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ABSTTRACT

The thesis 1s an attempt to elaborate and develop Merton's theory of
anomie and deviance. The purpose 1s to explore its relevance to the study

of deviance 1in industrial societies, and to extend it to areas relatively
neglected by Merton and his tollowers.

The thesis 1is divided into two main part§ the first of which
ditusses the mode of analysis and particular propositions of Merton's
theory. It 1s argued that the theory 1is best understood as an example of
'tunctional analysis', a legitimate and commonly employed method, which is
to be distinguished from 'functionalism'. It is maintained that Merton's
writings on anomie and deviance constitute a developing theory. It is
claimed that the theory contains ‘'stress’ and ‘non-stress' variables

accounting for deviant behaviour, so that it ought not to be classified as
merely a ‘'strain’' theory.

The second part of the thesis is an exercise in ‘'middle-range
theorising'. It consists of a series of case studies, which address the
issues of social interaction, social dynamics and middle-class deviance,
while taking into account empirical evidence questioning certain Mertonian
hypotheses. An attempt 1s made to consolidate Merton's theory with
reference group analysis, which enables a reformulation of these
hypotheses. It 1s proposed that this development of the theory allows for
the analysis of deviant patterns peculiar to corporations and persons who
belong to the upper social strata. Finally, the thesis turns to post-war
British society and suggests that Merton's theory provides a framework
within which processes 1leading to social change may be analysed. The

abortion law reform, which took place in 1967, is examined as a case in
point.

The thesis concludes by pointing out certain compatibilities between
anomie and ather theoriles aof deviance and by suggesting questions, which

may enhance turther elaborations and a better understanding of deviance
and 1ts control.
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CHAPTER 1
LIINTRODUC'T 1L ON

Thie thesls constitutes an attempt to re—-examine and elaborate on
Merton's theory- of deviance and anomie. The theory in question x;ms
originally set forth in the well-known essay ‘'Social Structure and Anomie’
(Merton, 1938). From an historical point of view, this influential essay is
worthy of special attention. It was at that time that the sociology of
deviance began to develop. The very concepts of ‘'deviance' and 'deviant
behaviour' were neologisms and had not yet been established. Until then,

bilological and psychological explanations of crime - described in terms of
individual pathology =~ dominated. Against this domination, 1twoO
sociological streams appeared in the United States. Their sources can be
located in the departments of Sociology at Chicago and at Harvard., In

Chicego, with Park and Burgess, a pragmatic view prevailed and, as &

result, the construction of broad theories was generally neglected. In the
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concern about general theory; the study of European sociologists such as
Pareto, Weber and Durkheim was undertaken; and what came to be.known as
the ‘'structural-functionalist’ perspective was under development. Coming
from Harvard, Merton was committed to the interpretation of human
behaviour in relation to ‘'social structure' <(cf. Coser, 1975a), another
concept that was not standard in the 1930s. The title itself of the above
paper represented this theoretical commitment. When he raised the
question ‘'how 1s deviant behaviour derived from social structure' or 'how
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does conformity induce non-contormity', infiuenced by Durkheim's writings,

he thought in terms of ‘anomie' (cf. Appendix: 1i-iv),

Merton's essay represented ‘a response to tendencies to portray
social control as a "device for 'impulse management' and the 'social
processing' of tensions" (Merton, 1938: 672), and called for more attention
to non-biological conditions bringing about deviations from socially
sanctioned norms and values. Bilological and psychological approaches were
not regarded by Merton as antagonistic to sociological ones; it was

thought as merely a matter of a difference in the focus of the analysis:

the former centre upon the incidence of deviations, the latter upon their

rates,

However, the status of anomie theory within the contemporary
soclology of deviance has been undermined. In the last two decades, it has
lost much of 1its impact and, particularly in Britain, very few scholars
use it for their research. The objections have been both theoretical and
empirical in nature (e.g. Clinard, 1964a). It is said that Merton's theory
"is riven with a set of unresolved and possibly irresolvable analytical

) ﬁrob}gﬁis" (Taylor et al.,, [1973] 1981: 109). It is frequently considered as
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-";F""‘q‘:;%s:f" N ‘criminioldgical theorising. The numerous critiques and the development of
otherﬂ theoretical perspectives, which posed alternative questions and
guided research in new directions, can be cited among the main reasons
accounting for the decline in its influence (cf. Cole, 1875). So, one may
reasonably ask: what are the reasons for revisiting Merton's anomie
theory?

The first reason is that 1 am interested in it, as it is part of a
rich body of theorising, in which the concept of anomie plays a central
role. Like alienation - 1its most powerful contender -~ anomie is a key
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concept in sociological analyses of changing, industrial societies (cf.
P.Cohen, [1968) 1973: 231; Balandier, 1970: 18; Duvignaud, 1970; Tiryakian,
1970; Worsley et al., 1970: 245; Klages, 1984). It is a concept with a long
history and various meanings (cf. Orrd, 1987b). Nevertheless, it always
refers to a breakdown of norms regulating behaviour and social
interaction. It points to a specific relationship between individuals and
goclety (Lukes, 1877b: 74), and to processes leading to the weakening of
cultural, moral or 1legal constraints. Moreover, it "is a c'oncept that
bridges the gap between explanations of social action at the individual
level with those at the level of social structure" (Abercrombie et al.,
1888: 11), As ‘has been argued, in Merton's work, the concept of anomie
"epitomises his structurslist and conflict orientation and "illustrates

(hisl interest not only in structural determination, but also 1n

structure-bullding" (Sztompka, 1987: 2-3; emphasis in original).

Another reason- for revisiting Merton's theory is that I find the
issues 1t raised significant and relevant to the study of deviance in
contemporary societies. Despite a renewed interest in his anomie theory,

- manifest in recent 'sociological works (e.g. Diekmann and Opp, 1979; Hilbert

'ﬂ,.;?*d;. ;W_right, 1979; Bohle, 1983; Cullen, 1984; Sztompka, 1986 and 1987;
AR ol ity '
““Hc;othﬁ: 1987; Messner, 1987; Orrd, 1987a and 1987b), it has not regained
the dém:lnant place that it ‘occupied from the 1940s to the 1960s. It must
be stressed at the outset that my purpose is not to reclaim its lost
centrality. Nor do I intend to argue that revisions can earn it the title
of the theory of deviance. For Merton's anomie theory was clearly not
designed to be an all-encompassing theory, but it addressed a limited
number of issues. The task that Merton set to himself was to examine
departures from prevailing standards as a consequence of discrepancies

between culture and social structure. The main strength of his theory
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lies in its ability to unveil significant links between certain socio-
cultural conditions and deviance. His theory, to be sure, did not deal with
problems raised by other criminological traditions. Nor aid - the theory
attempt to explain the origins of such discrepancies, "as ‘'new
criminologists' have complained <(Taylor et  al.,, [19731 1981: 100-101),
while making a plea for a ‘fully social theory of deviance'. However.-an
absolutely complete social theory of deviance may not be possible at all.
As has been argued, "No general theory can ever exhaust the significance
of a particular object - its utility lies in its power of explanation, the
ability it has to reYeal connections, determinants and significance. In

this sense, all sociological knowledge is partial and limited" (Garland and

Young, 1983: 13).

While Merton's theory concentrated on the emergence of patterns of
deviant behaviour resulting f{from the pursuit ‘of culturally propagated
goals "that cannot be easily achieved, other theories focused on different
questions and emphasised different issues. Sutherland's theory of
differential association contributed to the understanding of the social

tranemission of deviance. Labelling theorists drew attention to deviance-

generating effects of social control, and showed how initial infringements
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norme may crystallise into deviant careers. Conflict theorists

of social
pohinted to the processes whereby legal rules are formulated and
differentially enforced. Control theories = 1looking at the other side of
the coin and positing that deviance results from the weakening of social

bonds - centred on the sources of contormity.

" Given that 'a way of seeing is also a way of not seeing’' and that
"questions not asked are questions seldom answered" (Merton, 1987: 10),
the limits of anomie theory as well as those of the other theories must

be borne in mind. The adoption of these fresh approaches has entailed the
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abandonment and displacement of anomie theory. My belief, however, is that
that none of them can by itself cover the entire range of questions
pertinent to the study of deviance._ Each illuminates some aspects of "this
social phenomenon and neglects others. Sorokin and others have noted "the
tendency of sociologists = in their hectic pursuit of new ideas and
discoveries - to ignore what was good in past theories and to posit 'too
radical a break with the past"  (Plummer, 1979: 102). My claim is that
anomie theory has fallen victim to this tendency, and 1 propose to look
into 'what is good' in it and to develop it further.

Further, Merton's -anomie theory can be best reviewed in connection
with his discussion of middle-range theorising (Merton, 1968: 41; cf. also
Appendix: v). This represented a reaction, on the one hand, to crude
empiricism and mere data-gathering, which lacked theoretical foundations.
On' the other hand, there was another tendency at the time, mainly
lllustrated by Parsons' works, to construct' a 'grand theory', which was
hardly based on empirical research. Merton's idea of middle~range theories
was bullt upon a critique of a-theoretical research and of the Parsonian

stance on the position of sociological theory (in 1847). He has called

theori?s of the middle range "theories that lie between the minor but
néc;e:s'“ar;r ‘'working hypotheses that evolve in abundance - during day-to-day
research and the all-inclusive systematic efforts to develop a unified
theory that will explain all the observed uniformities of social
behaviour, social organisation and social change" (Merton, 1968: 39).

As middle-range theories constitute little ‘islands of knowledge' or
‘stepping-stones in the middle distance' (Marshall, 1963), they are meant
to be instrumental to the achievemént of valid - and more easily
empirically checked - sociological knowledge. The raison d'étre of middle-

range theories 1s that ‘'we are not ready', 'not enough preparatory work
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has been done' for the formulation of the general sociological theory

(Merton, 1968: 45). In a much more recent publication, Merton has

ﬁ

reiterated that "in matters so0 complex and obscure as much of social
organisation and human behaviour, we are wise to be on our guard against
'‘explanations’ that profess to account for every facet of that
organisation angd’ behaviour. For, as the ancients knew, those who try' to

prove too much prove next to nothing”. And further, "The didactic

emphases in these fields [the newer social sciences and particularly,

psychology and sociologyl upon methodology and the role of theory can be

understood in part as a collective effort to keep their practitioners from

falling into the trap of explaining 1little by trying to explain too much"

‘(Merton, 1982: 46).

It is essential to note that there is no radical antithesis between
middle-range and general theorists, and that the general guidelines

underlying their work are not significantly at loggerheads. As Merton has

pointed out,

It is significant that a general theorist, such as Parsons
[1950: 7], acknowledges (1) that in fact general
sociological theory seldom provides for specific hypotheses

to be derived from it; (2) that, in comparison with a field
such as physics, such derivations for most hypotheses are

a remote objective; (3) that general theory provides only a

=~ - general orientation and (4) that it serves as a basis for
codifying empirical generalisations and specific theories.
Once all this 1s acknowledged, the sociologists who are
committed to developing general theory do not differ

. significantly 1in principle from those who see the best

promise of sociology today in developing theories of the
middle range and consolidating them periodically' (Merton,
1968: 52 fn.; emphasis added).

It cannot be over-emphasised that the role of middle-range theories
ie fulfilled only “provided that the search for them is coupled with a
pervasive concern with consolidating special theories into more general

sets of concepts and mutually consistent propositions” (Merton, 1968: 53;



5’ *}Mi

emphasis 1in original). Middle-range theorising 1s conceived as a
methodological canon, a strategy or. device for the advancement of
soclological knowledge (Appendix:-.iv-v). In my view, i1t 1is a practice
characterising the work of most sociologists, although not necessarily in
the strict Mertonian sense.

Merton's own various contributions exemplify the effort to deve.lop
mutually consistent propositions. Commentators have pointed out that
"many of Merton's papers deal, on a deeper level, with the same  theme,
even when the titles and the apparent subject matter seem quite
different" (Lazarsfeld, 1975: 61), and that "the great variety of Merton's
empirical theories is generated from a small set of common elements
organised around a core theory of rates of choice among socially
structured alternatives" (Stinchcombe, 1975: 30). Others have gone as far

as argue that Merton's writings constitute, in fact, a general theory (cf.

Sztompka, 1986; Crothers, 1987).

Apart from a concern with consolidating mutually consistent
propositions, ‘the -middle-range strategy involves an effort to gradually
extend the theories and specify them, taking into account empirical
materials. As Merton has written, “one takes off from antecedent theory
and . :nquiry and tries to extend the theory into new empirical areas"
(Mertioﬁ‘. 1968: 63). Following his methodological advice, I will endeavour
to inquire 1into -the possibility of further elaborations of his anomie
theory by examining some of its links with analyses of reference-group
behaviour, relative deprivation, patierns of upper-class deviance, and with
processes of social change.

A collateral objective of this thesis 1is to highlight some
convergences between claims made by anomie theory and by other theories
of deviance. This should not be taken to imply that, by addressing diverse
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problems, the evolution of criminological sociology has been cumulative.
It cannot be denied that much criminology is "“a congregation of fragments
without overall design or organisa'tion" (Rock, - 1979: 56). But, as Mérton
has pointed out, the adoption of a middle-range strategy can be helpful
in encouraging progressive consolidations: "Tendencies toward
fragmentation in sociology have indeed developed. But this is scarcelyir a
result of working toward theories of intermediary scope. On the contrary,
theories of the middle range consolidate, not fragment, empirical
findings" (Merton, 1968: 65; emphasis in original). It must be emphasised
that no suggestion is made that anomie theory can provide the missing
overall design. to Ermg together all theories of deviance. Rath.er. it 1s
suggested that the various issues and problems attended to by the
numerous theories highlight the muln:-dimensionality of the phenomenon of

deviance. They define the field and concerns of the sociology of deviance.

As all dimensions of deviance are not captured by any single approach,
the results of research conducted by scholars working in diverse

traditions often complement, rather than contradict, each other. So, my

"l

attempt to dEVEIOp and extend anomie theory is accompanied by an effort

to show its, compatibility with empirical data and points made by

d- ey B ‘ :J-h«-{‘!u-

fi dif ferent theorists.

3 *
Cole (1975) has argued that anomie theory has lost ground to other

approaches not because .it has been empiriéally proved to be false, but
because researchers have exhausted the puzzles that it provided. As the
labelling perspective, for example, supplied fresh research puzzles, its
utilisation and influence increased. It is hoped that, by developing anomie
theory, extending it into new empirical areas, taking into account
research f in;:iings and ferreting out certain common Joci among dif fer;ent.

perspectives, fresh questions and puzzles for research will emergse. It is
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proposed that such an inter-play between theory and research holds a

good promise for advancing sociological knowledge.
The point, however, that anomie theory's empirical relevance has not

been effectively challenged (cf. also, Muncie and Fitzgerald, 1985: 406-
408) is quite important. For, if it is a theory that 'fits the facts’, it
ought not to be summarily dismissed. Downes and Rock have indicated ':lts
relevance to the British experience, while contrasting Durkheimian 10

Mertonian hypotheses:

In the austerity of the immediate post-war period, crime
and delinquency rose. In 1951, rationing ended, and a newly
elected Conservative government encouraged consumption by
fiscal measures. The crime and delinquency rates, along
with the rate of strikes, fell during the next few years,
to increase from the mid-1850s onwards. Durkheim would
have predicted an immediate rise in crime following the
‘end of austerity' that regulated life in Britain f{rom
1945-51. Merton, however, would have predicted a rise 1n
deviance only after a time-lag, during which advertising
and the greater availability of goods stimulated
aspirations beyond the modest levels to which people had

become habituated during the war and 1its aftermath
- (Downes and Rock, 1982: 266fn.).

The fact that different hypotheses can be derived from the writings
of the two theorists brings us to a question worth dwelling upon, if only
briefly, in this introduction: to what degree is Mertion's theory indebted
to Durkheim? That Merton has been influenced by Durkheim and European
;aociological though£, in ger;éral, is beyond doubt (cf. Coser, 1975b), Many -
commentators have focused on Merton's re-conceptualisation of ‘'anomie' and
chastised him for moving far away from Durkheim (cf. N.Davis, 1980: 135;
Box, 1981: 97; cf. also Scott and Turner, 1965, who argued that Merton’'s
analysis borrowed rather from Weber's study of the spirit of capitalism).
Orrd (1987b) has contended that they differ on both the ethical and
cognitive planes. He has placed Durkheim's theory in the same intellectual

tradition as Platonism, whereas he classified Merton's theory together



with those of Jean Marie Guyau' and the sophists (cf. Orrg, 1987b:
Conclusion). According to some critics, Merton has ‘dehumanised' the
concept of anomie< (Horton, 1964),' 'vulgarised' it (Duvignaud, 1970: ©69),
left out crucial elements of the Durkheimian theory thus ‘restricting too
much the generality and impact of the notion' (Chazel, 1967: 154), and his
analyses are opposed to those of Durkheim (Besnard, 1978). One of tl:lem
has even spoken of a ‘Mertonian imperialism' (Besnard, 1987).

Others have regarded Merton's anomie theory as a continuation and
extension of the Durkheimian tradition. It has often been suggested that,
whereas Durkheim used the concept of anomie only in relation to the
division of labour and suicide, Merton applied the original thesis to
deviance and, thus, laid the foundations for a general theory of deviant
behaviour (cf. Clinard, 1964b: 10-11: A.Cohen, 1966: 76; Radzinowicz and
King, 1977: 80; Orcutt, 1983: 71; Gibbons, 1987: 108; Liska, 1987: 33;

Messner 1987; Sztompka, 1987: 3). Briefly then, while some have challenged
the ‘'legitimacy' of Merton's thfeory on the basis of his departure f{rom

Durkheim, others have viewed his distinct contribution as a helpful and

appropriate extension of Durkheim's.

In any event, his indebtedness to Durkheim has been acknowledged by
iderton himself (cf. Merton, '1964; Appendix: v), and icertain affinities
ought *not to be overlooked.: It 1s essential to note that a state of
deregulation is considered by.both authors a factor making for departures
from established standards. They assign the same meaning to the notion of
‘anomie’. ‘'Anomie' denotes for both a social state, whereby the authority
or legitimacy of conventional norms and values has diminished. When such
an anomic situation obtains, higher rates of suicide and deviance are to
be expected. As Dahrendorf has put it, "[alnomy provides a background
condition in which crime rates are likely to be high" (Dahrendorf, 1985:

—10-



22; emphasis in original).

Durkheim has suggested that social changes, sudden booms or

disasters bring about anomie. His. idea of human nature, "“essentially in

lo
need of limits and discipline” <(Lukes, 1977b: 83), led him propose that,

when anomie occurs and social controls lose their strength, people's
ambitions are unleashed and extend beyond available means f{or 1iving.up
to them. Durkheim's concept is related to a condition in which social
norme no longer suffice to hold in check the ‘natural', unlimited
aspirations, appetites and impulses of the members of the society (cf.,
for example, Mizruchi, 1965: 255; Poggl, 1972: 247; Messner, 1987: 10).
This 1s a recurrent theme in his various studies (although passages
stressing the role of socialisation can also be found in Durkheim's
writings; cf. Besnard, 1987: 256-257). In Suicide we are told that since

nothing in the individuals could set a limit to their needs, needs must be

moderated by society or one of its organs (Durkheim, (19301 1983: 275). In

Socialism, Durkheim has argued:

What is needed if the social order is to reign is that the
mass of men be content with their lot. ...an individual
committed only to the pressure of his needs will never
admit he has reached the extreme limits of his rightful
position. If he is not conscious of a force above him which
he respects, which stops him and tells him with authority
that the compensation due him is fulfilled, then inevitably
he will expect as due him all that his needs demand. And
since in our hypothesis these needs are 1limitless, their
exigency 18 necessarily without 1limit, For 1t to be
otherwise, a moral power is required whose superiority he

recognises, and which cries out: ‘You must go no further'
(Durkheim, 1962: 242-3).

In The Division of Labour human ambitions are also treated as
boundless. Their constraint does not constitute 'forced division of labour’
and, consequently, it does not pose serious threats to moral authority;
such a constraint could not change consent (Durkheim, [1930] 1978: 377).
Cases, in which the level of desires is too high and not matched by

_11-
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corresponding abilities, are considered exceptional and morbid ODurkheim,

[1930) 1978: 369). So, extravagant aspirations are thought to be a

consequence of an anomic breakdown.

Merton, on the other hand, took issue with the social and cultural
sources of the exaltation of amibit.ions (cf. Coser, 1975b:| 95-86). He
advanced a more "social explanation t;)f egoisn” (Taylor et al., [19'73]
1981: 96) and concentrated on its likely effects. The socially induced
disjunction between human goals and available means for their attainment
ls, for Merton, a factor making for anomie by itself. There are some lines
of continuity, however, with Durkheim's analysis of the chronic state of
crisis and anomie in the realms of industry and trade (Durkheii:u, [1930]
18983: 282ff.). According to Durkheim, this was an effect of the dogma of

economic materialism, of the speedy growth of industry and the almost

indefinite expansion of the market. Instead of a means to higher ends,

industry became' the supreme goal of individuals and society. It has
fostered appetites unlimited by any authority; and the glorification of
well-being has placed them above ail human laws. In addition; although
this state of things is typical of the above social sectors, it has

affected the rest of the society too Qurkheim, [1930] 1983: 284).

Merton's analysis does not rbreék from Durkheim so radicallyﬂas has
been thc;?;t;t, ae he c:ncentrated on ar}omite-promoting cuvlJt':ural imbalances
and disjunctions between the culture and the social structure.‘ which could
be observed in his own more advanced industrﬁl soclety. In many ways,
Merton's anomie theory may be regarded as a response to a 'diffusé
utilitarian culture' - just as all Western sociology since the nineteenth

century (Gouldner, [1870]1 1977: 61). As Gouldner has remarked, this

culture involved an over-emphasis on the utility and consequences of
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social action, thus, superseding the question of its- intrinsic moral
‘'rightness’ (Gouldner, (1970) 18977: 66-67). He has argued that

In a market economy ‘'good intentions' are not enough to
validate action; intention and action can be validated only
by their consequences in an uncontrollable market... A
utilitarian culture, then, inevitably places a great
emphasis upon winning or losing, upon success or failure,
rather than upon the character of the intention that
shapes a- person's course of action or upon the conformity
of his intention with a preestablished rule or model of
propriety (Gouldner, [1970] 1977: 65).

Merton's theory can be viewed as an analysis of potential
consequences of this culture, which is characterised by "a ‘natural’ or
built-in disposition toward moral normlessness or ‘anomie' (Gouldner,
(19701 1977: 67). He was studying a mobile society with a relatively more
open class structure, which hardly told people ‘'you must go no further';
instead, the cultural motto was ‘never stop trying to go further'. In his

discussion of social problems in the urban context, Merton has remarked:

it appears that this highly visible tower of opportunity
attracts substantial numbers of migrants who, rightly or
no, believe that they have the talents that can best be
developed and rewarded within the ample confines of the

city. But though many are called, comparatively few can be
chosen (Merton, 1964;: 223).

The items upog which Merton has' focused are essentially the ideal
of the American Dream, the cultural emphasis on goals overwhelming
institutional nor‘ma,‘ -and the ;:entrality of money and pecuniary success
among the values in American socilety. Merton has withheld judgement sbout
the desirability of those 1items. He has merely analysed objective
consequences of social and cultural forces without any value-statements
about their positive or negative quality. He left the issue of their
desirability open. In other words, in Merton's work, the Durkheimian moral

overtones are absent. One can extract elements of social criticism from

his analyses, but they are never explicitly stated. This i1s not to say
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that the Mertonian pursuit of objectivity is preferable to Durkheimian
moralising. This is simply to state a difference between the two. Merton

has always believed that,

As sociologists, emphatically not as citizens, students of
social problems neither exhort nor denounce, neither
advocate nor reject. It is enough that they uncover the

great price people sometimes pay for their settled but
insufficiently examined convictions and their established
but inflexible practices" (Merton, 1982: 57).

Merton's anomie theory has been concerned with the links between
the items it singled out for inve‘stigation and deviant behaviorur. If it is
supplemented by an analysis of the origins of these items, its implicit
but detectable critical content becomes clearer. This is why I would
disagree with Horton's (1964) allegatioﬁ* that Merton’s 'anomie’ constitutes
a transformation from radical to conformist detfinitions and values. The
critical implication of Merton's contribution is that anomie and the

resulting deviance are characteristics inherent not only in the USA, but
also in other modern societies (Orr4, 1987a). It is true that Merton did
not question nor condemn the values of self-interest, status and success

goals, consumerism, and relentless competition, in the way Durkheiim did. A
non-anomic soclety is, for Merton, an ‘ideal type' rather than an 'ideal':
Gi\‘r!er;t? :ihath the same values, which make for anomie, also support or
c:l:;n;r;ifute to considerable achievements and to the attainment ot;
enshrined goals, Merton did not reject them altognether. As he has ﬁoted,
"The same conditions of urbén lite = a degree of emancipation f{rom

localistic control, harsh competitiveness, a measure of impersonality -

underlie both aberrant behaviour and human accomplishment® (Merton, 1964:

224).

It must be impressed, however, that Merton's stance on the role of

the sociologist did not imply that sociology should or can be ‘value-free’.



On the contrary, he has ascertained that the selection and formulation of
problems, as well as the modes of assessing the evidence for knowledge
claims are value-connected (Merton, 1982: 65-67). When Merton speaks of
‘objectivity in scientific enquiry’, he refers to "tacit and explicit norms
(which] govern what kinds of evidence will be judged acceptable by the
pertinent community of scientists, requiring individual scientists 'to
approximate objectivity in their scientific work" (Merton, 1982: 66). To be
sure, Merton did not attack industrialism and its anomic consequences &
la Durkheim. Nevertheless, by analysing prominent values and features of
his industrial society and pointing to ‘the great price' that they often
intlict on people, Merton's anomie theory lends itself for equally forceful
social critique.

As the effects of the American Dream is one" of. the thebry‘s main
lllustrations, one might suspect that it is culture-bound and of little

utility in contexts other than the United States, where it is regarded by

many as a ‘classic' (the Eastern [American] Sociological Society, in 1its
annual meeting of 1987, devoted its plenary session-to it). Its relevance,

however, should not be regarded as restricted to contemporary North

American society. Egalitarianism, accent on material wealth, ‘consumerism,
and harsh competition are features of most (if not all)' Western
industrial societies. In spite of many differences among the U.S.A. and
other societies, significant parallels can be drawn. Merton's anomie theory
may be and has been applied to other industrialised societies (Shelley,
1881: 7). This can "be done, particularly when attention is paid to the
interaction between culture and the capitalist economic system which
demands (and presupposes) incessant striving for profit, growth and

efficiency, and where competition may set limits to available legitimate

and effective means.
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In short, it 1is suggested that the plethora of critiques has

obscured valuable elements of the theory. It is maintained that it is a
lo .fhe,s-lu.ég

fruitful approach, of soclally induced deviance in the context of

contemporary societies and that many of 1its problems are not

‘irresolvable'. Merton himself has pointed out that it is a developing

theory (Merton, 1964). The present thesis, then, is an endeavour to tease

out some of anomie theory's neglected or latent potential, which has yet

to be explored (cf. Downes and Rock, 1982: 114), occasionally going beyond
Merton's formulations. It is contended that its conceptual tools and
propositions provide a basis for consolidating existing empirical data in
areas other than those to which it has been  traditionally applied and
that it is consistent with valid points made within different theoretical

perspectives. 1t is hoped that, by employing Merton's analytical scheme
and by bringing together findings and theories of the ’'middle range’, our
understanding of processes making for deviant behaviour can be enhanced.
No claim is made that anomie theory can provide the ‘necessary and
sufficient’ conditions, under which particular deviant acts will be

committed. Rather, it is helpful as it offers an adequate conceptual
framework to 'think’ the background conditions against which departures
from established norme and values are likely to occur. Furthermore, it is
argued that the analysis of this background is relevant to processes
making  not only for deviance, but also for social change. The argument
will develop as follows:

Chapters 2 and 3 form Part One of this dissertation, the objective
of which is to set the scene tor fresh contributions to anomie theory.
The -second chapter focuses upon the mode of analysis exemplified by
anomie theory. As the theory in question has been often catalogued under
the general heading of functionalism, many students of social problems,
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who rightly consider this theoretical perspective as faulty in many
respects, do not accord anomie theory the attention 1t deserves. Its
eignificance, as a result, may go' unacknowledged. It is argued that the
distinction between functionalism and the functional mode of analysis is
very important indeed, and that anomie theory should be onlx/gssociated
with the latter. Further, it is suggested that functional analysis. in
sociology 1s applied in diverse areas by many scholars who have
manifestly little to do with functionalism and its assumptions - if they
are not declared and outspoken critics of them. This can be taken as a
clear indication of the usefulness of this mode of analysis.

The third chapter discusses the particular propositions of anomie
theory and of some relevant seconaary literature. Although the theory and
the critiques .it invited are very well known, this brief discussion is
necessary in order to show that the theory is far from fully worked out
and definitively complete. The main objective here is to call attention to
the fact that the formulation of anomie theory has been and continues to
be in process. This 1s of great import given that, once its character of
developing theory is established, a good deal of the criticisms it has
generated and of the comments upon its propositions will have to be seen
in a different light; others may simply become redundant, as posterior
extensions take them into account. On the other hand, a recognition of the
ongoing process towards a more sophisticated theory will pave the way
for further extensions and consolidations with other theoretical
perspectives, It 1s also argued that Merton's theory contains two
analytically distinct components. Une is the ‘'stress' component, which
helps account for deviance occurring as a result of socially induced
pressures unaer which people act. The second one is the ‘'non-stress' or
‘anomie’ component, a social state of weakened commitment to institutional
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norme which obtains through processes of interaction. This enables the

study of patterns of deviant behaviour not committed under any compelling
pressures. y

In Part Two, the main task is to explore possibilities of elaboration
in selected areas. The particular topics and issues have been selected for
various reasons:” partly because of personal interest and partly because,
being implicit and presupposed in Merton's work, they are deemed
necessary for a further development of his anomie theory, relevant

material was availlable, and because they correspond to what Merton's

anomie theory has neglected.

The fourth chapter examines how this theoretical framework 1is
useful for the study of a phenomenon observed in contemporary socleties,
which may seem paraaoxical: rising standards of 1living and wealth for
the population at large have often been accompanied by higher rates of
deviance and crime (cf. J.Young, 1986: 5-6; Bottoms, 1987: 250-253). One
might think that anomie theory, postulating that deviance i1s an outcome
of discrepancies between culturally induced ends and socially structured
avenues leading to them, is unable .to account for. that paradox. An
attempt is made to consolidate anomie theory with reference group and
relative deprivation analysis, in order to show how structural
contradictions in these societies bring about problematic situations-and
dilemmas, alongside welfare, comparatively higher educational attainment
and income. This chapter also represents an attempt to demonstrate that
Merton's theory implied considerations of interactive processes. The
analysis of such processes are, 1in fact, required for a better
understanding of  certain patterns of deviance and varying degre@s of

anomie.

The fifth chapter follows up the implications of the theoretical
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linkage between anomie theory and reference group analysis. One of its

positive effects is that it can be seen much more clearly that people

occupying high positions in the social hierarchy are not so well sheltered
against structural strains as previous formulations of anomie theory have
suggested. It 1is, therefore, argued that there 1is no 1intrinsic or
irreparable 'class bias' in the logic or structure of the theory. A central
hypothesis is that diverse social milieux offer not only different Kkinds
of legitimate opportunities for the achievement of valued goals; they also
involve different sorts of social networks and relationships with specific
sets of rules that can be broken only by those who partake in them (e.g.
‘computer crime' can be committed only by computer users). Cloward and
Ohlin (1960) have spoken of illegitimate opportunity structures, but
limited their analysis to lower-class young delinquents. This and the
tollowing chapter attempt to point out the wider significance ot their
arguments. The impact of the capitalist economic system on cultural
messages of success the provision of some (but limited) opportunities for
achieving it are also considered. This highlights the fact that
contradictions and processes leading to deviance and anomie, are inherent
to Western societies, even when they are moving towards relatively more
material wealth and affluence.

The sixth chapter concentrates more on consequences of socially
generated deviance and anomie, in terms of qualitatively different types
of deviance peculiar to the upper social strata, It consists in an effort
to examine and bring together &8 large body of empirical data and
literature. Two types of ‘white—collar crime' are discussed in particular:
'high-status occupational deviance' and ‘'corporate deviance', which are
defined so as to include departures from criminal, civil and

administrative rules.
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Social change as a consequence or response to processes fostering
anomie is considered in the seventh chapter. Merton has observed that, "It
s the function of sociologists -to discover and to report the human
consequences of holding to certain values and practices Jjust as it is
their function to discover and to report the human consequences of
departing from these "values and practices" (Merton, 1982: 55). The 1at'ter'
function of the sociologist, however, has been left largely unaccomplished,
as far as Merton's theory 1is concerned. It is proposed that such
departures do not lead only or simply to further deviance and anomie. A
case study of the abortion law reform (1867) in Britain is undertaken,
which suggests that' widespread deviance and a high degree of moral fog
on many issues provided a context, in which concerted efforts to achieve

legislative change have been crowned with considerable success. One of
the chief implications of this chapter, then, is that anomie (or more
accurately, potential consequences of anomie) should not be regarded as
necessarily negative and undesirable. People's actions and responses to

anomic trends and situations may be instrumental to social change, within

limits set by the structural context in which they find themselves.

Notes

1. Be 1t noted, incidentally, that Guyau was the first modern author to
use the concept of anomie, from whom Durkheim "learned the term...and
adopted it to his moral theory" (Orru, 1983: 514; cf. also Besnard, 1987:
21).

2. See, however, a replication to Horton's critique in Taylor et al. ([1973]

1981: 95-86), where certain similarities between Merton and Durkheim have

been pointed out.
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CHAP TER 2

FUNCTILONAIL ISV, FUNCTILONAL.
ANAIL.YSIS AND FUNCTIONAL

EXPIL. ANATION

"When 1 was walking up the stairs, I sav & man who was not there;

he was not there again today =~ I wish, the hell, he would go away,"

Introduction

Many of the attacks against anomie theory are based on arguments

normally used against the theoretical tradition of ‘functionalism' or
'structural-functionalism'. It is no novelty to note that close examination
reveals several Kkinds ot theorising with diverse sets of assumptions
within this tradition (cf. Mulkay, 1971; Sztompka, 1974; Abrahamson, 1978;
Burrell and Morgan, 1979). The above popular poem illustrates well the
case of a theoretical perspective heavily attacked on the basis of an
imputed image, rather than one accepted by its alleged representatives.
The fact that “much of the criticism has been directed at a straw man, an
exaggerated version of f{functionalism that nobody advocated in the first
place” <(Abrahamson, 1978: 37) has also been seen as a reason for the

relative absence of defence.

This controversial tradition has attracted a great deal of criticisms
in contemporary theoretical debate: "It frequently looks as though anyone
in search of theoretical acclaim has only to discover one more defect in
functionalism to achieve tnis" (P.Cohen, [1968) 1873: 47). Its alleged

conservative implications - it has been calied 'the consensus perspective'
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(Cuff and Payne, 1979: 23) - is not the least reason for its decline; many
would subscribe to the view that it is a movement in social sciences
which is "scarcely to be seen now" (Nisbet, 1977: 250). As a consequence
of this avalanche of c¢ritiques, functionalism has come to be seen as an
‘embarrassment’ (Moore, 1978: 321), as a theory which, as such, has
definitely lost the lutte (ct. Giddens, (1977]1 1979). Yet, functionaiist
principles and assumptions pervaded most sociological analyses at the
middle of this century and, in a les's conspicuous fashion, continue to ao
€0 In this day. -

Merton is commonly listed as one of its prominent representatives
and his work on anomie is often considered as a classic illustration of
functionalist criminology. Because of the association of anomie theory
with this theoretical framework, many students of social problems have, 1t
is argued, tended to refrain from a ftair -and thorough examination of the
theory itself. Many critics of functionalism, therefore, tend to discard
anomie theory virtually & priori, or attribute to it all the shortcomings
they associate with the former (e.g. Cuff and Payne, 1979: 49-50).

The principal task of this chapter is to examine whether this
tendency is Justified or not. Since anomie theory undeniably employs a
functional mode of analysis, the question becomes whether a wholesale
rejection of functionalism is necessary or this would mean throwing the
baby out with the bath water. How can this be undertaken? The vast body
of literature on functionalism and its various trends makes the definition
of it elusive. A complete exposition of what could be categorised. under
this generic term would fill a whole book by itself. In our search for a
strategy, Davis' review of the relevant 1literature in 1958 ofters a
helpful insight. In his widely quoted paper, K.Davis (13858) has argued
that functional analysis is not different from sociological analysis in
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general: “"The scientific problems of functional analysis are the same as
those of sociology in general” (K.Davis, 1959: 702). In that sense, 1t
could be maintained that 'we are all functionalists’.

What is of interest for our purposes, however, is that Davis was
able to renounce what he called the ‘'functionalist movement' (1959: 765)
while endorsing the tunctional mode o0t analysis. A similar distinction
will be drawn here between functionalism as an ideology and functional
analysis as a methodological frameworl;. The most debatable functionalist
assertions, the assumptions forming the core of the functionalist vision
of society can be singled out. These are: society is a well integrated
whole and its-parts are functional for it in its entirety; all social or
cultural items fulfil vital functions and positively contiribute to- the
maintenance of the society; hence, these items are indispensable and can
be explained by their functions. These assumptions will be juxtaposed to
Merton's (1968) ‘paradigm of functional analysis', on one hand, and to
G.Cohen's (1978) discussion of 'functional explanation', on the other.

Although Merton and G.Cohen come from different theoretical
backgrounds and their analyses have different objectives and implications,
nthey meet up on two points: 1) they are both critical of the same
functionalist 'presumptions; and 2) they both argue that one can retain
the valuable and valid functional form of analysis without subscribing to
those unacceptable and damaging presumptions.

The first section of this chapter 1is devoted to setting out Merton's
contribution. An attempt is made to further elaborate and clarify certain
ambiguous points. It is maintained that" his paradigm constitutes a
plausible interpretative scheme and a heuristically valuable research
protocol. It is stressed that functional analysis is quite in 1line with
Merton's idea of middle-range theorising. As noted in the introduction,
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thie 1idea represents a reaction both to crude empiricism and the
Parsonian "ambition to construct an elaborate and abstract ‘'Grand Theory’.
In other words, Mertonian functional analysis is seen as a sociological
approach emphasising the necessity of interchanges between theory and
research. Further, some implications germane to the question of 'structure
and agency' are outlined. | ’

In the second section, G.Cohen's defence of ‘functional explanation'
is examined. This is a type of causal analysis, which should also be
distinguished from functional analysis. It 1is argued that, in his
suggestions, looms large a danger of implicitly re-entering the
objectionable -tunctionalist preconceptions. This danger can be avoided, if
by ‘'functional explanation' we understand the formulation of tentative

hypotheses calling tor further elaboration.

In the third section, some illustrative evidence askg presented to
support the contention that functional guidelines and principles figure in

the work of many social -theorists, who would not define themselves as

functionalists.

Finally, it is suggested that anomie theory's concerns and the Kkind
of questions it poses — at least as they are understood in this thesis -
employs the Mertonian interpretative framework and set of strategic
questions and not the rightly repudiated functionalist assumptions. The
connection -between tfunctional analysis and middle-range theories 1is put,
thus, in relief. In this way, against much current opinion, especially in
Britain, 1t 1is contended that anomie:. theory's interpretative scheme
involves a rejection of those assumptions and that it is a scheme
implicated in much of the .contemporary:sociological enterprise. Once this
ls accepted, the theory can be -better assessed and its continuing

relevance further highlighted.
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Merton's ‘Paradigm of Functionadld

Analysis'®

Merton has strongly disapproved of and dismissed the labels

'functionalism' and ‘'structurai~functionalism'. Instead, for him as well as
for Parsons (1875: ©67), the descriptive phrase ‘'functional analysis" is
preferable. This terminological agreement between the two theorists,
however, should not obscure their substantial divergence when it comes toO
the role of functional analysis in theory construction «cf. Mulkay, 1971:
88), as well as to the staite of sociological knowledge. The Parsonian
variety of {functionalism is part and parcel of an overall objective to
build a comprehensive general social theory, a task he thought feasible
as early as 1n the 1840s «(ct. Parsons, 1948). Merton's (1948) firm
reaction to his mentor’s optimistic view of the ‘position. ot sociological

theory' has led to the suggestion of an alternative procedure: middle-

range theories. Merton still believes (cf. Appendix: v) that the best way
to arrive at a general theory 1is through the development and
consolidation of such theories and by shunning formulations of concepts
vold of empirical reference. It is in this context that Mertonian
functional analysis has to be understood: "Indeed, Merton's emphasis on
functional analysis enters at this point, for he sees it as the basic
method underlying the creation of theories of the middle range, and thus
ultimately the grand theories which would eventually be needed to
Integrate them" (Hamilton, 1983: 95; emphasis in original).

50, In his 'Manifest and Latent Functions' (Merton, 1968: 73-138; the
first version of this essay was published in 1949), Merton set out to rid
functional analysis of debatable and unnecessary - assumptions associated
with functionalism. Interestingly, the German scholar Niklas Luhmann has
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attributed the failure of ‘structural-functionalism’ to {fulfil 1its
theoretical promise to its suffering from avoidable errors <(cf. Poggi,
1879: 1ix). As Giddens - who has also attempted to rescue certain valid
points made within functionalism - has remarked, Merton'’s essay
anticipated criticisms of functionalism “that later became focal to the
debate" (Giddens, (19771 1879: 98). Moreover, as will be seen, the
postulates icentified by Merton as problematic essentially coincide with
the theses that G.Cohen (1978) has attributed to the theory of
functionalism. Given tnat the model of functional analysis has arisen out
of the critique of assumptions viewed t;y many scholars as characteristic
to, or even ‘constitutive of, tunctionalism, the proposed distinction
between the two seems to be reasonable and also implied in Merton's
essay.

As certain inconsisteng€ies and ambiguities still exist 1in his
exposition of functional analysis, 1t; separation from functionalism may
seem to be blurred. ror this reason, partial clarifications, extensions and
revisions will be suggested on several occasions. The examination of
Merton's proposals and their elaboration will be attempted gradually,
following an outline of the basic and controversial functionalist theses
one by one.

By the ‘interconnection thesis' of functionalism (G.Cohen's term) is
atfirmed that, “All elements of' social life are interconnected. They
strongly influence one another and in aggregate ‘torm one inseparable
whole' <(G.Conen, 1976: 283-284)., Behind this thesis lies the idea' that aﬁ
analogy can be drawn between social life and organic life (cf. Radclif@-
Brown, 1952: 178). This analogy carries with it the assumption that, as in
a living organism, the elements of a social organism are functionally
Interrelated. As a result, society has to be examined in its entirety. As
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Radcliff-Brown has ‘put it, "...if functionalism means anything at all, it
does mean the attempt to see the social life of a people as a whole, as a
functional unity' (Radcliff-Brown, '1_9521 185; emphasis added).

Merton has also addressed the problems of this postulate, which
holds, in his words, that “standardised social activities or cultural items
are functional for the entire social or cultural system" (Merton, 19.68:
79; emphasis in original). He also castigated organismic sociology and the
use of homologies bpetween the structure of biological organisms and of
human society. He a&acknowledged the possibility of deriving &
methodological model 1or sociology from the prior experience of biology

and other exacting disciplines, but ne deplored tne adoption of their

substantive concepts and hypotheses (Merton, 1968: 100-104).

Once recognised that tne degree of integration is an empirical
question and that it varies 1n time and space, complete functional unity
ot human society cannot be assumed. Reality, at any rate, has trequently
falsified this assumption. Furthermore, Merton has noted, "not only is the
postulate of functional unity often contrary to fact, but it has little
heuristic value, since it diverts the analyst's attention from possible
disparate consequences of a ‘given social or cultural item (usage, belief,

behaviour pattern, institution) for diverse social groups and for the

individual members of these groups" (Merton, 1568: 81-82).

It is emphasised that & requirement for functional analysis is the
caretul “specification of the units for which a given social or cultural
item 1is functional. It must expressly allow for a given item having
diverse consequences, functional and dysfunctional, for individuals, for
subgroups, and for the more inclusive social structure and culture"
(Merton, 1968: 84: emphasis 1in original). The concept of social
dystunction, important as it is for the analysis of modern and complex
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socleties, becomes meaningful and helpful only if applied with equal care,
Again, it must be stated explicitly for what or whom a particular itenm is
dysfunctional. 5o, dysfunctional consequences are defined as a “designated
set ot consequences of a designated pattern of behaviour, belief, or
organisation that intertere with a designated functional requirement of a
designated social system" (Merton, 1982: 85; emphasis in original).' By
designated functional requirement we are to understand, for example, the
necessity ot economic gains wnen we study an organisation, the main aim
ot which is protit-making. We need not have in mind society in general.
Functional analysts bave only too often been stigmatised tor
concentrating ‘- on consensus and neglecting social contlict. It ‘is
maintained that, when they deal with social conflict te.g. Coser, 1956), it

is to point out its tunction 1or social integration. Other conflicts, such

as soclal disintegration are regarded off-limits for their theory and
practice <(Frank, 1973: ©69), However, conflict is not under-rated in the
Mertonian scheme. The functional analysis of social problems not only
caters for social contradictions in general; embedded in it is also the
idea that certain instrumental or (however detined) system—-maintenance
consequences can be antithetical. "“This", Merton has argued, "is one of
several respects in which, contrary to much superficial opinion, the
assumption of structural and functional conflict is inherent in functional
sociology” (Merton, 1982: 98fn; emphasis in original). Embodied in the
concept ot dysfunction, which is central to functional analysis, is the
concept of structural strain and tension. Thus, “an analytic approach to
the study of dynamics and change" (Merton, 1968: 107) is provided.

In the above sense, social dysfunction does not necessarily denote
ethical or social undesirability. For this reason Merton has repeatedly
inslsted that it is “an objective concept, not a morally evaluating one"
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(Merton, 1982: 88). This is by no means an argument for ‘value-free’
theories. One always has an idea about the <(un)desirability of the item
under study. The selection and formulation of research-problems
themselves are determined by one's theoretical or pre-theoretical ideas
(Merton, 1968: 96fn). The point rather is that, no matter how an observed
consequence of something is evaluated, it may be described as running
against some identitied goal, want, need, or item; it may be described as
dysfunctional to this specitied item without disclosing - by the
description as such -~ one's values or theories.

These two categories of observablie consequences, however, ao not
exhaust the empirical possibilities, especially in contemporary societies.
Relevant to this point is the argument that "functionalists have...tended
to stress interrelationship, and conversely, to underrate the exient ot
‘compartimentalisation' possible i1n a social system" Berghe, 1973: 54). but
functicnal analysis is also equipped with the notion of ‘non-functional’
consequences, those with no bearing upon a concrete social system under
study (Merton, 1968: 105). This concept enables functional analysis to
recognise such compartmentalisation, wnerever it exists, and can be used
as a corrective to the functionalist tendency to unaerplay it.

Furthermore, units or items can be conceived not in terms of
interdependence, but rather in terms of ‘functional autonomy'. As the
degree of functional autonomy may vary, interdependence is not neglected.
A study, however, may focus on an element of a social system in itself or
in connection with another system. Also, as the idea of social
dysfunctions indicates, the connectedness of parts ot the whole may prove
to be problematic. Given that units are diversely implicated in a social
system, it 1is essential to raise "the question of the extent of this

implication" and to take notice of "the other, extrasystem involvements of
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the parts” (Goulaner, [1970) 1977: 215; emphasis in original). The
advantage of this conception, therefore, is that items can be analysed as
parts of the whole under examination, with regard to particular items of
this or other systems, and in themselves.

Closely related to the previous assumption of the tunctionalist
doctrine is that of the "universal eutunctionality of social elements"
(G.Cohen, 1978: 284). That is, the functions of social items and patterns
are presumed positive, in the sense that they fultil roles vital for the
operation and maintenance ot the whole (Malinowski, 1926: 132-133 and
1939: 96z; quoted aiso in Merton, 1908: 79tt. and in G.Cohen, 1978: 2b54).
The primary -~concern 1is the uncovering and analysis of positive
contributions (eutunctions) of..the components to tne entire -system.
Foliowing G.Conen's terminology, this corresponds to the ‘functional
interconnection tnesis': “All elements ot social lite support or reintiorce
one another, and hence too the whole society which in aggregate they
constitute” (G.Conen, 1878: Z284). Merton (1968: 841f.), on the other hand,
has referred to the same idea as the postulate of ‘'universal
functionalism' according to which, ‘8ll standardised social and cuitural
items by definition perform positive functions.

As Merton has: argued, however, this is a matter calling for
investigation; 1t must be demonstrated .rather than assumed. Although a
better working hypothesis would be that such items may have functions -
instead of holding prematurely that they must have - the social scientist
should not disregard the fact that, as noted above, they may have
dystunctions as well. A far more fruitful directive of research, for
Merton, "would seem the provisional assumption that persisting cultural
torms have a net ovalance of functional consequences either tor the
soclety considered as a unit or for subgroups sufficiently powertful to
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retain these forms intact, by means of direct coercion or indirect
persuasion” (Merton, 1968: &6; emphasis in original). Merton's suggestion
is more important for its implication that power relations in society
must be a central concern rather than for the <(even provisional)
hypothesis about the ‘'net balance of functional consequences' tor the
society as a unit. tThis is because the very concept alludes to the i;:lea
that an item <can be simuiltaneously functional, dysfu_nctional and
nontunctional to dif‘tt-arent parts ot tne society. But, when this is tne
case, to characterise the item “as being 'on the whole' one kind rather
than another" would "doubtiess be regarded as quite arbitrary" (kagel,
1956: 270).

In examining how functional analysis can be relevant to questions
about power arrangements, Gouldner’s (1900) discussion of reciprocity 1s
ﬁelpful. He nas shown now the concept ot reciprocity - referring to
processes of mutually contingent giving and receiving that take place
between two patterns or items - was implicit in sociological analyses and
cgemonstrated how usetul its clarification 1s for both theory and research.
More specifically, Gouldner has pointed out that the functionalist negiect
of ‘survivals', items which were functional only in the past and which are
no longer socially consequential, had also prevented the study of a larger
category of social phenomena. He called attention to the fact that

a survival is only the limiting' case ot a larger class of
social phenomena, namely, relations between parties or
patterns in. which functional reciprocity is not equal
While the survival, aefined as the extreme case 0t &
complete lack of reciprocity, may be rare, the larger class
of unequal exchanges, of which survivals are a part, is
trequent (Goulaner, 1900: 165; empnasis in original).

The political left connotations ot the concept of ‘exploitation' aiso
contributed to the relative oversight of such phenomena by moaern

analysts preoccupied with the establishment of a value-free sociology.
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When, however, exploitation is defined in a non-ideological manner such
that it reters to "certain transactions involving an exchmée of things of
unequal value" (Gouldner, 1960: 166), the issue is resolved and, more
interestingly, éignificant analytical convergences between different
schools of thought emerge. Implicitly, reciprocity is in the centre of
theories emanating from both the functionalist and the Marxian traditions.
The emphasis is placed upon the polar ends of reciprocity, as a continuum:
the tormer saw 1in sound (actual) reciprocity a primary source of social
integration, whereas the latter regarded enfeebled reciprocity as a major
cause of social conflict. As Gouldner has remarked, "Characteristically
tocusing on the pf‘oblem ot social instability and change, rather than
stability and cohesion, the 'Marxian' tradition emphasised the opposite end
Ot reciprocity namély. exploitation”. Ana he aaaed, "This, I suspect, is Cne
ot the major but overlookea convergences I tne history of sociological
theory" (Gouldner, 1YcU: 167),

Tne stability of a pattern or the relationship between two items,
then, can be approached in a way informed by valid points made witnin
different  theoretical orientations: those emphasising the  power
differences and those stressing the mutual dependence of the patterns
under examination. This can be achieved by bearing in mind that

the continued provision of benefits by one. pattern, A, for
another, B, depends not only upon (1) the benefits wnich A
receives in turn trom B, but also on (2) the power which B
possesses relative to A, and (3’ the alternative sources ot
services accessible to each, beyond those provided by the

other (Gouldner, 1960: 164; A and B may represent
individuals or groups too).

This also indicates that functional analysis 1s compatible witn
social exchange analysis (cf. Mulkay, 1971: 103). More importantly, it must
be plain that, although ‘'the treatment of power as a seconaary
phenomenon' may have characterised functionalism (Giddens, 1976: 21), this
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is not the case with the functional mode of analysis.

In addition to Mertonian queries - e.g. what are the consequences of
a social or cultural item? Are they functional or dys-tunctional and for
what part of the society? - we may pose the questions proposed by
Gouldner: Is there reciprocity? If not, and it the item persists, what are
"...the compensatory arrangements that may provide means of contr‘olliing
the resultant tensions, thereby enabling the problematic pattern to remain
stable"s (Gouldner, 1860: 164). So, although Gouldner was speaking mainly
of functional theories, his contribution is more pertinent to tfunctional
analysis which, by incorporating such questions, méy link up with diverse
theories stressing difterent tacets of social phenomena.

The tnird functionalist postulate criticised by Merton asseris the
indispensability ot certain tunctions for the persistence of a system
under consideration on the one hanag, anc the inaispensability ot
particular cultural or sociai items for tne fulfilment ot these functions,
on ihe other (Merton, 19648: &7). In other words, because ot their positive
tunctions - which, when not so obvious, can be prought to light =
particular items tend to be considered indispensable (cf. Malinowski,
1926: 132; for an analysis of the ‘necessity' of social stratification and
religion, cf. Davis and Moore, 1945),

The widely held view about a conservative bias in functionalism is
closely related to this assumption (cf. Merton, 1968&: 91-92,. Tne point
made Dy G.Lohen 1s that, it everything 1s presumed to tulfil usetul roles
and, theretore, 1s 1ndispensaple, "there is no scope tor desirable social
change"”. Tne same author went on to note tnat "kaacliti-Brown's principie
ot the 'tunctional consistenCy ot social systems' seems hara 10 reconciie

witn the reality ot class struggle, ana wnatever serves t0 aeny the

latter is a comfort to conservative convictions" (G.Conen, 1978: 284).
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This reading of Radcliff-Brown, however, is not entirely correct. For

Radcliff-Brown, functional consistency amongst the constituent parts of a

social system is one necessary condition of continued existence indeed,
but he was speaking of a certain degree of it. To be fair, he did not fail
to recognise the existence of social conflict and change. The following

quotation is taken from the same page of his article that G.Cohen has

referred to:

Functional inconsistency exists whenever two aspects of

the social system produce a conflict which can only be
resolved by some change in the system itself, ...Consistency
is a relative matter. No social system ever attains to a
perfect consistency, and it is for this reason that every

system is constantly undergoing change (Radcliff-Brown,
1952: 43),

While the early work of social anthropologists has approximated most
the functionalist theses, it ought not to be overlooked that, even then,
the foregoing assumptions were tentative and constituted rather working
hypotheses. This is confirmed by Radcliff-Brown: "...the hypothesis does
not reqﬁire the dogmatic assertion that everything in the life of every
community has a function. It only requires the assumption that it may
have one, and that we are Jjustified in seeking to discover it%; also,
“..what appears to be the same soclal usage in two societies may have
different functions in the two" (Radcliff-Brown, 1952: 184; emphasis 'in
original).

Let it also be noted that this theoretical perspective had quite
different implications, when the concern was with traditional colonised
societies. It was aimed at preventing "“British colonial officers from
destroying aboriginal peoples by thoughtless tampering with parts of
their social system” (Lazarsfeld, 1973: 54). The more conservative
overtones of the emphasis on positive consequences of social and cultural
ltems and their indispensability for the maintenance of society are less
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unobtrusive when applied to modern societies.

By positing the necessity of eufunctional items, the issue of pre-
requisites and the ‘'needs of the system' is raised. But no exact
definition of the ‘needs of the system' can be given (Rex, [1961] 1968:
76). On the other hand, functional requisites are logically implied in the
given definition™ of society, in the sense that they are made conceptua'lly
necessary elements of it (Giddens, [1977]) 1879: 112; Nagel, 1956: 273-
274), Further, if factors making for the 'ada[:;tive capacity' of societies
are separable from the authors' concept of society, “they are no longer

prerequisites, but ‘adaptive advantages' which some societies are 1liable

to develop more effectively than others" (Giddens, [{1977] 1979: 112).

The often tautological character of attempts to specify society's
functional requisites makes this concept "one of the cloudiest and most
debatable...in functional theory* (Merton, 1968: 106; emphasis added).
Merton has been quite sceptical about its validity and value, and has
retained it "only in so far as it can be given clear empirical content in

relation to specific societies, groups or individuals" (Mulkay, 1971: 101).

In any event, as the objective here is to establish a distinction between

- functionalism and functional analysis (as a methodological guide), this

P by  wm oM

fob, s
search f or f unctionally necessary conditions can be abandoned; a theory

R B b
1 *

grounded on such analysis may (or may not) envisage such an enterprise.
It is noteworthy, however, that speaking of functional needs or pre-
requisites 1in a particular context does hnot necessarily 1imply
functionalist assumptions. This can be 1illustrated by Marx's theories. As
has been argued, on the one hand Marx's “ar"nalysis of modes of production
does depend on the establishment of functional interrelationships between
ite elements. Thus he claims there are certain functional needs that must

be satisfied for a particular mode to exist..."; but, on the other hand, he
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"does not employ functionalist explanatidn“ (Keat and Urry, 1882: 114). To
appreciate this argument, the distinction between causal and functional
analysis is necessary and will be examined in detall later. For the
moment, it suffices to say that the search for functional requisites,
combined with the postulate of universal functionality of the elements of
a system, is only a step away i‘rom the fallacious presumption that, by
the mere uncovering of the functionality of an item, the item is
‘explained’.

The significance of the difference between Merton and Parsons,
however, must be stressed. Parsons has endeavoured to outline a general
list of such requisites for a system to exist (e.g. Parsons, 1951), while
Merton has shown disbelief about the validity and value of thé concept,
unless it has clear empirical content. This is symptomatic of their
disagreement about the appropriate strategy for the construction of a
general social theory. For Parsons, the concept of functional requisites 1s
part of a Grand Theory which involves a high level of abstraction. If one
is to advance through the development of middle-range theories, the

establishment of functional requisites in abstract, it feasible at all,

1 *-;;f*-‘w_r.represents a preoccupation of the distant {uture. For middle-range

items upon its environment or other items, with regard only to
empirically and historically specified functional needs..

The analysis of a formal organisation, for example, cannot ignore its

stated (and possibly changing through time) objectives (Gilverman, [13870)

1981: 13-14). The realisation of such objectives can be legitimately taken

to be, at least partly, crucial conditions for its maintenance and growth.

To study activities and patterns within the organisation in terms of

their eftects upon its structure and aims involves functional analysis,
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but does not entail subscription to any theory of functionalism. Ae has
been remarked, the “focus upon specific ends, concrete obstacles, and the
functional efficacy of compensating mechanisms stands in marked contrast
to an earlier theoretical emphasis wupon functional prerequisites"”
(Abrahamson, 1978: 105).

The analysis can” also take into account the (possibly divergent)
aims of individuals or groups within the organisation: functional and dys-
functional consequences may be discovered and construed‘win relation to
either the organisation as such, or the interests and ends of those
composing 1it, or both. Gouldner has suggested, in a similar way, a
revision of tunctional analysis through more precise formulation. This
would require "specification of the ends of different people, or of the
typical ends of ditferent parts of strats, Qithin the organisation. Such a
specification would indicate that these ends may vary, are not necessarily
identical, and may, in fact, be contradictory” (Gouldner, 1959: 420).

This kind of specification, connected as it should be with the
- aforementioned concern about power arrangements, can be extended to
larger social units or to society 1itself. Doubtless, this 1is a more

\
onerous task, but the point I wish to make is that applying f{functional

analysis is by no means taking societal values and norms tor granted or
perceiving them as unitary. Hence, tunctionaiist theorles alone are
wanting, when they tail "“to make conceptually central the negotiated
character of nbrms, as open to divergent and contlicting ‘interpretations’
in relation to divergent ana contlicting 'interests in soclety" (Giddens,
1976: 21). Support for the contention that this mode of analysis does not
share much with functionalism is also received from a commentator of
Gouldner's propositions:

While one may agree with all of Gouldner's ({1959: 420

suggestions, it is ditfficult, it not impossible, to see how
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they could be embodied in any tneory whicn could stili be
calied tunctionalist (Silverman, [1970] 1981: ©69),

The motivations and purposes ot the actors involved are inaeed
important, and should not be lett out ot the analysis. Functionalism has
allegedly "excluaed speculation about human motives", and this results "in
the exclusion of an 1iliuminating ana legitimate source ot aata" (kex,
{1901 lyby: /5 and /o) Functional analysis, on the other hanag, can and
does take tnem into account ana is consonant witn Homans' (i1Yb4,) call t0
'‘bring men back in'. But, in oraer to avoid reauctionism, the tollowing
qualitication 1s required. une would have to distinguish between cases,
when it is '"sutticient to take observed motivations as a&ta, as given'" and
wnen tney are to pe '"properly considered as proolematical, as aerivable
trom cther data" «Merton, (Yo8: 10D, emphaslis in original).

Nagel has rpointea out that observed motivations must De tTakKen as
aata, ac givens, it they represent one state co-ordinate among others 1in
a system, and "the values of state co-ordinates at a given time are (by
detinition) independent of one another” (Nagel, 1956: 266), But they can
be regarded as derivable trom other data, if "“the specific character ot
subjective dispositions at one time must pe derivable from the values ot
the state co-ordinates at some previous time - provided, ot course, that
suitable laws for the system have alreaay been established" (Nagel, 1956:
2b0), From alli thnis we can infer that the <treatment ot observed
motivations would aepend on the object, stage and scope of the study
which, 1in any event, can tormuiate questions in terms of tunctional
analysis.

Some have tound it unclear why ‘subjective dispositions’ “should be

listed under a special category in wnat is ostensibly a generai paraaigm

of tunctional analysis" <(Nagel, 1956: u65-2bb; emphasis in original).



Further, as Nagel nhasc observed, motives ana purposes are introduced "as
causally relevant for the occurrence oif some phenomena"” (Nagel, 1956: 26033
emphasis added). Given that the major concern of tunctionai analysis 1s
with discernible consequences, one might also wonder why such
considerations shoula be inz.uaed. Is this an indication that causal and
functional analysis are mergea 1n Merton's scheme? ls the underlying aim
of functional anailyesis to explain 1tems in terms ot their original causes?

In botn causai and functional analysis an anteceaent—-consequence
relationship is statea anc, as Merton has remarked, it tne rindings are
put "in stricuiy neutral lsnguage, no one could tell wnether your
orientation was causai oOr tunctional” (interview with Merton quoted 1n
Loomis and Loomis, (1461, 190d5: 014). The 1liabilities and mode ot
investigation 1involvey, nevertheiess, are daistinct. lndeea, Merton has
separated the two quite exr:icitly, using as an exampie tne study Ot 1ine
political machine <«(cf. Merton, 1Y0&: 12b6-156). Causal analysis wouid start
by asking the questions ‘wnat brought about the political machine?; wnat
are 1its causes?'. This 1s very ditferent f{rom asking 'what are the
consequences (tunctions’) ot tne political machine tor designatea groups 1in
a soclety?’, a question which purports to examine the links ot the object
of analysis with its environment and to relate the consequences to its
stability or instability. Merton's point, then, is "that as 1long as the
emphasis is on causal anaiysis...,, you get one kind of observation. [With]
functional analysis vou get others" tquoted in Loomis ana Loomis, [1Yoll
1965: ©l4; this distinction 1s& aaopted by otner theorists too: e.g.
Luhmann, 19/0: Y=3o; Luhmann nas reversed the relationsnip between
tunctionaliity and causality. ror nim, causal relations are a sub-category
ot tunctional relations. This is because ot the concept ot ‘tfunctional

equivalence' to whicn we will return presently).
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To be sure, the examination of an 1item's consequences 1s a cause-
eftect analysis. But there is no preoccupation about the origin of the
item. Nor 1is it implied that the consequences of the item are also its
causes - as in functionalism (or, as we shall see, in G.Cohen's version of
‘functional explanation'). Merton's framework of functional analysis, then,
clearly distances itself from functionalism and causal analysis (in spite
of contrary views: Crothers, 1987: 116; whether Merton has or has not
employed both types of analysis in his other works, 1s a separate matter).
Although it may constitute a conditio sine qua non for the formulation of
tentative causal hypotheses (cf. section 2),. the latter 1s a distinct
exercise. Dore (1961) was right 1in saying that Merton's nelabor;ation ot
functional analysis ‘"destroys its value as an automatic means of
transition from function to cause" (quoted in Crothers, 1987: 76). But the
avoidance precisely ot this functionalist fallacy was one of his aims.

As functionality and causality, consequences and motives are
distinguished by Merton himself, the issue remains: tor what reason are
‘'subjective dispositions' included in the agenda of functional analysis?
Their inclusion constitutes a symbolic recognition of the importance of
intentional human action. It underlines that the significance of human
innovation and creativity should not be glossed over iIn exclusive
considerations ot larger structures. At the same time, the approach
remains sociological in that it proposes to investigate the extent to
which - individual motivations are determined by or derived from other
(structural) sources to be considered. 'Subjective dispositions’, that 1is,

are or may be - in a sense - consequences themselvess$.

The main reason for having a place for 'subjective dispositions' in
functional analysis is, I would suggest, that t(however created or shaped)
subjective - aims-in-view are frequently confused with objective
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consequences. Once recognised that a social action 1is purposive, one can
easily, but erroneously, identify the motives behind it with its actual
effects. This may happen to be the case, but it should not be assumed.
Addressing this problem, Merton has introduced a conceptual distinction
between the cases in which they coincide and those in which they diverge:
Manifest functions are .those objective consequences

contributing to the adjustment or adaptation of the system

which are intended and recognised by the participants in
the system;

Latent functions, correlatively, being those which are

neither intended nor recognised®* (Merton, 1968: 105;
emphasis in original).

Although this differentiation has the merit of shedding light to the
above confusion, it suffers from some ambiguities. Firstly, by‘defining
‘functions' as the consequences making for the adaptation of the system,
despite his open disavowal of the needs-of-the-system theme, Merton has
been seen as implicitly reiterating it (cf. Rex, t|1961] 1968: 73). The
above wording of the definitions seems to justify the criticism. One may
interpret 'tunctions'’, however, in a ditferent manner, more consonant with
Merton's middle-range theorising. Since Merton has separated causal from
functional analysis, and since the manifest/latent functions distinction is
established here with reference to the latter, it may be conjectured that,
in contrast to Giddens, the aim is not "to distinguish the teleology of
intentnional action from the hidden teleology of 1its consequences”
(Giddens, (1977]) 1979: 106). Teleology can be part of causal analysis, not
of functional analysis, in Mertoﬁ's sense. As the major concern 1s with
the way one item is variably interconnected with others, 'function’ can be
taken to signify ‘objective consequence' (cf. also Mulkay, 1971: 1195),
wﬁich - in accord with Merton's propositions - can be (ewtunctional,
dystunctional or nonfunctional for designated parts ot the sysfem. It 1is
of 1mportance, nevertheless, to continue analysing social phenomena in
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tunctional terms, for it can thus be conveyed the 1dea of correspondence
or interconnectedness (whatever its degree happens to be) among parts of
a social structure. This idea represente an element which even ftierce
critics of functionalism have found useful and which should be retained.
Because functional statements, therefore, can be expressed in a non-
tunctional language, it must not be concluded, as has been suggested, that
“functionalist notions should be excluded altogether from the social
sciences" (Giddens, 1982: 527). For Giddens, the statement 'the state has
the function of maintaining the conditions of capital accumulation’ {s
acceptable, when translated into: 'in order for capital accumulation to be
maintained, the state has to intervene in definite ways in economic life"
The force of 'has to' here 1is countertactual: it involves
identifying conditions that must be met if certain
consequences are to follow. It supplies us with a
preliminary orientation to a problem, and the posing ot
such questions can perfectly legitimately be defended as
an integral part of the social sciences. But it is best to
avold using the term ‘function’, because of its misleading
implications in such a context. For it suggests that the
'has to' in the above sentence refers to some sort of need

that is a property of the social system -~ in which case we

have an example of naive overt functionalism (Giddens,
1982: 531).

The sole problem for Giddens with the functional statement, then, is
its implication of a need of the social system. This statement, however,
does not 1imply by definition that the function performed by the state
corresponds to a need of the social system in general. It may correspond
to a need or objective of particular groups (parts) in that social system
(who have the power to gain state support to their advantage; or, in less
conspiratorial terms, the structural context is such that this function ot
the state 1s generally perceived as being in the interests of the whole
system - whether this actually is so or not, is a separate matter). We

have seen that there 1s nothing wrong with speaking of needs or
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requisites, when they are given empirical content. To say that the state
has the function of maintaining the conditions of capital accumulation in
a particular society, is to describe the state as functionally related to

specific parts of a social system. The issue, thus, is reduced to one of

semantics.

There 1is a second objection to Merton's definition of manifest and

latent ftunctions. Intention and recognition, it is said, are treated by
Merton “as if they were synonymous", although "“they can‘ and clearly do
vary 1independently ot each other" <(Campbell, 1982: 34). A manifest
consequence implies "not only a) that a person knows that the consequence
he intends to bring about will come about, but also b) he knows in what
way that consequence 1is functional <(or dysfunctional in the case of
'manifest dystunctions')” (Giddens, (19771 1979: 108). Further, Giddens has
asked, how are we to classify situations where some participants know
what the consequences ot the actions of others are? -(Giddens, {19771
1979: 108).

The reply to these critical observations is twofold. Firstly, a
consequence may be regarded as manifest or latent depending on whether
knowledge and intention were generally recognised or not. In the course
of a study, for example, it may be found that a particular item (action,
pattern, etc.) has a previously unacknowledged (latent) consequence.
Subsequently, it may be discovered that one or more participants intended
or knew the consequence in question. The latter finding does not alter in
any way the latent character of the eftfect originally brought to light by

the study.

Secondly, and more to the point, there 1is nothing essentially

difterent between manifest and latent consequences. That is, the effects
remain the same; what differs 1is levels of consciousness about them. The
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objective of the distinction is not theoretical categorisation per se. It
must be stressed - yet again, although Merton's emphasis (1968: 118ff.)
should have suftficed - that the purpose of the distinction is primarily a
heuristic one. It aims at alerting social analysts to the possibility (very
frequently fact) that individual and collective actions, beliets and
customs may have unanticipated positive or negative effects on various
parts of the system under consideration. It sensitises researchers by
drawing attention to those social phenomena and issues most central to
sociological enquiry. As is often pointed out,
Many, if not most, social phenomena are the product of the
unintended consequences of social actions; these social
actions are themselves purposive; but many of their
consequences have no direct connection with these

purposes" (P.Cohen, (1968] 1973: 48-43; emphasis 1In
original).

Behind Merton's methodological advice is also the separation of
immediate and isolated from "the long-term and systematic consequences ot
an activity” (Rex, (1961] 1968: 76). This distinction is signitficant enough

to be considered, especially when it comes to planned social change and

to intormed critique of existing arrangements.

Sztompka's (1986: 136) remark that Merton proposed in this essay 'an
oversimplified dichotomy’, forgetting the implications of his paper on 'the
unanticipated consequences of purposive social action' (Merton, 1976e;
first published in 1936) 1is, therefore, off the mark. In fact, his two
contributions are complementary and point to a suggestion, which should
settle the matter: On one hand, the distinction between anticipated and
unanticipated consequences, whether these are intended or not, can refer
to the 1issue of knowledge (for a similar argument related to role
pertormance, cf. Spiro, 1961: 108). A distinction between mtenaed and

unintended consequences, on the other hand, can refer to the question of
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actors' purposes (for an exposition of all possible logical distinctions

within this typology, cf. Zeidensthein. 1979),

Research based on the methodological directives suggested by the
functional frame of analysis, then, can uncover dysfunctional as well as
functional effects of specific items that people neither intended nor were
well aware of. But, even when it is empirically established that an item
does have beneficial consequences for another or tor the whole system

under study, it would be unwarranted to assume without further enquiry

that this item is indispensable. Attention should not be diverted from the
possibility that other 1items may also perform functions of the
‘indispensable' cultural form or social structure, and thus substitute for
it. Merton has warned against premature conclusions which may prove
contrary to fact, and introduced the notion of ‘functional alternatives'.
The research guideline thus oftered is that “just as the same item may
have multiple functions, so may the same function be diversely fulfillied
by alternative items" (Merton, 1968: 87-88; he also mentions a
convergence on this point with Parsons, 1949: 58).

This point has been taken up by Luhmann, who has used the concept
of ‘functional equivalence' - which stresses the difference between
functional and causal analysis - {for the analysis of systemic problems.
According to Luhmann one can start with a specific systemic problem the
solution ot which may be achieved by a variety of items. Instead of
focusing on the causes of an existing arrangement, his preferred question
would be: what alternative arrangements might fulfil the same function?
(Luhmann, 1970: 9ft.). As some Marxist participants ot the debate on

functionalism have put it, “whatever Luhmann's intentions, does it not
demonstrate the potential usefulness of functionalist arguments for a

Marxist social science?" (Berger and Ofte, 1982: 522).
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So, despite the fact that an item produces some benevolent effect
for the whole system or parts of it, nothing can preclude its rejection
and replacement. Merton's concept of functional alternatives "tocuses
attention on the range of possible variation in the Iitems which can, in
the case under examination, subserve a functional requirement" (Merton,
1968: 106; emphasis added). This concept, then, is relevant to analyses ot
social change, albeit of a limited range: when, within the system under
observation, a new item is found to meet the same particular (identified)
need. But, as needs themselves may and do change continually, the concept
of functional alternatives has to be complemented with an additional one.
I would suggest that the concept of 'structural alternatives’ refer to the
possible or potential variation of functional requirements. This notion,
therefore, should not be regarded as merely a better substitute for that
of ‘functional alternatives' <(e.g. Sztompka, 1974: 91-92 and 1986: 132).
The distinction is significant not only because it allows for the study ot
different types of social change, but also because it enables a more-: far-
reaching and constructive critique of existing structural arrangements.

It 1s not difficult, none the less, "to overestimate the availability
of substitutes for a given functional device" <«G.Cohen, 1978: 277). The
concept of 'structural constraints'’ underlines that "“the range of variation
in the items which can fulfill designated functions in a social structure
is not unlimited” (Merton, 1968: 106). It also calls tor caution agai"st
utopian thought overlooking the tact that the realisation of certain ends
is otten constrained by conmitments to other objectives. Thus, it guards
against "“the false assumption that all values can be simultaneously
maximised in society. But cost-free social action is only a sociological
chimera" (Merton, 1982: 88).

This outline of functional analysis shows that, by itselft, 1t
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involves neither exhortation nor denouncement of observed social
phenomena. Assumptions of the type 'whatever is, is right' or 'whatever is
is wrong' are far trom inherent in it. Rather, this mode of analysis "has
us examine each set of social conditions in terms of its diverse and
progressively discovered consequences for the human condition, including
all those consequences that bear upon the values held in the particular
society” (Merton, 19382: 57). A signiticant merit of it, in Merton's words,

is that of

leaving a substantial place for people-making-their-
future-history while avoiding the utopianism—-that-beguiles

by recognising that the degrees of freedom people have in
that task are variously and sometimes severely limited by

the objective conditions set by nature, society, and
culture (Merton, 1982: 57).

It would not be unreasonable to suggest that the questions asked by
researchers employing functional analysis can illuminate what Giddens has

called ‘processes of structuration': “the modes whereby a system, through

the application of generative rules and resources, 1is produced  and
reproduced in social interaction" (Giddens, (18771 1979: 118). Giddens'
concept ot structuration 1s based on the ‘duality of structure' in

contrast to the ‘analytical dualism' (structure vs action) ot the
‘morphogenic perspective' that Archer (1982) has considered more truittul.
Among other reasons, this may be because the morphogenic approach's

"specification of degrees of freedom and stringency of constraints makes

it possible to theorise about variations in voluntarism and determinism
(and their consequences)" (Archer, 1982: 477). However, since this approach

is also ‘“sequential, dealing 1in endless cycles of - structural

conditioning/social interaction/structural elaboration - thus unravelling

the dialectic interplay between structure and action" (Archer, 1982: 438),

tunctional analysis is again of relevance.
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More generally, it can be argued that functional analysis is a
systematic way of looking at social phenomena of great import, for the
data it may furnish can constitute the basis for diverse interpretations,
congruent with diverse ideologies and theories. An item or pattern (A),
for instance, may be found to have functional consequences tor an item
(B) and dysfunctional eftects on another (C). It (B) 1s desirable by the
criteria and laws of one theory, the functionality of (A) will be
stressed. To a second theory, however, (C) is basic or more important than
(B); the dysfunctionality ot <(A), then, will come more to the t‘ore; Further,
a third theory critical of (B) will probably consider (A) as undesirable.
The results of functional analysis, theretore, may confirm or challenge
assumptions of different social theories. In addition, it may inform
varying social policies, political arguments and critique of - as well as
support for - existing arrangements. This will depend, to a large extent,
upon subsequent evalustions ot the findings. It is chiefly at this stage

that moral principles, values and ideologles come into play (and quite

legitimately).

This 1s because this mode ot analysis is to be understood as a set
of methodological guidelines - or as a 'meta-method' in the sense that it
"shows how to co-ordinate various traditional methods and techniques in
order to obtain sclentitic results" (Podgérecki, 1979: 28) - which does
not harbour any of the problematic functionalist assumptions. Indeed,
according to Mulkay, "In (Merton'sl hands, functionalism becomes a method
of analysis rather than a theoretical orientation, and substantive
presumptions about the character ot social systems are kept to a
minimum” (Mulkay, 1971: 119)., Functional analysis is a systematic set of
strategic questions to be posed by sociologists. It guards against
premature conclusions and offers a conceptual framework in order to make

-48_



sense of exlsting data and materials.

The distinction between functionalism and functional analysis drawn
here, then, is essentially founded on that between substantive theory and

a method. The discussion so far has done more or less what Sklair has

recommended in his assessment of Parsonian Sociology:
It is essential to evaluate the functionalistic method, 1in
the sense that it suggests to us where to 1look, in
isolation from the functionalist doctrine, that tells us
what we will tind there (Sklair, 1970: 40).

Functional analysis has an ‘immense cognitive importance' (cf.
Sztompka, 1986: 140 and 128), for 1t links up with the scientific practice
of 'Establishing the Phenomenon' (cf. Merton, 1987: 2-6). That is, "one 1is,
in the end, obliged to establish as existing the phenomena that one 1is
undertaking 1o explain or to interpret” (Appendix: vi). This requirement,
self-evident as it might seem, is not always - and sometimes cannot be -
met; a kind of ‘'expectational thinking' induced by ideological or value
commitments may lead to false perceptions (Merton, 1987: 4). Systematic
pursuit of the issues raised by functional analysis can help in rectitying
that but, to be sure, only to a certain extent. This mode of analysis is
not proposed as a solution to the epistemological controversies, where
the possibility of ‘'establishing the phenomenon' is problematised. It is
merely suggested that, by exploring various possible consequences ot
specitic items, explananda can be clarified and new ones may be drawn

out. Distorted perceptions and half-truths may be minimised, common sense

transcended, and new grounds may be provided tfor more sophisticated

hypotheses<.
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Functional Explanation

We have seen that the primary aim lo{' functional analysis is to gain
knowledge about the functionality or dysfunctionality of specific items 1in
connection with others. As such, it does not assert anything about
causality. G.Cohen's (1978) main concern, on the other hand, was precisely
with causality. His discussion of functional explanation - as a type ot
causal explanation - is an effort to demonstrate its validity in contrast
to the theory of functionalism. He has argued that the explanatory
significance of identified functions should not be neglected (G.Cohen,
1978: 283 fn.). The explanatory power of such - findings can be -exploited
without falling into the traps of functionalism and, particularly, its
‘explanatory tfunctional interconnection thesis'. This thesis affirms that,
"Each element 1is as it 1is because ot i.ts contribution to the whole"
(G.Cohen, 1978: 284; emphasis in original), the whole. consisting of the
aggregate of these elements.

In functionalism, social processes, structural arrangements, social
usages etc. are explained by the functions they pertorm tor the
maintenance of the total society or sub-system within 1t (cf. Malinowski,
1926: 132-133). For G.Cohen, in functional explanation, social and cultural
items are explained not by their functions, but by reference to their
functions. This is mainly what distinguishes tunctional explanation trom

functionalism. As he has noted, not only is there not a3 necessary

connection between the two, but also

functional explanation is compatible with rejection otf the
doctrine of functionalism, and functional explanation 1s
not necessarily conservative., Functional explanation 1in

historical materialism is, moreover, revolutionary...
(G.Cohen, 1978: 284-5).

To show that functional explanation is not inherently conservative
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(cf. also Stinchcombe, 1968: 91-93), however, does not gainsay that it is
a valid mode ot explanation nor that, for this reason, it is different

from functionalism. In a monograph on .functionalism, Abrahamson has

remarked that, "The bias has been there, even if it is not intrinsic to

.. 2e¢i e
the approach" (Abrahamson, 1978: 47). A more torrect statement would be

that there 1is nothing inherently conservative 1n the approach, though
some theories have exhibited a predilection against radical politics (cft.

Giddens, (19771 1979: 105). Moreover, functionalist assumptions can be
(and have been) made for quite radical purposes. The different mood of
‘left functionalism', however, could not avoild the essentially identical
fallacies. It 1s hardly surprising, then, that they have been pingbmted in
a way reminiscent of Merton's arguments. The extract below clearly
exemplifies that. It 1s also of interest here because it is geared more
towards the explanatory weaknesses of left functionalism. These are

{llustrated by the procedure adopted in order to explain the presentation

of a deviant event X in the media:

on one side a unitary ruling class interest is posited, on
the other an internally coherent cluster of themes about X

are constructed from the available media data. Explanation,
then is an elegant solution to the puzzle of linking the
two: how are ruling class interests facilitated by the
negative way X 1is reported in the media? The problems
with such an approach are manitold:

i, even if the functionalist presumption were correct, this
assumes that functional alternatives are unavaillable, 1i.e.

other ways ot reporting X which would be equally
functional,

11. inevitably given the functionalist premises, the themes
are teased out t{rom the data according to functionalist
criteria, {.e. what are aﬁosite examples of negative
reporting which 1is tunctional to the ruling class and/or
which help make an internally coherent picture. Thus
examples which do not fit such a premise are disregarded.
iii. the assumption of a unitary ruling class interest and
the way in which X in a non-contradictory tashion violates
it is extremely tenuous® (J.Young, [1981] 1982: 416-417).

From this follows that a simple reference to functionalist
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assumptions in critical or (certain trends within) Marxist soclology would
not confirm the contention that functional explanation 1is legitimate;; The
recognition that similar errors are committed in several theoretical
orientations cannot render them acceptable. It must be demonst;‘ated,
therefore, that this form of explanation is sound in its own right.
G.Cohen's argument 1s that one can offer a functional explanation
while rejecting all functionalist postulat{es. Among the many views
expressed in the long debate on functionalism, two basic opposing stances

can be traced, between which he has mediated. We will examine them in
turn. On the one hand, there 1is the view that the (demqnstrated)
(eultunctionality of an item ipso facto 1explai.ns its existence. That is,
'‘tfunction-statements', ascribing "“one or more functions F to something”,
amount to functional explanations which are thought to be answers to
why-questions (G.Cohen, 1978: 253). This opinion is held by L.Wright <(for
tuller discussion of which, c¢f. G.Cohen, 1978: 253ff.) Merton has also been
seen} by G.Cohen as tending tn:nt..::-.'u'cis= "the supposition that to establish
that an item has functions is automatically to contribute to explaining
it" (G.Cohen, 1978: 283; our exposition and partial revision of functional
analysis heré, however, does not endorse this reading of Merton: the
specification of 1its cognitive utility and the suggested amendments have
shown that, even 1if such a tendency could be detected, it has not been
irreversible or fatal).

In order to provide tunctional explanation of an item, however, it
doces not suttice to identify some ot its functions. It is one thing to
explain the function of something and quite another to explain something
by reference to 1its function. For the latter, turther evidence and
argument 1s required. Put it another way, to analyse the functions of an
item does not qualify as an explanation why the item exists. On this
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point, then, G.Cohen echoes the views of Merton who, in turn, followed
Durkheim. It was one of Durkheim's methodological canons, that to show in
what a social fact is useful, is not to explain how the social fact came
about nor why it is as it 1s. The causes of a social phenomenon are
independent from the purposes it serves” (cf. Durkheim, {19371 1881: ch.5).
Statements ascribing functions, then, answer basically a what-
question. To this type of enquiry corresponds functional analysis, since
it is equivalent to a systematic search for objective consequences ot
selected soclal items. That such consequences cannot be treated always'as
causes, is obvious in the analysis of the ‘Hawthorn Experiment' (cf.
Merton, 1968: 120-121). This was a factory study looking at the etfects
of variously intensive lighting on productivity. The unexpected rise in
the factory workers' morale and productivity regardless of variations in
lighting was finally, after a long series of experiments, attributed to
the study itself. The beneficial consequence of this ‘contrived social
situation' has been described' by Merton as a ‘latent function'. This
statement, however, neither could nor intended to serve as an explanation
of the experiment: Merton could not intfer that "it was conducted because
of its probable effect on tactory morale” (G.Cohen, .1978: 258 fn.).
Functional explanation, in contrast, purports to answer why-
questions. The range of this kind ot questions, further, is not restricted
to why a tunctional item 'is there'. "Why a certain event occurred, why a
particular thing has a certain property, why something regularly behaves
in a certain manner, and so on" (G.Cohen, 1978: 255-256), could also be
explained. Functional explanation 1is "a consequence explanation in which
the occurrence of the explanandum event (possession of the explanandum
property, etc.) is tunctional tor something or other, whatever ‘tunctional’

turns out to mean" (G.Cohen, 1978: 263).
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Now, it i1s true that function statements (l.e. results of functional
analysis) are sometimes intended or receilved as. explanatory claims. This
is possible, when the answers to what-questions can be answers to why-
queries as well. But, as we have seen, this is not by definition so. In
addition, the intent to investigate the one or the other category of
queries carries distinct liabilities, which should not be contounded.

Functional analysis, therefore, does not qualify as functional explanation

as a matter of its meaning (cf. G.Cohen, 1978: 251tt.).

On the other hand, there are authors (cf. P.Cohen, (19681 1973) who
maintain that the assignment of a function to an item cannot be
explanatory at all. The explanation of an item by reference to its
functional consequences for another <(or the whole) 1s said to be
teleological and has been dismissed very often on this ground.

G.Cohen has pointed out that, because of the background conception
of society as ‘'self-maintaining’ or ‘self-advancing', consequence
explanation in social science 1is accepted in so far as it is also a
functional explanation® (G.Cohen, 1978: 264). Functional analysis, however,
allows for and reveals dysfunctional consequences too. Such consequences,
then, can be approached in terms of tunctional explanation, only if they
are simultaneously functional in some other respect. The activities of a

revolutionary group, for example, may bring about social dysfunctions

while being quite functional (i.e. instrumental) for the cause ot changing
the society.

It has been alleged that functional explanation would dety certain
laws of logic, “for one thing cannot be the cause of another if it
succeeds it in time" (P.Cohen, (1968] 1973: 48). This time problem,
however, 1s only apparent. It has been demonstrated that there are cases
of reverse causality (cf. Stinchcombe, 1963: 85ff.). For instance,
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Without planning, people may  find consequences of
behaviour sfatisfying. Thus, church services might be
maintained without much planning to achieve theological
ends, because people find the soclal interaction, or the
respectability, satisfying (Stinchcombe, 1968: 860,

In many situations, behaviour tends to be selected by Iits
consequences. In such cases, patterns of behaviour may be explained in
terms of their effects (Stinchcombe, 1968: 87)., According to G.Cohen, it is
plausible to say that a religion, for example, develops and 1s sustained
when it would contribute to the stability of a society. As he has argued,

The religion of a society might, then, be explained 1in
terms of this feature of the society: it requires a
religion to be viable. That teature is not a consequence of
having a religion, and there would be no contortion of
time order in the explanation" (G.Cohen, 1878: 281).

The functional form of explanation does not propose that the cause
e occurred because the observed effect f occurred, nor that e occurred
because it. caused £, Rather, it 1s suggested that e occurred because 1t
would cause f - i.e. the reason why something happened is the fact that
it had the propensity to cause the obtained effect (G.Cohen, 1982: 485-
486). Behind this suggestion, however, must lie additional evidence and
argument. By documenting the society's need for religion as a stabilising
factor and finding out that it does have a religion fulfilling this need,
we cannot automatically claim that religion is there because 1t is
required. It may exist tor some other reason. "Perhaps some sociologists
mistake the need for turther argument", G.Cohen has noted, "as a detect in
functional explanation 1itselt" «(1978: 282). We can see this logic also in
relation to the revolutionary group example above: a sabotage did not
take place because it caused desired dysfunctions (perhaps it didn't); the
rebels «carried it out because of 1its propensity to cause these
dystunctions. This example involves purposive explanation which happens

to be at the same time causal explanation. But the question is, can this
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kind of explanation apply to society in general?

Moreover, when religion is explained by reference to its propensity
to fulfil the society's need for stability, the question of functional
requisites in abstract seems to be raised again. Consequently, G.Cohen's
ettort to defend functional explanation runs the risk ot not meeting the
valid criticisms of Merton and many others. Despite the contribution of
religion to the stability of a society, the origin of religion may be
explained otherwise. G.Cohen himself (1978: 281-282) has illustrated this
by saying that people may have a religion, because they liked the looks
of a prophet who visited them and decided to adopt his preaching. This,
for G.Cohen, is a case where further evidence and argument is required in
order to provide functional explanation. But if we enquire about the
reasons religion emerged and we find exactly that the reason was the
looks of the prophet, the explanation would not be functional, but simply
causal and well evidenced. This means that, if we had applied a general
argument linking the need of society for stability with the existence ot
religion, our functional explanation would have been proved false.

G.Cohen has gone even further and argued that one may be certain

that an item is explained by its consequence without being in a position

to answer the how-question. If, he has argued,

the pattern of educational provision in a society evolves
in a manner suitable to its changing economy, then it 1is
reasonable to assert that education changes as 1t does
because the changes sustaln economic evolution, even when
little 1is known about how the fact that an educational
change would be economically propitious figures In
explaining 1its occurrence" (G.Cohen, 1978: 286).

He has added that there are grounds for caution until a plausible
fuller account 1s provided and that this caution is not peculiar to
functional explanation. The requirement of further elaboration applies to
other explanations too. It ought not to be overlooked, however, that,
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although grounds for caution towards other types of explanation may well
exist, the reasons are of a quite different nature. It is the particular
assumptions implicit in this form of explanation that make it dubious, as
they come dangerously- close to the rejected functionalist postulates. 5o,

in order to see what exactly is useful and acceptable in G.Cohen's version

of functional explanation, some qualifications are needed.

F

G.Cohen has successfully argued that tunctional explanation ditfers
from the functionalist thesis in that items are not assumed to be as they
are because of their functional consequences, but they may be explained
in terms of such consequences through additional evidence and argument.
By this he has meant the collection of information about otl';er cases
where the same pattern has been observed in order to formulate
consequence laws: every time A would be functional for B, A has occurred.
From this can be suggested that B functionally explains A. To be sure,
this form of causal explanation involves a notion of self-regulation of
social systems. Self-regulation can be conceptualised without logical
difficulties with regard to both intended and unintended consequences of
action. Giddens has agreed that feedback loops that can be treated as
outcomes ot unintended consequences of action can be identitied. He has
also emphasised the increasing importance of ‘'reflexive selt-regulation’
in contemporary societies, whereby functional consequences are intended
by strategic actors who have reasons and means to see to their
realisation (Giddens, 1982: 531-532).

Although this conceptualisation legitimates the employment of
tunctional analysis, it does not necessarily do the same for functional
explanation. In order to claim that something occurred because of its
propensity to produce the observed functional effects, a particular theory
1s 1indispensable. The connection of dispositions with final outcomes is
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obviously not a matter of methodology or form. It is difficult to see how
functional explanation can be applied, even in the 1light of suitable
evidence, in advance or absence of an elaborating theory. G.Cohen, however,
has argued: "We are frequently certain that p explains g, yet unclear how
it explains it" (G.Cohen, 1978: 286; emphasis in original). That is,

ocne can support the claim that B functionally explains A,

even when one cannot suggest what the mechanism is, 1t

instead one can point to an appropriately varied range ot
instances in which, whenever A would be functional for B, A
appears (G.Cohen, 1982: 490).

But how can we be certain about it without an appropriate theory or
general argument making the 1links? Functional causal assertions pre-
suppose the elaborations (which, he agrees, are based on a theory), even
if the elaboration follows chronologically (in reality, it does not). Such
assertions, therefore, are theoretical, in a strict sense. Tl}e fact that
they raise more questions than they answer is a problem of the particular
theories and their verification. And his reading ot Marx's theories, be it
noted, 1is tar from universally accepted. Marx's theories, as menti;:med
earlier, accept a certain interdependence among units of the socilety and
, that certain tunctions must be pertormed for a particular mode of
production to exist. This, however, does not entail the assertion that
once something 1is shown to be functional for this mode of production, it
is explained <(other possible causes may be legion): "Marx does not
attempt to explain the origins or the persistence of some elements in
terms ot 1its being functionally required by some other element or by the
structure as a whole" (Keat and Urry, 1982: 114). Furthermore, even it
this were conceded, social or revolutionary changes would have to be
considered as dysfunctional consequences. But this would require
dysfunctional explanation which, G.Cohen has affirmed, is not accepted as
a mode of explanation in social anthropology and economics.

_58_



G.Cohen has also attempted to back up his argument by referring to
biology and the Darwinian theory of evoluticn: "“Darwin showed how
functional tacts about the equipment of organisms contribute to
explaining why they have it: the answer lies in the mechanism of chance
variation and natural selection” (G.Cohen, 1982: 491). His point is that,
even before Darwin's theory, one could suggest that the development of
particular characteristics of organisms 1is explained in terms of their
utility., Darwin oftered a good elaboration ot the mechanisms through
which this was achieved. The distinction between why- and how-questions,
however, is of little value and rather confusing in this context. It can
be seen that these mechanisms have the explanatory power: chance
variation and natural selection answer not only the how-question, but

also the why-question. Without this elaboration, functional explanation

was merely a hypothesis requiring validation.

This example helps clarify the role functional explanation can play
in social theory. According to Roemer, functional explanation 1is an
inductive method claiming that "“certain correspondences hold on the basis
of seemingly irrefutable and repeated historical evidence, in the absence
of knowledge ot the microfoundations of the correspondence” (Roemer,
1982: 513). The phrase 'in absence of knowledge' offers a clue as to the
value of functional explanation. I would like to argue that it should not
be taken to be a detinite and indisputable causal explanation, and that
its value 1is basically heuristic. When we are called upon to explain the
origins or persistence ot a social or cultural item and the materials at
hand are scanty, we may venture a provisional account by reference to the
functions of the item. If we had enough evidence, we would not need
functional explanation. The link between functions and causes can be made
when empirical evidence 1is lacking and by dint of some general argument
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that we need to formulate. In the light of this, the provisional causal
account -cannot be but speculative, In this sense, G.Cohen 1s not right to
speak of certainty. The heuristic value of this strategic device may be
legitimately retained, but there is not enough reason for being certain.
As Stinchcombe has put it, functional explanation can only be 'a good bet!
(1968: 99). By this, we are to understand a tentative hypothesis helping
to make sense of observed phenomena, within (or conducive to’> a theory
subjected to falsification. In the absence ot conclusive evidence, a causal
explanation founded on observed functional consequences in a variety of
similar instances is as plausible as any other®.

This type of procedure 1s not peculiar to functional exﬁhn;tion.
Tilly, for example, has constructed what he termed a 'mobilisation model’
in order to explain collective action. According to this model, 'interests’,
‘opportunity’ and ‘'organisation' are crucial determinants of collective
action. In historical studies, however, one -is often confronted with the
problem of limited sources and unreliable evidence. In such. cases, Tilly
has recommended that we infer the determinants (causes) of the collective

action from the action itselt as it occurred:

In the absence of direct, solid evidence concerning
interest, opportunity, and organisation, the indirect
approach combining general arguments with observations
trom the action can serve us well. All we need are sound
general arguments, well-documented actions, and the wit to

correct the general arguments when the actions prove them
wrong (Tilly, 1978: 233).

It cannot be emphasised too strongly that focusing on consequences
in order to derive explanations does not negate the historical search tor
original causes. These causes may indeed be attributable to individual or
collective (conscious or stated) aims. The valid point made by the social
anthropologists, nevertheless, was that it may be the case that practices,
patterns, etc. are maintained because of their consequences, regardless ot
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such original causes (often difficult to identify). In different terms, a
phenomenon may be better explained by 1its consequences rather than
immediate causes in the minds of particular people in the past. As Bloch
has pointed out, "We should seriously misrepresent the problem of causes
in history 1if we always and everywhere reduced them to a problem of
motive” (Bloch, 1954: 195). Thus the fact that the specific functional
alternative which is found in a society at a given time is determined by
historical events (Stinchcombe, 1968: 105) 1is hardly denied: in order to
reach a fuller account and explanation, these events must be considered.
So, to recapitulate, we have functional analysis which proposes a
set of concepts and questions in order to study social phenomena and to
establish the manner (manifest or latent) in which parts of a social
system are interconnected. Through this mode of analysis certain
phenomena which call for causal explanation are indicated. Until knowledge
of the actual causes 1s gained, tentative functional explanations

(hypotheses) may be plausibly put forward. To do this, a general argument

and historical evidence on similar patterns are required.

The claims of a functional explanation, as of any other causal
explanation, are subject to test against the facts (Stinchcombe, 1968: 91).
As different and even contlicting theories may apply the functional form
of explanation, no specific value commitments can be regarded as inherent
to it. A varlety ot possible interpretations may ensue as, for example,

concrete consequences can be regarded as serving ‘ignoble ends’

(Stinchcombe, 1968: 93). All this, however, should not cloud the similarity

of the logic behind different analyses within different theorétical

orientations. In order to further evidence this similarity we will now

examine the prevalence of functional analysis and explanation in various

social theories.
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The Prevalence of Functionmnal

Principles 1n Soclology

It is maintained, thefet‘ore, that there 1s no necessary connection
between functionalism on one hand, and functional analysis and functional
explanation, on the other. As a result, when theorists employ a functional
methodology or logic, it does not tollow that they must be classified as
tunctionalists. An overview of the literature shows that it constitutes a
basic tool ot large numbers of sociologists and criminologists. It 1is
explicitly or implicitly utilised by soclal scientists aftfiliated with
diverse theoretical orientations: not only by those allegedly functionalist
theorists but also by some of the most fervent opponents to functionalism
(such as 'new criminologists' and 'left realists’).

That the critique of functionalism does not necessitate the
rejection of functional analysis and explanatién is illustrated by J.Young,
who criticised mass medla studies positing a unitary ruliﬁg-class
interest. By noting that, this "method of characterising the portrayal of
X in the media...inevitably plays down: contradictory reporting, variation
between media synchronically and ‘over time, and any dystunctional
tendencies which occur in its reporting” {J.Young, (1981] 1882: 41/), he
has implicitly Jjoined the Mertonian spirit. His discussion of the role of
mass media also highlights how the 1idea of | correspondence 1is retained,
without losing sight ot contradictions, how interconnectedness does not
imply pertect social integration:

The importance of the mass media is that they cater ftor
the desire for news stemming from contradictions at the
heart of the system. The massive forces of control within
the media attempt to deradicalise these anxieties by

playing on only the most conservative elements in the

accommodative culture (J.Young, (1981] 1932: 419; emphasis
added).
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In Greenwood and Young's study on the abortion law reform in 1967,
in Britain, reference is made time and again to the 'needs of the system'’
and to ruling class interests, as factors shaping the relevant Act: "Of
necessity reformism takes progressive demands and pegs them to the needs
of the system" (Greenwood and Young, 1976: 108). Yet, since the variables
ot 'needs of the system' and ‘'ruling-class interests' are given careful
consideration, the circularity of functionalist arguments is avoided
(Downes, 1979: 8; there are, however, some problems with their argument
and they will be discussed in chapter /7).

Elias has deplored the use of the concept of 'function' as "an
expression for a task performed within a harmonious 'whole'". He has
continued, none the less, to use 1%, on the condition that it, like the
concept ot power, "be understood as a concept of relationship”. He has
suggested that "We can only speak of social functions when referring to
interdependencies which constrain people to a greater or lesser extent"
and demonstrated how this conceptualisation connects ‘function' *“with
power within human relationships" (Elias, 1978: 77-78).

To move to a different field, Weeks has posed the question 'why our
culture has conceived of sexuality in the way it has'. He has not

hesitated to agree with other social analysts that,

All societies tind 1t necessary to organise the erotic
possibilities of the body in one way or another. They all
need... to impose ‘'who restrictions' and 'why restrictions'

to provide the permissions, prohibitions, limits and
possibilities through which erotic life is organised... But

they do so in a wide varlety of ways" (Weeks, 1988: 6;
emphasis added).

By adding that "The study of sexuality, therefore, provides a
critical insight into the wider organisation of a culture" (Weeks, 1388:
6), he has conveyed the idea of (functional) interdependence (cf. also
Weeks, 1988: 8, where mention is made of unintended consequences, planned
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responses, power, and cultures of resistance).

Bowles and Gintis' ({1976] 1977) analysis of the North-American
schooling system is a par excellence example of functional analysis and
plausible tunctional explanation stressing both contradictions and
integration. Characteristically, they have argued that,

...under corporate capitalism, the objectives of liberal
educational reform are contradictory: 1t 1is precisely
because of 1its role as producer of an alienated and
stratified labour force that the educational system has
developed 1its repressive and unequal structure. In the
history of U.S. education, it 1is the integrative function
which has dominated the purpose of schooling, to the
detriment of the other 1liberal objectives (Bowles and
Gintis, (19761 1977: 48).

They have formulated, on several occasions, hypotheses of the
tunctional form described earlier and proceeded to document them. Their
arguments are otten ot this torm:

In sum, the available evidence seems to support our
legitimisation hypothesis. The meritocratic orientation of
the educational system promotes not its egalitarian
function, but rather 1its integrative role. Education

reproduces  inequality by  Justifying privilege and

attributing poverty to personal failure® (Bowles and
Gintis, (19761 1977: 114).

In his otten cited ‘Beyond Incriminatioq'. Kennedy he;s offered a
sociological account of <crime and punishment f{yYom the ‘contlict
perspective’. By saying that "laws and judicial practices...serve only the
interests of tew" <(Kennedy, 1976: 48), he has stated their functional
consequences for particular groups. As such, the statement indicates
functional analysis, without any causal implications. As he related that,
however, to the ©O5State's ‘'causal role in crime’, he provided a causal
explanation ot crime and punishment by reference to their consequences
and on the basis ot historical research and materials - whether his
functional explanatory claims are true or tfalse, is another issue; in any
event, they constitute interesting hypotheses For more examples of the
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functional approach within the sociology of punishment, see among others:
Rusche and Kirchheimer, 1939: passim and conclusion; Foucault, 1975: 277;
P.Young, 1980: 121-126; Bottoms, 1983: 195).

The concept of dysfunction, further, is omnipresent in social theory.

As Merton has remarked,

Substantially, the same hypothesis about the dysfunctions
of rapid and large-scale mobility tor maintaining the
solidarity and effective goal attainment of a working class
was set forth by such ideologically opposed theorists as
Karl Marx and Vilfredo Pareto" (Merton 1982: 97fn; on the
affinities between functional methodology and Marxisn,
there is a rich literature: ct. for example, Merton, 1963:
93-96; Berghe, 1973; Sztompka, 1874: 168-178; Lipset, 1976;
the debate on ‘'functionalism and Marxism' in the journal
Theory and Society, 1982, Vol.l11l, No.4: 453-539).

The same jargon is used by contemporary '‘'leit realist' criminologists
focusing on Wéstern socleties: "To summarize briefly the processes ot
crime and crime control in the capitalist social formation, one might see
it as a series of processes which are in a contradictory fashion both

functional and dysfunctional" (J.Young, 1979: 21). Interestingly, the same

author has argued:

The prison, on one level, given its high recidivism rate, is
a dysfunctional institution: it hardens and well nigh

irrevocably stigmatises its inmates. But this {eature is,
of course, all the more effective in the control ot those
in work who have most to lose from such a stigma. Thus,

the dysfunctional becomes in part the functional {.Young,
1979: 22; emphasis in original).

In the sociology of deviance, where anomie theory belongs, the
functional form of analysis 1is, indeed, impressively present (ct.
Chambliss, 1975; J.Young, 1976: 13; Pearce, 1976: 57, 90, 101, 13b and
passim). It is worth dwelling brietly upon Chambliss'’ (1970a) attempt to
demonstrate the weaknesses of tfunctional theories ot crime, in contrast
to the strengths of conflict theories. His critique of Erikson's (1966)

analysis, however, shows his own (not admitted) preterence for tunctional
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analysis. In sum, Chambliss has dismissed Erikson's suggestion that
several ‘crime waves' in the 17th century among the Puritan settlement in

New England "“were in effect created by the community in order to help

establish the moral boundaries ot the settlement" (Chambliss, 1976a: 11).
No doubt, it this consequence of deviance is presented as the cause of
deviance as well, the explanation is open to challenge ~ perhaps (but not

necessarily) through a better one. Chambliss has reinterpreted the

available historical evidence to provide his own:
Deviance was 1indeed created tor the consequences 1t had.
But the consequences were not 'to establish moral
boundaries'; rather, they aided those in power to maintain

their position. ...Puritan soclety created crime waves to

help the ruling stratum maintain control of the community*
(Chambliss, 1976a: 15).

It 1s clear as noonday that Chambliss’® proposition is equallg;v
tunctional in torm: the logic of the hypothesis 1is exactly the same, the
only ditterence being in the general argument on the basis of which
consequences are linked to causes. In fact, if he wished to argue 1;hat his
alternative hypothesis 1s the explanation of deviance in that period (and
in general), he may be rightly seen as 'covert' or 'left’ functionalis;c.
(which 1s not the same as tunctional analyst). What he has actually
succeeded 1In revealing 1is that the functional methodology underlies
contlict theories and that it can and must be separated from the theory
ot tunctionalism.

These are but a tew 1illustrations of the extent to which the
tunctional mode ot analysis and the tormulation ot tentative <(or working)
hypotheses on the basis of its results nhave pervaded contemporary social
theories. This indicates its value and validity, and that the exclusion of

all functional notions from social science would impoverish rather than

benefit the latter.



Conclusion

Bearing 1in mind the distinction between the f{unctional method and
functional theories, the value of anomie theory can be better assessed. It
can be seen that the questions it raises and the hypotheses 1t puts
forward are based on functional analysis, rather than on the discarded
set of functionalist assumptions. It 1involves no effort to explain
deviance by its contribution to society. Rather, it seeks to reveal
signiticant connections between certain features of the society and the
fact that people deviate from prevailing values and norms. Deviance is
analysed as a consequence of cultural emphases on goals, such as monetary
success, while possibilities for achieving these goals are relatively
restricted. The theory points to social processes conducive to situations,
where the strength of established norms 1s weakened. Socio-cultural
conditions are brought to the fore not only as sources of conformity, but
of deviance as well - although the focus is primarily on the latter.

This approach, however, does not imply what Matza would call ‘hard
determinism’, but a ‘'soft deterministic' view according to which, people
"vacillate between choice and constraint" (Matza, 1964: /). It allows for
human freedom, albeit within certain 1limits, and ofters an iniagery ot
possible choices. It avoids an ‘oversocialised conception of man', by
concentrating on patterns of behaviour and by providing tor a range of
variability (cf. Merton, 1972: 27-28). Behind Merton's theory is the idea
that "there 1s a tendency for, not a full determination of, socially
patterned ditterences in the perspectives, preterences, and behaviour of
people variously located in the social structure" (Merton, 1972: 27;
emphasis in original). Thus, the theory does not exclude concerns about
processes, whereby social structures are reproduced and/or changed.
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Moreover, a careful reading of Merton's theory can show its
compatibility with theoretical perspectives rejecting social integration
models of society., As Moore has put 1it, the theory 1is %a profound
disavowal of a social integration model, for it goes beyond a mere
recognition of the propensity to sin and 1identifies society as an
instigator of sin" (Moore, 1978: 330). It has been noted many a 'time that
it does allow for certain analyses of conflict (cf. Downes and Rock, 1982:
103-104), and that it recognises social contradictions and discontent
(J.Young, 1986: 18). Anomie 'theory 1is, in fact, an analysis ot internal
discrepancies, an (unintended) outcome of which is social  deviance. As has
been pointed out, "at the basis of 'the theory 1s the internal
contradiction - a dialectical relation 1in that societal insi':itutions
provoke their antithesis in the form of departures from, and attacks upon,
themselves" (Wright and Hilbert, 1880: 208).-

It may be argued, therefore, that Merton's theory exemplifies a
valid, respectable and legitimate mode of analysis in social science. The
methodological tframework underlying anomie theory 1is certainly functional
in tform, but this should be considered in isolation from functionalism as

a theory or ideology. This essential distinction should allow tfor an open-
minded and unprejudiced assessment of anomie theory, by freeing it trom
the shortcomings of the functionalist legacy. The fact that the theory is
built on functional analysis is by no means a defect; on the contrary, it
turns out to be one of its merits.

it may be suggested that a theory or study covering some, but not
all, of the questions proposed by functional analysis, is not necessarily
faulty. If its limited claims are valid, they may be compatible with those
made in other studles and approaches. It is maintained throughout this
thesis that, what anomie theory has achieved, 1is formulate some
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hypotheses and set a research agenda with regard to socially produced
patterns of deviance. The scope of the theory may be gradually enlarged,
and the research agenda can be enriched, by means of consolidations with
empirical data and the inclusion of additional variables.

Merton's writings on social structure and anomie have often been
read not as a theory, in the strict sense, but as "a series of imaginative
hypotheses which retain reasonable promise of further empirical and
theoretical specification" (Mulkay, 1971: 112). Cole (1975: 185> has seen
in it "“a research programme which Merton developed over a thirty-year
period”. One of the principal aims is to show that the formulation of
Merton's theory 1s still in progress, and to point to diret;tions of
further development and possible extensions. In the following chapter,
then, the objective is to demonstrate the developing character of anomie

theory and to prepare the ground tor subsequent elaborations.

Notes

1. This bears upon the divide between the causal and the purposive
approaches to collective behaviour in sociological analysis. Tilly has

suggested that their synthesis is desirable, but has also emphasised how

ditficult this 1s to achieve (Tilly, 1978: 6, 228-231).

2. Arguing that functional analysis represents a valid methodological
framework should not be taken to mean that research can start without
any theoretical background. It is not to support an empiricist way of
looking at society. What is suggested is that the puzzles otffered by this
mode of analysis are not to be ignored by social theories which can be

then partially confirmed, amended or rejected. Instead of denying the

necessity of interaction between theory and research, the proposed mode
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of analysis is a tool reinforcing it:.

3. It 1s 1interesting to note that (at least some of) Durkheim's work is
not t;J be c'onsidered functior;alist, because of his msié';ence upon the
distinction between etfficient cause and function (cf. Garland, 1983: 60-61;
Durkheim, 1983: 117-118). Other commentators, however, saw him as
breaching his own rule by analysing benetficial consequences of
'punishment, division of labour and religion so, as to partly account for
their existence (cf. P.Cohen, {1968] 1973: 35-37; Abrahamson, 1978: 23).

4. Otherwise, plausibie consequence explanations of dysfﬁnctional
consequences would necessitate a background conception of ‘'selt-
destructiveness’, which may be posited as an unconsciokus drive in
psychoan%lysis.

5. It is noteworthy that, although generating this type of hypotheses 1is

much in line with the modest ambitions of middle-range theorising, this

mode of explanation is also relevant to the formation of more general

theories.
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CHAPTER 3

MERTON'S ANOMIE THEORY: A

DISCUSS LON

Introduction

The theory in question was originally set forth in the seminal paper
'‘Soclal - Structure and Anomie' (Merton, 1938), which has been "probably
been more frequently cited. and reprinted than any paper in sociology"
(Cole, 1975: 175; cf. also Sztompka, 1987: 1). Since then, however, Merton
himself as well as others have made substantial contributions to it, so
that it 1is best considered a developing theory. It would be mistaken,
consequently, to regard this or later formulations of it as the definitive
or final version. A failure to acknowledge its character of a developing

theory 1s liable to entail a misrepresentation of it. In addition, the

theory has rarely been examined in the context of Merton's general work.
This is partly, I believe, the reason why, although anomie theory has
become very famous, some quite important elements of it have been
misconceived and misinterpreted, or have not received the required
attention. There 1s always a place reserved for it in criminological
textbooks, but reference 1is usually made only to this paper or to its
revised version in Merton's Social Theory and Soclal Structure (Merton,
1968), and not much attention is paid to his other writings.

The first aim, therefore, of this chapter is to rectify this and to
present Merton's anomie theory, not only as it was originally formulated

in 'Social Structure and Anomie' (Merton, 1938), but as 1t now stands in
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the light of subsequent amendments and extensions. It will be, thus,
suggested that the formulation of the theory is still in progress, it is
still unfolding and growing.

Parallel to the first, the second objective of the present chapter
is to discuss briefly some relevant literature and critiques th<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>