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INTRODUCTION

The organizational machinery of modern Western societies has been able to stabilize a high
degree of complexity within these societies. Despite recurring crisis trends it has been possible
to keep tensions induced by the operation of complicated social structures below a threshold
level, with certain spheres of activity operating with an increasing degree of autonomy and
efficiency accompanied by permanent changes, whilst on a general social level proving capable
of integration and coordination - at least up till now.

This more or less harmonious social reduction has been especially characteristic of the modern
Western societies in the years following the Second World War. The majority of the various
smoothly-running mechanisms were formed in the "model countries" over several hundred
years, like for instance the machinery of parliamentary government which has bene capable of
implementing an establishment based on social consensus in England since the late 17th century
and subsequently spreading to all the countries of the Western world. Over the centuries it
underwent gradual refinement, until, around the mid 20th century - it had become adapted to
providing relatively steady workings in the State power ready for renewal in these societies, and
at the same time to expressing the political aritculation prevalent in the masses. Similarly,
mention could be made of the development of mechanisms ensuring the autonomy, efficiency
and regeneration within science, law and economy over several hundred years and their gradual
propagation.

Certain social mechanisms or structural solutions providing flexibility and efficiency have
spread beyond the boundaries of Western countries to Eastern Europe, and in the past few
decades to South American and Asian countries. However, these modern structures can still be
studied in their clearest form primarily in the West European societies and other quasi-Western
societies in North America or Australia which were based on the same model.

For all present-day societies which have achieved a certain level of industrialization,
urbanization and mass education and thus created the basis of political consciousness in the
populace the vexing question arises, how it is possible to maintain political statility while
allowing the populace to express its political thinking and making politics follow any shift in the
political thinking of the populace without inducing an explosion. How is it possible to run the
university training scheme in such a way that it should be able to follow and incorporate the new
scientific achievements, etc.?



3

In certain Far Eastern countries they have managed to develop the structures of economic
rationality successfully, but above a certain level of development the lack of political structures
based on social accord questions any development achieved so far, as shown by the recent
political events in South Korea.

The problem of modernization has been especially pressing in the East European Socialist
countries in the past few decades. The laying down of the foundations of industrialization, mass
education and urbanization has been accompanied by a complete destruction of autonomy and
its replacement by centralized state government. At a certain phase of social development this
situation led to an impasse. The centralized Stalinist state power, operating to achieve pre-set
targets, was able to produce quick results in the elementary process of modernization, but when
a degree of complexity had been achieved, the very machinery which was crushed by the
Stalinist logic of modernization in order to rush industrialization became indispensable, i.e. an
autonomous economic rationality, state government structures based on social accord, an
autonomous jurisdiction, as well as a technically correct and legally regulated public
administration.

| have taken the fundamental principles of the following discussion predominantly from Niklas
Luhmann’s theory. However, | have made a few important corrections and some fundamental
theoretical decisions contrary to these arrived at by him. In this | have been helped by the
rethinking of some of Talcott Parsons' social categories, Richard Munch's interpenetration
theory which recycled Parsons' social theory, accentuating it in a very special manner, Jurgen
Habermas' communicative activity theory which criticised Parsons and Luhmann with its
approach to "the lifeworld", as well as by some starting points of Georg Lukacs, who examined
some complex structures well above the level of everyday life on the basis of his former
reading. This fundamental theoretical experience has been completed by the inclusion of
theoretical investigations concentrated on the various social subsystems. In the course of writing
my previous studies | tried to merge those aspects arrived at in empirical research of the political
system, the legal system and the scientific-university sphere which proved suitable for
generalization from the point of view of social theory with my general theoretical experience. In
many cases this has made it possible for me either to refute the general theoretical conceptions
or starting points confronting them with the facts of reality, or to confirm, and thus, accept them.

From among the rather empirical and specifically worded partial theories | have gained the
greatest momentum initially from Merton's school of the sociology of science. | first came
across Merton's writings on the sociology of science and the works of Hagstrom, Glaser, Storer,
Diane Crane, Joseph Ben-David, etc. most often when doing research on the internal
connections between the university sphere and science, and when | raised the conclusions to a
level of higher abstraction | came to query Luhmann's starting point in the respect of the
delimitation of the subsystems of society, which I had applied quite naturally at several points.

It was after this that | became aware of the situation whereby if | accept the differentiation of the
subsystems of society taking place in the course of evolution, I still have to face the problem of
separating these subsystems along their professional components, or of delimiting the
communications of lay people in a broader context.

Before | became engaged in the empirical investigations of the sociology of science, | had not
raised this question, and nor had most theories accepting functional differentiation. In the case
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of Parsons this is understandable as he did not handle specific empirical social subsystems but
those of an analytical character. Luhmann, who had rejected the analytical approach to the
systems in principle, was to face this problem, and in the case of the legal system he indicated
why he did not consider it sufficient to mark off the social subsystems according to professional
components. However, he failed to work it out on a general theoretical level with respect to all
the subsystems of society.

Even the indication of the problem is exeptional in Luhmann's writings and lacking clear-cut
explicit statements the analysts who had taken the differentiation into social subsystems as a
starting point failed to detect this problem. As there is no explicit wording available, most
scientists following Luhmann unwittingly seem to have concentrated on the professional
structures and their demarcation in the areas of science, law, politics, art, etc., while accepting
the functional differentiation of the social subsystems as clearly conceivable facts of modern
life. The small number of sentences hidden in Luhmann's works on law fail to make it evident
that he thinks quite differently.

Whilst investigating science it became clear to me that even in principle the classification of
social subsystems should be reduced to professional components. Initially this seemed an
innocent correction in relation to Luhmann's theory,but this line of thought having been
consistently followed through, a theoretical framework emerged which in many ways resembled
the theoretical structure of Jurgen Habermas. Logically, if we reduce the individual social
subsystems to their professional structures a new area, so far unthematized, appears: everyday
life or "the lifeworld", where the dominant conditions are more diffuse, more emotional and
more particular than those of professional communications, which represent a specific attitude,
an orientation to more universal standards and freedom from emotions has been excluded from
the professional systems until now. In the wake of this correction social evolution may not
simply be taken as the functional differentiation of the social subsystems from one another, but
as their emergence from the diffuse everyday life as systems of professional institutions. This
bears more resemblance to systems emerging from Habermas' "lifeworld” on one hand, and to
the pattern of social evolution described in Georg Lukacs's Aesthetics and Ontology, everyday
life and the specific complex systems emerging from it, on the other. (The similarity of the
structural framework, however, does not necessarily mean that we accept Habermas' "accents"
in contrast to the system-like formations.)

Another of my theoretical corrections was also developed while | was analysing investigations
into the sociology of science. On scrutinizing Parons and Platt's book on the American
university, as well as Ben-David's works, the importance of the operation of economic market
rationality in the enforcement of the internal evaluation mechanism of the scientific and
university spheres became evident to me. This brought my attention to another problem, which
had passed unnoticed before. How could we speak about the differentiations of the subsystems
of the ECONOMY, science, law and politics when economy is today integrated in science,
moreover, comparing today's American and German university models it can be concluded that
it is precisely the imposition of market evaluation on the scientific and university sector that
ensures the operation of the scientific evaluation mechanisms in a clearer form. This insight has
made Karoly Polanyi's former distinction between the two meanings of economy especially
interesting. In its substantive meaning the phrase of "economy"designates the sphere of material
production (agriculture, industry etc.) which existed in some form or other in every society. In
its formal meaning economy denotes the mechanisms of market rationality. By now it has
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become evident to me that the Functionalist Systems Theory executes an unconscious shift
between the two meanings of economy; when using economy substantively it describes its
differentiation from politics, science and art as a subsystem, and when starting to investigate the
internal workings of modern economy it takes to the analysis of formal economy, that of the
system of the institutions of market rationality.

The machinery of economy in its substantive sense (material production) and that of market
rationality tend to show their divergent areas more and more. Market rationality embraces the
organization of the spheres of art, science, education, etc., which have acquired mass
dimensions.

Raising the conclusions drawn to a general level 1 have managed to explore an even more
important theoretical problem. Economy in its formal sense tends to incorporate the
organization of an increasin number of social subsystems. The critical remarks and analyses of
law "gaining an upper hand" in society have been criticising the legal processing of an
ever-expanding system of social relationships in law since the early 70s. Even in everyday life
much can be detected and read about the expansion of politics. The same holds true for certain
branches of art, which include a number of technologies and social situations in artistic
elaboration. This hadd previously been far from tuypical. Is it a matter of mutual inclusion of the
subsystems? A partial thematization of this question has already been carried out by Habermas
in the respect that economic and political rationalities as areas of the instrumental mind
penetrate into the field of the "life world" and destroy it. In a less dramatic thematization
Richard Munch described the expansion and mutual interpenetration of the rationalities as the
basic pattern of desirable social modernization.

These partial thematizations could be fitted into a more comprehensive theoretical framework, if
we again choose one of Talcott Parsons' initial categories, "inclusion,” as a reference. From the
general idea of mutual inclusions already raised (and again we refer to Parsons' descriptions of
inclusion) it becomes clear that Parsons basically meant by this category the inclusion of wider
and wider circles of the social population. However, science, law, etc. are not only organized
within the ever-widening circles of population, but tend to include in their evaluation patterns a
host of social situations previouslly unappreciated and with a growing intensity. So the original
extensive meaning of inclusion involving the inclusion of the population can be given a
completely different interpretation: it might be interpreted to signify the inclusion of a growing
number of social situations. Sticking with the quadruple framework of Parons' analysis, this is
what Munch outlined as his interpenetration theory as opposed to the theories of functional
differentiation without tracing it back to Parsons' inclusion category. Habermas also dwelt upon
this problem though in a different conceptual framework and keeping in mind the inclusion of a
different group of social situations.(The trends of "“Verrechtlichung for example.)

Thinking over our initial empirical problem consistently, we have been able to take important
steps ahead in the exploration of the basic theoretical decisions of modern social theories.

In explaining the two above-mentioned fundamental theoretical decisions and by analysing their
different results, theories so different in their degree of specificity, like the social theories of
Luhmann, Habermas, Munch or Georg Lukacs, might be brought closer in their basic pattern.
This is what | would like to expound in greater detail in my work and to set up an independent
theoretical concept relying on the afore mentioned corrections.



This version is based predominantly on Luhmann's foundations, even if | have come to
approach the basic patterns of th theories of Habermas, Munch and Georg Lukacs through my
amendments. That is to say that in spite of my amendments the following discussion is to be
read as one of the possible Luhmannite theories of sociology.

PART ONE
Theoretical foundations

CHAPTER |
Basic concepts

1. Communication as basic element of sociality

A demanding analysis is supposed to expose for consideration the basic categories and
elementary distinctions postulated for the subject under investigation before putting them into
use. The most important among them concerns a basic element of the organization of sociality.
If we start from the statement still used for the purposes of a number of theoretical analyses that
society is the aggregate of the relationships between people, we have taken it for granted that an
individual person is an indivisible and essential element of society, even if this aspect has not
been accentuated. Consequently all further analysis is built on this premise, and an elementary
distinction can be made between a minimum of two people, whilst the borderlines between
more comprehensive social features can be drawn between groups, strata or classes consisting of
people. Thus social structure is bound to become the structure of the population, like for
instance the group structure, the stratum-structure and the class structure. But how is it possible
to locate the structural demarcations and mediation mechanisms of science, ideology, public
administration, law, economy, etc. against this background?

The mode of thought prevalent in social theory has absorbed this idea since the late 19th
century, when "man", the basic category of the organization of society came to be broken down
and was found to play different roles in the operation and composition of the various social
features and become a member of the society (1), assuming the norms and behavioural patterns
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belonging to the various roles in the course of socialization.

The breaking of traditional ties and the growing extent of urbanization both increase the number
of diverse roles a person has to play and accentuate the differences in their natures.

As a result, the social theories based on individual roles and the relationships between the roles
instead of on "man" have been able to achieve a higher resolution and are capable of exploring
the actual organization of society using much finer distinctions. An individual role, however,
consists of elements easy to analyse and since Max Weber the actions constituting the roles
have been the focus of theoretical analysis. Behind the differences in roles, the individual types
of action, the motivations for action and the pattern variables characterising individual action
can easily be grasped. Talcott Parsons based the understanding of the system-like paradigms of
society as such on divergent roles, which can be derived from divergent types of action and
ultimately the acting unit ("unit act™), which builds up the more complicated paradigms which
can also be broken down into acting components.

We have come a long way from the compact "man" concept. The higher resolution arose along
the line man ---> role ---> action ---> acting component, and modern social theories recombine
their categories, typologies and the distinctions used to grasp broader social paradigms out of
these.

However, | have found Niklas Luhmann's analysis convincing. He has departed from solutions
based on the action of individual people (2), Luhmann very drastically separated social theory
from man as an individual. He found that theoretical thinking still remains within the limitation
of the old every-day observation:"in a sense society consists of people”. Action is associated
with man as an individual, despite the fact that the theory analytically subdivides this category.
Even in the action theory sociality starts with the action between two actors: inter-subjectivity.
So in the first place the action theory presupposes that understanding of sociality depends on
action, and in the second it makes a correction (3).

Luhmann rejects action as basic element of sociality and includes communication instead,
which means the information transfeer between two sensible human beings (or more exactly,
psychic systems). This transmission and reception, however, involves repeated selection, so the
question is the "processing of selections”. "Begreift man Kommunikation als Synthese dreier
Selektionen, als Einheit aus Information, Mitteilung und Verstehen, so ist die Kommunikation
realisiert, wenn und soweit das Verstehen zustandekommt". (Luhmann, 1984, p.286) It is an act
of selection that the information content is articulated mentally; a further selection is represented
by the communication of messages (the message is always, at least in part, communicated
wrongly), and the greatest selection wil be carried out when the other party gets to understand
the message. The point is that sociality is constituted by communication following this pattern
and consists of the actions of psychic systems (of their coordinated spiritual harmony) so it can
no longer be subdivided into them. Luhmann thinks that with this approach the organization of
the social world can be traced along a series of new dimensions, and the way has been paved for
the exploration of a number of interrelations so far unthematized.

An indivisible component of the social world is elementary communication, which, may
however, only arise on the basis of a problem-free organization of the physical and biological
world conditioned upon the existence of the psychic systems developed on this basis, and may
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form more complex social structures. In addition to amending the fundamental element
Luhmann separated the psychic and mental processes from the organization of sociality, thus
establishing an independent system level. The various societal paradigms naturally exercise a
multiple influence on the organization of psychic processes - just as they influence the entity of
sociality. But the mutual influence is alway exercised through the selection and transformation
determined by the respective system level. Luhmann describes the interdependence between the
two system levels with the category interpenetration. (See Luhmann, 1981, pp. 151-170).

2. The systems of sociality: interaction, organization and society

Our former use of the word "sociality” can now be better explained. Everyday sociological
language uses "society" to describe what Luhmann had divided into three system levels. The
comprehensive terms sociality or "social system"” are used to embrace the three levels. As a
matter of fact, society represent only one of the system levels in the organization of the social
world and from this system level Luhmann separated the level of organizational systems and the
level of simple interaction systems.

When in this study we refer to system-like organization or systems, empirical delimitation is
presupposed, as opposed to Talcott Parsons' "analytical™ system concept. In real social existence
he sees only diffuse overlappings and he thinks the system-like character of social paradigms
can only be constructed theoretically. Luhmann also rejects the analytical system concept and
he views the system-like organization of the different social paradigms as specific and
empirical factors actually existing. On the three system levels of the organization of sociality
characteristic delimitations can be detected.

The interactions or interactional systems draw their boundaries on the basis of presence or
absence - Luhmann (1975, pp. 9-21). All communication which takes place between those
present belongs to the given interaction system. Distance is exclusive.The latter statement has
recently undergone some some reinterpretation due to the existence of the telephone, moreover
even more complex interactions involving great distances have been made possible recently by
the television-assisted "teleconferences”, shere interaction participants on different continents
communicate in one interaction system. All these technical facilities simply tinge the
characteristics of the interaction system. In the case of a system constituted by the interaction
parties actually present and those mediated by some technical means most characteristics are
common, e.g. the interaction system cannot be too complex because only one person can talk at
a time and if there is a large number of participants a really communicative participation of the
great majority is unlikely. Thus a spontaneous internal delimitation will follow between the
actual interaction system containing a few active communicants and the rest of those present
who are degraded to more environments as spectators.

Luhmann has recently outlined his precise views on the boundaries of the interaction systems. It
apperas from his accounts these days that the intrinsic notional connection themselves delimit
the interaction, as opposed to the more complex social systems, where the delimitation has to be
done explicitly beyond the internal logical coherence. Interaction as it were involves a non-stop
stream of communication and its system-like interdependence is ensured by the circumstance
that within the given framework of interaction each subsequent unit of comminication should, in
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some way, join the previous one thematically. Within the same interaction it is impossible to
make up a drastically different subject without giving reasons for the change; an explanation
should be given for the diversion from the previous acts of communication, some kind of link
should be established between the two utterances. Likewise, the comments previously made on
the given subject cannot be repeated as if they were non-existent without some embarrassment
involved; generally speaking the different views voiced cannot be disregarded, and no denial
can be put forward, unless accompanied by well-founded arguments. Within an interaction
system the communication acts "tread on each other's heels,”" partially mirror each other, and
anyone who ignores this will make the interaction chaotic and incoherent. This is what
Luhmann calls "the basal self-reference” of the interaction system (Luhmann, 1984, p. 620).

Ultimately this is how it can be visualized that among numerous participants an interaction
system might be reduced to a closer circle of participants and the rest might be excluded from
the system. Physical presence of course always makes it possible for any participant to join the
given interaction system, but then he has to take into account the existing delimitation and he
can only communicate in the interaction by imitating it, eventually introducing a new subject
after some connecting links.

In the case of organization as a social system the delimitation from the environment is more
marked, in as much as it is the existence (or absence) of membership that decides which act of
communication belongs to the given organization and which one does not. The system of
organization may be more complex, as beyond the individual acts of communication it fixes the
subjects to be communicated within the organization with binding power for the future,by
drafting rules it narrows down the range of communication applicable within the various
subjects (that is to say, it has done "preliminary selection” with binding force for later
communication within the organization; members can make their own selections in their
interpretation of the world and by choosing their alternative in the decision-making process only
within this framework). Building up hierarchical relationships between the members it makes
the selection of their superiors in the hierarchy compulsory for those in lower positions.

Finally, society is the most comprehensiv social system, ensuring common standards of
cognition, the rules of usage and the cultural symbols for communication within the interactions
and the system of organization.

Where are the boundaries of society? Luhmann draws the boundaries of "society” as a social
system from outside: all communication which is in some way available for the participants
belongs to the same social system. Due to the intertwining of communication in the past century
we can now talk about a single "world society” (Luhmann, 1975, pp. 31-51).

The three social system levels are entwined in their operation, but viewing them from an
evolutionary aspect their connections and the significance of the individual system leels might
be different invarious periods of history. In “face-to face" societies the organization of sociality
mostly took place within the interaction systems so the boundaries of the most comprehensive
social system, society, coincided with the boundaries of the community. All communication
took place in interactions and it was hard to distinguish "society" itself from the interactions,
which meant that the stability of society was based on its undisturbed interactions. At that time a
contradiction of any of the communicants which lead to conflict endangered the stability of th
primitive society as a whole. Tolerating the conradictions and conflicts within the interactions
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was only possible to the degree to which society was able to stabilize its structures transcending
the acts of interactions. Beneath this umbrella hosts of interactions arise and cease. Below a
certain threshold level the disintegration of interactions due to conflicts does not affect the
undisturbed flow of the total communication within a society.

The society that outgrew the interactions underwent a large-scale increase in complexity,
although above a certain level it was only through the development of organizational
communication penetrating between the interactions and the "receding” society that this gap
could be widened and stabilized, along with that of the complexity of the acts of communication
within the same society.

According to Luhmann's typology, all forms outside the category of interaction which cannot fit
directly into the framework of society are covered by the term organization. For this reason it
has been suggested several times that this typology should be developed further and that group
should be included as an independent system level (See Neidhard, 1979, Tyrell, 1983).
However, Luhmann included these group-like structures in "organization”, using the concepts
"membership” and "organization" broadly.

Today's formal organizations can be distinguished from the small natural communities of
traditional societies only on the grounds of the degree of their formality and the members' free
access and withdrawal. Yet with Luhmann we might say that societies built up by traditional
communities participate in the establishment of intra-societal communication by defining some
comprehensive cultural standards and the rules of usage. The majority of these are developed in
small, traditional communities bound by restrictions, and regulated by norms long unchanged.

Firstly, with the disruption of the small traditional communities the role of the natural small
communities as units organizing and influencing social communication will be reduced (e.g. the
present-day small family), and seconly, the shaping of communication will be taken over by
formal organizations allowing free access and resignation. So today an increasing proportion of
interactions takes place in formal organizations and the interactions are organizationally
"preformed™ (4). As regards the remaining non-formal organizations where emotional solidarity
plays a greater role, their distinction within the "group" category may be considered, but the
separation of formal organizations within the organizations makes Luhmann's decision to
renounce their allocation to a separate system level acceptable.

Not only are the majority of interactions organizationally preformed, but beyond general social
predestination they themselves and the selection of the systems organization are determined by
subsystems of society with their increasing specificity. To quote Luhmann's phrase "complexity
is reduced for them".

The issue of subsystems of society is also a scandalous point in sociological systems theory.
The "system" concept was adopted in most every-day social science analyses without any
attempt to identify it accurately - in American sociology, in the late 50s. Talcott Parsons who
after sporadic attempts (5), introduced the "system™ concept into sociology with great success
considered the systematism of social paradigms suitable for reconstruction only analytically, i.e.
theoretically. As we know, he presupposed four basic functions in the operation of society as a
system and he divided society into four social subsystems to fulfill these functions analytically.
He concluded, however, that empirically or concretely detectable social mechanisms do not
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necessarily fall into one or another of the four subsystems, so it did not even occur to him that
he should look for system-like delimitations among the actually functioning social mechanism,
and he never considered it a theoretical problem.

For a considerable time there was nobody on a general theoretical level who showed any
intention of re-interpreting Parsons' analytical systems theory as an empirical or concrete
approach to the social system in principle. However, in the specialized individual branches of
social sciences an unnoticed tendency to re-interpret started precisely in respect of the social
sphere under examination: they started to apply the notion of systems theory empirically (6),
like for instance the categories of feed-back, input-output and equilibrium.

With the propagation of the applications of categories within the systems theory assuming mass
proportions the theory was transformed impreceptibly in specialized branches of social sciences
into an empirical or concrete approach to systems and Parsons' categories were used
simultaneously. However, due to this unconscious reinterpretation the elementary preliminary
question was left open: "where do empirical or concrete social subsystems draw their
boundaries (if and where they exist) and to what principles and mechanisms do they conform?"
For scientists dealing with specific areas the field under examination is also to be marked off at
the level of every-day thinking: this is science and that is economy, politics, the legal system,
art, education, etc., as it is well known.

At the level of every-day thinking the demarcation between the various social spheres is not a
problem - all the less, since during the past centuries science has been represented by
organizations with clearly defined profiles (academies, universitaries, etc.), the political sphere
by government offices, parties, etc. However, this is a misleading situation because a subsystem
of society may actually cease to exist even if the special organizations are maintained. This was
shown for instance by the example of early socialism in Eastern Europe: the Academy of
Sciences may have existed but the same ideological and state control functioned in it as in the
products of "art" (also precisely delimited) or in the law which was made to serve political
terror. In Western societies the separation mechanisms of subsystems of society really are
functioning naturally - reality allowed identification of the boundaries of separate organizations
with those of the subsystems of society even if there was no theoretical justification.

Neither, for a long time, did delimitation of the subsystems of society present a problem for
Niklas Luhmann. Although in the mid-60's, after some initial hesitation, he rejected Parson's
analytical approach to systems and adopted the starting point that the subsystems of society are
delimited from each other in reality both empirically and concretely (thus rejecting Parsons'
division into four social subsystems), it was only from the mid-70s that he managed to find a
unified basis for a theoretical reconstruction of the delimitation between subsystems of the
society.

In short, Luhmann's present-day views on the delimitation of social subsystems can be
summarized as follows: a pronounced demarcation of subsystems of society is a function of
how well it can arrange itself around a universal binary code (in other words: a "dual
schematics™). The communications belonging to discrete subsystems of society select the
information received from reality according to this. In science selection follows the true/false
binary code; the more specific scientific theories make the selection according to the rules of
logic and verification processess; in law the distinction between lawful and unlawful,in the
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system of economy the distinction between profitable and non-profitable control the options and
selection of communications.

Thus an organizational system is not constitutive when it is a question of delimiting subsystems

of society but below this level there should be a less visible mechanism operating: the selection
of communications belonging to a subsystem is conrolled by a specific binary code, which
universally permeates the given subsystem. At this point attention should be called to a few
problems in Luhmann's solution which will be discussed in more detail later.

One of them is that within the subsystems of society he does not delimit the communications
which apply the discrete universal binary code professionally and the set structures organizing
them from the applications in everyday life. So, for instance, the system of science includes both
a scientist's activities in a specialized field subject to the true/false distinction and all types of
everyday communication. The same holds for the activities of professional jurists who base their
orientation on the dichotomy of lawful and unlawful, as well as for the actions of anyone
orientated according to the alwful/unlawful distinction in some cases (7).

As a result of his broad conception of the subsystems of society Luhmann is biased towards
neglecting the examination of the set structures, which recruit, select, socialize, evaluate, reward
and sanction those participating in professional communications of the discrete subsystems of
society according to a special binary code, which is to say that these structures aim at forcing the
professional participants to assert the specific dual paradigm in the clearest possible form
through the means of structure. Following this line Luhmann would be unable to gather up the
applications of binary codes in everydays with this.

3. The contingency of sociality: differentiation in time

The separation of discrete subsystems of society in modern societies raises the fulfillment of the
various basic functions to a high level and makes it possible that within the various social
subsystems complex structures of selections (those linked with each other) can be built up. The
immense complexity on a general social level does not cause any selection problems for the
subsystems as a result of system-like separations as the delimitations degrade the other
increasingly commplex subsysems to environments beyond the subsystems and each
predominantly selects information emerging from the environment according to its own dual
paradigm. Thus the subsystem-like delimitations reduce complexity on a general social level,
and this allows a drastic growth in complexity without leading to chaos or the disorganization of
the whole society.

The subsystem-like delimitation, however, is just one axis along which complexity expands.
Using Luhmann's expression, this differentiation covers only the substantive (sachliche) and
social (soziale) dimensions. The third dimension of the composition of sociality is the
differentiation in time. The complexity ensured in the previous dimensions can be further
increased if the rigid interlocking of the individual mechanisms within the subsystems can be
eliminated and elements of a subsystem are allowed to interlink to form new combinations or
relations. This allows a further growth in the number of elements within the subsystems, i.e. a
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system might become even more complex, particularly if a form of interlocking can be
developed where certain elements within the system are joined in a time sequence succeeded by
their flexible disengagement, which is in turn succeeded by the interlocking of new elements
(Luhmann, 1981, pp. 101-126). Such a "temporal™ sysytem (8) can stabilize the growth of
complexity by this shift in time.

A discussion of this kind may sound somewhat abstract, but it provides a theoretical solution
for such simple things as, for instance, political pluralism. Modern political systems have
"temporalized" their complexity by basing state power on periodically recurring elections.
Besides factually existing and operating government policies the future is also present in an
institutionalized from albeit suspended in the form of alternative party policies and platforms,
any of which might interlink with the machinery of administration executing the respective
period's state policies at the following elections should it become the ruling party by acquiring a
majority at the parliamentary elections.

Similar differentiations in time can be observed in science. Scientific thinking means working
on the threshold of knowledge, where there are alternative ve