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Cantril, Hadley (ed.) (1950) Tensions That Cause Wars, Urbana: University of Illinois
Press.
“The Role of Expectancy, Gordon W. Allport, pp. 43-78”
 . . . to hold that only one type of social system automatically excludes war, and
that all others automatically engender war, is to violate the evidence of history up
to the present time. 45
 Freud goes so far as to hold that the common feeling of bitterness and hate toward
Jews is due to people’s resentment toward God himself for demanding so much of
us. This hatred, repressed through fear of God, gets displaced upon the Jews who
taught us both about God and are commonly accused of killing Christ, the son of
God. In a deeper sense we ourselves would like to kill Christ who expects so
much of us. Since we deplore this impulse in ourselves, we blame the Jews who,
legend tells us, have actually carried it out. 49-50
Coser, Lewis (1956) The Function of Social Change, New York: The Free Press.
 “The clash of doctrines is not a disaster, it is an opportunity.” Alfred North
Whitehead, Science and the Modern World 9
 It appears that the first generation of American sociologists saw themselves as
reformers and addressed themselves to an audience of reformers. Such selfimages and publics called attention to situations of conflict, and this accounts for
the sociologists’ concern with them. Furthermore, far from being viewed merely
as a negative phenomenon, social conflict was seen as performing decidedly
positive functions. In particular, conflict provided to these sociologists the central
explanatory category for the analysis of social change and of “progress.” The
reformist ethic so canalized the interest of the first generation of American
sociologists as to constitute an important element in the enhanced cultivation of
sociology. The deep-rooted reformist interests of the day demanded in their
forceful implications the systematic, rational and empirical study of society and
the control of a corrupt world. 16
 “A hostility must excite consciousness the more deeply and violently, the greater
the parties’ similarity against the background of which the hostility arises . . .
People who have many common features often do one another worse or ‘worser’
wrong then complete strangers do. . . . We confront the stranger with whom we
share neither characteristics nor broader interests, objectively; we hold out
personalities in reserve. . . . The more we have in common with another as
whole persons, however, the more easily will our totality be involved in every
single relation to him. . . . Therefore, if a quarrel arises between persons in such
an intimate relationship, it is often so passionately expansive. . . .
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“The second type which is relevant here . . . is the case of a hostility whose
intensification is grounded in a feeling of belonging together, of unity . . . [this
shows] the peculiar phenomenon of social hatred. This hatred is directed against
a member of the group, not from personal motives, but because the member
presents a danger to the preservation of the group. . . . The two conflicting
parties hate each other not only on the concrete ground which produced the
conflict but also on the sociological ground of hatred from the enemy of the group
itself. . . . Typical of this is the way the renegade hates and is hated. The recall
of earlier agreement has such a strong effect that the new contract is infinitely
sharper and bitterer than if no relation at / all had existed in the past . . .
‘respect for enemy’ is usually absent where the hostility has arisen on the basis of
previous solidarity. And where enough similarities continue to make confusions
and blurred borderlines possible, points of difference need an emphasis not
justified by the issue but only by that danger of confusion” (Simmel, Georg
(1955) Conflict, trans. Kurt H. Wolff, Glenco, Ill.: The Free Press, pp. 43, 44, 47,
48). 67-68
“Contradiction and conflict not only precede unity but are operative in it at every
moment of its existence. . . . There probably exists no social unit in which
convergent and divergent currents among its members are not inseparably
interwoven. . . . “Conflict is designed to resolve divergent dualisms; it is a way
of achieving some kind of unity. . . . This is roughly parallel to the fact that it is
the most violent symptom of a disease which represent the effort of the organism
to free itself of disturbances and damages caused by them. . . . Conflict itself
resolves the tension between contrasts.” (Simmel, Georg (1955) Conflict, trans.
Kurt H. Wolff, Glenco, Ill.: The Free Press, pp. 13-15). 72
“Every species of social conflict interferes with every other species in society . . .
save only when lines of cleavage coincide; in which case they reinforce one
another. . . . These different oppositions in society are like different waves series
set upon opposite sides of a lake, which neutralize each other if the crest of one
meets the trough of the other, but which reinforce each other if crest meets crest
while trough meets trough. . . . A society, therefore, which is ridden by a dozen
opposition along lines running in every direction may actually be in less danger of
being torn with violence or falling to pieces than one split just along one line. For
each new cleavage contributes to narrow / the cross clefts, so that one might
say that society is sewn together by its inner conflicts.” (Ross, Edward Alsworth
(1920) The Principles of Sociology, New York: The Century Co., pp. 164-65
(emphasis in the original)). 76-77
Simmel’s proposition may be reformulated as follows: The absence of conflict
cannot be taken as an index of the strength and stability of a relationship. Stable
relationships may be characterized by conflicting behavior. Closeness gives rise
to frequent occasions for conflict, but if the participants feel that their
relationships are tenuous, they will avoid conflict, fearing that it might endanger
the continuance of the relation. When close relationships are characterized by
frequent conflicts rather than by the accumulation of hostile and ambivalent
feelings, we may be justified, given that such conflicts are not likely to concern
basic consensus, in taking these frequent conflicts as an index of the stability of
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these relationships. In secondary relationship, where we are initially justified in
expecting relatively less intense conflicts owing to the segmental involvement of
the participants, the presence of conflict may be taken as an index of the operation
of a balancing mechanism. 85
Outside conflict unites the group and heightens morale, but whether it will also
result in centralization depends on the structure of the group itself as well as on
the nature of the conflict. Internal cohesion is likely to be increased in the group
which engages in outside conflict. The occurrence of despotism, however, is
inversely related to the strength of internal cohesion; despotism will occur where
there is insufficient cohesion at the outset of the conflict and where the conflict
situation fails to bring about the cohesion necessary for concerted action.
However, conflict between groups or nations has often led to anomie rather than
to an increase in internal cohesion. 92
The degree of group consensus prior to the outbreak of the conflict seems to be
the most important factor affecting cohesion. If a group is lacking in basic
consensus, outside threat leads not to increased cohesion, but to general apathy,
and the group is consequently threatened with disintegration. Research on the
impact of the depression on the family has shown, for example, that families
lacking solidarity before the depression responded apathetically and were broke,
whereas solidary families actually were strengthened. 92-93
The anti-Semite justifies his persecution of the Jew in terms of the Jew’s power,
aggression and vengefulness. “He sees in the Jew everything which brings him
misery – not only his social oppressor but also his unconscious instincts.”
(Fenichel, Otto (1946) “Elements of a Psychoanalytic Theory of Antisemitism,”
in Antisemitism, A Social Disease, Ernst Simmel (ed.), New York: International
Universities Press, p. 29.) Mingled fear and dread of the Jew is one of the key
elements of the complex anti-Semitic syndrome. 107
Our discussion of the distinction between types of conflict, and between types of
social structures, leads us to conclude that conflict tends to be dysfunctional for a
social structure in which there is no or insufficient toleration and
institutionalization of conflict. The intensity of a conflict which threatens to “tear
apart,” which attacks the consensual basis of a social system, is related to the
rigidity of the structure. What threatens the equilibrium of such a structure is not
conflict as such, but the rigidity itself which permits hostilities to accumulate and
to be channeled along one major line of cleavage once they break out in conflict.
157

Coser, Lewis A., and Rosenberg, Bernard (eds.) (1957) Sociological Theory: A Book of
Readings, New York: The Macmillan Company.
“Suicide and Social Cohesion, Durkheim, pp. 171-180
 The aptitude of Jews for suicide is always less than that of Protestants; in a very
general way it is also, though to a lesser degree, lower than that of Catholics.
Occasionally however, the latter relation is reversed; such cases occur especially
in recent times. Up to the middle of the century, Jews killed themselves less
frequently than Catholics in all countries but Bavaria; only towards 1870 do they
begin to lose their ancient immunity. They still very rarely exceed the rate for
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Catholics. Besides, it must be remembered that Jews live more exclusively than
other confessional groups in cities and are in intellectual occupations. On this
account they are more inclined to suicide than the members of other confessions,
for reasons other than their religion. If therefore the rate for Judaism is so low, in
spite of this aggravating circumstance, it may be assumed that other things being
equal, their religion has the fewest suicides of all.
These facts established, what is their explanation? 171
. . . the reproach to which the Jews have for so long been exposed by Christianity
has created feelings of unusual solidarity among them. Their need of resisting a
general hostility, the very impossibility of free communication with the rest of the
population, has forced them to strict union among themselves. Consequently,
each community became a small, compact and coherent society with a strong
feeling of self-consciousness and unity. Everyone thought and lived alike;
individual divergences were made almost impossible by the community of
existence and the close and constant surveillance of all over each. The Jewish
church has thus been more strongly united than any other, from its dependence on
itself because of being the object of intolerance. By analogy with what has just
been observed apropos of Protestantism, the same cause must therefore be
assumed for the slight tendency of the Jews to suicide in spite of all sorts of
circumstances which might on the contrary incline them to it. Doubtless they owe
this immunity in a sense to the hostility surrounding them. But if this is its
influence, it is not because it imposes a higher morality but because it obliges
them to live in greater union. They are immune to this degree because their
religious society is of such solidarity. Besides, the ostracism to which they are
subject is only one of the causes producing this result; the very nature of Jewish
beliefs must contribute largely to it. Judaism, in fact, like all early religions,
consists basically of a body of practices minutely governing all the details of life
and leaving little free room to individual judgment. 175

Merton, Robert K. (1957) Social Theory and Social Structure, London: The Free Press of
Glencoe.
 The self-fulfilling prophecy, whereby fears are translated into reality, operates
only in the absence of deliberate institutional controls. And it is only with the
rejection of social fatalism implied in the notion of unchangeable human nature
that the tragic circle of fear, social disaster, and reinforced fear can be broken.
436
Schermerhorn, Richard A. (1961) Society and Power, New York: Random House, Inc.
 Sociology is concerned with patterned social relationships, with groups and
institutions, with the determinate conditions and consequences of social action.
Thus the “field” of the sociologist, in principle at least, stretches across the
changing human scene: his guiding concerns reveal themselves, for example, in
family life and play, in office and factory, in formal and informal organizations, in
the economy and in the policy, in the local community and the larger nation.
Within – and between – these several realms the sociologist investigates such
pervasive processes as conflict and competition and cooperation; he explores the
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recurring problems of stability, instability, and change; and in these pursuits he
analyzes the functions of various modes of social relationships, including those
that involve the capacity of some persons to control the conduct of others. This is
to say that the sociologist studies – or should study – power. v
Sociology would have had quite a different history if it had chosen power instead
of control as a major category. 13
Societies with flexible power structures have one or more of the following
characteristics: (1) separation or relative autonomy of the segmental power
structures; (2) permissiveness allowing the formation of multiple voluntary
associations; and (3) considerable mobility between or within occupational and
class structures. The first feature appears to be more crucial than the other two.
Societies with rigid power structures, on the other hand, are marked by (1)
consolidation of the power structures into a single ruling center; (2) inhibition of
plural associations independently organized; and (3) highly restricted social
mobility. Breaks in the third pattern occasionally appear when members of the
upper strata single out individuals from below for “promotion” or where persons
force their way up through intrigue and violence.
It goes without saying that no society is totally rigid or completely
flexible: these are only limits. 40-41
In flexible societies the state is only one center of power in a plurality of centers;
at times a primus inter pares, it has limited autonomy. 42
Rigid societies tend to be more monopolistic, deliberate, and manipulative about
their principles of legitimacy, while flexibility organized societies depend as
much on common consensus and traditional values as on “political formulas.”
This generalization has implications for the relations between power and social
change. 51
Concentration of power in the hands of the ruler and the ruling clique, formalized
and channeled through state machinery, generates two major problems: (1) the
need to decentralize so as to control regions at the periphery of the society or
interest groups that must be satisfied to a considerable degree on their own terms;
and (2) the need to assure loyalty to the ruler and his method of rule. 64
Monarchical societies differ considerably in the degree of their rigidity. One
major difference occurs with respect to the personal weakness of the rulers
themselves which permits the growth of segmental power structures by default.
65
The flexible organization of medieval society proved to be so unstable that it was
later superseded by more centralized monarchical control. The nobles “managed
to impose restraints upon both the prince and his councilors and executives. The
organizational result of this extremely complicated, unresolved contest for
supremacy was the gradual reconstruction of the central government on the basis
of institutions, representative of the ruling groups, which were identical with the
most affluent and most privileged elements of society. Thus, a sort of co-regency
developed among the prince, the government bureaucrats, and the notables . . .
Since these associations of local rulers were often divided by intergroup as well as
intragroup quarrels, they held only an unstable share in the exercise of the central
authority . . . Time and again, they wavered between organized cooperation and
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passive or active resistance. . . . “ (Rosenberg, Hans (1958) Bureaucracy,
Aristocracy and Autocracy: The Prussian Experience 1660-1815, Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, pp. 10-11). 66
American society can be taken as a more recent representative of flexible
organization, though this society is so many-sided that it is difficult to
characterize it briefly. In America, political power was weakened from the outset
by men reacting against absolutism and jealous of states’ rights. The separation
of governmental powers has created much internal struggle for dominance and the
federal system has given considerable autonomy to geographic sub-centers.
Another factor was the frontier spirit of pragmatism or getting things done by
direct action in the economic sphere, a relentless drive that soon built up
tremendous aggregations of wealth to challenge political authority in the making
of social decisions. 67
Sociological analysis of community power relations should then throw some light
on his interpretation of local events. 87
One thing seems certain and should be kept in mind: community decisions are
only partly autonomous. 95

Shibutani, Tamotsu (1961) Society and Personality: An Interactionist Approach to Social
Psychology, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.
 In working with a dynamic conception of the group, interest centers not so much
upon membership as upon participation in collective activity. Individuals are
viewed not so much as members of this or that organization, but rather as active
participants in some kind of action. We are concerned not with the individual as a
total organism, but with those aspects of his behavior that constitute his
contributions to cooperative enterprises. For example, a star halfback is an
essential part of a football team, but what he does in a game constitutes only a
small part of his life, actually only a small part of his total activities on the day of
the contest. He eats breakfast; he talks to his friends; he ogles an attractive girl on
the streetcar; he apologizes to a man he has accidentally bumped. Each man’s
behavior may be viewed as constituting phases of a succession of larger
transactions in which he is playing a part.
If the distinctive feature of a social group is the capacity of the participants
for joint activity, this suggests that a fruitful point of departure for the study of
groups is the analysis of action rather than structure. It should be noted, however,
that these alternative conceptions are merely different ways of looking at people.
One way is not necessarily right, nor the other wrong; each may be useful. Those
working with a dynamic conception of the group place emphasis upon the study
of how society works rather than upon how its parts are arranged. Such an
approach, however, does not rule out the possibility of studying stable and well
organized groups.
Group action may be regarded as something that is constructed out of the
diverse efforts of independently motivated men moving together toward some
shared objective. There is an astonishing variety of things that men can do
together, but all transactions have two essential characteristics: division of labor
and flexible coordination. Division of labor is an allocation of various tasks. In
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all group activities, different participants do different things, and their respective
lines of action are integrated into a collective pattern. In any cooperative
enterprise action that is initiated in the behavior of one person is completed in the
behavior of others. In a football game the man who throws a pass does not have
to run downfield to catch the ball, nor does a customer making payment for a
purchase have / to jump over the counter to get his change from the cash
register. All group activities involve the behavior and experiences of a number of
people, each with a somewhat different contribution to make. This means that the
participants are interdependent; each person must do his share or the unit as a
whole breaks down.
Flexible coordination is that high degree of adaptability which makes it
possible to meet the peculiarities and changes that occur in each situation. Men
who are involved in joint enterprises are not mere puppets responding to one
another in a mechanical fashion; the general direction of coordinated action is
built up in the successive give and take that occurs among the participants.
Turning again to football, an excellent illustration of such flexibility is provided
by the maneuvers of a defensive unit that has just intercepted a pass. Although
pass interceptions are not uncommon, the disposition of the players on the field is
never twice the same. Yet downfield blocking is quickly organized in which
adjustments are made to unforeseen contingencies. If the man who has the ball is
slow and clumsy, the blocking is different from what it would be for a dazzling
broken field runner. If a large number of opposing tacklers are concentrated on
one part of the field, adjustments are made to facilitate the runner’s avoiding that
sector. Each blocker must make is own judgments and decisions, but the acts fit
together. The exigencies of each situation are taken into account as each man
contributes in his own way to the achievement of a collective goal. 34-35
Groups also differ in the degree of self-consciousness and deliberate effort that
characterizes the participants. In secular as well as religious ceremonies,
especially those which are very familiar, people act habitually, and some manage
to make the appropriate contributions while almost asleep. This is true of all
rituals. In virtually all other organized activities, however, most of the
participants are more or less self-conscious. Each man seeks to advance his
interests, but in doing so he takes into account the fact that others have their
concerns as well. Hence, they try to anticipate one another’s reactions.
Especially in situations in which there are competing or conflicting interests, a
high degree of self-consciousness characterizes most of the people involved.
Each is careful to examine critically any move made by his opponent and at the
same time plans his own strategy with care. In sharp contrast, there are other
transactions, such as the cheering that foes on in the rooting sections during a hard
fought athletic contest, in which self-awareness if minimized. The participants
sometimes become so excited that they forget themselves and yell and scream in
ways that would normally be inhibited. Thus, some forms of group action are
carried out almost automatically; others are carried out through deliberate
cooperation; others involve a give and take between parties seeking to manipulate
one another; and still others involve a blind, impulsive explosion of tensions. 37
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Consensus refers to some kind of mutual understanding, a sharing of perspectives.
It is, however, neither an absolute nor a static agreement. It is not absolute in that
it is unlikely that even the most intimate of associates would be able to share all
their inner experiences, and it cannot be static in that each person’s orientation
toward his world is constantly undergoing some kind of transformation. Before
there can be mutual adjustment, however, each participant must know enough
about the others to be able to anticipate, within reasonable limits, what they are
likely to do. 40
Consensus refers to the common assumptions underlying cooperative endeavors.
40
Human beings are not the only creatures who live in groups, but concerted action
among men is marked by a higher degree of flexibility. 63
It has been contended that flexible coordination is achieved as each participant
acts independently, taking the contributions and expectations of his associates into
account, but making his own decisions as he goes along. 64
Flexible coordination rests largely upon the self-control of the participants;
therefore, attention will be directed primarily toward the study of voluntary
conduct. 185
Thus, flexible coordination rests upon the capacity of men to form self-images,
and considerable regularity is introduced into the life of each person by virtue of a
stable self-conception. 215

Bredemeier, Harry C. and Stephenson, Richard M. (1962) The Analysis of Social
Systems, New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.
 On the one hand, then, “liberal” ideologies tend to be based on a conception of
man as a shaper and molder of his environment, particularly his social
environment, in his own interests. “Conservative” ideologies, on the other hand,
tend to emphasize the importance and value of existing social arrangements and
the necessity of man’s adjusting to them. 303
 Economically, the conservative ideology defends self-reliance, competition, and
bargaining as the most desirable kinds of integrative mechanisms. From this
point of view, labor unions are wrong because they interfere with competition
(among workers), public housing is wrong because it “weakens self-reliance” and
violates the bargaining principle, federal health insurance plans are wrong for the
same reason, minimum wage legislation is wrong because it violates the
bargaining principle, and so on. These are all, in the phrase of one conservative
spokesman, the “road to serfdom.” (Friedrich A. Hayek, The Road to Serfdom,
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1944) 304
 Factors that vary from society to society and hence help to account for differences
in extent of mobility among them include: the value placed on mobility by the
society’s general culture, differences in birth rates among the various divisions of
the stratification structure, and shifts in the status-structure. Although high value
placed on mobility probably does not operate independently of other
considerations, it is an important, analytically distinct consideration. The
importance of upward mobility in our society is a constant goad to increase
equality of opportunity, whereas in India, traditionally, there has been little value
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basis for such change. Differential birth rates among the different divisions, of
course, would have important implications for replacement. Any understaffed
division would have to dip below or pull from above for new recruits. Shifts in
the status-structure at the societal level would open up new statuses and close off
others. Geographical exploration and colonization, a shift from an agricultural to
an industrial society, an expanding economy that opens up new positions, or
geographical changes that make old positions obsolete may all affect the positions
that make up the structure of stratification. 337
At the community as well as at the national level individual power frequently is
consolidated through formal organizations . . . 349
Decision-making statuses, which are always a minority, may be filled either
“democratically” or “undemocratically.” In either case, political structure may
vary according to the degree to which decision makers are independent of those
they govern; according to the scope of the lives of the subjects governed by the
decision makers; according to the sense of legitimacy felt by the subjects; and
according to the degree to which decision-makers are independent of anyone else.
392

Stein, Maurice and Vidich, Arthur (eds.) (1963) Sociology on Trial, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall Inc.
“The Bureaucratic Ethos” C. Wright Mills, pp. 12-25
 “One final word of caution is needed to the student who plans to become a
sociologist,” Paul Lazarsfeld has written. “He is likely to be worried about the
state of the world. The danger of a new war, the conflict between social systems,
the rapid social changes which he has observed in his country has probably made
him feel that the study of social matters is of great urgency. The danger is that he
may expect to be able to solve all current problems if he just studies sociology for
a few years. This unfortunately will not be the case. He will learn to understand
better what is going on around him. Occasionally he will find leads for successful
social action. But sociology is not yet in the stage where it can provide a safe
basis for social engineering. . . . It took the natural sciences about 250 years
between Galileo and the beginning of the industrial revolution before they had a
major effect upon the history of the world. Empirical social research has a history
of three or four decades. If we expect from it quick solutions to the world’s
greatest problems, if we demand of it nothing but immediately practical results,
we will just corrupt its natural course.” (Lazarsfeld, P., “What is Sociology?,”
Oslo, 1948 (mimeo): 19-20) 12
 All “schools of thought” have meaning for the career of the academic man.
“Good work” is defined in terms agreeable to given schools, and thus academic
success comes to depend upon active acceptance of the tenets of a dominant
school. As long as there are many or at least several differing “schools,” and
especially in an expanding professional market, this requirement need not burden
anyone. 14
 The idea of a university as a circle of professional peers, each with apprentices
and each practicing a craft, tends to be replaced by the idea of a university as a set
of research bureaucracies, each containing an elaborate division of labor, and
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hence of intellectual technicians. For the efficient use of these technicians, if for
no other reason, the need increases to codify procedures in order that they may be
readily learned. 14
Much of the propaganda force of bureaucratic social science is due to its
philosophical claims to Scientific Method; much of its power to recruit is due to
the relative ease of training individuals and setting them to work in a career with a
future. In both instances, explicitly coded methods, readily available to the
technicians, are the major keys to success. In some of the founders, empirical
techniques serve an imagination which, it is true, has often been curiously
suppressed, but which one always feels to be there. When you talk with one of
the founders you are always dealing with a mind. But once a young man has
spent three or four years at this sort of thing, you cannot really talk to him about
the problems of studying modern society. His position and career, his ambition
and his very self-esteem, are based in large part upon this one perspective, this
one vocabulary, this one set of techniques. In truth, he does not know anything
else. 16

“Anti-Minotaur: The Myth of a Value-Free Sociology,” Alvin W. Gouldner, pp. 35-52
 The image of a value-free sociology is more than a neat intellectual theorem
demanded as a sacrifice to reason; it is, also, a felt conception of a role and a set
of (more or less) shared sentiments as to how sociologists should live. We may
be sure that it became this not simply because it is true or logically elegant but,
also, because it is somehow useful to those who believe in it. Applauding the
dancer for her grace is often the audience’s way of concealing its lust. 36
 Does the belief in a value-free sociology mean that, in point of fact, sociology is a
discipline actually free of values and that it successfully excludes all nonscientific
assumptions in selecting, studying, and reporting on a problem? Or does it mean
that sociology should do so? Clearly, the first is untrue and I know of no one who
even holds it possible for sociologists to exclude completely their nonscientific
beliefs from their scientific work; and if this is so, on what grounds can this
impossible task be held to be morally incumbent on sociologists? 36
 Once committed to the premise of a value-free sociology, such sociologists are
bound to a policy which can only alienate them further from the surrounding
world. Social science can never be fully accepted in a society, or by a part of it,
without paying its way; this means it must manifest both its relevance and
concern for the contemporary human predicament. Unless the value relevances of
sociological inquiry are made plainly evident, unless there are at least some
bridges between it and larger human hopes and purposes, it must inevitably be
scorned by laymen as pretentious word-mongering. But the manner in which
some sociologists conceive the value-free doctrine disposes them to ignore current
human problems and to huddle together like old men seeking mutual warmth.
“This is not our job,” they say, “and if it were we would not know enough to do it.
Go away, come back when we’re grown up,” say these old men. The issue,
however, is not whether we know enough; the real questions are whether we have
the courage to say and use what we do know and whether anyone knows more.
43
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“Strategy in Social Science, Barrington Moore,” pp. 66-95
 If history is not subject to any laws of development, the implication follows that
man is free to control his own destiny. To my way of thinking this optimism too
is demonstrably shallow. Throughout human history nearly all human beings
have been confronted with the overwhelming weight of a society they as
individuals did nothing to create. They have lived out their lives within a very
narrow range of alternatives. Only a few gifted persons have had the opportunity
and the ability to break through the barriers of their time and place. 86
 In the natural sciences, researchers are able to repeat their experiments, an
advantage that social science lacks for its most important problems. Furthermore,
within limits, the actions people take in important historical crises can alter the
nature of the situation. 88
 Social scientists sometimes feel themselves to be second-class citizens in the
scientific community because they cannot make as firm predictions as their
colleagues. There is no need for this if they define their task as making accurate
assessments of the limits and possibilities of effective human behavior. Such
assessments make sense of course only in terms of some prior set of values.
There is no reason for the social scientist to cut himself off from reasoned
discourse on such questions when in fact he ought to have some of the most
important things to say. 88
“What is Alienation? The Career of a Concept,” Lewis Feuer, pp. 127-147
 By “alienation,” says Erich Fromm, “is meant a mode of experience in which the
person experiences himself as an alien. He has become, one might say, estranged
from himself.” (Fromm, E., The Sane Society, New York, 1955: 110, 120) 127
 The concept “alienation” has a lineage which one can trace right back to Calvin,
who saw man alienated through all time from God by his original sin. Calvin
wrote with eloquence that “spiritual death is nothing else than the alienation of the
soul from God, we are all born as dead men, and we live as dead men, until we
are made partakers of the life of Christ.” (Calvin, J., Commentaries on the Epistle
of Paul to the Galatians and Ephesians, transl. Rev. J. Owen, Grand Rapids,
1948: 219 and Commentaries on the Catholic Epistles, transl. Rev. J. Owen,
Grand Rapids, 1948: 162) Hegel imbibed the concept of alienation from
pessimist Protestant theology; and the early Marx, in turn, like his fellow
Hegelians, regarded man’s history as one of alienation. His youthful Economic
and Philosophic Manuscripts depicted alienation as the essence of the capitalist
order: “Private property is therefore the product, the necessary result of alienated
labor, of the external relation of the worker to nature and to himself.” Alienated
man experienced himself not as an agent but as patient, not as creator but creature,
not as self-determined but other-determined. The products of man’s labor were
transformed “into an objective power above us, growing out of our control,
thwarting our expectations, bringing to naught our calculations. . . .” Because he
was alienated from the product of his labor, man also became alienated from other
men. (See the various passages from Marx cited in Erich Fromm, Marx’s
Concept of Man, pp. 52-53.) This estrangement from the human essence leads, in
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Fromm’s words, to an “existential egotism,” or as Marx stated it, man becomes
alienated from “his own body, external nature, his mental life, and his human
life.” 129
 Alienation in a philosophical sense, that is, the denial of the reality of the material
world, was the consequence of the religious alienation from sexuality. As
Feuerbach stated it: “Separation from the world, from matter, from the life of the
species, is therefore the essential aim of Christianity.” Sexual asceticism was the
source of the idealist metaphysics: “Pleasure, joy, expands man; trouble,
suffering, contracts and concentrates him; in suffering man denies the reality of
the world . . .” (Feuerbach, L., The Essence of Christianity, trans. G. Eliot,
reprinted, New York, 1957: 136-138, 311)
To overcome alienation signified for Feuerbach the overcoming of the
Christian heritage of masochism and the emotions and thought-ways of clerical
celibacy. To Marx, writing in 1844 as a Feuerbachian, the sexual meaning of
“alienation” was still central. The ultimate human relationship which provided
the criterion for the evaluation of societies was for the young Marx the sexual:
“The direct, natural, and necessary relation of person to person is the relation
of man to woman. . . . In this relationship, therefore, is sensuously manifested,
reduced to an observable fact, the extent to which the human essence has become
nature to man. From this relationship one can therefore judge man’s whole level
of development . . . ; the relation of man to woman is the most natural relation of
human being to human being.” (Marx, K., Economic and Philosophic
Manuscripts of 1844, transl. M. Miligan, Moscow: 101) 130
 The alienation of man from himself signified that his natural human emotions had
been distorted. Alienation signified a mode of life in which man was being
compelled by social circumstances to act self-destructively, to cooperate in his
own self-mutilation, his castration, that is, the destruction of his own manhood.
The economy which men had created presumably to satisfy their needs was finally
warping their deepest instincts. Repeatedly the young Marx and Engels
characterized the bourgeois society in metaphors and actualities of sexual
alienation. Economic exploitation eventuated in the mutilations of sexual
alienation. Thus Engels wrote in his The Condition of the Working Class
in England how bourgeois society “unsexes” the human being:
“And yet this condition which unsexes the man and takes from the woman all
womanliness, this condition, which degrades, in the most shameful way, both
sexes, and through them, Humanity, is the last result of our much-praised
civilization . . . ; we must admit that so total a reversal of the position of the sexes
can have come to pass only because the sexes have been placed in a false position
from the beginning.” (Engels, F., The Condition of the Working-Class in England,
trans. F.K. Wischnewetzsky, in Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, On Britain,
Moscow, 1953: 179) 131
 There are modes of alienation in small, egalitarian, cooperative, and agricultural
societies. The countries of New Zealand and Sweden have achieved a high
egalitarian standard of living, but qualified observers have complained of the drab
and dull character of their lives. 139
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The agricultural cooperative societies of Israel, the kibbutzim, inspire their own
corresponding mode of alienation; a typical novel of kibbutz life depicts the
“interminable vacuity” of its existence, and portrays characters who, becoming
desperate in this collective microcosm for a sense of their own individualities, flee
to their tents which shut out a world, “Petty, noisy, full of shadow and darkness.”
“He reacted to communality by going off by himself, by standing aloof. . . . Then
people show up as petty, ludicrous, selfish, malicious, cruel: you fall into an
attitude of general contempt; you hate and become still further alienated from
your fellows. It is a closed circle, a squirrel cage from which there is no release. .
. . Pettiness and selfishness creep in, even into the midst of their community
based on equality and fraternity.” (Feuer, L.S., “Leadership and Democracy in the
Collective Settlements of Israel,” in Studies in Leadership, ed. A.W. Gouldner,
New York, 1950: 375. Maletz, D., Young Hearts, transl. S.N. Richards, New
York, 1950: 43, 46) 139
Able social scientists have tried in recent years to define the dimensions of
alienation, and to construct scales which would enable one to measure statistically
a person’s degree of alienation. Melvin Seeman, for example, / has tried to
distinguish between five variants in “alienation” – powerlessness,
meaninglessness, normlessness, isolation, and self-estrangement. Seeman wishes
to remove “the critical, polemic element in the idea of alienation,” and to translate
what it has to say into the language of the psychological theory of learning. But
the will to criticize and polemize is precisely the essential intent behind the idea
of alienation, and a multitude of alienated persons would be dissatisfied equally
with conditions of power-possession, meaningfulness, norm-orientedness,
involvement, and self-acknowledgment.
Alienation has a way of eluding a fixed set of dimensions because it is as
multipotential as the varieties of human experience. Seeman, for instance, gives
an operational definition of “meaninglessness”; it is a mode of alienation which is
characterized “by a low expectancy that satisfactory predictions about future
outcomes of behavior can be made”; the person senses that his ability to predict
behavioral outcomes is low. (Seeman, M., “On the Meaning of Alienation,”
American Sociological Review, Vol. XXIV, 1959: 786) 139-140
Whether “alienation” however provides an adequate basis for the definition of
human / good seems to me doubtful. “Alienation” remains too much a concept
of political theology which bewilders rather than clarifies the direction for
political action. 145-146

Freedman, Ronald (ed.) (1964) Population: The Vital Revolution, Garden City, NY:
Anchor Books, Doubleday & Co., Inc.
“The Population of the World: Recent Trends and Prospects, Philip M. Hauser, pp. 1546”
 . . . it is possible to reconstruct, within reasonable error limits, the estimated
population of the world from the end of the Neolithic period (the new Stone Age)
in Europe (8000-7000 B.C.). World population at that time is estimated to have
been some ten million, and perhaps was as low as five million. At the beginning
of the Christian Era the population of the world probably numbered between 200
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and 300 million. At the beginning of the Modern Era (1650) world population
had reached about 500 million. In 1962 world population totaled three billion. A
relatively simply analysis of these numbers discloses that an enormous increase in
the rate of world population growth has occurred, especially during the past three
centuries.
Man or very close kin to man has been on the face of the earth for perhaps
two million years. Although it is not known exactly when Homo sapiens, the
present version of man, first appeared, he was much in evidence in Europe
something like 25,000 to 30,000 years ago. 15
It took most of the millennia of man’s habitation of this planet to produce a
population as great as one billion persons simultaneously alive. This population
was not achieved until approximately 1850. To produce a population of two
billion persons simultaneously alive required only an additional seventy-five
years, for this number was achieved by 1925. To reach a population of three
billion persons required only an additional thirty-seven years, for this was the
total in 1962. Continuation of the trend would produce a fourth billion in about
fifteen years and a fifth billion in less than an additional ten years. 18
Examination of these data discloses that for the three centuries between 1650 and
1950 the population of the / world as a whole increased fivefold, from about
500 million to about 2.5 billion. The population of Europe (including Asiatic
U.S.S.R.), however, increased almost sixfold. The population of Northern
America (north of the Rio Grande) increased 168-fold, from about 1 to 168
million. The population of Latin America (south of the Rio Grande) increased
about 23-fold, from about 7 to 163 million. Oceania increased more than sixfold,
from about 2 to 13 million; Asia, showing a fivefold increase, grew at a rate close
to the average for the world, of which it constitutes the greatest portion. In
contrast, Africa, the slowest-growing region of the world, merely doubled its
populations during these three centuries, increasing from about 100 to about 200
million. The regions which experienced the most rapid growth during the three
centuries of the Modern Era were Europe and the areas of European settlement.
The population of Europe and the areas of European settlement combined
increased about sevenfold; the areas of European settlement alone, the Americas
and Oceania, increased eight- to nine-fold between 1650 and 1950.
Why did the rate of population growth increase so spectacularly in Europe
and areas of European settlement? The answer is to be found of course in the
technological, economic, and social developments within these regions during the
Modern Era. Acceleration in growth rate may be traced to the impact of the many
technological, economic, and social changes which are summarized by the
expressions the “agricultural revolution,” and the “technological revolution,” the
“commercial revolution,” the “industrial revolution,” climaxed by the “scientific
revolution.” The profound changes in man’s way of life and in the social order
generated by these developments produced the “demographic revolution.” More
specifically, the combination of developments accelerated the rate of population
growth because it brought about a sharp and unprecedented decline in death rates,
with a corresponding great increase in average length of life.
Precise information is not available, but in all probability, the expectation
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of life at birth in Egypt, Greece, and Rome / around the beginning of the
Christian Era was probably not above thirty years. During the first half century of
the Modern Era, 1650 to 1700, life expectation at birth in Western Europe and
North America was at a level of about thirty-three years, and probably had not
changed much during the preceding three or four centuries. By 1900 death rates
had declined to a point where expectation of life at birth in Western Europe and
North America had increased by fifteen or twenty years, reaching a level of fortyfive to fifty years. By 1960 another twenty years of life had been gained. Life
expectation in Western Europe and North America reached a level of about
seventy years.
Although some changes in birth rates were also involved, it is clear that
the major factor in the great acceleration of population growth, first evident in
Europe and areas of European settlement, was the decline in the death rate. Three
factors contributed to this decline. The first was the general increase in level of
living resulting from technological advances and increased productivity and the
achievement of relatively long periods of peace and tranquility by reason of the
emergence of relatively powerful and stable central government. The second
major factor accounting for the decrease in mortality was the achievement of
environmental sanitation and improved personal hygiene. During the nineteenth
century great strides were made in purifying food and water and improving
personal cleanliness, which contributed materially to the elimination of parasitic
and infectious diseases. The third major factor is of course to be found in the
great and growing contribution of modern medicine, enhanced by the recent
progress in chemotherapy and the insecticides.
These developments during the Modern Era upset the equilibrium between
the birth rate and the death rate that had characterized most of the millennia of
human existence. In eighteenth-century France, for example, of 1000 infants
born, 233 had died before they reached age one, 498 had died before they reached
age twenty, and 786 had died before they reached age sixty. In contrast, in
present-day France, of 1000 infants born only 40 had died / before age on,
only 60 had died before age twenty, and only 246 had died before age sixty. In
eighteenth-century France, of the original 1000 infants only 214 survived to age
sixty. In contemporary France, 754 of the original 1000 infants were still alive at
age sixty. As a result of such a decrease in death rates, the 100 million Europeans
in 1650 three centuries later had about 940 million descendants. 18-21
The less developed areas of the world, containing two thirds of the total
population, are now the most rapidly growing regions of the world. They are
increasing at rates which would double their population in from twenty to forty
years.
The less developed areas are now experiencing the demographic transition
already experienced by the industrialized nations, but at a much more rapid pace.
The implications of the present patterns of fertility and mortality for future
population have great significance, particularly in view of the national aspirations
of the less developed areas for improving levels of living. To achieve higher
levels of living, income per capita must, of course, be increased. Planners must,
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therefore, be aware of what the prospects are for future population so as to be in a
position to set desired economic goals and lay plans for their achievement. 24
Nisbet, Robert A. (1966) The Sociological Tradition, New York: Basic Books, Inc.,
Publishers.
 What are the criteria by which we select the unit-ideas of an intellectual
discipline? Four, at least, are governing. Such ideas must have generality: that is,
all must be discernible in the works of a considerable number of the towering
minds of an age, not to be limited to the works of a single individual or coterie.
Second, they must have continuity: they must be observable in the early as well as
late phases of the period, as relevant indeed to present as to past. Third, such
ideas must be distinctive: they must participate in what it is that makes a
discipline significantly different from other disciplines. Ideas like “individual,”
“society,” “order,” are useless here – however valuable they may be in more
general contexts – for these are elements of all the disciplines of social thought.
Fourth, they must be ideas in the full sense: that is, more than wraithlike
“influences,” more than peripheral aspects of methodology. They must be ideas
in the ancient and lasting Western sense of the word, a sense, indeed, in which
Plato and John Dewey could find common meaning. An idea is a perspective, a
framework, a category (in the Kantian sense) within which vision and fact unite,
within which insight and ob- /
servation are brought together. An idea is, in
Whitehead’s word, a searchlight; it lights up a part of the landscape, leaving other
parts in shadow or darkness. It does not matter whether our ultimate conception
of idea is Platonist or pragmatist, for idea, in the sense in which I shall use the
work in this book, may be described as either archetype or plan of action. 5-6
 What are the essential unit-ideas of sociology, those which, above any others,
give distinctiveness to sociology in its juxtaposition to the other social sciences?
There are, I believe, five: community, authority, status, the sacred, and alienation.
Detailed exposition of these ideas is, of course, the subject of the chapters which
follow. All that is necessary here is their brief identification. Community
includes but goes beyond local community to encompass religion, work, family,
and culture; it refers to social bonds characterized by emotional cohesion, depth,
continuity, and fullness. Authority is the structure or the inner order of an
association, whether this be political, religious, or cultural, and is given
legitimacy by its roots in social function, tradition, or allegiance. Status is the
individual’s position in the hierarchy of prestige and influence that characterizes
every community or association. The sacred includes the mores, the non-rational,
the religious and ritualistic ways of behavior that are valued beyond whatever
utility they may possess. Alienation is a historical perspective within which man
is seen as estranged, anomic, and rootless when cut off from the ties of
community and moral purpose. 6
 The hallmark of liberalism is devotion to the individual; especially to his political,
civil, and then, increasingly, his social rights. What tradition is to the
conservative and use of power is to the radical, individual autonomy is to the
liberal. 10
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If there is any one element that gives distinction to radicalism of the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries it is, I believe, the sense of the redemptive possibilities
which lie in political power: its capture, its purification, and its unlimited, even
terroristic, use in the rehabilitation of man and institutions. Coupled with power
is almost limitless faith in reason in the fashioning of a new social order. 10
Modern conservatism is, in its philosophical form at least, the child of the
Industrial and French revolutions: unintended, unwanted, hated by the
protagonists of each, but the child nevertheless. What the two revolutions
attacked, the conservatism of such men as Bruek, Bonald, Haller, and Coleridge
defended. And what the two revolutions engendered – in the way of popular
democracy, technology, secularism, and so on – conservatism attacked. If the
central ethos of liberalism is individual emancipation, and that of radicalism the
expansion of political power in the service of social and moral zeal, the ethos of
conservatism is tradition, essentially medieval tradition. From conservatism’s
defense of social tradition sprang its emphasis on the values of community,
kinship, hierarchy, authority, and religion, and also its premonitions of social
chaos surmounted by absolute power once individuals had become wrenched
from the contexts of these values by the forces of liberalism and radicalism. 11
The most fundamental and far-reaching of sociology’s unit-ideas is community.
the rediscovery of community is unquestionably the most distinctive development
in nineteenth-century social thought, a development that extends well beyond
sociological theory to such areas as philosophy, history, and theology to become
indeed one of the major themes of imaginative writing in the century. It is hard to
think of any other idea that so clearly separates the social thought of the
nineteenth century from that of the preceding age, the Age of Reason.
The idea of community holds the same pivotal importance in the
nineteenth century that the idea of contract had held in the Age of Reason. Then,
philosophers had used the rationale of contract to give legitimacy to social
relationships. Contract provided the model of all that was good and defensible in
society. In the nineteenth century, however, we find contract waning before the
rediscovered symbolism of community. In many spheres of thought, the ties of
community – real or imagined, traditional or contrived – come to form the image
of the good society. Community becomes the means of denoting legitimacy in
associations as diverse as state, church, trade unions, revolutionary movement,
profession, and cooperative.
By community I mean something that goes far beyond mere local
community. The word, as we find it in much nineteenth- and twentieth-century
thought encompasses all forms of relationship which are characterized by a high
degree of personal intimacy, emotional depth, moral commitment, social
cohesion, and continuity in time. Community is founded on man conceived in his
wholeness rather than in one or another of the roles, taken separately, that he may
hold in a social order. It draws its psychological strength from levels of
motivation deeper than those of mere volition or interest, and it achieves its
fulfillment in a submergence of individual will that is not possible in unions of
mere convenience or rational assent. Community is a fusion of feeling and
thought, of tradition and commitment, of membership and volition. It may be
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found in, or be given symbolic expression by, locality, religion, nation, race,
occupation, or crusade. Its archetype, both historically and symbolically, is the
family, and in almost every type of genuine community the nomenclature of
family is prominent. Fundamental to the strength of the bond of community is the
real or imagined antithesis formed in the same social setting by the noncommunal relations of competition or conflict, utility or contractual assent.
These, by their relative impersonality and anonymity, highlight the close personal
ties of community. 48
Our chief concern, however, is with sociology and the influence exerted upon it
by the idea of community. This influence was vast. Community is not merely a
dominating empirical interest of sociologists – manifest in studies of kinship,
locality, and guild – but a perspective, a methodology, that lights up the study of
religion, authority, law, language, personality, and gives a new scope to the ageold problem of organization and disorganization. Sociology, above any other
discipline in the century, gave primacy to the concept of the social. The point to
be emphasized here, however, is that the referent of “social” was almost
invariably the communal. Communitas, not societas with its more impersonal
connotations, is the real etymological source of the sociologist’s use of the word
“social” in his studies of personality, kinship, economy, and polity. 56
“It [the political revolution] dissolved civil society into its basic elements, on the
one hand individuals, and on the other hand the material and cultural elements
which formed the life experience and the civil situation of these individuals. It set
free the political spirit which had, so to speak, been dissolved, fragmented, and
lost in the various culs-de-sac of feudal society. . . . (Karl Marx: Early Writings,
T.B. Bottomore, trans. And ed., New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964, 28 f.) 69
Such culs-de-sac, as Marx makes clear, as family, types of occupation, caste, and
guilds. It was in the light of Marx’s distaste for all the communalism and
corporatism bequeathed by history that he could refer approvingly to the “giant
broom” of the French Revolution which had swept these into the dustbin of
history.
Nor is there anything in Marx’s writing to suggest that his view of
community ever changed. There is a perfect line of continuity between what he
wrote of the village community in India and the position that the Bolsheviks were
to take – though only after considerable debate – on the subject of traditional
communal institutions in Russia: such institutions as the mir and the peasant coooperative. Engels, to be sure, writing in 1875, foresaw the possibility of a
socialist revolution working on the basis of, rather than on the destruction of,
these groups. 69
What are the sources of democratic power? Tocqueville finds these preeminently in the massive tendency of modern history toward equalization of
status and the leveling of ranks. “In running over the pages of our history, we
shall scarcely find a single great event of the last seven hundred years that has not
promoted equality of condition.” Equality has meant, however, the destruction of
the estates, guilds, classes, and other associations which had, by virtue of the very
inequality they conferred on the population, represented limits on the power of the
kind. “I perceive that we have destroyed those individual powers which were
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able, single-handed, to cope with tyranny; but it is the government alone that has
inherited all the privileges of which families, guilds, and individuals have been
deprived; to the power of a small number of persons, which, if it was sometimes
oppressive, was often conservative, has succeeded the weakness of the whole
community.” (Democracy in America, Phillips Bradley, ed., New York: Alfred
Knopf, 1945, I, 10) 121
Centralization has “everywhere increased in a thousand different ways. Wars,
revolutions, conquests, have served to promote it; all men have labored to
increase it.” (Democracy in America, II, 313) Centralization of power feeds on
popular revolt. Everywhere are to be seen people “escaping by violence from the
sway of their laws, abolishing or limiting the authority of their rulers or their
princes; the nations which are not in open revolution restless at least, and excited,
all of them animated by the same spirit of revolt.” 128
“The centralized state power,” he writes in opening words reminiscent of
Tocqueville, “with its ubiquitous organs of standing army, police, bureaucracy,
clergy, and judicature – organs wrought after the plan of a systematic and
hierarchic division of labor – originates from the days of the absolute monarchy,
serving nascent middle-class society as a mighty weapon in its struggles against
feudalism. Still its development remained clogged by all manner of medieval
rubbish, seigniorial rights, local privileges, municipal and gild monopolies and
provincial constitutions. The gigantic broom of the French Revolution of the
eighteenth century swept away all these relics of bygone times, thus clearing
simultaneously the social soil of its last hindrances to the superstructure of the
modern state edifice raised under the First Empire . . .” (Marx and Engels [1959]
Basic Writings on Politics and Philosophy, Garden City: Doubleday Anchor
Books, p. 363) 138
Education “is only the image and reflection of society. It imitates and reproduces
the latter in abbreviated form; it does not create it. . . .” (Spaulding, John A. and
Simpson, George, trans. [1951] Suicide: A Study in Sociology, New York: The
Free Press of Glencoe, p. 372 f.) 155
There are, I suggest, two fundamental and distinguishable perspectives of
alienation to be found in nineteenth-century sociological thought. The first rests
on an alienated view of the individual, the second on an alienated view of society.
In the first perspective we see modern man as uprooted, alone, without
secure status, cut off from community or any system of clear moral purpose. 265
The second perspective is closely related to the first, but the emphasis is different.
The emphasis here is on society, the people, the general will. In this perspective,
modern society is inaccessible because of its remoteness, formidable from its
heavy structures of organization, meaningless from its impersonal complexity.
266
Alienation, considered as a sociological temper, is the antithesis of the idea of
progress and of rationalist individualism: antithesis and also inversion, for the
conclusions regarding man and society reached by the alienated sociologists rest
upon an inversion of the selfsame premises that supported the idea of progress
and of individualism. 266
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Press, Charles and Arian, Alan (eds.) (1966) Empathy and Ideology: Aspects of
Administrative Innovation, Chicago: Rand McNally & Company.
“A Review of Social and Psychological Factors Associated with Creativity and
Innovation”, Max Bruck, pp. 21-47
 Sociological theories stress “social forces” – the given combination of
circumstances which, if not producing innovators, is at least supposed to facilitate
the manifestation of their individual abilities – to explain social change. 23
“Public Administration and Political Change: A Theoretical Overview,”, Joseph
LaPalombara, pp. 72-110
 Eisenstadt views political systems as being under constant demands from the
society at large. The measure of a system’s flexibility over time is its ability to
respond to these demands in terms of new policies and organizations. 96
Berger, Peter L. (1967) The Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Sociological Theory of
Religion, New York: Anchor Books.
 Every human society is an enterprise of world-building. 3
 Society is a dialectic phenomenon in that it is a human product, and nothing but a
human product, that yet continuously acts back upon its producer. Society is a
product of man. It has no other being except that which is bestowed upon it by
human activity and consciousness. There can be no social reality apart from man.
3
 The two statements, that society is the product of man and that man is the product
of society, are not contradictory. They rather reflect the inherently dialectic
character of the societal / phenomenon. Only if this character is recognized
will society be understood in terms that are adequate to its empirical reality. 3-4
 Unlike the other higher mammals, who are born with an essentially completed
organism, man is curiously “unfinished” at birth. Essential steps in the process of
“finishing” man’s development, which have already taken place in the foetal
period for the other higher mammals, occur in the first year after birth in the case
of man. That is, the biological process of “becoming man” occurs at a time when
the human infant is in / interaction with an extra-organismic environment,
which includes both the physical and the human world of the infant. 4-5
 . . . the empirical reality of human world-building is always a social one. Men
together shape tools, invent languages, adhere to values, devise institutions, and
so on. Not only is the individual’s participation in a culture contingent upon a
social process (namely, the process called socialization), but his continuing
cultural existence depends upon the maintenance of specific social arrangements.
7
 Society structures, distributes, and co-ordinates the world-building activities of
men. And only in society can the products of those activities persist over time. 7
 There is nothing wrong, in itself, with the sociologist’s speaking of institutions,
structures, functions, patterns, and so on. The harm comes only when he thinks of
these, like the man in the street, as entities existing in and of themselves, detached
from human activity and production. 8
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The coercive objectivity of society can, of course, be seen most readily in its
procedures of social control, that is, in those procedures that are specifically
designed to “bring back into line” recalcitrant individuals or groups. 11
Society assigns to the individual not only a set of roles but a designated identity.
In other words, the individual is not only expected to perform as husband, father,
or uncle, but to be a husband, a father, or an uncle – and, even more basically, to
be a man, in terms of whatever “being” this implies in the society in question. 14
. . . society now functions as the formative agency for individual consciousness.
15
To be in society is to be “sane” precisely in the sense of being shielded from the
ultimate “insanity” of such anomic terror. Anomy is unbearable to the point
where the individual may seek death in preference to it. 22
. . . every society develops procedures that assist its members to remain “realityoriented” (that is, to remain within the reality as “officially” defined) and to
“return to reality” (that is, to return from the marginal spheres of “irreality” to the
socially established nomos). 24
The social world intends, as far as possible, to be taken for granted. 24
Religion is the human enterprise by which a sacred cosmos is established. Put
differently, religion is cosmization in a sacred mode. By sacred is meant here a
quality of mysterious and awesome power, other than man and yet related to him,
which is believed to reside in certain objects of experience. 25
Every society is engaged in the never completed enterprise of building a humanly
meaningful world. 27
. . . religion is the audacious attempt to conceive of the entire universe as being
humanly significant. 28
Socialization seeks to ensure a continuing consensus concerning the most
important features of the social world. Social control seeks to contain individual
or group resistances within tolerable limits. 29
Human sexuality reflects divine creativity. 34
Israel legitimated its institutions in terms of the divinely revealed law throughout
its existence as an autonomous society. 35
To repeat, the historically crucial part of religion in the process of legitimation is
explicable in terms of the unique capacity of religion to “locate” human
phenomena within a cosmic frame of reference. 35
. . . legitimation of this kind carries with it extremely powerful and built-in
sanctions against individual deviance from the prescribed role performances. 38
. . . the oldest religious expressions were always ritual in character. 40
Dreams and nocturnal visions were related to everyday life in a variety of ways –
as warnings, prophecies, or decisive encounters with the sacred, having specific
consequences for everyday conduct in society. 43
In other words, there are events affecting entire societies or social groups that
provide massive threats to the reality previously taken for granted. Such
situations may occur as the result of natural catastrophe, war, or social upheaval.
44
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. . . whenever a society must motivate its members to kill or to risk their lives,
thus consenting to being placed in extreme marginal situations, religious
legitimations become important. Thus, the “official” exercise of violence, be it in
war or in the administration of capital punishment, is almost invariably
accompanied by religious symbolizations. 44
Killing under the auspices of the legitimate authorities has, for this reason, been
accompanied from ancient times to today by religious paraphernalia and ritualism.
Men go to war and men are put to death amid prayers, blessings, and in- /
cantations. The ecstasies of fear and violence are, by these means, kept within the
bounds of “sanity,” that is, of the reality of the social world. 44-45
The reality of the Christian world depends upon the presence of social structures
within which this reality is taken for granted and within which successive
generations of individuals are socialized in such as way that this world will be real
to them. 46
For example, the mutual threat of Christendom and Islam in the Middle Ages
required the theoreticians of both socio-religious worlds to produce legitimations
that vindicated one’s own world against the opposing one (and which, typically,
also included an “explanation” of the other world in terms of one’s own). 47
. . . the same human activity that produces society also produces religion, with the
relation between the two products always being a dialectical one. 47
. . . travel in areas where there were no Jewish communities was not only ritually
impossible but inherently anomic (that is, threatening an anomic disintegration of
the only conceivable “correct” way of living) for the traditional Jew . . . 50
. . . the agonizing question of the Babylonian exiles, “How can one worship
Yahweh in an alien land?,” has a decisive cognitive dimension, which indeed has
been the decisive question for diaspora Judaism ever since. 50
The power of religion depends, in the last resort, upon the credibility of the
banners it puts in the hands of men as they stand before death, or more accurately,
as they walk, inevitably, toward it. 51
Man cannot accept aloneness and he cannot accept meaninglessness. 56
. . . it may not only be sweet to die for one’s country, but it may even be sweet to
be killed by one’s country – provided, of course, that one has the proper patriotic
viewpoint. 57
One of the very important social functions of theodicies is, indeed, their
explanation of the socially prevailing inequalities of power and privilege. 59
. . . theodicies may serve as legitimations both for the powerful and the powerless,
for the privileged and for the deprived. 59
. . . there may be two discrete theodicies established in the society – a theodicy of
suffering for one group and a theodicy of happiness for the other. 59
The individual’s innermost being is considered to be the fact of his belonging to
the collectivity – the clan, the tribe, the nation, or what not. This identification of
the individual with all others with whom he significantly interacts makes for a
merging of his being with theirs, both in happiness and in misfortune. 60
The life of the individual is embedded in the life of the collectivity, as the latter is
in turn embedded in the totality of being, human as well as non-human. 61
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We can define mysticism, for our present purposes, as the religious attitude in
which man seeks union with the sacred forces or beings. In its ideal-typical form,
mysticism entails the claim that such union has, indeed, empirically taken place –
all individuality vanishes and is absorbed in the all-pervasive ocean of divinity.
63
The individual’s sufferings and death become insignificant trivia, fundamentally
unreal as compared with the overwhelming reality of the mystical experience of
union, as indeed everything in the mundane life of the individual becomes
fundamentally unreal, illusionary, a mirage taken seriously only as long as /
one’s vision is obscured by the “veil of maya.” 63-64
The extent to which the mystical surrender may be called masochistic varies
empirically, but it is safe to say that a strong masochistic element is present in
nearly all varieties of mysticism, as evidenced by the cross-cultural recurrence of
ascetic self-mortification and self-torture in connection with mystical phenomena.
When the perfect union is achieved, the annihilation of the self and its absorption
by the divine realissimum constitute the highest bliss imaginable, the culmination
of the mystical quest in ineffable ecstacy. 64
“I died as mineral and became a plant, / I died as plant and rose to animal, / I
died as animal and I was Man. / Why should I fear? When was I less by dying? /
Yet once more I shall die as Man, to soar / With angels blest; but even from
angelhood / I must pass on: all except God doth perish. / When I have
sacrificed my angel-soul, / I shall become what no mind e’er conceived. / Oh,
let me not exist! For Non-existence / Proclaims in organ tones: to Him we shall
return. (Nicholson, Reynold (ed.) Rumi – Poet and Mystic (London, George
Allen & Unwin, 1950), p. 103. The italicized phrases are quotations of,
respectively, Quran 28:88 and 2:151. It may be left open here whether Rumi
intends this passage to refer to actual reincarnations or to stations on a mystical
journey.) 64
The messianic-millenarian complex posits a theodicy by relativizing the suffering
or injustice of the present in terms of their being overcome in a glorious future.
69
By secularization we mean the process by which sectors of society and culture are
removed from the domination of religious institutions and symbols. 107
Thus there are obvious differences between the American situation, in which the
state is most benign to religion and in which the different religious groups profit
equally from the fiscal bonanza guaranteed to them by the tax exemption laws,
and the situation in Communist Europe, in which the state, for its own ideological
reasons, is hostile to religion in both theory and practice. 131
Equally interesting is the failure of attempts to replicate the traditional coercive
support of religion by the state under conditions of modernization. Contemporary
Spain and Israel serve as interesting examples of such attempts, it being safe to
say that in both cases the attempts are in process of failing. We would argue that
the only chance of success in these countries would like in the reversal of the
modernization process, which would entail their remaking into preindustrial
societies – a goal as close to the impossible as anything in the realm of history.
131
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In the West it was the concept and the social reality of Christendom that
expressed the religious monopoly. In contrast with Hinduism, Christendom freely
employed military violence against the unbelievers both outside its gates (notably
in the Crusades against Islam) and inside them (as in the persecutions of heretics
and Jews). The monopolistic character of Christendom was not vitiated by the
fact that two institutions, namely church and empire, struggled for the honor of
being its principal embodiment. Both institutions represented the same religious
world. The struggle between them had more the character of an intramural
conflict rather than of a confrontation with outside rivals – if the analogy be
permitted, more like a fight between two factions within a corporation than like
competition between corporations. 136
. . . it is just as possible to say that pluralism produces secularization as it is to say
that secularization produces pluralism. 155
To the extent that secularization and pluralism are today worldwide phenomena,
the theological crisis is also worldwide, despite, of course, the vast differences in
the religious contents that must be legitimated. 156
The Zionist attempt to redefine Jewishness in terms of a national identity thus has
the ambivalent character of, on the one hand, re-establishing an objective
plausibility structure for Jewish existence while, on the other hand, putting in
question the claim of religious Judaism to being the raison d’être of Jewish
existence – an ambivalence manifested in the ongoing difficulties between
“church” and state in Israel. 170

Homans, George C. (1967) The Nature of Social Science, New York: Harcourt, Brace &
World, Inc.
 For our purposes – my readers’ and mine – the social sciences include
psychology, anthropology, sociology, economics, political science, history, and
probably linguistics. These sciences are in fact a single science. 3
 The historians get the best of both worlds: they become humanists when judged
by the scientists and scientists when judged by the humanists. 4
 Any science has two main jobs to do: discovery and explanation. By the first we
judge whether it is a science, by the second, how successful a science it is.
Discovery is the job of stating and testing more or less general relationships
between properties of nature. I call this discovery only because in many sciences
the relationships were unknown before research revealed them: for instance, the
discovery that bats navigate on the sonar principle. As we shall see, discovery in
this sense, particularly discovery of the more general relationships, is much less
characteristic of the social sciences than of the others, making one of the most
striking differences between them. 7-8
 . . . as we move towards more and more general propositions, we reach, at any
given time in the history of science, propositions that cannot themselves be
explained. If we can judge from experience, this condition, for any particular
proposition, is unlikely to last forever. Newton’s law of gravitation stood
unexplained for some two hundred years, but can now be shown to follow from
Einstein’s theory of relativity. Nevertheless at any given time there are always at
least a few unexplainable propositions. 26
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They use it to refer, not just to an explanation of a single phenomenon, but to a
cluster of explanations of related phenomena, when the explanations, the
deductive systems, share some of the same general propositions.
Naturally any scholar is free to use the word “theory” in any way he likes, even
for something different from what I call theory, provided he makes clear just how
he is using it and does not, by slurring over the issue, claim for his kind of theory,
by implication, virtues that belong to a different kind. 27
Most scholars would recognize that economics is the most advanced of the social
sciences. It certainly possesses real theories, both in the micro- and the macrofields. The question with economics is how general its theories are. The socalled laws of supply and demand are certainly not general. The demand for
perfume, for instance, does not obey the law: the higher the price of a perfume,
the greater the demand for it, at least up to a point. 29
“The distribution of rewards in a society is a function of the distribution of power,
not of system needs.” (Lenski, G., Power and Privilege [New York: McGrawHill, 1966], p. 63) The reason why all societies are stratified is that in all societies
persons and groups differ in power, and in turn the reason for this is that, finally,
persons themselves are different, by birth or breeding, in their abilities. 68
So far I have not stressed the most obvious difference between the social sciences
and the other sciences. It is, of course, that they deal with the behavior of men.
In no other science do the scientists study the behavior of things like themselves.
The chief consequence of this condition, we often hear, is that social science can
never become scientific, because the scientists, being men and thus holding strong
feelings about human behavior, will let their emotions get in the way of their
objectivity. 71
Yet I think that accepting the view that the fundamental propositions of all the
social sciences are the same, and that the propositions are psychological, would be
a great advantage to all of these sciences. True, some of them will have to give
up their cherished intellectual independence. Sociology, as the latest of them to
receive academic recognition and thus anxious to make up for lost status, has
gone so far, from Durkheim onwards, as to claim, not only that it possesses a type
of theory all its own, but also that from its theory the findings of all the other
social sciences follow as “interesting special cases.” Yet by now sociology has
enough real achievements to its credit that it needs no longer this artificial fillip to
morale. Instead of talking like a parvenu let it act like an aristocrat – by not
worrying about its status. The position taken here does not entail sociologists’
doing anything different from what they do now, except giving up a kind of
theorizing that they would be well rid of in any case. 73-74
To speak more practically, the acceptance of the view might mean that the
solutions each of the social sciences has reached in dealing with its particular
problems could be seen as relevant to, and contributing to the solution of, the
problems of the others. This mutual support has already proceeded far, as for
instance in economic and social history, but it has proceeded piecemeal, neither as
far nor as fast as it might. A recognition that they all share the same principles
might speed up the process. In short, what the social sciences have to gain is
nothing less than intellectual unity. We might even teach our different subjects
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with less waste of the student’s time, since we should not have to ask him to make
a fresh start with each one. 74-75
Zeitlin, Irving M. (1968) Ideology and the Development of Sociological Theory,
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, Inc.
 Much of classical sociology arose within the context of a debate – first with
eighteenth-century thought, the Enlightenment, and later with its true heir in the
nineteenth century, Karl Marx.
From this perspective, the Enlightenment appears as the least arbitrary and
most appropriate point of departure in the study of the origins of sociological
theory. The eighteenth-century thinkers began more consistently than any of their
predecessors to study the human condition in a methodical way, consciously
applying what they considered to be scientific principles of analysis to man, his
nature, and society. vii
 The worker has no control over the process of production or its results; his labor
is an alienating activity, not only because he loses the product in which he has
reified a part of himself, but because the whole productive process is external to
him and his human needs. In “his work, therefore, he does not affirm himself but
denies himself, does not feel content but unhappy, does not develop freely his
physical and mental energy but mortifies his body and ruins his mind. The
worker therefore only feels himself outside his work, and in his work feels outside
himself. He is at home when he is not working, and when he is working he is not
at home. His labor is therefore not voluntary, but coerced; it is forced labor. It is
therefore not the satisfaction of a need; it is merely a means to satisfy needs
external to it. Its alien character emerges clearly in the fact that as soon as no
physical or other compulsion exists, labor is shunned like the plague.” (p. 72.)
Consequently, he experiences the process of production as an oppressive activity,
as a loss of freedom. He “no longer feels himself to be freely active in any but his
animal functions – eating, drinking, procreating. . . . And in his human functions
he no longer feels himself to be anything but an animal. . . . Certainly eating,
drinking, procreating, etc., are also genuinely human functions. But in the
abstraction which separates them from the sphere of all other human activity and
turns them into sole and ultimate ends, they are animal.” (Marx, Karl (1961)
Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, Moscow: Foreign Languages
Publishing House, p. 73) 87
 In these terms, as we pointed out earlier, Marx viewed socialism and/or
communism not as ends in themselves. The abolition of private property and the
socialization of the means of production are the first steps in the abolition of
alienated labor. That this will lead to “an association, in which the free
development of each is the condition for the free development of all” is not at all
inevitable. Everything will depend on what men do with the socialized resources.
If men do not associate freely and utilize these resources to fulfill their human
needs and to further their human development, then the socialization of the means
of production has merely substituted one form of subjugation for another. 91
 For Marx, therefore, ideas and conceptions, far from having an independent
existence, are intimately connected with the material activity and social
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intercourse of real men. Religion, morality, philosophy, and law – in a word,
ideology – have no real history or development. When one speaks of the /
history of religion, of law, or the like, he is abstracting ideas from real life; he is
engaged in the reification of concepts which have no existence apart from living
men. Ideas neither exist nor change. Rather, it is living men who – along with
the material conditions of their existence – change themselves, “their thinking and
the products of their thinking.” 101
“All revolutions up to the present day have resulted in the displacement of one
definite class rule by another; but all ruling classes up to now have been only
small minorities in relation to the ruled mass of the people. One ruling minority
was thus overthrown; another minority seized the helm of state in its stead and
refashioned the state institutions to suit its own interests. This was on every
occasion the minority group qualified and called to rule by the given degree of
economic development; and just for that reason, and only for that reason, it
happened that the ruled majority either participated in the revolution for the
benefit of the former or else calmly acquiesced in it. But if we disregard the
concrete content in each case, the common form of all these revolutions was that
they were minority revolutions. Even when the majority took part, it did so –
whether wittingly or not – only in the service of a minority; but because of this, or
even simply because of the passive, unresisting attitude of the majority, this
minority acquired the appearance of being the representative of the whole
people.” (Marx, Karl and Engels, Frederick (1950) Selected Works, Volume I,
Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, pp. 113-14) 216-217
“. . . [T]he classic sociologists construct models of society and use them to
develop a number of theories. What is important is the fact that neither the
correctness nor the inaccuracy of any of these specific theories necessarily
confirms or upsets the usefulness or the adequacy of the models. The models can
be used for correcting errors in theories made with their aid. And they are readily
open: they can themselves be modified in ways to make them more useful as
analytical tools and empirically closer to the run of fact.
It is these models that are great – not only as contributions to the history of
social reflection and inquiry, but also as influences on subsequent sociological
thinking. They, I believe, are what is alive in the classic tradition of sociology.”
(Mills, C. Wright (1960) Images of Man, New York: George Braziller, Inc., p. 3)
322

Cuzzort, R.P. (1969) Humanity and Modern Sociological Thought, USA: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston, Inc.
 Social scientists, as scientists, had better confine themselves to three tasks: First
and foremost, they should devote themselves to developing reliable knowledge of
what alternatives of action exist under given conditions and the probable
consequences of each. Secondly, social scientists should, as a legitimate part of
their technology as well as for its practical uses, be able to gauge reliably what the
masses of men want under given circumstances. Finally, they should, in the
applied aspects of their science, develop the administrative or engineering
techniques of satisfying most efficiently and economically these wants, regardless
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of what they may be at any given time, regardless of how they may change from
time to time, and regardless of the scientist’s own preferences” (Lundberg,
George A. (1961) Can Science Save Us?(2d ed.; New York: David McKay
Company, Inc., pp. 59-60).
Sociologists can follow either of two separate paths during their professional
lives. The first path moves toward a sense of detachment from social affairs –
greater quantities of social knowledge, and the comfortable jobs that can be
obtained with such knowledge, elevate a person until he is looking down on the
world. He loses any strong sense of involvement with it. In this instance, the
acquisition of social sophistication produces the feeling this is the best of all
possible worlds. Or, if it is not, then certainly it is a world so big and so
massively organized that there is not much anyone can do about it.
The second path – and one down which many a sociologist has traveled –
leads to a very personal anger and sense of frustration. The more one becomes
aware of human irrationality and self-deception, and the more one becomes aware
of the extent to which man could spare himself much of the suffering he has had
to endure, the more it seems necessary to lash out at a human folly. This second
pathway is, in some respects, professionally unbecoming. It means, to use
nonacademic terms, that one has blown one’s professional cool. But for the
sociologist who cannot help being personally dismayed by what he learns about
man, it may only mean he is more emotionally committed to all of humanity than
he is to the small segment of it which forms the professional community of
sociologists.
To elect one path or the other establishes how one will express whatever
power he possesses as an intellectual. For Mills, the first path meant and
abdication of responsibility. It led either to the cult of alienation or the fetish of
objectivity. It led to the sentiment that the social scientists may have the right to
analyze but not the power to criticize.
C. Wright Mills went down the second pathway. 133
Sociologists like Peter Berger add a further dimension to sociology. In their
hands it becomes not only an instrument for analysis; it takes its place be/
tween science and the humanities. It becomes a further means of developing a
humanistic perspective. Peter Berger is not willing to let the sociologist say,
“Sociology for the sake of sociology.” Unless sociology is used for humanity’s
sake, it is worse than an empty effort. Its use becomes an institutionalized and
legitimized form of bad faith. 212-213

Dubin, R. (1969) Theory Building, New York: The Free Press.
 Theories of social and human behavior address themselves to two distinct goals of
science: (1) prediction and (2) understanding. It will be argued that these are
separate goals and that the structure of theories employed to achieve each is
unique. I will not, however, conclude that they are either inconsistent or
incompatible. In the usual case of theory building in behavioral sciences,
understanding and prediction are not often achieved together, and therefore
becomes important to ask why. It will be concluded that each goal may be
attained without reference to the other. 9-10
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Kiesler, Charles A. , Collins, Barry E. and Miller, Norman (1969) Attitude Change: A
Critical Analysis of Theoretical Approaches, USA: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
 A theory cannot be predicted without evaluating the experiments that generated
the supporting data. Just as optical illusions dramatically show that our eyes can
misinform us, flaws in scientific procedures also introduce scientific
misinformation. A particular empirical outcome may seem to confirm the
predictions of a theory; but we must be confident that the data are scientifically
sound before we take them as added support for a theory. 39
 A theory, as such, is (1) a set of theoretical constructs and (2) a set of linking
statements. The linking statements define the formal relations among the
constructs. Ideally, the linking statements should be stated in a language which
allows one to deduce new predictions not explicitly present in the original
formulation. 87
Appelbaum, Richard P. (1970) Theories of Social Change, Chicago: Markham Publishing
Company
 “ . . . an impression of progressive advancement toward a particular goal can be
gained only if we start with a type which we consider advanced, such as man, and
reconstruct for it a family tree of the particular ancestors of that group,
disregarding the immensely greater number of collaterals which never evolved to
a state regarded by us as advanced, even though their descendants survive to the
present time” (Stebbins, G. Ledyard (1967) Pitfalls and guideposts in comparing
organic and social evolution, in Wilbert E. Moore and Robert M. Cook (eds.)
Readings on Social Change, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, pp. 225-226).
16-17
 There is clearly no room for notions of progress in the study of the evolution of
organisms unless one defines progress in anthropomorphic terms (Simpson, 1949)
or in terms of increased dominance over living and nonliving environment
(Huxley, 1942), two definitions which place man in the most highly evolved
position. Most variants of evolutionary theory in the social sciences accept one of
these two types of definitions of progress – generally the former. Thus, all linear
theories of progress (Comte, Spencer, social Darwinists), all modernization
theories, and all systems theories regard the western industrial, urbanized society
(highly complex, specialized, differentiated, and interrelated) as in some sense the
end product of evolution. Marx also falls into this category, although he looked
beyond current industrial social organization to see a somewhat different end
product. The latter definition of progress, dominance over environment,
characterizes equilibrium theories, particularly the school of human ecology, and
to an extent systems theories, at least insofar as they stress “adaptive upgrading”
(Parsons, 1966: 22), in terms of dominance over environment, a notion which
generally goes hand-in-hand with overall assumptions of increasing complexity as
mentioned above. 17
 “I would consider any society the more modernized the greater the ratio of
inanimate to animate power sources and the greater the extent to which human
efforts are multiplied by the use of tools” (Levy, Marion J. (1967) Social patterns
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(structures) and problems of modernization, in Wilbert E. Moore and Robert M.
Cook (eds.) Readings on Social Change, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall).
37
. . . modernization is said to be conceptually related to (but more comprehensive
than) economic development, by which Smelser (1966: 110-111) means “ . . . at
least four distinct but interrelated processes . . . (1) In the realm of technology, a
developing society is changing from simple and traditional techniques toward the
application of scientific knowledge. (2) In agriculture, the developing society
evolves from subsistence farming toward the commercial production of
agricultural goods. This means specialization in cash crops, purchase of
nonagricultural products in the market, and often agricultural wage labor. (3) In
industry, the developing society undergoes a transitions from the use of human
and animal power toward industrialization proper, or men working for wages at
power-driven machines, which produce commodities marketed outside the
community of production. (4) In ecological arrangements, the developing society
moves from the farm and village toward urban concentrations. Furthermore, while
these four processes often occur simultaneously during development, this is not
always so” (Smelser, Neil J. (1966) The modernization of social relations, in
Myron Weiner (ed.) Modernization, New York: Basic Books, pp. 110-111). 37
“The term ‘modernization’ – a conceptual cousin of the term ‘economic
development,’ but more comprehensive in scope – refers to the fact that technical,
economic, and ecological changes ramify through the whole social and cultural
fabric. In an emerging nation, we may expect profound changes (1) in the
political sphere as simple tribal or village authority systems give way to systems
of suffrage, political parties, representation, and civil service bureaucracies; (2) in
the educational sphere, as the society strives to reduce illiteracy and increase
economically productive skills; (3) in the religious sphere, as secularized belief
systems begin to replace traditionalistic religions; (4) in the familial sphere, as
extended kinship units lose their pervasiveness; (5) in the stratificational sphere,
as geographical and social mobility tended to loosen fixed, ascriptive hierarchical
systems” (Smelser, Neil J. (1966) The modernization of social relations, in Myron
Weiner (ed.) Modernization, New York: Basic Books, p. 111). 38
Moore (1963: 89, 91-92), somewhat more directly, defines modernization as
involving the “ . . . ‘total’ transformation of a traditional or pre-modern society
into the types of technology and associated social organization that characterize
the ‘advanced,’ economically prosperous, and relatively politically stable nations
of the Western World. . . . In fact, we may . . . speak of the process as
industrialization. Industrialization means the extensive use of inanimate sources
of power for economic production, and all that entails by way of organization,
transportation, communication, and so on” (Moore, Wilbert E. (1966) Social
Change, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, pp. 89, 91-92). 38
He [Redfield] (1947: 294) describes folk society as “ . . . small, isolated,
nonliterate, and homogeneous, with a strong sense of group solidarity. The ways
of living are conventionalized into that coherent system which we call as
‘culture.’ Behavior is traditional, spontaneous, uncritical, and personal; there is
no legislation or habit of experiment and reflection for intellectual ends. Kinship,
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its relationships and institutions, are the type categories of experience and the
familial group is the unit of action. The sacred prevails over the secular; the
economy is one of status rather than the market: (Redfield, Robert (1947) “The
folk society.” American Journal of Sociology 52: 294). 44
Social change is said to result from “increase of contracts, bringing about
heterogeneity and disorganization of culture (1941: 369) among other things.
There is, however, ‘no single necessary cause of secularization and
individualization” (369) (Redfield, Robert (1941) The Folk Culture of the
Yucatan, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, p. 369). 44-45
. . . agricultural development must keep apace with industrial growth if effective
development is to be achieved, as food scarcity turns the terms of trade against
industry (and may even result in spending scarce foreign exchange for the
importation of food). Once these preconditions have been realized for some time,
the country will be economically ready for the “big push” (Leibenstein, 1957;
Restow, 1961) into self-sustained growth.
51
Investment, indeed, is the key to the Rostownian (281) model: “For the present
purpose, the take-off is defined as requiring all three of the following related
conditions: (a) a rise in the rate of productive investment from (say) 5 per cent or
less to over 10 per cent of national income (or net national product); (b) the
development of one or more substantial manufacturing sectors, with a high rate of
growth; (c) the existence or quick emergence of a political, social, and
institutional framework which exploits the impulses to expansion in the modern
sector and the potential external economy effects of the take-off and gives to
gives to growth an on-going character” (Rostow, W. W. (1964) “The take-off
into self-sustained growth,” pp. 275-290 in Amitai and Eva Etzioni (eds.), Social
Change, New York: Basic Books, p. 281). 53
Investment funds may come from several sources, including income shifts from
those who spend less productively to those who spend more productively (as in
the case of Meiji Japan), from governmental confiscatory and taxation devices,
and from the ploughback of profits in rapidly expanding sectors. 53
“It appears almost obvious upon stating it that in both its biological and cultural
spheres evolution moves simultaneously in two directions. On one side, it creates
diversity through adaptive modification: new forms differentiate from old. On the
other side, evolution generates progress: higher forms arise from, and surpass,
lower” (Sahlins, Marshall D., and Elman R. Service (eds.) (1960) Evolution and
Culture, Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, pp. 12-13). 57
“A social system is in moving equilibrium and authority exists when the state of
the elements that enter the system and of the relations between them, including
the behavior of the leader, is such that disobedience to the orders of the leader will
be followed by changes in the other elements tending to bring the system back to
the state the leader would have wished it to reach if the disobedience had not
taken place” (Homans, George C. (1950) The Human Group, New York:
Harcourt, Brace & World, p. 422). 65
Parsons (1954: 217) writes that the critical role of the concept of function “ . . . is
to provide criteria of the importance of dynamic factors and processes within the
system. They are important insofar as they have functional significance to the
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system, and their specific importance is understood in terms of the analysis of
specific functional relations between the parts of the system and between it and its
environment.
“The significance of the concept of function implies the conception of the
empirical system as a ‘going concern.’ Its structure is that system of determinate
patterns which empirical observation shows, within certain limits, ‘tend to be
maintained’ or on a somewhat more dynamic version ‘tend to develop’ according
to an empirically constant pattern (e.g., the pattern of growth of a young
organism).
“Functional significance in this context is inherently teleological” (Parsons,
Talcott (1954) Essays in Sociological Theory, Rev. ed., New York: Free Press, p.
217). 70
“ . . . in communist society, where nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity but
each can become accomplished in any branch he wishes, society regulates the
general production and thus makes it possible for me to do one thing today and
another tomorrow, to hunt in the morning, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the
evening, criticize after dinner, just as I have a mind, without ever becoming
hunter, fisherman, shepherd, or critic” (Marx, Karl and Friedrich Engels (1959)
Das Elend der Philosophie. As quoted and translated in Ralf Dahrendorf, Class
and Class Conflict in Industrial Society, Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press).
89
Imperialism is seen by Lenin (237) as having five essential features: “(1) The
concentration of production and capital developed to such a stage that it creates
monopolies which play a decisive role in economic life. (2) the merging of bank
capital with industrial capital, and the creation, on the basis of ‘finance capital,’ of
a financial oligarchy. (3) The export of capital, which has become extremely
important, as distinguished from the export of commodities. (4) The formation of
international capitalist monopolies which share the world among themselves. (5)
The territorial division of the world as a whole among the greatest capitalist
powers is completed.” (Lenin, Vladimir I. (1966) The Essential Works of Lenin,
H.M. Christman (ed.), New York: Bantam Books, p. 237) 91

Barry, Brian M. (1970) Sociologists, Economists and Democracy, London: CollierMacmillan Limited.
 . . . there is still a big difference between slurring over the difference between
self-interest and collective interest by saying they coincide in the same action for
a given individual, and saying that a person may prefer to follow the collective
interest rather than his own self-interest. 23
Boulding, Kenneth E. (1970) Economics as a Science, USA: McGraw-Hill.
 The total social system consists of all the people in the world, all the roles which
they occupy, all their patterns of behavior, all their inputs and outputs which are
relevant to other human beings, and all the organizations and groups that they
belong to. 1
 Ecology is a term used in the biological sciences to describe a total system of
interrelated populations of different species. Such a system of interrelated
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populations is called an ecosystem. Even though, strictly speaking, the world is a
single ecosystem, it can be divided into “habitats” such as a prairie field, an arctic
tundra, a tropical forest, a desert, the Artic Ocean, and so on. A habitat is
characterized by relative uniformity of physical environment and fairly close
interaction of al the biological species involved.
The concept is clearly extensible to social systems, which also consist of
interacting populations of many different kinds. The human population itself can
be divided into many different social species – occupational groups, religious
groups, national groups, linguistic groups, cultural groups, and the like. The
social system likewise includes populations of human artifacts such as
automobiles, houses, machines, and so on and populations of domestic animals
and vegetables, which are in part human artifacts. They system consists also of
populations of organizations – trade union, churches, coun- / ties, states,
banks, steel corporations, and so on. All these populations continually interact
with each other. 23-24
Karl Marx envisioned a world “where each one does not have a circumscribed
sphere of activity but can train himself in any branch he chooses; society by
regulating the common production makes it possible for me to do this today and
that tomorrow, to hunt in the morning, to fish in the afternoon, to carry on cattlebreeding in the evening, also to criticize the food – just as I please – without
becoming either hunter, fisherman, shepherd or critic.” (Marx, Karl (1932)
Capital and Other Writings, New York: Modern Library, p. 1) 141-142

Kuhn, Thomas S. (1970, 2nd ed.) The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press.
 If science is the constellation of facts, theories, and methods collected in current
texts, then scientists are the men who, successfully or not, have striven to
contribute one to another element to that particular constellation. 1
 Scientific fact and theory are not categorically separable, except perhaps within a
single tradition of normal-scientific practice. That is why the unexpected
discovery is not simply factual in its import and why the scientist’s world is
qualitatively transformed as well as quantitatively enriched by fundamental
novelties of either fact or theory. 7
 To be accepted as a paradigm, a theory must seem better than its competitors, but
it need not, and in fact never does, explain all the facts with which it can be
confronted. 17-18
 When, in the development of a natural science, an individual or group first
produces a synthesis able to attract most of the next generation’s practitioners, the
older schools gradually disappearance is caused by their members’ conversion to
the new paradigm. But there are always some men who cling to one or another of
the older views, and they are simple read out of the profession, which thereafter
ignores their work. The new paradigm implies a new and more rigid definition of
the field. Those unwilling or unable to accommodate their work to it must
proceed in isolation or attach themselves to some other group. Historically, they
have often simply stayed in the departments of philosophy from which so many of
the special sciences have been spawned. As these indications hint, it is sometimes
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just its reception of a paradigm that transforms a group previously interested
merely in the study of nature into a profession or, at least, a discipline. In the
sciences (though not in fields like medicine, technology, and law, of which the
principal raison d’être is an external social need), the formation of specialized
journals, the foundation of specialists’ societies, and the claim for a special place
in the curriculum have usually been associated with a group’s first reception of a
single paradigm. At least this was the case between the time, a century and a half
ago, when the institutional pattern of scientific specialization first developed and
the very recent time when the paraphernalia of specialization acquire a prestige
of their own. 18-19
When the individual scientist can take a paradigm for granted, he need no longer,
in his major works, attempt to build his field anew, starting from first principles
and justifying the use of each concept introduced. That can be left to the writer of
textbooks. Given a textbook, however, the creative scientist can begin his
research where it leaves off and thus concentrate exclusively upon the subtlest and
most esoteric aspects of the natural phenomena that concern his group. 19-20
Normal science consists in the actualization of that promise, an actualization
achieved by extending the knowledge of those facts that the paradigm displays as
particularly revealing, by increasing the extent of the match between those facts
and the paradigm’s predictions, and by further articulation of the paradigm itself.
24
A new theory is always announced together with applications to some concrete
range of natural phenomena; without them it would not be even a candidate for
acceptance. After it has been accepted, those same applications or others
accompany the theory into the textbooks from which the future practitioner will
learn his trade. 46
Let us, therefore, now take it for granted that the differences between successive
paradigms are both necessary and irreconcilable. Can we then say more explicitly
what sorts of differences these are? 103
Successive paradigms tell us different things about the population of the universe
and about that population’s behavior. They differ, that is, about such questions as
the existence of subatomic particles, the materiality of light, and the conservation
of heat or of energy. These are the substantive differences between successive
paradigms, and they require no further illustration. But paradigms differ in more
than substance, for they are directed not only to nature but also back upon the
science that produced them. They are the source of the methods, problem-field,
and standards of solution accepted any mature scientific community at any given
time. As a result, the reception of a new paradigm often necessitates a
redefinition of the corresponding science. Some old problems may be relegated
to corresponding science. Some old problems may be relegated to another
science or declared entirely “unscientific.” Others that were previously nonexistent or trivial may, with a new paradigm, become the very archetypes of
significant scientific achievement. And as the problems change, so, often, does
the standard that distinguishes a real scientific solution from a mere metaphysical
speculation, word game, or mathematical play. The normal-scientific tradition
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that emerges from a scientific revolution is not only incompatible but often
actually incommensurable with that which has gone before. 103
The man who embraces a new paradigm at an early stage must often do so in
defiance of the evidence provided by problem-solving. He must, that is, have
faith that the new paradigm will succeed with the many large problems that
confront it, knowing only that the older paradigm has failed with a few. A
decision of that kind can only be made on faith. 158
But is a paradigm is ever to triumph it must gain some first supporters, men who
will develop it to the point where hardheaded arguments can be produced and
multiplied. And even those arguments, when they come, are not individually
decisive. Because scientists are reasonable men, one or another argument will
ultimately persuade many of them. But there is no single argument that can or
should persuade them all. Rather than a single group conversion, what occurs I an
increasing shift in the distribution of professional allegiances. 158
At the start a new candidate for paradigm may have few supporters, and on
occasions the supporters’ motives may be suspect. Nevertheless, if they are
competent, they will improve it, explore its possibilities, and show what it would
be like to belong to the community guided by it. And as that goes on, if the
paradigm is one destined to win its fight, the number and strength of the
persuasive arguments in its favor will increase. More scientists will then be
converted, and the exploration of the new paradigm will go no. gradually the
number of experiments, instruments, articles, and books based upon the paradigm
will multiply. Still more men, convinced of the new view’s fruitfulness, will
adopt the new mode of practicing normal science, until at last only a few elderly
hold-outs remain. And even they, we cannot say, are wrong. Though the
historian can always find men – Priestley, for instance – who were unreasonable
to resist for as long as they did, he will not find a point at which resistance
becomes illogical or unscientific. At most he may wish to say that the man who
continues to resist after his whole profession has been converted has ipso facto
ceased to be a scientists. 159
To a very great extent the term “science” is reserved for fields that do not
progress in obvious ways. Nowhere does this show more clearly than in the
recurrent debates about whether one or another of the contemporary social
sciences is really a science. These debates have parallels in the pre-paradigm
periods of fields that are today unhesitatingly labeled science. Their ostensible
issue throughout is a definition of that vexing term. Men argue that psychology,
for example, is a science because it possesses such and such characteristics.
Others counter that those characteristics are either unnecessary or not sufficient to
make a field science. Often great energy is invested, great passion aroused, and
the outside is at a loss to know why. Can very much depend upon a definition of
“science”? Can a definition tell a man whether he is a scientist or not? If so, why
do not natural scientists or artists worry about the definition of the term?
Inevitably one suspects that the issue is more fundamental. Probably questions
like the following are really being asked: Why does my field fail to move ahead
in the way that, say, physics does? What changes in technique or method or
ideology would enable it to do so? 160
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Stewart, Bruce (1971) A Science of Social Issues, Metuchen, NJ: The Scarecrow Press,
Inc.
 “An increasing group of lay people desires clarification of the day by day social
problems, not on the basis of opinion but on the basis of objective insight. Many
of us feel that socially we are living in a fog. If our social visibility could be
increased, if the average citizen could see ahead farther and perceive more clearly,
our social climate would change, fear and tension would diminish.” Lewin, K.,
Research Center for Group Dynamics, Sociometry Monograph No. 17, Beacon
House, Inc., p. 8. 1
 “Practical men, who believe themselves to be quite exempt from any intellectual
influences are usually the slaves of some defunct economist.” Refusing to
recognize the principles on which we are operating will not dissipate them. There
are some signs that Keynes may eventually replace Smith as the “defunct
economist” at the head of a new cult of slaves, but his knife cuts to the heart of
the matte. Keynes, J. (1935:383) The General Theory of Employment: Interest
and Money, Harcourt Brace. 5
 Just as natural science leads us toward a constructive adjustment to the
fundamental processes of nature which it has identified, so can a “normative
science” suggest ways in which a constructive adjustment may be made to the
fundamental processes or laws of man’s nature. 8
 Theories have a twofold function. First is their ability to explain facts which have
been observed in the past or present. Second is their capacity to predict facts
about the future, or the existence of phenomena which have not as yet been
observed. Any failure to explain logically and consistently, or to predict
accurately is the occasion for modifying the theory to bring it into a closer
harmony with our experience. Science thus seeks deliberately a constant
revolution of its concepts, but it is a constructive revolution to produce better
functioning concepts. This is the modern view of science, replacing the
formalized method, leading to finality of knowledge, as understood a century or
two ago. 13
 Paoincaré observed many years ago: “Nearly every sociological thesis proposes a
new method which, however, its author is very careful not to apply, so that
sociology is the science with the greatest number of methods and the least
results.” While time has passes, the situation has not changed very much.
Poincaré, H. (1952:20) Science and Method, Dover. 46
 The scientist has made progress in learning to distinguish sharply between what
he thinks will probably occur and what he would like most to happen, or what
would be most nearly rational. Normative beliefs tend to mingle these and
produce confusion. Of course, the theory can guide us in analyzing how and
when the changes may come about, and therefore how they might be facilitated.
There is no final and unequivocal test of what is sound, but there are policies
which are more or less workable. Neither tradition nor intuition can be accepted
uncritically as the fount of social wisdom. Tradition may be no more than
ethnocentric prejudice which has survived, and, as is well known, intuitions are of
almost infinite (and often conflicting) variety. 86
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No theory is judged in a vacuum, but only relation to competing theories which
purport to interpret the same events. We can interpret our behavior with respect
to social problems in one of two ways. We can attempt to explain, predict and
control these actions in terms of fundamental laws or processes assumed to cause
and give rise to them. Alternatively, we can suppose that our actions arise only
from our own will, that we can think and act completely free of determining
factors, whether internal or external. Solving problems and advancing such
eternal values as justice, unselfishness, truth, depends upon our commitment to
act in a moral fashion. Our guide in normative questions is an ideal which we
perceive intuitively, or which may be given to use either by religious authority or
custom. This norm tells us how we ought to act, and with sufficient dedication
and appeal (or if necessary, punishment) we can progress toward it. Civilization
depends on this effort. 104
Eisenhower, in a less publicized speech of April 16, 1953, was reported to have
said, “Every gun that is made, every warship launched, every rocket fired
signifies, the final sense, a theft from those who hunger and are not fed, those who
are cold and are not clothed. This world in arms is not spending money along. It
is spending the sweat of its laborers, the genius of its scientists, the hopes of its
children…This is not a way of life at all in any true sense. Under the cloud of
threatening war it is humanity hanging from a cross of iron.” 136

Lin, Nan (1973) The Study of Human Communication, New York: The Bobbs-Merrill
Company, Inc.
 A theory consists of several levels or propositions. The highest level specifies
some simple but crucial relationships among a limited number of concepts which
may not have any empirical equivalence. On the lower level, the propositions
specify derived relationships among the concepts from the highest level of
theoretical statements which may have empirical equivalence. On the lowest
level of theoretical propositions, the statements specify relationships among
empirically verifiable values. Thus, the variables and the relationships can be
directly tested in the empirical and observable world. It is also on the lowest level
of theoretical propositions that both the inductive and deductive approaches of
theory building will converge. 141
 The theoretical distinctions between the different types of decision-makers are not
yet clear. The data suggest that the protracted decision-makers tend to possess
modern personality traits. Thus, the protracted decision-makers took more time to
assess the pros and cons of a commitment. Also, the protracted decision-makers
seemed to be less integrated in the local community than the instantaneous
decision-makers. Thus, the protracted decision-makers took more time to verify
the information and assess the opinions of their local friends and opinion leaders.
Further studies are being conducted to test out alternative theoretical propositions.
170
 Communication is, therefore, the basic ingredient of a surviving social system.
183
 While communication is itself an open system capable of steering its internal
structure away from inefficiency (in terms of information and message) and
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ineffectiveness (in terms of influence), it is also an important mechanism on
which all human organizations depend to arrest the tendency toward entropy and
therefore to survive. A human organization is defined here as an interrelated
aggregate group of people which engages in specific and persistent activities over
time and which has certain goals as the ultimate purpose of its existence. 184
The ultimate goal of science is to explain, by means of a set of theories, events
that are observed. One theory can be compared with another in terms of (1) its
generality (how many observable facts can it explain?), (2) its pervasiveness of
extension (how many other theoretical statements can be deduced from it?), and
(3) its simplicity (How parsimonious is it?). A theory consists of three main
parts: concepts, propositions, and contingency (Homans, 1964). 192-193
Thus, a theory contains a set of concepts and a deductive set of propositions –
deductive in terms of the flow from abstract to concrete, from general to specific,
from a higher-order proposition to a number of lower-order propositions. As a
result of the deductive set of propositions, a theory can be verified empirically . . .
193
The chief function of a theory is to summarize a variety of observable events and
situations by means of a limited set of propositions (the higher-order
propositions). Thus, the power of a theory is evaluated in terms of the number of
empirical (lower-order) propositions which can be deduced from the higher-order
propositions. I this sense, the power of a theory depends on more than how “true΄
it is. 194
The most common process of theory building consists of the following steps: (1)
specification of concepts and relationships (this may be a results of empirical
information), (2) deduction of lower-level propositions, (3) postulation of
hypotheses, (4) testing of the hypotheses with empirical data, and (5)
confirmation of or failure to confirm the hypotheses. The hypothesis represents
the linkage between a theoretical proposition and empirical observations. 201

Phillips, Derek (1973) Abandoning Method, San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass Publishers.
 Our most basic assumption is that in all social science investigations differences
among individuals on various measures reflect some, generally known, mixture
of: “true” differences in the characteristic (attitude, quality, or whatever) which
the investigator is attempting to measure and (2) variations due to errors in the
measurement process. 70
Regush, Nicholas M. (ed.) (1973) Visibles and Invisibles: A Primer for a New
Sociological Imagination, Boston: Little, Brown and Company.
“Design Strategy, R. Buckminster Fuller, pp. 53-87”
 Eddington said, “Science is the earnest and sustained intellectual attempt to set in
order the facts of experience.” [no reference cited]
Kuhn, Alfred (1974) The Logic of Social Systems: A Unified, Deductive, System-Based
Approach to Social Science, San Francisco, California: Jossey-Bass Publishers
 Unified does not mean that a single principle explains all social science or al
social phenomena. Nor is it an attempt to “relate” the various disciplines as they
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now stand. As used here the term has two main dimensions – that certain types of
analysis are, in fact, common to various disciplines and that the types are related
to one another. 1
“A science is said to be mature if it has developed a solid and valid foundation for
the construction of theory. . . . The behavioral sciences . . . remain characterized
by much word play . . . with many concepts that seem to have a certain vagueness,
not only about their substantial referent, but also with regard to their
methodological utility. . . . The lack of precision . . . in many such cases is the
result of unclear thought [p. ix].
The several disciplines, in many instances, deal with the same phenomena in
formally different ways. . . . Postulating the oneness of reality, these individual
perspectives must be congruent with one another, and, at an ‘ultimate’ point, must
converge into one comprehensive explanation. . . . Another specific thing that
must be done [is to develop] a common scientific language for the behavioral
sciences – and, wherever possible (such as in methodology), for all scientific
disciplines. . . . It is most difficult to make scientific progress with the persistent
use of common, everyday language whose ambiguous vocabulary with its
multiple connotations is the chief impediment. The physical and biological
sciences . . . were able to avoid such problems, partly because no generally
accepted terminology existed for much of their phenomena. The behavioral
sciences have not been so fortunate, but . . . need a standardization of scientific
concepts and scientific language. . . . It is time that the ‘underground’ of /
the behavioral sciences – those that refuse to admit that the behavioral disciplines
are, or can be, methodologically scientific – face up to scientific tenability, even
though they themselves refuse to subscribe to it [pp. 285-288]” (DiRebzo, G.J.
(Ed.)(1966) Concepts, Theory, and Explanation in the Behavioral Sciences, New
York: Random House).

Kuhn, Alfred (1975) Unified Social Science, Homewood, Illinois: The Dorsey Press.
 . . . we will define self-actualization as the sense of satisfaction from optimal
operation, while boredom and overload are respectively the dissatisfactions from
operating below or above optimum. More broadly, there is some satisfaction in
simple functioning of the system, in contrast to its being unused. 66
 Cooperation (or a cooperative relation) is a situation in which two or more wants
can be satisfied by the same good or action. 83
 Conflict is a situation in which one satisfaction can be achieved only by denying
some other satisfaction – the same as costs, but with a different emphasis. 84
 Of all the patterns in a human culture, language is probably the most important.
The ability to communicate by language depends on the large information
capacity of man’s brain. Language is certainly the most important trait
distinguishing human beings from all other animals (White 1949), and as a
society we would be helpless without it. 152
 Vocabulary is a rough measure of the number of concepts in a society. On this
basis we would have to note total vocabularies of not much over five to ten
thousand words in some primitive societies (Taylor, 1973: 134), as compared to
about half a million in an unabridged English dictionary. Now the latter includes
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multiple words with the same basic meaning, though such duplications are also
found in languages with smaller vocabularies. The main difference is the many
words dealing with medical, technical, and scientific concepts in an advanced
industrial culture. “Technical” includes words familiar to the layman in an
advanced society but completely unknown to the simpler society, such as pulley,
tire, plastic, refrigerator, molecule, corporation, jail, mathematics, jet stream,
and labor union. 180
For want of a nail the shoe was lost.
For want of a shoe the horse was lost.
For want of a horse the rider was lost.
For want of a rider the battle was lost.
For want of the battle the kingdom was lost.
And all for the want of a horseshoe nail.
439
As regards personality, some persons take a positive delight in carefully gathering
all the facts about a particular decision. To them, making a careful decision is
fun, not a cost. Others find careful calculations intensely frustrating, and the
decision process very costly. Other things equal, the latter might be better off to
make intuitive, impulsive decisions. Other things equal (which they usually
aren’t), the former may make the more sensible decisions. Decision theory thus
provides a focus for studying certain aspects of personality – in the valuations a
person put on time preference, investment, fixed costs, sunk costs, and decision
costs. An interesting aspect of personality – which must be studied in the
individual case – is to learn what background and experiences produce which
kinds of attitudes toward decision making. 472

Etzioni, Amitai (1976) Social Problems, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hal, Inc.
 The extent to which a society can rely on consensus rather than on power
depends, in part, on how skewed its power structure is. The more egalitarian the
power distribution, the less the government need rely on its power to promote
policies and the more it can (indeed must) rely on consensus among the citizens in
shaping its programs. Conversely, the more power is concentrated, the less
consensus will be sought or will be possible. 149
Bourdieu, Pierre (1977) Outline of a Theory of Practice, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
 The practical privilege in which all scientific activity arises never more subtly
governs that activity (insofar as science presupposes not only an epistemological
creak but also a social separation) than when, arties ized as privilege, it leads
to an implicit theory of practice which is the corollary of neglect of the social
conditions in which science is possible. 1
 The structures constitutive of a particular type of environment (e.g. the material
conditions of existence characteristic of a class condition) produce habitus,
systems of durable, transposable dispositions, structured structures predisposed to
function as structuring structures, that is, as principles of the generation and
structuring of practices and representations which can be objectively “regulated”
and “regular” without in any way being the product of obedience to rules,
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objectively adapted to their goals without presupposing a conscious aiming at
ends or an express mastery of the operations necessary to attain them and, being
all this, collectively orchestrated without being the product of the orchestrating
action of a conductor. 72
The objective homogenizing of group or class habitus which results from the
homogeneity of the conditions of existence is what enables practices to be
objectively harmonized without any intentional calculation or conscious reference
to a norm and mutually adjusted in the absence of any direct interaction or, a
fortiori, explicit co-ordination. “Imagine,” Leibniz suggests, “two clocks or
watches in perfect agreement as to the time. This may occur in one of three ways.
The first consists in mutual influence; the second is to appoint a skillful workman
to correct them and synchronize them at all times; the third is to construct these
clocks with such art and precision that one can be assured of their subsequent
agreement.” (Leibniz, G.W. (1696) Second éclaircissement du système de la
communication des substances, in Oeuvres philosophiques, ed. P. Janet (Paris: de
Lagrange, 1866), vol. II, p. 548) 80
The habitus is the product of the work of inculcation and appropriation necessary
in order for those products of collective history, the objective structures (e.g. of
language, economy, etc.) to succeed in reproducing themselves more or less
completely, in the form of durable dispositions, in the organisms (which one can,
if one wishes, call individuals) lastingly subjected to the same conditionings, and
hence placed in the same material conditions of existence. 85

Bermant, Gordon, Kelman, Herbert C., and Warwick, Donald P.(eds.) (1978). The Ethics
of Social Intervention. The Series In Clinical and Community Psychology. Washington,
DC/London: Hemisphere Publishing Corporation.
 Social intervention is any act, planed or unplanned, that alters the characteristics
of another individual or the pattern of relationships between individuals. The
range of acts covered in this definition is intentionally broad. It includes such
macro phenomena as National planning, military intervention in the affairs of
other nations, population policy, and technical assistance. It also applies to
psychotherapy, sensitivity training, neighborhood action programs, experiments
done with human beings, and other micro changes.
[ from Kelman, Herbert C. and Warwick, Donald P. of Harvard
University’s “The Ethics of Social Intervention: Goals, Means, and
Consequences”, pg. 3]
 Though facilitation, like persuasion, seems highly consistent with freedom, it too
can move close to the borders of manipulation.
[from Kelman, Herbert C. and Warwick, Donald P. of Harvard
University’s “The Ethics of Social Intervention: Goals, Means, and
Consequences”, pg. 23]
 Mediators do not serve as a natural third party when they enter a dispute. Merely
by advocating the negotiation or joint decision-making process as a way of
dealing with a conflict, the mediators are advocating, in our view, positive change
rather than repression. Their decision on when or whether to intervene is an
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important factor affecting the outcome of a dispute. So is the way they report one
party’s issue-saliency to another.7
NOTE 7: Often parties in a dispute wish to use a mediator to gain a sense of the
importance conflicting parties place on the issues under dispute and on
their various goals and demands. That, for example, is negotiable for the other
side(s) and what is truly nonnegotiable? For a discussion of this question as it
relates to
community disputes in particular, see Chalmers and Cormick
(1970) and Cormick (1971b).
Chalmers, W.E. & Cormick, G. W. (eds.) (1971) Racial conflict and negotiations:
Perspectives and first case studies. Ann Arbor: Institute of Labor and Industrial
Relations, the University of Michigan – Wayne State University, and the National
Center for Dispute Settlement of the American Arbitration Association, 1971.
[from James Laue (Univ. of Missouri-St. Louis) and Gerald Cormick’s
(Univ. of Washington) “The Ethics of Intervention in Community
Disputes”, p. 216]
As a tool for achieving change, mediation has both advantages and disadvantages.
Negotiations convert power and potential power into a settlement that reflects the
relative strength of the parties. Community groups choose to negotiate when they
wish to solidify the gains they have made so far, or when they want to buy some
time to reorganize, develop new strategies, or further develop their power base.
Mediators will assist change only if they understand and respect these motives.
Mediation and the negotiation process are often the quickest routes to gaining
concessions from the opposition, for established institutions are coming to
recognize and accept these processes. Indigenous leaders who develop
good negotiation skills, who understand the mediation process, and know how
to use mediators can help achieve the goals of their organizations.8
NOTE 8: One of the critical issues in the emerging field is the availability
of the processes of negotiation and mediation to all parties, especially those
without
experience or skill in these areas. Establishment parties generally
are able to
secure highly skilled negotiators, while out parties often cannot.
[from James Laue (Univ. of Missouri-St. Louis) and Gerald Cormick’s
(Univ. of Washington) “The Ethics of Intervention in Community
Disputes”, p. 217]
Mediation may also be the best route to achieving legitimation with the
established institutions, and a way of setting up direct communication in an
otherwise noncommunicative or chaotic situation. In this context, a mediator
often helps grass-roots or citizens’ groups gain recognition, overcome internal
problems of representation and leadership, establish new contacts, cut through red
tape, locate new resources, or use the resources they already have to the best
advantage.
Mediation is not suited to all conflicts and disputes. Disputing parties always
need to carefully weigh all of the pros and cons before pursuing this
course of
action.
[from James Laue (Univ. of Missouri-St. Louis) and Gerald Cormick’s
(Univ. of Washington) “The Ethics of Intervention in Community
Disputes”, p. 217]
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The Brazilian educator Paulo Freire (1971) also described the entire process of the
development of consciousness. He pointed out that the awareness of oppressed
individuals is often limited by virtue of the effort required to meet life’s
immediate needs as well as by a socialization process favoring resignation and
fatalism. As a result, such people will usually attribute their condition either to
supernatural forces above them or to their own inherent worthlessness. Both
explanations involve strong elements of retreatism and resignation. Under these
conditions, Freire contended. The potential for change will emerge only when
these individuals begin to perceive that their condition is shaped by objective
conditions in their environment.
395
[no 1971 reference] Freire, P. The pedagogy of the opporessed. New York:
Herder and Herder, 1970.
[from Gordon Bermant (The Federal Judicial Center) and Donald P.
Warwick’s (Harvard University) “The ethics of Social Intervention:
Power, Freedom, and Accountability”, p. 395]

Kourvetaris, George A. and Dobratz, Betty A. (1980) (eds.) Political Sociology:
Readings in Research and Theory, New Brunswick, USA and London, UK: Transaction
Books.
George a. Kourvetaris and Betty A. Dobratz, “The State and Development of Political
Sociology,” pp. 3 – 66
 Sociology, on the other hand, is interested in the nature of social structures,
functions, processes, and group relationships. The core of sociology is the study
of social institutions including political institutions. Sociologists study the
structure, function, process, change and permanence, organization and
disorganization of social life and human societies in general. Political sociology
draws from both of these fields. 13
 It is community studies in general that seem to have provided the greatest support
for the pluralist perspective. 37
 In order to understand the political (social) system both on national (societal) and
international (intersocietal) levels, we must look into the dynamics of ideology
and its operational and systemic qualities. Ideology then is the lifeblood of any
political (social) system. It is its nervous system through which the political
(social) system renews its legitimation and power. 39
Bergner, J. (1981) The Origin of Formalism in Social Science, Chicago: The University
of Chicago Press.
 …modern social science draws an equally hard and fast line between questions
concerning the origin of a theory and questions concerning its validity. No
consideration of the origin of a theory can help either to confirm it or to
disconfirm it. 4
 Sociology is in one sense a method – it is the method whereby the contents of
historical life (language, religion, and so forth) are explained as products of the
interaction of men. 95
 For modern social science, theory does not become theory by virtue of its origin,
or by virtue of its originator. Social scientific theory does not depend for its
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validity upon the pretheory which informs it. In this sense, the value of all
beginning points of inquiry is formally equal to the value of all others and the
question of the origin of any inquiry has been theoretically neutralized. But
although it has been neutralized, it has not been disposed of altogether. For it
remains clear that sources of our values, or inquiries, and our scientific problems
can themselves be studies form the outside, as it were, as a social scientific matter
itself. Why social scientific inquiries address the problems they do, and not
others, is – like any other social phenomenon – susceptible to social scientific
investigation. This investigation is the study which we know as the sociology of
knowledge, a study which is both a specialized field of sociology and a general
way of looking at social phenomena. 126-7
McConnell, S. (1981) Theories for Planning, London: Heinemann.
 Planning theory needs to be prescriptive as well as explanatory. Explanatory
theory by itself is insufficient to guide the action inherent in the activity of
planning. Prescriptive theory is insufficient if it is divorced from related
explanatory theory which explains the phenomenon the future of which is being
planned. Thus planning theory needs both explanatory and prescriptive
components. Xiii-xiv
 Because planning practice is dependent on the sanction of those with political
power at each level of government with a responsibility for planning, planning
theory must be related to political theory if it is to relate to practice. Xiv
 Because planners and politicians are concerned with a kind of decision-making
which affects the well-being of others — it is an activity with ethical aspects, and
for this reason planning theorizing should be moderated by ethical reasoning. Xiv
 It is believed that theoretical statements for planning should be ‘tested’ for:
falsifiability, responsiveness, justice, and potential effectiveness. Xiv
 …more interested in the contexts and the processes of planning and decisionmaking than with the plans. 2
 …planning is a political activity which changes its nature under different political
systems and in accordance with different ideologies. 7
 Social theorists, not least those with Marxian leanings, are very critical of
approaches to theory which do not include consideration of who decides, who
benefits, and who loses as a result of action based on different theories. 13
 Leonardo da Vinci warned that those who practice before they have learned the
theory resemble sailors who go to sea without a rudder. 13
 …ethical and political theories are held to have a direct relationship with theories
for planning. 2
 It will be claimed by man that revolutionary praxis is for politicians and not for
planners: that planners have neither the power nor the authority to prescribe
fundamental changes in society, except in their private, away from work,
existence. 25
 Positivism has been explained as an attempt to systematize human life upon the
basis of such knowledge as is available, and is thus said to be based on positive
and certain knowledge as opposed to imaginary knowledge. 26
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Auguste Comte (1789-1857) related the workings of human society to animal life
and to chemistry, emphasizing the systemic connectivity between phenomena.
Comte rejected the economics of his day as unscientific because it abstracted
‘wealth’ from its social context and therefore the nature of economic activity was
stripped of its political and social contexts and connections. 26
Pragmatism, like the word ‘practical’, derives from the Greek word pragma
which means action. 27
…”genuine democracy cannot be achieved in America without some greater
economic, social and political equality and that this requires initially a concerted
attack on poverty and segregation.” (Gans) 31
…”planning is inside the political system, and, hence, a growing political force in
itself. I would wish it to use its growing power toward assuring that the goods,
services and facilities supplied are sufficiently diverse to satisfy even the smallest
minority’s wants.” (Webber) 32
…the Marxian approach is concerned with the influence of productive agencies in
the historical evolution of society and with class conflict. 32
In Aristotle’s usage ‘dialectic’ referred to the mental activity related to
examination of the presuppositions lying at the back of sciences. 32
In the Hegelian sense, which influenced Marx, the word ‘dialectic’ has been said
to refer to the intellectual process whereby the inadequacy of popular conceptions
is exposed. 32
In dialectical logic, contradictions have been explained ‘as fruitful collisions of
ideas from which a higher truth may be reached by way of synthesis.’ 32 (BIB)
The principle meaning of dialectic is that thought develops in a way characterized
by the ‘dialectical triad’: thesis, antithesis, synthesis. The idea is that each thesis
has its weaker aspects. This an antithesis is developed to this thesis and to related
theses, or to the social actions based on these theses. In the end the desire for
recognition by exponents of each thesis and each antithesis will result in the
creation of a new idea, a synthesis, which retains some of the virtues of these
theses and antitheses, without their weaknesses or limitations. However each
synthesis has, in turn, the characteristics of a thesis to which people will develop
antitheses. Thus proceeds the evolution of ideas and the social actions related to
these ideas. 33
[Marx] the mode pf production in material life determines the character of the
social and political processes of life; and sooner or later the material forces of
production come into conflict with the existing relations of production. 34
…’the materialistic conception of history starts with the proposition that the
production of the means to support human life, and next to production, the
exchange of things produced, is the basis of all social structure.’ 34 (Engel)
‘And if freedom is lost, everything is lost, including “planning”. For why should
plans for the welfare of people be carried out if the people have no power to
enforce them? ... If we plan too much, if we give too much power to the state,
then freedom will be lost, and that will be the end of planning.” (Popper) 42
‘The traditional view of scientific method had the following stages in the
following order each giving rise to the next: 1, observation and experiment; 2,
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inductive generalization; 3, hypothesis; 4, attempted verification of hypothesis; 5,
proof or disproof; 6, knowledge. (Magee)
Land-use planning is based on the normative theory that the future development
of land uses and their associated activities should be in accordance with a plan
which has regard to environmental, physical, social, and economic considerations.
71
‘Fundamentally, the land use plan as a part of an overall plan embodies a proposal
as to how land should be used as expansion and renewal proceed in the future.’
(Chapin) 73
Political theory is a systematic thinking about the purposes of government and
power relationships. 104
Because the elected representatives of the people in fact cannot represent equally
the interests of all groups, especially the minority groups, in a large and
heterogenous area, it is now accepted that it is in the interest of the people most
effected by urban planning if they can share in the whole planning process from
the early stage of identification of problems to the stage of choice of solutions and
the means of implementation. 113
Public participatory theories arising from the model of populist democracy give
people the right to participate in decision-making relating to planning matters in
so far as they may be directly or indirectly affected by such decisions. 113
…pluralism is a grand term for the age-old game in which powerful groups in a
society maneuver to get what they want through a bargaining or trade-off process.
But in the end, as with representative democracy, it is the groups with the most
power which succeed. 114
‘Rousseau claims that the general will in action is sovereignty and since the
general will emanates from the community as a whole, so sovereignty must reside
in the community as a whole. He argues that sovereignty cannot be surrendered,
or delegated to any one person or group of people. It cannot be exercised at all
through elected representatives.’ (Thomson) 115
Each decade brings change in attitudes. It can be argued that before the mid-1960s
planners in the USA tended to believe in consensus more than they did after the
student and race upheavals of the later 1960s. Participation was then perceived as
a way to resolve conflict. However participation as a way of arriving at decisions
in any community can only replace decision-making by those in power in those in
power permit it, or have to permit it as a condition of remaining in power. 117
In the Marxian approach the class conflicts in capitalists societies are stressed and
are seen as the condition or fuel for social change, finally evolving in a
harmonious form of society. Such a view has elements of Idealism and
Utopianism. 118
…’the problem is in convincing enough people, both those in power and ordinary
citizens, that peaceful relations with others provide the most satisfying and
beneficial ways of life and are worth striving for, even when immediate, personal
sacrifices are necessary (e.g. relinquishing power, reducing material gains, or
admitting and attempting to correct unjustified actions). Also, these persons must
realize that these kinds of relations can be achieved’. (Nye) 118
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…if the norm of participation is not widespread for one reason or another, the
fostering of participation will not in itself create a participatory democracy. 121
The ideology of public participation as it is being developed in theory and
practice is then becoming the ideology of opposition to the status quo, and this is
inevitably leading to more and more reluctance to accede to claim for public
participation. ... Public participation...will exist only on terms acceptable to the
governing elite, i.e. that its function is to aid and assist the operation and
management of government and not to challenge or ‘disrupt’ it.’ 124 (McAuslan)
‘The State is differentiated from other associations by its universal jurisdiction, its
negative function, and the arties character of law in being backed by force and
having special authority. ...we may therefore define the State as an association
designed primarily to maintain order and security, exercising universal
jurisdiction within territorial boundaries, by mean of law backed by force and
recognized as having sovereign authority. 126 (Raphael)
Has every person in the locality to be planned been given a reasonable
opportunity: (a) at the initial stage of the planning process to identify their needs
and aspirations, and thus their perception of the problems? (b) to generate their
proposals or conjectural solutions? (their tentative theories)? (c ) to register their
perception of the errors or problems in the first et of alternative proposals which
have been developed by the planners after stage (b)? (d) to record their choice as
between the preferred alternatives? (e) to offer their views as to the means and the
program of implementation. 131
Has every person, wherever he or she lives in the region, but who visits the area
regularly, and who will be directly affected by the proposals , been given a
reasonable opportunity to be involved in the decision-making process. 132
…we cannot expect to find in our society a simple set of moral concepts, a share
interpretation of the vocabulary. Conceptual conflict is endemic. ... Each of us
therefore has to choose both with whom we wish to be morally bound and by
what ends, rules and virtues we wish to be guided. ... In choosing to regarding this
end or that highly I make certain moral relationships with some other people, and
other moral relationships with others impossible. ... I must choose between
alternative forms of social and moral practice... (MacIntyre) 146
The primary aim of planning for justice is that planning decisions should be
biased towards the greatest benefit of the least advantaged: there should be
positive discrimination in favor of the most disadvantaged. A second aim is that
any inequality in the distribution or allocation of resources should only be allowed
when it is t the benefit of the least advantaged. There are two conditions in such
an aim. First, that any one person’s liberty be restricted only in the interest of
ensuring the freedom for others to enjoy their well-being or to have their
opportunities for a ‘better’ life and environment protected; and, secondly, that any
scarce resource be safeguarded for future generations.
Justice in this context is defined as fairness in the distribution or the allocation of
whatever spatial resources and other welfare benefits are at the ‘command’ of the
planning system. It is argued that in the event of there being a conflict between
the objectives of responsiveness and the objectives of justice in decision-making,
the latter should prevail. 155
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‘Justice, it is often said, is an idea and an ideal. Like law and morality, it rests on
the tension and contradiction between what is and what at least some men think
ought to be. It represents or presupposes a criticism of an existing reality or state
of affairs allegedly in the light of principles or an idea-end state; it is in that sense
said to be both transcendent and a guide to action and evaluation.’ (Kamenka) 156
From the ‘Left Wing’ viewpoint such savings are seen as capitalist accumulation
which distinguish people and classes from each other, and which are especially
divisive when inherited from one generation to another. 158
[United Nations Organization Article No. 29] Everyone has duties to the
community in which alone the free and full development of his personality is
possible. In the exercise in his rights and freedoms, everyone shall be subject only
to such limitations as are determined by law solely for the purpose of securing due
recognition and respect for the rights and freedoms of others and for meeting the
just requirements of morality, public order and the general welfare in a
democratic society. 163
The United Nations Research Institute for Social Development in 1966 and 1970
listed nine basic components of social well-being: nutrition; shelter; health;
education; leisure; security of person and human rights; stability in economic and
social senses; physical environment with ecological and aesthetic care of
resources; surplus income, i.e. additional to satisfaction of basic need. 166
(Coates)
…’in order to treat all persons equally, to provide genuine equality of opportunity,
society must give more attention to those with fewer native assets as to those born
into the less favorable social positions. The idea is to redress the bias of
contingencies in the direction of equality.’ 170 (Rawls)
There is a need for a socialism that would increase domestic ownership, and that
would attack inequality and alienation by giving to every household, as far as
scarcity and environmental prudence allow, the fullest control of the resources it
can use.
First Principle Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive total
system of equal basic liberties compatible with a similar system of liberty for all.
Second principle Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged...to the
greatest benefit of the least advantaged, consistent with the just savings principle.’
(Rawls) 175
Rawls’s idea of ‘just saving’ is that there is a duty on one generation to uphold
institutions and resources generally for future generations, including each nation’s
heritage. 178
‘Since the market is not suited to meet the claims of needs, these should be met by
a separate arrangement. Whether the principles of justice are satisfied, then, turns
on whether the total income of the least advantaged (wages plus transfers) is such
s to maximize their long-run expectations (consistent with the constraints of equal
liberty and fair equality of opportunity).’ 185 (Rawls)
Policy-making within and between levels of government is fragmented in every
country of the world. 188
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 These Theories [Marx, Freud, and Adler] appeared to be able to explain
practically everything that happened within the fields to which they referred. The
study of any of them seemed to have the effect of an intellectual conversation or
revelation, opening your eyes to a new truth hidden from those not yet initiated.
94
 It is easy to obtain confirmations, or verifications, for nearly every theory—if we
look for confirmations. 96
 Every “good” scientific theory is a prohibition: it forbids certain things to happen.
The more a theory forbids, the better it is. 96
 A theory which is not refutable by any conceivable event is non-scientific.
Irrefutability is not a virtue of theory (as people often think) but a vice. 96
 Confirming evidence should not count except when it is the result of a genuine
test of the theory; and this means that it can be presented as a serious but
unsuccessful attempt to falsify the theory. 96
 Some genuinely testable theories, when found to be false, are still upheld by their
admirers—for example, by introducing the ad hoc some auxiliary assumption, or
by reinterpreting the theory ad hoc in such a way that it escapes refutation. Such
a procedure is always possible, but it rescues the theory from refutation only at
the price of destroying, or at least lowering, its scientific status. 96-97
 One can sum up all this by saying that the criterion of the scientific status of a
theory is its falsifiability, or refutability, or testability. 97

54



…historically speaking all—or very nearly all—scientific theories originate from
myths, and that a myth may contain important anticipations of scientific theories.
…if a theory is found to be non-scientific, or “metaphysical” (as we might say), it
is not thereby found to be unimportant, or insignificant, or “meaningless,” or
“nonsensical.” But it cannot claim to be backed by empirical evidence in the
scientific sense—although it may easily be, in some genetic sense, the “result of
observation.” 98

Carnoy, Martin (1984) The State & Political Theory, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.
 The primary problem of advanced capitalist societies, after two centuries of
economic growth, is no longer the adequacy of resources or their “efficient”
allocation for maximum output. They way that output is produced, the definition
of what constitutes output, what is produced, and who decides development policy
are the significant “economic” problems today. These problems are settled as
much in the political arena as in production.
There is another reason for the importance of politics: as economies
throughout the world have developed, the public sector – what we call here the
State – has grown increasingly important in every society, from advanced
industrial to Third World primary-good exporter, and in every aspect of society –
not just politics, but in economics (production, finance, distribution), in ideology
(schooling, the media), and in law enforcement (police, military). Why this
occurs, and how the growing State is shaped, has become for social scientists a
crucial issue – perhaps the crucial issue – of our times. The State appears to hold
the key to economic development, to social security, to individual liberty, and,
through increasing weapons “sophistication,” to life and death itself. To
understand politics in today’s world economic system, then, is to understand the
national State, and to understand the national State in the context of that system is
to understand a society’s fundamental dynamic.
Naturally, capitalist development and the State have always been
intimately entwined. In the nineteenth century, however, the State’s role in
capitalist societies, while significant, was usually relatively limited. This was, in
part, a reaction to the strong mercantilist State that preceded the industrial
revolution, but it was also due to the great dynamism of private capitalism. Until
the 1930s, the driving energy of capitalist societies resided in private
entrepreneurial production. The private production sector, not the State, was the
source of this energy, and the private sector economy was the center of social
change. Thus, Ricardo, Marx, Weber, Durkheim, and Marshall could all discuss
the State as an important but certainly not central element in their social analyses.
That can no longer be the case. The traditional nineteenth-century (and
pre-nineteenth century) views are anachronistic, even though they continue to
dominate much of the way we think about what the public sector is and /
should be. In the United States, we are particularly tied to certain of these
traditions, as if little has changed during the last two hundred years. But the issue
of the State has become much more complex, and with this increased complexity,
we need theories that deal with it adequately and accurately. Indeed, the growth
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of the State has been accompanied by a burgeoning of diverse and sophisticated
analyses of its “new” social role. 3-4
“but because no political society can subsist without having in itself the power to
preserve the property, and, in order thereunto, punish the offenses of all those of
that society, where every one of the members hath quitted this natural power,
resigned it up into the hands of the community in all cases that exclude him not
from appealing for protection to the law established by it. . . . Wherever,
therefore, any numbers of men so united into one society, as to quit every one of
his executive power of the law of nature, and to resign it to the public, there, and
there only, is a political, or civil society.” (Locke, John [1692] (1955) On Civil
Government, Chicago: Henry Regnery, pp. 61-63) 17-18
“Pluralism can be defined as a system of interest representation in which the
constituent units are organized into an unspecified number of multiple, voluntary,
competitive, nonhierarchically ordered and self-determined (as to type or scope of
interest) categories which are not specifically licensed, recognized, subsidized,
created or otherwise controlled in leadership selection or interest articulation by
the state and which do not exercise a monopoly of representative activity within
their respective categories.” (Schmitter, Phillippe (1974) Still the Century of
Corporatism? In The New Corporatism, ed. Frederick Pike and Thomas Stritch,
Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, p. 96) 37
“For both Marx and Gramsci, civil society is the key factor in understanding
capitalist development, but for Marx civil society is structure (relations in
production). For Gramsci, on the other hand, it is superstructure that represents
the active and positive factor in historical development; it is the complex of
ideological and cultural relations, the spiritual and intellectual life, and the
political expression of those relations that become the focus of analysis rather
than structure.” (Gramsci, Antonio (1971) Selections from Prison Notebooks,
New York: International Publishers, p. 12) 68
“The issue of democracy is important not only because it contains the Achilles
heel of this system of domination, but also because it contains a dynamic that can
be the unifying element in the long-term effort to establish a society that is more
nearly in accord with certain fundamental values. . . . The proposal for a limited
form of democracy . . . is not the gracious concession of a triumphant power, but
the expression of its intrinsic weakness.” (O’Donnell, Guillermo (1979) Tensions
in the Bureaucratic Authoritarian State and the Question of Democracy, in The
New Authoritarianism in Latin America, see Collier 1979, p. 317) 205

Skocpol, T. (1984) Vision and Method in Historical Sociology, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, pp. 356-403.
 Some historical sociologists apply a single theoretical model to one or more of
many possible instances covered by the model. Other historical sociologists want
to discover casual regularities that account for specifically defined historical
processes or outcomes, and explore alternative hypotheses to achieve that end.
Still other historical sociologists, who tend to be skeptical of the value of general
models or causal hypotheses, use concepts to develop what might best be called
meaningful historical interpretations. 363
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The three major strategies are not hermetically sealed from one another… 362
Interpretive historical sociologists—the label I want to give practitioners of this
second strategy—are skeptical of the usefulness of either applying theoretical
models to history or using a hypothesis testing approach to establish causal
generalizations about large-scale structures and patterns of change. Instead, these
scholars seek meaningful interpretations of history, in two intertwined senses of
the world meaningful. First, careful attention is paid to the culturally embedded
intentions of individual or group actors in the given historical settings under
investigation. Second, both the topic chosen for historical study and the kinds of
arguments developed about it should be culturally or politically “significant” in
the present; that is, significant to the audiences, always larger than specialized
academic audiences, addressed by the published works of interpretive historical
sociologists. 368
Indeed, whenever interpretive historical sociologists do comparative historical
studies, rather than simply conceptually structured presentations of single
histories, they use comparisons for the specific purpose of highlighting the
particular features of each individual case. 369
Good comparative historical sociologists nevertheless must resist the temptation
to disappear forever into the primary evidence about each case. 383
Analytic historical sociology, I believe, can effectively combine the concern to
address significant historically embedded problems—a concern that most of its
practitioners share with interpretive historical sociologists—with ongoing efforts
to build better general social theories, a concern shared with those who have
applied general models to history. 384

Wagner, D., and Berger, J. (1985) “Do Sociological Theories Grow,” American Journal
of Sociology, Vol. 90, No. 4, pp. 697-728.
 “Theory” in sociology has come to include many kinds of sociological work, from
“commentaries on the classics” to “causal modeling.” 699
 Development of an orienting strategy may take any of several forms. It may
include, for example, the development of ontological and epistemological
arguments (often metaphorically stated) concerning the subject matter of
sociology, the nature of social reality, and the values and goals of sociological
inquiry. It may also involve the articulation of the conceptual foundations
employed in the description and analysis of social phenomena. Finally, it is likely
to incorporate the formulation of directives for the selection of theoretical
problems for investigation and for the construction and evaluation of proposed
problem solutions. 700
 …orienting strategies are exceptionally stable, sometimes even rigid, in structure.
Consider the functional strategy: its conceptual framework, its image of social
reality, and its directives for the solution of sociological problems have changed
little…701
 Established strategies may become more or less dominant over time, but it is a
rare strategy to disappear entirely. 701
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…comparatively new strategies such as ethnomethodology seldom replace older
strategies; more often they add to the list of metatheoretical options that are
available in sociological analysis. 701
Part of the reason for the rigidity both within and among strategies is that the
differences between strategies are, in general, fundamental. Basically, the claims
of an orienting strategy are directiveness; they are statements about values (e.g.,
the value of “function” as a conceptual tool), not statements about facts (e.g., the
specific function performed by a particular institutional structure). Such
prescriptive arguments are largely non-empirical, and conflicts between them are
often unresolvable. 701
Put directly, most of the claims of an orienting strategy cannot be validated as
neither true or false; instead they are accepted or rejected a priori without recourse
to conclusive empirical evidence. 702
When we consider the potential for theoretical growth through orienting strategy
activity, we see that (1) there is little change within strategies, (2) there is little
change among strategies, and (3) even when change does occur, it is difficult to
determine specifically how that change might constitute progress. 702
Because much of the discussion about theoretical growth in sociology seems to
focus on orienting strategies, it is not at all surprising that we do not perceive
growth. We have been looking in the wrong place. 702
…while orienting strategies prescribe how to construct and evaluate theories, unit
theories are themselves the particular theoretical constructions to be evaluated.
703
The bulk of activity at the level of unit theories involves empirical testing. To the
extent that such testing provides support for our unit theories, growth or progress
may be said to have occurred. 703
This sort of relation, involving increases in the scope, rigor, precision, or
empirical adequacy of a theory, is theory elaboration.
For knowledge to grow, we must both (1) refine our accounts of established
problems and (2) reach out to account for new and different problems. Through
proliferation, knowledge can spread into such new domains. 708
…conflicts may not be limited to differences in predictions. They may arise with
respect to the relevance or interpretation of evidence, the meaning of value of
concepts used in the theories, or the importance of accounting for some specific
feature of the common explanatory domain. It should not be surprising, therefore,
that theory competition is a slow and arduous means of developing theoretical
knowledge. 709
…if T(1) and T(2) are competitors, integration is likely to require a new
theoretical language (with new concepts) that enables the selection and
incorporation of theoretical principles from each competitor in a coherent new
formulation. 722
Theory integration often is the major advance that is the clearest evidence of
progress, because it both unifies and deepens our knowledge. Thus, although
integration (especially of competitors) is rather rare, when successful its impact
may be quite dramatic. Successful integration, however, depends at the very least
on the prior development of an established research program. 723
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Integration, perhaps the rarest and most dramatic form of theoretical growth,
depends especially on the existence of a well-developed program based on other
relations. Such development is probably necessary to determine which concepts
and principles in the integrated theories are important enough and promising
enough to be included in a single theoretical formulation. 724
If T(1) and T(2) are variants, integration is likely to involve the specification of
conditions for the application of each variant. If T(1) and T(2) are proliferants,
integration is likely to involve identification of properties which permit the
interrelation of disparate phenomena. Finally, if T(1) and T(2) are competitors,
integration is likely to involve the creation of a new theoretical language that
enables the theorist to select and incorporate principles from competing theories
in a coherent new theory. 724

Green, Edward (ed.) (1986) Practicing Development Anthropology, Boulder, CO:
Westview Press.
Edward Green, “Themes in the Practice of Development Anthropology,” pp. 1-9
 Partridge and Warren (1984:1) define development anthropology as “scientific
research with significant applications within the development project cycle. Its
objective is to enhance benefits and mitigate negative consequences for the
human communities involved in an affected by development efforts” (Partridge,
William (ed.) Training Manual in Development Anthropology, Washington, DC:
AAA and SAA Special Pub. No. 17, 1984). I would argue for a somewhat
broader definition. As the contributors to this volume demonstrate, development
anthropologists to more than research, even as broadly defined to include
information gathering by whatever means. Development anthropologists also
learn to operate effectively as members of organizations involved in development
work, becoming knowledgeable about the “professional culture” of such
organizations “…and the bureaucratic and political decision-making processes
that characterize development assistance programs” (Hoben, Allan (1982)
Anthropologists and Development,” Annual Review of Anthropology, vol. 11, no.
34, pp. 9-75, p.349-350). 3
Rangel, Carlos, with Forward by Jean-Francois Revel, translated by the Author with the
assistance of Vladimir Tismaneanu, Ralph van Roy and Maria Helena Contreras (1986)
Third World Ideology and Western Reality: Manufacturing Political Myths, New
Brunswick, USA and Oxford, UK: Transaction Books.
 Capitalism is not only an economic system. Its fabric is woven with all other
aspects of human action, ambition, imagination and sensitivity that were present
at its genesis, that developed together with it, and that in many cases flourished
because of it. 110
Kohn, M. (December 1987) “Cross-National Research as an Analytic Strategy: 1987
Presidential Address,” American Sociological Review, Vol. 52, pp. 713-731.
 Many discussions of cross-national research contrast two research strategies—one
that looks for statistical regularities, another that searches for cultural and
historical differences. 716
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Finding cross-national similarities greatly extends the scope of sociological
knowledge. Moreover, cross-national similarities lend themselves readily to
sociological interpretation; cross-national differences are much more difficult to
interpret. 716
…the lawful explanation of cross-national differences requires more explicit
consideration of historical, cultural, and political-economic particularities than
does the lawful explanation of cross-national similarities. Ultimately, the
distinction between cross-national similarities and differences breaks down, and
the issues cannot be so simply and neatly dichotomized. 717
In the absence of appropriate cross-national evidence, though, there would be no
way of knowing whether this (or any other) interpretation applied outside the
particular historical, cultural, and political contexts of the United States. No
analyses based solely on U.S. data could tell us whether the relationship between
social stratification and personality are an integral part of the social-stratification
system typical of industrial societies, or are to be found only in the United States,
or only in countries that have capitalist economies, or only in countries
characterized by Western culture, with its purportedly higher valuation of selfdirection. 718
The key, of course, is the truism that if consistent findings have to be interpreted
in terms of how the countries—or the studies—differ. 719
Finding a cross-national difference often requires that we curtail the scope of an
interpretation, by limiting our generalizations to exclude implicated variables or
relationships or types of countries from a more encompassing generalization. 721
…cross-national research has been used in the service of political oppression. In
a less dramatic way, cross-national research has too often been a mechanism by
which scholars from affluent countries have been employed scholars in less
affluent countries as data-gatherers, to secure information to be processed,
analyzed, and published elsewhere, with little benefit either in training or in
professional recognition for those who collected the data. 724
This flexibility…comes at a price: When one finds cross-national differences, it
may not be clear whether the crucial “context” that accounts for the differences is
nation or culture or political or economic system. Still one can at least try to
assess which of these contexts might logically be pertinent to explaining a
particular cross-national difference. And, for many types of research, one can
then proceed to design new studies to differentiate among contexts. 725
Establishing collaborative relationships that can be sustained and will develop
throughout the course on what can be counted on to be difficult research is much
more problematic. 727
Even when such collaboration exists, sharing knowledge, interpreting within a
common framework, even having enough time together to think things through at
the crucial junctures, does not come easily. Unless one has a good reason why
research should be cross-national, it generally isn’t worth the effort in making it
cross-national. 728
I would not wish to mislead anyone into thinking that its very considerable
advantages do not come at equally considerable cost. 728

60



The intent in all analyses of cross-national similarities is to develop
generalizations that transcend particular historical experiences in a search for
more general explanatory principles. In short, the method may be historical, the
interpretations should be sociological. 728

Cohen, B. (1989) Developing Sociological Knowledge, Chicago: Nelson Hall.
 There have always been significant critics who have argued that, while natural
phenomena can be studied scientifically, human phenomena have not been, are
not now being, and can never be studied scientifically. In part, the skepticism
about scientific social science arises from the same mysterious aura that surrounds
the natural sciences. In part, the skepticism arises from the false belief that all
natural phenomena are amenable to scientific investigation and from the argument
that, unless all human phenomena are similarly amenable, a scientific study of
human phenomena is impossible. In part, the skepticism has an ideological base:
there are those that believe that human behavior should not be studied
scientifically, and this leads them to argue that it cannot be studied scientifically.
4
 The concern of a science of humanity behavior, then, is to resolve differences of
opinion about matters of fact through the use of procedures whose validity does
not depend upon the prejudices of the user. 7
 While it is possible to obtain collective agreement of the “facts,” it is more
difficult to collectively agree on explanations or interpretations of whether a given
fact is relevant to the issue under consideration. 8
 What standards must an explanation meet before it is preferred to alternatives?
This is one of the most crucial questions that an analysis of theory and method in
sociology, or in any other science, must address. 9
 …scientific knowledge is theoretical knowledge, and the purpose of methods in
science is to enable us to choose among alternative theories. 13
 Scientific sociological knowledge is more than a collection of facts, more than a
body of shared opinions or prejudices, more than a perspective for viewing the
world, and more than conventional wisdom. 13
 …theoretical knowledge does not consist solely of facts and cannot be generated
simply by collecting facts. 15
 While many sociologists have adopted the strategy of fact gathering, and
many aspects of the structure of the discipline of sociology promote this
strategy, we contend that piling study upon study will not generate useful
theoretical knowledge, even if each study exemplifies the ideals for
conducting empirical research. 16
 Empiricism emphasizes the importance of observation and of creating knowledge
by amassing observations and generalizing from these observations. 16
 [Spencer (1976)] defines theory as “a generalization based on observed facts that
explains a supposed causal relationship between those facts.” 16
 …sociological theory and sociological method are inseparable. 22
 Part of the difficulty is sociological research results from the attempt to apply
methods because they are quantitative or because they are qualitative, rather than
because they are suitable to the problem at hand. 23
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Here we will treat methods as proposed solutions to problems of the collection,
interpretation, and use of observations in the service of substantive sociological
considerations. From this formulation, two conclusions follow: first, methods
are instruments that serve substantive ends, and so different substantive ends
require different instrumental solutions; second, the substantive end determines
when quantitative solutions are needed and when qualitative solutions are
required. 23
Problems are not problems unless they are collectively recognized, and solutions
are not solutions unless they meet collective tests. 25
…action decisions depend not only on the facts or on factual statements but also
on the values held by those making the decisions. 29
…action decisions require assessing the factual consequences of each course of
action for each of the values involved, and require balancing the values
themselves according to which values are more, and which are less, important. 29
The role of research is to make factual statements about particular consequences
of particular alternatives. Since research cannot possibly investigate all the
possible consequences of all the possible alternatives, there will always be
uncertainty about the possible consequences of a decision alternative, and there
may always be unforeseen consequences. 32
Better decisions can result from the recognition that not all consequences can be
known and not all values maximized, combined with the desire to use knowledge,
even if limited, as a safeguard against decisions based solely on the decision
maker’s prejudice. 32
…value biases play a crucial role in the determination of all questions. For
example, it would be impossible to investigate the consequences of affirmativeaction program without the investigator’s moral attitudes toward affirmative
action influencing the outcome of the investigation. Some critics would go so far
as to claim that the male chauvinist and the women’s liberationist, investigating
questions about affirmative action, would inevitably obtain results confirming
their own value biases. While not all would go that far, they all share the
conviction that values are an integral part of deciding cognitive questions, and
hence that there is little point to distinguishing between value judgments and
factual statements. 34
What people usually mean by value bias is (1) that the content of the values held
by the decision maker effects the content of the resulting decisions and (2) that the
content of values affects the content of the factual statements the decision maker
employs in the process. 34
Natural science surmounted value biases through institutionalizing a set of norms
and by socializing generations of scientists to these norms. 36
Cultural bias operates in the most mundane areas of perception as well as in the
most subtle. 38
In practice, no science works perfectly. But clearly, the experience of the
natural sciences suggests that corrective mechanisms can work to produce an
approximation to objectivity. 39
…one can be a Positivist, and Anti-Positivist and a Post-Positivist simultaneously.
If Positivism means a commitment to using evidence, then this author is a
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Positivist; if it means that nonobservable entities are inadmissible, then the
present writer is an Anti-Positivist; If Post-Positivism represents a concern with
the theoretical relevance of observables, then this analysis is a Post-Positivist; and
so on. 44
[Crews, 1987] “To be a good contemporary antipositivist, then, is to resist the
encroachment of science on human studies—to deny…that the natural sciences
offer [us] an adequate or even relevant model…. Or, more radically, one can deny
that science itself is really empirical. 44
While a theory may determine the relevance of a set of observations and the
procedures for collecting and analyzing the observations, it does not deny the
factual truth of all the relevant observations. 46
…as long as there are some observations whose truth value is not determined by
the theory, then there are some observations that can provide an evaluation of the
theory independent of the wishes and desires of either the proponents or the
theory, and that after all is one meaning of objectivity. 46
Even when an observer has a unique basis for selecting and recording his
observations, the observations can be traced to preexisting ideas. …the
phenomena does not speak for itself; observations are not determined by the
things observed. At the very beginning of the process—the decision about what
to observe—ideas play a crucial role, even though the ideas may be only partly
conscious and not at all articulated. 70
Observation is an active process; physical sensations from reality do not record
themselves; every observation involves inference on the part of the observer. We
do not, for example, observe anger. We observe facial expressions, tones of
voice, things that are said, and we infer that a person is angry. … In short,
observation depends upon shared collective modes of inference. 70
A scientific theory is a set of interrelated statements, some of which are
definitions and some of which are relationships assumed to be true, together with
a set of rules for the manipulation of these statements to arrive at new statements.
71
Science starts with ideas, and an idea is not a theory. An initial idea may be
somewhat vague, may have many implicit elements, and may not be connected to
many other ideas. An idea is the raw material from which theories emerge, and
the process that leads to the emergence of theories is a long and difficult one. A
theory emerges from the development and collective evaluation of many ideas.
72
The problem is how to get from the crude idea to the collectively accepted theory.
72
Through the process of evaluation, an idea is extended, modified, sometimes
rejected, almost always superseded by a better statement of the idea, and always
related to other ideas. The point which must be emphasized again and again is
that the evaluation of ideas is a process, one successful culmination of which
is a theory. 72
No ideas or collections of ideas can capture all aspects of a single human
being or a total society. 74
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When ideas are transformed into statements that can be collectively evaluated by
reason and evidence, they become scientific knowledge claims. 75
A scientific knowledge claim is an abstract, universal, and conditional statement
in the form of a declarative sentence that has a subject and a predicate (i.e., is a
grammatical sentence) where the predicate asserts something about the subject of
the sentence. 75
The more abstract an idea is, the more it is removed from an individual’s
experience. Hence, difficulties in communication arise because there are no
points of reference in shared experience in which to hang the ideas. 77
A universal statement is a statement whose truth is independent of time, space,
and historical circumstances. 78
A singular statement is a statement whose truth depends on a particular time,
place, and historical circumstance. 78
On the one hand, knowledge claims must be universal and abstract; hence not tied
to particular objects in space and time; on the other hand, empirical research
generates only singular statements directly tied to spatial, temporal objects—and
therefore not knowledge claims. Yet empirical research must have an impact on
knowledge claims; otherwise knowledge claims are not modifiable by experience,
and we do not have empirical science. The resolution of the problem involves
linking knowledge claims to singular statements; that is, knowledge claims
are not themselves singular, but must be tied to singular statements in such a
way that the singular statements can affect the evaluation of the knowledge
claims. 79
It is possible to have valid sociological principles as long as they are valid for
those cultures which satisfy the scope conditions. This does not require that all
cultures, or indeed any culture, satisfy the scope conditions. The significance of
the idea of scope conditions is simply that wherever scope conditions are met, a
knowledge claim is applicable. 83
Given any observation statement pr set of observation statements, it is always
possible to construct alternative explanations for the given statement or
statements. 243
If there are many explanations, they are all in one sense true explanations of the
single instance; that is, they are all logically true in that the observation statement
is deducible from all of them. 243
No set of rules exists that allows one to go from the truth of a singular premise to
the truth of a universal statement. Simply put, there is no way that the truth of a
singular statement, or even the truth of a large number of singular statements, can
guarantee the truth of a universal statement. 245
…inductive leaps cannot be justified logically, but are acts of creative
imagination. The statements that arise from our “inductive” thinking are
conjectures that must be tested by means other than the psychological processes
which generated them—the fact that we thought of these statements does not
confirm their validity. 247
Experiments allow greater control [than nonexperimental research] of
factors that might represent alternative explanations, but no experiment—or

64








series of experiments—enables us to eliminate all alternative explanations.
253
1) Experiments are more easily reproducible that nonexperimental studies. 2)
Experiments allow the researcher to eliminate more alternative explanations than
nonexperimental research. 3) Experiments enable the researcher to separate and
isolate factors that are not separable in nature and thus to make comparisons that
are not possible where the factors are confounded. 261
…one cannot generalize from a single study and that one cannot prove that an
explanation is true even for the instance of the single study. 262
The challenge of novelty and the excitement of being the first to explore new
territory attract many of us and make it difficult to pursue the more mundane
aspects of building cumulative knowledge. ….we all want to be revolutionaries
rather than the plodders who carry out ordinary normal activities. 329
…sociological knowledge, no matter how well developed, never exactly fits a
practical situation. 331

Collins, R. (1989) “Sociology: Proscience or Antiscience?,” American Sociological
Review, Vol. 54, February: 124-139.
 …the core activity that gives the field of sociology its intellectual justification is
the formation of generalized explanatory principles, organized into models of the
underlying processes that generate the social world. It is these that determine
how particular conditions result in particular kinds of outcomes. It is these
generalized explanatory modes that constitute a science. 124
 …the charge that sociology knows nothing, that we have no valid generalizations,
is patently untrue. (i) The longer, more intensely, and more exclusively persons
interact with each other, the more that they will identify with one another as a
group, and the more pressure they will exert and feel for conforming to local
patterns of behavior and belief, provided that they are not unequals in power or
competitors for scarce resources. 125
 Symbolic interactionist theory converges on the same point: if a person’s concepts
are derived from the stance of a generalized other based on his her social
experience, then what individuals think must be influenced by their patterns of
interaction. 125
 (ii) Human cognitive capacity is limited: accordingly, the more complex or
uncertain a situation, the more that participants fall back upon a taken-forgranted routine and focus on the particular area that presents the most dramatic
problems. 125
 (iii) On the macrolevel of the state, an important principle is: A political crisis
arises when a state’s apparatus of military control is broken down by internal
dissension among elites: this breakdown is especially likely when there is a
military defeat and/or the economic strain of long-term military expenses beyond
the organizational capacity of the state to collect revenues. 126
 …we can accept with confidence the basic principle of state military/fiscal crisis
leading to disintegration of the apparatus of coercive control, and that in turn
leading to a revolt of subordinates. 126
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The vituperation against “positivism” is partly the expression of an oppressed
intellectual minority against their long-standing oppressors after finally gaining a
foothold in respectability. 127
It is sometimes held that deterministic explanations are impossible because social
action consists of situational interpretation, subjectivity, reflexivity, and
emergence. … In recent years this line of criticism has become very prominent,
so much so that one might characterize the late 20th century as a time of neoIdealist revival. 127
…the achievement of the interpretive microsociologists should broaden our sense
of acceptable methods for sociological science. Clearly, a scientific method for
our field cannot rule out studies of the subjective; sociological science cannot be
founded on an exclusionary behaviorism (although we should avoid going to the
opposite extreme of ruling out the importance of behavior, including unconscious
behavior). A science does not have to be built out of “hard data” in the narrow
sense. What makes it scientific is its ability to explain the conditions under which
one kind of pattern holds rather than another, in whatever realm those patterns
may be found. 127
…even a very positivistic model must include general orienting concepts within
which its specific hypotheses and operationalized variables are located. 127
Specific hypotheses make sense only in terms of some such background
assumptions about what kind of world we are dealing with. 128
The notion of a complete rigid formalization, operationalization, and
measurement of everything in a scientific theory is a chimera. There are informal
concepts and intuitive leaps at several points. There is always a metatheoretical
stance about what we are doing intellectually in the first place. Scientific theory
sketches a model of the aspect of the world under consideration: hypotheses are
derived from this, by a process of deprivation that itself involves intuitive leaps.
When operationalizing concepts for empirical tests, we always make another
intuitive leap in deciding that particular measurements or other observations
actually bear upon the theory. 128
…all sciences have these places where there are intuitive leaps. 128
…a successful science is possible even incorporating areas of fundamental
uncertainty, dealt with by tacit and informal understandings. Tacit knowledge is
knowledge too, as long at it works. 128
The fact that we are always involved in interpretations (and at many levels) does
not mean that we can accept every interpretation offered at face value. 128
The crucial criterion is that the best theory (with its ancillary assumptions and
heuristics) is that which maximizes coherence; it brings together the most
successful explanatory models into a consistent overall picture of how the world
operates. 128
An extreme, all-or-nothing empiricism is impossible; but a flexible
empiricism, working with imprecisions and intuitive concepts where
necessary, and making a great deal of room for theoretical work that ties
things together, is a central part of science. One needs to work nonpositivistically, so to speak, to be a successful positivist. 129
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Many sociologists in the interpretive camp…claim that their major substantive
finding is the impossibility of deterministic theories. In their empirical
investigations, they discover, above all, emergence, unpredictability,
situationality, human capabilities for subjectively reflecting upon and changing
social conditions. 129
Culture does not simply organize itself; it is organized by social processes. 131
Historicism is the claim that only historical particulars exist, and no general laws
can be found that apply at all times and places. This argument arises to some
extent in conjunction with other antipositivistic criticisms, as a kind of
oppositional united front. 132
I have no sympathy with the blanket claim that historical particularism is all
that is possible; on the contrary, we cannot even see particulars without
general concepts. 133
Sociology will never be a science fitting the old sociological positivist ideal, but
none of the natural sciences fits that ideal either. 134
Modern philosophy is science does not destroy sociological science; it does not
say that science is impossible, but gives us a more flexible picture of what science
is. 134
Theory is always undermined by data, and a wide-open pluralism of theories is
the consequence that presumable will always be with us. 135
All theories are not equally valid: the question is which theory works in the
largest number of contexts that are coherent with one another. 135
Sociology is engaged in many different enterprises. The extreme diversity of
what we do tends to keep what we already know hidden under a cloud of dust.
Our problem, in a sense, is too much knowledge, especially since so much of it is
on the practical/descriptive side, which becomes unwieldy if it is not boiled down
into theoretical generalizations. 136-7

Hechter, M. (1989) “Rational Choice Foundation of Social Order,” In Theory Building in
Sociology, Jonathan Turner (ed.), Newbury Park, CA: Sage, pp. 60-81.
 An adequate theory of social order would explain both the emergence of social
institutions and variations in the amount of order attained in different societies.
60
 …rational choice theorists attempt to account for the genesis of social institutions,
as well as other kinds of social outcomes. All rational choice theories of
macroscopic events therefore employ some individual-level variables to explain
macro-level phenomena. 60
 Like the advocates of invisible hand reasoning, contractarians assume that social
order is attained through the action of sovereign self-interested individuals.
Unlike invisible hand theorists, however, contractarians are pessimistic about the
likelihood that socially efficient equilibria can be attained spontaneously. This
pessimism is due largely to their awareness that cooperation is difficult to sustain
among self-interested actors who often engage in strategic and opportunistic
behaviors, rather than socially responsible ones. 63
 …the problem for contractarians is to understand how such self-interested
individuals intentionally can establish institutions that promote social order, and,
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then, why they would ever allow themselves to be constrained by these
institutions. 63
…classical sociologists attacked contractarian theory by dismissing
methodological individualism in favor of emergent (or group level) explanations,
and by de-emphasizing the importance of purposive action in favor of
normatively oriented action. 64
They [classical sociologists] held the sovereignty of the individual to be a myth
and insisted on the contrary proposition that institutions put their stamp on
individuals. This is because individuals’ very thoughts and actions are decisively
affected by the institutions to which they are subject. 64
The less extensive a groups obligations, the greater the member’s scope to engage
in independent action. Hence the extensiveness of a group’s obligations may be
indicated by the proportion of private resources that each member is expected to
contribute to collectively determined ends. 65.
If groups are formed in order to supply their members with joint goods, then the
survival of any group hinges upon its members’ compliance with various rules
designed to assure the continued production and distribution of these goods. 66
Monitoring is problematic because individual behavior is often difficult to
observe, let alone assess. 69
In times of war, young men are asked to risk their lives for their country, police
officers have the right to kill criminals, and the state has the right to incarcerate—
and sometimes to execute—severe offenders. 74
…it is indeed possible to explain key features of social order with the aid of a
group solidarity theory that is built upon rational choice foundations. 77

Mueller, Gert H. (1989) Sociology and Ontology: The Analytical Foundations of
Sociological Theory, Lanham, Maryland; New York and London: University Press of
America.
 Sociology and philosophy seem to have this in common: in spite of notable
progress in special fields, the discipline as a whole lacks unity and fails to
accumulate knowledge. Both disciplines are split into separate schools between
which there seems to exist no clearly defined relationship. 3
 “The best definition of social class is that of the totality of people who hold a
similar position in regard to occupational, economic and political status.”
Sorokin, Pitirim (1927:18, fn.2) Social Mobility, New York:Harper. 46
Coleman, J. (1990) Foundations of Social Theory, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.
 A central problem in social science is that of accounting for the functioning of
some kind of social system. Yet in most social research, observations are not
made on the system as a whole, but on some part of it. 1
 This has lead to a widening gap between theory and research. Social theory
continues to be about the functioning of social systems of behavior, but empirical
research is often concerned with explaining individual behavior. 1
 The principal task of the social sciences lies in the explanation of social
phenomena, not the behavior of single individuals. 2
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A…mode of explanation of the behavior of social systems entails examining
processes internal to the system, involving its component parts, or units at a level
below that of the system. 2
In all cases the analysis can be seen as moving to a lower level than that of the
system, explaining the behavior of the system by recourse to the behavior of its
parts. This mode of explanation is not uniquely quantitative or uniquely
qualitative, but may be either. 2
Just as observations are often most naturally made at levels below that of the
system as a whole, interventions must be implemented at these lower levels. 3
…an explanation of system behavior which goes down as far as the actions and
orientations of those who will implement the policy is likely to be more useful
that one which does not. 3
An explanation based on internal analysis of system behavior in terms of actions
and orientations of lower-level units is likely to be more stable and general than
an explanation which remains at the system level. Since the system’s behavior is
in fact a resultant of the actions of its component parts, knowledge of how the
actions of these parts combine to produce systemic behavior can be expected to
give a greater predictability than will explanation based on statistical relations of
surface characteristics of the system. This need not be so, of course, if the surface
characteristics are quite proximate to the behavior to be explained. 3
…an internal analysis based on actions and orientations of units at a lower level
can be regarded as more fundamental, constituting more nearly a theory of system
behavior, than an explanation which remains at the system level. 4
…an explanation is sufficiently fundamental for the purpose at hand if it provides
a basis for knowledgeable intervention which can change system behavior. Later
I will suggest that a natural stopping point for the social sciences (although not
psychology) is the level of the individual—and that, although an explanation
which explains the behavior of a social system by the actions and orientations of
some entities between the system level and the individual level may be adequate
for the purpose at hand, a more fundamental explanation based on the actions and
orientations of individuals is more generally satisfactory. For example, an
analysis of the functioning of an economic system based on the actions and
orientations of firms and households may be quite satisfactory, but for other
purposes those actions and orientations of the firms and households must be
explained in terms of the actions and orientations of individual persons who play
some part in controlling them. 4
The image of man demanded by a theory that begins at the level of social systems
is homo sociologicus, a socialized element of a social system. The question of
moral and political philosophy which address the fundamental strain between man
and society cannot be raised. The freedom of individuals to act as they will, and
the constraints that social interdependence places on that freedom, nowhere enter
the theory. Problems of freedom and equality cannot be studied. Individuals as
individuals enter only via their conformity to or deviance from the normative
system. With this image of man as a socialized element of a social system, it
becomes impossible, within the framework of social theory, to evaluate the
actions of a social system or a social organization. 4
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The major problem for explanations of system behavior based on actions and
orientations at a level below that of the system is that of moving from the lower
level to the system level. This has been called the micro-to-macro problem, and it
is pervasive throughout the social sciences. In economics, for example, there is
microeconomic theory and there is macro-economic theory; and one of the central
deficiencies in economic theory is the weakness of the linkage between them, a
weakness papered over with the idea of “aggregation” and with a ubiquitous
concept in macroeconomic theory, that of the “representative agent.” 6
At one degree of detail, Weber is simply expressing a macro-social proposition:
The religious ethic which characterized those societies that became Protestant in
the Reformation (and particularly those that were Calvinistic) contained values
that facilitated the growth of capitalist economic organization. 6
The societies that can be compared are few in number, and those which capitalism
developed most rapidly differed not only in religion but in many other ways as
well. Statistical comparisons would be subject to many different interpretations,
even if the association between Protestantism and capitalism were high. 7
Finding the same antitraditionalist orientation and the same precept of diligence
toward one’s calling in Calvinist doctrine, he uses this as evidence that the growth
of this religious doctrine provided the value system which allowed capitalism to
develop. 7
The content of the Protestant ethic can be described as values deriving from the
religious beliefs of society, and the content of what Weber calls the spirit of
capitalism can be described as values governing the economic activities of the
society. These values are two components of the value system of a society,
governing activities in two different institutional areas. 7
…the shared content of the religious and economic values is not evidence of the
effect of the former upon the later, but may be an indicator of other changes
which altered both religious and economic value systems. Alternatively, the
shared content could arise from the effect of new values in economic activities in
reshaping those religious values that were most susceptible to such an effect, that
is, the values of Calvinists. 7
What is necessary to account for the growth or occurrence of any social
organization whether capitalist economic organization or something else, is how
the structure of positions constituting the organization comes into being, how
persons who come to occupy each of the positions in the organization are
motivated to do so, and how this interdependent system of incentives is
sustainable. 9
A contemporary instance of the attempt to make the micro-to-macro transition
through simple aggregation of individual attitudes or orientations can be found in
certain theories of revolution. 10
The problem addressed by frustration theorists of revolution is the puzzling one of
which why revolutions often seem to occur during periods of social change in
which conditions are generally improving. The frustration theorists resolve this
problem by arguing that the improving conditions in the society create frustration
on the part of individual members of the society, leading to revolution. 10
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…consider approaches to social theory which base social change on technological
change or on forces of nature. If such theory is taken seriously, this implies a
fatalistic view of the future, in which humans are the pawns of natural forces.
Still other theories do not have an individualistic base but have their foundation at
a macrosocial level, taking as given the very social organization that is
problematic in a theory based on purposive action of individuals. In theories of
this sort the proposed causes of action are not persons’ goals or purposes or
intents, but some forces outside them or unconscious impulses within them. As a
consequence, these theories can do nothing other than describe an exorable fate;
they are useful only to describe the waves of change that wash over us. At the
mercy of these uncontrolled external or internal forces, persons are unable to
purposefully shape their destiny. The paradox arises because such theories imply
that the theory itself, a result of purposive action, can have no effect on future
action. Any attempt to use the theory purposefully will consequently be,
according to the theory, destined to fail. A further paradox lies in the image of
man implied by a nonpurposive theory. Since the conception is one into which
purpose, goal, and will do not enter, it is incompatible with the very orientation of
the theorist, who sets as a goal the development of such a theory. All of this
arises because the subjects of the theory are persons, and that includes the
theorists and the users of the theory. 17
…much of what is ordinarily described as nonrational or irrational is merely so
because the observers have not discovered the point of view of the actor, from
which the action is rational. 18
…success of a social theory based on rationality lies in successively diminishing
that domain of social activity that cannot be accounted for by the theory. Another
way of viewing the theory based on rational actors is to specify that the theory is
constructed for a set of abstract rational actors. It then becomes an empirical
question whether a theory so constructed can mirror the functioning of actual
social systems which involve real persons. 18
The transmission of information from the macro level to individual actors can
greatly affect the actions they take and thus affect system behavior. 21
…the environment, or social context, in which a person acts affects the relative
benefit of different actions; and it is the macro-to-micro transition which shapes
this social context. 21
…good social theory makes the transition between micro and macro levels
successfully. 21
…it is one thing to trace the development of social organization in a particular
instance, as a historian might to, and quite another to develop generalizations
about such processes. 22
In an established authority system, the consensual base on which authority rests is
reinforced by a set of formal institutions, which may include the police and the
military. These institutions provide physical control that supports the rights of
control (the legitimacy) and impedes revocation of authority. 466
Oppressive systems sometimes fail merely because of the passive non-compliance
of a subject people. 467
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…widespread withdrawal of rights of control (that is, legitimacy) from an
authority structure is often not sufficient to bring about a change in that structure
or even in the way authority is exercised. 468
…changing an authority system requires revoking the actual power to exercise
control. If that power is not given up voluntarily, it must be taken by force. Such
an exercise of power against state authority can occur in a variety of ways, which
can be termed revolt or revolution. 468
…most social systems have many institutions at various levels—and thus many
actors can engage in a power struggle with central authorities. 469
Many theoretical works on revolution see a critical point in a revolutionary
struggle as the point at which the existing system of authority loses legitimacy in
the eyes of the population or of important segments of the population. 470
Authority is, it is sometimes said, legitimately exercised power. 470
…authority is the right to control another actor’s actions, and power is the
capacity to do so, with or without the right. 470
If authorities engage in actions other than those for which this consensus exists,
they lack the right to do so, are acting illegitimately, and may lose legitimacy.
That is, the rights to govern which they do hold may be generally withdrawn,
leading to collapse of the consensus which gives legitimacy. 470
…legitimacy is simply the right to carry out certain authoritative actions and have
them obeyed. It rests on a consensus among those actors in a society relevant to
the continued exercise of authority—which may be the population as a whole or
only certain parts of it. 470
Simple common sense suggests that a revolution will be more likely when
citizen’s living conditions are worsening. 470 In fact, almost the reverse has
been true: when general impoverishment has increased, the population appears to
have sunk into an increased passivity. 471
Tocqueville generalized that “ it is not always when things are going from bad to
worse that revolution breaks out. On the contrary, it more often happens that,
when a people which has put up with an oppressive rule over a long period
without protest suddenly finds the government releasing its pressure, it takes up
arms against it.” (1860) 471
Revolution is more likely to arise during times of economic improvement for at
least some parts of a population or at times of political liberalization, or both. …
Common sense or rationality appears to be in eclipse, for common sense would
lead to the opposite prediction. 472
[The frustration theorists] revolution arises as a result of increased frustration.
472
[The theory of rising expectations] When there is a certain rate of improvement in
objective conditions, economic or political, this creates rising expectations, so
persons expect to be better off. But the expectations rise faster than the rate of
improvement in the objective conditions. Thus there is an increasing gap between
people’s expectations and reality. The people view the reality from the
perspective of increasing frustration, which leads them to revolt. 472
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Brinton (1965) says that the strongest feelings “are roused in those who find an
intolerable gap between what they have come to want …and what they actually
get. (p.250) 473
[The theory of relative deprivation] As long as there is no change in objective
conditions, all persons are in the same boat. But when there is rapid improvement
in conditions, those of some improve more rapidly than those of others. Those for
whom conditions are not improving very rapidly see others, perhaps no more
qualified, doing much better than they are. It is from this perspective that they
perceive a widening gap, which leads them to feel frustration and thus revolt.
Given that in a period of economic improvement, there are often more persons left
behind than getting ahead, these feelings of frustration can be widespread. 476
[The theory of status inconsistency] Many who have had little wealth or political
power gain economic resources but find that there political position remains
unchanged. Their improved economic circumstances lead them to expect a
parallel increase in political power, an increase which does not come about. 477
…revolutions are not like spontaneous riots, but are highly organized. 479
If revolutionary activity and support for the revolutionary activity of others are
regarded as rational actions, it becomes evident that such activity will be more
likely to occur as those who have an interest in seeing the authority system
replaced come to have a belief that they will succeed. 480
The likelihood of revolution should increase if either of these two factors
increases: when the expected gain if the authorities are overthrown is positive and
the expectation of overthrowing the authorities is high. 480
The improved conditions might…increase the perceived chances of success of a
revolution, for they add to the power and resources of those outside the regime.
480
…revolutions are preceded by a variety of phenomena, including vacillation and
weakness of the authorities, that give those interested in revolutionary activity a
stronger belief that overt activity in opposition to the regime will be successful.
480
…the period prior to overt revolutionary is one in which potential revolutionaries
and political followers who see themselves as likely to be just as well off or better
off under a different regime come to believe that a revolution can succeed. 480
…what is important is perceived power: what the people believe about the relative
power of the two sides and about what will happen to them if they support one
side or the other. 481
If opponents of an authority system come to have a strong belief in their own
power to overthrow the regime, one consequence will be a sense of frustration
that the regime remains in power. 484
One can see rebellious action as the product of two quantities: dissatisfaction with
the existing social order, and belief that action in opposition to that social order
will be successful. 485
By far the most important ideology for twentieth-century revolutions, however, is
not religious but secular—Marxism. Its role in Asian, African, and South
American revolts and revolutions is apparent. 488
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…ideologies provide a utopian vision, as an alternative to the existing allocation
of rights in a society. In both Protestant religious ideology and Marxism, there is
a vision of utopia; furthermore, the two visions have much in common: Both posit
a world of equality, communal sharing, absence of internal social strife, and
transformed human nature. The visions of utopia are definitions of what is right
that come from authorities that can challenge existing authority: from God, as the
supreme being: or from scientific socialism, as an objective source of truth. 488
Typically a revolution involves only a very small part of the population as
activists, either on the side of the revolutionaries or on the side of the authorities.
489
There are revolts in which large fractions of the population are involved, but these
uprisings are preceded by other critical events. The initial actions are taken by a
small set of activists who have already withdrawn rights of control over their
actions from the authorities. 489
If government policy distinguishes (or could distinguish) among ethnic groups,
economic classes, sexes, or regions, then these distinctions will be relevant to a
revolt—for the distinctions that government policy makes create different
interests in government actions. 491
Both sides [authorities and revolutionaries]: 1) Attempt to achieve success to
provide a display of power as early as possible in the revolt. 2) Threaten and
implement certain and severe punishment for acting in support of the other side.
3) Provide material inducements (both current and promised for after the revolt)
to potential participants who might be important to success. 4) Do not engage in
indiscriminate terror. Authorities: 1) Maintain strength externally. 2) Do not let
an internal challenge to authority go unmet. If unable to meet a challenge, divert
attention through compensating use of power in another area. 3) Show no
indecisiveness. 4) Undermine alternative ideologies. 5) Reduce opportunities for
closure of social structure among members of the opposition. 6) Develop
institutions for addressing grievances of the population on a one-by-one basis
(that is, without providing a setting for communication and amplification of
grievances). Revolutionaries: 1) Find and promulgate a utopian ideology that
challenges the values expressed by the current authority structure, and provide an
alternative vision for the future. 2) Use any means other than actions universally
regarded as illegitimate to demonstrate authorities’ weakness. 3) Cut potential
recruits off from contact with nonsupporters of the revolt; develop a high degree
of closure within groups of supporters. 4) Incorporate existing grievances of the
population into proposals for change. 5) Obtain all possible external support.
502

Huber, Joan (1991) (Ed.) Macro-Micro Linkages in Sociology (American Sociological
Association Presidential Series), Newbury Park, CA; London, UK; and New Delhi, India:
SAGE Publications.
Joan Huber, “Macro-Micro Links in Gender Stratification,” pp. 11-25
 Few scholars debated macro and micro relations until the 1960s when Homans
tried to reduce sociology to social behaviorism (Collins 1988a, p. 376). 11
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Macro theory must account for patterns of social relations not on the basis of
motives but on the basis of external constraints and opportunities for social
relations created by population composition and the structure of positions in the
social environment (Blau 1987, p. 75).
…the controversy was muddied by disagreement about the meaning of the words
micro and macro. 12
Everyone agreed that micro refers to something small. Beyond this, sociologists
divided into two camps.
One camp included interpretive sociologists, who tended to equate macro with
“quantitative” and micro with “qualitative” sociology. This definition puts their
own work, based on individual data, in the micro category but it implicitly
excludes other work based on individual data (status attainment, for example)
when those data are collected with methods that involve a quantitative and
qualitative mix like that of survey research. To my knowledge, no other social
and behavioral science scholars so use these words. As Berger et al. (1989)
points out, it is wrong to use micro to mean a small structured action system and
macro to refer to a large unstructured system without action. This treats the
analytic aspects of micro and macro theories as being correlated, when in fact
they are independent, and raises fruitless questions about relationships.
The other camp includes everyone else: macrosociologists, exchange theorists,
life course theorists, and so on. Whatever else they disagree about, they tend to
equate micro with individual and macro with collective level events, using the
words much as economists do.
Some sociologists in this large residual category see the problem as one of
showing how micro affects macro in a theoretically generalizing way (Collins
1988a, p. 244). For sociologists, the natural unit of observation has been the
individual. Thus the analysis must move from the individual level of observation
to the system level, where the problem of interest usually lies (Coleman 1987, p.
153). But how to move remains an unsolved problem that requires the integration
of exchange theory and macro structure (Blau 1987, p. 84). The extent to which
the problem is solvable remains to be seen.
Other sociologists have taken a macro-to-micro approach. 12
From a macro-level perspective, immigration could improve demographic
stability. At the micro level, however, the issues posed by large-scale
immigration, would be divisive. Public concern with a growing immigrant
community would increase as its share of total population growth rose. Many
writers doubt there can be a politically acceptable immigration solution to allay
fears of population decline (Espenshade 1986, p. 258). 19

Paul DeMaggio, “The Micro-Macro Dilemma in Organizational research: Implications
of Role-System Theory,” pp. 76 – 98
 More macro-analytic levels comprise events or structures that are more long
lasting, embrace more people, and are more spatially extensive than relatively
micro levels. Thus the micro-macro distinction is not the same as the opposition
between psychological and structural explanation. The argument that a member
of a four-person exchange system who has access to two persons only through a
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third is less autonomous than one who has access to each directly is structural but
relatively micro. A model that posits relationships between distributions of
personality attributes in a large population and system outcomes is psychological
but macro. For similar reasons, to identify agency with micro analysis and
structure with macro analysis is also misleading. 76
Kiser, E., and Hechter, M. (July 1991) “The Role of General Theory in Comparative
Sociology,” American Journal of Sociology, Number 1, pp. 1-20.
 The decline of the hegemony of functionalism and the failure of Marxism to take
its place have left sociology in a “theoretical interregnum.” The current crop of
comparative-historical sociologists came of age when these two perspectives were
competing for theoretical dominance. For many in this generation, these two
deeply flawed theories stand as proxies for all theory, and their rejection is
tantamount to a rejection of the entire theoretical enterprise. 3
 Historical events are often complex and unique, but this does not mean that
general theories cannot help explain them. Individual human beings are also
complex and unique, but this does not mean that general theories are useless in
accounting for their behavior. 12
 The evidence that is uncovered by inductive methods is essential both for the
establishment of causal relations and for the assessment of the appropriateness of
alternative causal mechanisms. … An exclusive reliance on the inductive
method has led many contemporary scholars to ignore the vital role of causal
mechanisms in historical explanation. 24
Ritzer, G. (1991) “Reflections on the Rise of Metatheorizing in Sociology,” Sociological
Perspectives, Vol. 34, No. 3, pp. 237-248.
 …the crises in sociology is traceable, at least in part, to a splintering of the
discipline. 246
 …the kind of reflexive work undertaken by metatheorists can be useful in
clarifying our theoretical differences and showing us where greater integration is
possible. 246
 Since metatheorizing deals with theory, it is not directly engaged with the social
world. However, we must not forget that the theories that are the subject of
metatheoretical concern are directly related to the social world. Thus, there is an
indirect linkage between metatheorizing and the social world. 247
 Metatheoretical work has at least two roles to play in the society. First, in helping
to clarify theories and their relationships to one another, it improves their capacity
to deal with the social world. Second, the metatheorist develops a range of tools
that are helpful in understanding not only theory, but also social reality. 247
 Thus, while metatheoretical work is removed from the social world, it is far from
being irrelevant in our understanding of how that world works. Thus, in my view,
metatheorizing is not only a legitimate undertaking in itself, but it is further
legitimized by its utility in enhancing our understanding of sociocultural reality.
247
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Turner, J. (1991) “Developing Cumulative and Practical Knowledge Through
Metatheorizing,” Sociological Perspectives, Vol. 34, No. 3, pp. 249-268.
 Those sciences that have developed considerable cumulative knowledge are
secure enough to examine themselves or, as is more often the case, let others look
over their shoulder. Those sciences that have failed to develop cumulative
knowledge are sufficiently anxious about their failings to ponder what went
wrong. 249
 Within sociology, there are many who continue to seek theoretical cumulation,
but there are growing numbers who appear content to push the discipline toward
relativibvvfsm, solipsism, and nihilism: to the point where nothing is universal,
where all is contextual, and little can be systematized. 250
 My feeling was that metatheorizing pulled us into unresolvable philosophical
issues: hero worship of the early masters; textual analysis as an end in itself;
history of ideas; proposals 4
bdiscourses.
251cdr4qeytghjmnfde
 Avoid talking about theorists; instead, talk about theories. 252
 Avoid discussions on intellectual context, place, and time; instead, discuss social
processes denoted by concepts, models, and propositions. 252
 Avoid debates over philosophical issues; instead, commit one’s energies to the
u753simple assumptions that there is a world out there and that it can be
understood with concepts, models, and propositions. 252cxwq
 Avoid commitments to ideologies; instead, develop concepts, models, and
propositions that denote operative processes in the universe (there will always be
someone to expose ideological biases without your help). 252
 Ignore the particulars of history; instead, examine those more general and generic
processes that cut across and place (leave something for historians to do; or, if
history is used, let it involve an empirical test or assessment of a theory or model).
252
 Evaluate the clarity and adequacy of concepts, propositions, and models. 253
 Suggest points of similarity, convergence, or divergence with other theories. 253
 Pull together existing empirical (including historical) studies to access the
plausibility of a theory. 253
 Extract what is viewed as useful and plausible in a theory from what is considered
less so. 253
 Synthesize a theory, or portions thereof, with other theories. 253
 Rewrite a theory in light of empirical or conceptual considerations.
 Formalize a theory by stating it more precisely. 253
 Restate a theory in better language. 253
 Make deductions from a theory so as to facilitate empirical assessment. 253
 Success in war has, Spencer argued, some ironical consequences: (1) as territories
increase in size, logistical problems of control, communication, transportation,
and administration escalate; (2) as the span of territory increases, especially as the
result of annexation…of conquered populations, the diversity of the population
increases and poses increased internal threat which, in turn, escalates logistical
loads; (3) compounding of populations, per se, increases population size which,
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regardless of internal threats, increases logistical loads; and (4) population growth
through compounding trends to concentrate an increased proportion of population
members (due to migration) which then creates a new source of internal threat,
and hence, escalated logistical loads. These cycles, as they increase logistical
loads, lead to even greater concentrations of power; and, as power is concentrated,
it is used in waves of further external conflict, thereby escalating even more than
those cycles of increasing logistical loads. At some point, these loads become too
great, and the empire implodes back upon itself or dissolve from (a) internal
conflict, (b) overextension beyond the productive, administrative, and distributive
capacities, (c) confrontation with a powerful enemy, or (d) some combination of
(a), (b), and (c). Indeed, once this process of collapse begins on one front, the
other tend to “kick in” and accelerate dissolution—as can currently be observed in
the Russian empire. 256
The degree of success in war is related to marchland and resource advantage,
coupled with mobilization of superior coercive power relative to one’s neighbors.
261
In the area of geopolitics, sociologists have virtually ceded the territory (bad pun
intended) over to political scientists, economists, “professional” diplomats,
strategic “planners,” and military strategists. Thus, much like many areas of
practical activity, sociology has failed to capitalize on its potential for influencing
practice and policy. This potential is best realized with metatheory that dares to
explain something and with the use of explanatory theory by practitioners. 268

Alvares, Claude (1992) Science, Development and Violence, New Delhi: Oxford
University Press.
 Development therefore comes hand-in-hand with displacement. For, while it is
possible to maintain large masses of people on a relatively less intensivelyexploited resource base, simpler technology and a wide array of occupations and
trades, this is not possible at all with the industrialization project based on modern
science. 8
Ritzer, George (1992) (ed.) Metatheorizing: Vol. 6 in the Key Issues in Sociological
Theory Series, Newbury Park, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc.; London, UK: SAGE
Publications Ltd.; New Delhi, India: SAGE Publications India Pvt. Ltd.
George Ritzer, Metatheorizing in Sociology: Explaining the Coming of Age, pp. 7 – 26
 Metatheorizing is defined, most broadly, as the systematic study of the underlying
structure of sociological theory. Evidence will be marshaled in support of the
contention that there has, in recent years, been an explosion of interest in
sociological metatheorizing. 7
 Concern for micro-macro and agency-structure linkage constitutes a second set of
specific metatheoretical concerns that emerged in the 1980s and contributed to the
development of a broader interest in metatheoretical issues. 15
 …metatheorists are not interested in making the case for anything, but rather
study the full range of sociological theories. Metatheorizing, like postmodernism,
is also antifoundational in the sense that it does not stand for any specific attempt
to impose a metatheoretical orientation on sociology. Those overarching
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perspectives produced by metatheorists are, at best, provisional rather than the
permanent metanarratives produced by foundationalists. 21
Jeffrey C. Alexander and Paul Colomy, Traditions and Competition: Preface to a
Postpositivist Approach to Knowledge Cumulation,” pp. 27 – 52
 Against Comte, the German philosopher Wilhelm Dilthey (1976) argued that
between the human studies and natural science there stands an unbridgeable gulf.
In a more constructive vein, Dilthey sought to build strong links between the
social sciences and the arts and literary interpretation. According to what he
called the hermeneutic position, social science consists of interpretations and
descriptive models; if and when causal statements are attempted, they can emerge
only from within the subjective world of the social scientist’s own experience.
In this view, social science is a fundamentally different kind of activity from its
counterpart in natural science. Its objects of investigation – “social facts” – are
either states of mind or conditions that are interpenetrated with them. In order to
construct the very objects of a social science, therefore, investigators must draw
on their own life experience and on their personal understandings of other human
beings. This places a premium not only on observation and measurement but on
imagination and speculative thought experiments. Once the objects of social
science are conceptually constructed, moreover, it is not easy to verify or falsify
the social science theories that generalize from them in a definitive way. Because
the personal experiences and evaluative standards of investigators are bound to
differ, the embeddedness of social science in value judgments, different personal
sensibilities, and political ideology is impossible to avoid. 32-33
Walter L. Wallace, “Metatheory, Conceptual Standardization, and the Future of
Sociology,” pp. 53 – 68
 “Metatheory is concerned…with the study of theories, theorists, communities of
theorists, as well as the larger intellectual and social contexts of theories and
theorists.” Ritzer, G. (1988:188, 190) “Sociological Metatheory: A Defense of a
Subfield by a Delineation of Its Parameters,” Sociological Theory 6:187-200. 53
 Empirical analytic metatheory can contribute to (a) systematic cumulation of the
end-product of sociological investigation (namely, collectively validated
empirical knowledge about social phenomena); (b) systematic construction of
new versions of the principal means employed in generating that end-product
(namely, collectively shared theory and method); and (c) disciplinary solidarity
among sociologists of all specializations – and, one hopes, eventually among
social scientists of all disciplines. Let us consider these contributions more
closely. 54
 “Every scientific investigation concerns a specific group of phenomena which are
subsumed under the same definition. The sociologist’s first step must…be to
define the things he treats so that we may know – he as well – exactly what his
subject matter is. This is the prime and absolutely indispensable condition of any
proof or verification.” Durkeim, E. (1982:74) The Rules of Sociological Method,
New York: Free Press. 59
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“What seems required [in sociology],” Blalock wrote, “is a self-conscious and
coordinated effort to focus on the basic concepts in the field, their clarity, overlap,
inclusiveness, and implications for measurement strategies. The technical tools
for theory building and data analysis are reasonably available, but many kinds of
slippery and elusive conceptual problems remain at least as formidable as they
were several decades ago. Here is where progress must be made if we are to
achieve a true integration of theory and research.” Blalock, H. M. (1979:134)
“dilemmas and Strategies of Theory Construction,” pp. 119-35 in Contemporary
Issues in Theory and Research, edited by W. E. Snizek, E. R. Fuhrman, and M. K.
Miller, Westport, CN:Greenwood. 60
The belief that conceptual standardization cannot be achieved (no matter how
much it may be needed) seems to rest on one or more of the following premises:
1. Social phenomena are too intrinsically complex and too inexplicably
changeful; no standard way of classifying any one of them as similar to
any other can be devised.
2. Sociologists are too individualistic in their thinking; pride would never
permit us to reach consensus on any standardization – even if one were
desirable and possible.
3. Sociological concepts are too dependent on the theoretical contexts in
which they appear. Conceptual standardization would require disciplinewide acceptance of some particular theory – taken as an absolutely unique,
indivisible, untranslatable.

Edward A. Tiryakian, “Pathways to Metatheory: Rethinking the Presuppositions of
Macrosociology,” pp. 69 – 87
 George Ritzer (1988, 1990) has considerably advanced the attention given to
metatheorizing, including his recent (1990)categorization of thee main types as a
function of their outputs. These, he argues, are (a) as means of attaining a greater
level of understanding of a theory text, (b) as instrumental to theorizing proper,
and (c) as source of metatheoretical perspectives (what Ritzer terms “perspectives
that overarch sociological theory”). 69
 Metatheorizing in the above vein of “uncovering” or “unmasking” the social
context of dominance expressed in theories (of large-scale social systems of
societies) has a well-recognized lineage in the Marxist tradition of the sociology
of knowledge. It is in this sense a radical tradition of the sociology of knowledge.
It is in this sense a radical activity inasmuch as it seeks to lay bare class interests
being maintained in the ideological or superstructural level of social organization;
stated in other terms, metatheorizing may be viewed as an important liberating
activity aimed against hegemony. 74
 A second feature of metatheorizing is the rigorous examination of the intellectual,
societal, and historical context of theory. This is where there is a major overlap
between sociological metatheory and history of sociological analysis…74
 In the development of sociology, sociological analysis has frequently looked at
other sciences and disciplines for models that might bring a more elegant
explanation of pertinent social phenomena than otherwise available. Physiology
and biology have been stimuli for the sociological imagination from the first (for
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Saint-Simon, Spencer, Durkheim) down to the more modern period (recall the
extensive use Parsons made of homeostasis). Economics has been an equally
important source of sociological models, with many adaptations of the utilitarian
and neoclassical paradigm throughout the 19th and 20th centuries, right to the
present in the form of rational choice models (Friedman and Hechter 1988).
There has been a two-way exchange of conceptual frameworks between
anthropology and sociology, often the result of organizational structure of joint
departments or the training of sociologists in field research in collaboration with
anthropologists. A good deal of “functional analysis” in sociology has an
anthropological genealogy that can be traced to Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown;
sociological community studies (going back to the Lynds and to Warner) have a
logic of inquiry based on an anthropological holistic approach, and this extends
even to studies of industrial and corporate settings (e.g., Kanter 1977). 75-76
Very often sociologists have taken not a theory or a model in a proper sense but
only a concept, and even that when it is examined carefully is not so much an
analytical concept as a metaphor. To explain a set of social phenomena in terms
of what boils down to a metaphor is not to provide a (scientific) explanation but at
best an image of the phenomena. Metatheorizing here would be the critical
examination of the adequacy of transferring or borrowing from another discipline
theories or models or concepts used in sociological explanation. 76
Macrosociological models are always to some extent drawn up, validated and
invalidated in relation to the sociohistorical environment. Macrosociologists seek
to make sense of the world they live in and react to, not to an eternal, unchanging,
constant social world. But they may also continue to operate in the world with the
same set of presuppositions that framed macrosociological models and theories in
an earlier historical setting, albeit real transformations have or are taking place in
the world. 79

Joseph Berger and David G. Wagner and Morros Zelditch, Jr. “A Working Strategy for
Constructing Theories: State Organizing Processes,” pp. 107 – 123
 Sociologists also usually think of metatheory as preceding work on theory
building. However, we shall focus on ideas that have evolved in the course of our
work in constructing theories and that have in turn shaped our thinking. It is
indeed true that certain elements of our metatheoretical orientation do predate our
work in constructing substantive theory. These include the idea of isolating
different social processes and constructing abstract and general theories of them;
the idea of testing and applying such theories; and the idea of formalizing such
theories, if possible. 109
 The important point implied in the potential for multiple interpretation is that it is
the application, not the theoretical structure, that is micro or macro. It does not
require qualitatively different kinds of theory to explain micro and macro
phenomena; the same theoretical structure may underlie both. 119
Charles Lemert, “Sociological Metatheory and Its Cultured Despisers,” pp. 124-134
 Homans meant, thereby, pretty much the same thing James Coleman (1990)
means in the very first lines of his recent book, Foundations of Social Theory:”
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‘Social theory,’ as taught in the universities, is largely a history of social thought.
An unfriendly critic would say that current practice in social theory consists of
chanting old mantras and invoking nineteenth-century theorists” (p. xv). 126
Deena Weinstein and Michael A. Weinstein, The Postmodern Discourse of Metatheory,”
pp. 135 – 150
 Ritzer (1990) places metatheory in a wider process of “metatheorizing,” which
includes at least three ways of undertaking “the systematic study of sociological
theory” (p. 3). The types of metatheorizing are distinguished not so much by
different thought processes or textual operations as by the possible aims of
reflective practice. Metatheory proper is the aim of metatheorizing when that
process is a means of achieving a deeper understanding of theory. But
metatheorizing may also be undertaken as a prelude to the construction of new
sociological theory… 135
 Metatheory proper is essential to the other two forms of metatheorizing defined
by Ritzer, because some understanding of the structure of extant sociological
theory is necessary for both the generation of new theory from it and for the
creation of overarching perspectives that synthesize all parts of it. In contrast, the
generation of new theory and the creation of overarching perspectives are not
essential to the constitution of metatheory, although they may be thought of as
possible fruitions of it or, in the case of the overarching perspective, which is a
provisional synthesis of theories, even as an aspect or, perhaps, the perfection or
finality o it. Metatheory proper, therefore, will always be a product of
metatheorizing, either as its express aim or as its necessary, though not always
sufficient, condition, and as its inevitable by-product.
The first step in a theorization of metatheory is to acknowledge that metatheory is
an element in the discourse formation of contemporary American sociology. It is
an eruption within the professional discipline of sociology and it has a history
within that discipline. One might easily conceive of informal sociology being
done outside a professional discipline, but it is difficult to imagine informal
metatheory. Metatheory has a complete dependence on the discipline of
sociology because its object is the structure of theory in that discipline, which
structure is the cultural form of the discipline itself. Metatheory is the study of
the cultural form of sociology, in both its process of constitution and in its
constituted forms.
Theory is the cultural form of sociology in the sense that it defines the categories
through which the objects of sociology are described and the relative importance
of those objects in relation to each other. At the very least theory provides the
language in which sociologists justify rhetorically their other practices. At the
most it conditions logically. The power of theory to give form to sociology
probably lies somewhere between these two extremes, which is to say that to
claim that theory is the cultural form of sociology is not to maintain that that form
is unitary or even precisely definable.
A theorization of metatheory is itself a distinctive form of metatheorizing and an
example of metatheory, because it considers metatheory as a set of disciplinary
practices within sociology. A metatheorist is necessarily a theorist, a theorist of
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theory. A theory of theorizing theory is itself a theorization of theory. Hence,
there is no infinite regress involved in theorizing about metatheory. There is no
metatheory of metatheory: there is only more metatheory.
The definition of metatheory being used here is not neutral, but excludes a
competing definition and confronts an interpretation of sociology that would
exclude it from the discipline. A theorization of metatheory is logically
compelled to be partisan and polemical. It must distinguish itself from, if not
refute, its competitor, and it must defend its inclusion within sociology. The
distinction and defense effects, placing it within the possible discourse formations
of contemporary American sociology. 136-137
Turner (1986) contrasts metatheories that prescribe prerequisites for the conduct
of theory to metatheories that study extant theories. Ritzer (1988, p. 187) follows
Turner, but goes a step farther by excluding from metatheory “broader
philosophical questions about what sociological theory ought to be doing” and by
confining it to the “objective study of extant theories,” including their underlying
presuppositions. But according to Ritzer’s definition of metatheory one of its
objects is “the larger intellectual and social contexts of theories and theorists.”
138
When metatheory is used as a means of synthesizing theories it does not produce
accounts of the historical reality (metanarratives), but narratives of narratives;
stories of theory, not the story of history. 139
Metatheory distinguishes itself from philosophical sociology by bracketing out
any judgments on the truth or falsehood of any fundamentalist claims, It will
ordinarily be undertaken by theorists who are not convinced of the truth of any
foundationalism, and it will be self-lucid it if suspends judgment on the issue of
foundationalism rather than raising a skeptical defense against it.
Philosophical sociology treats the multiplicity of theorizations as an opportunity
for the critique of error and the vindication of some presumed metaphysical,
moral, or epistemological truth against opposition. Metatheory treats the
multiplicity of theorizations as an opportunity for multiple operations of analysis
and synthesis. 140
As a response to the multiplicity of theorizations in contemporary sociology,
metatheory studies those theorizations as social constructions and as cultural
constructs with the aim of disclosing whatever structure(s) that they evince both
singly and as a multiplicity. It does not prescribe structures for theorization but
studies the prescriptions of philosophical sociologies as part of its field of objects,
refusing to pass judgment for or against them while placing and interpreting them
within its larger discursive field. Metatheory does not replace philosophical
sociology or attempt to prohibit its practice but stalemates it by offering its own
alternative secondary reflection on theory: Methatheory includes philosophical
sociology as an object by excluding it as a practice. Historically metatheory is a
postmodernist form of thinking that signals the liberation of secondary reflection
from any metaphysical master discourse or metanarrative. It is the permission to
clarify and provisionally order, enabled by forbearance from imposing
philosophical foundations. 141
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Through conceptual clarification of presuppositions metatheory may effect
convergences or even reconciliations among competing theories, just as well as it
may show sharp differences among theoretical formations that seemed to be
allied. It provides a clarifying service for theory as a whole, not for any particular
theory, and, so, it transcends ordinary theoretical debate, which considers the
structure(s) of theory as a whole only to plead a partisan case. Metatheory
systematizes in a nonreductive way. 141
Metatheory, then, is not thoroughly neutral, but includes a partisanship in its
transcendence of ordinary theoretical debate. Simply by its totalizing practice it
lends legitimacy to the socially (though not necessarily intellectually) weak in
their struggle against the strong. It stalemates philosophical attempts to impose a
theoretical program on sociology and it critiques the social Darwinist pretense of
trusting in interperspectival debate to let the truth will out. Its admission of
multiplicity and its commitment to study it enhance theoretical pluralism and
favor, though do not insure or presuppose, theoretical egalitarianism. 144
It critiques a dominant ideology of disciplinary positivism by naming it and
giving it a place within the field of metatheoretical objects. In doing so it
deprives disciplinary positivism of the social advantage that it gained by
remaining implicit, and reveals its intellectual relativity as a self-negating
negation of metatheory that stands on the same meta-level as philosophical
sociology and meta theory itself. 144
Metatheory is the rejection of attempts to provide foundations for theory and the
permission to do without such foundations. It does not seek its own definition of
theory, so it uses, by turns, the definitions of theory that are extant in the
discipline of sociology, playing them off against one another. But it is also
reflexive enough to know that it may imply definitions of theory as it demarcates
its field of objects, so it seeks to be explicit about such definitions,
acknowledging, too, that they are provisional; for example, the definition of
theory as the “cultural form of sociology” offered in the present discussion. 145146
The distinctive historical feature of metatheory is its admission in a
postmetaphysical academic culture of nonscientific forms of discourse. It is that
feature that most accounts for the resistance to it from broad sectors of sociology.
Skocpol, for example, does not mock the sociology of theory but reserves her
derision of the “urge” to clarify theoretical presuppositions and then to classify
those presuppositions into orders or structures revealing their conceptual
relationships and disrelationships. 146
Metatheory, on its philosophical side, is the totalization of theories, not the
totalization of society, which is what philosophical sociology attempts. 146-147

Stephan Fuchs, “Relativism and Reflexivity in the Sociology of Scientific Knowledge,”
pp. 151-167
 “My prescription is to treat the social world as real, and as something about which
we can have sound data, whereas we should treat the natural world as something
problematic – a social construct rather than something real. This seems to me to
be an entirely natural view for a social scientist.” Collins, Harry (1981b:216-217),
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“Stages in the Empirical Program of Relativism,” Social Studies of Science 11:310. [Note 2: using Halfpenny’s (1988) terminology.] 155
Selznick, Philip (1992) The Moral Commonwealth: Social Theory and the Promise of
Community, Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
 It makes little sense to restrict “sociology” to the work of people who are called
sociologists. There is no fundamental difference between sociology and social or
cultural anthropology or, in most respects, social psychology. A great deal of
history and political science, especially in recent generations, is informed by
sociological understanding and contributes substantially to it. In many other
fields as well, including jurisprudence and moral philosophy, important
sociological problems are addressed, frequently with an added measure of
sophistication. All belong, in part at least, to the intellectual enterprise we call
sociology. Therefore “social theory,” as used in the subtitle here, includes
political, legal, and moral theory. Xii
 Flexibility and responsiveness are hallmarks of the modernist naturalism we have
been describing. They are attributes appropriate to modern selves, institutions,
and communities. 36
 “Since this end [the liberation of mankind] can be achieved only through
revolution, the liberating morality of the proletariat of necessity is endowed with a
revolutionary character. . . . It deduces a rule of conduct from the laws of the
development of society, thus primarily from the class struggle, this law of all
laws.” (Trotsky, Leon, “Their Morals and Ours,” The New International (June
1938): 163-73, p. 172) But here Trotsky abandons the interdependence of means
and ends. The means are not controlled by the end but are reached deductively on
the basis of a general theory of historical development. Since it is presumed to be
the only road to human betterment, the class struggle, Dewey pointed out, “does
not need to be critically examined with respect to its actual objective
consequences.” This is the basic flaw. “It is as if a biologist or a physician were
to assert that a certain law of biology which he accepts is so related to the end of
health that the means of arriving at health – and the only means – can be deduced
from it, so that no further examination of biological phenomena is needed. The
whole case is prejudged.” (Dewey, John, “Means and Ends: Their
Interdependence, and Leon Trotsky’s “Their Morals and Ours,” The New
International (August 1938): 233) 47-48
 A more radical autonomy is not, however, a prescription for isolation. Genuine
freedom is not an absence of social relations. It is only through encounter and
engagement that the authentic self is revealed, reconstructed, and made whole.
“Nothing,” it has been said, “reflects less than a mirror.” (A comment attributed
to Jean Cocteau, Times Literary Supplement (9 March 1984): 226) We cannot
value ourselves – we cannot preserve our own integrity – if we do not value
others. And to value others we must cut through the pretense and artificiality of
everyday life. In Martin Buber’s idiom, the immediacy of I-Thou” (in contrast to
“I-It”) becomes the paradigm of authentic, self-affirming engagement. Here too
is upheld a Kantian ideal, the principle of respect for all persons as ends in
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themselves, but with far more awareness of the struggle entailed and of the
conditions that must be fulfilled. 71
He brings to the history and philosophy of science what should be a familiar
principle: the mind of the scientist is a social formation, and shared group
experience has intellectual consequences. The practice of science cannot be
explained by an abstract and idealized account of scientific method. Rather, what
scientists do, including how they think, is decisively affected by their membership
in a particular community at a particular time. 83
Kuhn finds in scientific practice a warrant for expanding objectivity, not for
restricting it. The key point is that there is more than one road to objective
judgment. Plurality and openness are vital ingredients of scientific practice,
especially when a choice must be made between competing theories. But that is
no challenge to objectivity, so long as impersonal standards are accepted and
applied.
To help make this point Kuhn draws on a distinction between rules and
values. A theory is not judged by applying a determinate criterion or algorithm,
that is, a specific logical or computational procedure. Rather, scientists bring to
bear more general criteria, such as accuracy, scope, consistency, fruitfulness, and
social utility. This allows for openness, but it is not a plea for subjectivism:
“Two men deeply committed to the same values may nevertheless, in
particular situations, make different choices as, in fact, they do. But that
difference in outcome ought not to suggest that the values scientists share are less
than critically important either to their decisions or to the development of the
enterprise in which they participate. Values like accuracy, consistency, and scope
may prove ambiguous in application, both individually and collectively; they
may, that is, be an insufficient basis for a shared algorithm of choice. But they do
specify a great deal: what each scientist must consider in reaching a decision,
what he may and may not consider relevant, and what he can legitimately be
required to report as the basis for the choice he has made.” (Kuhn, Thomas S.,
The Essential Tension (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977) 331) 86
“The advocates of cultural relativism counsel us to suspend comparative judgment
and to grant, in principle, the equality of equivalent value of all value systems.
This assumed ability to doubt and suspend judgment . . . presupposes an inherent
freedom of judgment that liberates the mind from its own prejudice and past
cultural conditioning. Hence, the exercise of freedom of judgment and rational
analysis is as much a fact of human behavior as is cultural determinism. Were it
not for man’s innate ability freely to evaluate and verify the truth of his ideas by
subjecting them to empirical and critical tests, it would be impossible to overcome
ethnocentric prejudices. . . . Man would be the prisoner and victim of his own
cultural conditioning, and a science of anthropology would, in effect, be
impossible.” (Bidney, David, “Cultural Relativism,” International Encyclopedia
of the Social Sciences 3 (1968): 543-547, p. 546) 94
There is indeed a central paradox in cultural relativism. On the one hand, it is
argued that every culture is unique and incommensurable; therefore we cannot
evaluate beliefs and practices; it is not for us to second-guess another people’s
way of life. On the other hand, the main point of relativism is a moral lesson: all
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people need and deserve respect despite their diverse habits and customs. This
teaching is not presented as a peculiar product of Western (or American) culture.
On the contrary, it is a moral principle everyone should acknowledge.
It would be easy to dismiss this paradox as blatant self-contradiction, and
some philosophers have done just that. But it is better to understand what lies
behind the apparent error of saying in one breath that all judgment is relative and
in the next that respect for others is an objective moral truth. Cultural relativism
is a doctrine of appreciative toleration, founded on a “postulate of humanity.”
The assumption is that all peoples seek their own welfare and in doing so tend to
create ways of life that make sense to them and that, on the whole, serve them
well. A corollary is the principle of self-determination. The paradox of
relativism / arises when the claims of self-determination are pressed so far that
they undermine the principle of respect. At an extreme, self-determination would
include the option to reject respect for others. The Italian Fascist leader Benito
Mussolini, for example, proclaimed himself a moral relativist and happily inferred
that “everybody has the right to create for himself his own ideology and to
attempt to enforce it with all the energy of which he is capable.” Mussolini’s
doctrines did not include the principle of respect. In contrast, as envisioned by the
students of Boas, cultural relativism contained, in the principle of respect, an
implicit limitation on the reach of self-determination. 94-95
Pluralism takes for granted that there are many worthy and even admirable forms
of human life. This variety occurs because there is enough leeway in adaptation
to allow trade-offs among competing goods. Humans can flourish though they
build their lives on different commitments and different excellences. The life of
the small farmer is admirable, but so are the lives of skilled workers, lawyers,
ministers, and scholars. Each has worth, but not absolute or unqualified worth.
Each choice gives up some values in exchange for others.
Much the same may be said of cultures. 112
The chief difference between the pluralist and the relativist turns on how each
perceives the objectivity of moral principles. The radical relativist does not admit
any such objectivity: the particular circumstance or interest must be the ultimate
judge of what is good. The pluralist takes a different tack. General principles
should not be used to pre-judge specific practices – polygamy may have its own
virtue, infanticide or cannibalism its own excuse – but they can be used to
criticize and assess a practice, so long as particular circumstances are taken into
account. In the pluralist view no appeal to special circumstances or local interests
is self-justifying. Such an appeal is the beginning of inquiry, not its end.
When we try to determine the real interests of particular persons, we have
no difficulty in combining the universal and the particular, the objective and the
subjective. We bring to bear general notions of what is good for any person, but
we also consider what the particular individual is like. We agree that people
should develop their own potentialities and follow their own inclinations, so far as
they are constructive. We take account of how individuals view themselves and
their worlds; but we do not shrink from criticizing those views insofar as they are
impoverishing or self-destructive. The same logic applies in the assessment of
cultures. 115
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Radical relativism is the enemy of reason, and therefore of communication and
community. If values and beliefs are incommensurable, there is no basis for
dialogue and mutual understanding. Such a perspective is wholly alien to the
spirit of American pragmatism: “Pluralism for the pragmatists never meant a selfenclosed relativism where we are forever doomed to be prisoners limited to our
own conceptual schemes, frameworks, or horizons. Such a form of relativism is
precisely what the pragmatists were always combating. . . . “ (Bernstein, Richard
J., “The Varieties of Pluralism,” John Dewey Lecture, American Journal of
Educations 94 (1987): 521) 115
“The self . . . is essentially a social structure, and it arises in social experience . . .
it is impossible to conceive of a self arising outside of social experience.” (Mind,
Self, and Society (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1934), 140) 123
Hobbes, Locke, and Hume had placed man firmly in the natural order and
appealed to experience as the basis of knowledge. Yet they and others had
assumed that man is “naturally” endowed with reason and self-consciousness.
Mead agreed that these are natural potentialities, but he insisted they could not be
realized except in society. In the beginning is society, not the individual.
By examining closely the dynamics of socialization – communication,
self-awareness, self-control, cooperation – Mead showed that mind and self are
indivisible and that they are outcomes of interactions in which social others play a
decisive role. The lesson is clear: everything we are, including whatever
individuality we have, depends on the nurture and support of group life.
This sociological perspective is a denial of pre-formed personality, but it is
far from a denial of persistent human attributes. To say that humans are social
animals is to characterize them in decisive ways. Above all, it is to say that they
depend on others for psychological sustenance, including the very constitution of
the self, and that this dependency is the source of typical strengths, failings, and
strivings. The formation of persons goes on in all human societies and
everywhere follows the same basic patterns. Everywhere, for example,
conscience is constructed largely by internalizing the attitudes of others. 123-124
Erich Fromm suggests that Heinrich Himmler, a Nazi leader, had similar traits of
“inhuman bureaucratic conscientiousness and methodicalness . . . not [those] of a
hater or . . . of a monster as the latter is usually conceived, but of an extremely
dehumanized bureaucrat” (Erich Fromm, The Anatomy of Human Destructiveness
[New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1973], 299). 178
“The result of intimate association, psychologically, is a certain fusion of
individualities in a common whole, so that one’s very self, for many purposes at
least, is the common life and purpose of the group. Perhaps the simplest way of
describing this wholeness is by saying that it is a “we”; it involves the sort of
sympathy and mutual identification for which “we” is the natural expression.”
(Cooley, Charles Horton, Social Organization, New York: Scribner’s, 1909, 23)
191
“[True participatory democracy refers] to the process by which people create for
themselves the form of organized existence within which they live. . . .
Moreover, unless people do so themselves, the artificial structures through which
they operate will threaten to function beyond their control. In this view, the term
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“participatory democracy” does not describe a fixed series of limited possibilities
of human organization but the ideal under which the possibilities of joint
transformation of social life are collected.” (Gerald E. Frug, “The Ideology of
Bureaucracy in American Law,” Harvard Law Review 97 (April 1984): 12761389, p. 1296) 259
[“F]ree government is founded in jealousy, and not in confidence; it is jealousy,
not confidence, which prescribes limited constitutions, to bind down those whom
we are obliged to trust with power; . . . in questions of power, then, / let no
more be heard of confidence in man, but bind him down from mischief by the
chains of the Constitution.” (Quoted from E.D. Warfield, The Kentucky
Resolutions of 1798 [New York: G.P. Putnam’s, 1887], 157f) 279-280
In contrast to the Weberian model, with its emphasis on defined spheres of
competence and on governance by rules, the new model is more fully purposive,
more flexible, more responsive, more susceptible to leadership, more congenial to
initiative at all levels. Communication is less firmly channeled; authority is more
diffuse; consultation and participation are more strongly encouraged. The system
is open and fluid in many ways, as the following comment suggests:
“The social structure of organizations of the future will have some unique
characteristics. The key word will be ‘temporary.’ There will be adaptive,
rapidly changing temporary systems. These will be task forces organized around
problems to be solved by groups of relative strangers with diverse professional
skills. The group will evolve . . . in response to a problem rather than to
programmed role expectations. The executive thus becomes a coordinator or
“linking pin” between various task forces. . . . Organizational charts will consist
of project groups rather than stratified functional groups.” (Warren G. Bennis,
“Beyond Bureaucracy,” in Warren G. Bennis and Philip E. Slater, The Temporary
Society [New York: Harper & Row, 1968], 73f.)
Here institutionalization is contained and even reversed. A postmodern spirit of
openness, adaptation, participation, and problem-solving prevails. The idea of
top-down, authoritarian administration is rejected.
This development was anticipated in some early writings on authority and
domination. Perhaps the sharpest contrast to Weber’s perspective is found in
what Durkheim and Piaget called a “morality of cooperation,” which they
distinguished from a “morality of constraint.” A morality of cooperation does not
contemplate submissive acceptance of received beliefs, even beliefs that are
rational in Weber’s sense. Rather, the emphasis is on group process and on the
understanding that comes from effective and self-affirming participation. 287
The objective is not harmony based on powerlessness. It is the creation of a civic
order, guided by ideals of community, within which the terms of cooperation can
be negotiated and decisions can be monitored, criticized, and changed. 318
A moral virtue must be self-regulating; it may be inherently so, as in the case of
temperance, or it may be balanced and perhaps checked by commitment to other
virtues, including such “master values” as wisdom, prudence, justice, and
goodwill. Thus the moral worth of a particular virtue is a function of the way it
fits into a larger moral whole, taking into account the range of values to which it
is sensitive. Plato, Aristotle, Kant, and Dewey offered different versions of this
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basic strategy. Each we virtue to reason; each found in reason a self-limiting
principle. 320
Many writers (and readers) are troubled by the fact that the idea of community is
so elusive. There appears to be no clear consensus as to its central meaning.
Much the same may be said, of course, regarding many other key concepts in
social science and philosophy, including the concepts of “morality,” “the
political,” “law,” “culture,” and “rationality.” In each case a working definition
may serve the purposes of a particular argument or inquiry. Nevertheless, each
term has rich connotations to which appeal may be made when some new line of
inquiry is pursued. This process needs some discipline, but to try to stop it
altogether would be futile and self-defeating. 357
“Wherever the members of any group, small or large, live together in such a way
that they share, not this or that particular interest, but the basic conditions of
common life, we call that group a community. The mark of a community is that
one’s life may be lived wholly within it. One cannot live wholly within a
business organization or a church; one can live wholly within a tribe or city. The
basic criterion of community, then, is that all of one’s social relationships may be
found within it.” (Robert M. MacIver and Charles H. Page, Society: An
Introductory Analysis [New York: Rinehart, 1949] 8f.) 358
This formulation properly points to comprehensiveness as the threshold criterion
of community. It is too demanding, however, insofar as it insists that if a group is
to be a community all of one’s social relationships may be found within it. It
would be better to say: “A group is a community to the extent that it encompasses
a broad range of activities and interests, and to the extent that participation
implicates whole persons rather than segmental interests or activities.” 358
It is not slipshod to speak of the European Economic Community, the Catholic
community, the university community, the law school community, or the police as
an occupational community. The main point here is that a framework of shared
beliefs, interests, and commitments unites a set of varied groups and activities.
Some are central, others are peripheral, but all are connected by bonds that
establish a common faith or fate, a personal identity, a sense of belonging, and a
supportive structure of activities and relationships. The more pathways are
provided for participation in diverse ways and touching multiple interests – for
example, worshiping in Catholic churches, attending Catholic schools,
contributing to Catholic charities, reading the Catholic press – the richer is the
experience of community.
Treating community as a variable retains the threshold idea of
comprehensiveness but does not commit us to a conventional criterion such as
size or territoriality. Sociologists have often said that community necessarily
presumes locality. Most “community studies,” taking that for granted, focus on a
particular village, town, or neighborhood, where (more or less) complete rounds
of life can be observed. This makes sense, as a practical matter, because common
residence is a congenial condition – perhaps the most congenial condition – for
forming and sustaining community life. But communities can be formed in other
ways as well; for example, on the basis of concerted activity and shared belief. In
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the interests of coherent theory, we should avoid confusing a congenial condition
or a highly probably correlate with an essential or defining feature. 358-359
In other words, the emergence of community depends on the opportunity for, and
the impulse toward, comprehensive interaction, commitment, and responsibility.
These are variable outcomes; they require congenial conditions; but they are not
necessarily peripheral or unimportant, even within special-purpose organizations.
359
. . . a normative theory of community is at once affirmative and critical –
affirmative in that it explores, identifies, and embraces the positive contributions
of community to human flourishing; critical in that it asks of a particular
community how far, in what ways, and with what effects it deviates from a
standard. They standard may allow for moral plurality, that is, for different but
roughly equal renderings of the good community, but it should have enough bite
to distinguish the better from the worse, the genuine from the spurious.
Any theory we propose must take into account the key values at stake in
the construction and nurture of a community. These constitute a complex set of
interacting variables: historicity, identity, mutuality, plurality, autonomy,
participation, and integration. Each has limited and primitive forms; each is the
basis of a more elaborated ideal.
Historicity. The bonds of community are strongest when they are
fashioned from strands of shared history and culture. They are weak and
precarious when they must depend on very general interests or abstract ideas.
Furthermore, the character of a community largely reflects the particularities of
custom, language, and institutional life; a heritage of significant events and crises;
and such historically determined attributes as size, geography, and demography.
360-361
Mutuality. Community begins with, and is largely supported by, the experience
of interdependence and reciprocity. These very practical conditions account for
the voluntary and rational components of community. If people and groups do
not need each other, if nothing is to be gained from reciprocity and cooperation,
community is not likely to emerge or to endure. For this necessary condition to
be sufficient, however, mutuality cannot be very narrowly focused. It must go
beyond impersonal exchange, beyond coordination for limited goals. To be
effective in forming community, mutuality must implicate persons and groups as
unities and not only in respect to segmental activities or roles. In the context of
community, mutuality contemplates continuing relationships and high stakes.
362
Indeed, wherever continuity and concerted effort are prized, the (modern) contract
model loses force and relevance. As we move to association, and from
association to community, mutuality reaches beyond exchange to create more
enduring bonds of interdependence, caring, and commitment. There is a
transition, we may say, from reciprocity to solidarity, and from there to
fellowship.
Plurality. According to the pluralist and corporatist doctrines of
Tocqueville, Lamennais, Gierke, and others, a community draws much of its
vitality from “intermediate associations.” Such associations are / havens of
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protection and vehicles of meaningful participation. Through significant
membership in corporate groups the individual’s relation to the large community
can be extended and enriched. People lose the benefits of community when they
are stripped of their group attachments and left naked before an impersonal or
central authority. And the group structure of society generates countervailing
forces to moderate the influence of any single power bloc.
Thus understood, plurality is a normative idea. It does not refer to every
dispersal of power and commitment, every proliferation of interests, groups, and
authorities. A healthy differentiation of institutions and of personal, family,
ethnic, locality, and occupational groups depends on the capacity of each to
preserve its own well-being within a framework of legitimacy, and without
fracturing or fragmenting the social order. 362-363
Thus William H. Rehnquist, a conservative Justice (later Chief Justice) said:
“The framers of the Constitution wisely spoke in general language and left to
succeeding generations the task of applying that language to the unceasingly
changing environment in which they would live. Those who framed, adopted,
and ratified the Civil War amendments to the Constitution likewise used what
have been aptly described as ‘majestic generalities’ in composing the fourteenth
amendment. Merely because a particular activity may not have existed when the
Constitution was adopted, or because the framers could not have conceived a
particular method of transacting affairs, cannot mean that the general language in
the Constitution may not be applied to / such a course of conduct. Where the
framers of the Constitution have used general language, they have given latitude
to those who would later interpret the instrument to make that language applicable
to cases that the farmers might not have foreseen.” (William H. Rehnquist, “The
Notion of a Living Constitution,” Texas Law Review 54 (May 1976): 694.) 458459
Democracy is the self-preserving consent of the governed. Self-preserving
consent maintains the liberties and institutions of a free people. At a minimum
this requires the familiar apparatus of democracy, especially freedom of speech
and association, legitimate opposition, and regular elections. There must be
legitimacy in depth, not merely a gross justification of the right to rule; and the
people must be free to protect, and organized to protect, their vital interests.
Consent must be revocable. Only then does consent become sovereignty; only
then do the people’s rulers become their servants. 502
Social democracy is not necessarily communal democracy. Social democracy
may or may not embrace concern for the vitality of community. It may be
strongly individualist and statist. The programs of the welfare state are mainly
designed to serve individual needs. Guided by principles of equality and personal
autonomy, they display only passing concern for the integrity and well-being of
groups and institutions, that is, for the spontaneous arrangements of civil society.
512
“The central premise of community policing is that the public should play a more
active and coordinated part in enhancing safety. . . . Community policing thus
imposes a new responsibility on the police, namely, to devise appropriate ways of
associating the public with law enforcement and the maintenance of order.”
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(Jerome H. Skolnick and David H. Bayley, Community Policing: Issues and
Practices Around the World [Washington: National Institute of Justice, 1988], 3)
Community policing requires administrative restructuring to allow greater
decentralization without loss of effective accountability and control. 514
“If men are to remain civilized,” / wrote Tocqueville in 1840, “the art of
associating together must grow and improve in the same ratio in which the
equality of conditions is increased.” (Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in
America [1840; reprint, New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1956], 2:110.)
This “art of associating together” is not an impersonal or manipulative art.
It is not the creation of factions. Rather, the associations Tocqueville had in mind
are those that have enduring worth, from the standpoint of communities as well as
individuals. As such, they lend texture to the commonwealth, a texture that can
sustain autonomous sources of social identity, train alternative leaders, curb
precipitate action, and restrain the hand of government.
Thus understood, pluralism is an essential aspect of communal democracy.
It stands opposed both to the view expressed by Thomas Hobbes that autonomous
unities are “lesser Common-wealths in the bowels of the greater, like wormes in
the entrayles of a naturall man,” (Leviathan [1651; reprint, London: Pelican
Books, 1968], 375.) and to Jeremy Bentham’s conception of a society as no more
than an aggregate of individuals. On the contrary, the quality of democracy
depends on the vitality and diversity of group life. 517-518
Participatory pluralism looks to shared power as well as dispersed power.
Federalism is the keynote, and the federated unities are major social groups –
religious, educational, economic, cultural, ethnic, political. In this view, the
effective participants in the political community are associations, not individuals.
Furthermore, participatory pluralism tends to favor mainstream institutions and
existing elites. This follows from the root idea that “the people’s institutions”
should be relied on, protected, and represented. Such institutions usually have a
recognized place in the community’s history. They are part of the established
order. Thus participatory pluralism is drawn toward support of the status quo.
519
Oppositional pluralism is less federalist, less corporatist, more interested in the
benefits of dispersing power among many different interest groups. This
distinctively American – or liberal – pluralism rests its hopes on civil antagonism.
519
Benjamin Barber has noted that what he calls “strong” democracy “is not
government by ‘the people’ or government by ‘the masses,’ because a people are
not yet a citizenry and masses are only nominal freemen who do not in fact
govern themselves. . . . Masses make noise, citizens deliberate; masses behave,
citizens act; masses collide and intersect, citizens engage, share, and contribute.
At the moment when ‘masses’ start deliberating, acting, sharing, and contributing,
they cease to be masses and become citizens. Only then do they ‘participate.’
. . . Indeed, from the perspective of strong democracy, the two terms participation
and community are aspects of one single mode of social being: citizenship.
(Benjamin R. Barber, Strong Democracy: Participatory Politics for a New Age
[Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984], 154f.) 523
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Pottier, J. (ed.) (1993) Practicing Development: Social Science Perspectives, London:
Routledge.
”Introduction: development in practice, Assessing social science perspectives,” J.P., pp.
1-12










The participative philosophy upholds an empirically founded belief in the
managerial capabilities of vulnerable groups; what the poor lack is access to and
control over resources; what they need is assistance with the removal of
constraints. 1
An ethnographic understanding of local conditions reduces the risk that false
assumptions creep into the design of development programs. 3
Continual ethnography is the key to successful, cost-effective project
management, because the social worlds within which development effort take
shape are essentially fluid. Production patterns, access to or control over
resources, the make-up of residential units, patterns of social stratification, and so
on, are all liable to some form of ongoing change. 7
A social science perspective on the internal dynamics of evolving worlds will take
account of the fact that planned interventions contribute to change. Whether
initiatives introduce new power relations or ideologies or support existing ones,
every intervention remains a political statement the significance of which must be
grasped before programs can be monitored correctly. 7
...development experts must abandon the idea that replicable, uniform
methodologies exist for every kind of investigation. 9
...the development community is aware that rigid projects fail, and it is mostly
agreed that the remedy is a flexible approach which tunes into the ethnographic
reality. 11

“The role of ethnography in project appraisal,” J.H., pp.13-33







[The 1980s were marked by a search for alternative strategies] The search implied
rejection of externally imposed models, more emphasis on the needs of the poor
(the very poor, especially), greater respect for the physical environment, a better
appreciation of social forces, more awareness that development effort must be
sustainable and based on policies that are participatory rather than technocratic.
13
The core idea in the project approach to development was that one could be clear
about all the aspects involved: goals, resources, means, results. In addition,
because of their small scale, project could be subjected to detailed, continuous
study with a view to better performance and improved cost effectiveness. Another
hoped-for advantage was that projects would facilitate the demarcation of every
partner’s role and powers. 16
...’small’ remained potentially beautiful because it remained potentially
controllable. 17
“Project management is usually discussed in terms of a linear program or of a
cycle of activities that include identification, appraisal, planning, implementation,
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operation and maintenance, and evaluation. In the cyclical model, evaluation
leads once again into the preparation of new projects (Curtis, 1985:103)”. 17
[The ‘appraisal’ phase] “what will happen if a particular option is taken up, where
anticipated effects will occur, who will gain and lose, when those effects will
occur, and the efficiency of the investment in relation to the resources used and
the benefits derived” (Conyers and Hills 1984:132). 17
...to be able to influence project planning at the design stage, the practicing
anthropologist needs to be able to advise, for instance, on which forms of local
organization, including new ones, can be used to facilitate the introduction and
acceptance of technically sound interventions. 19
The agenda is overtly political. The conditions to be monitored (an ultimately
overcome) relate to access and control. 27
Anthropological research suggested a new perspective on the relationship
between policy, implementation and outcomes; a model which portrayed
development as a negotiated, socially constructed, never-ending interaction
between many social actors. 27
“A project is never realized as a linear process, proceeding in an orderly fashion
from ‘correct’ initial analysis through ‘correct’ decisions towards ‘good’ goals. It
is often a messy business of decisions that have to be taken in difficult
circumstances on the basis of inadequate knowledge, reactions counter-reactions
and it always constitutes a learning process for all involved.” (Crehan & Von
Oppen, 1988:114). 28

Conyers, D., and Hills, P., 1984, An Introduction to Development planning in the third
world, Chichester: John Wiley and
Sons.
Crehan, K., and Von Oppen, J., 1988, ‘Understandings of “Development”: an arena of
struggle’, Sociologia Ruralis XXVIII
(2/3):113-45.
Curtis, D., 1985, ‘Anthropology in Project management: on being useful to those who
must design and operate rural water
supplies’, in R. Grillo and A. Rew (eds.) Social Anthropology and Development
Policy, London: Tavistock, ASA
Monograph 23.
“Agencies and Young People: Runaways and Young Homeless in Wales,” Susan Hutson
and Mark Liddiard, pp. 34-49


It is clear that the solution to a problem is linked to the way in which it is defined.
48

“Anthropologists or Anthropology: The Band Aid perspective on development projects”,
Bill Garber and Penny Jenden, pp. 50-70


In order to avoid the implementation of a ‘blueprint approach’, it is vital that the
projects ensure that the various groups within a community will actively
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participate in implementing, evaluating and (particularly) evolving the project.
We would argue that the question of how the development projects themselves
develop is vital in ensuring that technically and socially appropriate solutions are
arrived at. This is the main point: solutions have to be arrived at; they are the end
product of a process which entails working together with different groups of
beneficiaries. 53
...in order to be successful, development projects must require a flexible system
which engages in a learning process by working with and coming to understand
local groups, their inter-relationships and their points of view. 53

“Anthropology and Appraisal: The preparation of two IFAD pastoral development
projects in Niger and Mali,” David Seddon, pp. 71-109







Projects run into difficulties...because they fail to consider in sufficient detail the
complexities of local social dynamics and fail to appreciate their significance for
the design and implementation of a successful project. 72
...people’s participation in projects effectively reduces the cost involved and helps
make project activities sustainable. 74
...”it is people’s participation which provides the internal dynamic essential to the
success of rural development and makes the pilot efforts of the Fund selfgenerating and in consequence highly replicable. For the small holders, the
landless, the nomads, agro-pastoralists, poor rural women and fisherman who
constitute IFAD’s main beneficiary groups, active involvement in the design
preparation, implementation and evaluation of projects has become the
predominant factor in the alleviation of their poverty and in their attainment of a
more productive life.” (IFAD 1989:7) 74-5
...”beneficiary participation is not only an instrument of development, it is also a
development goal itself. Along with the improvement of their material well-being,
poor people are able to afford themselves a mechanism for democratic selfexpression.” (IFAD 1989:8)

Wilson, William Julius (ed.) (1993) Sociology and the Public Agenda, Newbury Park,
CA: Sage Publications.
Carol Weiss, “The Interaction of the Sociological Agenda and Public Policy, pp. 23-39.
 We have found, too, that policy actors find it difficult to pinpoint individual
studies that have altered their ways of seeing the world. They have a sense that
the social sciences have influences the way they think, but they cannot
disentangle sociological information from the many other sources of knowledge
to which they are exposed. Sociological knowledge enters their stock of
knowledge and becomes part of the organizing perspective they use to make sense
of their work. This amorphous percolation of sociological ideas into the policy
arena has been called “knowledge creep” (C. Weiss (1980) “Knowledge Creep
and Decision Accretion,” Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization 1(3): 381404). 28
May, Tim (1996) Situating Social Theory, Buckingham, UK: Open University Press.
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“No social study that does not come back to the problems of biography, of
history, and of their intersections within a society, has completed its intellectual
journey” (Mills, C.W. (1970) The Sociological Imagination, Originally published
in 1959, Harmondsworth: Penguin, p. 12). It follows that in situating social
theory according to the context of its production, theorists are not viewed as
disembodied from their theories, but implicated in their production through
addressing the problematics of their time. 7
History is the substance of society, since the substance of society is nothing more
than continuity. Humanity’s being, therefore, lies in its historicity” (Heller, A.
(1984) Everyday Life, Translated by Campbell, G., London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul, p. 28). 18

Merton, Robert K. (Edited and with an introduction by Piotr Sztompka) (1996) On Social
Structure and Science, Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press.
 Max Weber observes that “in science, each of us knows that what he has
accomplished will be antiquated in ten, twenty, fifty years. That is the fate to
which science is subject; it is the very meaning of scientific work, to which it is
devoted in a quite specific sense, as compared with other spheres of culture for
which in general the same holds. Every scientific ‘fulfillment’ raises new
‘questions’; it asks to be ‘surpassed’ and outdated. Whoever wishes to serve
science has to resign himself to this fact. Scientific works certainly can last as
‘gratifications’ because of their artistic quality, or they may remain important as a
means of training. Ye they will be surpassed scientifically – let that be repeated –
for it is our common fate and, more, our common goal. We cannot work without
hoping that others will advance further than we have. In principle, this progress
goes on ad infinitum.” Weber, Max, From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology,
trans. And ed. H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1946), 138; the extract is, of course, from his enduring eloquent affirmation
of “science as a vocation.” 24-25
 “The fact is that the term ‘sociological theory,’ just as would be the case with the
terms ‘physical theory’ or ‘medical theory,’ is often misleading. It suggests a
tighter integration of diverse working theories than ordinarily obtains in any of
these disciplines. Let me try to make clear what is here implied. Of course, every
discipline has a strain toward logical and empirical consistency. Of course, the
temporary co-existence of logically incompatible theories sets up a tension,
resolved only when one or another of the theories is abandoned or so revised as to
eliminate the inconsistency. Of course, also, every discipline has basic concepts,
postulates and theorems which are the common resources of all theorists,
irrespective of the special range of problems with which they deal….
Of course, distinct theories often involve partly overlapping concepts and
postulates. But the significant fact is that the progress of these disciplines
consists in working out a large number of theories specific to certain types of
phenomena and in exploring their mutual relations, and not in centering attention
on ‘theory’ as such….
Sociological theory must advance on these interconnected planes: through special
theories adequate to limited ranges of social data and through the evolution of a
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conceptual scheme adequate to consolidate groups of special theories.” Merton,
Robert K., “The Position of Sociological Theory,” American Sociological Review
13 (April 1948): 164-68. 34-35
“A difference between most system-building in the social sciences and systems of
thought and classification in the natural sciences is to be seen in their evolution.
In the natural sciences both theories and descriptive systems brow by adaptation
to the increasing knowledge and experience of the scientists. In the social
sciences, systems often issue fully formed from the mind of one man. Then they
may be much discussed if they attract attention, but progressive adaptive
modification as a result of the concerted efforts of great members of men is rare.”
Henderson, Lawrence J. (1941:19-20) [italics added] The Study of Man,
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press. 46
Sociological theory, it is to advance significantly, must proceed on these
interconnected planes: (1) by developing special theories from which to derive
hypotheses that can be empirically investigated and (2) by evolving, not suddenly
revealing, a progressively more general conceptual scheme, that is adequate to
consolidate groups of special theories. 48
The road to effective general schemes in sociology will only become clogged it,
as in the early days of sociology,. Each charismatic sociologist tries to develop a
general system of theory. The persistence of this practice can only make for the
balkanization of sociology, with each principality governed by its own theoretical
system. Though this process has periodically marked the development of other
sciences – conspicuously, chemistry, geology, and medicine – it need not be
reproduced in sociology if we learn from the history of science. We sociologists
can look instead toward progressively comprehensive theory which, instead of
proceeding from the head of one sociologist, gradually consolidates theories of
the middle range, so that these become special cases of more general
formulations. 49
[…]Although the phrase “unanticipated consequences of purposive social action”
is in a measure self-explanatory, the setting of the problem demands further
specification. In the first place, the greater part of this paper deals with isolated
purposive acts rather than with their integration into a coherent system of action
(though some reference will be made to the latter). This limitation is prescribed
by expediency, for a treatment of systems of action would introduce further
complications. Furthermore, unforeseen consequences should not be identified
with consequences which are necessarily undesirable (from the standpoint of the
actor). For though these results are unintended, they are not upon their
occurrence always deemed axiologically negative. In short, undesired effects are
not always undesirable effects. The intended and anticipated outcomes of
purposive action, however, are always, in the very nature of the case, relatively
desirable to the actor, though they may seem axiologically negative to an outside
observer. This is true even in the polar instance where the intended result is “the
lesser of two evils” or in such cases as suicide, ascetic mortification and selftorture which, in given situations, are deemed desirable relative to other possible
alternatives.
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Rigorously speaking, the consequences of purposive action are limited to those
elements in the resulting situation that are exclusively the outcome of the action,
i.e., those elements that would not have occurred had the action not taken place.
Concretely, however, the consequences result from the interplay of the action and
the objective situation, the conditions of the action. 173
Turning now to action, we may differentiate this into two types: (a) unorganized
and (b) formally organized. The first refers to actions of individuals considered
distributively out of which grow the second when like-minded individuals form
an association in order to achieve a common purpose. Unanticipated
consequences may, of course, follow both types of action, though the second type
would seem to afford a better opportunity for sociological analysis since the very
process of formal organization ordinarily involves an explicit statement of
purpose and procedure. […] 175
Marx’s prediction of the progressive concentration of wealth and increasing
misery of the masses did influence the very process predicted. For at least one of
the consequences of socialist preaching in the nineteenth century was the spread
of organization of labor, which, made conscious of its unfavorable bargaining
position in cases of individual contract, organized to enjoy the advantages of
collective bargaining, thus slowing up, if not eliminating, the developments which
Marx had predicted.
Thus, to the extent that the predictions of social scientists are made public and
action proceeds with full cognizance of these predictions, the ‘other-things-beingequal’ condition tacitly assumed in all forecasting is not fulfilled. Other things
will not be equal just because the scientists have introduced a new ‘other thin’ –
their predictions. This contingency may often account for social movements
developing in utterly unanticipated directions and it hence assumes considerable
importance for social planning. 181
Polanyi observes that “in an ideal free society each person would have perfect
access to the truth: to the truth in science, in art, religion, and justice, both in
public and private life. But this is not practicable; each person can know directly
very little of truth and must trust others for the rest. Indeed, to assure this process
of mutual reliance is one of the main functions of society. It follows that such
freedom of the mind as can be possessed by men is due to the services of social
institutions, which set narrow limits to man’s freedom and tend to threaten it even
within these limits. The relation is analogous to that between mind and body: to
the way in which the performance of mental acts is restricted by limitations and
distortions due to the medium which makes these performances possible.”
Polyani, Michael (1959:68) The Study of Man, London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul. 242
[…]Science is a deceptively inclusive word which refers to a variety of distinct
though interrelated items. It is commonly used to denote (1) a set of characteristic
methods by means of which knowledge is certified; (2) a stock of accumulated
knowledge stemming from the application of these methods; (3) as set of cultural
values and mores governing the activities termed scientific; or (4) any
combination of the foregoing. 267
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Van Harskamp, A. (ed.) (1996) Conflicts in Social Science, London: Routledge.
Anton Van Harskamp, “Conflicts in Social Science, pp. 1-21.
 What is the use of social science? An aparantly naïve answer is that social
science can contribute to the betterment of society: its systematically verified
truth may provide the key to the resettlement of disruptive conflicts. 1
 …at a meta-level theorists can point to the intrinsic tension within social science,
but this does not offer any indication of how the distinct disciplines are supposed
to deal with it. 11
Rule, J. (1997) Theory and Progress in Social Science, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
 Anyone who delves deeply into the literatures of theoretical social science must
eventually sense that the reach of our disciplines exceeds their grasp. 1
 What makes any line of inquiry appear as a promising approach to basic issues—
from social stratification, to international conflict, to personality formation—is
apt to vary from moment to historical moment, and from one intellectual
constituency to another. Such evident transience makes it appear that the
theoretical imaginations of social scientists are governed by intellectual tastes far
less enduring than the questions they address. 2
 Instead of registering what any conscientious observer might recognize as
progress in understanding civil upheaval—or declining productivity, or the
origins of deviance, or any number of other widespread concerns—programs of
inquiry often devolve into obsessions with issues of concern only to those
indoctrinated to the program in question. 2
 The notion that life-forms do not generate spontaneously—as flies were once
thought to do from decaying flesh—may not be a salient concern to life scientists
today. Nevertheless, I would count the rejection of the spontaneous-generation
model a progressive step in the history of today’s life sciences; for that rejection
helped to constitute necessary premises for subsequent lines of thought. 4
 Every theoretical system in our disciplines registers formal progress, simply by
pursuing those intellectual directions that it sets for itself. The question is, do
these strictly “local” accomplishments matters in any way to the concerns of the
broad public of “outsiders” to the theory? The ability to make such a difference
amounts to what I term substantive progress—the development of analytical tools
that subsequent thinkers “cannot afford to do without,” regardless of their
identification (or lack of it) with the theoretical program that gave rise to them. 5
 No view of theoretical success or failure, I hold, makes sense without some vision
of the ultimate interests guiding inquiry. 5
 I seek to approach each theoretical program considered here from the standpoint
of a theoretical “outsider”—someone who begins with no special stake in the
short-term appeal that momentarily surrounds every ascendant theory. 6
 For each analytical accomplishment claimed by enthusiasts of any particular
theoretical program, I want to ask “What’s in it for us?”—with the “us”
understood as referring to the broadest community of those seeking to understand
and deal with social, economic, and political life. 6
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The conviction that a particular insight represents an indispensable step in some
ordained progression of expanding enlightenment is an indispensable ingredient
in the constitution of theoretical fashion. But it is hard to point to many such
convictions that have endured. 8
The difference between compelling, widely adopted theoretical programs and
others lies in the ability to command a sense of meaningfulness—to convince
intellectual “consumers” that the aspects of social life on which they focus are
ones that matter, that deserve our attention. 9
Any successful confrontation, I will argue, requires consideration of two
contrasting principles for the elaboration of theoretical work. I call these
expressive and coping criteria for theory—theory as evocation of social
experience versus theory as a guide to constraints and possibilities posed by social
forces for human interests. 11
Sociology, especially, seems at a low ebb in public esteem in the last decade of
the twentieth century. One reason appears to be precisely the lack of persuasive
and consensual theoretical conclusions that can be drawn from sociological work.
For many, it would appear, sociology and its sister disciplines have failed to yield
long-awaited “answers”—however vaguely such answers are conceived. Or
worse, the answers generated by the discipline often seem little more than
abstracted expression of the arties pris that sociologists bring to their work in
the first place. 15
What would be lost, in the broadest assessment, should this line of inquiry simply
be stricken from the intellectual record? What interests or values shared by the
broad publics of “outsiders” to the theory in question stand to be served by its
pursuit? Should the distinctive successes, accomplishments, or “advances”
registered by the program be expected to matter to those who do not embrace its
distinctive worldview? In short, can the world afford to get along without the
insights distinctive to this approach? 15
For if the experience of the thinker is indeed the only test of the satisfactoriness of
theoretical ideas, then the “theories” of the paranoid schizophrenic are as valid as
those of the most attentive analyst of empirical evidence. Such strictly internal
criteria of theoretical adequacy not only preclude anything like intellectual
progress; they offer no hope of any theoretical correction or revision through
empirical inquiry or critical reflection. 16
…we must conclude that the success or failure of theoretical systems in the study
of social life is not to be judged purely in terms internal to the system themselves.
17
Against efforts to uphold any One True Faith, the position taken here is overtly
polytheistic. 17
…every theoretical program is prey to the tendency to fruitless obsession with
issues of relevance only from within its own frame of reference. 18
…the virtues that we publicly proclaim for our theoretical work more likely have
to do with their perceived status as steps—however modest or indirect—towards
some larger goal. Thus our obsession with defining our work as a “contribution”
to some broadly attested, wider form of enlightenment. To this end, we invoke
sacred sources of authority for the problems we pursue, seeking to portray our
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work as a necessary stepping stone in a long journey whose endpoint is beyond
question. 27
One may think of individual contributions as “bricks” to the edifice of
knowledge.” But bricks that enter into no particular structure, or those fitted into
structures soon abandoned, scarcely contribute to anything. 27
…any judgment of what constitutes the most urgent problems for analytical
attention implies some particular analysis of its own. 34
…just as changing political and cultural contexts bring new and often persuasive
analytical ideas to light, so similar changes seem to consign analytically
promising theories to oblivion—at least until the tectonic shifts of intellectual life
propel them back to the surface. 37
…for any item of evidence that threatens to shake a treasured world view, some
paradigm could be constructed that would rule such evidence out of court.
Indeed, one can imagine ways of looking at social life in which all conceivable
empirical data are interpreted so as to sustain one’s overarching theory. 40
[Lewis Coser, 1975, presidential address to the ASA]our discipline will be judged
in the last analysis on the basis of the substantive enlightenment which it is able to
supply about the social structures in which we are enmeshed and which largely
condition the course of our lives. If we neglect that major task, if we refuse the
challenge to answer these questions, we shall forfeit our birthright and degenerate
into congeries of rival sects and specialized researchers who will learn more and
more about less and less. 43
Are there any enduring standards, any perennial analytical interests that might
form the basis for judgments as to whether our overall grasp in understanding the
social world is growing? I believe that there are, and that these criteria are
implicit in the existential tensions predictably generated by the exigencies of
social life itself. 44
I hold that no program of social inquiry—no model of closure—will long claim
attention if it fails to address a core of historically enduing questions. These
questions occupy a special place in the theoretical life of our disciplines because
they emerge predictably from certain endemic tensions of social life itself. I call
them first order questions. Consider a few examples: What causes deviance?
What social influences—from family constellations to community milieux to
political institutions—shape the development of adult personality? … What
conditions favor economic growth? … What conditions foster international
peace, and which lead to war and other forms of conflict? What are the limits to
the changes in family organization that are now sweeping the world’s most
prosperous societies? How much social stratification, and what forms of it, are
necessary to ensure productive and cohesive social relations in complex societies?
… Where does civil violence come from? 45
They [first order questions] are the kinds of questions that draw people to study
social life in the first place, and that are constantly raised anew in the minds of
nonspecialists seeking reasoned bases for action in the face of endemic social
tensions. … Their very centrality to enduring dilemmas of social action promise
that students of social life will return to them again and again. 46
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The task of the sociology of science, in this [constructivist] view, is to analyze the
process of intellectual change and to demonstrate how such change is successfully
packaged as progress. Implicit in this program is the assumption that progress has
no existence other than in the minds of those who “construct” it. 57
The assessment of discoveries in science is crucial for any sociology of science,
and not just because it offers and index of progress. For certainty of what
constitutes a discovery would also afford judgments on the quality of individual
“contributions.” 58
Science is a process of discovery…and those who contribute the most to the
discovery process are bound to win the most attention, in the form of footnotes.
59

Collins, R. (1998) The Sociology of Philosophies: A Global Theory of Intellectual
Change, pp. 19-71.
 Intellectuals are people who produce decontextualized ideas. These ideas are
meant to be true or significant apart from any locality, and apart from anyone
concretely putting them into practice. 19
 “Truth” is the reigning sacred object of the scholarly community, as “art” is for
literary/artistic communities; these are simultaneously their highest cognitive and
moral categories, the locus of highest value, by which all else is judged. 19
 …intellectual truth has all the characteristics Durkheim stated for the sacred
objects of religion: transcending individuals, objective, constraining, demanding
respect. 19
 …a situation is just the interaction of conscious human bodies, for a few hours,
minutes, or even micro-seconds; the actor is both less than the whole situation and
larger, as a unit in time which stretches across situations. 20
 The micro-situation is not the individual, but it penetrates the individual, and its
consequences extend outward through social networks to as micro a scale as one
might wish. The whole of human history is made up of situations. No one has
ever been outside of a local situation; and all our views of the world, all our
gathering of data, come from here. 20
 …if one refuses to admit anything beyond the local, one arrives at some version
of skepticism or relativism; if one idealizes what happens in situations as the
following of rules and uses these inferred rules as a tool for constructing the rest
of the world, one arrives at a type of idealism. 20-21
 It is true that nothing exists which is not thoroughly local; if it did not exist
locally, where would it possibly be found? But no local situation stands alone;
situations surround one another in time and space. 21
 The following are the ingredients of an interaction ritual: 1) a group of at least
two people are physically assembled; 2) they focus attention on the same object or
action, and each becomes aware that the other is maintaining this focus; 3) they
share a common mood or emotion. … To the extent that these ingredients are
maintained, they build up social effects: 4) The mutual focus of attention and the
shared mood cumulatively intensify. Bodily motions, speech acts, and vocal
micro-frequencies become attuned into a shared rhythm. 5) As a result, the
participants feel they are members of a group, with moral obligations to one
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another. Their relationship becomes symbolized by whatever they focused on
during their ritual interaction. 6) Individuals who participate in interaction rituals
are filled with emotional energy, in proportion to the intensity of the interaction.
Durkheim called this energy “moral force,” the flow of enthusiasm that allows
individuals in the throes of ritual participation to carry out heroic acts of fervor or
self-sacrifice. 22-23
Purely local groups such as the tribe or the circle of friends are primarily
concerned with their own solidarity and identity; they do not make the kind of
universalistic and transcendental claim for their symbols that intellectuals do for
their “truth.” 24
Without face-to-face rituals, writings and ideas would never be charged up with
emotional energy; they would be Durheimian emblems of a dead religion, whose
worshippers never came to the ceremonies. 27
To be oriented toward the writings of intellectuals is to be conscious of the
community itself, stretching both backwards and forwards in time. Intellectual
events in the present—lectures, debates, discussions—take place against an
explicit backdrop of past texts, whether building upon them or critiquing them.
Intellectuals are peculiarly conscious of their predecessors. And their own
productions are directed toward unseen audiences. Even when they lecture to an
immediate group, perhaps of personal students, disciples, or colleagues, the
message is implicitly part of an ongoing chain, which will be further repeated,
discussed, or augmented in the future. 27
The entire macro-social structure, of non-intellectuals as well, is anchored on
ritual interactions. 28
The lowering of ritual density is a prerequisite for innovation; but it must also be
linked to the intermittent support of the rituals of intellectual communities to give
it content and energy. 34
Writing is a vicarious participation in the world of symbolic memberships; insofar
as one is able to work out a satisfactory relationships among ideas, one is creating
social coalitions including oneself. Successful writing builds up emotional
energy. Even over a very short-run period of minutes or hours at one’s desk, the
process of writing can be a self-enhancing emotional flow. 36
Social structure is everywhere, down to the most micro level. In principle, who
will say what to whom is determined by social processes. 46
Thinking is, most centrally, internalized conversation. 49
The most notable philosophers are not organized isolates but members of chains
of teachers and students who are themselves known philosophers… 65

Jamrozik, Adam and Nocella, Luisa (1998) The Sociology of Social Problems:
Theoretical Perspectives and Methods of Intervention, Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.
 The term “social problem” applies to social conditions, processes, societal
arrangements or attitudes that are commonly perceived to be undesirable,
negative, and threatening certain values or interests such as social cohesion,
maintenance of law and order, moral standards, stability of social institutions,
economic prosperity or individual freedoms. A social problem may also be
104







experienced as a feeling of collective guilt created through an awareness of
collective neglect to remove or alleviate certain undesirable social conditions that
negatively affect some sections of society. 1
The gap between theory and practice seems to remain as large as ever, continuing
the difficulties of applying theories formulated at the macro-level of social
organization to problems encountered by the helping professions at the level of
individuals or small social groupings (such as families on low incomes, or groups
of young people with certain common characteristics such as unemployment), or
at the level of certain localities such as the “disadvantaged” suburbs of large
cities. 9
“With the Enlightenment and the growth of secular, scientific thought, the ethos
of perfectionism became inseparable from the claims of reason. Reason is the
self-conscious application of the mind to social and natural phenomena. Through
reason, people came to believe, we can master the world. Through this mastery,
we can become free and happy. The world can be made a reasonable place. It
can be reconstructed….In the twentieth century this fundamental tenet of
modernity has been challenged and ultimately changed. The faith in progress has
often been severely disappointed and the sense that there is a real possibility for
perfection has diminished.” Alexander, J. C. (1995:66-7) Fin de Siécle, Social
Theory: Relativism, Reduction and the Problem of Reason, London: Verso. 33
The main feature of postmodern theories is the demonstration of the relativism of
perceptions and values, which are irreducible to one agreed-upon perception or
value. In such an irreducible plurality of perceptions of values, no value may be
established by any objective criteria as more important than any other value,
which means that no hierarchy of values may be established. “Things which are
plural in the postmodern world cannot be arranged in an evolutionary sequence,
or be seen as each other’s inferior or superior stages; neither can they be classified
as “right” or “wrong” solutions to common problems.” Bauman, Z. (1992:102)
Intimations of Postmodernity, London: Routledge. Nor is it important what
anyone says or writes, because the meaning and significance of what is said or
written—the “text”—lies with the listener or the reader. This relativism poses
some important questions for the analysis of social problems and social issues in
general. For example, does this mean that there are no social issues or problems
that affect everyone? Does it mean that subjectivity in personal or group
perceptions of social reality is beyond any critique or evaluation by “outsiders”?
Does it mean that there is no value, interest or knowledge that can be universally
shared?
These questions contain important implications for postmodern thinking in the
sociology of social problems. It needs to be noted that there is not one theory of
postmodernity, but rather an eclectic collection of views and interpretations of
social reality. As one exponent asserts, the dominant feature of postmodernity is
the absence of common perceptions of social phenomena and of agreed-upon
rules and common values; indeed, the concept of the “social” itself needs to be
questioned (Baudrillard 1983). “Postmodernism is the most comprehensive of
recent theories. It includes in its generous embrace all forms of change, cultural
political and economic.” Because of its eclecticism, “Post-modernism is the most
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difficult of contemporary theories to assess.” Kumar, K. (1995:3,4) From Postindustrial to Post-modern Society: New Theories of the Contemporary World,
Oxford: Blackwell. It is also a theory of uncertainty; the concept of modernity,
which provided a promise of progress, is discarded but has not been replaced by
another promise, another value. Zygmunt Bauman points out that postmodernism
presents society as a picture of chaos and, in addition: “the total absence of any
precedent to go by, be reassured by, be guided by – makes the situation totally
unnerving. The waters we leaped into are not just deep, but uncharted. We are
not even at the crossroads: for crossroads to be crossroads, there must first be
roads. Now we know that we make roads – the only roads there are and can be –
and we do this solely by walking them.” [emphasis in the original] Bauman, Z.
(1995:17) Life in Fragments: Essays in Postmodern Morality, Oxford: Basil
Blackwell. 34
“The state, therefore, does not only require a social science that can facilitate
planned intervention to resolve certain social problems; it also requires social
science to serve as a rhetoric, to persuade resistant or undecided segments of the
society that such problems do, indeed, exist and are of dangerous proportions.
Once committed to such intervention, the state acquires a vested interest of its
own in ‘advertising’ the social problems or whose solution it seeks financing. In
other words, the state requires social researchers that can expose those social
problems with which the state is ready to deal.” [emphasis in the original]
Gouldner, A. W. (1971:349-50) The Coming Crisis of Western Sociology,
London: Heinemann. 43
Ethnic and cultural diversity has a demonstrated potential for creating a socially
cohesive society under the umbrella of multiculturalism. The perceived threat in
such diversity is in effect the threat of social change, through which the
established dominance and corresponding advantages of one ethnic group might
be reduced in relation to those of other ethnic and cultural groups. The advocated
methods of intervention in the perceived social problem of multiculturalism
include the conversion of its intrinsically political nature into technical problems.
113
Znaniecki wrote that “The ultimate test of social theory….will be its application
in practice, and thus its generalizations will also be subject in the last resort tot
the check of a possible failure. However, practical application is not
experimentation.” Znaniecki, F. (1969:105) On Humanistic Sociology, Selected
Papers, edited by R. Bierstedt, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 219
On the integrity of research, Bjorn Wittrock’s comment is apposite, when he says:
“In an age in which the call for involvement sounds more demanding and
persistent than ever and in which the reasons for engagement may be greater than
ever and aloofness and disengagement may often be just another word for
cynicism, some scholars must still remain true to the need for critical distance and
speak truth, whether power is listening or not.” Wittrock, B. (1985:107)
“Knowledge and Policy: Eight Models of Interaction,” in H. Nowotny and J.
Lambiri-Dimaki (eds.) The Difficult Dialogue Between Producers and Users of
Social Science Research, Vienna: European Centre for Social Welfare Training
and Research. 219
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Turner, Jonathan H. (1998) The Structure of Sociological Theory (Sixth Edition),
Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing Company.
 Theories are stories about how and why events occur. Sociological theories are
thus stories about how humans behave, interact and organize themselves. 1
 All sociologists would agree that theories seek to explain how and why social
processes operate, but once we move beyond this generality, disagreements
become evident.
At the center of this controversy is the question of whether or not sociological
theories can be scientific. Some argue that they can, others argue the
opposite, and many offer some moderating position. 1
 Scientific theories begin with the assumption that the universe, including the
social universe created by acting human beings, reveals certain basic and
fundamental properties and processes that explain the ebb and flow of events in
specific contexts. Because of this concern with discovering fundamental
properties and processes, scientific theories are always stated abstractly, rising
above specific empirical events and highlighting the underlying forces that drive
these events. 1
 Scientific theories always seek to transcend the particular and the time bound.
Theories are, instead, about the generic, the fundamental, the timeless, and the
universal. 2
 A final characteristic of scientific theories is that they are designed to be
systematically tested with replicable methods against the facts of particular
empirical settings. Despite being stated abstractly and formally, then, scientific
theories do not stand aloof and alone from the empirical. Useful theories all
suggest ways that they can be assessed against empirical events.
All scientific fields develop theories. For in the end, science seeks (1) to develop
abstract and formally stated theories and (2) to test these theories against
empirical cases to see if they are plausible. 2
 Science is thus a rather slow process of developing theories, testing them, and
then rejecting, modifying, or retaining them, at least until a better theory is
proposed. Without attention to stating theories formally and objectively assessing
them against the empirical world, theory would become self-justifying and selfcontained, reflecting personal biases, ideological leanings, or religious
convictions. 2
 Theory is now the label that encompasses many diverst kinds of intellectual
activity, from the history of ideas through biographies of major thinkers, from
philosophical discourses to analyses of the great works of masters, from critiques
of modern society to lambasting the prospects for a science of society. Only a
portion of theoretical activity in sociology is devoted to the production of
scientific theory. 2
 In Comte’s hands, the organismic analogy was rough and crude, but it provided a
model for legitimating sociology under the mantra of the more respected
biological sciences as well as a strategy for conducting sociological inquiry. 10
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The structures of organic and superorganic bodies and “live on” for a while after
the destruction of the systemic whole. 10 [Communities can live on longer than
limbs.]
Thus, much like Weber, Parsons believed that theory should initially resemble an
elaborate classification and categorization of social phenomena that reflects
significant features in the organization of these social phenomena. 29
Voluntaristic action therefore involves these basic elements: (1) Actors, at this
point in Parsons’ thinking, are individual persons. (2) Actors are viewed as goal
seeking. (3) Actors also possess alternative means to achieve the goals. (4)
Actors are confronted with a variety of situational conditions, such as their own
biological makeup and heredity as well as various external ecological constraints,
that influence the selection of goals and means. (5) Actors are governed by
values, norms, and other ideas such that these ideas influence what is considered a
goal and what means are selected to achieve it. (6) Action involves actors
making subjective decisions about the means to achieve goals, all of which are
constrained by ideas and situational conditions. 30
…the first analytical task in the development of sociological theory is to isolate
conceptually the systemic features of the most basic unit from which more
complex processes and structures are built. 30
The end result of this analysis was a grand metaphysical vision of the universe as
it impinges on human existence. 41
Revolutionary conflict is not, Weber believed, inevitable, coming to the
revolutionary crescendo described by Marx. Yet, like Marx, Weber developed a
theory of conflict, and despite a convergence in their theories, Weber saw conflict
as highly contingent on the emergence of “charismatic leaders” who could
mobilize subordinates. Unlike Marx, Weber saw the emergence of such leaders
as far from inevitable, and hence, revolutionary conflict would not always be
produced in systems of inequality. 157-158
In his most famous essay on conflict, Simmel devoted considerable effort to
analyzing the positive consequences of conflict for the maintenance of social
wholes and their subunits. Simmel recognized, of course, that an overly
cooperative, consensual, and integrated society should show “no life process,” but
his analysis of conflict is still loaded in the direction of how conflict promotes
solidarity and unification. Thus unlike Marx, who saw conflict as ultimately
becoming violent and revolutionary and leading to the structural change of the
system, Simmel quite often analyzed the opposite phenomena—less intense and
violent conflicts that promote solidarity, integration, and orderly change. 161
Conflict increases the formation of clear-cut group boundaries, the centralization
of authority, the control of deviance and dissent, and the enhancement of social
solidarity within conflict parties. 162
…conflicts release tensions and become normatively regulated, thereby
promoting stability in social systems. Further, with the increasing organization of
the conflicting groups, and the formation of coalitions among conflict groups,
violence will decrease as their goals become better articulated. 162
When functional interdependence among social units is low, the less available are
the institutional means for absorbing conflicts and tensions, and hence, the more
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violent the conflict will be. [from Table 13-2 Coser’s Propositions on the
Violence of Conflict] 173
Leadership has important effects on conflict processes; the more leaders can
perceive that complete attainment of goals is not possible and the greater their
ability is to convince followers to terminate conflict, the less prolonged the
conflict will be. 173
The lower are the intensity and violence of conflicts, the more likely are conflicts
to:
A. Increase the level of innovation and creativity of system units.
B. Release hostilities before they polarize system units.
C. Promote normative regulation of conflict relations.
D. Increase awareness of realistic issues.
E. Increase the number of associative coalitions among social units.
[from Table 13-5 Coser’s Propositions on the Functions of Conflict for the Social
Whole] 175
Coser’s functional conclusion that, when conflicts are frequent and when violence
and intensity are reduced, conflict will promote flexible coordination within the
system and increased capacity to adjust and adapt to environmental circumstances.
176
…material resources are wealth and the control of money as well as property or
the capacity to control the physical setting and people’s place in it; and symbolic
resources are the respective levels of linguistic and conversational resources as
well as the capacity to use cultural ideas, such as ideologies, values, and beliefs,
for one’s purposes. 186
No society exists in isolation; it almost always finds itself in competition with
other societies. And, the ability of the state to prevail in this world of geopolitics
often determines its form, viability, and stability. 191
Both Karl Marx and Max Weber saw societal revolutions as emerging from
conditions of high inequality that, in turn, produce mass mobilization of
subordinates to pursue conflict against superordinates. 194
Moreover, key figures in this branch of theorizing tend to use comparative
analyses of case histories to make more analytical, abstract, and generalizable
statements about the generic conditions producing social conflict. 194-195
Weber himself evidenced considerable ambivalence about the generalizability of
models from one historical case to others; most comparative-historical analyses of
conflict reveal a similar ambiguity about the appropriateness of more abstract
generalizations. 195
A revolutionary situation exists when some kind of collective action against
centers of power is evident—whether these actions be demonstrations, riots, social
movements, revolts, civil wars, or other manifestations of antagonism toward the
state. A revolutionary outcome is when there is an actual transfer of power. 202
The scenario for a full-scale social revolution begins to unfold when the state is
defeated in military activities with other states, thereby unleashing the mass
mobilization potential of the peasants and arousing the hostility of the aristocracy.
205
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When these key institutional systems cannot make the necessary adaptations to
population growth, the potential for mass mobilization of peasants and revolt by
elites against the state escalates, eventually causing state breakdown. 208
A hereditary monarchy is usually incapable of making the reforms that are
necessary to accommodate a growing population’s need for economic
opportunities, and the land-based aristocracy generally resists changes in the
economic system that would undermine its power and privilege. This rigidity can,
in the end, lead to a situation where three forces converge: (1) a fiscal crisis in
which the state simply does not have enough income to sustain its activities, to
initiate economic reforms, or to control the restive population; (2) severe
divisions and anger among elites, many of whom cannot secure the traditional
spoils of state patronage and are, as a result, downwardly mobile; and (3) mass
mobilization of peasants who cannot secure work or income. 208-209
…population growth also affects the life chances of elites in several important
ways: (a) the number of aspirants for elite positions increases; (b) price inflation
dramatically affects mobility of elites, some of whom become downwardly mobile
whereas others (who take advantage of commercial opportunities when demand
for goods is high) become upwardly mobile; (c) the net affect of such mobility is
to increase the pool of aspirants for state patronage as upwardly mobile elites
aspire to new positions of privilege and influence, and downwardly mobile elites
see patronage as their only hope against a worsening of their economic situation;
(d) these demands for patronage increase the level of competition among elites for
patronage positions, often at precisely the time the state itself is experiencing
fiscal crises (ultimately caused by price inflation), thereby limiting the state’s
ability to meet the demand for elite patronage and, as a result, creating
dissatisfaction among some segments of the elite population. 209
Thus, even though a good many historical-comparative sociologists have started
with Marxian assumptions, they have tended to come to Weberian conclusions:
Revolutions take a unique convergence of forces, even in agrarian societies where
there is so much potential for conflict stemming from the high degrees of
inequality. 211
…his life’s work was to develop a theoretical system that could explain the selfdestructive dynamics of capitalism and the emergence of communism.2 NOTE 2:
Karl Marx, Capital, 3 volumes (New York International, 1967; originally
published in 1867, 1885, and 1894). 213
Marxism has remained a viable intellectual tradition, driven perhaps by an
emancipatory zeal emphasizing the elimination of exploitation of the
disadvantaged by the advantaged. 215
Moreover, emphasis on class as the driving force of history must be tempered by a
recognition that class is one of many forces shaping the organization of a society,
both in the present and future. 216
In contrast with an empire, a world economy reveals a different structure
composed of (a) multiple states at its core, some of which have approximately
equal military power; (b) competition among these core states in both the military
and economic arena, with the latter being dominated by markets; and (c)
peripheral states whose cheap labor and raw resources are extracted through trade,
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but trade that is vastly unequal because of the military power and economic
advantages of the core states in market transactions. 224
What makes these neo-Marxian approaches appealing is their willingness to
confront data and to use empirical studies to modify, qualify, and change
theoretical statements. 227
When one sex controls the means of coercion, that sex can use this power to
dominate sexual encounters and to generate a system of gender inequality; the less
powerful sex must then adopt strategies to mitigate this power advantage. 231
These propositions emphasize that control over sexual activities as well as the
associated talk and ritual between males and females is related to one sex’s
control over (1) the means of coercion and (2) the material resources in a society.
231
Moreover, in simple economies, such as those among hunting and gathering
populations, women contribute as much or more to the economic well being of the
band as males; hence, males cannot easily claim control over these resources. 231
Yet, subordinates will develop strategies for mitigating against their position.
Collins argues that the subordinate sex will seek to limit sexual encounters with
the dominant sex. When encounters do occur, the subordinate sex will attempt to
regulate them through rituals that provide prestige and honor as a means to reduce
the coercive and material advantages of the dominant sex. 232
In simple societies without class stratification, women’s participation in
production is a function of (1) the demand for their labor relative to the supply of
labor and (2) the degree of compatibility of this productive labor with the
reproductive (especially breast feeding) labor that women must perform. 233
And, Blumberg emphasizes, it is not just women’s economic participation that
matters; rather, does such economic participation translate into control of one’s
own productive activities and the distribution of the outputs from this productive
activity? If women’s work is strategically indispensable, if kinship facilitates their
inheritance and acquisition of property, and if stratification at the macro level does
not so blatantly favor men, then women can gain economic power. Without such
economic power, sexual stratification will be high, but with this economic power,
the degree gender inequality will decline. 234-235
Technological Variables. Changes in technology have important effects on
gender stratification. Technology can alter, Chafetz argues, the strength
requirements, the mobility required, and the capacity to work outside the home
and its domestic responsibilities. 238
Chafetz argues that two conditions cause this kind of elite-initiated change to
occur: (1) when elites perceive that gender inequality threatens their incumbency
as elites or thwarts their plans for the society; and (2) when competing actions of
elites need to recruit women to their side to prevail in a conflict. Under these
conditions, elites will attempt to mobilize women’s support in exchange for
promises to ameliorate women’s disadvantages in the division of labor and in the
system of gender definitions. 239
The first sociological theorists in Europe were concerned primarily with macrolevel phenomena, but with the beginning of the twentieth century, theorists in
Europe and America turned to the analysis of micro-level processes. They began
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to understand that the structure of society is, in some ultimate sense, created and
maintained by the actions and interaction of individuals, so increasingly, they
sought to discover the fundamental processes of interaction among people. This
burst of creative activity generated a wide range of micro-level theories that will,
for the sake of simplicity, be labeled “interactionism.” 343
A philosopher at the University of Chicago, George Herbert Mead, made the great
breakthrough in understanding the basic properties of human social interaction.
343
James developed a typology of selves: The “material self,” which includes those
physical objects that humans view as part of their being and as crucial to their
identity; the “social self,” which involves the self-feelings that individuals derive
from associations with other people; and the “spiritual self,” which embraces the
general cognitive style and capacities typifying an individual. 344
James’ concept of the social self recognized that people’s feelings about
themselves arise from interaction with others. As he noted, “a man has as many
social selves as there are individuals who recognize him.”2 NOTE 2 (from 1)
James, William (1890) The Principles of Psychology, New York: Henry Holt, vol.
1, p. 294. 344
…viewing self as the process in which individuals see themselves as objects,
along with other objects, in their social environment. 344
They imagine how others evaluate them, and they derive images of themselves or
self-feelings and attitudes. Cooley termed this process the looking glass self: the
gestures of others serve as mirrors in which people see and evaluate themselves,
just as they see and evaluate other objects in their social environment. 344
…it arises from symbolic communication with others in group contexts. 344
…Dewey stressed the process of human adjustment to the world, in which
humans constantly seek to master the conditions of their environment. Thus, the
unique characteristics of humans arise from the process of adjusting to their life
conditions. 344
“Deliberation is an experiment in finding out what the various lines of possible
action are really like.” John Dewey, Human Nature and Human Conduct (New
York: Henry Hold, 1922), p. 190. For an earlier statement of these ideas, see John
Dewey, Psychology (New York: Harper & Row, 1886). 345
Mead accepted the basic premise of behavior ism—that is, the view that
reinforcement guides and directs action. 345
Pragmatism sees organisms as practical creatures that come to terms with the
actual conditions of the world. Coupled with behaviorism, pragmatism offered a
new way of viewing human life: Human beings seek to cope with their actual
conditions, and they learn those behavioral patterns that provide gratification. The
most important type of gratification is adjustment to social contexts. 345
That which facilitates survival or adaptation of the organism will be retained.
In this way, behaviorist, pragmatist, and Darwinian principles blended into an
image of humans as attempting to adjust to the world around them and as
retaining those characteristics—particularly mind and self—that enable them to
adapt to their surroundings. 345
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…he showed how society is viable only from the capacities for mind and self
among individuals. From Mead’s perspective, then, the capacities for mind, self,
and society are intimately connected. 345-346
Mead appears to have begun his synthesis with two basic assumptions: (1) the
biological frailty of human organisms forces their cooperation with one another in
group contexts to survive; and (2) those actions within and among human
organisms that facilitate their cooperation, and hence their survival or adjustment,
will be retained. 347
Thus, when an organism develops the capacity (1) to understand conventional
gestures, (2) to employ these gestures to take the role of others, and (3) to
imaginatively rehearse alternative lines of action, Mead believed that such an
organism possesses “mind.” 347
“A status, as distinct from the individual who may occupy it, is simply a
collection of rights and duties…A role represents the dynamic aspect of status.
The individual is socially assigned to a status and occupies it with relation to other
statuses. When he puts the rights and duties which constitute the status into
effect, he is performing a role.”15 NOTE 15: Ralph Linton, The Study of Man
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1936), p. 28. 350
For Simmel, as for the first generation of American sociologists in Chicago, the
macrostructures and processes studied by functional and some conflict theories—
class, the state, family, religion, evolution—are ultimately reflections of the
specific interactions among people. These interactions result in emergent social
phenomena, but considerable insight into the latter can be attained by
understanding the basic interactive processes that first give and then sustain their
existence. 351
…he was concerned with understanding the forms and consequences of many
diverse types of interactions. 351
Simmel emphasized that human personality emerges form, and is shaped by, the
particular configuration of a person’s group affiliations. 351
As he emphasized, “the genesis of the personality [is] the point of intersection for
innumerable social influences, as the end-product of heritages derived from the
most diverse groups and periods of adjustment.”18 NOTE 18: Ibid., p. 141. 351
It could be argued that the cutting edge of interactionism is how emotions shape
the flow of interaction processes. 425
Guilt is an emotion that accompanies a negative self-evaluation that emerges
when an individual recognizes that behavior is at variance with how one is
obligated to behave. 427
Shame is aroused not so much because the person considers self to be morally
deficient, but rather because the individual senses that others see self as deficient.
427
Thus, shame is generally accompanied by embarrassment, but embarrassment
need not include shame. Embarrassment is most directly connected to the
immediate presence and responses of others in a situation.” 427
Pride is the self-approval that accompanies role-taking with others and
generalized others. 428
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Vanity is a more transitory and unstable sense of self-approval in which the
individual is unsure of the approval of others. 428
Empathy operates at two levels: (a) arousing in self the very same emotions that
others are experiencing; and (b) generating a cognitive understanding of what it
would feel if self were in another’s place. Empathy connects individuals to others
at an emotional level, leading people to share each other’s emotions. 428
Cultural capital consists of such resources as stored memories of previous
conversations, vocal styles, special types of knowledge or expertise, the
prerogatives to make decisions, and the right to receive honor. 434
The more a person gives status, the greater will be the sense of satisfaction, if this
status is given freely, and the more the receiver of status will express appreciation
and gratitude, which, in turn, increases the sense of satisfaction for the giver of
status.
The more a person withholds status, when the giving of status is due, the greater
will be the sense of guilt and shame. [from Table 32-1:Kemper’s Status-Power
Theory of Emotions] 436
At this point interactionist theory can inform biology because the selection
pressures that guided the reorganization of the brain are sociological in nature.
444
Alfred Schutz’s Phenomenological Structuralism
Structuralists seem to prefer Schultz’s conceptualization of stock knowledge at
hand to Mead’s notion of generalized others and to modern conceptions of roles,
values, beliefs, and norms. This preference comes from the metaphorical idea of
stocks that can be used selectively as the actor wants and desires. Schutz’s
conception would appear to de-emphasize explicit normative constraints and
roles. But does it? Let us quote Schutz:19
“Now, to the natural man all his past experiences are present as ordered
[italics in original], as knowledge or as awareness of what to expect, just
as the whole external world is present to him as ordered. Ordinarily, and
unless he is forced to solve a special kind of problem, he does not ask
questions about how this ordered world was constituted. The particular
patterns of order we are now considering are synthetic meaning—
configurations of already lived experience.”
Schutz’s view emphasized constraint. Norms, values, beliefs, and roles are
indeed highly salient parts of one’s implicit and if need be, explicit interpretation
of a situation. They “order” experiences and lines of conduct. But for many
contemporary theorists, the concept of stocks of knowledge is meant to connote
something much less ordered and structured. Rather, these theorists see this
concept as a series of implicit cognitions that are used to construct lines of
conduct in strategic conduct. NOTE 19: Alfred Schutz, The Phenomenology of
the Social World (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1967, originally
published in 1932), p. 81. 475
[Note: this chapter is coauthored with Stephen Fuchs] In Wuthnow’s view it is
wise to avoid “radical subjectivity,” for the “problem of meaning may well be
more of a curse than a blessing in cultural analysis.”5 It is best, he argues, to move
away from an overemphasis on attitudes, beliefs, and meanings of individuals,
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because these are difficult to measure. Instead, the structure of culture as
revealed through observable communications and interactions is a more
appropriate line of inquiry. In this way one does “not become embroiled in the
ultimate phenomenological quest to probe and describe subjective meanings in all
their rich detail.”6 NOTE 5 (from 3): Robert Wuthnow (1987) Meaning and
Moral Order: Explorations in Cultural Analysis, Berkeley, Ca: University of
California Press, p. 64. NOTE 6: Ibid, p. 65. 504
Another important theoretical supplement is institutional analysis. Culture does
not exist as an abstract structure in its own right. Nor is it simply dramatic and
ritualized performances; it is also embedded in organized social structures.
Culture is produced by actors and organizations that require resources—material,
organizational, and political—if they are to develop systems of cultural codes,
ritualize them, and transmit them to others. Once the institutional basis of
cultural activity is recognized, then the significance of inequalities in resources,
the use of power, and the outbreak of conflict become essential parts of cultural
analysis. 505
He tries to view the subjective as manifested in cultural products, dramatic
performances, and institutional processes. 505
The structure of moral codes must also, in Wuthnow’s view, distinguish between
(a) the person’s “real self” or “true self” and (b) the various ‘roles” that he or she
plays. 505
Bourdieu is also critical of interactionism, phenomenology, and other subjective
approaches. Bourdieu believes there is more to social life than interaction, and
there is more to interaction than the “definitions of situations” in symbolic
interactionism or the “accounting practices” in ethnomethodology. 511
It is in the nature of academics to define, assess, reflect, ponder, and interpret the
social world; as a result of this propensity, a purely academic relation to the world
is imposed on real people in social contexts. 511
First, as noted, these interpretations are constrained by existing structures,
especially class and class factions. Second, these interpretations are themselves
part of objective class struggles as individuals construct legitimating definitions
for their conduct. 511
It is the structural denial of any “interests” that often yields the highest gains. 511
In essence, Bourdieu combines a Marxian theory of objective class position in
relation to the means of production with a Weberian analysis of status groups
(lifestyles, tastes, prestige) and politics (organized efforts to have one’s class
culture dominate). 512
Marx saw that the critique of existing relations of domination, the emergence of
class conflict, the emancipation of humans, and the progress of society were all
interwoven. 552
The defeat of the left-wing working-class movements, the rise of fascism in the
aftermath of World War I, and the degeneration of the Russian Revolution into
Stalinism had, by the 1930s, made it clear that Marx’s analysis needed drastic
revision. 553
The members of the Frankfurt School wanted to maintain Marx’s views on
praxis—that is, a blending of theory and action or the use of theory to stimulate
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action, and vice versa. And they wanted theory to expose oppression in society
and to propose less constrictive options. 553
Lukács employed the concept of reification to denote the process by which social
relationships become “objects” that can be manipulated, bought, and sold. 553
This emphasis on praxis—the confrontation between theory and action in the
world—involves developing ideas about what oppresses and what to do about it
in the course of human struggles. As Horkheimer argued,”[The] value of theory
is not decided alone by the formal criteria of truth…but by its connection with
tasks, which in the particular historical moment are taken up by progressive social
forces.”11 NOTE 11: Horkheimer, Max, “Zum Rationalismusstreit in der
gegenwartigen Philosophie,” originally published in 1935; reprinted in Kritische
Theorie, vol. 1, ed. Pp. 146-147. This and volume 2, by the way, represent a
compilation of many of the essays Horkheimer wrote while at the Institute in
Frankfurt. 554
At best, his “negative dialectics” could allow humans to “tread water’ until
historical circumstances were more favorable to emancipatory movements. The
goal of negative dialectics was to sustain a constant critique of ideas, conceptions,
and conditions. This critique could not by itself change anything, for it operates
only on the plane of ideas and concepts. But it can keep ideological dogmatisms
form obscuring conditions that might eventually allow emancipatory action. 555
Yet, he [Antonio Gramsci] is a key figure in continuing what the Frankfurt School
emphasized: Criticism acknowledging that the capitalist systems of the twentieth
century’s midpoint were generating prosperity and that the working classes in
these systems did not seem particularly disposed to revolution. 555
[Louis] Althusser remains close to Marx in this sense: The underlying structure
and logic of the economy is ultimately determinative. 556
This typology allowed Habermas to achieve several goals. First, he attacked the
assumption that science is value free because, like all knowledge, it is attached to
a set of interests. 562
Third, by viewing positivism in the social sciences as a type of empirical/analytic
knowledge, Habermas associated it with human interests in technical control. He
therefore visualized social science as a tool of economic and political interests.
Science thus becomes an ideology; actually, Habermas sees it as the underlying
cause of the legitimation crises of advanced capitalist societies… 552
Habermas believes, capitalist societies can be divided into three basic subsystems:
(1) the economic, (2) the politico-administrative, and (3) the cultural (what he
later calls life-world). 563
…emphasis on subjective consciousness to a concern with intersubjective
consciousness and the interactive processes by which intersubjectivity is created,
maintained, and changed through the validity claims in each speech act. 566
The basis for societal integration lies in the processes by which actors
communicate and develop mutual understandings and stores of knowledge. 567
“If we assume that the human species maintains itself through the socially
coordinated activities of its members and that this coordination is established
through communication—and in certain spheres of life, through communication
aimed at reaching agreement—then the reproduction of the species also requires
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satisfying the conditions of a rationality inherent in communicative action.”19
NOTE 19 (from 16): Jürgen Habermas (1981, 1984) The Theory of
Communicative Action, Boston: Beacon, vol. 1, p. 397. 567
As modern societies have evolved, however, this balance has been upset as
system processes revolving around the economy and the state (also law, family,
and other reproductive structures) have “colonized” and dominated lifeworld
processes concerned with mutually shared meanings, understandings, and
intersubjectivity. As a result, modern society is poorly integrated. 568
The solution to these crises is a rebalancing of relations between lifeworld and
system. 568
The answers to these questions lie in recognizing that there are several types of
action and that true rationality resides not in teleological action but in
communicative action. 569
The potential for this reorganization inheres in the nature of societal integration
through the rationality inherent in the communicative actions that reproduce the
lifeworld. The purpose of critical theory is to release this rational potential. 572
[note: this chapter is coauthored with P. R. Turner] Concurrently, feminist
theorists examined the construction of gender and sex roles in modern society to
demonstrate the existence of a “female world” that sociology had hitherto
ignored. 574
Critical feminist theorists proposed alternative methodological approaches,
including the construction of a “feminist standpoint” or women’s sociology that
would begin with the social universe of women and reflect women’s perspectives
on society. 574
Consequently, most critical feminist theorists want to preserve the emancipatory
dimension of feminist theory—that is, its ability to serve, like Marxism, as “both
a mode of understanding and a call to action.”6 NOTE 6: Farganis, Sondra (1986:
56) “Social Theory and Feminist theory: The Need for Dialogue,” Social Inquiry
56. 575
…Oakley posited that the following untested assumptions about class
membership effectively render women invisible and irrelevant: (1) The family is
the unit of stratification; (2) the social position of the family is determined by the
status of the man in it; and (3) only in rare circumstances is a woman’s social
position not determined by the men to whom they are attached by marriage or
family of origin. 576
Oakley attributed the inherent sexism in sociological theory and research to the
male-oriented attitudes of its “founding fathers,” the paucity of women social
researchers and theorists, and the pervasiveness of ideologies advocating gender
roles within contemporary societies. 576
Georg Simmel’s insight that “women possess a world of their own which is not
comparable with the world of men,”15 Jessie Bernard argued in The Female
World that society is divided into “single-sex” worlds. NOTE 15: As quoted in
opening epigraphs in Jessie Bernard’s The Female World (New York: Free Press,
1981). 576
The neglect of the female world and women’s experiences by sociology and other
disciplines, Bernard has asserted, deprives public debate of perspectives that
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might provide innovative solutions and approaches to contemporary problems.17
NOTE 17: Bernard, Jessie (1981) The Female World, New York: Free Press, pp.
12-15. 576
Feminist scholars in sociology—unlike their counterparts in anthropology,
history, and literary criticism have not succeeded in influencing the discipline to
the point where women are being put regularly at the center of analysis. Instead,
Stacey and Thorne argue that “feminist sociology seems to have been both coopted and ghettoized, while the discipline as a whole and its dominant paradigms
have proceeded relatively unchanged.”29 NOTE 29: Judith Stacey and Barrie
Thorne, “the Missing Feminist Revolution in Sociology,” Social Problems 32
(1985), pp. 302. 578
…Ward and Grant found that women sociologists (1) affiliate with the ASA
theory section less, (2) self-identify as theorists less, (3) write fewer textbooks
and journal articles, (4) receive less visibility in textbooks and popular teaching
materials, and (5) serve less frequently as editors or board members of theory
journals. 578
In gender articles, both sexes preferred quantitative methods leading them to
speculate that “qualitative papers on gender might have presented double
nonconformity, reducing the likelihood of acceptance for publication.”33 NOTE
33 (from 25): Linda Grant and Kathryn Ward, “Is There an Association between
Gender and Methods in Sociological Research?” American Sociological Review
52 (1987), p. 861. 579
“Agency operates by way of mastery and control; communion with naturalistic
observation, sensitivity to qualitative patterning, and greater personal
participation by the investigator….The specific processes involved in agentic
(sic) research are typically male preoccupations….The scientist using this
approach creates his own controlled reality. He can manipulate it. He is master.
He has power. The communal approach is much humbler. It disavows control,
for control spoils the results. Its value rests precisely on the absence of
controls.”50 NOTE 50 (FROM 7): Bernard, Jessie (1973) “My Four Revolutions:
An Autobiographical History of the ASA,” American Journal of Sociology 78, p.
785. For more discussion of agency and communion approaches to research see
David Bakan, “Psychology Can Now Kick the Science Habit,” Psychology Today
5 (1972), pp. 26, 28, 86-88; and Rae Carlson, “Sex Differences in Ego
functioning: Exploratory Studies of Agency and Communion,” Journal of
Consulting and Clinical psychology 37 (1971), pp. 267-277. 581
…sociologists need to be more sensitive to the ways in which their research might
also legitimate existing social relations and institutions. They argue that
researchers should focus more attention on social transformation. 581
Of all the approaches within sociological theory, Marxist analysis has until quite
recently received the most attention (positive and negative) from feminist
theorists. 587
“Marxists have criticized feminism as bourgeois in theory and in practice,
meaning that it woks in the interest of the ruling class. They argue that to analyze
society in terms of sex ignores class divisions among women, dividing the
proletariat.” 109 NOTE 109 (from 80): Catherine Mackinnon, “Feminism,
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Marxism, Method, and the State: An Agenda For Theory,” Signs 7 (1982), pp.
515-544 (517-518). 587
“We are convinced that Marxism in its best sense is feminism (and feminism can
become Marxism once it learns not to hyphenate itself).”125 NOTE 125 (FROM
80): Beth Anne Shelton and Ben Agger, “Shotgun Wedding, Unhappy Marriage,
No-Fault Divorce? Re-thinking Feminism-Marxism Relationship” in Theory on
Gender/Feminism on Theory, pp. 25-42 (p. 36). 589
As important political-cultural currents, feminism and postmodernism attempt to
develop new paradigms of social criticism that do not depend on traditional
philosophical positions regarding the meaning and production of knowledge. 589
Postmodern-feminist theory would be nonuniversalist. 590
Postmodern-feminist theory would be pragmatic. 591
“…Feminist relativism is just the kind of radical move that transforms the
political spectrum into a circle.” 134 NOTE 134: Evelyn Fox Kelelr, “Feminism
and Science,” Signs 7 (1982) , p. 593. 591
[note: this chapter is coauthored with Kenneth Allan] Sociology was created as a
self-conscious discipline to explain the transformations associated with
“modernity,” especially the rise of industrial capitalism and the corresponding
decline of the agrarian feudal system in Europe and, eventually, elsewhere in the
world. 597
The philosopher Richard Rorty pushes the philosophical critique of science
further to the extreme—indeed, to the point of appearing to assert that there is no
external, obdurate reality “out there.” 600
Richard Harvey Brown specifically applies the philosophical critique of
postmodernism to social science, positing that social and cultural realities, and
social science itself, are linguistic constructions. Brown advocates an approach
termed symbolic realism in which the universe is seen as existing for humans
through communicative action. 600-601
In sum, these representative commentaries offer a sense for the postmodern
critique of science. Yet, postmodernism is much more than a philosophical
critique. If this were all that postmodernists had to offer, there would be little
point in examining these criticisms. Moreover, not all post modernist theorists
accept the philosophical critique just outlined, although most are highly
suspicious of the “hard-science” view of sociological theory.16 Indeed, most are
committed to analysis of contemporary societies, especially the effects that
dramatic changes in distribution, transportation, and information systems have
had on the individual self and patterns of social organization. We can begin with
“economic postmodernists” who generally employ extensions of Karl Marx’s
ideas and who, to varying degrees, still retain some of Marx’s emancipatory zeal
or, if not zeal, guarded hope that a better future that may lie ahead. 602
Marx argued that reality did not exist in concepts, ideas, or reflexive thought but
in the material world of production. 603
…television and other media have formed people’s ideas and actions in much the
same way as traditional myth and ritual… 611
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Barry, John (1999) Environment and Social Theory, Routledge Introductions to
Environment Series, London and New York: Routledge.
 “The concept of ‘sustainability’ is at root a simple one. It rests on the
acknowledgement, long familiar in economic life, that maintaining income over
time requires that the capital stock is not run down. The natural environment
performs the function of capital stock for the human economy, providing essential
resources and services. Economic activity is presently running down this stock.
While in the short term this can generate economic wealth, in the longer term
(like selling off the family silver) it reduces the capacity of the environment to
provide these resources and services at all. Sustainability is thus the goal of
‘living within our environmental means’. Put another way, it implies that we
should not pass the costs of present activities on to future generations.” Jacobs,
M. (1996:17; emphasis added) The Politics of the Real World, London: Earthscan.
205
 The discourse (or rather discourses) of sustainability and sustainable
development, acknowledge:
1. human dependence upon the natural environment, i.e. that the human
economy is a subset of ecological systems;
2. the existence of external natural limits on human economic activity;
3. the detrimental effect of certain industrial activities on local and global
environments;
4. the fragility of local and global environments to human collective action;
5. that one cannot talk about ‘development’ without also linking it to the
environmental preconditions for development;
6. following on from 4, development decisions now may have environmental
(and thus development) consequences for future generations and those
living in other parts of the world.
In this way, green social theory, together with the emerging centrality of the
theoretical and practical dimensions of sustainable development, are suggestive of
why and how social theory can be ‘greened’. 205-206
 “Globalisation is not an organic growth, but a carefully wrought ideological
project…If the perpetuation of privilege is to be the guiding force of the world, let
it be identified as such…If the abuse of the resource-base of the earth and the
intensifying exploitation of its people is the supreme civilisational pursuit of the
culture of globalization, no matter what the consequences, why shrink from
saying so?” Seabrook, J. (1998:27; emphasis added) “A Global Market for All,”
New Statesman, 26 June. 213
 “What is beyond doubt is that organizing the world economy as a single global
free market promotes instability. It forces workers to bear the costs of new
technologies and unrestricted free trade. It contains no means whereby activities
which endanger the global ecological balance can be curbed. Organising the
world economy as a universal free market is, in effect, staking the planet’s future
on the supposition that these vast dangers will be resolved as an unintended
consequence of the unfettered pursuit of profits. It is hard to think of a more
reckless danger.” Gray, J. (1998:32) ‘Globalization: The Dark Side,’ New
Statesman, 13 March. 214
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Cheater, Angela (ed.) (1999). The Anthropology of Power: Empowerment and
Disempowerment in Changing Structures, ASA Monographs 35, London and New York:
Routledge.
Wendy James, “Empowering Ambiguities,” pp. 13-27
 Singh and Titi write that within the ‘development’ discourse, the concept of
empowerment has evolved concurrently with the ‘bottom-up’ approach and as an
alternative to that of modernization. Within the ‘development’ constituency, they
write, empowerment has been used to imply:
“good governance, legitimacy and creativity for a flourishing private sector;
transformation of economies to self-reliant, endogenous, human-centered
development; promotion of community self-help with an emphasis on the process
rather than on the completion of particular projects…popular participation…At a
more generic level [it] means strengthening…the principles of ‘inclusiveness’…
‘transparency’…and ‘accountability’…The concept goes beyond the notions of
democracy, of human rights, and of participation to include enabling people to
understand the reality of their environment (social, political, economic, ecological
and cultural)…and to take steps to effect changes to improve their situation.”
Singh, N. and Titi, V. (eds.) (1995) “Empowerment for Sustainable Development:
An Overview,” In Empowerment: Towards Sustainable Development (eds) N.
Singh and V. Titi; Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada/London: Fernwood/Zed Books;
pp. 29-36. 18-19
Andrew Spiegel, Vanessa Watson and Peter Wilkinson, “Speaking Truth to Power? Some
Problems Using Ethnographic Methods to Influence the Formulation of Housing Policy
in South Africa,” pp. 175-190
 “The ‘Enlightenment’, which discovered the liberties, also invented the
disciplines.” (Foucault 1979: 222; in Escobar 1992: 133). Foucault, M. (1979)
Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, New York: Pantheon.
Escobar, A. (1992) “Planning,” In The Development Dictionary (ed.) W. Sachs.
London: Zed Books. 175
 “One cannot look on the bright side of planning, its modern achievements (if one
were to accept them), without looking at the same time on its dark side of
domination. The management of the social has produced modern subjects who
are not only dependent on professionals for [satisfaction of] their needs, but also
ordered into realities (cities, health and educational systems, economies, etc.) that
can be governed by the state through planning. Planning inevitably requires the
normalization and standardization of reality, which in turn entails injustice and
the erasure of difference and diversity.” (Escobar 1992: 134, emphasis added)
Escobar, A. (1992) “Planning,” In The Development Dictionary (ed.) W. Sachs.
London: Zed Books. 175
Adam, Barbara and Ulrich Beck and Joost Van Loon (2000) (Eds.) The Risk Society and
Beyond: Critical Issues for Social Theory, London, Thousand Oaks and New Delhi:
SAGE Publications.
Barabara Adam and Joost van Loon, “Introduction: Repositioning Risk: The Challenge
for Social Theory,” pp. 1-31
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Social theory is not a religion and thus is incapable of providing such a metanarrative. The role of social theory is thus not to lead the charge, as radical
intellectuals, for social theory cannot provide any superior moral basis to any
other form of political and ethical thought. However its focus on abstraction does
allow it to render an explicit account of particular accounts and explore and unconceal their implicit accountability. 23
Social theory is politics by other means. The potential to politicize the sub-polity
to which so many decisions are displaced in a risk society is there to be
actualized. This re-politicization emerges from abstracting the connections
between the various segments of the sub-political realm. Social theory thus has a
role to play in subverting the depoliticization of risks, by mobilizing their
implications for the concern over ‘our’ and other forms of being, here and there,
now and in the future.” 23
…social theory has the capacity to connect science, technology, engineering and
risk management to politics, media and economics. The critical function of social
theory therefore does not stop with immanent critique, with criticizing
inconsistencies, empirical inadequacies, illogical conclusions an d unverifiable
hypotheses that constitute ‘common sense’, nor does it end with placing the full
moral weight of informed political correctness behind the analysis. In the face of
the risk society, social theory needs to redefine itself as an art of bridging,
connecting, formatting as well as abstracting. This itself as an art of bridging,
connecting, formatting as well as abstracting. This form of ‘knowledge’ allows
political mobilization to team up with informed and sustained immanent critique,
to broaden perspectives and articulate alternative interpretations; work on the
multiplicity (collage) rather than the unity (narrative) of perspectives. 23
To summarize, then, we have argued that the relevance of social theory in the face
of risk culture is fourfold:
1. to provide a contextualized understanding of the social and cultural,
political and economic implications of risks and risk technologies on
society;
2. to challenge the established codes and assumptions that constitute the vast
majority of institutionalized risk technologies (Big Science);
3. to effect a disclosure of the transgressive implications of the mediation of
risk technologies on actual subjective and biographic experiences; and
4. to offer an imaginative account of how we may incorporate such
experiences into a concern for (the) future(s), including ways to actualize
desired possibilities. 30

Bickman, L. (ed.) (2000) Validity and Social Experimentation: Donald Cambell’s
Legacy, Volume 1, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Melvin Mark, “Realism, Validity, and the Experimenting Society, pp. 141-166.
 “Too many social scientists expect single experiments to settle issues once and
for all. This may be a mistaken generalization from the history of great crucial
experiments in physics and chemistry. In actuality the significant experiments in
the physical sciences are replicated thousands of times…Because we social
scientists have less ability to achieve “experimental isolation,” because we have
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good reasons to expect our treatment effects to interact significantly with a wide
variety of social factors many of which we have not yet mapped, we have much
greater needs for replication experiments than do the physical sciences. The
implications are clear. We should not only do hard-headed reality testing in the
initial pilot testing and choosing of which reform to make general law; but once it
has been decided that the reform is to be adopted as standard practice in all
administrative units, we should experimentally evaluate it in each of its
implementations” (Campbell, D.T. (1969) Reforms and Experiments, American
Psychologist, no. 24, pp. 409-429, pp. 427-428). 143
Noble, Trevor (2000) Social Theory and Social Change, New York: St. Martin’s Press.
 The conjunction between social theory and social change can be looked at from
several points of view: as the primary substantive issue for theory to address; as
common ground where theories can be compared; as the external conditions
generating the ideas theorists articulate; or, finally, as a continuing sociological
challenge. Viii
 Social theory is a response to social change. Its origins lie in the political
economic and social change. Its origins lie in the political, economic and cultural
upheavals of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and its development reflects
the perception of new straws in the wind of continuing change since then. The
development of social theory has been discontinuous, experimental, a series of
fresh starts, each embodying a new conception of the changing social world.
Sociological theory has, in this way, more in common with the history of the
novel than the systematic, linear and cumulative growth of the natural sciences.
In physics, chemistry or the biological sciences, each new insight has been built
upon the achievements of its predecessors. By contrast, current social theory
often seems not so much a matter of ‘standing upon the shoulders of giants’ as of
chipping away at their ankles in the general attempt to topple the founding fathers
from their pedestals. Ix
 Social change and its consequences remain key themes for contemporary social
theory. 2
 Is change primarily endogenous – that is, generated within the social system itself
by the cultural and structural processes at work within it – or is it mainly
exogenous, that is, the result of external factors intruding so as to destabilize an
existing situation? You might think the obvious answer would be to say that it is
sometimes the one and sometimes the other. But, as we shall see, theorists have
mostly tended to be either interested only in those changes which were primarily
exogenous or, conversely, have focused almost entirely on endogenous change. 5
 As for social change, conflict theorists regard the momentary equilibrium which
may be attained in a society at any given period as essentially precarious. The
potential for endogenous change is always there in the struggle to reallocate the
distribution of social advantage. Consensus theorists are likely to see change as
exogenous, originating as an adaptation to culture contact, invasion or changes in
the economic environment. The common interests of the members of the group,
or the component elements of the wider society, then need to adjust in the light of
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the changing circumstances. In this way, change is, on the whole, regarded as a
reaction to events elsewhere. 7
Science aspires to be a neutral body of objective truth that is equally true for
everybody regardless of their wishes, motives or the benefits such knowledge
might give or deny them. It is true that scientists sometimes get things wrong and
have to revise their opinions, but hat is precisely what the system of scientific
thought and procedure is about: to test our views of the world and to provide for
their correction when we disco9ver something new or find errors in what we
thought before. By ideology, we mean a set of beliefs organized in such a way as
to justify the best interests of the group who hold to them. Thus the view that all
change is invariably for the worse makes good sense as part of the ideology of
those who benefit most from the present order of things. The feeling that any
change is better than none is perfectly intelligible as part of the ideology of those
with nothing to lose.
Those who believe that sociology could never be an objective science argue that
ideological thinking is unavoidable. We canot help but see the world from our
own point of view, however much we may try to sympathize with others. It is a
problem of values rather than facts. Facts do not speak for themselves. The
meaning they have for us is coloured by the emotional, moral or political
commitments which make the framework of our understanding. These values are
shaped by our socialization into a culture, a class position, a religious community,
a gender role. It is not possible to step back from society for an objective view.
12-13
His [Herbert Spencer] great vision of the unity of all the theoretical sciences was
based on the conviction that the laws of nature were ultimately the same
throughout the natural world. That is not to argue that he believed the different
sciences are all reducible to a single set of propositions. Among the physical
sciences, chemistry is not reducible to physics, nor are the biological sciences
reducible in their turn to physics and chemistry. Though biological processes
unquestionably are physical and chemical, that is not all they are. Similarly,
while the biological sciences deal with organic matter, the social sciences deal
with the superorganic and, while the men and women who are the agents of social
life are unquestionably biological beings, social structures and human culture
cannot be reduced to purely biological processes. But though the different
sciences have their distinctive subject matter, the principles of natural law are
common to all and the most immediately obvious of these is the law of evolution,
which has clear relevance in the world of inanimate matter, in the ordering of the
organic or biological world and also in the progress of the superorganic world, the
history of human society. 49
The very notion of alienation presumes an authentic individual character or spirit
antecedent to the social conditions and class relations within which the worker
evolves his consciousness of himself. That is to say, it is essentially an idealist
notion, fundamentally at odds with Marx’s general position that consciousness
and human identity itself is a social product. 98
In Weber’s view, the social sciences differ from natural science because they are
about people. The molecules in a chemical reaction do not care about one
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another, do not choose whether to bond or not. The molecular code is automatic.
But the objects social scientists study involve people’s conscious or unconscious
feelings and ideas. The people themselves, the cultural objects they produce and
the cultural practices they follow are meaningful to the actors involved. The way
they act and interact makes some kind of sense to them. The social sciences
therefore confront a different sort of problem from the natural sciences. They
have to acknowledge, Weber argued, the meaningful character of their subject
matter. Social scientific explanations cannot be solely in terms of causes and
effects, they have to take into account the reasons people have for acting the way
they do. To be convincing, that is, they have also to be adequate at the level of
meaning.
For Weber, then, sociology is the science of social action. It is the science of
social action because, although each of us has his or her own preferences and
prejudices, and our interests are guided by what is of cultural and biographical
significance to us, it is nevertheless possible to strive for some detachment about
the assumptions and values to which our social being commits us. 118-119
But sociology is the science of social action. Being concerned with action rather
than with behaviour in general, it addresses not just anything that people might
do, but what they do purposively. Being concerned with social action it focuses
on how they act in relation to one another. In this formula, we have two of the
central assumptions of Weber’s sociology. First, his approach seeks to root any
account of social situations firmly in the actions of individuals, not in the general
operation of some abstract collectivity. Secondly, this interactive, purposive
activity is essentially meaningful to the individuals themselves. 119
“The term power will be used to refer to every possibility within a social
relationship of imposing one’s own will, even against opposition, without regard
to the basis for this possibility.” (Weber, Max, In Runciman, W. G. (1978:38)
(ed.) Max Weber: Selections in Translation, Cambridge University Press. 132
Durkheim defined religion as: “…a unified system of beliefs and practices relative
to sacred things, that is to say, things set apart and forbidden – beliefs and
practices which unite into one single moral community called a church, all who
adhere to them.” Durkheim, Emile (1912) The Elementary Forms of Religious
Life (Routledge and Kegan Paul: 1956 edition: p. 62). 162
“…a complex social system consists of a network of interdependent and
interpenetrating subsystems, each of which, seen at the appropriate level of
reference is a social system in its own right, subject to all the functional
exigencies of any such system relative to its institutionalized culture and situation
and possessing all the essential structural components, organized on the
appropriate levels of differentiation and specification.” Parsons, Talcott (1961:44)
“An Outline of the Social System,” in Parsons et al. (eds.), Theories of Society,
Free Press. 181
“It is fruitless to expect the underdeveloped countries of today to repeat the stages
of economic growth passed through by modern developed societies, whose
classical capitalist development arose out of pre-capitalist and feudal society.”
Frank, Andre Gunder (1971:16) Capitalism and Underdevelopment in Latin
America, Penguin Books. 188
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Today’s underdeveloped societies are not precapitalist or feudal. Their lack of
growth is not the result of internal sociocultural factors, traditionalist ideas, local
backwardness and so forth, but is the consequence of their current disadvantaged
position within a profoundly unequal capitalist system. They are the victims of
the forces of capitalist production. Their continuing exploitation prevents any
sociopolitical change or economic development which could threaten the
prevailing capitalist order. 188
“Crises in social systems are not produced through accidental changes in the
environment but through structurally inherent systems imperatives that are
incompatible and cannot be hierarchically integrated.” Habermas, Jürgen (1976)
Legitimation Crisis, Heineman. 206

Weissman, David (2000) A Social Ontology, New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
 “Though a system ha a distinctive structure, it is not in principle impossible to
specify that structure in terms of relations between its elementary constituents,
and moreover in such a manner that the structure can be correctly characterized as
a “sum” whose “parts” are themselves specified in terms of those elements and
relations. As we shall see, many students deny, or appear to deny, this possibility
in connection with certain kinds of organized systems (such as living things)”
(Ernest Nagel (1963) “Wholes, Sums and Organic Unities,” in Daniel Lerner (ed.)
Parts and Wholes, New York, Free Press, pp. 135-155, p. 140). 91
 “If the word “sum” is used in this sense in contexts in which the word “whole”
refers to a pattern or configuration formed by elements standing to each other in
certain relations, it is perfectly true, though trivial, to say that the whole is more
than the sum of its parts” (as above, p. 143). 91
Denzin, Norman K. (2001) Interpretive Interactionism, Second Ed., Vol. 16 of Applied
Social Research Methods Series; Thousand Oaks, London, New Delhi: Sage
Publications.
 Researchers should use the approach advocated here only when they want to
examine the relationships between personal troubles (such as wife battering or
alcoholism) and the public policies and public institutions that have been created
to address those troubles. Interpretive interactionism speaks to this
interrelationship between private lives and public responses to personal troubles.
It works outward from the biography of the person.
At the applied level, the interpretive approach can contribute to evaluative
research in the following ways (see Becker, 1967a, p. 23). First, it can help
researchers to identify different definitions of the problem and the program being
evaluated. It can show, for example, how battered wives interpret the shelters,
hot lines, and public services that are made available to them by social welfare
agencies. Through the use of personal experience stories and thick descriptions
of lived experiences, researchers can compare and contrast the perspectives of
clients and workers.
Second, through an interpretive approach, researchers can locate the assumptions
that are held by various interested parties – policy makers, clients, welfare
workers, on-line professionals – assumptions that are often belied by the facts of
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experience, and show them to be correct or incorrect (Becker, 1967a, p. 23).
Third, researchers can use an interpretive approach to identify strategic points of
intervention into social situations. In this way, they can evaluate and improve the
services of agencies and programs. Fourth, in interpretive approach makes it
possible for researchers to suggest “alternative moral points of view from which
the problem,” the policy, and the program can be interpreted and assessed (see
Becker, 1967a, pp. 23-24). Because of its emphasis on experience and its
meanings, the interpretive method suggests that programs must always be judged
by and from the point of view of the persons most directly affected. Fifth,
researchers can expose the limits of statistics and statistical evaluations by using
the more qualitative materials furnished by the interpretive approach. The
emphasis of this approach on the uniqueness of each life holds up the individual
case as the measure of the effectiveness of all applied programs. 2
Feagin, Joe R. and Vera, Hernán (2001) Liberation Sociology, Boulder, CO: Westview
Press.
 Those working in the liberation sociology tradition today often accent moral and
ethical concerns. They argue that social scientists have ethical obligations not
only in regard to the rights of their research subjects but also in regard to all those
who may be helped or hurt by the impact of their research. They often note the
impact of not doing certain kinds of much needed research as well. 135
 Liberation sociology generally orients the decision on which methods, qualitative
or quantitative, are to be used to the decision about what data are needed to build
a better society and increase social justice. Social life is too complex for
researchers to accept a methodological monolith, a reliance on only one type of
method. We are certainly not arguing here that there is no room for quantitative
research in understanding the social world or in developing strategies for
liberating the oppressed majority in many social worlds. There is, of course, such
room.
 Nevertheless, we must recognize that over the course of the history of sociology,
instrumental positivism has seize3d many centers of influence and too much in
the way of important resources within the field. This dominance must be
challenged if sociology is to help build a better world. As we have reiterated,
central to the liberation sociology tradition is a constant looking for the hidden
social realities usually missed by conventional researchers. As we envisage the
future of social science, instrumental positivism must be replaced by research
methods and interpretive procedures that provide deeper and more holistic
pictures of social realities, especially the continuing realities of human
oppression. From our viewpoint, liberation sociology should draw on the
tradition of such social researchers as Karl Marx and Harriet Martineau in their
concern with not trusting surface readings of society.
 Liberation sociology not only tries to find methods that voice the voiceless but
also seeks to reveal how oppressive systems create voicelessness – and how
governing elites create, maintain, and enhance such exploitive and despotic
systems. Doing research on the ruling class and the powerful bureaucratic
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structures it controls is of great importance for ongoing social science research,
and such research requires more than conventional opinion surveys. 136
The countersystem tradition in sociology assumes that all social worlds are
changeable – and that ordinary people, often with the aid of liberation sociology,
have the capability to change the world around them for the ends of liberty,
freedom, and social justice. 137
“Traditional academic-based research does not always have the betterment of a
particular community in mind, nor is it consistently concerned with finding ways
to improve the quality of life for those in society who do not have a fair share of
their nation’s wealth….The purpose of this book is to present an alternative route
to gaining a better understanding of the world around us.” Nyden, Philip and
Anne Figert, Mark Shibley, and Darryl Burrows (1997:3) “University-Community
Collaborative Research: Adding Chairs at the Research Table,” Building
Community: Social Science in Action, ed. Philip Nyden, Anne Figert, Mark
Shibley, and Darryl Burrows; Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Pine Forge Press. 163
The social science research strategies variously called action research, community
action research, participatory research, and participatory action research (PAR)
commonly engage social scientists with people in local communities. These
social researchers usually take issue with the main tenets of a detached
instrumental social science and work directly for the betterment of human society.
165
Sociologists and other social scientists are making much use of participatory
action research to serve and learn from an array of grassroots people’s
organizations. These researchers are often re-creating sociology in new and
innovative ways. 166
“Science is not achieved by distancing oneself form the world; as generations of
scientists know, the greatest conceptual and methodological challenges come
from engagement with the world.” Whyte, William F. and Davydd J. Greenwood
and Peter Lazes, (1991) “Participatory Action Research: Through Practice to
Science in Social Research,” in Participatory Action Research, ed. William F.
Whyte, p. 21; Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage. 167
Liberation sociologists assert the importance of openly proclaiming a morality
that supports the liberation of the oppressed. As we see it, not only is an overt
moral perspective essential to a viable liberation sociology, but that moral
imperative must go beyond the confines of the existing nation-state to draw
heavily on the burgeoning human rights tradition at the international level.
Probing serious problems in powerful nation-states and corporations requires a
bold moral position that asserts the human rights of all citizens of the planet.
Those researchers who are well supported by funding from nation-state agencies
are not likely to collect data on, or analyze deeply, state-fostered oppression. A
broad human rights perspective can enable a social scientist to examine
government manipulation or oppression more critically, and even to choose
manipulation or oppression as major research topics. 251-252
Liberation sociology seeks to expand the range of courses offered to include
courses on all forms of institutionalized exploitation, domination, and
marginalization. It seeks to put students in connection with the complex realities
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of everyday life and the full range of experiences of human beings – including
those human beings that have not as yet received adequate social science
attention, those who are exploited and oppressed. 262-263
Thoroughgoing liberation pedagogy and learning should encompass all societal
institutions, not just educational institutions. Moreover, for many people,
especially those who are exploited and oppressed, the beginning of liberation may
lie in having their voices heard, or heard more broadly. One of the goals of a
countersystem sociology is to help to voice the voiceless and thereby help to
begin the project of large-scale human liberation. 263

Lewandowski, Joseph D. (2001) Interpreting Culture: Rethinking Method and Truth in
Social Theory, Lincoln, Nebraska; and London, UK: University of Nebraska Press.
 By characterizing the methods of critical rationalism as problem-solving, Popper
is able to preserve the distinctly scientific status of social analysis; like science
proper, social theory is marked by its problem-solving mode of inquiry. Or, as
Popper clarifies the matter:
a) “The method of the social sciences, like that of the natural sciences,
consists in trying out tentative solutions to certain problems: the problems
from which our investigations start, and those which turn up during the
investigation.
Solutions are proposed and criticized. If a proposed solution is not open to
pertinent criticism, then it is excluded as unscientific, although perhaps
only temporarily.
b) If the attempted solution is open to pertinent criticism, then we attempt to
refute it; for all criticism consists of attempts at refutation.
c) If an attempted solution is refuted through our criticism we make another
attempt.
d) If it withstands criticism, we accept it temporarily; and we accept it, above
all, as worthy of being further discussed and criticized.
e) Thus the method of science is one of tentative attempts to solve our
problems; by conjectures which are controlled by severe criticism. It is a
consciously critical development of the method of trial and error.
f) The so-called objectivity of science lies in the objectivity of the critical
method. This means, above all, that no theory is beyond attack by
criticism; and further, that the main instrument of logical criticism – the
logical contradiction – is objective. “ Popper, Karl (1976:89-90) “The
Logic of the Social Sciences,” In The Positivist Dispute in German
Sociology, translated by Glyn Adey and David Frisby, edited by Theodor
Adorno et al., 87-104, London: Heinemann. 87 – 88
 We could paraphrase this in the following way. The scientific method of social
analysis Popper defends here seeks provisional solutions to human problems (a).
It tests the veracity of such solutions by attempting to refute them (b-c). When
attempts at refutation are withstood, we accept the proposed solution (d). Yet
such acceptance does not mean that we no longer discuss other solutions to the
same problem since attempts at refutation are open ended and ongoing, a matter
of trial and error (e). Thus, a new solution might present itself, a current one may
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be falsified, and all solutions to human problems remain open to further scrutiny
(f). And, finally, the scientific method of problem-solving Popper develops is
governed by the objective character of the logic of noncontradiction: the true
solutions to human problems are the noncontradictory ones, the ones in which
facts are in accordance with our supposed knowledge of them. 88
“In the final analysis, however, it is only the relationships between human beings
that lie buried beneath the relations of production which have been rendered
autonomous. The omnipotent social order thereby creates its own ideology, and
renders it virtually powerless. However powerful a spell it may cast, this
nevertheless remains just a spell. If sociology, rather than being a willing
purveyor of welcome information for agencies and interest groups, is to achieve
something of that purpose for which it was originally conceived, then it must
contribute, however modestly, by means which are not themselves subject to
universal fetishization, toward breaking the spell.” Adorno, Theodor (1987:246;
emphasis added) “Late Capitalism or Industrial Society?” In Modern German
Sociology, edited by Volker Meja, Dieter Misgeld, and Nico Stehr, 232-47, New
York: Columbia University Press. 109

Long, Norman. (2001) Development Sociology: Actor Perspectives, London and New
York: Routledge.
 Yet, while the quintessence of human agency may seem to be embodied in the
individual person, single individuals are not the only entities that reach decisions,
act accordingly and monitor outcomes. ‘Capitalist enterprises, state agencies,
political parties and church organizations are examples of social actors: they all
have means of reaching and formulating decisions and of acting on at least some
of them.” Hindess, B. (1986:115) “Actors and Social Relations,” in M. I. Wadell
and S. P. Turner (eds) Sociological Theory in Transition, Boston: Allen and
Unwin. 16
 Hence agency – which we may recognize when particular actions make a
difference to a pre-existing state of affairs or course of events – is embodied in
social relations and can only be effective through them. It is not simply the result
of possessing certain persuasive powers or forms of charisma. The ability to
influence others or to pass on a command (e.g. to get them to accept a particular
message) rests fundamentally on ‘the actions of a chain of agents each of whom
“translates” it in accordance with his/her own projects’ – and ‘power is composed
here and now by enrolling many actors in a given political and social scheme’
(Latour 1986: 264). In other words, agency (and power) depend crucially upon
the emergence of a network of actors who become partially, though hardly ever
completely, enrolled in the ‘project’ of some other person or persons. Agency
then entails the generation and use or manipulation of networks of social relations
and the channeling of specific items 9such as claims, orders, goods, instruments
and information) through certain nodal points of interpretation and interaction.
Hence, it is essential to take account of the ways in which social actors engage in
or are locked into struggles over the attribution of social meanings to particular
events, actions and idea.
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Looked at from this point of view, development intervention models (or policy
measures and rhetoric) become strategic weapons in the hands of those charged
with promoting them. Latour, B. (1986) “The Powers of Association,” in J. Law
(ed.) Power, Action and Belief: A New Sociology of Knowledge? London, Boston
and Henley: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 17
 …Such a perspective requires a theory of agency based upon the capacity of
actors to process their and others’ experiences and to act upon them. Agency
implies both a certain knowledgeability, whereby experiences and desires are
reflexively interpreted and internalized (consciously or otherwise), and the
capability to command relevant skills, access to material and non-material
resources and engage in particular organizing practices.
 …Social action and interpretation are context-specific and contextually generated.
Boundary markers are specific to particular domains, arenas and fields of social
action and should not be prejudged analytically.
Meanings, values and interpretations are culturally constructed but they are
differentially applied and reinterpreted in accordance with existing
behavioral
possibilities or changed circumstances, sometimes generating
‘new’ cultural ‘standards’.
Related to these processes is the question of scale, by which I refer to the ways in
which ‘micro-scale’ interactional settings and localized arenas are connected to
wider ‘macro-scale’ phenomena and vice versa. Rather than seeing the ‘local’ as
shaped by the ‘global’ or the ‘global as an aggregation of the ‘local’, an actor
perspective aims to elucidate the precise sets of interlocking relationships, actor
‘projects’ and social practices that interpenetrate various social, symbolic and
geographical spaces. 49-50
 …micro and macro theory and methodology, see Knorr-Cetina and Cicourel,
1981. Knorr-Cetina, K. D. and Cicourel, A. V. (eds) (1981) Advances in Social
Theory and Methodology: Toward an Integration of Micro- and MacroSociologies, Boston, London and Heneley: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 63
 A radical solution is proposed by Randall Collins (1981), who argues for the
reconstitution of macro sociology on the basis of its necessary micro foundations.
According to him, what is needed is a systematic programme of ‘micro
translation’ of the principal concepts of macro sociology. This entails the
‘unpacking’ of macro sociological metaphors: for instance, the notion of
‘centralization of authority’ can be reduced to (a) a series of statements about
micro situations in which certain actors exert authority over others, and (b) a
description of ‘the links in the chain of command’, i.e. an account of who passes
orders to whom. In Collins’s view, the only genuine macro variables in any such
unpacking of concepts are those concerning time, number and space. ‘All social
reality, then, is micro experience; but there are temporal, numerical, and spatial
aggregations of these experiences which constitute a macro-level of analysis.’
Collins, R. (1981) ‘Micro-Translation as a Theory-Building Strategy’, in K.
Knorr-Cetina and A. V. Cicourel (eds) Advances in Social Theory and
Methodology: Toward an Integration of Micro- and Macro-Sociologies. Boston,
London and Henley: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 63-64
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According to this argument, it follows that sociology should focus its attention on
the systematic analysis of micro situations and thus avoid working with macro
concepts that are not properly grounded in everyday social life. Hence, for
example, concepts of class and class relations only become meaningful once they
are shown to be characteristic of particular lifeworlds made up of certain shared
experiences involving struggled over differential livelihood chances (often, but
not exclusively, centring upon the workplace and access to the basic means of
production). Foucault (in Gordon 1980:102) takes a similar point of view when
he outlines his approach to the study of power relations. He argues that, although
power may seem remote and tied up with ‘juridical sovereignty and State
institutions’ and thus beyond the arena of everyday social interaction, it actually
manifests and reproduces or transforms itself in the workplaces, families and other
organizational settings of everyday life (see Foucault 1981:94). 64
 These arguments suggest that, on order to avoid reification of macro concepts, we
should build our understanding of society ‘from below’; that is, by documenting
everyday micro situations and situated social practice. 64
 Macro structures should not simply be conceptualized as aggregations of micro
episodes or situations, since many of them come into existence as the result of
unintended consequences of social action. Thus, as Giddens has insisted
throughout his writings, the properties of social institutions10 and of certain global
structures (such as Wallerstein’s notion of ‘the world system’) are emergent
forms that are neither explicable (nor fully describable) in terms of micro events.
Whilst it is true that institutional forms do not strictly speaking have ‘a life of
their own’ – somehow beyond the reach of human agency – and are deeply
engrained in everyday social practice, they do nevertheless posses characteristics
that cannot be fully comprehended by merely dissecting the minutiae of social
encounters. NOTE 10: That is, ‘`structured social practices that have a broad
spatial and temporal extension: that are structured in what the historian Braudel
calls the longue durée of time, and which are followed or acknowledged by the
majority of the members of society.’ Giddens, A. (1981:164) A Contemporary
Critique of Historical Materialism, London: Macmillan. 64
 The idea that designing participatory strategies based upon the effective use of
local knowledge and organization would enable one to avoid what Marglin and
Marglin (1990) call ‘the dominating knowledge of science and western
“scientific” management is clearly untenable.21 NOTE 21: Marglin and Marglin’s
analysis focuses upon the ideological dominance of Western systems of
knowledge and their subordination and devaluation of other cultures and forms of
knowledge. He distinguishes in ideal-typical terms between two kinds of
knowledge, which he calls techne and episteme. The former represents a practical
type and is the product of a personalized social order (i.e., what modernization
theorists might term a ‘traditional’ society), and the latter the kind that might be
associated with Western science and logical reasoning (i.e., ‘modern’ society)
while making a number of powerful criticisms of existing development theories
and policies. Marglin and Marglin’s argument founders, I believe, on the rocks of
dichotomization, since, like many previous writers, they posit a sharp distinction
between a dominant Western knowledge system and other knowledge systems.
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Marglin, S. A. (1990) ‘Towards the Decololonisation of the Mind’, in F.A.
Marglin and S. A. Marglin (eds.) Dominating Knowledge: Development Culture
and Resistance. WIDER Studies in Development Economics. Oxford:
Clarendon. 188
 …globalization must be coupled with the idea of ‘localisation’, with a view to
establishing the local embeddedness of global phenomena; that is, we must
examine the complex ways in which local forms of knowledge and organization
are constantly being reworked in interaction with changing external conditions.
We may also find it useful to reflect upon issues of ‘re-localisation’ rather than
simply ‘localisation’, since these raise questions concerning the resurgence of
local commitments and the ‘reinvention’ or creation of new local social forms that
emerge as an integral part of the process of globalization. Itself can only be
socially meaningful to actors if the new experiences it engenders simultaneously
gel, intersect or clash with existing experiences and cultural understandings. It is
in this manner that new social meanings and organizing practices are generated.
223
 Patterns of agricultural development are therefore subject to the combined effects
of globalization and localization; that is, local situations are transformed by
becoming part of wider global arenas and processes, whilst global dimensions are
made meaningful in relation to specific local conditions and through the
understandings and strategies of local actors. This produces a variegated pattern
of responses, with some farms or production sectors orienting themselves towards
producing for international markets, while others increase their commitment to
local consumption and distribution markets. 225
Woodiwiss, A. (2001) The Visual in Social Theory, London: The Athlone Press.
 Because sociology is an old science, certainly it is as old as many of the natural
sciences, it has a huge variety of “lenses” available. Unfortunately, many of them
were not well made. Our difficulty is to decide which ones. Here is where
Foucault can help because thanks to him it is now possible to formulate a second
rule of neo-classical method: theoretical discourses that are wholly a product of
representationalist theoretical practice should be discarded, while those that are
not, or at least not entirely, the product of such a practice may be retained either
as they are or for reworking. 163
Lyng, Stephen, and Franks, David (2002) Sociology and the Real World, Lanham,
Maryland: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers.
 Social theory must get beyond the impasse between objectivism and
constructionism by offering a view of social problems as both socially constructed
and objectively real. This can be accomplished by making the identification of
solutions to problems an integral part of the critical analysis of modern society.
Thus the research paradigm should offer a way to logically connect
“deconstructive” and “reconstructive” analysis. 157
Ben-Rafael, E. (ed.) (2003) Sociology and Ideology, Leiden, Netherlands: Brill.
Michel Wieviorka, “An Old Theme Revisited: Sociology and Ideology,” pp. 79-99.
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“The paradox of sociology – and it is…a creative paradox – lies in the fact that
although it falls, in its objectives and in the political and scientific values of its
principal figures, in the mainstream of modernism, its essential concepts and its
implicit perspectives place it much closer, generally speaking, to philosophical
conservatism” (Nisbet, R. (1966) The Sociological Tradition, London:
Heinemann, p. 32 (in French translation). 84

Eliezer Ben-Rafael and Yitzhak Sternberg, “Divergent Commitments and Identity
Crisis,” pp. 119-134.
 “…so far as Marxism is concerned, the sole aim of any inquiry … is the discovery
of causal relationships… The practice of Marxism, as well as its theory, is free
from value judgments… Thus Marxism, although it is logically an objective,
value-free science, has necessarily become, in its historical context, the property
of the spokesmen of that class to which its scientific conclusions promise victory.
Only in this sense is it the science of the proletariat … while at the same time it
adheres faithfully to the requirements of every science in its insistence upon the
objective and universal validity of its findings” (Hilferding, R. (1985/1910)
Finance Capital, London: Routledge, pp. 23-24). 121
Cruickshank, J. (2003) Realism and Sociology: Anti-foundationalism, Ontology, and
Social Research, London: Routledge.
 “Social systems do have structural properties that cannot be described in terms of
concepts referring to the consciousness of agents. But human actors, as
recognizable ‘competent agents’, do not exist in separation from one another as
copper, tin and lead do. They do not come together ex nihilo to form a new entity
by their fusion or association” (Giddens, A. (1995) The Constitution of Society:
Outline of a Theory of Structuration, Cambridge: Polity, p. 171). 77
Shapiro, Ian (2003) The State of Democratic Theory, Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press
 The democratic idea is close to nonnegotiable in today’s world. Liberation
movements insist that they are more democratic than the regime they seek to
replace. Authoritarian rulers seldom reject democracy out right. Instead they
argue that their people are not ready for democracy “yet,” that their systems are
more democratic than they appear, or that the opposition is corrupt and
antidemocratic – perhaps the stooge of a foreign power. International financial
institutions may be primarily interested in countries’ adopting neoliberal market
reforms, yet they also feel compelled to call for regular elections and other
democratic political reforms. Of course, different people understand different
things by democracy, and every democratic order will be thought by some not to
be functioning as it should, in the corrupt control of an illicit minority, or
otherwise in need of repair. But the very terms of such objections to democracy
affirm its obligatory character, since it is the malfunction or corruption of
democracy that is being objected to. 1
 The sociologist Terence Marshall (1965: 78) famously distinguished three types
of increasingly comprehensive rights. Civil rights include “the rights necessary
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for individual freedom – liberty of the person, freedom of speech, thought and
faith, the right to own property and conclude valid contracts, and the right to
justice [the right to assert and defend one’s rights].” Political rights include “the
right to participate in the exercise of political power, as a member of a body
invested with political authority or an elector of the members of such a body,” and
by social rights Marshall meant “the whole range from the right to a modicum of
economic welfare and security to the right to share in the full social heritage and
to live the life of a civilized being according to the standards prevailing in the
society.” Marshall was more optimistic than the historical record has turned out
to warrant in that he conceived of societies as moving from civil to political to
social citizenship rights as they modernized. 20 (footnote)
[They find that] although economic development does not predict the installation
of democracy, there is a strong relationship between economic development (in
particular the level of per capita income) and the survival of democratic regimes.
Democracies appear never to die in wealthy countries, whereas poor democracies
are fragile, exceedingly so when annual per capita incomes fall below $2,000
(1975 dollars). When annual per capita income falls below this threshold,
democracies have a one-in-ten chance of collapsing within a year. Between
annual per capital incomes of $2,001 and $5,000 this ratio falls to one in sixteen.
Above $6,055 annual per capita income, democracies, once established, appear to
last indefinitely. Moreover, poor democracies are more likely to survive when
governments succeed in generating development and avoiding economic crises
(Przeworski et al. 2000: 106-17). 87
Huntington (1991:36-37) contends that commitment to democratic values on the
part of political elites is necessary for democracy to endure. This plausible
conjecture may help us understand the (otherwise puzzling) endurance of Indian
democracy against the odds. Indian elites were often trained in Oxford and
Cambridge during the colonial period, and may have imbibed commitments to
democracy from the English. This was not true, by contrast, of African political
elites, which perhaps has something to do with why democracies did not generally
survive in British ex-colonies there. Perhaps institutional variables account for
the difference, however. The British engaged in direct rule in India, whereas
indirect rule through local surrogates was the African norm (see Mamdani 1996).
As the successful installation of democracy in Japan and West Germany after the
Second World War might be taken to suggest, democracy can be imposed on
countries where it has no successful track record so long as there is direct control
until democratic institutions take root. Detracting from this account, and again
suggesting the importance of culture and beliefs, is the United States example –
where democracy survived despite British reliance on indirect rule. Institutional,
cultural, economic, and other variables probably all play their parts.
Unfortunately, the available data does / not lend itself to the kind of large-n
multivariate analysis that would be required to afford a systemic grip on their
relative importance. 87-88
In practice, “respecting traditional communal practice” may amount to validating
a system of internal oppression that would be difficult to justify on any
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independent grounds. (For discussion of many of the forms this can take, see
Barry (2000: 155-93).) 102
Although democracies spend somewhat more than nondemocracies on the poor,
this spending has no systematic impact on inequality and leaves significant
proportions of the populations in poverty (Nickerson 2001: 189-203). 105
[From this perspective] the United States is particularly hamstrung. It has
federalism, which contains more veto points than unitary systems; bicameralism,
which contains more veto points than unicameral systems; and separation of
powers, which contains more veto points than parliamentary systems (Tsebelis
1995, 2002, Treisman 2000). 109
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Maia Green, “International Development, Social Analysis, …And Anthropology?:
Applying Anthropology in and to Development, pp. 110-129.
 Social development methods and approaches have much in common with social
anthropology, but there are substantial differences. Perhaps the most fundamental
of these is the fact that what constitutes social development knowledge is
determined by the need to meet policy priorities within what is defined as
development at a particular time rather than the pursuit of knowledge as an end in
itself. The relations with policy frameworks and the need to produce instrumental
knowledge that can be made to work, at least in the ideal, in serving a distinct
policy agenda, means that social development knowledge is not so much
concerned with the locally specific as with the production of models that can be
applied in more than one setting. This is quite unlike anthropology which, being
field based, draws on “an over determined setting for the discovery of difference”
(Gupta and Ferguson 1997: 5). Social development presents itself as a technical
discipline, based are what are claimed to be core competencies in a development
practice, which, whilst acknowledging the importance of process, remains
essentially committed to an understanding of social analysis as a prerequisite for
the management of social transformation. In this, social development adopts the
perspectives of social policy, and of particular sociological tradition that has
prioritized understanding society with a view to social improvement. 111
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