At the same time, 1t loses flegibility. The
process of institutionalization has set 1n.
According to Karl Deutsch:
In simple language, to have power means not to have to
give in, and to force the environment or the other person
to do so. Power in this narrow sense is the priority of
output over intake, the ability to talk instead of listeg.
In this sense, 1t 1is the abillity to afford not to learn.
The adaptability of which Selznick and other proponents of
the view that organizations are, or should be, "open systems”7
speak 1s thus a product of weakness, of the insufficlency of

power. 8

5

6Karl W. Deutsch, The Nerves of Government: Models
of Political Corrmunication and Control (2d ed.; New York:
The Free Fress, 1966), p.lli.

Ibid., p.7.

7Cf. Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn, The Social Psych-
ology of Orrmantzatinons (Hew York: John Wiley and Sons, 19b60),
PP.1911.; James D. inempson, Ormanizations in Actlen: Socilal
Basgs of Administrative Theory (hew York: McGraw-illl, 1967),
pp.6-10.

8Cf. Thompson, Organizations in Action, pp.30-31.
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Here is the crucial point: this weakness springs from
the general alienation of society. 1In a perfectly non-alienated
society, in which the General Will was willed by all, organiza-
tions would not require power, and there would be no hostlle
environment to adapt to. The tasks for which the organization
was designed would be accepted by everyone, and the organiza-
tion's social environment would reinforce, not challenge, 1ts
original aims. Only when a dissensus on goals exlists in soci-
ety do organizations need power to perform their tasks, and
adaptibility to survive in thelr environments.

In his inimitable style, Talcott Parsons has written
that, "the most essentlal feature of the value system of an

organization 1s the evaluative legitimation of 1ts place or
w9

"nole" in the superordinate systenm. In other words, in
order to exist and function effectively in soclety, organiza-
tions must convince their members, and non-members, that what
they are doing, and how they are doing 1t, constitute legliti-
mate efforts to meet socilally-accepted goals 1n soclally-ac-
cepted ways. In Rousseau's terms, the will of the organlza-
tion must not conflict with the General Will of soclety in
order for the organization to leglitimately come into belng.

Or at least the will of the organization must be made to appear

not to conflict with the General W1ll. Corporate and other

9Talcott Parsons, Structure and Process in Modern
Socleties (Glencoe, Ill,: The I'ree [',e3s, 1900), r.20.
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organizational charters provide beautiful examples of the
ways organizatlions attempt to legitimize their creation, even
though they may be alienated from the atart.lo "A formal
organization," says Parsons at another, more lucid point,
" ..is a mechanism by which goals somehow important to the
soclety, or to various subsystems of it, are implemented and
to some degree defined."11
Parsons's analysis 1s incomplete, because 1t ignores
the problem of alienation. In alienated soclety, in order to
meet goals not in conflict with the General wWill, legitimate
organizations require power. Socially desirable goals can
only be attained by overriding or end-running the wills of
alienated individuals and institutions. But power 1s a para-
doxical commodity. Were soclety not allenated, it would be
readily available, but hardly necessary; the pursuit of gen-

erally-accepted goals would meet with the happy acqulescence

100n legitimacy, cf. Peter L. Berger, The Sacred Canopy:

Elements of a Soclological Treory of Relirion, Anchor Books,
TWarden Clity, N.Y.: Doubieday and CO., 19v9), pp.29ff.

11Talcott Parsons, Structure and Process in lModern
Socleties, p.63. Excluded from thls unalysls, ol courde, are
all iliegal or antilegnl organizations, which specifically
oppose at least some lmportant social values, and nust there-
fore function in secret or in hiding. Even here, though, ille-
gal organizations or their members often seek to legitimize
themselves by appeal to widely-accepted values, in what might
be called the "Godfather" syndrome. But the vast majority of
organizations exist, or attempt to appear to exist, well within
the framework of what soclety considers to be legitimate or
acceptable conduct, Zv:=n groups of bandits prefer to present
themselves to the world as Robin Hoods.
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of everyone, In alienated society, where organization: -ed
power in order to meet legitimate social needs, it 13 mu.
harder to come by. Organizations are likely to have diffi: :lty
acquiring enough, and if they fail to do so, they must elther
adapt or die.l2

But institutions, directly as a result of thelr reified
nature, do have power., The adaptation which permits underpow-
ered organizations to survive 1s precisely that of becoming
reified--becoming institutionalized.

An example might help illustrate some of the complexi-
ties involved. Amtrak, the national passenger rallroad corpo-
ration, was established for the entirely laudable and almost
uncontroversial purpose of restoring passenger rall service
in the United States. Its creation was made necessary by
the alienated cupidity of the major rallroads, and the intern-
ally reified incompetence of the Interstate Commerce Commission,
which has long been dominated by interests hostile to pasaenger
railroad activities. But Amtrak has never had enough power to
accomplish 1its goals, as a direct result of the reified legiti-
macy of the rallroads and private enterprise in general, which
not only made direct nationalization politically unthinkable,

but also forced Amtrak to show more consideration and respect

for the rallroads' interests than they deserved. Expectably

120¢ . Norton E. Long, The Polity, ed. Charles Press
(Chicago: Rand McNally and Co., 19062), p.50 et ff,
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enough, Amtrak has lost large amounts of money while falling
even to meet its modest preliminary goals.13

Short of a massive infusion of power, either through
a direct statutory change or a considerable increase in fund-
ing, both of which are unlikely since they would require the
acquiescence of a number of particular wills and their repre-
sentatives in Congress, Amtrak will die--unless 1t becomes
institutionalized. That second, more plausible alternative
would involve the adaptation of Amtrak to 1ts alienated envi-
ronment through the development of a powerful supportive con-
stituency, either among a selective clientele group (most
likely members of the Eastern elite who regularly travel inter-
city in the Boston-Washington corridor) or the railroads,

Those constituencies would permit Amtrak to become institu-
tionalized by conferring on it a political legitimacy which
would guarantee 1its continued success 1n the Congresslonal
appropriations process,

In either event, the price of Amtrak's survival would
be the conversion of 1its goals from those of helping to develop
an efficient and comprehensive national transportation system
to serving the interests of a narrow group at the expense of
the general gocd. Most likely, Amtrak will provide great bene-

fits to its Northeast Corridor riders at considerable expense

l3Cf. Alexander R. Hammer, "What Price Amtrak?" The
New York Times, February 18, 1973, III 1:1; “"Rallroads:
Primmer Amtrax Is Given a Chance," Business Week, March 17,
1973, pp.24-25; and “Railroads: Lignt in Amtrak's Tunnel,"
Time, March 26, 1973, p.82.
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to taxpayers in other parts of the country, who will continue
to suffer from the absence of decent rail transportation. And
once again, a government organization established to serve the
public weal will, because of the shortage of power for good
works and the continued reified legitimacy of private inter-
ests, become nothing more than a device through which the poor
and middle-~class subsidize the rich.

Institutionalization is a paradoxical phenomencon.
Organizations in alienated soclety have difficulty surviving
without it, but the price of survival is a Faustlan bargain,
the costs of which, for soclety, may exceed the galns., "When
the organization confronts a changing environment,” writes

Samuel Huntington, whose provocative Political Order In Chang-

ing Societies shares Selznick's appreciation of institution-

alization, but far surpasses 1t in 1ts regard for stability,

"1t must, if 1t 1s to survive, weaken its commitment to its

nld

original functions, The first baggage thrown overboard by

an organization in the process of institutionalization 1s the
only thing that, socially, can Justify its existence.15 In
order to survive in an alienated world, organlzations must

become alienated. They must put their own maintenance ahead

1“Samue1 P. Huntington, Political Order In Changing
Societies (New Haven: Yale University Press, ljovb), Pp.15=16.

15Cf. William H. Starbuck, "Orpanizatlional Growth and
Development,™ in James G, March, ed., iianibook of Organizations

-

(Chicago: Rand McNally and Co.,) pp. TS50,
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of the interests of soclety. Institutionallization is the pro-
cess by which legitimate organizations lacking the power whlch
stems from social consensus guarantee their survival. Its
first step 18 the negation of the very sources of organiza-
tional legitimacy. Such a conclusion will disturb only those
who belleve that non-human social objects have some special
claim to existence~-only those, that 1s, who have already
taken for granted, as a positive good, the reified character

of institutions,

The relationship between alienation and institution-
alization has another dimensicen. According to Selznick, the
motor that drives the institutionalization process is the
private needs and desires of individuals who, in the terms
employed here, are alienated. The members of formal organi-
gations "are not content to be treated as manipulable or ex-
pendable. As human beings and not mere tools they have their
own needs for self-protection and self-fulfillment..."16
Yet 1f the members of an organization share 1its goals, thelr
subordination to them will not be manipulation, and thelr
"expendability™ will not be a problem. Similarly, their needs
for self-protection and self-fulfillment would be adequately

met by a non-reified organization 1f they were not allenated

1GSelznick, Leadership in Administration, p.8.
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to begin with.

If the wills of soclety, the organigzation, and the
individual all coincide, the needs of the individual are best
met by an organization that 1s as efficient and effective as
possible, that remains an expendable tool. Only when the will
of the individual diverges from that of soclety does he need
to transform the organization into an end in 1tself, which
will shield and protect him from soclety at large.

Selznick expands on the relationship between personal
need and the drive for institutionalization in another passage,
which also contains the famous phrase on infusion with value:

To institutionalize 1s to infuse with value beyond the
technical requirements of the task at hand. The prizing
of social machinery beyond its technical role is largely
a reflection of the unique way in which 1t fullfils per-
sonal or group needs, Whenever individualg become attached
to an organization or a way of doing things as persons
rather than as techniclians, the result 18 a prizing of
the device for 1ts own sake. From the standpoint of the
committed person, the organization 13 changed from an ex-
pendablelyool into a valued source of personal satis-
faction.
Selgnick's rhetorical distinction between "persons"” and "tech-
“nicians" should not be allowed to mislead. The "persons” of
whom he speaks are alienated individuals, at odds with the
will of society, and thus with the narrow technical task by
which the existence of the organization 1s socially legiti-

mated.

171p1d., p.17.
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Attachment to the organigation itself, as opposed to
its original definition of tasks, can only come from a faillure
to accept those tasks as one's own, and that in turn can only
come from a conflict with the QGeneral Will of soclety. The
device becomes prized for its own sake because 1ts original
goals are not priged. As Parsons correctly argued, organiza-
tions can ccme into being only when the tasks they set for
themselves are broadly acceptable to the general value-system
of soclety. For the alienated individual, that 18 not good
enough, His needs and thoce of soclety are different, and in
order for his organizational membership to be a vehicle for
personal satisfaction, the organization must be diverted from
its original purposes and transformed into an intrinsically-

valued institution. It must be reifiled.

The first characteristic of institutionalization, ac-
cording to Selznick, 1s the development of a certain level of
internal rigidity,la which seems to stand in direct opposition
to the institution's development as an adaptive organigm, but
which in fact comes to determine the direction in which the
institution adapts. Those internal procedures, values, and

practices which protect individual needs come to take prece-

dence over the original goals of the organization--thls 1is

181514., pp.8-9.
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the source both of the new rigidity and of the need for adap-
tation.

This rigidity is precisely of the kind described by
Gabel as an "artificial stability,”™ characteristic of reifi-
cations produced by alienated consciousness.19 Alienated
{ndividuals often attempt to impose order on their soclal
environments by reifying objects which hold the potential of
protecting their interests. The organization as a whole,
prior to its institutionalization, cannot serve as such an
object, since its goals diverge from those of its alienated
members. But its procedures, practices, and internal atatus
system can, once they have become reified.

Institutions adapt to their alienated environments in
order to survive, but neither the source of that survival
instinct nor any notion of just what it 1s that survives has
yet been suggested, The missing link lles precisely in the
internal rigidity of institutions. Thelr essential cores--
their souls, so to speak--consist of internal hlerarchies
and practices which, originally established as means to organi-
zatlional ends, become ends in themselves as the organizatlon
becomes institutionalized. The organization feels a need to
adapt because the desires of 1ts leading members for perpetu-

ation of internal practices conflicts with 1ts original goals.

195ee above, p.lol,
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What survives adaptation, i1f 1t succeeds, 1s the procedural

internal core.2°

The rigidity of institutions 1s not only internal.
Selznick agaln 18 right on the mark:

The test of infusion with value is expendablility. If an
organization 1s merely an instrument, 1t will be readily
altered or cast aside when a more efficient tool becomes
available, When value-infusion Sikes place, however,
there is a resistance to change,

In a non-alienated social system, in which all resources were
committed to the most rational and effective service of social
ends, there would be no qualms about altering or discarding
organizational instruments as soon as they became outmoded--
or successful, The reification produced by alienation tends
to cause organizations to hang on long after they have lost
any important social utility. They continue to occupy and
even dominate the social universe, to exert power and influence
over public affairs, long after their Justification for exis-
tence has passed. No matter how damaging thelr activitiles

are for soclety, their existence remains unchallenged, because
they have become infused with value. Edward Banfileld puts 1t
well:

The end of organizational maintenance--~of keeping the
organization going for the sake of keeping it goling--

20¢e, Starbuck, "Organizational Growth and Develop-
ment,"™ p,476,

2 -
1Selznick, Leadership in Administration, p.21.
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is usually more important than any substantive end. The
salmon perishes in order to give birth to 1ts young.
Organizations, howegsr, are not like salmon; they prefer
sterility to death.

Nor are institutions readlly altered once they have
become institutionalized. Given the infusion with value, it
might seem an attractive strategy to permit the external, rei-
fied appearance to remain, while remaking the internal core
of the institution in order to serve soclal needs. This kind
of co-optation 1s, indeed, frequently attempted, particularly
when a small band of reformers seeks to advance a common good
that 1s not yet generally recognized as such by the public at
large, and so attempts to legitimize 1ts activities by pro-
tecting them behind a reified instituticnal shleld.

But this strategy 1s unlikely to succeed. At the
core of every institution, after all, are 1ts fixed and rel-
fied internal practices and procedures, which have been cre-

ated preclsely to serve the needs of allenated institutional

members as opposed to the genersl good, and which constltute

22Edward C. Banflicld, "Ends and Means in Planning,"
in Sidney Mailick and Edward Y. Van XNeus, eds., Ccnecpts and
Issues in Publlic Adminisct-ation (Englewood Cliffs, d.J.:
Prentlcce-hall, 149be), Pet(; Cr., Veber, Econony and Scclety,
I, p.202. An hillarious, if deails serious, vxacmpls 1s pro-
vided by Edward L. Xatzenbach, "“he Horge Cavalry in the
Twenticth Century: A Study on Policy Response,” in Carl J.
Friedrich and Scymnur E. Harris, eds,, Public Tollicy, A
Yearbook of the Graduate School of Public sierdnlstration,
Harvard University (Canmbridge, Mass.: Graduate School of
Public Administration, 1958), pp.120-149,
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essentially what the institution is. In most cases, instl-
tutions simply cannot be salvaged. If it is possible to attack
reification at all, 1t would be better to abolish the reified
institution altogether, rather than retaining the reified shell
and attempting to alter the internal core.

The quest for stability and unexpendabllity extends
to the inter-organizational level as well as the organizational
and intra-organizational. Soclologlsts of organization have
long argued that institutions (or at least organizations with
self-oriented goals) seek to insure stabillity and the reduc-
tion of uncertainty by creating "negotiated environments," 1n
which relationships with other individuals and organizations
are fixed and regularized.23 Relationships between institu-
tions thus become institutionalized themselves, with the sta-
bility and regularity of the relationship coming to take pre-
cedence over original organizational goals. "Artificlial sta-
bility" is thus extended from within the institution to socl-
ety as a whole.

The pernicious consequences of this stabllizatlon
are theoretically and empirically obvious. As purposive
tools with definite soclal goals, organizations can legiti-

mately function well only to the extent that they create change

23¢r, Richard IM. Cyert and James G. March, A Behavioral
Theory of the Firm (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentlce-Hall,
13637, p.120U; -Jares Thompscn, Qrganirations in Action, pp.20-24,
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in the social order. Organizations are created in the first
place, says Kenneth Boulding, in order to reduce the distance
between the i1deal and the real.zu Institutionalization, both
within the institution and in 1ts relations with other soclal
objects, not only prevents change, but reinforces stabillty
precisely in those areas of social life where there exists a
recognized need for change. The recurrently ironic theme of
modern reformist and even radical politics, first sounded per-
haps by Hichels,25 that organized activity for change often
results only in the reinforcement of the status quo, 1s pro-
duced by institutionalization.

The productlion of stability through institutionali-
zation when there should be change, or even conflict, 1s best
exemplified in American soclety when organizations orlginally
designed to protcct legitimate social interests through adver-
sary processes become institutionalized and develop instltu-
tionalized relationships with their putative adversariles.
Robert Dubin 1s not the only one to have recognlzed this pro-
cess in labor-management relations, where the interests of

both workers and management become subordinated to the insti-

2“Kenneth £, Boulding, The COrc-anivational Fevolutlen:
A Studv in the Tthirs of Ecoronic Ormoanluatlon 12¢ €de; Chi-
Capgo: GQuadurangit, L13040), Peide

25Cf. Robert Michels, Political Partles: A Scclolopl-
¢cal Study of the Olirsarchical Tonnencles of Tedaln . omoCrTaly,
Trans. Loon and Cedar raudl Liew Tork: flhe Frec .ress, 1902},
esp. pp.333ff.
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tutional needs of the labor-relations process and its parti-
26

cipants.
David Sudnow has observed much the same process in
Public Defender offices, where the difficulty of functioning
in an extremely hostile environment provides powerful incen-
tive for the adaptive institutionalizatlon, not only of the
offices themselves but, more importantly, of their relation-
ships with prosecutorial agencies and the courts., The adver-
sary ideal of criminal jJustice is totally subverted, and the
interests of indigent defendants are often sacrificed to those
of the Public Defenders and their institutionalized relation-
ghips with other agencies.27

"The transformation of expendable technical organl-

zations into institutions," says Selznick, "l1s marked by &

28

concern for self-maintenance. In the exceedingly useful

terms provided by Lawrence Mohr, the change from organization

to institution 1s characterized by the substitlion of reflexive

260f. Rotert Dubin, "Power and Unilon-Mz2ragement Re-
lations," in William A. Faunce, ed., ReaZingrs fn Industrial

—p—

Sociolopy {New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 15uv7), pp.405=-

27David Sudnow, "Normal Crimos: Soclioloerical Features
of the Penal Code in a Public Defender Office," Socinl Preblems,
XII (Winter, 1965), esp. pp.2&4-265, But c¢f., also Jerome k.
Skolnick's fascinating, "Soelal Contrcl in the Acversary
System," The Jecurnal of Conflict Resolutlon, XI (March, 1967),
pp.52ff,

28
sis his.

Selznick, Leadership in Adninistration, p.20, empha-
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for transitive goals.29 The institution becomes increasingly
concerned with itself, less and less with the surrounding
society.3° Like all reifications, it becomes sufficlient unto
itself, with the consequences of all reification: power flows,
not to those who can best wield 1t for soclety, but to aliena-
ted individuals promoting their narrow self-interests; social
resources are channeled into the fulfillment of the egolstic
needs of a few, rather than towards the fulfillment of widely-
shared values; and the real workings of the social world are

mystified and hidden behind a vell of legitimating myth.

Selznick, indeed, lists as the first of the M"aspects
of adaptive change," "the development of administrative 1de-
ologies." Sometimes, he says, "they are created and manipu=-
lated self-consciously, but most administrative 1ldeologles
emerge in spontaneous and unplanned ways, as natural alds to
organizational security."31 The task of creating and main-
taining those ideologles belongs to administratlive leaders,

or "statesmen," as Selznick would call them. "To create an

29Lawrence B. Mohr, "The Concept of Organizational
Goal," American Political Science Feview, LXVII (June, 1973),

pp.475-570,

3OCf. Charles Perrow, Complex Crganizations: A Criti-
cal Easay, Scott, Foresman Introauction to lcdorn Society
Ser.es, (Gienview, Ill.: Scott, Feresman, and Co., 1972),
pp.188""189.

3lSe1znick, Leadership in Administration, p.1H4,
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institution," he says 1n peroration,
we rely on techniques for infusing day~to-day behav-
jor with long-run meaning and purpose. One of the
most important of these techniques 1s the elaboration
of socially integrating myths. These are efforts to
state, in the language of uplift and ideallsm, what
is distinct%ge about the aims and methods of the
enterprise.
Those given to employing less precise and less exalted names
have long known that public-relatlions 1s one of the primary
functions of top organlzational executlves,

Institutionalization is effected by legitimation,.
Legitimacy which inheres directly in an objecet 1s synonomous,
of course, with reificatiocn, but it 1s useful, perhaps, to
think of institutional reification in the narrower terms of
legitimation, since doing so makes so much of institutional
behavior readily cxplicable. More precisely, the form of
intrinsic value which institutions acquire is that of moral
and political legitimacy.

All the important aspects of institutlions as reifi-
cations revolve around the institution's legitirmacy. Unex=-
pendabllity, the protection of core practices and procedures,
the abandonment of original goals in favor of self-mainten-
ance--~all are madec possible by the institution's status as

a legitimate (i1.e., reified) soclal object.

Every institution has a fundamental public-relations

321p14., p.151.
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problem. Organizations rust legitimate themselves 1n terms
of publicly-accepted goals, and every organization 1s founded
with a specific social function in mind. In order to contlnue
functioning once they are no longer organizations but insti-
tutions, institutions must malintaln their legltimacy after
the original source--a legitimate soclal purpose--1s gone.
Infusion with value rust be made to happen.33 Institutions
mist reify themselves by legitimating themselves.
Above all else, legitimation solves the problem of
the institutlion's relationship with 1ts envircnment. It pro-
vides power, by establishing the instltution and all 1ts ac-
tivities as a legitimate soclal entity; or, stated differently,
it provides the institution with all the Justificatlion it will
ever need, thus permitting the abandonment of soclally useful
goals without Jeapordizing the institution's survival.3u
Sometimes, institutions legitimize themselves through
what Charles Perrow has called the "extrinsic characteristics”
of thelir products, in which institutions reify not themselves

but thelir products.35 The example of functlonally harmful

33Cf. Elsenstadt, Essays on Cornaratlive Instltutions,
pp.40-44,

3"Cf. Charles Perrow, "Organizoational Prestige: Some
Functions and Dysfunctions," Amarican Journal of Sociology,
LXVI (January, 13561), p.335.

35Ipb1d., p.336fF.
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automotive styling provided by Perrow 1s, of course, a classic
case. So, too, is the public emphasls placed by government
officials on the lovalty, dedication, neatness, and courtesy
of their essentially non-functional subordinates.

Moet often, however, institutions legitimize themselves
directly. Simple reflectlion willl reveal that this is a far
surer and more rational strategy, since 1t guarantees that
whatever goals the organizatlon 1s or 1s not meeting, 1t re-
mains legitimate. And that legitimacy 1is necessary because,
in Mohr's terms, institutions come to be totally committed to
reflexive, self-serving goals.36

The purest example of a reified institution is undoubt-
edly the modern nation-state, particularly those states which
could in some sense be sald to have been founded by the free
action of their citizenry., Patriotism is the last refuge of
the scoundrel in more ways than one. Or, as Max Weber wrote:

Experience shows that in no instance does domination
voluntarily limit itself to the appeal of material or
affectual or ideal motives as a basis for its continu-

ance. In addition, every such system attempts to 37
establish and to cultivate the belief in 1ts legitimacy.

360harles Perrow rightly insists that many larpge insti-
tutions feel no need to change their reals, having the power to
do whatever they want: Complex Or:sznizations: 9.Critical
Essav, p.20l. Th2y must, hovever, digsplace thelr stated,
Tounding, legitinizing goals in order to become inatitutions
at all.

37Weber, Economy and Soclety, I, p.213.
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Institutions claim, not that they serve a need, but that they
deserve, or have a right, to exist, simply because they are
themselves.38

In a curious kind of way, the process of institution-
alization provides a powerful incentive to fall. If an organi-
gation with a finite purpose meets the needs for which 1t was
uniquely created, there i3 1little to prevent 1ts abolitlon.

Its members and employees, sharing a commitment to the goals

of society, would be just as happy to see 1t go., But an insti-
tution can never afford to succeed entirely; to do so would

be suicidal.

The example from the economic sphere springs immedi-
ately to mind: planned obsolescence 138 the mechanism by which
manufacturers of consumer products guarantee a continued need
for their existence; 1f the products lasted forever, they
would soon succeed themselves right out of business. In mat-
ters of somewhat more moment, it 13 a simple trulsm that no
sooner is one war over--or, if the institution 1s really wise,
even before it 1s over--than the nllitary has already identl-
fied the major threat in the next. In contrast, the govern-
ment organlzation most widely agrecd to have been entirely

successful in the last decade, the Natlonal Aercnautles and

Space Administration, has paid the prlce in the form of

3SCf. Berger and Pullbers, "Reificatlion and the Scoclo-
logical Critique of Consciousness,” p.207.
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extensive dismantling.

Alternatively, institutions can make success impossible
by becoming so reifled that they have no goals at all, What
they do no longer matters, only what they are. One thinks inm-
mediately of urban police departments in ghetto areas which,
when thelr members are threatened by community violence, be-
come so concerned with prctecting themselves that they serve

39 or political organilzations which,

no other useful functlon,
over time, come to be nothing more than soclial centers for
thelr memberships,

The amount of ecnergy, money, and other scarce resources
devoted to the care and feeding of institutions whose true
operative goals are essentially antlsoclal or, at best, purely
self-serving is staggering. Still more perniclous 1s the

general distortion of soclal values created by the continued

legitimacy of organizations which serve only themselves.

The legitimation process which reifies institutions
1s largely performed by, and redounds largely to the benefit
of, those on top. Selzniclk insists that institutionalization
benefits members at all levels of the organizatlon, since

those on the bottom need the security and stability 1t provides

39cr. Andy Logan, "Around City Hall: A Hail of Bul-
lets," The Hew Yorkcr, March 24, 1973, p.82 et ff.
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as much as those at the 1:op.l10 But only those holding power
within an institution are in a position to take advantage of
the power it assumes as a result of the legitimating-reifying
process.nl General Motors's power 1in the national arena pro-
vides only the most marginal of benefits for its assembly-line
workers, and then only because they are allienated from thelr
counterparts at Ford and Chrysler, not to mentlon the pur-
chasers of automobiles or automoblle workers in Germany and
Japan. But it mst surely be of some satisfacticn to the
Chairman of the Board that, when he talks, people listen.

In general, I would like to contend, relfication on
the institutional level--reification of the institutlon as a
whole-—-as opposed to reification within 1t, remains almost
exclusively the province of top officlals, Not only do they
have the most to gain; because they command organizational
resources they have the tools with which the institutlonall-
zing process can be accomplished.

In this sense, Selznick identifies the role of organ-
izational leadership as one of communicatlions and "the creaticn
of administrative ideologies."u2 Discussing a slightly dif-

ferent phenomenon, Max Weber wrote that the basis of insti-

uOCi‘. Selznick, Leadership ir Administration, pp.8-9.

ulcr. Perrow, Complex Orzanizationc: A Critieal Essay,
42

Selznick, Leadership in Administration, p.1l4.
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tutionalization was "the needs of privileged strata to legitl-
mize thair soclal and economic conditions, that is, to trans-
form them from mere resultants of power relationships 1into
acquired rights, and hence to sanctify them."n3 But Weber did
not go far enough. Institutionallzation not only legitimizes
the power of elites; by creating new spheres of legitimacy,
it also provides elites with new sources of power.
Reification, 1t should be remembered, creates power
by creating autonomous, uncontrollable sphercs of social acti-
vity. For elites, power follows leglitimacy Just as legiti-
macy follows power. "The power of the rich," says Perrow,
"l4es not in thelr ability to buy goods and services, but in
their capacity to control the ends toward which the vast re-
gsources of larpge organlizations are directed."uS This power
1s only effective when organlizatlions have been legitimized,
and the rich are thus able to subvert organizatlional goals to
their own ends.
In tnls sense, although hardly in this sense alone,
the theory of reification agrees comfortably with those who
see modern soclety as belng at the mercy of ellites. Lower-

elacss and lowor-status persons are not, however, without
] »

u3WGber, Economy and Society, 1II, p.1146,
Iy

Ccf. James Thompson, Orpanizaticns in Action, p.33.

i
5Charles Poprcew, Cournlex Oppanivaticns: £ Critical

Essay, p.1%; Cf. also 4} PRI IAL AL N
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resources or targets of reification. They must simply set

their sights lower, The reification they produce is less visi-

ble.u6
This should not be taken to mean, however, that reifi-

cation, whoever produces 1it, necessarlly results from a con-

scious or rational decision to advance individual interests

by creatinpg mystifications. It is entirely possible that the

President of General Motors really believed that what was

good for himself personally was good for the natlion as a whole,

Powerful individuals possess no greater lmmunity to myths,

even those of their own creation, than anyone else, and the

image of the ruthlessly cynical enterpreneur callously manip-

ulating the public mind, while attractive, may well be less

4T At the very least, most 1lnstitu-

than entirely accurate.
tions perform the tasks of selecting and indoctrinating their
personnel well enough so that, in any institution more than

a gencration old, those who spout the legitimating myths have
been e xposed to them for so long, and are so deeply entwined

in the affairs of the institution, that the fallure to belleve

would create serlous cognitive disscnance,

Defenders of institutionallzation, among whom Hunt-

uGSee the next chapter.

2"rCf. John Kennecth Galbraith, The New Industrial State
Signet Books (New York: New American TItiury, 15577, pp.1674168.
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ington is probably the most ardent, 1insist that 1t 1s indis-
pensable. Without it, Huntington says, chaos replaces order,
and progress gives way to degeneration. So directly does
Huntington confront the issue that he must be cited at length:

Political institutions have moral as well as structural
dimensions. A soclety with weak political institutlons
lacks the ability to curkt the excesses of personal and
parochial desires. Politics 1s a Hobbeslan world of
unrelenting competlition among soclal forces-—--between man
and man, family and family, clan and clan, reglon and
reglon, class and class--a competition unr2dliated by mnore
comprehensive political organizations. The "amoral fam-
11ism" of Banfield's backward society has its counter-
parts in amoral clanisn, amoral grouplism, amoral classism.
Morality requires trust; trust ilnvolves predictability;
and predictability requires regularized and instltution-
alized patterns of behavior. Without strcne political
institutions, soclety lacks the means to define and to
realize 1ts common interests. The capaclty to create
public iﬂgtitutions is the capacity to create public in-
terests. .

The reference to Hobbes, in addition to the entlire tone of
the passape, make 1t clear that Huntlngton 1s taking allena-
ted society as a given. Certainly, that assumption 1s empir-
1cally correct; moreover, 1t underlles thils entire work,

And Hobbes, to be sure, made explliclt the ne=d to
institutionalize the sovereiprn by surrounding him with a body

of legitimating doctrim@.uq He, lile Huntington, scupht to

uBIIuntington, Politlcal Ord:r in Changinc Sccletlecs,

p.24.

!

9cr, Thoras ohbes, Ne Clve, cr The Tlitizer, ed,
Sterling P. La=pr2cht (Giew York: Applelon-Century~Crofts,
1e4g), Preface, pp.7-11.
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counter aglienation by creating reifications. Allenated indi-
viduals, the argument goes, are selfish, Insecure, deslrous
of stability. Thelr wants can be channelled and controlled
only by the creation of instituticns.

But that argument 1s doubly flawed. PFirst, institu-
tionalization ray provide an outlet for needs created by the
existence of alienation, but 1t hardly abollishes them. If
anything, 1t not only perpectuates allenation, but exacerbates
it as well., To recapitulate an earlier argument, the creation
of reifications only adds new demands, needs, and powers--
those of reified institutions--to the general war of all against
all. Instead of bringing individual wills more in harmony with
the Generzl Will, instltutionalization creates more individual
wills. And these new wllls lack even the Justification of
belonging to adult, rational, free human beings. Instltution-
alization merely legitimizes the particular wills of non-human
obJects,

An alienated indlvidual who benefits from the order,
predlictability, and cecurity institutionzlization provides
must still live in a scclal world full of organizatlons, and
once they in turn become institutionalized, he finds himself
worae off than before, Ownlng stock in General Motors might
incline one to look favorably on 1ts institutionalization,
but that will eventually be accompanicd by the parallel Insti-

tutionalization of Chrysler and (eventually) PFord, not to
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mention the corporations which supply the stockholder with
his food, clothing, and shelter--and man does not live by
transportation alone. The increased dividends from General
Motors will hardly cover the increased prices produced by

the institutionalization of Standard 011, Continental Baking,
and DuPont.

That 1s why Hobbes insisted that there be only one
institution in soclety. As soon as there 13 more than one,
society becomes divided by the presence of competing and
unchallengeable particular wills, and unified socisl action
becomes impossible.

But Hobbes ignored what Rousseau knew: the soverelgn,
once institutionalized, was perfectly likely to develop a par-
ticular will of its own. Only on Hobbes's assumptlon that
the General Will wills order first and above all can hils de-
fense of institutionallization be Justified.

But, to return to Huntington's exegesls of lobbes,
there may be a simpler way out. All the functlons Huntington
assigns to institutions can, at least theoretically, be
fulfilled by organizations. The assumption, frequent and
popular in the conservative tradition, that organizations
mist be mystified and mythified in order to Tunction gives.
very little credit to the potential of ordinary individuals
for the the rational and intelligent conduct of thelr lives,

No one believes that efficlent public flre-fighting depends
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on the institutionalization of fire departments—--although

they, too, at least in thelr volunteer incarnations, have

had thelir mythologists. It may be possible that more complex
and difficult social tasks can also be performed without reifi-
cation, although extended discussion of that possibility must
be postponed for a while,

What mlght have struck the reader as a distinctly
anarchist caste 1n the immedlately preceedling pages should
thus be considered in 1light of the distinction between insti-
tutions and organizations. The abolition of reifications
would hardly leave scciety without any mechanisms for govern-
ing itself. After all, the proponents of institutionaliza-
tion insist that organizatlions are precisely "merely" tech-
nilcal tools for getting the Job done. Noc matter how alienated
soclety 1s, that should be enough. The alternative, reified

institutions, 1s simply too costly,



CHAPTER VII

BUREAUCRACY

Every work of man 1s a compromise between the material

and the tool.
-=Lesgek Kolakowski, Toward A Marxist Humanism

Institutionalization, although a serious problem, 1s
not the only reification-caused disease to which organizations
are susceptible. Even more pervasive, and far more irritating
to the general public, are the assemblage of pathologles nor-
mally associated with the idea of "bureaucracy."

Bureaucracy affects both organizations and institutions.
In both cases, it 13 an important cause of alienation among
non-members, since bureaucratic reifications represent the
embodied particular wills of organizational or institutional
members. Non-members, compelled by the exlgenclies of modern
life to deal constantly with bureaucracles, find those en-
counters frustrating, unsatisfyling, and alienating.

Perhaps more importantly, from an eveluative point of
view, bureaucracy prevents unreified organizations from
achieving the soclal goals to which they are committed. In
a world of scarcity, it can safely be assumed that the General
Will of society desires that organizations committed to so-

clally-desired goals be as effective and as efficient as possi-

157
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ble; this assumption 1s implicit in the very idea of an or-

1 Bureaucracy makes that efficiency impos-

ganizational tool.
sible.

De-institutionalization by itself is thus not an ade-
quate approach for attempting to remove reification from the
organizational life of soclety. Even if only organizations
remained, bureaucracy would still be a problem.

On the other hand, jJust as institutlonalization 1s
largely created by, and primarily serves the interests of,
those on the top of administrative structures, bureaucrati-
gation is the domain of middle-level managers and those even
lower in the hierarchy. Many instances of bureaucracy within
institutions are thus, morally, less undersirable than one
might think, if not entirely desirable. High-level managers
who institutionalize organizations in order to serve private
goals are often frustrated in the accomplishment of those
goals by bureaucracy-creating subordinates. That bureaucracy
generally advances private rather than public goals, but at
least the private goals are those of middle and lower-status
individuals, not the ellte. When General Motors fails to
maximize profits because its employees create bureaucracy

in order to protect thelr interests, it 1s hard to condemn

bureaucracy tout entler,

1Cf. Parsons, Structure and Process in Modern Soci-
eties, p.l4l.
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whatever the evaluative considerations, which will
be discussed more thoroughly at a later polnt, the central
thesis of this chapter is that bureaucracy 1s a direct pro-
duct of reifications created by alienated individuals within
large organizations in order to protect their interests. Most
of the phenomena commonly assocliated with bureaucracy are rel-
fications, created for the same reasons all reification 1s
created, and having the characteristlics of all reificatlons.

In order to make that argument, this chapter will con-
sist largely of a survey of the scholarly literature on bureau=-
eratic behavior and its harmful soclal consequences, In par-
ticular, three general categories of bureaucratic malfunction-
ing will be considered. PFirst 1s the over-rigid adherence
to rules, operational goals, evaluation standards, and other
internal mechanisms which are ostensibly established in order
to improve bureaucratic performance, but which often lead to
waste and inefficlency. This sort of goal-displacement 1s
similar, in all important respects, to another set of prob-
lems, those arising from competition and misunderstanding
among organizatlional sub-units, or between technical experts
and lay members of the organization. Second are the problems
arising from "informal organization" within the larger, for-
mal organization, Third is the problem of pathologles or dis-
turbances in the flows of information within organizations and

institutions; while many of these disturbances arise from
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problems falling into the first two categories, there are some
that have causes all their own, and all are sufficlently impor-
tant to rate a separate analytical category.

The conviction that bureaucratic malfunctioning con-
stitutes a subject worthy of serious consideration stems, of
course, from the bellef that there exlists some proper way in
which large organizations should function. In other words,
it 18 neceasary to conceive of formal organizations as pre-
eminently purposive tools. That such a conception is entirely
in keeping with the whole thrust of this work need hardly be
made explicit, although much of the contemporary scholarly
work on organizations begins by specifically rejecting the
concept of organizational purposiveness.2 As I hope to
demonstrate here, the idea of purpose 1s crucial not only for
any attempt to evaluate organizations normatively, but also
for any attempt to explain why they behave as they do.

It is unfortunately necessary to add another termino-
logical note. Since bureaucracy occurs in both organizations
and institutions, and since most of the academic literature
on bureaucracy does not make the distinction between "organi-
zation" and "institution" adopted here, I wlll use the term

"organization” in this chapter when discussing aspects of

2Cf. Herbert A. Simon, "On the Concept of Organlza-
tional Goal,"™ Administrative Sclenca Cuarterly, IX (June,
1964), pp.l-22; Cyert and larch, wehavioral Theory of the
Firm, pp.26,27.
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bureaucracy. Most of the instances in which the term is em-
ployed, however, are equally applicable to "instititutions;"
rather than getting bogged down in needlessly cumbersome locu-
tions, I hope readers will keep that in mind. When state-
ments do apply differentially to organizations and institu-

tions, the differences will be made explicit.

Before embarking on a review of the leading ideas
about bureaucratic malfunctioning, the problem of bureau--
cratic reification can be approached on a more general level.
Since Max Weber, the first great student of bureaucracy, those
concerned with the social effectiveness of bureaucratic or-
ganizations have often put the problem as a confllct between
the differing imperatives of formal and substantive ration-
ality. Organization represents, ostensibly, the attempt to
apply the tools of rationality to the performance of soclal
functions. But the rationality applied consists, 1t 1s often
argued, of only the narrow, formal, technical principles of
logic or engineering. Substantive rationality, the applica-
tion of the best avallable resources of human intelligence
to the problem itself, gets lost or even destroyed by over-

riglid adherence to canons of formal rationality.3

3cr. wever, Econorv_and Soelety, I, pp.B85-86; also
Karl Mannheim, Man ant -2 in da ace of R~¢onatructlion:
Studies in lodern locinl C.uruc.nre, .arvest books (liew York:
Harcourt, Brace and worlid, .1yhU), pp.51-60.
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Insofar as theorists of reification have dealt with
bureaucracy at all, they have done 80 in precisely this way.
Lukéﬁa and his disciples have argued that the bureaucratic
embodiment of formal rationality represents a typical example
of reified bourgeois thought, in which narrow, undialectical,
technically specialized methods are applied to the problems
of a complex, historically dynamic, and dialectical soclal
world.u And indeed, those theorists of organization most
concerned with denying the utility of narrow formal rationality
have~-though blissfully unaware, no doubt, of much of the
school of thought Lukgés represents--focussed on the resis-
tance of human belngs to treatment as cogs in a smoothly-
oiled mechanism, and the incompatibility of narrowly techni-
cal concerns with human organization.5

Formal rationality as a reification falls precisely
into the theoretical scheme of this work; described in Chapter
V as the "reification of technique," it mcets all the criteria
of reification. Created by alienated individuals, those
skilled in the techniques and methods of formal rationality

--cost accountants, time-and-motlon englneers, professors of

business administration--it confers a reified legitimacy

uLukéEs, Filsterv and Class Consciousness, pp.B88£f; Cf.
Norman Birnbaum, "She Crisis in rarxisc Sociolopy," Soclal
Reseavrch, XXi&7 (Surwcr, 1968), p.369; and Andrew Arato,
Mak4cs' Theory of Reification, Telos, XX (Spring, 1972), p.30.

5Cf. James G. March and Herbert A. Simon, Orpaniza-
tions (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1958), pPp.32,33.
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on techniques, which are justified as means to agreed-on ends,
but which, coming to be valued in themselves, hinder the pur-
suit of those ends,

By itself, however, the concept of formal rationality
is inadequate to cxplain all the specific examples of bureau-
cratic misbehavior. It provides an excellent starting point
for the consideration of bureaucratic reification, but only
as a place to begin,

The individual most often associated with the idea of
formal rationality run amuck is Frederick Taylor, the founder
of "scientific management," and a contemporary of both Weber
and Lenin, both of whom were acutely aware of his work., Tay-
lor's insistence on claborate time-and-motion studies, ex-
tremely narrow subdivision of labor, and complex methods of
incentive payments have all been pointed to as examples of
a rigid, mechanistic loglc which forgot 1t was being applied
to conscious human beings--and the widespread application of
which would have created a vast and powerful class of techno-

crats, 6

But Taylor, better than many of his critics, under-
stood exactly where the 1ssue lay,. Speaking of the conditions

existing prior to the application of his techniques 1ln the

6Cf. Nicos P. Mouzells, Orpenisation and Bureaucracy:
An Analvsis of Maydern Theories (Chicago: Aldine rubllshing
Co., 1968), pp.oi=87.
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firat shop in which he experimented with sclentific manage-
ment, Taylor wrote that, "as was usual then, and in fact as
1s still usual in most cf the shops in this country, the shop
was really run by the workmen, and not by the bosaes."7
While Taylor's complaints were certainly overdrawn, and the
workmen ran the shop only to the very limited extent of set-
ting production techniques and output restrictions, the appli-
cation of sclentific management techniques certainly consti-
tuted an effort to shift fundamentally the balance of power in
the workplace. As an unsurprising result, 1t was frequently
resisted by the workers, far more often than Taylor, the nalive
ideallist, scemed to expect. The application of formal ration-
ality, in the form of "scientific management," to industrial
management was resisted by workers, not because they were
irrational or bent on destruction, but because 1t stripped
them of what little power they had left in thelr work envi-
ronments.

The problem of power distribution and power relation-
ships within bureaucracies was long ignored by students of
organizational sociology, only to be rediscovered in the last

few years. Writers like Michel Crozier and Melville Dalton

began to locate the source of bureaucratic malfunctlioning

TPrederick Winslow Taylor, The Principles of Scion-
tific Managerment (orig. ed., 1911; Hew Yors<: W. W. Norton
and Co., 1967), pp.48=l9.
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in the power conflicts within bureaucracies.8 Crozler best
summarized the position when he wrote that,

contrary to the hopes of the industrialists and pro-

gressivists of the twentles, the very progress of

rationality in the fleld of organlzation has shown

how deceptive such beliefs in the one best way were.

Power relationships and discretion In human inter- 9

action can not be suppressed with rationalizatlon...

Alienated individuals seek to maximlze thelr power,

in order to protect themselves from their environments., For
the unskilled blue-collar worker or the professional white-
collar executive, the workplace 1s often an environment in
which alienation predominates. In particular, the techniques
of formal rationality, by removing all control over the pace
and task-division of work, constitute a major threat to what-
ever power the worker may possess.lo And alienated individu-
als seeking power relative to their environments create 1t by
creating reifications. That is the fundamental paradlgm for

all the following discussions of buresucratic reification.

Before getting to those discussions, though, one last

Bcr. Michel Crozier, The Bureaucratic Pherornenon,
Phoenix Rooks (Chicargo: The Unlversity of Chicagc rress,
1964); and "elville Dalten, Men Who Manaze: Pusions of Feel-
ing and Theory in Adniniatration (Kew iork: John Wiley and
Sons, 1959).

9Crozicr, Purcaucratlc Phenomenon, p.157, emph. his.

1OCfa Rotert Dlauncr, Alienation and Freedom: The
Factory Vorker anid h's Inu'}'_:ﬂ-t:*i', Phoenix Books (Chicago:
The Univercity of Cain..~o rross, 1964), p.l17; Richard Sennett
and Jonathan Cobb, The Kldian Infuries of Class (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1872), pp.2so-237.
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point must be emphasized, because of 1ts importance to the
general theory of allenation, and also for the assistance it
may provide in unraveling what has long been one of the knot-
tiest problems of organization theory.

Alienation, as has been discussed, 1s primarily a
question of wills. When all the members of an organization
will the same tasks and ends for the organization, it can
reasonably be expected that alienation within the organiza-
tion will be low. But the wills for the organization of a
consensus of members are preclsely what has been most recently
described by Lawrence Mohr as the organization's goal.

Mohr's concept of goal consensus thus becomes central
to any organizational analysis. The greater the goal consen-
sus-~the higher the degree to which the principal aims of the
organization or institution are willed by its members--the
less alienated will be the organization's members relative to
the organization, and the less llkely they wlll be to create
the reifications produced by alienation that form the princl-
pal source of bureaucratic malfunctioning. The lower the
goal consensus, conversely, the more likely the organlzation

will be riddled with internal reifications produced by its

a7l 11M0hr, "The Concept of Organizational Goeal," pp.473-
T4.
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alienated members.l2

In alienated soclety, the likelihood that at least
some of its members will be alienated from the organization
will be high, If organizational goals do not conflict with
the General Will--if the organization as a whole is not ali-
enated--1¢ will undoubtedly have trouble recruiting an entire
staff of persons who are similarly unallenated socially, and
equally committed to a socially-desired goal. On the other
hand, in institutions whose goals serve the particular wills
of small institutional elites, it is unlikely that lower-level
employecs wlll share those particular wills,

The internal rigidity of which Selznick and other
students of institutionalization speak represents, in this
way, & kind of compromise, in which institutional leaders, in
order to promote their private interests, buy off lower-status
members by permitting them to retain some degree of internal
reification. In exchange, those lower-status members help

promote the institution's goals.l3

12This discussion has rmch in common--with the dif-
ference in gspecific terminology used here--with Anthony Downs,
Inside Bureaucracy, A RAND Ceorporation Rescarch Study (Boston:
Little, Erown and Co., 1967), pp.223ff.

13The arcument in this para~raph restates, of course,
the famous "contributiona-inducemcnts balance"” model of con=-
ventional crganizaticn thecry, in a rather neore Jjaundiced
form, Cf, Chester A. Farnard, Th2 Functions of the Lxocutilve
(Thirtieth Anniversary Ed.; CanbrJIduez2: Harvard Universlity
Press, 19683), pp.l39ff.; and ierbert A. Simon, Administrative
Behavior: A Studv of D2nision-'king Procesges in hurminic-
trative Orc-nfoiions (~G.ed.; lHew fork: 4ne lree rress,
1965), pp.ilOff.
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There are, no doubt, non-allenated organlzations whose
members generally share & high commitment to the organiza-
tion's transitive goals. Such organizations appear most fre-
quently in times of crisis like war or natural disaster, and
are relatively common in more normal times. More interesting,
though, are allenated institutions whose members are similarly
unalienated from the institution, sharing its soclally aliena-
ted goal. Examples include everything from a gang of thileves
to the Naz! Party; their high morale, bursts of remarkable
efficlency, and effective hierarchy are ruefully envled by
leaders of alienated institutions.

Everyone i1s famlliar with the model of the highly-
motivated combat team as the exemplar of organizational unity,
cohesiveness, and effectiveness, although in recent years
that example has been replaced by the more attractive (to
academic scholars of organization) image of the team of re-
search scilentists in a high-technology electronics plant.

That kind of organization is distinguished by the shared,
single-minded commitment of 1ts members to an overrlding goal.
Red tape, bureaucratic delay, excessive hilerarchy, insuf-
ficient coordination, distorted infornmation flovs--all seem

to disappecar when organizational members share a common

lqu. Tom Burns and G. M. Stalker, The Minazement
of Innovation (London: Tavistock Fuklicztionc, 1-21); the
extent to which the electrcnics plants burns and Stalker de-
scribe resemble an ldealication of nost academle departments
will not bhe commented upon.,
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motivation. The opposite case, perhaps the corporation Dalton
studied, for example, exists when whatever directlon or goals
the institution might have become entirely submerged in the
selfish interests of individuals, and the conflicts between
those 1nterests.15

The following discussion begs what 1s, as a result,
obviously the most important question of organizational an-
alysis and design, that of how a high level of goal consensus
can be cereated end maintained. Insofar as 1t will be treated
at all, that discussion must be reserved for a later and more
general consideration of the cause3 and cures of alienation
in society. But, as a last word before turning to the sur-

vey of bureaucratic pathology, 1t must be stressed that all

of the diseasez share a common cause, that of allenation.

In his ground-breaking essay on "Bureaucratic Struc-
ture and Personality," Robert Merton wrote that, "one may note
a tendency for certain bureasucratic norms, originally intro-
duced for technical rcasons, to become rigidified and

16 and his statement sounds the theme for the en-

sacred...”,
tire discussion of over-rigid bureaucratic adherence to rules,

sub-goals, and sub-organizatlonal imperatives--vhat, in

1SCf. Dalton, Men Who Manage, passim.

6

Robert K. ierton, "Burcaucratlic Structure and Per-
sonality,” in Merton, et. al., eds., PReader in Burcaucracy
(New York: Thc Tree Press, 1952), p.300.
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general, has been described as the phenomenon of goal-dis-
placement.l7 It need hardly be mentioned that Merton uses

the terms "rigidified and sacred" in a way essentially equiva-
lent to the usage here of "reified,” nor need the source of
those reifications be once again insisted upon.,

The specific form of goal~displacement known as rules-
fetishism discussed by Merton in hils article has best been
analyzed by Alvin Gouldner, in his famous study of a gypsum
plant. In a situation of goal consensus, Gouldner says, the
creation of rules will be Jjointly agreed to by workers and
management, and the rules will be willingly accepted and obeyed
by both.18 In conditions of goal dissensus, however, rules
can be made to serve no less than six separate functions,
none of which do very much good for the effective function-
ing of the organization, but all of which provide power and
protection for alienated individuals within 1t.19

"Explicational," "Screening," "Remote Control," and
"Punishment-Legitimating" rules-adherence legitimizes the
power of supervisors by transferring the responsibility for

making demands on subordinates from themselves to impersonal

rules--which, as reifled, can not be questloned or opposed

17

lBAlvin Gouldner, Patterns of Tndustrial Bureaucracy
(New York: The Free Press, 1754), pp.2<i, 217.

Ibid., pp.365-366.

191p1d,, pp.1571f.
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in the way that personal authority can be.20

The employment of rules to buttress or even substi-
tute for personal authority or power solves the dilemma of
a supervisor uncomfortable with a direct exercise of hig power
in a soclety where egalltarlan norms predominate, By ascrib-
ing commands not to personal discretion but to an impersonal
rule, the superior avolds the appearance, to himself as well
as to his subordinate, of the exercise of a purely personal
status superiority, and thus avoids confllct with soclal val-
ues both he and the employee probably accept.21 At the same
time, however, he 1s reproducing the process Marx described
in the attachment of exchange-value to commodities: concealing
power relationships between human beings by mystifying them
into the attritutes of things.

The "Leeway" function of rules 1s a little more com-
plex, since it involves keeping the rules 1ln abeyance, in a
kind of reserve, to be employed when necessary as part of a
bargairing process.22 But it i1llustrates particularly well

the reified nature of organlzational rules--since their

201p14,, pp.162-172.

21
Ibid., pp. 160-170; Cf. also Crozler, Pureaucratic
Phenomenon, p.54; and Sennett and Cobb, titdden Injurles ol
“1asy rp.204-205.

22Gouldner, Patternra of Industrial Bupeaucrecy, Pp.
172-174; Cf. also David i..chanic, 'dources of roler of Lower
Participants in Complex Organizations,” Administrative Science
Quarterly, VII (Deccmber, 1962), p.363.
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application is clearly unnecessary for the functioning of the
institution--and the relatidnship between reification and
power~-since the very existence of rules provides a club for
those who would not otherwise win bargaining processes.

The last of Gouldner's six functions is the only one
that serves primarily the interests of employees at the lowest
level. Rules serve and "Apathy-Preserving®" function, says
Gouldner, by establishing a "minimum acceptable level®™ of
performance. So long as workers perform at that level, no
matter how far beneath their capacities it might be, they
are immune from punishment or coercion from their supervisors.
"Apathy-Preserving” rules thus create an area of autonomy
and discretion within which workers have as much freedom as
they oan-nuster.z3

"Rules," says Crozier,

protect the people who submit to them, Within the area
delimited by the rules, they are free to make their own
contribution according to their arbitrary whim. They
can participate or take refuge in retreatist behavior,

commit themselves to the organization's aims, 8% reserve
their moral forces for some personal endeavor,

More generally, he argues:

The latent function of bureaucratic rigidity can bde
understood in this perspective as primarily a protec-
tive function. It provides the individual with the
minimim of security necessary to him for dealing with
his fellows in pursult of the necessary co-operative

23Gou1dner, Patterns of Industrial Bureaucracy,
pp. 17h-176.

2“Crozier, Bureaucratic ?henonenon, p.206.
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25
activities.

The results of burcaucratic rigidity produced by rules-
fetishism are everywhere to see. "Red tape," the most notori-
ous attribute of bureaucratic practice, 1s gencrally produced
by the adherence of bureaucrats to rules 1n order to protect
themselves, regardless of the interests of their clients or
the goals of the organization. In addition, Red tape is com-
pounded from similar self-protective motives by the creation
of st11l more rules by those with the authority to do so.

Just as the lower-level officlal protects himself by adhering
to the rules, hls supervisor can often protect himself by
creating new ones, thus glving evidence that he has antici-
pated and sought to deal with all contingencles, and obviating
the necessity for actually doing anything when those contin-
gencies arlilse,

Taken topether, the rules of a bureaucracy form what
1s generally called its standard operating procedure, or 30P,
The 111s to which SOP 1s heir are legion. "Bureaucratic 1ln-
ertia," produced by the routine and ritualized adherence to
SOP even in the face of changing circumstances, has been

blamed for everything from the Bay of Pigs flzsco to the

251p14a., pp.207-208.
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bombing of Dresden.26 The primacy of SOP has also been blamed
for the inability of most public organizations to plan, and
the resultant aimlessness and, ultimately, purposelessness of
much of their activity.27 At its most extreme, the slavish
conformance to SOP becomes the case of the Nazl burcaucrat

who was "just following orders,” and thus considers himself
immune from any retribution or, indeed, any questions of
responsibility whatsoever,

Yet it must be remembered that complex formal organi-
zation is impossible without some number of rules and some
standard operating procedure. The processes of standardiza-
tion, routinization, and rule-governed decision-making make
possible, as Weber insisted, the technical capabilities of

28 Like all other reifications, then,

modern organization,
what is important about bureaucratic rules 18 not any charac-
teristic intrinsic in the objects, but rather characteristics
which are imputed or ascribed to them~-in short, the way they

are valued.

26
For the examples, &f, Theodore C. Sorenson, Kennedy

(New York: Bantam Books, 1996), rp.330-333; Kurt Vonnegut,
Jr., Slauchterhouse-Five, cr The Cnlldren's Cruszade: A Duive-
Dance with D-ath, Jelii Books (iew Yorx: Lell, 1969), p.lod;

X more general c!acussion of the idea of burecaucratlc inertia
can be found in Graham 7. Alllson, "Conceptual Models and the
Cuban Missile Crisis," American Political Science Review, LXIII
(September, 1969), pp.701-708.

27Cf. March and Simon, Organizations, p.18S.

2
8Weber, Economy and Society, I, p.225.
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As tools to organigational ends, bureaucratic rules
and S0Ps are entirely worthwhile and necessary; converted
into ends-in-themselves in order to protect the private in-
terests of allienated individuals, they become harmful. The
simple, rational adherence to rules as means is an altogether
different phenomenon from rigid rules-fetishism. It is pre-
cisely in the difference between these two attitudes that the
problems of bureaucracy lle. So long as agreed-upon organi-
gational goals remain paramount as the recognized ends cf
organizational activities, rules will not conatitute a danger.

Just as they establish rules in order to organize and
facilitate their activities, bureaucracies also create per-
formance criteria, or measurement techniques, as a way of
assessing how well thelr memtcers are performing tasks neces-
sary to the organization's functioning. At the broadest level,
these criteria become sub-goals themselves, as with, for
example, the fund-raising goals of charitable organizations,
These sub-goals are often established for a directly reifying
purpose, when an institution is without real goals or when
there 1s considerable disagreement as to how their accomplish-
ment of what goals they do have can bhe measurcd; in either
case, agreement that a perlorrmance-meas'ire criterion will he
reified solves the protlem. In thosec cases, the very existence

of sub-goals is a direct product of alienaticn.
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Frequently, however, non-alienated motivations lead
to the creation of operational measurements as sub-goals.
AB Mohr notes, the successful attainment of organizational
ends generally inmplies the necessity of a clear cause-and-
effect understanding of the way organizational activities
relate to the purposes of the organization.29 For instance,
in order to meet the goal of eliminating the possibility of
a polio epidemic, local health departments must be sure to
immunize at least 85% of the school-age population. The
target of 85% thus becomes a sub-goal for organizatlion mem-
bers, as well as a criterion for evaluating how well the or-
ganization is doing 1its Job.

To continue the hypothetical example, one can imagine
a community in which residential patterns are such that 85%
of the school-age population is very densely clustered around
the center of town--which no doubt includes the offices of
the health department--while the remaining 15% live in a rela-
tively inaccessible area on the other side of the river, or
whatever, It would be entirely possible for an 85% immuni-
gation program to include enough children from across the
river to make an epidemic extremely unlikely, buil 1f the

sub-goal 1s reificd, if the pressures of time, energy, and

2
gMohr,"The Concept of Orgenizationzl Goal,"
p.474; Cf. March and Simon, Organizations, p.151.
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scarce resources cause health department officials to attempt
to protect themselves by meeting a reified goal at the mini-
mum acceptable level--achieving the sub-goal in the easiest
possible way, with no attention paid to anything outside the
very narrow confines of meeting the target--disaster 1s pos-
sible.30

Detective divisions in urbdban police departments, un-
able to accurately assess how well they are "controlling"
¢rime, and indeed often unable to determine with any accuracy
just how much crime 1s actually being committed, measure thelr
performance with "clearance rates."™ The clearance rate is
the proportion of reported crimes solved by the arrest of
suspected perpetrators, whether or not they are convicted.

The heart of the matter is that crimes are "cleared"
Just as easlly by the confesslion of someone the pollce have
no suspicion of having committed them as they are when an
arrest culminates a lengthy and successful investigation.
So when detectives finally do catch a certaln type of criml-
nal, say a burglar, there 1s considerable pressure on them
to induce him to confess to a large number of burglaries,
even those he did not commit. In exchange, the police fre-

quently offer a reduction in the charges for which he will

30Cf. Peter M. Blau, The Dvnamies of Burcaucracy:
A Study of Interpersonal Relatlions in :wo {overnmanl :eeacles,
Phoenix Doois (Hev.ud.; Calcaio:r Tioe Universlty ot Chilcago
Press, 1963), pp.44-47, 293-298.
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be prosecuted.

As a result, a burglar who has committed a large num-
ber of burglaries, and confessed to stlll more, may well end
up with a much less severe sentence than one who has committed
a single crime, and confessed to no others because he hasn't
committed any. And it is possible for a detective diviaion
to have an extremely high clearance rate while catching only
a very tiny fraction of those who have committed the crimes
which are "cleared."31

The most perfect example of reified performance measure-
ments occurs, though, not in the literature of organizational
soclology, but in fiction, although one suspects that the
recounted incident is not entirely fictional. "The bomb line
was a scarlet band of narrow satin ribbon that delineated
the forwardmost position of the Allled ground forces in every
sector of the Italian mainland,"32 and the fliers on the island
of Pianosa inr Joseph Heller's Catch-22 became obsessed with 1t,
since 1t stopped forty-five miles short of the fearsomely-
defended eity of Bologna, and unless it moved, they would be
forced to attack Bologna once 1t stopped raining.

The rain stopped, but twenty-four hours were still

needed in order to prepare the attack. The accumulated fear

31;¢. Jerome H. Skolnick, Justice Without Trial: Law
Enforcerent in Demnecratic Soclety, Sclence Lditlons (wew York:

John wliley and Scns, 1907), pp.luolff.

2
3 Joseph Heller, Catch-22 (New York: Dell, 1961), p.l22.
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and resentment of the fliers needed an object, and

they began to hate the bomb line itself. FPor hours they
stared relentlcssly at the scarlet ribbon on the map and
hated it because 1t would not move up high enough to en-
compass the city. When night fell, they congregated 1in
the dark:iess with flashlights, continuing their macabre
vigll at the bomb line in brooding entreaty as though
hoping to move the ribbon up by the collective welght of
their sullen prayers.

"I really can't believe 1it," Clevinpger exclaimed to
Yossarian in a voice rising and falling in protest and
wonder. "It's a complete reversion to primitive super-
stition. They're confusing cause and effect. It makes
as much sense as knocking on wood or crossing your fin-
gers. They really believe that ve wouldn't have to fly
that mission tomorrow if someone would only tiptoe up to
the map in the middle of the night and rove the bomb line
over Bologna. Can you imagine? You and I must be the
only rational ones left."

In the middle of the night Yossarlan knocked on wood,
crossed his fingers, and tiptoed out of his tent to move
the bomb line up over Bologna.33

News of this dramatic development passed up the chaln of com-
mand, resulting in an immediate cancellation of the planned

mission, and more:

Colonel Cathcart was overjoyed, for he was relieved of
the embarrassing commitment to bomb Bologna without
blemish to the reputation for valor he had earned by
voluntecring his men to do it. General Dreedle was
pleased with the capture of Bologna, too, although he
was angry wWith Colonel Mocdus for waklng him up to tell
him about 1t. Headquarters was also plcased and decided
to award a medal to the officer who had captured the
city. There was n¢ officer who had captured the el '
so they gave the medal to General Peckem instcad...

Everyone was happy: the fliers, Colonel Cathcart, QGenerals

Dreedle and Peckem, headquarters, and the German defenders

331p1d., pp.122-123.

BI‘Ibido » PP. 123"‘12“0
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of Bologna, who were spared beirg bombed. The only exception
was the embattled Allied ground troops, support of whom pro-
vided the original justification for the Alr PForce's existence
in the first place.

The existence of conflict between the Army and what
was then its own subordinate organization, the Army Air Corps,
provides an easy transition to the third and final form of
bureaucratic rigidity to be discussed, that resulting from
problems of sub-organization and speciallizatlion. The sordid
and brutish history of American inter-service rivalry will
not be considered here, for want of adequate space,

But the example 1llustrates a central point: such
rivalry, with all its destructive costs, could become a seri-
ous problem only when the sub-organizations of the American
military were considerably institutionalized; the problem of
institutionalization is, of course, endemic among military
organizations, In fact, perhaps the best way of conceptual-
izing the problems created for bureaucracles by the necessary
existence of component sub-organizations 1s in terms of the
institutionalization of those sub-organizatlions.

It 18 perhaps no accident, then, that the most famous
study of sub-organization orohiems was written by Philip Selz~
nick, in his boox on the TVA. The TVA was deflected from
many of 1ts most important goals becausz of the presence with-

in 1t of agriculturally-oriented sub-org=ulzations whose
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members did not share the goals of the organization as a whole,
but whose views and attitudes were given sufficient weight to
permit the institutionalization of the agricultural program.35

The problem of sub-organizational reification has
long been felt to be particularly acute in the federal bureau-
cracy, where it is generally percelved as a problem of coordin-
ation. Inter-agency rivalries, Jurisdictional disputes, and,
sometimes, open hostility occaslonally result from differing
conceptions of where the general good lies in areas of over-
lapping concern, but more often spring directly from the
institutionalization of federal agenciles, That institution-
alization meets thc status, security, and self-esteem needs
of leading agency members at the expense of efficient function-
ing of the national government. And such confllcts are, of
course, hardly unique to the federal government; on the con=-
trary, they seem to appear at all levels of organizations of
different sizes.

In the pungent phrase of Don K, Price, born of per-
sonal experience in the federal bureaucracy, "where you stand

depends on where you sit."36 Sub-organization representatives,

350r. Philip Selanlck, TVA ond the Crass Roots: A
Study in the Socfolory of Forral grerndaations darper Tourch-
Booxs (rev.ed.; Low tork: Harpcr and Row, 190%), pp.262-
264,

6
Quoted in Allison, "Conceptual Models and the
Cuban Missile Crisis," p.71l.
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having come to implicltly accept the institutionalization of
their agencles or departments, reflect the interests and needs
of those sub-organizations even when they are consciously
attempting to serve only the common good. Individuals come
to adopt the biased perspectives of thelr sub-organizations,
not because of cognitive inadequaclies--the incapacity to
grasp the "larger picture"--but because they lose sight of
the overriding purpose of the enterprise as a whole. The
more the sub-organization 1s institutionalized, the worse
this bias will be, as the individual member comes, or is
forced, more and more to accept the primacy of the institu-
tional status of the sub-organization. Things are made still
worse when coordination among sub-organizatlons 1is attempted
through meetings or devices of that sort; sub=-organization
members become, either by cholce or political necessity,
"virtual representatives"™ of their sub-organizational inter=-
ests. Inter-agency committees are thus composed of the
"aigriculture view," the "Commerce view," the "Labor view,"
and so forth.37

In all important respects, the institutionalization
of sub-organizations, with the consequent over-rigid commit-

ment to the goals and practices of sub~organizaticn at the

37¢e, MNorton E. Long, "The Administrative Organization
as a Pollticsl System," in Nailick and Van Ness, eds., Concepts
and Issues in Adminiatrative Bshavior," p.ll4,
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expense of the organization as a whole, resembles the problems
created for bureaucratic functioning by the employment of
highly-specialized technical experts. Indeed, the two types
of problems often merge into one, when sub-organizations are
primarily composed of technical experts. Just as sub=organi-
zations become reified and institutlonalized, so too do the
roles of techniclans. The legitimacy attached to thelr skills
and their important and hard-to-acquire knowledge provides
professional experts with the power and autonomy character-

istic of all reifications.38

And there 13 absolutely no reason
why technical experts cannot be just as alienated from the
organization as anyone else,

The dysfunctions produced by the reification of expert
roles often take the form of a kind of rules-fetishism, except
that the values and practices of a given professiocnal discil-
pline, rather than organlzational rules, are fetishlized, More
common, however, is the lnslstence by professionals that thelr
status gives them the right to participate in and serlously
influence the process of organizational goal-setting. When
that de Jure clailm {s denled, professionals often simply pur-
gsue their private goals de facto. Since the principal attri-

bute of professional reification 1s the conviction among non-

professionals that technlcal experts are indispensable,

38Cf. Sennett and Cobb, ilidden Injuries of Class, p.239.
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serious problems are created for those seeking to promote the
general goals of the organization.39 Behind the cover of
their reified statuses, professionals wileld considerable or-
ganizational power, even in those instances where their exper-
tise is largely irrelevant to policy determinations.

Things get still worse when lay officlals, in order
to somehow counter the reifled status of expertise, declde
that they too are professionals, expert in the "science" of
"management.” The internal workings of most corporatlions and
government agencies consist largely, one suspects, of an
elaborate charade in which alienated engineers, lawyers,
accountants, and so forth make claims for thelr private inter-
ests concealed behind the cover of professional legitimucy,
only to be countered by the private interests of their superi-
ors masquerading as the determinations of professional mana~-
gers.

The primordial conflict between "staff" and "line"
reflects this kind of role reification, and resembles the
conflicts between institutionalized sub-organizations. Both
staff and line members seek to Institutionalize thelr roles
as much as pcssible, in order to protect their personal inter-
ests. But the sum of the imperatives of two separate insti-

tutionallzed components never qulte equals the unitary interest

39s. Mechanlc, "Sourcec of Tower of Lowar Partici-
pants in Complex Organizations,” p.358.
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of the organization as a whole. Instead, conflict between
two reified sectors produces an outcome farther from original
organizational goals than would be produced by the simple
dominance of one reified component that, with less oppositlon,
might be less vigorous in the protection of institutional-

ized interests.uo

Taylor's notions of organizational management were
overthrown primarily by the Harvard Buslness School group
that conducted the famous Hawthorne experiments, and thelr
most important discovery, that of the role of "informal or-
ganization™ in the actual workings of large organizations.
To be sure, Taylor's own writings, particularly in the con-
demnation of "soldlering," or output restriction, implicitly
contained the idea of informal worker solidarity~-which Tay-
lor, of course, sought to supplant with a new relationship
between workers and management. But the Hawthorne studles,
and the strangely misslonary scholarship which resulted from
them, conferred on the idea of informal organization a new
respectability, and identifled 1t as the erucial problem for
the management of enterprise.

Put most briefly, the 1dea of informal organizatlon

holds that withln any formal organzlational structure there

uoThe rost famous discussion of staff-line conflicts
18 in Dalton, Men Who lanage, pp.71ff.
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exists, side-by~-side and in parallel, a complex network of
interpersonal relationships, with its own set of norms, com-
munications channels, and patterns of behavior. The disjunc-
tion between formal and informal organizations 1s identified
as the source of most of the proclems and malfunctlons of
bureaucratic activity, And the remedy for these problems,
it is suggested, consists of consciously accepting the exis-
tence of informal organization, combined with efforts by man-
agement to shape it in directions useful to the overall pur-
pose of the formal organization.ul

Informal organization often produces internal reifi-
cation directly; that position 1s clear and well-documented.
The values to which members of informal organization sub=-
scribe are often attached to particular intra-~organizational
objects, whether formal or informal, such as traditional pat-
terns of organization or conduct, symbollc activitles or
products, or even the roles of specific individuals. So long
as that valuation 1s unopposed, it remains unreified; but
when conflict between formal and informal organizatlion arlses,
as 1t so often does, the objectifications around which infer-
mal organization 1s centered are reifled, as a central weapon
in that conflict.

Gouldner's description of the gypsum plant in the

ulFor an excellent summary of the entire school,
ef. Mouzelis, Organication and Bureaucracy, pp.101=-103.
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period of the "indulgency pattern” abounds with examples of
such reifications-in-embryo, which the management overthrew
only at great cost and considerable peril to its own objec-
tives. The practices of permitting workers to take home
wallboard, of transferring those with injJjuries to the sample
room, of totally ignoring certain sets of organizational rules,
had all become objectified after long years of practice. When
management sought to increase 1its control over the internal
workings of the plant, they became reified by the workers in
order to prevent that extension of control, and thelr over-
throw was met by considerable resistance.u2
The rmost famous, or at least most wldely-dlscussed,
examples of internal reification produced by informal organi-
zation involve a slightly different process, the output re-
striction with which Taylor was so obsessed. That productlon
employees, and others, generally work at a rate narrowly con-
strained by the values of the workgroup, which often falls
far short of managerial expectations or desires, has long
been widely known, and since the Hawthorne experiments has
been attributed to the infurmal group structure in the work-
place. Those groups possess a number of effective sanctions,

ranging from subtle hostility to outright ostracism, which

uzGouldner, Patterns of Industrial Bureaucracy, p.55.
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enforce their production norms."3

Norms of output restriction are generally created by
workers in order to shield themselves from management. In
plece-work production, they forestall any decrease in plece-
rates which might result from evidence that a "normal day's
work" could produce more than is currently being produced;
in hourly production they prevent speed-ups or the assignment
of additional tasks. From the point of view of management
concerned with maximizing produetion, they are simple reifi-
cations, mystified and unchallengeable facticitles which they
are powerless to overthrow without creating serious conflict,
From the viewpolint of workers, on the other hand, they begin
as an entirely rational response to management demands, cre-
ating a counter-source of power, Over time, however, they
tend to become reified from the workers' perspective as well,
a8 long practice shrouds in mystery the origlnal motivations
for something that has come to be valued in 1tself. Ulti-
mately, as in companies challenged by fore’gn competition
or the avallability of competing products, the reified out-
put norms can become counterproductive for the workers them-

selves, who generally have more to lose than management from

u3Cf. Lorcen Barit=s, The Servonte
tory of thoe Use of Soectal Oele oo Im Amort int ot
(liIddIetown, Coan.: Weoleyan university rress, 1500, pp.98-
100.
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a decline in sales of their pr'oduct..ml

The scholarly literature on informal organization,
particularly the work revolving around the Hawthorne study,
displays a collosal and, one 1s tempted to belleve, willful
naivete, in 1ts underlying assumptlion that the interests of
all organization members are essentially congruent, or at
least capable of being made congruent. One suspects that
the preference for "human relations" theorles to Taylorism
among industrial managers 1s rooted in the assumption that
workers'! perceptions of their interests in the workplace can
be brought into line with those of management without any
substantive changes in attitudes or behavior on management's

b5

part. But, as Dahrendorff rightly insists, there are al-

ways two classes within every organizatlon, and especlally
within any profit-making organization: wus and them.us
Just as rules-~fetishism and narrow techniclsm are

the principal responses of alienated indlviduals to the or-

ganizational environment, so informal organization, wilth its

uqu. Donald Roy, "Quota Restriction and Goldbricking
in a Machine Shop," in Taunce, ed., Readings in Industrial
Sociolory, pp.311-334; Sennctt and Cobb, Lidden Znjuries of
Class, pp.l100-103.

usCf. Herbvert Murcuse, Cre-=Tirensiconal Man:  Studles
in the Tdcolory of Advrno-~d Tndundri ol 7 viety (Roston:

BeRCcOn PG5, 1GGHY, piedidieilay twuzeles, Orgznication and
Bureacracy, pp.115-118.

uGRalf Dahrenderf, Class and Clies fonfliet in
Industrial Socisty (Stanford, Cal.: otzn.oord Unliversity Press,
165G, DPh.co-28G.
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values, roles, and expectations, 1s the response of the ali-
enated group. In this sense, the reification of sub-organi-
zations occupies an intermediate category, in which the exis-
tence of an alienated group is formally recognized by those
in suthority. But in general, the conflict between formal
and informal organization cuan best, perhaps, be conceived

as the conflict between those holding organlizational power
and their alienated subordinates, and the responses of the
alienated are essentially simlilar to those of the alienated
everywhere in the face of hostile power. They create reifl-
cations,

It is necessary to insist once again that, when
speaking of alienated individuals or groups withln organl-
zations, that allienation is relative to the organization.
Alienated members of an informal organizatlon are allenated
from the will of the organization. Whether or not they are
alienated from other social institutions, or from soclety
as a whole, remains an entirely separate question.

In light of the analysis of institutionallization, 1t
would seem that, say, the executives of leading corporations
are at least as likely to be alienated from soclety as their
employees. And in keeping with Marx's analysls of the prole-

tariat,u7 it 1s even probable that the less corporate

47¢c¢. above, p.51.
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employees are socially allenated, the more likely they are
to be alienated from thelr employers.

We are back to the question of internal reification
in institutions. Within an institution llke a corporation,
the existence of informal organizations may well comprise
the major bulwark for the protection of socletal values
against the interests of the formal organization, It 13 a
safe guess that the General W1ll of soclety would hold that
no individual should have to work at a pace greater than physi-
cal comfort or even health demands; and it 1s only sympto-
matic of the generally alienated condition of 3oclety and 1its
institutions that guaranteeing that wlll requires the exis-

tence of internally-subversive, reified informal organization,

Observers of bureaucracy are often most forcefully
impressed, not with thelr lethargy and red tape, not with the
varieties and forms of conflict within them, but with what
can only be described as their sheer stupidity. Large and
powerful institutions, representing great agglomerations of
talent, experience, and wisdom, supposedly organized in a
way to make maximum use of all the tools of rationality, en-
gage in a thoroughly ridiculous invasion of Cuba, or 1invest
hundreds of millions of dollars in an Edsel or Convair 830,
build expensive alrplanes that won't fly, or hire incompetent

adventurers to burglarize the Waterg:te,
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Put most simply, and perhaps most charitably, these
disasters and the hundreds like them can be attributed to
failures of organizational intclligence, the inability of
institutions to perceive what lies directly in front of them,
or to act rationally on what they do perc::e:!.ve.!'8 In one
sense, formal organization itself consists of 1little more
than an established pattern of communications and information
flow; and while there are causal dissimlilarities, the dls-
Junction between the way those communications patterns are
expected to operate and the way in which they actually do
operate bears considerable symptomatic resemblance to the
disjunction between formal and informal organization., Both
are caused largely by reification, which in turn is caused
by alienation, But while the reification that creates prob-
lems of informal organization rmust, almost by definition,
be internal, fallures of organizational intelligence can be
created by both internal reification and external reification
—institutionalization.

Many of the organlzational malfunctions already dis-
cussed create intelligence problems in addltion to the spe-
cific diseases more narrowly assoclated with them. Red tape

and over-rigid adherence to rules produce delay and waste-

u8The tern "orranizational intelligence," as well as
much of the follcwing aiscussion, cor2 from Harold L. Wilensky,
Orpanizaticonal Intcllic~nce:s Erouled-~ and Powver in Govern-
ment and Industly (Wew 1CTa: basic Books, 1907).
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fulness when speed i3 of the essence. Excessive concentra-
tion on reified performance measurements or sub-goals can
serve as a kind of filter in which all information not di-
rectly relevant to the attalnment of the sub-goal 1s screened
out, no matter how important. And since information can be
an important resource and source of power,ug conflicts be=-
tween sub-organizations, between laymen and technicians, be-
tween formal and informal organizations, often involve the
suppression, distortion, or falsification of important infor-
mation.

Other kinds of distortions in the information process
are produced by institutionallization. When cerganizational
members are not allenated from the institution, but rather
share its alienation from soclety in general, their loyalty,
by definition, 1s not to the institution's original stated
goals, but to the good of the institution 1itself. Since
selective perception--the inabllity to perceive what one
does not wish to percelve--takes more extreme forms the more
the perceiver is emotionally committed to a goal or object,
those primarily responsible for providing the institutlion
with information about the outside world may well be too
blinded by loyalty to perceive accurately what is really

happening. Occasionally, this can work to the institution's

u9Cf. Mechanic, "Sources of Power of Lower Particil-
pants in Complex Organizations,” p.357.
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advantage, with soldliers or salesmen, say, incapable of ac-
cepting defeat. More often, though, it causes the institution
to act in wildly irrational ways. Stewart Alsop, at least,
attributes the entire Watergate scandal to precisely this
phenomenon.50

In addition, the mechanisms by which organlzations
and institutions collect, process, and distribute information
can become reified themselves. The problem of bureaucratic
saecrecy has long fasclnated socioIOgists;51 some level of
secrecy 1s no doubt necessary for the successful goal-~attain-
ment of some organizations, and many institutions. But once
instituted, practices designed to provide the necessary degree
of secrecy can become fetishized and reified 1in order to serve
the interests of particular alienated 1ndividuals.52 In the
"Pentagon Papers" case, Danlel Ellsberg and Anthony Russo
were indicted and tried for challenging the legitimacy of a
reification that, it is perfectly clear, in no way protected
the legitimate interests of the nation or any of its officlals,

but did permit them to promote their allenated individual and

institutional interests.

50stewart Alsop, "Our Supererogatory President,"”
Newsweek, April G, 1973, p.1l20.

Sle. Weber, Eccnomy and Soelety, III, pp.992-9933
Simmel, Sociologrv, PPes3viie; n2rton, nBuresucratic Structure
and Personallity,” pp.363-364.

52Cf. Wileneky, Organizational Intclligence, p.139.




195

Similarly, in Cyert and March's model, organizational
"search" tends to be "simple-minded" because of conflicts
within the organization, because of selectlve perception re-
lated to institutional or personal loyalties, and because
of "bias reflecting special training or experlence of various
parts of the organization."53 This last involves elither the
employment for intelligence purposes of speclalists whose
perspectives are narrowed by technical training, but whose
roles become reifled, with the information they provide goling
unchallenged as a result, or the establishment of speclal
structures in order to handle intelligence problems, which
outlive thelr usefulness but become reified and thus continue
to operate, in what is then a counterproductive way. Wilensky
insists that certain types of structural arrangements are
best suited to certaln kinds of 1intelligence problems, but
sub-organizations and thelr merbers! roles become institu-
tionalized and hence no longer expendable, preventing the

necessary adaptations to new intelllgence problems.su

Corporate officlals and institutional managers,
frustrated by the faillure of their complex mechaniasms to

perform as they are supposed to, and anxicus to Justify and

53Cyert and March, Behaviceral Theory of the Firnm,

p.l22.

y
2 Wilensky, Organizational Intellirence, pp.1lTUff.
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legitimate their power, have long sought from the academic
community an effective science of management, which would
reveal the secrets of bureaucratic malfunctioning. The aca-
demlc study of organizations has prospered considerably, at
least in the material sense, from this concern, but it has
not served its patrons very well, Contemporary organization
theory consists largely of the elaborately pseudo-sclentific
methodology of "operations rescarch,"™ on the one hand, and
the dismal sclence of Herbert Simon and his contemporaries
~-which supports the desire for highly-mechanized problem-
solving techniques, but also accepts as a fundamental propo-
sition that "satisficing," rather than "optimizing,”" behavior
18 the best one can ever hope for--on the other. The limita-
tions on human rationality and human personality are simply
too great, Simon argues, to ever permit the kind of perfect
rationality and perfect control which managers seek.55
Lower-level organization rembers have had to look
elsewhere for succor, largely to thelr own resources, but
they have been little better served. While internal reifi-
catlions protect autonomy and personal power in a very narrow
sphere in the short run, they are, like all reifications,
fundamentally ironic. Either individuals become trapped in

thelr own reifications, as the workers whose output restric-

55
240-241,

Cf. Simon, Administrative Pehavior, pp.39-41,
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tions ultimately cost them their jobs, or their reifications
induce counter-reification, as in Gouldner's "vicious cycle

56 The final alternative 1s

of control™ in the gypsum plant,

also the least happy; allenated workers can create little

spheres of autonomy for themselves on the Job, but the relifl-

cation that requires involves self-conscious hypocrisy and

the willing abvandonment of cherished values llke honesty and

workmanship that prcduces still further alienation, in addition

to the deep psychic scars of the "hidden injuries of class,"

of which Sennett and Cobbd speak.57
Those who must deal with bureaucracy from the outside

are no better off. As noted above, bureaucracy produced by

the internal reification of purposive organizations frustrates,

harasses, and alienates those the organizations are supposed

to serve., Institutionalized bureaucracles demand that the

masters should serve their tools, and internal reifications

often udd insult to injury. Being robbed by & public utllity

or private corporation or governnent agency 1s one thing;

being robbed in a discourteous, frustrating, and inefficlent

way 1s still worse.

Bureaucracy, says Hannah Arendt, "ecould properly be

called rule by ncbody,”™ but that, "is not necessarlly no-rule;

56Gouldner, Patterns of Industrial Bureaucriacy,
P.159 et ff.; Cf. Downs, inside Fureaucracy, p.liv.

57

Sennett and Cobb, Hidden Injuries of Class, passim.
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i1t may indeed, under certain circumstances, even turn out to
n58

be one of its cruelest and most tyrannical versions. For
rule by nobody 1s not necessarily rule by no-thing. Most
often, in fact, it 1s rule by reifications, by non-human,

impersonal, uncontrollable objects.

58Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition, Anchor Books,
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Co., 19595. p.37.



CHAPTER VIII

THE CONCEPT OF THE CORPORATION

The destruction of a corporate body 1s not a homicide.
~-Deputy Thouret, French National Assembly,
quoted in Nisbet, The Scclologlcal Tradition

In its pure form, the modern corporation, along with
the other institutions of modern capitalism, provides an im-
mensely attractive target for the student of reilfication.
The development of the theory of reiflcation within the Marx-
ist tradition has, not surprisingly, produced an emphasis
on economic institutions; the modern theory of reiflcation
originates, as has been discussed, in Marx's distinction
between use and exchange-values—-=in his criticism of capltal-
ist markets, Later generations of Marxists have focussed
not only on the price system, but on the institutional forms
of capitalist soclety and--a subject which has received great
emphasis, particularly in recent years--the tendency of cap-
italist development to creeste new, "artiflclal® cconomic needs
among consumers in order to f111 1ts insatliable demand for

growing markets.l

1Cf. Paul A. Baran and Paul M, Sweezy, Moncooly
Capltal: An DIssay on the Arerican lconomic end c.oolin. Order,
Modern .Reader Faporbacks (hew 10ork: monthiy Review Press,

199
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Moreover, many of the most important non~-Marxist
critiques of capitalism and its institutions can be readily
restated in terms of a theory of reification. Veblen's analy-
sis of the conflict between "business" and "industry"--between
the conflicting imperatives of servicabllity and vendibllity;
Tawney's vision of a "functional" rather than "acquisitive"
society; Arnold's dismemberment of the "folklore of capital-
ism"-=all fall comfortably into the general theory of reifi-
cation.2

Prom these and other criticisms, as well as from some
of the literature of contemporary economics, I have extracted
a number of themes and ideas which seem to fit particularly
well with the theory of reification. But there are literally
thousands of corporations in the United States alone, differ-
ing from one another in everything but the term "ecorporation:"
the following discussion should not be taken to apply perfectly
to any one, or set, of exlsting institutlons. Similarly,
the following argument draws from tiine to time on assertlons
that are popular, tut hardly uncontroversial, in contemporary
economics, and one suspects that at least some of the differ-

ences among cconorists can be accounted for by the assumption

1968), pp.112fl; Cf. lukics, History and Class Conuciouaness,
p.91; and Meszaros, Marx's Theo:y ob /,llinzticn, pp.ld5-1406,

2Cf. Thor:tein Vetlen, The Theory cof Business tnter-

rise, Mentor Books (Hew York: .iew anariczn Library, nod.);

awney, Acauisitive Socletw; Thurman W. Arncld, The PFolitlore
of Capitalazm (Fav.ed.; wow daven: Yale Universliy rress, 1954),
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that different corporations behave differently. What follows,
then, might best be described as an ideal-type, which ldentifies
characteristics present, to a greater or lesser extent, 1n

most, but perhaps not all, corporations, and which links those
characteristics to the theory of relfication. When the term
"corporations™ 1s employed in this chapter, 1t should be taken
to mean "most corporations, more or less,"

The actual corporations that conform most closely to
the ideal-type comprise, 1t should be noted, wnat Galbraith
has called the "industrial system.™ According to Galbralth,
the "industrial system" 1s the "heartland of the modern econ-
omy."3 In his ozinion, and my own (much less informed), 1t
1s also the wave of the future.

This chapter willl proceed rather stralghtlorwardly.
First, the 1deal-type of the corporation, the predominant
social form not only of modern capitalism, but of all modern
soclety, will be considered. The separation of ownership
from control--actual directicn of the affalrs of the corpo-
ration passing, over time, into the hands of professional
managers lacking a vital stake in profit maximization, and
ultimately to the highly-specialized members of the "techno-
structure"~~has long been the central theme in the study of

modern corporations, and will provide the starting point for

3Galbraith, New Inductrial State, p.21.




202

this analysis. Thereafter, the behavior of corporations
managed by individuals other than thelr owners will be con-
sidered, with particular emphasis on the pricing and product
policies of modern oligopolistic firms. The i1deologles with
which modern corporations Justify their exlstence will then

be discussed, not only in regard to the question of how corpo-
rations have gotten away with behaving as they do, but also

as a means of transition to the next topic, the broader
rationales of contemporary capitalism, partlicularly its twln
goddesses of profit and growth.

As does every critical liberal examination of capil-
talism, this chapter will conclude with a brief conslderation
of alternative economic systems. There, the theory of rel-
fication becomes especially important. Comparison of economic
systems inevitably degenerates into a dispute between apples
and oranges; different kinds of institutional arrangements
obviously promote certain values at the expense of others,
and only utopian visions have ever produced economic systems
that protect equally the principal values on which most indi-
viduals are agreed, But 1t will be argued here that most
of the undesirable effects of capitalist and non-capitalist
systems alike are the products of reification, and that once
reification is abolished, those effects dlsappear, as well
as most of the putative differences between alternative forms

of economic organization. The theory of relfication thus
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provides not only a general framework for the analysis of
differing economlic systems, but, inescapably and thoroughly
liberal in its inclinations, a resolution to the most serious
historical and political dilemma of liberalism--~the seemingly
unavolidable attachment to the capitalist system and &ll the

manifold evils emanating from it.

The ideal-type of the large, publicly-owned, intern-
ally complex corporation conforms precisely to the definitlion
of "institution” proposed in Chapter VI. 1Its primary goals
are survival, growth, and profit; all inwardly-oriented and
self-concerned, or, in Mohr's terms, reflexive., It legitl-
miges 1its activities by reifying its products and 1ts alleged
goals, and generally by reifying itself as well. Even Peter
Drucker, one of the most ardent defenders of the modern cor-
poration as a social form, agrees that, "a corporation 1is
an institution and no longer a mere tool."h Or, as Baran
and Sweezy, two of the most effective critics of the modern
corporation, have written, "the replacement of the individual
capitalist by the corporate capitalist constitutes an insti-

tutionalization of the capitalist function." The perennial

Ypeter . Drucker, The Concept of the Cecrnoratlon,
Meﬁtor Books (rev.ed,; Ncw York: Gnew american Llcrary, 1564),
p.41.

5Baran and Sweezy, Monopoly Copital, p.lUd.
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example of the individual enterprereur who, in order to raise
capital for the promotion of his private purposes, incorpo-
rates his activities, but then loses control of his corpora=-
tion to the stockholders, provides the simplest paradigm of
the corporation as a reification.

Originally, though, the concept of a corporation con-
talned few of the characteristics of institutionalization;
on the contrary, the early development of economic corpora-
tions was narrowly limited to the development of controllable
tools for the service of public ends. The historical evolution
of the corporate form since then, characterized throughout by
a growing distance between ownership and control, represents
little more than the development and leglitimation of gener-
alized institutionalization,

The first economic corporations in the Anglo-American
tradition were direct creatures of government, created by the
state for the pursult of narrow public ends, like the build-
ing of canals or other publlic works, the development of trade,
or the economic exploitation of colonial areas. Corporate
charters regulated thelr powers, dutles, and areas of activity
with narrow precision, and were always understood as direct
grants of sovereign autherlity, directly revocable for fallure

to conform to the charter's specifications,

6Cf. R. W. Boyden, "The Breakdown of Corporations,”
in Andrew Hacker, ed., The Corporaticn Take-Over, Anchor Books
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The tight reins on which the early corporations were
held resulted from the experience with earller, non-economic,
corporations such as religious orders, educational inastitutions,
guilds, and towns. Thelr soclal purposes, for the attalnment
of which their autonomy was granted, having become obscured
by the passage of time and the workings of institutionalizing
1deologles, late-medieval corporations were able to promote
their private interests in direct conflict with the public
commonweal, at least as 1t was conceived by the monarchs,
behind the shield of reified legitimacy. Chastened by this
experience, the national governments of the seventeenth and
eighteenth centurles were determined to keep the noses of
economic corporations to the grindstone of public purpose.7

It was not, indeed, until the mlddle of the nineteenth
century that general acts of lncorporation were adopted in
most of the American states or Great Britain. The ease with
which general incorporation, unlimited by, or subject to,
soclal purposes, and with only the narrowest public guldance

and limitation, came to be accepted in both thls country and

Great Britalin is a complex historical subject, too lengthy

(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Co., 1965), p.49; Earl
Latham, "The Body Politic of the Corporation," in Edward S.
Mason, ed., The Cornaraticn in Fodorn Sceloty (2d.ed.; New
York: Athoncum, L19/2), LPe.cldi-cldey Adoll . berle and Gardiner
C. Means, The Modern Corporation and Private Property (New
York: Macmillan, 1932, pp.lco-1c3.

7

Cf. Boyden, "The Breakdown of Corporations,” pp.48-49.
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and complicated to be examlned here. But there can be no
question that the modern Jjuristic form of the corporation,
effected at the very height of lalssez-falre 1ldeology run
amick, represented a deliberated rejection of the principle
that corporate entities should be dominated by commitment
to publile purposes.8

The adoption of general incorporatlon statutes recog-
nized the confusion between persons and things as legally
legitimate. The personification of objects, which so often
plays a central role 1in reification, was made easler by the
obliteration of legal distinctions between individuals and
the objective agents of their economic activity. And thils
mystifying personification, combined with the cruclal attri-
bute of limited liability, created, in the corporation, a

potential source of enormous soclal power which dld not go

long unexploited.9

In this country, the gradual application, 1n the
latter part of the nineteenth century and the early part of
the twentieth, of Constitutlonal guarantees to the legal
fictions of corporations was crucial to that development,

At the very time it narrowed the scope of the Bill of Rights

in matters of individual liberties, the Supreme Court, 1in a

erid., Pp.50-51; Berle and Means, Modern Corperation
and Private Proparty, pp.l360€,

QCf. Arnold, Folklore of Capitalism, pp.185ff,
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series of decisions which represents the very apogee of naked
capitalist power, held that requirements of due process and
eivil freedom applied to corporate entities.lo As a result,
the corporation acquired all the protectlions and guarantees
which had originally been thought to be the natural rights of
individuals, without at the same time incurring any of the
obligations or duties of citizenship, let alone any of the
needs or desires of human personality. The value which a
democratic soclety necessarily attaches to human belngs was
thus appropriated to soclal objects, permitting those ob-
jects to govern human activity. Or, in other words, corpo-
rations hecame infused with intrinsic value that, historic-
ally and ethically, had previously belonged only to human
beings.11
The selfish enterpreneur, anxious to enrich himself
at the expense of soclety, thus had the perfect instrument
at his disposal. The entirely predictable results are too
well-known to merit any discussion. But by the time publie
opinion began to recognize the rcified character of the great
corporations, their constitution had already begun to change.,

The first wave of popular hostility towards the corporation

100f Walton H. Hamilton, "Th~ Path cf Due Procecss of
Law," in Leonard W. Levy, ed., Amcricon Conmctituticnal Lnw:

Historicil Essavs, Harper Torchbooks: ihe nbaderd Library
[New Yorw: Rarper and Row, 1966), pp.l31=-154
11

Cf. Arnold, Folklore of Capitalism, pp.33ff.
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was directed at the Rockefellers, Morgans, Hills, and Pullmans,
lone individuals hiding theilr private interests behind the
reified legal bulwark of corporate status. Yet before that
wave had even passed, a newer, and still more thoroughly
reified form was coming into dominance,

The publication of The Modern Corporation and Private

Property in 1932 marked one of those rare moments in intel-
lectual history when the popularization of an 1dea coincldes
almost exactly with its concrete realization. The great
holding companies of the twenties to which Berle and Means
devoted so mich attention as a device for effectively disen-
franchising the majority of stockholders represented, in fact,
the last great instances of individual soverelgnty produced
by any kind of ownership over a large corporation.12 Before
the aftershocks of the crash of 1929 were over, the Insulls
and Van Sweringens had passed from the scene, and new legls-
lation made their reappearance unlikely.13 In their place,
with the exception of a few quaint anachronisms like Ford or
Montogomery Ward, were the corporations in which stock owner-
ship was so widely diffused as to make absurd even the 1idea
of minority, let alore majority control.

Given the abuses prevalent at the time they wrote,

12¢f, Berle and Mecans, Modern Corporatlon and Private

Property, pp.172-180.

13Cf. Galbraith, New Industrial State, pp.125-131.
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Berle and Means were most concerned that the separation of
ownership from control would provide rapacious managers the
opportunity to rod blind the corporations they were supposedly
managing in trust.lu But whether the reform legislation of
the '30s made that outcome unlikely, or simply because execu=-
tive compensation has remained so outrageously high that fur-
ther attempts by executives to milk the hand that feeds them
would be ludicrous, mismanagement for purposes of personal
gain has been the exception--although, as the history of the
Penn Central indicates, it i1s not totally unheard of--rather
than the rule.l5 As a result, the gseparation of ownership
and control, instead of being met with continued outrage and
alarm, has come to be accepted and even, in many cases, wel-
comed. Even Berle reconciled himself to 1t.16

But from the perspective of the theory of reification,
the less that corporate managers are committed to purely per-
sonal motives, and the more to the good of the corporation as
an institution, the more severe a problem their autonomy be-
comes., For the honest commitment of corporate managers to
the goals of the corporations for which they work means that

they, too, have accepted the reified nature of the corporatlon,

lqu. Berle and Means, Modern Corporation And Private
Property, pPp.119-125,

ocr, Galbralth, New Industrilal Steate, p.128

lGCI‘. Adolf A. Berle, The 20th Centnry €anpitalist
Revolution (New York: Harcourt, Brace cru CO., 1U54), PP.61ff.
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and that no one in a position to exercise any power or con-
trol over corporate behavior 1s any longer concerned with the
way in which the corporation is meeting anyone's human needs.

As discussed earlier, the existence of reifications in
alienated society provides alienated individuals, through the
mechanism of identification, the opportunity of attaching
themselves to socially powerful entitles., The more a corpo-
rate manager attaches himself to the goals of the corporation,
the more legitimate his action will be considered by a soclety
which still values loyalty to institutions, no matter how
reified, and the more his standing in the community will ad-
vance., Material rewards--which also come from faithfulness
to the corporation's interests——are not the sole motivation.
Status and prestige attach preclsely to those who appear to
be most unselfishly serving the interests of something larger
than themselvcs.17 And yet the goals which loyal and dedi-
cated corporste managers are serving are precisely the goals
of no one, but of a reified thing.

The situation 1s made still worse, and still more
ludicrous, by the continued existence of, and continued bellef
in, the myth of flduclary responsibllity of managers, who
are thought to hold in trust the managenent of stockholders!

interests. Demands for corporate acticn in the public interest

1
7Cf. Arnold, Folklore of Capitslism, p.320.
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are generally met with the rebuttal that such actlons would
not be in the interests of stockholders. Glven the foregolng
analysis, 1t 1s entirely possible that corporate managers,

in taking such a position, are both entirely sincere and feel
themselves enitrely constrained by their formal legal and
ethical obligations.

But there are no stockholders. Or, more precilsely,

the carefully cultivated image of widows and orphans reliant
on their quarterly dividend checks has, by thls time, only
the most remote connection to the truth., Corporate stock is

owned largely by other institutions. The "stockholders" 1in

whose interests corporate managers putatively conduct the
affairs of the corporation are primarily banks, lnsurance
companies, and pension funds, most of which are themselves
institutionalized.18 The most important of these, the major
banks, largely own themselves through their trust departments,
in the final extension of 1nstitutionalization.19 And those
individuals who remain active investors in common stocks and
corporate bonds are primarily occupants of sufficiently high
tax brackets to be far less concerned with dividends, which

are taxable as income, than with capltal appreciation, which

is at best only indirectly connected with the day-to-day

180f. Richard J. Barber, The American Ccrporation:
Its Power, Itc Money, Its Polities (iWew Yorx: E. I, Dutton
and Co., 1970), pp.>dfrf.

191b1d., p.65.
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operations of any corporation.

There is still one more stage in the separation of
corporate management from submlsslon to the interests of any
human beings. For if Galbraith 1s right--and this, his most
important assertion, has gone largely unchallenged~-~then the
actual direction of large corporations has passed progressively
from the hands of top management to the inner bowels of the
"technostructure.” The diversity and complexity of informa-
tion required to make major decisions 1in large corporations
have produced, says Galbralth, a system of decision-making
by committees whose members possess speclallzed knowledge no
one individual can be expected to have. In other words, in-
dividual human beings no longer make decislcns at all; and as
any exccutive will tell you, a committee 1s far different
from the sum of its parts. The grounds on which the techno-
structure's committces make their decisions are those of the
narrow, specialized disciplines which the committee members
represent.20 In other words, Galbralth's technostructure
represents the institutlonalizatlon of formal rationality, in
the form of englneering, sales and marketing techniques, and
"operations research."

Even if Galbraith's analysis is less than perfectly

applicable to all large corporations, the reification of

20pr. Galbraith, New Industrial State, pp.T1ff.
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of formal rationality within the corporation can be created
by another source. One of the ways in which corporate apolo-
gists, both in business and academia, have reacted to the
unavoldable fact of the separation of ownership from control
i1s to speak of, and attempt to further, the "professionall-
zation" of management. So long as they have spent sufflclent
time at Harvard Business School, the argument seems to go,
corporate managements can be trusted to protect the interests
of stockholders and the general public.21

But professionalism of any sort, as has been seen,
consists merely of an attachment to a specific set of tech-
niques and values which, it is entirely likely, may confllct
with the interests of the organization for which the profes-
sional works, as well as those of soclety as a whole, More-
over, professionalism supplants individual sutonomy and com-
mitment to organizational goals with alleglance to an lmper-
sonal and frequently reified code of behavior that may have
nothing to do with the goals of any individual.

The question arises, as 1t so often dces In the dis-

cussion of reification, as to jJust what 1t 1s that 1s being

21Cf. Barber, frmerican Cco-pcrailon, rPn.96=08; Rolhert
L. Heilbroner, The Iiriir o7 o =Izay (mTeslism, Harper
Torchbools: The Actaerry L oo xy (iew rork: carper and Row,
1966), p.33; and, most lruvcrtantly, Edward 3. Hason, "The
Apologetics of '"Manuageriallsm,'" The Journal of Ruz2inegss,

XXxt (Jenuary, 1558), rpp.1l-11.
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reified: where do the goals and imperatives to which manage-
ment dedicates itself, at the expense of everything else,
come from? The answer, legally recognized and codlfied, is
the "going concern." The intangible sum of experience, know-
how, and "goodwill" constitutes, for most corporations, the
overwhelming part of their assets, or valuation; certainly,
the serap value of its physical plant represents only a small
fraction of the market value of the modern corporation.22

In this sense, the legal recognition that the core of the
corporation 1s the "golng concern” only coincldes with, and
confirme, the assertion in Chapter VI that institutionaliza-
tion revolves around an internal core of practices and pro-
cedures, which are preserved at all costs, and which in a
very real scnse constitute the imrortal soul of the institu-
tion. The soul of the corporaticn 1s the "goling concern,”

to the salvation of which everything else 1s subordlnated.

In sum, the modern corporation in 1ts 1deal form is
almost perfectly reified, both within and without. Powerful,
purposive, and irmportant as 1t may be, 1t directly serves the
goals and interests of no cne or set of human beings. Rather,
it promotes 1ts own interests--the lnterests of a reifled,

non-human object--according to the dlctates of impersonal and

22Cf. John B, Commons, I~:2l Feundations of Capitelism
(Madison, Wis.: University of fsuonsin rress, 1G0C), pp.ld43ff.;

Arnold, Folklcre of Canitzlism, pp.201-2062.
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often reified formal rationaslity. Andrew Hacker has drawn a
portrait of an imaginary corporation possessing most of the
attributes of the ideal-type so convincingly, and so chillingly,
that it 1is worth quoting in full, despite its considerable
length:

By 1972 American Electric had completed 1its last stages
of automation: employees were no longer necessary.

Raw materials left on the loading platform were auto-
matically transferred from machine to machline, a:d the
finished products were depcsited on the other end of the
factory ready for shipment. AE's purchasing, marketlng,
and general management functlons could be handled by ten
directors with the occasional help of outside consultants
and contractors,

Beglnning in 1962 AT's employee pension fund had
started investing its capital in AE stock. Gradually it
bought more and more of the company's shares 1in the open
market, and by 1968 1t was the sole owner of AE, As em-
ployees became eligible for retirement--some of them pre-
maturely due to the intreoduction of automatlon--the fund
naturally liquidated its capital to prcvide penslons,

But instead of reselling 1its AE shares on thc open market,
the fund sold the stock to AE itself, which provided the
money for pensions cut of current income. By 1981 the
last AX employee had died, and the penslion fund was dis-
solved., At this time, too, AE became the sole owner of
its shares., It had floated no new issues, preferring to
engage in self-financing throurh earninzs.

By 1982 the ten directors decided that AE would be
well served by thc passare of legislation restricting the
imports of certain elcctrical equipment. Thoy therefore
secured the servicec of a public relations firm specilal-
1zing in politlcal campaigns. The oblective was to edu-
cate the public and 2way grassroots sentiment so that
Congress would respond by passing the required bill.

The public relations firm was given a retaliaer of $1
million and told to spend up to $5 milllon nore on
advertising and rel-ted activities.

Within months the public began to hear about the dire
consequances that would fellow the Irzortation of allen
generators. National securlly, national prosgerity, and
the nation's way of life were tnreatened by a flood of
forelgn goods. The public relatlions firm placed several
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hundred advertisements in newspapers and magazines, and
almost a thousand on television. At least fifty citizens'
committees "spontaneously" arose to favor the legislation,
and over two hundred existing groups passed resolutions

in 1its support. Lectures were given to women's clubs, and
films shown in high schools, By the end of the year--an
election year--public sentiment had been arouscd and hardly
a Congressman was unaware of the popular ferment.

The bill was introduced in both chambers, and a good
majority of senators and representatives, abtiding by the
wishes of their constlituents, voted for it. The FPresi-
dent signed the bill, and it became law, AE's proiits
were substantially higher the following year.

A group of senators, houvever, were curious about what
had been going on, and they declded to investlgate AE's
foray into the political arcna. One of the dlrectors was
happy to testify, for he knew that no law had Seen vio-
lated. No bribes nad been offered, certalnly, and no
contributions to leglaslators' campaligns had been made.
Toward the end of the inquiry, after all of the tech-
niques employed by the company and the public relatlons
firm had been brought out, the following colloguy took
place:

DIRECTOR: ...And 1f we undertook these educatlonal
and political activities, it wa3 our view that they were
dictated by the company's best interests,

SENATCR: HNow when you say that these camnalgns were
on behalf of the "company's" interests, I am not clear
what you mean, Were you acting for your stockholders
here?

DIRECTOR: I am afraid, Senator, that I cannot say
that we were, You see, Amerlcan Electric has no stock-
holders. The company owns all 1tc stock itself. We bought
up the last of 1t several years a;o.

SENATOR: Well, if not stockholders, then were you
acting as a spokcsman for Armerican Llectrlc's employecs
-——s5ay, those whose Jobs might be endiangered 1f foreign
conmpetitlion got Loo severe?

DIRECTCR: No, sir, I cannct say that either. Ameri-
can Electric is a fully atuomated company, and we have no
employees.,

SENATOR: Are you saylng that this cormpany of yours
18 really no more than a gilrentlce machline? A machine
that needu no cperatcers and appears to own 1tzelf?

DIRECIOR: I suppose that is one way cof putting it.
I've never thought much about 1t.

SENATOR: Then so far as 1 can see, all of this poe-
litical pressure that you applled was really in the in-
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terests of yourself and your nine fellow directors,
You spent almost six million dollars of this company's
money pursuing your personal political predilections.

DIRECTOR: I am afraid, Senator, that now I must
disagree with you. The ten of us pay ourselves annual
salaries of $100,000 year in and year out, and none of
us receives any bonuses or raises if profilts happen to
be higher than usual in any given year. All earnings
are ploughed back into the company. We feel very strongly
about this. In fact, we look on ourselves as a kind of
civil servant. Secondly, I could not say that the
decision to get into politics was a personal wish on our
part. At least eight of the ten of us, as private citi-
zens, that 1s, did not favor the legislation we were
supporting. But we were acting in the company's inter-
est and in this case we knew that 1t was the right thing
to do.

SENATOR: And by the "company" you don't mean stock-
holders or employees, because you don't have any. And
you don't mean the ten directors because you Just seem
to be salaried managers which the machine hires to run
its affairs. In fact, when this machine gets into poll-
tics--or indeed any kind of activity--it has interests
of it3 own which can be gquite different from the personal
interests of its managers. I am afraid I find this all
rather confusing.

DIRECTOR: It may be confusing to you, Senator, but
I may say 1t has been quite straightforward for us at
American Flectric. We are Just doing the job for which 3
we were hired--to look out for the company's 1interests.

Returning to his own volce, Hacker reiterates that. "the
corporation, however, 1s power--the power of productive as-
sets--without a human constituency. It has interests to
promote and defend, but they are the interests of a machine.“zu
And it is clear that the specifics of Hacker's portralt are

unimportant; ownership by a large number of institutional

stockholders 13 not very much different, in erfect, from

23Andrew Heeker, "Introduction: Corporate America,”
in Hacker, ed., The Corporation Take-Over, pp.3-5.

24Ibid., p.5.
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self-ownership; having the interests of no employees to worry
about is not very much different from the general de facto
ignoring of those interests anyway; and while many corpora-
tions pay bonuses to management which are tied to the level
of profits, any Jacking up of those profits in the short run
for individual advantage is unthinkably unacceptable conduct.
Certainly, no manager of General Motors would think of selling
off the Cadillac division in order to reap a quick one-year
profit.25
The final element in this portrait has stlill not been
added. For even Hacker's caricatured Frankensteln has one
limitation. American Electric is a natlonal corporation,
functioning within the territorial limits of one nation, and
governed entirely by 1ts law. Indeed, 1t seems to have its
own foreign policy, but that 1s simply one of erecting pro-
tectionist walls around its sphere of business. The largest
and most powerful modern corporations, however, are miltli-
naticnal, doing business in a number of nations, and submit-
ting to the needs or policles of none.26 Before national
governments have begun to seriously confront their size and

power, then, the largest corporations have already evolved

250nce again, the Penn Central seems to be the ex-
ception which proves the rule. Cf. Joreph R. Daujghen and
Peter Binzen, The Wrcek of the Penn Central, Slgnet Books
(New York: New American Library, 1973), p.i26.

26

Cf. Barber, American Corporation pp.250ff.
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one step further, to the point where no single national gov=-
ernment could entirely control them, even if 1t wanted to.27

Before turning from this description of the modern
corporate form to a discussion of its behavior, one obvious
objection must be dealt with. Corporations, it has been argued,
are governed by and responsive to no one, certalnly not to
their stockholders, managers, or employees. But 1t might be
objected that they are responsive to their consumers; that
since the entire rationale of corporate activity is the pro-
duction of goods which are demanded by consumers, corporate
behavior is highly and perfectly functional, since it pro-
vides things people want. Moreover, this argument might con-
tinue, it is necessary for corporations to continue making
considerable profits in the performance of this function since
profits provide the capital that insures that goods can be
produced in the future as new demands arise and population
expands. Such a position, no doubt, would be taken by most
corporate apologists in response to the arguments made here,

The apologetic position would seem, however, to be
directly contradicted by the constant tendency of corporations
to diversify their product lines, and the more recent trend

towards the removal of any hint of functionality from corpo-

27cr. Ibid., pp.2H0-283; Robert Sherrill, "Invisible
Empires: Multinationals Deploy to Rule," The Nation, April
16, 1973, pp.u4B8-4a5,
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rate names and symbols. Any organization truly commited to
the production of socially-desired widge<s should look with-
out trepidation on the possibility that the demand for widgets
will evaporate; but in actual practice, corporations are gen-
erally eager to guarantee that, 1f demand for one of thelr
products should fall, t..ey would have available alternative
products to justify and make possible their contlinued exlis-
tence.28 The frantic efforts of tobacco companies to divers-
ify over the past decade is only a particularly clear exanple
of this phenomenon. Similarly, the change in corporate name
from United States Rubber to Uniroyal, or United Airlines to
UAL, or Corn Products Corporation to CPC, glves evidence of

a clear desire to remove any connection with social function
from corporate identification. V¥hat a corporation does has,
finally, come to be completely acknowledged to be less 1lmpor-

tant than what it is. 1Its mere existence becomes Jjustifica-

tion enough.

If a cursory analysls readily establishes that corpo-
rations are reifications, additional analysis can easily demon-

strate that they tehave 1like reifications as well. First of

28CI‘. Barber, A:~rican Corrorotion, pp.ish-52; F. M.

Scherer, Industrinal iy . ¢ Su-usturs snae .concmie Peforrance,
Rand McNally Lcecnonics serles (calcage: hana Gonally, 19707,

pp-67-691
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all, like all other institutions, corporations seek above all
to survive.29 The institution seeks to perpetuate itself,
even at the price of total abandonment of 1its original func-
tions, or, for that matter, of any soclal functions. Ag--
once agaln--an extreme case, the Penn Central has essentlally
sought to guarantee 1ts continued existence by going out of
the rallroad business altogether, concentrating instead on
safer endeavors like real estate.30
In this desire for self-perpetuation, corporations
are considerably abetted by the law. As Drucker says,
the corporation 13 really soclally and politically a
priorl whereas the shareholder's position 18 deriva-
tive and exists only in contemplation of law., This,
for instance, 1s the position taken in our bankruptcy
laws which put the maintenance of corgirate integrity
above the rights of the shareholders.

Or anything else, it might be added.

But in a soclety of great affluence and constantly-
increasing apparent prosperity, mere survival 1s hardly enough
of a goal to keep corporate managers occupled and off the
streets. Corporations certainly have other goals. Notwith-
standing the extensive literature on the subject, the sug-

gested alternatives, or the lamentations for days gone by,

29Cf. Drucker, Concent of the Corporation, p.30;
Galbraith, New Industrial State, p.l77.

30

Cf. Daughen and Binzen, Wreck of the Penn Central,

p.11l2,

31Drucker, Concept of the Corperation, p.31.
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the primary goal of most corporations 1s profits. To be sure,
managers may "satlsfice" rather than maximize their profits;32
be more concerned with the rate of growth of sales or profits
than with the absolute level of profits themselves;33 seek
profits only within the framework of a number of serious con-
straints.3u But seek profits they do. The ways in which
profit-seeking as a goal in itself has been legitimized and
reified will be discussed shortly, but first it is instruc-
tive to look at the ways in which large modern corporations
seek profits, in order to illustrate the ways in which reifi-
cations behave,

The primary fact about the behavior of large, oli-
gopolistlc corporations is that they possess considerable
power to determine what prices they will charge for their
products. Unlike the theoretical enterpreneur of classical
liberal economic theory, cligopolists are not forced to take
prices from the market as a given.3S On the other hand, it

has never been plausibly argued, desplite Baran and Sweezy's

valiant attempts, that oligopolies determine prices in the

320f. Simon, Adminlstrative Behavior, p.Z24.

33cr. Galbraith, New Industrial State, pp.178-179.

3qu. Cyert and March, Behavioral Theory of the Firm,

p.43.

356f. Paul A, Saruelson, Economics (8th ed.; New York:
McGraw-H111l, 1970), p.461.
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way pure monopolists would do, that is, by equating marginal

36 Oligopoliste' prices gener-

costs with marginal revenues.
ally tend to fall somewhere between the two extremes,

What oligopolists do, in fact, 1s set prices elther
to guarantee some arbitrary percentage return on their capil-
37

tal, or to insure some arbitrary mark-up on costs, gene-
ral Motors, for instance, has for more than twenty years
followed the policy of setting prices to guarantee a 20%
return on capital after taxes even 1f production 1s limited

to only thirty-six weeks of the year.38 Such profits, while
clearly extortionate, are not quite those of a pure monopo-
11st. Regulated industries, like utilites, on the other harad,
provide the clearest examples of corporations which calculate
all their costs and then seek to insure a certain level of
return beyond that, Epic battles have raged 1n regulatory
agencles and the courts over Just what that rate of return
should be.39

The most immediate impact of this kind of behavior

360f. Raran and Sweezy, Monopoiy Capital, p.59.

37Cf. Andrew Shonfleld, Modern Canitalism: The
Changing Balunce cof Public and Privoie Pover (rev.ed,; Oxford:
Oxtford Univorsity Press, 1969), p.3u%; Sasieison, Leonomnlcs,
pp. 485-486.

8
3 Cf. Hellbroner, Linits of Arerican Capitallsm, p.47.

39Cf. Leonard A. Welss, Case Studies in Awmericnn

Industry, Introduction to Economics Serles (how Tor<: John
Wiley and Sons, 1967}, p.100.
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occurs on the general macro level of the economy, 1n the
problem of inflatlion. Large producers, whose prices are the
most important for the health of the economy as a whole, simply
pass along the increased costs of labor settlements or raw-
materials to thelr consumers.uo So autonmatic 1s thls process
that it has come to be taken for granted, as In the establish-
ment of wage-price controls, when it was simply assumed that
large producers would be permitted to pass along all thelr

cost increases.

Simple reflection reveals that accepting such a sys-
tem implies the complete foregoing of any 1lncome redistribu-
tion. If the share of labor in corporate income 1s to in-
crease, the absolute level of that income rust bc increased
as well, but if the increase is passed on to consumers, the
corporation's employees, who are also consumers, are no bet-
ter off in the long run., If small, inlependent suppllers
seek to increase their often perilously narrow margins, the
large corporations pass on those increases as well, thus in-
creasing the supplliers' cosis. ind increases in corporate
taxation in order to provide transfer payments to low-incone
citizens become self-defeating when the costs of those taxes
are passed on to the rrclplentc of transfer payricnts.

The recent spectacle of reccord corporate profits in

a time of serious inflztion and almost stable real wages is

40cr, Shonfield, Motern Capitalizm, pp.359-361.
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a direct result of this kind of behavior. Indeed, the very
1dea of "cost-push™ inflation 1s grounded in a complete ac-
ceptance of the legitimacy of corporations behaving as they
do, setting prices to guarantee an arbitrary level of return
without paying attention to anything else. And since oligop-
olistic prices tend to be rigid downwards--they rise, but
never fall--1t 1is entirely reasonable to expect constantly
increasing profits, accompanied by a continuing fixlity in the
distribution of national income,

Above all else, corporatlons scek to minimize uncer-
tainty. ULike all institutlons, they gurantee predictabillty
by negotiating with their environments and governing themselves
according to simple, regularized rules. Profits need not be
maximized so long as the risk of loss 1s minimizt-d;u2 and the
certainty of modest gains 1s far preferable to the risk of
incurring great lesses in the search for great profits.
Edward Mason, one of the wisest studants of the modern corpo-
ration, sums up the situation well when he writes:

What seems to have happened in our corpcrate soclety 1s
that the prim: novers of cconomic pgrowin, toe rate of
capital formation, and the rate of tecinolezical lrprove-
ment have beceme instlsutlionally determined, And the
political and economie balance 2mINf ferees in scciety
seems sufficiently resistant to chanpgc to prevent any

marked redistribution of the fruits of growin. The
stock of capiial ccntinues to gros at about twice the

u1Cf. Baran and Sweezy, Monopoly Canital, pp.71-72.

420, Galbraith, New Industrial State, p.l78.
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rate of growth of the labor force. The average yleld
per unit of capital falls slightly or not at all. The
per capita real earnings of labor 1increase at about 2
per cent a year and the shares of property and labor in
the dﬁgision of the product change with a glacial slow-
ness.
The crux of the matter is that the most important economic
decisions in modern soclety are not made by the market's in-
visible hand--or, alternatively, by the maximally rational
greed of the individual enterpreneur--but are, instead, "in-
stitutionally determined."

It should be mentioned only in passing that the 1lnstl-
tutional determination of prices and porfits in the modern
corporate system often involves the sacrifice of product qual=-
ity or consumer satlsfaction. Veblen made the distinction
between "vendibility" and "servicability" almost seventy years

ago,m4 and demonstrated that deliberate munagement "sabotage"

45 Certainly,

was often required to guarantee the former.
General Motors could nak» superler cars, or General Electric
better toasters, at no higher prices 1if they were willlng to
sacrifice some of their profit margins. And, as will be dis-

cussed shortly, those profits are no longer necessary to per-

form all the economlc functions assipgned to them by classlcal

83zgwara s. Mason, "Introduction," 1n Mason, ed.,
The Corporatlon in Modern Soziety, p.3.

ba

Veblen, Thecry of Businens fnterprise, p.26.

4
5Thorste1n Veblen, The Encinzers and the Price
System (New York: B. W, Huebsch, licl), pp.9ff.
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economics. But the reified attachment to a fixed level of
return distorts the decisions of all large oligopolists, and,
particularly, puts a serious limit on quality and qualitative
improvement. An arbltrary rate of profits, which even 1in
classical economics was Justified only with reference to larger
social functions, has become entirely an end in itself--even
though it benefits no actual human beings--and the cornerstone
of the must important economic decisions in soclety.

Apart from pricing policy, the most important way in
which corporaticns guarantee continued profits lies in the
creation of demand. To some extent, the invention and market-
ing of new products remains an entirely useful and necessary
social function, from which rewards can Justly be expected;
the creation of a better mousetrap "creates," 1in a sense, 1ts
own market. But one is loath to say the same thing for
vaginal deodorants, small cigars, or microwave ovens.

The creation of new and presumptively spurlous con-
sumer demand has long been a central feature of the Marxist
eritique of capitallst relficatlon; by constantly creating
the demand for new products, the capltalist system, 1t is
argued, not only guarantees perpetual marrets, but also keeps
its workforce in a state of constant felt need, thus assuring

that even when workers become adequately fed they willl stay
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lashed to the wheel in order to buy a second car.u6

Veblen, too, made the creation of demand, through the
mechanisms of "conspicuous consumption™ and "pecuniary emula-
tion," a central theme in his critique of 1industrial sr:ci.et:y.q7
In our own time, Galbralth's description of the "dependence
ef‘t‘ect“na has been the most eloquent and effective description
of this phenomenon.

No discussion here could match either the economic cor
expository skill of these masters. But 1t can be suggested
that a new product, for which demand 18 artificlally created
in order to serve the selfish needs of the corporation, is an
almost pure reification. The techniques of product marketing
and advertising center on the attachment of non-instrumental
value to a product or brand name, so that the consumer pre-
fers Cadillac to Chevrolet for reasons having nothing to do
with the fact that both are modes of transportation.

More subtly, and perhaps more importantly, value 1s
attached to products by the creation of new needs, the ful-

filiment of which provides the entire value of the product.

46¢r. note 1, p.199 above.

MYCf. Thorstein Veblen, The Thecry of the lLelsure
- ’ 7 v b .o - .
Class: An "eonormlae Studr of Imstitul. ong, 12ntor S00KS
(New TOPrK: ..ow Amcrican Liol'aly, 41453, pp.81,85.

uBJolm Kenneth Galbraith, The Afflu~nt Soclety,
Mentor Books (New York: New American Library, 1959),
pp.l124ff.
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What is spurious and reified about needs of this sort, such

as the demand for electric pencil sharpeners or anti-perspirant
deodorants, 18 that the value of meeting the need, through

the purchase of the product, is created first, and the need
then manufactured. This "revised sequence" as Galbralth

aptly calls it,ug clearly involves the relfication of products

through the creatlon of needs.

So far, it has been established that reifled corpo-
rations seek proflts in reificd ways. Put the goal itself,
that of maklng profits, has not yet been adequately shown to
be the relfication that it 1s. To do so requires a discussion
somewhat different from the instances of reification that
have been addiuced so far; to this polnt, most of the reifi-
cations discussed have been institutions, in the sense of
formal organizations, But the value attached to profit, as
well as to similar ldecas like "growth," and "the economy,"
and "Gross National Product," involves the reification of an
idea, an abstraction.

Indeed, as was mentioned earlier, the icdea of reifi-
cation has penerally been taken to refer primarily to ahstrac-
tions; the process of reiflcation was itself thoucht to in-
volve the assumptlon of thing-1like characteristics by a non-

thing, an abstraction. That 1s the way the dictlonariecs

ugﬁf. Galbraith, New Industrial State, pp.221-228.
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define the term, and the way in which non-Marxist soclal
scientists have generally used 1t. The situation in the
Marxist camp, because of its attachment to dialectic, has
been somewhat more complex, but there too the idea that reifi-
cation involves a distortion or misuse of abstractions has
long been prevalent.50
The usage of reification employed here does not deny
the applicability of the term to abstractions so much as it
blurs the distinction between abstract and other entities,
As objectifications known by, and influencing the Lehavior
of, all members of a culture, abstractions like "orofits"®
are no more or less real, no more or less objective, than
material objects or institutions. Even a formal organization,
of course, 1s largely an abstraction--some mental process
recognizes the identlity and commonality 1n the actions of a
number of individuals--but so, too, for that matter 1s a
"purely" material objJect like the famous table of linguistic
philosophy, which 1is glven cultural meaning only through 1its

connection with abstract ldeas of furction and use.51

In
other words, abstract scclal objects 11ile ideas or concepts
are not importantly different, for purpcses of the theory of

reification and the soclology of knowledge, from more substantial

50cf. above, pp.70ff.

51Cf. Kovesl, Moral Notlons, pp. Lff,
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material objects, and there is no reason why they cannot be
analyzed in the same way.

The dismal sclence of Adam Smith and his nineteenth-
century disciples was the beneficlary of one of the most
thorough and sustained public-relatlions campaigns in human
history. Selzed upon by the newly emergent bourgeolsie in
order to legitimize their status and their new-found riches,
liberal economics has been the subject of consclous reiflca-

b2 The campalign continues. If any-

tion since its origin,
thing, 1t became more concerted and virulent, in this country
at any rate, after the Second World War, when the continued
threats to business hegemony of New Deal remnants at home
and creeping soclalism abroad engendered a last desperate
rush to the battlements. Today, corperate leaders still
speak disingenuously of educating the public on the impor-
tance of profits to the nation's health and thelr own well-
bein-—;.53
And yet the "sclence" of economics, such as 1t 1s,
has never quite conformed to the claims of those who would
use it as a weapon. First, it suffers from a fundamental

dilemma of all social sclences: 1t descrlbes the actlions

of self-conrscious actors to self-conscious actors. What

52Cf. Mason, "Apologetlcs of Managerlallsm," p.5;
Arnold, Folklere of Capitalism, pp.83ff,

53Cf. Galbraith, Affluent Socletv, pp.56-58,
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appear in the technical Jjournals, or with more assurance in
the apologetic literature, as immutable sclentific laws, are
nothing more than the reports of how indlviduals have behaved
and how they will continue to behave sc long as certain as-
sumptions are met. Since the findings of economics became
an important political tool very early in the development of
the discipline, a truly ridiculous situation was created 1n
which, for instance, hedge buying in anticlpatlon of Iinfla-
tion created inflation, or, alternatively, angry employees
could prove, by the laws of Ricardo or Malthus, that thelir
wages were held at the bare level of physical reproduction,
even while thelr employer, who had read both Malthus and Marx,
attempted to avold the fate he found predicted for himself
by paying substantially more. The neat, mechanical world of
strict rationality assumptions and thecretlcally powerless
actors became a complex zoo in which the individual, assuming
that everyone but himself was acting in accord with the laws
of economlc sclence, could try to make a killing by actlng
differently.””

This tendency was made even more extreme by the pro-
pensity, also ccommon in the soclal sciences, but seriously
aggravated in economics by the political potentlal of 1ts

doctrines, to equate the reogl with the 1deal. What Adam

50¢f, Pabert C. Turner, "'The Apologetlecs of "Man-
arerlalism”t': Conment," The Jour: :1 of Fusinars, XXXI (July,
1958)’ p-2a5.
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Smith might have dispassionately described as an unavoldable,
and perhaps even regrettable, fact, became transmuted into

an ethically-charged rule for human behavior. Description
was converted into prescription. That many of the great
earlier economists were also ardent proselytisers did not
reduce this propensity, nor did the use of terms like "effi-
cient" and "optimal” to describe purely technical 1deas.55
So workers demanding decent wages, or small retallers seek-
ing protection from the predatory practices of the large

chain store, could be informed that thelr actions were not
only hopelessly irrational, but ethically suspicious as well.
A purer example of reification would be hard to find.

Liberal economics, appropriately perverted, thus
provided a myatifyinz, rcifled screen Lbehind which alienated
capitalists could promote thelir interests, polnting whencver
challenged, not to thelr activities themselves, but to the
"higher laws" of economle science.56 That this 1s stlll done,
commonly and on a day~to-day basis, raquires no extenslve
proof.

What 13 perhaps most ironlec, 1f not amusing, about
this process i3 the extent to which cconomics has been, and

continues to be, simply wrong. The economics of Ricardo, for

. 55cr. Veblen, "Why Is Economics not an Evolutionary
Science,” passim.

56Cf. Arnold, Folilore of Capltalicsn, pp.187-192.
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instance, may fairly be sald to have rested on four pillars:
the commodity theory of money, the labor theory of value,
Malthus's law of population with its corollary, the iron law
of wages, and Say's law. None are any longer accepted by
modern economists, and the labor theory of value 1s now under-
stood to stand in direct contradiction with another of Ricar-
do's assumptions, that of diminishing marginal returns.
Yet Ricardo's beliefs about the social value of profits and
enterpreneurial actions are stlll pointed to aggressively
by those who seek to rationalize corporate behavior.58
On a slightly more sophisticated level, the whole
edifice of liberal economics was constructed on a number of
assumptions about the nature of markets and market activities
that, in this country Tor an example, have simply not held
true for close to a century.59 The herolc efforts of the
Sherman Act to legislate the assumptions of classlcal econom-
ics succeeded only at channeling the deviatlons from those

assumptions 1into different forms, indicating at the same time

both the continued, reified appeal of the 1deas of defunct

57Cf. Saruelson, Economics, pp.27-28.

8

? Cf. John FKenneth Galbraith, "iiconomlcs as a System
of Bellef," American bcononic Review, LX (May, 19790), pp.U69-
470.

59
Cf. Berle, 20th Century Cepitalist hevolution,
pp- 11—12-
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economists and the powerlessness of those 1deas against will-
ful actors who choose to ignore them.6o
The laws of the purely competitive market simply do
not apply to an economy of price-making oligopolists. Con-
temporary economlcs has given recognition to this reallty
in the "theory of the second-best,”" which holds that 1f any
one of the assumptions about baslc market structure or actor
motivation 1s violated, the theorles and predlctions grounded
on those assumptions must, at the very least, be significantly
modif‘ied.61 Yet 1In a world where hardly any of the assumptions
ever hold, the rest of the the theorles are still generally
treated as divine revelation.
The phantasmagorical world of liberal eccnomles, 1n
which disembodied abstractions play out their private logic
on an ideal plane far removed from the actual content of human
affaira, but still exerclse control over theose affairs, con-
stituted, as was discussed earlier, the core of Marx's theory
of reification, from which the theory here has been generated.
The concepts of economlc scilence mystify and distort what
1s really happening 1n the social world, partially because

~=11ike all efforts of the huran intellect--they are often

simply wrong, partlally because they are asked to do a Job

6OCf. Galbraith, Afflucent Soclety, pp.21-25.

610f. Scherer, Industrial Marwet Structure and
Economic Performance, pp..l3-<:
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for which they are, by their own admlssion, lncapable: ex-
plaining a world which displays none of the neatness or logl-
cal consistency which theory seems to demand. And thils mys-
tification and this distortion are self-consciously used by
those who hold power in order to protect thelr interests,

in order to give their status the appearance of natural im-
mutability, and in order to deflect the attentlon and dlstort

the energles of those who would oppose them,

The ratiocnales for the socilal utllity of profits,
which legitimize the actlivities of reified corporations, are
the products of this system. Still, 1t 1s not enough to dis-
card the rationales because of thelr dublous parentage; at
the very least, thelr soclal importance merits more detalled
attention.

In essence, four separate, 1f related, rationales
are offered for the pursult of high levels of profits. 1In
ascending order of irportance, they are that profits, through
dividends, provlde incone for stockholders who have no other
sources, being retired or incapacitated or wldowed or orphaned;
that the rate of profit plays a central role in raking possi-
ble the allocative functlons of the capltil market, guaranteeing
that each marginal dollar of soclal investment will go to 1ts
most productive possible function; that proflts insure the

continued health of large ccrporations, and thus the secondary
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benefits that they alone are capable of producing, like inno-
vation, scale economies, and high levels of employment; and
that investment financed from retained profit, or from bank
loans made possible by a corpeoration's record of profitability,
is the key to national economlc growth and national security.
None of these arguments withstand serious scrutiny.
Their continued employment belongs not to the class of plausi-
ble stateme:nts ztout relaticnships Letween means and ends,
but to the class of mystifyirg defenses for reifications.
It 1s clear that corpcrate decislons are motivated in large
part by the desire for profits. Indeed, 1t would not be 1lnac-
curate to say that the modern Amerlcan econcmy 1s directed
largely by the search for profits. But the rationales for
profit-making can not withstand even cursory scrutiny. That
i3 because the pursult of proflits, at least for the large
corporation conforming most closely to the ldeal-type elabo-
rated earlierr !n this chapter, has become the pursuit of an
entirely reified geal. Proflts are scugiht, noct to serve any
larger purpose, but because they are valued In themselves,
Perhaps becausc they themselves ere so acutely aware
of the changes in stock-owning patterns, corporate apologlsts
appeal to the widows-and-orphans argument less frequently
than they did in the p=st. For, as discussed ecarller, indl-
viduals who rmust rely on corporate dividends for the most

important part of their income constliute a small, and
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declining, proportion of the owners of corporate securitiles.
Most dividend income merely represents the transfer of funds
from one wealthy institution to another. And those 1lndividu-
als who do rely on dividend income have available alternative
avenues of investment, in savings institutlons and government
securities., If all corporate dividends were abolished tomor-
row, it is extremely unlikely that anyone would starve as a
result, and certainly no one would if some small fraction of
the total dividends now distributed were made avallable as
transfer payments to low-income individuals.

The capital-market argum=znt 1s a little more complex,
but not much. The major actors in the market, the large insti-
tutional investors and those who advise them, are themselves
complex institutions, subject to the same 1lls of institution-
alization and internal reification as any others.62 The
stock market has 1ts own unique institutional characteristics
that give the lie to any belliefs about a perfect, perfectly
rational market. There 1s frequcntly more Las Vegas than
Adam Smith--and certainly more 'Adam Smith' than Adam Smith--
in the workings of the major stock exchanges.63

Morecover, the very existence of capital markets, in

62An excellent description of leading financial 1insti-
tutions 1s provided by 'Adam Smith' [George J. W. Goodman],
The Money Garme {(New York: Dell, 1969), passim.

63

Cf. Veblen, Theory of Business Enterprise, p.T7A.
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lending as well as the stock market, introduces another kind
of distortion in corporate behavior. Rather than being the
subjects of an impersonal market for capital, corporate mana-
gers, as one might reasonably expect, seek to exercise some
degree of control and establish some degree of autonomy by
manipulating the ways in which their corporations are per-
ceived by financial institutions. The sad history of R. Hoe,
a corporation whose stock increased in value over a hundred-
fold as a result of some creative management accounting, only
to go bankrupt when it could no longer keep up appearances,
is only an extreme example.su

The third rationale for the protection of profits
hinges on what might be called the "Galbraith hypothesis™ of
the essential benevolence, if not unavoidability, of large,
oligopolistic corporations. But Galbraith has already been
refuted on his argument that corporate size produces techno-
logical 1nnovation;65 traditional arguments of technologlcal
economies of scale evaporate in the face of multi-plant cor-

porations; and Galbralith's revised version of that argument,

that there exist economies of scale in planning behavior,

squ. "The sad story printed by R. Hoe," Business
Week, July 19, 1969, pp.35-36; for similar creativity in the
Penn Central, ¢f. Daughen and Binzen, VWreck of the Penn Central,
p.221.

IS

"SCf. Edwin Mansfield, The Econcmics of Technolopical
Change (New York: W. W. Norton and Co., 1Ybt), p.dii; Scherer,
Sdustrial Marret Structure and Economic Peforran.-, pp.377-378.
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remains convincing so long as one falls to remember that by
planning Galbraith i1s talking about the long lead-times in-
volved in the introduction of the kinds of new products he
criticized so severely in his earlier works.66

There is nothing socially useful, in other words,
that large corporations do that they can be conclusively
shown to do better than small ones. Most of the arguments
in defense of corporate bigness revolve around a kind of mis-
placed "realism" which accepts what exists because of the
difficulty of imagining alternatives, and is entirely charac-
teristic of reified conaciousness., That corporate growth
and financial health lead to increasing employment 1s true,
for instance, so far as it goes, but there is no reason why
that same employment could not be provided by government agen-
cies or non-profit corporations. Indeed, as Hellbroner points
out, only one out of ten new Jjobs created by the American
economy in the 19508 came from the private sector.67

The "realistic" acceptance of the unavoidabllity of
large oligopolistic corporations 1s carried to its logical
extreme by apologists for those ologopolists that, as a result

of serious managerial incompetence, find themselves in danger

of going under. At that point, the spurious unexpendabllity

66cr. galbraith, New Industrial State, pp.23-29.

67Heilbroner, Limits of American Capitalism, p.52.
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of institutions is openly emphasized and argued for. Thus,
when a major defense contractor, because of its own fallures
and dishonesty, nears the edge of.bankruptcy, its defenders,
both in the corporation and the government, contend that con-
tinued maintenance of the going concern is necessary for the
national defense, despite the palpable fact that, were the
corporate structure to go bankrupt or even disappear alto-
gether, its physical assets--the only part necessary to the
national military--would not only remain, but probably be
available to the government at bargaln-basement prices.68

That the total collapse of a "golng concern” need
have only the most marginal impact on the social utility of
its assets 18 readily demonstrated by the experlence of the
Penn Central, which also sought to protect the intereasts of
i1ts stockholders and creditors by appealing to the "national
1nterest."69 When the government refused to be hornswoggled,
bankruptcy did ensue, with no apparent loss in the admittedly
limited quality of the Penn Central's services.

The reification of the golng concern, as opposed to

68Cf. John W, Finney, "President Urges Prompt Passage
of Lockheed Aid," The New York Times, July 25, 1971, 1:8;
William H, Moore, CharIman of the Board, Bankers Trust Company,
Letter to the Editor, Ibid., July 27, 1971, 32:3; "Aerospace:
Theucaze for helping Lockheed,™ Business Week, May 15, 1971,
pp.4l1=42.,

690(. Daughen and Bingen, Wreck of the Penn Central,
pp.260-265.
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the actual socially-functional attributes of the corporation,
perfectly embodies Veblen's distinction between "business”
and “1ndustry,"7° The business structure, it is argued, the
corporate form, must be protected and permitted to seek 1ts
profits in its own way, so that the industrial structure may
continue its productive activities. This argument, however
dolled-up and mystified, is the heart of much of the defense
of reified corporations. But it is simply false, and creates
only reification.

Finally, there is the bigdaddy of all the apologetics,
that corporate profits, both through the investment of retalned
earnings and the attractions provided by profits for outside
investors, fuel economic growth. But that argument merely
defends one set of reifications by reference to another.

The recent scare attacks on the "limits of growth"
have, no doubt, been overdrawn, but it is clear that a con-
siderable amount of economic and political activity over the
last several generations has been justified in terms of an
extremely dubious goal. The reification of Gross National
Product distorts the degree to which that measure obscures and
confuses unquestionably important human values. @ross National
Product 1s obviously not a measure of net, or even gross,

national welfare. A market system of any sort falls to measure,

TOCf. Veblen, Theory of Business Enterprise, p.1l9
gg.gassim.
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as has increasingly come to be recognized, many soclal costs
and "disamenities" of economic behavior, and only in economics
is sheer physical increase any longer taken as & matter of
qualitative 1mprovement.71
The reification of Gross National Product has a recog-
nizable political history itself, springing from the tacilt
post-Second World War alliance of Keyneslan liberals anxious
to reduce unemployment through government spending, and con-
servatives anxious to create an invulnerable defense posture.
Those two positlons, fundamentally in conflict at root, could
both be accomodated to a vaguer goal of national economic
growth, and in the post-McCarthy period 1t was seductively
easy to tie that goal to Cold War strategy, even if the link-
ages between the aggregate l.vel of national income and the
effectiveness of a nation's military establishment are far
more problematic than the easy equation would 1mp1y.72
In a sense, the national obsession with Gross National
Product in the last twenty years or so represents merely the

replacement of one guiding reification by another. With the

advent of Keynesianism, fiscal concerns supplanted monetary

710f. E. J. Mishan, The Costs of Economic Growth
(London: Staples Press, 1967), pp.3ff.; Galbralth, Aff luent
Society, pp.110-112; Shonfleld, Modern Capitalism, p. .

720f. John Kenneth Galbraith, How to Control the
Military, Signet Broadside (New York: Vew American Library,
1369), pp.50-56; Galbraith, Affluent Soclety, p.143.
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ones, and instead of the gold standard being the preeminent
economic reification, national output was put in its place.
The world economic crises of the '308 are simply incompre-
hensible unless one recognizes the extent to which monetary
standards were reified--despite the fact that every economic
text for a hundred years had recognized that gold, or any
other currency, is merely an arbitrarily-established medium
of exchange., The soclologists knew better: 1n pre-Keyneslan
capitalist soclety, gold was the ultimate reification.73
And one might go so far as to argue that Keynes's greatest
contribution was not to economic theory, per se, but in the
mechanism he provided for phasing out an old and obviously
obsolete guiding reification, that of the gold standard, by
replacing it with a new one, that of national output.

Still, as anyone with even & passing interest in inter-
national economics can attest, currencles retain much of their
mystical power, perhaps more in Europe than in the Unlted
States; each time a nation must devalue 1its currency, it is
sald to have suffered a serious injury, while anytime it re-
values upwards its national prestige scars accordingly. The
very real price pald for this reification by citizens of
nations with weak currencies seeking to strengthen them by

reducing the real incomes of average citizens only attests

73cr. Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1957), pp.24-28.
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to the remaining reified power of currency.Th

The modern capitalist economy is reified from top to
bottom. Its principal units, the glant corporations, are
internally reified and externally institutionalized, seeking
reified goals and legitimizing them by appeals to higher rei-
fications that justify the concerns and policles of national
leaders-~national economic growth and currency stability. It
even becomes possible to speak of economic actions or policies
which are good for the people but bad for "the economy," as
when Wall Street leaders criticized Senator McGovern's plans
for income redistribution on the grounds that, by transferring
income to lower-income groups, the gross level of investment
in soclety would be reduced, and economic growth thus retarded.75

Baran and Sweezy talk of the "elementality" of the
capitalist system, the fact that its principal mechanisms
seem to function with the unavoidable and unsatoppable force
of natural events.76 Goldmann, it should be remembered,
spoke of the "anarchy" of capitalism.77 Both "elementallity"

and "anarchy" are the direct products of the reifled character

7qu. Mishan, Costs of Economic Growth, pp.27ff.

75Cf. Michael Ruby, "McGovern Through a Loophole
Darkly," Newsweek, September 11, 1972.

6
7 Baran and Sweezy, Monopoly Capital, p.338.

77Goldm.ann, Recherches dlalectiques, p.70.
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of the capitalist economy.

But the historically important question 1s whether
these destructive attributes of capitalism could be avolded
by the adoption of a fundamentally different set of economilc
arrangements. The analysis of capitalism in terms of the
theory of reification suggests not, at least not in the con-
ventional terms by which economic systems are generally iden-
tified. For internal reification and external institulonali-
gation are evils to which publlic organizations are as suscep-
tible as private ones, so long as allenation prevalls in so-
clety. And the development of and attachment to reified goals
at the expense of actual human well-being seems, the historical
evidence would indicate, as likely to occur in non-capitalist
societies as capitalist ones.

Central to the Marxist critique of capitalism is, of
course, the thesis that the alienation which creates reifi-
cation 18 more likely to develop under capitalism, and indeed
would be abolished under true communism. To some extent,
that argument follows directly from the degree to which the
Marxist definition of alienation 1s tied to relationships of
production; the broader definition of alienation adopted here
suggests, on the other hand, that relationships of production
are only one of the spheres of society in which alienation is
created and manifests 1tself. Alienation is likely to exist

in any society, regardless of its basis of organization, and
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to the extent that it does, it 18 likely to produce reifica-
tion, which creates the socially harmful effects normally
associated with capitalism, Still, this counter-argument
remains, for the time being, rather facile and shallow, and
must await further development in the last chapter, where
alienation and reification in general will be considered.

On one point, t hough, the Marxist critique would seem
to have capitalism by the throat. The rational, self-conscious
control of the economic sector by socliety must be a central
part of any non-reified, non-alienated soclety. Indeed, con-
scious social control for human purposes 1s the very anti-
thesis of reification, and to the extent that it 1s absent,
reification and alienation are likely to flourish. And the
ideology of capitalism 1s grounded, to a conslderable extent,
in the c¢losing off of spheres of autonomy to the public, in
the recognition of private rights of property, of economic
decision-making, and economic activity., Central to capltal-
i8m is the idea of the self-regulating market, which by def-
inition remains outside the control of conscious soclal forces.
Uncontrolled, and uncontrollable, elementality--or anarghy--
18 the very soul of capitalism.

But as every schoolchild knows by now, therec is a
considerable divergence between 1deology and reality. Andrew
Shonfield has rather convincingly demonstrated, for instance,

that a wide varlety of devices are avallable for those who



248

wish to exercise some social control of a market system, and
modern capitalism, even in so unreconstructed a bastion of
free-market mythology as the United States, contains a signifi-
cant admixture of social planning and direction.78
Indeed, as the theory of reification reveals, 1t is
only by appealing to broader social purposes that the princi-
pal economic actors in a modern capitalist society like the
United States are able to legitimize their continued existence.
That those appeals are generally mystifying attempts to hide
behind soclal goals which are themselves reified only indi-
cates the next area of major concern for those who would seek
to reduce the level of reification, and its consequent all-
enation, in capitalist soclety. What must be brought to the
forefront is not the comparison between ideallized systems of
economic organization, but the needs and desires of soclety
and its members. In Tawney's terms, "the acquisitilve soclety,"”
concerned primarily with production and growth whether it
permits the existence of private property or not, mst be
replaced with a concern for the functlon of all economic

3 To date,

activities for the satisfaction of human. needs.
no society of which I am aware has self-conscicusly approached

its economlic organization in such strictly functional terms,

78¢c¢. Shonfield, Modern Capitalism, pp.61-67.

79cr. Tawney, Acquisitive Soclety, p.84 et passim.
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without any obeisance to reified, non-human ends,
What matters 1s not the existence or nonexistence

of private property, nor the name by which the economic system
18 described, only the extent to which society purposively and
gelf-consclously takes its economic fate into its own hands,
permitting neither selfish interests nor thelr reified defenses
to deflect it from its course. Once the needs of actual human
beings are made paramount, detalls of organizatlion and ideology

necessarily fall into their properly secondary places.



CHAPTER IX
A NOTE ON THE NATION-STATE

e+ +88K not what your country can do for you; ask what
you can do for your country.
-=John F,. Kennedy, Inaugural Address
The analysis of reified institutions in the preceed-
ing chapters does not pertain solely to the specific insti-
tutions and organigations mentioned. If the theory of reifi-
cation is sound, 1t should apply to many other types of insti-
tutions as well; and 1f its presentation here has been coher-
ent and comprehensible, individuals othef than this writer
should be able to perform that application.
The most important reification yet to be discussed
is that of the modern nation-state. The nation-state is par-
ticularly well-suited for the theory of reification, not only
because the theory seems to fit so well, but also because the
legitimating myths and historical development of most modern
states begin with a commitment to unreified, purposive ser-
vice to the citizenry., Moreover, the tradition of liberal
political thought--with which, I have been anxious to estab-
lish, the theory of reification presented here 1s intimately

connected--has been explictly and thoroughly concerned with

250
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the proper nature, form, and functioning of the state, An
institution like the present government of the United States
can thus be doubly condemned: first, becasue by the standards
of the liberal theory of reification, it 1s reified; second,
because it was explicitly founded as an instrumentality, the
reification of which was to be combatted by a number of or-
ganizational and 1deological devices,

But there will be no lengthy attempt here to apply
the theory of reification to the American nation-state, or
any of the many other nation-states 1t might describe so well.
The task is simply too large. It merits not a chapter, but
a companion volume, or several. On the other hand, the toplc
of the nation-state is too important to be ignored entirely.
So what follows consists of only a few suggestive remarks,
designed to demonstrate how the theory of reification might
be applied to the problems of the nation-state, without actu-

ally essaying that application in any detail,

The idea that the individual, endowed with inalien-
able natural rights, exists historically and morally prior to
the state lies at the core of the theory of the American Con-
stitution, the political philosophy behind it, and much of
the ideology which supports it., Government 1s created to

serve certain purposes for 1ts citizens: 4in Locke's words,
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to remove the "inconveniencies" of the state of nature;1 in
the language of the Constitution, "in Order to form a more
perfect Union, establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility,”

2 The idea of a contract, central to liberal

and so forth.
theory--and actually effected, to a considerable extent, in
the preparation and ratification of the American Constitution--~
also contains the belief that the state 13 a construct created
by its citizens to serve their ends. The state, in other
words, 1s supposed to be a tool, a means to the ends of 1its
citizens,

Hard questions like those of conscription--Hobbes
sald it was necessary to protect one's protection3--and the
need for abstract loyalty to and respect for the 1lnstitutions
of government, in order that they might function at all,
arise immediately. In keeping with the resolve of earlier
paragrapha, they will not be unravelled here., But a few
comments may be in order,

Considerations of "honor,"” "prestige," or "greatness"

are funny things to attach to a teol, They refer, not to

functional characteristics, but to values thought to inhere

1John Locke, Two Treatises of Government, ed.Peter
Laslett, Mentor Books (New York: New American Library, 1960),

190, p.369.
2Conatitution of the United States of America, Preamble.

3Hobbes, Leviathan, ch.29, p.23%6.
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in the tool itself. When objects acqQuire dignity or value,
individuals who deal with them tend to lose dignity and value.
It 18 also odd that it should come to be taken for granted
that the tool must exist forever, and that in order to insure
its continued preservation, many of the ends for which it

was established in the first place must be sacrificed. When
guns are necessary to ensure the continued provision of but-
ter, that is one thing; when thelr continued malintenance for
the separate purpose of promoting the "dignity" or insuring
the "supremacy™ of the state in its relationships with other
states impoverishes the citizenry, that is something else.
More drastically, a state established in order to "secure

the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity,"u
may attempt to guarantee its own stability by eavesdropping
on the conversations or burglarizing the homes of its citl-
zens, not to mention detaining them on obviously specious
charges., And it has already been shown how the desire to
maintain national "prestige" as embodied in a currency can

lead to economic policies seriously destructive of the wel-

fare of individual citizens.5

There has been considerable discussion in recent weeks

l'Conat:it:ution, Preamble.

dSee above, p.244,
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of the proposition that, regardless of the behavior of any
individual incumbent, the office of the Presidency must re-
tain its legitimacy and 1ts respect. In order for the gov-
ernment to continue to function, the argument seems to go,
the role of President must remaln reified. Historically,

the roots of that position lie in the fact that, for much

of the last forty years, the interests of the relatively pow-
erless majority were most actively promoted by Presidential
action, while Congress remalned the largely inactive and in-
capable playground of narrower interests, A theory of the
"atrong" Presidency was thus developed.6 But that theory
contained two fundamental flaws. First, the strength of
"strong" Presidents in the promotion of public interests
flowed primarily not from the reified trappings of the Presi-
dential office and role, but precisely from the extent of
popular support, as reflected in electoral majorities, they
acquired by acting and speaking in a manner agreeable to the
interests of broad segments of the population. Preslidential
strength, in other words, had been produced by the functlonal,
not the reified attributes of the Presldential role. No man
ever exemplified the reified characteristics of the Presidential

role better than Dwight Elsenhower, the natlon's grandfather,

6'I‘he most important example is Richard E. Neustadt,
Presidential Power: The Politics of Leadership, Sclence
EdItions (New York: Jonn Wiley and Sons, 1960), especially
pp.183-195.
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but he 1s precisely the President singled out by proponents
of the "strong" Presidency as the weakest of modern times.7
Second, as the evidence of Summer, 1973, demonstrates,
the Presidency, once reified, could be seized upon by those
whose aims were radically different from those of the propon=-
ents of the "strong" Presidency, not to mention those whose
interests coincided only with alienated wills.a Presidential
statements in response to the Watergate revelations seemed
transparent attempts to justify unjustifiable actions by hiding
behind the shield of a reified Presidential role. One must
suppose that former proponents of the "strong" Presidency

wince visibly every time they hear the phrases "executive

privilege™ or "in the interests of national security.”

Just as the "economy" and the corporation begin as
artificial constructs designed to incorporate and fulfill the
needs of individual human beings, but develop lives of their
own unrelated to that original task, which often directly
conflict with those of individuals, so does the state take
on a life of 1its own, in which individual citizens, or even
the citizenry as a whole, instead of belng perceived and

treated as masters whose interests must be served, come to be

7Cf. Ibid., pp.163-171.

BCf. Elizabeth Drew, "My Turn: What's Good for the
Goose," Newsweek, June 11, 1973, p.13.
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considered annoyances, obstacles, or even enemies,

But 1t would be wrong to imply that the mistreatment
of its citizens by a reified state or its agents invariably
represents an instance of minority tyranny--or even tyranny
by no=-body, by a thing. The reified nature of the state can
be, and often has been, passively accepted, or even actively
supported, by the majority of the citizens. There are three
distinct possibllities: the reified state may be acting in
the felt interests of no one, of a minority, or of a majority.
In either of the first two instances, the critique of the
state 18 simple, since 1t has obviously come to serve as the
vehicle for the advancement of narrow, private interests at
the expense of the general good. The third case 1s a 1little
more difficult, but can be resolved once it 1s recalled that
the will of all 1s not necessarily equivalent to the General
Will. On this point Madison agreed with Rousseau: a majority
was just as capable as a minority of uniting behind a private
interest inimical to the general good.

Madison described the problem as one of "majority
tyranny;“9 in terms of the analysis presented in thils work,

i1t might also be portrayed as an 1lnstance of the way allena-

9Cf. James Madison, Alexander Hamilton, and John Jay,
The Federalist Papers, ed. Clinton Rossiter, Mentor Books
New York: VYew Kmerican Library, 1961), #10, pp.78-80; Cf,
also, Robert A. Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory, Phoenix
Books (Chicago: ' The Unlversity of Chlcago Press, 1956), p.9.
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tion and reification interact. For Madison's "majority tyran-
ny™ is nothing more than the use, by an allenated majority,

of the reified state, in order to pursue allenated ends.

The classic example in American history involves the relfi-
cation of state governments, rather than the national govern-
ment, in order to preserve white supremacy in the South both
before and after the Civil War. Generally, it went under

the name of "states' rights."

Appropriately enough, the remedies Madison designed
for the problem of majority tyranny might best be described
as those of internal reification, the establishment within
the state of a number of separate and independent centers
of power. Each would develop its own legitimacy, and all,
taken together, would serve to frustrate tﬁe efficient and
purposive attainment of allenated ends by the state as a

whole., The 51st Federalilst contains a remarkably explicit

and self-conscious defense of the principle of creating an
organizational structure that would always be at war with
itself, or, in other terms, of attempting to hamstring a
reified institution by creating internal reirications.lo
Madison's system was not, however, entirely foolproof.

Under the guise of "national security" or similar claims,

1OMadison, Hamilton, and Jay, Federalist Papers, #51,
pp.32-325; c¢f. Hanna Fenichel Pitkin, The Concept o epre-
sentation (Berkeley and Los Angeles, Cal.: Universlty of
TallfTornla Press, 1967), p.195
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citizens have been persecuted by agents of the state since
at least the time of the Alien and Sedition Acts. On a more
mindane and humdrum level, the public weal continues to be
starved by the demands for national "power," even when there
are no legitimate national needs that that power could con-

ceivably help attain.

On the simplest level of political rationality, 1t
18 easy to see why a conscious strategy of reifying the state
would have considerable appeal for a political leader hold-
ing or seeking power within it., Allenated individuals 1like
to be identified with a powerful reification; nationalism
1s thus part of moast demagogues' stock in trade., Conversely,
the leader of a reified institution becomes more powerful
with every increase in the extent to which the institution
is reified.

But this country has also experienced a definite pro-
cess of historical development, extending at least as far
back as the Civil War, and traceable as far back as Hamllton,
in which the reification of the state, while serving the
interests of particular individuals, has also been promoted
to serve the interests of broader alienated groups. The
reification of the government of the United States has been
a long-standing aim of important elements of the business

community and their allies in the Republican Party. With
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a few deviations made necessary by peculiar historical or
regional circumstances, those interests have contlnued in
their pursuit of the reification of the state since the end
of the Civil War.

Por the business community, the reification of the
state has had two advantages, PFirst, 1t encouraged and made
possible the undertaking of imperlallist adventures which
guaranteed dominance both of new markets for finished goods
and excess capital, and new sources of cheap raw material.
The development of a national concern for lookling and acting
like a "great power" was closely connected with the desire
of capitalist interests to expand, particularly in the Car-
ibbean and the Pacific. Charles Beard, indeed, went so far
as to suggest that the very idea that such a thing as the
"national interest" existed had been manufactured by busi-
ness interests in order to legitimate imperlalist activities.ll

Second, it has been possible since at least the
18708 for conservative interests to identify domestlc radil-
caliam, no matter how indigenous, as being somehow forelgn
in origin or inspiration. In order to make that foreigness
80 unattractive, it was necessary to reify the nation. "Un-

Americanism" can be a vice only when such a thing as "Ameri-

1lpe, charles A. Beard, The Idea of National Inter-
est: An Analytical Study in American Forelcn Policy, with
the collaboratlion of G. H. E. omith (New York: Macmillan,

1934), passim.
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oanism" exists, and 1s valued. And "Americanism" was promoted
and reified in order to protect the hegemony of private pror-
erty.12 Moreover, radical movements of the powerless tend,
almost by definition, to be opposed to the existing organliza-
tion of the state, since those with wealth and power are most
likely to control the state apparatus, Relfylng the state
thus not only leglitimizes the power of those who control 1t,
but de~legitimizes thelr enemies, Thils 1s made most clear
when holders of political office attempt to mystifylngly mis-
interpret radical attacks on their actions into attacks on
the state i1tself, rather than the occupants of power within
it.

The famous and lamentable destruction of the European
Social-Democracy and its organizational embodiment, the Second
International, at the onset of the First World War, demon-
strates that this second process has not been unique to the
United States., The leadership of the International, having
read their Marx, was acutely aware that natlonalism was the
club with which the European ruling classes sought to keep
radicalism under control. Nonetheless, they were 1ncapable
of countering its appeals, illustrating perhaps a kind of

Gresham's Law of reification, in which reified attachments

12c¢, Louis Hartz, The Liberal Traditlion in America:
An Interpretation of American Political Thournht Since the
Revolutlon, Harvest BSooks (New York: harcourt, Brace and

World, 13555), pp.203ff.
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always win out over instrumental ones, Soclalists 1n this
country, emboldened perhaps by the three years which elapsed
between the outbreak of war and American entry into the hos-
tilities, were more courageous, That didn't prevent the
government from taking advantage of the opportunity to throw
hundreds of them into jJail, destroy the Wobblles, and gener-
ally emasculate the entire native radical movement.13
Given the longstanding identification of the Repub-
lican Party with the interests of the business class, 1t
would be easy to develop a simplistic explanation for the
Grand 0l1d Party's attachment to the processes of reifying
the state. But 1t would probably be fairer and more accurate
to contend that the Party, like George Washington Plunkitt,
seen 1ts chances and took 'em. Republican hegemony in national
politics between the Civil War and the beginning of the De-
pression was originally founded on its claim to having won
the Civil War, in opposition to the traitorocus party of "rum,
romanism, and rebellion."™ The Republican Party wes the party
of the Grand Army of the Republic. Later, it became the

party associated with successful imperial adventures in

13Cf. James Weinstein, The Decline of Soclallism in
America 1912-1925, Vintage Books (New York: nan.om House,
s PP.159- ; Daniel Bell, Marxian Soclalism in the
United States (Princeton, N.J.: Prlnccton University Press,
» PDe -106; and for a highly personal, flrst-hand
account, William D. Haywood, Bill Haywood's Book: The

Autobiography of William D. Haywood (kew York: International
Publishers, 1929), pp. .
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places like Cuba and the Phillipines as well, as symbolized
by Presidents Teddy Roosevelt and 'llliam Howard Taft, respect-
ively.

Having lost control of government to the Democrats
as a result of the Bull Moose schism, the Republicans re-
gained it by portraying themselves, once again, as the party
of true Americanism: Protestant, dry, anti-intellectual,
and anti-radical. The revival of nativist, 1soclationist,
jingoism in the '20s may have met deep-seated psychlc needs
for much of the population, but it also carried a potent and
direct political payoff. And the great ralds on the public
treasury conducted during the period of Republican domination,
first by the robber barons and trusts, later by government
officials themselves during the Harding Administration, only
demonstrate how easy 1t is to advance private interests
behind a shield of reilfied legitimacy.

The Republican resurgence after the Second World War
was, similarly, founded largely on 1ts opposition to the al-
leged twin threats of Communism abroad and at home., The ca-
reer of Joe McCarthy, as Michael Paul Rogin has demonstrated,
was entirely congruent with the traditions and attitudes of
the mainstream of the Republican Party, at least in the Mid-

14

west. In the 1972 Presidential campaign, a television

lucr. ¥ichael Paul Rogin, The Intellectuals and
McCarthv: The Radical Specter (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1967),




263

commercial sought to imply that the Democratic candidate, 1if
elected, would grievously weaken the military capabilities
of the nation, reducing it to a "second-rate power" (which
might, indeed, even be pushed around by a "fourth-rate power"
like North Korea). While the commercial was sponsored by an
organization calling itself "Democrats for Nixon," it fell
well within the central traditions of Republican politics.15
It has not been my purpose in this brief historical
survey to conduct a partisan attack on one of the political
parties, nor even to imply that that party alone has been
guilty of contributing to the reification of the state in
order to further its pursuit of narrow political purposes.
My feeling is that, if Republicans have been much gulltier
than Democrats of reifying the state, it 1s at least partially
because they have had more opportunities, and partially be-
cause the Democratic Party has long been dominated by an alli-
ance between Southerners devoted to the reified values of
white supremacy and big-city ethnic groups closely tied to
that oldest and biggest of reifications, the Catholic Church.

pp0233ff0

15An interesting sidelipht, perhaps, concerns the
famous propensity of the American electorate for choosing
military heroes for the Presidency. At least seven Presi-
dents have bcen high military officers before taking office.
Of these, only one, Andrew Jackson, was a Demoerat. And
the very first Republican candidate for President, John C.
Fremont, was also known primarilly for hils military career,
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And certainly anyone seeking a stark example of the reifica-
tion of the state need g0 no farther than John Kennedy's in-
augural address, the most famous passage from which 1s quoted
at the head of this chapter.

Instead, my point has been that the reification of
the state, like all reification, pays, at least in the short
run. It pays some-<those satisfied with the status qQuo and
the exlsting distribution of power--more than others. Under
conditlions of allenation, the 8trategy of reifying the state
will often be highly rational, at least in the short run,
and highly attractive for alienated individuals pursuing
their self-interests. The nation-state 1is the biggest prize
of all, and attempts to reify 1t will be unceasing.

In pre-modern political philosophy, the telos, or
purpose, of politics was thought to inhere 1in the political
community itself, and the activities of individuals were jus-
tified only so long as they were motivated by, and subordinate
to, the larger purpose of the comminity. Hobbes symbolized
the destruction of that view. The individual came first, not
the collectivity, and the state existed only to serve the

desires of individuals, not the other way around.16 The

) -IGCf. Leo Strauss, Natural Richt and History, Phoenix
Books (Chicago: The Universlty of Chicago Press, 1953),
Pp.182rf,



theory of American government, the theory of the Constitution
and the Declaration of Independence, retains that order and
that set of priorities. But the practice seems lncreasingly
far removed from the theory. Ends have been converted into
means, and means into ends. Reification has set 1in.

But the reification of the state differs, in one
crucial way, from all other kinds of reification. Alienation,
which produces reilfication, involves, as will be remembered,

a divergence between the particular and the General W1lll,

Yet if the General Will is to be embodied, expressed, and car-
ried out by any soclal organ, the state is surely the llkellest
mechanism. In liberal theory, of course, the state exists

for preclsely the purpose of embodying and enacting the Gen-
eral Will, Once it becomes reified, the last best hope for
effective action in support of the General Will is eliminated.
Other avenues remain available, but they are all considerably
more cumbersome and indirect, and they will inevitably labor
under the additional handicap of trying to act 1n oppositlion
to the state. The revolutionary party, or countercultural
commine--or more traditional organigzations like the Church--
may well come far closer to representing the Ueneral Will

than the state does, but they can never act on it quite so
effectively. Almost by definition, only the state 1s suf-
ficiently inclusive to truly reallze a general will.

So long as the state 1s reified, then, effective



266

action to combat alienation is likely, at the very least,

to be coneilderably more difficult than 1t would otherwilse

be. But alienation leads to reification., The reification

of the state, in a unique way, thus reinforces and perpetuates
the reification of other objects in soclety as well. An
unreifled state can coexist in a soclety in which other ob-
jects are reified, but once the state 1s reified, it 1s highly
improbable that other important soclal objects will long re-
main unreified, given the continued existence of alienation.
The reification of the state thus constitutes, in a sense,

the final nail in the coffin of unreified society.17

17H15tor1ca11y, of course, the reification of the
state preceeds the reification of most other social objJects,
with the exception of those objects to which religious sig-
nificance was attached. But that in no way negates this
analysis; instead, the very broad historical generaliza-
tion that the rise of the modern nation-state from the rulns
of feudal society coincided with the emergence of a wilde-
spread perception of allenation would seem to confirm it.



CHAPTER X

ALIENATION, REIFICATION, AND SOCIAL CHANGE

Whatever approves 1tself to us on any ground at the
outset, presently comes to appeal to us as a gratifying
thing in itself; it comes to rest in our habits of
thought as substantially right.

-=Veblen, The Theory of the Leisure Class

The particular instances of reification discussed in
the preceeding chapters form more than a set of isolated and
discrete phenomena. The microscoplc analysis of reification
cannot stand alone. It 1s necessary to develop a more com-
prehensive and developmental framework, in order to establish
the ways in which reification works on the broader, macro-
scoplc, societal level, in order to develop some understand-
ing of the dynamics of reification, and in order to make
possible the suggestion of some ways to deal with the prob-
lem., If reification were merely an attribute, llke greeness,
which attached to some social obJects, the theory of reifi-
cation might be of some descriptive interest, but it would
have little utility for those who would like to better under-
stand the social world, or change it. To have a greater use-
fulness, the theory of reification must contain some dynamilcs.

Regrettably, the attempt in this chapter to add &

267



268

macroscoplc, dynamic component to the theory of reification
makes necessary a return to more abstact levels of discussion,
away from the concrete realities of soclal facts. Documenta-
tion gives way to argumentation, and facts to abstractions.
One can only hope that there 1s some consolation in the re-
cognition that this return to abstract theorizing marks, as
well, a kind of summing-up and drawing of conclusions--the

beginning of the end.

Alienated individuals, as has been argued throughout,
seek to impose predictabllity, stability, and order on thelr
soclal environments. The causal mechanism they employ 1s
reification. And to a considerable extent, 1t will be argued
in this chapter, they succeed. But the predictability, sta-
bility, and order they create makes mockery of their inten-
tions and desires, and leads, over time, to a situatlon in
which most people are worse off, and more alienated, than
they were to begin with.

A good place to start is with the concept, originally
Marxist, of historical or cultural lag. For Marx, of course,
lag was essentially a relatlonship between substructure and
superstructure, an historlcal process in which superstructu-
ral activities, like governance, culture, and soclal relation-

ships, come to be out of phase with more fundamental relation-
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ships of production.1 But the concept of lag has a more
general application, as Alfred Meyer, in his exegesis of Marx,
develops so well. Lag, says Meyer,
can be explained as the result of a certain inertia that
may be inherent in formal instltutlons or formalized
social relationships. Form becomes a fetter to content.
By being cast into the form of institutions, men's social
relationships lag behind the actual development of the
soclal structure. The forms become aims in themselves.
But it can also be explained as a result of the actions
of conservative men, who seek by all possible means to
perpetuate the social relatlons in which they have a
vested interest, even though these soclal relations no
longer correspond to the actual processes of production.
In other words, reification, whether created consciously or
unconsciously, produces lag. The existence of reified objects
in the social world impedes the development of new forms of
soclal relationships, and acts as a constant drag on progress.
Because forms become "aims in themselves"--this particular
point lies at the core of much of Simmel's soclology as we113--
more important substantive soclal aims remain unfulfilled.
Meyer goes on to relate the theory of lag more spe-
cifically to Marx's conception of reification, even 1f he
uses different terminology. "More generally," says Meyer,
lag implies the recognition that man's actions exert
an unwanted influence long after they have been com-

mitted., Man's creations assume an independent influ-
ence of their own and can even come to rule over thelir

lce, Marx, Contribution to a Critique of Political
Economy, p.2l.

2Meyer, Marxism, p.62. 3cr. Simmel, Soclology, pp.Ulff.
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creators, as in capitalism, which Marx once defined as
the "command of the product of past labor over living
surplus labor" and as "that specific social relationship
in which past labor confronts living labor independently
and overpoweringly." Lag is, then, the dlscrepancy
between purpose and result, or the difference between
man's making use of his environment, with unexgected
results, and man's mastery of his environment.
This process 1s part of what was described earller as the
irony of reification., The reifications created by past gen-
erations, in order to advance their interests at the expense
of other individuals or classes, retain their power and im-
portance unto the next generation, and the next, by which
time they are frustrating the interests of practically every-
one., Hacker's American Electric corporation comes immediately
to mind.

Veblen, in different terms, described essentially
the same process. Institutions, he said, were nothing more
than "habits of thought," which, because of their habitual
nature, invariably changed more slowly than the social con-
ditions which gave rise to them. The result was a constant
disjunction between social needs and social institutions.
"Institutions,™ he wrote,

~~that 18 to say the habits of thought--under the guld-
ance of which men live are in this way received from an
earlier time; more or less remotely earlier, but 1ln any
event they have been elaborated in and received from the

past. Institutions are procducts of the past process,
are adapted to past circumstances, and are therefore

uMeyer, Marxism, pp.62-63.
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never in full accord with the requirements of the present.5
For Veblen, soclal development was a kind of perpetual tread-
mill; no matter how much institutions evolved, they were in-
capable, by their very nature, of evolving as fast as their
environments.

Veblen's theory of lag had a more specific socio-
logical component as well. The wealthy--the leisure clags--
could afford not to adapt to changing conditions. Wealth
served as a buffer which permitted the maintenance of out-
dated habits of thought. The conservatism of the rich was
thus more an effect than a cause.6 The existence of a
wealthy, conservative class, on the other hand, necessarily
implied the existence of a poor, deprived class, which be-
cause of the conditions of 1ts existence was incapable of
exerting the energy or influence necessary for soclal change.7

Veblen's analysis can be generallized to a broader
paradigm of the effects of reification, Reification embodies
a structure of power. The possesslon of power makes possible
the production of reifications, which in turn serve to solld-
1fy and perpetuate power relationships. 1In a reified system,
then, those with power have no incentive to change, since

change involves the risk of destroying the power which inheres

5Veb1en, Theory of the Leisure Class, p.133.
6

Ibid., pp.137-138.  'Ibid., p.140.
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in reified structures. Those who need and desire change, on
the other hand, lack the power to effect it. They are opposed,
moreover, not by the naked and soclally-disapproved whims of
selfish individuals, but by the institutionalization of those
desires, which appear as necessary and proper social objects,
and which the powerless themselves may belleve to be legiti-
mate.

The restless searching of power after power of which
Hobbes spoke is thus replaced, in modern soclety, by a strange
kind of static rigidity. Circumstances change, soclal rela-
tionships and attitudes evolve, but the predominant insti-
tutions of society go on and on, adapting, to be sure, to
changes in their environment from time to time, but continu-
ing to perpetuate their core procedures and practices, es-
tablished in a time long past for purposes long forgotten.
The rigid, formalized, extremely stable interrelationships
of oligopolistic firms have replaced the restless competi-
tion of the atomistic market as the appropriate metaphor for
social organization, and nothing is maximlized while some
things, at best, are satisflced.

Again, reification i1s fundamentally ironic, and the
rigidity of modern society serves the interests of fewer and
fewsr individuals--in many cases, it serves the interests of
no one. The structures of power embodled in reification were

created not for the benefit of thelr present occupants, but
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for generations long past, and while the holders of power

in reifications are reluctant to abandon thelr relative se-
curity and status to the risks of unreifled behavior, they
are not particularly well-served by the power they command
either. In order to successfully exist at the top levels of
most reified institutions, 1t 1s necessary to accept the
goals of the institution as one's own, and serve those goals
rather than personal preferences. In a world without reifl-
cations, 1t 1s inconceivable that the individuals who now
possess power as a result of their places in reified insti-
tutions would work so hard or so seriously in the pursuilt

of goals which are defined for them, not by personal prefer-
ences, but by institutional imperatives.

One should not lament too long the plight of the rich
and powerful., Everyone else has it considerably worse. For
the interests which dominate society, and which are not
those of the great mass of individuals, are not even those
of other individuals, but of impersonal, reiflied social ob-
Jects., Reification removes from soclal activity the possi-
bility of an enemy. The dominant interests in society are
those of impersonal, legitimate objects, not those of other
individuals, and can not be opposed in the same way that in-
dividuals~--in a socliety that at least gives lip-service to
the equality of all individuals--can- be.

As a result, the frustrations and lack of satisfaction
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in middle-class and working-class life are deflected away
from their real causes, because the real causes are reified,
and displaced onto ersatz enemies, either at home or abroad.
Russian Communists or native blacks, lacking the legitimacy

of reified institutions, receive the blame for mass dissatis-
faction, not because they have anything to do with 1t, but
because the true causes have been reified and legitimated
beyond the point where they are considered acceptable objects
of critiaism. Instead, they are simply there, taken as social
givens about which nothing can, or should, be done. The

field of possible soclal action is thus reduced by eliminating
any form of action that might do anyone any good. Instead,

an "artifical stability" governs everything.

This artificial stability produces, and is reinforced
by, patterns of thought and habits of thinking which occupy
a central position in reified soclety. A system of reilfica-
tions 1s perpetuated, not only by the intrinsic staylng power
of reifications themselves, but by a number of soclal atti-
tudes and orientations. While these attitudes play, at most,
only a secondary part in the maintenance of reifled stabllity,
they merit examination at this polint 1in order to complete the
theoretical portrait of reified soclety.

The best place to start is with the old poker maxim

about not throwing good money after bad--when one's prospects
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for the hand are poor, it 1s best to get out no matter how
mich you have already put into the pot. That kind of think-
ing occuples an important place in conventional wisdom, but
like most homilies, is honored more in the breach than the
observance. Once social resources have been invested in an
institution, no matter how ineffectlve or even counterpro-
ductive, people are unwilling to do away with the institution
altogether. The more reified it has become, the more likely
good money--or time, or energy--will be thrown after bad.

As concern with ends is replaced by solicitude towards the
means, the means continue to be supported long after they
are doing anyone any good.

Similarly, management textbooks and manuals of busil-
ness management are firm in their admonitions that sunk costs
mist be treated very differently from prospective or variable
costs; that once money is spent, it 1s spent, and that the
past commitment of resources should not irraticnally influ-
ence their future allocation. But anyone famlllar with the
history of the Convair 880 and 990, which almost drove Gen-
eral Dynamics into bankruptcy,8 or similar business misad-
ventures, knows that even within the largest and most sophls-

ticated of corporations, products, practices, and procedures

8ce. Richard Austin Smith, Corporations in Crisis
Anchor Books (@Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Co., 19665,
p.67 et ff.
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which take the form of sunk costs often become reified, with
destructive consequences,

In a sense, the argument that practice x or product
line y must be continued because of the past investment sunk
into it constitutes the reductio ad absurdum of reification.
Things must be valued, treated as intrinsically important,
merely because, like Mt. Everest, they are there. The logil-
cal fallaciousness of that sort of argument only makes more
astounding its high incidence in social discourse., In a sense,
1t forms the last stage of Veblen's argument: hablts of
thought are perpetuated, not only because they are habitual,
but because habitualness itself 1s valued.

Another kind of reifiled thinking 1s implicit in Karl
Deutsch discussion of the "problem of commitment™ in his

Nerves of Government. Organizational commitment, says Deutsch,

18 one of the principal causes of loss of "autonomy," or the
ability to be "self-steering.” The more rigidly the struc-
tures and resources of an organization are committed to any
particular set of functions or purposes, he says,

the less readily available they are for recommltment,
and the less are thus the chances for any rearrange-
ment in the system. In political and social organie
zations, and perhaps in the life of individuals, this
rigidity of commitment is linked to the problems of
challenge and success. The more serious the challenge,
or the greater the danger, the greater may be the need
to commit our resources on pain of destruction; but in
meeting such an "excessive" challenge, in Toynbee's
usage of the word, the ability to recommit resources to
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new functions may be lost.9

In other words, organizations, 1f they are to insure
thelir survival and maintain their autonomy from their environ-
ments, must avoid, i1f at all possible, becoming too committed
to the fulfillment of any one end., Success itself should be
feared, because 1t may indicate that the organization has no
capabilitles other than those that brought that success, and
will not be able to continue functioning. Or, put another
way, the complete commitment of resources to the fulfillment
of a valued soclal end runs contrary to the long-term best
interests of the organization.

But Just here 1s where Deutsch misses the point. If
the goals of the organization conform to those of soclety,
the organization itself should be valued only instrumentally,
and no problem of over-commitment arises; if, llke the salmon,
the organization must accept its own extinction as the price
for perpetuation of the specles, that is perfectly all right.
Only when the organization 1s valued for itself--becomes rei-
fied--18 commitment a problem.

Reification thus produces conservatism in still
another way. Not only does 1t create institutional lag and
the overvaluation of sunk costs, but it insures that, within

reified institutions, soclal resources will never be completely

9Deutsch, Nerves of Government, p.227.
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and whole-~heartedly committed to the fulfillment of social
ends, To do 80 would imperil the reifications,

Finally, there 1s the tendency to employ potential
tools simply because they are around, regardless of their
utility or whether there is any need for what they are capa-
ble of doing. When combined with the tendency of institutions
to perpetuate themselves long after they have ce..sed to serve
their original functions, this means that many useless and
even harmful things are done because institutions are sitting
around that otherwise would be doing nothing. The creation
of entirely spurious products by corporations 1s only the
most common and conspicuous exarple of that kind of activity;
perhaps a better example 18 the construction of massive and
totally useless public works--New York's Albany Mall or
Louisiana's Sunshine Bridge, for instance--in order to give
politically-favored building contractors something to do
which does not force them to sacrifice theilr relfied commit-
ments to high levels of profit and existing technologles, as
would the construction of low-cost housing or mass transpor-
tation.

What 1s wrong with this process 1s that it couverts a
useless, but essentially harmless, soclal object into an ex-
tremely dangerous one. So long as the National Guard didn't
ever do anything, it remained only a minor drain on social

resources. But 1ts continued existence made i1ts destructive
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employment all but inevitable, and four students were murdered
at Kent State.

In addition, as these examples illustrate, reified
thinking of this kind misallocates soclal resources. The
tendency to employ institutions at those tasks for which they
are well suited qua institutions eliminates the possibility
that they might be de~institutionallzed in order to serve a
necessary social function, or even abolished altogether, with
the resources they had been consuming redirected towards a
productive, unreified organization. Not sending the National
Guard to Kent State would have been preferable to sending
them, but not having a National Guard, and using the money

and manpower for better things, would be still more desirable.

In general, then, reification produces conservatism,
Things continue to happen as they have been happening because
the predominant social institutions continue to exist and
behave with as little adaptive change as they can manage.
Moreover, the social distribution of influence and power
becomes locked into a reified system, and is materlally
changed only by infrequent instances of dereification, or
the greater reclative success of one institution as opposed
to others.

But this reified stabllity exists in a world where

the underlying currents of social development and attitudinal
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change are anything but stable. Reified stability at the
institutional level coexists with alienation among individu-
als, and this coexistence produces a vicious cycle in which
alienation continually increases at the same time as the
social rigidity and inflexibility it produces. Stability
engenders discontent, but discontent only produces more sta-
bility, and the gap between individual desires and soclal
preformance widens continually.

Alienation, as heas been discussed at some length,
leads to reification; alienated individuals, in order to pro-
tect their interests, reify social objects. But reification
also produces alienation, in at least three distinct ways.
Pirst, reification involves the endowment with power cf all-
enated particular wills, which are not those of most individ-
uals. Because these wills are reified, that 1s, legitimated
in terms of values accepted by society at large, they cannot
be opposed by society as a whole. Social action thus cannot
satisfy the interests of individuals who do not benefit from
any particular reification; 1if their particular wills are to
be satisfied, they must be made to diverge from the General
Will. Even if the individual 1is not alienated to begin with,
he rust alienate himself in order to advance his interests.
He must pursue his goals privately, because they cannot be
met publicly; the public accepts reifications acting counter

to his interests. This seeming paradox exists because
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reified interests, which in fact are 1in conflict with the
General Will, appear to be, and are thought of as, conforming
with i1t. In any event, the more reifications dominate soclety,
the less well the particular will of any individual 1s soclally
served, and the more alienated he 18 llkely to become.

This analysis holds equally well for cases of internal
reification in the organizations and institutlons with which
the individual must ordinarily deal. Having one's will frus-
trated by internal reifications in an unreified organization
is no different, theoretically or subjectively, from having
it frustrated by an institution that has been reified as a
whole. The statement that, "you can't fight City Hall," can
be true in two different senses: either City Hall may embody
interests counter to your own, or it may attempt to serve
your interests, but be unable to help you, or even avold har-
assing you, because it 1s internally reified. Both situations
are equally produced by reificaticn, and both are equally
alienating, since the individual's will 1s incapable of real-
ization through public activity.

Nor can the individual choose to remain allenated but
attempt to permanently reduce his personal dissatisfaction
by attaching himself to a reification. Thils strategy would
be effective so long as he were the only cne to employ 1t,
but if one individual's reifications are met by the reifica-

tions of others--as they generally are-~then everyone 1is
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worse off than they were to begin with, In this sense, rei-
fication resembles what Garrett Hardin has described as the
"tragedy of the commons."™ So long as a village remains small,
1ts common pasturage will be of great advantage to everyone;
but once more than a certain number of individuals attempt to
employ it, everyone will be worse off, except the last 1lndivid-
ual to join the collectivity, and the total soclal beneflt
will be less than 1t had formerly been.10 Similarly,.the
alienated individual who benefits himself by creating reifi-
cations is better off in the long run only if everyone else
refrains from doing so, an unlikely outcome. When everyone
attempts to create reifications, the sum total of personal
dissatisfaction increases,

Second, reification, as noted above, deflects the
attitudes and activities of alienated individuals away from
the true causes of their alienation, and renders those causes
unopposable. Either the alienated individual must direct
his activity against non-reified groups in soclety, which
will not decrease his allienation but will certainly increase
theirs, or, as Sennett and Cobb describe, he will internallze

his alienation, blaming it on himself because the real causes

10a¢, garrett Hardin, "The Tragedy of the Commons,"
Science, CVXII (13 December 1368), pp.1243-1248.
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are unblamable.}l In either case, the allenated individual

will be incapable of doing anything to reduce or change his

alienation, and may well become still more alienated, as the
repeated promises of social institutions, which appear to be
embodying the General Will, to serve his interests go unful-
filled.

Finally, and most simply, alienated individuals are
alienated in terms of some social status quo, Reificatlion
perpetuates the status quo and, with 1it, the 1individual's
alienation. Alternatively, the interests and desires of non-
alienated individuals are likely to change over time, and
change more rapidly than social institutions. Institutional
lag thus has important consequences for allenation; so long
as reified institutions are perceived as embodiments of wills
not in conflict with the General Will, the lag between thelr
activities and practices and the changing needs of individuals
will produce alienation.

Reification thus begets allenation just as allenation
begets reification. Nor is the process a simple matter of
one-time stimilus and response, Instead, 1t forms a self-
generating and self-perpetuating process, 1n which the knot
of reification 1s wound ever more tightly around soclety as

alienation within it continues to grow. After some historic-

11gr,. Sennett and Cobb, Hidden Injuries of Class,

passim.
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ally moot point in time, the cycle generates itself, going
from alienation to reification to allenation and so on and
on, driven by the internal dynamic of its own logilc.

The recent history of urban politics in the United
States provides an interesting example of this dynamic.
Concrete events, of course, are always more complex and more
milti-causal than any single theory can be, and 1t 1s hardly
being asserted here that all the developments described in
the example are adequately accounted for by the simple model
of an allienation-reification-alienation cycle. But the poli-
tics of American cities in the last several decades does help
to indicate the ways in which the cycle actually works, and
shows that the broad outlines of the model have at least some
connection with reality, a connection that has a certaln amount
of explanatory utility.

The growth of black demands for equal justice had
1ts roots, almost by definition, in the alienation of black
citizens, in the divergence between thelr interests and those
of the major organizations of soclety. Whether the demands
of blacks or the activities of those organizations better
embodied the General Will 1s an important ethical and polliti-
cal question, but not directly relevant to the analysls here;
alienation would have resulted in either case.

In response to black demands, which at least in the

beginning were probably supported by a large part of the white
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population, some institutions sought to change thelr behavior,
only to be frustrated by internal reification, as 1n the case
of corporations or public agencies locked into promotion on
the basis of senlority or objective testing, who did attempt
to hire increasing numbers of black workers, but then falled
to promote them, Other institutions, desiring not to respond,
were able to hide behind their reified legitimacy, and do
nothing even when black demands were recognized by the general
public as being legitimate, Because soclety was so highly
reified, in sum, the response to black demands was woefully
inadequate and slow.

In response, blacks began to attempt to develop coun-
ter-reifications of their own, through the device of hiring
quotas, reifying government agencles sympathetic to blacks,
and more symbolic matters of dress, publlc rhetoric, and
symbolism, Alternatively, they sought to selze control of
reified institutions such as city governments, and bend them
to their own purposes, retaining the reified legitimacy but
changing the actual behavior. These efforts as well were
largely unsatisfactory, for two reasons. First, reification,
as has been discussed, requires power, something allenated
groups like blacks tend to be short of. Second, those rei-
fications in which blacks succeeded at occupying the highest
positions--in Newark or Cleveland, for instance--were so rei-

fied internally that it was almost impossible to change them
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at all.

Nonetheless, the very evidence of attemptis by black
citizens to create or appropriate reifications of thelr own
alarmed working-class and middle-class whites in the citles,
who were themselves already alienated, if less visibly. The
prospect of being confronted by black-dominated reifications,
in addition to all the other reifications with which they
regularly had to cope, created considerable anxliety among
white city-dwellers. Many were able to flee. The others,
now still more alienated by each small success in reification
achieved by blacks, responded by creating counter-reifications
of their own.

The most important of these has been the police.

Never before in American history has there been so ruch atten-
tion paid to legitimizing and supporting the roles of the
police, even at a time when the police are less able to con-
tol crime than ever before. The newfound legltimacy of the
police furthers black alienation, of course, but it also does
1ittle to meet the true needs of the white citizens who con-
tribute to that reification. The reification of the police
permits the institution to thrive no matter how ineffective

1t 1s, and thus removes an important incentive for efficiency;
in addition, the simple costs of supporting the increased sigze
and power that comes with reification is hardly compensated,

for white taxpavers as well as black, by any decreases in the
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level of crime, or even by psychlc reassurance.

The process of alienation, reification in response,
alienation in response, reification in response, and so on
continues, but it might be useful to cut into 1t here in order
to refer back to theoretical concerns. If anything is clear,
i1t is that the workings of this cycle in major American
cities has left everyone worse off: racial polarization
increases, not decllines; services, increasingly reified in-
ternally and externally, continue to deterlorate; and polltical
campalgns become dominated by 1ssues with no direct relevance
to the real problems of citizens of either race. In the
cycle of alienation, reification, and alienation, everyone
loses.

Moreover, the history of black demands and the re-
sponses to them provides an excellent example of the diffi-
culties involved in creating change when a high level of rei-
fication already exists in society. Those who deslre to change

soclety never have the luxury of a tabula rasa from which to

start., They must always make do with the materials at hand,
But since those materials consist primarily of the reifled,
dominant institutions in soclety, the direction of soclal
change must be modified, or distortcd, in order to accomodate
to their existence. Instead of golng directly from A to B,
those who desire to change soclety must detour around x, y,

and z; and the detour 1s so lengthy and fraught with peril
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that they may never get to B at all.

If the cycle of alienation and reification were en-
tirely self-enclosed, however, 1t would be far less dangerous
and undesirable than it 1s. Alienation 1is far from the only
social evil, and a soclal process that increased alienation
as 1ts only damaging consequence would be far from the great-
est threat to soclial well-being. But reification, and the
alienation it produces, have other, more serlous effects.

As the example indicates, polarization between various ele-
ments of society, deterioration of services for all members

of society, and the general misallocation of social resources
are all produced by reification. People are allenated because
of reification, but they are also angered, mistreated, op-
pressed, cheated, robbed, and murdered on college campuses

or ghetto streets. For some time, allienation has been op-
posed because 1t was thought to de intrinsically bad, and

to some extent it i1s. But it also leads to other things,

most of which are worse. It is both a cause and a symptom

of the real problem, that of reification.

An alternative way of thinking about the systemic
effects of the alienation-reification cycle involves a descrip-
tion of some of the ways in which reifiled soclety responds,
or falls to respond, to its major problems,

By their very nature, institutions are incapable of
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working effectively to solve recognized soclal problems and
fulfill widely-felt soclal needs. In reified soclety, impor-
tant problems go unsolved, no matter how much of society's
resources are devoted to them. Indeed, the more strongly a
need 13 socially felt, and the more willing soclety 1is to
commit resources to 1ts fulfillment, the more likely allenated
individuals are to reify objects which might be employed in
the process, in order to appropriate abundantly-avallable
resources for themselves. The growth of the "education indus-
try," in which large conglomerate corporations have sought

to cash in on the growing concern for educatlon, provides a
useful example.

In addition, many legitimate problems go unrecognized
when alienation 1s deflected onto unreified groups and organi-
zations, in the process described above. And other problems,
which are recognized, are thought to be insoluble because
solutions would involve the destruction of reifications,

The problems of large citles could, for instance, be solved
mich more effectively if reified political boundaries between
inner citles and their suburbs were discarded.

Becuase so many problems go unsolved for so long,
they tend to fester quietly until they become unavoldable
erises. The planning and long-range commitments which ratlonal
mastery would require are replaced, 1n reifled soclety, by

"erisis management.” Since "crisis management” might be
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generally described as improvising with the best tools on
hand, it often involves the process described above of employ-
ing whatever institutions are on hand for the uses for which
they are suited qua institutions, and rarely contalns any
effort to attack or discard reiflcations, since doing so would
require large expendlitures of time and resources which are
always 1in short supply for "crisis managers."” Once again,
Amtrak is a good example. Nothing was done about the long-
standing deterloration of passenger service until action be-
came unavoldable, and the actions then taken seemed concerned,
above all, with not stepping on any relfied toes.12

The continued inability of institutions to solve
soclal problems, combined with their continuing efforts to
legitimize themselves, can only create what might be described
as a general devaluation of legitimacy. The more people are
told how wonderful their institutions are, and the less well
they are served by those lnstitutions, the more skeptical,
mistrustful, and alienated they become. Not only does ali-
enation increase directly--but the generally high level of
distrust and allenation makes it more and more difficult for

legitimate, non-allenated organizations to obtain the public

support they require in order to effect the General Will,

Reified soclety 1s thus characterlzed by the paradoxical

120¢, above, pp.132-134,
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situation in which anti-social institutions loudly proclaim
their legitimacy while socially-useful organizations must
work stealthily, in the dark of nlght.

Reification not only affects the ways in which soclety
deals with agreed-upon problems. It also distorts soclal
conflict when agreed-upon goals, or the means of getting to
them, are absent. In order to counter reifled structures of
power, those who begin by seeking to advance the General wWill
must often, as has been noted, develop counter-reifications
of their own, thus losing the battle before it 1s fairly
begun. Moreover, because of reification, many solutions to
conflict which might otherwise be available are eliminated
from consideration, and less-attractive solutions, or no
solutions at all, are made necessary. Finally, as has also
been noted, the deflection of conflict away from the real
sources of problems onto non-reifled groups only increases
the general level of allenation, and the general impetus for
further conflict, without solving anything.

Bleak though this description may be, things can con-
tinue to get worse indefinitely. The separation of alienated
individuals from one another can be overcome, sald Marx, only
by the development of class conaciousness. But the reifica-
tions of modern soclety are so manifold and so numerous that
organization on anything like a class basis becomes mere and

more difficult, and more and more unlikely. One man, one
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reification might be a more appropriate motto.



CHAPTER XI
BREAKING THE CYCLE

Only he who has the courage to be absolutely negative
has also the power to create something new,

-=Iudwlg Feuerbach,

"On the Necessity of a Reform of Philosophy"

Reification 1s a problem of conaciousness. Reifled
objects differ from non-reified objects above all in the ways
they are perceived, thought of, acted towards. In this re-
gard, reification differs crucially from allenation, which
lies in the objective divergence between particular and Gen-
eral Wills, whether perceived or not. Relfication can be
permanently altered by acting simply on the level of conscious-
ness. Allenation can not be.

Since reifications are created and maintalined on the
level of eonsciousness, thelr destruction can and must be
achieved through consclousness. On the simplest level, but
one not too terribly far removed from the truth, dereifica-
tion involves only the commitment to no longer accept reifi-
cation, a willful suspension, as it were, of bellef,

Dereification is fundamentally a process of saylng

"no" to the werld, of denying the importance or value of ob-

Jects, of refusing to be taken in by myth. A political process,

293
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it strongly resembles, and 1s materially abetted by, the
techniques of sarcasm, ridicule, and surrealism in the arts.
Perhaps the greatest single instance of dereifying activilty
was the midget on J. P. Morgan's lap.

Of course, one cannot simply cease to belleve in Gen-
eral Motors or the United States Army and then blissfully
expect them to disappear. Reifications are social objects,
after all, and wishing will not make them gc¢ away. But the
problem of bellef, of acceptance, 1s central to the continued
maintenance of reification, and the withdrawal of bellef 1s
the most important step in the destruction of reifications.

The willful suspension of belief makes 1t possible
to ask of every soclal object what its contribution to the
general good of soclety 1s, and to demand of it proof of 1its
legitimacy., If that proof is not forthcoming, much of the
power and importance of most large reilfications simply evapo-
rates. If the rationales for corporate legitimacy and the
importance of profits to the nation disappear, and someone
comes along with an alternative way of disposing of General
Motors' profits, there is no reason why he should not be ac-
ceded to, If the nation-state and its government were to
lose their reified legitimacy, engage in a militaristic for-
elgn adventure, and then attempt to ralse an army without
actual physical impressment, there might finally be a war to

which nobody came,
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Yet the changes in consclousness necessary for derel-
fication will not be easily achieved. Reification is accomp-
1ished through successful processes of mystification, which
can not be easily reversed, if they can be reversed at all.
The great engines of modern mass communicatlions have long
been at the service of those who would create reifications.
Undoing their work would undoubtedly require more than an
equivalent effort, since it 1s easler to create beliefs than
to destroy them.

Moreover--and more importantly--once an object nas
become reified, it acquires power, Those who benefit from
reifications have never shown any reluctance to employ that
power for their personal ends; the continued reified status
of General Motors is no accident. To be sure, power will
wither away if dereification can be accomplished--that is
why individuals benefitting from reilfications are so eager
to preserve their reified statuses--but the task of dereifi-
cation can not succeed unlecs the power of reifications can
be overcome.

And power can be successfully opposed only by power.
Since power 1s the stuff of politics, this means that the
process of dereification 1s preeminently political. Changing
consciousness--inducing the suspension of bellef--requires
political action and political struggle.

Nor is the strategy of removing reifications one at
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a time or even en masse likely to be effective, unless rel-
fication in general comes to be opposed, and alternative
outlets for alienation established. Unless the changes in
conscicusness produce hostility towards all reification, the
abolition of one reification will only be met by the develop-
ment of another in its place. Reifying behavior will remain
too attractive an outlet for alienated individuals unless
that behavior 1tself comes to be discredlted.

The political problem, then, is one of how alienated
individuals can be mobilized to combat reification in general
when their interests, by definition, dlverge from one another,
and when many protect themselves from alienated society only
through the mediation of reifications. Individuals will con-
tinue to accept reifications, and create new ones, 80 long
as reification itself is accepted as soclally legitimate,
and 8o long as reifications remain the strongest line of
defense for allenated individuals, no matter how self-defeat-
ing that defense ultimately is. And they will not unite for
common political action unless a mechanism 18 developed to
identify and promulgate a General Will about which many can

readily agree without endangering their positions in society.

If the problem is soluble at all, the solution has
two distinct, 1f equally necessary, parts. First, alterna-

tive outlets for alienation must be identified and promoted,
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so that individuals are no longer so anxious to create rel-
fication, so that the prospect of dereification will not
cause them to fear being stripped naked of all protection

in an alienated world. In econcmic terms, this half of the
solution Beeks to abolish reification by substantially reduc-
ing the demand for 1it.

Second, reification itself, in general, must be dis-
eredited. Even if individuals lack common interests, 1t may
be possible to identify a common enemy--reification--thus
providing at the same time a basis for political mobilization
and a definition of the task towards which that mobilizatian
should be directed. Discrediting reification seeks to cut
off the supply by winning public acceptance of the convic-.
tion that it is socially and morally unacceptable, and by
developing political mechanisms to enforce that conviction.

It 1s a task of education, of political educatlon.

Three alternative ways of dealing with allienation
suggest themselves immediately. Two, the old liberal cliches
of private property and individual political expression, are
unattractively asaociated with all the evils of traditional
liberal soclety, although they are the two most likely to
succeed. The third, that of pluralist group-affiliation,
has a much more seductive appearance, but is doomed to fall-

ure, It should therefore be considered first.
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The concept of alienation, it should be recalled,
originated as a polar opposite to that of community. Ali-
enation consists of the absence of all the attributes of
comminitarian life, If the re-creation of an all-encompassing
community at the socletal level is impossible or undersirable,
it might still be possible to establish surrogate communities,
or at least surrogates for community, in a variety of other
social forms. The warmth, supportiveness, friendliness, and
mutual concern for others which are absent in soclety at
large can be provided by affiliative groups founded on shared
ethnicity, religion, occupation, economic interests, or
political opinions.

This is the solution of pluralism. It has long oc-
cupied an honored place in American political science and
American 1deology, and it .ppears, to some extent, to reflect
the realities not only of American social 1life, but of Ameri-
can polltics as well, which often scems to be little more
than the competition between such groups for political favors,
In the pluralist view, the true locl of political community
and individual expression and representation are the multi-
farious groups of society; the state is little more than an

umpire which regulates thelir interrelationships.1

le. David B. Truman, The Governmental Process:
Politiecnl Interests and Public Opinlon (New York: Alfred
X, Xnopf, 19517, pp.14lr.
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But it doesn't work. The pluralist model accurately
describes only small, and increasingly less important, sec-
tors of the American political system. More importantly, the
pluralist solutlor. does nothing to reduce allenation in socli-
ety; it only displaces it. Alienation, it must be reitera-
ted, 1s the divergence between the particular and QGeneral
Wills; whether the particular will 1s that of an individual
or a group, whether the particular will of the indlvidual
conforms to that of the group ol which he 1s a member, makes
no difference. All pluralism does 1s simplify matters some-
what by substituting for a world of alienated individuals a
smaller cosmos of allenated groups, each allienated from the
others and the collectivity.

Pluralists have sought to surmount this difficulty
by denying the existence of a General Will, by eontending
that the level of generality of the interest-group is the
most encompassing to which political actors can, or should,
aspire. This assertion immedlately produces an inescapable
contradiction for the pluralists, since the entire saystem
they describe is necessarily governed by a set of universally
accepted norms and practices--if those are not a General wiil,
nothing is. More to the point of the current discussion,
the pluralist denial of the General Will only adds another

level of mystification to the problems of alienation and
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reification in society.2

For allenated groups, Just like allenated individuals,
protect their interests by creating reifications. To a con-
siderable extent, they reify themselves, a process made all
the easier by the legitimating ideology which pluralist the=-
ory provides them. The result--to the questionable extent
to which plurailist theory has ever been descriptively accu-
rate--is a soclety dominated by alienated, self-serving,
reifled and hence unopposable interest-groups, differing
from the reified society described above only in the specifiec
content of the most important reifications.

Every time a Congressional committee holds hearings
on tariff legislation or farm subsidies, the pluralist ideal
is enacted in nightmare form. One alienated, reified group
after another describes 1its interests to the committee, and
makes demands on the basis of their reified legitimaclies.

The Congressmen, well aware of the political power of some

of these reifications, listen deferentially, promise to do
homage to their reified status, and generally act accordingly.
The only thing excluded from the final legislation 1s any
attempt to serve a conception of the general good.

The process as a whole reveals every soclally destruc-
tive consequence of reification. Not the least of these 1is

the promotion of still more alienation, as groups getting

2Cf. Barry, "The Public Interest,” p.160.
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less than they consider to be their share find thelr inter-
ests still more opposed to those of everyone else, and still
further reification, as those more-alienated groups strike
back by strengthening their own reification or creatling new
ones .3

If attacking alienation on the group level seems hope-
less, though, alternative approaches on the individual level
may be more promising. The traditional theory of liberal
society, as noted at the end of Chapter III, held that the
device with which alienated individuals protected themselves
was that of private property. Until very recently, of course,
property in any considerable measure was avallable only to
the privileged few; in addition, the history of 1llberal so-
clety has been dominated by the reification of property 1t-
self, But it 1s possible that the increased affluence of
modern Western soclety, and the changes in the nature of that
affluence, have finally procduced a situation in which property
can indeed serve, for the broad masses of the people rather
than Just the few, as an adequate bulwark against allenated

society, without becoming reilfied.

3For the critique of pluralicm, see especlally,
Robert Paul Wolff, "Beyond Tolerance,”" in Wolff, Earrington
Moore, Jr., and Herbert Marcuse, A Critique of Pure Tolerance
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1965), p.045; Lenry &. FKariel, The
Decline of American Pluralicsm (Stanford, Cal.: Stanford
Unlversity Press, 1961}, pp.32-33 et passim; and Grant
McConnell, Private Power and American cemocracy (New York:
Kifred A. Rnopl, 130b),P.i11l.
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Precisely that argument has been made by Tom Wolfe,
who may well be the most perceptive soclologist in America
today, although he would no doubt be chary of that descrip-

tion. In the introduction to his The Pump House Gang, Wolfe

contends the affluence of contemporas=y American soclety has

permitted many people to develop their own styles of l1life

which at the same time free them from the oppressiveness of

a commnitarian status system, and permit them to simply en-

joy themselves %2 an extent unprecedented in human hictory.
"Now," says Wolfe,

this 18 not exactly what the great Utopian thinkers of
the nineteenth century, the Saint-Simons, the Fourlers,
and the Owens, had in mind when they envisioned a world
of the future in which the ordinary working man would
have the time and the money to extend his God-given po-
tential to the fullest. The old Utoplans believed in
industrialism. In fact, it was Saint-Simon who coined
the word. Yet the worker paradise industriallsm would
make possible was to take a somewhat more pastoral
form. They saw 1t as a kind of Rousseauvian happy-
primitive village with modern convenlences, with every-
one, great and small, knit together forever after, as
grateful as spaniels.

The problem with this vision was the idea of community it
contained, The Rousseauvian ideal was flawed;

the community has never been one great happy family for

all men, In fact, I would say the opposite has been true,

Community status systems have been games with few winners

and many who feel like losers., What an intriguing thought

~-=-for a man to take his new riches and free time and his

machlnes and split from communitas and start his own league.

uTom Wolfe, The Pump llouse Gang (New York: Bantam
Books, 1969), p.7.

2Ibid., pe.3.

5
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In other words, the needs served by the community in trad-
itional political theory can be served just as well by the
nuclear family and its material possessions, wlthout the
costs of community.

The individual can be protected from allenated soci-
ety by his possessions--and, irony of 1ironles, his purchasing
power. Nor are these possessions necessarily reified--part
of their great appeal lies in their expendability, which makes
possible constant replacement by newer and better objects.

In addition, seeking the solution to allenation through
material possessions at least reinstates the proper relation-
ships between persons and objects. Objects are concelved

by this analysis to exlist for the sole purpose of meeting
human needs and gratifying human desires, and when they no
longer serve those ends, they are dlscarded.

There are three obvious objections to attempting to
deal with alienation through affluence. PFlrst, the wealth
of which someone like Wolfe speaks, while broadly distributed,
18 8till not shared by large segrnents of the population, and
the affluence of the haves only increases the allenation of
the have-nots. This objection is surely speclous, since 1t
can be met merely by extending the sphere of haves to every-
one in soclety, something that could easily be done 1f the
major reifications in the economy were brought under control,

and excess profits distributed to the poor, a task which 1s
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intrinsically worthy and necessary, regardless of its rela-
tionship to alienation.
Second, as Galbraith argued in The Affluent Society,

an excesslve concentration on private riches creates a seri-
ous tendency to slight the public weal; the general good gets
lost in the accumulated pursults of private goods.6 The most
obvious manifestation of this problem is the inability of
government to ralse adequate revenues without fears of a
"taxpayers' revolt;" those who have finally attained some
measure of affluence are reluctant to sacrifice any more of
it for the general good.

Still, Galbdbraith himself argued that the overemphasis
on private concerns was at least partly the result of the
nearness of Depression memories in the public psyche,7 and
conslderable evidence does exist that when people finally
become comfortable in their affluence, generally in the sec-
ond generation of middle-class life, they become more active
in and more concerned about the community. Moreover, the
resistance of ordinary citlzens to making greater contributions
to public revenues would certainly be mollified if the tax-
ation system was less respectful of reified interests, and
taxed the wealthy at least proportionately as much as the

middle class.8

60!. Galbralth, Affluent Society, pp.204-208,

8

TIvid., pp.222-223. °Ibid., p.242.
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Finally, and most tellingly, there 1ls the argument
that high levels of alienation continue to exist even in the
most prosperous sectors of soclety., In recent years, the
most visible example of affluent allenation has been among
the adolescent children of the middle and upper-middle class.
It would be possible to argue that this allenation represented
merely a new form of fundamental and unavoldable generational
conflicts, which can be eased only by the passage of time
and the transition, for each individual, from adolescence
to maturity.

But such an argument would make light of a legitimate
problem. Instead, for the purposes at hand 1t 1s adequate
merely to point out that the allenatlorn of high-school and
college students does not generally lead to the creation of
reifications, Whether that i1s because the young generally
lack enough power to create reifications, or, instead, simply
because their values and attitudes have led them in other
directions—adolescence is particularly characterized by a
turning inward, and the manifestatlions of this turning, 1in
the use of drugs or the emphasis on highly expressive patterns
of conduct, differ fundamsntally from reifying behavior,
which is far more concerned with outward appearances--1is
unimportant to the question at hand. Allenation, among the
young or anyone else, is a serious probtlem, but it 1s less

serious than reification, and the alienatlon of the affluent,
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as opposed to the alienation of affluent individuals within
large organizations in which they may continue to create in-
ternal reifications, generally does not lead to reification.
The third type of non-reilfying response to allienation,
that of individual attempts to master the environment, immedi-
ately leads to & set of problems and a field of inquiry far
too broad to be even touched on here. But 1t might be possi-
ble to simply suggest some of the ideas expressed by Robert

Coles in his Children of Crisis. Most of the behavioral

"pathologies" associated with poverty and allenation are not,
Coles insists, products of mental 1llness or personal incapac-
ity, Instead, they represent rational and frequently con-
structive adaptations to unavolidable objective conditions
--and in many situations, indeed, they represent the only
possible response. Nor are these responses necessarily
destructive of all that is good in human personality; on the
contrary, poor peopla 1n oppressive conditions often display
remarkable (to a white, Northern, middle-class professional)
levels of self-assurance, coursge, and joy.9
Extending Col~s's conclusion from this argument to
the problems of alienated individuals in general, the prcb-
lem of alienztion is primarily political. The types of be-

havior normally ascociated with alienation--including reifying

9Cf. Robert Coles, Children of Crisis: A Study of
Courare and Pear, Drlta Books (New York: Dell, 1967,
pp.3iore.




307

behavior--are rational and personally productive responses
to political conditions. But another reasponse to those con-
ditions 1s possible, that of political action striking at
them directly.10

Here, of course, lies Marx's solutlon to alienation.

Twe proletariat ceases to be allenated, it should be remembered,
not after the revolution, but as soon as true proletarian
consciousness--revolutionary consclousness--l1s attained.ll
But his commitment to the revolutionary abolition of politlics
caused Marx to forget what many of his followers have known:
politics itself provides an outlet for allenation, if not

for its abolition, or the abolition of the other problems
attendant on it. By engaging in political thinking and
political action against its sources, individuals can respond
to alienation in a non-reifying way that 1s also personally
and socially productive.

This course of action requires considerably more
personal risk and personal coursge than the others. Rather
than allowing the individual to construct bulwarks agalnst
alienated soclety, it directs him to attack the bulwarks of

others, to take arms agalnst the sea of troubles. Fortunately,

it appears not to be incompatible with one of the other

10ce, Ibid., pp.173ff.

110f. above, p.51.
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responses to alienation, that of unreified private property.
Galling as it may be to adherents of traditional leftist doc-
trine, the possession of private property often allows the

individual the luxury of political actlon against allenation.

Until this chapter, the link between alienation and
reification was never specified in any detall. Allenation,
it was argued, led to reification, but it was never made
clear how contingent that link was, or what the alternative
expressions of alienation might be. Now 1t can be stated
that alienated individuals, in order to protect themselves,
do, on the political level, any one or combination of three
things: create reifications, either by themselves or as
part of a group to which they belong; protect themselves
through the acquisition and use of private property; or
protect themselves by political action against some of the
causes of thelr alienation. Which device the 1lndividual will
choose depends largely on circumstances, the avallability of
resources, and the avallability of choice.

In a soclety less than opulently affluent, but more
than generally poor, most people will attempt reifying behav-
jor when they can. But if an attack on reification can
provide an alternative outlet while discrediting reification
in general at the same time, reifying behavior will become

much less common, and dereification may be accomplished. As
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a result, the general level of reification in society will
be reduced by the very mechanism which channels alienation
into non-reifying forms. As a second-order effect, aliena-
tion will be diminished by the destruction of reifications
which promote and reinforce 1t.

The keystone in this process is the second aspect
of the overall strategy of dereification: political educa-
tion. Reifications must be exposed for what they are, must
be discredited in general, and specific reifications must be
identified and opposed.

This, after all, 1s a liberal's argument, and falth
in education has long been central to the liberal tradition.
That this view i3 now so widely discredited reflects, one
suspects, not its inherent weaknesses, but the current state,
produced largely by reification, of most educational insti-
tutions. Reification i1s a problem of consclousness, and
changes in consciousness are produced by mass media, by
political activity, by face-to-face communications between
"opinion leaders" and other individuals: by the sum of all
the political education 1n soclety. The first step in this
process, 1t should be noted, belongs to politlcal theory;
"the educator himself," as Marx sald in the Third Thesis on
Peuerbach, "must be educated."12

Hobbes argued that a central part of the reform of

121n The German Idecology, p.198.
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pociety would be the widespread dissemination and understand-
ing of the Leviathan.l3 Were matters so simple, this writer
could analogously propose that thls work be made required
reading in all colleges and unlversitles, thus, perhaps,
assuring the first step in the process of dereification--not
to mention substantially advancing his allienated private in-
terests, But political education is more complex and more
difficult, It requires organization, mobilization, and per-
istent struggle.

Some first, tentative forms of this activity are al-
ready underway. The creation of "public interest lobbies"
and "consumer groups" provides a basis on which alienated
individuals can unite to pronote a General Will which coln=-
cides with theilr particular wills, and an important popular
forum for disseminating dereifying ideas about dominant 1in-
stitutions. Books and popular Jjournallsm that similarly
discredit important institutions have become increasingly
common, and increasingly popular, in recent years. And major

institutions keep doing things to disecredit themselves.lu

13

1u'I‘o the small extent that pcsitive action has been
taken against reification, howesver, it has been done by small
sub~-strata of the upper-middle class and thelr chilldren.
This might have been predicted by the obuervation above that
having the protection of private prcperty permits cne the
luxury of that sort of political action, but that accuracy
of prediction offers scant cemfort, for it implies that the
large-scale mobilizaticn of citizens bent on dercification
may have to awailt a far higher level of affluence in soclety.
Whether or not substantial dereification can be ac-

Cf. Hobbes, Leviathin, ch.30, p.253.
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More generally, the key to any changes in conscious-
ness that would make possible the abolition of reilication
l1ies in a return to importance of o0ld ideas about means and
ends. So long as people can be encourgged to think about
social reality in terms of usefulness, utllity, functionj
so long as the process of identifying, defining, understand-
ing, and dlsseminating general soclal goals has the impor-
tance it deserves attached to it, dereiflication will be easy.
Political action to end reification must revolve around
making as obtrusive and unavoldable as possible the questions
of where we want to go and how we are golng to get there.
Goals must be formulated and kept in mind, and all soclal
obJects must be forced to justify themselves in terms of

those goals.

Concrete examples of dereificatlon are hard to come

by, and those that do seem useful for exemplary purposes exlst

complished by a small stratum of the affluent remains very
problematic. If it cannot, and 1f it 1s to be accomplished
at all, completion of the task may well have to await the
attainment of a considerably higher level of affluence, or,
alternatively, the mobilization of great personal courage on
the part of those lacking in property. Both alternatives
require ceaseless educational work--the first, to lnsure that
the alternative of private property does 1ot become an end 1n
itself, obviating any desire or need for dereiflcaticn on the
part of most individuals; the second, to cause working-clnss
and lower-class individuals to recognize that they would be
no worse off in an unreified world, that they have nothing

to lose through dereification.
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primarily on the macro-historical level.15 The Reformation,
for instance, might be described as the process of dereifying
the Catholic Church. The career of Martin Luther was marked,
in this sense, first by his participation in the dereification
of one institution and then by his promotion of the reifica-
tion of another. Similarly, the American Revolution marked
the culmination of the process of dereifying the English
¢rown and its colonial government in the American coloniles,

a process in which the Revolutionary Var 1tsell was only the
final, almoat post hoc stage. On a smaller level, Franklln
Roosevelt'!s removal of the American economy from 1ts cross of
gold in 1933 provides another instance,

In all these examples, relfications, by their own
actions or the effects of thelr exlstences, trought discredit
on themselves, and sapped their own legltimacies. 1In addition,
other crises and movements of historical change, to which
the reifications wvere particularly unable to adapt, created
much of the impetus for dereification. Neither circumstances
nor their own actions played the central role 1n discrediting
any of these reifications, however. They were all actlively
opposed by political movements which broupght the question of

their legitimacy to the public consciousness through active

5er. Berger and Pullberg, "Relfication and the
Sociological Critique of Consclousness,” p.209.
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struggle--even, in the first two cases, armed struggle.
Sti1ll, in each case the process was first--and fore-
most--one of consciousness; people stopped believing in the
Church, the crown, or the cross of gold after a long period
of attrition and a shorter period of active, dereifying
political education. It 1s perhaps a good time to return
to Marx: this analysis of reification and dereiflcation
suggests why the fate of the capitalist state 1s precisely
that of withering away. All authority, said Weber, rests

on belief, and when the belief vanishes, the authority withers

away.

On the global level, there are only two alternatives
to this strategy of constant education and constant organi-
gation to combat reification. The first is a continued ac-
ceptance of reification and all its costs. The second involves
the attempt to attack allenation, the root cause, more directly,
through the revolutionary reconstruction of soclety. For
an explication of that alternative, it 18 necessary to return
to Rousseau,

Rousseau devoted most of the Social Contract, as well

as most of his political writings that came after 1t, to the

problem of how men were to be forced to be free, how aliena-
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tion was to be abolished once and for all. It was a complex
task. As an institution-builder, Rousseau ranged from ques-
tions of demography, agricultural economics, and public fin-
ance down to the finest detells of institutional organizatlon,
yet institutions were generally of less concern to him than
was the problem of creating, through education and sociali-
gation, new men who would not have to be forced quite so hard
to be free., Rather than attempting a summary of all the con-
cerns Rousseau discussed, which would entall no less than a
summary of his entire political writing, I would like to focus
here on those of concerns which are most closely related to
the problems of allienation and dealienation.

First, and undoubtedly most important, since 1t makes
Rousseau's solution to the problems of alienatlion entirely
moot as a practical solution for most modern socleties, is
his emphasis on small, poor, agrarian communitles as the only
ones in which the establishment and dominance of the General
Will without overt conflicts with the will of the citizenry
would be possible. Rousseau tended--as do many modern thinkers,
st111 under his influence--to lump together the three dif-
ferent elements of smallness, poverty, and rurality; but they
served different functions in his thought, were attacked by
nim for different rcasons. It 1s not enough, then, to examine
the ideal of the rural commnity as a whole; each of 1ts con-

stituent elements must be considered in order to fully under-
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stand Rousseau's attitudes on community and allenation.

Size was clearly the most important factor. The
larger the political community, the larger must be the sphere
and scope of government, and the less likely the people would
be able to control it. The sige of nations and extent of
states were, he wrote, the

primary and principal source of human miseries, and
above all of those countless calamities which undermine
and destroy civilized peoples. Almost all small states,
republics and monarchies alike, prosper slmply because
they are small: because all the citizens know one
another and protect one another; because the offlclals
can see for themselves the evils which exist, and the
good which they must do; and because thelr orders are
executed under their eyes. All the numerous peoples,
flattened by the welght of their own mass, groan, like
you in anarchy, or under the oppressive subordinates
which a necessary hierarchy compels the king to impose
on them. Only God can govern the world, and super- 16
human faculties are necessary to govern large nations.
As a kind of second-best solution, Rousseau proposed the con-
federation of small, self-governing communities when further
decentralization was not possible, but for reasons that will
become clear later in the discussion, he was not happy even
with that.l7

Apart from the technical and administrative problems
involved in overseeing too large a political unit, more fun-
damental theoretical issues were involved. For Rousseau,

true sovereignty could he exerclsed only by an open public

16Rousseau, "Considerations on the Government of
Poland," in Vaughan, II, p.442,

17Cf’. Ibid., p.ud3.
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18 Once the

assemblage of all the citizens of the community.
state grew beyond a very modest =igze that became, of course,
entirely impossible, so that large populations and democratic
self-government were simply 1lncompatible. And Rousseau held
it to be a fundamental law of politics that the larger the
political community, the more centralized its government ap-
paratus would have to be. Once the state grew too large, only
the most post personal monarchy would be possible, Democracy,
conversely, required a small state.lg

Poverty was more directly necessary to the maintenance
of the General Will. PFor worldy prosperity could be bought
only at the price of the development of those institutions of
modern capitalism which Rousseau most despised as destructive
of individual autonomy. Bourgeols economic life was a complex
web of interpersonal dependencies that mushroomed with every
expansion of trade., The more prosperous the economic system,
the more individuals became dependent on the whims of others.
More importantly, the motors of trade and commerce were no-
thing more than the privatistic, egoistic, particular wills

which destroyed any chance of community; luxury and corruption

were inextricably connected.20 Here, as elsewhere, Rousseau's

180f. Soclal Contract, pp.94-95,

19Cf. Cf. Bertrand de Jouvenel, "Rousscau's Theory of
the Forms of Government," in Cranston and Peters, eds., Hobbes
and Rousseau, pp.484-497.

20

Rousseau, "Political Economy," Vaughan, I, pp.341-349.
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debt to, and reliance on, the examples of antiquity is unmis-
takable, and freely acknowledged. "All the ancients regarded
luxury as a sign of corruption in morals and weakness in gov-

21 and he stood in strong agreement,

ernment,"

The insistence on limiting the development of commerce
and production implied, perhaps, the contlnued survival of a
largely agrarian soclety, but Rousseau saw the advantages of
rurality in a more positive light. Isolated agrarian families
were, by necessity, almost entirely self-sufficlient; in the
absence of landlords or priests to steal what little eccnomic
surplus or frce time they might have, they could subsist
entirely without money, or significant economic relationships
of any kind with anyone. The dependency of individuals on
other individuals would thus be eliminated, Abolishing this
dependency would abolish as well all the 1l1ls it created, and
citizens would be more healthy, more honest, more moral, and
more committed to the common good, if only they could be kept
down on the I‘arm.22

It must be added, however, that Rousseau retained
throughout his career an almost unnatural hatred of citles

23

and city 1life. As such, he was perhaps a typical romantic,

2l1p14., p.342.

226:. "Project for Corsica,"™ in Vaughan, II, pp.310-
313.

. 23For especially virulent examples, cf. ﬁmile, pp.26,
33.
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squarely in the tradition of Wordsworth or Thoreau. The
distaste for urbaness runs a recurring theme throughout the
works of those who would oppose to allenation the solution
of the small community, and was certainly no less strong in
its greatest proponent.

Three other aspects of Rousseau's theoretical com-
munity-bullding touch directly on alienation and dealiention.
First of these was his often-discussed emphasis on the role
of the state as the sole educator and soclalizer of children
from a very early age, with the definition of education ex-
panded to include the most rigorous regulation of play, soclal,
and cultural activity almost from the moment of birth, Chil-
dren were not to play alone or even to be left unsupervised;
Plato's rigorous educational prescriptions for the guardian
class pale before the intensity and thoroughness Rousseau
would have preferred, not only for émile, but for all the
children of Corsica or Poland.zu

Second is the stated need for an all but superhuman
legislator, himself not a member of the community, whose task
it would be to ascertain and establish the laws of the com~
munity, and then disappear. Only a disinterested delty could

be entrusted with so serious and difficult a task.25

2bap  nconglderations on the Government of Poland,"
Vaughan, II, p.437, for a very strong statement on this.

250f. Soclal Contract, pp.42-46.
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Third was the emphasis on citizenship, patriotism,
and civic virtue which pervades all of Rousseau's political
writings, and which have Justly caused him to be labelled
as the father of modern nationallsm. La patrie must come
before everything; that was ‘the fundamental content not only
of all childhood education, but all social life in Rousseau's
ideal community. "Citizen" and "patriot" were the two high-
est forms of personal praise, and all crime was, in a sense,
treaaon.26

Taken together, along with his admiration of the city~
states of classical antiquity, these opinions make it clear
that, as an institution-builder, Rousseau was less a theorist
of modern governmant than of the polis. Lilke Machiavelll,
whom he so greatly admired and so often cited, Rousseau's
utopia was distinctly pre-modern. He longed not for the
creation of a new order so much as the rebirth of Sparta,
or better, anclent Rome.27 In attempting to solve the prob-
lems of alienation on the social level, Rousseau looked pri-
marily backwards, not forwards.

The abolition of alienation requires, in other words,

26For an excellent discussion, cf. Leo Strauss,
"On the Intention of Rousseau,™ in Cranston and Peters, eds.,
Hobbes and Roussecau, pp.254ff.

2Tce. Patrick Riley, "A Possible Explanation of
Rousseau's General W1ll," American Political Scilence Review,
LXIV (March, 1970), p.883.
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the total abandonment of modernity and all its trappings.
Nor i1s that by itself a sufficient condition. Totalitarian
education and socialization, rabid nationallism, and the
assumption of superhuman powers by a single individual are
also required. As described by Rousseau, then, deallenation
comes at a very high price.

Nor does 1t help to look to Marx for a more optimlstic
theory of dealienation. For Marx, the situation was simple:
"communism 1s the reintegration of man, his return to hin-
gelf, the supersession of man's self-allenation." Communism
is,

the positive abolition of private property, of human
self-alienation, and thus the real appropriation of
human nature through and for man. It 13, therefore,
the return of himself to himself as a soclal, 1.e,
really human, beilng, a complete and consclious return
which gssimilates all the wealth of previous develop-
ment . 2
But Marx never specified, in any kind of detall, what com-
munist society would be like, nor how 1t was to be attained.

Here, even the most dedicated Marxist must look to Rousseau.29

28

29w1thout explicitly citing Rousseau, Adam Schaff,
a committed lMarxist, must employ Rousseaulan terminology to
elaborate what Marx's ccnception of communism would look like.
Cf. Marxism and tho Hurwn Individual, p.53; Cf. also, Nathan
Rotenstreich, "hLetween Aousscau and Marx," Philosophy and
Phenomenological Recearch, IX (June,19495, Pp.717-7/19, for the
most thorou-a ang interesting discussion of the parallels
between Marx and Rousseau, particularly in terms of alienation,
dealienation, ani community; and Meyer, Marxism, p.55.

Marx, Early Vritingcs, p.l54.
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The function of the dictatorship of the proletariat
could only be that of Rousseau's leglslator; in order for 1t
to wither away, 1t would also have to be an educator as skilled
as émile's tutor, banishing from the minds of citizens forever
any of the impulses or instincts which might lead to the de-
velopment of powerful particular wills.30

A strong vain of Jacobinism has, not accidentally,
run through the history of revolutionary Marxism. The Jaco-
bins, of course, were self-conscious disciples of Rousseau.
The connection is not only theoretically necessary, but
historically evident. In order to translate Marx's critique
of alienation into a blueprint for dealienation, serious
thought must be given to the detalls of constructing a new
community. Marx never provided that thought. Rousseau aiq,
and revolutionary Marxists have always had, like the argument
here, to return to Rousseau.

Over any long perspective of time, then, the abolition
of alienation may well be impossible, And even were 1t possible,
it would undoubtedly be very costly in terms of crucial human

values like self-expression and individual autonomy. No one

has ever argued differently in a very convinecing fashion.

30cs. Marx, The German Ideology, pp.23-24; Lloyd
D. Easton, "Alienation and illctor, in the Early Marx,"”
Philosophy and Phenomenological Eecsearch, XXII (December,
1961), p.<0<.
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But the inevitabllity of allenation should not lead
to nihilism or despair. It can still be reshaped. And there
are other, more serious evils in the soclal world, which can
and must be opposed as well, The leverage point, the fulcrum,
for attacking alienations and its consequences, and other
evils as well, is the problem of reification,

Ultimately, the theory of reification 1s nothing more
than a new and slightly different way of looking at the world
that, containing at its core the fundamental moral position
that people are more valuable, and more to be valued, than
objects, provides a new way of thinking about social insti-
tutions and soclal objects which harm the well-belng of
individuals. The existence of evil has not, for some time,
been taken as adequate proof of the necessity of evil., "Is,"
as every student of elementary ethics knows, should not be
equated with "ought." But objects continue to have attached
to them intrinsic values, and that attachment distorts the
processes of soclal change, sacrifices the interests of many
individuals to those of a few, and devalues human needs at
the same time it over-values non-human cbjects.

Carrying out the implicatlons of the theory of relilfi-
cation will not abolish all suffering and injustice overnight,
or ever. It will not even abolish alienation. But 1t would
restore to humanity some control over its own destiny, and 1t

would do so without any damage to human individuality, dignity,
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or self-respect. Instead, 1t represents the translation of
those values into a theory of soclety, and ultimately into
a gulde for political action.

The theory of reification returns questions of goals
and purposes, of means and ends, of utilitles and costs, to
the center of political discourse, That is where they belong.
By so doing, the theory of reification hopes to make possible
the rational mastery of the political world by those who occupy
it.

A world without reification, achieved by the politlcal
activity of individuals who, still allenated from one another,
become conscious, and make others conscious, of the evils of
reification, would be very different from contemporary soclety.
Individuals would still be alienated, but they would have
the resources and opportunities to exercise control over thelr
own lives. Necessarily affluent--because the abolitlon of
reification in Western soclety 1s probably impossible without
high levels of affluence--they would find many of the values
community ia supposed to provide avalilable to them in other
forms: 1in the nuclear family, in friendships and assoclations
freely entered into, unlike the unavoidable and often cloylng
closeness of small communities, in the use and enjoyment of
physical objects, in meaningful political activity, without
experiencing any of the deprivations of privacy, self-expres-

sion, or self-deternination characteristic of communitarianism,



324

Predominantly urbanized citizens of an unreified
soclety would find the city not the Dantesque purgatory of
contemporary middle-American fantasy, but a cosmopolis of
boundless variety and boundless choice for the expression of
personal tastes, personal desires, and divergent "Jifestyles,"

Such a soclety would, no doubt, still experlence
raclal, economic, political, and social conflict; poverty,
injustice, and personal misery would no doubt continue to
exist. But those evils, rather than being the unavoldable
attributes of unchangeable institutions, would become targets
of political activity which, at least potentlally, could
effectively opose them,

If this description sounds like the nearest thing
to utopia a liberal can concelve--so it 1s. Even non-liberals,
one suspects, would prefer 1t to contemporary soclety. The
only obstacle, sizable though it 1s, between here and there

is reification.
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