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Introduction

The backdrop to this book is to be found in a series of significant
developments which have taken place in the social sciences over
the past decade and a half. These have been concentrated in
substantial part in social theory, and bear especially upon that
most maligned and most provocative of the social sciences,
sociology. Sociology is by its very nature controversial, However,
for a considerable period after the Second World War,
particularty in the English-speaking world, there was a broad
consensus about its nature and tasks and about those of the social
sciences as a whole. There was, it could be said, a middle ground
shared by otherwise competing perspectives, a terrain on which
inteilectual battles could be fought out. During that period
sociology was an academic growth area, a subject with a
burgeoning reputation, even if it remained distinctly unpopular in
many circles. It was dominated internationally by American
sociology, and in social theory the influence of Talcott Parsons
was marked.' The prestige enjoyed by Parsons’s ideas can be
exaggerated retrospectively — many found his taste for abstrac-
tion and obscurity unattractive, and he had his fair share of critics
and detractors. However, The Structure of Social Action, first
published in the late 1930s but widely known only in the post-war
period, was in more than one way a key work in the formation of
modern sociology. In it Parsons established a systematic pedigree
for social theory, based upon an interpretation of European
thought in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The
work of Durkheim, Max Weber and Pareto loomed large, but
Marx played a very slight role indeed. The writings of the
18901920 generation had supposedly gone beyond Marx in all
important respects, sifting out what was valuable and discarding
the dross.
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The book also set Up an approach to sociaj theory of a very
definite type, combining a sophisticated version of functionalism
and a naturalistic conception of sociology. Parsons's subsequent
writings elaborated these views in considerable detail, emphasizing
that although human action has very special and distinctive
attributes, social science by and large shares the same logical
framework as natura science. Himself writing and working in an

Weber and Pareto were regarded as forerunpers of the
development of the ‘action frame of reference’, to be given its full
expression by Parsons and hig coileagues. Sociology may have its
main theoretical origins in Europe, but the further elaboration of
the subject was a task that had been largely transferred across the
Atlantic. Cariously, this resylt was achieved at the expense of a
concomitant recognition of the importance of indigenous
American contributions to social theory; G. H. Mead received
short shrift in The Structure of Social Action, as Parsons came
later to acknowledge. To this day, however, there are textbooks
on social theory, or sociological theory’, emanating from the
United States, which begin with the classic European thinkers bu
then convey the impression that social theory in Europe
subsequently came to a stop — any further Progress is taken to be
a purely American affajr

But even within the confines of the debates deriving directly
from Parsons's writings, some of the leading contributors were
European. Marxism has long been g much more important
influence in European than in American intellectual culture, and
some of Parsons's most perceptive critics drew inspiration from
Marx as well as from readings of Weber rather different from
those which Parsons had made. Dahrendorf, Lockwood, Rex and
others of a simjlar standpoint took the theoreticat content of
s work much more seriously than did his American radica
critics (C. Wright Mills and, later, Gouldner), The former group
regarded Parsons’s centributions as of major importance but as
one-sided in neglecting phenomenga they saw as primary in Marx
— class division, conflict and power. They were not themselves
Marxists, but they énvisaged samething of a fusion between
Parsonian and Marxist concepts. While there WEre manv
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interesting theoretical work was going on there — and for the
most part in languages other than English. European social theory
was, and is, not only alive but kicking very vigorously, But what is
the outcome of these stirrings? For the loss of the centre ground
formerly occupied by the orthodox consensus has seemingly left
sociat theory in a hopeless disarray. Notwithstanding the babble
of rival theoretical voices, it is possibie to discern certain common
themes in this apparent confusion. One is that most of the schools
ot thought in question — with notable exceptions, such as
structuralism and 'post-structuralism’' — emphasize the active,
reflexive character of human conduct. That is to say, they are
unified in their rejection of the tendency of the orthodox
consensus to see human behaviour as the result of forces that
actors neither control nor comprehend. In addition (and this does
include both structuralism and ‘post-structuralism’), they accord
a fundamental role 1o language, and to cognitive facuities in the
explication of social life. Language use is embedded in the

concrete activities of day-to-day life and is in some sense partly

constitutive of those activities, Finally, the declining importance
of empiricist philosophies of natural science is recognized to have
profound implications for the social sciences also. It is not just
the case that social and natural science are further apart than
advocates of the orthodox consensus believed. We now see that a
philosophy of natural science must take account of just those
phenomena in which the new schools of social theory are
interested — in particular, language and the interpretation of
meaning,

[t is with these three core sets of issues, and their mutual
connections, that the theory of Structuration, as [ represent it in
this book, is concerned. 'Structuration’ 15 an unlovely term at
best, although it is less inelegant in the Gallic context from which
it came. I have not been able to think of a more engaging word
for the views I want to convey. [n elaborating the concepts of
structuration theory, I do not intend to put forward a potentiaily
new orthodoxy to replace the old one. But Structuration theory is
sensitive to the shortcomings of the orthodox consensus and to
the significance of the convergent developments noted above.

In case there is any doubt about terminology here, let me
emphasize that [ use the term ‘soeial theory’ to encompass issues
that I hold to be the concern of all the social sciences. These
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controversies just as much as the reverse. In particular, I think it

wrong to slant social theory too unequivocally towards abstract

and highly generalized questions of epistemology, as if any
significant developments in social science had to await a clear-cut
solution to these.

A few remarks are necessary about the ‘theory’ in social theory.
There are certain senses often attributed to ‘theory’ in the social
sciences from which [ want to maintain some considerable
distance. One conception used to be popular among some of
those associated with the orthodox consensus, although it is no
longer widely heid today. This is the view — influenced by
certain versions of the logical empiricist philosophy of natural
science — that the only form of ‘theory” worthy of the name is
that expressible as a set of deductively related laws or
generalizations. This sort of notion has turned out to be of quite
limited application even within the natural sciences. If it can be
sustained at all, it is only in respect of certain areas of natural
science. Anyone who would seek to apply it to social science
must recognize that (as yet) there is no theory at all; its
coustruction is an aspiration deferred to a remote future, a goal
to be striven for rather than an actual part of the current pursuits
of the social sciences.

Although this view does have some adherents even now, it is
far removed from anything to which | would hold that social
theory could or should aspire — for reasons which will emerge
clearly enough in the body of the book which follows. But there is
a weaker version of it which stil] commands a very large following
and which invites rather longer discussion even in this prefatory
context. This is the idea that the ‘theory’ in social theory must
consist essentially of generalizations if it is to have explanatory
content. According to such a standpoint, much of what passes {or
'social theory' consists of conceptual schemes rather than {(as
should be the case) ‘explanatory propositions’ of a generalizing
type.

Two problems have to be separated here. One concerns the
nature of explanation in the social sciences. [ shall take it {or
granted that explanation is contextual, the clearing up of queries.
Now it might be heid that the only queries worth their salt in social
science are those of a very generalized kind, which can therefore
be answered only by reference to abstract generalizations. But
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where they are not aware (discursively) that they know it, or
where actors in other contexts lack such awareness. These tasks
are primarily hermeneutic in character, but they are an inherent
and necessary part of social theory. The ‘theory’ involved in
social theory’ does not consist only, or even primarily, of the
formulation of generalizations (of type 2). Neither are the concepts
developed under the rubric ‘social theory’ made up only of those
which can be fed into such generalizations. Quite to the contrary,
these concepts must be related to others rceferring to the
knowledgeability of agents, to which they are inevitably tied.
Most of the controversies stimulated by the so-called ‘linguistic
turn’ in social theory, and by the emergence of post-empiricist
philosophies of science, have been strongly epistemological in
character. They have heen concerned, in other words, with
questions of relativism, problems of verification and falsification
and so on. Significant as these may be, concentration upoin
epistemological issues draws attention away from the more
‘ontological' concerns of social theory, and it is these upon which
structuration theory primarily concentrates. Rather than be-
coming preoccupied with epistemological disputes and with the
question of whether or not anything like ‘epistemology” in its
time-honoured sense can be formulated at all, those working in
social theory, I suggest, should be concerned first and foremost
with reworking conceptions of human being and human doing,
social reproduction and social transformation. OFf prime impor-
tance in this tespect is a dualism thar is deeply entrenched in
social theory, a division between objectivism and subjectivism.
Objectivism was a third -ism characterizing the orthodox
conseasus, together with naturafism and {unctionalism. In spite
of Parsons's terminology of ‘the action frame of reference’, there
is no doubt that in his theoretical scheme the object (society)
predominates over the subject (the knowledgeable human agent),
Others whose views could be associated with that consensus were
very much less sophisticated in this respect than was Parsons. By
attacking ohjectivism — and structural sociology — those
influenced by hermeneutics or by phenomenology were abie to
lay bare major shortcomings of those views. But they in turn
veered sharply towards subjectivism. The conceptual divide
between subject and social object yawned as widely as ever,
Structuration theory is based on the premise that this dualism
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has to be reconceptualized as a m_:m_:w — the .Q_:m_:.w .m; mQ:m:.:,..w.
Although recognizing the mmmim_om.:oo of 50. :;m:_m._:o turn’, ;.Mm
not a version of hermeneutics or interpretative moo_og.m%.. <.$: m
acknowledging that society is not Em creation of Ea_,ﬁa:m
subjects, it is distant from any conception of structural sociology.
The attempt to formulate a coherent account of w:Emz. agency
and of structure demands, however, a very nonmaw_‘mzm
conceptual effort. An exposition of these views is offered Exﬁm
opening chapter and is further ag&owoa Enoﬁhmroﬁ the _uo_w .:n
leads on directly to other main themes, mmnmn_m_q.m:mn ) ﬁ.o_
study of time-space relations. The structural properties of socia
systems exist only in so far as forms of social conduct are
reproduced chronicaily across time and space. 1_5.@ structuration
of institutions can be understood in terms of :o.i it comes m_.uoE
that social activities become .mﬁmﬂo.:mm, across wide spans of :En”
space. Incorporating time-space in the _._wm.z.cm. moo_mh.ﬁcmo?
means thinking again about some of the disciplinary divisions
which separate sociology from _._.ESQ .m:a from maomamtg.»w.ﬁm
concept and analysis of history is ﬁm_.:o:_m.n_% problematic. M
book, indeed, might be accurately described as an oﬁm:&o.
reflection upon a celebrated and oft-quoted phrase to be found in
Marx. Marx comments that ‘Men [let us immediately say .::Emn
beings| make history, but not in ownocamﬁcoom. of their own
choosing.”™ Well, so they do. But what a diversity of complex
problems of social analysis this appareatly innocuous pronounce-
ment turns out to disclose!

* The phrase is to be found in the introductory paragraphs of The .mhw:wmm:r”
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte. It was made in a polemical vein those who ar
ignorant of history, Marx says, may be condemned to repeat :_.. ﬁ.n_‘rmnm nmon
farcically, The exact quotation in the original goes as .mc__oém“ _u_.o ?ma_”_mﬂ en
machen ihre eigene Geschichte, aber sie machen sie nicht aus freien Stiicken,
nicht unter selbstgewdhiten, sondern unter :aa_:m_cm.a. vorgefundenen,
gegebenen und diberlieferten Umstdnden. Die Tradition aller toten
Geschiechter lastet wie ein Alp auf dem Gehitne der rowo:n_w:. Und wenn sie
eben damit beschiftigt scheinen, sich ond die Dinge cs,_mcim_nm‘:, ~._.On: nicht
Dagewesenes zu schaffen, gerade in solchen Epochen H.?.o:._.zo:m_.mn .m:ma
beschwéren sie dngstlich die Geister der <2mw:mm:30:;m: :.:oﬂ, U_m:mﬁm
herauf, entlehnen ihnen Namen. Schlachtparole, Kostiim, um n dieser
altehrwiirdigen Verkleidung und mit dieser erburgten Sprache die :m.:m
Weltgeschichtsszene aufzufithren.’ (Marx and Engels: Werke. Vol 8. Berlin:
Dietz Verlag 1960, p. 115).
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In formulating this account of structuration theory [ have not
been reluctant to draw upon ideas from quite divergent sources.
To some this may appear an unacceptable eclecticism, but I have
never been able to see the force of this type of objection. There is
an undeniable comfort in working within established traditions of
thought — the more so, perhaps, given the very diversity of
approaches that currently confronts anyone who is outside any
singie tradition, The comfort of established views can, however,
easily be a cover for intellectual sloth. If ideas are important and
illuminating, what matters much more than their origin is to be
able to sharpen them so as to demonstrate their usefulness, even
if within a framework which might be quite different from that
which helped to engender them. Thus, for example, I acknow-
ledge the call {or a decentring of the subject and regard this as
basic to structuration theory. But I do not accept that this implies
the evaporation of subjectivity into an empty universe of signs.
Rather, social practices, biting into space and time, are considered
to be at the root of the constitution of both subject and social
object. [ admit the central significance of the ‘linguistic turn',
introduced especially by hermeneutic phenomenology and
ordinary language philosophy. At the same time, however, I hold
this term to be in some part a misieading one. The most important
developments as regards social theory concern not so much a
turn towards language as an aitered view of the intersection
between saying for signifying) and doing, offering a novel
conception of praxis. The radical transmutation of hermeneutics
and phenomenology initiated by Heidegger, together with the
innovations of the later Wittgenstein. are the two main signal
markers on the new path. But to pursue this path further means
precisely to shake off any temptation to become a fuil-hlown
disciple of either of these thinkers.

Let me offer here a short summary of the organization of the
book. Having given in the first chapter an outline of the chief
concepts involved in structuration theory, in the second I begin
the more substantive part of the volume with a discussion of
consciousness, the unconscious and the constitution of day-to-
day life. Human agents or actors — [ yse these terms
interchangeably — have, as an inherent aspect of what they do,
the capacity to understand what they do while they do it. The
reflexive capacities of the human actor are characteristically
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involved in a continuous manner with the flow of day-to-day
conduct in the contexts of social activity. But reflexivity operates
only partly on a discursive level. What agents f.:.uﬁ about what
they do, and why they do it — their r:o,.&_mamamc::% as agents —
is largely carried in practical consciousness. Practical con-
sciousness consists of all the things which moﬁoam _m:oi Sc_.:w
about how to ‘go on’ in the contexts of w..‘.uomm_ life without being
able to give them direct discursive expression. The m_m:;_omn.oa of
practical consciousness is a leading theme of the _u@or_ m.:n_ it has
to be distinguished from both oozmomocm:mm.m E_mocqm?m con-
sciousness) and the unconscicus, While accepting Em importance
of unconscious aspects of cognition and motivation, I ﬂo not
think we can be content with some of the more conventionally
established views of these. | adopt a modified version of ego
psychology but endeavour to relate this directly to what, [ suggest,
is a fundamental concept of structuration theory — that of
routinization.

The routine {whatever is done habitually) is a basic element .o%
day-to-day social activity. [ use the phrase ‘day-to-day social
mnm?:w, in a very literal sense, not in the more ooﬁ:w_@x. and |
think more ambiguous, way which has become familiar through
phencmenology. The term ‘day-to-day’ encapsulates exactly the
routinized character which social life has as it stretches across
time-space. The repetitiveness of activities Erwo:. are undertaken
in like manner day after day is the material grounding of what I call
the recursive nature of social life. (By its recursive nature I mean
that the structured properties of social activity — via the duality
of structure — are constantly recreated out of the very resources
which constitute them.} Routinization is vital to the nmmo:o_o%om.:
mechanisms whereby a sense of trust or ontological mao:AQ is
sustained in the daily activities of social life. Carried primarily in
practical consciousness, routine drives a wedge between the
potentially explosive content of the unconscious m:n.m the nmﬂmx_c.m
moenitoring of action which agents display. Why did le_.:rm_w
‘experiments with trust' stimulate such a very strong reaction of
anxiety on the part of those involved, seemingly out of m.:
proportion to the trivial nature of the circumstances @m their
origin? Because, [ think, the apparently minor conventions of
daily social life are of essential significance in curbing the sources
of unconscious teusion that would otherwise preoccupy most of
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our waking lives.
The situated character of action in time-space, the routinization
of activity and the repetitive nature of day-to-day life — these are
phenomena which connect discussion of the unconscious with
Goffman’'s analyses of co-presence, In spite of their manifest
brilliance, Goffman’s writings are usually thought of as perhaps
somewhat lightweight in respect of their theoretical content,
either because he is regarded above al] as a sort of sociological
raconteur - the equivalent of a sociological gossip whose
observations entertain and titillate but are none the less superficial
and essentially picayune — or because what he portrays is specific
to social life in modern, middle-class society, a cynical society of
amoral role players. There is something in each of these views,
and to a certain degree Goffman is vulnerable to them because
he refrains from drawing out, in a fully systematic way, the
implications of his standpoint. Where he does do so he tends to
link the rituals of day-to-day social life to ethological accounts of
the behaviour of the higher animals and to explicate them in
those terms. This may indeed be instructive, but it is not the most
useful way of relating his work to problems of social theory
because it does not plug the right gaps in what he has to say. One
such gap is the absence of an account of motivation, the main
reason why his writings are open to the second interpretation
mentioned above. I try to show how an analysis of motivation, as
developed in relation to routinization and the unconscious, can
bring out the systematic character of Goffman’s work more fuily.
Goffman’s emphasis on trust and tact strikingly echoes themes
found in ego psychology and generates an analytically powerful
understanding of the reflexive monttoring of the flux of encounters
involved in daily life.

Fundamental to social iife is the positioning of the body in
social encounters. ‘Positioning’ here is a rich term. The body is
positioned in the immediate circumstances of co-presence in
refation to others: Goffman provides an extraordinarily subtle
but teiling set of observations about face work, about gesture and
reflexive control of bodily movement as inherent in the continuity
of social life, Positioning is, however, also to be understood in

seriality of encounters across times ace, Every
ositioned in the flow of da -to-day life; in
¢ duration of his or her exi

Introduction  xxv

H + . IR T L] ra-
the duration of ‘institutional time’', the ‘su E-E&En—:mh structu

tion of Social institutions. Finall

I 1s positioned, Lo a
L.

‘multiple’ way, within social relations conferred by spectlic socia

o ¢
identities; this is the main sphere of application n.; S% Mﬁﬂﬂﬂ?%
social role. The modalities of co-presence, mediated directly by

the sensory properties of the body, are clearly different from

social ties and forms of social interaction established with others
ent in time or in space. o ‘ .
m@mﬁ is not only individuals who are ‘positioned’ relative to one

another: the contexts of social interaction are also. In examining

E.mm.mlmm_g:mozo:m. to do with the contextuality of social

\ L by as
interaction, the techniques and mcnwnmmw o.m_:n_w:mmmw%mmﬁ}_&am-
3 d, are highiy iilum :
developed by Immmac...m: , are unating. Jime
. has as its principal concern .
B s b i ticular attention fo
indivic in time- t gives particu
individuals in time-space bu : . 0
constraints over activity deriving from physical ﬁnommmnwmww%ﬂwnﬁ_”o
. in which agents move.
body and of environments in w . . :
these is but one of the respects in which mno_wnomw Hnm:__ _,UMWM%OM
iti Another is the interp
the writings of geographers. . . ctaon o
i i basic part to play in socl i
urbanism, which, | argue, has a ba : i
and, of course, a general sensitivity to space and place is of eve
eater importance. . . .
%Oomamm gives some considerable attention to m?_w. ammn._o:ww_a_uma
i the notion of regionalization
tion of encounters, and I take elization to >
ignifi ial theory. [t has always been
a very significant one for socia rain
no:m.wn: of the writings of mmomaﬁ:%am_ cm_: [ Sm&ﬂﬂ%%mﬂa M;m
i t than they or - Th
less of a purely spatial concep S
. ial | tion can usefully be exam
situated nature of social interac \ : 1ed
refation to the different locales ::o,._m_r which ﬂrﬁm.awh_w activities
indivic -ords Locales are not ju
of individuals are co-ordinated. .
settings of interaction; as Garfinkel has demonstrated _um_..coc_m_,_.ﬂ
érsuasively, settings are used chronically — and _mnmﬂw in a tact
me — by social actars to sustain meaning in ooEB:.:_o.mﬁm,m mﬂw.
i i [ uence,
/ But settings are also regionalized in ways that heavily in iehee,
and are influenced by, the serial nrmﬂoﬂmm o..m encounters. Ti p
space ‘fixity’ aiso normally means social fixity; the mcwﬂm::w.mw
‘given' character of the physical mireux o.ﬁ day-to-day li ,w
interlaces with routine and is deeply Ea:ma:m_ in the oo:noﬂ:m 0
institutional reproduction. Wmmmoam_ﬁmso: also Jmm _m _.o”wm.
psychological and social resonance in respect of the ‘enclosu




.
xxvi {ntraduction

from view of some types of activities and some types of peopie
and the "disclosure’ of others, Here we again find a major point of
connection between seemingly disparate ideas, those of Goffman
and Foucault; both accord great importance to the socially and
historically fluctuating lines between enclosure and disclosure,
confinement and display.

I think it is a mistake to regard encounters in circumstances of
co-presence as in some way the basis upon which larger. or
‘macrostructural', social properties are built. So-called ‘micro-

o

IS concerned. But neither, on the contrary, is interaction in
situations of co-presence simply ephemeral, as contrasted to the
solidity of large-scale or long-established institutions, Each view
has its proponents, but [ see this division of opinion as an empty
one and as a slightly more concrete version of the dualism in
social theory already mentjoned. The opposition between ‘micro’
and ‘'macro’ is best reconceptualized as concerning how
(nteraction in contexts of co-presence is structuraily implicated in

T

Umm:_:‘.ﬁmm:mmhmammm ?,oc_mao::ooo::mn:o:i social with

\ System integration, as I define these terms. But a vital rider has to

| be added to this. The relation of social to system integration

n cannot be grasped on a purely abstract level; the theory of

“~_urbanism is essential to it. For it is only with the advent of cities
— and, in modern times, with the urbanism of the ‘created
environment’ — that g significant development of system
integration becomes possible,

We have to be very careful indeed with the concept of ‘social
system’ and the associated notion of ‘society’.
innocent terms, and they are probably indispensable if used with
appropriate measures of caution. ‘Society’ has a useful double
meaning, which [ have relied upon — signifying a bounded
system, and social association in general, An emphasis upon
regionalization helps to remind us that the degree of ‘systemness’
in social systems is very variable and that ‘societjes’ rarely have
casily specifiable boundaries — until, at least, we enter the modern
world of nation-states, Functionalism and naturalism tend to
encourage unthinking acceptance of societies as clearly delimited
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ities, and social systems as ::mm:m._@ highly integrated unities.
s .: erspectives, even where direct organic metaphors are
For m:M _mo:% to be mnomo_% allied to biological coucepts; .m.:a
nm_monm:‘ e usually been arrived at with reference to entities
Smmm_ m<ﬁ off from the world around them, having an evident
m_mmn w_mmzmﬁ But ‘societies’ are very often not like :.:m at m:.. To
_Ean:mwc mwmo::ﬁ of that, I introduce the terms ‘intersocietal
el ﬁm_ ; d ‘time-space edges’, referring to different aspects of
mwmﬁwBM:MM:o: which cut across social systems amoom.:_wm@._w
%WMWNH as societies. I also use these :osoaw mim:w_nm_w in
assessing interpretations of moo_m_wM%Mnmmhﬁ%ﬂ:%ﬁﬂ%%m&ﬁ e
ating structuration / 10 es
acw__amm.ﬂwmwuommwaa with chiectivism m:a m:E.oo:.Sm:HHw:MmmohmoﬂnM
critics have felt that not enough Ew_mrn is given %‘,H acuors
emphasized by the first of these, ﬂman_w_wmm_wm _m”_m me_wm_ s oo
constraining aspects of the structura pro ‘ 1a] syscens.
To show that such is not the case _. Ea_omg in mon.:w derail what
‘constraint’ can be taken to mean in social Emoam a d how the
various senses that can be m?.ma to the term are un Mﬁ.w ocin e
theory of structuration. Recognition of the nature an _u:._m Loance
f structural constraint does not mean succumbing
M:_.mo:o:m of structural moomo_omx, n_uE_:oMrM_ NMMHWHMQ%OMMM
I accept a viewpoint clos . , :
mhmwma:ﬁwﬂma. As nW:omE:m:mm& in strycturation Ewo_ﬂ‘wmw MMMMH
ture’ means something &mm_‘m:_ﬁ from :mm :ﬁﬂz%_ MMW_WMMW omring
sciences. | also introduce a cluster of o
how why they are
upon that of structure and endeavour to rm o R ohey are
necessary. Most important among these is the i ; st iotural
inei ‘. which are structural features .om. overall societies
WOHMMMM_JMS::Q“ | also seek to show that it is through .Ew :o:M”
of structural principles that the concept of .oo::m%,_o.:ommrwmm
most usefully be specified as nm,me\.mzﬂ to sociat m:mwm_m. m:&,m
notions again cannot be expressed in b::.w_w mcm:mom oqmm e i
examine them with reference to ::wo major types of socie w_ "
can be distinguished in human E,ﬁoQ“ tribai n.:::%%..% wwm
divided societies and modern nation-states associated wi
i industrial capitaiism. .
ﬁ_mmmwﬂ_“w%: of Emgow recalls the dictum that s:E\m: @n_zmm.:mmrm
history, What exactly is it that they make — .s&n: does _mmo_.%
mean here? The answer cannot be expressed in as cogent a form
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as the original maxim. There is, of course, a difference between
history as events which elapse and history as writing about those
events. But this does not get us all that far. History in the first
sense is temporality, events in their duration. We tend to associate
temporality with a linear sequence, and thus history thought of in
this way with movement in a discernible direction. But this may
very well be a culture-bound fashion of thinking about time: even
if it is not, we still have to avoid the equation of ‘history’ with
social change. For this reason it is worth speaking of ‘historicity’
as a definite sense of living in a social world constantly exposed to
change. in which Marx's maxim is part of a general cultural
awareness, not a theorem peculiar to specialist social thinkers.
History as the writing of history also poses its own dilemmas and
puzzles. All I shall have to say about these is that they are not
distinctive; they do not permit us to make clear-cut distinctions
between history and social science. Hermeneutic problems
involved in the accurate description of divergent forms of life, the
interpretation of texts, the explication of action, institutions and
social transformation — these are shared by all the social sciences,
including history.

How, then, should we approach the study of soctal change? [
try to show that the search for a theory of social change (where
‘theory” means in this instance explaining social change by
reference to a single set of mechanisms, such as the old
evolutionary favourites of adaptation and differential selection) is
a deoomed one. It is flawed by the same kind of logical
shortcomings that attach more generally to the supposition that
the social sciences can uncover universal laws of human conduct.
The sorts of understanding or knowledge that human beings have
of their own ‘history' is partly constitutive of what that history is
and of the influences that act to change it. However, it is important
to give particular critical attention to evolutionism because ir,
one version or another it has been so influential in a variety of
different areas of social science. I mean by ‘evolutionism', as
applied to the social sciences, the explication of social change in
terms of schemas which involve the following features: an
irreversible series of stages through which societies move, even if
it is not held that all individuat societies must pass through each
of them to reach the higher ones: some conceptual linkage with
biological theories of evolution: and the specification of
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directionality through the mﬁmam E&omﬁaa, in nm.mﬁocﬂ oH mmmmmm
terion or criteria, such as increasing complexity or exp o
of forces of production. A range of objections can be g.d:m
o Em nmw&o ideas, both in respect of their intrinsic amnﬁa:a and
w%mm_%mhﬁ of mmoo:me implications which nao_czoEMM:_ mﬁ%ﬂ
inevi ing in its train, even if they are not logicati;
Mﬂﬂwwchﬂmm.wﬂmﬂqmmm: materialism', I ﬂE:r,_ is w ﬁmm%:%m
ioni rding to these criteria, in at least o
ﬂMﬁﬂMﬂWﬁ ﬂu%mmr Em” oozﬁmnzﬂcm ”.ndd has G.on_ﬂ. cnaohmmw%ﬂ.
If interpreted in this manner, r_mﬁo:ma.aﬂmzm wm:._ __ﬁﬂ. *
several of the main and the secondary :E:m.:o:m% mméﬂm“m_nwwanw
theories more generaily and has to be rejected for
R%M”M, [ do not think it possible to compress ‘history m_n:u,. me
kinds of scheme favoured by .o.<o_=so:_m5 in m%:mE mﬂwo:n\
historical materialism more ﬂnoo_mma_ﬂﬂ _.,a.H Hmﬁwwsomgmmo%on%ocsa omm
reconstructing them. By thi :
Mwﬁm_ﬂ Mﬂwﬂmm have to take a m.:@mﬁm.n:m:% different MOME_ Hﬂw%
evolutionism; there is no virtue in trying Boaﬂ% to SEM M them
somewhat. In addition to oozoonmm m:o,mm_m _:nwoawnw .H.Gﬂ ake
use of two others: those of ‘episode’ and ‘world time Aw.mm i tdue
to Gellner, the second to Eberhard}. All mo.n_m_. ife oﬁmmnoom
represented as a series of episodes; encounters (n o:mE.H:m.E ces
of co-presence certainly have an episodic moﬂ_a. :ommmmm i
connection 1 am referring mainly 6 wmmma-mom mmﬁ.noﬁ.”c:o:wm
change, in which there is some amr:m.ﬁ@. Q.ua of ins woﬁamnm
reorganization, such as the formation om.o:_mm in mm_.m.:mnm octetes
or the formation of early states. Episodes may cer mawrwﬁa
fruttfully compared with one m:oﬂ._._mn AE: not in m_oo :Mm v
abstraction from the context of their origin. The in ue . o
‘world time’ is relevant precisely to how far they are m:nmm ot
comparable. ‘World time’ concerns the varying noEM:Mm_.ﬂ_s.E m
history that may affect the conditions and outcomes oam an?mmm
similar episodes and the influence of what the agen  molved
know about such conditions and _.ucﬁoo:._mm. H seek to :.~= _oﬂm:o:
analytical purchase of these notions by using as an illus
i state formation. .
F:maw_m”_m%ﬁmwmﬂmo: theory will not be om. _.d:nr vatue if it Momm M_%H
help to illuminate problems of mﬂ.sn*:om_ Rmmmwo”, M:E _wo _uM
concluding chapter I take up this issue, whic o}




A

xxx Introduction

inseparable from the implications of structuration theory as a
form .om critique. [ do not try to wield a methodological MWJ_ ,m_
\;.”u: Is to say, I do not believe that there is anything in w::mnw;m
logic or the substance of structuration theory which would
somehow prohibit the use of some specific research technique
mcc:. as survey methods, questionnaires or whatever muam_
oo:m._aoa.m:o:m brought into play are relevant to the _moan f
application of particular techniques to research questions and Muo
the tnterpretation of results, but that js a tather different matter
‘The points of connection of Structuration theory with em Eo,:.
research are to do with working out the logicai Eﬁzomzwzm m;

on the abstract level of theory apply directly on the level of

H,Hm_.o:. A good n_mmm of social theory, especially that associated
structural sociology, has treated agents as much less

gain information that allows access to the full range of agents’
knowledgeability in at [east two ways. What actors are able Hmo mmm
about the conditions of their action and that of others .
moam,m:ozm:ma if researchers do not recognize the wommmz_w

are aspects of discourse which in form are refractory to bein
rendered as statements of propositional belief or which :rm
humour or irony, derive their meaning not so much ?o:r the
content of what is said as from the style, mode of expression o
oosﬁmﬁ.om utterance. But to this we must add a second factor om
greater importance: the need to acknowledge the significance of
.cwmn:nmh. consciousness. Where what agents know about i:MH
they do is restricted to what thev can say about it, in whatever
a_mw:mmzm style, a very wide area of x:oinammmcm__m? i8 simply
mmo.c ed m:w:,_ view. The study of practical consciousness must
incorporated into research work, [t would be an error t
Suppose that non-discursive components of conscicusness no
necessarily more difficuit to study empirically than the a,ao:mm.m ;
even though agents themselves, by definition, cannot OOES_MMM_
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directly on them. The unconscious, on the other hand, poses
altogether a different order of problem, certainly demanding
techniques of interrogation distinct from those involved in
descriptive social research.

Functionalism has been highly important in the social sciences,
not only because of its prominence as a type of theorizing but
also because of the empirical stimulus it has provided. The origins
of fieldwork in anthropology are more or less cotermincus with
the impact of functionalism, and in sociology alsc functionalist
thought has helped to generate a significant body of research
work. I think it essential to understand the attractions of
functionalism in this respect, while still holding that conceptually
its influence has been largely pernicious. Functionalism has
strongly emphasized the significance of unintended consequences
of action, especially in so far as such consequences occur in a
regular way and are therefore involved in the reproduction of
institutionalized aspects of social systems. Functionalists have
been quite right to promote this emphasis. But it is entirely
possible to study unintended consequences without the use of
functionalist concepts. Moreover, the designation of just what is
unintentional in regard of the consequences of action can be
adeqguately grasped empirically only if the intentional aspects of
action are identified, and this again means operating with an
interpretation of agency more sophisticated than is normally held
by those inclined towards functionalist premises.

In structuration theory ‘structure’ is regarded as rules and
resources recursively implicaféd in social teproduction; institu-

:wbmhmEmEnam of social systems have structural properties h

thie sense that relationships are stabilized across time and space.
'Struciite’ can be conceptualized abstractly as two aspects of
rules — normative elements and codes of signification. Resources
are also of two Kinds: authoritative resoutces, which derive from
~"the co-ordination of the activity of human agents, and aflfocative
resources, which stem from control of material products or of
aspects of the erial world. What is especially useful for the
guidance of research is the study of, first, the routinized
intersections of practices which are the ‘transformation points’ in
structural relations and. second, the modes in which institu-
tionalized practices connect social with system integration. As
regards the first of these, to take an example, it can be
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‘demonstrated how private property, a cluster of rights of
ownership, can be ‘transtated’ into industrial authority, or modes
of sustaining managerial control, Ag regards the second, what has

such a way that they enter directly into system reproduction. An
alertness ta the significance
important here: there is no feason why sociologists should not
adopt some of the research techniques established by geographers,
including the graphic techniques of time-geography, in order to
study them.

If the social sciences are understood as they were during the
petiod of dominance of the orthodox consensus, their attainments
do not logk impressive, and the relevance of social research to

laws. Natural science has become coupled to technological
capabilities of an awesome kKind, destructive as we]] as
constructive. In the eves of those who would model social science
directly on natural science, the former surely comes off a distant

natural science and is in some tespects a quite divergent
enterprise, a very different view of their relative achievements
and influence can be defended. There are no universal laws in the
social sciences, and there wil| not be any — not, first and foremost.
because methods of empirical testing and validation are somehow
inadequate but because. as I have pointed out. the causal
conditions involved in generalizations about human social conduct
are inherently unstable in respect of the very knowledge (or
beliefs) that actors have about the circumstances of their own
action. The so-called ‘self-fulfilling prophecy’, of which Merton

phenomenon in the social sciences. This is a mutual interpretative

science and those whose activities
compose its subject matter — a ‘double hermeneutic’. The
theories and findings of the social sciences cannot be kept wholly
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. te from the universe of meaning and action which Sﬂwwmm
U for their part, lay actors are social m:onzmﬂm_ w
i mcﬁ__ oﬂn constitute the activities and institutions that m.J
et umoﬁca of specialized social observers or moo_ma
wa ogmaﬂﬁo:nwn mmw no clear dividing line between _:mﬂwﬁ_m
mo_m.::mﬂ. | reflection carried on by lay actors and m::_rmﬂ
O e on the part of specialists. I do not want to deny t .m_
mMMMmHWM%?E._:m lines, but they are w:miﬂﬁc_m MENNM_ Wﬂﬂﬂwmm_«ﬂ
; i . nopoly either upo
ties. :N<M::Mﬁ_wwmm%ﬁw:cﬁmmmmﬂowﬂm of Erm.ﬁ Sw% study. )
H:mo:mwwn MW perhaps be granted. But it still might not be
e mem?oaﬁ:mmm comments that we should S_.Am a .a_:aﬂmm
wwmn‘“@om the accomplishments and manmnﬁ. of ﬁ_:o%om_mmm%w%o?&
that indicated above. How oo.:_n_ it serious y be gested thal
i i : influence, or more, upo S0CK
mco_wmw_ mM_MMMMnMWMMMMMM MHmMo::ma on the material worid? I think, _M
MMMM :wm: this view can be Em._:SEma - m::o:mm. om%mm_wmﬂnﬂm
, arison could be precise, in view of H.:m very erenees
wﬁ:%%%%:mﬁ is involved in each case. The point is that re mmmﬁg
nﬂ«Mcnwmn processes (theories, and ocmmw<m~.ﬂ._o:m m_uo.E mmﬂ )
con, lly enter into, become disentangled with and re-enter
iniverse um . ents that they describe. No such phenomencn Q:,ma
c:”ﬂwﬂwwc.wamwm inanimate nature, which is wz&:wnm:m to JMJNSMMM
w::ﬂm: beings might claim to know m@_ompazgh%oﬂmm_:wnm:%-
example, theories of sovereignty mo::r_:m e e
century European thinkers. Hrmm.m were the Wmm Its of reflecton
upon, and study of, social trends intc which t ey L tuen were fed
back. [t is impossible to have a Eﬂaon: sovereign OM o that cdoes
not incorporate a discursively mn:o:_m.ﬂmg ﬁ:m%QOn vt o
sovereign state. The marked tendency towar o an expansion o
political ‘self-monitoring’ on the part of the state © characteristic
of modernity in the West m:. mo:oﬂm_._ mnom::.mﬂommmmmo;m_‘ o
intellectual climate from which specialized, Jo ot xpress
courses of social science have developed but a mi ot express
and foster. One could omzm_.:_w _.:.mwm mo,.a_w mﬁwm:cm Jase for
claiming that these changes, in which mor”m_ Mwmnmoﬁon. by
centrally involved, are of a very fundamen M characier. By the
side of them the transformations of nature achie y

i sive.
iences do not lock so mas . ‘ . i,
mowmm_ooanm upon such considerations a little further, we can's
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.both why the social sciences Mmay not appear to generate a great
deal of original knowledge and also why theories and ideas pro-
duced in the past, apparently paradoxically, may retain a relevance
to the present day which archaic conceptions of the natural
sciences do not have. The best and most interesting ideas in the
social sciences (a) participate in fostering the climate of opinion
and the social processes which give rise to them, (b) are in greater
ot lesser degree entwined with theories-in-use which help to consti-
tute those processes and (¢) are thus unlikely to be clearly distinct
from considered reflection which lay actors may bring to bear in
so far as they discursively articulate, or improve upon, theories-
in-use. These facts have consequences, particularly for sociology
(to which they are most distinctly relevant) which affect both the
prosecution of empirical research and the formulation and
reception of theories, In respect of research they mean that it is
much more difficult than is the case in natural science to ‘hold up'
acceptance of theories while searching for ways to test them out
appropriately. Social life moves on: appealing or potentially
practical theories, hypotheses or findings may be taken up in
social life in such a way that the original grounds upon which they
could be tested have altered anyway. There are many complex
possible permutations of mutual ‘feed-in’ here, which combine
also with the difficulties inherent in controlling variables,
replicating observations and other methodological quandaries in
which the social sciences can find themselves. Theories in natural
science are original, innovative and so on to the degree to which
they place in question what either lay actors or professional
scientists previously believed about the objects or events to which
they refer. But theories in the social sciences have to be in some
part based upon ideas which (although not necessarily discursively
formulated by them) are already held by the agents to whom they
refer. Once reincorporated within action, their original quality
may become lost; they may become ail too familiar. The notion
of sovereignty and associated theories of the state were stunningly
new when first formulated: today they have in some degree
become a part of the very social reality which they helped to
establish.
But why do some social theories retain their freshness long
after the conditions that belped produce them are past? Why,
now that we are well familiar with the concept and the reality of

Introduction ooy

ori te
state sovereignty. do seventeenth-century __:mn:mm Mm nwammw.w_m
i ial or political reflection today’ .
ain a relevance to socia . on ¢
_‘owﬁ_w because they have contributed to constituting the mcn_mh
MWZ& we now live in. It is the fact that they are _.mmmn:on.m.ﬂﬁwnﬁ
social reality which they also help to constitute m:.&_i :m_a %ﬂmﬂ
i i art of, our social wo
a distance {rom, yet remains p . . al w .
vwmmmom our attention, Theories in the :EE&_.mn_m:nmm E:_n”
Mmmm been replaced by others which do the mmnuﬁn:_,.oa sz.mﬁ_, Mmmﬁ%m
i i anno
i ~urrent practice of science. This ¢
no interest to the curre ] s cannot be the
have helped to constitu y
case where those theories e | ; e e e
i i he ‘history of ideas’ may perha
terpret or explicate. T istor .
_“m:%m_u_w be regarded as of marginal importance to the ﬂmn:w%
_:mEﬁm_ scientist, but it is much more than tangential to the so
iences. o . N .
” If they are correct, these ruminations H.oma on in m.&:.@MUH mezﬁw
a consideration of social science as critique cl as _Mw«% HE "2
i i i ial life. We cannot be con
ractical fashion with social :. . °
mmnrno—omwnm_. version of critique Eonowma.gnwrmnoomﬂwo%m@
i iving from a natural scien . .
consensus, a view deriving 4 el The
technological view of critique supposes that 5@‘ _:mm:_,:m_ M%mw:m
of social science — the critical mmmnmmam:mm_ E:._o_u those rking
in the soctal sciences make of am.o: o_n:mn s views ml %Jo%m:ﬁcm
catedly generates an ‘external critique’ of _.mx beliefs t a e
the basis of practical social 58@«::0:. Bue, m?ﬂ:ﬁoa
significance of the ‘double hermeneutic’, matters are muc nore
complex. The formulation of critical theory is not an oﬁ: cm
theories and findings in the social sciences are Emm@: ﬁwronmoﬂ
practical (and political) consequences regardless _,,.V.a w HmmH v or
not the sociological observer or worow-ﬂmxmw decides 3
can be ‘applied’ to a given practical issue.

This was not a particularly easy woo.w to write and nﬁ%amamnmwﬁwmm
part refractory to the normal ordering of o:mnﬁmn.m. Q:n..: ration
theory was formulated in substantial part ::ocm.: its ow: in ernal
o_,:E\ﬁo_ — the critical evaluation of a qmﬂoQ. M omz_,.sm ¥
competing schools of social thought. Rather than allow Mo:m o
these critical confrontations to obtrude into the main mw.o ons of
the text, I have included them as appendices to Eomnao m%:meB
which they most immediately relate, (Notes mmmoo_m:% Hﬁ b tben
similarly follow the notes that belong to relevant chapter ..
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reader who wants to follow the
unencumbered way can pass ov
of interest to anyone concern

maia line of the argument in an
er them. They will, however, be
ed either with how the views |

Reference

I It would, of course, be g mistake to suppose that the influence of

I
Parsons is confined to the past, to imagine that Parsons has been
forgotten in the same way as he once suggested happened to Spencer
very soon after his death, Qn the contrary, one of the most visible
trends in social theory today is the prime part played by views drawn
more or less directly from Parsons. One might instance the writings
of Luhmanp and Habermas in Germany, Bourricauld in France and
Alexander and others in the United States. I do not intend to discuss
any of this literature in detail, but it is probably worth spelling out a
little why [ do not have much sympathy with those aspects of the
writings of such authors which are closely based on Parsons’s ideas.
All the writers in question are strougly critical of Parsons’s
connections with functionalism, of which Luhmann probably seeks
to retain more than the others, In this respect, [ am in accord with
them, as this text should make clear enough, But in other ways, for
reasons which are also documented at some length in this book, [
consider that a radical break has to be made with Parsonian theorems,
An important aspect of this coneerns the filtering of the influence of
Max Weber through the writings of Parsons
a ‘Weberian’ by critics who regard this as some sort of |
fauit. I do not see the term, as they do, as a slur, but neither do [
accept it as accurately applied to my views, If I draw upon Weber, it
is from an angle different from that of the aforementioned authors.
Thus Habermas's Weber (surprisingly perhaps) tends to be a
Parsonian-style Weber, concerned above all with the rati izati

sts; and with the
tions or states,
f as an ‘action theorist' and called his

territoriality and violence of political forma
Parsons regarded himsel
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i i *action frame of reference’. But,
ion of social science the ‘ac .
<mG_0mM:mE to show at some length elsewhere (see Ex.ma..o:ﬂﬁﬂm
:mfm_:mﬁ I would regard as a satisfactory conception omamaco: M d
u_m:mn related notions, especially SOma.om intentions an qmgﬂmnoam
. t to be found in Parsons's work, This is not, as some nﬂﬂaﬂﬂwa tors
no e suggested, because a later emphasis upon ?.:M __os_ i an
smMmBm theory tended to swamp an earlier concern with volunta ;
mmmmm because the idea of voluntarism was mméma‘ ﬂn Mccmmﬂu. o
Mmmoa.w thought voluntarism has m_imw.m been &:r.m i_::w the
nﬂo_czos of the ‘problem of order’, ﬁ.uo:.omu:da om.cm H.B mmomo?ma
Mn&:m:o: of potentialiy disruptive E&Eacm_ P.s::m. Hﬁwsﬂnm red
ion that actors internalize, as .
ugh the demonstration th s the
Mﬂ%om values upon which social no:mm_oa Mnﬂu:ﬁm. %%%a.uﬂ_u_ mu:r "
ot es conflated with the demand
account of action becom cont [ o e el inerpreta,
ical tivation with a ‘sociolog |
‘psychological’ theory of mo : ; o
%Mw of Hmo structural features of mon_m.: mwmﬂﬂaﬂ. W«HMMMMMUEW
i hat I emphasize as the kn
nceptual room is left for what ] . . lity
nw moowm_ actors, as counstitutive in part n.vm m.oo_m_ nnmnrnwm. I MM ot
_w:._:w that any standpoint which is heavily Eamgmw _“% mﬂwﬂ.:m o
cope satisfactorily with this issue at the cﬁm core of the co
i i it in this book.
al theory as I conceive of it in ied
moﬁm EOmem:o:m_w indebted to _umam_o:m Sam%m ao.”.:ww_ﬂmmnmﬁ
themselves as functionalists and have rejected the func A___n_u a st cast
of Parsons's thought in greater or lesser uomﬂmm. ‘Snw.mw_ take over
other ideas related to most versions of E:a:%zw:ﬂﬁ. nmﬂwm e e
i ith' ’ mbolic orders al
ination with ¢m_c¢oo:mm:m_=m or 8y ‘  Sxpenee
MMFMMG more mundane, practical aspects om. m.on._ :mn%fwﬂxmam
tendency to assume that societies are easily amm::m:_m_ moMmQ-mZ_m
i i i : and a fondness for evolu 3
iptogical organisms are; an \ : ”
M_ananm m_ consider each of these emphases to be ma.ﬂmcmq Hﬁﬁ%% :m
and shall enter strong nmanm:o:m. about H:mB.m Emmninonr 1 be 1o
doubt about the sophistication and importance o e work ot some
authors currently endeavouring to aoﬁ_onm_um_.wwﬁwﬂw H oy
t
i hmann and Habermas. Bu
ways, particularly Lu : e e ooy
i ns of Parsonianism
to repudiate the newer versio . ] |
amﬂm_uﬂm:mn_ varieties of non-Parsonian structurai sociology



