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d of the creative products of the human mind. The assertionis

World 3 is the worl
y funda-

that none of these worlds underlie the others, but rather all are equall
mental in the representation of the truths of the universe.
Summarizing my main criticism of this pluralistic point of view, I argued that
one cannot define the domains near the lines of demarcation between these three
worlds in a logically consistent fashion. That is to say, there is no logically
consistent prescription for precisely locating the lines of demarcation between
Popper's three worlds, that together, pluralistically, represent the actual uni-

verse.

In this addendum, Popper also repeats his earlier appeal to Gédel's theorem®
to claim an intrinsic incompleteness in the laws of the universe, a claim that is
also made in the body ofthis text. [ have criticized this view earlier (see note 4
above) by saying that Godel's theorem, which is actually a theorem in arithme-
tic, is only as true as the axiomatic basis of it. But these axioms are not

necessarily in correlation with the axioms that underlie the laws of nature!
It is my claim that there is nothing to prevent the scientist from postulating at
the outset a closed universe, including himself, and then deducing in theoretical
fashion the asymptotic properties of this universe, when he may approximate his
own inclusion initas very weakly coupled to the rest of the universe—as though
he were almost looking down on the universe as an outside observer. The point
here is that so long as the ‘observer’ is still coupled to the universe, no matter
how weakly, the predictions of this view (of a closed universe) would differ in
some applications from the predictions of a model of an open universe, in which
the ‘observer’ is totally uncoupled from the outset, though he may be allowed to
interact weakly in the course of his act of observing. Indeed, it is the former view

that is close to Einstein's philosophy of general relativity, as a theory of the
universe as a whole, including all of its manifestations, from the domain of
elementary particles to that of the universe as a whole—that of cosmology. The
latter view of an open universe, the view of Popper, is close to the contemporary
view of the quantum theory. In my view, the verification of one of these
approaches or the other will depend on further theoretical analyses, from first
principles (rather than only from phenomenological studies) as well as further
experimentation, that would be crucial to the validity of a fundamental theory of
matter that is based on determinism or one that is based on indeterminism.

5 K. R. Popper, ‘Indeterminism is not Enough’, Encounter, 40, 1973, 20-26.

BOOK REVIEWS

Theoretical Logic in Soci
ciology, Volume 2: Th ] i i
{Jh;?:gk": Marx a:nd Qttrkheim. By JEFFREYeCAnATIIE(;(T‘” o S
iversity of California Press, 1983. Pp. 564. $39 50* e

The four volume work of which this b i
e ( ook is a part has been prai
Ignraise ht;:ucrgfr:::lslaof tihe(;rcncal scholarship in sociology gf tllslzdcaes;lfl?: Ot:lE:e
ot dci;gle ¥" CI|_'om l_he older generation of students of Parso:’l; a ;
Alan Sica's (1963 brilliant biting revicw of Volume | speaks ¢ grersion,
o ; » biting olume | s
s :-;deb; gsi I{Jse{;:; :/:;ume 'll is likely to be even more gf::ll::o‘f:;:’s::?n{"h?:
et o e sltant'lve tas!( of ‘the text, the reinterpretation ér th
Sakion o LoteRsng Ihe POt AT Netsiii ST sk i i
i . : itations of the * iti '
seconr:i":'go lolf n::eisctl:sslllcal. thl'nkcrs. For Alexander’s sociolog‘i)c:-::]sgﬁgisrllgg ':il
e diftoreat affm":r fcgmmng of wlhat.really counts, and Volume II is indees
B Wiaiar e ;om the first, pmlosophical‘ volume: the prose tightens
bt rea(gﬁnoyvn to work is palpable. Alexander's effort, his har(i
e e g is apparent. Tho result is a volume that begins’ to live up
Alexander s e e e ok gt ook fo His 1 i
gt ; r ins to wor i
Giddezss tna:ll:jett;l'li':tc\(':ﬂlumo » against him. The range isg matched ol:'lfgrb';/"x’nﬁlg]: !
e wptz:;sol;l is perha_ps the root of Alexander’s appeal to hiﬁ
e e back th; high ground of sociological theory lost b
g -2 feory, during §he seventies, to Lukes and Giddensy
-2 Iegiti'macy be? rSg':) l:‘\':s or !hose American sociologists as a kind of compeu'to;'
e p. - T; w?}; 1mtated.by G}ddens. and Alexander, in his turn, is
izl m;.ls[-be sa;id !e |dcil(ens Iegtmouf is continued in both volumes a:nd
by o mark a major fault line in contemporary sociological
This volume is concerned with the * iti
o . e presuppositional’ thou
oy e c o
i ._ ! i ; a exander consi
?ndivuigﬁlﬂ;ﬁitﬁ qu:l:snons in sociology, the problem of t:eetir;;:.lent:l‘:iznf’m?
st ;3: the oroblem of the source of social order. For Alexand :
e lelf issluhppomuonal development of these thinkers, the story h i
e - 4l e story of their attempts to resolve ambiguities createdel;s
o begigns w?:Jhpposulonal com_rnitmenls. In the case of Marx, the de.-y
e sen lz; youlhful_ notion of collective order as ‘civil'societ .
i g e e y gormat‘w'e commitment), goes through various twis¥s
i i e afah eterministic collectivism in which ‘order’ is a result
i et ;} l\tl e market. '1_'he backbone of this story is, of course
il o bercyo Marx renouncing his bourgeois upbringing a'nd youthfui
i disagreesml'ng a more or less mechanistic economic determinist
sl bl with attempts to deny that Marx went through fundam :
s duroe of his intellectual development. Indeed, the ive
exander’s analyses depends on his showing that tﬁe thilﬁ:::;:

L ]
Professor Tumer's review of Volume I is at 15, 1985, 77-82



212 Book Reviews

iti i ich drive
i tional conflicts whic ;

i i .o of deep internal presuppositit A s
o ier mdtheo;gln[;:gr reasons that 1 will explau:i m‘on;.egl:l “5; e
e h“hf'c:e?:odyitse.lf makes the relation of Alexanders
narrative

y i i biguous. i -
g retation highly am . ' writings, stressing
hmonlfalb:‘(t)irpﬁulexander discusses a wide range of h:::ir:; ‘Z:d :ives a large
In the , i Marx is most ‘norm r B2 into
: i t is here that Marx IS T late Marx's language In
the juvenalia, for it - which the aim is to transia der's
tions in whic s itment. In Alexande
number of explica uppositional commi ; i stan-
' age of presupp! dealt with by certain sta
Alexander's own language o |’ problems can be dea . nd
*presuppositional’ P! . 1al-rational or not, a
scheme, the two "pres trued as instrumen h
— can be constr : ive. He assays 1he
dard solutions: ACHOH tally normative or COETCIVe. Y of
: be fundamentally ; another, or for signs o
collective order can . itment to one choice or ' = d
2t ns qf commi , oblems of action an
writings of Marx for sig ts to ‘conflate’ the pre ts
: I as for attemp . sions of the later tex1s,
ambivalence, as We her. Some of the discus Ty
: one to the other. X uite good—clearly W
order, i.e., to reduce k of exposition, are 4 der’s
to the task of exp show Alexan
where Mexandg:nsgf:rsand true to the texts. Thesedpasli:gﬁiss nemesis Giddens.
s forcefu‘i'r:plifir and explicator, a talent shared wi
talent as a s

ter e on, ra laI.CS the lCSllllS llltO |IlS resu S‘luOIla‘ CIIOICB

’ 1 g
Sche“la a“d g(xs on to ano Ilc t xt, Or toa d!SCUSSlOIl Oi l.lle b (8] I|a»p
t rte
lllS[OI ICa‘ CIlCUHISiaiICCS Of lhe pCI lod, or tfoa kl“d Of psyChOhlSlOl lCa! dlSCUS‘
sSi1on Of the a"lblvale"ces dl.v“lg N‘alx n one PICSHPPOSﬂlOHal d“ecuo“ or
. g
0 he[ [he l‘hClOl ICal ffeCl [ the d‘scusslon depetlds llea\illy on the p‘l“l up
an t € 0O

[ knock"d n
Ol “la‘ell l a d no' at a.ll (4] hndlng |ns|ght or t
€
al, 1 1 n el[hﬂ lll b h ow

i i sion. Alex-
i longer Durkheim discussior =
i ven more true of ghe B Wi
al‘g(;l medlz:ésa:?)l“:;:;;?o?{ a particularly w1d:_-. mr:lyth%fs:;zprolﬁiécs,, g
o i illery of an gy
fthe heavy arti ‘ e i e
soxitc TS B oot lysts like Norman Geras, Wi e
‘ Ui g s with great effect
the careful sniper shoo ] s ke e focuse o
g g o Alexander deploys hig
and Human Nature: i B eal, ‘ - ;
| ' Rt inci entration O
o lis‘mh ornzdrzzzssarlgfsgf fire, and ignores the principle of conc
artillery, ge

2 ¥ r 24 g s
fOICC-—SOI!IeﬂlIII hke U S. A "ly COu"le[‘“|SUl e“cy S“ale y SOlllCllilleS n'c
COIIIplCXIW 0[ t ay ho'“ h"“‘ a“d

: : -
he exposition, its main rhetorical tactic, gets a .
; i i f works after th

thmhreaddls: 1‘2 ?:c;l a serious Marx scholar, and th? dlszul._;sz:;;n ?nterpre e

g i oint for s D s
. oo _ysually the starting poin ‘ : s
1844 ma_ﬂuscrlpts : somg howlers. In discussing ahena_uc;n;irso p.yBI). e
o ek xceptionalism’ of capitalism (p- 29; cf.

A is alienated only
xander thinks it is Marx’s vu‘::{’ tha':dn;? nc;:\iani!l: n?P‘°Vid°5
. o i exa 7 A he
ali ‘s ‘exceptionalism’ thesis, AJE capitalism,
el caR:ltr:llt‘;:‘.b:\:sli‘slsfor hispmdica.l ideological md:C::";:‘[}-t ' 'lr?lis E:’,Vcrsal has
him... wi i laced by ‘‘natura ? or. for it
ies-being has been rep his is a revealing ermor.
argues, Species . T . 29-30). This 18 - ne who
f alienation’ (pp f reading. No ©
occurred because 0O : tly vast range of reacdi? ipand
g it ander's apparently irit of lordship
indicates 2 hmﬁt 1t (c)ji?c‘:::sion in Hegel's Phenomenology Of SP‘;L that this could
koew G pag‘llhz consciousness of the bondsman wou\ddlr:'t;gacquaima
bondaS: anMarx‘s meaning. This Suggests [lh att\ Melrta;l‘ flOt deep, and that the
have been : d political thoug ] e ests.
- of social and p ‘bliography also SUB&e>"
the traditional canon done is largely, as the bibliogra d by his
ding he has done | T ession is supporte
apparently vast reading logical writing. And this impressSion I 2500~ the level
B : gical W : al scientists
within the limits alspeia ula of certain obscure socla - vt of modest
evation of the opusc American political scientist Ot | A
) *. Bertell Ollmann, an ‘the most detaile
ol lmp?rtaq;\t‘:’g;ﬁ‘ormcd by Alexander into the au;h?r(gf ;4).
WPI;:;I‘(;?l;esligation into Marx's social philosophy  (P-
ori

has a thesis of the ‘e
text suggests that Ale

peculiar el

Book Reviews 213

The Durkheim discussion is a more important test for Alexander, for in the
case of Durkheim there is no set of convenient received opinions to restate in
‘presuppositional’ terms. Durkheim is also a tougher test from the point of view
of his primary audience, American sociological theorists oriented to the
mainstream sociology of the American Sociological Association, an audience to
which Durkheim is a living presence—as Marx, especially the Marx of the
Parisian intellectuals, is not. In another way, however, Durkheim is an easier
test, for Durkheim, like Weber and Parsons, employs a thinly veiled Kantian
terminology like Alexander's own, and interpretation need not be as forced.

Alexander’s thesis is that Durkheim started out entertaining the possibility of
an ‘individualist’ account of morals, as well as entertaining the alternative of a
‘collective’ account. By the time of the Division of Labor in Society, he had
turned to ‘materialism’, i.e., a sociology devoted to showing ‘the moral conse-
quences of material organization’ (p. 296). According to Alexander, this turn led
to unpalatably ‘deterministic’ consequences, so Durkheim shifted back to his
earlier emphasis on ideas, in part under the influence of new ways of thinking
about the relation between ‘individual subjectivity and collective structure’.
Alexander places great stress on a letter written in 1897 by one of Durkheim’s
associates to another, in which a conversation with Durkheim is reported.
According to the letter, Durkheim ‘explains everything, at this moment, by
religion’ (Besnard 1983, p. 64). Alexander takes this to be an accurate assess-
ment of Durkheim’s final views, of which The Elementary Forms of Religious
Life is the most prominent expression. Like Marx, Durkheim’s final views
‘conflated’ the problems of action and order, but for Durkheim the conflation
was a ‘tendency’, and not complete, for he never quite eliminated the last strand
of utilitarianism and instrumental action from his social vision. Durkheim did,
however, eliminate ‘materialist’ explanation from his social vision, and for
Alexander this is decisive, for it shows that he failed to achieve a ‘multidimen-
sional’ solution to the ‘presuppositional’ problems.

As in Volume I, the meaning of the term ‘multidimensional’ is not specified,
and this is another rhetorical feature of the project: The criticisms Alexander
makes are underwritten by the suggestion that there is a ‘solution’ to the
presuppositional problems, which Durkheim and Marx failed to arrive at. This
places a great burden on the argument, the burden of coming up, in subsequent
volumes, with a convincing solution meeting these vague specifications. The -
‘problem’, as Alexander has gradually set it up—Ilargely by hints rather than
direct statements—contains a paradox which his hinted ‘solution’ merely
deepens. The positions he rejects for their one-dimensionality are, in large
measure, reductive programmes: Marx, at least as Alexander construes him,
aims at the reduction of modern social life to bourgeois coercion; Durkheim aims
at a grand reduction to religion. Put differently, these writers seek to unmask
social life and reveal it to be, under the mask, something else. One approach to
these thinkers might be to reject the project of reductive ‘unmasking’. For
example, one might argue that the authority of the Crown was in part a matter of
!he'cocrcive power exercised in its name, in part a matter of the collective ideals
it signified, in part a matter of the theatre of the Royal, its theological trappings
and claims, and so on. Bagehot says something like this. One might then say,
‘T‘here is no problem of ‘‘what is the monarchy really’’, for it is all of these
things'. Alexander, however, cannot argue thus. The point of his volumes is to
Sh_ow the significance of, and recapture, the ‘presuppositional problems’ of these
thmllcers. So, in effect, he defends the project of reduction, and considers the
?mclal ‘presuppositional’ issue to be what one chooses to reduce to—coercion,
normation’, calculation, or whatever. To give, as he hints he will give, a
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‘creating a much tighter relationship between cognitive and ideological elements
than theoretical logic actually allows’ (p. 6). Similarly, ‘To establish the truth of
the matter [of what Marx actually said] we must scrutinize the presuppositions
by which Marx's account is informed’ (p. 193). One way to take these remarks is
to treat Alexander as a kind of essentialist, and to take all his uses of ‘actually’
and ‘the true nature’ as something analogous to Frege's assertion sign. One
might even say that he is a particular kind of essentialist, who, like believers ina
philosophia perennis, regards certain problems as eternally there. Alexander
often talks this way, as when he says of the ‘presuppositional problems’ that ‘all
the different combinations that can logically be constructed by matching indi-
vidualistic or collective ideas about order and instrumental or normative under-

standings of action have, in fact, been proposed as legitimate and correct’

(p. 292). He also says things congenial to this ‘perennialist’ interpretation when

he criticizes others for not reaching the presuppositional level, and more gener-
ally when he grants the ‘presuppositional problems’ ontological status apart
from mere talk. But there is more to it than this.

Traditional interpreters practise a polite fiction that allows them to speak of

texts in a psychological way, e.g., in such usages as ‘Smith believed that. ..’ or
‘Smith was torn between the claim that. .. and the conviction that. .." without
meaning anything more than ‘the text says...” or ‘'sometimes the text scems to
suggest the contrary view that...". Alexander seems to go beyond this. When he
portrays Durkheim as struggling with materialism, for example, the description
of the struggle relies on a distinctive psychological language which makes it
appear that the conflicting ‘presuppositional commitments’ he is concerned with
are not merely ‘in the text’ (or accessible to us through the rational reconstruc-
tion of authorial intent from the text) but are psychological facts with causal
consequences for the thinkers’ doings and development, even of their fears and
anxieties. Durkheim, we are told, argues for a voluntaristic moral order, but
*quickly begins to worry that this moral order is simply not collective enough. . .
the fear that individual choice and social control are irreconcilable. .. leads
Durkheim away from his vision of a voluntaristic moral order’ (p. 102).
Elsewhere, we are told that: ‘presuppositional ambivalence, this constant back
and forth movement between aggressive assertion and just as aggressive denial,
colored Durkheim’s writings from the beginning of his career’ (p. 231). So
Alexander treats Durkheim’s ambivalence as a psychological rather than merely
a textual reality, as when he says that it ‘moved him to anger and dismay’
(p. 231).

The basis of these usages is the view that: -

Theories are vulnerable not only to historical and empirical ‘pressure’, but to a very
different source of strain as well. They change partly because of internal strains that are
generated purely on the conceptual level itself. If his presuppositional position is one-
sided, or only weakly multidimensional, the theorist may feel uneasy, and he will experi-
ence the need to introduce certain qualifications. [p. 300.]

This claim underwrites the strange style of textual interpretation Alexander
practises. For him, texts are nor the ultimate object of interpretation—they are
only clues to the deeper presuppositional goings-on of the authorial mind. It
should be evident that this is a radical departure from familiar traditions of
interpretation, in which the author’s specific choices of language are themselves
the central clues to his intentions or to the meanings of the text. It does not
matter to Alexander that Marx carefully avoids using the Kantian vocabulary of
Alexander's ‘presuppositions’. He knows that these problems are really what is
causing Marx or Durkheim to go in one direction or another. So his only
difficulty is to construct the texts as clues to these deeper goings-on.
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The second part is more critical and is concerned with the social consequences
of psychology as a scientific discipline as practised in the west. The emphasis
here is on the reactionary implications of much of the so-called research that has,
in the past few years, come into vogue. His comments on the re-emergence of
theories based on the idea of racial and sexual temperament and on the role of
psychotherapy as an integrative and socially repressive instrument are trenchant
and, at times, quite accurate and to the point, though, one would suggest, hardly
original. The British communist philosopher, John Lewis has covered much the
same 2territory in his excellent and critically alive work, The Uniqueness Of
Man.

The final section, and by far the weakest, is an effort to compare western and
Soviet approaches to the problem, much, as one would expect, to the advantage
of the latter. The general tenor of the book is a defence of Soviet behaviourism in
psychology and psychotherapy and the ‘materialist’ and ‘scientific’ nature of the
intellectual method on which it rests. Tied in with this, is the counter-hypothesis
that introspective therapies are false and part of a wicked plot on the part of the
capitalists to mislead the workers from their historically destined path. These
scant notes are simplifications, but not inaccurate ones, of Mr. Nahem’s convic-
tions on the matter.

Roughly speaking, virtually everything in this book falls into one of two
categories; the false and the trivially true. For instance, the long section devoted
to criticism and censure of the theories of Shockley, Jensen and others on the
hereditability of intelligence is reasonably well organized and intelligently pre-
sented. There is very little here that a Marxist could take exception to. In fact
there is relatively little here that a Marxist would not have met with before; the
whole, in fact, being little more than a summary of left criticism on the subject
over the past decade. Itis on the other questions under discussion, all of them of
enormous consequence, that the book's major failings lie. On the strengths and
weaknesses of psychoanalysis, on the relative importance of insight and learning
in the therapeutic situation, on the problems involved in the statistical study of
competing therapies, on the appropriate method, from a Marxian point of view,
of conceiving the nature of human personality, on the relative merit to be given
socio-genetic and bio-genetic explanations of the psychoses, and, finally, what
epistemic and ontic assumptions ought to be brought to bear on the study of the
person: it is in these areas that the book is a resounding failure.

Running silently through its pages, is the unspoken assumption that the
reductive scientism, representationalist epistemology and metaphysical materi-
alism of Lenin's Materialism And Empirio-Criticism and, allied to it, Pavlovian
fumulus-response theory, is the highpoint in the evolution of human thought.
Thus.', Mr. Nahem writes, ‘Marxist materialism holds that psychological
lheoneg which separate the mind from the brain, or which deny the primaey of
the brain and nervous system are unscientific. The work of Pavlov and others in
physiology is viewed as a confirmation of materialist epistemology since it
Conﬁ_nns the reliance of mental processes on physiological processes.’

It is almost as though Mr. Nahem has not heard of the vast and extended
debate in the foundations of Marxism and its implications for individual and

2 John pewis, The Uniqueness of Man, London 1974. The curious thing about Lewis’
b°0k is that where it is accurate it is not consistent with the theoretical premisses of
Leninist communism that, supposedly, Lewis as a member of the British Communist
Party would be committed to. It belongs more to *third force' or ‘humanistic' psychology
than mything else. Whether this says anything about the relative degree of intellectual

dom in the British Communist Party is an open question.
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